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CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS FOR EMPLOYEE SUGGESTION SCHEMES: A 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Abstract 

Employee suggestion schemes have existed for many years and numerous articles on this subject have 

been published over the last several decades. These schemes have been studied from many perspectives to 

illustrate their objectives, nature, content, processes, significance and benefits. Arguments have been 

made with respect to successes and failures of suggestion schemes. Although organizations widely use 

suggestion schemes to elicit the creative ideas of their employees, sustaining an effective suggestion 

scheme is still a challenge. The purpose of this paper is to extract critical success factors and critical 

success criteria to suggestion schemes and to discuss the importance of these factors on suggestion 

system sustainability.  This is a literature review paper.  It identifies 23 critical success factors and 9 

critical success criteria for suggestion schemes. It also discusses the interconnection between critical 

success factors and critical success criteria. Further, the frequency of each of the factors is also 

presented.  It recognizes the lack of work on assessment frameworks for suggestion scheme sustainability. 

This paper should be of value to practitioners of suggestion schemes and to academics who are interested 

in knowing how this program has evolved, where it is today and what future it holds. It offers practical 

help to an individual starting out on research on sustainability of suggestion schemes. 

Key words: suggestion systems, sustainability, suggestion schemes, employee involvement, creativity, 

innovation 

Introduction 
An Employee suggestion scheme is the oldest form of an employee involvement tool and is widely used 

by organizations to elicit employees’ creative ideas. It plays a pivotal role for organizations wishing to 

become more innovative (Buech, Michel & Sonntag, 2010).  It is described as a formalized mechanism 

that encourages employees to contribute constructive ideas for improving the organization in which they 

work (Milner, Kinnell & Usherwood, 1995).  Cooley, Helbling & Fuller (2001) offer a simple explanation 

for a suggestion system. They explain, a suggestion scheme will elicit suggestions from employees, 

classify them, and dispatch them to the “experts” for evaluation. After this, the suggestion might be 

adopted, in which case the suggestion may well be rewarded. But, even if the suggestion is rejected, the 

employee may still be rewarded with a token gift. “Experts” are either managers or dedicated committees 

who evaluate the suggestions and implement those that work (Chaneski, 2006). The reward may range 

from a certificate to a reward commensurate with the savings generated by the suggestion. Some other 

forms of explanation for suggestion systems are:  1) an un-untapped reservoir of effort and knowledge 

that could improve organizational processes and effectiveness (Arthur, Aiman-smith & Arthur, 2010);  

2) a means of facilitating the process of motivating employees to think more creatively, to share those 

creative thoughts and convert creative ideas into valuable innovations (Fairbank & Williams, 2001); and 

3) a tool that encourages employees to think innovatively and creatively about their work and work 

environment, and to produce ideas which will benefit the organization for which the employee will 

receive recognition (Du Plessis, Marx & Wilson, 2008). 

Suggestion schemes have existed for many years and numerous articles on the subject have been 

published over the last several decades (Arif et. al., 2010;Fresse et. al,1999). These schemes have been 
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studied from many perspectives (Axtell et al,2000; Fairbank & Williams, 2001). Arguments have also 

been made with respect to their successes and failures (Carrier,1998; Lyold,1999). Although corporations 

widely use suggestion schemes to elicit creative ideas from their employees, sustaining a suggestion 

scheme is still a challenge.   There is little evidence of a framework or mechanism to assess suggestion 

scheme sustainability within organizations (Rapp and Eklund, 2007).  Literature does provide some 

criteria, but it is very limited. Therefore, there’s scope to explore and expand upon research in this area.  

The objective of this literature review is to extract the critical success drivers and barriers to the 

suggestion scheme and to discuss the importance of these factors on sustainability of a suggestion system.   

 

Research Methodology 
This is a literature review paper. This researcher used a university library, with access to 25,000 journals, 

to search for relevant material. As the library had subscriptions to main databases such as EBASCO, 

SCIENCE DIRECT, EMERALD, Google Scholar and WILEY, a search was performed on these 

databases using the key terms.  In order to develop the key terms, a mind map was created as shown in 

Figure 1 (Read from left to right).  The mind map used  “suggestion systems” as a starting point. The 

brainstorming to analyze the synonyms resulted in identification of two strings such as “suggestion 

scheme” and “idea management system”.  Ideas are the results of employee creativity. Employee 

creativity has led to the development of employee driven innovations. Suggestions are thus the output of 

employee creativity that results in employee driven innovation.  So to spur employee driven innovations, 

employee participation and involvement is essential.  This mapping led to the generation of key terms 

such as suggestion system, suggestion scheme, employee creativity, employee innovation, employee 

participation and employee involvement which was then used for database searches.   Journal articles 

were selected based on having at least one of the key terms in their title and if those articles then indicated 

any relevancy to employee suggestion systems. From these searches, 107 journal articles with relevance 

to suggestion schemes were selected; irrelevant journal articles were discarded at this stage. The selected 

journal articles were initially analyzed and categorized for detailed review based on the following criteria: 

1) Discusses the history, features, uses, benefits or scope of suggestion scheme 

2) Discusses the process or functions of the suggestion system 

3) Discusses the implementation of the suggestion system 

4) Discusses guidelines, advantages or disadvantages of suggestion scheme 

5) Discusses the impact of suggestion scheme in organizations  

6) Demonstrates the suggestion scheme cases of organizations  

 

A second screening resulted in selection of 76 journal articles that highlighted features of suggestion 

schemes, criteria for suggestions schemes, purpose and uses of suggestion schemes, and factors that 

contribute to the successful functioning suggestion schemes.  These articles date back to 1932.  
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Figure 1 : Literature review process 

The History, Nature and Significance of Suggestion Systems 
The recorded history of suggestion systems points to these systems’ origin as 1721, when Yoshimune 

Tokugawa, the 8th Shogun, placed a box called “Meyasubako” at the entrance of the Edo Castle for 

written suggestions from his subjects (Arif, Aburas, Al Kuwaiti & Kulonda, 2010).  Industrial suggestion 

systems trace their origin back to the 19th century; in 1880, William Denny, a Scottish shipbuilder, asked 

his employees to offer suggestions in order to build ships in better ways (Islam, 2007).  Following this, 

the Kodak company became a pioneer in employee suggestion systems with its program being introduced 

in 1896 (Carrier, 1998). So, in the business world, formal and structured suggestion schemes were first 

introduced as a modern practice more than one hundred years ago (Lloyd, 1999; McConville, 1990). 

Industry associations, such as the Employee Involvement Association (EIA), have come into existence 

and have contributed greatly to the increased formalization, objectivity, and professionalism of suggestion 

programs. The EIA have instituted educational, statistical, and professional development programs to 

raise the bar of best practices in the encouragement, evaluation, development and implementation of ideas 

that add value to their organizations. IdeasUK, the United Kingdom’s foremost association for the 

promotion of employee involvement programs, was also founded in 1987. Its prime purpose being to 

assist organizations in both the public and private sector; it’s now an organization with more than 100 

members worldwide. Suggestion schemes have a considerable history and are now popular throughout the 

world including the USA, Europe, Asia and the Middle East (Cooley et al., 2001).  

The trend of cost savings due to employee suggestion schemes continues today. The research also reports 

that world class suggestion systems are exceeding 40 ideas per person annually, with greater than 80 

percent implementation rates and high levels of participation (Savageau, 1996). It has also been noted, 
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that the benefits gained in terms of greater morale and increased employee involvement is likely to 

outweigh, by far, the financial investment (Milner et al., 1995). So, suggestion systems are one of the 

popular ways of taking advantage of personnel creativity (Verdinejad, Mughari & Ghasemi, 2010). 

Moreover, suggestion schemes  have come a long way (Arif et al., 2010) from anonymous postboxes 

(Crail, 2006) or suggestion boxes to a sophisticated computer based electronic suggestion system 

(Fairbank and William, 2001; Ahmed, 2009). Some of the common issues with traditional boxes have 

been the delay in processing of the suggestion and lack of feedback being given to employees. While 

suggestion schemes continue to retain many of the best elements of the original concept, now it is almost 

unrecognizable in terms of the style of operation, appeal, and delivery of results (McConville, 1990).   

The Critical Success Factors and Critical Success Criteria to suggestion 

schemes 
In the field of project management, Westerveld (2003) has described critical success factors as 

“organizational areas”—management elements such as resources, leadership, teams, policy, strategy, 

publicity; and critical success criteria  as “result areas”—relating to project success as viewed by 

stakeholders. Adopting a similar taxonomy for employee suggestion systems, critical success criteria can 

be viewed as those results achieved by the organization based on suggestion scheme inputs and measured 

by pre-defined success criteria (cost savings, enhanced productivity, improved product quality, etc.); these 

criteria can also be broadly described as system benefits.  

Critical Success Factors  
Critical success factors can be viewed as those organizational areas where levers can be pulled to increase 

the effectiveness of the suggestion system (Westeveld, 2003). The critical success factors can be broadly 

categorized as individual attributes, system features, organizational and environmental factors, and 

barriers to suggestion schemes. However, this categorization of success factors is not distinct as it’s 

possible, for example, that teamwork could be categorized as both a system feature and organizational 

factor.  Likewise, publicity can be an organizational factor although it more closely relates to system 

features.  Thus it can be seen these factors are interrelated. Each category of critical success factors and 

their interrelations to other factors and critical success criteria is discussed in the sections that follow. 

Individual Attributes 

The effectiveness of any system for generating innovations depends on many things, one of which is the 

individuals who find, invent, or propose useful innovations (Monge, Cozzens & Contractor, 1992).  

Individual characteristics are necessary to positively influence their creative performance (Muñoz-

Doyague, 2008). Having ideas and self-efficacy is of foremost importance (Bell, 1997; Khairuzzaman, 

Ismail & Abdmajid, 2007; Lipponen, Bardi & Haapamäki, 2008; Verworn, 2009; Frese, Teng & Wijnan, 

1999; Axtell, Holman, Unsworth, Wall & Waterson, 2000). For example, individuals who identify with 

their organization but do not value openness to change are not motivated to make suggestions for 

improvement at work (Lipponen et al., 2008).  The human characteristics such as personality, attitude, 

perceptions, credibility and intrinsic motivation are mainly cited as necessary individual attributes that 

foster the success of suggestion schemes (Arthur et al., 2010; Björklund, 2010).  Individuals tend to 
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exhibit high creativity when their jobs are complex, their supervisors engage in supportive, non-

controlling behaviors and when their work is evaluated in a developmental, non-judgmental fashion 

(Shalley, Zhou & Oldham, 2004). They are more creative when they are interested in the task itself and 

enjoy the process of working on the task and when they feel motivated primarily by the interest, 

enjoyment, satisfaction and challenge of the work itself (Yuan & Zhou, 2008).  

Thus the importance of individual attributes in terms of their attitudes and behaviors contribute to the 

success of suggestion schemes (Arthur et al.,2010; Axtell et al., 2010; Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag, 

2007; Buech et al., 2010; Yuan & Zhou, 2008; Lipponen & Haapama, 2008; Leach, Stride & Wood, 

2006; Rapp and Eklund, 2007; Verworn, 2009). Interestingly, this element has been cited in the latest 

literature of the past decade more frequently. 

System Features 

An Effective Administrative System  

The knowledge possessed by individual employees can only lead to a firm, competitive advantage if 

employees have the motivation and opportunity to share and utilize their individual knowledge in ways 

that benefit the organization (Arthur & Kim, 2005). This implies that a mechanism to elicit employee 

ideas is necessary through which employees can make their suggestions. The main benefits of such 

schemes first of all enhances the number, and the quality of ideas (Koc & Ceylan, 2007). Therefore, the 

development of an infrastructure (Marx, 1995) with simple methods (Hultgren, 2008) for submitting 

suggestions (McConville, 1990) is a key aspect of the suggestion schemes.  

A suggestion system designed with usability in mind will improve innovation among employees and 

hence increase participation (Arif et al., 2010). The more comfortable employees are with the format, the 

more suggestions will be received, and the more money will be saved (Mishra, 1994). The goal should be 

to completely process a suggestion in about 30 days—and in no more than 60 days. Therefore, suggestion 

systems must be expertly administered and the ideas gathered must be promptly and rapidly processed 

(Marx, 1995; Hultgren, 2008; Frese et al., 1999; Van Dijk & Van Den Ende, 2002; Winter, 2009; Reuter, 

1976).  

Good ideas can come from anyone, at any level, anyplace and anytime (McConville, 1990; Majdar, 

2005).    Since ideas can be received from every sphere of the organization irrespective of suggestors’ 

roles and positions, employees often may not possess the skills necessary to put forward their suggestion. 

Dedicated and skilled administrators should guide employees in formalizing their suggestions (Marx, 

1995). Such help would encourage employees to put forward their ideas and reduce hesitation to do so.  

Traditional suggestion systems often fail because of their poor administration (Fairbank & Williams, 

2001). Moreover, the use of an administrator/catalyst from the same line function, and with sufficient 

skills, is the program’s vital ingredient; they become the sales arm, coordinator and trouble-shooter 

(Lloyd, 1996; Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Mishra, 1994; Winter, 2009; Prather & Turrell 2002; 

Bigliardi & Dormio 2009; Tater, 1975). The administrator must be committed, planned and goal-oriented 

(Tatter, 1975). He must ensure that suggestions are processed within published timescales (Milner et al., 

1995). 
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The system should have a clear scope (Van Dijk & Van Den Ende, 2002; Arif et al, 2010), be easy to use 

(Tatter, 1975; Arif et al., 2010) and must have fair and consistent policies (Marx, 1995; Lyold, 1999; 

Clark, 2009).  

 

Publicity 

It is important that everyone in the organization is aware of the benefits gained from implemented 

suggestions so that they too may be encouraged to think about the ways in which they can contribute 

(McConville, 1990; Verespej, 1992).   There must be constant, subtle ‘marketing’ tied in with periodic 

contests or other splashes of recognition if employee interest is to be maintained (Tatter, 1975; Fairbank 

and Williams, 2001; Kudisch, 2006; Neagoe & Klein, 2009; Marx, 1995; Prather & Turrell, 2002; Lloyd, 

1996; Winter, 2009; Rapp and Eklund 2007; Islam & Ismail, 2008; Retuter, 1976). The most common 

problems that organizations encounter with suggestion schemes are that there are too few useable 

suggestions. One of the ways to overcome these challenges is to raise the profile of the scheme by 

publicizing it in new employee induction packs (Craig, 2006). They must be publicized at launch and at 

regular intervals throughout the year in order to ensure that everyone is aware of its existence. Moreover, 

if ideas are made public, these ideas, good and bad, could have started other creative ideas elsewhere in 

the organization (Stenmark, 2000). So research has shown that publicity and awareness are crucial 

elements to the success of suggestion schemes. 

Resources 

The success of a suggestion system lies not only in generating the creative ideas but also in the 

implementation of these ideas.  Indeed, resources support the idea realization process. If organizations 

lack the necessary resources, even the best suggestions received wouldn’t be fruitful. Therefore, main 

influences for a successful implementation include management commitment and the resources allocated 

(Neagoe & Klein, 2009).  Organizational support and committed resources are required at three stages of 

suggestion systems--idea generation, idea landing and idea follow-up. When these requirements are met, a 

transfer will take place from employee creativity to practicable ideas, giving organizations a large and 

constant supply of relevant project ideas (Dijk & Ende, 2002). An approved budget to support the 

administrative costs such as promotional activity, technical support and the cost of the awards can boost 

creative performance (Alves, Marques, Saur & Marques et al., 2007; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby &  

Herron, 1996; Griffiths-hemans & Grover, 2006; Klijn & Tomic, 2010; Mclean, 2005; McConville, 1990; 

Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Van Dijk & Van den Ende, 2002; Lloyd, 1996; Bigliardi & Dormio, 2009; Clark, 

2009). So resources are also consistently cited in the literature and they are closely related to the 

implementation of suggestions. 

Rewards 

Rewards are another key element identified for the success of suggestion systems. A suggestion system 

clearly is a money saver in organizations (Mishra, 1994).  So there needs to be various strategies in place 

to avoid employee boredom and to consider the life cycle of the system.  Employees must be rewarded 

not only with tangible, but intangible benefits as well (Ahmed, 2009). Incentives are important for 

employees to feel that submission of their useable ideas will be rewarded (Du Plessis et al., 2008). 

Employees should be financially rewarded and recognized both in-house and external to the organization 
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in an appropriate way.  The rewards should reflect the value of the suggestion to the company. (Klijn & 

Tomic, 2010).  

Feedback and Evaluation 

Feedback is important because having no feedback can lead to people feeling ignored and dissatisfied; it 

can also help in error discovery where staff can further improve the quality of their ideas based on the 

feedback they receive (Verdinejad et al., 2010). If employees do not receive feedback they may feel 

management is taking credit for their suggestions (Mishra, 1994). The feedback on non-implemented 

suggestions can keep employees motivated towards the scheme (Cho & Erdem, 2006; Bakker, Boersma & 

Oreel, 2006; Buech et al., 2010; Leach et al., 2006; Powell, 2008; Rapp and Eklund, 2007; Arif et al., 

2010; Hultgren, 2008; Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Stranne, 1964; Van Dijk & Van den Ende, 2002; Du 

Plessis et al., 2008). Finally, feedback should be detailed enough to aid personnel in knowing the status of 

their idea, how to receive the reward (if any) and if the suggestion was rejected (Verdinejad et al., 2010). 

Moreover, providing feedback to employees on their ideas should demonstrate that the scheme is well 

run, thus facilitating sustained participation (Leach et al., 2006). Employee engagement improves when 

job-related feedback from supervisors and managers focuses on the strengths—not the weaknesses—of 

employees (Attridge, 2009). 

 

Organizational and Work Environment Factors 

Communication and Information sharing 

Communication and information sharing in the form of periodic reports on the performance of the idea 

system are also considered to be necessary for the success of the suggestion schemes (Tatter, 1975).  So 

many researchers cite communication as an important element for the success of the suggestion system 

(Arthur et al., 2010; McConville, 1990; Monge et al., 1992; Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi & Mohammed, 2007; 

Björklund, 2010; Binnewies, et al., 2007; Shalley & Gilson, 2004). This element was cited as early as 

1964 and its importance has been consistently recognized since then. There have been various trends 

noted in facilitating communication including the need for face-to-face communication, facilitating cross-

functional communication and support by family and friends. Also vital is a free flow of information—

both along the vertical axis and between units that belong to the same hierarchical level (Stranne, 1964; 

Aoki, 2008; Recht & Wildero, 1998; Khairuzzaman et al., 2007; Ahmed, 2009). 

Networking  

Creativity in an organizational context emerges from a process of sharing information with other people 

within the organization (Bakker et al., 2006). Moreover, people need social, informational and economic 

support to be able to create something new (Majdar, 2005). It is also contended that creative ideas are 

more often the product of social interaction and influence, rather than periods of thinking in isolation 

(Yuan & Zhou, 2008).  The information sharing from non-work-related individuals, who in general are 

not expected to possess domain-relevant knowledge, may influence creativity by facilitating remote 

associations and providing cognitive stimulation as well (Majdar, 2008).  Moreover, there is a significant 

interrelationship between the idea providers’ connectivity in the network and the quality of the innovation 

ideas generated (Björkl, & Magnusson, 2009).  
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Job Factors 

There is also a considerable level of support for job related factors, such as autonomy, time demands, 

challenging work,  complexity and  employee well-being as privy to creativity (Cruz, Pérez & Cantero, 

2009;  Jong & Hartog, 2010; Unsworth, 2005; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Björklund, 2010; Shalley & 

Gilson, 2004; Amabile et al., 1996; Hirst, 2009; Anderson  & Veillette, 2008; Buech et al., 2010; Frese et 

al., 1999; Axtell et al., 2000; Powell, 2008). Notably job factors have been cited in the recent years more 

frequently as this was not seen in the literature of past decades. Given today that employees seem to 

demand more involvement in decision-making and want to be better utilized across their full range of 

talents, job factors seem to be influential as noted in recent research (Axtell et al., 2000; Griffiths-hemans 

& Grover, 2006; Lipponen & Haapama, 2008; Fairbank, Spangler & Williams, 2003; Yuan & Zhou, 

2008). 

Employee Participation 

Employee participation is the foundation of the suggestion system (Stranne, 1964).  Therefore, employees 

need to be motivated and encouraged for their involvement; such involvement can be increased if 

employees develop a sense of belonging to the organization (Cruz et al., 2009). Employees’ confidence in 

the organization also plays role in the success of the suggestion scheme (Bell, 1997; Islam, 2007; Lyold, 

1996; Carrier, 1998; Leach et al., 2006; Janassen, 2004). When employees see their suggestions 

considered and applied in the workplace, they feel they are valuable assets for the company and are more 

likely to show higher commitment (Cho & Erdem 2006; Career, 1998). Every member of the staff should 

be encouraged to participate in the scheme (McConville, 1990; Lloyd, 1996; Fairbank and Williams, 

2001; Alves et al., 2007; Neagoe & Klein, 2009). Over the years, employee participation has been 

consistently cited and it has remained as an important contributor. 

Expertise 

Employees who have the information, power and skill needed to make decisions on a wide range of issues  

are more creative (Lipponen et al., 2008; McLean, 2005; Powell, 2008; Axtell et al., 2000; Jong & 

Hartog, 2010; Unsworth, 2005). Therefore, employee expertise is a significant factor in creativity 

(Griffiths-hemans & Grover 2006; Björklund, 2010; Klijn & Tomic, 2010; Madjar, 2008; Majdar, 2005; 

Verworn 2009; Bigliardi & Dormio, 2009). For example, it was found that innovation was greater in 

banks headed by more educated managers who came from diverse functional backgrounds (Bantel & 

Jackson, 1989). There is mention of this element in suggestion scheme literature (Griffiths-hemans & 

Grover, 2006) but not many researchers have emphasized this factor. 

Suggestion Implementation 

Suggestion implementation and the subsequent creation of success stories are vital because implemented 

ideas demonstrate the continuing success of the scheme and implemented ideas provide the suggestor(s) 

with personal satisfaction at seeing their idea in operation (Milner et al., 1995; McConville, 1990; Marx, 

1995; Hultgren, 2008; Lloyd, 1996; Cho & Erdem, 2007). The importance of this element has been cited 

frequently in recent years as well as in the research of past decades. Regardless of the region, the success 

of suggestion schemes is owed to the implementation of the suggestions.  



9 
 

Empowerment 

Suggestion schemes incur both transaction and implementation costs. Therefore, employees should be 

empowered and encouraged to evaluate their own ideas in terms of a cost-benefit analysis before 

submitting  suggestions in order to reduce a number of ineffective ideas from congesting the system, 

causing delays and driving up the cost of administering the scheme (Wynder, 2008). This employee 

empowerment can be fostered by communication openness and employee long-term orientation  (Recht 

and Wilderom, 1998). While empowerment can lead to obtaining more quality ideas, this element is not 

very frequently cited in the literature..  

Organizational Support  

The effectiveness of employees’ contributions towards new and useful knowledge for the company is 

dependent on their perception of the organization (Malaviya & Wadhwa, 2005).   The perceived work 

environment does make a difference in levels of creativity in organizations (Amabile et al., 2004; 

Amabile et al 1996). So organizations should display an attitude towards employees of “putting people 

first” and making managers at different levels accountable for using the system (McConville, 1990; 

Prather & Turrell, 2002; Recht & Wilder, 1998). They must encourage workers’ self-initiative (Aoki, 

2008).  Every organization has its own culture and support should be tailored to it (Marx, 1995).  Today’s 

workforce is very demanding; employees expect to both be involved in an organization’s decision-making 

process and to be utilized to their full potential (Kesting and Ulhoi, 2010).   

Further,  the organizational support in the form of training programs have proved to have a positive 

impact on idea generation (Tatter, 1975; Baird & Wang, 2010; Stranne, 1964; Birdi, 2005). Although not 

widely cited, this element is referred to as important even in recent research 

Team-based schemes and teamwork are also advantages to suggestion schemes (Amabile et al., 1996; 

Aoki, 2008; Carreir, 1998; Darragh-Jeromos, 2005; McLean, 2005; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Fairbank and 

Williams, 2001; Rapp & Eklund, 2007). If suggestions are encouraged from groups, employees are more 

likely to generate creative ideas (Rapp & Eklund, 2007; Darragh-Jeromos, 2005; Aoki, 2008). So 

teamwork has been cited frequently in the literature as an important element. 

 

Supervisor  and coworker support  

Many employees withhold good ideas when they discover their immediate supervisor feels threatened by 

their idea submissions. Moreover, suggestion systems used in isolation and with no close support from 

other managerial practices have very little chance of generating results that are profitable in the long term 

(Carrier, 1998). It is vital that first-line supervisors work closely with their people, helping them to come 

up with ideas, guiding their thinking and assisting them to get the ideas down on paper (Tatter, 1975). 

Likewise, supervisory support has been noted as crucial for suggestion scheme success since the earliest 

research on the subject (McLean, 2005; Marx, 1995; Frese et al., 1999; Lloyd, 1996; Ohly, Sonnentag & 

Pluntke, 2006; Arif et al., 2010; Hardin, 1964). It is also likely to have impact on the other elements such 

as employee participation and implementation of the ideas. 

Dissatisfied employees with high continuance commitment were more likely to be creative when their 

coworkers were helpful and supportive (Zhou & George, 2001). Commitment to work and accountability 
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towards tasks also motivate employees to make suggestions (Carrier, 1998; Gorfin, 1969; Dickinson, 

1932; Milner et al., 1995; Price, 2000). 

 

Top Management Support 

Finally, an often noted, an agreed upon factor for successful suggestion schemes is management support 

in terms of practice, commitment and leadership (Carrier, 1998; Alves et al., 2007; Marx, 1995; Griffiths-

hemans & Grover, 2006; Klijn & Tomic, 2010; Ahmed, 1998; Malaviya and Wadhwa, 2005; Neagoe & 

Klein 2009).  It is claimed that senior management ought to demonstrate their faith in the scheme, 

promote and support it and encourage all managers to view it as a positive force for continuous 

improvement (McConville, 1990).  Higher management can help ensure that the supervisor recognizes the 

importance of commitment by making it a factor in supervisors’ job-performance evaluations (Tatter, 

1975). So visible commitment from top management can encourage employees’ active participation in the 

scheme (McConville, 1990; Bell, 1997; Leach et al., 2006; Rice, 2009; Carrier, 1998; Du Plessis et al., 

2008; Egan, 2005; Mishra, 1994; Khairuzzaman et al., 2007; Prather & Turrell, 2002; Ahmed, 2009; 

Birdi, 2005). Management has the responsibility to satisfy the need for employee participation and to 

create a culture which is supportive of employee involvement in the decisions which affect his or her 

work (Reychav and Sharkie, 2010). 

Studies have shown that a traditional, autocratic management style results in low levels of employee 

engagement and motivation (Hayward, 2010). Leadership styles that include threats, intimidation, and 

coercive tactics appear to universally discourage creative behavior on the part of employees (Anderson & 

Veillette, 2008). Employees need support in making suggestions to management because organizations 

seem to rarely rely upon bottom-up processes. When a top-down approach is  deep rooted, employees are 

naturally reluctant to make suggestions fearing rejection or termination.  

Critical Success Criteria 

Suggestion schemes have potential benefits. They can lead to cost savings (Lloyd, 1996; Carrier, 1998; 

Kanna, 2005; Leach et al., 2006; and generation of new revenues (Lloyd, 1996; Carrier, 1998; Kanna, 

2005; Leach et al., 2006).   They may be instrumental in triggering customer satisfaction (Arif et.al .2010; 

Marx, 2008; Gupta et al., 2005) and employee satisfaction (Bell, 1997; Islam, 2007; Lyold, 1996; Carrier 

1998; Leach et. al., 2006; Janassen, 2004). The main benefits of suggestion schemes are to achieve 

employee commitment and accountability, employee confidence, sense of security, well-being and 

employee satisfaction. Gupta et al (2005) explain that sustaining quality programs have a direct impact on 

improved business processes, improved quality service and improved customer satisfaction. Improved 

processes and services can lead to new revenue generation and cost savings. It’s very evident these above 

factors play a large part in the success of suggestion systems; they can trigger the value and volume of the 

suggestions and are necessary for the sustainability of suggestion systems. 

The interrelations among the critical success factors and the success criteria  

Given the nature of the critical success criteria and critical success factors discussed above, they seem to 

be interrelated.  Critical success factors mainly describe how the various factors can be utilized for the 

maximum benefit of the suggestion system. The critical success criteria explain what the organization has 

achieved from the suggestion scheme. Therefore, each of the critical success factors are linked to the 
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critical success criteria. Furthermore, each of these critical success factors can also influence the others.    

Figure 2 shows the interrelationships between critical success factors and critical success criteria.  

First, for example, new revenue or cost savings is hugely influenced by employee participation, 

empowerment and suggestion implementation on one hand. On the other hand factors such as training, 

team work, expertise, communication, publicity, rewards and resources can boost employee morale and 

trigger employee participation. The feedback, evaluation and job factors can leverage employees toward 

making more beneficial ideas. In fact, cost savings or new revenue generation may be hindered if 

employees work in isolated environments where job conditions are not conducive for creativity. Second, 

employee commitment and accountability is another important outcome of suggestion schemes.   

Empowerment, and organizational and work-environment factors such as top management support, 

organizational support, supervisor support and coworker support, can encourage employee participation 

in suggestion schemes resulting in increased employee commitment and accountability within the 

organization. At the same time factors such as rewards, resources, publicity, feedback, evaluation, 

communication and networking would also influence participation in suggestion schemes; they would 

result in improved employee commitment and accountability as employees attempt to improve work-

related issues and conditions. Job factors, in particular, can give employees freedom and flexibility to try 

out their suggested improvements. This in turn can influence employees’ sense of security and confidence 

in the organization. If an opportunity exists to exercise their creativity at work place, employees feel 

secure about their job role and increase their confidence in their organizations. They feel valued and 

empowered and are likely to remain with the organization for longer time. Due to the improved sense of 

security, employee productivity would also be enhanced. 

 

Another important outcome of suggestion schemes is confident employees. Employee confidence is 

fostered when they see their suggestions accepted and implemented. As implemented suggestions result in 

timely rewards for employees, morale also increases. Other factors like feedback and evaluation also 

come into play to lift employee confidence as they can refine their skills toward making better 

suggestions, thus increasing their suggestion approval rates.  Simultaneously, employee confidence is also 

impacted by the opportunity to implement their decisions, the freedom to try out new methods and the 

positive support received from the organization, top management, supervisors and co-workers.  

Empowered employees positively contribute to the workplace fostering improved product or service 

quality and hence increased customer satisfaction.  Customer satisfaction thus depends on all other factors 

that trigger employee creativity and employee participation. Expertise and individual attributes also 

enhance employee creativity and lead to workplace improvements. Furthermore, customer satisfaction 

can be directly related to other suggestion scheme criteria, particularly new revenue generation as 

increased satisfaction results in more purchases or recommendations to new customers. 

 

Finally, product quality can be enhanced by empowered, motivated and productive employees. 

Empowered employees take responsibility for their own actions and therefore are invested in the quality 

of the organization’s service or product. Such results are enabled mainly through adequate and timely 

resources, a supportive work environment,  individuals’ attributes and employee expertise. Teamwork, 

training and job factors also enhance motivation and productivity.  Thus, every critical success criteria 

links to each of the  critical success factors. This suggests that focused enhancement of each factor and 

criteria, as well as their interrelationships, will result in improved suggestion scheme effectiveness. While 
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Figure 2 demonstrates away in which this broad number of factors can be classified (i.e. individual 

attributes, system features, organizational and work environmental factors), these factors also appear to 

overlap. For example, teamwork can be a system feature as the suggestion can be elicited from a group 

while it can also be assumed to be a work-environment-related factor. Therefore this interrelation and 

categorization warrants further investigation. 

The Discussion  

 

The literature review revealed 23 critical success factors and 9 critical success criteria as shown in Table 

1. Critical success criteria include things like  cost savings or new revenue, profitability, customer 

satisfaction, employee satisfaction, sense of security, employee confidence, product quality, commitment, 

accountability  and process improvement. Critical success factors mainly stem from individual, 

organizational, work environment and system perspectives as discussed earlier. Individual attributes 

invariably seem to have an impact on suggestion schemes at least in western countries where the reviewed 

literature originated. Many behaviors and aspects of individuals have been researched over a period of 

time.  The need for a formal, simple and effective system has also been expressed throughout the history 

of suggestion schemes. This need is connected to other important factors such as feedback, evaluation and 

employee participation. Publicity of the suggestion schemes has been a crucial success element ever since 

the early days of these systems; however, the extents to which publicity and awareness have developed 

differ from organization to organization and region to region. It can be said that rewards have also been 

central to success since the inception of suggestion schemes.  Rewards given to the scheme participants 

can be classified as financial and non-financial. While financial rewards are much more in common, it is 

argued that monetary benefits on their own don’t motivate employees to be creative. So there is an 

opportunity to explore the extent to which non-financial awards might outweigh or augment financial 

rewards.  It may also be worthy to explore whether revenue-proportionate rewards have greater impact 

than static financial reward schemes.     

Resources have been identified as a necessary factor throughout the research history of suggestion 

systems.  Among these, senior management commitment and support are considered to be a top priority 

by most all researchers. There is also some reference to coworkers support, although this element is not 

very popular in most of the research. Communication, employee participation and teamwork are also cited 

frequently and have gained further importance in recent research.  Finally, there are frequently cited 

barriers to suggestion schemes as well as suggestion scheme benefits.  While each factor and criterion 

prove necessary for the success of suggestion schemes, there’s room to investigate  if these elements are  

interrelated in any way and if so, whether the effectiveness of suggestion systems can be further enhanced 

by improving the relationship or interaction between specific factors to reduce barriers to success. 

Trends in suggestion schemes 

 

A major notable shift in the operation of employee suggestion systems is the increased sophistication and 

use of technology that has moved these schemes from traditional suggestion boxes toward highly 



13 
 

sophisticated electronic systems.  As the technology continues to evolve, it would be interesting to see if 

the latest trends, such as mobile computing, can further foster employee participation and idea generation. 

Over the years, research has suggested that usability of the suggestion systems impacts their successful 

outcome; thus, it is worth pursuing further research on user interfaces within suggestion systems and the 

effect of trends in the media and communications industry toward improving employee usability.  

Increased usage of social networks sites and improved accessibility can have a huge impact on publicity 

and promoting employee interest in suggestion scheme participation. Such advanced modes of publicity 

not only improve individuals’ ability to contribute to suggestion schemes, but can also trigger their 

creative talents and increase opportunities for discussion, collaboration and teamwork. 

 Most interestingly, these new technologies can boost teamwork to a new level through collaboration in a 

virtual environment.  A further notable trend in research of the suggestion schemes is the focus on 

creativity. Suggestion schemes do not merely collect suggestions from employees, but also trigger 

employee creativity. So research focused on exploring the key elements of suggestion schemes and their 

impact on employee creativity would also be valuable. 

Sustainability is yet another focus area for successful suggestion systems.  A question emerging from this 

review is whether the so called “critical success factors” could be further enhanced in light of the 

advances in technology, communication and other industry trends.  If the answer is yes, then how would 

these enhanced factors impact the sustainability of suggestion systems?  

To help discern what factors and criteria are considered more important for suggestion systems, Figure 3 

charts the frequency of appearance of critical success factors and criteria from Table 1 for the 107 articles 

analyzed in this review. As noted earlier, a good number of factors have been cited as early as 1960 and 

are consistently appearing in the literature thereafter.  More interestingly, the in the last decade a 

significant number of factors seem to have gained importance as evidenced by their frequency of 

appearance. The most frequently cited factors include communication, teamwork, training, evaluation, 

feedback, improvement in process, organizational support, publicity, sense of security and simple and 

effective system.  

Finally, the literature, while extolling the many virtues of suggestion programs, makes it clear that 

achieving the expected results from these programs is quite challenging. Suggestion schemes will not 

yield results without the active involvement of everyone in the organization together with the required 

resources and support from top management. It is also evident that sustaining a suggestion scheme is not 

easy. A greater understanding of the determinants of suggestion system sustainability could help 

organizations adopt a successful system strategy. Accurate research will require a definition of suggestion 

system sustainability to avoid misunderstandings or differences in perception of the concept. Therefore, 

the following is proposed as a definition of suggestion system sustainability: “the achievement of 

stakeholders’ stated goals involving competent management, profitability, employee productivity and 

continuous process improvement now and in the future”.  The sustainability of suggestion schemes is not 

just a binary state of sustaining or not sustaining, but rather it’s influenced by many different factors 

producing varying degrees of sustainability. An interesting topic to pursue in this area would be to 

develop a mechanism for assessing the impact of various drivers and barriers upon the success and 

sustainability of suggestion schemes.   
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Figure 2: Interrelationships between critical success factors and critical success criteria 

 

Table 1:  Critical success factors and criteria for suggestion schemes. 

 

# Critical Success Factors  

 

Critical Success Criteria  

 

Source 

1  Commitment and 

Accountability 

Carrier, 1998; Gorfin, 1969; Dickinson, 1932; Milner et al., 1995; Price, 2000; Bassford 

and Martin, 1996; Du Plessis et al., 2008 

2  Cost Saving 

 

Lloyd, 1996; Carrier,1998; Kanna, 2005; Leach et al., 2006; Bassford and Martin, 1996 

3  Customer Satisfaction Arif et.al .2010; Marx, 2008; Gupta et al., 2005; Bassford and Martin, 1996 

4  Improvement in Process Arthur et. al.,  2010 ; Marx, 1995; Leach et al., 2006; Gorfin,1969; Bassford and Martin, 

1996; Crail, 2006; Verdinejad et al (2010) 

 

 

 

5  Job Control 

 

Sadi, 2008;Anderson & Veillette, 2008; Wong and Pang, 2003; Neagoe & Klein, 2009; 

McConville,1990 

 

 

6  New Revenue Lloyd, 1996; Carrier ,1998; Kanna, 2005; Leach et al., 2006; Bassford and Martin, 1996 

7  Product Quality Price, 2000; Ahmed, 2009; Islam ,2007; Arif et al., 2010; Bassford and Martin, 1996; 

Crail, 2006; Verdinejad et al (2010) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8  Sense of Security Carrier, 1998; Gorfin, 1969; Dickinson, 1932; Milner et al., 1995;   Bassford and Martin, 

1996 ; Price, 2000; Fuller, Helbling, & Cooley, 2002; 

9  Employee Satisfaction 

 

 

 

Bell, 1997; Islam, 2007; Lyold, 1996; Carrier 1998; Leach et. al., 2006; Basadur, 1992 
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10 Coworker Support  Arif et al., 2010; Binewise, 2008. 

11 Communication   Aoki 2008;Arthur  et al., 2010; Binnewies et al., 2007; Björklund, 2010; Klijn & Tomic, 

2010; Kudisch, 2006; McConville, 1990;Ahmed, 2009; Recht & Wildero, 1998; Tatter, 

1975;Khairuzzaman et al., 2007; Fairbank and Williams, 2001;Stranne, 1964 

12 Competition  Bakker et al.,  2006; 

13 A simple and effective 

System 

 Reuter, 1976;Lloyd, 1996;;Lloyd, 1999;Marx, 1995;McConville, 1990;Fairbank et al., 

2003;Mishra, 1994;Prather and Turrell, 2002; Rapp and Eklund, 2007; Tatter, 1975; Van 

Dijk and Van Den Ende, 2002; Arif et al., 2010; Frese et al., 1999;Hultgren,  2008; 

Winter, 2009;Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Lyold, 1999; Bassadur, 1992; Hultgren , 

2008. 

 14 Employee Confidence  Bell, 1997; Islam, 2007; Lyold, 1996; Carrier, 1998; Leach et. al., 2006; Janassen,  2004; 

Bassford and Martin, 1996; Crail, 2006; Du Plessis et al., 2008; Verdinejad et al ,2010) 

15 Employee Participation  McConville, 1990; Lloyd, 1996; Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Neagoe& Klein, 2009; 

Bassford and Martin, 1996 

16 Empowerment 

 

 Recht and Wildero ,1998; Lipponen  et al., 2008; Mclean,  2005; Axtell et al., 2000; 

Unsworth, 2005. 

 

 

 

 

17 Evaluation 

 

 

 

Rietzschel, 2008; Neagoe & Klein, 2009; Marx,1995; McConville, 1990; Ahmed ,2009;; 

Tatter ,1975;Van & Ende, 2002; Hultgren,  2008; Lloyd, 1996; Winter, 2009; Fairbank 

and Williams, 2001; Dean et al. ,2006) 

18 Expertise  Griffiths-hemans & Grover,  2006;  

19 Feedback 

 

 Cho and Erdem, 2006 ; Bakker et al.,  2006 ; Buech et al., 2010; Leach  et al., 2006; 

Mishara, 1994; Rapp and Eklund, 2007;Arif et al., 2010; Hultgren,  2008; Fairbank and 

Williams, 2001; Stranne, 1964; Bassadur, 1992; Van Dijk& Van den Ende, 2002; Du 

Plessis et al., 2008; Verdinejad, 2010 

20 Individual Attributes   Lipponen  et al., 2008; Verworn, 2009; Frese et al., 1999; Axtell et al., 2000; Aoki, 

2008;Binnewies et al., 2007; Björklund,  2010; Griffiths-hemans & Grover,  2006 ; Klijn 

& Tomic,  2010; Litchfield, 2008; Arthur et al., 2010; Darragh-Jeromos, 2005  

21 Job Factors  Björklund,  2010; Buech et al.,  2010; Griffiths-hemans & Grover, 2006; Frese et al., 

1999;Axtell et al., 2000;  

22 Networking  Yuan & Zhou,2008;Majdar,2008;Bjork & Mangusson,2009 

23 Organizational Support 

 

 Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Ahmed and Buhumaid, 1998; Amabile et al., 1996; 

Björklund,  2010; Darragh-Jeromos, 2005; Griffiths-hemans and Grover,  2006;;Klijn and 

Tomic  2010; Kudisch, 2006; Neagoe and Klein, 2009; Mclean 2005; McConville, 1990; 

Prather and Turrell, 2002; Recht & Wildero,1998; Stranne,  1964; Van Dijk  and Van den 

Ende, 2002; Bell ,1997 ; Khairuzzaman et al., 2007; Vandenbosch and Saatcioglu, 2006; 

Bakker et al (2006) 

24  

Organizational Impediments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stenmark, 2000; Alwis and Hartmann, 2008, Anderson  and Veillette,  2008; Wong and 

Pang, 2003; Toubia, 2006; Bakker et al., 2006; Lyold, 1999; Fairbank et al., 2003,Du 

Plessis et al., 2008; Carrier,1998; McConville,1990 

 
25 Publicity  Reuter, 1976; Mishara, 1994;Tatter,1975; Fairbank and Williams, 2001; Kudisch, 2006; 

Neagoe & Klein, 2009; Leach  et al., 2006; Marx 1995; McConville, 1990; Prather & 

Turrell,2002; Lloyd, 1996; Winter,2009; Crail, 2006; Verespej ,1992 

26 Resources 

 

 Griffiths-hemans & Grover,  2006; Klijn and Tomic,  2010; Mclean, 2005; McConville, 

1990;Van Dijk and Van den Ende, 2002; Lloyd, 1996;  Bakker et al ,2006 
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Figure 3: Frequency of factor and criteria appearance  

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

This literature review discussed the history and nature of employee suggestion systems. Suggestion 

schemes create a win-win situation in organizations by providing a mechanism for organizations to 
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27 Rewards  Lloyd, 1996; Klijn & Tomic, 2010; Arthur  et al., 2010; Bartol and& Srivastava, 2002; 

Darragh-Jeromos, 2005; Neagoe and Klein, 2009; Leach  et al., 2006; Lloyd, 1999;Marx, 

1995; McConville, 1990; Du Plessis et al., 2008; Ahmed, 2009; Mishara, 1994; Rapp and 

Eklund, 2007; Tatter, 1975; Van & Ende ,2002; Arif et al., 2010; Bell, 1997; Frese et al., 

1999; Winter 2009; Crail, 2007; Rietzschel, 2008; Lyold, 1999; 

28 Suggestion Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Marx, 1995; McConville, 1990; Hultgren,  2008; Lloyd, 1996; Cho and Erdem, 2007. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

29 Supervisor Support 

 

 Mclean, 2005; Marx, 1995; Tatter 1975; Frese et al., 1999; Lloyd, 1996; Ohly et al., 2006; 

Arif et al., 2010; Hardin, 1964. 

30 Teamwork 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rapp and Eklund, 2007; Amabile et al., 1996; Aoki, 2008; Carreir, 1998; Darragh-

Jeromos, 2005; Mclean, 2005; McConville, 1990; Fairbank and Williams, 2001, Paulus 

and Yang, 2000; Basadur, 1992 

31 Leadership and Top 

Management Support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Carreir, 1998; Jong  & Hartog  2007;Marx 1995;McConville 1990; Du Plessis 

2008;;Ahmed 2009;Mishara 1994; Prather & Turrell,2002;Khairuzzaman et al 2007;Bell 

1997  ;Unsworth 2005 

Hayward 2010;Bassadur, 2004) 32 Training 

 

 Paulus, 2008; Tatter, 1975; Stranne, 1964; Birdi, 2005 
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capture the creative ability of their employees. Traditionally, most studies on suggestion systems have 

examined their nature, content and processes. This paper identifies critical success factors and critical 

success criteria for employee suggestion systems based on a review of suggestion system literature.  The 

frequency of the citation of these factors is also noted.  Furthermore, this review also identified some 

typical pitfalls noted in the literature which would impact suggestion systems negatively. Organizations 

need to assess their schemes in light of these factors for its sustainability and to recognize whether the 

right conditions exist for their schemes to flourish. While there have been some previous studies that 

explore sustainability of suggestion systems, there are opportunities for additional research to extend this 

body of knowledge and to potentially increase the effectiveness of employee suggestion systems within 

organizations. 

Limitations and Future Research 
This paper extracted critical success factors and criteria using a database search of academic papers and 

professional journals.  The database search was limited to only key words relating to suggestion schemes. 

As such, there may be some practical examples of employee suggestion systems that would have fallen 

outside the data-gathering parameters. 

   

In the next stage of this research, we will send out survey questionnaires to suggestion system 

practitioners to evaluate the degree of criticality and importance of the success factors identified in the 

literature. We are also interested in studying how these factors contribute to the sustainability of a 

suggestion system assessment framework.  

It would also be an interesting area to pursue if all the success factors and success criteria cited would be 

relevant to determine the sustainability of the suggestion system. Does each of these factors carry same 

level of importance or would there be any impact in the order of their influence is some of the key areas 

for future research.  

 

 

  



18 
 

References 
o Ahmed, A. M. (2009) Staff Suggestion Scheme (3Ss) within the UAE Context: Implementation 

and Critical Success Factors, International Journal of Education, Business and Society: 

Contemporary Middle Eastern Issues, 22, 153-167.  

o Al-Alawi, A.I., Al-Marzooqi, N.Y. and Mohammed, Y.F. (2007) Organizational culture and 

knowledge sharing: critical success factors, Journal of Knowledge Management, 11,22-42. 

 

o Alves, J., Marques, M.J., Saur, I. & Marques,P. (2007) Creativity and Innovation through 

Multidisciplinary and Multisectoral Cooperation,Creativity and Innovation Management, 16, 27-

34. 

o Amabile, T.M., Conti, R., Coon,H., Lazenby,J., &  Herron,M. (1996) Assessing the work 

environment, Academy of Management, 39,1154-1184.  

o Amabile,T.M., Schatzela, E.A., Monetaa,G.B., &  Kramerb,S. (2004) Leader behaviors and the 

work environment for creativity : Perceived leader support, Leadership Quarterly, 15, 5 – 32.  

o Anderson,T.A. and Veillette,A. (2008) Contextual Inhibitors of Employee Creativity in 

Organizations: The Insulating Role of Creative Ability, Group & Organization Management, 

34,.330-357.  

o Aoki, K. (2008) Transferring Japanese activities to overseas plants in China, International Journal 

of Operations & Production Management, 28, 518-539. 

o Arif, M., Aburas,H.M., Al Kuwaiti,A. and  Kulonda, D. (2010) Suggestion Systems: A Usability-

Based Evaluation Methodology, Journal of King Abdulaziz University-Engineering Sciences, 21, 

61-79. 

o Arthur, J.B., Aiman-smith, L. and Arthur, J.E.F.B. (2010) Gain sharing and organizational 

learning: suggestions over time an analysis of employee, Management, 44,737-754.  

o Axtell, C.M., Holman, D.J.,  Unsworth, K.L., Wall T.D. &  Waterson, P.E. (2000)  Shop floor 

innovation: Facilitating the suggestion and implementation of ideas, Journal of Occupational and 

Organizational Psychology, 73,  265-285.  

o Bakker, H., Boersma, K. and Oreel, S. (2006) Creativity (Ideas) Management in Industrial R & D 

Organizations: A Crea-Political Process Model and an Empirical Illustration of Corus RD & T., 

Creativity and Innovation Management, 15,296-309.  

o Bantel, K. A. and Jackson, S.E. (1989) Top management and innovations in banking: Does the 

composition of the top team make a difference?, Strategic Management Journal, 10, 107-124.   

o Bartel, C. & Garud, R. (2009) The Role of Narratives in Sustaining Organizational Innovation, 

Organization Science, 20, 107-117. 

o Bartol, K.M. and Srivastava, A. (2002) Encouraging Knowledge Sharing: The Role of 

Organizational Reward Systems, Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 9, 64-76. 

o Baruah, J. & Paulus, P.B. (2008) Effects of Training on Idea Generation in Groups, Small Group 

Research, 39,523-541.  

o Basadur, M. (1992) Managing creativity: a Japanese model, Management, 6, 25.  

o Basadur, M. (2004) Leading others to think innovatively together: Creative leadership, The 

Leadership Quarterly, 15,103-121.  

o Bassaford, Ro.L. and Martin,C.L. (1996) Employee Suggestion Systems Boosting Productivity 

and Profits,Axzp Press,. 

o Bell, R. (1997)  Constructing an effective Suggestion System,   IIE Solutions, 29, 24. 



19 
 

o Binnewies, C., Ohly, S. and Sonnentag, S. (2007) Taking personal initiative and communicating 

about ideas: What is important for the creative process and for idea creativity?, European Journal 

of Work and Organizational Psychology, 16,432-455.  

o Björk and Magnusson, M. (2009) Where Do Good Innovation Ideas Come From? Exploring the 

Influence of Network Connectivity on Innovation Idea Quality, Journal of Product Innovation 

Management, 26, 662–670.  

o Björklund, T. A. (2010), Enhancing creative knowledge-work: challenges and points of leverage, 

International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 3,517-525. 

o Buech, V.I.D., Michel, A. and Sonntag, K. (2010) Suggestion systems in organizations: what 

motivates employees to submit suggestions?, European Journal of Innovation Management, 13, 

507-525. 

o Carrier, C. (1998) Employee Creativity and suggestion systems programs: An Empirical study, 

Creativity and Innovation Management, 7,62-72.  

o Chaneski, W.  (2006)  The Suggestion Box Syndrome (And A Better Alternative). Retrieved from   

http://www.mmsonline.com/columns. 

o Cho, S. and Erdem M. (2006) Employee Relation Programs and Hotel Performance: Impact on 

Turnover, Labor Productivity, and RevPAR, Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality & 

Tourism, 5,57-68. 

o Cooley, R.E., Helbling, C. and Fuller, U.D. (2001) Knowledge, Organisation and Suggestion 

Schemes, Management of Industrial and Corporate Knowledge, 47-56.  

o Crail, M. (2006), Fresh ideas from the floor, Personnel Today,   30.  

o Cruz, N.M., Pérez, V.M. & Cantero, C.T. (2009), The influence of employee motivation on 

knowledge transfer”, Journal of Knowledge Management, 13,478-490 

o Dean, D.L., Hender, J.M. & Rodgers, T.L. (2006) Identifying Quality, Novel, and Creative Ideas: 

Constructs and Scales for Idea Evaluation, Information Systems, 7, 646-699.  

o Dickinson, C. (1932) Suggestions from Workers: Schemes and Problems, The Quarterly Journal 

of Economics, 46, 617-643. 

o Du Plessis, A.J., Marx, A.E. and Wilson, G. (2008) Generating ideas and managing suggestion 

systems in organisations: some empirical evidence, International Journal of Knowledge, Culture 

and Change Management, 8,133-140.  

o Fairbank, J.F. and Williams, S.D. (2001) Motivating Creativity and Enhancing Innovation 

through Employee Suggestion System Technology, Creativity and Innovation Management, 

10,68-74.  

o Fairbank, J.F., Spangler, W., and Williams, S.D. (2003) Motivating creativity through a 

computer-mediated employee suggestion management system, Behaviour & Information 

Technology, 22, 305 -314.  

o Flynn, M., Dooley, L. & Cormican, K. (2003) Idea management for. International Journal of 

Innovation Management, 7,417-442.  

o Frese, M., Teng, E. and Wijnen, C.J.D. (1999) Helping to improve suggestion systems: predictors 

of making suggestions in companies, Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 1139-1155.  

o Fuller, U., Helbling, C., & Cooley, R. (2002) Suggestion schemes as information and knowledge 

management system,Proceedings of the 7th Annual UKAIS Conference, Leeds Metropolitan 

University, England, UK, 226-234. 



20 
 

o Gorfin, C.C. (1969), The Suggestion Scheme: a Contribution to Morale or an Economic 

Transaction?,British Journal of Industrial Relations, 7,368-384.  

o Griffiths-Hemans, J. (2006) Setting the Stage for Creative New Products: Investigating the Idea 

Fruition Process, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 34, 27-39.  

o Gupta, A., McDaniel, J.C. & Herath, S.K. (2005.) Quality management in service firms: 

sustaining structures of total quality service, Managing Service Quality, 15,389-402. 

o Hardin, E. (1964) Characteristics of Participants in an Employee Suggestion Plan, Personnel 

Psychology,17, 289-303. 

o Harvey, D., (1973), Ideas schemes: a new boost for profits?, Industrial Management & Data 

Systems, 73,26-30. 

o Hayward, S. (2010), Engaging employees through whole leadership, Strategic HR Review, 9, 11-

17. 

o Hultgren,P. (2008), The motivating suggestion system, Master thesis in industrial engineering and 

management department of management, BTH. 

o IdeasUK Annual Survey (2009). Retrieved 15 July 2010 from  www.ideasuk.com 

o Islam,R. (2007)  Evaluation of suggestions by the analytic hierarchy process: a case study on a 

public university in Malaysia, Proceedings of the 9th International Symposium on the Analytic 

Hierarchy Process for Multi-criteria Decision MakingAugust 2-6, 2007,Chile . 

o Janassen, O. (2004), How fairness perceptions make innovative behavior more or less stressful”, 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25,201-215 . 

o Jong, J.P.J.De. & Hartog, D.N.D. (2007) How leaders influence employees’ innovative 

behavior”, European Journal of Innovation Management, 10, 41-64 

o Kesting, P. and Ulhoi, J.P. (2010) Employee-driven innovation: extending the license to foster 

innovation, Management Decision, 48, 65-84.   

o Khairuzzaman, W., Ismail, W. and Abdmajid, R. (2007) Framework of the Culture of Innovation: 

A Revisit, Jurnal Kemanusiaan,.9,38-49.    

o Khanna, A., Mitra, D., and Gupta, A. (2005)   How shop-floor employees drive innovation at Tata 

Steel”,KM Review, 8,20-23.  

o Klijn, M. and Tomic, W. (2010) A review of creativity within organizations from a psychological 

perspective, Journal of Management Development, 29, 322-343.   

o Koc, T. and Ceylan, C. (2007) Factors impacting the innovative capacity in large-scale 

companies, Technovation, 27,   105-114. 

o Kudisch, J.D. (2006), Contextual and Individual Difference Factors Predicting Individuals: Desire 

to Provide Upward Feedback, Group & Organization Management, 31, 503-529. 

o Leach, D.J., Stride, C.B. & Wood, S.J. (2006) The effectiveness of idea capture schemes, 

International Journal of Innovation Management, 10,325-350. 

o Lipponen, J., Bardi, A. and Haapamäki, J. (2008) The interaction between values and 

organizational identification in predicting suggestion-making at work, Journal of Occupational 

and Organizational Psychology, 81,241-248 

o Lloyd, G.C. (1996) Thinking beyond the box, Health Manpower Management, 22, 37-9.  

o Lloyd. G.C. (1999) Stuff the suggestion box, Total Quality Management, 10,869-875. 

o Madjar, N. (2005) The Contributions of Different Groups of Individuals to Employees' Creativity, 

Advances in Developing Human Resources, 7,182-206.  



21 
 

o Madjar, N. (2008) Emotional and informational support from different sources and employee 

creativity, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 81, 83-100.  

o Malaviya, P., and Wadhwa,S. ( 2005) Innovation Management in Organizational Context: An 

Empirical Study, Global Journal of Flexible Systems Management, 6, 1-14. 

o Marx, A.E. (1995) Management commitment for successful suggestion systems, Work Study, 44, 

16-18. 

o McAdam, R. & McClelland, J. (2002) Individual and team-based idea generation within 

innovation management: organizational and research agendas, European Journal of Innovation 

Management, 5, 86-97. 

o McConville, J. (1990), Innovation through involvement, The TQM Magazine, 2,295-297. 

o McLean, L.D. (2005) Organizational Culture’s Influence on Creativity and Innovation: A Review 

of the Literature and Implications for Human Resource Development, Advances in Developing 

Human Resources, 7, 226-246. 

o Milner, E., Kinnell, M. & Usherwood, B. (1995) Employee suggestion schemes: a management 

tool for the 1990s?, Library Management, 16, 3-8. 

o Mishra, J. M. (1994) Employee Suggestion Programs in the Health Care Field: The Rewards of 

Involvement, Public Personnel Management, 23, 587. 

o Monge, P.R., Cozzens, M.D., and Contractor N.S. (1992) Communication and Motivational 

Predictors of the Dynamics of Organizational Innovation, Organization Science, 3, 250-274 

o Mostafa, M.M. and El-Masry, A. (2008) Perceived barriers to organizational creativity: A cross-

cultural study of British and Egyptian future marketing managers, Cross Cultural Management: 

An International Journal, 15, 81-93. 

o Muñoz-Doyague, M., González-Álvarez, N. and Nieto, M. (2008), An Examination of Individual 

Factors and Employees' Creativity: The Case of Spain, Creativity Research Journal, 20, 21-33. 

o Neagoe, L.N. and Klein, V.M. (2009) Employee suggestion system (kaizen teian ) the bottom-up 

approach for productivity improvement, Control, 10, 26 - 27. 

o Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S. and Pluntke, F. (2006) Routinization, work characteristics and their 

relationships with creative and proactive behaviors, Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 257-

279.  

o Paulus,P.B. and Yang,H. (2000) Idea Generation in Groups: A Basis for Creativity in 

Organizations, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 82,76-87. 

o Powell, S. (2008), The management and consumption of organisational creativity, Journal of 

Consumer Marketing, 25,158-166. 

o Prather, C. W., & Turrell, M. C. (2002)  Involve everyone in the innovation process, Research 

Technology Management, 45, 13-16 

o Price, M. (2000) Employee suggestion programs executive leadership, An applied research 

project submitted to the National Fire Academy as part of the Executive Fire Officer Program. 

o Rapp, C. and Eklund, J. (2002) Sustainable development of improvement activities – the long-

term operation of a suggestion scheme in a Swedish company, Total Quality Management, 13, 

945-69. 

o Rapp, C. and Eklund, J. (2007) Sustainable Development of a Suggestion System: Factors 

Influencing Improvement Activities in a Confectionary Company, Human Factors, 17, 79-94. 

o Recht, R. and Wilderom, C. (1998) Kaizen and culture: on the transferability of Japanese 

suggestion systems, International Business Review, 7, 7-22. 



22 
 

o Rego, A., Machado, F.,Leal,S.Cunha,M.P.E. (2009) Are Hopeful Employees More Creative? An 

Empirical Study, Creativity Research Journal, 21, 223-231. 

o Reuter, V.G. (1976) Suggestion systems and the small Firm, American Journal of small Business, 

1,37 

o Rietzschel, E.F., Nijstad, B. A. & Stroebe, W. (2010) The selection of creative ideas after 

individual idea generation: choosing between creativity and impact, British journal of 

psychology, 101, 47-68. 

o Rindasu, V.C. & Mihajlovic, I. (2008) Idea Management for Organisational Innovation, 15, 398-

404. 

o Rothberg, G. (2004) The role of ideas in the manager’s workplace: theory and practice, 

Management Decision, 42, 1060-1081. 

o Sadi, M.A. and Al-Dubaisi, A.H. (2008) Barriers to organizational creativity: The marketing 

executives’ perspective in Saudi Arabia, Journal of Management Development, 27, 574-599. 

o Savageau, J. (1996) World class suggestion systems still work well,Journal for Quality & 

Participation, 19, 86. 

o Shalley, C.E. and Gilson, L.L. (2004), What leaders need to know: A review of social and 

contextual factors that can foster or hinder creativity, The Leadership Quarterly, 5,33–53. 

o Shalley, C.E., Zhou, J. & Oldham, G.R. (2004), The Effects of Personal and Contextual 

Characteristics on Creativity: Where Should We Go from Here? Journal of Management, 30, 933-

958.  

o Stenmark, D. (2000), Company-wide brainstorming: next generation suggestion systems?, 

Proceedings of IRIS 23, Laboratorium for Interaction Technology, University of Trollhättan 

Uddevalla, [online], available:www.viktoria.se/results/result_files/141.pdf 

o Stranne.L. V. (1964) Morale – The Key Factor In A Suggestion System, Industrial Management, 

6,17. 

o Tatter, M.A. (1975) Tuning Ideas into Gold, Management Review, 64,4. 

o Toubia, O. (2006)  Idea Generation, Creativity, and Incentives ,Marketing Science, 25,  411-425 . 

o Unsworth, K.L. (2005) Creative Requirement: A Neglected Construct in the Study of Employee 

Creativity?, Group & Organization Management,  30, 541-560. 

o Van Dijk, C. & Van den Ende, J. (2002) Suggestion system: transferring employee creativity into 

practicable ideas,R&D Management, 32, 387 – 395. 

o Vandenbosch, B. & Saatcioglu, A. (2006) How managers generate ideas and why it matters”, 

Journal of Business Strategy, Vol 27, pp.11-17.  

o Verdinejad, F., Mughari, A.M. & Ghasemi, M. (2010) Organizational suggestion system in the 

era of holding by developing an innovative model: the case of bonyade to avon holding in Iran” 

(an applied model), Iranian Jouranl of Management studies, 3,5-23. 

o Verespej, M. (1992) Suggestion systems gain new luster, Industry Week, p.11. 

o Verworn, B. (2009), Does Age Have an Impact on Having Ideas? An Analysis of the Quantity 

and Quality of Ideas Submitted to a Suggestion System, Creativity and Innovation Management, 

18,326-334. 

o Winter (2009) Staff suggestion schemes, Management Services, 53, 6-7. 

o Wong, C.-keung S. & Pang, W.-L.L. (2003) Barriers to creativity in the hotel industry – 

perspectives of managers and supervisors, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 

Management, 15,29-37. 



23 
 

o Wynder, M. (2008), Employee Participation in Continuous Improvement Programs: The 

Interaction Effects of Accounting Information and Control, Australian Journal of Management, 

33,355-374 

o Westerveld,E.  (2003) ,  The Project Excellence Model1: linking success criteria,and critical 

success factors/ International Journal of Project Management ,21, 411–418 

o Yang, S. B.  & Choi, S.O.  (2009) Employee empowerment and team performance: Autonomy, 

responsibility, information, and creativity”. Team Performance Management, 5,.289-301. 

o Yuan, F. & Zhou, J. (2008) Differential Effects of Expected External Evaluation on Different 

Parts of the Creative Idea Production Process and on Final Product Creativity, Creativity 

Research Journal, 20,391-403. 

o Zhou, J. & George. J. (2001) When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: encouraging the 

expression of voice, Academy of Management Journal , 44,682-696 


