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Executive summary
Internal innovation contests are an approach to bring the market inside the firm. They are
conducted within the borders of a firm in order to work on new product ideas and
innovations. Idea generation differs in the context of internal innovation contests and
standard innovation processes. Taking a knowledge-based perspective, this work focuses
on the comparison of these two approaches on individual, team and organizational level.
For this purpose, an internal innovation contest at a multinational firm was examined as
well as the standard innovation process of this firm. Five propositions are developed
which apply to internal innovation contests taking place in cross-functional teams. The
first highlights that the motivation of employees does not increase during internal
innovation contests if they possess autonomy in the standard processes. Beyond,
employees are intrinsic or internalized extrinsic motivated during both organizational
approaches. Collaboration among employees increases during internal innovation
contests as the tendency to link, connect and share ideas augments. Finally, the last
propositions states that internal innovation contests deliver ideas with higher variety
compared to standard innovation processes.
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The title of the Google Lunar XPRIZE is “To land a privately funded robot on the moon”.
This competition offers a reward of 30 Million USD to the winner who first lands a robot
on the moon, moves 500 meters with it and broadcasts from there (XPRIZE Foundation,
2015). This is just one of many examples how external persons are motivated to
participate in the generation of innovations for companies. Many other firms like BMW,
Sony Ericsson or Threadless have discovered the potential of such external contests
(Hallerstede & Bullinger, 2010). Managers, consultants as well as scholars have long
been recommending to bring the market into the firm (Baker, Gibbons, & Murphy, 2001,
p. 212). But how can the principle of a contest be applied inside firms? This work tries to
answer the question how firms apply innovation contests among internal staff and how
ideas are generated in this process. Based on these findings, a comparison with idea
generation within standard innovation processes takes place.
With regard to the principles of open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003; Hippel, 2005),
recent research mainly focused on innovation contests among external participants. Many
authors investigated innovation contests in the context of online communities, virtual
customer integration or user innovation (Adamczyk, Bullinger, & Moeslein, 2010;
Fueller, 2006; Fueller, Bartl, Ernst, & Mühlbacher, 2006; Piller & Walcher, 2006;
Rohrbeck, Steinhoff, & Perder, 2008; Terwiesch & Xu, 2008). Thereby, users and
interested persons participate in an online contest with the aim to generate ideas and
innovations. Since this form of innovation contest is successful, it has been argued that
the approach should be transferred into the boundaries of a company. It has even been
recommended to initiate an internal ideation contest before the start of internal research
and development (R&D) projects (Hutter, Hautz, Fueller, Mueller, & Matzler, 2011,
p. 269). Its main goal is to generate new ideas. Besides, closer networks among the
participants and higher participation in corporate change activities are other positive side
effects of internally held innovation contests (Klein & Lechner, 2009, p. 13; Schepers,
Schnell, & Vroom, 1999, p. 26). Overall, innovation contests have evolved to a solid
approach within R&D departments which creates space to work on radical innovations
(Adamczyk, Bullinger, & Möslein, 2012, p. 336; Terwiesch & Xu, 2008, p. 1530).
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The aim of this work is to better understand how different organizational settings, in this
case the standard innovation process and an innovation contest within a firm, influence
idea generation. To highlight the differences, first the organizational frame of both
approaches is explained focusing on the governance form, the orientation of the
organization towards exploration and exploitation, team composition and the process
design of idea generation. Then the influence of the particular setting on the individual
motivation, the collaborative behavior and the output of the idea generation is outlined
and compared. Consequently, the following three research questions can be answered:


How do firms generate ideas during internal innovation contests?



How do firms generate ideas during their standard innovation process?



What are the differences in idea generation during internal innovation contests
compared with standard innovation processes?

Each innovation process consists of the steps idea creation and evaluation (Terwiesch
& Xu, 2008, p. 1529). This work does not contribute to the field of idea selection. It
focuses on idea generation because ideas are the primary stage of new products, which
are essential for companies to survive (Griffin & Page, 1996, p. 479). Further, only
internal innovation contests taking place in teams are regarded. In an internal setting,
innovation contests usually unite employees from different departments like R&D,
manufacturing or marketing. This type of innovation contest has been barely investigated
in current literature (Adamczyk et al., 2012). Existing literature offers only some
examples of internal innovation contests which took place in firms like SAP (Ebner,
Leimeister, & Krcmar, 2009), BMW (Klein & Lechner, 2009) or Siemens (Schepers et
al., 1999) as well as the pharma industry (Robbins & O'Gorman, 2015). Considering the
fact that firms progressively realize the potential of their employees to generate valuable
ideas and that many problems demand team-work due to their complexity, this result is
surprising (Baumann & Stieglitz, 2012, p. 359; Foo, 2010, p. 33; Roberts, 1991).
In chapter 2, literature on innovation contests and idea generation is used to create the
necessary theoretical background to be able to discuss the results of the study. An
elaborate literature review is analyzed and completed with more recent literature.
Literature on idea generation is studied as the processes and drivers of idea generation are
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regarded. In the next chapter, the theoretical process of a case study is outlined and the
research context is explained. Chapter 4 presents the findings of this single case study at
a multinational enterprise (MNE). The necessary data was retrieved from documents
provided by the firm. Further seven personal interviews with participants of the internal
innovation contest were conducted. In the conclusions, limitations and implications for
managers and researchers are highlighted.
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The theoretical background of this work combines research on innovation contests and
idea generation. First of all, literature dealing with innovation contests was regarded. The
systematic literature review of Adamczyk et al. (2012) served as a starting point. Initially,
articles from this review were selected according to their relevance for innovation
contests occurring within firms. Since most recent literature was not considered in their
review, a screen of articles published from 2012 to 2014 was set up using the same search
terms. Therefore, twenty differing combinations of keywords helped to find relevant
literature in Google scholar, Social Sciences Research Network (SSCI) and EBSCOhost
Business Source Complete. The search terms were a combination of “innovation”, “idea”,
“ideas” or “design” with “contest”, “competition”, “jam”, “prize” or “tournament”
(Adamczyk et al., 2012, pp. 338 f.; Piller & Walcher, 2006). In addition, literature on
innovation processes was scanned to be able to complete the necessary theoretical
background. Second, the same databases were used to identify important literature on idea
generation. Relevant resources were recalled and the full text was dissected in more detail.
Additionally, the reference lists of these selected articles were screened. The result of the
detailed review are presented in the following chapters.

2.1 Innovation processes
This part provides the theoretical background on standard innovation processes and
innovation contests. In addition, differences of these two approaches are illustrated using
the governance model of Makadok and Coff (2009).
2.1.1 Standard innovation processes
This work considers all processes describing the procedure of new product development
within a firm as standard innovation processes. After introducing the evolvement of
innovation processes, stage-gate processes are presented in detail since they are widely
used in industry (Cooper, 2008; Griffin, 1997).
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2.1.1.1 Evolvement of innovation processes
Innovation processes evolved over time. First, they were a linear sequential process
driven by technology. The second step was a market-oriented approach. Thereby, market
needs pull new products into the market also following a sequential process (Rothwell,
1994, pp. 8 f.). Later, it was shown that these approaches are just extreme examples of
the general process of interaction between market needs and technological abilities
(Mowery & Rosenberg, 1979). Hence, the next generation of innovation processes was
defined as a coupling model. This model describes a sequential process consisting of a
series of interdependent stages including feedback loops. Hence, a complex net links the
different functions of the firm, the marketplace as well as the scientific community
(Rothwell & Zegveld, 1985, p. 50). Then an integrated and concurrent approach followed
which involved a network of partners who focus on the optimization of development costs
and time (Rothwell, 1994, p. 12). The principle of open innovation has been integrated
more recently (Chesbrough, 2003; Dahlander & Gann, 2010; Enkel, Gassmann, &
Chesbrough, 2009).
2.1.1.2 Stage-gate processes
To manage their product development portfolio, many successful firms have
implemented a stage-gate process (Cooper, 2008, p. 213; Griffin, 1997, p. 431). The
original design as it was developed by Cooper (1990) is shown in Figure 1. Since it is still
widely used, the model was continuously improved (Cooper, 2008; Cooper, Edgett, &
Kleinschmidt, 2002). Cooper (1990, p. 44) defines it as “both a conceptual and an
operational model for moving a new product from idea to launch”. In its simplest way,
the process consists of a series of stages, where the necessary work is done, and gates,
which decide about the prosecution of the project (Cooper, 2008, p. 214). The number of
stages and gates commonly varies from four to seven depending on the specific firm or
division (Cooper, 1990, p. 46). An idea marks the beginning of the process. The first gate
serves as an initial screen and decides whether the idea is further followed (Cooper, 1990,
p. 52). Since this study focuses on the generation of ideas, the other phases are not further
explained and discussed.
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Idea
Gate1

Preliminary
assessment

Stage 1

Gate 2

Detailed
investigation and
preparation

Post-development
review

Stage 4

Gate 5

Full production and
market launch

Decision on
business case

Stage 3

Gate 4

Testing and
validation

Second screen

Stage 2
Gate 3

Development

Initial screen

Pre-commercialization
business analysis

Stage 5

Post-implementation
review

Figure 1: Stage-gate process, according to Cooper (1990, p. 46)

A similar model to the stage-gate is the development funnel (Wheelwright, 1992, p. 124).
In this model many ideas fit to the funnel in an early stage. Later, projects are
progressively selected in a funneling process. The funnel and stage-gate model pursue
similar primary activities. These activities are idea generation, problem solving,
implementation and diffusion and were introduced earlier by Utterback (1971, p. 78).
Recently, the necessity to consider a firm’s ecosystem has been underlined. The firm’s
ecosystem is defined by technologies, its clients and markets, its positions in the global
value chain and institutional environment. Hence, different innovation process
approaches fitting to specific circumstances were introduced. Still 53 per cent of the firms
use a traditional approach (Salerno, de Vasconcelos Gomes, da Silva, Bagno, & Freitas,
2015).
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2.1.2 Innovation contests
This part deals with innovation contests. First, the term is defined and innovation contests
are classified. Then design elements are presented and the process of an innovation
contest is explained.
2.1.2.1 Definition and classification of innovation contests
Lazear and Rosen (1981) provide the original formulation of tournament theory by
describing the principle of labor market contests. The principle of “rank-order payment”
rewards the hardest working employees with an executive position and higher salary
(Lazear & Rosen, 1981, pp. 841 f.). Later, Taylor (1995, p. 884) defined research
tournaments which are “adopted by a monopsonist as a method for committing itself to
reward agents in an environment of unobservable research inputs and unverifiable
research outcomes” (Taylor, 1995, p. 884). Contests and tournaments aim to match firms
facing problems with solvers possessing the right knowledge to solve problems (Felin &
Zenger, 2014, p. 921).
Among recent literature precise definitions have been formulated. According to
Terwiesch and Xu (2008, p. 1529) innovation contests confront a group of independent
agents with an innovation-related problem where the agent generating the best solution is
given an award. Bullinger and Moeslein (2010, p. 2) describe innovation contests as “a
web-based competition of innovators who use their skills, experiences and creativity to
provide a solution for a particular contest challenge formulated by an organizer”. The
term “innovation contest” is preferably used in this work since it covers the complete
innovation process from ideation and conceptualization to selection and implementation
(Bullinger & Moeslein, 2010, p. 2; following Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 1997). Other terms
like “idea contest” (Piller & Walcher, 2006), “ideas competition” (Leimeister, Huber,
Bretschneider, & Krcmar, 2009) or “design contest” (Brabham, 2010) are limited in their
scope.
Many authors focused on online innovation contests (Adamczyk et al., 2010; Fueller,
2006; Fueller et al., 2006; Piller & Walcher, 2006; Rohrbeck et al., 2008; Terwiesch
& Xu, 2008). These contests include external participants and show different
characteristic features. Online innovation contests can be community-based or include
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individuals and teams. Even though this work does not directly focus on this particular
topic, findings of this literature stream may also be applied on internal contests. Thus,
these findings are part of the literature review and will be presented within the next
sections. Figure 2 provides an overview of different innovation contests differentiating if
they take place inside the company or online and whether teams or individuals participate.
Besides this very rudimentary classification, various approaches to cluster innovation
contests can be found in literature concerning online innovation contests (Hallerstede
& Bullinger, 2010; Hallerstede, Neyer, & Möslein, 2010). The identified types vary
concerning their degree of elaboration, duration, reward system, focus on communication
or the type of knowledge. Other classifications differentiate according to the prize
(Wenger, 2014) or the specification of the topic and intention to realize (Ebner, 2008).

Innovation
contests

Internal
innovation
contests

Online
innovation
contests

Mixed
e.g. Ebner et al.,
2009

Individual
participation
e.g. Klein &
Lechner, 2009;
Schepers et al.,
1999

Participation
in teams

Communitybased

Individual
participation

e.g. Adamczyk et
al., 2010; Füller et
al., 2006; Hutter et
al., 2011

e.g. Boudrea et al.,
2011; Brabham,
2010; Füller et al.,
2011; Jeppesen and
Lakhani, 2011;
Poetz and Shreier,
2012; Piller &
Walcher, 2006

Figure 2: Classification of innovation contests

Participation
in teams
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2.1.2.2 Design elements of innovation contests
In theory and practice different design criteria have been identified which allow to
distinguish innovation contests. Ebner et al. (2009, p. 346) describe innovation contests
using design elements which overlap to a big extent with those described by Bullinger
and Moeslein (2010, p. 4). Furthermore, Adamczyk et al. (2012, p. 352) introduce five
new categories. The result are 15 independent design elements. The elements are
presented in the following and 13 criteria are summarized which are relevant for internal
innovation contests.
Regarding media as a first design element, innovation contests take place online, offline
or in a mixed mode. The organizer of an innovation contest is a company, a public
organization, non-profit organization or an individual. Thirdly, the degree of task
specification differs extensively. It ranges from low (for open topics) to highly specific.
According to the degree of elaboration the contest designers expect either pure
descriptions of the ideas in a short outline, sketches, concepts or even prototypes or
complete solutions. In the case of internally conducted contests, the target group is
always specified. Consequently, this criterion was not considered any further. In contrast,
the way participation is designed is of importance. The design can allow participation of
teams, individuals or both (Adamczyk et al., 2012, p. 351; Bullinger & Moeslein, 2010,
p. 4; Ebner et al., 2009, p. 346). There are a number of arguments which indicate that the
use of a team design could be beneficial if an innovation contest is not limited to the
generation of ideas but demands concepts or even prototype. No single person can
succeed in complex environments (Foo, 2010, p. 33; Roberts, 1991). Another advantage
of team work is that extraordinary group creativity has been observed among several
people trying to find solutions collectively (Harvey, 2014, p. 324). Tournament theory
has also looked at the number of participants showing that the ideal number of participants
in contests is two (Fullerton & McAfee, 1999, p. 576). But regarding the benefits of
diversity, more participants are desirable (Terwiesch & Xu, 2008, p. 1542). Still, a higher
number of participants increases rivalry and reduces the incentives to make an effort
(Boudreau, Lacetera, & Lakhani, 2011). Hence, with regard to the ideal number of
participants, a trade-off between diversity and incentives emerges.
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The next design element is the contest period which ranges from very short term (some
hours) to very long term (at least more than four months). Community functionality can
be given or not given (Adamczyk et al., 2012, p. 351; Bullinger & Moeslein, 2010, p. 4;
Ebner et al., 2009, p. 346). Moreover, the reward can be either monetary, non-monetary
or both. Prizes stimulate the generation of ideas and motivate the participants of an
innovation contest (Wagner, 2011, p. 32). In general, the positive correlation of incentives
and employees’ motivation has been proven in many empirical studies (Landau &
Leventhal, 1976; Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991). Still several questions rise when defining
the reward concerning its value and extent. First, high rewards augment motivation
among participants but increases competition at the same time and consequently
diminishes the motivation to search due to decreasing individual likelihood of winning
the contest (Baumann & Stieglitz, 2012, p. 359). To keep participants working, they
should constantly have the feeling that they can win (Frick, 2003, p. 526). The second
issue regards the extent of the reward. To keep contestants expending their exertion,
greater performance gets rewarded (Frick, 2003, p. 514). But who should be rewarded?
Winner-takes-all competitions might limit participation of contestants who are not
absolutely convinced of their ideas (Morgan & Wang, 2010, p. 80), whereas in optimal
contests profound prizes are not only handed to the best performer but to others as well
(Glazer & Hassin, 1988, pp. 142 f.). For this purpose a proportional prize could be set
which rewards contestants with a prize proportional to their contribution to the contest’s
outcome (Cason, Masters, & Sheremeta, 2010, pp. 610 f.). If participants work in groups,
it gets difficult to define individual rewards. Thus, group-based rewards can be designed
(Cooper, Dyck, & Frohlich, 1992). This type of reward has not been discussed in the
literature on innovation contests. But research in other fields has shown that team rewards
are supposed to enhance collaboration of teams besides fostering individual motivation
(DeMatteo, Eby, & Sundstrom, 1998, p. 141). Further, the decision whether to address a
group or an individual has to be clearly made since hybrid approaches did not show
positive results (Wageman, 1995).
As a final step in contests, submissions are evaluated by a jury, peers or participants
(Bullinger & Moeslein, 2010, p. 3). A jury can consist of executives like the CEO or the
head of the R&D department (Poetz & Schreier, 2012, p. 249). Further, the evaluation
can be either performance-oriented or participation-oriented (Ebner et al., 2009, p. 346).
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A broad set of evaluation criteria was developed by Ebner et al. (2009, p. 350). They
introduced 13 evaluation criteria which can be categorized in the dimensions creativity,
market potential, quality, business demands and strategic fit (see Table 1).
Evaluation dimension

Evaluation criteria

Description

Creativity

Originality

Degree of novelty and uniqueness of the idea

Degree of innovation

New combination of factors serving economic
benefit

Customer benefit

Practicable and value-adding idea

User acceptance

Fulfillment of customer demand

Realizability

Economically feasible realization

Market size

Acceptable size of target market

Marketability

Possible commercialization

Comprehensibility

Understandable idea

Elaborateness

Adequate length of description

Risk

Compensation of risk with potential benefit

Imitability

Difficulty of imitating the idea

Portfolio fit

Fitting of idea to firm’s product portfolio

Development potential

Adaptability to new business requirements

Market potential

Quality
Business demands
Strategic fit

Table 1: Evaluation criteria, according to Ebner et al. (2009, p. 350)

Adamczyk et al. (2012, pp. 350 ff.) introduce five new design elements. The attraction
of participants is an important element since innovation contests are dependent on people.
An announcement can take place on the firm’s webpage or blog, in social networks or in
an email. Additionally, the notification of an innovation contest can be spread offline by
using word-of-mouth or by a mixture of online and offline methods. The design element
sponsorship can be excluded because for internal innovation contests the firm sponsors
the contest. Facilitation of participants is the moderation and support during the contest
and can be provided by professionals, peers or a combination. Another relevant attribute
is the number of rounds which is referred to as contest phases. Innovation contests can
vary from single- to multiple-rounds. Eventually, contests differ regarding their
replication which is the revision of cycles. They can take place twice a year, each year,
less or more frequently. All relevant elements for internal innovation contests are selected
and summarized in Table 2.
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Design Element

Attributes

Framework

Media

online

Organizer

company

Task specification

low

Degree of
elaboration

idea

Participation

individual

Contest period

very short
term

Reward

monetary

Community
functionality

given

Evaluation

jury evaluation

offline
public
organization

mixed
non-profit
organization

(1); (2); (3)

individual
person

high
sketch

concept

prototype

team
short term

(1); (2); (3)
solution

evolving

both
long term

non-monetary

performance-oriented

(1); (2); (3)
(1); (2); (3)

very long
term
both

(1); (2); (3)
(1); (2); (3)

not given
peer reviewed

(1); (2); (3)

(2); (3)
self-assessment

participation-oriented

(2); (3)
(1)

Attraction

offline

online

mixed

(3)

Facilitation

professional
facilitation

peer facilitation

mixed

(3)

Contest phases

one

two

more

(3)

Replication

biannual

annual

less frequent

more frequent

(3)

(1) Ebner et al., 2009, p. 346; (2) Bullinger & Moeslein, 2010, p. 4; (3) Adamczyk et al., 2012, pp. 351 f.

Table 2: Design elements

2.1.2.3 Process design of an innovation contest
Beyond idea generation and idea selection, concept generation and implementation can
be included as phases of an innovation contest (Hallerstede & Bullinger, 2010, p. 2).
Depending on the setting of the contest, other phases can be added or omitted. For
instance, a second evaluation phase, a pre-phase or an awards ceremony have been used
in the setting of an innovation contest with participants from a firm and university
students (Ebner et al., 2009, p. 349). Further, feedback loops and continuous peerevaluation are parts mainly known from innovation contests within online communities
(Fueller, Hutter, & Faullant, 2011, p. 264). The Osram LED light innovation contest
subjoined a second selection phase which supported further evolving and improving of
the ideas (Hutter et al., 2011, p. 6).
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Figure 3 shows the basic process of an innovation contest which consist of the phases
idea generation and selection. The process was designed in dependence on Hallerstede
and Bullinger (2010) as well as Ebner et al. (2009). During the first phase, ideas are
generated, recombined and conceptualized on individual or team level. Then the best idea
is selected from the resulting “raw ideas”. Either the business unit or the management
selects the winning idea.

Phase I: Idea generation

Phase II: Selection

Task:

Idea generation and possibly
recombination (merging and refining) of
ideas and conceptualization of ideas

Selection of best innovation or
innovations
(idea/sketch/concept/prototype/solution)

Level

Individual or team

Business unit or management

Output

Numerous “raw ideas”

Winning idea

„Raw“ idea
Recombined/selected/winning idea

Figure 3: Theoretical process of an innovation contest, following Hallerstede and
Bullinger (2010) and Ebner et al. (2009)

2.1.3 Governance forms of innovation processes
Makadok and Coff (2009, p. 298) use the dimensions “authority”, “ownership” and
“incentives” in order to distinguish different governance forms. In this model hierarchies
are differentiated from markets (Holmstrom & Milgrom, 1994, p. 972). In an organization
with less authority, the autonomy of lower-level employees enhances. These employees
often possess better information and are allowed to follow steps that may increase
performance (Pfeffer, 1995, p. 61). Thus, autonomy is a very important dimension of jobs
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The incentive or reward depends on the performance of the
participants containing the risk of poor performance and winning the reward if the
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performance is strong. The ownership shows who owns the asset (Makadok & Coff, 2009,
p. 298).
With the help of these dimensions a cube (see Figure 4) can be drawn which includes
eight pure governance forms in each corner: pure hierarchy, empowerment, piece-rate
employment, autonomous profit center, pure market, consortium, quasi-integration and
franchising (Makadok & Coff, 2009, p. 299). In addition to these pure governance form,
hybrid and intermediate governance forms exist. Intermediate forms are between
hierarchy and market in all dimensions while true hybrids are market oriented for one or
two dimensions with the other dimensions being hierarchy-oriented (Makadok & Coff,
2009, p. 298).
Pure hierarchy
Piece-rate
employment

Empowerment

Autonomous
profit center

Principle
owns assets

Ownership

Agent owns
assets

Weak
productivity
incentives

Quasiintegration

Consortium

Franchising

Pure market

Reward

Strong
productivity
incentives

Figure 4: Governance forms, according to Makadok and Coff (2009, p. 299)
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On the one hand, traditional innovation processes like the stage-gate process offer only
little autonomy for the employees and no rewards. Further, it is the firm owning the asset
(Cooper, 2008). Hence, traditional innovation processes can be put in the corner of pure
hierarchy. On the other hand, innovation contests are competitions with excellent
information disposability and high autonomy for the participants (Bullinger, Neyer, Rass,
& Moeslein, 2010, p. 294). Innovation contests allow highly autonomous actions and
provide a form of reward by definition. Regarding the ownership, different approaches
are possible. The agent who is the participant in an online innovation contest does not
necessary have to own the asset but the agent can own it (Jeppesen & Lakhani, 2010,
p. 1021). Still, within the borders of an organization, usually the firms owns the asset
(Dorr & Munch, 1995). Therefore, innovation contests fit best to the corner autonomous
profit center.

2.2 Idea generation
The second part of the literature review contemplates the context and the effects of the
context of context on idea generation. These effects strike the individual, team and
organizational level.
2.2.1 Context of idea generation
The first phase of an innovation process is the generation of ideas. Although idea
generation is very important for firms, there is still lack of knowledge regarding
effectiveness in this phase (Schulze & Hoegl, 2008, p. 1742). Creativity as the starting
point of innovation is essential for the development of new products (Amabile, Conti,
Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996, p. 1155; Kratzer, Leenders, & van Engelen, 2004, p. 63).
Creativity has been described as “the production of novel and useful ideas” (Amabile et
al., 1996, pp. 1154 f.). In the prior chapter, innovation contests were presented as a
specific governance form which influences idea generation within firms. Other
organizational factor include the firm’s orientation towards exploration and exploitation,
the composition of groups and the process of idea generation. These elements are
presented in this section.
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2.2.1.1 Approaches of idea generation
The beginning of any innovation process is the identification of many ideas before
selecting a few for further examination and development (Girotra, Terwiesch, & Ulrich,
2010, p. 591). Ideas can be generated individually in a nominal group or in a group
brainstorming. It has been discussed disparately which approach is more successful.
Major differences have been found depending on whether the research took place in a
laboratory or if the organizational context was considered (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996,
p. 688).
If ideas are generated individually, redundancies can occur since the ideation process
takes place without information exchange (Kornish & Ulrich, 2011, p. 107). But the
number of duplicates stays quite small if the targeted domain is narrow (Kornish & Ulrich,
2011, p. 122). The number of ideas as well as the quality of these ideas is higher in
nominal groups (Paulus & Yang, 2000, p. 77; Stroebe & Diehl, 1994, p. 301). A study by
Kavadias and Sommer (2009, p. 1911) provides a cluster of the nominal and
brainstorming group approach depending on complexity and modularity. Nominal groups
outperform brainstorming groups for very simple or very complex problems that do not
require input from different functional areas. But this does not apply for temperately
complex settings requiring information from other functional areas. In these cases,
brainstorming groups are more suitable since group idea generation is enhanced (Osborn,
1957, pp. 228 f.; Parnes & Meadow, 1959, p. 175).
As soon as the selection of idea is considered as well, a hybrid of individual ideation and
group brainstorming exists which is named nominal group technique. First, individuals
generate their ideas independently and write them down. Then, the ideas are presented,
discussed and prioritized (Van de Ven & Delbecq, 1974, p. 606). In general such a hybrid
process is most efficient and effective by combining the advantages of individual and
group approaches (Girotra et al., 2010, p. 592). Since groups make better decisions using
the same information, groups seem to be better at selecting ideas (Blinder & Morgan,
2005, p. 810). In summary, the right approach on idea generation depends on the situation
and circumstances. There is no one best approach for any idea generation project
(Kavadias & Sommer, 2009, p. 1911).
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2.2.1.2 Idea generation in a competitive setting
Idea generation in a competitive setting differs from regular innovation activities. First,
competition among groups supports collaboration within the group which includes
sharing ideas and encouraging each other to generate ideas (Baer, Leenders, Oldham, &
Vadera, 2010, p. 829; Clydesdale, 2006, p. 134). Nonetheless, the effects of competition
on the overall innovative outcome are discussed diversely (Li & Vanhaverbeke, 2009,
p. 132). One direction is embossed by Schumpeter (1934) who argues that competition
and innovation are negatively related. On the other hand, Arrow (1962, p. 619) states: “It
will be argued that the incentive to invent is less under monopolistic than under
competitive conditions but even in the latter case it will be less than is socially desirable.”
Intergroup competition is defined “as a social situation in which the goals of different
groups are linked in such a way that goal achievement by any one group reduces the
ability of other groups to reach their respective goals” (Baer et al., 2010, p. 829). This
competition among groups influences the creativity of the group, which increases with
higher pace at lower levels of competition and continues to increase but at a slower pace
with higher competition (Baer et al., 2010, p. 838). With regard to gender, groups mainly
consisting of men become more creative in a competitive setting (Baer, Vadera, Leenders,
& Oldham, 2013, p. 12). Additionally, competition can be the impulse to transfer
knowledge from new-technology development groups to groups dealing with existing
technologies (Taylor, 2010, p. 38). Regarding innovation contests and in particular online
communities, Hutter et al. (2011, p. 16) show that the interplay of competition and
cooperation increases the success of users participating in online competitions.
2.2.1.3 Orientation of the organization
The organization’s orientation towards exploration and exploitation influences idea
generation. Exploration involves the generation of a new knowledge base or skills and
entails new market expertise, technical skills or external relationships (Lavie &
Rosenkopf, 2006, p. 802; Smith & Tushman, 2005). Further terms like experimentation,
discovery, risk taking, search, diversification and variation are associated with
exploration. Its counterpart is exploitation which focuses on variance reduction,
efficiency, implementation, choice and selection (Lavie, Stettner, & Tushman, 2010,
p. 112; March, 1991, p. 71). The Swiss-watch manufacturers can be used as an example.
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The introduction of automatic watches after producing hand-wound watches is a type of
exploitation while the rise of battery-powered watches is associated with exploration
(Landes, 1983; Lavie et al., 2010, p. 112). The consequence of a firm’s decision to follow
exploitation or exploration is a different level of uncertainty concerning the technology
and market (see Figure 5). On the one hand, technological uncertainty defines the
capability of a firm to implement an idea. For the case that the idea builds on knowledge
the firm already possess, the risk is low. For technologies only existing outside the firm
it is medium, and high for new technologies. On the other hand, market uncertainty
addresses a firm’s ability to meet customer needs and is low concerning existing markets.
The uncertainty is medium for markets the firm has not entered yet and high for new
markets. Combing the two dimensions in one graph, three horizons appear which differ
in their degree of uncertainty (Terwiesch & Ulrich, 2009, p. 83).
Knowledge of market

New
market

Existing
market
that form
does not
served

Existing
market that
firm does
not serve

Exploration
into new
markets

New-category
products
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growth
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variants and cost
reductions
Existing technology
that firm uses

Next-generation
products for core
markets

Existing technology that firm
does not use

Exploration
with new
technologies

New technology

Knowledge of technology

Figure 5: Horizons of uncertainty, according to Terwiesch and Ulrich (2009, p. 83)
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Firms are facing the challenge that they have to successfully manage both explorative and
exploitative innovation to survive (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996, p. 8). Companies focusing
only on exploration lack necessary benefits to survive since they produce too many
undeveloped new ideas and costs for experimentation are not covered. But if firms
exclude exploratory activities, they “find themselves in suboptimal stable equilibria”
(March, 1991, p. 71). Hence, exploration and exploitation have to be fostered. This
necessity is underlined by proofing an inverse U-shape relationship between a firm’s
funds on exploratory activities and its new product performance (Bauer & Leker, 2013,
p. 207). According to a study in the chemical industry, senior R&D portfolio managers
underestimate the importance of explorative activities. More than half of the investigated
firms spent less than the optimal ratio on exploration for new products (Bauer & Leker,
2013, p. 208).
Innovation contests can serve as a lever to support exploration (Benner & Tushman, 2003,
p. 243). First, formalization limits exploration because it limits non-routine problem
solving as well as the identification of new knowledge (Lavie et al., 2010, p. 122).
Another constraint is centralization and thus higher authority (Jansen, Van Den Bosch, &
Volberda, 2006, p. 1670). Moreover, the attitude of the senior management influences the
direction of a firm’s innovation activities. Higher risk aversions reduces exploration since
returns are less certain and usually arrive with a time lag (March, 1991, p. 73). Another
restriction for exploration is that senior managers working together for a longer time adopt
to each other and become more homogeneous (March, 1991, p. 75; O’Reilly & Tushman,
2008). Internal innovation contests offer ways for innovation activities to be independent
of the management, decentralized and less formalized. Hence, exploration can be
supported depending on the participants, the setting and topic of the contest. The creation
of horizontal communication channels, promoting knowledge exchange, helps
explorative activities. It is another lever which can be pressed by innovation contests
(Felin & Zenger, 2014, p. 919). Concerning the strategic intent, exploration is fostered if
the emphasis is on breakthroughs and not on profit. Additionally, loose coupling to the
customer assists exploration. Finally, passionate employees focus less on exploitation
than very disciplined employees (Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009, p. 707).
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2.2.1.4 Team composition
Team work is an important part of idea generation (Bercovitz & Feldman, 2011, p. 81).
Under certain conditions, groups are conspicuously smart and often outperform the
smartest people who are part of the group (Surowiecki, 2005). Today, four of five
companies with more than 100 employees have employed a team-based approach (Cohen
& Bailey, 1997, p. 293). In particular highly complex products demand higher numbers
of experts involved (Hoegl & Weinkauf, 2005, p. 50).
The importance of employees in the ideation process is augmenting among managers
(Baumann & Stieglitz, 2012, p. 359). Since the knowledge base regarding new ideas is
not limited to the R&D department, every employee can possibly initiate an idea or
innovation (Simula & Ahola, 2014, p. 402). If employees from other departments are
integrated in the ideation process, hidden ideas can be identified and leveraged (Benbya
& van Alstyne, 2011). Nonetheless, commonly, the engineering, marketing and - if
existing - the designing departments participate in the idea generation process (Poetz
& Schreier, 2012, p. 254). To discuss the impact of the composition of teams on idea
output, the background of the team, its diversity, its orientation and the intended outcome
are regarded.
Harvey (2014, p. 338) argues that within groups at least different competencies or
knowledge backgrounds should be united. Novelty is bigger as the bodies of knowledge
of the individuals are more distant. Further, in multi-divisional firms the integration of
problem solvers from analogous markets in addition to those from the target markets can
be considered to increase creativity among participants. Moreover, these problem solvers
might even deliver applicable solutions originating from their market. This is the result
of an experimental study on safety gear on the analogous markets roofing, carpentry and
inline skating (Franke, Poetz, & Schreier, 2013, p. 1064). The discussion of the most
successful team composition did not provide clear results. On the one hand diversity can
increase innovativeness since healthy debates are fostered (Bantel & Jackson, 1989,
p. 120). But lower social integration might detain collaborative work on the other hand
(Smith et al., 1994, p. 432). Accordingly, diversity could be adjuvant during the ideation
phase and might harm on the implementation stage since team members might not follow
the same goal (Foo, 2010, p. 41). Moreover, extraverted groups perform better. At least

2

Literature review

21

this is the result of a study on computer-mediated groups by Jung, Lee, and Karsten (2012,
pp. 43 f.) showing that moderate-stimuli and high stimuli conditions increase the diversity
and uniqueness of ideas. It further offers the possibility to communicate anonymously
(McQuail, 2010, p. 552). Finally, the composition of the team depends on whether the
organizations tries to emphasize exploration or exploitation (Taylor & Greve, 2006,
p. 723). Exploration is rather linked to extreme outcomes and higher variance than higher
mean performance. Teams with several members having experiences from different
domains and having worked together show higher variance in their performance. Hence,
these teams perform better on the exploration side (Taylor & Greve, 2006, p. 735).
2.2.1.5 Personal criteria
Personal criteria determining the success of idea generation are effort, creativity and
experience (Taggar, 2001, p. 275; Terwiesch & Xu, 2008, pp. 1531 f.). First, increased
effort leads to an improvement of the idea (Terwiesch & Xu, 2008, p. 1532). The effort
can be stimulated by rewards in the context of innovation contests. Second, creative
members succeed in the generation of new ideas (Taggar, 2001, p. 275). Higher learning
orientation increases creativity since these individuals like challenging activities. They
are more likely to solve problems and transfer these solutions into innovations (Hirst, van
Knippenberg, & Zhou, 2009, p. 289; Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004, p. 379). Eventually,
individuals with a diverse career background gained knowledge in different domains.
Their experience allows them to perceive things differently. Hence, disposability and
usage of diverse knowledge is supported and innovations are facilitated (Magee, 2005,
p. 39; Taylor & Greve, 2006, p. 727). If the participants have experience as business
founders, findings are varying depending on the size of the team. Small teams perform
better if business founders are part of the teams. On the other hand, large teams perform
better without business founders because they do not need the experience of a founder
and conceptualize their ideas more effectively (Foo, 2010, p. 41).
2.2.2 Effects of the context on idea generation
After the overview of the context that influences idea generation, this section shows the
attitude of individuals, behavioral aspects and output of idea generation as a possible
result of the organizational setting. On the individual level, the motivation is investigated.
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The interaction within the group and across the borders of the group, the transparency and
willingness to share ideas appear on the group level. Finally, the output of idea generation
is regarded for the whole organization.
2.2.2.1 Individual motivation
People’s behavior is dominated by the ambitions “economic gain” and “social
acceptance” (Harsanyi, 1969, pp. 523 f.). Extrinsic motivation aims to a specific outcome
due to one’s action and therefore fulfils both ambitions economic gain and social
acceptance (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 60). In contrast, intrinsic motivation originates the
interest in the activity itself and is defined as “an activity for its inherent satisfactions
rather than for some separable consequence” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 56). The model of
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation was already proposed earlier by Porter and Lawler
(1968), has been further developed and resulted in the self-determination theory (SDT)
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gagné & Deci, 2005).
According to Gagné and Deci (2005), SDT classifies extrinsic motivation into four
categories and aligns them on a continuum from amotivation to intrinsic motivation. This
continuum contains six types of motivation and is illustrated in Figure 6. According to
this model, extrinsic motivation varies in the extent to which it is controlled or
autonomous. On the left side of the continuum, amotivation can be found. In this case,
people are not motivated themselves and no intentional regulation is made which could
foster motivation. Further to the right, the four types of extrinsic motivation are clustered.
Initially, external regulation is the type of extrinsic motivation which was referred to
while confining intrinsic and extrinsic motivation before. This type of motivation depends
on the perceived linkage of a certain behavior and its consequence. For example, better
performance may then implicate a tangible reward. Besides, three types of internalization
of extrinsic motivation are differentiated: interjected, identification and integration. These
three types convert external regulation of behavior in a way that no external incident is
necessary. Hence, people start working even if their superior is not monitoring. The first
of these elements is interjected regulation which describes a regulation that has not been
approved yet but already been absorbed by the individual. Due to self-esteem and ego
involvement, people are motivated because they want to feel like a worthy person
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(Charms, 1968; Ryan, 1982). Thereby, motivation is only moderately controlled as the
regulation is within the individual. The next type of extrinsic motivation is identified
regulation. People are then already to a certain extent autonomously motivated because
their “behavior is more congruent with their personal goals and identities” (Gagné
& Deci, 2005, p. 334). The highest level of internalization is reached with integrated
regulation. In this case, people’s behavior is self-determined and thus people perceive
their behavior as an integral part of themselves. Therefore, their motivation is
autonomous. On the right side of the continuum, intrinsic motivation is located.
Intrinsically motivated individuals are interested in the given task, enjoy working on it
and their motivation is inherently autonomous motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005).
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Figure 6: Self-determination continuum, according to Gagné and Deci (2005, p. 336)

Research on open source software development displayed ten motivational categories
following SDT. Thereby, “ideology”, “altruism”, “kinship” and “fun” are allocated to
intrinsic motivation. The categories “reputation”, “reciprocity”, “learning” and “ownuse” describe internalized extrinsic motivation while “career” and “pay” are linked to
extrinsic motivation (Von Krogh, Haefliger, Spaeth, & Wallin, 2012a).
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Regarding innovation contests, the motivation can be stimulated through the reward, the
task and the setting of the contest. Extrinsic motivators used in innovation contests can
be monetary (like prize money) or non-monetary (like certificates, valuable presents,
career opportunities) (Boudreau & Lakhani, 2009, p. 72, Brabham, 2010, p. 1124, 2010,
p. 1139; Piller & Walcher, 2006, p. 310). Reputation, status, professional and personal
identity are examples of internalized extrinsic motivation. The factors self-realization, fun
and enjoyment, autonomy or an intellectual challenge are examples for intrinsic
motivation (Boudreau & Lakhani, 2009, p. 72; Fueller, 2006, p. 644; Rohrbeck et al.,
2008, pp. 471 f.; Von Krogh et al., 2012a, p. 654). A vivid example are the Beatles who
were on the one hand extrinsically motivated by rewards like chart placements or fame.
On the other hand, they loved music which motivated them intrinsically (Clydesdale,
2006, p. 138). Differences in the importance of motivators have been identified depending
on the setting of the contest. Terwiesch and Ulrich (2009, p. 196) perceive career
advancement and greater responsibility within the organization as most motivating. At
the open design platform Threadless, monetary prizes are motivating as well as intrinsic
aspects like the development of creative skills (Brabham, 2010, p. 1139). Within
communities, non-financial incentives as recognition and self-satisfaction are more
motivating (Murray & O'Mahony, 2007, p. 1015). Further, research at the software firm
SAP showed that monetary incentives were not the strongest motivators. Instead, productrelated training offerings had the highest motivational value for the participants (Ebner et
al., 2009, p. 351). Overall, the aim of a contest should be to motivate participants more
intrinsically since people will then be most creative (Amabile et al., 1996, p. 39). This
can be achieved within group-based innovation contests combining competition and
cooperation (Tauer & Harackiewicz, 2004).
2.2.2.2 Collaboration
Communication, cooperation and interaction are particularly positive connected to
creativity and innovation in current literature (Bullinger et al., 2010, p. 295). On
intergroup level, teams often require knowledge which is not available within their team
and thus have to interact with other teams (Kratzer, Leenders, & van Engelen, 2010,
p. 434). Interacting with teams having various areas of expertise increases new knowledge
creation (Kratzer et al., 2010, p. 429; Leenders, van Engelen, & Kratzer, 2003, p. 70). On
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intra-group level, interaction between individuals is fundamental for the knowledge
creation process of an organization (Von Krogh, Nonaka, & Rechsteiner, 2012b, p. 254).
Group creativity is supported by effective communication and a healthy feedback culture
(Taggar, 2002, p. 327). If communication is more personal, more creative solutions are
identified (Kratzer, Leenders, & van Engelen, 2005, p. 14). However, if communication
exceeds a necessary minimum, performance regarding a team’s creativity depreciates
(Kratzer et al., 2004, p. 67). Further, network ties positively affect the creativity of R&D
teams since these are channels to access information (Chen, Chang, & Hung, 2008, p. 30).
But creativity decreases if communication starts to focus on one or two members as team
members remain within the same team for a longer time (Kratzer et al., 2004, pp. 67 f.)
Further, these groups might even divide into sub-groups which avoid communication
among each other and only communicate within the group. Sub-groups perform worse in
the creative process because of specific coding schemes and language use.
Ideas as a form of explicit knowledge can be communicated and shared (Nonaka, 1991,
p. 98). They can be more easily transferred than any form of know-how or routine
(Reagans & McEvily, 2003, p. 262). But knowledge sharing demands both effort and time
(Gibbert & Krause, 2002). Thereby, one person has to guide another person through their
thinking or use its insight to support the other person’s understanding of the own situation
(McDermott, 1999, p. 107). The process of knowledge sharing contributes to the
organization’s performance (Epple, Argote, & Murphy, 1996). The question to be
answered is if employees share their knowledge and ideas or what hinders them to do so.
Riege (2005) analyzed barriers of knowledge sharing within firms on an individual,
organizational and technological level. Organizational and technological barriers concern
lack of infrastructure and resources or an unwillingness to use applications. Other
obstacles can be identified on the individual level. Some of these obstacles are related to
differences concerning age, gender or nationality and lack of trust and time. To support
knowledge transfer, good interpersonal and communication skills are necessary as well
as social networks (Riege, 2005, pp. 23 f.).
The transparency level can be influenced by the organizational setting. First, open and
flat organization structures support knowledge sharing (Riege, 2005, p. 31). Second,
sufficient time has to be provided in order to avoid that ideas are hoarded. Thereby,
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knowledge sharing barriers can be avoided by creating formal and informal spaces for the
interaction of employees (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001). Furthermore, sufficient funds
are needed which support knowledge flows. In many cases, the necessary financial
expenses can be high (Davenport, 1997, p. 187). While some authors reason that clear
guidelines are needed for effective knowledge sharing (Ives, Torrey, & Gordon, 2002),
knowledge sharing may also just happen by itself without the need for any formal
mechanisms. Higher speed and competition in the internal business environment
facilitates informal knowledge sharing among employees since people progressively
depend on others. Their knowledge is needed to successfully finish a task or to finish
earlier (Riege, 2005, p. 27). Another influence factor are incentives. Newer empirical
studies were not able to support the common belief that rewards foster knowledge sharing.
Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee (2005, pp. 98 f.) states: “Contrary to commonly accepted
practices associated with knowledge management initiatives, a felt need for extrinsic
rewards may very well hinder - rather than promote - the development of favorable
attitudes toward knowledge sharing.” On the one hand, rewards might be supportive to
create interest for knowledge transfer. But intrinsic motivation has to be dominant in the
long run (O'Dell & Grayson, C. Jackson, 1998, p. 169). More important for an
organizational setting which supports knowledge sharing is the organizational climate.
Fairness, innovativeness and affiliation affect subjective norms concerning knowledge
sharing and the individual’s motivation to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005, p. 99).
Research on online communities has shown that members of the communities are willing
to share their ideas with other members who want to improve (Fueller, Jawecki, &
Mühlbacher, 2007, p. 68). Thereby, trust forms the basis for an environment in which
users share their expertise and know-how (Ebner et al., 2009, p. 347). Basic trust or
dispositional trust is the general trusting position of the truster. Another form of trust is
interpersonal trust and can be described as the trust agent A directly has in agent B
depending on the context as well. Finally, system trust is based on the perceived
characteristics and reliance on an institution or a system. An example is the monetary
system (Abdul-Rahman & Hailes, 2000, pp. 2 f.).
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2.2.2.3 Output of idea generation
Disruptive or radical as well as incremental ideas and innovations are the possible output
of any innovative activity (Christensen, 1997). Radial products include the potential to be
extremely successful or fail (Taylor & Greve, 2006, p. 723). Innovation contests are
particularly useful if a company’s aim is to generate radial innovations (Adamczyk et al.,
2012, p. 336). Besides this differentiation, the output of idea generation captures the
quality of the ideas generated which is influenced by the variety and the number of ideas.
The quality of ideas can be measured regarding the innovativeness of an idea. Innovative
ideas are novel and useful (Stam, Vet, Barkema, & De Dreu, 2013, p. 50). A novel product
idea or solution for a problem is original and new compared to recent products on the
market (Dahl & Moreau, 2002, p. 48). If an idea can be immediate transformed into a
product which is immediately successful on the market, the idea is useful (Franke et al.,
2013, p. 1064). Further, the quality of an idea can be either the average quality of ideas
or the quality of the best ideas. Regarding the fact that innovation management demands
a few outstanding ideas and not many good ideas, the approach to emphasize the quality
of the best ideas seems more appropriate (Girotra et al., 2010, p. 592). Thereby, high
variance in quality is not a problem, as it is for manufacturing processes, but the aim of
idea generation. The chance to receive a few exceptional ideas increases with higher
variation. At the same time, the amount of simply satisfactory ideas decreases. But this
does not matter since these ideas are not the ones which should be identified (Terwiesch
& Ulrich, 2009, p. 170).
The quality of the idea can be influenced by two factors – the variety and number of ideas.
First, the variety of ideas is the amount of unique clusters of ideas (Nijastad, Diehl, &
Stroebe, 2003, p. 151). If the variety of ideas increases, the chance of receiving a creative
product idea rises as well (Harvey, 2014, p. 324). Achieving high variety demands late
selection of inputs (Staw, 2009, p. 312). Idea variety is further increased by broader and
less local search (Greve & Taylor, 2000, p. 69). The necessary number of ideas has been
discussed more diverging. While Terwiesch and Ulrich (2009, pp. 171 f.) argue that the
quality of the best opportunity is higher if more opportunities get detected, other authors
do not consider the pure number of ideas as important (Collins, 2007, p. 16). According
to Terwiesch and Ulrich (2009, pp. 171 f.), the quality of ideas follows an exponential
convergence with an increasing number of ideas. This means that the quality of the best
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idea increases but at lower levels as more additional ideas are identified. Figure 7
illustrates the quality of the best ideas as a function of the number of generated ideas.
Hence, if a certain amount of ideas is reached, the number of ideas does not matter as
much anymore. Often only the none-redundant ideas are measured to gather the number
of ideas more correctly (Diehl & Stroebe, p. 392). For the innovative outcome not the
number but the extremes matter. Hence, one outstanding idea plus many bad ideas is more
preferable than many good ideas (Terwiesch & Xu, 2008, p. 1531). To sum it up, the
number and variety of ideas do not always decide about the quality of ideas because even
sets of ideas with a low number and variety of ideas may include very good ideas. But
they can still influence the quality (Franke et al., 2013, p. 1064).
Quality of the best of
the ideas generated

3

Number of ideas generated

Figure 7: Necessary number of ideas, following Terwiesch and Ulrich (2009, p. 171)
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This chapter explains the methodology and procedure of the conducted case study. Then
available data and the research context are presented. A single-case study approach was
chosen to investigate the developed research questions.

3.1 Single case study approach
The aim of this study was to examine the perspective of one specific firm by considering
its fundamental attributes and contexts. A single case study allows to concentrate on one
firm and to study small group behavior as well as processes within a company (Kromrey
& Strübing, 2009, p. 490; Yin, 2014, p. 4). Moreover, a case study answers causal
questions, enables analyzing contemporary incidences in detail and does not demand
monitoring of behavioral events. Other research methods like experiments, surveys or
archival analysis do not succeed in meeting these criteria (Yin, 2014, p. 9). Furthermore,
case studies are a popular tool in exploring new research areas (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 532).
Hence, a case study approach was chosen in order to investigate the question of how firms
generate ideas by comparing an internal innovation contest with the standard innovation
process of a selected firm.
In general, four types of case studies exist that differ in their unit of analysis and number
of cases. Case studies are either holistic or embedded which means that they consist of a
single-unit or multiple units of analysis. Also, they investigate either one single case or
multiple cases. This study is a holistic, single-case study which consists of three main
phases: “design and preparation”, “data collection” and “data analysis and conclusions”
(Yin, 2014). Figure 8 shows the procedure.
Initially, the research questions was defined in the design and preparation stage (Yin,
2014, p. 29). As implicated in the introduction, the aim of this case study was to
understand how ideas are generated in different contexts. Then the case was selected
following the theoretical sampling approach. According to this approach, a case that is
likely to replicate itself is selected (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 537). The chosen firm was a
MNE. Since both, internal innovation contests and the standard innovation processes,
affect the whole firm, the analysis was on firm-level. Then, using literature on innovation
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contests and idea generation, an analytical framework was constructed that shows how
changes in the organizational setting might affect idea generation on different levels. The
next phase concerns the data collection where usually different collection methods are
combined (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 534). In this case, documentary information and
interviews served as a source of evidence. The documents were protocols of the
workshop, emails and presentations given during the contest. Next, seven interviews were
conducted. In literature different types of interviews have been identified. They differ
according to the answer options and the order of these, which can either be predetermined
or not (Gläser & Laudel, 2010, p. 41). For this study, the interviews were semistandardized interviews. Thus, the degree of standardization was low. The interview
guideline put forward friendly and simple questions which at the same time answered the
more complex inquiries of this examination (Yin, 2014, p. 110). The interviews were each
conducted by two interviewers. One interrogated and led the conversation while the other
took notes. Afterwards, the team cross-checked the responses and discussed the results
directly (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988, p. 741). Data was then added to the case study
database which is an Excel file structuring the gathered data (Yin, 2014, pp. 123 f.).
Finally, data was analyzed and conclusions were drawn. Since case studies aim at the
expansion and generalization of theories, analytical generalizations are made, which go
beyond the specific setting of the reviewed case (Yin, 2014, p. 21). In contrast to statistical
generalizations, they do not extrapolate according to quantitative procedures (Yin, 2014).
•
•
•

Defining research questions and unit of
analysis, theory development
Selecting the case
Proving study’s quality

Data collection

•
•
•

Conducting interviews
Gathering necessary documentary data
Creating the case study database

Data analysis and conclusions

•
•

Development of propositions
Developing of implications and conclusions

Design and preparation

Figure 8: Theoretical procedure of a case study, following Yin (2014)
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Eisenhardt (1989) proposes an inductive approach to generate theories from case studies.
Still, room is left for specifications of constructs from literature. In the present case, plenty
of literature is available on online innovation contests and idea generation which serves
as the basis to understand internal innovation contests. In the discussion part, necessary
links are made.

3.2 Analytical framework
For the analysis of the data an analytical framework (see Figure 9) was set up after
studying literature on innovation contests and idea generation. The framework shows that
individual motivation, collaboration and the output of ideas are factors which might show
possible changes, depending on the context of idea generation. Preconditions are that the
idea generation takes part internally and in cross-functional teams.
The context of idea generation is first of all defined by the governance form which
determines how autonomous employees do their job, if and how they are rewarded, and
who owns the asset (Makadok & Coff, 2009, p. 298). Second, the orientation of the
organization towards exploration and exploitation impacts the organizational setting.
Additionally, the composition of teams and the process design influence ideation. Besides
these organizational factors, personal characteristics play a major role. Creativity and
experience impact idea generation (Taggar, 2001, p. 275; Taylor & Greve, 2006, p. 727;
Terwiesch & Xu, 2008, pp. 1531 f.). But since this study aims at comparing different
organizational settings, internal innovation contests and standard innovation processes,
these factors are not further discussed.
The first factor affected by the organizational setting is the employees’ individual
motivation. The governance form defines authority, ownership and incentives (Makadok
& Coff, 2009, p. 298). These factors influence the motivation of the participants
(Boudreau & Lakhani, 2013; Makadok & Coff, 2009, p. 297; Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 60).
For instance, intrinsic motivation increases with higher autonomy and rewards stimulate
extrinsic motivation (Boudreau & Lakhani, 2009; Wagner, 2011, p. 32). Another factor
that influences idea generation is collaboration. In internal innovation contests as well as
in standard innovation processes, the governance form determines if interaction is
competitive or collaborative, or both. For internal innovation contests, interaction is
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competitive on group level and collaborative within the group. In a competitive setting,
groups tend to mutually support each other and encourage idea generation (Baer et al.,
2010, p. 829; Clydesdale, 2006, p. 134). Furthermore, transparency is defined by the
willingness to share ideas among employees. Different barriers may hinder information
exchange among employees and can also be found on the organizational level (Riege,
2005). Hence, it is of importance to understand if there are differences in transparency
depending on the organizational setting. As for example, if employees from other
departments participate, hidden ideas are identified (Benbya & van Alstyne, 2011).
Finally, the output of ideas is dependent on various organizational factors. Different
organizational aspects affect the variety of ideas which is increased by broader search and
later selection (Greve & Taylor, 2000, p. 69; Staw, 2009, p. 312). Also the diverse
composition of groups containing experts of various departments widens the knowledge
stock and thus increases the variety of ideas. In the preceding chapters, it had been carved
out that idea generation is less formalized and more autonomous during innovation
contests. This supports exploration and thus the generation of radical ideas (Benner
& Tushman, 2003, p. 243). Also, if teams are newly mixed, exploration is supported
(March, 1991; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). Thus, these factors seem appropriate to be
further considered for the comparison of idea generation during an internal innovation
contest and a standard innovation process.

Context of idea generation


Autonomy, reward and



ownership
Orientation towards
exploration/exploitation



Composition of teams



Process design

Figure 9: Analytical framework

Motivation

Collaboration

Output
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Confining the study, neither casual dependencies of behavioral aspects on the output of
idea generation nor among each other are examined. Other studies have already addressed
these points illustrating for example the influence of collaboration on knowledge creation
(Kratzer et al., 2010; Leenders et al., 2003) or the impact of participants’ motivation on
the output of ideas (Tauer & Harackiewicz, 2004).

3.3 Available data and questionnaire
For the present investigation, two types of data were available – documentation material
and interview scripts. The documentation contained a protocol of the internal innovation
contest, photos of the flipcharts with the summarized ideas and the presentation slides of
the workshop. Moreover, seven interviews were conducted investigating the three phases
of the contest. Further, in the interviews data for another project on idea selection was
collected. Hence, not all of the data generated is relevant for this topic. Table 3
summarizes the key questions which were investigated in the interviews. The complete
questionnaire can be found in its original and as a translated version within the appendix.
Organizational setting
Autonomy

How independently do employees decided which ideas to follow?

Reward

What kind of monetary or non-monetary incentives are established?

Ownership

Who do the ideas belong to? The company, the team or the individual
employee?

Process

Who is part of the idea generation?
When are ideas placed?
How are ideas generated?

Conduct and Output
Motivation

How high is the motivation during the different phases?
What is motivating?

Collaboration

Are ideas clustered and linked?
How do employees interact across the borders of the team?
Are all ideas accessible for the participating employees?

Output

How much do ideas differ and in which points?
How many ideas are generated?
What is the ratio of radical and incremental ideas?
How many ideas from the internal innovation contest are implemented in the
standard process?

Table 3: Key questions for the interviews
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3.4 Research context
The case study took place at an industrial firm that operates in over 80 countries, has more
than 15 000 employees and roughly 5 Billion USD in annual sales. Within this MNE, an
internal innovation contest was designed as an innovation workshop. In total 17
employees divided into four groups participated in the offline contest. Due to the
numbers, the size of the contest is medium. The participants were employees and
managers of R&D, process development and sales and were obliged to take part in the
contest. They were put into teams of four or five. Hence, no community-functionality was
needed. To increase the diversity of teams, cross-functional teams were formed. Teams
were compiled by randomly picking participants with different backgrounds. The task
specification was low since participants were not limited in the scope of their search.
Regarding the degree of elaboration, ideas, sketches or concepts were the aim. In addition,
ideas were evaluated by peers according to their performance and the winning team was
rewarded with a non-monetary prize. Moreover, the contest lasted for only one day and
is supposed to take place every second year. The announcement was by email and
participants were supported by peers. The contest was embedded in an innovation
workshop that took place for two days. Besides some presentations to introduce the topic
“innovation”, the first part of the workshop dealt with the identification of megatrends
which served as a starting point for the innovation contest. Participants were thus enabled
to refer to learnt content, when starting to generate ideas for the innovation contest. The
contest only contained one competitive phase which was complemented with a
recombination phase. Finally, a workshop on innovation culture ended the workshop. All
relevant design elements are summarized in Table 4. In this table attributes which
describe this contest are highlighted in grey.
The design element “participant” has so far only been differentiated in “individual”,
“team” or “both” (Adamczyk et al., 2010; Adamczyk et al., 2012; Ebner et al., 2009). But
the analysis of the present case has shown that for internal innovation contests, three
additions can be made to this differentiation. The first concerns teamwork. Teams can
either form themselves or be set up by the contest designers. Second, participation can be
mandatory or voluntary. In case of voluntary participation, the principles of self-selection
and self-motivation apply (Fueller et al., 2011, p. 269). The third addition concerns the
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number of participants. As the literature showed, the number of participants was broadly
discussed within tournament literature (Boudreau et al., 2011; Connelly, Tihanyi, Crook,
& Gangloff, 2014; Fullerton & McAfee, 1999; Terwiesch & Xu, 2008). Still, no specific
boarders have been defined which would allow to further specify innovation contests and
facilitate comparison of different contests. One possibility would be to distinguish three
categories which would differentiate in low, medium or high number of participants.
Practicable boarders would still have to be designed.
Design Element

Attributes

Media

online

Organizer

company

Task specification

low

Degree of
elaboration

idea

Participation

individual

offline
public organization

mixed
non-profit
organization

individual person

high
sketch

concept

team (self-selected)

mandatory

very short
term

Reward

monetary

Community
functionality

given

Evaluation

jury evaluation

solution

team (determined)

evolving
both

voluntary

low number of
participants
Contest period

prototype

medium number of
participants
short term

high number of
participants

long term
non-monetary

very long term
both

not given
peer reviewed

performance-oriented

self-assessment

participation-oriented

Attraction

offline

online

mixed

Facilitation

professional facilitation

peer facilitation

mixed

Contest phases

one

two

more

Replication

biannual

annual

less frequent

more frequent

Table 4: Design elements of the analyzed contest, following Ebner et al. (2009),
Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) and Adamczyk et al. (2012)

In addition, the position of the interviewees within the company during the standard
process and the contest is relevant. Three group managers, one employee and the head of
this R&D division, one process developer and employee from the sales department took
part in the interviews. Figure 10 illustrates their positions within the firm. Two group
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managers and one employee as well as the one employee from the sales and process
development department participated as a group in the internal innovation contest
(highlighted in grey). The head of this R&D division and one of the group manager were
responsible for the workshop and therefore they were interviewed as well. These two
managers in influential positions belonged to different groups. Employees from other
departments or managers working with other technologies were invited to the contest on
purpose. The group manager form another technology, the sales representative and the
process developer were supposed to yield their exterior perspective on the tasks.

R&D

Sales

Process
development

Head of
divisionA,B

Group
manager
AA,B

Group
manager BA

Group
manager C

Employee
AA

Employee B

A
B

Figure 10: Overview of interview participants

Employee C

= working in the technological field of the innovation contest
= responsable for the innovation contest
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With the findings of the case study, idea generation during the internal innovation contest
and during the standard innovation process can be described in detail. Initially, the
organizational setting of idea generation is explained. Then follows an analysis of effects
of the organizational setting on idea generation. Thereby, the motivation of participants
concerns the individual level, collaboration describes the team level while the output
reflects the organizational level. In the following chapters, findings are outlined before
propositions are conducted.

4.1 Organizational setting
This chapter highlights differences in the context of ideation comparing the standard
innovation process of the investigated MNE with the internal innovation contest at this
firm. After introducing the approaches individually, the main differences are summarized.
4.1.1 Idea generation during the standard innovation process
All participants except for the sales person classify the autonomy during their regular
innovation activity as high or very high. Employees and group managers from the R&D
department have the freedom to follow own ideas during specific hours in their working
week. The sales person is much more limited in taking decisions and has to propose a
motion if he wants ideas to be realized. Within the R&D department, monetary incentives
only exist for one part of idea generation. This reward is granted to very creative ideas
generated during the firm’s creativity afternoon. If ten ideas have been handed in, the
management decides about the winning idea according to criteria like “craziness”,
“realizability” and “potential”. Nonetheless, the head of the division pointed out that he
was not a big fan of monetary rewards in the innovation process. More important than
financial rewards are the playful competition to create the best idea and the award
ceremony in front of the complete team. Some ideas generated within the department can
then be presented during a global event. Moreover, all generated ideas are in the firm´s
ownership.
Ideas are generated individually or in teams. The teams are then usually from the same
department and belong to the same working group. The process of idea generation
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contains several stages and milestones. According to the head of the division, it is a
traditional stage-gate process, which is either pushed by scientific discoveries or pulled
by market needs. Employees from R&D and process development generate ideas
continuously. In theory, marketing and sales can participate in this process as well. But
as the interview with the sales representative showed, marketing and sales are not part of
the standard process. Consequently, if they have an idea, they can only promote it by
contacting R&D staff directly. Besides the top-down process, room has been created to
foster creativity and idea generation among employees. On the one hand, ideas can
originate from a specific form of expert training. Thereby, well-performing and motivated
R&D employees receive specific trainings and are allowed to work in other departments
and countries in order to enhance ideation. These employees are selected by the
management. The interviewed employee of the R&D department participated in this
program and provided positive feedback about it. On the other hand, the management has
implemented creativity afternoons. By the end of the week, R&D staff can take some time
off in order to follow own ideas. Hence, ideas and innovation originate from three
different paths in the standard innovation process:
(1) top-down (market pull or science push),
(2) expert training,
(3) creativity afternoon.
The complete process is displayed in Figure 11 which also shows how ideas are then
realized. Ideas can either be implemented in the product development or modification
process. A study can be set up to gain further insights if the potential of the idea is not
clear or in case an idea is not directly related to a product. One possibility is to do a
feasibility study which is initiated to demonstrate the potential of an idea. Thereby, the
application to work on a topic can be handed in by any R&D employee. If deeper
understanding of an idea should be created, a technology creation project (TCP) is started.
Having the same aim as a feasibility study, a TCP is more time consuming and has to pass
a formalized process.
Idea generation in the standard innovation process focuses on exploration and
exploitation. Top-down, ideas are more on the side of exploitation since they originate a
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customer’s wish or have proven very high potential in science. On the other hand,
exploration is the aim of the creativity afternoons and expert training. According to the
sales employee the management of his department would not be willing to invest in basic
research, only in ideas directly applicable.

Top-down

Feasibility studies
Studies

TCPs

IDEAS
Development

Product
development
Product
modifiation

Creativity afternoon

Expert training

Figure 11: Standard innovation process

4.1.2 Idea generation during the internal innovation contest
According to the manager, one of the reasons to initiate the contest was to foster
exploration. The autonomy during this internal innovation contest was very high since
the participants were allowed to work independently on self-selected ideas. Regarding the
incentive, the prize was non-monetary and of low value. Ownership of the idea is the third
parameter determining the governance structure. It is low in the case of the internal
innovation contest as the firm gains intellectual property of the generated ideas. Besides
the governance structure, the set-up of the team influences idea generation during the
contest. Ideation took place in groups. Four groups participated in this contest which were
assigned randomly by the management. But each group required to have participants from
R&D, process development as well as marketing and sales. Finally, participation of
employees was not voluntary but mandatory.
The process of the internal innovation contest consisted of two phases: competition and
recombination (see Figure 12). The phases differed regarding their task, involved people
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and output. During the competitive part, participants generated ‘raw ideas’ individually.
Then these ideas were brought to the teams where the ideas of the individuals were
recombined and further developed. Finally, the team presented their best idea or ideas to
peers who selected the best idea. During the recombination phase, additional variation
was supposed to take place by recombining and further developing ideas. But only two
of the four groups followed these instructions while one group carved out the negative
aspects of their own idea and the other separated technologies from their own and other
groups’ product ideas. The interviews gave further insights how the participants generated
ideas. In the beginning of the contest, participants had to generate ideas individually.
More than half of the interview partners had already generated ideas before the contest
started. The participants followed diverse approaches like trying to think of crazy and not
directly realizable ideas. Group manager C started with a very technical approach while
two participants (Employee B and C) tried to consider customer needs. Employee A
connected information originating from outside the company with existing ideas within
the firm. For Group manager B, it was more important to hear the ideas of the others to
get inspired.
Phase I: Competition

1. Task:
Variation

Idea generation

2. Task:
Selection

Phase II: Recombination

Combination of
ideas and
further ideation

Recombination
of ideas and
further ideation

Selection for
presentation by
each team

Selection of
best idea by
peers

Selection by
management

Level

Individual

Team

Business unit

Business unit

Management

Output

Numerous “raw
ideas”

Ideas to be
presented

Winning idea

Ideas for further
development

Project
portfolio

„Raw“ idea
Recombined/selected/winning idea

Figure 12: Process of the internal innovation contest
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Regarding the recombination phase, not all teams were able to use ideas of other teams
or to further develop their own ideas. Therefore, the head of the division spontaneously
decided to change the process of this phase for his group. First of all, technologies (or
product attributes) were extracted from the presented product ideas. As a next step, the
participants evaluated the technologies. Finally, possible combinations of technologies
were discussed in order to create new product ideas. This phase ended with a strong
statement where participants were able to address their preferences. According to the
responsible manager, one advantage of this procedure was to make the ideas more
realistic. The developed product ideas for the first phase were a summary of extreme
combinations of many innovative ideas in order to succeed at the contest. The extraction
and evaluation of single technologies identified less important add-ons, which were then
excluded from the new product ideas. Explaining the procedure, the head of the division
used a comparison to Lego stones. In the first phase of the contest, single technologies
were identified and combined to product ideas, as kids proceed if they combine different
types of Lego parts building a house. In the recombination phase, the initial task was to
further develop the ideas. In terms of Lego parts, this would mean taking away some and
adding others. But instead of following this task, the division manager separated
technologies from product ideas. Thus, he selected and deconstructed all houses to get
back single Lego parts. As a last step, these technologies were then recombined to create
new product ideas, comparable to building new Lego houses.
Another finding concerns idea diffusion. Ideas diffused from the standard process to the
internal innovation contest. This was stated by various participants who argued that they
already thought about ideas before the contest started. No strict boarder line can be drawn
between the contest and the standard process. The diffusion of ideas is not limited in the
direction of the contest. At least five of the ideas were realized in the standard process as
a TCP or a feasibility study. Thus, the diffusion happened from the standard process to
the contest and backwards like illustrated in Figure 13. The exchange of ideas with the
standard innovation process does not take place constantly but at a specific point in time.
In the beginning ideas originating the standard innovation process are integrated in the
innovation contest. After the contest ended, ideas were picked up to be realized within
the standard innovation process.
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DIFFUSION

DIFFUSION

Standard innovation
process

Standard innovation
process
Innovation
contest

Figure 13: Diffusion of ideas

4.1.3 Comparison of the two organizational settings
Some of the design elements of internal innovation contests can be used to highlight
differences of the contest and the standard process. First, the task specification was low
for the contest since the participants were not limited in the scope of their search. During
the standard process, this high freedom can only be found in the creativity afternoons and
expert trainings. Top-down projects are market-pull or science push and define the task
specifically. Another difference arises with regard to the degree of elaboration. For the
contest it was an idea, sketch or concept while for the standard process the aim is rather
a ready solution, although the creativity afternoon and expertise training do not always
aim for a ready solution. The design of the contest fostered interdisciplinary team-work.
In contrast, individual participation is possible during the standard process. Further, the
management evaluates the innovation created in the standard process and no peerevaluation takes place. Finally, the contest was limited to one day, while top-down
projects, expert trainings and creativity afternoons take place continuously. Table 5
summarizes these findings including also differences regarding the orientation of the
organization towards exploitation or exploration and the authority, reward and ownership
in the particular organizational setting.
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Internal innovation contest

Standard innovation process

Autonomy

Very high for all employees

Depending on the position in the
company it ranges from very low to
very high

Incentive

Non-financial reward in the
competitive phase and none in the
recombination phase

Partly financial rewards

Ownership

Firm

Firm

Task specification

Low

Low to high

Degree of elaboration

Idea, sketch or concept

Idea, sketch, concept, prototype,
solution, evolving

Participation

Mixed teams from R&D, process
development and sales

Individuals or teams from R&D and
process development

Evaluation

Peer-evaluation for the competitive
phase and management for the
recombination phase

Management

Duration

One day

Continuously

Orientation towards
exploration/exploitation

Exploration

Exploration and exploitation

Table 5: Comparison of the organizational setting

4.2 Differences regarding the characteristics of idea generation
The next chapters highlight the influence of the organizational setting on the participants’
motivation, collaboration and the output of idea generation.
4.2.1 Individual motivation
The motivation of the participants was captured for the two phases of the contest
separately as well as for the standard process. Figure 14 provides a detailed chart. Except
from the sales representative, the participants stated that their motivation was medium to
very high in the standard innovation process. The internal innovation contest was
clustered in a competitive and a recombination phase. During the competitive phase, the
motivation of all interviewees was high to very high. The lowest motivation in this phase
showed the R&D employee who stated that his motivation is highly dependent on the
ambiance which was not optimal for him. For four of the participants (Head of division,
Group manager A, Employee A and B) motivation decreased from the competitive to the
recombination phase while for the others it stayed constant. The R&D employee
explained this decrease with the end of the competition and with the uncertainty about
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what would happen with the idea. Another point was that the competition finished at this
point. The head of the R&D division pointed out that his team was not able to use ideas
from the other teams, which decreased his motivation. The sales employee stated that his
team reworked the same idea without major results. According to the explanations of the
head of the department, the motivation was overall high in his group. The motivation was
lower during the idea collection phase since participants did not know how to handle the
big amount of ideas that were presented. Later, when they combined the ideas, their
motivation increased again.

Head of division

Group manager
A
Group manager
B
Group manager
C

Employee R&D
Employee
process
development
Employee sales

very low

Motivation

very high

Competition
Recombination
Standard Process

Figure 14: Individual motivation of employees during different phases

Regarding the motivation, several participants show similarities and can be clustered to a
group. Employees of this group are either more motivated during the standard process or
do not show higher motivation during the internal innovation contest. Thus, the internal
innovation contest does not increase their motivation. Five of the seven participants (Head
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of division, Group manager B and C, Employee A and C), who are all working in R&D,
belong to this group. As Figure 14 shows, Group manager C was highly motivated for the
two phases of the contest as well as in the normal process. But he explicitly argued that
his motivation was higher during the contest. This was respected in the illustration. As
these participants stated, they could work very autonomous in the standard process and
interact often with peers. This might be one possible explanation for their answers. The
results are presented in Figure 15. The two participants who do not belong to this group
are the group manager who was responsible for the contest and the sales representative.
They are highest motivated in the competitive phase of the contest. Their motivation then
decreases in the recombination phase. During the standard process, it reaches its lowest
level. Reasons could be found in their perspective and background within the firm. The
sales representative is not actively involved in the standard innovation process and
enjoyed participating a lot. Clustering the motivation levels of the participants further
highlights that none of them was more motivated during the recombination phase.
Comparison of motivation:
Competition phase of innovation contest–
standard innovation process

higher
during
competitive
phase of the
contest

2

equal

3

lower
during
competitive
phase of the
contest

4
1

6
5
lower in the
competitive phase

equal

1

Head of division

2

Group manager A

3

Group manager B

4

Group manager C

5

Employee R&D

6

Employee process
development

7

Employee sales

7

higher in the
competitive phase

Comparison of motivation during the innovation contest:
competitive – recombination phase

Figure 15: Cluster according to employee motivation
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As a second step, the causes of the participants’ motivation were evaluated. For the
standard process, one of the reported factors that drive motivation was the pleasure of
working in teams. Group manager A stated that employees are proud if they create new
ideas, especially if these ideas are not only appreciated by the firm, but also by customers.
For the employee from the sales department this does not apply since he can only
participate in the innovation process by requesting projects which follow financial goals.
Although there are financial rewards in the standard innovation process as in the case of
the creativity afternoon, the interviewees highlighted fun, recognition and interaction with
the group as their major motivation. On the other hand, aspects concerning the motivation
of the employees during the innovation contest can be identified in interaction within the
teams. Some of the presented ideas initiated heated debates. Group manager C and the
Employee C emphasized that it was fun working on new product ideas. The R&D
employee wanted to show that he is able to generate ideas. The prize was not motivating
for him but the recognition of peers and the management.
Overall, two propositions can be made regarding the employees’ motivation. First, the
motivation of employees does not necessarily increase if ideas are generated during the
internal innovation contest in comparison to the standard innovation process. The
employees this applied to had already high autonomy during the standard innovation
process. Hence, the following proposition can be made:
Proposition 1:

Compared to standard innovation processes, individual motivation
of employees who already have high autonomy during the standard
process does not increase during internal innovation contests.

The second proposition concerns factors that determine motivation. The interviewees
stated reasons like fun, team work or reputation for the standard innovation process and
internal innovation contest. These reasons describe intrinsic and internalized extrinsic
motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Von Krogh et al., 2012a). Therefore, the following
proposition is made:
Proposition 2:

The motivation of employees is intrinsic or internalized extrinsic
during idea generation in internal innovation contests and standard
innovation processes.
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4.2.2 Collaboration
To investigate the collaboration within teams and across the borders of a single team, it
was dissected whether ideas were combined and shared. First of all, idea combination is
defined by the degree to which participants link and connect ideas. During the standard
innovation process, ideas are partly combined depending on the origin of the idea. For
ideas coming from the customer, combinations of ideas are not necessary, as these ideas
are already very concrete. Nonetheless, interaction can take place during team meetings
or even in the break room. According to the head of the division, the core of the idea
usually originates from an individual. Then the idea is often discussed, reworked and
elaborated within a team. Regarding the contest, the differences between the competitive
and recombination phase were extensive. In the competitive phase, ideas were clustered
and combined by all groups. So, the interaction level was very high. On contrary, only
two of the groups were able to use the ideas of other groups in the recombination phase.
During the discussion, the groups largely followed a structured approach. First, the
individual ideas were presented one by one, then the groups tried to identify intersections,
discussed the ideas and clustered them. For one group, time was a critical issue. Before
the recombination phase, a short coffee break was scheduled. Apparently, the participants
did not further discuss the ideas with their team members or even crossed the boundaries
of their group to discuss ideas with members of other groups. Some of the interviewees
were not able to remember what they did during this break, others discussed different
topics or were on the phone. During the proximate recombination phase, two of the four
groups adopted ideas from other groups. One group did not use ideas of others but
continued developing their own ideas, another group extracted technologies from all
presented ideas as explained in an earlier section.
Another finding did not concern the organizational level, but impacted the interaction
within a group. Group manager C argued that he had to intervene during a group
discussion because another participant was very dominant and hindered the participation
of other team members.
To understand how the winning idea evolved during the contest, the formation of ideas is
explained. Initially, the participating process engineer presented his idea to change the
manufacturing process. The idea was then taken on by the R&D group manager from
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another technology who introduced a new technological solution. Finally, the sales
representative illustrated his idea for a suitable application. Figure 16 illustrates the
development process. The boxes of the participants who contributed are highlighted in
grey. Surprisingly, neither the group manager nor the employee were major contributors
for the development of the winning idea, although they usually work within the same
technological field as the contest as designed for. Still, they contributed when the idea
was elaborated. Since the anonymity of the firm and the idea has to be maintained, the
evolvement of the idea is explained using a hiking boot as an illustrative example. The
new manufacturing process could pertain the sole of the shoe which could be
manufactured with a 3D printer. A new technological application could then be the
production of many different types of soles. Finally, the resulting customer benefit would
be to allow customization of hiking boots within an online tool.

R&D

Sales

Process
development

2

Group
manager BA

Employee
AA

Group
manager C

Employee B

Employee C

1
A

= working in the technological field of the innovation contest

Figure 16: Evolvement of the winning idea

Furthermore, the interviewees were asked if the winning idea could have developed
without the internal innovation contest. The majority was convinced that the contest was
crucial to promote this idea. The idea appeared in similar form within all teams and would
have also been expedited by the responsible persons.
Besides the interaction, the influence of the organizational setting on the willingness to
share ideas was analyzed. For the standard innovation process, all four managers argued
that they generally share all their ideas. On the contrary, the three interviewed employees
argued that they do not present every idea. They only share an idea if they are convinced
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that the idea is good enough for further discussions. To decide whether an idea is good
enough, the idea is first discussed with direct supervisors before employees insert the
ideas in the innovation process. The sales representative argued that only the important
and necessary ideas are implemented in the standard process. If the sales department
wants new ideas to be realized, a request has to be proposed to the R&D department.
Their work has to be paid by the sales department. Nonetheless, if he considers ideas
being worth spreading, he contacts R&D employees directly in order to share his idea.
Within the marketing and sales department, the innovation process is not well known.
Consequently, less official ways are taken to share ideas. During the internal innovation
contest, transparency was very high. All interviewed participants argued that they
presented all their ideas. Except one of the managers argued that he did not share his
knowledge about one of the presented ideas. This idea had already emerged in the
standard innovation process a few years earlier. But it was then rejected by the decision
makers. The intention to avoid sharing this information was to keep the other group
members motivated and working on the idea. It turned out that this was the winning idea.
After presenting the results concerning collaboration, two propositions can be made.
Thereby, it can be argued that internal innovation contests support linking and connection
of ideas. The competitive setting may have supported idea generation within the groups
in the first phase of the internal innovation contest. Still, this interdependency only applies
on the intra-group level. The intergroup interaction which should be fostered in the
recombination phase was very low. Hence, the following proposition can be introduced:
Proposition 3:

During internal innovation contests, ideas are connected and linked
on the intra-group level but not on the intergroup level. In contrast,
the combination of ideas plays a minor role during standard
innovation processes.

Moreover, a proposition can be set up concerning the transparency of ideas. Overall, the
willingness to share ideas was very high during the internal innovation contest and lower
in the standard innovation process. During the regular innovation activity, managers and
employees have to be regarded differently. The employees are less willing to share all
their ideas for various reasons explained before, while the management has no restrictions
in sharing all their ideas. Hence, the different perspective of employees and the
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management has to be considered. The employees are less willing to share their ideas in
the standard process, while managers argued that they share all their ideas irrespective of
the organizational setting. Consequently, proposition 4 was constructed:
Proposition 4:

During internal innovation contests, the willingness to share ideas
among employees is higher in comparison to standard innovation
processes.

4.2.3 Output of idea generation
The output of idea generation can be measured with the number and variety of ideas as
well as the proportion of radical ideas in comparison to incremental ideas. First results
concern the number of ideas. For the standard innovation process, the number of ideas
was difficult to measure, since they were not reported and collected transparently. Thus,
it was necessary to receive a qualified estimation of the number by the participants. The
results varied significantly and ranged from 10 to 60 relevant ideas per year. Thereby,
approximately 6 to 10 are developed as TCPs and 10 to 15 as a feasibility study.
Concerning the number of ideas generated during the contest, 88 ideas occurred during
the individual ideation of the 17 participants. Further combinations generated eleven
additional ideas within the groups. Therefore, the result of “raw ideas” was almost 100,
redundant ideas included. For the contest, the teams had to pick at least one idea for the
presentation. One team decided on presenting 3 ideas while the other teams only
presented one idea. Thus, the groups generated 6 qualified ideas. The intergroup
differences were notable. The members of one group generated only 16 ideas. The
winning team did not produce the highest number of ideas by generating 20 ideas.
Regarding the recombination phase, no new ideas were generated. Ideas were only
reworked. The direct output of the contest were two TCPs and at least two feasibility
studies which were realized within the firm. Usually, 6 TCPs and 10 to 15 feasibility
studies were conducted for this technology per year. The high number of ideas which
were then realized as TCPs or as a feasibility study is remarkable. Also the comparison
of generated ideas during the contest and the standard process shows that the contests was
very productive.
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Further, the ratio of radical and incremental ideas was estimated by those participants
coming from the technological field which was worked on during the contest. These were
the head of this R&D department, two R&D group managers and one employee. For the
standard process, the value for radical ideas ranged from 20 to 75 per cent. Analyzing the
internal innovation contest, the responses diverged as well. The head of this R&D
department only rated 20 per cent of the ideas as radical, the employee of R&D 30 to 40
per cent and one of the R&D managers 50 per cent. Moreover, the responsible group
manager rated 80 per cent of the ideas of the contest as radical.
The last object of investigation was the variety of ideas. Three participants (Group
manager A and B and the Employee C) rated the variety of ideas as very high within their
department. Contrarily, according to the sales representative, the variety was very low in
sales department. Ideas differ related to their applicability and connection to the core task.
The other participants indicated that the ideas differ not excessively. During the first
phase of the internal innovation contest, ideas were shared within one single group. In the
recombination phase, multiple groups shared their ideas. According to all interviewees,
the ideas highly differed if all idea of all participating groups are regarded. The variety of
ideas was lower within the single groups. Four of the seven interrogated participants
argued that the variety was higher during the internal innovation contest than in the
standard process. Employee C stated that the scope of the ideas was high for internal staff
but not as much for external observers. According to him, this was due to the fact that the
discussed ideas and technologies were complicated and only tangible for experts. The
variety of ideas was high in general. Ideas differed in a way that some described new
applications while others showed new technical solutions. Comparing the variety of ideas,
it has to be considered that only ideas from one group were included in the competitive
phase. During the recombination, ideas from all participating groups are respected while
in the standard process, the whole business unit is considered. The task was to generate
product ideas with no specific limitations. It is noteworthy that participants discussed
megatrends before the contest. Every group member was allowed to present all ideas
which were then gathered. Only after extensive discussions ideas were selected.
One resulting proposition about the variety of ideas can be made. The statements
concerning the proportion of radial and incremental ideas, were too contradictory to draw
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any conclusions. The variety of ideas is lower during the standard innovation process.
The data further shows that the variety is highest during the recombination phase and still
higher during the competitive phase than in the standard innovation process. Hence, the
following proposition can be derived:
Proposition 5:

Comparing the output of idea generation, the variety of ideas is
higher if ideas are generated during internal innovation contests
than if they are generated during standard innovation processes.
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The findings of this case study depicted the differences in the organizational setting and
outlined the effects of the setting on behavioral aspects and the output of ideas. As a
result, the differences of internal innovation contests in comparison with regular
innovation processes can be better understood. In the following paragraphs these findings
are discussed.

5.1 Organizational setting
Two findings evolve regarding the context of idea generation. First, the results suggest
that ideas diffuse from the standard innovation process to the contest and the other way
around. As possible reasons for this diffusion, the setting of the contest and the limited
amount of time are identified, since the contest only lasted a single day. Thus, it might
have been difficult for the employees to switch from one to the other setting. By
comparing this internal innovation contest with another internal innovation contest, like
the one held at the process engineering firm Buhler Group, differences emerge (Buhler
Group, 2015). The present contest was short term. Concurrently, no further innovation
activities were conducted. The contest at Buhler Group was set up differently. It lasted
for about half a year and was implemented as a simultaneous process besides the standard
process. Figure 17 depicts the diffusion of ideas during this long lasting contest. The
major difference is that the diffusion of ideas takes place continuously between the contest
and regular idea generation processes. Hence, ideas do not only diffuse in the beginning
and end of the contest. Overall, internal innovation contests can serve as an innovation
bridge which creates new connections across the borders of different groups and
departments. These connections can even become part of the standard innovation process
(Schepers et al., 1999, pp. 30 f.).
During the short-term internal innovation contest considered in this study, the exchange
of ideas between groups turned out to be difficult. In one group this problem was
overcome by the head of division who spontaneously changed the task for his group. This
change in the setting might have helped to transfer ideas to the standard innovation
process and realize them as TCPs or feasibility studies. This is due to the fact that ideas
became more realistic and usable during this phase.
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Figure 17: Diffusion during a concurrent internal innovation contest

5.2 Individual motivation
Two claims regarding individual motivation are made in section 4.2.1. The first states
that motivation does not increase during internal innovation contests if autonomy of the
employees is already high during standard innovation processes. This accords with
findings in literature underlining that increased autonomy fosters motivation (Boudreau
& Lakhani, 2009, Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1985; Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Group manager A and the head of division were the designers of the contest and
responsible for its success. This might have made them biased and enthusiastic and would
be an explanation for their higher motivation.
The second proposition suggests that employees are intrinsically or internalized
extrinsically motivated. In contrast, literature on online innovation contests shows that
participants can also get extrinsically motivated due to career opportunities or monetary
prizes, as on the open design platform Threadless (Brabham, 2010; Terwiesch & Ulrich,
2009). Still other authors in this field underline intrinsic or internalized extrinsic
motivation (Ebner et al., 2009; Murray & O'Mahony, 2007). During the standard
innovation process of the investigated firm, the possibility to present ideas at global
events can stimulate motivation. The motivation of employees might be to have fun,
increase reputation or to reach career opportunities. Hence, intrinsic, internalized

5

Discussion

55

extrinsic and extrinsic motivation could be affected depending on the attitude of the
employees (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Von Krogh et al., 2012a). Financial rewards are set up
to extrinsically motivate employees. In this internal innovation contests the reward was
of low financial value. Thus, it cannot be regarded as a strong incentive. Overall, the
statements of the employees focused on fun, enjoyment of team work and reputation for
both organizational settings which are examples for intrinsic and internalized extrinsic
motivation (Von Krogh et al., 2012a).

5.3 Collaboration
Propositions 3 and 4 concern collaboration. Thereby, proposition 3 states that internal
innovation contests support interaction and thus connecting and linking of ideas. This
might be due to their competitive setting which supports idea generation within groups.
This fits literature on idea generation (Baer et al., 2010; Clydesdale, 2006). But interaction
and linking of ideas was less present on inter-group level. One rationale might be that
participants were not willing to interact with the teams that they were competing before.
But no evidence supporting this statement has been found in the interviews. The reason
for the lower level of interaction might as well be found in the usability of ideas of the
others and the individual motivation of the participants.
The next proposition shows that the willingness to share ideas increases during internal
innovation contests compared to standard innovation processes. This is in line with
literature on knowledge management. There are less organizational barriers, like time
constraints or a hierarchical structure, that hinder knowledge sharing during internal
innovation contests (Riege, 2005). In this contest, also hidden ideas might have been
identified because employees from a broad variety of departments participated (Benbya
& van Alstyne, 2011). A positive effect of idea sharing and contests was identified by
Fueller et al. (2007) who proved that members of communities are willing to share their
ideas with other members who want to improve. Still, even contests are not free of
knowledge sharing barriers. One of the interviewees argued that the behavior of one of
the group members decreased the willingness to cooperate within his group. This person
was very dominant and lacked interpersonal skills (Riege, 2005, p. 23). Besides, an
organizational barrier could be identified as the reason for a lower level of idea sharing
during the standard innovation process (Riege, 2005, p. 25). This organizational barrier
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is based on the fact that the sales department is not involved in the idea generation process
and entails that employees have to take informal ways to share their ideas. Overall, only
employees do not share all their ideas during the standard process. Managers share all
their ideas. Reasons may be found in the employees’ intention to demonstrate their ability
and their fear of receiving negative feedback or less career opportunities if they deliver
bad ideas.

5.4 Output of idea generation
The last proposition is related to the output of idea generation and states that the variety
of ideas is higher during internal innovation contests in comparison to standard innovation
processes. Regarding literature, different supporting explanations arise. First, the high
variety of ideas might be due to broad search that participants undertook during the
contest (Greve & Taylor, 2000, p. 69). The task of this contest did not limit the search
directions of the employees. Compared to very specific problems that usually have to be
solved during normal innovation activities, participants were relatively free to pick a topic
they wanted to work on. Another explanation for the bigger variety during the contest can
be found in later point of selection (Staw, 2009, p. 312). The principle of the contests was
to generate many ideas and present them to other group members and less pre-select them.
Working in complex environments requires group work (Foo, 2010, p. 33; Roberts,
1991). Thereby, diverse composition of groups, containing experts of various
departments, widens the knowledge stock and thus increases the variety of ideas (Harvey,
2014, p. 338). Diverse groups can especially be recommended for idea generation (Foo,
2010, p. 41).
Concerning the number of ideas, the finding that the winning team did not generate the
highest number of ideas supports the argument of Collins (2007). He argues that the pure
number of ideas is irrelevant. But it is the outstanding idea that matters (Terwiesch & Xu,
2008, p. 1531). If the quality of the ideas should be evaluated, the number of realized
ideas as well as statements of the interviewees can be used. Like shown in section 4.2.3,
two ideas developed during the contest were realized as a TCP, at least two were picked
for a feasibility study. These numbers represent a considerable ratio of ideas which are
realized throughout the year, about 20 per cent of ideas which were then realized as a
feasibility study were generated during the contest. Further, 20 to more than 30 per cent,
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depending on the appraisal, were realized as a TCPs. Likewise, the employee from the
process development stated that all ideas were good. He also argued that the employees
who were the furthest away from the topic, generated the most innovative ideas.
Besides these findings, the results of the interviews show how difficult and subjective the
rating of the creative output is. Even between the two responsible managers, who should
have a similar perspective on the output of ideas, the differences are significant. Hence,
it is impossible to draw conclusions of these responses. Although building on literature
on innovation contests, it could be argued that the proportion of radical ideas increases if
internal innovation contests temporarily replace the standard approach of idea generation.
The argumentation therefore is that less formalization, higher autonomy and mixed teams
increase the generation of radical ideas (Benner & Tushman, 2003; March, 1991;
O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). On the contrary, ideas originating the sales department can
be rather located on the exploitation side. According to the sales representative, they have
to be directly linked to financial success (Lavie et al., 2010, p. 112; March, 1991, p. 71).
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This work depicted how firms generate ideas regarding standard innovation processes as
well as internal innovation contests and highlighted differences of these two approaches.
Therefore, first the context of idea generation was analyzed regarding the governance
form, the orientation of the organization towards exploration and exploitation, the
composition of teams and the process design. Further, the impact of the organizational
setting on the individual, group and organizational level was explained and differences
were highlighted regarding the individual motivation, collaboration and output of idea
generation. Results show that the recombination phase of the internal innovation contest
was less useful. In addition, diffusion of ideas was observed. Finally, five propositions
were made concerning the differences of idea generation during internal innovation
contests and standard innovation processes. It was shown that employees are not more
motivated during the contest if they possess high autonomy in the standard innovation
process but that employees are indeed more motivated if they possess low autonomy in
the standard process. Overall, their motivation is intrinsic or internalized extrinsic. During
internal innovation contests, employees interact and link ideas more intensively and their
willingness to share ideas is higher. Finally, the variety of ideas is lower for standard
innovation processes. The conclusions provide practical implications and highlight the
limitations of the study. Finally, implications for future research are summarized.

6.1 Practical implications
Internal innovation contests are a suitable tool for firms to generate ideas. This comes
along with the fact that most of the employees enjoyed the contest and the feedback was
very positive. A temporary replacement of the standard innovation process with a contest
to generate ideas could be particularly successful if employees have only little autonomy
during the standard process. The motivation of these employees will increase due to
higher perceived autonomy. Especially, employees from departments other than R&D
might benefit the most and be able to contribute significantly. Further, employees are
more willing to link and share ideas in a team contest. This effect is especially positive if
the topic is complex and various inputs are required to develop a good idea. Finally, the
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variety of their generated ideas augments during internal innovation contests. Firms,
wishing to stimulate radical innovations, might want to increase the variety of ideas.
Further implications concern the setting. Depending on the targets of a firm, diffusion of
ideas might be an appropriate way to bring dynamics to the standard innovation process.
Hence, the duration of the contest and the design of the process itself can be adjusted to
foster or hinder the diffusion of ideas. If diffusion should be fostered, a long-standing
contest should be set up which takes place concurrently with the standard innovation
process. Instead, a short-term contest which is separated from regular innovation
activities seems appropriate if diffusion of ideas should not be supported. This study has
shown that particularly if the innovation process stucks, the organizational setting turns
crucial. Therefore, the responsible manager changed the setting of the contest to motivate
the participants. A change in the setting seems also helpful if internal innovation contests
are repeated. Thereby, the motivation of the employees can be maintained since they find
themselves repeatedly challenged.
Overall, firms can benefit from the contest character since the variety of ideas increases
and intra- and interdivisional collaboration of employees is enhanced. If managers apply
internal innovation contests, they should clearly define their targets that shape the
structure of the contest and how it is embedded in a firm’s new product development
process.

6.2 Limitations
The limitations of the study are discussed with respect to its research design, the data
collection and by evaluating its quality. First of all, the research design limits the study
to organizational factors which affect idea generation. Still, there are several factors on
the individual level that influence the motivation of participants, their collaboration and
output of idea generation. Examples for such factors are personal networks and
friendships. These factors can influence idea generation positively as well as negatively.
For example, if participants work together with persons they dislike, their motivation,
willingness to collaborate and performance may decrease.
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This case study analyzed a MNE which held an innovation workshop including an internal
innovation contest at the end of November 2014. The participants were interviewed mid
of December 2014. This time lag does not seem to be very large, still some employees
had problems remembering details. Hence, the data could have been more detailed if the
interviews were conducted directly after the contest. Another limitation concerns the
interviewees. Four teams participated in the contest. The interviewees were the five
members of the winning team as well as the organizers – the head of the division and
Group manager A. Results might have been different if another team had been picked.
Further, please note the potential bias of the responsible managers. Their positive attitude
towards the internal innovation contest might be reflected in their responses.
In order to evaluate a study’s quality, the criteria reliability, construct validity, internal
and external validity may be used. As these criteria originate from quantitative research,
their assignability on qualitative research is limited (Strübing, 2013, p. 191). Still, Yin
(2014) recommends to evaluate a study using these criteria. First, reliability investigates
whether a repetition of the study under the same conditions would deliver the same results
(Mayer, 2013, p. 3). A big part of the available data originated interviews which depend
on the situation and the selection of participants (Kromrey & Strübing, 2009, p. 380).
Different interviewees who participated in the contest could respond differently. But in
qualitative research reliability refers to the transparency of data collecting (Mayer, 2013,
p. 56). This criterion was fulfilled since a case study database was developed (Yin, 2014,
pp. 45 ff.). The criterion construct validity is defined as “the degree to which a test
measures what it claims, or purports, to be measuring” (Brown, 1996, p. 231). It was
fulfilled, as multiple sources of evidence were used. Interviews were combined with data
screens of the documentation of the innovation workshop. Moreover, the questions of the
interview guideline directly captured motivational aspects, collaboration and the output.
Further, the study is internally valid because casual relationships have been developed
for the propositions showing, for example, that if autonomy of employees is high in the
standard process, motivation does not increase during the internal innovation contest. A
study’s external validity concerns its generalizability (Yin, 2014, p. 45). The developed
propositions build on one single case within a specific industry but they do not consider
any industry specific contexts. Hence, a transfer of the results to other industries seems
possible. As only one case was investigated, the generalizability still has to be proven by

6

Conclusions

61

replication at other firms. Moreover, propositions 3 and 4 depend on the organizational
setting. If the internal innovation contest does not take place in teams, these propositions
do not apply. Proposition 2 is difficult to generalize and depends on the firm culture as
well as the attitude of the employees. Finally, propositions 1 and 5 are most generalizable.

6.3 Implications for future research
In order to prove generalizability of the propositions, these should be tested in further
studies like multiple-case studies or by applying rather quantitative approaches. Due to
the study’s design, no prediction concerning the ratio of radical ideas in comparison with
incremental ideas was made. Subsequent studies should focus on measuring this ratio as
it shows if internal innovation contests foster the generation of radical ideas. In addition,
it would be interesting to gain insights into teamwork during online innovation contests
and to compare the results with the findings of this study.
Since the research field of internal innovation contests is still relatively unexamined, there
are several directions for further research. Besides the best design of internal innovation
contests, the switch from internal innovation contests back to standard innovation
processes as well as repetitive participation may be examined. Therefore, it would be
interesting to investigate the impact of internal innovation contests in a longitudinal study.
Since internal innovation contests are only a temporary event, a switch takes place from
a governance form closer to pure hierarchy to a governance form with more market
elements. This switch is undertaken in the other direction as well. In this work only the
first switch (from hierarchy to market) has been analyzed. But what happens if the contest
ends and employees go back to their daily business? Do they immediately adopt the
hierarchical setting again? And what about competitive structures, does it still matter who
competed or collaborated with whom? These questions may be answered in further
studies with a special focus on the occurring time lag of the switch due to inertia.
Regarding repetitive participation, research on online innovation contests has shown that
formerly successful participants fail to generate creative ideas in subsequent contests.
Instead, their ideas show similarities to the ideas which have already been realized
(Bayus, 2013). Does this apply to internal innovation contests as well? Further question
may be posed concerning repetitive participation: What motivates participants to
participate again in an internal innovation contest? How does their motivation change
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over time? Does collaboration change? Does their output change and if yes, how does it
change?
The importance of internal innovation contests is increasing as industrial firms start to
implement them (Buhler Group, 2015). Recently, the phenomenon “hackathon” was
brought inside firms as well. Hackathons are events that attract external developers to
collaboratively work on a new technology in the field of information technology. In a
competitive setting, developers work on new applications, present their achievements and
the best solution or solutions are rewarded (Rosell, Kumar, & Shepherd, 2014). At the
financial service provider SIX Group in Zurich, a hackathon was held in March 2015,
integrating external and internal developers (Schröder, 2015). This approach opens
interesting research questions concerning the collaboration of mixed teams consisting of
internal and external participants.
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Appendix
Fragebogen
[Questionnaire]
A Warm-Up (5 Min)
[Warm-up (5 min]
Erklärung: Befragung für Masterarbeit – Verstehen von Prozessen während des
Innovationsworkshops – Daten werden vertraulich behandelt
[Clarification: Questionnaire for master thesis – Understanding the processes during the
innovation workshop – Data is kept confidentially]




Dürfen wir das Interview aufzeichnen?
[Are we allowed to record the interview?]
Haben Sie Fragen bevor wir beginnen?
[Do you have any question before we begin?]
Wie hat Ihnen der Innovationsworkshop gefallen?
[How did you like the innovation workshop?]



Fragen zur Person:
Position und Abteilung?
Dauer (Unternehmen/Position/Abteilung)?
[Personal questions:
Position and department?
Duration (firm/position/division)?]



Zusatzfrage Management vorab:
Ist der Workshop so abgelaufen, wie auf den Folien erläutert?
[Additional question to the management in advance:
Did the workshop proceed how it was explained on the slides?]

B Innovationsworkshop: Individuelle Ideengenerierung & Gruppenarbeit (25 Min)
[Innovation Workshop: Individual Idea Generation & Group Work (25 min) ]
1. Welche Schritte haben Sie unternommen, um individuell (also vor der
Gruppenphase) Ideen zu generieren?
[What steps did you take to generate individually your ideas (before the group
phase)?]
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2. Haben Sie im Anschluss bei der Gruppenarbeit alle Ideen vorgestellt, die Sie
vorab generiert haben?
[Did you present all your ideas that you generated previously?]
Falls nein, warum haben Sie nicht alle Ihre Ideen vorgestellt?
[If no, why did not you present all your ideas?]
Falls nein, nach welchen Kriterien haben Sie die Ideen selektioniert, die Sie
den anderen Gruppenmitgliedern vorgestellt haben?
[If no, according to which criteria did you select your ideas that you
presented to the other group members?]
3. Wie beurteilen Sie die Ideen der anderen Teammitglieder?
[How do you evaluate the ideas of the other group members?]
4. Wie stark haben sich die generierten Ideen der Teammitglieder unterschieden?
[To what extent did the generated ideas of the different team member differ from
each other?]
(überhaupt nicht – etwas – sehr)
[(Not at all – a bit – a lot)]
In welcher Hinsicht haben sich die Ideen unterschieden?
[In what respect did the ideas differ from each other?]
5. Haben Sie Ideen geclustert und verlinkt?
[Did you cluster and link the ideas?]
Falls ja, erklären Sie bitte anhand einer weiterentwickelten Idee, wie Sie
hierbei vorgegangen sind.
[If yes, please explain according to an example of a developed idea how you
proceeded?]
6. Wie sind Sie in der Gruppe vorgegangen bei der Selektion der Ideen? (bspw.
Rating)
[How did you proceed in your group to select an idea? (e.g. rating)]
a. Wer hat entschieden? (alle, Leader etc.)
[Who did decide? (all/leaders etc.)]
b. Anhand welcher Kriterien wurde entschieden? (Neuheit, Funktionalität
etc.)
[According to what criteria did you decide? (Novelty/functionality etc)]
c. Wann wurde entschieden? (kontinuierlich, nur am Schluss)
[When did you decide? (continuously/at the end)]
7. Wie beurteilen Sie Ihre Motivation während der Gruppenphase?
[How do you rate your motivation during the group phase?]
-1-2-3-4-5(sehr niedrig)
(sehr hoch)
[(very low)]
[(very high)]
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Was motivierte Sie während der Gruppenphase Ihre Ideen einzubringen?
[What motivated you during this phase?]
8. Wie beurteilen Sie die Idee, welche Ihre Gruppe präsentiert hat?
[How do you evaluate the idea which was presented by your group?]
9. Wie beurteilen Sie die Idee, welche gewonnen hat?
[How do you evaluate the idea that won?]
Wäre die Gewinneridee auch ohne den Innovationsworkshop entstanden?
[Do you thing that the winning idea would also have been brought without the
innovation workshop?]
C Innovationsworkshop: Rekombination (10 Min)
[Innovation Workshop: Recombination (10 min)]
10. Worüber haben Sie sich mit Teammitgliedern anderer Teams in der Kaffeepause
ausgetauscht?
[About what did you talked with your colleagues during the coffee break?]
11. Wie beurteilen Sie die Ideen der anderen Gruppen?
[How do you evaluate the ideas of the other groups?]
12. Wie stark haben sich die Ideen der einzelnen Gruppen unterschieden?
[To what extent did the ides of the different groups differ from each other?]
(überhaupt nicht – etwas – sehr)
[(Not at all – a bit – a lot)]
In welcher Hinsicht haben sich die Ideen unterschieden?
[In what respect did the ideas differ from each other?]
13. Konnten Sie Ideen anderer Teams nutzen, um Ihre eigenen Ideen
weiterzuentwickeln?
[Could you use the ideas of the other groups to develop your idea?]
Falls ja, erklären Sie bitte anhand einer weiterentwickelten Idee, wie Sie
hierbei vorgegangen sind.
[If yes, please explain according to an example of a developed idea how you
proceeded?]
14. Wie wurde entschieden, welche Ideen der anderen Gruppen genutzt werden?
[How did you decide which ideas of the other groups you wanted to use?]
a. Wer hat entschieden? (alle, Leader etc.)
[Who did decide? (all/leaders etc.)]
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b. Anhand welcher Kriterien wurde entschieden? (Neuheit, Funktionalität
etc.)
[According to what criteria did you decide? (Novelty/functionality etc)]
c. Wann wurde entschieden? (kontinuierlich, nur am Schluss)
[When did you decide? (continuously/at the end)]
15. Wie beurteilen Sie Ihre Motivation während der Rekombinationsphase?
[How do you rate your motivation during the recombination phase?]
-1-2-3-4-5(sehr niedrig)
(sehr hoch)
[(very low)]
[(very high)]
Was motivierte Sie während dieser Phase?
[What motivated you during this phase?]
16. Hatten Sie nach Abschluss der Rekombinationsphase alle Ihre Ideen
eingebracht?
[Did you come up with all your ideas after the recombination phase?]
Falls nein, warum haben Sie nicht alle Ihre Ideen vorgestellt?
[If no, why did not you present all your ideas?]
Falls nein, was machen Sie jetzt mit den Ideen, die Sie nicht vorgestellt
haben?
[If no, what are you going to do with your ideas that you did not present?]
D Regulärer Innovationsprozess (20 Min)
[Regular Innovation Process (20 min)]
17. Wie entstehen im regulären Innovationsprozess Ideen (ausserhalb des
Innovationsworkshops)? (definierter Prozess/ Unterstützung durch Tools/
Meetings/ zusätzliche Zeit für Mitarbeiter/ Eigeninitiativen)
[How do ideas emerge in the regular innovation process (outside the innovation
workshop)? (defined process/support through tools/meetings/additional time for
employees/self-initiative)]
a. Wer ist beteiligt? (R&D, Marketing)
[Who is involved? (R&D/Marketing etc.)]
b. Wann werden Ideen eingebracht? (kontinuierlich, bestimmter Zeitpunkt)
[When are ideas brought in? (continuously/certain point of time)]
(Falls noch nicht beantwortet) Sind Sie an diesem Prozess beteiligt? Falls ja,
was sind Ihre Aufgaben?
[(if not answered already) Are you involved in those processes? If yes, what
are your tasks or responsibilities?]
18. Haben die beteiligten Mitarbeiter Zugriff auf die Ideen der anderen Mitarbeiter?
[Do the involved employees have access to the ideas of the other employees?]
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Falls ja, wie interagieren diese? (Meetings/ Telefon/ Email/ IT-Tools)
[If yes, how do they interact?]
19. Werden im regulären Innovationsprozess Ideen miteinander kombiniert?
[Are the ideas combined with each other in the regular innovation process?]
Falls ja, erklären Sie bitte anhand einer kürzlich weiterentwickelten Idee,
wie hierbei vorgegangen wurde.
[If yes, please explain according to a recently developed idea how the
proceedings are?]
20. Bringen Sie alle Ihre Ideen in den regulären Innovationsprozess ein?
[Do you integrate all your ideas to the regular innovation process?]
Falls nein, warum stellen Sie nicht alle Ihre Ideen vor?
[If no, why do you not present all your ideas?]
21. Bitte denken Sie für einen Moment an Ideen, die vor kurzem im regulären
Innovationsprozess entstanden sind.
[Please take a moment and think about the ideas that emerged recently in the
regular innovation process.]
Wie stark haben sich die Ideen unterschieden?
[To what extent did the ides differ from each other?]
(überhaupt nicht – etwas – sehr)
[(Not at all – a bit – a lot)]
(Falls gleiche Antwort wie bei Innovationsworkshop) Wie ist die Bandbreite
an Ideen im regulären Innovationsprozess im Vergleich zum
Innovationsworkshop?
[If the answer is the same as above: How is the variety of the ideas in the
regular innovation process compared to the ideas in the innovation
workshop?]
(kleiner – gleich – größer)
[(smaller – the same – greater)]
In welcher Hinsicht haben sich diese unterschieden?
[In what respect did the ideas differ from each other?]
22. Wie werden die Ideen selektioniert und beurteilt? (Vorschriften, Neuheit,
Funktionalität, Ranking, in Meetings etc.)
[How are the ideas evaluated and selected?
(Regulations/novelty/functionality/raking/in meetings etc)]
a. Wer beurteilt die Ideen? (Experte, Management)
[Who evaluates the ideas? (Expert/management)]
b. Anhand welcher Kriterien wurde entschieden? (Neuheit, Funktionalität)
[According to which criteria do they decide? (novelty/functionality.)]
c. Wann werden die Ideen beurteilt? (mehrmals, am Schluss)
[When are the ideas evaluated? (several times/at the end)]
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(nur falls „mehrmals“ und nicht schon oben beantwortet) Wer wählt die
Ideen aus, welche dann umgesetzt werden?
[(only if “several times” and not answered yet) Who chooses the ideas that
are implemented?]
(nur falls „mehrmals“ und nicht schon oben beantwortet) Anhand welcher
Kriterien erfolgt die Entscheidung?
[(only if “several times and not answered yet) According to which criteria is
the decision made?]
23. Wie viele Ideen werden in der Abteilung jährlich generiert? (Schätzung genügt)
[How many ideas are generated yearly? (estimation is enough)]
24. Wie viele neue Produkte entstehen schlussendlich daraus? (Schätzung genügt)
[How many new products emerge in the end out of the ideas? (estimation is
enough)]
25. Wie beurteilen Sie Ihre Motivation während des regulären
Innovationsprozesses?
[How do you rate your motivation in the regular innovation process?]
-1-2-3-4-5(sehr niedrig)
(sehr hoch)
[(very low)]
[(very high)]
(Falls gleiche Antwort wie bei Innovationsworkshop) Wie ist Ihre
Motivation im regulären Innovationsprozess im Vergleich zum
Innovationsworkshop?
[(If the answer ist he same as in the innovation workshop) How is your
motivation in the regular innovation contest compared to the innovation
contest?]
(niedriger – gleich – höher)
[(smaller – the same – greater)]
Was motiviert Sie während des regulären Innovationsprozesses Ihre Ideen
einzubringen?
[What motivates you to contribute your ideas to the regular innovation
process?]
26. Wie beurteilen Sie folgenden Satz: „Die Mitarbeiter können im regulären
Innovationsprozess selbstständig entscheiden, welche Ideen Sie
weiterverfolgen.“
[How do you rate the following sentence: “The employees are able to decide
autonomous which ideas they pursue?]
-1-2-3-4-5(trifft nicht
(trifft zu)
zu)
[(very true)]
[(not true at all])

Appendix

69

(Falls 3, 4 oder 5): Wann können bzw. konnten die Mitarbeiter
selbstständiger entscheiden?
[(If 3, 4 or 5): When are or where the employees able to decide more
independent?]
(im Innovationsworkshop – im regulären Innovationsprozess – weiß nicht)
(in the innovation workshop – in the regular process – I do not know)]

E Zusatzfragen Management (10 Min)
[Additional questions for management (10 min)]
27. Wie schätzen Sie das Verhältnis „radikale/inkrementelle Ideen“ als Output der
drei besprochenen Phasen ein?
[How do you estimate the ration between “radical” and “incremental” ideas as
an output of the three discussed phases?]
a. Innovationsworkshop: Individuelle Ideengenerierung und Gruppenarbeit
(radikal: ____ % / inkrementell: ____%)
[Innovation workshop: individual idea generation and group work
(radical: ____ % / incremental: ____%)]
b. Innovationsworkshop: Rekombination
(radikal: ____ % / inkrementell: ____%)
[Innovation workshop: recombination
(radical: ____ % / incremental: ____%)]
c. Regulärer Innovationsprozess
(radikal: ____ % / inkrementell: ____%)
[regular innovation process
(radical: ____ % / incremental: ____%)]
28. Wem gehören die Ideen, die während den verschiedenen Phasen entstehen?
[Who owns the ideas that emerge during the three phases?]
(dem Unternehmen – dem Team – dem jeweiligen Mitarbeiter)
[(to the company – to the team – to the employee)]
29. Wie wurden Ideen nach der Rekombinations-Phase selektiert?
[How where the ideas after the recombination phase selected?]
Und anhand von welchen Kriterien?
[And according to which criteria?]
30. Werden Ideen aus dem Workshop weiterverfolgt? Falls ja, welche?
[Will the ideas from the workshop be pursued? If yes, which ones?]
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