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Over the last two decades, we havewitnessed growing empirical research on the concept

of innovation climate at both the team and organizational levels. This article systematically

reviews the literature surrounding the concept, focusing on its antecedents and

outcomes, and empirical work where it has been treated as a moderator. Based on the

review, we propose an agenda for future research that highlights the need to incorporate

alternative theoretical perspectives to enhance our understanding of the innovation

climate concept and its impact in driving team- and organizational-level outcomes. In

addition to theoretical future research strands, we also highlight opportunities for

empirical advancement of the field. In particular, we highlight the need to examine the

negative influence of innovation climate, adopt amore dynamic approach to examine how

innovation climates develops over time, and explore the influence of cultural and

institutional factors on the development of innovation climate.

Practitioner Points

� Innovation is essential for organizations wishing to remain competitive and thrive in the highly

competitive global marketplace.

� This study consolidates the insights from prior research linking leadership and team/demographic/

workplace characteristics to both the team innovation climate and the organizational innovation

climate.

� Understanding innovation climate provides practitioners with insight into the levers theymay utilize to

encourage innovation within the organization.

� In addition, the outcomes of innovation climate are synthesized in this paper which provides

practitioners with insight into the expected benefits of focusing on developing a climate for innovation.

In the increasingly competitive global business environment, it is critical for organizations

to innovate in order to differentiate their product and service offerings from competitors

and deliver value to their customers. One way in which organizations and managers can

foster innovation is to develop internal work climates in which innovation is supported
and incentivized (Mumford, 2000). Such work climates have been labelled ‘innovation

climates’ or ‘climates for innovation’ by prior studies (e.g., Anderson & West, 1998;

Mathisen, Torsheim, & Einarsen, 2006). However, despite growing literature on
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innovation climates at the team and organizational levels of analysis, there has been no

attempt to synthesize prior insights. A systematic review of the literature on innovation

climate, therefore, is warranted in order to consolidate fragmented insights and provide

scholars with a better understanding of the current state of the literature, as well as to
identify knowledge gaps to guide future research.

This paper examines how innovation climate has been defined and measured in prior

empirical research, reviews the literature on the antecedents and outcomes of innovation

climate at the team and organizational level, and reviews work in which innovation

climate has been treated as a moderator. Insights from our review allow us to determine

the factors that support or constrain the development of innovation climates, understand

the benefits and disadvantages that an innovation climate brings organizations and

employees, and highlight the contingencies that exist between innovation climate, team
and organizational factors, and organizational outcomes.

By drawing on the insights of the review, our study also makes an important

contribution by developing a roadmap for future research that highlights possibilities for

both theoretical and empirical development of the literature on innovation climate. We

highlight how the adoption of theories such as trait activation theory, attraction–
selection–attrition theory, situational strength theory, and social information processing

theory can help us to explain how innovation climate develops and influences work

outcomes, and the key boundary conditions of the relationships between innovation
climate and the network of variables to which it is related. From an empirical viewpoint,

we highlight the need for researchers to investigate the influence of team composition on

innovation climates, examine the negative effects of innovation climates, adopt a dynamic

approach to study innovation climates, and examine the role of cultural and institutional

factors in shaping innovation climates.

Methods

Literature search

We identified peer-reviewed articles on innovation climate through searching theWeb of

Science database which contains all SSCI listed journals and the emerging sources journal

list. We initially searched for peer-reviewed articles with the word ‘innovation climate’,

‘climate for innovation’, or ‘innovation-supportive climate’ in their title and keywords that

had been published before between 1996 when seminal work on organizational climate

was first published and the end of 2018. This initial search yielded a total of 308 articles.

From this initial list, we excluded 31 articles that were not published in English-language
journals. This left uswith a total of 277 articles. Two authors then independently reviewed

the 277 articles to identify empirical papers that had measured innovation climate at the

team or organizational level. As part of the refinement process, articles were removed that

focused on other types of climate at the organizational and team level including creative,

justice, collaborative/competitive, psychological safety, service, learning, and voice

climates. Articles were also removed that were published in journals on the emerging

sources journal list that were not accessible through a recognized database (e.g., Elsevier,

Sage, Wiley, Emerald, PsyArticles, EBSCOHost, ProQuest, Taylor and Francis) and studies
that were non-empirical (conceptual) in nature. This left us with a total of 50 articles

agreed on by the two authors.

Given during the initial review process, we identified that a number of articles on

innovation climate at the team level had not explicitly used the term ‘team innovation

climate’ or ‘innovation climate’ and had instead simply used the term ‘team climate’, we
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undertook an additional search for peer-reviewed articles with the term ‘team climate’ in

their title or keywords. After removing articles not published in English, wewere left with

a total of 223 articles. As in the previous search, two authors independently reviewed the

articles to identify empirical papers that had measured team innovation climate. We
removed articles that focused on other climates (including two articles which focused on

creative climate), articles from the emerging journals list that were not accessible through

a recognized database, and articles that were non-empirical in nature. We also removed

duplicate articles that were found in our previous search. This left uswith an additional 25

articles.

Following this, we conducted a backward and forward search of the 75 articles already

identified for additional empirical articles on innovation climate that had not use the terms

‘innovation climate’ or ‘teamclimate’. This led to the identification of three further articles
including a meta-analysis (Hulsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009) (see Figure 1: flow

diagram of searched, screened, and included Studies, for a diagrammatic representation of

the process of selecting papers for inclusion based on the four stages as outlined in

PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews andMeta-Analyses) guidelines

(Moher et al., 2015)). Our literature search resulted in a final database of 78 articles most

Figure 1. Flow diagram of searched, screened, and included studies

Innovation climate: A systematic review 75



of which were published after 2000 (see Figure 2: innovation climate publication trend).

We note an upward trendwith regard to the number of papers published over the last five

years, another indication of the ongoing importance of this area of research.

The papers that comprised our final database were coded by two of the authors using
the coding parameters specified in Table 1: coding parameters. A third member of the

author team independently coded a selection of papers and reviewed the rest of the

coding. Categorization of the papers revealed that multi-source and multi-level research

designs are becoming increasingly popular, research has been undertaken on innovation

climate at both the team and organizational levels, and that research has been undertaken

in a wide range of industrial sectors (manufacturing, banking, education, and health care)

and countries. Table 2: summary of studies reviewed provides additional detail about

each of the articles which were incorporated into the review.
This paper is organized as follows: first, we outline the way in which innovation

climate has been defined and measured in prior empirical work. Second, we discuss our

methodological concerns with regard to how innovation climate has been measured in

prior studies. We then review work on the antecedents and outcomes of innovation

climate, studies in which innovation climate has beenmodelled as a moderator, as well as

consider the interactional effects of different dimensions of innovation climate. Finally,

we concludewith an agenda for future research on the conceptwith aparticular emphasis

on highlighting opportunities for theoretical and empirical advancement.

Definition and measurement of innovation climate

Defining innovation climate

Climate research focuses on how employees’ perceptions of the work environment

influence their behaviours and attitudes (Schneider, 1983). Early climate researchers

Figure 2. Innovation climate publication trend
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typically adopted broad global conceptualizations of ‘work climate’ when examining its

effect on employees. However, therewas limited consensus as to how it should be defined

and measured (Glick, 1985; James, 1982; James, Joyce, & Slocum, 1988), and the

appropriateness of aggregating individuals’ perceptions to the group (team) or organi-

zational level (Glick, 1985). This led work climate researchers to focus more narrowly on

specific types of work climates, including justice climate (Naumann & Bennett, 2000),

safety climate (Zohar, 2000), and innovation climate (Anderson & West, 1998). This

narrowing of focus has helped to address the definitional and conceptual ambiguity
associated with global measures of work climates (Schneider, 1983).

The definition of innovation climate (also termed ‘climate for innovation’ or

‘innovation-supportive climate’ by different researchers (e.g., Khalili, 2016; Sarros,

Cooper, & Santora, 2008)) adopted in this study is consistent with the definition most

commonly utilized by researchers of innovation climate as the shared perceptions at the

team (or organizational) level as to the extent towhich team (or organizational) processes

encourage and enable innovation (Anderson & West, 1996, 1998).

Although a number of definitions of innovation climate have been proffered by
researchers, they generally tap into the same phenomenon, employees’ perceptions of

the extent to which the team or organizational environment is conducive to innovation

and the innovative behaviour of employees. However, the definitions differ across two

dimensions; namelywhether the foci of innovation climate are at the team or organization

level and whether innovation climate is conceptualized as an employee’s individual

perceptions or shared perceptions. The present article reviews empirical work that has

studied the concept at both the individual-level and shared perceptions of the team or

organization.

Distinguishing innovation climate from related constructs

One construct that shares some conceptual overlapwith innovation climate is innovation

culture (Khazanchi, Lewis, & Boyer, 2007). Innovation culture has been defined as an

organization’s orientation towards experimentingwithnewalternatives or approaches by

exploring new resources, breaking through existing norms, and creating newproducts to

improve its performance (Ireland, Kuratko, & Morris, 2006). Although both innovation
climate and innovation culture explain similar organizational phenomena (e.g., innova-

tion or innovative behaviour in the workplace), we follow the prior literature in

distinguishing between the two. In prior work, climate researchers have generally

Table 1. Coding parameters

Parameter Details

Foci Team or organization

Method Qualitative or quantitative

Research design Cross-sectional or longitudinal, multi-source or single source, multi-level or

single level

Scale The details of the scale used to measure innovation climate including whether it

was an existing scale or one which the authors developed as part of the research

Study specifics Sample size, participant details, the location, and industry in which the study was

conducted

Research

outcomes

Research outcomes were coded according to antecedents, outcomes, and where

innovation climate acts as a moderator

Innovation climate: A systematic review 77
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distinguished climates from cultures by arguing that climates provide the behavioural

evidence for the culture within an organization (Schein, 2010; Schneider, Salvaggio, &

Subirats, 2002), that is, are more visible than cultures and observable in the practices and

policies of the organization (Ahmed, 1998).
Another construct which shares some conceptual commonality with innovation

climate is creative climate. Although the concepts of creativity and innovation are

often used interchangeably in the literature (Isaksen & Akkermans, 2011), creativity

differs from innovation as it focuses on the individual thought processes and

intellectual activity to generate new insights, ideas, or solutions to problems, whereas

innovation goes beyond this by focusing on the adoption, exploitation, and successful

implementation of these ideas, insights, and solutions (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby,

& Herron, 1996). Based on these differences, researchers have defined creative
climate in a number of ways, such as one characterized by the sharing of information,

open communication, and a focus on human and professional development (Hotho &

Champion, 2011), or a climate which supports the development of creative ideas

through the provision of relevant rewards (Tidd & Bessant, 2009). Implicit in these

definitions is the view that creative climate focuses on the properties of a group that

facilitate variation in the form of developing new insights, ideas, and solutions to

problems. In contrast, an innovation climate focuses on the properties of a group that

not only supports the development of new insights, ideas, and solutions, but also their
adoption, exploitation, and implementation. Despite this conceptual distinction, some

early researchers conflated creativity and innovation climate when studying innova-

tion in organizations (e.g., Ekvall, 1996; Ekvall, Arvonen, & Waldenstr€om-Lindblad,

1983).

A number of other work climates linked to innovation have been studied in

previous work, including climates for initiative (Baer & Frese, 2003), proactive climate

(Fay, L€uhrmann, & Kohl, 2004), and implementation climate (Klein & Sorra, 1996).

Unlike innovation climates, which have typically been conceptualized at both the team
and organizational levels, these climates have been conceptualized as organizational-

level climates. As such, we have witnessed less empirical work on such climates

compared with innovation climates. Whereas an innovation climate refers to shared

perceptions at the team or organizational level regarding the extent to which team or

organizational processes encourage and enable innovation, a climate for initiative

refers to employees’ shared perceptions regarding the extent to which organizational

processes guide and support proactive, self-driven, and persistent approaches towards

work more generally (Baer & Frese, 2003). In contrast, a proactive climate has been
defined as shared perceptions as to the extent to which working practices are

characterized by an orientation towards (1) self-starting actions, (2) work innovation,

and (3) error management (Fay et al., 2004). As such, it is a wider construct than

climate for initiative, which only focuses on working practices oriented towards self-

serving actions. Its second component, orientation towards work innovation, shares

some conceptual overlap with the support for innovation dimension of innovation

climate as it focuses on the extent to which organizational practices support

innovation. Finally, a climate for implementation refers to employees’ shared
perceptions of the extent to which their use of a specific innovation is expected,

supported, and rewarded within their organization (Klein & Sorra, 1996), and results

from their shared experiences of their organization’s implementation processes. As

such, it also shares conceptual overlap with the support for innovation dimension of

innovation climate.
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Measuring innovation climate

Team climate inventory. The most widely used measure of team innovation climate is

the team climate inventory (TCI) developed by Anderson and West (1996, 1998), which

captures individuals’ shared perceptions of innovation climate at the team level of

analysis. From the papers within our database, we identified 49 articles that used the TCI

or abbreviated (shorter) version of the TCI as a basis for measuring team-level innovation

climate. This measure captures West’s (1990) four sub-dimensions of innovation climate:
participative safety, support for innovation, vision, and task orientation.While the original

TCI comprised 61 items, a short form comprising 38 itemswas later developed (Anderson

&West, 1998). In the latter version, participative safetywas split into two sub-dimensions

‘participative safety’ and ‘interaction frequency’, which became a fifth dimension

(Anderson & West, 1998). The short form of the TCI has been validated in a number of

languages including Swedish (Agrell & Gustafson, 1994), Finnish (Kivim€aki & Elovainio,

1999; Kivim€aki et al., 1997), Italian (Ragazzoni, Baiardi, Zotti, Anderson, & West, 2002),

Norwegian (Mathisen, Einarsen, Jørstad, & Brønnick, 2004; Mathisen et al., 2006), Dutch
(Strating & Nieboer, 2009), Greek (Chatzi & Nikolaou, 2008), and Chinese (Tseng, Liu, &

West, 2009), and across a range of industrial contexts. Prior work typically indicates that

the TCI exhibits high levels of reliability and convergent validity (Mathisen & Einarsen,

2004).

As well as using the 61-item TCI (9 articles) and the 38-item short form of the TCI (11

articles), researchers have developed shorter scales for team innovation climate based on

items from the TCI. For example, Kivim€aki and Elovainio (1999) shortened the TCI to a 14-
item version, which also demonstrated acceptable reliability and validity (15 articles)
(e.g., Chen & Hou, 2016; Loo & Loewen, 2002; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013).

Researchers have also used a 44-item version of the TCI (6 articles) (e.g., Mathisen,

Martinsen, & Einarsen, 2008; Proudfoot et al., 2007), a 23-item version (Pei, 2017), a 19-

item version (Siemon, Shuster, & Boursaw, 2015), a 16-item version (Antoni, 2005), and a

12-item version (Panuwatwanich, Stewart, & Mohamed, 2008). A number of studies have

also drawn on measures for one or more sub-dimensions of the TCI to measure team

innovation climate (Aarons & Sommerfeld, 2012; Ceschi, Dorofeeva, & Sartori, 2014;

Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008; Farnese & Livi, 2016).

The Climate for Innovation Scale. The most frequently used measure of organizational

innovation climate is the 22-item Climate for Innovation Scale developed by Scott and

Bruce (1994) to capture employees’ perceptions of the organizational innovation climate.

Our analysis found 7 of the 20 studies which focused on innovation at the organizational

level used the Climate for Innovation Scale. Based on the support for innovation scale

developed by Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978), it is made up of two key dimensions, namely
support for innovation and resource supply. Support for innovation comprises 16 items

that capture the degree to which employees view the organization as being open to

change, supportive of new ideas, and tolerant ofmember diversity, while resource supply

comprises 6 items that capture the degree to which resources are perceived as being

adequate in the organization. Althoughmost research has utilized the 22-item scale (Dhar,

2015; Sarros et al., 2008), some have used shorter versions of the scale (Chan, Liu, &

Fellows, 2014; Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015; Khalili, 2016) or integrated items from Scott and

Bruce (1994) into their own scale (Kang, Matusik, Kim, & Phillips, 2016; Kang, Solomon,
& Choi, 2015).
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Other scales. Researchers have utilized a number of other scales to measure team

innovation climate, either developing their own scales or drawing on scales developed by

others.

Methodological concerns

Our review identified a number of methodological concernswith prior research. The first

relates to a lack of consistency as to how innovation climate has been measured in prior

work. Although the TCI and the Climate for Innovation Scale have been the most widely

used scales tomeasure innovation climate at the team and organizational levels, they have

not been consistently used in previous work. For example, researchers have developed

their own scales of team and organizational innovation climate without providing
adequate theoretical rationale and explanation of the validation process (e.g., Sung &

Choi, 2014; Van Der Vegt, Van De Vliert, & Huang, 2005), or used abbreviated versions of

the TCI or Climate for Innovation Scale without explaining why the full or short form of

the scale was not used (Chan et al., 2014; Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015; Khalili, 2016;

Panuwatwanich et al., 2008). In future work, we recommend researchers use validated

forms of the TCI or Climate for Innovation Scale, as these measures have been developed

based on sound theoretical reasoning and validated in prior research.

The second concern relates to our observation that a significant proportion of studies
examining organizational innovation climate have measured it at the individual level of

analysis (i.e., captured employees’ perceptions of the innovation climate in their

organizations) rather than aggregating such perceptions to the organizational level to

produce a more objective measure of climate. Given innovation climate was originally

conceptualized as a variable which captures employees’ shared perceptions, future work

should examine whether innovation climate meaningfully exists at the organizational

level of analysis.

Our final concern relates to the potential overlap between measures of innovation
climates and related constructs at both the team andorganizational levels. To address such

concerns, we call on researchers to conduct empirical work to demonstrate the

discriminant validity between team innovation climate and related constructs such as

creative climate (Ekvall, 1996; Ekvall et al., 1983), climates for initiative andpsychological

safety (Baer & Frese, 2003), and proactive climate (Fay et al., 2004), and whether they

predict similar or different outcomes. In particular, we call on researchers to do more

empirical work to distinguish between innovation and creative climates, in the light of

recent empiricalwork on creative climate (e.g., Sung, Du, &Choi, 2018),which has used a
subset of items from Scott and Bruce’s (1994) measure of innovation climate that focus

more on support for coming up with creative ideas rather than the implementation of

creative ideas into practice (innovation).

Innovation climate research findings

Having outlined the way in which researchers have conceptualized innovation climate

and discussed the methodological concerns with regard to the measures in use, we will
now provide detail about the findings with regard to the concept of innovation climate.

Figure 3: overview of innovation climate research provides a visual representation of the

key themes within the research and a foundation for the following discussion about the

antecedents and outcomes of innovation climate. In addition, the distinction is drawn
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between research related to the team-level innovation climate and the organizational-level

innovation climate to establish these as distinct facets.

Antecedents of innovation climate

Leadership

Out of all leadership styles, transformational leadership has been the most widely

investigated as an antecedent of innovation climate at the team level. For example,

researchers have consistently found that transformational leadership (and its sub-

dimensions) fosters higher levels of team innovation climate (Eisenbeiss et al., 2008;

Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015; Pirola-Merlo, Hartel, Mann, & Hirst, 2002; Sun, Xu, & Shang, 2014).

In addition, recent work has found that the employee’s social identity mediates the
transformational leadership/team innovation climate relationship (Cheng, Bartram,

Karimi, & Leggat, 2016). Researchers have also begun to examine the specific

circumstances inwhich transformational leadership is related to team innovation climate.

For example, Aarons and Sommerfeld (2012) found thatwhile transformational leadership

predicted higher levels of team innovation climate during implementation, leader–
member exchange predicted higher levels of team innovation climate after implemen-

tation.

Researchers have also found that leadership approaches including authentic leader-
ship (Ed�u-Valsania, Moriano, &Molero, 2016), leadership for innovation (Panuwatwanich

et al., 2008), structuring leadership (Pei, 2017), and leadership which fosters clarity

(West et al., 2003) enhance team innovation climate. In addition, Dackert, Loov, and

Martensson (2004) found a positive relationship between a leadership style that combines

employee and change orientation and team innovation climate. However, researchers

have also investigated whether team innovation climate may also foster positive

leadership behaviours. Drawing on time-lagged data, Kinnunen, Feldt, and Mauno

Figure 3. Overview of innovation climate research
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(2016) found that authentic leadership did not foster team innovation climate, but team

innovation climate led to the display of greater authentic leadership from the leader.

At the organizational level, researchers have also looked at whether transformational

leadership fosters an innovation climate. For example, based on the theoretical linkages
between transformational leadership and innovation, Moolenaar, Daly, and Sleegers

(2010) found that the transformational leadership of a school principal was positively

related to their school’s innovative climate and that this relationship was mediated by the

principal’s work-related network centrality, defined as the speed by which he/she can

reach all team members in their social network. Sarros et al. (2008) found that two key

dimensions of transformational leadership were positively related to innovation climate,

namely articulating the vision and providing individual support, and that a competitive,

performance-oriented organizational culture mediated the relationships between these
dimensions and innovation climate. Other studies have compared the predictive validity

of transformational leadership compared to other leadership styles in fostering an

innovation climate at the organizational level. For example, drawing on expectancy

theory, Kang et al. (2015) found that while the CEO’s transformational leadership

influenced innovation climate, transactional leadership did not. Chan et al. (2014) found

that while the CEO’s transformational leadership was positively related to innovation

climate, development exchange leadership was negatively related.

Team characteristics

Researchers have begun to examine the influence of team factors other than leadership on

team innovation climate. Drawing on socio-technical system theory (Emery & Thorsrud,

1982) and input–process–output theories of group effectiveness (Hackman & Oldham,

1980), Antoni (2005) found that teamswith complex task structures have a stronger team

innovation climate. Mathisen et al. (2008) found a positive relationship between mean

levels of associative orientation in the team and innovation climate. They also found
higher levels of team innovation climate in teams characterized by high levels of

motivation and ambition. Finally, Farnese and Livi (2016) found that team reflexivity was

positively related to the support for innovation dimension of team innovation climate.

Other antecedents

Researchers have investigated a number of other antecedents of organizational innovation

climate. Drawing on status characteristics theory (Berger & Zelditch, 1985; Ridgeway,
1991), Van Der Vegt et al. (2005) found that demographic diversity within organizations

in relation to organizational tenure and functional backgroundwas negatively (positively)

related to organizational innovation climate in high (low) power distance cultures.

Similarly, Goh, Eccles, and Steen (2009) found that gender, tenure, and occupation

predicted individuals’ perceptions of team innovation climate in general medical

practices. Siemon et al. (2015) found no difference in perceptions of team innovation

climate between nurses in states with professional certification programmes and those

without. Heponiemi et al. (2012) found no differences between levels of team climate
amongst nurses working in for-profit and not-for-profit organizations.

Using Organ’s (1997) construct of organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB),

Turnipseed and Turnipseed (2013) found no evidence of a positive relationship between

OCBs and organizational innovation climate. They argued that individuals who typically

engage in OCBs might not necessarily respond positively to a climate that supports
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innovation. L€ansisalmi and Kivim€aki (1999) found that employees with high levels of

stress perceived the organization to be less supportive of innovation than those with low

levels of stress. In other work, researchers found that commitment-based human

resources practices were positively linked to innovation climate (Popa, Soto-Acosta, &
Martinez-Conesa, 2017).

Researchers have also begun to examine the influence of organizational culture and

organizational change on team innovation climate. For example, Bosch, Dijkstra,

Wensing, van der Weijden, and Groll (2008) found no link between organizational

culture and team innovation climate. Dackert, Brenner, and Johansson (2002) found that

after work teams hadmerged together in an organization, two dimensions of team climate

(participative safety and support for innovation) were lower but vision was higher. Other

work has also found that the attitudes of care staff towards professionals atwork predicted
their perceptions of team climate (Rose, Ahuja, & Jones, 2006).

Finally, researchers have examined whether team innovation climate can be

developed (Kirsten & Du Preez, 2010). Kirsten and Du Preez (2010) found that a team

development intervention fostered the development of team innovation climate.

Outcomes of innovation climate

Individual-level outcomes

Researchers have begun to examine the influence of both team and organizational

innovation climate on employees’ work attitudes and behaviours. They have found strong

links between team innovation climate and employees’ job attitudes, including job and

patient satisfaction (Antoni, 2005; Proudfoot et al., 2007), job engagement (Lee & Idris,

2017), intention to leave (Kivim€aki et al., 2007), organizational commitment (Antoni,
2005), and attitudes towards evidence-based practice (Aarons& Sommerfeld, 2012). They

have also found a positive relationship between team innovation climate and the

psychological well-being of employees (Rose et al., 2006), and a negative relationship

between team innovation climate and different measures of occupational stress and strain

(Dackert, 2010; Elovainio, Kivim€aki, Eccles, & Sinervo, 2002). Elovainio et al. (2002) also

found that procedural justice mediated the relationship between team innovation climate

and occupational strain.

A strong positive relationship has also been found between team innovation climate
and employee behaviours such as their creative behaviour (Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015),

innovative behaviour (Antoni, 2005; Bain, Mann, & Pirola-Merlo, 2001), use of guidelines

(Elovainio et al., 2000), and knowledge sharing behaviours (Ed�u-Valsania et al., 2016).

Extending this work, Kang et al. (2016) found that team innovation climate fostered

employee innovative behaviour through enhancing their passion for inventing, and as the

proactive (risk-taking) climate increased the relationship between innovative climate and

passion for inventing (employee innovation) became stronger. Magni, Palmi, and

Salvemini (2018) found that team innovation climate fostered improvisation by enhancing
individuals’ proactive and risk-taking attitudes. Shaw, Minoudis, Hamilton, and Craissati

(2011) found a positive relationship between two facets of team climate (participative

safety and vision) and staff competency. However, support for innovation and task

orientation and staff competencywere not significantly related to staff competency.Meta-

analytical work has also found a strong link between three key dimensions of team

innovation climate (vision, support for innovation, and task orientation) and employees’

creativity and innovative behaviour (Hulsheger et al., 2009). However, the link between

participative safety and creativity/innovative behaviour was not significant. A strong
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negative relationship has also been found between team innovation climate and

employees’ turnover behaviour (Kivim€aki et al., 2007).
Empirical work has also begun to examine the boundary conditions of the relationship

between team innovation climate and creative behaviour. For example, Jaiswal and Dhar
(2015) found that employees with high creative self-efficacy exhibited higher levels of

creative behaviour when working under a supportive team innovation climate.

In addition, researchers have found a strong relationship between employee

perceptions of the organizational innovation climate and their work behaviours such as

creativity (Chang, Chuang, & Bennington, 2011; Hsu & Fan, 2010) and innovative

behaviour (Hsu & Chen, 2015; Hsu & Fan, 2010; Park & Jo, 2018; Ren & Zhang, 2015; Yu,

Yu, & Yu, 2013). However, although Hsu and Fan (2010) found significant relationships

between employee perceptions of the organization’s innovation climate and both their
creativity and innovative behaviour, they also established that the relationships were

stronger when time pressure was lower. Similarly, although Ren and Zhang (2015) found

significant relationships between employee perceptions of the organization’s innovation

climate and their innovative behaviour, they also established that the relationship was

weaker in the presence of high hindrance stressors.

Team level outcomes

Growing research has linked team innovation climate to teamperformance outcomes. For

example, both Bain et al. (2001) and Pirola-Merlo (2010) found a strong relationship

between three facets of team innovation climate (participative safety, support for

innovation, and task orientation) and project performance. Similarly, adopting a

longitudinal design Ceschi et al. (2014) found strong effects of team innovation climate

on the decision-making performance of teams. Both Pirola-Merlo et al. (2002) and Sun

et al. (2014) found a strong relationship between team innovation climate and the

performance of research and development teams. Agrell and Gustafson (1994) found a
strong link between team innovation climate and team production performance. Other

work only found a strong relationship between team innovation climate and performance

of teams in the banking sector when climate strengthwas strong (Gonz�alez-Rom�a, Fortes-
Ferreira, & Peir�o, 2009). Finally, Mathisen et al. (2004) found a strong link between team

innovation climate and customer satisfaction.

The innovative outcomes of team innovation climate have also been widely studied.

Pirola-Merlo (2010), for example, found a positive relationship between the team

innovation climate dimensions of support for innovation and vision, and the project
innovation of R&D teams. Similarly, examining the relationship between the different

facets of team innovation climate and team innovation, Burningham and West (1995)

found support for innovation and vision to be key predictors of external ratings of group

innovativeness. In addition, they also found aim for excellence (a subscale of task

orientation) to predict group innovation. West and Anderson (1996) examined the link

between a number of dimensions of team innovation climate and innovation outcomes.

They found a strong link between support for innovation and both overall innovation and

innovation novelty, and a strong link between participation safety and both number of
innovations and team reports of innovation. Mathisen et al. (2008) found a strong link

between team innovation climate and both employee and supervisor rated measures of

team innovation. Similarly, Bower, Campbell, Bojke, and Sibbald (2003) found a positive

relationship between team innovation climate and self-reported team innovation. Bain

et al. (2001) examined the relationship between team innovation climate and innovation
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outcomes amongst R&D teams and found a strong relationship between innovation

climate and the number of patents, number of useful outcomes, and number of creative

outcomes. They also found that while teams working on research projects typically had

more creative outcomes, those working on development projects had more useful
outcomes. They also found that the strongest dimensions of team climate that promoted

innovation outcomes were support for innovation and task orientation. Meta-analytical

work has also confirmed that three key dimensions of team innovation climate (vision,

support for innovation, and task orientation) more strongly influence innovation

outcomes at the team rather than the individual level of analysis (Hulsheger et al.,

2009). As at the individual level, the link between participative safety and team innovation

was not significant.

Researchers have also begun to examine other outcomes of team innovation climate.
For example,Weiss, Hoegl, andGibbert (2011), drawing on research onfinancial resource

scarcity (Hoegl, Gibbert, & Mazursky, 2008) and the ‘path of least resistance’ work by

Ward (1994), found that team innovation climate predicted higher levels of product

quality and project efficiency, but only in projects where there were financial resource

constraints. Pei (2017) found a strong relationship between team innovation climate and

team creativity. Agreli, Peduzzi, and Bailey (2017) found that in teams in which team

climate was stronger, they reported higher levels of communication and mutual support.

Although, Bower et al. (2003) and Cramm, Strating, and Nieboer (2014) found a strong
link between team innovation climate and quality of care provided to patients in general

medical practices and chronic care, respectively, Goh et al. (2009) found no link between

team innovation climate and quality of care provided to patients in general practice. In

addition, Bosch et al. (2008) found no link between team innovation climate and health

outcomes amongst diabetes patients in general practices.

Organizational-level outcomes

Although researchers have begun to examine the link between innovation climate and

organizational outcomes, this research is limited compared with that on individual- and

team-level outcomes. Researchers have begun to look at the link between organizational

innovation climate and organizational innovation. For example, Shanker, Bhanugopan,

Van der Heijden, and Farrell (2017) found that the organizational innovation climate

fostered organizational innovation through heightening employees’ innovative beha-

viour. Panuwatwanich et al. (2008) found that employees’ perceptions of team

innovation climate positively influenced innovation diffusion outcomes through height-
ening their perceptions of the organizational culture for innovation. They also found that

innovation diffusion outcomes were positively related to employees’ perceptions of

organizational performance. Similarly, Farnese and Livi (2016) found that the support for

innovation dimension of team innovation climate was positively related to organizational

innovativeness. King, de Chermont, West, Dawson, and Hebl (2007) examined the

relationship between organizational innovation climate and organizational performance.

They found that organizational innovation climate buffered against the negative effects of

work demands on organizational performance. Kang et al. (2015) found a positive
relationship between organizational innovation climate and the innovative behaviours of

managers who reported directly to the CEO. Finally, Popa et al. (2017) found that a

positive relationship between the organizational innovation climate and both inbound

and outbound open innovation.
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Innovation climate as a moderator

Empirical research has begun to examine the moderating effects of innovation climate on

relationships between its antecedents and outcomes at different levels of analysis. One

streamof research has examinedwhether team innovation climate strengthens the effects
of team-level characteristics on innovation outcomes at both the team and individual

levels. For example, by utilizing the interactionist model of creativity (Woodman &

Schoenfeldt, 1990) and the input–process–output model for team effectiveness

(McGrath, 1984), Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2013) found that team creativity only

enhanced innovation implementation when team innovation climate was high. Based on

aspects of the job demands–resources model (JDR model) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008;

Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014) and person–situation interactionism (Mendoza-

Denton, Ayduk, Mischel, Shoda, & Testa, 2001), Garc�ıa-Buades, Mart�ınez-Tur, Ortiz-
Bonn�ın, and Peir�o (2016) found that the relationship between team engagement and

service performance was stronger when team innovation climate was higher. Charbon-

nier-Voirin, El Akremi, and Vandenberghe (2010) established that the influence of

transformational leadership on employees’ adaptive performance was stronger when

team innovation climate was higher. Chen and Hou (2016), based on social learning

theory (Bandura, 1997), found that the indirect effect of ethical leadership on individual

creativity via voice behaviour was stronger when team innovation climate was higher.

Valls, Gonzalez-Roma, and Tomas (2016) established that when team innovation climate
was higher, the influence of team educational diversity on team communication quality

was stronger and the influence of team educational diversity on team performance

through team communication quality was also higher. Underpinning this study was the

categorization–elaboration model (CEM; van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004),

which posits that the information/decision-making perspective and social categorization

perspective can jointly be used to predict effects of diversity.

Another research stream has focused on whether employees’ perceptions of the

organizational innovation climate influence the extent to which their perceptions and
attitudes influence innovation outcomes. For example, Khalili (2016) found that the

influence of employees’ perceptions of transformational leadership on their creativity and

innovative behaviour was stronger when they held more positive perceptions of the

organizational innovation climate. Dhar (2015) found that the relationship between

employees’ organizational commitment and service innovative behaviour was stronger

when their perceptions of the organizational innovation climate were stronger.

Finally, researchers have also examined whether organizational innovation climate

amplifies the influence of organizational practices on organizational outcomes. For
example, Sung and Choi (2014) found that that the positive relationship between

interpersonal and organizational learning practices and innovative performance was

stronger when organizational innovation climate was higher. Oke, Prajogo, and Jayaram

(2013) found that that organizational innovation climate amplified themoderating effects

that the possession of strategic relationships with key supply chain partners had on the

relationship between supply chain partner innovativeness and innovation strategy.

Interactive effects of different dimensions of innovation climate

Researchers have also begun to examine how different dimensions of team innovation

climate interact to predict innovation outcomes. Eisenbeiss et al. (2008) examined the

interactive effects between support for innovation and climate of excellence (task

orientation). They found that support for innovation only enhanced team innovation
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when climate for excellence was high. Despite this initial work, there has been a lack of

otherwork looking at the interactive effects of different dimensions of innovation climates

on innovation outcomes.

Agenda for future research

Our review has highlighted a growing body of research on innovation climate within an

organizational context. Although researchers have turned their attention to the outcomes

of both team and organizational innovation climate, research on their antecedents is

limited and scant attention has been paid to the boundary conditions between innovation

climate and the antecedents and outcomes. As discussed previously, our review of the
literature also highlighted key methodological concerns with prior work including the

predominant use of cross-sectional research designs and inconsistencies in the ways in

which innovation climate has been measured.

In addition, innovation climate research has not typically drawn on theory to explain

the hypothesized relationships apart from a few researchers who utilized leadership (e.g.,

Bass, 1985) and team effectiveness theories (e.g., McGrath, 1984) in developing a

theoretical framework. As we will discuss, researchers should draw on a wider range of

theoretical perspectives to more fully explain how innovation climate develops and
influences key outcomes of interest.

Opportunities for theoretical advancement

Person–situation theories. To further our understanding of the situations in which

innovation climate is more likely to foster positive workplace outcomes for employees,
we call on researchers to build on extant work by incorporating prominent person–
situation theoretical perspectives. For example, we suggest the utilization of trait

activation theory (TAT) (Tett & Guterman, 2000). According to TAT, traits are expressed

as responses to trait-relevant situational cues in which behaviours can be traced back to

personality traits and situations (Tett & Guterman, 2000). By focusing on this link, future

researchmayuseTAT to examine the relationship betweenpersonality traits on employee

work attitudes and behaviours, and the situational cues that mediate or moderate the

relationship. This theory, therefore, provides an explicit mechanism for explaining why
employees may respond differently to various organizational climates, industries,

countries, as well as other situational factors. Utilizing TAT, prior work has confirmed

that the influence of organizational or team climate on employee behaviours is

accentuated when employees exhibit certain personality traits (e.g., Byrne, Stoner,

Thompson, & Hochwarter, 2005).

In addition, researchers may also consider drawing on attraction–selection–attrition
(ASA) theory, to understand how employees’ respond differently to innovation climates

(Ployhart, Weekley, & Baughman, 2006). According to ASA theory, an individual’s
preferences for particular organizations are based upon an implicit estimate of the

congruence between their own personal characteristics and the attributes of potential

work organizations (i.e., their levels of organizational fit). Under this theory, we might

expect employees who have an intrinsic need to be innovative to be attracted by

organizations with a visibly strong innovation climate (e.g., Apple). Given the ongoing

challenge to attract and retain talented employees, researchmight investigate the linkages

between innovation climate, organizational identity and the attraction of innovative

employees.
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Regulatory focus theory. Researchers might consider drawing on regulatory focus

theory (Higgins, 1998) to examine the influence of a leader’s regulatory focus on

innovation climates within organizations and teams. Regulatory focus theory highlights

the motivational and strategic tendencies that people draw on to obtain their goals
(Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004). It suggests that people adopt either a promotion focus,

that is, focus on maximizing gains, or a prevention focus, that is, focus on minimizing

losses. We might expect innovation climates to be stronger in organizations and teams

where the leader has a promotion focus as such a leader stresses the need for employees to

explore new opportunities and achieve new things. In contrast, we expect innovation

climates to beweaker in organizations and teamswhere the leader has a prevention focus

as such a leader focuses on minimizing losses that may occur through taking risks and

experimentation with new things.

Situational strength theory. Situational strength has been defined as cues, either

implicit or explicit, which external entities provide with regard to the desirability of

potential behaviours (Meyer, Dalal, & Hermida, 2010). An environment where there are

unambiguous cues, clear behavioural expectations, and incentivized compliance may be

labelled a strong situation (Smithikrai, 2008). According to situational strength theory,

climate strength is conceptualized as the degree of alignment in organizational members’
perceptions of climate (Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Shin, 2012). There is growing evidence

that climate strength moderates the relationship between climate and its outcomes

(Schneider et al., 2002). In other words, the effects of organizational climates on

outcomes are augmented in strong climates and attenuated in weak climates. For

example, Colquitt, Noe, and Jackson (2002) examined the moderating effect of climate

strength on the relationship between justice climate and team performance, and

concluded that the relationship is stronger when climate strength is high. Similarly, Shin

(2012) studied the moderating effect of climate strength on the relationship between
ethical climate and collective OCB. In line with these findings, we might similarly expect

that the strength of the innovation climate will accentuate the influence of innovation

climate on work outcomes. In other words, where there are high levels of agreement

between employees as to the strength of the innovation climate, the effects of innovation

climate on employees’ outcomes will be stronger.

Future research might also draw on SST to examine whether a strong innovation

climate may neutralize the likelihood that individuals, with certain personality traits, will

be less likely to engage in innovative behaviour, through providing clarity over what
behaviours are expected and reducing situational ambiguity.

Social information processing theory. One theory that helps explain how work

climates influence work outcomes is social information processing theory (SIPT)

(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Underpinning SIPT is the assumption that individuals use the

social informationwhich they obtain from their work environment in order to adapt their

behaviours to that environment. In other words, social information helps individuals
ascertain appropriate ways to behave by providing themwith cues to interpret the social

context in which they work (Boekhorst, 2014).

Based on the SIPT, we would expect the innovation climate to act as a source of

information which guides employees as to what constitutes appropriate behaviour in the

team or organizational context, especially in relation to the development and
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implementation of new ideas in the workplace. More specifically, we would expect an

innovation climate to provide cues to employees that the development and implemen-

tation of new ideas at work are valued and prioritized by the leader of the organization

more generally. SIPT theory can also be drawn on to explain how organizational practices
and leadership influence work outcomes through fostering innovation climate at the

organizational and team level.

Similarly, we expect that social capital – which may be developed through an

organization’s human resource policies andpractices –mayprovide an interesting area for

further exploration of innovation climate. For example, drawing on thework doneby Soo,

Tian, Teo, and Cordery (2017) on the role of intellectual capital in the development of

absorptive capacity and the mediating role of absorptive capacity on innovation,

researchers may explore the role of social capital in the perceptions of innovation climate
at both the team and organizational levels. We suggest that the building of social capital

through collaborative work environments will increase levels of trust, cooperation, and

knowledge sharing with a positive impact on innovation climate within an organization.

Opportunities for Empirical Advancement

In addition to the opportunities for theoretical advancement, we also highlight

prospective areas for empirical advancement. We suggest that studying these would
not only contribute to a richer understanding of innovation climate from a theoretical

perspective, but also provide practical insight.

Team composition and innovation climate. As highlighted in our review, compara-

tively limited research has examined the team-level antecedents of innovation climate. In

particular, we have little understanding as to how team composition influences

innovation climate at the team and organizational levels. As such, we call for more work
to examine the link between different team composition and innovation climate. In line

with the upper echelons theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984), which states that the

managerial background characteristics of the top management team play an important

role in determining organizational outcomes, we might expect different facets of team

composition such as team diversity, team fault lines, and team personality to influence

organizational innovation climate. Similarly, at lower organizational levels, wemay expect

different facets of team composition to influence team innovation climate. For example, at

both the TMT and lower organizational levels, we might expect teams composed of
members with high levels of openness to experience and extraversion to have stronger

innovation climates as in such teams therewill be greater communication and information

sharing between team members. In the light of work that suggests that team diversity

exerts a positive influence on innovation outcomes (e.g., Talke, Salomo, & Kock, 2011),

we might also expect a strong relationship between the functional and demographic

diversity within the team and innovation climates.

Negative effects of innovation climate. While researchers have paid considerable

attention to the benefits of innovation climate in enhancing innovation-related outcomes,

very few have focused on their negative consequences (Janssen, Van de Vliert, & West,

2004). Although individuals and groups undertake innovative activities with the intention

of deriving positive benefits from these activities (West & Farr, 1989), innovation
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processes are unpredictable, controversial, and may be in competition with alternative

courses of actions (Kanter, 1988). As a consequence, innovation is characterized by risky

work behaviours that may lead to unintended costs for innovators despite their well-

meaning intentions.
Thus, apart from focusing on the benefits of innovation climate, research is needed to

identify the costs and potential negative impacts of these climates. For example, a strong

innovation climate may lead employees to develop negative emotions or other attitudinal

responses such as a passive attitudes, insecurity, stress, cognitive dissonance, animosity,

and negative feelings about relationships with co-workers and supervisors (Janssen,

2003), especially for employees with low levels of creative self-efficacy. Moreover, in

organizations with a strong innovation climate, there might be higher levels of

factionalism between groups within the organization as they compete for access to
resources in order to innovate. This may result in greater conflict between different parts

of the organization and ultimately negatively influence organizational performance.

Incorporating a dynamic perspective to studying innovation climate. Our review

identified only a limited number of empirical studies that have utilized longitudinal data to

study innovation climate. Although researchers have begun to draw on longitudinal data

to examine the effects of innovation climate on team-level outcomes (e.g., Ceschi et al.,
2014; Pirola-Merlo, 2010), this work does not fully explain why innovation climates

change over time, or the causal relationship between innovation climate and other related

variables. Given that organizations are not static entities, and organizational climates are

likely to change over time, we advocate the use of dynamic approaches to study how

innovation climate develops and influences organizational outcomes. Researchers should

not only consider how innovation climate evolves within organizations as a result of

organizational practices and leadership, but also investigate the influence of exogenous

‘jolts’ (Meyer, 1982) on innovation climate such as the introduction of disruptive
technologies in particular industries or the impact of mergers and acquisitions.

The influence of cultural and institutional factors on innovation climate. Our review

highlighted a lack of research examining the influence of cultural or institutional context

on innovation climate. This is surprising given that research has shown that innovation

rates differ considerably between societal contexts (Jones & Davis, 2000; Shane, 1995;

Taylor & Wilson, 2012). We call on researchers to examine how societal culture (e.g.,
cultural dimensions such as collectivism and power distance) and institutional develop-

ment (e.g., ease of starting a business, levels of intellectual property protection, and levels

of corruption) influence the prevalence of innovative climates in organizations. For

example, drawing onHofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions framework,wemight expect

organizational climates that support innovation to be less prevalent in high power

distance cultures, as such cultures stress the need to maintain control through

organizational hierarchies and rules over encouraging individuals to experiment, and

are therefore less likely to create climates which are conducive to innovative activity.
Similarly, as prior empiricalworkhas found innovation rates to be higher in cultures low in

uncertainty avoidance andhigh in individualism (Jones&Davis, 2000; Shane, 1995; Taylor

& Wilson, 2012), researchers may also examine whether innovation climates are more

prevalent in such cultures.

98 Alexander Newman et al.



As well as investigating the influence of cultural dimensions, researchers may also

investigate whether levels of institutional development predict the existence of

innovation climate. Drawing on institutional theory, which purports that organizations

conform to the coercive, normative, andmimetic pressures that surround them in order to
develop legitimacy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 2001), researchers may examine

how both formal and informal institutions impact on innovation climate across different

countries and regions. We might expect there to be a greater prevalence of innovation

climates in locations where there are lower levels of government bureaucracy, where

there are higher levels of legal protection for businesses and where there are lower levels

of corruption, as such factors are likely to support the development of an innovation

climate. We might also expect there to be a greater prevalence of innovation climates in

high-technology zones such as Silicon Valley, as organizations in such locations strive to
develop a climate where innovation in supported in order to be seen as legitimate by

competitors operating in the same industrial sector.

Researchers may also examine the influence of the industrial sector in which

organizations operate on the innovation climate within organizations. We might expect

innovation climate to be more prevalent in the so-called ‘creative industries’ such as

advertising and architecture where success depends on not only the development of

creative concepts but the implementation of these ideas, that is, innovation. In contrast, in

industries where employees are given little discretion and required to do mundane
structured tasks such as in call centres (Fleming & Sturdy, 2010; Taylor & Bain, 1999), we

might expect there to be a lower prevalence of innovation climate.

The potential role of field experiments. As we have eluded, much work is required to

advance our understanding of the boundary conditions of innovation climate, with a

particular focus on the antecedents and outcomes. We believe that the role of

experimentation in the form of potential ‘what-if’ scenarios would be particularly
powerful in this regard. Teams and organizations are complex structures influenced not

only by cultural and institutional factors as mentioned prior, but also a plethora of

organizational factors including organizational form and relations of power, that also have

been found to exert substantial influence on strategic decisions associated with

innovation. The use of experiments can help tease out more nuanced understandings

of the effects of innovation climate in the context of different organizational settings

beyond the usual suspects, such as how does a climate for innovation play out in highly

hierarchical organizations with strong, bureaucratic structures and relations of power.

Practical implications

Our reviewprovides a number of practical implications. In particular, our findings suggest

it is critical for organizations who wish to foster innovation at different organizational

levels to support the development of innovation climates at the team and organizational

levels. Our review highlights a number of ways in which this could be done. First, our

review highlights the importance of leadership, especially transformational leadership, in
facilitating innovation climates at both the team and organizational levels. As such

organizations should consider providing training for leaders into how to support

innovation through behaviours such as role-modelling innovative behaviours to their

subordinates, providing individualized support to their subordinates and articulating a

vision. Second, our review highlights the importance of team characteristics in facilitating
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an innovation climate within teams. In particular, our review draws attention to the need

for managers to encourage their team members to be reflexive, ambitious, and motivate

one another. This could be done through team building exercises and planning sessions

where teams set common goals and reflect on their previous experiences. Similarly, the
review also highlights the need for managers who wish to develop an innovation climate

within their team to design team tasks that are complex and challenging. As this may be

challenging for managers who come from a technical background, organizations should

consider providing training for managers around how to best structure team tasks to

motivate employees to be innovative together. Finally, our review suggests that diversity is

a key antecedent of innovation climate at the team and organizational level, especially in

low power distance cultures. As such, we recommend organizations, especially those in

lowpower distance cultures such as the United States, Germany, and theUnited Kingdom
integrate diversity into hiring practices and ensure teams are as diverse as possible in skills,

education, experiences, and demographics. At the same time, organizations should

provide managers with training as to how best to manage diversity and deal with issues

that may arise from managing a diverse workforce.

Conclusion

The present study conducted a systematic review of empirical research on innovation

climate. We have examined how innovation climate has been defined and measured in

previous research, and reviewed extant work on its antecedents and outcomes, and

studies inwhich innovation climatewas treated as amoderator.While we believe that our

review makes an important contribution to the study of innovation climate, some

limitations of the review need to be raised. First, we have limited our review papers to

those that were written in English and acknowledge that this might have excluded some
important studies. However, future work could extend the review to incorporate

additional non-English papers. Second, we focused on studies that looked at one specific

work climate within organizational contexts, the innovation climate, and did not look at

other work climates that support innovation such as climates for initiative, psychological

safety and implementation (e.g., Baer & Frese, 2003). In future, researchers might

undertake work that examines similarities and differences in the antecedents and

outcomes of different work climates.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the present research study has made an important
contribution by identifying key gaps in the literature and advancing a future research

agenda for theoretical and empirical advancement.

References

References preceded by an asterisk were included in the systematic review.
*Aarons, G. A., & Sommerfeld, D. H. (2012). Leadership, innovation climate, and attitudes toward

evidence-based practice during a statewide implementation. Journal of the AmericanAcademy

of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 51, 423–431. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2012.01.018
*Agreli, H. F., Peduzzi, M., & Bailey, C. (2017). The relationship between team climate and

interprofessional collaboration: Preliminary results of a mixed methods study. Journal of

Interprofessional Care, 31, 184–186. https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2016.1261098
*Agrell, A., & Gustafson, R. (1994). The team climate inventory (TCI) and group innovation: A

psychometric test on a Swedish sample of work groups. Journal of Occupational and

100 Alexander Newman et al.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2012.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2016.1261098


Organisational Psychology, 67, 143–151. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb

00557.x

Ahmed, P. K. (1998). Culture and climate for innovation. European Journal of Innovation

Management, 1, 30–43. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601069810199131
Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the working

environment for creativity. Academy ofManagement Journal, 39, 1154–1184. https://doi.org/
10.5465/256995

*Anderson, N. R., & West, M. A. (1996). The team climate inventory: The development of the TCI

and its application in teambuilding for innovativeness. European Journal of Work and

Organisational Psychology, 5, 53–66. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414840
*Anderson, N., & West, M. A. (1998). Measuring climate for work group innovation: Development

and validation of the Team Climate Inventory (TCI). Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 19,

235–258. https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
*Antoni, C. H. (2005). Effects of team task structure on team climate for innovation and team

outcomes. Enterprise and Work Innovation Studies, 1, 9–17. http://hdl.handle.net/10362/
1687

Baer, M., & Frese, M. (2003). Innovation is not enough: Climates for initiative and psychological

safety, process innovations, and firm performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24,

45–68. https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
*Bain, P. G., Mann, L., & Pirola-Merlo, A. (2001). The innovation imperative: The relationships

between team climate, innovation, and performance in research and development teams. Small

Group Research, 32, 55–73. https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640103200103
Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career Development

International, 13, 209–223. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476
Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. I. (2014). Burnout and work engagement: The JD–R

approach. Annual Review of Organisational Psychology and Organisational Behaviour, 1,

389–411. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. Chicago, IL: Macmillan.

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: Free Press.

Berger, J., & Zelditch, M. (1985). Status, rewards, and influence. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Boekhorst, J. A. (2014). The role of authentic leadership in fostering workplace inclusion: A social

information processing perspective.HumanResourceManagement,54(2), 241–264. https://d
oi.org/10.1002/hrm.21669

*Bosch,M., Dijkstra, R.,Wensing,M., van derWeijden, T., &Groll, R. (2008).Organizational culture,

team climate and diabetes care in small office-based practices.BMCHealth Services Research, 8,

180. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-8-180

*Bower, P., Campbell, S., Bojke, C., & Sibbald, B. (2003). Team structure, team climate and the

quality of care in primary care: An observational study. Quality and Safety in Health Care, 12,

273–279. https://doi.org/10.1136/qhc.12.4.273
Brockner, J., Higgins, E. T., & Low, M. B. (2004). Regulatory focus theory and the entrepreneurial

process. Journal of Business Venturing,19, 203–220. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)
00007-7

*Burningham, C., & West, M. A. (1995). Individual, climate, and group interaction processes as

predictors ofwork team innovation. SmallGroupResearch,26(1), 106–117. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1046496495261006

Byrne, Z. S., Stoner, J., Thompson, K. R., & Hochwarter, W. (2005). The interactive effects of

conscientiousness, work effort, and psychological climate on job performance. Journal of

Vocational Behaviour, 66, 326–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.005
*Ceschi, A., Dorofeeva, K., & Sartori, R. (2014). Studying teamwork and team climate by using a

business simulation. How communication and innovation can improve group learning and

decision-making performance. European Journal of Training andDevelopment, 38, 211–230.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-01-2013-0004

Innovation climate: A systematic review 101

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb00557.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb00557.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601069810199131
https://doi.org/10.5465/256995
https://doi.org/10.5465/256995
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414840
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
http://hdl.handle.net/10362/1687
http://hdl.handle.net/10362/1687
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640103200103
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21669
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21669
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-8-180
https://doi.org/10.1136/qhc.12.4.273
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00007-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00007-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496495261006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496495261006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-01-2013-0004


*Chan, I. Y. S., Liu, A. M. M., & Fellows, R. (2014). Role of leadership in fostering an innovation

climate in construction firms. Journal ofManagement in Engineering, 30, 06014003. https://d

oi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000271

*Chang, C. P., Chuang, H. W., & Bennington, L. (2011). Organisational climate for innovation and

creative teaching in urban and rural schools.Quality & Quantity, 45, 935–951. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11135-010-9405-x

*Charbonnier-Voirin, A., El Akremi, A., & Vandenberghe, C. (2010). A multilevel model of

transformational leadership and adaptive performance and the moderating role of climate for

innovation. Group & Organisation Management, 35, 699–726. https://doi.org/10.1177/

1059601110390833

*Chatzi, S. C., &Nikolaou, I. (2008). Validation of the four-factor TeamClimate Inventory in Greece.

International Journal of Organisational Analysis, 15, 341–357. https://doi.org/10.1108/
19348830710900142

*Chen, A. S. Y., & Hou, Y. H. (2016). The effects of ethical leadership, voice behaviour and climates

for innovation on creativity: Amoderatedmediation examination. Leadership Quarterly, 27, 1–
13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.10.007

Chen, Y.-S., &Hu,M.-C. (2008). The impact of taskmotivation and organizational innovative climate

on adult education teachers’ creative teaching performance: An analysis of hierarchical linear

modeling. Bulletin of Education Psychology, 40, 179–198.
*Cheng, C., Bartram, T., Karimi, L., & Leggat, S. (2016). Transformational leadership and social

identity as predictors of team climate, perceived quality of care, burnout and turnover intention

among nurses. Personnel Review, 45, 1200–1216. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2015-0118
Choi, J. N. (2007). Change-oriented organisational citizenship behaviour: Effects of work

environment characteristics and intervening psychological processes. Journal of

Organisational Behaviour, 28, 467–484. https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
Colquitt, J. A., Noe, R. A., & Jackson, C. L. (2002). Justice in teams: Antecedents and consequences of

procedural justice climate. Personnel Psychology, 55, 83–109. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2002.tb00104.x

*Cramm, J. M., Strating, M. M. H., & Nieboer, A. P. (2014). The role of team climate in improving the

quality of chronic care delivery: A longitudinal study among professionals working with

chronically ill adolescents in transitional care programmes. British Medical Journal Open, , 4.

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005369

*Dackert, I. (2010). The impact of team climate for innovation on well-being and stress in elderly

care. Journal of Nursing Management, 18, 302–310. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.
2010.01079.x

*Dackert, I., Brenner, S. O., & Johansson, C. R. (2002). Team climate inventory with a merged

organization. Psychological Reports, 91, 651–656. https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.91.6.651-656
*Dackert, I., Loov, L. A., & Martensson, M. (2004). Leadership and climate for innovation in teams.

Economic and Industrial Democracy, 25, 301–318. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0143831X04042488

*Dhar, R. L. (2015). The effects of highperformancehuman resource practices on service innovative

behaviour. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 51, 67–75. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ijhm.2015.09.002

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and

collective rationality in organisational fields. American Sociological Review, 48, 147–160.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101

*Ed�u-Valsania, S.,Moriano, J. A.,&Molero, F. (2016). Authentic leadership andemployee knowledge

sharing behaviour. Mediation of the innovation climate and workgroup identification.

Leadership & Organisation Development Journal, 37, 487–506. https://doi.org/10.1108/
LODJ-08-2014-0149

*Eisenbeiss, S. A., van Knippenberg, D., & Boerner, S. (2008). Transformational leadership and team

innovation: Integrating teamclimate principles. Journal of Applied Psychology,93, 1438–1446.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012716

102 Alexander Newman et al.

https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000271
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000271
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-010-9405-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-010-9405-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601110390833
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601110390833
https://doi.org/10.1108/19348830710900142
https://doi.org/10.1108/19348830710900142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2015-0118
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00104.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00104.x
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005369
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2010.01079.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2010.01079.x
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.91.6.651-656
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X04042488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X04042488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2014-0149
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-08-2014-0149
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012716


Ekvall, G. (1996). Organizational climate for creativity and innovation. European Journal of Work

andOrganisational Psychology, 5(1), 105–123. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414845
Ekvall, G., Arvonen, J., & Waldenstr€om-Lindblad, I. (1983). Creative organisational climate:

Construction and validation of a measuring instrument. Stockholm, Sweden: Swedish

Council for Management and Organisational Behaviour.

*Elovainio,M., Kivim€aki,M., Eccles,M., & Sinervo, T. (2002). Teamclimate andprocedural justice as

predictors of occupational strain. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32, 359–374. https://d
oi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00220.x

*Elovainio, M., Makela, M., Timo, S., Sinervo, T., Kivim€aki, M., Eccles, M., & Kahan, J. (2000). Effects

of job characteristics, team climate, and attitudes towards clinical guidelines. Scandinavian

Journal of Public Health, 28, 117–122. https://doi.org/10.1177/140349480002800207
Emery, F., & Thorsrud, E. (1982). Industrielle Demokratie. Bericht €uber das norwegische

Programm der industriellen Demokratie. Bern: Huber.

*Farnese, M. L., & Livi, S. (2016). How reflexivity enhances organizational innovativeness: The

mediation role of team support for innovation and individual commitment. Knowledge

Management Research & Practice, 14, 525–536. https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2015.13

Fay, D., L€uhrmann, H., & Kohl, C. (2004). Proactive climate in a post-reorganization setting: When

staff compensate managers’ weakness. European Journal of Work and Organizational

Psychology, 13, 241–267. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000083
Fleming, P., & Sturdy, A. (2010). ‘Being yourself’ in the electronic sweatshop: New forms of

normative control. Human Relations, 64, 177–200. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0018726710375481

*Garc�ıa-Buades, E., Mart�ınez-Tur, V., Ortiz-Bonn�ın, S., & Peir�o, J. M. (2016). Engaged teams deliver

better service performance in innovation climates. European Journal of Work and

Organisational Psychology, 25, 597–612. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2016.1171752
Glick, W. H. (1985). Conceptualizing and measuring organisational and psychological climate:

Pitfalls in multilevel research. Academy of Management Review, 10, 601–616. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amr.1985.4279045

*Goh, T. T., Eccles, M. P., & Steen, N. (2009). Factors predicting team climate, and its relationship

with quality of care in general practice. BMC Health Services Research, 9, 138. https://doi.org/

10.1186/1472-6963-9-138

Gonz�alez-Rom�a, V., Fortes-Ferreira, L., &Peir�o, J.M. (2009). Teamclimate, climate strength and team

performance. A longitudinal study. Journal of Occupational and Organisational Psychology,

82, 511–536. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X370025
*Gonz�alez-Rom�a, V., Tom�as, I., Peir�o, J. M., Lloret, S., Espejo, B., Ferreres, D., & Hern�andez, A.

(1996). An�alisis de las propiedades psicom�etricas del cuestionario de clima organizacional

FOCUS-93. Revista de Psicolog�ıa Social Aplicada, 6, 5–22. http://hdl.handle.net/10550/39082
Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1980). Work redesign. Reading: Addison Wesley.

Hambrick, D. C., & Mason, P. A. (1984). Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection of its top

managers. The Academy of Management Review, 9, 193–206. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.

1984.4277628

*Heponiemi, T., Elovainio, M., Kouvonen, A., Noro, A., Finne-Soveri, H., & Sinervo, T. (2012).

Ownership type and team climate in elderly care facilities: The moderating effect of stress

factors. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 68, 647–657. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.
2011.05777.x

Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and prevention: Regulatory focus as a motivational principle.

Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 30, 1–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601
(08)60381-0

Hoegl, M., Gibbert, M., &Mazursky, D. (2008). Financial constraints in innovation projects:When is

less more? Research Policy, 37, 1382–1391. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.04.018
Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviours, institutions, and

organisations across nations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Innovation climate: A systematic review 103

https://doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414845
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00220.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00220.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/140349480002800207
https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2015.13
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000083
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710375481
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710375481
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2016.1171752
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4279045
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4279045
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9-138
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9-138
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X370025
http://hdl.handle.net/10550/39082
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1984.4277628
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1984.4277628
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05777.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05777.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60381-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60381-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.04.018


Hotho, S., & Champion, K. (2011). Small businesses in the new creative industries: Innovation as a

people management challenge.Management Decision, 49(1), 29–54. https://doi.org/10.1108/
00251741111094428

*Hsu, M. L. A., & Chen, F. H. (2015). The cross-level mediating effect of psychological capital on the

organisational innovation climate–employee innovative behaviour relationship. Journal of

Creative Behaviour, 51(2), 28–139. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.90
*Hsu, M. L. A., & Fan, H. L. (2010). Organisational innovation climate and creative outcomes:

Exploring the moderating effect of time pressure. Creativity Research Journal, 22, 378–386.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2010.523400

*Hulsheger, U. R., Anderson, N., & Salgado, J. F. (2009). Team-level predictors of innovation atwork:

A comprehensive meta-analysis spanning three decades of research. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 94, 1128–1145. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015978
Ireland, R. D., Kuratko, D. F., &Morris, M. H. (2006). A health audit for corporate entrepreneurship:

innovation at all levels: part I. Journal of Business Strategy, 27, 10–17. https://doi.org/10.1108/
02756660610640137

Isaksen, S. G., & Akkermans, H. J. (2011). Creative climate: A leadership lever for innovation. The

Journal of Creative Behaviour, 45, 161–187. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2011.tb
01425.x

*Jaiswal, N. K., & Dhar, R. L. (2015). Transformational leadership, innovation climate, creative self-

efficacy and employee creativity: A multilevel study. International Journal of Hospitality

Management, 51, 30–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.07.002

James, L. R. (1982). Aggregation bias in estimates of perceptual agreement. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 67, 219–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
James, L. R., Joyce,W. F., & Slocum, J.W. (1988). Comment:Organisations do not cognize.Academy

of Management Review, 13(1), 129–132. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1988.4306808

Janssen, O. (2003). Innovative behaviour and job involvement at the price of conflict and less

satisfactory relations with co-workers. Journal of Occupational and Organisational

Psychology, 76, 347–364. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317903769647210
Janssen, O., Van de Vliert, E., & West, M. (2004). The bright and dark sides of individual and group

innovation: A special issue introduction. Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 25, 129–145.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379

Jones, G. K., & Davis, H. J. (2000). National culture and innovation: Implications for locating global

R& D operations. Management International Review, 40(1), 11–39. https://www.jstor.org/

stable/40835865

Joshi, A. W., & Sharma, S. (2004). Customer knowledge development: Antecedents and impact on

newproduct performance. Journal ofmarketing, 68(4), 47–59. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.

68.4.47.42722

*Kang, J. H., Matusik, J. G., Kim, T., & Phillips, J. M. (2016). Interactive effects of multiple

organisational climates on employee innovative behaviour in entrepreneurial firms: A cross-level

investigation. Journal of Business Venturing, 31, 628–642. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.
2016.08.002

Kang, J. H., Solomon, G. T., & Choi, D. Y. (2015). CEOs’ leadership styles and managers’ innovative

behaviour: Investigation of intervening effects in an entrepreneurial context. Journal of

Management Studies, 52, 531–554. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12125

Kanter, R. (1988). When a thousand flowers bloom: structural, collective, and social conditions for

innovation in organisations. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organisational

behaviour (pp. 169–211). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

*Khalili, A. (2016). Linking transformational leadership, creativity, innovation, and innovation

supportive climate. Management Decision, 54, 2277–2293. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-03-

2016-0196

Khazanchi, S., Lewis, M. W., & Boyer, K. K. (2007). Innovation-supportive culture: The impact of

organisational values onprocess innovation. Journal ofOperationsManagement,25, 871–884.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2006.08.003

104 Alexander Newman et al.

https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111094428
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111094428
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.90
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2010.523400
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015978
https://doi.org/10.1108/02756660610640137
https://doi.org/10.1108/02756660610640137
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2011.tb01425.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2011.tb01425.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1988.4306808
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317903769647210
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40835865
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40835865
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.4.47.42722
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.4.47.42722
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12125
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-03-2016-0196
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-03-2016-0196
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2006.08.003


*King, E. B., de Chermont, K., West, M., Dawson, J. F., & Hebl, M. R. (2007). How innovation can

alleviate negative consequences of demanding work contexts: The influence of climate for

innovation on organisational outcomes. Journal of Occupational and Organisational

Psychology, 80, 631–645. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X171145
*Kinnunen, U., Feldt, T., & Mauno, S. (2016). Authentic leadership and team climate: Testing cross-

lagged relationships. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 31, 331–345. https://doi.org/10.
1108/JMP-12-2014-0362

*Kirsten, B., & Du Preez, R. (2010). Improvisational theatre as team development intervention for

climate for work group innovation. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 36, 1–9. https://doi.
org/10.4102/sajip.v36i1.862

*Kivim€aki, M., & Elovainio, M. (1999). A short version of the TeamClimate Inventory: Development

and psychometric properties. Journal of Occupational and Organisational Psychology, 72,

241–246. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317999166644
*Kivim€aki, M., Kuk, G., Elovainio, M., Thomson, L., Kalliom€aki-Levanto, T., & Heikkila, A. (1997).

The TeamClimate Inventory (TCI)- four or five factors? Testing the structure of TCI in samples of

low and high complexity jobs Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 70,

375–389. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1997.tb00655.x
*Kivim€aki, M., Vanhala, A., Pentti, J., L€ansisalmi, H., Virtanen, M., Elovainio, M., & Vahtera, J. (2007).

Team climate, intention to leave and turnover among hospital employees: Prospective cohort

study. BMC Health Services Research, 7, 170. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-7-170

Klein, K. J., & Sorra, J. S. (1996). The challenge of innovation implementation. Academy of

Management Review, 21, 1055–1080. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1996.9704071863

van Knippenberg, D., De Dreu, C. K. W., & Homan, A. C. (2004). Work group diversity and group

performance: An integrative model and research agenda. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89,

1008–1022. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.6.1008
*L€ansisalmi, H., & Kivim€aki, M. (1999). Factors associated with innovative climate: What is the role

of stress? Stress Medicine, 15, 203–213. https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1700
*Lee, M. C. C., & Idris, M. A. (2017). Psychosocial safety climate versus team climate: The

distinctiveness between the two organizational climate constructs. Personnel Review, 46, 988–
1003. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2016-0003

Lindell, M. K., & Brandt, C. J. (2000). Climate quality and consensus as mediators of the relationship

between organisational antecedents and outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 331–
348. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.331

*Loo, R., & Loewen, P. (2002). A confirmatory factor analytic and psychometric examination of the

teamclimate inventory: full and short versions. SmallGroupResearch,33, 254–265. https://doi.
org/10.1177/104649640203300205

*Magni, M., Palmi, P., & Salvemini, S. (2018). Under pressure! Team innovative climate and

individual attitudes in shaping individual improvisation. European Management Journal, 36,

474–484. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2017.07.009

Mathisen, G. E., & Einarsen, S. (2004). A review of instruments assessing creative and innovative

environments within organisations. Creativity Research Journal, 16, 119–140. https://doi.org/
10.1207/s15326934crj1601_12

*Mathisen, G. E., Einarsen, S., Jørstad, K., & Brønnick, K. S. (2004). Climate forwork group creativity

and innovation: Norwegian validation of the team climate inventory (TCI). Scandinavian

Journal of Psychology, 45, 383–392. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2004.00420.x
*Mathisen, G. E.,Martinsen,O., &Einarsen, S. (2008). The relationship between creative personality

composition, innovative team climate, and team innovativeness: An input-process-output

perspective. Journal of Creative Behaviour, 42(1), 13–31. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-
6057.2008.tb01078.x

*Mathisen,G. E., Torsheim, T., &Einarsen, S. (2006). The team-levelmodel of climate for innovation:

A two-level confirmatory factor analysis. Journal of Occupational and Organizational

Psychology, 79, 23–35. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X52869
McGrath, J. E. (1984). Group Interaction and Performance. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Innovation climate: A systematic review 105

https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X171145
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2014-0362
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2014-0362
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i1.862
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i1.862
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317999166644
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1997.tb00655.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-7-170
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1996.9704071863
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.6.1008
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1700
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2016-0003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.331
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640203300205
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640203300205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326934crj1601_12
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326934crj1601_12
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2004.00420.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2008.tb01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2008.tb01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X52869


Mendoza-Denton, R., Ayduk, O., Mischel, W., Shoda, Y., & Testa, A. (2001). Person9 situation

interactionism in self-encoding (I am. . .when. . .): Implications for affect regulation and social

information processing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 533–544. https://d
oi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.4.533

Meyer, A. D. (1982). Adapting to environmental jolts. Administrative Science Quarterly, 27, 515–
537. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392528

Meyer, R. D., Dalal, R. S., & Hermida, R. (2010). A review and synthesis of situational strength in the

organisational sciences. Journal of Management, 36(1), 121–140. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206309349309

Moher, D., Shamseer, L., Clarke, M., Ghersi, D., Liberati, A., Petticrew, M., Shekelle, P., & Stewart, L.

A. (2015). Preferred reporting items for systematic review andmeta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-

P) 2015 statement. Systematic Reviews, 4(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1

*Moolenaar, N. M., Daly, A. J., & Sleegers, P. J. C. (2010). Occupying the principal position:

Examining relationships between transformational leadership, social network position, and

schools’ innovative climate. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46, 623–670. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0013161X10378689

Mumford, M. D. (2000). Managing creative people: Strategies and tactics for innovation. Human

ResourceManagement Review,10, 313–351. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00043-1
Naumann, S. E., & Bennett, N. (2000). A case for procedural justice climate: Development and test of

a multilevel model. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 881–889. https://doi.org/10.5465/
1556416

*Oke, A., Prajogo, D., & Jayaram, J. (2013). Strengthening the innovation chain: The role of internal

innovation climate and strategic relationships with supply chain partners. Journal of Supply

Chain Management, 49, 43–58. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12031

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organisational citizenship behaviour: It’s construct clean-up time. Human

Performance, 10, 85–97. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_2
*Panuwatwanich, K., Stewart, R. A., & Mohamed, S. (2008). The role of climate for innovation in

enhancing business performance: The case of design firms. Engineering, Construction and

Architectural Management, 15, 407–422. https://doi.org/10.1108/09699980810902712
*Park, S., & Jo, S. J. (2018). The impact of proactivity, leader-member exchange, and climate for

innovation on innovative behavior in the Korean government sector. Leadership &

Organization Development Journal, 39(1), 130–149. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-09-2016-

0216

Patterson,M.G.,West,M. A., Shackleton, V. J., Dawson, J. F., Lawthom, R.,Maitlis, S., &Robinson,D.

L. (2005). Validating the organisational climate measure: Links to managerial practices,

productivity and innovation. Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 26, 379–408. https://doi.
org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379

*Pei, G. (2017). Structuring leadership and team creativity: The mediating role of team innovation

climate. Social Behavior and Personality, 45, 369–376. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.5677
*Pirola-Merlo, A. (2010). Agile innovation: The role of team climate in rapid research and

development. Journal of Occupational and Organisational Psychology, 83, 1075–1084.
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X480653

*Pirola-Merlo, A., Hartel, C., Mann, L., & Hirst, G. (2002). How leaders influence the impact of

affective events on team climate and performance in R&D teams. Leadership Quarterly, 13,

561–581. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00144-3
Ployhart, R. E., Weekley, J. A., & Baughman, K. (2006). The structure and function of human capital

emergence: A multilevel examination of the attraction-selection-attrition model. Academy of

Management Journal, 49, 661–677. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22083023

*Popa, S., Soto-Acosta, P., & Martinez-Conesa, I. (2017). Antecedents, moderators, and outcomes of

innovation climate and open innovation: An empirical study in SMEs. Technological Forecasting

and Social Change, 118, 134–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.02.014

106 Alexander Newman et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.4.533
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.4.533
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392528
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309349309
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309349309
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X10378689
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X10378689
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00043-1
https://doi.org/10.5465/1556416
https://doi.org/10.5465/1556416
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12031
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_2
https://doi.org/10.1108/09699980810902712
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-09-2016-0216
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-09-2016-0216
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-1379
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.5677
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X480653
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00144-3
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22083023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.02.014


Prajogo, D. I., & Ahmed, P. K. (2006). Relationships between innovation stimulus, innovation

capacity, and innovation performance. R&D Management, 36, 499–515. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-9310.2006.00450.x

*Proudfoot, J., Jayasinghe, U.W., Holton, C., Grimm, J., Bubner, T., Amoroso, C., Beilby, J., &Harris,

M. F. (2007). Team climate for innovation: what difference does it make in general practice?

International Journal Quality Health Care, 19, 164–169. https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/
mzm005

*Ragazzoni, P., Baiardi, P., Zotti, A. M., Anderson, N., & West, M. (2002). Research note: Italian

validation of the team climate inventory: a measure of team climate for innovation. Journal of

Managerial Psychology, 17, 325–336. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940210428128
*Ren, F., & Zhang, J. (2015). Job stressors, organisational innovation climate, and employees’

innovative behaviour. Creativity Research Journal, 27(1), 16–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10400419.2015.992659

Ridgeway, C. (1991). The social construction of status value: Gender and other nominal

characteristics. Social Forces, 70, 367–386. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/70.2.367
*Rose, J., Ahuja, A. K., & Jones, C. (2006). Attitudes of direct care staff towards external

professionals, team climate and psychological wellbeing. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities,

10, 105–120. https://doi.org/10.1177/1744629506064008
Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing approach to job attitudes and

task design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 23, 224–253. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392563
*Sarros, J. C., Cooper, B. K., & Santora, J. C. (2008). Building a climate for innovation through

transformational leadership and organisational culture. Journal of Leadership &

Organisational Studies, 15, 145–158. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808324100
Schein, E. H. (2010). Organisational Culture and Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schneider, B. (1983). Work climates: An interactionist perspective in Feimer N.W. In E. S. Geller

(Ed.), Environmental Psychology: Directions and Perspectives (pp. 106–128). New York, NY:

Praeger.

Schneider, B., Salvaggio, A. N., & Subirats, M. (2002). Climate strength: a new direction for climate

research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 220–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.
2.220

Scott, W. R. (2001). Institutions and Organisations. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Scott, S., & Bruce, R. (1994). Determinants of innovative behaviour: A path model of individual

innovation in the workplace. The Academy of Management Journal, 37, 580–607. https://doi.
org/10.5465/256701

Shane, S. (1995). Uncertainty avoidance and the preference for innovation championing roles.

Journal of International Business Studies, 26(1), 47–68. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jib
s.8490165

*Shanker, R., Bhanugopan, R., Van der Heijden, B. I., & Farrell, M. (2017). Organizational climate for

innovation and organizational performance: The mediating effect of innovative work behavior.

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 100, 67–77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.02.004
*Shaw, J., Minoudis, P., Hamilton, V., & Craissati, J. (2011). An investigation into competency for

working with personality disorder and team climate in the probation service. Probation

Journal, 59, 39–48. https://doi.org/10.1177/0264550511429843
Shin, Y. (2012). CEO ethical leadership, ethical climate, climate strength, and collective

organisational citizenship behaviour. Journal of Business Ethics, 108, 299–312. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-011-1091-7

Siegel, S. M., & Kaemmerer, W. F. (1978). Measuring the perceived support for innovation in

organisations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63, 553–562. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.63.5.553

*Siemon, M., Shuster, G., & Boursaw, B. (2015). The impact of state certification of community

health workers on team climate among registered nurses in the United States. Journal of

Community Health, 40, 215–221. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-014-9919-6

Innovation climate: A systematic review 107

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2006.00450.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2006.00450.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm005
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm005
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940210428128
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2015.992659
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2015.992659
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/70.2.367
https://doi.org/10.1177/1744629506064008
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392563
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808324100
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.220
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.220
https://doi.org/10.5465/256701
https://doi.org/10.5465/256701
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490165
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490165
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0264550511429843
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1091-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1091-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.5.553
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.5.553
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-014-9919-6


Smithikrai, C. (2008). Moderating effect of situational strength on the relationship between

personality traits and counterproductive work behaviour. Asian Journal of Social Psychology,

11, 253–263. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-839X.2008.00265.x
*Somech, A., & Drach-Zahavy, A. (2013). Translating team creativity to innovation implementation:

The role of teamcomposition and climate for innovation. Journal ofManagement,39, 684–708.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187

Soo, C., Tian, A. W., Teo, S. T., & Cordery, J. (2017). Intellectual capital–enhancing HR, absorptive
capacity, and innovation. Human Resource Management, 56, 431–454. https://doi.org/10.
1002/hrm.21783

*Strating, M. M., & Nieboer, A. P. (2009). Psychometric test of the Team Climate Inventory-short

version investigated in Dutch quality improvement teams. BMCHealth Services Research, 9(1),

126–132. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9-126
*Sun, W., Xu, A., & Shang, Y. (2014). Transformational leadership, team climate, and team

performancewithin theNPD team: Evidence fromChina.Asia-Pacific Journal ofManagement,

31, 127–147. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-012-9327-3
*Sung, S. Y., & Choi, J. N. (2014). Do organisations spend wisely on employees? Effects of training

and development investments on learning and innovation in organisations. Journal of

Organisational Behavior, 35, 393–412. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1897
Sung, S. Y., Du, J., & Choi, J. N. (2018). Cognitive pathways of team climate for creativity:

Implications for member creativity and job performance. Human Performance, 31, 197–215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2018.1509342

Talke, K., Salomo, S., & Kock, A. (2011). Top management team diversity and strategic innovation

orientation: The relationship and consequences for innovativeness andperformance. Journal of

Product Innovation Management, 28, 819–832. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.
00851.x

Taylor, P., & Bain, P. (1999). ‘An assembly line in the head’: Work and employee relations in the call

centre. Industrial Relations Journal, 30, 101–117. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2338.00113
Taylor, M. Z., &Wilson, S. (2012). Does culture still matter? The effects of individualism on national

innovation rates. Journal of Business Venturing,27, 234–247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusve
nt.2010.10.001

Tett, R. P., &Guterman, H. A. (2000). Situation trait relevance, trait expression, and cross-situational

consistency: Testing a principle of trait activation. Journal of Research in Personality, 34, 397–
423. https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.2000.2292

Tidd, J., & Bessant, J. (2009). Managing innovation: integrating technological, market and

organisational change. Chichester: Wiley.

Tsai, I. C. (2005). The influence of school organizational creative climate, and teachers’ intrinsic,

extrinsic motivation on elementary school teachers’ creative teaching: A structural

equation modeling study. Unpublished master’s thesis. Hsinchu, Taiwan: National Chiao

Tung University.

*Tseng, H.M., Liu, F. C., &West, M. A. (2009). The team climate inventory (TCI) a psychometric test

on a Taiwanese sample of work groups. Small Group Research, 40, 465–482. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1046496409334145

*Turnipseed, P. H., & Turnipseed, D. L. (2013). Testing the proposed linkage between

organisational citizenship behaviours and an innovative organisational climate. Creativity and

Innovation Management, 22, 209–216. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12027

*Valls, V., Gonzalez-Roma, V., & Tomas, I. (2016). Linking educational diversity and team

performance: Team communication quality and innovation team climate matter. Journal of

Occupational and Organisational Psychology, 89, 751–771. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.
12152

*Van Der Vegt, G. S., Van De Vliert, E., & Huang, X. (2005). Location-level links between diversity

and innovative climate depend on national power distance. Academy of Management Journal,

48, 1171–1182. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.19573116

108 Alexander Newman et al.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-839X.2008.00265.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21783
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21783
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-9-126
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-012-9327-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1897
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2018.1509342
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00851.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00851.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2338.00113
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.2000.2292
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496409334145
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496409334145
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12027
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12152
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12152
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.19573116


Ward, T. B. (1994). Structured imagination: The role of category structure in exemplar generation.

Cognitive Psychology, 27(1), 1–40. https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1994.1010
*Weiss, M., Hoegl, M., & Gibbert, M. (2011). Making virtue of necessity: The role of team climate for

innovation in resource-constrained innovation projects. Journal of Product Innovation

Management, 28(S1), 196–207. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00870.x
West, M. A. (1990). The social psychology of innovation in groups. In M. A. West & J. L. Farr (Eds.),

Innovation and creativity at work: Psychological and organisational strategies (pp. 309–
333). Chichester, UK: Wiley.

*West, M. A., & Anderson, N. R. (1996). Innovation in top management teams. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 81, 680. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.680

*West, M. A., Borrill, C. S., Dawson, J. F., Brodbeck, F. C., Shapiro, D. A., & Haward, B. (2003).

Leadership clarity and team innovation in health care. Leadership Quarterly, 14, 393–410.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00044-4

West, M. A., & Farr, J. L. (1989). Innovation at work: Psychological perspectives. Social Behaviour,

4, 15–30.
Woodman, R.W.,& Schoenfeldt, L. F. (1990). An interactionistmodel of creative behaviour. Journal

of Creative Behaviour, 24, 279–290. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1990.tb00549.x
*Yu, C., Yu, T. F., & Yu, C. C. (2013). Knowledge sharing, organisational climate, and innovative

behaviour: A cross-level analysis of effects. Social Behaviour and Personality, 41(1), 143–156.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2013.41.1.143

Zheng, J. J., Jin, S. H., &Ma, G. Y. (2009). Themeasurement of organisational innovation climate and

its moderating effect in the relationship between employees’ innovation ability and innovation

performance. Acta Psychologica Sinica, 41, 1203–1214. http://pub.chinasciencejournal.com/

ActaPsychologicaSinica/5308.jhtml

Zohar, D. (2000). A group-level model of safety climate: testing the effect of group climate on

microaccidents inmanufacturing jobs. Journal of AppliedPsychology,85, 587–596. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.587

Received 20 September 2018; revised version received 12 June 2019

Innovation climate: A systematic review 109

https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1994.1010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00870.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.680
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00044-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1990.tb00549.x
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2013.41.1.143
http://pub.chinasciencejournal.com/ActaPsychologicaSinica/5308.jhtml
http://pub.chinasciencejournal.com/ActaPsychologicaSinica/5308.jhtml
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.587
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.587

