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ADAPTORS AND INNOVATORS: DIFFERENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE
PSYCHOLOGICAIL CLIMATE FOR CREATIVITY"

Scott G. ISAKSEN, Gelr KAUFMANN
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Institute of Cognitive Psychology, University of HQergen

The purpose of this paper Is to share some preliminary findings of re-
search into the relationship of two distinet, yet complementary assessment
approéches. One of these approaches is the assessment of creative style and
the other is creative climate. These approaches have been used respectively
as measures of the creative person and place, Until recently, these two
approaches have remained somewhat independent in the creativity litera-
ture; with a few references dealing with .cognitive climate® being the
exception [Kitton & McCerthy, 1988]). This study sought to determine if
adaptors and innovators held different perception of the creative climate.
The measure of creativity style was the Kirton Adaptlon Innovation Inven-
tory (KAl] and the measure of creative climats was the Creative Climate

Questionnaire {C€Q].
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It is quite plausible that individuals
within the same work group would
not assign similar meaning to their
work environment. These differences
in perception could be the result of
a variety of varlables including: dif-
ierent exposure to tasks, events or
other situational attributes; differen-
ces in social roles; or individual dif-
ferences in personallty [James & Sel-
Is, 1981). Understanding the relation-
ship between a measure of cognitive
style and psychological climate may
help sort out exactly how individuals
of different style may perceive their
environments.

Anyone who has experience with
organizations can probably observe
differences in the spirit, energy level,
and guality of the interactinns het-
ween people. Organizations seem to
have a rather distinctive atmosphere;

* This paper was prepared for the Se-
cond European Conference on Creativity
and Innovation: Learning from Practice
organized by the Netherlands Organization
Tor Applied Sclentific Research TNO and

something which can be observed
even among different working groups
within the larger organization. In
attempting to wundeéerstand organiza-
tions, researchers have examined a
wide range of wvariables [Schneider,
1985). These variables have included
the structure as well as the climate of
the organization (Payne & Pugh,
1976).

One of the concepts used to uander-
stand the differences in satmosphere
a&nd behaviors has been called orga-
nizational culture. This 1s a rather
broad concept having been defined by
Shein (1284) as:

...the pattern of baslc assumptions that
a given group has invented, dlscovered, or
developed in learning to cope with its
problems of external adaptlon and inter-
nal integration, and that have waoarked

well enough tn he considered valid, and,
therefors, to be taught to new members

held at Noordwijk aan Zee, the Nether-
langs, Decamber, 1949, Assistapce was
provided by our colleagues Donald Tret-
finger, Andrew Joniak and our research
assistant, Kenneth Lauer.
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as the cotrrect way to perceive, think,
and feel In relation to those problems

(p. 3.

The coucept ol organizational culture
has been viewed as the source nf
values, beliefs, traditlons and history
which reflect the deeper foundations
of the organization. In effect, culture
is seen as the root cause of much
organizational behavior.

A more specific concept used to un-
derstand organizational life is organi-
zational climate. This concept has
hecn viewed as the recurring patterns
which characterize life in the organi-
zation. As Ekvall [1987) has Indicated,
nrganizational climate can be under-
stondl according to the ohjectlvistic or
the sublectivistic viewpoints. The ob-
jectivisiic views climate thenugh beha-
viors, attitudes and feelings and sees
tihe climate as existing independently
as a part of organizatinnal reality. The
subjectivistlc regards cHmate as a
perceptual and cognitlve structuring
eommon to those who comprise the
nrganization.

The concept of organizational cli-
mate is an important aspect to con-
sider because it greatly alfects the
organization's ability to utilize 1ts
technical and human resources. Fried-
jander and Margulies (1989) indica-
ted:

Technlcal capabllity, of course, is essen-
tial to the success nof the organization,
but whether or not that capability is ever
reieased or channeled into productive ac-
tivity depends upon the climate (p, 173].

pitferences wlthin or between or-
ganizatlon are often attributed to
elther traits and characteristics of the
people or to the situation and aspects
of the climate. However, some Te-
searchers believe that too much em-
phasis has been placed on either the
characteristics of the person or the sl-
tuation as the fundamental determi-

nant of organizational behavior
(Schneider, 1987). These researchers
point to the issue nf person-environ-
ment fit as a more useful approach t
an improved understanding of the cau-
ses of organizational behavior {Caplan,
1987; Pervin, 1987]. In addition, netther
of the narrowly-focused searches into
the person or the environment will
pravide & satlsfactory appreach to
understarding the origins of meaning
within the social situatlon. The I[ndi-
vidual and the environment have a
mutualistic interaction, therefore
sharp distincitions and entirely inde-
pendent lines of inqulry may not be
as fruitful as considering a more
wholistic relatlonship beiween the two
concepts (Epstein & 0O'Brien, 1985,
Schneider & Reichers, 1983). In short,
the person-ehvironment flf issue Is a
joint [unction of what the individual
has to offer as well as the situational
factors which are relevant.

Other cllmate researchers have
drawn a distinction between organlz-
ational climate and psychalogical cli-
mate. In reviewing organizational cli-
mate research and theory James and
junes (1974} identifled the term psy-
chotogical climate to be consistent
with the measurement approach which
asked individuals to report their per-
ceptions of the work environment and
the preferred term when these per-
ceptlons are used as the unit of ana-
lysls. They suggested that the term
vrganizational climate shiould be used
when referring to the organlzatlonal
atiribute and the term psychologlical
climate shiould be used when referring
to the individual characteristic. [ames
and Sells (1981) defined psychologlcal
climate as:

individuals’ cognitive representations of
relatively proximal situvational events, ex-
pressed in terms that reflect the psyche-
logicat meaning and slgnlficance of the
situation to the inglvidual, A central pos-
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tulate of psychological-climate theory is
that individuals tend to interpret situa-
tions in psychological terms; that is, to
assigh psychological meaning to cnviron-
mental attributes and cvents ... psycho-
yogical climate is regarded as an attribule
of the individual [p. 273).

Examining the climate conductive
tu creativity is an impnrtant theme
in creativity research | Tsaksen, 1987
Taytor, 1972). Research inlo under-
standing the conditions of creativity
has heen nndertaken for quite a few
years {Fiedler, 1964]. A recent apnro
ach to understanding the climate for
creativity identified a number of stl-
mulants and ohstacles to creative pro:
ductivity in the R&D settine { Amabite
& Gryskiewinz. 1987). Thesn [indings
have provided the foundation {or as-
sessing climates for creativily in lar-
ger organizations (Burnside, Amabile
& Gryskiewicz, 1988). There is some
evldence that this approach to asses:
sing organizatinnal climate for crea-
tive productivity may help organiza-
tlans in assessing their norms for eo-
couraging vreative vutcomes (Witt &
Meorkrem, 1989].

Conecern for the conditions of crea-
tivity iy wn aspect of creativity rese-
arch that has been undertaken omn an
internationat [evel. Fkvall (1983, 1987)
and Ekvall, Arvonen am! Walderstrém-
Lindhlad [1983) have intrndured the
CoQ as an instrument which vin va-
lidly and reliably discriminale bet-
ween environments which have cred-
tive climates and those that are stag-
nated, This instrument has hecn used
in Sweden to understand the psycho-
lugical perceptions of individuals with-
in urganizations and how these ex-
plain the ability of the organizalion
to Jdevelop and malntain structures
and systems to support organizational
innovation [Ekvall & Tangelberg-An-
dersson, 1986].

There are a number of benefits from

an understanding of the climate for

creativity which exists. On an indivi-

dual level, understanding climate:

® helps an individual understand mo-
re clearly the perceplions ol the
environment ... it makes the in-
visihle a litlle more visible.

® may help individuals to identify
and become more involved in shap-
ing the climate within which ey
woOrK.

® a3z a result of this improved under-
standing, individuals may be able
to reduce certain negative aspects
and focus vpon the more positive
aspects of thelr perceptions of
working climate,

n o team level, understanding cli-

mate:

® helps to promete honest commu-
nicailon among ream members.

® pay uncover previously unkoown,
unappreciated or unproduclive per-
ceptions of team members and pro-
mote effective primlem solving to
nvercame these obstocles o pro-
ductive group functioning.

® may uncover some previously un-
known or unexpectod  sirensths
upon which a team can huild,

On uan organizationat level, under-

slanding climate:

® helps to determine the approprio-
teness of the climate to the suc-
cess of the organization in its
gperating enviroument. (How well
dues the climate fit the tasks or
purposes of the organization?)

® helps to determine the appropria-
teness of the climatre tiv the well-
Ireing ol the peopie of Lhe organi-
vation. [How well does the clima-
te malch the needs of the human
resources of the organization?)

® may allow the organizalion to bet-
ter struclure ltself to allow a mo-
re productive workplace; buflding
upon tliose structures that seem to
he working well and modiffying
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others. (What structurgs may help

promote creativity and better meet

the needs of the organlzation?)

Although understanding climates for
creativity can be seen as a productive
line of inquiry, it i1s clear (hat the
sttuation or environment is only part
of the challenge. If we are to under-
stand e conditions for creativity,
we must ga beyond the individual
psychological perceptions of the social
setting and conslder the characterls-
tics of the persan as well. It is reason-
able to assert that Lhe very same s0-
ciaj setting or event may be perceived
very differently depending on the
orlentations of the persons luvolved
[Hennesscy & Amahile, 1988). Under-
standing individual differences can he
helpful for those engagead in the crea-
tive problem solving [CPS] process
{Isaksen & Treffinger, 1H985] or its
facilitation. Personal orientation may
alsp have a great deal to do with
better understanding the outcomes or
products of creative performance and
training (Besemer & O'Guin, 1987,
Isaksen & Pucclo, 1988aj.

There are many varied approaches
to understanding individual differen-
ces in the creative person. These may
be roughly divided inte those which
seek to understand the characteristics
of the highly creative individual and
those which seek to understand dif-
ferences in how individuals show thelr
creativity. This is referred to as the
level.style distinction in the creativity
Mterature (Goldsmith, 1987 Isaksen
& Puccio, 1988b; Kirton, 1078].

Kirten [1987a&b) identified the KAI
as an instrument designed to assess
the different ways in which indivi-
duals approach prohlems or thelr style
of problem solving. Adaptors tend to
operate within the confines of the
consensualiy-accepted paradigm while
innovators are more liable to treat the
enveloping paradigm as part of the

problem. Adaptors are seen as resour-
ceful, efficlent, thorough, methadical,
organized, precise and reliable. They
seek solutions to problems in tried
and understood ways. Innovators are
seen as ingenious, original, energetic,
independent, unconventional, insight-
ful and unigue. It could be sald that
innovators discover problems and
avenues for their solution. Innovators
may see adaptors as dogmatic, com-
plltant, timid, conforming and infle-
xible. Adaptors may see inhovators as
unsound, impractical, abrasive, undis-
ciplined and insensitive. These cha-
racteristic difierences have Implica-
tion for organizations. As Kirton
{1980 indicated:

The adaption-innavation theory posits that
both adaptors and innovators have their
own characteristle strengths and weak-
nesses (including a tendency not to see
each others point of view) which are
respectively useful and bharmiul to orga-
nlzations, Both types are needed by or-
ganizations, if only to caver each other’s
weaknesses, but ol the two, the adaptor
has a privitedged position slnce it is the
sdaptive mode that must prevail more
consistently [p. 214].

The KAl is viewed as a theory and
measure of cognitive style. As such,

‘a case can be made that the KAI

theory and measure deal with aspects
of the personallty which can help to
explain how individual differences ef-
fect consistent patterns of human be-
havior. Goldsmith (1989) Indicated:

...the distinctions highlighted by A—T
theory and measured by the KAT are the
manifestation, at least in part, of deeper
underlying differences in personglity, that
broad predispositions to behavior which
shape many aspects of human lite also
interrelate to form the problem salving
patterns termed ,adsptlve’ and innova-
tive', and that these correlations may be
measured validly and reliably vie the KAI
(p. 54].
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There are also some benefits derived
from an understanding of the cogni-
tive style of people within the orga-
nization. ‘These benefits can also be
seen on three dilferent levels. Some
btenefits of understanding style for
the Individval include:
® helps the individwal to recognize

and understand personal strengths

and limitations.

® helps .individvals to see patterns
to the kinds of challenges or op-
porfutnities on which they prefer
to work.

® tells individuals how they prefer
to ,find problems”.

® may tell the individual about the
kinds of methods and techniques
to use, and the kinds of ideas he/
she is likely to generate.

® tells indlviduals about the solutions
they will be most willing to accept;
and their Mkely sources nf assis-
tance and resistance.

® helps Individuals to communicate
maore effectively by modifylng their
solution or approach when neces-
sary, to meet the needs or prefe-
rentces of others.

® challenges individuals to lpok bey-
ond eheir tendencies,

Some benefits of understanding a

team’s style include:

® helps people understand each other
better.

® helps to identify likely group
oblindspots”, as well as key areas
of strengih.

® adds another variable [beyond ex-
pertise) to consider for desiguing

CPS teams.
® helps the team to decide what

methods and technigues to use;

and to have a common ,language”
for problem solving.

® helps to increase participation in
the communication process.

@ shapes the content and the method
we use tg share information.

® helps me to make appropriate con-
tributions tp team tasks.

Better understanding the organiza-

tflon’s siyle include:

® helps to discover how well our
personal resources match pur mis-
sion, vislon or purpose,

® helps In designing structures and
systerns which accomodate and va-
lidate differences.

® helps In providing appropriate sys-
tems and structures for practicing
and managing creativily.

® promotes & broad-based CPS train-
ing effort to meet a diversity of
needs.

® broadens the comprehension base
for all aspects of internal organi-
zatfomal communication.

® increase the quailly of communi-
cation with clients, custnmers, sup-
pliers, and others ouiside of the
organization.

® helps the organization to matntain
a competitive posilion, by incrcas-
ing versatility and more effective
use of human resources,

PROCEDURE
Sample

An aggregated population of 634
subjects from eight different public
and private organizationg located in
the North Eastern and Central United
Slates participaled in this study. The
senior author had conducied programs
with these organizations and the data
were made available from the parti-
cipants in accordance with the rese-
arch policy of the Center for Studies
in Creativity., Two hundred and fifty-
six of these participants came from
an entlre rural scheol dlsirict and
one suburban elementary schoul. Six
different organizations provided 378
subjects (83 from a technical center
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Tabieg 1 :
CCO & KAT MEANS and STANDARD DEVIATIONS Con
Entire Group Innovators Adaptors

Variable [N = B34) {n = 203} [n = 1893)
M 5D M 5D M 5D
Chalienge 230 50 2.41 az 2.34 51
Freedom 185 51 1.81 54 1.86 51
ldea Support 1.82 80 1.80 &7 1.90 .55
Dynamism 211 a3 2.07 56 Z.15 .53
Play/Humox 179" 50 1.78 83 1.847 56
Debates 1.87 54 1.55 Rill 1.89- a1
Trust 1.683 a8 158 .64 L.65 55
Conflict 77 61 86 H7 B7 f4
Risk-taking 1.44 a1 1.39 56 1.47 47
idea Time 1.44 57 1.46° 63 1.39 51
KAF 99.30 17.08 118.64 .79 79.37 8.43
KAl — O 44.10 8.47 51.70 570 35.96, .44
KAl — E 1964 533 2149 441 15.09 3178
KAl — R 36.13 7.94 43.44 4.94° 28,36 4.45

a — subjects with
b — subjects with

score above KAIL of 107.84
scores below KAl of 9076

Table 2
CCOQ & KAl MEANS and STANDARD DEVIATIONS Males'Females
Entire Groups Males Females
Variable [N = BM) (n = M42) {n = 290)
M | sp M sD M sn
Challenge 2.30 50 2.25 5 2.36 49
Freedom 1.85 51 1.81 52 100 50
Idca Support 1.A2 RHI) 1.81 .60 1.682 481
Dynamism 211 A3 2.08 54 217 Rl
Play/Humor i.79 A9 1.71 58 i.88 1t}
Debates 1.87 .54 1.82 53 1.92 S5
Trust 1.53 58 1.65 58 1.50 a8
Gonflict 77 Bl .85 .59 .68 .B1
Risk-taking 144 51 1.40 80 1.49 51
Idea Time 144 .87 1.42 57 145 .26
KAI 99.30 17.08 102.83 16.73 95.13 18.57
KAI — O 44,11 8.47 42.26 8.22 42.71 5.54
KAl — E 19.04 531 19.45 5.37 18.09 5.15
Kal — R 38.13 7.54 3772 7.46 34.29 7.25

a4 — Two subjects

were not classilied
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within a large manufacturing compa-
ny; 25 managers of a mid-west infor-
matlon company; 23 branch bank ma-
nagers; 199 R&D managers within a
large manufacturing company; 40
members of an R&D facility within a
liguor manufacturing company; and
8 senlor managers of a public service
corporation). The subjects included
about 54 % males [n = 342] and
48 94 females [p = 290]. The means
and standard deviations for the entire
population and for males and females
on the KAI and the CCQ are provided
in Table Two.

The subjects were soried by identl-
fying two groups each of which was
une half a standard deviation above
or below the mean on the XAI This
resulted In one group identified as
having a stremg Innovator orientation
(n = 203) and another identified as
having a strong Adaptor orientation
(n = 185).

Instruments

The Kirton Adaptlon-Innovation In-
ventory {KAI] Is a 32-item instrument
on which respondents are asked to
indicate the degree of ease or diffi-
culty they have in maintaining specl-
fic adaptive or innovative behaviors
over a long period of time. The range
of scores 1s theoratically 32—180 an
the KAT with a mean of 96, There Is a
great deal of Mterature regarding Its
validity and rellability (Kirton, 1987b;
1989). In reviewing 43 published re-
ports, Mudd (1986) found a mean of
95.0, a standard deviatlon of 14.9
(n = 1719], a reliability of .86 (in-
ternal consistency; n = 2777} and
consistent factorial composition into
three subscales in four replications
across several populations {composite
n = 1280). The three subscaies inclu-

de: sufficiency of originality; efficten-
cy; and rule/group conformity.
Originality — A law score on this
subscale Indicates a preference to
produce fewer original ideas, but these
ideas are more likely to be viewed
as useful and relevant. A high scare
indicates a preference to produce more
original ideas, but these ideas are
less likely to be accepted immediately.
Efficiency — A low score on this sub-
scale Indicates a preference for beilng
thorough and efficient in handling
tasks. A high score Indicales jess of
a concern with efflciency, reliabtlity
or mastering the details of the task.
RulefGroup Confurmity — A low sco-
re on this subscale indicates a prefe-
rence to operaie within rules and
structures ang¢ prefer to conform to
situational constraints. A high score
indicates tess of a concern with con-
forming to rules or building and main-
talning a consensus.

Mudd {1984) also reviewed the status
uf inquiry into the validity of the
KAl and reported that a variety of
convergent and divergent validity stu-
dies showed the KAI to be indepen-
dent of measures of intelligence, to
relate to personality measures rele-
vant to experlence seeking and other
measure of cognitive style, and to be
more a measure of style than level
of creativity. Additiondl information
can be obtained in the manual for the
KAl (Kirton, 1987].

The Creative Climate Questionnaire
(ccO) was developed by Ekvall [1683)
and validated by Ekvall, Arvonen and
Waldenstrém-Lindblad  {1983). The
CCO was translated inté English by
Ekvall and the staff of the Center for
Studies In Creativity in 19385, The ver-
sion of the instrument used In this
study has fifty questions; five gues-
tions for each of ten dlmensions. Each
item 1s scored from zera to three;
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zero standing for ,not at all applicab-
le* and three for ,appltcable to a
high degree". The dimensions of the
CCQ include: _
Chatlenge — The emotlonal involve-
ment of the members of the organiza-
tion in its operatlons and goals. A
high-chalienge cllmaie Is seen when
the people are experiencing joy and
mesningfulness in their job, and the-
refore, they invest much energy. Low
challenge means feelings of allena-
tion and indifference; the common
sentiment and attitude is apathy and
lack of interest for the job and the
organizatfon.. (Cranbach’s alpha .80;
n = 433]. ’

Freedom — The independence in be-
havior exerted by the people in the
organizatlon. In 2 cimate with much
of this kind of Ireedom people are
making contacts to give and recelve
information and discuss problems and
alternatives; they plan and take ini-
tlatlves of different kinds and they
make decisions, The opposite climate
wonld include people who are passive,
rule-flxed and anxions to stay inside
the frames and established boundaries.
[Cronbach's alpha .72; n = 432].
Dynamism/Liveitness — The eventful-
ness of the life in the organization.
In the highly dynamic situation, new
things are happering all the time and
alternations between ways of thinking
about and handling Issues often occur,
There is a kind of psychological tur-
hmlance which is described hy pecople
in those organizations as ,full speed”
g0, breaknseck", ,maelstrom”, and
the like. The opposite situation could
be compared to a slow jog-trot with
no surprises, There are no new pro-
jects; no different plans. Everything
goes its usual way. {Cronbach's alpha
77, n = 427).

Trust/Openness — The emotlonal sa-
fety in relationships. When there is

a strong level af trust, everyone in
the organization dares to put forward
ideas and opinions. Initlatives can be
taken without fear of reprisals and
ridicale in case of failure. The com-
municatlon is copen and straightfor-
ward. Where trust is missing, people
are susplcious of each other and count
on high expenses for mistakes that
may come. They also are afrald of
being exploited and robbed of thelr

good ideas. [Cronhach's alpha .79;
n = 431}.
Idea Titme — The amount of time

people can use [and do use) for ela-
borating new ideas. In the high idea-
time situvation, the possibilities exist
to discuss and test impulses and fresh
suggestions that are not planned or
included in the task assignment; and
people tend to use these possibilitles.
In the reverse case, every minuote is
booked and specified. The time pres-
sure makes thinking outside the in-
structions and planned routines im-
possible. [Cronbach’s alpha . 78; n =
431}.

Playfulness/Humour — The sponta-
nelty and ease that is displayed. A
relaxed atmosphere with jokes and
laughter charactertzes the organiza-
tion which 1s high in this dimension.
The opposite climate is characterized
by gravity and seriousness. The at-
mosphere is stiff, gloomy and cum-
brous. Jokes and laughter are regard-
ed as improper. (Cronbach’s alpha
27; o = 429].

Conjlicts — The presence of personal
and ewmotional tensiong [in contrast
to idea tensions in the debates dimen-
slon) in the organization. When the
level of conflict is high, groups and
single individuals hate each other and
the climate can be characterized by
~warfare”. Plots and traps are usual
elements in the life of the behave in
a more mature manner; they have
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psychological insight and control of
impulses. {Cronbach's alpha .81; n =
431].

Ideqg Support — The ways new ideas
are treated. In the supportive climate,
ideas and suvgzeestions are received in
an attentlve and kind way by bosses
and workmates. Pepple listen to each
other and encourage initiatives. Pos-
sibilities for trylng out new ldeas are
cregted .The atmosphere is constroc-
tive and positive. When idea support
is low, the reflexive ,no" Is prevailing,
Every suggestion Iz immediately re-
futed by a counter-argument, Faull-
tinding and ocbstacle-raising are the
usual styles of responding to ideas.
(Cronbach’s alpha 87; n = 432].
Debates — The occurrence of encoun-
ters and clashes hetween viewpoints,
ideas, and ditfering experiences and
knowledge. In the debating organiza-
tion many voices are heard and peo-
ple are keen on putting forward their
ldeas. Where debates are missing,
people follow authoritarian patterns
without questioning. [Cronbach's al-
pha .73; n = 428).

Risk-taking — The tolerance of wn-
certainty exposed in the organization.
In the high risk-taking case, decisions
and actions are prompt and rapid,
arising opportunities are taken and
concrete trying 1s preferred to de-
tailed Investigation and analysls. In
a risk-avoiding climate there is a
cautious, hesitant mentality. Feople
try to be on the ,safe side”. They
decide ,to sleep on the matter”. They
set up commltiees and they cover
themselves in many ways before mak-
ing a decision. [Cronbach’'s alpha
.78; n = 433).

Ekvall, Arvonen and Waldenstrim
(1983) cited two studies of the relia-
bility ef the CCQ and report Cron-
bach's alpha ranging from .70 to .92
with & mean of 82.8 for one study

consisting of 192 Individuals, The se-
cond study included 234 subjects
and reported reliabllitles ranging from
.87 to .91 with a mean of 315 They
also reported evidence of factor vali-
dity for 7 factors and the ability of
the CCQ to differentiate between or-
ganlzations or sub-organizations. Ek-
vall and his colleagues also reported
a comparative study of three small
Industrial companies to illustrate the
criterlon validity of the CCQ. They
found that the more innovative and
commercially successful gompanies
were described by thefr employees as
having a more creative organizational
climate. Ekvall [1986) also shared a
summary of research completed with
8 innovative, 15 average and 4 stag-
nated companies, The resulis are
shown below.

Varlable Innovative Average Stagnated

Challenge 2.35 1.50 1.64
Freedom 2.17 1.74 1.52
Dynamism 231 1.55 1.30
Trust 1.82 1860 1.37
Idea Time n/a 111 n/a
Play/Humor 2.18 1.69 1.29
Conflicts 0.71 0.88 0.85
Idea Support 2.09 164 131
Debates 1.54 1.28 0.2 -
Rigk-taking 2.34 112 0.94

The data supports Ekvall’s earlier
findings that the employees within
the more innovative nrganizations de-
scribe their climates as more creative.

The reliability of the version nf the
CCO utllized for this study ranged
from .72 1o .87 with &8 mean of .,78.
Speciilc Cronbach’s alphas can be
found following the description of
each dimension. Additional work at
the Center is concerned with repli-
cating the repnried Swedish validity
findings with US populations and or-
ganizations. A variety of theses and
research projects currently underway
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Table 3 :
CCQ & KA! WILKS' LAMBDA (U-STATISTIC] and UNIVARIATE F — RATIO
{N = 358}

DIMENSION WILKS' LAMSBDA F SIGNIFICANCE
Challenge .95392 B3.472 -0.0113
Freedom 0.99728 1.008 0.2976
Idea support 1.00000 0.941 01.975%
Dynamism 0.99564 1.733 0.18588
Play/humor 0.99405 2.389 0).1245
Dcbates 0.99870 0516 0.4738
Trast 0.99985 1.251 0.2640
Confliet 0.976B0 9.487 0.0022
Risk-taking 0.99487 2.003 01577
ldea time 0.99608 1,568 0.2112

include: studying the factorial com-
position of the CCO, the inter-ltem
reliability, examining the Ilinguistic
validity of the translation, and a va-
riety of concurrent valldity studies.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Means and standard deviations for
the entire group and the two selected
groups on the KAI and CCQ are shown
in Table One. These means and stan-
dard deviatluns are also repotted by
male and female groupings for each
tnstrument in Table Two. Finally, the
results of the discriminant analysis
are shuwn in Table Three.

Since adaptors and innovators were
sarted into twoe groups they were
examined via discriminant analysis to
find the optimal set of predictor va-
rlables on the CCQ ([Klecka, 1980;
Norusis, 1985; Pedhazur, 1982]. In ex-
amining the results of the discriml-
nant analysis the optimal predictor
variables for classification into the
two groups are challenge and con-
flict

Data from these twn variables on
the CCQ were then subject tuv two-
failed t-tests. Innovators and adaptors

differ significantly with respect to
their perception of challenge, with
adaptors perceiving more challenge
than innovaters (t = —2.62; p = .01).
innovators perceive significantly more
conflict than adaptors {t = 3.09;
p = .002].

These findings are conststent with
the prediction made by Kirton and de
Clantis (1889) that innovators will
be more likely to disagree with a
consensus group, The differences in-
dicated from these data also serve
to extend the cancept of cognitive
climate propesed by Kirfon and Mre
Carthy (1958]. In examining the in-
terpersonal clashes which often occur
between p"ersons of very different cog-
nitive style, it may be worthwhile tu
consider that the innovator may be
more likely to see these clashes as
containing an element of personal
attack while adaptors may see the
same difference as being more chal-
lenging.

This preliminary study has a varie-
ty of methodological limitatlons In-
cluding c¢oncerns about the validlty
and reliability of the CCQ, the manner
In which the data were aggregated
and analyzed, as well as the wide
spectrum in the populatlon. However,
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the relationships between these two
very different assessments need 1o
be explored much further.

In attempting to reach goals, solve
problems or achleve some desired fu-
ture state, it seems to be important
to conglder both the orlentation of
the individual who owns the challen-
ge as well as the outlook on the st-
tuation ([Isaksen & Treffinger, 1985]).
Understanding both the cognitlve sty
les of the individuals involved and
the perceptions of the psychological
climate may hold a number of bene-
fits for individuals, teams and orga-
nizations. -

Understanding style and climate
may help individoals explain the dif-
ferences they have in percelving the
same social situation. The increased
awareness of these differences may
assist individuals 1n selecting more
appropriate coping behavior and in-
creasing their effectiveness when
working with others. Individuals may
make hetter use of their existing
strengths and broaden their reper-
toive of coping skills by choosing
more appropriate learning opportu-
nities.

While working groups within orga-
nizations may have a shared cogniti-
ve climate which is made up of the
collective preferred style of the
group’s majority clustered around its
mean or mode (Kirton & MeCarthy,
1888], those who differ greatly from
this style should have different ways
uf approaching challenges or con-
cerns. Undecrstanding differences in
both style and climate can help teams
reach a common perception of the
challenges and concerns they face
and better manage their diversity. This
improved understanding could reduce
the unnecessary clashes or interper-
sonal tension within working groups
and focus more positive energy on
the use of the diversity nf styles and

perceptions to better obtain the goal
or meet the challenge which [aces
the team [Kirton, 1980). Understand-
ing these differences may alsg be
useful for leaders whe will need to
learn different approaches for mem-
bers of the same group.

it is likely that inter- and intra-or-
ganizatignal differences in both style
and climate can be found. These dif-
terences would have implications for
organizational policies and procedu-
res for recruitment, selectlun, place-
ment and iraining. Understanding these
differences rcan help organizations
better leverage their human resources
in accomplishing the varlety of com-
plex tasks peaple must successfutly
undertake in order to malntain and
improve the organizatlonal capacity
for creativity.

Received 15. 2. 1990
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ADAPTORI A INOVATORI: ROZDIELNE VNIMANIE PSYGHOLOGICKE[ KLIMY
PRE TVORIVOST

5.G.isaksen, . Kaufmann
Stihrn

Cielom tejto §todie o rozdelit nisktors
predbe¥né vesledky v§skumu na vifahy
dvaoch odlidafch, hoci doplnkov§ch hod-
notlacich pristupov. Jedn¢m z nich jJe hod-
notenie tvorivého Biflu a druh§ je tvori-
vi klima. Oba tieto pristupy sa poufill
ako milera ivorivej csoby resp. tvorivého
miesta. V literatire o tvorivosti existuji
doposist tleto dva pristupy akosl nezd-

visle af na niekofko v¢nimiek, kioré sa
raoharajl L kognitivnou klimou“ (Kirton
# MecCarthy, 1988). Autori tejto Ztidle sa
sna¥ia zisti¢, & adaptori a Inovdtorl vni-
majd rozdielne tvorivd kllmu. Ako miera
tvorivého 3i¢lu sa poulil dotaznik Kirton
Adaptation Innovation Inventory [KAl] a
ako miera tvorivej klimy — dotazolk
Creative Climate Questlonnarie [CCO).

JATBANTATOPBl 1 MHHOBATOPBIY: PASHOE BOCTIPMATHE
MCHUXOJOTHUYECKOTO KIMMATA /1A TBOPYECTBA

C.T. McakceHd, T Kayithmann
Peawme

[lens0 CTATEM SBANETICR PAIACAECHME HE-
KOTOPRX NPCABAPHTCABHAX PCI¥ALTATOE HA
OTHOUIGHMA ABYX HCOAHHAKOBMX, AOROAHM-

TCHALHMWX ONEHMEAOUWMX Nogxogos. OauH
K3 HHX — ON¢HKA CTHAR TBOPUYECTBA, M
BIOPOM — KIHMMAT TeopuecTBa. OOa 3TH

AGANDAA WCIOABIOBANHMCE KAK MEPA TROp-
YECKODO JNMOE MAM Ke TEOPYECKOTO MECTa.
B AHTEpaType 0 TBOPWECTRC CYMECTRYIOT
A0 CHX [IOp 3TH [Ba NOAYCAA K4K-TO He-
JABMCHMO BPYT OT APYTA, 34 MCKMOTEHMEM

TEX, KOTOpHE 3AHUMAKTECA , KOCHMTHBHEIM
wnamarom”  (KuptoH, MakKapra, 1988).
ANTOPEH AAHHOM CTarbM IHTANHMCE ONQElE-
AKTh, BOCHIPMEHMANT IH ASANTATODE M HH-
HOBATOPHl NO-PASMOMY TEOPYECKHEA KIAM-
mar, Kak Mepa TBOp9eckoro crans Ooia
MCAOAB3OBAH BOUpOCHMK Kirton Adapta-
tion Innovation Inventory (KA&l), W Kak
MEpa THODYECKOro KAHMATA — BONPOCHHK
Creative Climate CQuestlonnaire [CCOI.



