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INTRODUCTION

Nowadays companies have to face new challengesodgiebal competition and the rapid
development of new technologies. In this conteki introduction of innovation in
organizations is often seen as the best way togyaompetitive edge and ultimately survive
in a turbulent environment (Damanpour & Schnei@606; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tushman
& O'Reilly 11I, 2002; West, Hirst, Richter & Shiptg 2004a).
The topic of innovation is especially important émuntry like Italy which in the last annual
report of the European Union analyzing the innaxaperformance across the EU has been
rated as a “moderate innovator” (European Innowateoreboard, 2009). In particular,
Italy’s innovative performance “is below the EU27eeage and the rate of improvement is
also below that of the EU27. Relative strengthsnmgared to the country’s average
performance, are in Finance and support and Ecaneffects and relative weaknesses are
in Human resources, Firm investments and Linkagesnfrepreneurship” (European
Innovation Scoreboard, 2009; p. 5). The reporest#hat in the past 5 years strong growth
in the countries’ innovative performance has besdyced by improvements in human
resource management in order to stimulate the grap® willingness to innovate. Creative
ideas are the basis of all innovation and it isitftBviduals who “develop, carry, react to,
and modify ideas” (Van de Ven, 1986, p. 592). Thwmints out the importance of
understanding how to stimulate innovation among leyges: we therefore focused this
dissertation on individual innovation in the worapé.
West & Farr (1990, p. 9) defined innovation asthe. intentional introduction and
application within a job, work team or organizati@i ideas, process, products or
procedures which are designed to benefit the jubwork team or the organization”. This
definition highlights three main aspects: innovatis a consequence of goal-oriented
activity, innovation is about creating somethingvrte the social setting of adaptation, and
innovation is aimed to produce benefit (West & Arsda, 1996; West, 2002; West et al.,
2004a). The criterion of novelty is not definedaisolute but based on the context so that
innovations may vary on a continuum from minor dadtpns or adjustments to truly
significant changes or inventions which alter thenpises of a certain area (West, 2002).
In line with these considerations, a company coude two basic strategies to seek a
competitive edge (Porter, 1996): differentiation aost leadership. In the former, the
1



organization looks for completely new products erviges that allow the company to
distinguish itself from the competitors in some wadysing the latter strategy, the
organization tries to overcome the competitors Ibgaiing products at a lower cost
comparing to other organizations. Companies thabsé this strategy rely primarily on
improving efficiency and product quality, lookingrfminor changes or small improvements
that allow to reduce costs. Suggestions about lownprove productivity and efficiency
that non-manager or R&D employees are able to deoand apply in their job are
fundamental for this kind of strategy (Axtell, Ham, Usworth et al., 2000; Frese, Teng &
Wijnen, 1999; Naveh & Erez, 2004). As proposed BsE, Teng & Wijnen (1999) this is a
very important issue because companies who aretabiacilitate employees in making
suggestions (i.e. through a structured suggestigste) can achieve important
improvements in quality and quantity of producti@aving a considerable amount of
money. However, the companies that should achiexdest results are those who are able
to use and manage both strategies, depending onspgbkeific requirements of the
environment (Bledow, Frese, Anderson, Erez & F2009).

Traditionally, researches on creativity and innavathave been focused more on “big”
invention, studying the innovative activities of gloyees involved in R&D departments
(Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 999rather than on minor
improvements. This is in line with the evolutiontbé studies on creativity and innovation.
The scientific study of creativity started with tltempt to explain the exceptional
innovative potential of famous artists and scigat{&ing & Anderson, 1995). These first
studies aimed to identify the personality traitattbharacterize highly creative individuals.
More recently, under the influence of the cogndimi creativity has been considered
primarily a mental cognitive process. This leadsctmsidering the association between
creativity/innovation and different styles of thing or problem solving. The early works
that studied innovation from this perspective tem@mphasize the differences between the
less and the more innovative individuals. Kirto®{@) for instance theorized that some
individuals (adaptors) expressed creativity throogtking modifications within the existing
paradigm while others (innovators) express crdgtily breaking out of the existing
paradigm.

Some authors consider creativity as a special ffrproblem solving while others assume
that creativity arises from an ordinary problemvsal process. One of the most used
concept by the former authors to describe non-arginproblem solving process is

“insight”. According to the cognitive psychologisi§the Gestalt school that developed the
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concept of insight, creative problem solving ocadren the individual suddenly see how
the elements of a problem can be managed in aruahwsly to solve the problem.

Recently Amabile (1988) proposed a new approadadativity within the domain of social
psychology. The attention shifts from the cognitpecesses that lead to creativity or
innovation to the outcome of these processes. Alaogrto Amabile (1996), the outcome
approach is a more feasible form of creativity agéibn. Her argument is that even an
assessment of a given thought process as creatise dapend on the end-result of such a
process; either a product or a response of som&. km her consensual definition of
creativity, “a product or response is creative e textent that appropriate observers
independently agree it is creative. Appropriateepbasrs are those familiar with the domain
in which the product” (Amabile, 1996; p. 33).

Using this approach, creativity and innovation ¢enconsidered a sort of performance.
Based on the formula proposed by Campbell & Prittl{a976)performance = f (ability x
motivation) and feasibility (Ford, 1992). So far, there ares¢hkey aspects that lead to
innovative or creative performance. First of aleashould have the ability to perform their
work. This first condition is necessary but notfigsignt because one can have the ability to
perform an activity but can choose not to do it.f&0 the second fundamental factor is the
motivation to perform the activity. The third facts related to the context in which the
action is performed. In fact, there could be soc@tditions that (i.e. don’t have tools to
perform an activity) facilitate or inhibit creatiyiand innovation.

In 1996 Oldham and Cummings stated that “littlekieown about the conditions that
promote the creative performance of individual esgpkes in organizations” (p. 607).
Nowadays our knowledge in the field is consideralyanced, and thanks to some recent
reviews (Anderson, De Dreu & Nijstad; 2004; HulstegAnderson & Salgado, 2009;
Harrison, Neff, Schwall & Zhao, 2009) facilitatoo$ innovation at the individual, group,
and organizational levels have been reliably idexki Despite this consideration, authors
still complain that the majority of researches wnavation have been devoted to finding out
predictors of innovation using cross-sectional giesand used aggregate measure of
innovation or considered only one stage (i.e. irm@etation) of the complex innovation
process.

This dissertation has two main goals. The firsbtegcal and methodological goal is related

to some of the aforementioned issues that arecstilfroversial in the field of innovation. A



first issue is related to the possibility of di#atiating between different innovative work
behaviours (IWBs), related to different phasedefihnovation process.

A second issue is related to shifting the attentiom looking for new predictors to
considering the time dimension, largely neglectegast research. We will investigate how
changes in the work context may influence the eyg#e’ willingness to perform IWB.

A third issue is related to the role of intrinsiotmation in directly and indirectly promoting
IWB as a mediator between resources (organizatiamdividual, etc.) and the employees’
innovation. In fact, despite the big relevance thas been assigned to the concept of
intrinsic motivation, especially in Amabile’s thgoof creativity (1988), the few studies that
have examined the role of intrinsic motivation asnadiator provide results that are
ambiguous (Shalley et al., 2004).

The second goal is related to the practical apdicaand implication of the methodological
and theoretical issues above discussed. The maior ip related to the differences between
two widely used methods to assess individual intiomain the work place: self- and
supervisor evaluation. In this dissertation we iffasome differences between the two
measures, highlighting strengths and weaknessdsotbf. As we stated above, today’'s
employees and organizations are required to manatipeinnovative and ordinary activities.
Using self- and supervisor evaluation we confrome tmost and the less innovative
employees in order to investigate the dark-sidemwdvation. In fact, some authors assume
that the most innovative employees are not soieffién “ordinary performance” as the less
innovative employees. So far, we check if the misbvative employees are also able to
conform to rules and standards, and combine inmmvaefficiently meeting time and
schedule constraints.

In order to achieve these goals we conducted tanegirical studies. They can be read
independently from each other because every studptaims separate theoretical
introductions and discussion sections.

In the first study, using a longitudinal researabsign, we investigate the differences
between two methods commonly used to assess théoysmp’ innovation: self- and
supervisor evaluation. We expect that supervisaluations are more stable across time
compared to the employees’ self-evaluation and thdy using the employees’ self-
evaluation it is possible to detect how changeshm work environment influence the
change in the frequency with which employees make inplement suggestions. We
analyze how job (job autonomy and job demands)aaigdnizational factors (organizational

support for innovation and suggestions facilitatorsobstacles) as well as the employees’
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intrinsic motivation, and changes in these factoruence the employees’ willingness to
make and implement suggestions.

West et al. (2004a) called for a more precise deat@n in the operationalization of the
construct of innovation. In the second study, ideorto address the suggestion advanced by
West et al. (2004a) and in lane with Frese et H999) and Rank et al. (2004), we
conceptualize IWB as composed by three dimensicstedc idea generation, idea
suggestion and idea implementation, and test ttierial structure of the measure used to
assess the employees’ IWB. Using a longitudinadasesh design and the approach proposed
by Salanova & Schaufeli (2008), in which resouraes related to different outcome via
work engagement, we try to shed light on the mdtitwal process that leads from two
resources — job control and the quality of theraatéon between an employee and his or her
supervisor — to IWB.

In the third study, using a person-centered approae analyze which characteristics
differentiate the most innovative employees from lgss innovative ones. We demonstrate
that the first ones are able to take care of detaill respect the norms as well as the second
one. Moreover, there are no differences in thegoerdnce of the two groups for what
concerns quality and efficiency.

In the last chapter, the main results and implceti of the three empirical studies are

summarized, integrated, and discussed in termseob¥erarching goals of this dissertation.






CHAPTER 1

Individual Innovation in the Workplace: Differences Between Self- and
Supervisor Evaluation.

Summary

In the modern economy innovation is seen as ortkeomost important factors that allows
organizations to face the global competitions. MERM systems highlight the importance
of “minor” innovations or improvements as suggessithat employees provide to improve
productivity and quality.

In this study, using a longitudinal research desige investigate the differences between
two methods commonly used to assess employee itianvaself- and supervisor
evaluation. We demonstrate that supervisor evalnas more stable across time compared
to employee self-evaluation and that only usindg-eehluation it's possible to detect how
changes in the work environment influence the fesmqy with which employees make and
implement suggestions.

We analyze how job and organizational factors, emhges in these factors, influence the
employees’ willingness to make and implement suiiges. Results show that employees’
intrinsic motivation and job demands were the niogtortant predictors of self-evaluation
of suggestion making while suggestion facilitatansl organizational support for innovation
were the most important predictors of suggestioplémentation.

1.1. INTRODUCTION

The urge to introduce innovations in organizationsrder to gain a competitive edge and
ultimately survive in today’s market is frequent¢& & Bruce, 1994; Tushman & O’Reilly

[ll, 2002; West, Hirst, Richter & Shipton, 2004&ccording to West (2002), innovations
within an organizational setting include such dif& manifestations as new products,
production processes, manufacturing technologi@scamputer support services; also
administrative changes like new human resource geanant strategies or the introduction

of teamwork are considered innovations.



In this study we focus on individual innovationtire workplace. Although evidence shows
that innovation is a complex phenomenon, West (260g8gests that the innovation process
consists of two main stages: idea generation apiemmentation or application stage. Based
on this perspective, in this paper we distinguistwieen the generation or suggestion stage
and the implementation stage. Innovations may \arya continuum from rather minor
adaptations or adjustments, to truly significaneonrvhich alter the premises of a certain
area (West, 2002). Such minor changes seem to be ama more important to gain
important advantages and this perspective is aekayent in many modern HRM systems
like total quality management, and continuous iniproent. Based on this perspective,
many authors (Axtell, Holman, Unsworth et al., 20Bfese, Teng & Wijnen, 1999; Naveh
& Erez, 2004) stressed the importance of the miclwanges or suggestions that non-
manager or R&D employees are able to provide amglyam their job to improve
productivity and quality. In this study we use tieem individual innovation to refer to:
making suggestions to improve different aspecth@fob; suggestion implementation.

One of the most important issues in innovation aege is how to select a measurement
method to investigate different aspects relatetthéocomplex process of innovation. In fact,
“literature is characterized by a diversity of apgrhes, prescriptions and practices that can
be confusing and contradictory” (Adams, Bessant l&Ips, 2006; p. 21). For instance,
individual innovation is usually assessed by sslipervisor or peer ratings (Axtell, Holman
& Wall, 2006; Janssen, 2000, 2004; Miron, Erez &&la 2004). The use of objective data
is less frequent, in spite of some exception in ganes that use a structured suggestion
system (Frese at al., 1999; Oldham & Cummings, 1986a recent meta-analysis on team
innovation, Hulsheger, Anderson & Salgado (2009pwsithat different measurement
methods and sources “display only moderate coroefatind, moreover, “the relationships
between antecedent variables and innovation diffebstantially depending on the
measurement method” (p. 23).

While many authors conceptualized innovation asulirstage phenomenon (Rogers, 1995;
West, 2002; West & Farr, 1990), in empirical resbacurrent measures only address one
component (e.g. “idea implementation”; West, Sheicki, Hardy & Dawson, 2004b) or,
when they considered more components, due to thle inter-correlations between the
components, authors decided that the differentcsshould be combined and treated as a
global measure of innovative work behaviour (eans$en, 2000, 2004; Scott & Bruce,
1994).



Research on performance and 360° feedback showdififexent kind of raters (i.e., peers,
self, supervisor) are able to detect different amgkful perspectives in measuring
performance (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). Moreover, thesaedies show that the more similar
the different aspects that have to be evaluatedin@be case of idea suggestion and
implementation) by others, the higher the correlmamong these aspects (Murphy, Jako &
Anhalt, 1993). This effect increases when behavismot directly observable as in the case
of the first stage of the innovation process. lis gtage employees are engaged in finding
and defining problems, searching for solutions,etlgying ideas, which are mostly internal
cognitive processes that may remain unobservabte san unknowable to supervisors.
Moreover, employees may develop and submit sugestiot necessarily to the supervisor.
A first question arises from these consideratialasself- and supervisor evaluation allow to
detect and distinguish both the idea suggestiggesdad the implementation one?
Employees directly experiment small changes inrthark context or in their job; the
supervisor, on the contrary, may perceive such gesrafter some time or perceive only
major ones. Axtell et al. (2006) have pointed dwttemployee innovation is also often
influenced by salient aspects of the work situatbanging over time. A second question
arises from these considerations: how is it posdibldetect the influence of these changes
on innovation?

Using a longitudinal research design, the overalppse of this study is to provide data
relevant to these questions and to deal with sdntleeoneglected issues related to the most

used method (self- versus supervisor rating) engaldg evaluate individual innovation.

1.1.1. Self - versus Supervisor Evaluation

Authors use supervisor rating as a more reliablasme compared to self-rating for
different reasons. First of all, from a psychol@gipoint of view, one can assume that when
people are called to self-evaluate their perforreanc positively characterized work
behaviours, they tend to overrate their performahseto social desirability; moreover self-
raters tend to be lenient (Nilsen & Campbell, 19%3cond, using two different sources to
get data related to independent and dependenbiesid is possible to avoid the problem of

common method variance.



Despite this consideration, authors stressed thmortance of using different sources of
information to asses work behaviour because eaehobrihem is useful to detect some
specific aspect (Arvey & Murphy, 1998). In evalmgtiinnovation, this consideration is
especially important because of the nature of threcept. A lot of studies on innovation
support convergent validity of self- and supervisatings of innovation even if the
correlation between the measures is quite low (IReteal., 2000; Janssen, 2000). In the
first stage of innovation, people deal with actest connected with the generation and
promotion of new ideas. In this phase, people cayyest their ideas to colleagues and not
to the supervisor, or test small changes to imptbee work autonomously. The supervisor
evaluation may miss these innovative activities amlly acknowledge those activities
connected with successful changes or improveméatiseémployees show to impress the
supervisor (Janssen, 2000).

Several studies on performance evaluation showatiten raters tend to evaluate the person
and not the behaviour; this phenomenon has be&dcélalo error” (Murphy et al., 1993).
As Murphy et al. (1993) suggest, “halo errors maguiifferences in the mean ratings
received by different individuals and flatten theedap profile of ratings, compressing
differences between rating of different areas afquenance” (p. 223). We can assume that
the supervisor gets a general impression of emplayaovation without considering single
aspects that characterized the innovation proddéss.would lead to a very high correlation
between different aspects of performance (espgaidien evaluating aspects similar in the

nature as ideas suggestion and implementation).

Therefore, the first two hypotheses are:

H1: The correlation between the frequency with Wwhemployees make suggestions and the
frequency with which such suggestions are impleadeist significantly higher when using
supervisor evaluation rather than self-evaluation.

H2: Supervisor evaluation of employee innovatiaed suggestion and implementation) is

more stable across time compared to employee galfiation.

In addition, as literature suggests, supervisorsl ted evaluate the person and not the
behaviour of the ratee. So far, it could be difti¢a observe changes in such evaluation in a
short time span because they are quite stabletower This means that using supervisor
evaluation as dependent variable it will be diffido observe any effect of predictors on a

specific stage of the innovation process contrglfor the other one.
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So far, we hypothesize that:

H3.: Using supervisor evaluation the majority oktlariance in idea suggestion will be
explained by suggestion implementation becausembevill be strongly correlated. So far,
no effect of predictors on idea suggestion, cofitrglfor idea implementation, will be
observed.

H3a.: Using supervisor evaluation, the majority oe variance in suggestion
implementation will be explained by idea suggesti@tause the two will be strongly
correlated. So far, no effect of predictors on idaglementation, controlling for idea
suggestion, will be observed.

1.1.2. Predictors of Individual Innovation

Bledow, Frese, Erez, Anderson & Farr (2009) sugdleat while some of the factors
considered in the research (i.e., shared visiomuative organizational culture) have been
reliably found to be related with innovation, faher factors findings remain contradictory.
Despite this consideration, in general authors eagre stating that individual and job
characteristics are mostly important in the firtiges of innovation while social and
contextual factors are especially related to tlsedtages of innovation, when the new ideas
are implemented (Axtell at all., 2000; West, 200%2est et al., 2004b). One of the few
studies on individual innovation that empiricallypports this consideration is the one by
Axtell et al. (2000). In this research, shopfloonaovation was investigated. Authors show
that suggestion making is especially related toividdal (role breadth self-efficacy,
production ownership) and job factors (problem-sgvdemands, machine maintenance)
while implementation is especially related to gr@uu organizational factors (team leader
support, team method control, team role breadtppau for innovation, participation,
management support).

For what concerns individual characteristics, fectike the ability to think creatively,
experience within the domain, and also motivaticiaators have been found to play a
significant role in the first stages of the innagatprocess, where creativity is especially
important (Amabile, 1990)n particular, intrinsic motivation can be descdbe&s the core

concept within the creativity theory of Amabile @B 1996). Intrinsic motivation is defined
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as “the motivation to engage in work primarily ftg& own sake, because the work itself is
interesting, engaging, or in some way satisfyilyh@bile, Hill, Hennessey & Tighe, 1994;
p. 950). Despite the attention that has been ddwuoté¢his concept in literature, few studies
have directly tested its importance (Shalley & Gils 2004), especially in the area of
individual innovation. Tierney, Farmer & Graen (999in a field study examining creative
performance in the work setting, prove that wherplegyees enjoy creative related tasks
(intrinsic motivation) their level of creative outp(creative performance evaluated by the
supervisor; invention disclosure forms; researgiors) is higher than for the employees
that have low intrinsic motivation. Making suggess implies thinking new ways to
improve different aspects of the job. This is aonary activity that requires creativity
and is not explicitly requested by the job, so ¢hgloyees’ intrinsic motivation in dealing
with tasks that require creativity should be venportant.

Job characteristics have also been identified #seimtial factors for both creativity
(Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Tierney & Farmer, 20029 annovation (Axtell, 2000; West
et al., 2004b). Drawing from the work of HackmanQ8dham (1980), three aspects of the
job can be considered central for facilitating treaperformances: autonomy, challenge
and complexity (Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Axtell @&t (2000) prove that job complexity is
an important factor in influencing making suggessio Individuals must have some
autonomy and discretion to have the opportunitynaking and implementing suggestions.
It is reasonable to think that employees who detid @omplex jobs that are challenging and
allow to use different skills should be encouragedhaking suggestions. As West (2002)
hypothesized, another important job factor that foeter innovation is (an adequate level
of) job demands. Job demands should be importantbédh suggestion making and
suggestion implementation because people can lmeaged to reduce or keep an adequate
level of job demands.

Making ideas and making an effort to apply themrasley activities because employees that
promote changes to improve work have to modify“gtatus quo” and expose themselves
to promote the improvements. Supervisors and apliesa could resist to change and be an
obstacle for idea suggestion and implementatiorofigs of innovation (West, 1990) and
various field research (Scott & Bruce, 1994, Fretsal., 1999; Axtell et al., 2000) show that
a supportive environment is one of the most imparfactors in promoting innovation. An
important organizational factor that can contribtdecreating a supportive environment is
the perception that the organization gives valwksarpports innovation (West & Anderson,
1996).
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Frese et al. (1999) show that hindrances (i.e.atnag organizational barriers that could
generate among employees the belief that suggestianot welcomed by the company)
can make it harder to submit suggestions to a foarganization suggestion program. We
assume that different kinds of obstacles (i.e.,tadtave resources to implement ideas) or
facilitators (as the employees’ perception thay tten easily find help to develop ideas) are
even more important to propose and apply suggestiothose organizational contexts that

don’t have any formal system for collecting andeassg ideas.

On the basis of the aforementioned arguments atiiatences among individual and job
characteristics, and organizational factors, weoktypsize that:

H4: Individual and job characteristics will be stiger related to idea suggestion (using
employee self-evaluation) than employees’ percemtimrganizational factors.

H5: Employees’ perception of organizational facterl be stronger related to suggestion
implementation (evaluated by employees) than idaal and job characteristics.

In a recent review on innovation, Anderson, De Di&uNijstad (2004) stated that
facilitators of innovation at the individual, grqupnd organizational levels have been
reliably identified. The authors still complain tiiae majority of research on innovation has
been devoted to finding out predictors of innovatising cross-sectional design. Based on
this consideration, in the present study we warghift the attention (from looking for new
predictors) and consider the time dimension, |argelglected in past research. On the one
hand, we assume that supervisor ratings of employewation tend to be stable over time,
even if actual changes in the environment or joly tnave an influence on employees’
workload (i.e., extra efforts connected to orgatiwel changes) and/or employees’
perceptions of organizational factors. On the otierd, we argue that employees directly
experiment changes in the work context so that eyed self-evaluation of making and
implementing suggestions will be more sensibleh@nges in job and organizational factors
than supervisor evaluation. In fact, changes intced in the work environment may
modify the employees’ work behaviours and ofters¢henodifications are related to “micro-
behaviours” directly connected to work activitidsatt could be not visible for the

supervisors.
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Based on these considerations we hypothesize that:

H6: Changes in supervisor evaluation of idea suggeswill be predicted by individual and
job characteristics, and employees’ perception wfaoizational factors (and not by the
changes in these factors).

H6a: Changes in supervisor evaluation of suggestioplementation will be predicted by
individual and job characteristics, and employepsrception of organizational factors
(and not by the changes in these factors).

H7: Changes in employee self-evaluation of ideayestjon will be predicted by changes in
individual and job characteristics, and by changes employees’ perceptions of
organizational factors.

H7a: Changes in employee self-evaluation of suggestnplementation will be predicted
by changes in individual and job characteristicedady changes in employees’ perceptions

of organizational factors.

1.2. METHOD

1.2.1. The company

We tested our hypotheses on a medium-sized Italie@l company which employs about
400 people and has three main divisions locatetiree different areas in a city in central
Italy: one division (88 employees) is a specialisgghufacturer of spur and bevel gears; a
second division (86 employees) is a worldwide sgpplof comprehensive gear
manufacturing solutions; the third division (134mayees) is a producer of wire and cable
manufacturing equipment and machinery. By May 200f% various divisions were
relocated to a new shared location to save suppty @ordination costs and improve
productivity. Ninety-two employees of the staff wan another city; they have not been
involved in the research because their plant resnaiifits current location. The relocation of
the company was assisted by a skilled team of eeginassuring the most efficient

transition time as well as continuous productiotpats.
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1.2.2. Sample and Procedure

The study was part of a broader research projecemployee innovation within the
organization. The managers of this company wererasted in investigating how to
facilitate and encourage employees in suggestings W@ boost productivity and quality.
We collected data at two points in time: in AprdD@, before the relocation, and three
months after the change had been completed. Wee ¢hsstime span on the basis of four
interviews (one with the human resources directdh® whole company and one with each
director of the three divisions). Managers or ergeés in high rank positions were not
involved in the research because — according tohtlrean resources director — making
suggestions to improve organizational efficiencyast of their job. We thus focused the
analysis on blue and white collar workers. We dtieevsample from the organization chart
of the three divisions and selected 260 employkas rhet the aforementioned criteria.
Participation in the survey was voluntary and oderfitiality was assured; a questionnaire
was administrated during normal working hours iffedént sessions facilitated by the
researchers and involving groups of 7 to 15 emg@syer each session. We collected 230
usable questionnaires at T1 (we ruled out 9 incetepfjuestionnaires) and 218 at T2 (we
ruled out 13 incomplete questionnaires); matchidgahd T2 respondents we therefore
obtained a total of N = 207 employees that filled the questionnaires.

A second questionnaire was filled out by 28 sumemnd. They rated the frequency with
which employees make suggestions and the frequertbywhich those suggestions have
been implemented. Three supervisors did not ratenployees because they had recently
changed job or working area, leading to a totaNaf 198 with a response rate of 76.15%.
Participants were mainly men (81.8%), the averaged the sample was 44.15 (s.d. 8.37)
years with a medium tenure of 15.1 (s.d. 10.76)s/ea

1.2.3. Measures

All variables were assessed using previously d@esloscales with the exception of two
specific variables related to “suggestion obstédcesl “suggestion facilitators” that will be
described below. The majority of the scales weitgimally developed and published in

English and had already been used in an ItaliamegbnAt T1, the instructions asked the
15



subjects to answer thinking about their work exgrare “in general” while at T2, to be sure
that people responded thinking about their actitaadson after the relocation, instructions
specifically asked employees to answer thinkinguabtheir working situation in the

previous 3 months. The scales that were used arzibled below.

Innovation We measured two components of individual innovatsuggestion makingnd
suggestionmplementationWe used the scales developed by Axtell et aD@2hcluding 6
items for suggestion making, that investigatedfteguency with which the respondent had
proposed changes or improvements to various aspdctee work (1. new targets or
objectives; 2. new working methods or technique$ie8v methods to achieve work targets;
4. new information or recording systems; 5. newdpad or product improvements; 6. other
aspects of their work) and 6 items for suggestmoplémentation, that include the same
aspects but investigated the frequency with whigfgsstions have been implemented.

To evaluate the appropriateness in the specifitesdof the items that measure innovation,
we checked them during the interviews with theréabors. On the base of these interviews
we chose to rule out from each scale the item “m&sgets or objectives” because the
directors said that the employees that had beeolvied in the research did not have the
possibility to choose targets or objectives forirterk. Moreover, we modified two items
to make them more adherent to the specific orgéinizal context and easily understandable
for the employees and supervisors (changes weaiteceto item 3. “new ways or methods
to achieve work targets”; and 4. “new methods acpdure to collect, manage and spread
information”). The respond format was a 7-point drikkscale ranging from never (0) to
always (6), the same scales were completed bythetemployees and the supervisors. We
provided the supervisors with a questionnaire withname of each employee that had to be

rated.

Work characteristicsWe assessed two work characteristics using thees@roposed by

Karasek (1985) in the job content instrument aneaaly used in an Italian context
(Magnavita, 2008; Massei & Zappala, 2009). Thresgng proposed by Karasek for the
dimension “decision authority” have been used tasuesjob autonomy(i.e., “My job

allows me to make a lot of my own decisions”; thipha of .67 at T1 and .71 at T2 is
adequate for a 3 item scale. We measyobddemandsising 7 items proposed by Karasek

(i.e., “My job requires | work fast”), this measuras good reliability at T1 and T2. For both
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measures items were rated on a seven point Likate-ghat ranged from “0 = completely
disagree” to “6 = completely agree”.

Intrinsic motivation We used 4 of the 5 items proposed by Tierney. ¢1899) to measure

intrinsic motivationand already used in an ltalian context (Zappala &#&i, 2009). We
ruled out an item, “lI enjoy engaging in analyti¢hinking”, because it was not easily
understandable for blue collar workers. The scahges from “0 = completely disagree” to

“6 = completely agree”.

Suggestion obstacles and facilitatoBn the basis of the 9 interviews with white araeb

collar workers that had not been selected to fill the questionnaire we created 8 items
related to factors that employees consider impedlisner facilitators to suggestion making
and implementation. We ran an exploratory factoalgsis in SPSS using maximum
likelihood extraction method and a direct oblimiatation; we obtained a two-factor
solution confirmed by the analysis of the eigengalacree plot. We labelled the first factor,
composed by 5 items,stiggestion facilitator's (“I have access to sufficient technical
competences to develop my ideas”; “I can easilg fielp to develop new ideas”; “I know
exactly at whom | can present new ideas or proggsdl have enough time to elaborate
and develop new ideas or improvement to submiiéccompany”; “Ideas are welcomed no
matter who submits them”); this factor explained1®36 of variance. The second factor,
including 3 items, has been labelledufjgestion obstacles(l don’t have enough
organizational resources to develop my ideas”; fteas that | present are not taken into
account”; “there isn’t any advantage in submittidgas and suggestions to the company”)
and accounted for an 18.82% of explained variaAtleitems loadings on its own factor
were higher than .60 and lower than |.11| on therdictor. The respond format was a 7-

point Likert-scale ranging from “completely disagi€0) to “completely agree” (6).

Organizational support for innovatioifhis variable has been measured using 8 items

related to the dimension of group support for irat@n of the Team Climate Inventory
developed by West & Anderson (1996) and validatecan Italian context (Ragazzoni,
Baiardi, Zotti, Anderson & West, 2002). We tailordus scale to be used at organizational

level as has been already done in other researatucted in an Italian context (Zappala &

17



Massei, 2008). The respond format ranged from “@ompletely disagree” to “6 =

completely agree”.

DemographicsParticipants indicated gender, age and job tene.used these data as

control variables.

1.3. RESULTS

Before testing the hypotheses, data screening semlyvere conducted to identify
differences among respondents and non-respondants, to check deviations from
normality. Data proved to be fairly normal and sefstr non-respondent bias didn’t indicate
any differences among employees who filled in thesgjonnaire and who did not for what
concerns demographics characteristics. We compargaoyees in the panel group (N =
198) with the drop-outs (N = 32) considering ak tariables measured at T1. The results
from T-test (Table 1) showed that the panel groifferéd from the drop-outs in terms of
perceptions of suggestion facilitators, suggestitaking and implementation (supervisor
evaluation). In particular, employees who did nibtout the questionnaire at T2 perceived
less suggestion facilitators and have been evalsgdess ready to propose and implement

suggestions compared to employees who filled augtkestionnaire on both waves.

Table 1. Differences among respondents and nonemégpts on the variables measured at
T1.

Mean Mean t d.f. p
resp. T1-T2 non-resp. T2
Sugg. facilitators T1 3.39 2.47 3.34 228 .001
Suggestion making — 2.42 1.85 238 228 02
supervisor evaluation ~ ) ' ' )
Suggestion imp. — 2.28 1.74 2.23 228 03

supervisor evaluation Tl
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1.3.1. Differences among Self- and Supervisor evaiiion

The means, standard deviations and correlationalifeonsidered variables are presented in
Table 2. We can note that the correlation amon@rargttional support for innovation and
organizational facilitators was quite high in batlaves and equal to .64. However, the
correlation value is lower than .75, the limit thashford & Tsui (1992) consider
problematic for the multicollinearity.

The first hypothesis stated that the correlatiamvben the frequency with which employees
make suggestions and the frequency with which suglgestions are applied is significantly
higher using supervisor evaluation rather than-eedluation. To test this hypothesis we
used the method proposed by Cohen & Cohen (1983}, Each correlation coefficient is
converted into az-score using Fisher's-to-z transformation. Then, making use of the
sample size employed to obtain each coefficierdselz-scores are compared using the
formula 2.8.5 (Cohen & Cohen, 1983, p. 54). Cotretes suggestion making and
suggestion implementation, evaluated by superviseese equal to .91 (rl) at T1 and T2;
correlations between ideas suggestion and impleatient evaluated by employees, were
equal to .77 (r2) at T1 and T2. The difference agnoh and r2 (.14) was statistically
significant (Z = 5.01 confidence interval for théfefences .24 < .14 < .65 with p < .01)
confirming H1.

In the second hypothesis we assumed that supemisduation of employee innovation is
more stable across time compared to employee walfr&tion. Correlation between
suggestion making at T1 and suggestion making aeV&uated by supervisors, was equal
to .76 (rl); correlation between suggestion impletagon at Tl and suggestion
implementation at T2, evaluated by supervisors, a@sal to .67 (r2); correlation among
suggestion making at T1 and suggestion making aeV&uated by employees, was equal
to .55 (r3); correlation among suggestion impleragoh at Tl and suggestion
implementation at T2, evaluated by employees, waslgo .54 (r4).

For what concerns suggestion making, in line with loypothesis, the difference among rl
and r3 (.21) was statistically significant (Z = 3.donfidence interval for the differences .12
< .21 < .56 with p < .01); also the difference ago® and r4 (.13), related to suggestion
implementation, was statistically significant (Z 204 confidence interval for the

differences .01 < .13 < .44 with p < .05), therefaypothesis H2 was confirmed.
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Table 2.Means. standard deviation and correlations. Rdiliakeistimates &) are shown in parenthesis on the diaaonal.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Gender 1.18 .39
2. Age 4415 837 -.02
3. Job tenure 15.11 10.76 .04 .55*
4. Intrinsic motivation T1 4.98 .95 -01 .01 -01  (.86)
5. Job demands T1 4.31 1.05 .18* .05 .07 .30%  (.80)
6. Job autonomy T1 400 126 -01 .01 .01 .19% .36  (.67)
7. Suggestion obstacles T1 2.86 152 -01 -.09 .00 -.10 -03  -32% (74
8. Suggestion facilitators T1 3.39 146 -11 .14* 07  .25%  20%  49% -20%  (.85)
9. Org. support for inn. T1 339 144 .01 .12 .03 26" 36" 33" -20% 64  (.95)
10. Suggestion making - 322 161 -11 .12 .18 46" 41 27*  _03 .35% 30"  (.94)
employee evaluation T1
11. Sugg. implementation - 267 1.65 -05 .17¢ 21% 42w 30% 40 -22% B3t  A7% 77 (.95)
employee evaluation T1
12. Suggestion making — 242 122 04 .00 .09 197 21% 3% .09  17* .06 .22% 23%  (.93)
supervisor evaluation T1
13. Sugg. implementation -, 55 157 g1 g2 08 .a6* .22 32%  -08 .20% 08  .22%  23%  91%  (.95)
supervisor evaluation T1
14. Intrinsic motivation T2 4.25 151 -02 .01 .05 AB*F 28% 33w 10 .38% 34%x ABR AQR Q% 7%
15. Job demands T2 4.05 122 .18% -08 .05  .21% 1™  32% .12 21%  35%  3E%  24% 26 21%
16. Job autonomy T2 357 143 .03 .00 .10  .16* .30% 59  -16*  40%  32% 27 3% 25k 7w
17. Suggestion obstacles T2 2.99 1.61 -.08 -08 .01 .03 .00 -1 .25 -13 -18* -03 -.06 22 -.01
18. Suggestion facilitators T2  2.79 159 -12 .04 .10 A7* 0 22% 27% - 34% B4R AQ 31 37 17* 19%
19. Org. support for inn. T2 3.01 1.48 -.09 .04 .06 A3 .33 28*  -25% 5O 5O DG% 3] 12 .14*
20. Suggestion making - 239 170 .00 .00 .12 .37% 34  26% 09 .34 32 55 5O 7k G
employee evaluation T2
21. Sugg. implementation - 194 162 -02 .01 .18 34 347  39% 200 40" 4L 4T* 54 3 30w
employee evaluation T2
22. Suggestion making — 246 145 .06 -16* .01 26" 28% 24 03 12 .08  .28% 220  76% 64
supervisor evaluation T2
23.Sugg. implementation -, 1 340 g4 Lq7v 00 27% 26"  22% 03 .09 .03 267 19%  7am g7

supervisor evaluation T2
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employee evaluation T2
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(.93)

A0%*
AS**

-.16*

.39%*
.35%*

54x*

49

.26**

24

(.87)

44x*

.03

29%*
.34

AB**

44x*

29

.30%*

(.71)
- 14*
425
425

37**
51
,25**

,26%*

(.76)
-.23w*
-18*

-.03
-.08
.07

.07

(.90)

.64**
.50%*

.60**

.10

.09

(.96)
34

54x*
A1

.07

(.95)

T

34%*

37

(.95)
37

37

(.95)

1%

(.95)

*p < .05. *p < .01.



We hypothesized that it will not be possible toedéthe effect of the predictors on a single
aspect of employee innovation controlling for thtbes one, using supervisor evaluation.
The findings presented in Table 3 and Table 4 confiypotheses 3 and 3a, in fact all the
partial correlations among predictors and suggestinaking (holding suggestion
implementation constant), and predictors and suggesimplementation (holding

suggestion making constant), were not significant.

Table 3. Partial correlation of predictors variablevith suggestion making and

implementation (evaluated by supervisors) at T1.

Partial correlation Partial correlation

suggestion making T1 suggestion implementation T1

(controlling for imp. T1) (controlling for sugg. making T1)
1.Gender .06 -.05
2. Age -.06 .06
3. Job tenure .07 -.04
4.Intrinsic motivation T1 A1 -.03
5.Job demands T1 .02 .08
6.Job autonomy T1 .05 .09
7.Suggestion obstacles T -.04 .00
8.Sugg. facilitators T1 -.04 A2
9.0rg. support forinn. T1 -.03 .06

*p <.05; *p<.01

Table 4. Partial correlation of predictors variablevith suggestion making and

implementation (evaluated by supervisors) at T2.

Partial correlation Partial correlation

suggestion making T2 suggestion implementation T2

(controlling for imp. T2) (controlling for sugg. making T2)
1.Gender .05 -.03
2. Age -.02 -.05
3. Job tenure .01 -.01
4.Intrinsic motivation T2 .10 .01
5.Job demands T2 .04 10
6.Job autonomy T2 .04 .08
7.Suggestion obstacles T .05 .02
8.Sugg. facilitators T2 .02 -.01
9.0rg. support for inn. T2 12 -.08

*p <.05; *p <.01
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1.3.2. Relation among Individual Characteristics, PBrception of Job and

Organizational Factors, and Suggestion Making andrhplementation

In order to test hypotheses 4 and 5 regardingdadlation of the predictors with suggestion
making and suggestion implementation, evaluatedebyloyees, we use the partial
correlation with the same rationale used for sugenevaluation. As we can see in Table 5,
at T1 individual and job characteristics were pesiy related only to suggestion making,
except for job autonomy that is positively relatedy to suggestion implementation, and all
but one (suggestion obstacles) individual perceptiborganizational characteristics were

related only to suggestion implementation.

Table 5. Partial correlation of predictors variablevith suggestion making and
implementation (evaluated by employees) at T1.

Partial correlation Partial correlation
suggestion making T1 suggestion implementation T1
(controlling for imp. T1) (controlling for sugg. making T1)
1.Gender -13 07
2. Age -.02 12
3. Job tenure 03 11
4.Intrinsic motivation T1 Dk 11
5.Job demands T1 30%* -04
6.Job autonomy T1 - 08 ok
7.Suggestion obstacles T DDk - 31**
8.Sugg. facilitators T1 11 A4+
9.0rg. support for inn. T1 212 A0**

*p <.05; *p<.01

The pattern is less clear at T2 but if we exclude autonomy, that is related only to
suggestion implementation like at T1, and suggesbbstacles, even at T2 (Table 6)
individual and job characteristics were related enstrongly to suggestion making than
individual perception of organizational factors, ilwh- in line with our hypothesis — we
found an opposite pattern for suggestion implentemtathat was stronger related to
individual perception of organizational factors. \6&n therefore consider H4 and H5 only

partially confirmed.
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It's interesting to highlight three unexpected etation: a positive correlation (.22) among
obstacles and suggestion making at T1 (althouglsigatficant, we observe also a negative
correlation pattern for suggestion facilitators amganizational support for innovation with
suggestion making); a negative correlation (-.14yween organizational support for
innovation and suggestion making at T2; job autonobeing positively related to
suggestion implementation only and not to suggestaking.

Table 6. Partial correlation of predictors variablevith suggestion making and

implementation (evaluated by employees) at T2.

Partial correlation Partial correlation

suggestion making T2 suggestion implementation T2

(controlling for imp. T2) (controlling for sugg. making T2)
1.Gender .03 -.02
2. Age -.01 .02
3. Job tenure -.03 14~
4.Intrinsic motivation T2 29%* 14
5.Job demands T2 22%* 16*
6.Job autonomy T2 -.04 .39%*
7.Suggestion obstacles T. .04 -.09
8.Sugg. facilitators T2 .07 .39%*
9.0rg. support for inn. T2 -.14* AT

*p <.05; *p <.01

1.3.3. Considering the Time Dimension: Predictors fo Suggestion Making and
Suggestion Implementation across Time

We assumed that supervisor evaluations of emplayeevation were less sensible to
changes in predictors because they are quite stabletime, even if there could have been
a change that influenced the employees’ workload.,(ias in our case, extra efforts
connected to company relocation) or perceptionsrgénizational factors. In order to test
our last hypotheses and gain a longitudinal petsgeof our data we run 4 hierarchical
regression models based on the same rationale fdroslelf- and supervisor evaluation. We
used as dependent variables suggestion making afeV&uated by employees and

supervisors), and suggestion implementation at €Ral¢ated by employees and
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supervisors). In the first step of the regressi@emtered control variables. In the second
step we introduced the dependent variable measate@ll to detect changes in the
dependent variable. In the third step we enterediptors variables measured at T1 to test
cross-lagged effect. In the final step we addedpiieglictors variables measured at T2 to
detect effects related to changes in these varfedoie T1 to T2.

Table 7 reports the results related to supervis@uation that confirm H6 and H6a:
changes in supervisor evaluation of employee int@wva(suggestion making and
implementation) were predicted by individual an® jcharacteristics, and the employees’
perception of organizational factors measured atah#l not by changes in these variables.
Control variables explained 4% of the variancehim dependent variables and, in particular,
age was negatively related to suggestion makingimpiementation. The most important
predictors of suggestion making and implementati@ne the past behaviours, in fact the
earlier level of suggestion making, measured atekplained 56% of unique variance in the
variable measured at T2 and suggestion implementa&kplained 45% of the variance in
suggestion implementation at T2. For what concéradagged effects, the most important
predictor of change in suggestion making were exgensic motivation and job demands so
that younger and intrinsic motivated employees waiceived more job demands proposed
more suggestions compared to older and less imrmetivated people that were engaged
in less demanding jobs. As expected, due to thie tigrelation among suggestion making
and implementation, we found a similar patterndeange in suggestion implementation. In
this case the most important predictors were agdrdarninsic motivation.

As assumed in H7 and H7@hanges in employee self-evaluation of suggestiakimy were
predicted by changes in individual and job chargties, and changes in the employees’
perception of organizational factors. The result§able 8 show that, even in this case, the
most important predictors were suggestion makirdyienplementation measured at T1, that
explained respectively 30% and 28% of unique vaean the same variables measured at
T2.
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Table 7. Hierarchical regression of employees’ vatmn (suggestion making and
implementation) evaluated by supervisors, on ptedscvariables measured at T1 and T2.

Supervisor-rated Supervisor-rated
suggestion making T2 suggestion implementation T2
F Entry Final R?2 AR? F Entry Final R2 AR2
B B B B
Step 1: 2.87* .04 .04* 2.93% .04 .04*
control variables
Gender .05 .00 .03 -.01
Age S23% - 10% 247 20
Job tenure A3 .04 13 .07
Step 2 73.23** 60  .56* 47.12% 49 45
Sugg. making T1 Ny i - -
Sugg. impl. T1 67 63
Step 3: 31.76** 63 03* 21.65** 53 .04
predictors at T1
Intrinsic mot. T1 10* 06 .16** .13*
Job demands T1 11* 12* .10 .06
Job autonomy T1 .04 -.10 -.01 -.08
S. obstacles T1 .03 -01 .06 .03
S. facilitators T1 .00 .01 -.03 -.02
Org. sup. inn. T1 01 02 -.03 -.02
Step 4: 20.35%* .64 .01 14.21* .56 .03
predictors T2
Intrinsic mot. T2 09 09 .07 .07
Job demands T2 -.02 -02 .09 .09
Job autonomy T2 08 .08 .09 .09
S. obstacles T2 .04 .04 .04 .04
S. facilitators T2 -.10 -.10 -.06 -.06
Org. sup.inn. T2 .01 -.01 -.05 -.05

*p <.05; *p<.01
We can considered H7 as fully confirmed becausaegdsin suggestion making (evaluated

by employees) were predicted by changes in the @repk’ intrinsic motivation, job

demands and perception of suggestion facilitatorgarticular the fourth step, where the
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predictors measured at T2 were entered in the ssigre models, explained 14% of unique

variance in suggestion making and 20% in suggestiphementation.

Table 8. Hierarchical regression of employee intioma (suggestion making and

implementation) self-evaluated, on predictors \d#ea measured at T1 and T2.

suggestion making T2

Self-rated
suggestion implementation T2

F

Step 1: 1.34
control variables

Gender
Age
Job tenure

Step 2 22.60%
Sugg. making T1
Sugg. impl. T1

Step 3: 11.50**

predictors at T1

Intrinsic mot. T1
Job demands T1
Job autonomy T1
S. obstacles T1
S. facilitators T1
Org. sup. inn. T1

Step 4: 12.26**

predictors at T2

Intrinsic mot. T2
Job demands T2
Job autonomy T2
S. obstacles T2
S. facilitators T2
Org. sup. inn. T2

Self-rated
Entry  Final
p p
.01 .05
-.08 -.03

17 .04*
56** .28
12 .08
.08 -.02
.04 .02
-.01 .05
.09 -.03
.09 .02
21% 2]
A9r 19x
.02 .02
.05 .05
33 33
-.07 -.07

R2

.02

.32

.38

4R?

.02

.30**

.06**

145

3.00*

23.03*

13.20**

17.76%*

Entry
p

-.02
-12
.25%*

54

A1
.10
14*
-.03
.02
.15

.03
.15*
.15*

.03

32%*
21+

Final R2 4AR2

p
04 .04

.02
-.07
A1

.32 .28**

.30**

41 .09*

12
-.07
.09
.04

-.16*
-.02

.61 .20*

.03
.15*
.15*

.03

32%*
21+

*p <.05; **p < .01
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H7a was only partially confirmed because employedf-evaluation of suggestion
implementation at T2 were related not only to thanges in the predictors but also to the
employees’ intrinsic motivation and perception lofn) suggestion facilitators measured at
T1; in particular, changes in suggestion implem@mawere predicted by changes in job
demands and autonomy as well as changes in pemsptf organizational support for
innovation and suggestion facilitators.

It is interesting to note that for what concerns thlevance of intrinsic motivation and, in
part, job demands, the results of employee andrgispe evaluation are partially coherent.

In fact, as regards supervisor evaluation, gentahsic motivation and job demands
measured at T1 predicted suggestion making at i@,ocaly general intrinsic motivation
(measured at T1) predicted suggestion implememtatid 2.

For what concerns employee evaluation, specifignsic motivation measured at T2 and
job demands measured at T2 predicted suggestiomgiakT2, and job demands measured
at T2 and general intrinsic motivation measure@lapredicted implementation at T2.

So far, if we do not consider the time dimensidatesl to the moment in which predictors
were measured, results related to job demandsrandsic motivation were quite coherent
both for self- and supervisor evaluation of suggestnaking and implementation.

As expected, employees were more sensible to thegels in the work context, related to
job characteristics and organizational factors,ngea that can influence variation in
suggestion making and implementation. So far, thetange in the fourth step, where the
specific predictors related to the length of timai T1 to T2 were entered in the regression
model, were significant in predicting suggestionkng and implementation at T2 as
evaluated by employees. On the contrary, when deriag supervisor evaluation, the R2
change at the fourth step was not significant, anlg the general level of the predictors

measured at T1 explained variance in suggestionngakd implementation.

1.4. DISCUSSION

The first question of this study was related to plossibility of distinguishing among two
phases of innovation, suggestion making and imphtaten, using self- or supervisor
evaluation. Our result proved that, when using stper evaluation, it is difficult to

differentiate among different behaviours that chmazed employee innovation. Often, in
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other research (i.e., Janssen, 2000, 2004), dteethigh correlation among the different
innovative behaviours, authors decided to use auencomposite index of innovation. In
some cases this choice could be considered adegudéet, from a logical point of view,
probably the staff who feel able to implement thewn innovative ideas feel able to
generate and promote those ideas too.

This argument is also supported by the finding$-se et al. (1999), showing that the
number of employee suggestions adopted and rewargettie company was primarily
related to the number of suggestions written amupgsed (r = .76) to the company,
showing that different dimensions of innovation atongly correlated. Moreover,
especially if we are interested in differentiatismgpong more or less innovative employees
and in evaluating employee innovative potentialgeneral”, or the factors (i.e., individual
characteristics, job and organizational factors,)@hat affect this potential, it could make
sense to aggregate different innovative behaviouas uniqgue measure and use supervisor
evaluation. In fact, as we pointed out in the tle&oal part of this article, “other-raters” tend
to evaluate the person and not the behaviours,tingodifferences in the mean ratings of
different subjects.

On the other hand, if the aim is — as in our case understand how individual, job and
organizational factors influence the adoption arplatation of suggestions proposed by
employees, we should try to find measures or methbdt allow to distinguish among
different behaviours, and it could make sense ® amployee self-evaluation. Moreover,
our results show that the method used to evallegeeinployees’ innovative behaviour is
central, for instance, to detect the influence ohtextual changes on the employees’
willingness to propose and implement suggestions.

The relevance of the measure used is evident ifoak at the zero-order correlation. We
obtained a similar pattern (even with differencesmagnitude) in the direction of the
relation among predictors and self- and superves@luation of suggestion making and
implementation. Apparently, simply analyzing zerdear correlation, we could say that the
hypotheses H4 and H5 were confirmed. In fact, eloly job autonomy and suggestion
obstacles (at T2), we found that individual and pdiaracteristics were more strongly
related to suggestion making (evaluated by empk)ydean the employees’ perception of
organizational and team factors, while employeestgption of organizational factors were
more strongly related to suggestion implementat{enaluated by employees) than
individual and job characteristics. In this way, @aild get a distorted picture of the results
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and assume for instance that job autonomy was itaoboth for suggestion making (T1 r
=.27; T2 r = .37) and suggestion implementatiof (7= .40; T2 r = .51) or that all the
correlations were in the expected direction. Int,fatien we analyzed partial correlation we
found that job autonomy was only related to sudgestmplementation, and not to
suggestion making, in both waves. Frese et al.q13udying the employees’ willingness
to provide suggestions through a structured systéouad that autonomy (job control) was
negatively correlated to having ideas. A possibiganation for this result advanced by the
authors was that “people with a higher degree a@itrob and complexity do not need to
participate in the suggestion system because thamy immediately change things
themselves” (p. 1150). Our result seems in lindilie argument proposed by Frese et al.
(1999) because, even if in the company that weidered in this study a formal system to
collect employee proposals was not in place, ilmsegeasonable that employees who have
autonomy in their job do not need to suggest chartbey can simply implement them.

It is interesting to highlight two other unexpectegults: 1) the positive correlation among
suggestion obstacles and suggestion making at AdL2a the negative correlation among
organizational support for innovation and suggestizaking at T2. These results did not
emerge from zero order correlation but were deteateng partial correlation of employee
self-evaluation of innovative behaviours. A possibkplanation of these results is offered
by Janssen (2000) who, investigating job demanidisit-€eward fairness and innovative
work behaviour, found out that the employees’ iratoxe work behaviour can serve as a
problem-focused coping strategy to deal with heagykload. We may assume that, even in
our case, employees who perceived obstacles wieffér ideas to change the situation as
well as employees who perceive an adequate orgamzsupport for innovation are not
encouraged to propose changes because they dceelothkE urgency of changing the
situation.

In line with our hypothesis we found that intrinsiwotivation and job demands were the
most important predictors of self-evaluation of @esgfion making while, among
organizational factors, suggestion facilitators arganizational support for innovation were
the most important predictors of self-evaluatedggstjon implementation.

In the second question posed at the beginningigfitticle we wondered in which way it is
possible to detect the influence of contextual geaan innovation. We answered to this
question proving that changes in employee selfuatan of the frequency with which they
proposed and implemented suggestions were relateuainges in individual characteristics,

job and organizational factors while supervisorleation were stable across time. In line
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with theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), even in ouudy past behaviour was the most
important predictor of the future behaviour. Intfauggestion making measured at T1 was
the most important predictor of suggestion makihd 2, explaining an adjunctive (after
control variable have been entered in the mode¥ 30 variance in self-evaluation and
56% in supervisor evaluation; suggestion implenmentaat T1 explained an adjunctive
28% of variance in self-evaluation and 45% in suger evaluation of suggestion
implementation at T2.
In Amabile’s theory of creativity (Amabile, 1990996), intrinsic motivation is considered
one of the most important factor influencing creiéfi performance. In line with Amabile’s
theory, in this research intrinsic motivation se¢mbe one of the most important factors in
influencing employees’ innovation. If we excludeeagnd past behaviour, the employees’
general intrinsic motivation, measured at T1, i8 tnly factor that predicted change in
supervisor-rated suggestion implementation andethmy with job demands, change in
supervisor evaluation of suggestion making T2. @eam the employees’ intrinsic
motivation is one of the most important predictbcleange in self-rated suggestion making
too. As expected, only employee self-evaluatiosugjgestion making and implementation
were sensible to the changes in the predictors.
We found that employee self-evaluation of suggestiplementation at T2 were related
not only to the changes in the predictors but &ésemployees’ intrinsic motivation and
perception of (low) suggestion facilitators meadua¢ T1. This result could be due to a
suppressor effect (Paulhus, Robins, Trzesniewskir&cy, 2004) because the beta of
intrinsic motivation and suggestion facilitators resenot significant when entered in the
regression, and became significant after the vimsaat T2 were entered, variables that in
the same case where strongly correlated with thean guggestion facilitator at T1 had a
correlation of .50 with organizational support fimnovation at T2).
This study has strengths and weaknesses. A firakmess was related to the absence of
objective measures of the targeted innovative behes. One strength is that we used
different sources to assess independent and depewaeables, avoiding some problems
connected with the common method variance. Morecassessing employee innovative
behaviours using different sources, lead us to sijation some differences among the two
measures.
Another strength is the longitudinal research desiged for the study, that allows to
consider the time dimension and the changes thadd ¢ofluence predictors and dependent
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variables. Furthermore, the time span from T1 tachii@sen for the study could be seen as a
strength or a weakness. On one hand, one coule dhgtt a 3-month span is too short to
detect real changes but, on the other hand, ttme 8pan was chosen because of a real
change undertaken by the organization and resuhitsv sthat employees experienced
changes in the 3 months; these variations in iddaf, job and organizational factors
influenced changes in the employees’ readinessojpoge and implement suggestions.

We conducted the research in only one company, hwhestricts the possibility to
generalize the results. This could be seen as anatbakness. Nevertheless, choosing only
one company allowed us to reduce problems connegiidpossible third variables not
considered (i.e., differences related to the sectowhich companies work) that could
perturb the results.

Finally, the panel-group differed from the dropon supervisor evaluation of suggestion
making and implementation, and perception of suggedacilitators. These differences
could be seen as another limitation of the studyabse we could assume that employees
who were judged to be less willing to propose amgplément suggestions, or who
experienced less suggestion facilitators in thekveontext, did not fill out the questionnaire
at T2.

We already presented some practical implicationthefstudy, for instance the importance
to use employee self-evaluation when it is destratd check rapidly the effect of
organizational or work changes that could affecpleryees performance (in our case the
innovative performance). Organizations should putefort in improving organizational
facilitators that help employees in applying sugiges. At the same time, it is important
that companies elaborate strategies to make emggagware of the necessity of innovation
because, surprisingly, employees who perceive pesblems in the work context (i.e.,
organizational support for innovation) seem lesmprto offer suggestions to improve the
work compared to employees that experience sonfieudifes (suggestion obstacles at T1
were positively related to suggestion making at T1)

Another important result is that job autonomy cead employees to implement their own
ideas without offering them to the company. In gidoof continuous improvement this
could have a negative effect on organizationatifficy because the improvements are not
shared with colleagues and supervisors. It is itgmbrfor the company to find ways (as for
instance developing a structured system for gatgeemployee suggestions) to collect

employee suggestions so that tacit or implicit kieolge used by each employee for
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developing work improvements can be translated xpli@t knowledge and concrete

improvements available to the whole organization.
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CHAPTER 2

From Ideas Generation to Adoption: The Interplay beéween Work
Characteristics, Leader-Member Exchange and Engageemt across Time.

Summary

The main aim of this study is to investigate thdiwational process that leads employees to
show innovative work behavior (IWB). We hypothesizbat the quality of the interaction
between an employees and his/her supervisor ancotiteol asserted by the employees on
their job foster employees’ work engagement thatfuirn, is positively related with the
frequency with which employees show IWB.

By utilizing a 2-waves longitudinal design and stural equation modeling we proved that
engagement (at least partially) mediate the eféégbb resources (LMX and control) on
IWB. In particular, if an employees experimentedren(or less) control and an higher (or
lower) LMX quality from T1 to T2 this has an impagsh engagement that increase (or
decrease) and, in turn, this predicts the incréaseecrease) in the frequency with which
employees generate, propose and implement ideas.

2.1. INTRODUCTION

In the modern economy innovation is seen as orteaeofmost important factors that allow
organizations to face global competition (Damanp&uiSchneider, 2006; Tushman &
O'Reilly 111, 2002). In the past, based on the mhgan of scientific management and of the
“‘one best way” introduced by Taylor (1856-1915)gamizations tried to improve their
efficiency by enforcing standardization of methauatgl providing employees with detailed
instructions of how to perform the assigned taskm@anies expected that employees
adhered strictly to the rules and accomplishedr tbeties, performing the simple task
assigned. Employees asserted no control overjtieand often they did not understand the
meaning of what they were doing. The scientific agement paradigm conceptualized

workers’ motivation as essentially extrinsic, argsi from monetary reward. In this
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framework, the role of the management and supaw/is@as to plan production and control
workers. This kind of labour organization was foass production, when the main issues
were related to the reduction of costs and an as&én productivity.

Globalization along with the constant introductmimnew and improved technologies leads
to important changes in the organization of labd&lowadays, the problem is not “how to
produce more” but how to meet customer needs, ivgpgoiality and develop new products.
Companies and managers look for new ways to aclusyanizational goals and, therefore,
look for specific employee behaviour and perforneatiwat allow adaptation to the modern
global market. The attention shifts from the adheeeto formal rules and assigned tasks to
a more proactive way of dealing with work. The acluction in the scientific literature of
such new “active” performance concepts such asirtpikcharge” (Morrison & Phelps,
1999), “personal initiative” (Frese & Fay, 2001yda“voice behaviour” (van Dyne &
LePine, 1998) emphasized this shift. Modern org#trons need to promote their human
capital and, using the words of Schaufeli & Salan{®008, p 388), retain employees who
are expected “to go the extra mile” as engaged @yepk seems to do.

In this respect, employees’ innovative work behavidWB), that in the past could be seen
as inappropriate or detrimental, is now pursueditganizations and managers (Anderson,
De Dreu & Nejstad, 2004; Salavou, 2004). The mogebnorganization presented above
leads to various changes in human resource managelkd@nagers and supervisors should
not only control the workers but they should beeatd motivate them and construct a
positive relation with the subordinate, characetizy trust and collaboration (Avolio,
Walumbwa & Weber, 2009). In order to show extrarbehaviours, tasks assigned to the
worker should be challenging and allow the employeexert a certain degree of control
over their job (Frese, Garst & Fay, 2007). In recessearch job and organizational
characteristics are often seen as demands or cesotirat could influence employees’ well-
being and job performance. Demerouti, Bakker, Neaicler & Schaufeli (2001) show for
instance that job demands predict employee exlmysind a lack of job resources lead to
employees’ disengagement. Moreover, Salanova & B8eha(2008) proved that job
resources foster proactive behaviours through veodgagement. This means that the more
resources are available for employees the morefdeyengaged and, in turn, the more they
display proactive behaviours.

In this paper we want to focus our attention onivilddial innovation in the workplace,
seeking to examine the role that motivational fextnay have in promoting IWB. Research

on innovation assumes that, under certain conditipre., job control and complexity,
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organizational support for innovation, etc.), it possible to obtain an innovative
performance. Even in the field of creativity, whém&insic motivation is the core concept
of Amabile’s theory (Amabile, 1988), researcheremfassumed that intrinsic motivation
arises directly from the characteristics of the jofthout measuring it (Oldham &
Cummings, 1996). Using a longitudinal research giesind the approach proposed by
Schaufeli and colleagues, in which resources dagek to different outcome via work
engagement, we want to investigate the motivatigrakess that arises from various
“resources” and leads employees to perform IWBsHBhudy will focus particularly on two
resources: job control and the positive interachetween supervisor and employee (leader-
member-exchange or LMX).

2.1.1. Individual Innovation in the Workplace

Following the definition proposed by West & FarB8B), we conceive IWB that employees
can perform in the workplace by means of the imbeal creation, introduction and
application of new and useful ideas within a rglup or organization, in order to benefit
the individual, the group or the organization Siigaintly.

Ford (1996) states that creativity and innovatianéhbeen studied largely within different
disciplines: predominantly, innovation within ecoamas, engineering and sociology; while
psychology is by far the most important field foeativity research. There seems to be a
broad understanding within the scientific literattinat creativity involves the generation of
new ideas, while innovation is the implementatidnnew ideas or original solutions
(Mumford & Gustafson, 1988; Woodman, Sawyer & Gmiff1993; Scott & Bruce, 1994,
Amabile, 1996; West, 2002; Mumford, Scott, GaddiS&ange, 2002; West, Hirst, Richter
& Shipton, 2004a). Ford (1996) asserts that theetendency to use the terms “creativity”
and “innovation” interchangeably because they dosety linked in people’s minds.
Moreover, it's not yet clear if innovation and diedy should be thought of as uni-
dimensional or multi-dimensional constructs (Patter 2002). This is a very important
issue because even if the majority of the authRemk, Pace & Frese, 2004; West et al.,
2004a) agree that different behaviours (i.e., igeaeration, idea suggestion and idea
implementation), related to creativity and innogatiprobably have different predictors, the

mix of measures, which assess idea generation glementation, results in a confusion of
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what specific factors may predict and facilitate generation of ideas, on one hand, and the
implementation and adaptation of those ideas onother hand. Therefore, West and
colleagues call for a more precise demarcatioheénoperationalization of constructs. In line
with this statement, in a recent meta-analysishenpredictors and moderators of individual
creativity and innovation, Harrison, Neff, Schw&llZzhao (2006) found that the majority of
the studies in the field of innovation use an aggte measure of innovation, or consider
only one stage (i.e., implementation). Then, théh@ns stressed the importance for future
research to distinguish the different stages ofrthevation process.

Individual innovation is generally regarded as acpss composed of different and
sequentially related behaviours. Janssen (20004)2@0llowing Scott and Bruce (1994),
considered innovation as comprising three taskslapeled them as idea generation, idea
promotion and idea realization. Rank et al. (2084) Frese, Teng & Wijnen (1999) also
emphasized three tasks: “creativity” refers togbaeration of new and useful ideas; “voice
behaviour” comprises the suggestion of new ideasjovation” is characterized by the
implementation of new ideas. Axtell, Holman, UnsthorWall, Waterson & Harrington
(2000), as well as Axtell, Holman & Wall (2006), &r studying shop-floor innovation,
considered only two dimensions — suggestion andementation of ideas — without
considering the phase of creativity. As we can ntite aforementioned definitions of
innovation are quite similar, although sometimeshaxs consider idea suggestion and
promotion as two distinct phases (Holman, Tottdydeltell, Stride & Port, 2005). In order
to consider both the generation and the implememntgthases of the innovation process as
suggested by West et al., (2004a), and followirgs€ret al. (1999) and Rank et al. (2004),
we conceptualize IWB as composed by: idea generatidea suggestion and idea
implementation.

Idea generation encompasses the creation and ddeati new and useful solutions to
improve products, processes or working conditiareafivity is a valuable ingredient in this
phase (West et al., 2004a). After an employee leaergted ideas, they usually propose
them to colleagues or supervisors. These sociaditees are useful to improve ideas or find
support for the new solution. If the idea is coesadl valuable or useful it will be
implemented in the last phases of the innovationcgss. It's important to note that
individuals can be engaged in more than one ofetlaesivities at the same time (Scott &
Bruce, 1994). A first objective of the study isitvestigate if it's possible to distinguish

empirically between different behaviours, relatednividual innovation in the workplace.
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So far, we hypothesize that:

H1: The three components (idea generation, suggestimh ienplementation) of the
individual innovation in the workplace are empitigadistinguishable.

Hla: The three-factor structure of the scale measurimgjvidual innovation will be stable

across time.

2.1.2. Job Resources, Intrinsic Motivation and Inneation

It makes sense to think that the characteristicghef tasks assigned to an employee
influence their willingness to engage in innovataeivities in the workplace. Empirical
research confirms this consideration. In fact, gamtent factors have been identified as
predictors of creativity (Oldham & Cummings, 1996ierney & Farmer, 2002) and
innovation (Axtell et al., 2000; West, Shackletbtardy & Dawson, 2004b). These findings
have also been confirmed by the meta-analysis ofigéa et al. (2006) that shows that the
“job characteristic held the most consistent andngfest positive relationship with
creativity and innovation” (p. 29).

In particular, control is one of the most importgrth characteristics that has usually been
considered in European research (Frese et al.,)188€asek (1979) defined control as “the
extent to which employees have the potential tdrobtheir tasks and conduct throughout
the working day” (p. 290). Karasek conceptualizeshtml as composed by two main
dimensions: decision authority and skill discretion

Skill discretion refers to the level of competescand skills required to accomplish the job
requirement and the discretion permitted to theleyaes in deciding what skills to employ
and when to employ them (Karasek, Brisson, Kawakatoutman, Bongers & Amick,
1998). The second dimension, decision authorityoisceptually similar to job autonomy
and is related to the opportunity given to emplsyabout decision-making during their
work (i.e., the freedom given to the employees moasing how to organize their job;
Karasek et al., 1998).

Shalley, Zhou & Oldham (2004) affirm that job comxity (i.e., jobs that allow a high level
of autonomy, task variety and significance) shoialster creativity, enhancing individual

interest for the task that has to be accomplis®édham & Cummings (1996), studying the
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influence of personal and contextual factors on legges’ creativity, measured by three
indicators (patents, contributions to a suggestpvaogram, and supervisor ratings of
employees creativity), proved empirically that ja@omplexity was related to patent
disclosure and rated creativity, but not to the hanof suggestions offered by employees.
Olhy & Fritz (2009), using diary methodology, arsdg the influence of two work
characteristics (job control and time pressure) psoactive and creative employees’
behaviour. Results show that chronic time presancechronic job control, as well as daily
time pressure and daily job control, are relatesitpely to daily creativity and proactive
behaviour.

The relationship between job control and idea ssijge seems to be less clear. Frese et al.
(1999), studying employees’ willingness to providaggestions through a structured
system, found that autonomy (job control) was eslahegatively to having ideas. A
possible explanation for this result, that has bedranced by the authors, was that “people
with a higher degree of control and complexity @ need to participate in the suggestion
system because they can immediately change thingmselves” (Frese et al., 1999,
p.1150). The studies of Massei (study 1 of thisalition) and Axtellat al. (2000) seem to
confirm this statement. The results of both studiesw that similar forms of job control
(job autonomy in the first study and individual im&d control in the second) were related to
suggestion implementation but not to suggestiompgsimg. In accord with the argument
proposed by Frese et al. (1999), we believe thai@rees who have a high level of control
over their job, don’t need to propose changes, tdagysimply apply them.

Based on these considerations we expected that:
H2: Job control is more (positively) related to ideangeation and idea implementation

than to idea suggestion

The design of jobs has a big impact on “employe#shsic motivation and creative output
at work” (Shalley & Gilson, 2004, p.37). In partiay complex and challenging jobs are
more likely to be perceived as interesting andtexgiand, therefore, result in higher levels
of intrinsic motivation (Oldham & Cummings, 1996hdley et al., 2004) as shown by the
empirical research of Janssen, De Jonge & Bakigg9q)l

In line with Salanova & Schaufeli (2008) we consigeb control as a work-related

resource. Job resources are, “those aspects gblththat have the capacity to reduce job
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demands, are functional in achieving work goals] amay stimulate personal growth,
learning, and development” (Schaufeli & Salanov@)&, p.385). Employees who perceive
more job resources (i.e., autonomy, skill discrétiare more likely to feel engaged
(Schaufeli & Salanova, 2008).

We hypothesize that:

H3: Job control is positively related to employees’ kvengagement.

2.1.3. Relationship with Supervisors

The importance of support has been identified esra factor in the context that influences
creative work (Mumford et al., 2002; Amabile, Sa®t Moneta, & Kramer, 2004). Shalley
& Gilson (2004), reviewing the social and contextéectors that can foster or hinder
creativity, affirm that “the link between supervisupport and creativity has been relatively
well established in the literature” (p. 40).

In this study, we’ll especially focus on the qualif the exchange between the leader and
the employee, that has also been tested in relatiocreative and innovative work in
organizations. Vertical dyad linkage research Hasve that leaders don’'t use the same
leadership style with all their subordinates butedep specific and differential relationships
with each employee who reports directly to thema@dr& Uhl-Bien, 1995). Much research
documented how differentiated LMX is related toamigational variables and employees’
in-role performance (for a complete review, seee@r& Uhl-Bien, 1995). The basic
assumption in LMX is that the interaction betweempesvisor and employees can range
from a “low quality exchange relationship, in whiaiterpersonal interaction is largely
restricted to fulfilling contractual obligationstd a “high quality LMX relationship that
comprises social exchange patterns that transcenttactual obligation” (Henderson,
Liden, Glibkowski & Chaudhry, 2009, p.517). So far,high quality LMX relationship
seems to be particularly relevant to promote engdgyextra-role behaviours. A study by
Scott & Bruce (1994), conducted within an R&D dépant, hypothesized that LMX
influences the level of innovation. The resultseaed that the quality of the exchange was
related both to the level of supervisor-rated “ivamive behaviour” of employees (a

composite measure of general activities, relatedattous innovation process stages: idea
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generation, idea promotion and implementation), tarttie perceived support of innovation.
Also Tierney, Farmer & Graen (1999) found evidetita confirms the positive influence
of high-quality LMX on two measure of creative perhance (rated creativity and

invention disclosure) within the R&D section ofaade chemical company.

In line with these arguments and empirical evidemeesxpected that:
H4. The quality of interaction between supervisor aadhresubordinate (LMX) is positively

related to idea generation, suggestion and impldatem.

When an employee and their supervisor are engaged ihigh-quality relationship
subordinates are allowed greater autonomy andendie in decision-making about different
aspects of their work (Basu & Green, 1997; ScoBr&ice, 1994; Tierney et al., 1999) and
perceive the assigned task to be more challengmyralevant compared to low LMX
employees (Liden & Graen, 1980).

So we hypothesize that:
H5. LMX is positively related to job control.

A supervisor who is engaged in positive interactoth the subordinate is more willing to

offer assistance to the employee, providing physind emotional support (Basu & Green,
1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) that, in turn, wilbdst the employee’s engagement
(Schaufeli & Salanova, 2008). Empirical resultsoatenfirm the importance of the social
support provided by co-workers and supervisors agsaurce that is able to increase
engagement (Schaufeli, Bakker & Van Rehenen, 2B8@@athopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti

& Schaufeli, 2009) and, when lacking, increasesbut (Halbesleben, 2006).

This leads to the hypothesis that:

H5a.LMX is positively related to work engagement.

2.1.4. Engagement as a Motivational Factor

The main objective of this study is to discover tbke of intrinsic motivation as a mediator

between job resources and innovation. As we higkdig) in the introduction, despite the
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relevance that has been devoted to the conceptrofsic motivation in the literature, few
studies have tested its role as a mediator diréSthalley et al., 2004). In addition, the few
studies that have examined the mediating roletohsic motivation provide results that are
ambiguous. For example, Shin & Zhou (2003) fourat thmeasure of intrinsic motivation
only partially mediated the relationship betweeansformational leadership and creativity,
while Shalley & Perry-Smith (2001) found no sigo#nt mediation for intrinsic motivation
in the relationship between expected evaluation erghtivity. Shalley at al. (2004),
commenting on this empirical evidence, suggest tthede weak results could be related to
the measure of intrinsic motivation used in thedsts. In fact, researchers have often
measured a specific intrinsic motivation relatext, éxample, to the intrinsic motivation to
be creative on the job (Tierney et al., 1999; Shizhou, 2003).

In order to overcome the problem related to the smemment of intrinsic motivation we
propose to use engagement as an indicator of sitrmotivation. Using engagement as an
indicator of intrinsic motivation could be a useftlioice because engagement is a well-
established construct, and the scale usually usegerationalize this concept has already
shown very good psychometric proprieties and hasn bealidated in many different
languages (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003; Schaufeli &a8ava, 2007). This choice is in line
with the conceptualization of engagement that reenbadvanced by Schaufeli & Bakker
(2004), who define engagement as an affective-ratitimal state related to the work,
characterized by vigour, dedication and absorptibnonsists of three dimension: vigour,
characterized by high levels of energy and memsilience while working, willingness to
invest effort in work and persistence in dealinghvdifficulties; dedication, characterized
by a sense of significance of being involved ir’srwork, inspiration, pride and challenge;
absorption, characterized by being involved happilyone’s work, whereby time passes
quickly and one has difficulty detaching onesedinfrwork (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007).
Vigour and dedication are the core dimensions gagement and are also considered to be
the direct positive opposites of exhaustion andcedemalization, two of the three burnout
dimensions (Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008; SchadfeBakker, 2004). Absorption is
instead considered as a consequence of work engagé8thaufeli & Salanova, 2007) and
appears similar to flow, that is, a state of optiregperience (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).
Therefore, in this study, only the dimensions gour and dedication are used as indicators
of engagement. In particular, vigour represents @hergetic component of engagement,
while dedication is related to the identificationngponent of engagement (Schaufeli &
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Bakker, 2004). Conceptually speaking, energy anentification represent the two
underlying dimensions of engagement and burnougjoMi and exhaustion represent the
opposite poles of energy, while dedication and dapwlization (a burnout dimension) are
the two extremes of identification (Gonzales-RoBéhaufeli, Bakker & Lloret, 2006).

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) assumes thaalairgil of job resources triggers a
motivational process that leads employees to: [fulfiman basic needs, promoting
employees’ growth, learning and development; andtregccessful organizational and work
goals, because job resources could be considecéitiatars that help employees deal with
assigned tasks (Schaufeli et al., 2009). This ratibwal process leads employees to feel
engaged with their work. Two different theoriesb Joharacteristics Theory (Hackman &
Oldham 1980) and Self-Determination Theory (Deci Ryan 1985), support this
assumption. The first theory proposes that five fiaracteristics (variety, identity,
significance, autonomy, feedback) are able tonstcally motivate employees. According
to the Self-Determination Theory, the basis forim#ic motivation arises from three innate
psychological needs: need for competence, relassdreaitonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
These needs, and the possibility to fulfil thenmotlgh social and environmental factors that
could foster or hinder intrinsic motivation, influge people’s well-being and their natural
propensities for growth, learning and creativity@éR & Deci, 2000). Salonova & Schaufeli
(2008) proved empirically that engagement, as dicator of intrinsic motivation, mediates
the influence of job resources on proactive behavids we explained in the introduction,

individual innovation in the workplace can be caolesed as an extra-role behaviour.

In turn, we hypothesize that:
H6: Work engagement is associated positively with ideaeration, suggestion and
implementation and, thus has a mediating role betweesources and individual

innovation.

2.1.5. The Current Study

Despite many authors emphasizing the advantageshendtility of longitudinal research,

they are still the exception. Even in the field inhovation, most of the studies are
characterized by a “cross-sectional research designonly 20% of the studies carried out
between 1997 and 2002 used multiple time-point oreas (Anderson et al., 2004, p.157).

44



Examining the recent review of Harrison et al. @0®n the topic of individual creativity
and innovation, it is possible to note that londital research is still uncommon.

We used a longitudinal research design to investigaw changes in IWB (idea generation,
suggestion and implementation) are predicted byhgbs in resources and engagement
(Figure 1). This choice allows the strengtheninghaf causal direction between dependent
and independent variables and the testing of therse relationship. To our knowledge, in
the field of innovation research, this is the festidy that tries to investigate the mediating
role of intrinsic motivation using engagement. Ogvio the incoherent results related to the
role of intrinsic motivation as mediator among m@ses, creativity and innovation
presented above, we expect that engagement widasat partially, mediate the relationship
between job resources and individual innovatiorth@ workplace. In this study, we use
supervisor evaluation of employees’ innovation didgeneration, suggestion and
implementation) as a dependent variable to avadgtbblem otommon method variance
Axtell, Holman and Wall (2006) have pointed outtteenployees’ innovation is also often
influenced by salient aspects of the work situatibat change over time. The method
chosen to evaluate employees’ innovative behavibwentral, for instance, to be able to
detect quickly the influence of contextual changesemployees’ willingness to propose
and implement suggestions (Massei, study 1 of digsertation). Moreover, research on
performance and 360° feedback shows that diffefentd of ratee (i.e., peers, self,
supervisor) are able to detect different and w@ehspective in measuring performance
(Hedge and Borman, 1995, cited in Arvey & Murph998). Based on these considerations,
in order to strengthen and broaden our resultsalae use employees’ self-evaluation of

idea generation, suggestion and implementatiorepsralent variables.

2.2. METHOD

2.2.1. Research Setting and Design

The study was a part of a broader research proggoed out in a medium-size Italian steel
company. The organization agreed to collaboratieénstudy because it wants to improve

organizational efficiency and foster employees’ovetion and suggestion-making. The
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company, which employs about 400 people, is orgahimto three main, narrowly
connected, divisions: the first is a specialist ofaoturer of spur and bevel gears; the
second is a worldwide supplier of comprehensive gemnufacturing solutions; the third is
a producer of wire and cable manufacturing equigraad machinery.

The company ended 2008 with a turnover surpassibgniillion Euros. All three divisions
experienced a year of considerable growth, produam overall 22% increase in turnover.
In order to deal with the general crisis of theoaubtive sector that started at the end of
2008, the management of this company pushed fdathrech of an important improvement
and cost-saving programme. In particular, managerg interested in investigating how to
facilitate and encourage low rank employees’ iniova in order to boost efficiency and
quality. Moreover, by May 2009, the company hadcated in new premises and the
management would control how changes in job orgdio@, connected with the move,
affected employees’ willingness to generate, pre@rsl implement new ideas.

We collected data at two points in time: in Aprd, before the relocation, and three
months after the change had taken place. We chusetitne lag on the basis of four
interviews, with the human resources director efwhole company and with a director of
each division. In the sample we did not include awrs or employees in high-ranking
positions (the human resource director stated thaking suggestions to improve
organizational efficiency is part of their job), agll as 92 employees that work in a

different area not involved in the relocation.

2.2.2. Sample and Procedure

We drew the sample from the organization chart led tompany and selected 260
employees with the above-mentioned criteria. Pggton in the survey was voluntary and
confidentiality was assured; a questionnaire wasiaidtrated during normal working hours
in sessions facilitated by the researchers. Weckatl 241 usable questionnaires at T1 (we
discounted 9 incomplete questionnaires) and 218[2af{we discounted 13 incomplete
questionnaires). Therefore, matching T1 and T2aedents led to N = 209 employees that
filled out the questionnaires in both waves witlegponse rate of 80.38%.

The 209 employees provided self-reports for job tdn leader-member-exchange,
engagement and IWB. In addition, employees weerhy their direct supervisors (28) on

the dependent variable of IWB. Three supervisods'tlifeel able to rate 9 employees that
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had recently changed job or working area. Partitgpavere mainly men (81.3%), the
average age of the sample was 44.27 (s.d. 8.343,ywdh a medium tenure of 15.10 (s.d.
10.71) years.

2.2.3. Measures

All variables were assessed with previously dewedocales, originally published in
English and already used in an Italian contextTAt the instructions asked the subjects to
answer thinking about their work experience “in grat’ while at T2, to be sure that people
responded thinking about their actual situatioeratthe relocation, instructions specifically
asked employees to answer thinking about their imgrgituation in the previous 3 months.

Job contralWe measuregbb controlusing an adaptation of the scale proposed by Kkras
(1985) in the Job Content Questionnaire, which &lagbdy been used in an italian context
(Magnavita, 2008; Massei & Zappala, 2009). Thresng proposed by Karasek for the
dimension “decision authority” (i.e., “my job allevme to make a lot of my own
decisions”) and 4 items for the dimension of “skiicretion” (i.e., “my job requires me to
learn new things”) were used to create an ovewtesfor job control by averaging the
respective itemsltems were rated on a seven point Likert-scale¢ taaged from “0 =

completely disagree” to “6 = completely agree”.

Leader-member-exchangelhe quality of the supervisor-employee relationshigas

assessed by a slightly modified version of theemitMX instrument proposed by Graen
and Uhl-Bien (1995). We used the same items prapdse the authors but worded
affirmatively (i.e., “I usually know how satisfieahy leader is with what | do in my job”).

The scale ranges from “0 = completely disagre€'tte completely agree” and has a very

good internal reliability in both waves.

EngagementWork engagementvas assessed by using the vigour (i.e., “At my joleel
strong and vigorous”) and dedication (i.e., “I'mamsiastic about my job”) subscales of the
Italian adaptation of the Utrecht Work Engagemecal& (UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova,

Gonzalez-Roma & Bakker, 2002). The robust psychdmptoprieties of the UWES have
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been confirmed in the Italian context in two dististudies comprising a sample of 963
school teachers (Simbula, Guglielmi, Schaufeli &pbDle, 2008) and a sample of 948
healthcare workers (Pisanti, Paplomatas & Ber2008). All items were scored on a 7-
point frequency rating scale ranging from 0 (“néyér 6 (“always”) and added to form an

overall engagement factor score.

Innovative work behaviourFollowing Frese et al. (1999) and Rank et al. (2004e

conceptualized IWB to be composed of. idea germratidea suggestion and idea
implementation. So we assessed the 3 dimensiong iteims proposed by Holman et al.
(2005). Employees provided self-assessments ang nagrd by their direct supervisor on: 3
items foridea generation(i.e., “Having ideas about how things might be ioyed”); 3
items foridea suggestioffi.e., “Suggesting how things might be improvedind 3 items
for idea implementatiorgi.e., “Having your proposals for doing thingsfdiently carried
out”). The scale, already used in the Italian cein{Massei & Zappala, 2009), ranges from
“0 = never” to “6 = always”, and the 3 dimensioresvé a very good internal reliability in

both waves.

Demographic variablesWe usedgender (1 = male, 2 = female)age (in years), and

seniority (in years) as control variables to check for défeces in the IWB related to socio-

demographic variables.

2.2.4 Plan of Analysis

All the analysis was carried out using AMOS 5 (Ackle, 2003) with maximum likelihood

estimation methods. We used confirmatory factoryama to check the hypothesized 3-
factor structure of the scale measuring individirmhovation, and the measurement
equivalence across time. To evaluate fit, the Wilhgy indexes were used: th& goodness-

of-fit statistic; the Comparative Fit Index (CFletler, 1989 & 1990); and the Non-
Normed Fit Index (NNFI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973; Beattl& Bonnet, 1980). Non-significant
values ofy? indicate that the hypothesized model fits thedall. Because it is known the
¥? index is greatly affected by sample size, so that probability of rejecting a model
increases when sample size increases, it is swghéstcompute relative goodness-of-fit
indices (Bentler, 1990). The fit can be consideaedeptable when CFI and NNFI, are
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greater than .90 and RMSEA is equal to or smaliant0.08 (Bentler, 1990). In order to
compare non-nested models, we used AIC (Akaikétrimation Criterion) index which is
designed specifically to test competing models wlere model cannot be derived from the
other through suitable parameter restrictions. Law@rmation index values indicate better
fit so that one should choose the model that hastiallest AIC value.

We used the approach proposed by Frese, Garst &X08y) in order to consider different
models that can be tested in a longitudinal petsped-irst we tested the stability model
(SM1 in Figure 1), assuming that there are noimahips among variables except stability
and synchronous correlations among the variablessured at T1. Then, we used the
stability model as the starting point to test otbeuctural causal models. The next model
that we tested was fynchronous mod€5M2 in Figure 1) in which it is assumed that all
the causal paths work concurrently at T2. In thsdet previous values of the dependent
and independent variables are controlled so thatpreelict how changes in predictors
influence changes in dependent variables.

Baseline Stability Model Sh Svnchronous mod SMZ

Figure 1. Different structural models.

We tested our hypothesis confronting two competimgdels to examine whether
engagement is a full mediator: in the first oneag®ment fully mediates the effect of job

resources on idea generation, suggestion and ingpledtion (PM3 without dashed arrows
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in figure 2); in the second one (PM3 with dashedws in figure 2), we added direct paths
from job resources (job control

and LMX) to idea ngmtion,
implementation. If the second model fits signifitgnbetter than

promotion and
engagement is only a partial mediator.

the previous one,
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Figure 2. Research models: complete mediation anthpmediation (dashed arrows in the
figure).



2.3. RESULTS

2.3.1 Descriptive Analysis

Before testing hypotheses, data screening analysesconducted to check deviations from
normality, and to identify differences between wgpents and non-respondents. Data was
revealed to be fairly normal. Test for non-resparsie bias shows no differences in
demographic characteristics (age, gender and sigfibetween employees who filled in
the questionnaire at T2 and those who did not. Wepared employees in the panel group
(N = 209 for self-reported measure and N = 200siquervisor-rated IWB) with the drop-
outs (N = 32) with regard to all the variables mead at T1. The results from T-test (Table
1) showed that the panel group differed from thepeuts in terms of idea generation
(supervisor evaluation), suggestion (supervisotuaten) and implementation (supervisor
evaluation and self-evaluation). This means thapleyees who didn't fill out the
guestionnaire at T2 were those who, on averages haen evaluated by the supervisors as

less innovative and who report implementing idesss lfrequently compared to the panel

group.

Table 1. Differences between the panel group aedltbp-outs.

Mean Mean ¢ df. 0

resp. T1-T2 non-resp. T2

Idea generation 2.79 2.23 224 228 03
(supervisor evaluation) '

Idea suggestion 284 226 297 228 03
(supervisor evaluation)

Idea implementation 2.80 2.23 2.23 228 .03
(supervisor evaluation)

Idea implementation 3.41 2.69 2.31 239 .02

(self-evaluation)

Table 2 presents means, standard deviation anélatons between the study variables.
Correlations were all in the expected direction #relthree predictors, LMX, engagement
and job control, were related with the dependenialsées measured at the same point in

time, both for supervisors and self-evaluation. Tdmy exception is related to LMX
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because even if the correlations with the dependantbles were all in the expected
direction, at T1 they don’t reach the significalteeel when considering idea generation and
suggestion (employees’ self-evaluation), as wellfas when considering idea generation
(self- and supervisor evaluation) and suggestiopgsrisor evaluation).

In line with other research findings (Janssen, 2086€lf- and supervisor evaluation of the
three dimensions of IWB only correlated moderatenging from .11 to .23 at T1 and
from .28 to .37 at T2, and sometimes they don'tihaae significant level.

It is possible to note that the correlations betwineee dimensions of IWB evaluated by the
same ratee (employee or supervisor) were very lhigtn at T1 and T2, ranging from .71 to
.94. This suggests that the structure of the dtaemeasure IWB needs to be investigated

further.
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Table 2. Means, standard deviation and correlaRefiability estimatesdo) are shown in parenthesis on the diagonal.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Gender 1.19 0.39

2. Age 4427 8.34 .00

3. Job tenure 15.10 10.72 .06 53**

4. Engagement T1 453 1.11 .08 13 -02  (.94)

5. LMX T1 455  1.30 .01 06  -01 .31%* (.94)

6. Job control T1 438 105  -03 -01 -04 .53* 31% (.83)

7. ldea generation T1 397 120 -06 .03 .14* 557 10 .38 (.90)

emp.self-evaluatiol

8. Idea suggestion T1 410 136 -07 .10 .11 58" 12 467  85%  (92)

emp.self-evaluatiol

9.|deaimplementation T1 5,1 165 _0g  14%  15% 47%  21%  50%  66% 710 (.91)

emp.self-evaliatior

10. Idea generation T1 279 129  -02 -05 .03 .16 .17+ .31% 23 18" .11  (.95)

supervisor evaluatic

11. Idea suggestion T1 284 132 01  -05 -03 7% 20% 34 21 1g% 12 93 (95
supervisor evaluatic

12.ldeaimplementation T1 - 5 g5 158 .02 06 .07 .18 .15% .34% 207 13 12 .84% 85%  (91)
supervisor evaluatic

13. Engagement T2 414 132 04 A5 .08 7T 22% A% AT A8%  A4%  16*  .18%  .18%
14. LMX T2 3.88  1.60 12 -01  -.06 .32% 56* 30% .12 .09 .26% .17% 21% 18
15. Job control T2 3.75 1.4 05 =03 .07 45%  22% BT 3G% 38 4G 3]k 3k Qe
16. Idea generation T2 3.09 155  -07 -0l .09 .5I¥ 01 .42% BI* 58 A8  22% 18 18
emp.self-evaluatiol

17. Idea suggestion T2 337 167  -06 05 11  52% .04 A47* B1** .63 53 19w  15% 15
emp.self-evaluatiol

18.ldeaimplementation T2 5 9; 163 .01 04 12 48 13 44 B2 G4x  GBERe D1k 8% D%
emp.self-evaluatiol

19. Idea generation T2 293 146  -03  -14* .02 .24% 10  .29% 33%  30%  18% 79% 75" 1%
supervisor evaluatic

20. Idea suggestion T2 2.96  1.49 02 =13 .00 .27% 10 .29%  31%  28%  17* 77 75%  Gom
supervisor evaluatic

21.ldeaimplementation T2, g9 4 54 01  -13  -01 .35% .16* .33% 36% 3I% 10 73k 720 GTm

supervisor evaluation
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17
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19 20 21

. Gender

Age

. Job tenure

. Engagement T1

.LMX T1

. Job control T1

. Idea generation T1
emp.self-evaluatiol

8. Idea suggestion T1
emp.self-evaluatiol

9. Idea implementation T1
emp.self-evaluaton

10. Idea generation T1
supervisolevaluatiol

11. Idea suggestion T1
supervisolevaluatiol

12. Idea implementation T1
supervisolevaluatiol

No U AWNP

13. Engagement T2
14. LMX T2

15. Job control T2

16. Idea generation T2
emp.self-evaluatiol

17. Idea suggestion T2
emp.self-evaluatiol

18. Idea implementation T2
emp.self-evaludion

19. Idea generation T2
supervisolevaluatiol

20. Idea suggestion T2
supervisolevaluatiol

21. Idea implementation T2
supervisor evaluation

(.95)

A0**
53%*

58**

ST

ST

24%*

27

31

(.94)

A6**

A1

14*

29%*

A3

13

.16*

(.94)

A8**

52%*

.60**

37

.36**

A0%*

(.91)

.87

T4+

.33%

31

37

(.94)

T

32%*

.32%*

.35%*

(.88)

29

.28**

.36**

(.95)

94%  (.96)

84 86  (.96)

N = 209, except for supervisor evaluation of empks) IWB (N = 200). * p <.05. **p < .01.



Test-retest correlations between IWB dimensionsevegrite high, ranging from .56 to .63
for self-evaluation and from .67 to .79 for supsovi evaluation. Correlations between
predictors measured at T1 and T2 (ranging fronto567) indicate that the study variables
were quite stable over time.

Despite these considerations, there were significkatreases in the means of all the
variables from T1 to T2 (Table 3), except for swmsr evaluation of idea suggestion and
implementation that did not change over time arelrttean of supervisor evaluation’s of

idea implementation that slightly increased fromtd T 2.

Table 3. Differences between the variables mearssuaned at T1 and at T2.

Mean Mean t df D
T1 T2
Engagement 453 4.14 6.65 208 .00
LMX 4.55 3.88 6.87 | 208 .00
Job control 4.38 3.75 9.65 208 .00
Idea generation (emp. self-evaluation 3.97 3.09] 10.17 208 .00
Idea suggestion (emp. self-evaluation 4.10 3.37, 788 208 .00
Idea imp. (emp. self-evaluation) 3.41 291 | 472 208 .00
Idea generation (supervisor evaluation) 2.79 2.93 -2.07 199 .04
Idea suggestion (supervisor evaluation) 2.84 2.9q -1.69 199 .09
Idea imp. (supervisor evaluation) 2.80 281 -14 199 .89

2.3.2 The Factor Structure of IWB

In order to test H1, we compared the fit of thremdels by means of Chi-squares difference
tests (Joreskog & Soérbom, 1993), both for supervsealuation (N = 200) and self-
evaluation (N = 209): a 1-factor model (M1) with thle items loading on a single factor; a
2-factor model (M2), with items related to idea @etion and idea suggestion loading on
one factor and items related to idea implementatinnanother factor, allowing the two
factors to covary; a 3-factor model (M3), with ttieee items related to idea generation

loading on one factor, the three items relatedliéa isuggestion loading on a second factor,
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and the three items of idea implementation loadinga third factor, allowing the three
factors to covary.

Table 4 shows the fit indices for all models. Ik@dance with H1, M3 is superior to M2
and M1 both for supervisor and self-evaluation. particular, for what concerns the
supervisor evaluation, the two-factor solution upeyior to the one-factor solution §? =
113.358, df = 1, p < .01), and the three-factoutsmh is superior to the two-factors solution
(A 2= 11.063 df = 2, p <.01). In addition, AIC is lostdor M3 and this model had better
fit indexes than the other models. All the standad factor loadings were statistically
significant with p <.001 and range from 0.88 t830.

We can observe a similar pattern for what concsetfsevaluation, with M2 superior to M1
(A 2 =183.411, df = 1, p < .01); and M3 superior to W22 = 40.387, df = 2, p <.01).
Even in this case, M3 has the lowest AIC value laettier fit indexes compared to the other
models. All the standardized factor loadings weatistically significant with p <.001 and
range from .82 to .94.

We can consider H1 confirmed because the 3-factodeinof IWB fitted the data
significantly better than the alternative modelsowdver, M3 fits did not reach the
recommended criterion of good fitted models foriatlices (notably RMSEA), although,
the aim of this study was not to validate the stmieto look for the best structure of the

scale.

Table 4. Model fit of IWB with different factoriatructures.

Model 2 df RMSEA NNFI CFI AIC
M1 197.608 27 178 .906 .929 233.608
Supervisor ev.
M2 84.25 26 106 967 976 122.253
Supervisor ev.
M3 73.187 24 101 .969 .980 115.187
Supervisor ev.
M1 296.996 27 219 792 844 332.995
Self-ev.
M2 113.555 26 127 .930 .949 151.555
Self-ev.
M3 73.213 24 .099 .957 972 115.218
Self-ev.

In Table 5, we present the result related to IWa8esmeasurement equivalence across time.
We compared the three-factor model with free itdomding (M3F) to a model with
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loadings restricted to equal factor loadings ataitl T2 (M3R) by means of Chi-squares
difference tests (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993).

Table 5. Measurement equivalence across time dhtiee-factor structure of IWB scale.

Model 2 df RMSEA NNFI CFI AIC
M3F 265.928 126 075 969 974 355.928
Supervisor ev.
M3R 270.775 132 073 970 974 348.795
Supervisor ev.
M3RI 240.680 129 .066 976 979 324.680
Supervisor ev.
M3F 302.674 126 .082 943 953 392.674
Self-ev.
M3R 306.958 132 .080 946 954 384.958
Self-ev.
M3RI 280.285 129 .075 952 .960 364.285
Self-ev.

There were no significant differences on the chiasg test between free and equal factor
loadings, both for supervisor evaluatioh ? = 4.847, df = 6) and self-evaluation f? =
4.284, df = 6). This means that the factor striectan be considered equal across time. In
addition, all of the fit indexes were better foe thnodels with equal factor loadings than for
the models with free factor loadings. So far, passible to assume measurement invariance
across time, confirming hypothesis Hla.

In order to improve the fit of the model, the sdexh“modification indices” were inspected
assuming that longitudinal research could allow twrelations between the error
covariance of the corresponding observed varialdesoss the measurement times
(Arbuckle, 2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Intfdbe fit was improved (models M3RI in
Table 5) by correlating the errors of the sameehtems for supervisor and employee self-
evaluation. The improved model (M3RI) fitted to thata significantly better than the
model with the equal factor loadings, both for su®r evaluation 4 2 = 30.095 df = 3,

p< .01) and employee self-evaluatiahn 2 = 26.673 df = 3, p< .01), with the values of all
the indexes improved.

Due to the small sample size, we reduced the codtylef our hypothesized SEM models

using manifest variables in the next analysis; thisws us to reduce the number of
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parameters that have to be estimated without patieg price of losing information

(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993).

To control for differences related to socio-dempbia variables we carried out 12
regressions before testing our hypothesized modiks.regressed each of the 3 IWB
dimensions (self- and supervisor-evaluated) at id &2 on gender, age and seniority.
None of the socio-demographic characteristics wsgaificant predictors of dependent

variables. So we excluded the socio-demographiabias in the subsequent analysis.

2.3.3. Supervisor-reports of IWB

The main objective of this study is to investigéite role of intrinsic motivation as a
mediator between job resources and innovationgusiork engagement as an indicator of
intrinsic motivation. Table 6 displays the fit inaes for different structural models: 1) a
stability model (SM1), assuming that there are elationships among variables except
stability; 2) asynchronous moddSM2), in which it is assumed that all the caysaths
work concurrently at T2 and that engagement fulbdrates the effect of job resources on
ideas generation, suggestion and implementatior® @artially mediated model (PM3) in
which direct paths from job resources (control drdX) have been added to idea
generation, promotion and implementation; 4) alfmadel (SM2l), improved by looking at

the “modification indexes”.

Table 6. Goodness-of-fit measures for differenicttiral models predicting supervisor-

evaluation of the three dimensions of employeeBIW

Model b df | RMSEA NNF| CFI AIC | Comparison A y? A df

SM1Sup. | 609.805[ 45| 251 | 620| .741675.805] -
SM2 Sup. | 87-919| 37| .083 | .957| .977169.919] SM1-SM2 | 521.8867 8
PM3 Sup.| 75432| 31 .085 | .957| .980 169.432 SM2-PM3 | 12.487| 6
SM2I Sup.| 80.425| 36| 079 | .980| .98( 164.425] SM2-SM21 | 7.494* | 1

*p <.01. N =200.
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As shown in Table 6, the stability model (SM1) didit very well with the data and clearly
improved when the hypothesized paths among thablas measured at T2 were specified
(SM2). These paths are the same as those depictgdure 3 and results suggest that, after
controlling for the level of the dependent and peledent variables measured at T1,
engagement completely mediates the effect of jsbuees on idea generation, suggestion
and implementation. There were no significant défeees on the chi-square test between
the fully mediated model (SM2) and the competingtigdy mediated model (PM3) that
comprised direct paths from LMX and job control ithkea generation, suggestion and
implementation. So we can conclude that SM2 is sopt PM3. As hypothesized (H3 and
H5a), changes in LMX and job control positively gt changes in employees’ work
engagement from T1 to T2, and engagement medihtesffect of resources on IWB,
confirming H6. In line with hypothesis 5, LMX is pitively related to job control and, in
particular, changes in the quality of interactiamogs T1 and T2 influenced the change in
employees’ perceptions of job control.

All the paths depicted in Figure 3 were significaftowever, modification indices
suggested to include one additional non-hypothdsazess-lagged path, from the general
level of engagement measured at T1 to the quafityjteraction between supervisor and
employee (model SM2I in Table 6). This means thatquality of the relationship between
an employee and his/her supervisor during the thneaths passed from T1 to T2 is
predicted not only, as expected, by the generdltyud the relationship as measured at T1,
but also from the general level of employees’ wengagement. This seems to suggest that
there were reciprocal relationships between worgagement and LMX. Adding this
additional pattern, the fit of the model reached tacommended criterion of good fitted

models for all indices.
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Figure 3. Path coefficients of models SM2 and Sk2bdel SM2| parameters are given in

parentheses when different from paramters of SM2),200.

SM21 model explained 63.2% of variance in idea getien at T2, 89.2% in idea suggestion
at T2, 78.7% in idea implementation at T2 and 64i8%ngagement at T2. In line with
theory and other research findings (Frese et @91Janssen, 2000, 2004) the 3 dimensions
of IWB, idea generation, suggestion and implemematvere srtrongly related to each
other. Thus, a change in the frequency with whioipleyees’ implemented ideas were
predicted primarily by the change in the frequenityh which they suggested ideas that, in
turn, was predicted by the change in the frequemitly which employees generated new
ideas. The change in engagement from T1 to T2 sgymificant predictor of the small
residual variance of the three components of IWR. for idea generation, .05 for idea

suggestion and 0.08 for idea implementation).
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2.3.4. Self-reports of IWB

In order to strengthen our results, we tested #@meesmodels considering employees’ self-
evaluation for idea generation, suggestion and emphtation. We used the same models
compared above: a stability model (SM1)synchronous modglSM2); and a partially

mediated model (PM3). The only difference is thatthis case models SM2 and PM3
contain the improvement suggested by the previmadysis, the path from engagement

measured at T1 to LMX measured at T2.

Table 7. Goodness-of-fit measures for differenicttiral models predicting self-evaluation

of the three dimensions of employees’ IWB.

A
Model X2 df | RMSEA NNFI | CFI AIC | Comparison A y2 df
SM1 556.321| 45| .234 | .583| .716 622.321

employees

SM2 108.001| 36| .098 | .927| .96Q 192.001| SM1-SM2 | 448.32*¢ 9
employees

PM3 61.425| 30| .071 | .962| .983 157.425| SM2-PM3 | 46.576*| 6
employees

PM3I 70.277 | 36/ .068 | .927| .981 154.277| PM3I-PM3 | 8.852 6
employees

PM4 66.125| 35/ .065 | .967| .983 157.125| PM3I-PM4 | 4.152* | 1
employees

*p<.05, **p<.01, N = 209.

As shown in Table 7, the stability model (SM1) didit very well with the data and clearly
improved when the hypothesized paths among thablas measured at T2 were specified
(SM2). In this case, the partially mediated mod&\1B) is superior to the fully mediated
model (SM2). When the non-significant paths werast@ined to be equal to 0, the fit of
the model improved considerably (model PM3I in Eall depicted in Figure 4). There
were no significant differences in the chi-squast between the partially mediated model
(PM3) and the competing improved model (PM3I), Isat twe choose to retain PM3I, the
more parsimonious model.

We inspected modification indices to look for unbtpesized relationships; it was
suggested to include a cross-lagged path, fromgéreral level of idea implementation

measured at T1 to the specific job control measaté® (model PM4 in Table 7). The new
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model PM4 was superior to PM3A (2 = 4.152, df = 1, p< .05). This means that the more
employees implement ideas to improve their workrtiege they perceive control over their
job. This seems to suggest that there were reaproelationships between idea
implementation and job control.

All the paths depicted in Figure 4 were significamd the model explained 50.3% of
variance in idea generation at T2, 77.2% in ideggsestion at T2, 64.6% in idea
implementation at T2 and 63.6% in engagement atWRh regard to the three IWB
dimensions, even for self-evaluation, the changéhefrequency with which employees
implement ideas is predicted primarily by the cheamg the frequency with which they
suggest ideas that, in turn, is predicted by thangk in the frequency with which
employees generate new ideas. In other wordsprifexample, an employee generates less
(or more) ideas from T1 to T2 this has an impactr@number of suggested ideas (at T2)

that decrease (or increase) and, in turn, thisigisethe decrease (or increase) of the ideas
implemented (at T2).
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Figure 4. Path coefficients of models PM3I, N =209
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The results suggest that H6 is only partially conéd because engagement is a partial
mediator of resources on idea generation and hadeffect on idea suggestion and
implementation. In line with H2, job control was raaelated to idea generation (.24) and
implementation (.24) than to idea suggestion (.12).

Contrary to our expectation (H4), LMX is not reldt® idea suggestion and implementation
and the change in the quality of interaction betwea employee and their supervisor
negatively predicted the change in the frequendl which employees generated new ideas
in the three months after relocation. The high&atron between the predictors measured at
T2 (LMX and engagement .40; LMX and job control).4td the absence of correlation
between LMX at T2 and idea generation at T2 (superwevaluation) lead us to
hypothesize that the unexpected negative pattesndwa to a suppressor effect. So we can

assume that LMX at T2 was not related significatdlydea generation.

2.4. DISCUSSION

The main objective of this study was to shed lightthe motivational processes that lead
from different job resources to IWB through emplese work engagement. The
appropriateness of choosing engagement as an iodmintrinsic motivation seems to be
well supported by our results. In fact, in accowa with previous findings and our
hypotheses (Schaufeli et al., 2009; Simbula, 2008 thopoulou et al., 2009): a) work
engagement resulted quite stable over time (the fpatn engagement at T1 to engagement
at T2 was equal to .66); b) the increase of em@syeeling of work engagement, after
controlling for the general level of work engagemevas predicted by (an increase in) job
control (H3) and the quality of interaction withetsupervisor (H5a). In addition to this last
result, the unexpected positive effect of the ganlewvel of engagement (measured at T1)
on LMX at T2, controlling for LMX at T1, highlighthe presence of what Schaufeli and
colleagues (2009) defined as a “gain cycle”. Thsans that employees who initially feel
engaged are likely to perceive an improvement eirtrelationship with the supervisor in
the 3 months after the first data collection whichturn, makes them feel more engaged at
T2.
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Contrary to our expectation (H4), the quality oé timteraction between a supervisor and
their subordinate was not directly related to eppés’ IWB. However, LMX was revealed
to be very important, fostering employees’ work aggment directly and indirectly, via job
control. It seems that employees who are engaged [positive relationship with their
supervisor feel more engaged with their work arel @erceived to have a high level of
control over their job (H5). This could due to flaet that probably supervisors gives more
autonomy and control to those employees with whdmythave a better working
relationship.

In accordance with H1 and H1la, our study shows M& is composed of three main
dimensions that are related and stable over tinsehypothesized (H6), work engagement
seems to play a mediating role (at least partiddgiween job resources and employees’
IWB. In particular, after controlling for generavels of the variables considered in the
study, engagement was the most important prediftadea generation, both in supervisor
reports and in self-evaluation. In line with otliedings, supervisor evaluation seems to be
more stable across time and less sensitive to llaage in the predictors compared to
employees’ self-evaluation. The change in employ@esk engagement explained only a
small but significant portion of residual variange idea generation, suggestion and
implementation, after controlling for the generalidl of these variables. These results
confirm the importance that, in creativity and imaton research, has been given to
intrinsic motivational factors and show that therenemployees experiment a feeling of
vigour and dedication in their job, the more theyperate ideas to improve their work.

Our findings highlight some relevant differencesoaigp self- and supervisor evaluation.
First of all, even if self-evaluation can be affsttby different kinds of bias (i.e., social
desirability, leniency of self-assessment; NilsenCGampbell, 1993), employees direct
experiment changes in the work context or in tf@ while the supervisor could perceive
such changes with some delay or perceive only tbst melevant ones. So a practical
implication of the study is that it could make sens ask employees directly, using self-
evaluation, to check the effect of organizational veork changes that could affect
employees’ performance (in our case innovativequerance).

Secondly, supervisor evaluations of employees’ W&/ miss innovative activities that are
less observable, for instance, the generation edisdwhich is primarily an intrapersonal
cognitive process. In addition, probably supensgscan only perceive the IWB connected
with successful major changes, or improvements #mployees show to impress the

supervisor, missing other employees’ innovativeiviais (Janssen, 2000). These
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considerations could be used to explain the diffeee among the models related to self-
and supervisor evaluation of IWB. In fact, whenwsed supervisor-reports the effect of job
resources on supervisor-rated IWB was completelgiated by engagement, while when
we used self-report of IWB, (the change in) jobtooinhad also a direct effect, particularly
on (change in) idea generation and implementabiohalso on suggestion.

On one hand, as suggested by Frese at al. (1988)ogees with a higher degree of control
over their job can probably change things diretiigmselves. For example, they can apply
small improvements to deal with ordinary problefmat tarise from the job and not present
them to the supervisor or share such ideas witeratblleagues.

On the other hand, employees experienced the chamgieeir job directly (for example, the
relocation) and probably used IWB as a problem-$educoping strategy (Janssen, 2000) to
deal with the increase in workload or the variatiorob control as a result of this change.
Our results seem to confirm this considerationfalct, employees who implemented more
ideas (self-evaluation) at T1 report higher levigbb control at T2.

2.4.1. Limitations

A first limitation of the study is related the fgab resources considered in the study. In
fact, we focused only on job control and LMX, whiksearch demonstrated that there are
numerous other resources that can influence engageand innovation.

A second limitation of the study is that employeethe panel group differed from the drop-
out in terms of supervisor evaluation of the idesnayation (supervisor evaluation),
suggestion (supervisor evaluation) and implemeamatsupervisor and self-evaluation).
This suggests that those employees who are evdlaatéess innovative by the supervisors
were less willing to participate in the research.

A third factor that could be considered to be &thiion is related to the instructions that we
gave to the employees to fill out the questionnaimat were different at T1 and T2. This
allows us to be sure that, at T2, people respotiieing about their work situation after
the relocation, but made it more difficult to chefck reciprocal relationships or inverse
relationships among predictors and outcome varsable

The time length from T1 to T2 chosen for the stwiyld be seen as a strength or a

weakness. On one hand, one could argue that a 3kmenod is too short to detect real
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changes but, on the other hand, this time lag wasen on the basis of a real change that
the organization had undertaken and the resultsvesthdhat employees did experience

changes in the 3-month period.
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CHAPTER 3

Innovative Employees: Personal Characteristics anBerformance

Outcomes.

Summary

The main aim of this study is to investigate thi#edences between the most and the less
innovative employees in terms of personal charmties and three dimensions of
performance: innovation, quality and efficiency.

Using cluster analysis and a person-centred approae demonstrate that the group
composed by the most innovative employees (innesatecored higher than the group
composed by the less innovative employees (consezg on two personal characteristics:
originality and personal initiative. No differencleave been found in attention to details and
conformity.

Results show that there is no difference in theedlisions of quality and efficiency of
performance between innovators and conservativds e former propose and implement

more suggestions (innovative performance) tharetter.

3.1. INTRODUCTION

As the majority of previous research on innovatibe, first two studies of this dissertation
were variable-centred and investigated the relatibbetween predictor variables and
outcome through correlational and regressionalyaisalThe main aim of those studies was
to investigate which variables predict employeeshovation (i.e. the employees’

willingness to propose and implement suggestioims}his chapter we shift the attention

from the variables to the individuals in order temtify the differences between the most
and the less innovative employees.

Nowadays companies have to deal with different apgarently contradictory market

demands to meet customers’ needs. On one hand,stimyd be able to continuously

develop innovative products, services, etc., ondtier hand they should maintain high

qguality standard, improve efficiency and reducetxo3he necessity to manage these
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different requirements leads to tensions betweemtwte could call “ordinary work
activities” and innovative activities, both crucir organizational success, because the
demands of innovative activities differ from thengends of routine performance (Bledow,
Frese, Anderson, Erez & Farr, 2009; Naveh & Er€@942. Therefore, “today’s employees
are required to be creative, yet also to conforrmutes and standards, and work efficiently
to meet time and budget constraints” (Miron, Erekl&eh, 2004, p. 175).

Two major questions arise from these consideratiboshighly innovative employees have
different personal characteristics compared to les®vative employees? Do different
dimension of employees’ performance related taigfficy, quality and innovation compete
or complete each other?

As we outlined in the discussion of the first stud§nen one is interested in differentiating
between the more and the less innovative employbde evaluating employee innovative
potential “in general”, it could make sense to agaite different innovative behaviours in a
unique measure. We already presented some of ritregts and weaknesses of self- and
supervisor evaluation. The different methods usedagsess the three components of
employees’ IWB show only moderate correlation, rmggrom .11 (n.s.) to .37 (p <.01) in
the second study of this dissertation. We can déxjpat some employees underestimate or
overestimate their innovative potential comparedhi® supervisor. So far, we could find
different degrees of accordance between self- apdrsisor evaluation of employees IWB.
Cluster analysis enables to identify different emypke “profiles” and, in turn, an
investigation of their implication. Aldenderfer &d&hfield (1984) reported that there are no
established quantitative criteria for choosing ltlest solution. Anyway, we can assume to
find four different configurations using self- armlipervisor evaluation of employees’
innovation, leading from 2 to 4 possible clust®¥ can imagine to have an high degree of
accordance between self- and supervisor evaluatidnfind only two clusters, one formed
by employees who consider themselves and are aesidvery innovative by their
supervisor and another one, composed by employées consider themselves and are
considered not innovative by their supervisor.Hae two other possible solutions (3 or 4
clusters), we could expect to find some incongreebetween self- and supervisor
evaluation. On one hand, we could find a group acmsegd by the employees who consider
themselves very innovative but are considered sbaronovative by their supervisor. On
the other hand, we could find a group of employebd® consider themselves not very

innovative but are considered innovative by thepesvisor.

68



The two major aims of this study are to investigatach factors discriminate the most
innovative employees from the less innovative omeserms of antecedent, relating to
personal characteristics, and in term of conseqgmnelating to job performance. In order
to be sure to select only the most and the lessvative employees, we will compare the
two less ambiguous groups, for which self- and super evaluation concord. The first one
is composed by employees who consider themselhes@nconsidered very innovative by
their supervisor and the second one is composeéeniployees who consider themselves

and are considered not innovative by their supervis

3.1.1. Development of Hypotheses

Cognitive style has been identified as one of tlestnimportant individual characteristics
that is related to individual innovation (KirtorQ26; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney, Farmer
& Grae, 1999). Kirton suggests that some persoalect adaptors, tend to prefer the
adaptive approach to problem-solving, while otheedled innovators, prefer the reverse.
Adaptors prefer to solve problems by using welabkshed rules and accepting problems
as defined. Alternatively, innovators look beyondatv is given to solve problems,
integrating diverse information and redefining fv@blems. The differences between the
two “types” of persons have often been assessedhbse personal characteristics:
originality, conformity to rules and norms, effingy and attention to detail.

The work of Miron et al. (2004) proves that theethrcharacteristics are distinct yet
interrelated dimensions with positive correlati@iviieen them. This means that people who
have the ability to be creative could be able atghme time to care about details and to
conform to the given organizational norms. In Miret al. (2004) research originality
(called by the authors “creativity”) was the onlgrgonal characteristic that was positively
correlated with employees’ innovative performanBased on these considerations we
expect to find a difference between the more amdl¢ls innovative employees for what
concerns the personal characteristic of originalitigh the first scoring significantly higher

than the second, but not for the other two persomatacteristics.
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Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H1. The group composed by the most innovative gmaptowill score higher on originality
than the less innovative employees.

Hla. There will be no differences between the nmosbtvative employees and the less

innovative employees for what concerns attenticstetail and conformity.

A number of studies have shown that creativity dones necessary lead to innovation
(Miron et al., 2004; Tierney et al., 1999). Inndwatis often a risky activity for employees

because they can encounter obstacles in the dewetdpf new ideas and they have to be
ready to face the status quo in order to implentleatnew ideas. Moreover, innovation is
often not something that is formally required frdstue collar employees and can be
conceived as an extra-role performance (Ohly &zF2009; Rank, Pace & Frese, 2004).
For these reasons, employees need to have ingiativorder to do more than what is
formally demanded and to deal with the potentiatables that they might encounter in the
development and application of ideas. “Personaiaiie is a behavior syndrome resulting
in an individual's taking an active and self-stagtiapproach to work and going beyond
what is formally required in a given job” (Freseting, Soose & Zample, 1996, p. 38).

Therefore, probably the most innovative employedshe those with the higher level of

personal initiative.

Based on these considerations, we hypothesize that:
H2. The group composed by the most innovative gmgsowill score higher on personal

initiative than the less innovative employees.

In this work we considered three dimensions ofgremfince that could compete with each
other. The first one is related to innovation amdparticular, to the improvements that
employees could propose and apply in their jobthin first study of this dissertation we
already presented which organizational and persdreaicteristics are related to suggestion
making and implementation. So far, we expected ¢ngployees who consider themselves
and are considered highly innovative by the sugervivill propose and implement more
suggestions compared to less innovative employees.

Originality as well as an innovative or divergertdgnitive style can be considered as
creative-relevant skills (Amabile, 1990; Shalleyhori & Oldham, 2004; Tierney et
al.,1999). Numerous studies have proved that teiguals’ innovative cognitive style is
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positively related to creative and innovative perfance (Oldham & Cummings, 1996;
Scott & Bruce, 1994) but it is not yet clear hovesgh characteristics affect other relevant
performance dimensions, related to quality andciefficy. While innovation is about
breaking rules and searching for new way to perftiventask, quality requires adherence to
rules and standards. Creativity and innovation ireqtime and experimentation while
efficiency and reducing costs imply working at fastce (Amabile, Hadley & Kramer,
2002).

The most innovative employees could spend theie tiimding and testing new solutions.
Therefore they could be considered by their supenas less able to perform the assigned
task with a high standard of quality or as fastttss less innovative employees. In our
knowledge, there is only one study that testedhigmothesis disconfirming it (Miron et al.,
2004). In fact, the study reported a positive datiren among the three dimensions of

performance, showing that they do not necessanitypete with each other.

On the basis of the aforementioned arguments atifatent dimensions of performance,
we hypothesize that:

H3.: The group composed by the most innovative @mapk makes and implements more
suggestions compared to the group composed bgs$sarinovative employees.

H3a. There will be no differences between the nmosbvative employees and the less
innovative employees for what concerns the two wkmoes of performance related to

guality and efficiency.

3.2 METHOD

3.2.1 Sample and Procedure

We collected data at the same two points in timeheffirst two studies of this dissertation
and the subjects (N = 200) were the same of studgdl2. Participants were manly men
(81.5%), the average age of the sample was 44.d5886) years with a medium tenure of
15.18 (s.d. 10.81) years.
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At T1 the instructions asked the employees to pi®vself-reports about personal
characteristics, thinking about how, in generagytltonsider themselves. We measured
originality, attention to detail and conformity grdt time 1 because theory about cognitive
style and the underlying personal characteristiaggdn, 1976) shows that these personal
characteristics are quite stable over time and lghoat change in a time span of three
months. We assumed that the same rationale coulcsd for personal initiative. Theory
and empirical research (Frese, 1996; Frese, GaFsy& 2007) show that personal initiative
is quite stable over time but in order to test tthe assumption about the stability of
personal characteristics is plausible even inrgggarch, we measured personal initiative at
both waves (we considered only these personal ctegistics and not the other three related
to cognitive style in order to reduce the lengthtlod questionnaire). We evaluated the
employees’ innovative potential using self- andesuisor evaluation of the frequency whit
which, in general, employees show IWB.

At T2 the supervisors rated employees performandbka three months elapsed from T1 to
T2.

3.2.2. Measures

Employees’ innovationWe created an overall score of employ@asovative potential

using the 9 items proposed by Holman et al. (2@0%) already used in the study 2 to assess
the 3 dimensions (idea generation, idea suggesationidea implementation) of employees
IWB. Items were scored on a 7-point Likert scalatthanges from “0 = completely
disagree” to “6 = completely agree”.

Personal characteristicdVe measured three personal characteristics detateriginality

(i.e., “I'm a person that has original ideas&ltention to detail(ii.e., “I'm a person who
enjoys detailed work”andconformity(i.e., “I'm a person who promptly adapt his/hergelf
the system”) using 15 items, 5 for each dimendiased on the work of Kirton (1976) and
asking to the employees to self-evaluate their-iggdige. We then used the 6-item scale
proposed by Frese et al. (1996) to meagpersonal initiative(i.e., “I actively face the
problems”). Iltems were scored on a 7-point Likesdls that ranges from “0 = completely
disagree” to “6 = completely agree”.
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Performance We provided the supervisors with a questionnaiih the name of each
employee that had to be rated. We evaluated thegi®®rmance dimensionsnnovation
using the scales developed by Axtell et al. (200@) already used in the study 1 (5 items
for ideas suggestion and 5 items for suggestionementation) quality (3 items, i.e., “In
his/her works, he/she assured the required stangaadity”), efficiency (3 items, i.e.,
“He/She fulfilled the assigned work schedules’@nis were scored on a 7-point Likert scale

ranging from “0 = completely disagree” to “6 = coetely agree”.

3.3 RESULTS

3.3.1. Data Analysis

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics, tHebdity estimates of the scales and the
correlation among variables. Considering demog@péariables we can note that gender is
not related to the other variables. The older eyg#s seem to care more about detail than
the younger. Supervisors report that the innovatparformance of the former is
significantly lower than the second. In additiome temployees who have a longer
organizational tenure reached higher level of perémce in terms of quality compared to
the persons with a lower seniority.

According to our hypothesis, originality and perm@onnitiative were the personal
characteristics that had the strongest positiveetadion with the employees’ innovative
potential (both for self- and supervisor evaluatioli we exclude the relation between
originality and conformity (the correlation is ptdge but not significant), all personal
characteristics considered in the study were p@tjticorrelated among them. These results
support the assumption that an employee can hauwbeasame time a high level of
originality, conformity and attention to detail.

The two dimensions of innovative performance, sstige making and implementation
were very highly and positively related (.91). Thagn line with the consideration that we
advanced in the study 1 about the tendency of atiers, like supervisors, to evaluate the
person and not the behaviour. This is especiallyg when behaviours are similar in nature

as in the case of suggestion making and implenient#tat are both related to innovative
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activities. It is interesting to note that the thrd@imensions of performance are positively
correlated, supporting our hypothesis that diffeesrd apparently contrasting dimensions of
performance do not necessarily compete with eauwoér ot

Cluster analysis has been used to form differeotigs on the basis of self- and supervisor
evaluation of employees’ innovative potential, ider to consider both measures. Deciding
the number of clusters involves a trade-off betwiendesire for detail (many clusters) and
the desire for generality and simplicity (fewer stkers). Based on the aforementioned
reasoning we tested solutions for 2 to 4 clustierorder to choose the best solution, in
accordance with Barbaranelli (2006) we first rarhiararchical cluster analysis using
Ward’'s method with squared Euclidean distancesstabéish the number of clusters in the
sample. Then, k-means cluster analysis procedusss wsed to group individuals. An
examination of the agglomeration schedule, dendongend percentages of individuals in
each cluster for each solution indicated that @etuluster solution provided the most
interpretable pattern and maximized both the homeie of individuals within clusters and
the heterogeneity of individuals between clustérs.integrated the two clustering methods
using the three cluster solution and initial clustentres obtained from the hierarchical
analysis as the value of the mean of the threepgreglected to run the k-means cluster

analysis.
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Table 1. Descrintive statistics and correlationdidbilitv estimatesd) are shown in narentheses in the diaaonal.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1.Gender 1.19 .39
2. Age 4415 836 .00
3. Job tenure 15.17 10.81 .06 .55**
4. Originality T1 469 84 00 .02 -01 (75)
5. Conformity T1 486 .75 .05 .13 .10 A3 (.69)
6. Attention to detail T1 507 .69 .04 .19 11 .24 52 (.76)
7. Personal initiative T1 484 77 .02 .09 .03 .67 .19% 32% (.84)
8. Emp. Innovative potential - 526 157 _97 10 16* .62+ 11 .A7* .60 (.94)
self-evaluation T1
9. Emp. Innovative potential- , g1 954 01 .01 .03 .18* -14* .04 20" .18 (97)
supervisor evaluation T1
10. Personal initiative T2 465 107 .09 .04 .07 .49** 13 .31** 57 50** .20** (.90)
11. Performance innovation 5 47 1 45 05 .17¢+ 00 .25% .00 .00 .30% .20% 73 g
suggestion making T2 (-95)
12. performance innovation ., 55 4 41 o3 _1gx .01 22% 02 13 .20 25 73 g gl (95)
suggestion implementation T
13. Performance quality T2 4.54 1.14 .00 -04 .15+ .01 -09 .00 .12 .01 .47* .04 .44 35% (.94)
14. Performance efficiency T 4.16 130 .05 -12 .05 .02 -12 -09 .00 -07 .56* .06 .50* .45* 75% (.95)

*p<.05 *p<.01



The agreement between the partitions obtained d¥igrarchical analysis and the k-means
has been evaluated by means of the kappa (k) agrearoefficient (Cohen, 1960). Values

higher than .60 indicate a high agreement, showiagthe cluster solution is replicated in

the two subgroups. We obtained a value of .68 (@1¥ showing that there is a reasonable
degree of agreement between the two solutions.

In Table 2 we present the means and the differentdbe three groups related to the

employees’ innovative potential (self- and supewmesvaluated), the variables used to form

the clusters.

Table 2. MANOVA for the three cluster solution: Wween-groups differences for self- and

supervisor evaluation of employees innovative pidén

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
(innovators) | (conservatives) (unclear innovators
N =95 N =56 N =49
M SD M SD M SD F (2,197
Emp. innovative potential —
) 3.70 a7 2.20 .93 1.36 .69 140.7Q*
supervisor eval.
Emp. innovative potential —
4.49 .70 2.58 .92 4.23 .80 157.18*
self-eval.
*p <.001

The first group (N = 95) is composed by the empésye/ho consider themselves and are
considered very innovative by their supervisor ahdw IWB “often”; we called this group
“innovators”. The second (N = 56) group is compossd employees who consider
themselves and are considered not very innovagwuhdir supervisor; we called this group
“conservatives”. These employees show IWB “rarelyhe third group (N = 49) is
composed by the employees who consider themsekmgsinnovative, reporting to show
IWB “often”, but are considered scarcely innovative their supervisor who stated that

these employees show IWB “almost never”; we narheddgroup “unclear innovators”.
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3.3.2. Differences between Innovators and Conservess

The main objective of this study is to investigtie differences between the most and the
less innovative employees. So far, in the nextysmawe will consider only the less and the
most innovative employees, confronting the groupsinmovators with the group of
conservatives.

A first aim of this research was to identify whipbrsonal attributes characterize the most
and the less innovative employees. The resultbet-test presented in Table 2 show that
the employees in the group of innovators differnfrdhe employees in the group of
conservatives in terms of originality but not imnbs of attention to detail and conformity,
confirming H1 and H1la. It's interesting to notettiovators reported high scores on all
three dimensions. This means that original or oregtersons are also able to conform to
group and organizational norms and to care abotailslein what they do. As we
hypothesized, innovators scored higher than coatiges on personal initiative at both
waves, confirming H2. This result also supportsabgumption that personal characteristics
are quite stable over time.

The results show that innovators, compared to cuatees, are more original and creative

as well as have higher level of personal initiative

Table 2. Differences between innovators and comasiees in relation to personal

characteristics.
Mean Mean t d.f. p
innovators conservatives
Originality T1 5.05 3.94 8.83 149 .00
Conformity T1 4.82 4.73 67 149 50
Attention to detail T1 5.09 4.88 1.78 149 .08
Personal initiative T1 5.22 4.20 8.43 149 .00
Personal initiative T2 5.09 4.00 5.91 149 .00

A second aim of the study was to analyze how thetrimmovative employees differ from
the less innovative in terms of three core dimamsiof job performance. Correlations
already showed that conformity, innovation andligpaid not necessarily compete with
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each other. The t-test (Table 3) supports this idenstion showing that the innovators
proposed and implemented more suggestions (inn@vaperformance) than the
conservatives while there were no differences oriopeance in relation to quality and

efficiency, confirming H3 and H3a.

Table 3. Differences between innovators and colsees in relation to the three

dimensions of performance.

Mean Mean t d.f. p
innovators | conservatives

Performance innovation 3.39 1.92 720 149 00
suggestion making 1 '

Performance innovation 3.09 1.77 6.52 149 00
suggestion implementation T2 ' '

Performance quality T2 4.85 4.62 1.32 149 19
Performance efficiency T2 4.58 4.42 95 149 34

3.4. DISCUSSION

The main objective of this study was to highlight differences that characterize the most
innovative employees as compared to the less inivevan terms of personal attributes and
job performance. In order to achieve this objectiwe chose a person-centred approach
using cluster analysis.

A first important result is related to the clustérat we identified. We found that there was
a moderate degree of accordance between self- @retvesor evaluation of employees
innovative potential. In fact, we indentified thrgeups, one of which was composed by 49
employees (24.5% of the sample) who consider thieesevery innovative but are
considered scarcely innovative by their superviddis result could be attributed to two
different reasons: 1) the low degree of accorddeteeen self- and supervisor evaluation is
due to the employees’ tendency to overrate theiovative potential; 2) the employees are
very innovative but they do not show their innovatactivities to the supervisor (as we
outlined in the study 1 of this dissertation, peophn suggest their ideas to colleagues and
not to the supervisor, or test small changes toron® their work autonomously).
Unfortunately we do not have any elements that tringlp attributing the result to the first
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or the second reason. Therefore, in order to betsuselect the most and the less innovative
employees, we considered in the analysis only tbheps of innovators and the group of
conservatives. For these groups self- and superexsaluation concord so that we could
assume with a certain degree of accuracy that grepdoyees are those with the higher and
the lower innovative potential.

The first question posed at the beginning of thiicla wondered which personal
characteristics differentiate the most innovativgyees from the less innovative. Results
show that the most innovative employees have, @rage, a higher level of personal
initiative and score higher on originality comparedthe less innovative employees. This
evidence contributes to theory development; in, facthe original theorization of Kirton
(1976), adaptors are seen as those individuals pubier to “do things better”, improving
the usual procedure to perform their job, whileowvators prefer to “do things differently”,
breaking the rule and looking for new ways of deglwith usual tasks or problems. The
author tends to heighten the differences betweernvib types of persons and assumes that
innovators use an intuitive cognitive style whitlaptors use a systematic cognitive style.
Among the first authors who questioned this argumeare Scott & Bruce (1994). Based on
Kirton’s approach, Scott & Bruce (1994) treated #lystematic and the intuitive problem-
solving styles independently. In their empiricadearch the authors found no differences in
innovation between employees who were highly inteipproblem solvers and those who
were not, despite systematic problem-solving dtglé a negative effect on innovation. This
result was true both for rank employees engagedutine tasks and employees that worked
in R&D departments. Commenting these results thiboas concluded that probably “true
innovators are people who can use a style thghpsoariate to the stage of the innovation
cycle in which they are involved” (p. 601).

The study of Miron et al. (2004) strengthens tliasideration and was the first one which
empirically proved that the three personal charaties on which Kirton’s theory is based
are distinct and (positive) related dimensions. phesent study, using a person-centred
approach, reinforced this consideration becausslie first one (in our knowledge) to show
that there are no differences between the mostleswl innovative employees for what
concerns attention to details and conformity. Timsans that a person who has a high
innovative potential can score as high on thesepg&rsonal characteristics as a person who

has a low innovative potential. What makes theed#fiice between the most and the less
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innovative employees is that the first enjoy creatactivities and dealing with new ideas
(what we called originality) more than the second.

Another factor which differentiates innovators frazonservatives is personal initiative.
Some authors (Amabile, 1988; Oldham e Cummings6)186nsider suggestion making as
an innovative behaviour while for Frese, Teng, &Whn, (1999) making suggestion can be
considered also as an indicator of personal inBatThe authors stated that, in order to
propose suggestions, employees have to be: preaatid self-starting, especially when
making suggestion is not explicitly required; pstait, in order to overcome difficulties
related to the promotion and experimentation of néeas. Our result seems to confirm
Frese et al.’s considerations, showing that inmmrgascore higher than conservatives on
personal initiative.

The first question posed at the beginning of thikla is very important from a practical
point of view too, for example to structure a set@tsystem in a company. In fact, one can
argue that selecting employees who prefer to waorktouctured activities, that prefer to be
guided by standard procedure in their work, thelylva able to maintain high standard level
in their work but not to be innovative (or the oppe). For example, conscientiousness is
one of the most relevant dimensions of the big figed to select employees and one can
assume that employees who score high in this fasibrbe not very innovative. In
accordance with the results of Miron et al (2004hich show a positive correlation
between conscientiousness, creativity, attentiatetails and conformity, our findings show
that this is not true.

Finally, our study shows that there is no diffeemnt quality and efficiency dimensions of
performance between employees with a high innogapetential and those with a low
potential. In line with our expectations, innovatpropose and implement more suggestions
(innovative performance) compared to conservativéhis means that innovative

performance does not necessarily compete with tguaadid efficiency.
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4. GENERAL DISCUSSION

This dissertation had two main goals, the first @ to give a significant contribution to
advancing knowledge in the field of individual irvadion in the workplace while the
second concerned the practical application and ioapbns of methodological and
theoretical issues.

In particular, there were three main points that ttabe addressed: analyzing the predictors
and outcome of individual innovation in the workg®a investigating the motivational
process that arises from different resources aadslemployees to showing innovative
work behavior; considering the time dimension, ynaly how changes in the work context
may influence the employees’ willingness to perfdWB; before addressing these aspects,
it was important to examine some important isseganding two widely used methods for

assessing individual innovation in the workplaedf-sand supervisor evaluation.

4.1. SELF- VERSUS SUPERVISOR EVALUATION

Innovation is a broad concept that is defined, ephealized and operationalized in a
variety of ways (Adams, Bessant & Phelps, 2006a8al, 2004; West, Hirst, Richter &
Shipton, 2004a). The question of how to measurevation is one of the most relevant
open issues in literature because the use of diffemeasures could imply a substantial
inaccuracy in classifying a person, a team or ajamization as more or less innovative
compared to others as well as in identifying thetdies that predict innovation or a phase of
the complex innovation process. In this regard,r&mianian & Nilakanta (1996; cited by
Salavou, 2004) stated that the characterizaticanajrganization as more or less innovative
depends on the way the researcher defined innovatid measured it. Moreover, West et
al. (2004a) supported the abovementioned consideraffirming that “measure used in
various publications consist of a mix of idea gatien and idea implementation, resulting
in substantial confusion about the factors predlictreativity and innovation” (p. 272).
Traditionally, expert ratings have been the mogiliad method to measure creativity in
laboratory studies (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004h).field studies supervisors have
generally been assigned to judging and rating teatiwity and/or innovation of their
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employees, but some field studies have also used pigective measures like registering
the number of patent disclosers (Oldham & Cummin896; Scott & Bruce, 1994;
Tierney, Farmer & Graen, 1999), ideas submittesLiggestion programmes (Frese, Teng &
Wijnen, 1999; Oldham & Cummings, 1996), or usingications from technical reports
(Tierney et al, 1999). By far, most of the studiase used supervisor ratings as a measure
of creativity and innovation.

In this dissertation we confronted the employee#f-avaluation with supervisor evaluation
because we assumed that, especially in the fiesdgshof the innovation process, employees
are engaged in finding and defining problems, $eagcfor solutions, developing ideas,
which are mostly internal cognitive processes thety remain unobservable and so
unknowable to supervisors. In addition, it seenasoeable to think that supervisors tend to
give a general evaluation of the employees payesg httention to the different aspects of
the innovation process. These statements are degdpby many authors. For example
research on performance and 360° show that the snoitar the different aspects that have
to be evaluated (as in the case of idea suggeatidnmplementation) by others, the higher
the correlation among these aspects (Murphy, Jakmi8alt, 1993), an effect that increases
when the behaviour is not directly observable abénfirst stages of the innovation process.
In this dissertation we presented the differensoea why the majority of the authors prefer
to use supervisor evaluation (i.e., to avoid thebfmm of common method variance).
Despite this consideration, our dissertation sufgpdhe above mentioned arguments
showing that in some case using the employees‘esaluation allows to obtain useful
information that could be missed using other typesieasures. According to the literature
(Murphy, Kako & Anhalt, 1993), it seems that theervisor tends to evaluate the person
“in general” and not relating to different employeerk behaviours. Therefore, one can rely
exclusively on supervisor evaluation if the goatltd research is not to distinguish between
phases of the innovation process but to evaluaeethployee’s innovative potential “in
general” or in relation to other employees.

West et al. (2004a) called for a more precise deati@n in the operationalization of the
construct of innovation, using measures that altowdistinguish between creativity and
innovation, in order to identify the factors thaaympromote ideas implementation but may
inhibit idea generation (i.e., time pressure). émtigular, in the first study we confront self-
and supervisor evaluation proving that the cori@iabetween the frequency with which
employees make suggestions and the frequency witichwsuch suggestions are

implemented is significantly higher using supervisgaluation rather than self-evaluation.
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We show that using supervisor evaluation it is veifficult to analyse the effect of the
predictors on a single phase of innovation takimg account the other one because of the
high correlation that links these aspects. Moreowee demonstrated that employees,
compared to supervisors, were more sensible tehbages in the work context, related to
job characteristics and organizational factors;hsgbanges can influence variation in
suggestion making and implementation. This meaasithhe research goal is a) to identify
the predictor of the different phases of the inimvaprocess b) to study the first phases of
the process that are less observable to the sgpem) to check rapidly how changes in the
work context can affect employee work behavioutscauld make sense to use the
employees’ self-evaluation.

The results of the second study are in line with iésults of the first study, showing that
supervisor evaluation of the three dimensions oBI\(ilea generation, suggestion and
implementation) are higher related to each other raore stable across time compared to
the employees’ self-evaluation. Using confirmatdagtor analysis we proved that the
innovation process is composed of three distintinterrelated phases. This strength of this
result is confirmed by the fact that we found aikimstructure using both measures, self-
and supervisor evaluation.

The result of the third study confirmed our arguteeshowing that the more similar the
aspects of performance to be evaluated by the wsperthe higher the correlation between
them. In particular, the two dimensions of innovatperformance, suggestion making and
implementation had a correlation of .91 and the tihoension of performance related to
quality and efficiency had a correlation of .75.indscluster analysis to classify the most
and the less innovative employees based on salfsapervisor evaluation we singled out
three groups. For two of them supervisor and sefteation concord. On the contrary,
employees in the third group consider themselvesigkly innovative while they are
considered not very innovative by their supervisorBese results could support the
consideration that self-evaluating their performeanemployees tend to overrate the
performance or that supervisors may miss some Bitha activities. This could be
attributed to the fact that employees could sugglests to colleagues and not to supervisors
or directly implement new ideas without sharingthe

In conclusion, based on this consideration, ousediation highlights the importance of
using different methods or sources to evaluate vation in order to get different and
valuable information.
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4.2 PREDICTORS AND OUTCOMES OF INDIVIDUAL INNOVATIO N

Creativity and innovation have become valued aceosariety of economic sectors in the
last 20 years and research on these topics hasqoersly flourished. These researches
have contributed to advancing knowledge in thes&ldi that have been summarized in
recent meta-analysis and reviews. In particularwfioat concerns innovation Anderson, De
Dreu & Nijstad (2004) summarized empirical researchhe field, advancing a series of
recommendation and new directions for future redeas well as Shalley & Gilson (2004)
and Shalley et al. (2004) in the field of creativit

In this dissertation we chose to address some efoffen questions proposed by these
authors that are related to three major pointsarglyzing the effect of predictors on the
different phases of innovation; 2) seeking to €jathe role of motivational factors in
promoting IWB; 3) considering some consequencemmdvation, analyzing for instance
the differences between the most and the less ativev employees in terms of
performance.

For what concerns the first point, thanks to tweerg meta-analyses on individual
creativity and innovation (Harrison, Neff, SchwéllZhao, 2006) and on team innovation
(Hulsheger, Anderson & Salgado, 2009) it is posstblstate that facilitators of innovation
at the individual, group, and organizational leyese been reliably identified. Despite this
consideration, authors still complain that the m#jaf researches on innovation have been
devoted to finding out predictors using aggregag@asuares of innovation or considered only
one stage (i.e. implementation) of the complex wation process. The inaccuracy in the
operationalization and the differentiation betwempativity and innovation results in a
confusion of what specific factors may predict dacilitate the generation of ideas, on one
hand, and the implementation and adoption of thwsas on the other hand. So that, in this
dissertation we did not look for new predictors et tried to better understand the role of
some factors in predicting creativity, or the gewtien of ideas, and innovation, the
implementation of those ideas.

In the first study, in line with theory (West, 200&/est et al., 2004a) and the empirical
result of Axtell, Holman, Unsworth, Wall, Waters@& Harrington (2000) we confirmed
that individual and job factors (intrinsic motivai and job demands) are especially related
to idea suggestion while organizational factorsgéoizational support for innovation,

suggestion obstacle and facilitators) are imporf@anthe implementation of those ideas.
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Innovation and job characteristiod/e were particularly interested in investigatthg role

of autonomy or job control in promoting the emplegewillingness to show IWB. In fact,
if in line with the theory we assume that indivitlaad job factors are particularly important
in the first phases of the innovation process, goibtonomy or control should be more
important for ideas generation and suggestion fbhameas implementation. The study of
Axtell et al. (2000) that directly tested this asgion showed that individual method
control, a concept similar to job autonomy, wasited only to suggestion implementation
and not to suggestion making. Frese et al. (1988yying the employees’ willingness to
provide suggestions through a structured systems)df that autonomy (job control) was
negatively correlated to having ideas. Frese €t18P9) explained this result affirming that
“people with a higher degree of control and comipye®o not need to participate in the
suggestion system because they can immediatelygenhimgs themselves” (p. 1150). We
hypothesized that autonomy should have differefeces on the different phases of the
innovation process, assuming that this factor shdad important in particular for the
generation and the application of ideas while dudth be less important for idea suggestion.
The rationale was that employees should have aioedegree of control on their job in
order to think about how to improve their work wibhiginal ideas. At the same time, it
makes sense to think that employees who genefateofideas and have a high degree of
autonomy do not necessarily need to suggest ttie@si to supervisors or colleagues, they
can simply apply them. This could be especiallyetwhen a compensation system that
rewards ideas is not present in the company. Thdtref the first and the second study of
this dissertation confirmed this considerationfact in the first study, using the employees’
self-evaluation, we demonstrated that when we obtlett for the effect of suggestion
making on suggestion implementation and vice-vejida,autonomy was only related to
suggestion implementation. In the second studyjgutie employees’ self-evaluation, we
showed that job autonomy holds a stronger relatwth idea generationp(= .24) and
implementation{ = .24) than to idea suggestigh=< .12).

For what concerns individual characteristics, ia third study we showed that the most
innovative employees have a higher level of persmitzative and originality compared to
the less innovative employees while there are rif@rdnces in relation to attention-to-
details and conformity.

Innovation and organizational factor&or what concerns organizational factors, in

accordance with theory and other research findithgsresults of the first study showed that
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suggestion facilitators and organizational suppddr innovation fostered the
implementation of suggestions. Contrary to our etqten we found a positive correlation
among suggestion obstacles and suggestion making ahd a negative correlation among
organizational support for innovation and suggestiking at T2. Despite being contrary
to our expectations, these results could be coreside line with the theory. In fact, West
and Farr (1990) assume that innovation originates fthe necessity to solve a problem or
to achieve a new and improved way of doing an agtilt makes sense to think that if one
does not experiment problems or feel the urgencghahging the status quo they will be
not stimulated in proposing new ideas. So that @e lsypothesize that employees who
perceive obstacles could be encouraged to offeasid® change the situation while
employees who perceive an adequate organizatiorposudor innovation are not
encouraged to do it.

Innovation and intrinsic motivatiorA second important question that we tried toifglan

this dissertation was related to the role of thelegees’ intrinsic motivation in fostering
IWB. Intrinsic motivation can be described as theecconcept within the creativity theory
of Amabile (1990; 1996). Despite the attention thas been devoted to this concept in
literature, few studies have directly tested itspamance (Shalley & Gilson, 2004),
especially in the area of individual innovation. line with the theory, in the first study
intrinsic motivation resulted as one of the mospamtant predictors of suggestion making
and implementation. In particular, the employeesigral intrinsic motivation, measured at
T1, was the only factor that predicted change pesusor-rated suggestion implementation
and, together with job demands, change in supar@sgaluation of suggestion making at
T2.

Research on innovation often assumes that, undtirceonditions (i.e., job control and
complexity, organizational support for innovatioatc.), it is possible to obtain an
innovative performance. In the second study weshgated the motivational process that
arises from various “resources” and leads emploteeserforming IWB using the approach
proposed by Schaufeli and colleagues, in whichuiess are related to different outcome
via work engagement. Theory (Amabile 1990; 199)dtlyesizes that intrinsic motivation
mediates the effect of job and organizational fesctin creativity but the result of the few
empirical studies that tested this hypothesis #tecentroversial (Shalley et al., 2004).
Unfortunately, our result did not completely clgrthe role of intrinsic motivation; in fact,
we obtained different results using supervisor @a@dn and the employees’ self-

evaluation. In the first case, we found that engagrg completely mediates the effect of the
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resources (LMX and job control) on the three IWBSilevin the second case engagement
was only a partial mediator. However, the appraenass of choosing engagement as an
indicator of intrinsic motivation seems to be walpported by our results. It seems that the
model proposed by Schaufeli could be useful toa@rphe process that leads employees to
showing IWB.

Innovation and performancénovation has been generally viewed as a pesénd valued

factor that allows organizations to face efficignthe global competition and has been
generally studied as dependent variable, failingirteestigate the consequences of
innovation (Anderson et al., 2004). In this disagoih we tested this “positive” assumption
investigating some possible negative outcomes gdfl@yee innovation in order to analyze
what has been called the “dark side of innovati@ahssen, van de Vliert & West, 2004). In
particular, we compared the most innovative empsyand the less innovative employees
on three dimensions of performance (innovation,liuand efficiency) and proved that
there is no difference on quality and efficiencyil@hin line with our expectations, the most
innovative employees propose and implement morgesigns (innovative performance)
compared to the less innovative employees. Thimm#at innovation does not necessarily
compete with quality and efficiency. Another inttreg and unexpected result of the
second study was that employees who implementec numas (self-evaluation) at T1
report higher levels of job control at T2. This mseto highlight another positive
consequence of innovation that could be used bylaymes as a problem-focused coping
strategy in order to deal with changes in the warktext and maintain and adequate level
of job control.

4.3 THE TIME DIMENSION

While analyzing researches on innovation carrietdbetween 1997 and 2002, Anderson et
al. (2004) reported that the majority of the stsdweere characterized by cross-sectional
design and called for longitudinal research. Irs tHissertation we chose a longitudinal
research design for practical and methodologicadars. For what concerns the first point,
we were interested in investigating in what wayoaganizational change connected with

the relocation of the company affected the emplsyeslingness to generate, propose and
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implement new ideas. From a methodological pointviefv, we chose a longitudinal
research design in order to avoid problems of commethod variance and to strengthen
causal inferences.

In the first and in the second study we found thatervisor evaluations of employee IWB
were more stable across time compared to the emgbdyself-evaluation, even if actual
changes in the environment may have influencedetingloyees’ workload (i.e., extra
efforts connected to organizational changes) andfm employees’ perceptions of
organizational factors. In particular, in the firstudy we demonstrated that supervisor
ratings measured at T1 and at T2 were significanijher correlated compared to self-
evaluation. We demonstrated that only using theleyeps’ self-evaluation it is possible to
rapidly check the effect of contextual changes mpleyee working behaviours. On one
hand we proved that changes in the employeeseseliiation of the frequency with which
they propose and implement suggestions were relatedchanges in individual
characteristics, job and organizational factors. tb@ other hand we demonstrated that
supervisor evaluations were predicted by the “gahelevel of individual and job
characteristics, and the employees’ perceptiorrgdigzational factors measured at T1, and
not by changes in these variables.

In the second study we found that there were sggmt decreases in the means of all
variables (LMX, job control, engagement, self-eadhd idea generation, self-evaluated
suggestion and self-evaluated implementation) frofin to T2, except for supervisor
evaluation of idea suggestion and implementatiat thd not change over time. These
decreases were probably due to the extra-efforiimed) to manage the relocation. We
proved that if an employee generates less (or mdea)s from T1 to T2 this has an impact
on the number of suggested ideas (at T2) that dser¢or increase) and, in turn, this
predicts the decrease (or increase) of ideas imgoiezd (at T2).

In the second study we hypothesized and found (bh&nge in) the quality of interaction
between an employee and his/her supervisor (LMR)émces (change in) the level of the
employee’s work engagement; (change in) job cortitemd an impact on (change in) the
frequency with which employees generate, proposkiplement ideas (self-evaluated).
The longitudinal research design allowed to idgntio other unexpected cross-lagged
effects: the general level of idea implementatiogasured at T1 influenced the change in
job control in the three months elapsed from TIT®) the general level of engagement

measured at T1 influenced the change in LMX fromtd@T2. These results highlight a sort
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of reciprocal relation among the variables congdem the study and allowed some
advancement in theoretical knowledge presentedibelo
It seems that employees who initially feel engageslikely to perceive an improvement in
their relationship with the supervisor in the 3 ri@nafter the first data collection which, in
turn, makes them feel more engaged at T2. Rec&uhaufeli, Bakker and Van Rhenen
(2009) have proved the dynamic nature of the jobateds-resources investigating the loss
and gain cycles that may result from an accumulatibjob demands and job resources.
Our result seems to support Schaufeli and collead@609) arguments, suggesting a
reciprocal causation between engagement and LMX.
Janssen (2000) supposed that IWB may serve aséeprdocused coping strategy used by
employees to cope with an increment of workloadoodeal with stressors in the work
context. This consideration is only partially sugpd by empirical evidence. In one case
the author found that employees performed highezllef IWB in response to higher job
demands when employees perceived a fair balanesbpteffort spent and reward received
at wok, supporting the assumption the IWB may beduBy employees as a problem-
focused coping strategy (Janssen, 2000). In anathely Janssen (2004) advanced two
competing hypotheses: 1) IWB could serve as a pmlibcused coping strategy or 2) may
be conceived as a potential stressor that could &aployees to experimenting stress
reactions, considering the demanding nature of Bt required extra-effort from
employees (i.e. to experiment new ideas, to peessagervisor and colleagues about the
usefulness of the new idea, ecc.). In this studyssken found support for the second
hypothesis showing that stress was a function dB,|\Mistributive fairness and procedural
fairness. IWB did not serve as a problem-focusedingp strategy, in fact it was not
predicted by procedural and distributive fairness.
Janssen (2000; 2004) tested these hypothesesaisirmgs-sectional research design so he
could not clearly identify the direction of the aBbn between job demands and IWB
(Janssen, 2000), and stress and IWB (Janssen,.280de first study of this dissertation
we found that change in job demands predicted bamge in the frequency with which
employees make and implement suggestion. Thistresul line with Janssen’s statement
that IWB may by used by employees to reduce jobahels or deal with difficulties at
work. In our knowledge the first study of this digsition is the first one that supports
Janssen’s assumption using a longitudinal resedesign. In the second study we found
that employees who in general implement more idedikely to perceive an improvement
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in job control in the 3 months after the first datdlection which, in turn, leads them to
show IWB at T2. We explained this result hypothiegjzhat probably employees used IWB
to deal with the variation in job control due te ttelocation.

In conclusion, our results seem to suggest thatlmees use innovation as a problem-
focused coping strategy and highlight the preseficeciprocal relation among job control
and IWB.

4.4 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

The knowledge acquired with our studies could ully when applied by an organization
in order to achieve different goals. In the fireidy of this dissertation the importance of
using employee self-evaluation when it is desiratbe check rapidly the effect of
organizational or work changes on employees’ perémce (in our case the innovative
performance) has been demonstrated.

We proved that supervisor evaluations tend to ldlstacross time regardless to real
variation in the employees’ working behaviour orfpamance. This result could be due to
the fact that the company in which we conducted stuglies did not have a structured
system to evaluate employees’ performance and &spes have not be trained to do that.
Therefore, this finding suggests the importancg@rolviding training to the supervisors in
order to be able to evaluate the behaviour an@migtthe person.

Our result showed that high levels of autonomy aly gontrol may lead employees to
implement their own ideas without offering themtih@ company. This means that despite
autonomy and job control have a positive influenoethe employees’ work engagement,
these factors could have a detrimental effect gameational efficiency. In fact, in a logic
of continuous improvement it is important that eoygles share their ideas with supervisor
and colleagues. This means that for a companywvienig important to find a way to collect
employees’ suggestions (i.e., rewarding the bestsdstructuring a system to collect ideas,
etc). This means that tacit or implicit knowledgged by each employee for developing
work improvements can be translated in explicit Wienlge available to the whole
organization.

Organizations should put an effort in improving amgational facilitators that help
employees in applying suggestions. At the same,tilnés important that companies
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elaborate strategies to make employees aware ohebessity of innovate. In fact, the
results of the first study show that employees wpeoceive less problems in the work
context seem less prone to offer suggestions toawnepthe work compared to employees
that experience some difficulties.

Our results highlight that there are individuaffeliénces that could foster innovation. These
are related to personal initiative and originabty that managers can try to hire individuals
who show high level of personal initiative and arality. Despite this consideration, results
show that motivational factors are the most impurf@edictors of innovation. This means
that managers can use social and contextual faters improving the quality of the
relation with their subordinates) that foster tingpéoyees’ motivation in order to stimulate
their willingness to innovate.

Finally, the results show that employees are ablenanage different and apparently
contradictory requirements related to maintainimghhstandard quality and efficiency as
well as thinking about how to improve their work.

4.5 LIMITATIONS

The studies carried out for this dissertation haeweral limitations that should be
mentioned. The first limitation is related to ttegple used for the studies. We have a small
sample size (N = 200) and the data for all threliess have been drawn from the same
sample in only one organization. This makes iticliff to generalize our results so that
future research is needed for instance to invdstighe appropriateness of using
engagement as an indicator of intrinsic motivaaod the applicability of the job demands-
resources model in the field of innovation.

Another weakness is related to the absence of gttole measure of dependent variables.
In order to avoid problems of common method vagawe used supervisor evaluation for
the dependent variables and we highlighted sonferdifces between self- and supervisor
evaluation. In the third study, for instance, weurfd that for one of the three groups
obtained using the cluster analysis there was adiegvee of accordance between self- and

supervisor evaluation of employees’ innovation. akailability of an objective measure of
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innovation or the use of another source of assa#s(ne. peer evaluation) could be useful
to explain the differences between the two measures

We used the same method, a self-reported questient@assess all independent variables.
This choice could lead to inflate the correlatiatvireen the variables due to the common
method variance. However, the longitudinal reseaesign and the way in which the data
have been analyzed, holding constant earlier lef/éle variables, should allow us to avoid
some problems connected with common method variance

Another weakness is related to the longitudinakaesh design used for the studies. We
collected data only in two points in time and thisits the appropriateness of the
longitudinal research design (Edwards, 2008). Af fhe subjects were asked to answer
thinking about their work experience “in generalhilg at T2, to be sure that people
responded thinking about their actual situatioeratthe relocation, instructions specifically
required the employees to answer thinking abouit tlverk situation in the previous 3
months. These factors limit the possibility to dralgar inferences about causal relation
because we can only partially test for reciproahtion o inverse relation among the
studied variables. The availability of a third wawe which subjects answer the
guestionnaire using the same instructions giveh2ashould allow us to hold constant the
general level of the variables measured at T1 anabstigate the relation (inverse,

reciprocal, etc.) among the variables measure@ a@nt T3.
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APPENDIX A
EMPLOYEES QUESTIONNAIRE T1

Il questionario che Le proponiamo indaga gli aspmtlegati all'innovazione nelle

aziende e nei dipendenti che vi lavorano.

La Sua collaborazione nel rispondere al questionaripertanto determinante per
consentirci di comprendere meglio i fattori che quy esserLe di supporto o di

ostacolo nel proporre le proprie idee all’azienda.

Le ricordiamo che non ci sono risposte giuste ogkd®, siamo interessati
solamente al suo personale punto di vista. Il goestio € anonimo, e le sue
risposte saranno analizzate a livello aggregateieme a quelle di tutti gli altri

dipendenti.

E’ molto importante che Lei risponda al questiooani tutte le sue patrti

La ringraziamo per la Sua gentile collaborazione.

Ai sensi del D.L. 196 del 30/6/2003 e delle suciwesmodificazioni (tutela delle persone e di altri
soggetti rispetto al trattamento dei dati persdnkdiraccolta di questi dati € finalizzata a scdipi
ricerca scientifica. L’analisi dei dati avverraforma anonima e collettiva. Responsabile dell’aia
statistica dei dati del questionario e il prof.\@&#bre Zappala, Facolta di Psicologia dell’Univisi
di Bologna. E-mail: salvatore.zappala@unibo.it
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DATI SOCIO-ANAGRAFICI

Sesso: Eta: ;Da quanti anni lavora nell’organizzazione:

SEZIONE I: ASPETTI INDIVIDUALI

Utilizzando la seguente scala:
0=Completamente in disaccordo, 1=Abbastanzasiacgrdo, 2=Poco in disaccordo
3=Né d’accordo né in disaccordo

4= Poco d'accordo, 5=Abbastanza d'accordo, émiletamente d’accordo

Le chiediamo dvalutare quanto le affermazioni che Le proponiamo ispecchiano il suo
modo di essere Per fare cio, indichi il suo grado di accordo apascuna delle seguenti
affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo
1. Sono una persona che segue le regole 0 1 2 3 4 56

2. Sono una persona che si adatta prontamerbte

et i 1 2 3 4 5 6
al “sistema
3. Sono una persona a cui piace molto il 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
lavoro preciso
4. Sono una persona che e prudente quando ha
a che fare con l'autorita ed e attenta 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
all’opinione degli altri
5. Sono una persona costante 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Sono una persona che non cerca mai di
forzare le regole (e ancora meno di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
infrangerle)
7. Sono una persona che procede passo dop8 1 2 3 4 5 6
passo con assiduita e perseveranza
8. Sono una persona che fa fronte a molte 1 2 3 4 5 6
nuove idee e problemi contemporaneamente
9. Sono una persona a cui piace sentirsi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
protetta da istruzioni precise
10. Sono una persona che é stimolante 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
11. Sono una persona che ha delle idee 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
originali
12. Sono una persona che si occupa con curg 1 2 3 4 5 6
delle cose in ogni loro dettaglio
13. Sono una persona che ha punti di vista 0 1 5 3 4 5 6
nuovi su vecchi problemi
14. Sono una persona metodica e sistematica 0 1 2 & 5 6
15. Sono una persona che spesso si assumedl 1 2 3 4 5 6

rischio di fare le cose in modo diverso
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Indichi il suo grado di accordo con le seguenti afrmazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo

1. Mi piace trovare soluzioni a problemi

. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
complessi

2. Mi piace trovare nuove idee per nuovi

prodotti 0 servizi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. Mi piace trovare nuovi modi di svolgere il

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
lavoro

4. Mi piace migliorare processi o prodotti

. : 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
esistenti

Le chiediamo ora di valutare quanto Lei si riconose nei seguenti aspettindicando il
suo grado di accordo con le affermazioni proposte.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo
1. Affronto attivamente i problemi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Ogni volta che qualcosa va male, cerco

. . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
subito una soluzione

3. Ogni volta che c’é la possibilita di essere

. : ) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
coinvolto attivamente, io la colgo

4. Prendo l'iniziativa rapidamente, anche

. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
guando altri non lo fanno

5. Uso rapidamente le opportunita per

i S T e 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
raggiungere i miei obiettivi

6. Solitamente faccio di piu di quello che mi

@ richiesto di fare 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Sono particolarmente bravo/a nel

s ) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
realizzare le idee
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SEZIONE II: ASPETTI LEGATI AL LAVORO

Per rispondere alle domande che Le verranno prefmsieguito utilizzi la seguente scala:
O0=mai; 1=quasimai; 2 =raramente3 = qualche volta; 4 =spesso; 5 = molEssp;
6 = sempre

Qui di seguito trovera una serie di affermazioni réative al lavoro che svolgela preghiamo di
leggere attentamente ciascuna affermazione e iarelquanto spesso ha provato tali sensazioni.

M@l oL SEMPTE
1. Nel mio lavoro mi sento pieno di energia 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Trov_o il lavoro che faccio ricco di significat 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
e scopi
3. Nel mio lavoro, mi sento forte e vigoroso/a 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Sono entusiasta del mio lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. I mio lavoro mi ispira 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. La mattina, quando mi alzo, ho voglia di
andare a lavoro

7. Sono orgoglioso/a del lavoro che faccio 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Sono in grado di lavorare per lunghi perioc
senza sosta

9. Per me, il mio lavoro e stimolante 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. Nel mio lavoro, quando sono sotto

pressione, ho notevoli capacita di recupero 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
mentali

11. Nel mio lavoro sono sempre perseverantt

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
anche quando le cose non vanno bene

Le chiediamo ora di valutare con quale frequeNEd SUO LAVORO le capita di:

M@ e, Sempre |
1. Generare idee originali 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Avere idee su come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Trovare nuovi modi di fare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Proporre le nuove idee agli altri 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Suggerire come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Proporre di fare le cose in modo diverso 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Vedere le sue idee adottate dall'azienda 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
|8e. CAopspéicare i suggerimenti ideati per migliora 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Realizzare le sue proposte per fare le cose 0 1 > 3 4 5 6

modo diverso
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Le chiediamo ora di valutarguanto spesso ha fornito suggerimenti utili per
cambiare/migliorare i seguenti aspetti del lavoro:

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti di
prodotti/servizi esistenti

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire e
trasmettere le informazioni

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiungere ¢
obiettivi del lavoro

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

o
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Facendo riferimento agli aspetti del lavoro appelesmcati, Le chiediamo ora di valutagganto
spesso suggerimenti che ha fornito per cambiare/migliorae sono stati adottati/applicati:

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti di
prodotti/servizi esistenti

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire e
trasmettere le informazioni

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiungere ¢
obiettivi del lavoro

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Indichi il suo grado di accordo con le seguente@affazioni.
Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. So esattamente a chi rivolgermi per 0
presentare nuove proposte e idee all'azienda

2. Ho la possibilita di accedere alla necessaria

competenza tecnica per sviluppare le mie 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
idee

3. Ho tempo a sufficienza per formulare e
scrivere le nuove idee o miglioramentida O 1 2 3 4 5 6

presentare all’azienda

4. Le idee sono accolte allo stesso modo
indipendentemente da chi le presenta

5. Posso facilmente trovare aiuto per
sviluppare le nuove idee

6. Le idee che presento non vengono prese in
considerazione

7. Non si hanno vantaggi dal presentare le
proprie idee e suggerimenti all'azienda

8. Non ho a disposizione le risorse aziendali 1 2 3 4 5 6
necessarie per sviluppare le nuove idee

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Pensando alla sua situazione lavoratiyaindichi il suo grado di accordo con le seguenti
affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo
1. Il mio lavoro richiede che impari cose nuove 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Il mio Ia\_/oro mi consente di pre_ndere 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
parecchie decisioni in autonomia
3. Il mio Igvoro richiede molta rapidita di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
esecuzione
4. II_ ml(')'lavoro prevede parecchie mansioni 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
ripetitive
5. Il mio lavoro mi impegna molto a livello 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
mentale

6. Nel mio lavoro bisogna anche saper trovare
nuove soluzioni ai problemi che si presentano

7. Ho abbastanza voce in capitolo durante lo 0
svolgimento del mio lavoro

8. Mi e richiesto di eseguire una quantita
eccessiva di lavoro (rispetto al tempo che ho O 1 2 3 4 5 6
a disposizione)

9. Le persone con cui lavoro hanno stabilito con,
me un rapporto anche personale

10. Il mio lavoro richiede un elevato livello di 0
capacita/competenza professionale

11.Le persone con cui lavoro mi sono amiche 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
12.E’ possibile che durante il mio lavoro mi
giungano richieste non chiare o contrastanti O 1 2 3 4 5 6
tra loro

13. Nel mio lavoro ho I'opportunita di sviluppare 0
competenze specifiche

14. Il,mlo lavoro rlchlede.lunghl periodi 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
d’intensa concentrazione
15. Le persone con cui lavoro mi sono d’aiuto 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

nel portare a termine il lavoro

16. Sul lavoro mi capita spesso di essere

interrotto e di doverlo completare in piu 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
riprese
17.11 mio lavoro & molto frenetico 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

18. Sul lavoro ho poca liberta di decidere come 0
svolgere i miei compiti

19.Trq le persone con cui lavoro c’e un clima di 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
reciproca collaborazione
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SEZIONE Ill: ASPETTI LEGATI ALL'ORGANIZZAZIONE

Facendo riferimentall’organizzazione in generale esprima il suo grado di accordo con le
seguenti affermazioni.

Completamente in Completamente
disaccordo d’accordo

1. L'organizzazione & costantemente orientata ) 1 5 3 4 5 6
sviluppare nuove risposte

2. L'assistenza nello sviluppare nuove idee &

facilmente disponibile o 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. L'organizzazione e aperta e sensibile al

. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
cambiamento

4. Le persone di questa organizzazione sono
sempre alla ricerca di modi brillanti e nuovidi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
vedere i problemi

5. In questa organizzazione prendiamo il tempo

: : . : 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
necessario per lo sviluppo di nuove idee

6. Le persone nell'organizzazione cooperano p
aiutare lo sviluppo e I'applicazione di nuove ide€e

7. 1 membri dell’organizzazione ricercano e
condividono risorse al fine di applicare nuove 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
idee

8. I membri dell’organizzazione ricercano
modalita per I'applicazione pratica di nuove idee

Facendo riferimento atuo diretto superiore esprima il suo grado di accordo con le
seguenti affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d'accordo

1. Solitamente so quando il mio superiore &
soddisfatto per il lavoro che ho fatto 0 1 2 3 4 3) 6

2. Il mio superiore conosce quali sono i miei

AR . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
problemi e i miei bisogni sul lavoro

3. I mio superiore riconosce le mie 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

potenzialita
4. Penso che il mio superiore userebbe la sua
posizione per aiutarmi nella soluzione di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

problemi sul lavoro

5. Penso che il mio superiore mi aiuterebbe
ad uscire fuori da una situazione difficile 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
anche a proprie spese

6. Ho abbastanza fiducia nel mio superiore da
giustificare e difendere le sue scelte nel casd 1 2 3 4 5 6
in cui lui/lei non fosse presente per farlo

7. Ho una buona relazione di lavoro con il

, : 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
mio superiore
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L e chiediamo adesso di legger e attentamente le informazioni sequenti.

ATTENZIONE:

Per monitorare adeguatamente come si svilupparocepsi di innovazione nella
Sua impresa si prevede di effettuare altre rilewaize delle interviste con alcuni
dipendenti. E' per noi molto importante poter coo@ire ad avere ancora la Sua
collaborazione, e speriamo Lei intenda rispondaoha ai questionari futuri.

A tal fine, le proponiamo ora di inserire un codate utilizzeremo per “accoppiare”
le risposte che ci ha appena fornito con quelle gqileistionari che compilera in
futuro.

Questo e il codice che Le proponiamo e che le ¢deol di compilare adesso

* Prime tre lettere del nome di battesimo di suama 1
* Prime tre lettere del cognome da nubile di sudmaa L]
* Gli ultimi due numeri del suo telefono cellulare |

(o, se non lo possiede, gli ultimi due numeri é&fono di casa)

Le garantiamo che le informazioni che ci ha forrgtmo e saranno coperte dal piu
assoluto ANONIMATO

LE FACCIAMO PRESENTE CHE:

e J'accoppiamento tra i dati anagrafici e il codideeda appena compilato saranno in
possesso solamente ed esclusivameelt@rof. Salvatore Zappala;

* |'accoppiamento dati anagrafici - codice non sasorin alcun modo disponibile alla
Direzione dell’organizzazione né ai ricercatori etaboreranno i questionari;

e | dati statistici saranno sempetaborati in modo aggregato;

IL QUESTIONARIO E FINITO.
LA RINGRAZIAMO PER LA SUA COLLABORAZIONE.
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EMPLOYEES QUESTIONNAIRE T2

Prima del trasferimento dell’azienda nella nuovaleseveva risposto ad un
guestionario che ha permesso di rilevare alcunettispelativi al funzionamento
organizzativo e alle modalita attraverso le qualkienda valorizza le proprie

risorse umane.

Per monitorare adeguatamente gli aspetti rilevaii @ primo questionario, le
chiediamo di rispondere nuovamente al questionen® le proponiamo, facendo
riferimento solamente agiLTIMI 3 MESI . E’' per noi molto importante che tutte
le persone che hanno partecipato alla prima riilem&zcontinuino a collaborare
alla ricerca La Sua collaborazione nel rispondere al questionar pertanto

determinante.

E’ molto importante che Lei risponda al questiooani tutte le sue patti

Le ricordiamo che non ci sono risposte giuste ogld@, siamo interessati
solamente al suo personale punto di vista. Il dgomstio € anonimo, e le sue
risposte saranno analizzate a livello aggregatsieme a quelle di tutti gli altri
dipendenti.

La ringraziamo per la Sua gentile collaborazione.

Ai sensi del D.L. 196 del 30/6/2003 e delle suceesmodificazioni (tutela delle persone e di altri
soggetti rispetto al trattamento dei dati personkdiraccolta di questi dati é finalizzata a scopi
ricerca scientifica. L’analisi dei dati avverraforma anonima e collettiva. Responsabile dell’amali
statistica dei dati del questionario ¢é il prof.\&abre Zappala, Facolta di Psicologia dell’'Universi
di Bologna. E-mail: salvatore.zappala@unibo.it
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Come le avevamo annunciato nella prima rilevazipee poter tener conto delle risposte
che lei ci aveva fornito, le chiediamo@OMPILARE IL CODICE CHE AVEVA
TRASCRITTO NEL PRIMO QUESTIONARIO .

E'PER NOI FONDALMENTALE CHE | CODICI DELLE DUE

RILEVAZIONI SIANO UGUALI . Le chiediamo pertanto di prestare particolare
attenzione nella redazione.
Scriva il codice rispondendo alle seguenti domande:

* Prime tre lettere del nome di battesimo di suama 1
* Prime tre lettere del cognome da nubile di sudmaa L]
* Gli ultimi due numeri del suo telefono cellulare L

(o, se non lo possiede, gli ultimi due numeri é&fono di casa)

SEZIONE |: DATI SOCIO-ANAGRAFICI E ASPETTI INDIVIDU  ALI

Negli ultimi tre mesi ha cambiato mansiob#Si| [CINo SessoE M| OF
Negli ultimi tre mesi ha cambiato reparto?1Si| CINo Eta ;

Per rispondere alle domande che trova di seguitrzila seguente scala:

O0=Completamente in disaccordo, 1=Abbastanza secd®do, 2=Poco in disaccordo
3=Né d’accordo né in disaccordo,

4=Poco d'accordo, 5=Abbastanza d’accordo 6=Completamente d’accordo

Pensando agliltimi_3 mesi, Le chiediamo ora di valutamguanto lei si riconosce nelle
seguenti affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo
1. Ho affrontato attivamente i problemi 0 1 2 3 4 56

2. Ogni volta che qualcosa € andata male, ho0

; ; 1 2 3 4 5 6
cercato subito una soluzione

3. Ogni volta che c’e stata la possibilita di
essere coinvolto attivamente, io I’ho colta

4. Ho preso l'iniziativa rapidamente, anche

quando altri non lo hanno fatto 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

5. Ho usato rapidamente le opportunita per

: S 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
raggiungere i miei obiettivi

6. Solitamente ho fatto di piu di quello che mi

era stato richiesto di fare c 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Sono stato particolarmente bravo nel

: . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
realizzare le idee
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Pensando agliltimi 3 mesi, indichi il suo grado di accordo con le segueng@affazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo

1. Mi é piaciuto trovare soluzioni a problemi

; 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
complessi

2. Mi e piaciuto trovare nuove idee per nuovi

prodotti 0 servizi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. Mi é piaciuto trovare nuovi modi di

) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
svolgere il lavoro

4. Mi e piaciuto migliorare processi o prodotti

. : 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
esistenti

SEZIONE II: ASPETTI LEGATI AL LAVORO

Qui di seguito trovera una serie di affermazioni réative al lavoro che svolge la
preghiamo di leggere attentamente ciascuna afféeomaze di indicare quanto spesso,
negliultimi 3 mesi ha provato tali sensazioni.

Per rispondere utilizzi la seguente scala:

Quasi mai Raramente Qualche volta Spesso Moltsssp Sempre
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mai Qualche Una volta al | Qualche volta] Una volta alla| Qualche volta | Ogni giorno
volta nei tre mese al mese settimana alla settimana
mesi
M@ e Sempre
1. Nel mio lavoro mi sono sentito pieno di ener 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Ho trovato il lavoro che faccio ricco di
significati e scopi

3. Nel mio lavoro, mi sono sentito forte e vigorc 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Sono stato entusiasta del mio lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. I mio lavoro mi ha ispirato 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. La mattina, quando mi sono alzato, ho avutc
voglia di andare a lavoro

7. Sono stato orgoglioso del mio lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Sono stato in grado di lavorare per lunghi
periodi senza sosta

9. Per me, il mio lavoro e stato stimolante 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. Nel mio lavoro, quando sono stato sotto

pressione, ho avuto notevoli capacita di recupe 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
mentali

11. Nel mio lavoro sono stato sempre

perseverante anche quando le cose nonsono 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

andate bene
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Le chiediamo di valutare con quale frequemgli ultimi 3 mesi, NEL SUO LAVORO...

M@ e Sempre
1. Ha generato idee originali 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Ha avuto idee su come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Ha trovato nuovi modi di fare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Ha proposto le nuove idee agli altri 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Ha suggerito come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Ha proposto di fare le cose in modo divers 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Ha visto le sue idee adottate dall'azienda O 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Ha applicato i suggerimenti ideati per
migliorare le cose

9. Ha realizzato le sue proposte per fare le c«
in modo diverso

Le chiediamo ora dindicare con quale frequenza,_negli ultimi_3 mesiha fornito

suggerimenti utili per cambiare o migliorare alcuniaspetti del lavoro.

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti di 1 2 3 4 5 6
prodotti/servizi eistent

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire e 1 2 3 4 5 6
trasmettere le informazic

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiungere g 1 2 3 4 5 6
gli obiettivi del lavort

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Le chiediamo ora di valutarguanto spessmegli ultimi_3 mesi, i suggerimenti che ha
fornito per cambiare o migliorare gli aspetti del lavorosdguito elencatsono_stati
adottati 0 applicati:

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti di 1 2 3 4 5 6
prodotti/servizi esister

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire e 1 2 3 4 5 6
trasmettere le informazic

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiungere g 1 2 3 4 5 6
gli obiettivi del lavore

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Facendo riferimento agliltimi_3 mesi, indichi il suo grado di accordo con le seguenti
affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo

1. Ho saputo esattamente a chi rivolgermi per
. o 1 2 3 4 5 6
presentare nuove proposte e idee all'azienda

2. Ho avuto la possibilita di accedere alla

necessaria competenza tecnica per sviluppare0 1 2 3 4 5 6
le mie idee

3. Ho avuto tempo a sufficienza per formulare e
scrivere le nuove idee o miglioramenti da 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

presentare all’azienda

4. Le idee sono state accolte allo stesso modo

indipendentemente da chi le ha presentate 0 1 2 3 4 S 6

5. Ho trovato facilmente aiuto per sviluppare le

; 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
nuove idee

6. Le idee che ho presentato non sono state prese,
in considerazione

7. Non ci sono stati vantaggi dal presentare le

proprie idee e suggerimenti all'azienda 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Non ho avuto a disposizione le risorse aziendalb
necessarie per sviluppare le nuove idee

Pensando alla sua situazione lavorativa negli_ultim3 mesj indichi il suo grado di
accordo con le seguenti affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo
1. Il mio lavoro ha richiesto che imparassi cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
nuove
2. llmio Iayoro mi _ha_c_onsentlto d_l prendere 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
parecchie decisioni in autonomia
3. Il'mio quoro ha richiesto molta rapidita di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
esecuzione
4. II' mlc.).lavoro ha previsto parecchie mansioni 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
ripetitive
5. Il mio lavoro mi ha impegnato molto a livello 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
mentale
6. Nel mio lavoro é stato necessario anche saper
trovare nuove soluzioni ai problemi chesi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
sono presentati
7. Ho avuto abbastanza voce in capitolo durant% 1 2 3 4 5 6

lo svolgimento del mio lavoro

8. Mi é stato richiesto di eseguire una quantita

eccessiva di lavoro (rispetto al tempoche 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
avevo a disposizione)
9. Le persone con cui ho lavorato hanno
- 1 2 3 4 5 6
stabilito con me un rapporto anche personale
10. Il mio lavoro ha richiesto un elevato livello di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

capacita/competenza professionale
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11.Le persone con cui lavoro mi sono state 0

amiche

12. Durfante il mio Igvoro mi sono giunte 0 1 ° 3 4 5 6
richieste non chiare o contrastanti tra loro

13. Ngl mio lavoro ho avuto I’opp_o_rtunlta di 0 1 ° 3 4 5 6
sviluppare competenze specifiche

14. II’_mlo lavoro ha rlchlgsto lunghi periodi 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
d’intensa concentrazione

15.Le persone con cui lavoro mi sono state 0 1 > 3 4 5 6

d’aiuto nel portare a termine il lavoro

16. Sul lavoro mi & capitato spesso di essere

interrotto e di doverlo completare in piu 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
riprese
17.11 mio lavoro é stato molto frenetico 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

18. Sul lavoro ho avuto poca liberta di decidere
come svolgere i miei compiti

o
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19.Tra le persone con cui ho lavorato c’era un 0
clima di reciproca collaborazione

SEZIONE Ill: ASPETTI LEGATI ALL'ORGANIZZAZIONE

Facendo riferimentalla divisione di sua appartenenza pensando agliltimi 3 mesi, esprima il
suo grado di accordo con le seguenti affermazioni.

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo

1. L’'organizzazione é stata costantemente

, : . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
orientata a sviluppare nuove risposte

2. L a55|_stenza ne]lo svlllqppare nuove idee €0 1 5 3 4 5 6
stata facilmente disponibile

3.L organizzazione e stata aperta e senslblleO 1 5 3 4 5 6
al cambiamento

4. Le persone di questa organizzazione hanno
ricercato modi brillanti e nuovi di vedere i 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
problemi

5. In questa organizzazione ci siamo presi il
tempo necessario per lo sviluppo di nuove 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
idee

6. Le persone nell'organizzazione hanno
cooperato per aiutare lo sviluppo e 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
I'applicazione di nuove idee

7. 1 membri dell’organizzazione hanno
ricercato e condiviso risorse al fine di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
applicare nuove idee

8. I membri della divisione hanno ricercato
modalita per I'applicazione pratica di nuove 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
idee
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Facendo riferimento al rapporto corsuo diretto superiore negli_ultimi 3 mesi esprima
il suo grado di accordo con le seguenti affermazion

Completamente Completamente
in disaccordo d’accordo
1. Solitamente ho saputo quando il mio
superiore é stato soddisfatto per il lavoro che0 1 2 3 4 5 6

ho fatto

2. Il mio superiore conosceva quali sono stati
i miei problemi e i miei bisogni sul lavoro

3.1 mio superiore ha riconosciuto le mie 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
potenzialita

4. Penso che il mio superiore avrebbe usato la
sua posizione per aiutarmi nella soluzione di 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
problemi sul lavoro

5. Penso che il mio superiore mi avrebbe
aiutato ad uscire da una situazione difficile 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
anche a proprie spese

6. Ho avuto abbastanza fiducia nel mio
superiore da giustificare e difendere le sue
scelte nel caso in cui lui/lei non fosse stato
presente per farlo

7. Ho avuto una buona relazione di lavoro

oo . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
con il mio superiore

IL QUESTIONARIO E FINITO.
LA RINGRAZIAMO PER LA SUA COLLABORAZIONE.
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APPENDIX B

SUPERVISORS QUESTIONNAIRE T1

Il questionario che Le proponiamo € un mezzo péstaee con quale frequenza le
persone che lavorano con lei hanno sviluppato,qstope applicato idee innovative.
Non si tratta di valutare la prestazione delle peeso la loro efficienza, ma
solamente di esprimere una sua valutazione circlrte capacita di generare e
proporre idee.

Le chiediamo di rispondere alle domande che seguirdacendo riferimento alle
persone che lavorano a stretto contatto con lenpdando per ciascuna persona un
guestionario ed indicando di volta in volta il nomeognome della persona a cui

fara riferimento rispondendo alle domande.

Ai sensi del D.L. 196 del 30/6/2003 e delle suceesmodificazioni (tutela delle persone e di altri
soggetti rispetto al trattamento dei dati persdnkdiraccolta di questi dati € finalizzata a scdipi
ricerca scientifica. L’analisi dei dati avverraforma anonima e collettiva. Responsabile dell’amali
statistica dei dati del questionario e il prof.\@#bre Zappala, Facolta di Psicologia dell’Univixsi
di Bologna. E-mail: salvatore.zappala@unibo.it
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Prima di cominciare a compilare il questionariatéediamo di indicare il nome della

persona a cui si riferira rispondendo alle domahttene e Cognome

Una persona, per essere innovativa, deve metteitandiversi comportamenti. Le
chiediamo di valutare con quale frequenza la persmpra indicata ha messo in atto i

seguenti comportameniel lavoro che svolge

Per rispondere alle domande che Le verranno prefmsieguito utilizzi la seguente scala:

0 = mai; 1 = quasi mai (qualche volta in un gnno 2 = raramente (qualche volta in un anno);
3 = qualche volta (qualche volta al mese); 4 =gpésna volta alla settimana);

5 = molto spesso (qualche volta alla settimana); 6 = sempre (ogni giorno).

Mal...cowii i Sempre
1. Genera idee originali 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Haidee su come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Trova nuovi modi di fare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Propone le nuove idee agli altri 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Suggerisce come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Propone di fare le cose in modo diverso 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Vede le sue idee adottate dall’azienda. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
8. Applica i suggerimenti da lui/lei ideati per 0 1 5 3 4 5 6

migliorare le cose.
9. Realizza le sue proposte per fare le cose in
modo diverso.

Le chiediamo ora di valutaguanto spesso la persona ha fornito suggerimenttili per
cambiare/migliorare i seguenti aspetti del lavoro:

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti (
prodotti/servizi esistenti

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire
trasmettere le informazioni

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiunge
gli obiettivi del lavoro

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Le chiediamo ora di valutaguanto spessbsuggerimenti che la persona ha fornitger

cambiare o migliorare gli aspetti del lavoro di @wég elencati,sono stati adottati o

applicati:
M. e, Sempre
1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi 0 miglioramenti (
prodotti/servizi esistenti 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Nuove mode_lllta per registrare, gestire 0 1 > 3 4 5 6
trasmettere le informazioni
4.' Nu_ow_rr_]etodl/procedure per raggiunge 1 > 3 4 5 6
gli obiettivi del lavoro
5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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SUPERVISORS QUESTIONNAIRE T2

Il questionario che Le proponiamo € un mezzo péutase con quale frequenza,
negli ultimi 3 mesi, le persone che lavorano con lei hanno sviluppatoposto e

applicato idee innovative.

Legga con attenzione ogni singola domanda al fine dar conto delle diverse

caratteristiche della persona che sta valutando.

Le chiediamo di rispondere alle domande che seguirdacendo riferimento alla
persona che lavora a stretto contatto con leiydirovera il nome e cognome nella

pagine successiva.

Ai sensi del D.L. 196 del 30/6/2003 e delle suceessiodificazioni (tutela delle persone e di adibiggetti
rispetto al trattamento dei dati personali), lacodia di questi dati e finalizzata a scopi di r@@scientifica.
L’analisi dei dati avverra in forma anonima e ctiil@. Responsabile dell’analisi statistica deii il
questionario € il prof. Salvatore Zappala, FacaltaPsicologia dell’Universita di Bologna. f&ail:
salvatore.zappala@unibo.it
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Nome e Cognome

Una persona, per essere innovativa, deve metteattidrdiversi comportamenti. Le chiediamo di

valutare con quale frequenzaegli ultimi 3 mesi, la persona sopra indicata ha messo in atto i

seguenti comportamentel lavoro che svolge

Per rispondere alle domande che Le verranno prefiostiguito utilizzi la seguente scala:

Quasi mai Rarament Qualche volta Spesso Moltsssp Sempre
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mai Qualche Una volta al | Qualche voltal Una volta alla| Qualche volta| Ogni giorno
volta nei tre mese al mese settimana alla settimana
mesi
Y Sempre

1. Ha generato idee originali 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Ha avuto idee su come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Ha trovato nuovi modi di fare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Ha proposto le nuove idee agli altri 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Ha suggerito come migliorare le cose 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Ha proposto di fare le cose in modo divers 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Ha visto le sue idee adottate dall'azienda 0O 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Ha applicato i suggerimenti da lui/lei ideati
per migliorare le cose

9. Ha realizzato le sue proposte per fare le c«
in modo diverso

Le chiediamo ora di indicareon quale frequenza,_negli ultimi 3 mesila persona ha
fornito suggerimenti utili per cambiare o migliorare alcuni aspetti del lavoro

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti di
prodotti/servizi esister

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire e
trasmettere le informazic

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiungere
gli obiettivi del lavort

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Le chiediamo ora di valutarguanto spessameqgli ultimi 3 mesi, i suggerimenti che la

persona ha fornito per cambiare o migliorare gli aspetti del lavoicseguito elencati,

sono stati adottati o applicati:

1. Nuovi metodi o tecniche di lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Nuovi prodotti/servizi o miglioramenti di
prodotti/servizi esister

3. Nuove modalita per registrare, gestire e
trasmetteree informazion

4. Nuovi metodi/procedure per raggiungere
gli obiettivi del lavort

5. Altri aspetti del suo lavoro 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Sempre facendo riferimento aglitimi_3 mesi, le chiediamo infine di valutare alcuni

aspetti riguardanti le modalita di svolgimento kdeloro da parte della persona.

1. Nel suo lavoro ha garantito standa
di qualita adeguati

2. Ha svolto bene lavori che
richiedevano elevata precisione e 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
accuratezza

3. Ha svolto il lavoro in modo accurat
e scrupoloso

4. Ha rispettato i piani di lavoro
assegnati

5. E’ riuscito a svolgere il suo lavoro i
tempi adeguati

6. Ha raggiunto gli obiettivi assegnati
nei tempi previsti
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