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Inventive Talent Survey™ of Innovation Leadership: 

Its Development and Psychometric Support 

 

 
The game is changing. It isn’t just about math and science anymore. It’s 
about creativity, imagination, and above all, innovation. 

Business Week, 2005 
 

The research reveals that companies fundamentally mismanage their 
innovation talent. 
     Harvard Business Review, 2009 

 
 

We are evolving from a knowledge-based economy to an innovation economy. What was once 

central to corporations – price, quality, and efficiency – is fast being shipped off to lower-paid, 

highly trained Chinese and Indians, as well as Hungarians, Czechs, and Russians. Increasingly, 

the new core competences are creativity and innovation. Smart companies are now harnessing 

innovation to generate top-line growth. A recent survey by PricewaterhouseCoopers revealed 97% 

of CEOs rated innovation as a top priority for their business. 

Despite the growing awareness that innovation is the only sustainable source of competitive 

advantage in this highly volatile and competitive global market, less than a quarter of companies 

report satisfactory innovation performance (Harrington & Voehl, 2012). While there is no 

shortage of ideas for the inspiration of creativity (e.g., suggestion boxes) and advice on 

innovation leadership best practices (e.g., knowledge management and organizational learning), 

companies need to formulate a strategic, integrated approach to drive and implement it 

(Microsoft, 2013). Improving innovation isn’t going to happen simply by increasing R&D 

spending (Accenture, 2011). To the contrary, innovation is highly dependent on corporate 

culture, organizational processes, the talent involved, and technological support (Chatman & 

Cha, 2003; Wang, Guidice, Tansky, & Wang, 2010). And, perhaps most importantly, successful 

innovation requires effective leadership. Without great innovation leaders, there is no innovation 

(Oke, Munshi, & Walumbwa, 2009). 

The establishment of the integrated innovation organizational framework requires a standardized 

process to measure these salient elements. This technical report overviews the development and 

psychometric support of an online instrument designed to assess the key characteristics of 

organizational innovation. 
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Review of the Innovation Literature 
 

Organizations can innovate in a variety of different ways. Some companies innovate from the 

bottom-up such as 3M, while others innovate from the top-down. Some do it radically; others do 

it incrementally. Still others innovate in product; whereas, others innovate in process, customer 

service, or business model. Further, individuals, teams, and organizations differ in their creative 

problem-solving styles. 

Regardless of how innovation occurs or whatever problem-solving style is used, the most 

innovative organizations of the 21
st
 Century will employ rigorous talent management and 

leadership practices designed to ensure it is optimized. The purpose of our review of the 

literature was to identify what are these talent management and leadership practices. 

The following three online search engines were used to examine the literature: (a) ProQuest, (b) 

EBSCOhost, and (c) PsycINFO. Both academic and practitioner-oriented journal publications 

were investigated. More than 280 articles addressing innovation were located. Each article was 

analyzed with the specific purpose of identifying potential factors that might influence 

innovation success. Subsequently, a content analysis was conducted to categorize these factors. 

This process led to the identification of six broad areas and 30 themes. 

A 126-page comprehensive summary of the literature review is available by request from 

Inventive Talent Consulting, and a representative sample is appended to this report. 

The table below presents the results of the content analysis developed after the literature review. 

  

Factors Themes 

A.  Enterprise Innovation 
      Leadership 

1.  Differentiated Strategy 
2.  Strategy Alignment 
3.  Passion 
4.  Resources 
5.  Trust 

B.  Team Innovation 
      Leadership 

6.  Metrics 
7.  Conflict 
8.  Decision Making 
9.  Development 
10. Accountability 

C.  Technical Talent Focus 
      on Innovation 

11. Expertise 
12. Experience 
13. Mentorship 
14. Influence 
15. Knowledge Sharing 

D.  Innovation Code of 
      Conduct 

16. Risk taking 
17. Collaboration 
18. Work Environment 
19. Recognition 
20. Values 
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E.  Innovation Infrastructure 21. Structure 
22. Technology 
23. Career Support 
24. Commercialization 
25. Rewards 

F.  Reputation for  
      Innovation 

26. Competition 
27. Customer Focus 
28. Track Record 
29. External Reputation 
30. Intellectual Property 

 
 

 

 

Instrument Development and Pilot Testing 
 

The 30 themes provided the initial conceptualization of the assessment framework. Three survey 

items were developed for each of the themes. The instrument used a 5-point Likert rating scale, 

ranging from Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neither Agree nor Disagree (3), Agree (4), to 

Strongly Agree (5). 

This 90-item instrument was pilot tested on a sample of participants recruited from eight 

different companies throughout the United States. These companies represent five industries, 

including electronics components manufacturing, medical devise component manufacturing, 

furniture manufacturing, packaging, and non-profit service. In total, 526 employees completed 

useable surveys. The following table summarizes the distribution of job functions for the 

responding employees. 

 

Job Function Percentage 

Marketing / Brand Mgt. / Product Mgt.    11.4% 

Research & Development      5.4% 

Design / Engineering    16.9% 

Information Technology      4.6% 

Legal      0.4% 

Finance / Accounting / Purchasing      6.2% 

Supply Chain / Manufacturing / Production    16.7% 

Sales    15.3% 

Human Resources      4.4% 

General Mgt. / Executive Mgt.    11.6% 

Other      7.0% 
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Initially, an item analysis was conducted to identify any poor survey items. One item had 

inconsistent correlations (i.e., positive and negative) with the other items. Therefore, this item 

was excluded from further analyses. Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation then 

was performed on the remaining 89 items. This analysis yielded 15 factors with eigenvalues 

greater than 1.0. However, Factors 8 to 15 had only two items per factor with factor loadings 

greater than 0.30 and were not considered. Such a decision rule is recommended in the 

psychometric literature (see Guilford & Fruchter, 1978). 

Another Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation was conducted forcing a 7-factor 

solution. The results indicated that each of the factors had similar items with factor loadings 

greater than 0.30. Consequently, the survey items loading on more than one factor were 

examined for conceptual themes by reading the content of each item within a factor, similar to 

what the Principal Component Analysis did statistically. Two subject matter experts in talent 

management independently performed this conceptual analysis, then deleted items where there 

was disagreement. 

Ultimately, seven items were identified for each of the seven factors. A Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis then was performed to confirm the resulting factor structure. The fit statistics indicate a 

“good fit” of this model to the data: Chi-Square = 2169.04, df = 1106; RMSEA = 0.06; NFI = 

0.96; CFI = 0.98; IFI = 0.98. The following areas of innovation are represented by the seven 

factors: 

1. Innovation Index: This area describes a company’s innovation 

performance. It can be used as the outcome measure. 

2. Technical Expertise: This factor assesses whether the company has 

sufficient technical experts and how well the technical 

experts are performing. 

3. Career Management: This facet evaluates the degree to which the  

company’s career management is supportive of innovation. 

4. Team Leadership: This factor describes behaviors of team leaders that 

are conducive to employees’ innovation. 

5. Team Dynamics: This dimension captures features of a high performing  

team. 

6. Organizational   This factor addresses organization elements such as  
Dynamics: resource, structure, technology, and processes that are 

essential for innovation. 

7. Enterprise  This factor relates to the role of top management in 
Leadership:  innovation management. 
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The following table presents the factor loadings for each of the seven factors on the Inventive 

Talent Survey™ of Innovation Leadership. As can be seen, the vast majority of the items have 

factor loaders greater than 0.40. All the seven factors have eigenvalues greater than 1.0. 

Collectively, the seven factors explained 62.35% of the overall variance. 

 

Survey 
Item 

Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31 0.70    

 

  

57 0.66    

 

  

58 0.64    

 

  

59 0.62    

 

  

60 0.49    

 

  

61 0.55    

 

  

84 0.58    

 

  

14  0.79      

15  0.60      

42  0.71      

43  0.72      

72  0.50      

73  0.77      

75  0.61      

21 

 

 0.58     

23 

 

 0.45     

45 

 

 0.41     

53 

 

 0.52     

62 

 

 0.50     

78 

 

 0.22     

83 

 

 0.60     

9    0.72    

10    0.58    

16    0.67    

19    0.60    

37    0.72    

38    0.73    

55    0.53    

6     0.39 

 

 

7     0.71 

 

 

17     0.59 

 

 

36     0.53 

 

 

40     0.72 

 

 

47     0.66 

 

 



Copyright © 2014 by Inventive Talent Consulting, LLC Page 7 

 

Survey 
Item 

Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

70     0.63 

 

 

34 

 

    0.53  

46 

 

    0.18  

51 

 

    0.58  

52 

 

    0.66  

64 

 

    0.46  

81 

 

    0.62  

82 

 

    0.56  

3   

 

   0.59 

20   

 

   0.45 

33   

 

   0.71 

35   

 

   0.66 

50   

 

   0.63 

63   

 

   0.61 

65   

 

   0.66 
 

Note. N = 526. All the seven factors have eigenvalues greater than 1.0. Collectively, 
the factors explained 62.35% of the overall variance. To protect the proprietary 
nature of this instrument, the specific items are not revealed in the table. 

 

The internal reliability of the new instrument was assessed by the coefficient alpha statistic. 

Based on psychometric standards, a coefficient of 0.70 or higher indicates an acceptable level of 

reliability (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). As can be seen in the table below, each factor had a 

minimum reliability of 0.83 (“Team Dynamics”); the overall reliability of the entire assessment 

was outstanding (r = 0.97). 

 

Factor Alpha Mean Std 

Factor 1: Innovation Index 0.85 3.26 0.69 

Factor 2: Technical Expertise 0.90 3.23 0.75 

Factor 3: Career Management 0.88 3.11 0.79 

Factor 4: Team Leadership 0.86 3.67 0.76 

Factor 5: Team Dynamics 0.83 3.77 0.67 

Factor 6: Organizational Dynamics 0.85 2.84 0.79 

Factor 7: Enterprise Leadership 0.90 3.43 0.82 

        Overall Scale 0.97 3.39 0.61 
 

         Note. N = 526. All alpha coefficients are statistically significant at p < .001. 
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Conclusion 
 

The purpose of the current pilot study was to develop a comprehensive, relatively short 

assessment of an organization’s talent management and leadership innovation practices. Initially, 

a systematic review of the extant literature was conducted to identify potential dimensions to 

measure. Based on this review, an initial 90-item survey was developed and administered to 

more than 500 employees from eight different companies located throughout the United States. 

A series of Principal Component Analyses and subject matter expert discussions reduced the 

number of survey items to 49 measuring seven dimensions of innovation. Each of the seven 

dimensions demonstrated high internal reliability. 

Thus, the Inventive Talent Survey™ of Innovation Leadership assesses the following facets of 

innovation: 

 Technical Expertise 

 Career Management 

 Team Leadership 

 Team Dynamics 

 Organizational Dynamics 

 Enterprise Leadership 

 Innovation Index 

The “Innovation Index” dimension can be used as a proxy outcome to gauge an organization’s 

overall innovation. 

Although innovation is widely acknowledged today to be critical for success in most businesses, 

fewer than 25% of executives perceive innovation performance in their company is where it 

needs to be for it to be globally competitive (Harrington & Voehl, 2012). It is hoped that the 

Inventive Talent Survey™ of Innovation Leadership will provide a thematic framework by which 

organizations can assess the efficacy of innovation and diagnose problem areas to address. In so 

doing, executive leaders will be able to improve their effectiveness as well as enhance the overall 

state of innovation in their companies. 
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APPENDIX:  Selected Literature Review References by Innovation Driver 

A. Technical Expertise 
 
Bassett-Jones, N. (2005). The paradox of diversity management, creativity and innovation. Creativity 
& Innovation Management, 14(2), 169-175. 

 Diversity is a recognizable source of creativity and innovation that can provide a basis for 
competitive advantage. On the other hand, diversity is also a cause of misunderstanding, suspicion 
and conflict in the workplace that can result in absenteeism, poor quality, low morale and loss of 
competitiveness. Firms seeking competitive advantage therefore face a paradoxical situation. If they 
embrace diversity, they risk workplace conflict, and if they avoid diversity, they risk loss of 
competitiveness. 

 
Bigoness, W. J., & Perreault Jr., W. D. (1981). A conceptual paradigm and approach for the study of 
innovators. Academy of Management Journal, 24(1), 68-82. 

 Firms possessing internal technical expertise were found to be more innovative than firms without 
such expertise. 

 
Collinson, S. S., & Gregson, G. G. (2003). Knowledge networks for new technology–based firms: an 
international comparison of local entrepreneurship promotion. R&D Management, 33(2), 189. 

 The importance of local champions or figureheads, are all factors that help explain differences 
across the example regions. 

 
Gehani, R. R. (2011). Individual creativity and the influence of mindful leaders on enterprise 
innovation. Journal of Technology Management & Innovation, 6(3), 82-91. 

 The mindful consciousness of individuals, including their leaders, plays significant roles in the 
individuals’ creativity. 

 
Lindoerfer, D. (2009). Learning mode: Adapting and innovating is crucial for teams. Leadership In 
Action, 29(5), 8-11. 

 There are four general practices teams can engage in to ensure they are learning as they work: 
establishing a climate for learning, continually assessing team members’ work together, working 
with a team coach, and managing knowledge effectively. The team leader plays a central role in all 
of these efforts. 

 
Marcinkus Murphy, W. (2012). Reverse mentoring at work: Fostering cross-generational learning and 
developing millennial leaders. Human Resource Management, 51(4), 549-573. 

 Reverse mentoring may benefit individuals and organizations. 
 
Meyer, M. (2000). Innovation roles: From souls of fire to devil’s advocates. Journal of Business 
Communication, 37(4), 328-347. 

 Those who have the power to champion innovation are also capable of challenging it, suggesting the 
existence of a new innovation role held by organizational members who object to innovation 
adoption or innovation: the devil’s advocate. 
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Santos, J., Doz, Y., & Williamson, P. (2004). Is your innovation process global? MIT Sloan Management 
Review, 45(4), 31-37. 
Coordination of the global innovation process is simplified or improved when: 

 The necessary knowledge is available mainly in the heads of people who share the same language 
and understanding of local context. Innovation arises from combining existing technologies and 
expertise in new ways. 

 Assembling the best combinations of technical know-how and market expertise, and enhancing that 
process substantially by looking far and wide for that knowledge, rather than relying solely on local 
sources. 

 Accessing sufficient diversity of knowledge, which capability becomes crucial as a market matures 
and a company strives to differentiate itself. 

 Identifying the relevant pockets of knowledge from around the world, deciding on the optimal 
footprint for a particular innovation and using cost-effective mechanisms to move distant 
knowledge without degrading it. 

 
Sasser, S. L., & Koslow, S. (2012). Passion, expertise, politics, and support. Journal of Advertising, 41(3), 
5-18. 

 Passion (individual intrinsic motivation) is one of the most important factors in predicting creativity, 
along with industry expertise and knowledge. 

 As a stimulus, management support for creativity serves to enhance passion’s influence on creativity 
in this model, while the influence of expertise is suppressed by organizational politics.   

 
Vincent, L. (2005). Innovation midwives: Sustaining innovation streams in established companies. 
Research Technology Management, 48(1), 41-49. 

 The companies studied here are using networks of “innovation midwives” that nurture, develop and 
integrate innovations that may otherwise be rejected by the organization’s core. 

 These innovation midwives act as translators between the language and culture of the established 
business and the language and culture of innovation. 

 In so doing, they focus their actions to resolve four fundamental challenges: 1) justifying the 
innovation, 2) finding relevance to the core business, 3) reducing risks, and 4) resolving conflicts. 

 Although there were only a few companies involved, the study suggests that finding and cultivating 
these innovation midwives may prove to be an essential factor for established companies to sustain 
a stream of innovations. 

 
Xie, X., Zeng, S., & Tam, C. (2010). Overcoming barriers to innovation in SMEs in China: A perspective 
based cooperation network. Innovation: Management, Policy & Practice, 12(3), 298-310. 

 The ‘lack of technical experts’ is the most important barrier 

 
  



Copyright © 2014 by Inventive Talent Consulting, LLC Page 12 

 

B. Career Management 
 
Baer, M. (2012). Putting creativity to work: The implementation of creative ideas in organizations. 
Academy of Management Journal, 55(5), 1102-1119. 

 The relation between creativity and implementation is regulated by individuals’ motivation to put 
their ideas into practice and their ability to network, or, alternatively, the number of strong 
relationships they maintain. 

 
Chalhoub, M. S. (2009). Employee growth and development through knowledge management in the 
global environment: Effects on the competitiveness of firms in a multinational context. Journal of 
Knowledge Globalization, 2(2), 25-46. 

 The framework includes six managerial initiatives, (1) building intellectual capital by involving the 
employee in managerial decisions, (2) training and career path development based on multinational 
mobility, (3) stimulation of employee involvement in innovation and new product development 
(NPD) through organized research and development (R&D) (4) stability of employee tenure, 
retention, and sense of belonging through intellectual advancement (5) involvement of the 
employee in customer-centered practices and (6) external knowledge management across 
multinational offices and geographic markets.  Results showed that initiatives (1), (2), (3), and (4), 
are positively and significantly correlated with company performance. The fifth component was not 
found significant, and the sixth was found negatively correlated. 

 
Katona, Z., Zubcsek, P., & Sarvary, M. (2011). Network effects and personal influences: The diffusion 
of an online social network. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 48(3), 425-443. 

 An individual who is connected to many adopters has a greater adoption probability (degree effect). 

 An interesting counterintuitive finding is that the average influential power of individuals decreases 
with the total number of their contacts. 

 
Lindbom, D. (2007). A culture of coaching: The challenge of managing performance for long-term 
results. Organization Development Journal, 25(2), P101-P106. 

 Coaching must become part of the organization’s identity by including it in core competencies and 
behavior expectations. Strategic goals must reinforce this culture and processes and resources must 
be provided to assist effective coaching. These steps and a true commitment to feedback can lead to 
a culture of coaching. 

 
Rodríguez-Escudero, A. I., Carbonell, P., & Munuera-Aleman, J. L. (2010). Positive and negative effects 
of team stressors on job satisfaction and new product performance. Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 27(6), 856-868. 

 First, product managers should make every effort to reduce role ambiguity to minimal levels, 
ensuring that team members fully understand their role requirements and have adequate 
information about their job. 

 Second, rather than reducing the level of role conflict to zero, managers must take into account the 
positive effect that moderate levels of role conflict have in product quality. 

 Finally, management should put some pressure on the team members and make sure they 
understand that there is a sense of urgency. 
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Tyagi, R. K., & Sawhney, M. S. (2010). High-performance product management: The impact of 
structure, process, competencies, and role definition. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 
27(1), 83-96. 

 The performance of a product management organization is driven by structural barriers in the 
organization, the quality of marketing processes, roles and responsibilities, and knowledge and 
competencies. The findings suggest that structural boundaries and interfaces are the biggest 
impediment to effective product management, followed by clarity of roles and responsibilities. The 
research highlights the importance of organization structure and effective human resource practices 
in improving product management performance. 

 
C. Team Leadership 
 
Amar, A. D., Hentrich, C., & Hlupic, V. (2009). To be a better leader, give up authority. Harvard 
Business Review, 87(12), 22-24. 

 Innovation and efficiency can increase when executives relinquish some of their authority and give 
employees some autonomy in their jobs.  

 
Buijs, J. (2007). Innovation leaders should be controlled schizophrenics. Creativity & Innovation 
Management, 16(2), 203-210. 

 This means that innovation leaders need to show a special kind of leadership.  This leadership must 
be balanced, people-focused and must include a high tolerance for ambiguity and paradoxes. 

 They have to be nice and nasty at the same time.  In short: innovation leaders should be some kind 
of controlled schizophrenics. 

 
Castro, F., Gomes, J., & de Sousa, F. C. (2012). Do intelligent leaders make a difference? The effect of a 
leader’s emotional intelligence on followers’ creativity. Creativity & Innovation Management, 21(2), 
171-182. 

 The findings confirmed a positive relationship between leaders’ EI and employees’ creativity. 

 At an EI’s sub-dimensions level, the current research showed an association between creativity, on 
one hand, and self-encouragement and understanding of own emotions, on the other. 

 Finally, no mediating effect of climate was observed. The absence of a mediating effect is interesting, 
since it suggests a direct link between leaders’ EI and employees’ creativity, regardless of the 
climate. 

 
De Stobbeleir, K. E., Ashford, S. J., & Buyens, D. (2011). Self-regulation of creativity at work: The role 
of feedback-seeking behavior in creative performance. Academy of Management Journal, 54(4), 811-
831. 

 Employees’ cognitive style and perceived organizational support for creativity affected two patterns 
of feedback seeking: 

 The propensity to inquire for feedback and  

 The propensity to monitor the environment for indirect feedback. 

 Feedback inquiry related to supervisor ratings of employee creative performance. These results 
highlight the importance of employees’ self-regulatory behaviors in the creative process and show 
that feedback seeking is not only a strategy that facilitates individual adaptation, but also a resource 
for achieving creative outcomes. 

 



Copyright © 2014 by Inventive Talent Consulting, LLC Page 14 

 

Kelley, T., & Kelley, D. (2012). Reclaim your creative confidence. Harvard Business Review, 90(12), 
115-118. 

 The trick is to overcome the four big fears that hold most of us back: fear of the messy unknown, 
fear of judgment, fear of the first step, and fear of losing control. 

 
Lee, F., Edmondson, A. C., Thomke, S., & Worline, M. (2004). The mixed effects of inconsistency on 
experimentation in organizations. Organization Science, 15(3), 310-326. 

 Individuals under high evaluative pressure were less likely to experiment when normative values 
and instrumental rewards were inconsistent in supporting experimentation. 

 In contrast, individuals under low evaluative pressure responded to inconsistent conditions with 
increased experimentation. 

 
Lovelace, K., Shapiro, D. L., & Weingart, L. R. (2001). Maximizing cross-functional new product teams’ 
innovativeness and constraint adherence: A conflict communications perspective. Academy of 
Management Journal, 44(4), 779-793. 

 The effect of task disagreement on team outcomes depended on how free members felt to express 
task-related doubts and how collaboratively or contentiously these doubts were expressed. 

 
Mollick, E. (2012). People and process, suits and innovators: the role of individuals in firm 
performance. Strategic Management Journal, 33(9), 1001-1015. 

 Variation among individuals matter far more in organizational performance than is generally 
assumed. Further, variation among middle managers has a particularly large impact on firm 
performance, much larger than that of those individuals who are assigned innovative roles. 

 
Randolph, W., & Sashkin, M. (2002). Can organizational empowerment work in multinational settings? 
Academy of Management Executive, 16(1), 102-115. 
Strong evidence suggests that empowerment comes to life and has positive impacts on performance 
and efficiency when managers use the following three interrelated keys: 

 Share accurate information,  

 Create autonomy via boundaries, and  

 Replace hierarchical thinking with self-managed teams. 
 
Seravalli, G. (2011). Conflict, contract, leadership and innovation: An interdisciplinary view. Journal of 
Knowledge Management, Economics & Information Technology, 1(6), 74-121. 

 Leadership is required to progressively manage the conflicts that occur between contrasting visions 
of how best to proceed that emerge from different specializations, legitimized through a shared 
commitment. 
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D. Team Dynamics 
 
Badke-Schaub, P., Goldschmidt, G., & Meijer, M. (2010). How does cognitive conflict in design teams 
support the development of creative ideas? Creativity & Innovation Management, 19(2), 119-133. 

 Design teams, even in a laboratory environment, encounter a considerable amount of cognitive 
conflict. 

 The high innovation and high functionality groups used a more competing and a more compromising 
style, whereas groups rated low on the same parameters used a more collaborating style. 

 The high rating groups on both creativity components used a more associating and rejecting 
behavior style; the high innovation groups also generated more new ideas than the low innovation 
groups. 

 The low rating groups on both innovation and functionality tended to repeat ideas more frequently. 

 The main finding is that, in contrast with reports in previous research, the groups with higher 
innovation and functionality scores collaborated less than their peers in the low rating groups on 
these parameters. 

 The authors interpret these results as signifying that creative performance in teams is not achieved 
mainly by agreement but needs cognitive confrontation. 

 
Denti, L., & Hemlin, S. (2012). Leadership and innovation in organizations: A systematic review of 
factors that mediate or moderate the relationship. International Journal of Innovation Management, 
16(3), 1240007-1-1240007-20. 

 The relationship between leadership and innovation appears strongest in organizations that have a 
supportive culture for innovation and where organizational structures are de-formalized and de-
centralized. 

 Furthermore, teams that are heterogeneous and work on complex tasks have the highest capability 
for innovation. Such teams require supportive and non-controlling leadership that includes them in 
decision-making. 

 
Dew, R., & Hearn, G. (2009). A new model of the learning process for innovation teams: Networked 
nominal pairs. International Journal of Innovation Management, 13(4), 521-535. 

 Nominal groups (members don’t communicate verbally) of six significantly outperform interactive 
groups of the same size. More importantly, however, the results showed no significant difference 
between the productivity of nominal groups of six and hybrid groups comprised of three interactive 
pairs, where each pair operated separately to complete the same puzzle in parallel with the rest of 
the group. This suggests that structuring innovation teams into networked, nominal pairs may be 
just as productive as purely nominal group structures. 

 
Guoquan, C., Chunhong, L., & Tjosvold, D. (2005). Conflict management for effective top management 
teams and innovation in China. Journal of Management Studies, 42(2), 277-300. 

 Several streams of strategy research have argued that conflict and diversity promote top 
management team effectiveness. This study proposes that how top management teams manage 
conflict can greatly contribute to their effective leadership of organizational innovation. 

 Cooperative conflict management promotes productive conflict and top management team 
effectiveness that in turn result in organizational innovation. 

 Results support the theory that conflict management can contribute to making top management 
teams effective even in the collectivist culture of China. 
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Isaksen, S. G., & Ekvall, G. (2010). Managing for innovation: The two faces of tension in creative 
climates. Creativity & Innovation Management, 19(2), 73-88. 

 The Debate dimension is described as reflecting a more productive idea tension. 

 The Conflict dimension suggests a more non-productive personal tension. 

 Relatively higher levels of Debate, and Lower levels of Conflict are more conducive to organizational 
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