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1. Introduction

The construct of organizational climate was
primary settled by K. Lewin, R. Lippitt and
R.K. White (1939). Organizational climate in
general denotes the behavior, attitudes and
feelings of the organization. It influences
organizational operating processes such as
communications, problem solving, decision
making and the way organization learns.
A climate for innovation, consequently, is
the perception employees embrace about
innovation in the business settings (Payne,
Pugh, 1976).

There are theories and approaches highlighted
organizational  structure, flexibility —and
competency of the organizations as the basis of
the management and as the factors determining
organizational performance. There are also
approachesreflected organizational atmosphere,
participative management style and motivations
for being innovative as the key prerequisites for
managers to effectively organize and manage
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D. Samson (2001) recognized four constituents of organizational climate: a)
tolerance of ambiguity; b) empowerment of employees; c) allocation of creative
time and d) knowledge sharing and communication among within the company
and its network.

Innovativeness could be defined as the inclination to generate and adopt
new products, new processes, and new business systems (Knowles et al.
2008). Innovativeness can be also understood as an attribute of culture
that addresses the openness to new ideas. Therefore, innovativeness move
organization towards being innovation oriented (Hurley, Hult 1998). As
a result, climate for innovation exemplifies recognizable expression of
a culture characterized by pro-innovation and it has an affirmative influence
on innovation in organization (Crespell, Hansen 2008). Construct of climate
for innovation, has been described as a framework consisting five important
factors: team cohesion, supervisory encouragement, resources, autonomy,
and openness to innovation (Nybakk, Crespell, Hansen 2011). In addition,
some research advocates that one factor of accomplishing a solid climate for
innovation is manager behavior (Schein, 2011). Climate for innovation may
influence improved organizational results and in consequence it may provide
change of patterns of interaction (Feldman, Pentland 2003) and successively
lead to adaptive behavior and performance.

As enablers, all of the climate dimensions are hypothesized to have a joint
direct effect on the adaptive performance.

Numerous researchers have acknowledged an affirmative relationship between
aclimate for innovation and organizational achievements (e.g. Deshpandé, Farley
2004). Climate has a tendency to support adaptive performance of an individuals
and teams since it forms supportive organizational setting. Nevertheless not
much research has been done on climate for innovation (Sarros et al. 2008) as
a factor influencing adaptive performance (Magee 2002). As such, adaptive
performance as well as organizational performance is supposed to be determined
by the climate for innovation. Therefore, it is proposed here to examine the
subsequent hypothesis: Climate for innovation affects adaptive performance
positively. Within the individual adaptive performance, the research comprises
four dimensions borrowed from E.D. Pulakos” et al. (2000): solving problems
creatively, dealing with uncertain or unpredictable work situations, learning
new tasks, technologies and procedures, and handling work stress.

The objective of the paper is to identify and reflect climate for innovation
as construct that influences individual adaptive performance. To do so, it is
a necessity to develop and assess valid research instrument. Consequently, the
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article reviews some aspects concerning the adaptation of existing instruments
and measurements. On that basis, the aims of this research are threefold: (1) to
find and adapt an instrument to a research context in order to measure Climate
for Innovation (Cl) and Individual Adaptive Performance (AP), (2) to develop
the appropriate research instrument to study those two constructs, and finally
(3) to test the adapted research instrument from the perspective of its validity
and reliability.

2. Method

Sample and procedure

The data for this research were collected from a random group of managers.
All measures have been borrowed from existing studies and adapted to Polish
settings.

Data were gathered from respondents worked at different enterprises located
in Poland. The study population comprised a list of enterprises from the
voivodship of Lower Silesia in Poland. The sample met the following criteria:
firm had commercial recognition, firm should operate as a private business. This
process allowed selecting 387 firms as a research population from a variety of
industries, including manufacturing, technology, financial services, wholesale,
retail, and insurance. The structure of the researched group was related with
The Central Statistical Office (keeping the National Official Business Register)
and was found as a reasonable representation of participating managers in the
research population.

The sample used for the study consisted of 387 respondents which are result of
convenient sample. This sampling method has been conducted based on whether
contact details of target respondents can be obtained. A survey has been done
using an email and paper questionnaire. An overall response rate yielded 78%
(301 were returned) due to a number of requests to the participants. The response
rate is an above average for studies where managers are sample group (Cycyota,
Harrison 2006; Baruch 2008). Incomplete data has been eliminated giving 280
valid questionnaires to accept and take into consideration for further evaluation
(93% of returned questionnaires and 72% of all questionnaires that were
sent out).

The average age of participating respondents was 25-35 years old (SD = 0.8). Of
the respondents, 10% was top-level managers, 25% executives, and 55% upper-
middle managers. The participant respondents mostly worked in organizations
with 51-250 employees.
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A non-response bias test was accompanied using the pattern recommended
by Armstrong and Overton (1977), and applied by others (by Burkam and Lee’s
(1998), and by Lindner, Murphy, Briers (2001)). A t-test has been used to compare
differences in Cl and AP given by early and late respondents. Due to this test no
inconsistencies were found (p > .05), suggesting no non-response bias.

Measures

We searched for scales for researching CI and AP constructs in existing
research. The items used in this study and included in the questionnaire were
borrowed from valid scales and as a result measures used have been adjusted
from the prior research in the writings. As a first step it was essential to found
the constructs’ validity of those included in the research. Evaluating the
measurement scheme was the second step. This allows ensuring that all items
and corresponding dimensions were loading significantly on at least one factor
as estimated from prior studies adopting the same scales. .

The measurement model consisted of two constructs: CL, and AP. The complete
set of items used in this research, as well as factor loadings, average variance
extracted (AVE), and internal consistency reliability, are presented in table 1.

Due to the result of the factor analysis, eight of the dimensions for CI were
excluded, (the factor loadings under .50) and 12 factors were included in the
theoretical configuration. For AP all items represent clear results. All items have
been correctly loaded on their corresponding factors, with no cross-loadings
above 0.3. All constructs showed appropriate reliability and validity.

Climate for Innovation Scale

The CI scale proposed by Amabile et al. (1996) has been used to study the
five CI dimensions: (a) team cohesion (4 items), (b) supervisory encouragement
(4 items), (c) resources (4 items), (d) autonomy (4 items), and (e) openness to
innovation (4 items). The CI Scale has been shown in previous studies as
indicated and has internal consistency reliability on the acceptable level
(all Cronbach’s alpha coefficients > .70). The internal consistency reliability
evidences construct and content validity (Podsakoff et al. 1990).

The dimension of the CI in this research was based on Amabile et al’
(1996) measurement instrument, but, following argumentation of Nybakk,
Crespell and Hansen (2011) composite indicators have been used in which
four items per climate dimension were united. Each of the 20 items has been
assessed applying a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree).
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Table 1. Cl. Average value for a 20-Item scale. Single-Item Analysis

Innovation is rewarded

It is often difficult to carry out organizational changes

New ideas are generally resisted

People are encouraged to take risks even if it results in
failure

People do not have a say in the way their job is performed

Employees determine their own work

Employees have the freedom to decide how they are going
to do their work

People feel like they do not have control over their own work

People have too much work to accomplish in the allotted time

It is difficult for people to get the resources they need to do
their work

Generally, people can get the resources they need for their work

If people need information to do their work, it is readily
accessible within the organization

Supervisors support their teams within the organization

People feel that top management is enthusiastic and
confident about their work

People do not feel encouraged by their superiors to do
creative work

People ignore what their superiors expect for them

Employees lack a shared vision of where we are going and
what we are trying to do

Communication is free and open within teams

People feel they cannot trust their coworkers

Teams are committed to their work

0,00

2,00

4,00 6,00

Source: own study

a
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CI scale was reduced as a result of first step in the factorial analysis process.
We examined scale reliability (alfa) to guarantee a value equal or above 0.70.
A factor loading analysis of these twenty items produced twelve items. Factor
loadings of the item included in the analysis ranged from .55 to 0.84. Finally,
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients in this research oscillated from .5 (Openness for
Innovation) to .75 (Supervisory encouragement and Autonomy). This is a good
base to consider it as acceptable assuming the comparatively small number
of items in each subscale. But then also Cronbach’s alpha for Team cohesion
subscale was .57. Thus, we sought to take carefully the results concerning those
two dimensions and as a result we decided to use CI as an unidimensional one.
Concerning the reliability for CI scale, Cronbach’s alpha value (N = 280) was
.73 at the individual level. This value varies downward when each item of the
instrument is drawn. We also tested convergent reliability (CR)as supportive to
average variance values (AVE). AVE is above .5 for all items. The AVE of the total
scale is .75 and CR is .94 suggesting postulated criteria have been met.

Table 2. AP. Average value for an 8-Item scale. Single-ltem Analysis
\ | | |

e [ maintain focus when dealing with multiple

situatoions and responsibillities 2Lk
I I
® [ remain calm and behave positively under highly
3,88
stressful events
I I
® [ search and develop new competences to deal with 364

difficult sitations

® Peridically, I update technical and interpersonal | | | |
competences as a way to better perform the tasks in 4,57
which we are enrolled | | | |

e [ adjust and deal with unpredicable situations by

shifting focus and taking reasonable action 3.86
e [ devise alternative plans in very short time, as a way 385
to cope with new tasks demands 4
® ] use creative ideas to manage incoming events 4,07

® [ find innovative ways to deal with unexpected events | 4,07

L 1 [ |

0,000 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000

v v

Source: own study
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Totally, the number of factors incorporated in the analysis was 20. Of the 20
items visually analyzed, average score value is 4 and higher for 11 items (table 1).
For 2 of items, average value of answers is below 3.

The final list of CI items, as pointed earlier, contained 12 items, divided into
five sub-scales. The remaining 8 items represent 5 primary dimensions (table 6).

The descriptive analysis of the CI construct shows average values (Mean) for
each one of the items and range a value from 2.43 to 5.58 (SD=1.22 - 1.77). We
noticed that one of the 20 items obtained a median of six. It relates to the mark
associated to the extremely positive answer, nevertheless the scores interims
also grasped lower scores, that is, the score two (table 3). The mode value that
appears most often in a set of data is 5 (7 items).

AP Scale: This scale was built upon E.D. Pulakos” et al. (2000) eight-
dimensional model of AP and we decided only to consider those dimensions
that were reported by E.D. Pulakos et al. (2000). Consequently, this scale
was used to examine the four AP factors of (a) solving problems creatively
(2 items), (b) dealing with uncertain or unpredictable work situations (2 items),
(c) learning new tasks, technologies and procedures (2 items), and (d) handling
work stress (2 items). Each of the 8 items was evaluated using a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The measurement of the AP in this
research was based on adaptation of E.D. Pulakos et al. (2000) scale, however
composite indicators were used which is counted as the the combination of two
items per AP.

AP scale has demonstrated the reliability as well as the discriminant and
convergent validity of the subscale in the aforementioned research (Pulakos et.al.
2000; Marques-Quinteiro et.al 2015). Table 6 reports results of factor analysis. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient representing the quality of the scale was .84 and .86
respectively. In this study’s sample factor loadings of the item ranged from .56
to .83 and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the quality of scale items is .84.
Cronbach’s alpha value concerning the reliability for each subscale scale at the
individual level (N = 280) was .53 - .86. To support convergent validity average
variance values (AVE) has been assessed and it is above .5 for this construct. The
AVE of the total scale is .81 and CR is .84 meeting postulated criteria.

As a result of factor analysis, validity and reliability analysis all of 8 items
grouped into 4 dimensions were included in the analysis of the data.

The descriptive analysis of the AP construct demonstrates an average values
(Mean) for each items around a value of 4 (SD=1.2 - 1.46). All of the 8 items
presented a median of four (table 4). The mode value that appears most often in
a set of data is 3 (3 items) and 4 (5 items).
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Tables 1 and table 2 shows the average value of responses in the form of bar
charts concerning research items. Descriptive statistics such as means, median,
standard deviations, and modal among the variables are included in table 3
and 4. Table 6 demonstrates factor analysis results, as well as average variance
extracted, composite reliability and alfa.

Table 3. CI - Items and descriptive characteristics

Dimensions/Items Mean Me SD Mo

Team cohesion

Teams are committed to their work 5.58 6 1.22 5
People feel they cannot trust their coworkers 411 4 1.77 5
Communication is free and open within teams 4.87 5 1.45 5

Employees lack a shared vision of where we are going

and what we are trying to do 262 2 152 !

Supervisory encouragement

People ignore what their superiors expect from them 2.43 2 1.62 1
People do not feel encouraged by their superiors to do 336 3 177 2
creative work ’ '
People feel that top management is enthusiastic and
confident about their work 4.36 4 177 4
Supervisors support their teams within the 415 4 177 5
organization ’ ’
Resources
If people need information to do their work, it is 442 5 136 5
readily accessible within the organization ’ ‘
Generally, people can get the resources they need for 519 5 195 5
their work ’ ’
Itis dlfflC.ult for people to get the resources they need 270 > 153 2
to do their work
People have too much work to accomplish in the 368 4 1.44 4
allotted time
a7
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Autonomy
People feel like they do not have control over their
own work 3.03 3 1.48 2
Employees have the freedom to decide how they are 484 5 145 5
going to do their work ’ '
Employees determine their own work 5.36 5 1.39 6
People do not have a say in the way their job is 536 > 138 1

performed

Openess to innovation

People are encouraged to take risks even if it results in

failure 3.57 4 1.40 4
New ideas are generally resisted 3.65 4 1.52 4
It is often difficult to carry out organizational changes 4.16 4 1.22 4
Innovation is rewarded 3.28 3 1.65 3
v v
Source: own study
Table 4. AP - Items and descriptive characteristics
Dimensions/Items Mean Me SD Mo
Solving problems creatively

I find innovative ways to deal with unexpected events 4.07 4 1.20 4
I use creative ideas to manage incoming events 4.07 4 1.27 4

Dealing with uncertain and unpredictable work situation

I devise alternative plans in very short time, as a way

to cope with new task demands 38 4 139 3

I adjust and deal with unpredictable situations by

shifting focus and taking reasonable action 386 4 135 3

Learning work tasks, technologies and procedures

Periodically, I update technical and interpersonal
competences as a way to better perform the tasks in 4.57 4 1.10 4
which we are enrolled
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I search and develop new competences to deal with

difficult situations 3.84 4 144 3

Handling work stress

I remain calm and behave positively under highly

stressful events 3.88 4 1.46 4

I maintain focus when dealing with multiple
situations and responsibilities

v v

Source: own study

3.83 4 1.42 4

3. Measurement

To construct proper tool for measurement in the research, we have adapted the
typical procedures. To clean the preliminary quota and to confirm consistency
of the measurement, and scales validity and reliability we followed appropriate
steps. The results of procedure used for each suggested measurement scale
number of items were rejected from the analysis.

The measurement approach has been assessed by evaluating statistics
regarding reliability and validity. Cronbach’s alpha values have been included
as well as CR, factor loadings (FL), and AVE. The average variance extracted
(AVE) has been applied to assess the convergent validity of the scales. AVE for
each construct, i.e. CI and AP of .50 has been obtained and therefore it exceeds
the suggested minimum cut - off value Table 6 presents all of the AVE values.

According to the standards, the reliability level is suggested to be satisfactory
if the value is at least .8 for the basic research and .7 for the exploratory one
(Nunnally 1978). The instrument reliability has been calculated through the
internal consistency of the items has been also confirmed by Cronbach’s alpha,
indicating proper acceptable scores, i.e. .73 and .84. It is worth remarking that
high values of alpha are usually noticed in scales with many items. It is due
to the point the alpha is contingent on the number of items in the scale. This
same regularity is observed with instruments with few items. In our case the AP
construct meets this regularity. In our research, an alpha value oscillates around
.50 according to one dimension of CI and one dimension of AP which can be
interpreted as construct is acceptable. For all multi-item constructs included in
the research Cronbach’s alphas were tolerable and are presented in table 5. We
adopted the level of significance in this study of .05. The above shared outcomes
establish the convergent validity of adapted measures.
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Table 5. Measurement of latent constructs

Construct/Dimension/Item FL AVE CR o*
Climate for innovation Construct 0.75 0.94 0.73
Team cohesion subscale 0.84 0.58

Teams are committed to their work
People feel they cannot trust their coworkers
Communication is free and open within teams - E*

Employees lack a shared vision of where we are going and
what we are trying to do - E

Supervisory encouragement subscale 0.89 0.75
People ignore what their superiors expect from them - E

People do not feel encouraged by their superiors to do
creative work - E

People feel that top management is enthusiastic and
confident about their work

Supervisors support their teams within the organization
Resources subscale

If people need information to do their work, it is readily 088 0.72

accessible within the organization

Generally, people can get the resources they need for their
work

It is difficult for people to get the resources they need to
do their work - E

People have too much work to accomplish in the allotted
time -E 0.89 075
Autonomy subscale

People feel like they do not have control over their own
work - E

Employees have the freedom to decide how they are going
to do their work

Employees determine their own work
People do not have a say in the way their job is performed - E 0.50
Openness to innovation subscale 0.81

People are encouraged to take risks even if it results in
failure - E

New ideas are generally resisted - E
It is often difficult to carry out organizational changes

Innovation is rewarded
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Adaptive performance Construct 0.81 0.94 0.84
Solving problems creatively 0.94 0.86
I find innovative ways to deal with unexpected events
I use creative ideas to manage incoming events
Dealing with uncertain and unpredictable work situation 0.83 0.53
I devise alternative plans in very short time, as a way to
cope with new task demands

I adjust and deal with unpredictable situations by shifting
focus and taking reasonable action

Learning work tasks, technologies and procedures 0.91 0.81
Periodically, I update technical and interpersonal
competences as a way to better perform the tasks in which
we are enrolled

I search and develop new competences to deal with

difficult situations
0.92 0.82

Handling work stress

I remain calm and behave positively under highly stressful
events

I maintain focus when dealing with multiple situations
and responsibilities

Note that composite reliability is an indicator of reliability similar to Cronbach’s Alpha.

*when items were excluded; * item excluded

v v

Source: own study

4. Results. Analysis and findings

Table 6 reports the correlation matrix among the measures. As shown, each
dimension met the criterion. Inter-correlation analysis showed significant
relationships between many dimensions. Some of the measures demonstrate
inherent overlap. The highest correlation among the CI variables being > .5
exists between Supervisory encouragement, Resources, and Autonomy. Four
dimensions of AP are weakly correlated with each other.

The simple regression analysis was used to examine hypothesized relationship
to describe the directed dependencies among variables (table 6). We were used
exploratory data analysis, an ANOVA, to indicate the variance of each component
of the each set of terms of a linear model. This concerns relationships between CI
and AP. As expected, results revealed that Cl influences AP. The outcomes of the
regression analysis are presented in the table 7.
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Table 6. Intercorrelations Matrix of Cl and AP dimensions

Correlation

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 |9

1. Team cohesion 1

2. Supervisory encouragement 0.54 | 1.00

3. Resources 0.57 | 0.67 | 1.00

4. Autonomy 0.40 | 0.51 | 0.52 | 1.00

5. Openness to innovation -0.28 | -0.33 | -0.30 | -0.24 | 1.00

6. Solving problems creatively 021 | 042 | 032 | 0.30 | -0.32 | 1.00

7. Dealing with uncertain and

unpredietable work situations 013 | 0.31 | 0.19 | 0.18 | -0.29 | 0.64 | 1.00

8. Learning work tasks,

. 018 | 037 | 023 | 0.14 | -0.41 | 0.49 | 0.54 | 1.00
technologies and procedures

9. Handling work stress 0.04 | 026 | 0.18 | 0.20 | -0.13 | 0.33 | 0.42 | 0.34 | 1.00

Source: own study

Table 7. Regression analysis

ANOVA
model df SS MS F CVF
AP Regression 5 3747.342 749.468 | 20.602 | 0.000
Residual 274 9967.626 36.378
Total 279 13714.97
Statistics
Model Alfa/Beta SD of Alfa/Beta t Stat P - value
Intercept 34.322 2.798 12.266 0.000
1. Team cohesion -0.351 0.205 -1.717 0.087
2. Supervisory encouragement® 1.026 0.195 5.268 0.000
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3. Resources -0.001 0.232 -0.004 0.997
4. Autonomy 0.114 0.173 0.660 0.510
5. Openness to innovation -0.860 0.173 -4.983 0.000
Regression statistics
Model R R squ- | Adjusted R sD DWW Stat VIE Cohen’s
ared square fsquare
0.523 0.273 0.259 6.031 1.876 1.376 | 0.376

*variable is significant, should be included in the model

Note: SD -standard error of the regression; df - degrees of freedom; SS -sum of squares; MS - mean
squared error; F - F stat/test; CV F - critical value of F stat; DW Stat - Durbin Watson stat; VIF - vari-
ance inflation factor; Alfa/Beta - coefficients.

v v

Source: own study

The overall fit of the model has been measured by the level of variance
explained (R square) by construct. The structural path significance has been
recognized by a B coefficient and its resultant t-statistic (P - value) and effect size
(f square). The R square score of the AP construct was acceptable (.273). The B
values, P-value for Cl are -.351, .087 for Team cohesion; 1.026, .000 for Supervisory
Encouragement; -.001, .997 for Resources, .114, .510 for Autonomy, and -.860, .000
for Openness to innovation.

The model was estimated using SPSS software. The variance inflation factor
for the model (the value is 1.376) is below the acceptable threshold value of
10, demonstrating not significant multicollinearity since just one predictor is
comprised in the model. The test results are presented in table 8. An output
shows the results of putting a linear model to describe the relationship between
Cl and AP. The equation of the fitted/optimal model is:

Y/= 34,322 + X * 1,026, where: Y= AP; X= Supervisory encouragement

This model predicts the value of target variable based on given predictor i.e.
dimensions of CI. Regression analysis shows that only one dimension of CI is
significant and should be included in the model.

Hypothesized relationship indicates that the increase in quality of CI is
positively associated with the AP. In general, in line with our theorizing, our
results indicate that CI has important implications for AP. Unexpectedly; the only
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one variable should be included in the model, i.e. Supervisory encouragement.
Thus, the relationship suggesting a positive link between CI and AP was
supported for Supervisory encouragement, but not for team cohesion, resources,
autonomy, and openness to innovation. As it is suggested by E.H. Schein (2011)
that one way of attaining a robust Cl is through managers behavior is supported
by this study. Adjusted R square for Supervisory Encouragement was 0.259
and supports assumed relationship concerning positive relation between CI
(Supervisory Encouragement) and AP. It expresses that 25.6% of the variation of
Y-values around the mean are explained by the X-values. In other words, 25.6%
of the values fit the model.

5. Conclusions and final considerations

This research was exploratory in nature. This study set out to answer the
research question if and how CI may alter AP. The outcomes of this research point
out that dimensions of CI construct ought to associate with the AP construct in
different way.

This study adapted the existing dimension of CI and AP and tested its
content and construct validity and reliability. Respondents who take part in
the research were principally managers. The high response rate has been
obtained due to the quite small number of items in each construct. Probably of
thatreason, i.e.asmall number of items the content validity increased. Because
the tool was implemented to measure item by factors constructs validity
was assessed in parallel to factor analysis. This kind of research, i.e. using
a questionnaire provides some difficulties to assess whether participating
respondents are articulating the way they really act or think. This provides
desirability bias however it is a well-known issue. The desirability bias seems
to be a limitation of the research presented here. Another limitation of the
presented research results is that the reliability of the questionnaire should
be tested again. With the exceptions of these limitations, the questionnaire
is characterized by satisfactory content validity and acceptable reliability.
Thus, it is suggested it can be applied to measure constructs of CI and AP
association.

The items constituting the AP have been reflected appropriate for the content
validity evaluation of the adjusted measurement. The CI construct was reduced
in order to meet criteria of validity. The evaluation of the constructs validity of the
instrument produced 12-items and 8 items for each construct correspondingly.
The Cronbach’s alpha was .73 and .84, and it is a value that can be perceived
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as applicable. This value was obtained by the exclusion of some items, which
upraised the alpha value to .73 for CI construct.

The results of the present research specify that, in general, the adaptation, of
the questionnaire were reasonably positive. For the future research we suggest
additional research with respondents with differentiated business features.

Summary

Climate for Innovation impacts on Adaptive Performance. Con-
ceptualization, Measurement, and Validation

The main objective of this paper was to examine the relationship
between organizational climate for innovation and adaptive
performance. The study was carried out in business organisations
in Poland (N=387), representing variety of industries. The Cimate
for Innovation measure and Individual Adaptive Performance
measure was adopted from previous studies. The results of
presented research point out that certain measurements of the
organizational climate for innovation are interrelated to adaptive
performance, especially supervisory encouragement. The
present study discusses some aspects concerning the adaptation
of existing instruments and measurements. On the basis of the
research presented we indicate that, in general, the adaptation,
of the mesearuments were relatively effective. The questionnaire
was assessed as to be valid in terms of content for the reseraching
CI and AP aspects in Poland.

Keywords: climate for innovation, adaptive performance, instrument validation.

Streszczenie

Wplyw klimatu sprzyjajacego innowacjom na adaptacyjnosé
indywidualna. Konceptualizacja, pomiar i walidacja

Celem artykulu jest przestudiowanie relacji —miedzy
organizacyjnym  klimatem  sprzyjajgcym  innowacyjnosci
aindywidualngadaptacyjnoscig. Badania zostaty przeprowadzone
w organizacjach biznesowych w Polsce (N=387) reprezentujacych
réozne sektory. Narzedzia pomiaru klimatu sprzyjajacego
innowacyjnoéci oraz pomiaru indywidualnej adaptacyjnosci
zostaly zaadoptowane z wczesniejszych badan. Wyniki wskazuja,
ze pewne wymiary klimatu sprzyjajacego innowacyjnosci sa
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powiazane z indywidualna adaptacyjnoscia, szczegélnie jest to
wsparcie ze strony przetozonych. Przedstawione rozpoznanie
poddaje takze dyskusji wybrane aspekty dotyczace adoptowania
istniejgcego narzedzia badawczego oraz pomiaru. W Swietle
zaprezentowanych wynikéow badain mozna stwierdzi¢, ze
tlumaczenie, adaptacja i dalsze wykorzystanie kwestionariusza
zakoriczylosi¢ relatywnym sukcesem badawczym. Kwestionariusz
okazal si¢ zwalidowany w kategoriach tresci w celu dokonania
pomiaréw w badaniach prowadzonych w Polsce.

Stowa

kluczowe:  klimat sprzyjajgcy innowacjom, adaptacyjnos¢ indywidualna, walidacja
narzedzia badawczego.
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