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ABSTRACT

This paper explores the relationship between seglbrted innovative characteristics and
dysfunctional personality traits. Participants (N2&7) from a range of occupations completed
the Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI) and thegdn Development Survey (HDS). Those who
reported innovative characteristics also reportesl following dysfunctional traits: Arrogant,

Manipulative, Dramatic, Eccentric; and lower levetsCautious, Perfectionist and Dependent. A
representative approximation of the higher ordetdia “moving against people” (Hogan &

Hogan, 1997) was positively associated with innieeatcharacteristics. It is concluded that
innovation potential may be viewed as a positifeatfof some otherwise dysfunctional traits,

most notably those encompassed under the secordtd@5 factor ‘moving against people’.



Innovation and Personality: The Dark Side

Do people who positively endorse characteristitated to innovation also endorse specific
dysfunctional traits? The often “positive” concegltmation of innovation neglects some of
the difficulties involved in managing innovatorgspite research pointing to some negative
personality traits associated with creativity, dset of innovation (e.g. Eysenck, 1993;
1995; Burch, 2006). Part of the reason that thés@ation is unclear (Oldham & Cummings,
1996) is due to three generally consistent linotadi of research in this area. Firstly, the
definition and assessment of innovation has beetean with studies tending to focus on
the generation of ideas (creativity), rather thantloeir implementation (Axtell, Holman,
Unsworth, Wall, Waterson, & Harrington, 2000). Sedly, the assessment of negative
personality traits tends to be broad factors fre@negal models of personality, not explicitly
examining negative characteristics in the geneoglufation. Thirdly, research in this area
typically involves sampling from abnormal or emihepopulations, which limits
generalisability of findings to the working popudat. This paper addresses these limitations
and presents findings from a study examining thiatiomship between self-reported
innovative characteristics and dysfunctional peasion traits assessed by the Hogan

Development Survey (HDS) in a sample of workinglediuom the UK general population.

Historically there has been confusion over therdiédn of innovation. One problem has been
that the terms ‘creativity’ and ‘innovation’ havedn used interchangeably (Patterson, 2002;
Amabile, 1983; Anderson & King, 1993). A useful gective is provided by Kirton (1978),
who distinguished between adaptive and innovativgnitive styles. The innovative style is

characterized by generation of genuinely novel apghes and ideas, and the adaptive style by



working within the constraints of existing approashKirton (1978) suggested that within each
style, levels of creativity were consistent, bupmssed in different ways (the so-called level-
style distinction). In this theory then, innovatiogpresents a characteristic style of expressing

one’s creativity.

In more recent applied research, the definitiomabvation has been refined to encompass the
application of the outcomes of the creative pro¢dksmford, 2003; Burch, 2006; Runco, 2004).
In these definitions, novel solutions to problemasimbe implemented in order to constitute
innovation (Axtell et al, 2000). An acceptable ddfon of innovation is offered by West and
Farr (1990, p. 9) “the intentional introduction aragplication within a role, group or
organization of ideas, processes, products or duoes, new to the relevant unit of adoption,

designed to specifically benefit the individualpgp, organization or wider society.”

Whilst many studies use divergent thinking testsxeasure creativity (e.g. Martindale & Dailey,
1996), this method has been criticized for notyfwhpturing the concept (Sternberg & Lubart,
1996; Nicholls, 1972). However, more recent workigates that divergent thinking tests are
predictors of creativity rather than synonymoudt tRunco, 2006). Nevertheless, one problem
for their use in measuring innovation is the onussof the domain of idea implementation
(Patterson, 2002; Port, 2004). Patterson (1998)em thatnnovationmight be more accessibly

measured in occupational populations as a set sopality characteristics that relate to the
propensity to innovate in the workplace. Pattersdramework describes traits relevant to the
generationand application of ideas in organizations, and cona&es this as “innovation

potential”. This is an important redefinition besaut acknowledges the social context of the

workplace and the fact that managerial and org#oiza factors may influence employee



creativity, and therefore innovation (Oldham & Cumgs, 1996; Isaksen, Lauer, Ekvall &
Britz, 2001). A person may have the potential tnowate, but without some environmental

support this propensity may never be displayed.

The model is measured by a self-report instrum#ére: Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI;
Patterson, 1999). The four factors of the IPI &fetivated to Change (MTC); Challenging
Behavior (CB); Adaptation (AD) and Consistency ool Styles (CWS), representing the
motivational, social, cognitive and action compadsesf innovation respectively. The scales and
their meanings are described in Table 1. The IRiptda psychometric trait approach (e.g.
Kirton, 1980), with items designed to assess thgredeto which people endorse self-reported
attributes that may contribute to or facilitateamative behavior. The validity of the IPI has been
demonstrated in prior studies where it has beerwshm relate to managerial reports of
innovative behavior (e.g. Patterson, 1999; FraBamsthe, Tinline & Allender, 2002; Port,

2004).

TABLE 1

The four IPI factors

Scale Description

Motivated to Defined as an intrinsic motivation to change, cheaazed by persistence

Change(MTC) and ambitionPositively related to innovation

Describes a person’s tendency to challenge otperists of view. It
Challenging
includes risk-taking behavior and non-conformRypsitively related to
Behavior (CB)
innovation



Relates to tackling issues in evolutionary rathantrevolutionary ways.
Adaptation (AD) Focused on working within existing boundaries rathan novelty.

Negatively related to innovation

Consistency of
Associated with a methodical and systematic appré@evork and
Work Styles
conforming to organizational norm¥egatively related to innovation
(CWY9)

Innovation and personality

Over the past few decades the empirical work orpdreonality characteristics of innovators has
revealed a reasonably stable set of core charstiterihat consistently relate to innovation and
creativity (Patterson, 1999; 2002; King, Walker, Broyles, 1996). These include: self-
confidence, high energy, independence of judgmaatpnomy and toleration of ambiguity
(Barron & Harrington, 1981; Sternberg & Lubart, 199Models of personality have allowed an
integration of some of these findings, such asHikie Factor Model (FFM) (See Patterson, 2002,

for a review of this relationship) and Eysenck’'setitfactor model.

Eysenck’'s (1993) three-factor model of personalignsists of three traits: Neuroticism,
Extraversion and Psychoticism. Within this modelysénhck (1993; 1995) claims that
psychoticism, a trait associated with dysfunctionbaracteristics, is most closely linked to
creativity. Although creative people are not neagls psychotic, they may have the same
cognitive tendency as psychotic people, for exampler-inclusive thinking (Runco, 2004).

There are three lines of evidence that EysenckXJL@8es to support his view. The first line of



evidence is genetic. Several studies have showndiéscendents of psychotic parents show
higher levels of creativity than do matched comsirel.g. Heston (1966) and McNeil (1971). The
second line of evidence is the association betweschoticism and measures of creativity.
Psychoticism positively correlates with various swas of creativity such as: unusual and rare
responses in word association tests (Merten, 1898enck, 1994; Martindale & Dailey, 1996); a
preference for complexity on the Barron Welsh Adal® (Eysenck, 1994); and divergent
thinking abilities on the Wallach-Kogan Creativigst (Woody & Claridge, 1977). The third line
of evidence is the correlation of psychoticism wdtieative achievement. It has been found that
artists measure higher on psychoticism than nastar{Gotz and Gotz, 1979a); and, more
successful artists score higher on psychoticism téss successful artists (Gotz & Goétz, 1979b).
Using such lines of evidence Eysenck (1995) idiesti set of characteristics that appear to be
associated with creativity: “irresponsible, disatde rebellious ... rejecting of rules,

uncooperative, impulsive and careless” (p. 233).

There has long been a link between creativity anddness’ (Richards, 1981; Ludwig, 1988);
although more recent research has implied an agBotibetween creativity and schizotypal
personality (e.g. Burch, 2006; Burch, Pavelis, Hems& Corr, 2006). Because creativity and
innovation reflect originality, and original behavinecessarily goes against behavioral norms,

innovative behavior could logically be conceptuadizs deviant behavior (Runco, 2004).

This literature points to the association of cnggtiwith negative or dysfunctional traits; a
finding that could have important implications foranaging innovation in organizations. A
logical extension of this work is to examine thesasation of dysfunctional traits with

characteristics that relate to innovation potenigdntified by Patterson. Furthermore, given that



much of the early work examined eminent people sgchrtists or scientists (e.g. Gotz & Gotz,
1979a; 1979b); such research can be limited inifgho understand innovation potential in an

occupational setting. Thus research conducted nvéhioccupational context is essential.

Present Research

The present research investigated the relatioristiween innovative characteristics, assessed by
the IPI, and dysfunctional traits, assessed by HEES, within an occupational sample. In
previous studies, negative personality traits haeen inadequately defined and assessed. The
constructs of the Eysenck Model are broad, with tlagle-off that assessing these reduces
fidelity in understanding the personality-innovatielationship. Therefore this research uses the
Hogan Development Survey (HDS) designed to assdsgere common dysfunctional
dispositions of employed adults (Hogan & Hogan,7)99hese qualities are referred to as ‘dark
side’ characteristics, and are extensions of norpekonality but not pathological per se
(Hogan, 1994). The dimensions of the HDS have theots in the personality disorder
taxonomies (see Hogan & Hogan, 1997). HoweverH& is used in every day contexts within

careers; reflecting themes from the work environinfielogan & Hogan, 2002).

There are eleven HDS dimensions (see Table 2) tmndntinual reports a three factor structure
underlying the test (Hogan & Hogan, 1997). Thetficemponent (Volatile, Mistrustful,
Cautious, Detached and Passive-aggressive) cormgspm the ‘moving away from people’
theme in Horney's (1950) model of flawed interperocharacteristics. The second component
(Arrogant, Manipulative, Dramatic and Eccentricpmesents the ‘moving against people’ theme

(Horney, 1950). The third component (Dependent BRedectionist) represents the ‘moving



toward people’ theme (Horney, 1950). These facbels are used in setting the hypotheses in

the present research.

In order to set hypotheses, scale descriptors Her HDS dimensions (see Table 2) were
examined to identify components relevant to innimvapotential (see Table 1). For example the
Cautious dimension is described as ‘resistant amgh and reluctant to take chances’ which is
likely to relate negatively to innovation potentialhilst the Dramatic dimension is described as
‘impulsive, dramatic and unpredictable’ which ikelly to relate positively to innovative
potential. Thus Hypotheses 1 and 2 were articulassidllows:

Hypothesis oneThe HDS dimensions Arrogant, Manipulative, Dramatie Eccentric
will be positively associated with MTC and CB; amejatively associated with AD and CWS.

Hypothesis twoThe HDS dimensions Cautious, Dependent and Pesfesti will be

negatively associated with MTC and CB; and podyiassociated with AD and CWS.

Examining the content of the higher order fact@mdnstrated that the ‘moving against people’
and the ‘moving towards people’ factors seem to nhbest consistently characterized by
descriptors relating to innovation. Descriptors tloe former suggest that it is positively related
to innovation potential and the latter, negativélyfactor analysis can be used to examine the
underlying factor structure of the HDS to determemesociations between the higher order
factors and the IPI scales. Therefore Hypothessesd34 were articulated as follows.

Hypothesis threeThe HDS factor ‘moving against people’ will be gogly associated
with MTC and CB; and negatively associated with & CWS.

Hypothesis fourThe HDS factor ‘moving towards people’ will be négaly associated

with MTC and CB; and positively associated with aABd CWS.



TABLE 2

The eleven HDS dimensions and descriptors.

Higher order
Dimension Description
factor
Inconsistent and moody; enthusiastic about neweptsj
Volatile
but disillusioned with setbacks.
Cynical, distrustful, wary, over sensitive to a@ism, and
Mistrustful
guestioning of others’ intentions.
Moving
Resistant to change and innovation, reluctantke ta
Away from Cautious
chances for fear of being criticized or blamed.
people
Self-absorbed and withdrawn, lacking interest or
Detached
awareness of other peoples’ feelings.
Passive- Autonomous and preoccupied with own goals, ind#iféer
aggressive to peoples’ requests and irritable when othersigters
Extremely self-confident, with an expectation to be
Arrogant
respected. Unwilling to admit mistakes or listerattvice.
Charming yet deceitful, seeming to enjoy takingsiand
Manipulative
Moving pushing the limits. Careless about rules and cainwes
Against Expressive, dramatic, and wanting to be noticed.
Dramatic
People Impulsive, unpredictable and gregarious.
Acts and thinks in creative and unusual ways, with
Eccentric strikingly original insights; set apart from thenore

conventional peers.
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Careful, precise, conservative and meticulousicatiof

Moving Per fectionist

others’ performance.
towards

Eager to please, reliant on others for supportuanvdlling
people Dependent

to take independent action.

METHOD
Participants

A convenience sample of 207 participants (respoate= 68%) was obtained from a range of
occupational settings: business and professiomaices (n = 87); marketing (n = 34); media (n

= 21); public administration (n = 31); and retail £ 34) sectors. Of these participants, 47.8%
were male (n = 99) and 52.8% were female (n = 10B& mean age was 30.5. There were no
significant differences by age, gender or type mjaoization between responders and non-

responders. All participants voluntarily participdtin this research.

Measures
Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI)

The IPI is a 30-item self-report inventory used n@asure characteristics associated with
innovation: a person’s potential to innovate in therkplace. The IPI focuses on both the
generation and implementation of ideas and consitbehavioral statements asking about
preferred style of working. Respondents are reduiceindicate the extent to which they agree
with items along a five-point scale, from 1 (strhndisagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Nine items

relate to MTC; eight items relate to CB; seven gamlate to AD and six items relate to CWS.

11



The four IPI scales demonstrated moderate, butptaisle reliability in this study (meam =

0.64).

Hogan Development Survey (HDS)

The HDS is a 154-item self-report inventory. It tains 11 dimensions, each with 14 items,
designed to assess 11 dysfunctional dispositionsngfloyed adults (Hogan & Hogan, 1997;
2002). The items reflect themes from an occupati@moatext, making it suitable for this

research.

The HDS consists of a set of behavioral statemants respondents are asked to ‘agree’ or
‘disagree’ with the items. Dimension scores ramgenfO — 14 and higher scores represent more
dysfunctional tendencies. The majority of respotslerceived at least one score in th& 90
percentile (classified as a ‘high’ score), consist®ith publisher's recommendation (Hogan &
Hogan, 1997). In this sample, only 10% of respotsl€it not achieve any score above th8 90
percentile of any of the eleven dimensions. The Hfx8les demonstrated a mean alpha
reliability of 0.62 (see Table 3). Whilst this valwas deemed acceptable for the analyses,
attention is drawn to the Dependent, Passive-Aggresand Detached scales, which
demonstrated low reliability compared with the remragy scales (although values in this sample
were commensurate with those reported in standatidiz studies e.g. Hogan & Hogan, 1997).

The data format supplied from the administratiothef HDS meant that item statistics could not

12



be examined in order to investigate these reli@dmsli Results from these scales are therefore

interpreted with some caution.

Procedure

A convenience sample of 315 participants were abethvia email and asked to be involved in
this research. They completed the IPI and the Hxbraturned them by mail to the first author.
A follow-up email was sent to those participantsowtad not responded two weeks following
the mailing of the survey pack. They were not cotaté again. The usable returns represented a
response rate of 68%. Six questionnaires were ipteimand therefore unusable; consequently

analyses were conducted on 207 questionnaires.

Analyses

In order to determine the relationship between wative characteristics and dysfunctional traits,
correlational analyses were computed between thé&dtors and HDS dimensions. The factor
structure of the HDS was examined at the scald lefvanalysis using principal components

analysis and extracted components correlated WihRI factors.

RESULTS

The means, standard deviations and alpha coeffici@nand correlations between the four IPI
factors and 11 HDS dimensions are displayed inér&bl Due to the multiple significance tests

performed, a Bonferroni correction (Field, 2000)swased to work out the appropriate

! Information held with the publisher
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significance level to be applied to this data; vkhiedicated an alpha of 0.001 should be applied

to the correlations. Therefore, in Table 3, thédeltlened correlations indicate those that remain

significant following the Bonferroni correction.

TABLE 3

Means, standard deviations, alpha coefficientsdod correlations between, the IPI factors and

HDS dimensions

Scale

Mean SD « MTC CB AD  CWS
MTC 30.03 414 59
CB 23.97 400 60 -
AD 20.58 356 .63 - -
cws 19.69 368 .74 - - -
Volatile 5.24 296 61 -15% .05 03 -03
Mistrustful ~ 6.03 235 58 -04  .15* 05 11
Cautious 5.51 313 .76 -48*  -24r% 35k o3k
Detached 4.37 204 54 155 .13 05 -01
azgf(i‘;?\;e 6.09 226 .46 -06  .17* 02 08
Arrogant 6.72 273 .67 20v%  27%% .22 02
Manipulative 6.93 2.53 .58 .36** A1x* -.30%* -.29%*
Dramatic 7.51 3.12 72 .34 31 -30%*  -.19%
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Eccentric 6.12 2.58 .66 .24** 37 -.13 -.16*
Perfectionist 8.56 3.15 q7 -.08 -27** 22** .62**

Dependent 8.24 2.20 50-34%* - 40** 33+ .08

Note.N = 207. Significant correlations shown in boldd@aing Bonferroni correction.

p <.05; ** p < .01 (2-tailed).

The first two hypotheses concern the relationskafwben innovative characteristics (IPl) and
dysfunctional traits (HDS). In relation to hypotlseesone, Table 3 reveals that Arrogant,
Manipulative, Dramatic and Eccentric are positivghz.001) correlated with MTC and CB.
Manipulative is negatively (p<.001) correlated wiD and CWS. Arrogant is negatively
(p<.001) correlated with AD, but is not related @NS (p=.24). Dramatic is negatively
correlated with AD (p<.001); but is not relatedQ@S (p=.006). Eccentric not related to either

AD (p=.07) or CWS (p=.02). Overall, these resultews partial support for hypothesis one.

In relation to hypothesis two, Table 3 reveals thath Cautious and Dependent are negatively
(p<.001) correlated with MTC and CB. Perfectionsshegatively (p<.001) correlated with CB;
but not related to MTC (p=.23). Cautious and P¢idecst are positively (p<.001) correlated
with AD and CWS. Dependent is positively correlatdgth AD (p<.001); but not related to CWS
(p=.26). With the exception of the non-significaelationship between Perfectionist and MTC,
and Dependent and CWS; these results support hggietiwo. In summary, the above
correlations provide support for hypotheses one taal suggesting that there are significant

relationships between innovative characteristick@sfunctional traits.



The 11 HDS dimensions had a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measf sampling adequacy of 0.68 and a
significant Bartlett test of sphericity (527.90<@001), indicating these data were appropriate
for Factor Analysis (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). Theyraveubsequently entered into a principal
components analysis. Item level data was unavaildbt this purpose Four factors had
eigenvalues over one. However extracting factoth wigenvalues over one can be unreliable
and prone to extracting factors that are not regu{Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Ferguson, 2001).
Ferguson & Cox (1993) suggest parallel analysisamsalternative extraction method. This
involves comparing a randomly created set of eigkres with those produced by the observed
data. The two sets of eigenvalues are plotted agtie number of variables; and the number of
extractable factors is the point before these crdssck & Velicer (1986) showed that this
method is the most accurate when compared to finere A series of parallel analyses at both
the 50" and 95 percentiles indicated a three-factor solution.eBiasn this evidence three factors
were extracted and entered into a rotated solwtitdmvarimax rotation. Factor scores were then

calculated using the regression equation methoedbas the rotated solution.

The factor loadings of the HDS primary dimensions tbese three extracted factors are
presented in Table 4. The rotated solution accoiant$5.0% of the variance, and indicates a
three-factor structure underlying the data. Theatemt solution shows only two secondary
loadings above 0.35, with the Cautious dimensi@uilog on both Factors 1 and 2; Dependent
loading on both Factors 1 and 3. The factor strnecisiclose, but not identical to that reported in

the publisher manual (Hogan & Hogan, 1997).

2 Information held with the publisher

16



TABLE 4

Factor loadings of HDS primary dimensions on foxtracted factors from principal

components analysis

Factor
Primary Scale I I [l
Dramatic .83
Manipulative .79
Arrogant .68
Cautious -.66 .50
Eccentric .55
Perfectionist -.32
Volatile .79
Mistrustful .68
Detached 7
Dependent -.38 -.64
e

Note.Primary factor loadings shown in bold. Absolutetéadoadings under 0.35 not reported.

For hypotheses three and four, the factor struateperted in the HDS manual was not exactly
replicated, with dimensions loading slightly di#etly in this sample. For hypothesis three, the
first extracted factor is a reasonable approxinmatbthe HDS factor ‘moving against people’.

For hypothesis four the ‘moving towards peopletdadid not emerge as expected.

17



Table 5 displays the correlations between the etddafactors and the IPI factors. Once again, a
Bonferroni correction was applied: in this instanae alpha level of 0.004 was deemed to be
appropriate. In Table 4, the emboldened correlatiomicate those that remain significant
following the Bonferroni correction. In relation tyypothesis three MTC and CB are positively
(p<.001) related; and AD and CWS are negatively.(p%) related to the first extracted factor

(Dramatic, Manipulative, Arrogant, Cautious, EcecentPerfectionist).

In relation to hypothesis four, the factor ‘movitgyvards people’ did not emerge as expected.
However, further correlations that were not hypsibed were found: MTC is negatively
(p=.001) related to the second extracted factorlgiMe, Mistrustful); and CB is positively

(p<.001) related to the third extracted factor @2éed, Dependent, Passive-Aggressive).

TABLE 5

Correlations between the extracted HDS factors thied P| factors

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
MTC AT+ -23%* .06
CB AT .05 31x*
AD -.38** .16* -.10
CWS -.23** -.08 .03

Note.N = 207. Significant correlations shown in bolddaing Bonferroni correction.

18



*p <.05; ** p <.01 (2-tailed).

DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to explore the relatigmshetween self-reported innovative
characteristics and dysfunctional traits. ArrogaManipulative, Dramatic and Eccentric
correlated positively; and Cautious, Dependent Bedfectionist correlated negatively with
innovative characteristics, supporting the firsbtiaypotheses. It is important to note that these
dispositions are only problematic in their extrear@®l manifest as dysfunctional behaviors for
scores above the B(ercentile (according to Hogan & Hogan, 1997). Egample, the mid
range of the Arrogant dimension includes sociatipfedent and energetic behaviors, whilst the
mid range of the Dependent dimension includes waighy and friendly behaviors. It can
therefore be inferred that problem characteristiey only be reported by those who also report
either very high or very low innovative charactecs Thus findings indicate that organizations
may only need to be aware of the potential dysfonet traits associated with particularly high

or low innovation potential.

In relation to hypotheses three and four, the jptedifactor structure did not emerge. This is
consistent with work suggesting that in some omgiional samples factor structures do not
always replicate as reported by test publishergdédson & Ones, 2003). Nevertheless the first
extracted factor (see Table 4) is a reasonableoappation of the HDS factor ‘moving against
people’. This factor correlates significantly wilil the IPI scales, supporting hypothesis three.
Those individuals who report characteristics relat@ high innovation potential may also be

likely to report undesirable characteristics sushuapredictability, impulsiveness, and low rule
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consciousness. This association is consistent pveekiious research citing similar relationships

(e.g. Eysenck, 2003; Baron & Harrington, 1981).

The factor structure loaded on three separate rigctmwever the ‘moving towards people’
factor did not emerge as predicted. Although nogpdtlyesized, the second extracted factor
(Volatile, Mistrustful) is associated with MTC. T&uthose who reported distrustful and wary
behavior also reported less motivation towards ltgianary change. The third extracted factor
(Passive-aggressive, Dependent (-), Detached)rielated with CB. This combination of HDS
dimensions is associated with an indifference teei® feelings and a mistrust of leadership.
One possible interpretation is that people who nefitese types of characteristics may also
report challenging behavior, but not other chargties associated with innovation potential.
The lower reliabilities of the scales comprisingstfactor suggest that further research is needed

to substantiate this finding.

Implications

The findings of this paper have theoretical anatfical implications. Theoretically, by using the
IP1 to measure of innovative characteristics, gaper builds on previous research focusing only
on creativity or idea generation. The approximatmithe ‘moving against people’ factor
emerges as strongly associated to self-reportedvaiive characteristics indicating that
innovation might be viewed as thip-sideof otherwise dysfunctional tendencies represehted

the extreme positive pole of this factor.

2C



Practical implications for organizations relatestdecting and managing innovators. This paper
has identified dysfunctional traits positively teld to innovative characteristics, encompassing
risk-taking and rebellious. This could indicate wimymovators may be labeled as disruptive
troublemakers and Patterson (2002) has questiomether organizations are ‘ready’ to recruit

employees who may challenge the status quo andiguesithority.

The association of innovative characteristics walysfunctional traits suggests that being
responsible for managing innovation may be chaltlepdpr managers (Port, 2004). They must
avoid conflict, but also promote management stihes foster innovation. Essentially, although
organizations see innovation as key to their sic¢Bsince & West, 1995), they may not be
equipped to have potentially rebellious individuaiaking important decisions. In fact, Burch
(2006, p. 48) notes a paradox for organizationkisgdo develop creativity and innovation: “do
organizations want people who, while being morelliko express original ideas, will probably
be more anti-social...? Or, do organizations wanmt@embers who may be more prosocial,

and... may come up with less unique ideas?”

Limitations and recommendations for future research

A potential weakness of this paper is that it issersectional and based on self-report data. It
follows therefore that the findings could be atitdd to common method variance, introducing a
potential source of invalidity to interpretationutkre research should include an objective
assessment of innovation; such as managerial gathgt only would this reduce the common

method bias, it would also introduce a more obyectvay of measuring innovative output.
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This paper has examined innovation potential iroegkveontext taking a highly focused approach
to the design of the study. A more detailed openatization would address additional
individual and organizational factors. From aniwbal perspective, cognitive ability and
motivation (e.g. Patterson, 2002; Amabile, 1983uldaontribute to innovation potential. From
an organizational perspective issues of organizaticlimate and culture could mean that
particular traits might facilitate innovation pemitance in some settings but not in others
(Nystrom, 1990; Isaksen et al, 2001). These faot@re not considered in the present study and

results should be interpreted accordingly.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to look at the relatigmdbetween innovative characteristics and
dysfunctional traits. This paper has establishetinla between more negative aspects of
personality and innovation potential, which has liogtions for organizations. The benefits of
high innovation come at the cost of a particuldr (feundesirable self-reported traits, in this
study most notably summarized as “moving againspleg. More broadly, the results show that
the relation between innovation and personalityas straightforward. Indeed Barron (1963)
could not have put it better when he said: “Thedwator]... is both more primitive and more
cultured, more destructive and more constructieeasionally crazier and yet adamantly saner,

than the average person” (p. 224).
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