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ABSTRACT
Personality has been conceptualized from a host of theoretical perspectives. The present conceptual paper is an endeavor to enhance and grab the
etymology of personality, innovative behavior and creativity. Moreover relationship of personality with creativity and innovative behavior is explored
in depth. After reviewing an extensive literature, the researcher came up with the general accepted taxonomy of personality measure i.e., widely
accepted framework named as big five inventory. While, innovative behavior was gauged by the yardstick of three phases namely idea generation,
gathering support and idea implementation. It was suggested for the future researchers to explore the more innovative measures for this overlooked
relationship in study of personality and innovative behavior.
Keywords: Personality, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, Innovation, Creativity, Innovative
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1. INTRODUCTION
Taking about the key success factors of corporations in twenty
first century, aspect of innovation is highly important in this
era. Competitiveness and survival of organizations depend
on their innovation capabilities (Palangkaraya et al., 2010.
Therefore organizations are paying special attention on its
workforce to behave innovatively and creatively (Patterson
et al., 2009). Similarly reviewing the literature on innovation
in past 20 years, a special emphasis of scholars is noticed on
the innovative behavior. So there is a need to work out on the
antecedents, enablers and predictors of innovative behavior
(Wu et al., 2011). Innovative behavior is considered to be
influenced by numerous personal and external determinants
(Jung, 2001).
This study will intend to explore the relationship of personality of
an individual and innovative behavior. How personality factors of
an individual can influence his innovative outcomes at workplace?
To answer this question, previous studies on this topic will be
reviewed in detail.

It is a general perception among the scholars that this relationship
is studied a lot in the past (Yesil and Sozbilir, 2013; Patterson
et al., 2009). This review article will test the actuality and accuracy
of this claim whether relationship of personality and innovative
behavior is sufficiently explored in past? If yes then how accurate
and consistent results are? What are the findings of those studies?
What are the short comings of those studies focusing on personality
and innovative behavior relationship? What aspects of innovative
behavior and personality traits need to be discussed further?
So this study will review past studies on concept of personality;
concept of innovative behavior and personality and innovative
behavior relationship retrieved from famous and credible
databases. And after discussing and concluding the results of
those studies, this study will give guidelines for future studies
on this topic.

2. RESEARCH DESIGN
This study is a qualitative literature review on the concept of
personality, creativity, innovative behavior and their relationship

International Review of Management and Marketing | Vol 6 • Issue 1 • 2016

177

Abdullah, et al.: A Literature Review on Personality, Creativity and Innovative Behavior

with one another. For this purpose literature and past studies are
reviewed from authentic journals, books, conference proceedings,
reports, websites and different commentaries. In the following
sections, relevant studies are summed up under headings of
concept of personality; concept of creativity and innovative
behavior; personality and creativity relationship; personality and
innovative behavior relationship. Concluding remarks about the
reviewed studies are stated in end.

3. DISCUSSION
3.1. Concept of Personality

Personality is so widely studied concept by the psychologists
that “personality psychology” is taken as a separate discipline of
psychology. Personality psychology is concerned with the analysis
of human nature and theories surrounded by the personality must
cater the five root ideas that are motivation, unconscious, self,
development and maturity (Hogan, 1998).
Suppose there are two persons of the same age but have different
interests, activities, feelings and thinking, it means there is
something different inside them and that “something inside” is
said to be personality (Kasschau, 2000). Earliest psychologists
have defined the personality as development of the individuals’
whole psychological system (Warren and Carmichael, 1930).
Allport presented the same concept of personality in his definition:
“The dynamic organization with in the individual of those
psychophysical systems that determine his unique adjustments to
his environment” (Allport, 1937; Robbins et al., 2009).
In simple words, personality can be defined as the collection of
intrinsic and extrinsic traits that may affect the behavior of an
individual. So to evaluate the personality of a person; traits or
characteristics play the primary role (Allport, 1937; Bowers, 1973;
John, 1990). In order to classify and present the personality traits
that an individual possesses, numerous authors have presented the
different trait theories. Work of Gordon Allport, Raymond Cattell,
Hans Eysenck, Katherine Brigg and Isabel Brigg is important in
this context. From the last many years, a general agreement can
be observed among the psychologists on a comprehensive and
robust personality model that is known as big five personality
model that consists of five universal personality traits named as
extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism and
emotional stability (Goldberg, 1981; Conley, 1985; Costa and
McCrae, 1988; McCrae, 1989; McCrae and Costa, 1985; McCrae
and Costa, 1987; McCrae and Costa, 1989; Wortman et al., 2012).
Extraversion trait refers to the level of comfort-ability with
relationships to others. It represents personality characteristics
as active, assertive, talkative, outgoing, social, gregarious,
energetic, surgency, and ambitious. These people are good in
active communication and with full of positive energy (Barrick
and Mount, 1991; Goldberg, 1990; Watson and Clark, 1997).
Agreeableness refers to the degree with which individual differs
with others. This Trait represents personality characteristics as
cooperative, softhearted, tolerant, forgiving, altruism, emotionally
supportive, courteous, good natured, flexible, and self-sacrifice
(Barrick and Mount, 1991; Digman, 1990). Conscientiousness
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refers to the degree with which an individual is reliable. It
represents different sub traits as organize, dependable, responsible,
conformity, orderly, diligent, vigilant, attentive, cautious, logical,
risk averter, systematize, thorough, comprehensive, reliable,
determined and keep focused towards their goal for achieving
success (Digman, 1990; Barrick and Mount, 1991). Neuroticism
refers to the low level of emotional stability. Costa and McCrae
(1992) defined Neuroticism in following words “neuroticism
signifies variances of individual tendency to experience suffering
and is defined as emotionally insecure and uneven.” Openness
to experience personality trait refers to the degree or level of
one’s imagination or fascination. It represents to personality
characteristics as curiosity, novelty, cultivated, aesthetic,
sensitivity, independent minded, intellectual, creative (Barrick
and Mount, 1991; Goldberg, 1990; Digman, 1990).
So considering the wide acceptability of big five personality model
this study will consider the above given five traits of personality
to define personality in context of this study.

3.2. Concept of Innovative Behavior and Creativity

Innovation is not something new or full of complex history. It is
as old as mankind. From the very first day of human evolution,
man has started innovation, by doing something new and unique
with itself and its environment. One of the earliest process
and definition of Innovation was given by Schumpeter (1934).
According to him innovation refers to creation and implementation
of “new combination” of service, work processes, products and
markets (Schumpeter, 1934). King and Anderson (2002) defined
the innovation as:
i. Anything newly introduced for the social settings
ii. Idea based
iii. Intention based
iv. Introduced for the purpose to provide benefits
v. Accidental
vi. Not an in-routine change
vii. Affects public.
Word Innovation is often interchangeably used with the word
creativity. Amabile (1996), differentiated these two term by
defining creativity and innovation. He defined creativity as
production of useful and novel ideas in domain while Innovation
refers to implementation of creative ideas in organization so
creativity is the first stage is innovation. Figure 1 shows the
interdependence of creativity and innovation and different
components in work environment that boosts the innovation
and creativity. Moreover this relationship can be confirmed with
another early study that suggests, innovators tend to be more
creative as compare to others (Zaltman, 1965).
This study is considering innovative behavior of individual. Scott
and Bruce (1994) identified a three layered process, explaining
how an individual innovate at work place. At the first stage,
an individual identifies a problem and present, adopted or new
ideas for resolving the issue. In the second stage the individual
strives to find out the support for his idea inside the organization
and outside the organization. In the final stage, individual
creates a prototype of his idea and exhibits how the idea can be
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Figure 1: Innovation versus creativity

Source: Amabile (1996)

beneficial for the organization (Kanter, 1988; Scott and Bruce,
1994). Basing on the above given process Carmeli et al., (2006)
defined the Innovative Behavior as “a multiple-stage process in
which an individual recognizes a problem for which she or he
generates new (novel or adopted) ideas and solutions, works to
promote and build support for them, and produces an applicable
prototype or model for the use and benefit of the organization or
parts within it” (Carmeli et al., 2006). Many of the researchers
have more or less the same idea about the innovative behavior. As
Shi (2012) defined Innovative behavior as “developing, adopting,
and implementing new ideas for products and work methods in
organization” (Shi, 2012).
So this study will consider the three phases of innovative
behavior presented by Scott and Bruce (1994) that are problem
identification and idea generation; gathering support and lastly
idea implementation.

3.3. Personality and Creativity Relationship

As explained above creativity is considered as the first step
toward innovation. Amabile (1996) stated without creativity, no
innovation is possible. So to study the relation of personality and
innovative behavior, it is important to review the past literature
on relation on personality creativity.
There are number of studies investigating how personality affects
the creative individual. In fact it is believed that all popular
personality theorists have discussed the creativity in their studies
(Feist and Barron, 2003). Feist and Barron (2003) claimed that
around 3500-4500 references have been added into the literature
each decade from 1970 to 1990. Therefore, it is important to
study the effect of personality on creativity in order to explore
the personality-innovative behavior relationship.
In past literature, meta-analysis of Feist (1998) is most famous in
which he indicated that creative individuals are high in autonomy,
more ambitious, hostile, dominant, impulsive, confident, extravert
and open to new experiences. Like Feist (1998) there are number
of other writers who confirmed that individuals with hight
extraversion trait are considered more creative with more intuition
and full of divergent ideas (Stavridou and Furnham, 1996; Costa

and McCrae, 1985; King et al., 1996; Wolfradt and Pretz, 2001;
Furnham and Bachtiar, 2008).
Similarly the next trait of big five personality model i.e., openness
to experience, there are number of empirical and theoretical
evidences that support the relationship of openness to experience
with creativity. McCrae (1987) defined the openness to experience
in such a sense that the relationship of openness to experince
and personality becomes obvious. According to him, openness
can be attributed as willingness of an individual to work on
new ideas, curiosity, exploration of the world and others inner
ideas. Moreover he confirmed that there is postive correlation in
personality and divergent thinkin & creativity. Wolfradt and Pretz
(2001) confirmed McCrae (1987) that openness to experience
is postively correlated with the creative thinking. Martindale,
(1989) stated that opennesss to experince and creativity sounds
as synonyms representing the same set of traits. In addition to this
there are number of other writers who confirmed this relationship
(McCrae, 1993; Rogers, 1961).
Coming towards the next trait of personality that is emotional
stability which is an antonym of neuroticism. In an old research
of Matthews (1989) it is proved that low neurotics perform less
in the creativity test. Another study proved that children with high
extroversion and low neuroticism proved more creative as compare
to others (Leith, 1972). Similarly Feist (1998) also indicated that
artists with low neuroticism trait are less creative as compare to
highly neurotic individuals. There few other studies that proved
the negative relationship of neuroticism and creativity (Dollinger
et al., 2004; Martindale and Dailey, 1996).
Remaining two traits of big five personality model are agreeableness
and conscientiousness. In old studies these traits were summed
up under single head that is named as psychoticism (Eysenck and
Eysenck, 1985; Hewstone et al., 2005; Kasschau, 2000). Rushton
(1990) confirmed that psychoticism is positively correlated with
the creativity. Similarly Woody and Claridge (1977) confirmed
that creativity is highly correlated with the psychoticism scale of
Eysenck. Study of Esfahani et al. (2012) confirmed the relationship
of conscientiousness with creativity. Relationship of agreeableness
and creativity is highly contradictory. There are number of studies
who claim that there agreeableness don’t have the predictive
power of creativity King, (King et al., 1996; Feist, 1998). But
study of Batey and Furnham (2006) claimed individuals with high
agreeableness are higher in everyday creativity level. Similarly
there are several studies that confirmed the positive relationship of
agreeableness with divergen and cognitive thinking that is central
part of creativity (Nusbaum and Silvia, 2011; Silvia, et al., 2009;
Silvia, et al., 2008).
But here it is important to note that there is a general agreement
that people with high extraversion and openness to experience
tend to be more creative. While the in depth analysis of literature
on agreeableness, emotional stability and agreeableness show
divergent results. Few studies are agreed on the point that there is
no relationship in these factors and creativity. So more empirical
studies are required for further exploring the literature regarding
controversial relationship of few personality traits with creativity.
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3.4. Personality and Innovative Behavior Relationship

Past literature is lacking the authentic studies investigating the
impact of big five personality traits on innovative behavior.
Among the few studies, majority of research work revolves around
entrepreneur, intrapreneur and marketing in which consumer’s
innovative buying behavior is focused. As a study of Olakitan
(2011) shows that there is significant positive relationship between
extraversion personality trait and innovative behavior of the
entrepreneurs of Nigeria. Similarly Olakitan (2011) indicated
positive relationship of openness to experience and innovative
behavior.
Amo and Kolvereid, (2005) concluded in their study that
employees’ intrpreneural personality has significant impact on the
innovative behavior. They measured the personality through the
Pinchot (1985)’s scale of personality. Hsieh, et al. (2011) used the
big five personality model to measure personality. They concluded
three traits extraversion, agreeableness and conscientiousness
is significantly positively related with technological innovation
while conscientiousness, openness to experience, extraversion,
emotional stability is positively related with the innovative
performance of employees. Another study found three personality
traits; agreeableness, extraversion and openness to experience
positively correlated with idea generation and idea promotion
stages of innovative behavior (Chen et al., 2010).
Few other studies on the relationship of personality and innovative
behavior have some major flaws like conceptualization issues,
generalization issues, focus on organizational innovation etc.,
(George and Zhou, 2001; Patterson et al., 2009; Dolgova et al.,
2010; Yesil and Sozbilir, 2013).
So considering the diverse findings on the innovative behavior
and personality, it would be interesting to find out what are the
findings of latest empirical evidences on the relationship of big
five personality traits and innovative behavior among employees.

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS
From the in-depth review of past studies on personality,
innovative behavior, creativity and their relationship; it can be
concluded that most agreed and less controversial personality
framework to measure the personality is “big five personality
model” that contains five personality traits that are extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness to
experience. Therefore, prospective researchers should study big
five personality model to measure the personality of an individual.
The second under study variable i.e., innovative behavior,
comprises of multiple phases. Different writers have named and
classified these phases differently. But from the review of past
studies, it is found that fundamentally there are three phases of
innovative behavior. First phase is problem identification and idea
generation. These two activities are considered as one because
they incur at one point of time. The second phase is gathering
support and last is idea implementation. Idea generation phase
of innovative behavior is called creativity. Creativity or creative
thinking is an old subject for the researchers.
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Numerous past studies have investigated the effect of personality
factors on creativity i.e., first phase of innovative behavior. From
the trend of past researches, it is found that individuals with high
extraversion and openness to experience trait of personality are
more creative as compare to others. On the other hand, individuals
with high degree of agreeableness, conscientiousness and
neuroticism are less creative.
From the review of past researches on the relationship of innovative
behavior and personality, it is found that past researchers didn’t
make serious and authentic attempts to address the effect of
personality on innovative behavior. The existing past studies on
this relationship, have many flaws, like generalization issues,
conceptualization issues, emphasis on organizational innovation,
emphasis on innovation from marketing point of view, emphasis
on innovation from entrepreneurial point of view etc. Therefore,
there is a need of authentic empirical studies, investigating the
effect of personality traits on innovative behavior through valid
measurement frameworks as indicated in this study.
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