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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to analyse the most important psychological factors that impact on 
the innovation process. In psychology, the determinants of innovation are usually considered 
at three levels: individual, group/team and organization. When it comes to individual factors, 
research indicates that the variables associated with innovation are to some extent intelligence, 
personality traits such as openness to experience, low agreeableness and conscientiousness, 
and intrinsic motivation. The factors discussed at team level are group norms underlying the 
organizational climate and the composition of the team, with a focus on group roles. At the 
organizational level, the main role in the innovation process is played by the appropriate lea
dership and organizational factors such as autonomy, and the level of workload. This very brief 
overview will only serve to familiarize readers without any knowledge of psychology with the 
complexity of the issues facing innovation in this field.
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Introduction

Innovation is a concept most often dealt with in the field o f economics and the 
economy, usually considered a technological phenomenon, although the latest 
definitions also take social innovation into account. Nevertheless, the human fac
tor and the role o f psychology in this area are often marginalized or even ignored 
(Kożusznik, 2010). And yet the person plays a key role in the innovation process 
-  s/he is the author o f the concept, which s/he after several stages ultimately puts 
into effect, but also the person is often a major barrier and obstacle to the creation 
and implementation of innovative ideas. Therefore, the study o f innovation, and 
the search for the factors determining it, as well as affecting it inhibitorally must 
be interdisciplinary and take psychological factors into account.

Innovation issues in psychology are often considered at three levels: (i) the in
dividual and individual resources, such as defined personality traits and cognitive 
abilities; (ii) the group, especially in terms o f its structure, composition, standards
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and atmosphere; and (iii) the organization, where special emphasis is placed on 
the working environment, the climate and organizational culture, and leadership 
(e.g. Kożusznik, 2010; Trompenaars, 2010; Patterson et al., 2009). In addition, 
job-level factors are discussed which relate to the contextual characteristics of the 
everyday work (job structure, tasks and resources) and their infl uence on employee 
motivation and innovative behaviours (Parzefall et al., 2008).

Kożusznik (2010) further distinguishes thematic areas in which research is 
conducted in the fi eld of innovation in psychology, such as: 

 – diagnosis of psychological characteristics with particular emphasis on creativity, 
 – study of innovation diff usion and transfer, i.e. the analysis of the route from 

concept to implementation and dissemination of the inventions, 
 – the uptake of innovations, with emphasis on factors of resistance to change, 

risks and fears occurring among workers in an innovative situation, or 
 – the stages of assimilation of innovation.

In the traditional view, creativity and innovativeness were characteristics of 
a few select individuals. Nowadays, these capacities are believed inherent in every 
person, although this potential may remain closed or hidden in some settings, 
meaning that certain traits or features which fuel innovativeness in one environ-
ment may not be very helpful in another. Also diff erent individual/team factors may 
be required at diff erent stages of the innovative process (see Mathisen et al., 2008). 
Innovativeness is believed to be a complex issue, thus an understanding of the crea-
tive processes and innovation need a multi-level perspective – from individual, job, 
through team, to organizational. Th e role of human resources management may be 
critical in enhancing employee innovativeness (Parzefall et al., 2008).

Th e signifi cant achievements of psychology (and management) in this area 
make it impossible to discuss the topic comprehensively in such a short paper. 
Th erefore, the authors focus on the analysis of the psychological and organizational 
factors associated with innovation selected most oft en by other researchers.

12.1. Innova  veness – individual level factors

Th e innovations that have been used by generations over the world have thus far 
tended to be the work of brilliant individuals. Today, there is an era of discoveries 
and inventions behind which whole teams work, but that does not mean that the 
outstanding and creative minds in the fi eld have ceased to matter (see: Innovation 
and teamwork). What is the diff erence between those people on whom the progress 
and development of civilization largely depends from conventionally-minded 
people? How do they feel and perceive reality; how do they process information? 
Do they perhaps have some personality traits common to creative individuals 
that allow them to realize oft en seemingly crazy ideas? Psychologists have been 
trying to answer these questions and researching the root causes of human genius 
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for over a century. Th eir areas of research on issues of creativity can be grouped 
into cognitive factors associated with the personality of the individual and their 
motivation.

12.1.1. Cogni  ve resources

One of the forefathers of research on intelligence is the brilliant, although very 
controversial, Sir Francis Galton, who also dealt with issues of genius. He believed, 
rightly, that what connects the highly gift ed individuals is their high level of intelli-
gence. Initially it was thought that intelligence is strongly associated with creativity, 
as indicated by some theories, e.g. Guilford or Sternberg (in: Nęcka, 2005). Later, 
research results slightly revised this view. Intelligence has to do with creativity 
only to a certain level – 115‒120 IQ. Above that limit its importance is negligible 
(Feist and Barron, 2003), which means that among people with very high intel-
ligence there is relatively the same number or slightly fewer creative people than 
among just above average intellect. Th ese results also show that a certain level of 
intelligence is necessary in creative thinking to master a particular area of   study. In 
conclusion, creativity is defi nitely a diff erent research construct. Patterson, Kerrin 
and Gatto-Roissard (2009) made an apt analogy, comparing the relationship of 
intelligence and creativity more to cousins than siblings. 

So what is creativity or creative thinking? Th e defi nitions of innovativeness and 
creativity have a lot in common, which is why in psychological studies it is oft en 
considered as a determinant of innovativeness.1 Although researchers do not entire-
ly agree on what exactly it is and how to treat it – is it a fi nal product, a process, or 
perhaps as a feature of a person, and which criteria to adopt so that a given idea can 
be considered creative – many of them consider that creativity can be reduced to the 
production of new and useful ideas or solutions (e.g. Oldham and Cummings, 1996). 

One of the fi rst concepts of creativity was the theory by Guilford (1978), one of 
the greatest scholars of human intelligence. He identifi es creativity with divergent 
thinking, which involves fi nding multiple solutions to one problem; however, 
subsequent studies have not confi rmed this relationship (Barron and Harrington, 
1981; Runco, 2004). Guilford also distinguished the criteria for creative thinking: 
fl uidity, meaning the ease of generating ideas and adding to their number, fl exibil-
ity, understood as the ability to change the direction of thinking, as refl ected in the 
diversity of solutions (number of categories), and originality, or the uniqueness, 
singularity and inimitability of these solutions.

Because the research on the relationship of creativity and intelligence has been 
fairly inconsistent and has not confi rmed a strong correlation between them, attention 
turned towards cognitive styles, or ways of processing information, of approaching and 
solving problems, or the “preferred way of performing cognitive functions” (Nęcka,

1 However, the relationship of creativity to innovation, despite appearances, it is not at all clear. For 
example, Sohn and Jung’s research (2010) conducted in Korean companies showed that, although 
the organizational variables have a bearing on creativity, its bearing on innovation in them – not.



218 Magdalena Jaworek, Anna Dyląg

2001, p. 125). Th e most common approach is Kirton’s theory, which distinguishes 
two styles: innovative and adaptive. Adapters are described as people who “do things 
better;” they prefer to improve the group and/or organisation within the status quo. 
Kirton defi nes them as: those who seeking accepted solutions, maintaining high pre-
cision performance for long periods of time, or providing a secure base for the risky 
activities of the innovators. Th e innovators are people who “do things diff erently;” 
they are less focused on operating within existing structures. Kirton describes them as 
seemingly undisciplined, approaching problems from an unforeseen perspective, able 
to carry out specifi c tasks only in short bursts, and having a low level of doubt when 
generating ideas (Stum, 2009; Bagozzi, 1995). Kirton emphasizes that to achieve the 
objectives of the group both those presenting innovative and adaptive cognitive styles 
are required. Th e fi rst is responsible for coming up with and introducing innovations, 
the second – consolidating and improving these changes.

An interesting relationship with innovation/creativity has been observed 
in the range of knowledge related to the subject of innovation – no or too little 
knowledge, but also too high a level disadvantageously aff ects the generation of 
innovative solutions (in: Patterson et al., 2009). Th is relationship may be due on 
the one hand to the inability to create something out of nothing, and on the other 
hand, too much information can be a kind of psychological barrier that locks 
the individual into the statement: “I know this like no other, and I know that in 
this matter, there’s nothing more to think of.” Such an approach may result in not 
making any eff ort in the direction of generating new solutions.

12.1.2. Personality

Is the creative mind itself enough to create something that nobody has previously 
invented? What distinguishes creative individuals from the rest, not only in terms of 
processing information, but also mode of action, relationships with others, etc.? Nęcka 
(2001) gives three qualities that characterize creative people: openness, independence, 
and perseverance. Th e importance and role of these characteristics depend on the 
phase of the creative process. Th ese features partially overlap with the results of research 
on the relationship of creativity and personality traits. Of these, the most commonly 
taken into consideration is the Big Five Model, according to which personality can be 
described by fi ve dimensions: openness to experience, extraversion, conscientiousness, 
agreeableness, and neuroticism. Openness to experience is also mentioned by Nęcka 
(2001), and means cognitive curiosity, tolerance for the new, unconventional thinking, 
independence of views, or the tendency to challenge authority (Zawadzki et al., 1998), 
and seems to be the best predictor of innovation. According to Nęcka (2001) it is 
particularly important in the latent phase of the innovation process, when an entity is 
observing, seeking, learning, verifying, analysing and synthesizing information related 
to the product of creativity – the result of these operations is a novel idea.

Another dimension showing a relationship with innovation is agreeableness, 
manifested in trust for others, sensitivity to human aff airs, and cooperative be-
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haviour. Low agreeableness means self-centeredness, competition, and scepticism 
about other people (Zawadzki et al., 1998). Interestingly, studies indicate that 
innovation is more associated with low agreeableness, which explains the fact 
that innovators are guided by the principle of social independence, otherwise they 
would not penetrate with their innovative ideas, which tend to cause resistance 
among the “conventional thinking.” Th erefore, some researchers believe that this 
independence of thought and action is particularly desirable, or even necessary, 
in the later stages of the innovation process, in bringing ideas to life. Th e role of 
autonomy in the innovation process is also mentioned by Nęcka (2001).

Conscientiousness – the next dimension of the Big Five, means scrupulousness, 
integrity in the performance of duties, a strong will, high motivation, and perse-
verance in action (Zawadzki et al., 1998), i.e. the features of an ideal employee. 
However, people with high conscientiousness are more resistant to change and 
more willing to submit to social norms, which is contrary to behaviour aimed 
towards creative solutions. And this dependence is confi rmed by some studies that 
observed a relationship between low conscientiousness and innovation (Barron 
and Harrington, 1981; Gelade, 1997; Runco, 2004).

For the last two dimensions – extraversion and neuroticism – their relationship 
with innovation is much less clear. Some researchers (Feist, 1998) believe that 
introversion, or reserve in social interaction, lack of optimism, and a preference 
to be alone (Zawadzki et al., 1998) is positively correlated with innovation, as 
solitude and isolation may contribute to the generation of new ideas. In contrast, 
other studies (Patterson et al., 2009) suggest that it is the polar opposite – extra-
version can be a predictor of innovative solutions. It seems that the relationship 
of this dimension to innovation may depend largely on the context in which the 
innovation process takes place. In art introversion promotes the formation of 
works, but in the fi eld of management – where human contact is the essence of 
the work – extraversion may be a better predictor, although further studies are 
indicated in this direction (Patterson et al., 2009). Similarly, the relationship of 
innovation with neuroticism, which is experiencing negative emotions, such as 
fear, frustration, resentment, guilt, low stress tolerance (Zawadzki et al., 1998), is 
not clear and seems to depend on the areas in which new solutions are generated. 

12.1.3. Mo  va  on

A separate factor to be taken into consideration when examining innovativeness is the 
motivation of the individual. Crucially important here is intrinsic motivation, which 
in one’s behaviour means the internal energy generated through positive emotions 
such as joy or satisfaction from performing a given activity. External incentives, such 
as material benefi ts, recognition in the eyes of others, and even those of an altruistic 
character of higher order, play a supporting role here. In contrast, the action itself, 
whether in the form of physical or intellectual activity, brings the individual joy and 
is the source of broader creativity having much to do with innovativeness. It seems 
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that intrinsic motivation is crucial in the early stages of the innovation process, such 
as generating ideas, but further, when the fi rst ardour may dim somewhat, the voice 
of external motivators comes in the form of recognition for their eff orts (Eisenberg 
and Cameron, 1996; Patterson et al., 2009). It is also important here to mention per-
severance, which Nęcka lists (2001) as the third feature of creative people.

In summary, creative individuals are persons endowed with high intelligence, 
but not outstanding, broad-minded, showing considerable independence of opin-
ion, unruly in action, not really attaching importance to any standards, rules, and 
legal and social regulations; driven by internal motivation consisting roughly of 
“satisfaction with the work being done” without any external reinforcements.

12.2. Innova  veness – job level factors

Th e job level factors, frequently described as job-level determinants of innovative-
ness are autonomy (within clearly defi ned goals) combined with a suffi  cient level 
of challenge and time. Stimulating and non-routine jobs are naturally positively 
associated with innovativeness, although too high a level of task complexity may lead 
to over-stimulation, exhaustion and stress, thereby overwhelming the employee and 
killing creativity (Parzefall et al., 2008, p. 171). Th is mechanism is discussed below 
from the perspective of Karasek’s model of stress, in which a dynamic balance be-
tween situational demands and resources is recommended, as it is believed to provide 
opportunities for personal growth which in turn help to promote innovativeness. 

Interesting fi ndings have been cited in relation to the availability of material 
and time resources as a prerequisite for innovative outcomes. Although it seems 
important to have access to suffi  cient material resources in order to test diff erent 
solutions, sometimes this may prevent employees from more creative behaviours. 
In reference to time constraints, however, it seems that lack of time pressure is 
positively related to creative solutions. Employees prefer to have enough “time to 
think,” to learn and experiment and to test new ways (see Parzefall et al., 2008).

12.3. Innova  on and teamwork

It is believed that the era of inventions and discoveries made individually has 
passed. Currently, humanity is entering a more complex reality, impossible to 
grasp by one even mentally brilliant individual. In science interdisciplinarity has 
long been promoted, and in the area of management, due to the implementation of 
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increasingly larger and more complex, oft en international, projects, the emphasis 
is on teamwork skills. Th erefore, it is important to understand the mechanisms 
of the group, both those that are favourable and inhibit teamwork, and especially 
their creative potential, which is the task of psychology and sociology. Th e factors 
that may play a role in the innovation process in the context of the team include 
the group norms that underpin organizational/group climate and the team roles 
in the context of Meredith Belbin’s theory of team roles (2003, 2009).

12.3.1. Group norms

One of the basic group mechanisms determining the creation of innovative solu-
tions are appropriate group norms that underpin the climate or culture. Norms 
and values   provide clues for the members of the group about what is good and 
bad, which behaviours can expect acceptance, and which will ostracize them 
from the rest of the team. On the one hand, they are a kind of cement for the 
group, bringing a certain order, as well as a sense of security and predictability, 
on the other hand, too much attachment to the prevailing standards inhibits the 
growth of the group and may adversely aff ect the achievement of the purpose for 
which it was established (unless the norm in a team is breaking the rules). Norms 
may relate to the treatment of “renegades,” people who have a diff erent point of 
view on issues discussed from the rest of the team. Are their opinions respected, 
seen as an opportunity to solve the problem in an unconventional way, or just 
the opposite – “stepping out of line” is not welcome. In the literature a subject 
oft en discussed is the issue of the role of minorities in the group. Nemeth’s stud-
ies (1986) show that a minority in the group (e.g. in terms of choice of solution 
options other than the remainder of the group) infl uences a view of the problem 
from another perspective by the other members and encourages them to think
creatively.

12.3.2. Organiza  onal/group climate

Group norms and values   form the basis of organizational climate, defi ned e.g. 
as “characteristic of a given set of norms conditioning company employee be-
haviour ... and determines the framework of conduct for employees in a given 
organization”(Potocki, 1992, p. 32). Although the literature mainly talks about 
organizational climate, the very defi nition of the construct allows that the group 
may have a climate, except that the group climate is due to norms, and norms are 
one of the main attributes of the group (whether a few or several dozen members, 
which may then already be the organization).

West and Richter (2008) have identifi ed six characteristics of the organiza-
tional climate that aff ect innovation at the level of the group (in: Patterson et al., 
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2009). Th ese included minority (and confl ict) management in a constructive 
manner; and also: commitment that results from intrinsic motivation and iden-
tifi cation with the group, participation in decision-making leading to greater 
cohesion within the group, the involvement of individual members, but also 
taking responsibility for their own actions, as well as promoting innovative 
ideas, and the development of a sense of security and trust within the group and
“refl exivity.” 

12.3.3. Group roles

An entirely diff erent matter which may be of importance in the process of inno-
vation for the team is its proper construction. Meredith Belbin, work and organ-
izational psychologist, for nine years has studied a variety of factors – including 
personality, intelligence, and the roles in the group of individual team members 
– that aff ected the effi  ciency and eff ectiveness of their work. Eventually he came 
to the conclusion that the most important, and practical, is the last factor, which 
is to build eff ective teams based on the capabilities and abilities of the individuals 
to perform specifi c roles in the group. He distinguished nine of them and called 
them: the practical organizer, the leader, the locomotive, the evaluator, the group 
man, the perfectionist, the specialist, the contactor, and the creator. From the 
standpoint of this study the latter two roles are of paramount importance. Belbin’s 
long-term observations led him to conclude that the performance of the group, 
especially when it comes to its innovativeness, depends to a large extent on the 
presence of a person who has a predisposition to act as a creator, i.e. an individ-
ualist with a rich imagination, great knowledge, an unconventional look at the 
problems, and an introverted disposition, and a seeker of sources – the inquisitive 
individual, responsive to change, with the need to explore new territories, and, 
unlike the predecessor – with the characteristics of an extrovert. Interestingly, 
the number of innovators in the group has little eff ect on the fi nal result in the 
form of innovative solutions implemented in life. Too many creative ideas are not 
best handled by the rest of the members of the group, which Belbin quite aptly 
likens to excessive use of even the best ingredient in the dish. A similar eff ect was 
observed in groups of people with above-average intelligence, called the Apollo 
eff ect (Belbin 2003, 2009). 

In summary, the creative potential of individuals has a chance to develop if it 
falls on fertile ground in the group in which they have to work. In such a group 
the appropriate standards and a climate supporting innovation should dominate, 
through respect and tolerance of diff erent views of all members of the group. Th e 
same group has a chance for a novel approach to the problem, provided that there 
are creative individuals in their ranks assisted by other members of the team, 
complementing the defi ciencies and low levels of skills and abilities that creators 
and seekers of sources do not have, but needed, or even essential to the whole 
process of innovation.
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12.4. Innova  on and the organiza  on

Current projects of an innovative nature generally require adequate funding and 
coordination of the eff orts of many people. Th ese conditions can only be met by or-
ganizations. However, not all organizations are innovative. What diff erentiates them 
from those that do not implement innovative ideas? Th e factors related to the inno-
vation and creativity of individuals at the level of the organisation most commonly 
taken into account and analysed by researchers are primarily appropriate leadership, 
and also organizational factors, such as a sense of control, and workload. It should 
be emphasized that the same variables are important at the level of the group.

12.4.1. The role of leadership

Leadership in the group and the organization plays an important, not to say essen-
tial, role. Th e climate in the group depends largely on the leader; this is so because 
of their power – they select their colleagues, forms the group norms, and fi nally, 
the leader is the one who is the example for other employees to follow. Anderson 
and King (1991) proposed a model in which, depending on the phase of the in-
novation process, the leaders perform diff erent roles (for details, see Figure 12.1).

Figure 12.1. Model of the leadership role in the innovation process
Source: based on N. Anderson, N. King (1991), “Managing innovation in organizations,” Leadership and 
Organization Development Journal, Vol. 12, pp. 17‒21.

At the early stages of the innovation process, the basic role of the leader is to sup-
port their subordinates and colleagues, encouraging them to analyse the problem 
and come up with solutions. Th en, it is important to create the right atmosphere 
in the group, in which there is no place for fear of criticism, and workers can share 
their ideas without interruption. Aft er the selection and arrangement of the details 
of the solution of the problem, the tasks of the leader are to bring the idea to life, 
which involves convincing people outside the project group. At the fi nal stage, the 

THE ROLE OF LEADER AT INDIVIDUAL STAGES
OF THE INNOVATION PROCESS
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role of the leader is to check the results, control and introduce possible improve-
ments in the solution. Th is model is consistent with contemporary theoretical 
approaches to leadership, according to which not only the specifi c personality 
or intellectual traits play a role in eff ective and effi  cient leadership, but more the 
ability to adapt to diff erent situations and respond appropriately depending on
the circumstances (see typology of leadership styles by Boyatzis et al., 2002). 

12.4.2. Organiza  onal factors

Another factor associated with innovation at the level of the organization is the 
work environment and its organization. Th e results show that a moderate level 
of workload, sometime pressure, as well as giving employees more autonomy, 
all promote innovation. Th ese results almost perfectly fi t into the theory of job 
requirements – Karasek control (Widerszal-Bazyl, 2003), which assumes that em-
ployees are best motivated to work when they have a lot of responsibilities, but also 
control over their execution. Th e worst situation, increasing the risk of depression 
and burnout, is the case of a heavy workload with low control. Autonomy, and 
a sense of control are the subjects of psychological research in conjunction with 
many aspects of life, and the results are clear – everyone likes to control their 
situation, to have their “fi eld for cultivation,” for which they will be responsible 
and will occupy themselves with at their own discretion. Even more important 
is a sense of control in the context of innovation. As indicated by the study (see 
above), creative individuals are those who have their own opinions and are not 
afraid to express them (low agreeableness), do not like to submit to standards (low 
conscientiousness), have broad horizons, and have a high tolerance for change 
(openness to experience). Most likely, these people will not feel comfortable in an 
environment fortifi ed by rules, regulations and standards where only the leader/
manager is right, and the work/product is to be made according to fi xed rules.

In summary, innovative ideas, especially those that require large amounts of money, 
are only likely to see the light of day if they are implemented by organizations. Th ese, 
in turn, if they want to be innovative, should ensure a culture of innovation, whereby 
on the one hand they place high demands upon their employees, on the other – give 
them a large degree of autonomy in carrying out their work. It is also important to hire 
the appropriate managers, able to exploit the creative potential of their subordinates.

12.5. Mul  ple level summary of fi ndings

Nowadays, when tasks are increasingly complex and the turbulence of the envi-
ronment is one of its main features, it is impossible to eff ectively discuss issues 
related to innovativeness from one perspective or level. Employees interact and 
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work within teams – not only with group members, but also contacting people 
from outside, such as clients. Teams are nested within organizations, thus deter-
minants and inhibitors from each level may strongly impair others.

In the table below the fi ndings are summarized on multiple level factors related 
to innovativeness, based on the literature review.

Table 12.1. Multiple level factors related to innovativeness

Level of 
analysis Factors Eff ect on 

innova  veness
Individual Personality (Big Five Model)

‒ openness to experience +
Personality (Big Five Model)
‒ conscien  ousness/extraversion/neuro  cism/agreeableness

Mixed

Goal orienta  on, proac  vity +
Values 
‒ congruence of values, crea  vity, trust +
Values
‒ conformity

‒

Thinking styles
– systema  c thinking

‒

Mo  va  on
‒ intrinsic mo  va  on 

+

Risk avoidance (expected image of risk) ‒
Psychological states
‒ nega  ve aff ect/nega  ve moods/emo  onal ambivalence 

Mixed

Job Job complexity, job required innova  veness +
Time pressure Mixed
Rewards +
Task and goal interdependence +

Team Leadership
‒ transforma  onal leadership, 
‒ supervisory support/supervisory empowerment behaviours/ 
supervisory benevolence, 
‒ supervisory expecta  ons for crea  vity,
‒ supervisory developmental feedback and non-close monitoring 

+

Co-workers
‒ co-worker support/ crea  vity expecta  ons by co-workers +
Presence of crea  ve co-workers Mixed
Team composi  on 
– heterogeneity (diversity)/cogni  ve style/mul  disciplinary Mixed
Exper  se/experience/membership change +
Team climate
par  cipa  ve safety/vision/support for innova  on/task and goal 
orienta  on/confl ict 

Mixed

Team climate
‒ climate for excellence +
Team processes
‒ informa  on exchange/problem solving style/team par  cipa  on 

+
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Organiza  on Management related factors
‒ HR prac  ces,
‒ top managers’ demographic characteris  cs (e.g., ownership, 
racial and gender diversity) 

Mixed

Leadership
‒ transforma  onal and transac  onal leadership/management 
support/top management leadership/coopera  ve confl ict 
management 

+

Knowledge u  liza  on and networks
‒ knowledge search and spillover (transfer)/knowledge stock/social 
network 

Mixed

Absorp  ve capacity/intellectual capital +
Organiza  on strategy
‒ innova  on strategy 

+

Availability of resources Zero
Exchange of resources/resource diversity and quality +
Climate
Innova  on climate/refl exivity climate/climate for psychological 
safety and personal ini  a  ve 

+

Culture
‒ na  onal culture (power distance, masculinity, uncertainty 
avoidance, individualism, social face)/empowerment 

Mixed

External environment
‒ geographic distribu  on of R&D ac  vity/environmental 
uncertainty/turbulence/dynamism/urbaniza  on/community 
wealth/popula  on growth/unemployment 

Mixed

Bureaucra  c prac  ces ‒
Corporate entrepreneurship as innova  on mixed

Source: literature review mainly based on: N. Anderson, C.K.W. De Dreu, D.A. Nijstad (2004), “Th e rou-
tinization of innovation research: A constructively critical review of the state-of-the-science,” Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 25, pp. 147–172; M.-R. Parzefall,  H. Seeck, A. Leppanen (2008), “Employee 
innovativeness in organizations: A review on the antecedents,” Liiketaloudellinen Aikakauskirja, Finnish 
Journal of Business Economics, Vol. 2, pp. 165‒182. 

Conclusion

Th e summary of this study is the model by the repeatedly cited research team 
here: Patterson, Kerrin and Gatto-Roissard (2009), who reviewed the study for 
factors that were primarily psychological in nature associated with innovation. 
Th e factors analysed were grouped into individual resources, primarily personality 
and intellectual traits related to the motivation of the individual and their level of 
knowledge in a given fi eld, then – social, which included a network of contacts, 
an appropriate leadership style depending on the phase of the innovation process 
(see: Anderson and King, 1991), organizational, like climate and organizational 
culture, ways of managing human resources, as well as the working environment, 
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which includes autonomy and external factors, independent of the people directly 
involved in the innovation process, e.g. state policy, the presence or absence of 
competition, etc. Th ese groups of factors fulfi l diff erent roles depending on the 
stage of the innovation process, of which the authors mention fi ve, i.e. the ability 
to identify the problem, initiation and generation of ideas, development and 
the search for solutions, implementation and stage “aft er,” in which any possible 
changes and improvements are eff ected. Of course we may argue with the authors 
on the merits of assessment of some factors to one group and not another, though 
no doubt this model is an attempt to organize the existing research results in the 
fi eld of psychology, sociology, and management for the determinants of innovation 
and innovativeness in contemporary organizations.

It should be noted that the authors of this model emphasize that the process 
of innovation does not always pass through all the stages delineated, and may not 
necessarily be linear, because the individual phases may overlap, and some not 
occur at all. Also, a given resource need not be relevant in every case. Th e weakness 
of the model is not taking into account the barriers and obstacles emerging in the 
way of innovative ideas. 

Kożusznik (2010) cites examples of barriers which were detected aft er analysis 
of interviews with more than 500 executives of Polish enterprises. Th ese barriers 
included on an individual basis, such as anxiety associated with expressing their 
own opinions and judgments, and the lack of a sense of security and confi dence 
in the success of any changes; team obstacles associated with low soft  competences 
such as an inability to conduct group discussions and group problem solving. 
A signifi cant barrier to innovation focuses on managers themselves, who treats 
their subordinates as people who do what they are told, and not as a potential, an 
opportunity, involving the use of their knowledge, skills and experience to create 
some change. Other barriers included the communication problems related to 
diffi  culties with the clear transfer of information, organization of meetings, where 
issues related to the work can be discussed and clarifi ed. Th e last obstacle concerns 
the implementation of an appropriate incentive system, involving just rewards for 
employees’ eff orts, and sometimes even noticing them by management. 

Th e process of innovation is a very complicated phenomenon where its prac-
titioners and researchers have more questions than answers. To be better under-
stood, and thus, more easily and quickly run, we need to know all the determinants 
that condition it, as well as barriers to innovativeness, including those that are 
economic, political, and psychological. Psychology plays a special role because, 
as was mentioned in the introduction, the individual in the innovation process is 
the most important, along with their ability to change the surroundings/environ-
ment in which they live, as well as fear and resistance against what is new, because 
unknown and untested. Th is very brief overview will only serve to familiarize 
readers do not have any knowledge of psychology to the complexity of the issues 
facing innovation in this fi eld.
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