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ABSTRACT
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this era of rapid change and high competitiveness, innovation is an essential factor for organisational sustainability, resilience, and competitive advantage. Despite an abundance of innovation models, most overlook the necessary contextual and psychological factors to create a holistic and sustainable innovation ecosystem. This article proposes a new framework, "The 6E for Innovation Management", that integrates psychological theories of creativity with institutional mechanisms for innovation. The "6E for Innovation" framework is based on established theories of creativity and is supported by qualitative data from interviews with employees in over 20 organisations in Saudi Arabia. The 6E Framework for Innovation Management outlines six interdependent components in a practical, flexible model. The Employee lies at the centre and emphasises the primacy of people; Enactment focuses on policies and strategies; Environment represents the conditions of the workplace; Expression represents the articulation of creative ideas; Evaluation values the ideas expressed; and Execution implements the ideas with ongoing enhancement.
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Introduction:
Innovation has always played a fundamental role in human and societal advancement and change, enabling communities to adapt, grow, and develop in a continuously evolving environment (Brueggemann & Matthews, 2024; Smith, 2015). Competitiveness and productivity depend on the ability to build upon current ideas and create new ones. Innovation, therefore, is not a luxury; in fact, the need for it always exists, whether it is through the introduction of new products/services, or the improvement and development of current products/services. More importantly, the need for innovation is not exclusive to the private or profit sectors. Public sector service organisations, including governments, educational institutions, healthcare organisations, and humanitarian organisations, all depend on innovation to effectively address emerging issues, improve the quality of life in communities, and deploy resources more efficiently. Indeed, innovation is a significant driver of progress, resilience, and sustainability across all sectors.
The terms "innovation" and "creativity" may sometimes be viewed as esoteric and used interchangeably in both academic literature and practice. However, they refer to distinct concepts, and appreciating these distinctions can support clearer thinking and more effective management of innovation. Creativity refers to the process of generating novel and valuable ideas (Amabile & Pratt, 2016; Sternberg & Karami, 2022). The cognitive process of creativity usually involves divergent thinking, imaginative thought, and problem finding and solving (Torrance, 1988). Innovation is the successful implementation or application of those creative ideas (Smith, 2015). Therefore, creativity typically precedes and fuels innovation. 
One of the prevalent misconceptions about creativity and innovation is that they must be either radical or revolutionary (Goffin & Mitchell, 2025; Kahn, 2018). Nevertheless, even minor incremental improvements that provide value are considered creative and can lead to a significant impact. The central aspect of creativity is the generation of novel and useful ideas, rather than the magnitude of those ideas. The critical element of innovation lies in putting those ideas into action—developing a process, solution, product, or practice that delivers a positive impact. Thus, innovation is not solely an act of implementing new products or services; rather, it also encompasses continuous improvements to existing ones. By having a clear understanding of what innovation is, individuals can actively engage in creative thinking, identify and pursue new opportunities to improve. To ensure these are uniform and effective, innovation needs to be intentional and supported by different organisations in society through deliberate practices. This is where we come to the role of innovation management as a way of structuring and strategising new ways to convert ideas into valuable outputs.
Innovation management refers to the managerial practices and decision-making activities designed to guide the innovation process and enable its tangible manifestation by planning and executing actions that take the form of new products, services, or organisational designs (Eito‐Brun & Sicilia, 2017). Innovation management is the purposeful coordination of an organisation's practices, leadership choices, and strategic resources to initiate, develop, and realise new ideas that enhance and transform the organisation (Tidd & Bessant, 2014). Innovation management encompasses a range of managerial activities aimed at guiding innovation from idea to realisation, where creative input is transformed into valued output (e.g., new products, services, processes, and/or organisational configurations) (Goffin & Mitchell, 2025). Thus, innovation management involves creating organisational structures, strategies, and cultures that enable the innovation process to progress from idea generation to execution. Its function is to react to the continuous changes in the internal and external environment, allowing the organisation to be adaptable, responsive, and recognisable (Steiber, 2024). This requires senior management to continually foster a friendly work environment that encourages innovation, including an organisational culture that values creativity, tolerates risk-taking, and promotes continuous learning.
The landscape of innovation management has evolved over time as the idea of how organisations can create, sustain, and grow innovation has changed based on varying viewpoints. One version of innovation is called Open Innovation, which emphasises the strategic assembly and incorporation of external knowledge, sourced through pathways such as direct scavenging, startups, universities, clients, or even competitors to augment the capabilities of internal innovation within an organisation (Mirghaderi et al., 2023). Open Innovation, therefore, is a powerful resource in knowledge industries and loosely organised environments, providing an opportunity to collaborate without boundaries and promote shorter innovation cycles (Sá et al., 2025). In the way innovation design processes are staged, a commonly used market approach is called Design Thinking. This approach emphasises a human-centred and iterative design process to better stage ideation, prototyping, and testing (Brenner & Uebernickel, 2016). This approach is better designed to address the complex, ambiguous problems because it centres the embodiment of user needs and appreciates the collaborative, co-defining, aspect of innovation by trial and error experimentation from the user perspective (Sreenivasan & Suresh, 2024). Therefore, this approach is beneficial when the challenge arises from highly complex and ambiguous circumstances, as it elevates user needs and co-creates new ideas through experimentation.
Doblin's Ten Types of Innovation Framework is a set of approaches for implementing the innovation management process. The framework enables the exploration of innovative thinking beyond a more technical or product-focused approach to innovations. The nature of innovation is differentiated into three domains: configuration (the way the business is designed or structured to operate), offering (the core products and services), and experience (the way the organisation connects with customers) (Basavanthappa, 2023). By using the framework, organisations can go beyond thinking about how they innovate with products and services, and therefore can help support a more comprehensive innovation strategy that utilises and diversifies innovation strategies across the organisation's structure, business models, services, and customer engagement (Keeley et al., 2013). The Oslo Manual, introduced by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), is another globally accepted manual that outlines definitions, dimensions, and contexts of innovation. The Oslo Manual aims to provide a coherent text for definitions and methods for measuring innovation, outlining it in four forms: product, process, marketing, and organisational (OECD/Eurostat, 2018). The Oslo Manual is recognised across numerous sectors, including the public sector, academic evaluation, and other forms of policy-making, because the OECD is committed to evidence-based and impact-focused policy that is built on the theoretical and conceptual bases of research that the OECD is conscious of reviewing and updating (Gault, 2023).
From a strategic perspective, McKinsey's Three Horizons Framework, simply put, is a time-orientated model for managing and strategizing innovations: Horizon 1 is focused on "doing things better" in the short-term, Horizon 2 looked at growth strategies and developing emerging capabilities, and Horizon 3 is about creating breakthrough innovations and developing the next generation of technologies (Blank, 2019). Finally, the Pentathlon Framework views innovation in terms of five related elements, i.e. strategy, ideas, prioritising/selection, implementation, and people. The Pentathlon Framework aligns with the organisational strategy and intent, aiming to develop creative ideas and implement those prioritised or selected (Goffin & Mitchell, 2025).
Although the frameworks and approaches above provide information on innovation strategy, structure, and operations, there are some limitations, both theoretically and practically. Perhaps the most glaring limitation in these models is that they appear to address either strategic alignment or the organising process without considering psychological models of creativity that describe how innovative ideas emerge at the individual level. Moreover, many of these frameworks are mostly linear and emphasise internal processes without depicting how creative and innovation practices can be iterative, nonlinear, and exploit innovation for external stakeholders, integrating it within their internal processes. Since the variety of organisational size, culture, maturity and sectoral context makes it difficult to measure the innovation stressors and demands as a single entity, the nature of innovation necessitates a cross-functional, adaptive approach, applying process reform in the stages of a continuum and requiring affective, ongoing engagement more broadly than just the internal organisation. Thus, a more dynamic, interconnected, responsive, fluid, and knowledge-grounded model is called for—one that connects internal and external structural mechanisms and supports human creativity and agency within the broader ecosystem, facilitating longer-term improvement changes that are consistent with the context.
This article presents a framework designed to support innovation, considering the limitations of existing models while building upon their strengths, thereby enhancing the value of the innovation management literature and practice. This framework is designed to help organisations of any size, sector, or life stage create and maintain effective innovation practices. It is based on well-established theories of creativity, confirmed in practice by empirical data from interviews with employees at various levels of employment at 20 organisations in Saudi Arabia. The interviews provided valuable insights for the proposed framework. The employees, from different hierarchical positions, were asked questions such as: How do you express and communicate your creative ideas in your work environment? What are the barriers that may stop you from doing that? How are your creative ideas considered or developed in your organisation? What support structures are present? What stimulates or inhibits you from sharing your creative ideas? What do you think are the best ways to exploit the creative ideas articulated by the employees? To what extent do you believe the innovation is vital in your organisation? How can it be organised or managed? While the interview data cannot be generalised, it nevertheless provided context and practicality to the proposed framework, in addition to grounding it in the theories of creativity.

Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks of Creativity
Innovation is inherently related to creativity. While creativity involves producing novel and useful ideas, innovation is the successful implementation of these ideas. Therefore, it is critical to have a comprehensive awareness of the psychological and social aspects of creativity to manage innovation effectively. Theories that demonstrate how creative ideas manifest, evolve, and evaluate across contexts over time support and exemplify a grounded basis for innovation practice. This section presents the theoretical basis for the proposed framework, “The 6E Framework for Innovation Management”, by employing established lenses from theories and frameworks of creativity.
Cognitive theory is a crucial foundation for understanding creativity, and a significant part of this body of knowledge encompasses the two types of thinking, divergent and convergent thinking. Divergent thinking involves generating multiple and different possibilities and alternatives. Convergent thinking, on the other hand, involves assessing the varied options and choosing an appropriate solution or valid approaches (Sternberg, 2006). Gabora and Unrau 2019) refer to creativity in the context of dual-process theories, which means that both types of thinking—divergent thinking (fast and intuitive thinking) and convergent thinking (slow and analytical thinking)—are essential for creativity to occur. In the creative process, it is vital to distinguish between the divergent thinking stage and the convergent thinking stage (Lewis & Elaver, 2014). Several creative strategies, such as Brainstorming and Creative Problem Solving (CPS), emphasise the separation of the idea generation stage (divergent thinking) and the evaluation stage (convergent thinking) (Treffinger, 1995). Brainstorming involves two key components: idea generation (divergent thinking) and idea evaluation (convergent thinking). The Creative Problem Solving (CPS) model, however, includes three main stages: (1) identifying or understanding the problem (convergent thinking); (2) generating ideas (divergent thinking); and (3) selecting and implementing appropriate ideas (convergent thinking).
In addition, in the context of thinking and creativity, Sternberg (1997) described a thinking style called legislative thinking, which tends to be more appealing to individuals who tend to think creatively. This thinking style represents a creative, proactive, and organised approach to engaging with a problem, where individuals are encouraged to develop their own rules, ideas, or solutions rather than conforming to established procedures (Sternberg, 1997). Thus, promoting this way of thinking may contribute to innovation when groups are given the choice to define problems on their own terms and invent new solutions tailored to their own context.
The transition from individual cognition to broader situational and sociocultural contexts is captured in Csikszentmihalyi’s Systems Theory of Creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 2015). Creativity, defined as the dynamic interaction of three recurring elements, consists of: the domain (symbolic knowledge procedures, and structures that an individual comprehends and draws on to produce creative work), the field (social gatekeepers responsible for recognising and legitimating creative work), and the person (the individual creating original contributions) (Csikszentmihalyi, 2015). This model also presents the concept of "flow", which refers to the state or condition characterised by deep, intrinsic learning engagement during creative activities that involve meaning.
Similarly, within the same sociocultural approach, Amabile’s Componential Theory of Creativity identifies four key factors (Amabile, 2018). The environmental context, along with: 1) domain-relevant skills (Knowledge of the field in which the creative endeavours are to be presented); 2) creativity-relevant processes or cognitive abilities (e.g., creative thinking skills or the attitude of taking reasonable risk); and 3) intrinsic motivation. Creative performance does not manifest on its own, but is active when individuals have domain-relevant skills, are cognitively flexible and risk-taking, as well as intrinsically motivated, all in an engaging environment  (Amabile, 2016).
Rhodes’ 4P Framework is another foundational model, which interprets creativity in four dimensions: Person (characteristics of the creative person); Process (cognitive and emotional mechanisms which play a role in creation); Press (environmental influences); and Product (the creative output) (Rhodes, 1961). Building on this, Glăveanu (2013) suggested five dimensions: Actor (creative person or group); Action (the creative process); Artifact (the product that includes its cultural context); Audience (those who engage with or evaluate the work); and Affordances (material and environmental possibilities that restrict or enable what can be created). 
Taking a broader modelling approach, Lubart and Thornhill-Miller (2019) outlined the 7C Framework: Creator (characteristics of the creator); Creating (the creative process), Collaboration (cooperation with others); Context (the environmental context); Creation (the creative work); Consumption (the adoption of creative work); and Curricula (enhancement of creativity). A broader approach was also proposed by Sternberg and Karami (2022).They suggested 8P Framework which it interpret creativity in eight aspects: Purpose (the purpose creativity); Press (the environmental context); Person (the characteristics of the person); Problem (the task or a challenge that requires creativity); Processes (the processes lead to creativity); Product (the outcomes); Propulsion (the mechanisms in how creativity changes individuals' thinking); and Public (the collective audience who judges creative work). In educational contexts, Salamah (2023) introduced the 4Ps framework to promote creativity in schools, which encompasses: Policy (educational policies that encourage creativity); Press (the learning environment that supports creativity); Process (teaching and learning strategies that promote creativity); and Person (the learner) (Salamah et al., 2023; Salamah, 2023).
Finally, and with regard to classify the degree of creativity, Kaufman and Beghetto proposed the Four-C Model of Creativity: 1) Mini-c,  the smallest creativity, which refers to creative personal insights that others have not yet recognised; 2) little-c, which involves everyday creativity and reflects creative insights acknowledged by a small, immediate social group; 3) Pro-c, which refers to professional-level creativity, where creative ideas are recognised by experts within a specific domain or field; and 4) Big-C, which refers to eminent creative contributions that receive widespread recognition from the broader society (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009).
The theories presented in this section provide insight into the creative processes and help identify critical conditions and processes that foster innovation. Drawing from these theoretical perspectives, the following section provides the proposed framework.

The 6E Framework for Innovation Management:
In an era where the opportunities and survival of organisations increasingly depend on innovation, there is an urgent need for a practical and flexible framework to guide the effective management of organisational innovation. This paper presents a theory-based framework for managing innovation, known as " The 6E Framework for Innovation Management". The framework consists of six interrelated components, with each starting with the letter "E" to enhance memorability and ease of application. "Employees" is the central component and is positioned at the centre of the framework. Then, the other components are linked up as a cycle, starting and ending with "Enactments", thereby representing a loop of ongoing enhancement (see Figure 1). The following sub-section introduces each component in detail.


Figure 1:  The 6E Framework for Innovation Management.



1. Employees
At the heart of the 6E Framework lies the component of the "Employee". Employees are the primary sources of creative insight and the agents through whom innovation is conceived, communicated, evaluated, and implemented. This human-centred approach aligns closely with all the foundational theories and models of creativity, all of which emphasise the centrality of the individual who actively engages with the environment and social context to provide creative endeavours.
Employees, specifically in leadership and strategic positions, not only originated the creative ideas, but also provided the organisational framework necessary for innovations to occur. If they genuinely believe in and are passionate about innovation, the importance of their role is paramount. Their beliefs suggest innovation is not simply 'acceptable' but 'prioritised', signalling to the rest of the organisation that innovation is welcomed behaviour—those who believe that any minor creative changes can lead to a substantial positive impact. Thus, when senior leaders and executives take a professional and personal interest in innovation, they are more likely to embrace new ideas when they arise, remove barriers that inhibit bureaucratic inertia, and create an organisational culture that supports ongoing improvement. 
Those in leadership roles are responsible for developing, aligning, and adopting Enactments and policies that outline how new ideas are supported, promoted, and integrated into the organisation. They determine the allocation of resources and foster a culture of experimentation, learning, and ongoing development. Enactments, and particularly clearly aligned policies, are relevant, as they structure the views within the organisation that affect the answers to the questions around who, how and why to innovate. The following section presents the element of "Enactments".

2. Enactments
Enactments are the formal structures, rules, policies, and strategic frameworks that navigate and facilitate innovation within an organisation. Enactments act as the institutional scaffolding that determines how innovation is initiated, evaluated, and implemented. It also defines the mechanisms for rewarding individuals who have produced innovative contributions that added value to the organisation.
This component connects with multiple theories of creativity. For instance, Csikszentmihalyi's Systems Theory of Creativity illustrates the relevant connection regarding the element of the field—the set of gatekeepers and institutions that evaluate and legitimise creative ideas (Csikszentmihalyi, 2015). Enactments in this context facilitate the operationalisation of the field and support the argument that innovation is not arbitrary, but is determined through formal, clear and transparent procedures. Additionally, Salamah et al.’s 4Ps framework, developed in educational contexts, underscores the critical role of Policy as the outermost and most influential layer in shaping creativity in schools (Salamah et al., 2023; Salamah, 2023).

Strategic enactments—such as idea submission systems, pilot testing protocols, and recognition systems —not only direct behaviour but also incorporate innovation into the institutional DNA of the organisation. Enactments can help tolerate uncertainty, provide psychological safety, and encourage responsible risk-taking, which are vital aspects for sustained innovation performance.
In this regard, this paper proposes that organisations form a dedicated Innovation Unit to serve as a central entity supporting innovation efforts. The unit should be aligned and connected to top leadership (e.g., the CEO or strategic board) and given the authority to decide on strategic direction and resource allocation, encouraging interdependence and collaboration across functions. The unit should comprise employees who demonstrate an interest in innovation and who are from multiple departments. This way, their cross-divisional perspectives can ensure that innovation policies respond to the complexity of the organisational processes. With this setup, the work environment can become supportive of innovation for all.

3.  Environment
The "Environment" includes the psychological, cultural, and physical aspects of the workspace, which influence the conditions for the development and spread of both individual and collective innovation. This element aligns with many leading theories of innovation, which have repeatedly been shown to be influenced by environmental factors and their impact on creative endeavours.  
A work environment is not neutral; it either fosters or hampers creative behaviour. When psychological safety is undermined, resources are limited, or when structures require strict, rigid hierarchies that hinder open and free discussion, creative behaviours can be stifled.
Bureaucratic and overly controlled environments can significantly impede creative experimentation. People might fear judgment, failure, or disciplinary action and choose to behave cautiously within silos. Conversely, environments that promote openness, acceptance of risk and failure, and support autonomy are far more likely to foster and sustain innovation. Such a culture encourages creative input from everyone, facilitates participation at all levels of the organisation, and allows for new ideas without fear of blame, retribution, or exclusion. 
In fact, encouraging innovation at work involves more than just encouraging new ideas—it means actively developing awareness and skills that promote creative thinking and problem-solving. Therefore, providing training courses in creativity and innovation is vital. If, for instance, a training course on innovation provides employees with additional insights into convergent and divergent thinking and, as a result, helps them better generate and assess ideas, then that training course has made a worthwhile contribution to innovation. Furthermore, when employees are aware of different levels of creativity, including minor or incremental creativity, they will be less likely to disregard them. These small changes can lead to significant positive impacts on processes, products or services. 
Additionally, to promote a culture that supports innovation, the continuous integration and use of creative strategies, such as Brainstorming, Creative Problem Solving (CPS), TRIZ, SCAMPER, or creative ways of thinking, into meetings, planning sessions, and workshops, is beneficial in this promotion. Once these tools are consistently used, this not only builds engagement, but also normalises creative thought in the mind of the organisation so the path is continually open to innovation that is not only ongoing, but also meaningful.
Overall, a well-structured environment creates the conditions and space necessary for expressing creativity, which is a vital part of the innovation process. The next element, Expression, considers that.

4. Expression
Expression represents the stage when the creative ideas are articulated, shared, and proposed by members of the organisation or contributors. This stage marks the transition from internalising ideas to expressing them outwardly.
The "Expression" of creative contributions is a significant aspect of several of the major theories of creativity. For example, Amabile's Componential Theory identifies intrinsic motivation as a major driver of creative expression (Amabile, 2018). Employees share and express their creative contributions more readily when they are intrinsically motivated, passionate about their work, and feel that they own the problems and opportunities that they face. Similarly, Csikszentmihalyi's Systems Theory uses the expression as the point at which the creative input enters the field for evaluation (Csikszentmihalyi, 2015). In this way, expression is more than a form of communication - it is a vital progression into the world of the organisation or society. Likewise, several other theories of creativity reaffirm that creativity is social and relational, where expression allows the creator to share the artefact with others (Glăveanu, 2013; Lubart & Thornhill-Miller, 2019; Sternberg & Karami, 2022). It is within this interaction that creativity begins to be evaluated, modified and potentially scaled, thus making expression an essential point in the innovation life cycle.
To support the expression of contributors, this paper proposes an Innovation Submission Form (see Appendix A). This form allows any contributor—whether internal (employees) or external (e.g., community members, academic partners, clients)—to articulate his/her innovative idea. This inclusion can also support principles of open innovation, which emphasise leveraging diverse knowledge sources, including those outside organisational boundaries.
The form collects critical information required to evaluate the idea and utilise it in the innovation process: 
·  Contributor Details: Name, department/unit, and/or external affiliation.
· The Current State: a brief description of the challenge (problem) or opportunity that prompted the idea. 
· The Idea: A brief description of the creative idea with the expected Impacts: (e.g., cost savings, time savings, effort savings, increase profits, an improved internal or external process). 
· Dimension: The domain of the proposed idea (e.g., Products/Services, Internal Operations, External Relations, or Other). 
· Degree of innovation: (enhancements, transformational, or radical).
· Scale of Impact: (Limited Scale, Moderate Scale, Large Scale).
The sections in the Form (The Innovation Submission Form) regarding degree of innovation and scale of impact align with the Four C model of creativity (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009). This form allows contributors to classify their ideas at different levels of innovation, including enhancements, transformational, or radical. Furthermore, the scale ranges from team level to industry level and beyond. By accommodating a full range of creative expression, the form reinforces the idea that all types of creativity, regardless of scale, can spur innovation and have a profoundly positive impact.
In addition to facilitating and recording creative input, the Form serves as an empowerment device encouraging voluntary and self-directed participation. The voluntary aspect places all actions on a non-compulsory basis and means that something has meaning, one develops his/her own rise of engagement and intrinsic motivation, and anyone can conceive ideas without being pushed to do so, which is consistent with several theories of creativity that consider intrinsic motivation can having more impact on augmenting both the probability of creative output and quality of creative output (Amabile, 2018; Csikszentmihalyi, 2015) 
Recording ideas on this form is essential because it ensures that the process of innovation is not only serendipitous or left to non-structured discussions, but is systematically recognised and processed. Once ideas are articulated, they must be reviewed and refined. The following component, Evaluation, focuses on the structured process for reviewing, refining, and validating the idea to determine if it is feasible and ready for implementation.

5. Evaluation
Here in this stage, ideas are evaluated and validated. The Evaluation stage determines which ideas have merit and value, aligning with the organisation's strategic objectives, so that they may be ready for implementation. Because evaluation plays such a valuable part in the creative process, it serves as the 'linkage' between creative thinking and creative action. 
From a cognitive perspective, and according to theories of creativity, convergent thinking is essential at this stage, which requires analytical reasoning, logical evaluation, and critical thinking. This stage is crucial and necessary for evaluating ideas systematically in terms of feasibility, relevance, and strategies for value, thereby maximising creativity within the project or organisation. Without it, ideas that may have merit could go unrecognised or be conceptualised for implementation incorrectly.
Therefore, and to support this stage, the current paper suggests an Evaluation Form (see Appendix B and C). The evaluation is in two phases:
· Phase One/ Initial Evaluation: Two experts/colleagues provide the assessment of the proposed idea. Their assessment may result in one of several recommendations (as an example but not limited to): "not feasible at this time", "approve pilot", or "would recommend further study". After that, a decision should be made by a relevant manager or expert. If the decision is made to proceed with the pilot, a final evaluation should then be conducted. 
· Phase Two/ Final Evaluation:  Following the pilot, the idea will proceed to the second evaluation stage with the same examiner team. They evaluate its readiness for full implementation. Their assessment may result in one of several recommendations (as an example but not limited to): "not feasible at this time", "would recommend further study/development", or " Approve for execution".
Following the final Evaluation, and when the innovative idea has been approved for action, it is ready to move into the next component, Execution. The execution stage means the innovator has converted the idea into concrete outcomes by using planning, resources, and collaborative action.

6. Execution
Execution is the stage where validated ideas are turned into action—where something conceptual becomes an actual action, process, or system within an organisation. Execution is where creativity turns to innovation through application in the real world. However, in this construct, execution extends beyond implementation. It includes monitoring, feedback, reflection, and ongoing modification (enhancement). To this end, execution is not an endpoint but rather a transition to ongoing, potentially incremental, innovation. The focus on execution and continuous development has theoretical support from several creative and innovative theories. For instance, it aligns with the Componential Theory of Creativity, which emphasises the importance of feedback, iterative processes, and environmental support in sustaining and enhancing creative performance (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Within organisations, these processes are essential as they point toward building an innovative culture, not a creative event.
To facilitate this process, the current paper suggests a structured Feedback and Reflection Form (Appendix D) to be completed during implementation. The Form invites a collaborative discussion between the original idea developer and the professional evaluators' team to document together how they gathered and made sense of the implementation, what worked well, and how it could be improved, creating a feedback loop that promotes accountability and structured organisational learning. The post-implementation reflection Form can tie implementation outcomes to Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and qualitative impact indicators.
During the Execution stage, after participants witness feedback and reflections, the innovation pathway returns to its starting point, the Enactments component. The learnings from the Execution serve as the basis for updating policies, procedures, and strategic intentions for future innovations, thereby further deepening the bedrock for ongoing potential for innovation. The proposed Framework, therefore, creates an ongoing loop where each round of innovation builds upon the last, allowing for ongoing organisational learning and evolving capability for innovation.
Conclusion:
The 6E Framework for Innovation Management presents an integrated, adaptive, and theory-based framework that embraces individual creativity, considers (adaptation to) the organisation, and recognises (adaptation to) the external environment. Innovation models are typically either technical-based or strategy-based, and they do not usually consider the employee as the focal point of the model; thus, in many models, the psychological basis for creativity, including the intrinsic motivation that sustains creativity and creative thinking, might be overlooked, anchoring innovation in human capability or potential.
The Framework places Employees at the core, emphasising that those with a great interest in innovation, especially leaders, are more likely to establish and support organisational Enactments that lead to an innovation-friendly culture. Then, the inclusion of the Environment and Expression components enhances the Framework by developing a workplace culture that allows ideas to flourish and be shared. These components reflect the social, emotional, and communicative nuances of the innovation process that are often omitted in most traditional models. After that, the Evaluation and Execution phases replace the linear, rigid approach with flexible, managed processes that can accommodate formative engagement, routine evaluation, structured feedback and tangible implementation.
Notably, this proposed Framework is cyclical in nature. After the Execution stage, the process returns to Enactments, allowing the learnings developed from implementation to influence policy changes, strategic adjustments, and improvements at the organisational level. The cyclical nature creates a feedback loop, ensuring not only that every innovation cycle improves outcomes but also builds the organisation's capacity for medium- and long-term innovation.
Finally, the current paper provides practical tools in the form of structured templates for Expression, Evaluation, and Execution (Appendices A–D). These Forms can serve as guides for the innovation process in a systematic manner; at the same time, they are adaptable and can be adjusted or modified to fit the specific goals, culture, and limitations of various organisations. 
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Appendix A
Innovation Submission Form: 
Expression           
	Name (the proposer): ___________________________                 Date: _________
Department / Unit -Position role:___________________             Signature: _________

	Current Situation: Problem or Opportunity
	Briefly describe:______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 



	
The Creative idea
	Briefly describe:______________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 


The Benefits (you can choose one or more):
☐ Cost Reduction.   
☐ Time/Effort Saving.    
☐ Profit Increase.  
☐ Improve internal Process.  
☐ External Impact.
☐ Other: __________________________________


	Creative Contribution: Its Domain, Degree, and Scale

	·  The Domain:
☐ Products / Services.
☐ Internal Operations.
☐ External Relations.
☐ Other:________

·  The Degree:
☐ Improvement Innovation – (e.g., enhancements to existing products, services, or processes).
☐ Transformational Innovation – (e.g., new products or services that offer significant value within existing markets).
☐ Radical Innovation – (e.g., innovations that reshape systems or create new markets or models).
-More comment (if applicable):___________

·  The Scale:
☐ Limited Scale – (e.g., applies to a specific team or department).
☐ Moderate Scale – (e.g., applicable across the entire organisation).
☐ Large Scale – (e.g., has industry-level impact or cross-organisational relevance).
-More comment (if applicable):___________





Appendix B

Evaluation: Phase One (Initial)
  
	1) The first examiner      Name:____________________________       Date: _________
Department / Unit -Position role:_________________________   Signature: _________ 

	☐ Not feasible at this stage. We appreciate the idea and thank the proposer for their effort.
☐ Approve for pilot.
☐ Other:__________


	Comments:__________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________

	2) The second examiner      Name:____________________________       Date: _______
Department / Unit -Position role:_________________________   Signature: _________

	☐ Not feasible at this stage. We appreciate the idea and thank the proposer for their effort.
☐ Approve for pilot.
☐ Other:__________


	Comments:__________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________


	3) The decision from the relevant Department / Unit      Name:________________________________                                          Date: _______
Department / Unit -Position role:________________________        Signature: _______


	☐ Not feasible at this stage. We appreciate the idea and thank the proposer for their effort.
☐ Approve for pilot.
☐ Other:__________


	Comments:__________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________
___________________________________________








Appendix C

Evaluation: Phase Two (final)
  
	1) The first examiner      Name:____________________________       Date: _________
Department / Unit -Position role:________________________     Signature: _________ 

	☐ Not feasible at this stage. 
☐ Approve for execution.
☐ Other:__________
	Comments:___________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________

	2) The second examiner      Name:____________________________       Date: _______
Department / Unit -Position role:_________________________    Signature: _________

	☐ Not feasible at this stage. 
☐ Approve for execution.
☐ Other:__________
	Comments:___________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________

	3) The decision from the relevant Department / Unit      Name:____________________________                                        Date: _______
Department / Unit -Position role:_________________________    Signature: _________


	☐ Not feasible at this stage. 
☐ Approve for execution.
☐ Other:__________
	Comments:___________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________








Appendix D

 Execution

	1) The first examiner      Name:____________________________       Date: _________
Department / Unit -Position role:________________________     Signature: _________ 

	Suggestions and insights for the execution and ongoing improvement: 

_____________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________



	2) The second examiner      Name:____________________________       Date: _______
Department / Unit -Position role:________________________    Signature: _________

	Suggestions and insights for the execution and ongoing improvement: 

_____________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________



	3) The decision from the relevant Department / Unit      Name:____________________________                                      Date: _______
Department / Unit -Position role:________________________     Signature: _________

	Suggestions and insights for the execution and ongoing improvement: 

_____________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
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