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Abstract
This article presents a cross-cultural study on the mediating role of implicit theories of 
innovativeness in the relationship between basic values and specific attitudes toward innovation. 
Modernized samples (399 Russians from Moscow and Novokuznetsk) and more traditional 
samples (194 Chechens and Ingushs from North Caucasus and 200 Tuvins from the Tuva 
Republic) within the Russian Federation completed the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS), measures 
of attitudes toward innovation, and an Adjective Check List adapted for measuring implicit 
theories of innovativeness in the current samples. Main findings include (a) a split in individual 
and social aspects of implicit theories of innovativeness, (b) different mediation of the effects of 
Openness to Change and Conservation values, and (c) differences in mediation models between 
the two samples. Implications of these findings for cross-cultural studies on innovativeness are 
discussed.
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Groups of people differ in the extent to which they show innovative activity. Some groups, seen 
as being more “traditional,” display lower levels of innovative activity than other groups, seen as 
being more “modern.” An important question is how such differences in innovativeness can be 
explained. They may be explained in terms of economic factors, such as number of inventions 
and innovations resulting from public and governmental support, the level of demand for innova-
tion, the intensity of research, or stages of a product life cycle (for a review, see Shane, 1992). 
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However, they may also be explained by psychological factors such as cross-cultural differences 
in values, beliefs about innovators, and attitudes toward innovations.

From a psychological perspective, differences in innovativeness have been mainly understood 
in terms of broad cultural differences such as horizontal/vertical relationships, values, trust, 
socio-cultural environment, or patterns of education (e.g., Kharkhurin & Motalleebi, 2008; 
Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012; Leung & Morris, 2011). For example, using indices of power dis-
tance and individualism developed by Hofstede (2001), Shane (1992) found individualistic and 
non-hierarchical societies to be more inventive than other societies.

Values of collectivism and high power distance have also been related to lower levels of creativity 
(Goncalo & Staw, 2006; Harzing & Hofstede, 1996; Jaquish & Ripple, 1984; Niu, Zhang, & Yang, 
2007). However, various other studies have found no significant cross-cultural differences in creativ-
ity (C. Chen et al., 2002; Niu & Sternberg, 2002; Nouri et al., 2013; Riquelme, 2002). Moreover, 
according to the Thomson Science Innovation Indicator Country Ratings Japan ranks top of the list 
with regard to the absolute number of patents, while scoring also high on collectivism and power 
distance—the two characteristics that were related to lower innovativeness. Such inconsistencies 
support a recent call made by several researchers to identify the moderators of the culture–creativity 
relationship (Erez & Nouri, 2010; Morris & Leung, 2010; Zhou & Su, 2010).

In the present article we explore implicit theories of innovativeness (ITI) as an intermediate, 
explanatory variable of differences in the link between values and attitudes toward innovations. 
This article describes a comparison of two groups (total N = 793) in the Russian Federation that 
differ in levels of modernization, and hence can be expected to differ in terms of the values that 
they endorse most. We tested to what extent emerging between-group differences in values and 
attitudes could be explained by including ITI as a mediator in the link between the two. As such, 
the article presents two innovations: the inclusion of implicit theories as an intermediary variable 
and the study of (cultural) groups that can be expected to differ in the psychological processes 
underlying innovativeness. An additional contribution is that the inclusion of these samples may 
be one step in the direction of extending studies of creativity and innovation beyond Western 
cultures (see Leung & Morris, 2011).

Implicit Theories of Creativity

The idea to study ITI as an intermediary variable was inspired by research in the domain of cre-
ativity. Although distinct, the constructs of innovativeness and creativity are clearly related (De 
Dreu, Nijstad, & Baas, 2011). Creativity is generally defined as the generation of novel ideas that 
are useful and appropriate (e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1996; Brown, 1989; Erez & Nouri, 2010; Mayer, 
1999; Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). It differs from innovation in the sense that the latter involves 
not only generation of creative ideas but also their implementation (Amabile, 1996; Erez & 
Nouri, 2010; Gatignon, Tushman, Smith, & Anderson, 2002). As such, some have argued that 
creativity is a necessary precondition for innovativeness (Styhre & Börjesson, 2006; West, 2004). 
So, before describing our reasoning on ITI, let us first briefly describe insights from cross-cul-
tural creativity research.

There is a considerable amount of evidence indicating that culture can both stimulate and 
frustrate creativity (Leung & Morris, 2011; Rudowicz, 2003). Cultures can differ in the extent to 
which attention is given to the novelty aspect of creativity and to its usefulness and appropriate-
ness aspects. For example, Paletz and Peng (2008) manipulated the novelty and usefulness of a 
new product in scenarios in three cultural groups. They found Chinese participants to value nov-
elty more than Americans, whereas American and Japanese participants valued usefulness more 
than the Chinese.

Cross-cultural differences in creativity have been explained in terms of values, mostly using 
the theory of basic human values, proposed by Schwartz (1992). The theory describes values as 
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motivational goals, organized in a motivational circle. This circle can be divided into 10 basic 
values, as in the original theory (Schwartz, 1992, 1994), but also into a higher (e.g., 19 values in 
Schwartz et al., 2012) or lower number. One of the most frequently used division is that of four 
higher order values representing two sets of opposing motivational goals. These are Conservation 
values (motivation for preservation) versus Openness to Change (motivation for change), and 
Self-Transcendence values (motivation for helping and caring about others) versus Self-
Enhancement values (motivation for one’s own success; Schwartz, 1994).

Creative accomplishments were found to correlate positively with values of self-direction, 
stimulation, and universalism (values of Openness to Change and Self-Transcendence), and neg-
atively with the values of tradition, security, and power (values of Conservation and Self-
Enhancement; Dollinger, Burke, & Gump, 2006). These findings resonate with those on values 
and attitudes toward innovation: values of Openness to Change were found to correlate positively 
and values of Conservation negatively with attitudes toward innovation in Canada, China, and 
Russia, irrespective of cross-cultural differences in value priorities (Lebedeva, 2008, 2009; 
Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012). However, unlike research on innovation, cross-cultural creativity 
research has also extensively focused on the role of implicit theories.

Implicit theories are ideas held by people that are usually not discussed, questioned, or con-
sciously considered (Paletz & Peng, 2008). Implicit theories are used in the evaluation of peo-
ple’s own behavior, and of others’ behavior and can be used as the basis of education and skills 
training (Sternberg, 1985). Paletz and Peng (2008) list examples of implicit theories in cross-
cultural research: notions of self-views (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), causal theories (Morris & 
Peng, 1994), theories of mind (Lillard, 1997), and ways of dealing with ambiguous and seem-
ingly contradictory information (Peng & Nisbett, 1999).

An important reason for studying implicit theories is that there appear to be cross-cultural dif-
ferences in people’s understanding of what creativity is. Western notions tend to portray creativ-
ity as the personal quality to generate novel, appropriate, and non-algorithmic solutions to a 
problem (Mayer, 1999). In this notion, creativity is attributed more to individual than to social or 
cultural factors (Barron & Harrington, 1981; Gardner, 1993; Sternberg, 1988). However, studies 
in China and Korea (Chan & Chan, 1999; Rudowicz & Yue, 2000) and in Islamic countries 
(Khaleefa, Erdos, & Ashria, 1997) demonstrated that this notion might not be universally shared, 
emphasizing more social facets of creativity. It appears that people in different societies may 
have differing implicit theories of what creativity is and what it does.

Implicit theories may either facilitate or inhibit creative behavior (Runco, Johnson, & Bear, 
1993). For instance, some organizations, such as traditional or conventional families, classrooms, 
or communities, may operate in ways that discourage the emergence of creative traits. There have 
been many studies on implicit concepts of creativity in different cultures (Rudowicz, 2003; 
Runco & Johnson, 2002; Runco et al., 1993; Sternberg, 1985). It is important for the current 
article that such variation in implicit theories may be related to cultural values. For example, 
Kapur, Subramanyam, and Shah (1997) reported that Indian scientists described creativity as 
contributing something new, with the abilities to synthesize and integrate, both of which distin-
guished creative scientists from just simply being productive scientists. However, they consid-
ered themselves less creative than their Western counterparts and attributed this to the “cultural 
influence of Indian society, in which the obedience, religion, superstition, and social etiquette 
required for diverse hierarchical relationships are encouraged more than individual develop-
ment” (Niu & Sternberg, 2002, p. 275).

Of particular interest to the current article are the results of a cross-cultural study by Runco 
and Johnson (2002) using an Adjective Check List (ACL; see also Runco et al., 1993). This 
revealed that teachers and parents in India rated creativity-related traits like “dreamy” and 
“impulsive” to be undesirable. In comparison with parents and teachers in the United States, 
Indian respondents saw other traits, such as “cautious” and “conforming” as both more creative 
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and more desirable. We draw upon these insights into the role of implicit theories of creativity, 
notably the ACL by Runco, and extend this to research on innovation.

Implicit Theories of Innovativeness

There is some initial evidence for an effect of ITI on people’s attitudes and sense of agency. For 
example, Mylopoulos and Scardamalia (2008) interviewed 15 licensed doctors (“clinical fac-
ulty” [CF] at the University of Toronto and an affiliated teaching hospital). The sample was 
limited to CF who were engaged mainly in clinical practice rather than research or administra-
tive. A grounded theory analysis of the interview transcripts suggested that worker’s implicit 
theories of innovation and expertise impacted their sense of agency toward organizational learn-
ing and knowledge work. Doctors did not see their activities as innovative, and viewed them-
selves as knowledge users, but not producers. The authors concluded that “this understanding of 
innovation and the resulting characterisation of themselves limited participants’ engagement in 
the sort of collaborative knowledge creation process that is central to the practice of knowledge-
building communities” (Mylopoulos & Scardamalia, 2008, p. 978).

In another study, Mylopoulos and Regehr (2009) interviewed 25 medical students in their 
third and fourth year of study aiming to explore students’ understanding of innovation at their 
everyday practices. They found that students’ understanding of innovation was similar to the 
understanding of doctors in the study described before: Innovations were mainly associated with 
research and discoveries that can be then used by the medical community. Because of this under-
standing of innovation, students did not see innovativeness as part of their learning, and did not 
perceive that they are expected to be innovative.

Several factors can affect ITI. Salaman and Storey (2005) found that managers differ in ITI 
depending on their own experience in innovations. “Poor” innovators see innovation as danger-
ous, potentially improper, irresponsible, whereas “good” innovators regard it as positive, celebra-
tory, encouraging. Another crucial factor, which we mentioned earlier in the context of studies on 
implicit theories of creativity, is cultural values.

There are few studies that aim at understanding of the relationship between values and implicit 
theories. Peng, Ames, and Knowles (2001) argue that cultural values are an important source for 
theories. Others (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998; Nisbett, 2003; Nisbett, Peng, Choi, 
& Norenzayan, 2001) suggest that cultural values influence implicit theories, which in turn have 
a more direct impact on judgments (Wong-On-Wing & Lui, 2013). Following this argumentation, 
we suggest that values as desired trans-situational goals (Schwartz, 1992) contribute to the for-
mation of implicit theories. Cultural meanings that are carried by values underlie moral evalua-
tions that are then reflected in implicit theories, creating evaluations of behaviors or traits (Runco 
& Johnson, 2002; Wickes & Ward, 2006). Peng et al. (2001) explicitly state that implicit theories 
may mediate the link between values and inferences.

Combining these findings with the aforementioned relationships between cultural values and 
attitudes toward innovation inspired the idea that ITI might mediate between general values and 
specific attitudes toward innovation in the explanation of cross-cultural differences. In other 
words, cultural differences in the relation between people’s trans-situational goals that serve as 
guiding principles of their lives (i.e., values; Schwartz, 1992) and people’s specific opinions 
toward innovation (attitudes) is mediated by what people see as being characteristics of innova-
tors (implicit theories).

On the basis of previous findings, we could expect values of Openness to Change to correlate 
positively with positive attitudes toward innovation (Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012). For 
Conservation the evidence is mixed; sometimes negative correlations were found (Lebedeva & 
Schmidt, 2012), sometimes no correlations were found (Shin & Zhou, 2003). This means that the 
scope for implicit theories to mediate between values and attitudes can be expected to be larger 
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for Conservation values than for Openness values. This expectation is in line with Rudowicz’ 
(2003) reasoning that reactions to innovation depend on how much threat is posed to the estab-
lished social, religious, or political order. On the one hand, in societies where people value tradi-
tion, security, and conformity (i.e., values of Conservation), any innovation may be met with fear, 
anxiety, or mistrust. On the other hand, if people regard innovators’ traits as culturally approved 
(i.e., implicit theories), this socially desirable image of an innovator may buffer the negative 
effect of Conservation values.

The Current Study

The assumption that implicit theories mediate the relationship between values and attitudes to 
innovation was specified in the mediation model. This model was examined in two samples that 
can be expected to differ in their endorsement of Conservation and Openness to Change values, 
namely Ingush and Chechens from North Caucasus and Tuvins from the Republic of Tuva who 
live in more rural and traditional societies, and Russians from the cities of Moscow and 
Novokuznetsk who live in more urban, less traditional societies. As such, we operationalized 
between-group differences in terms of way of life (i.e., traditional rural vs. post-industrial urban) 
within a single society rather than differences between nations or countries. Please note, how-
ever, that the underlying “cultural” variables are values, which can be applied to differences 
between all kinds of groups. As such, we anticipated the data to be relevant to any group differ-
ences based on values, be it within or between societies. The expected differences in endorse-
ment of value dimensions in our samples will be empirically verified.

Values were measured with the Russian adaptation of the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS; 
Lebedeva, 2001; Schwartz, 1992, 1994) for which evidence of cross-cultural equivalence has been 
well documented. Attitudes toward innovations were measured with an instrument validated for 
application in the Russian context (Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2009). For implicit theories toward inno-
vations, no standard instrument was available for assessment in different cultural groups.

The scale “Innovative Qualities of a Person” (Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2009) was developed to 
measure attitudes to innovation. It consists of short descriptions of a person (e.g., “He/she is 
ready to take risks for the sake of achievements”; “In his/her view, today’s losses are not neces-
sarily bad for the future”; “Desire for learning, inquisitiveness are typical for him/her”). 
Respondents are asked to assess how much they resemble the person described, using 5-point 
scale ranging from 1 (absolutely not like me) to 5 (absolutely like me).

The scale was developed in two stages. At first, we obtained a list of descriptions of a person 
who has positive attitudes toward innovations from a survey among students from different eth-
nic groups (N = 200) and from a literature analysis. After content analysis, this list was shortened 
to 15 basic characteristics: the desire to do creative work, independence, coping attitude toward 
own and others’ mistakes, curiosity, encouraging creativity in others, willingness to invest in 
innovation, the ability to operate in a changing environment, the belief that change is the path to 
success, focus on the future, willingness to take risks, creativity, open-mindedness, commitment 
to diversity, tolerance to the unknown, actively seeking new opportunities. These qualities served 
as a basis for the 15 personality descriptions that form the scale.

Following this first stage we define innovativeness here as an ability of every person to find 
new creative decisions in changing surroundings and implement them in their own life to satisfy 
needs and to accomplish the urgent tasks in a new way. Therefore, positive attitudes to innovation 
we understand as positive evaluations of novelty, risk, change, and orientation to the future. We 
believe that this broad definition of positive attitudes to innovations captures enough variation of 
different aspects of the concept to be potentially universal. This is supported by the fact that the 
initial list was created based on the views of culturally diverse group of people, and also by the 
later validation of the scale on the samples with different cultural background.1
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To avoid social desirability, which is usually high in traditional cultures, we chose an indirect 
way of measuring attitudes to innovations: through the assessment of their similarity to a person, 
who has positive attitudes toward innovation. We borrowed this idea from Schwartz (e.g., 
Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, & Harris, 2001), who used a similar approach to measure 
values. In the Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ), respondents are asked how much the person 
described is similar to them. The original questionnaire includes short verbal portraits of 40 dif-
ferent people, gender-matched with the respondent. Each portrait describes a person’s goals, 
aspirations, or wishes that point implicitly to the importance of a certain value. For example, “It 
is important to her to be rich. She wants to have a lot of money and expensive things” describes 
a person who cherishes power values.

In our study we applied this approach to measure respondents’ attitudes toward innovation and 
following Schwartz approach we infer respondents’ own attitudes from their self-reported simi-
larity to people described implicitly in terms of particular attitudes toward innovation (e.g., “He/
she is not afraid to make mistakes, and responds to them constructively”). Like in PVQ, respon-
dents are asked to compare the portrait to themselves rather than themselves to the portrait. 
Comparing other to self directs attention only to aspects of the other that are portrayed. So, the 
similarity judgment is also likely to focus on this attitude. Thus, they capture the person’s atti-
tudes without explicitly identifying them as the topic of investigation.

To measure ITI, a new instrument was developed on the basis of the ACL developed by Runco 
et al. (1993). The instrument was specifically designed to encompass both individual (e.g., opti-
mism, intuition, independence) and social (e.g., ability to inspire, trust in other people, honesty) 
characteristics of innovators so as to be able to capture possible cultural differences in implicit 
theories. Development of this instrument is described in more detail in the method section. We 
tested whether the pathways from values of Openness to Change and Conservation to attitudes 
toward innovation, mediated by implicit theories of innovation, were similar in traditional and 
non-traditional samples.

Participants were recruited in regional universities and secondary schools in Moscow, 
Novokuznetsk, Grozny (Chechnya), Nazran (Ingushetia), and Kizil (Tuva Republic). Students 
and teachers were chosen as respondents because secondary school teachers are the ones who 
transmit cultural values and concepts to future generations; they are actively involved in socio-
cultural socialization of children and adolescents, their ideas about creativity and innovation 
affect the development of creative abilities and the formation of attitudes toward innovation in 
their students.

Method

Participants and Procedure

In total 793 people participated in this study (80% female, median age = 23). A questionnaire in 
Russian was administered to respondents individually or in small groups of five to seven people 
in the presence of the interviewer. The average time for filling in the questionnaire was 15 to 20 
min. Participants were university students and secondary school teachers from more traditional 
societies (194 Chechens and Ingushs from North Caucasus and 200 Tuvins from the Tuva 
Republic), and from a more modernized society (399 Russians from Moscow and Novokuznetsk).

An additional 22 respondents were excluded from the analysis because they either did not 
report their ethnicity or the response was not valid. The percentage of missing values in the 
remaining data varied from 0% to 3.6%, depending on the item. The only item with exceptionally 
high rate of missing values (13.9%) was the measure of innovative behavior (“Have you ever 
proposed or implemented any new ideas in your team?”). We discuss this item in the results sec-
tion. The missing values were deleted pairwise.
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Materials

Values of Openness to Change and Conservation were measured by the SVS (Schwartz, 1992), 
translated and adapted for Russian samples (Lebedeva, 2001). SVS is designed to measure 10 
values according to Schwartz (1992) value theory. These values can be grouped in four higher 
order values, or value orientations, such as Openness to Change versus Conservation and Self-
Enhancement versus Self-Transcendence. SVS consists of two lists of values including 57 values 
in total. The first list contains terminal values, expressed as nouns. The second list contains 
instrumental values, expressed as adjectives. The respondent is asked to assess the degree of 
importance of each value as a guiding principle of his/her life. For the answer a scale from −1 to 
7 is used; the higher the points the more important the value. Cronbach’s α for Conservation 
values based on three items (indices for security, conformity, and tradition values) was .82 in 
modernized and .76 in traditional sample; α for the Openness to Change values based on two 
items (indices for self-direction and stimulation values) was .63 in both groups. The index for 
two value orientations was calculated based on the centered scores. We treat these two value 
orientations as observed variables (vs. latent) in the model.

Attitudes to innovation were measured with the “Innovative qualities of a person” scale 
(Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2009), which consists of 15 statements. Respondents were asked to assess 
how much they resembled the person whose personality traits were described using a 5-point 
scale ranging from 1 (absolutely not like me) to 5 (absolutely like me). We will test the configural 
and metric invariance of the scale in two groups using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

The questionnaire also included a single question on innovative behavior: Have you ever 
proposed or implemented any new ideas in your team?, scored “Yes” or “No.” The correlation 
between the attitudes to innovation scale and this behavioral measure was .35 in the modernized 
sample, and .29 in the traditional sample (both correlations are significant at p < .001), suggesting 
evidence for construct validity for the attitude measure in both samples.

ITI were measured by a modified ACL (Runco et al., 1993). The original ACL was developed 
by Runco et al. (1993) to measure parents’ and teachers’ implicit theories of creativity used 36 
indicative and 36 contraindicative adjectives. In the adaptation of this instrument for measuring 
ITI, we first asked 100 people from different regions of Russia studying at the Higher School of 
Economics in Moscow to select traits from the ACL, and add traits of their own, that they 
regarded as important to innovators. This resulted in a list of 30 adjectives, which included vari-
ous adjectives that were new in comparison with the ACL (e.g., optimistic, inspirational, logical, 
intuitive, independent, respectful to authorities, honest, obedient). The final list included the fol-
lowing 30 characteristics: energetic, active, curious, ambitious, courageous, self-confident, 
highly motivated, enthusiastic, optimistic, inspirational, open to new things, intelligent, logical, 
intuitive, imaginative, inclined to risk, resourceful, thinks clearly, leadership qualities, respectful 
to authorities, independent, conforming, individualistic, persistent, daring, honest, trustful toward 
people, humorous, obedient, artistic (aesthetic taste). We anticipated these adjectives to be clus-
tered in two subsets: (a) individual characteristics of the innovator, which fit into a stereotypical 
image of an innovator (indicative adjectives, according to Runco et al., 1993), and (b) social 
characteristics of the innovator, such as respectful to authorities or obedient that would be classi-
fied as “contraindicative” from the stereotypical “Western perspective,” but not from the “Russian 
perspective.” So, all the traits included in the adapted version of ACL were potentially indicative 
for ITI in the Russian context.

Respondents evaluated the desirability of these 30 characteristics for the “innovator, inventor, 
a creative person,” using numbers from 1 (least desirable) to 7 (most desirable). Exploratory 
factor analysis with fixed two-factor solution (Direct Oblimin rotation with Delta = 0) explained 
29.8% of variance in the modernized sample (Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin index [KMO] = .85, p < .000), 
and 29.2% of variance in the traditional sample (KMO = .85, p < .000). For further analysis of 
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configural and metric invariance we chose only those adjectives that did not produce cross-
loadings. The criteria for including adjectives were (a) the item’s loading on the main factor was 
>.40, and (b) the item’s loading on the second factor was <.40 in both samples. The first factor 
included “active,” “curious,” “courageous,” “self-confident,” “highly motivated,” “enthusiastic,” 
“optimistic,” “open to new things,” “intelligent,” “intuitive,” “imaginative,” “inclined to risk,” 
“resourceful,” “thinks clearly,” “persistent,” “daring.” This factor was named “individual implicit 
theories of innovativeness (IITI).” The second factor included “respectful to authorities,” “con-
forming,” “honest,” “trustful toward people,” “humorous,” “obedient,” “artistic,” and was named 
“social implicit theories of innovativeness (SITI).” These two factors will be further tested for 
configural and metric invariance in CFA.

Results

Equivalence Tests

We tested three scales—Attitudes to Innovations, IITI, and SITI in a multi-group simultaneous 
CFA. At the first stage, we specified a model with three correlated latent constructs for each of 
the three scales. The fit for the original model and all the modifications with the explanation are 
given in the Table A-1 in the Online Appendix. The final model with an appropriate model fit 
(comparative fit index [CFI] = .919, root mean square error approximation [RMSEA] = .031) 
consisted of 10 items for the Attitudes to Innovation scale, 12 items for IITI scale, and five items 
for SITI scale. Error correlations were added strictly within the items of each scale, and are 
described in the footnote of the Table A-1.

Evidence for full metric invariance was obtained for all the three scales (Δ = −.005 and 
ΔRMSEA = .001, with cut-off values ≥ −.010 in CFI and ≥ .015 in RMSEA indicating non-
invariance; F. F. Chen, 2007). Table A-2 in the Online Appendix represents invariant measure-
ment weights for all the three scales, with standard errors and p values. Evidence for full scalar 
invariance was not obtained for all scales. The intercepts of two items from the Attitudes to 
Innovation scale, five items from the IITI scale, and one item from the SITI scale were released. 
After these modifications, partial scalar invariance was achieved with ΔCFI = −.009 and 
ΔRMSEA = .001 (eight invariant items in Attitudes to Innovation scale, seven in IITI scale, and 
four in SITI scale).

Comparison of Means Between Groups

Student’s t test for independent samples was used to compare all observed means. Samples dif-
fered on the values measures. The modernized sample scored significantly higher on Openness 
to Change values and lower on Conservation values than the traditional sample. Means and effect 
sizes are shown in the Table 1.

As invariance tests demonstrated only partial scalar invariance, we estimated latent means’ 
differences between the two groups (using MPlus, version 6), and complemented these results 
with the comparison of observed means for these latent constructs, calculated on those items that 
did display scalar invariance. The results are presented in the Table 2. Latent mean comparison 
revealed significant differences only on SITI scale: Participants from the traditional sample were 
more inclined to see an innovator as a socially oriented person. Groups did not differ significantly 
on IITI.

There was no significant difference between groups on the Attitude scale in latent means com-
parison, although comparison of observed means revealed slightly more positive attitudes toward 
innovations in the modernized sample (M = 3.27) compared with the traditional sample (M = 
3.16). We also compared frequencies of the reported innovative behavior using Fisher’s ϕ* 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0022022116656399
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0022022116656399
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criteria. The test revealed no significant differences in the reported innovative behavior (such 
behavior was reported by 56.8% of modernized and 57.2% of members of traditional samples). 
However, respondents from the traditional sample did not respond to this question significantly 
more often than respondents from the modernized sample (21.1% of missing values compared 
with 6.5% in the modernized sample).

Relationships Among Values, Implicit Theories, and Attitudes

We conducted multiple group structural equations modeling of latent variables in MPlus (version 
6), using full information maximum likelihood estimation (ML). The tested model includes 
Conservation and Openness to Change values as exogenous variables, SITI and IITI as mediators, 
and attitudes to innovation as an endogenous variable. The model fit was satisfactory (χ2/df = 1.82, 
CFI = .902, RMSEA = .045, standardized root mean square residual [SRMR] = .054). Figures 1a and 
1b show the standardized regression coefficients with associated significance levels in two sam-
ples (coefficients are based on metrically invariant model with CFI = .898 (ΔCFI = .004) and 
RMSEA = .046 (ΔRMSEA = .001). The model in the modernized sample explained 38% of the 
variance and in the traditional sample 25% of the variance in attitudes to innovations.

Standardized regression coefficients from the structural equation model with the two groups 
can be found in Table 3. There were relations that were similar in the two groups as well as rela-
tions that were divergent.

With respect to the similar relations, values of Openness to Change had a direct, positive influ-
ence and Conservation values a direct negative influence on attitudes to innovations in both 

Table 1. Comparison of Mean Composite Scores of Values in the Traditional and Modernized Samples.

Modernized sample Traditional sample

Cohen’s d M SD M SD

Conservation values 3.94*** 0.57 4.28*** 0.46 0.66
Openness to Change values 3.78*** 0.83 3.45*** 0.76 0.42

Note. ***p < .001

Table 2. Differences Between Traditional and Modernized Samples in Latent Constructs.

Observed meansb

 Latent meansa Modernized Traditional

p value Cohen’s d Difference p value M SD M SD

IITI 0.141 .101 5.45 .90 5.56 .87 .093 .12
SITI 0.567 .000 4.09 1.25 4.55 1.21 .000 .37
Attitudes to 

Innovations
−0.128 .145 3.27 .67 3.16 .70 .023 .16

Note. ITI = implicit theories of innovativeness; IITI = individual implicit theories of innovativeness; SITI = social implicit 
theories of innovativeness.
aModernized sample is a reference group, thus positive coefficients indicate higher and negative coefficients lower 
scores for traditional sample.
bObserved means are means of composite scores calculated based on the items that demonstrated full metric and 
scalar invariance (eight items for Attitudes to Innovation scale, seven items for IITI scale, and four items for SITI 
scale).
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Figure 1a. Interrelations of values, IITI, SITI, and attitude to innovations in modernized sample.
Note. IITI = individual implicit theories of innovativeness; SITI = social implicit theories of innovativeness.

samples. With respect to divergent relations, in the modernized sample, SITI had a significant 
positive influence on the attitudes to innovations, and IITI had no effect; conversely, in the tradi-
tional sample IITI had a positive effect on attitudes to innovation whereas SITI had no effect. 
Associations of values with SITI and IITI differed as well: In the modernized sample both 
Conservation values and Openness to Change values had positive effect on SITI, whereas in the 
traditional sample only Openness to Change values had negative effect on IITI.

Discussion

The departure point of the current article was the observation that cross-cultural studies of inno-
vativeness often focus on values as the central psychological mechanism. Inspired by research on 
the related topic of creativity, we asked the question whether the inclusion of ITI as a mediator 

Figure 1b. Interrelations of values, IITI, SITI, and attitude to innovations in traditional sample.
Note. Significant effects are in bold. IITI = individual implicit theories of innovativeness; SITI = social implicit theories of 
innovativeness.
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between general values and specific attitudes toward innovation could provide a more detailed 
picture of where and how cultural samples are similar or different in innovativeness. The answer 
to this question is clearly affirmative, although the extent to which implicit theories are important 
differs according to the specific value under study.

We found two distinct aspects of ITI, namely what we call individual implicit theories and 
social implicit theories. Latent means comparison revealed that social implicit theories were 
rated significantly higher in the traditional sample. This may imply that the notion of an innova-
tor is broader in this group, including not only individual but also social characteristics. This 
interpretation would be in line with previous studies showing the importance of social facets of 
creativity in some non-Western cultures (e.g., Chan & Chan, 1999; Khaleefa, Erdos, & Ashria, 
1997; Rudowicz & Yue, 2000) as well as with a broader literature suggesting that non-Western 
perceptions of people’s competences and personalities tend to include more socially oriented fac-
tors (e.g., Berry & Bennett, 2002; Nel et al., 2012).

Interestingly, the relevance of the additional, social aspect extends beyond the traditional 
group. In fact, we observed that in the modernized group, SITI had a positive effect on attitudes 
toward innovation. This is a potentially important result because it shows that, in contrast to 
research in the field of creativity that we based our ideas on, items that were mainly regarded as 
contraindicative traits of a creative person (Runco & Johnson, 2002; Runco et al., 1993) may 
actually be indicative of the traits of an innovative person.

We also observed an unexpected, but interesting finding with regard to the differential 
effects of IITI and SITI on attitudes toward innovations in the two cultural samples. In the 
modernized sample, as we mentioned, SITI were positively related to attitudes toward inno-
vation, but in the traditional sample IITI were positively related to attitudes toward innova-
tion. At a first glance, this might seem counterintuitive given the observation that, if anything, 
the traditional sample scores higher on social implicit theories of innovation than the modern-
ized sample.

Table 3. Standardized Coefficients of Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects of Values on Attitudes to 
Innovation in Two Samples.

Modernized sample Traditional sample

Conservation → Attitudes to innovation 
(direct effect)

−.184** −.156*

Conservation → Attitudes to innovation (indirect effect)
Through SITI .084* .000
Through IITI −.006 −.052*
Total indirect .078* −.052*
Conservation → Attitudes to 

innovation (total effect)
−.106 −.208***

Openness to Change → Attitudes to 
Innovation (direct effect)

.431*** .241***

Openness to Change → Attitudes to Innovation (indirect effect)
Through SITI .066 −.001
Through IITI −.007 .005
Total indirect .059 .004
Openness to Change → Attitudes to 

innovation (total effect)
.490*** .245***

Note. ITI = implicit theories of innovativeness; IITI = individual implicit theories of innovativeness; SITI = social implicit 
theories of innovativeness.
*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Total effects are in bold.
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One possible explanation for these findings could be that it is a statistical artifact, in the sense 
that only those measures that show enough variation (e.g., no ceiling or floor effects) can statisti-
cally be associated with other measures. However, in view of the observed means and associated 
variances, this explanation does not seem very plausible. A second possibility is that the attitudes 
toward innovation represent a different construct in the traditional and modernized samples—
that there is a conceptual non-equivalence. We did not find evidence for structural non-equiva-
lence in our data, however, so it would be hard to see how differences in the construct of attitudes 
toward innovation could have affected our results.

Another possibility is that these findings represent a substantive issue. Interestingly, similar 
findings have been found in other cross-cultural research. For example, a study by Albert, 
Trommsdorff, and Wisnubrata (2009) found that inter-generational transmission of individualist 
values was higher in Indonesia (where they are less typical of cultural values) than in Germany. 
Aside from statistical artifacts, they forwarded the possibility that parents may have a distinct 
impact on values of offspring for those specific values which society does not necessarily trans-
mit. Another example is a study by Boehnke, Hadjar, and Baier (2007) that found similar effects 
in an intracultural study. They suggested that families that do not conform to the modal value 
climate of a culture might have a more distinct effect on the value orientations of their children, 
because they may communicate more about their values compared with families that are close to 
the Zeitgeist. This is in line with the findings by Bardi and Schwartz (2003) who report that val-
ues that are not normative have a larger effect on individual behavior than normative value ori-
entations. So, while somewhat unexpected, the observations in our data that social implicit 
theories of innovation had a positive effect on attitudes in the modernized sample and that indi-
vidual implicit theories of innovation had a positive effect on attitudes in the traditional sample 
may point to a hitherto underexplored consistency in cross-cultural research. Of course, because 
we did not have a priori expectations about these findings it would be best to refrain from any 
further speculation until more targeted studies have been done.

With regard to the relationship between values of Openness to Change and attitudes toward 
innovation, the picture of the relationships in Figure 1 is relatively straightforward. Confirming 
earlier research on this topic (Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012), higher endorsement of Openness to 
Change values relates to more positive attitudes toward innovation in both modernized and tra-
ditional samples. Apparently, it is quite general for people across cultural contexts to value inno-
vativeness more when they see self-direction and stimulation values as more important in their 
lives. None of the indirect effects of Openness to Change values through ITI on the attitudes to 
innovation were significant (see table 3). Regarding the role of Openness to Change value in 
social and IITI, in the modernized sample’s higher endorsement of these values predicted higher 
scores on SITI. This can be explained by the non-typicality of SITI in the modernized sample. In 
the traditional sample, Openness to Change was not related to any of the two types of ITI.

Interestingly, Conservation values were related to ITI in both samples, but in different ways: 
positively with SITI in the modernized sample, and negatively with IITI in the traditional sample. 
Why do we observe these differential effects of values in two samples? According to Rudowicz 
(2003), the scope of modification, adaptation, and renovation depends on how much threat is 
posed to the established social, religious, or political order. We suggest that these findings may 
be explained through the level of threat associated with innovations in two cultural groups. When 
a culture is in a transitional stage (which is the case with Russians that constitute our modernized 
sample), people are looking for coping mechanisms that can help them to accept the inevitable 
exposure of their lives to innovations. In this case, the socially desirable image of an innovator is 
what helps people to deal with this. So, both people who endorse Conservation and Openness to 
Change values find support in this socially desirable image.

Contrary, in the traditional sample, where the level of innovations is relatively low, people try 
to keep the status quo, and do not look for the ways to accept innovations. That may be the reason 



348 Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 49(2)

why we observe only a negative effect of Conservation values on IITI: individualistic image of 
an innovator is a threat to those who highly value security, conformity, and traditions.

In contrast with the exclusively direct effects of Openness to Change values on attitudes 
toward innovation, relationship between values of Conservation and these attitudes was mediated 
by ITI in both samples. Previous findings on this relationship were mixed, with some studies 
reporting negative correlations (Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012) and other studies reporting no cor-
relations (Shin & Zhou, 2003). In our study, samples differed as well. In the modernized sample, 
Conservation values had direct negative (β = −.18**) and an indirect positive effect (β = .08*), 
mediated by SITI. This mediation transformed the negative effect of Conservation values on 
attitudes to innovation into non-significant total effect (β = −.11). In the traditional sample, 
Conservation values had both direct (β = −.16*) and indirect (through IITI; β = −.05*) negative 
effects on the attitude, which results in a negative total effect (β = −.21***).

These findings illustrate the possible double role that Conservation values play in explaining 
innovativeness through implicit theories. In societies where people value tradition, security, and 
conformity (values of Conservation in the Schwartz’ model), innovations may cause fear, anxi-
ety, or mistrust and thus be less accepted. However, if people regard innovators’ traits as cultur-
ally approved (implicit theories of innovators as honest, trustful, etc.), this may facilitate the 
acceptance of innovations. But to be able to change peoples’ perception of innovations through 
SITI, society should be at least at the transitional stage of development. Such changes might be 
provided through interplay of human capital (innovators) and institutional support (image of 
innovators in accordance with basic cultural values) which is crucial for knowledge and innova-
tion diffusion and for national innovation development’ policies (Kwan & Chiu, 2015).

Before closing, it is important to notice that our findings are certainly not without limitations. 
One limitation lies in the nature of our measures. We used self-reported attitudes toward innova-
tion as our main dependent measure. Of course, we would hope that the findings generalize to 
actual innovative behavior. The fact that we also included a single-item behavioral measure of 
innovative behavior that correlated substantially with the attitude items is encouraging in this 
regard. A related limitation lies in the fact that the present study used a new measure of implicit 
theories and a relatively new measure of attitudes toward innovation, next to the established 
SVS. The usefulness of the first two scales in other cross-cultural research still needs to be estab-
lished. In this regard, we consider it hopeful that the present study found some interesting results 
that are in line with related literature on the topic.

Another limitation is that at the level of latent mean scores no differences were found between 
the two samples in the attitudes toward innovation, although in the comparison of observed 
means (calculated based on eight invariant items) a significant but small (Cohen’s d = 0.2) differ-
ence was found, with modernized sample showing slightly more positive attitudes toward inno-
vation. Aside from the possibility that the samples really do differ in endorsement of values but 
not in attitudes toward innovation, another possible explanation could be higher social desirabil-
ity effects with the traditional sample. Some indications to this effect are the higher amount of 
missing values on the behavioral measure in the traditional sample (21.1% vs. 6.5% in the mod-
ernized sample) and the observation that, of those who did respond, fewer people from the tradi-
tional samples reported absence of innovative experiences (33.8% vs. 40.4% in the modernized 
sample).

In sum, cross-cultural differences in innovative behavior are an interesting and potentially 
important topic to study. Apart from economic causes of such differences there may be psycho-
logical ones. This study aimed to contribute to our understanding of the psychology behind inno-
vative behavior by studying implicit theories of innovation as a mediator between general values 
and specific attitudes. We believe that we found some interesting results in terms of differences 
between values, between samples, and between mediating processes that we hope to be illustra-
tive of the potential of studying ITI in cross-cultural research.
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0.79). The scale showed an acceptable cross-cultural validity (see Lebedeva, Osipova, & Cherkasova, 
2012; Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012; Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2009, for further details).

Supplemental Material

Supplementary material is available online.

References

Albert, I., Trommsdorff, G., & Wisnubrata, L. (2009). Intergenerational transmission of values in differ-
ent cultural contexts: A study in Germany and Indonesia. In A. Gari & K. Mylonas (Eds.), Quod erat 
demonstrandum: From herodotus’ ethnographic journeys to cross-cultural research (pp. 221-230). 
Athens, Greece: Pedio.

Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social psychology of creativity: A componential conceptualization. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 357-376.

Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context: Update to the social psychology of creativity. Boulder, CO: 
Westview.

Bardi, A., & Schwartz, S. H. (2003). Values and behavior: Strength and structure of relations. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 1207-2020.

Barron, F. X., & Harrington, D. M. (1981). Creativity, intelligence, and personality. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 32, 439-476.

Berry, J. W., & Bennett, J. A. (2002). Cree conceptions of cognitive competence. International Journal of 
Psychology, 27, 1-16.

Boehnke, K., Hadjar, A., & Baier, A. (2007). Parent-child value similarity: The role of zeitgeist. Journal of 
Marriage and Family, 69, 778-792.

Brown, R. T. (1989). Creativity: What are we to measure? In J. A. Glover, R. R. Ronning, & C. R. Reynolds 
(Eds.), Handbook of creativity (pp. 3-32). New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Chan, D. W., & Chan, L. (1999). Implicit theories of creativity: Teachers’ perception of student character-
istics in Hong Kong. Creativity Research Journal, 12, 185-195.

Chen, C., Kasof, J., Himsel, A. J., Greenberger, E., Dong, Q., & Xue, G. (2002). Creativity in drawings 
of geometric shapes: A cross-cultural examination with the consensual assessment technique. Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 33, 171-187.

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance. Structural 
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14, 464-504.

De Dreu, C. K., Nijstad, B. A., & Baas, M. (2011). Creativity in individuals and groups: Basic principles 
with practical implications. In D. De Cremer, R. van Dick, & J. K. Murnighan (Eds.), Social psychology 
and organizations (pp. 279-324). New York, NY: Routledge.

Dollinger, S. J., Burke, P. A., & Gump, N. W. (2007). Creativity and values. Creativity Research Journal, 
19, 91-103.

Erez, M., & Nouri, R. (2010). Creativity: The influence of cultural, social, and work contexts. Management 
and Organization Review, 6, 351-370.

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0022022116656399


350 Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 49(2)

Fiske, A. P., Kitayama, S., Markus, H. R., & Nisbett, R. E. (1998). The cultural matrix of social psychology. 
In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (Vol. 2). New 
York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Gardner, H. (1993). Creating minds: An anatomy of creativity. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Gatignon, H., Tushman, M. L., Smith, W., & Anderson, P. (2002). A structural approach to assessing inno-

vation: Construct development of innovation locus, type and characteristics. Management Science, 48, 
1103-1122.

Goncalo, J. A., & Staw, B. M. (2006). Individualism–collectivism and group creativity. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 100, 96-109.

Harzing, A. W., & Hofstede, G. (1996). Planned change in organizations: The influence of national culture. 
Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 14, 297-340.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions and organizations 
across nations (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Jaquish, G. A., & Ripple, R. E. (1984). A life-span developmental cross-cultural study of divergent thinking 
abilities. The International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 20, 1-11.

Kapur, R. L., Subramanyam, S., & Shah, A. (1997). Creativity in Indian science. Psychology and Developing 
Societies, 9, 161-187.

Khaleefa, O. H., Erdos, G., & Ashria, I. H. (1997). Traditional education and creativity in an Afro-Arab 
culture: The case of Sudan. Journal of Creative Behavior, 31, 201-211.

Kharkhurin, A., & Motalleebi, S. N. S. (2008). The impact of culture on the creative potential of American, 
Russian, and Iranian college students. Creativity Research Journal, 20, 404-411.

Kwan, L. Y.-Y., & Chiu, C.-Y. (2015). Country variations in different innovation outputs: The interactive 
effect of institutional support and human capital. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36, 1050-1070.

Lebedeva, N. (2001). Tsennostno-motivatsionnaya struktura lichnosti v russkoy kul’ture [Value-
motivational of personality’s structure in Russian culture]. Psihologicheskiy zhurnal/Psychological 
Journal, 22(3), 26-36.

Lebedeva, N. (2008). Tsennosti kul’tury, ekonomicheskie ustanovki i otnoshenie k innovatsiyam v Rossii 
[Values of culture, economical and innovative attitudes in Russia]. Psichologiya/Psychology, 5(2), 
68-88.

Lebedeva, N. (2009). Tsennosti i otnoshenie k innovatsiyam: Mezhkulturnie razlichiya [Values and atti-
tudes towards innovations: Intercultural differences]. Psikhologicheskii zhurnal/Psychological Journal, 
6, 81-92.

Lebedeva, N., Osipova, K., & Cherkasova, L. L. (2012). Values and social capital as predictors of attitudes 
towards innovation. Basic Research Program Working Papers, Series: Sociology. National Research 
University Higher School of Economics. Retrieved from https://www.hse.ru/data/2012/06/07/125304
3551/10SOC2012.pdf 

Lebedeva, N., & Schmidt, P. (2012). Values and attitudes towards innovation among Canadian, Chinese 
and Russian students. Basic Research Program Working Papers, Series: Sociology. National Research 
University Higher School of Economics. Retrieved from https://www.hse.ru/data/2012/03/16/126484
5679/04SOC2012.pdf 

Lebedeva, N., & Tatarko, А. (2009). Metodika issledovaniya otnosheniya lichnosti k innovatsiyam [A scale 
for assessment of individuals’ attitudes towards innovations]. Almanakh sovremennoy nauki i obra-
zovaniya. /Almanac of Contemporary Science and Education, 23(4), 89-96.

Leung, K., & Morris, M. (2011). Culture and creativity: A social psychological analysis. In D. de Cremer, 
R. van Dick, & J. K. Murnighan (Eds.), Social psychology and organizations (pp. 371-396). New York, 
NY: Routledge.

Lillard, A. S. (1997). Other folks’ theories of mind and behavior. Psychological Science, 8, 268-274.
Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and moti-

vation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.
Mayer, R. E. (1999). Fifty years of creativity research. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Handbook of creativity  

(pp. 449-460). London, England: Cambridge University Press.
Morris, M. W., & Leung, K. (2010). Creativity east and west: Perspectives and parallels. Management and 

Organization Review, 6, 313-327.

https://www.hse.ru/data/2012/06/07/1253043551/10SOC2012.pdf


Grigoryan et al. 351

Morris, M. W., & Peng, K. (1994). Culture and cause: American and Chinese attributions for social and 
physical events. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 949-971.

Mumford, M. D., & Gustafson, S. B. (1988). Creativity syndrome: Integration, application, and innovation. 
Psychological Bulletin, 103, 27-43.

Mylopoulos, M., & Regehr, G. (2009). How student models of expertise and innovation impact the develop-
ment of adaptive expertise in medicine. Medical Education, 43, 127-132.

Mylopoulos, M., & Scardamalia, M. (2008). Doctors’ perspectives on their innovations in daily practice: 
Implications for knowledge building in health care. Medical Education, 42, 975-981.

Nel, J. A., Valchev, V. H., Rothmann, S., van de Vijver, F. J. R., Meiring, D., & de Bruin, G. P. (2012). 
Exploring the personality structure in the 11 languages of South Africa. Journal of Personality, 80, 
915-948.

Nisbett, R. (2003). The geography of thought: How Asians and Westerners think differently …and why. 
New York, NY: Free Press.

Nisbett, R., Peng, K., Choi, I., & Norenzayan, A. (2001). Culture and systems of thought: Holistic versus 
analytic cognition. Psychological Review, 108, 291-310.

Niu, W., & Sternberg, R. J. (2002). Contemporary studies on the concept of creativity: The East and the 
West. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 36, 269-288.

Niu, W., Zhang, J. X., & Yang, Y. (2007). Deductive reasoning and creativity: A cross-cultural study. 
Psychological Reports, 100, 509-519.

Nouri, R., Erez, M., Rockstuhl, T., Ang, S., Leshem, L., & Rafaeli, A. (2013). Taking the bite out of culture: 
The impact of task structure and task type on overcoming impediments to cross-cultural team perfor-
mance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39, 739-763.

Paletz, S. B. F., & Peng, K. (2008). Implicit theories of creativity across cultures: Novelty and appropriate-
ness in two product domains. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 39, 286-302.

Peng, K., Ames, D. R., & Knowles, E. D. (2001). Culture and human inference: Perspectives from three 
traditions. In D. Matsumoto (Ed.), The handbook of culture and psychology (pp. 245-264). Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press.

Peng, K., & Nisbett, R. E. (1999). Culture, dialectics, and reasoning about contradiction. American 
Psychologist, 54, 741-754.

Riquelme, H. (2002). Creative imagery in the east and west. Creativity Research Journal, 14, 281-282.
Rudowicz, E. (2003). Creativity and culture: A two way interaction. Scandinavian Journal of Educational 

Research, 47, 273-290.
Rudowicz, E., & Yue, X. (2000). Concepts of creativity: Similarities and differences among mainland, 

Hong Kong and Taiwanese Chinese. Journal of Creative Behavior, 25, 311-319.
Runco, M. A., & Johnson, D. J. (2002). Parents’ and teachers’ implicit theories of children’s creativity: A 

cross-cultural perspective. Creativity Research Journal, 20, 427-438.
Runco, M. A., Johnson, D. J., & Bear, P. K. (1993). Parents’ and teachers’ implicit theories of children’s 

creativity. Child Study Journal, 23, 91-113.
Salaman, G., & Storey, J. (2005). Achieving “fit”: Managers’ theories of how to manage innovation. In G. 

Salaman, J. Storey, & J. Billsberry (Eds.), Strategic human resource management: Theory and prac-
tice. A reader (2nd ed., pp. 91-115). Open University, Milton Keynes: Sage.

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical advances and empiri-
cal tests in 20 countries. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology, 25, 1-26. 
San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human values? Journal 
of Social Issues, 50, 19-45.

Schwartz, S. H., Cieciuch, J., Vecchione, M., Davidov, E., Fischer, R., Beierlein, C., . . . Konty, M. (2012). 
Refining the theory of basic individual values. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103, 
663-688.

Schwartz, S. H., Melech, G., Lehmann, A., Burgess, S., & Harris, M. (2001). Extending the cross-cultural 
validity of the theory of basic human values with a different method of measurement. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 32, 519-542.

Shane, S. (1992). Why do some societies invent more than others? Journal of Business Venturing, 7, 29-46.



352 Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 49(2)

Shin, S. J., & Zhou, J. (2003). Transformational leadership, conservation, and creativity: Evidence from 
Korea. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 703-714.

Sternberg, R. J. (1985). Implicit theories of intelligence, creativity and wisdom. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 49, 607-627.

Sternberg, R. J. (Ed.). (1988). The nature of creativity. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Styhre, A., & Börjesson, S. (2006, March 20-22). Innovativeness and creativity in bureaucratic organi-

zations: Evidence from the pharmaceutical and the automotive industry. Submitted to OLKC 2006 
Conference at the University of Warwick, Coventry, UK.

West, M. A. (2004). Effective teamwork: Practical lessons from organizational research (2nd ed.). Oxford, 
UK: Blackwell.

Wickes, K., & Ward, T. (2006). Measuring gifted adolescents’ implicit theories of creativity. Roeper 
Review, 28(3), 131-139.

Wong-On-Wing, B., & Lui, G. (2013). Beyond cultural values: An implicit theory approach to cross-
cultural research in accounting ethics. Behavioral Research in Accounting, 25(1), 15-36.

Zhou, J., & Su, Y. (2010). A missing piece of the puzzle: The organizational context in cultural patterns of 
creativity. Management and Organization Review, 6, 391-413.


