The Social Sciences 11 (18): 4393-4398, 2016
ISSN: 1818-5800
© Medwell Journals, 2016
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Abstract: The creativity and innovative behavior of employees is crucial to determine the continuity and
sustainability of any organization. Personality trait has a strong effect on workplace behaviors, attitudes,
mnovation and performance. This study investigated the relationship of the “Big Five” personality dimensions
(Extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness to experience) with
mnovative work behavior. A set of questionnaire was personally distributed to 63 employees at automotive
components manufacturing in Selangor. Personality traits were assessed using McCrae and Costa while
mnovative work behavior was adopted from Kleysen and Street. The results indicated that one dimension of
personality trait, i.e., openness to experience showed significant relationship (r = 0 .575) with innovative work
behavior. The other personality traits were not significantly related to innovative work behavior. Thus, the
management can develop new strategies to boost immovative work behavior among employees in orgamzation
as personality trait is without a doubt an essential contributor in producing mnovative employees. For future
studies, the comparison between dimensions of innovative work behavior should be made and the use of

different personality qualities is also recommended to allow for fundamental implications.

Key words: Personality traits, innovative work behavior, strategies, contributor, unplications

INTRODUCTION

As 2015, Malaysia was ranked 32nd in Global
Tnnovation Index (GTI), compared to 33rd in 2014 while in
18th ranking in Global Competitiveness Index (GCT).
Although, Malaysia has made an improvement in the GII
and GCIL, immovation in Malaysia 1s still at low level. Even
though, various efforts have been carried out, there are
still short of mnovations in many sectors of the economy
(MOSTI, 2006) and thus, resulted in slow development of
the right enviromment for mwmovation to flourish in
Malaysia (Ling and Nasurdin, 2010). During the Human
Resource Consultative Panel (HRCP) Workshop on 17
June, 2008, one the challenges n luman resource was
talent management. It 13 believed that good talents will
affect organizational and national competitiveness. One of
the factors that contribute Malaysian businesses lagging
behind other countries such as Singapore m terms of
sustainability 13 Malaysia’s lack of talent (Baharin and
Abdullah, 2011). Every employee should possess the
innovative mindset to support the organization in order to
retain survive and success (Leong and Rasli, 2013) can
be mnplemented by utilizing employee’s ability to imovate
(Jong and Hartog, 2008). Globally, there is pressure to

employ skillful and knowledgeable talent given that
talented employees have been identified as a powerful
source of competitive advantage. Talent management is
the main pillar to creating an organization capable of
learning, innovating and changing as well as executing
new processes. Many empirical studies have been
conducted to address factors that contribute to the
employee’s creativity (Amabile et al., 1996; Oldham and
Cummings, 1996; Zhou and Shalley, 2003) and innovative
work behavior (Jong and Hartog, 2008). As evidenced,
factors that contribute to creativity and immovation
are encouraged particularly by a combination of
individual qualities such as personality and cognitive
style and external factor such as environment support
(Amabile et al, 1996; Ekvall, 1996; Scott and Bruce,
1994).

There are four factors which can be associated with
imovative mdividuals namely intelligence, knowledge,
motivation and personality (Patterson, 2002). As
mentioned by Yesil and Sozbilir ( 2013) personality plays
an important role in understanding human behavior.
According to Hodgetts and Luthan (1991), personality is
“an mdividual’s characteristics and behavior, orgamzed
in a way that reflects the unique adjustment the person
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makes to his or her environment”. The Five Factor Model
(FFM) or Big Five of personality has been widely used as
a mechanism to measure and understand the mdividual
perscnality. The five universal traits are agreeableness,
conscientlousness, extraversion, openness to experience
and neuroticism. Even though previous studies examined
the relationship between personality and immovation, yet
these results show inconsistency. Thus, the aim of this
investigation is to understand the role of personality traits
in shaping innovative work behavior in the organization.

Literature review

Innovative work behavior: [nnovation is defined “as the
development and mmplementation of new ideas by people
who over time engage in transactions with others within
an mstitutional order” (Van de Ven, 1986). Irmovation also
15 defined as “the process of engaging mn behaviors
designed to generate and mnplement new 1ideas,
processes, products and services, regardless of the
ultimate success of the phenomena” According to
Amabile et ol (1996) innovation is “the successful
implementation of creative ideas within an organization”.
Employees can be considered as vital resources besides
capital, facilities, building and others. The creativity and
innovative behavior of employees will determine the
continuity and sustainability of the orgamzation. The
success of organization depends on the intelligence
capability such as employee creativity rather than material
assets (Amabile ef al., 1996).

There are many defimtions of individual innovative
behaviors found in the literature. Innovative work
behavior is defined as “the intentional introduction and
application (within an individual, group or orgamzation)
of 1deas, processes, products or procedures which are
relevant to the new unit of adoption, designed to
significantly  benefit the individual, the group,
organization or wider society.

Innovative behavior i1s viewed as a multistage
process and (Scott and Bruce, 1994) have outhned three
multi-dimensional aspects namely idea generation, idea
mobilization and idea realization. Idea generation 1s “a
free-flowing activity where application, implication and
consequences are 1dentified and then shaped through
refinement into a new ideas or set of ideas” (Mumford,
2000). At this stage, employees will identify opportunities
and explore new ideas that contain original, relevant and
useful criteria (Amabile et al., 1996). The subsequent
dimension is idea mobilization whichis also known as idea
promotion or idea championing. Here, the idea generated
1s promoted to the higher level in management such as top
management or key orgamzational members mn order to

bring the idea into practice (Kanter, 1988; Janssen, 2000;
De Jong and Den Hartog, 2010). The aim of the last
activity, idea implementation 18 to incorporate the ideas
that were generated and promoted into the daily business
and to realize those ideas that can be experienced and
appled within the work role, group or orgamzation
(Kanter, 1988; Janssen, 2000, Kleysen and Street, 2001 ). In
sum, the dimensions of nnovative work behavior are
considered as important elements in determining the level
of employee’s
organization. Fach  dimension has its own unique
function in which employees must be given the
opportunity to mvolve m all activities starting from

mnovation and the survival of an

generating idea up to the realizing phase. The amm
generally 1s to change and bring improvement in one’s
current situation.

Personality traits

Agreeableness: Traits of agreeableness are good-natured,
flexible, cooperative, caring, trusting and tolerant.
Agreeable people are sympathetic and are willing to help
other people. They also believe that other people will treat
them in the same way. According to Costa and McCrae
(1992) low agreeableness
narcissistic and antisocial and can be associated with

can be considered as
paranocid persenality disorders while high agreeableness
1s assoclated with the dependent personality disorder.

Conscientiousness: People who possess qualities such
as  organized, dependable, reliable, systematic,
achievement oriented are best described as conscientious
individual (Hogan et al., 1996; Shaffer et al., 2006;
Tahir and Ismail, 2007). According to Borlongan (2008),
people with high conscientiousness are normally low in
creativity. Even so, conscientiousness people will use
technology that would allow them to perform their work
more efficiently and attain high level of work (Barrick nad
Mount, 1991).

Extraversion: Personality theory revealed that people
high on extraversion are illustrated as searching for
interaction opportunities with others, normally liking other
people, being gregarious, assertive, dominant, energetic,
active, talkative and enthusiastic (Costa and McCrae,
1992). Tn a simple term, extravert people are likely to be
cheerful, social as well as seeking excitement and
insgpiration. Tnstead, introverts prefer to be alone and are
illustrated as reserved, quiet and independent. Besides,
extraversion i3 a good predictor of creativity and
immovation (Zhou and Shalley, 2003; Batey and Fumnham,
2006).
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Openness to experience: Openness to experience is a
perscnality dimension that characterizes someone who is
mtellectually curious and tends to seek new experiences
and explore novel ideas, especially aspects of mtelligence
related to creativity (McCrae, 1987). Previous studies
found this personality trait to be most consistently related
to creativity (McCrae, 1987, Costa and McCrae, 1997,
George and Zhou, 2001). Individuals who are high on
openness to experience usually appreciate unusual ideas
and imagination are curious and broadminded and like a
variety of experiences. While individuals who are low on
openness are more conventional and conservative, they
prefer straightforward and obvious thoughts over
complex and ambiguous ones (Costa and McCrae, 1997).

Neuroticism: According to McCrae and John (1992),
“newroticism signifies varnances of ndividual tendency to
experience suffering and 1s defined as emotionally
msecure ad uneven” Individuals who score high on
emotional stability are usually calm, even tempered and
relaxed. They can handle stressful situations without
getting upset (Costa and McCrae, 1992).

Personality traits and innovative work behavior:
Previous study states that personality has a strong effect
on workplace behaviors, attitudes and performance
(Matzler et al., 2011). Personality also plays an important
role i understanding mdividual mnovative behavior
(Patterson, 2002). Numerous studies have found the
relationship between personality traits and immovative
behavior. However, the sigmficant level 1s different and
shows inconsistent results.

For example, a study conducted among marine
tourism employees at China found that agreeableness,
extraversion and openness to experience of personality
traits were significantly correlated with the idea
generation, idea promotion and idea implementation
factor 1n innovative behavior. Meanwhile, the other two
persenality traits 1.e., conscientiousness and neuroticism
were not significant to mnovative behavior (Chen et al.,
2010).

Another study had been conducted to mvestigate
the relationship between entrepreneurial leadership and
innovative behavior: the moderating effect of openness to
experience and extraversion (Hong-Da et al., 2014). The
study reveals that positive effect of entrepreneurial
self-efficacy on innovative behavior was stronger among
subordinates who had a low openness to experience trait.
The study also showed that the positive effect of
mdividual entrepreneurial self-efficacy on performing
mnovative behavior 1s moderated by extraversion.

Personality traits

Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Extraversion
Openness to experience
Neuroticism

Innovative
work behavior

v

Fig. 1: Conceptual framework

In addition, a study investigating the impact of
personality traits on individual innovation behavior in
Turkey (Yesil and Sozbilir, 2013) nvolved 215 employees
in ten small and medium sized hotels. Based on the
findings, openness to experience has implications for
individual innovation behavior while the other personality
traits did not reflect any effect on individual imovation

behavior.

Conceptual framework: In this study, personality traits
served as independent variables in determining the
influence towards imnovative work behavior or dependent
variable. Personality traits were measured through five
dimensions namely agreeableness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, openness to experience and neuroticism
among employees m  automotive  components
manufacturing. Therefore, this study proposes the
following framework as illustrated in Fig. 1. Based on the
conceptual framework, the hypotheses for this study i1s
developed as:

» H;: there 1s sigmficant relationship between
agreeableness and innovative work behavior

» H;: there 1s sigmficant relationship between
conscientiousness and innovative work behavior

o H. there is significant relationship between
extraversion and mnovative work behavior

» H, there 1s sigmficant relationship between
openness to experience and innovative work
behavior

» H.. there 1s sigmficant relationship between
neuroticism and mnovative work behavior

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sampling frame 1s a set of elements from which a
researcher can select a sample of the target population
(Currivan, 2003). Listing of employees was obtained
from the Human Resource Executive at the Automotive
Components Manufacturing. Sunple random sampling was
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applied and each of the members has an equal and
mndependent chance of being selected as the sample. The
questiormaire was personally distributed to respondents.
The items measurement for five dimensions of personality
traits  namely  agreeableness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, opermess to experience and neuroticism was
adopted from (Costa and McCrae, 1992) while the items to
measure innovative work behavior were driven from
(Kleysen and Street, 2001). The Cronbach’s a value were
0.72 and 0.88, respectively. The scoring on the questions
was based on a “*5” point Likert scale with “1” for strongly
disagree and “5” for strongly agree.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Mean score for dimensions of personality traits: Table 1
sumnmarizes the overall mean scores for all five dimensions
of personality traits. The results depict that the
respondents possess personality traits given the mean
score ranging between 3.61 and 4.07.

Reliability analysis: The reliability coefficient for five
dimensions of personality traits and innovative work
behavior are above 0.70, these indicate that data used for
this study met good internal consistency and reliability
level required for sigmficant analyses (Table 2).

Correlation analysis: Table 3 presents the correlation
analysis and the data found that only openness to
experience has a significant relationship with mmovative
work behavior. Meanwhile, there 13 no relationship
between agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion
and neuroticism and innovative work behavior among the
employees m automotive components manufacturing. A
finding of this study is consistent with the study
conducted among hotel emplovees in Turkey (Yesil and
Sozbilir, 2013). Accordingly, openness to experience
positively influences individual innovative behavior with
the r value 0.411. Among the five dinensions of
personality traits, openness to experience 15 the most
frequently investigated and has received consistent
support n postulating a positive relationship with
mnovative work behavior which relates to creativity
(Costa and McCrae, 1997, George and Zhou, 2001). The
finding of this study is also consistent with Yesil and
Sozbilir (2013) and Chen et al. (2010) where the openness
to experience has a positive effect on individual
innovative behavior.

studies found that
demonstrated a negative association with mmovative
work behavior (Gelade, 1997, Patterson, 1999, George and

Previous agreeableness

Table 1: Mean score and standard deviation
Personality traits Mean SD

Agreeableness 4.0778 0.54864
Conscientiousness 4.0222 0.62000
Extraversion 3.6222 0.45419
Openness to experience 3.6185 0.74658
Neuroticism 3.6963 0.70228

Table 2: Mean score and standard deviation

Ttems No. of items Cronbach’s alpha
Personality traits 25 0.895
Agreeableness 5 0.755
Conscientiousness 5 0.738
Extraversion 5 0.837
Openness to experience 5 0.855
Neuroticism 5 0.799
Innovative work behavior 14 0.924

Table 3: Correlation between personality traits and innovative work
behavior

Personality traits R values Hypothesis
Agreeableness -1.810 H; Rejected
Conscientiousness -0.900 H; Rejected
Extraversion 0.210 H: Rejected
Openness to experience 0.575 H, Fail to reject
Neuroticism 0.233 H; Rejected

Zhou, 2001). A study done by Sung and Chor (2009)
revealed that agreeableness 1s not sigmficant with
creativity performance.

According  to (2006),
conscientiousness are not related to innovation. In

Patterson et  al

addition, individual with low consclentiousness are
associated with innovation (Barron and Harrington, 1981;
Harrison et al., 2002). Furthermore, individual with high
consclentiousness are directed toward carrying out the
given task efficiently rather than mterrupt the given task
flow by developing new ideas (George and Zhou, 2001 ).
Empirical studies have proven that extraversion 1s a good
predictor of creativity and innovation (Patterson, 2002;
Batey and Furnham, 2006). In contrast a study done by
Barrick et al. (2001), showed that extraversion is not a
predictor of overall work related to creativity except for
some specific occupations and specific criteria.

Neuroticism leads to unfavorable feelings n life
(Magnus et al., 1993). Previous studies found neuroticism
is negatively related to job satisfaction which in turn may
lead to imovative work behavior.

CONCLUSION

To sum up, this study attempted to mvestigate the
influence of personality traits towards mmovative work
behavior. The findings demonstrate that openness to
experience may encourage innovative
behavior in organizations. However, agreeableness,
consclentiousness, extraversion and neuroticism did not

researcher
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influence individual innovative behavior. Based on these
findings, the management can develop new strategies to
boost innovative work behavior among employees in
organization. Furthermore, the findings give a clear
understanding on employee’s personality traits which is
an essential contributor i  producing mmovative
employees. As for the recommendation, firther research
can be carried out by comparing different dimensions of
mnovative work behavior for better understanding on the
significance of each dimension. Other personality
qualities such as proactive personality can also be used
to measure the impact of individual personality deeply.
Further research also should be mvolving greater sample
size can permit more powerful hypotheses test.
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