
THE IMPORTANCE OF INNOVATION IN 
ORGANIZATIONS
One of the conclusions of the 34th Annual Conference of the
European Association of Industrial Economics, held in Valencia
in 2007, was that “innovation is at the root of countries’
economic growth and productivity. Countries that generate
strategies of promotion of innovation will ensure their growth
and competitiveness with other countries with low production
costs” (“Los expertos en Economía Industrial”, 2007). One of the
goals of sector-oriented and cross-sector policies in the national
and international context for the promotion of competitiveness is
that organizations which shape the productive fabric of our
society are innovative. There are plenty of reasons for such a
requirement. One of these is its contribution to economic growth
and social welfare. But moreover, in a globalized world in
which market conditions can change rapidly, regulations
change more frequently than before in the different fields of
activity (local, regional, national, international), the demands
made on organizations are more and more complex, and
competitiveness is on the increase, organizations must be
innovative in order to survive (Amabile, 1983; De Dreu, 2006;
Tjosvold, Tang, & West, 2004). Perhaps because of this, some
authors argue that the factor most affecting the competitiveness
of organizations is the will of management to promote
innovation (Botkin, 1985).

It is becoming more and more common for organizations, in

order to stimulate innovation and increase their response
capacity, to develop structures in which work teams are the
basic unit (Anderson & West, 1998; Pearce & Ensley, 2004;
Tjosvold et al., 2004). An assumption underlying this strategy is
the belief that the confluence of different perspectives and skills
in work teams will facilitate the development of new ideas.
Moreover, the application of such ideas will require the
collaboration of several people working in coordinated fashion
(Axtell, Holman, & Wall, 2006; Fay, Borrill, Amir, Haward, &
West, 2006). If an innovation conceived and developed by a
work team is successful, it can be incorporated in other areas of
the organization, giving rise to a new practice at the
organizational level (Anderson & West, 1998; Caldwell &
O’Reilly, 2003).

Therefore, in the present article we review the most recent
literature on innovation in work teams, with the aim of
identifying the most important factors involved in the innovation
process. Other recent reviews can be consulted in Anderson, De
Dreu and Nijstad (2004), West (2002a), and West and Hirst
(2003).

WHAT IS INNOVATION?
Before focusing our attention on the factors mentioned above, it
should be made clear what is understood by innovation.
According to West and Farr (1990), innovation in the work
context is “the intentional introduction and application within a
role, group, or organization of ideas, processes, products or
procedures, new to the relevant unit of adoption, designed to
significantly benefit the individual, the group, organization or
wider society” (p. 9). This definition permits a distinction to be
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drawn between innovation and creativity. The latter refers to the
process of generation of new ideas, while innovation requires
the application of such new ideas with a view to promoting
certain changes and improvements (West, 2002b). Thus,
innovation includes creativity, but is something more than it.
Another aspect of the above definition that should be
highlighted is that an innovation must be new for the structural
unit involved (job or role, team, organization). It is a question,
then, of relative, not absolute, novelty (Anderson et al., 2004;
West, 2002b). Thus, what for one work team may be highly
novel, for another might be common practice.

Likewise, innovations in the work context can be rated on the
basis of a series of criteria. West and Anderson (1996)
proposed the following: 1. Magnitude (importance of the
consequences of the changes made), 2. Radicality (degree to
which the status quo is altered as a consequence of the changes
made), 3. Novelty (degree to which the changes made are
novel), and 4. Impact (extent to which the changes made
improve the effectiveness of the unit involved).

Finally, it should be pointed out that innovations in
organizations frequently occur as the result of an iterative,
cyclical – rather than linear – process, in which it is difficult to
establish an ordered sequence of clearly defined phases
(Anderson et al., 2004). Creativity plays a crucial role in the
early phases of the innovation process, when team members
must develop new ideas to respond to certain needs and

demands. Nevertheless, it is the factors that stimulate and
facilitate the application of these ideas that play the most
relevant role in the process of innovation (West, 2002b). We
shall consider such factors in the following section.

FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE INNOVATION PROCESS
The factors we shall analyze in this section have been
highlighted in some theoretical models on innovation in work
teams (e.g., Anderson et al., 2004; Janssen, van de Vliert, &
West, 2004; West, 2002a; West & Hirst, 2003) and/or studied
in empirical research. Theoretical models provide theoretical
support for the importance of the factors considered, whilst
empirical research offers evidence on the role played by such
factors in real work teams. Both are important elements for
understanding the innovation process in work teams. For
reasons of space we shall concentrate here on factors referring
to work teams. However, it should be borne in mind that the
activity of work teams takes place in a higher-level context (the
organization), so that we can expect some of its properties (e.g.,
climate and culture of the organization, its structure, size and
age, and the sector of activity in which the organization is
involved) to influence the factors we shall analyze presently (see
West & Hirst, 2003).

The theoretical models that have inspired the research on
innovation in work teams reflect the influence of the inputs-
processes-ouputs heuristic model (McGrath, 1964). In this
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FIGURE 1
FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE INNOVATION PROCESS IN WORK TEAMS
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1 The term inputs refers to the composition and resources of work teams, whilst processes are the activities of team members for carrying out
their tasks (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006).
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framework, innovation is considered as a team output, and
group processes as a mediator of the relations between team
inputs and innovation1 (e.g., Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2001).
However, as we shall see presently, recent studies have shown
that the relations between innovation and its hypothetical
antecedents are more complex than they may appear at first
sight from the inputs-processes-outputs heuristic model, since
some of the group processes also act as modulators of the
relationship between certain inputs (e.g., functional diversity)
and innovation (Fay et al., 2006).

Figure 1 shows a model that helps to structure and organize
the analysis of the most important factors involved in the
innovation process in work teams. The model identifies a series
of input factors (characteristics of team tasks, external demands,
and team composition), a set of group processes and states, and
leadership, as antecedents of innovation, as well as considering
the possible consequences of innovation for work teams.

Task characteristics
A work team is a group of individuals who: a. carry out a set of
tasks relevant for the organization to which they belong, b.
share one or more goals, c. frequently interact to carry out their
tasks, d. show a relationship of functional interdependence, e.
have a team identity that permits them to be distinguished from
other units, and f. form part of a higher-level unit (the
organization) that places limits and restrictions on the team and
influences its exchanges with other units of the organization
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). A work team’s tasks contribute to
defining its structure, functioning and composition (West,
2002a). According to this author, the extent to which such tasks
enhance the autonomy of the team and provide opportunities for
learning, development and social interaction, and the degree to
which the team participates in the task from beginning to end
(identity of the task), influence the team’s level of task-orientation
(or intrinsic motivation). This construct refers to a collective
motivational state that is the product of the individuals’
responses to the properties of the team’s tasks (Amabile, 1983),
which will in turn influence its level of creativity and innovation.
This sequence of relationships is described in Amabile’s (1983)
componential model of creativity, whereby intrinsic motivation is
considered as one of the factors that enhance creativity. Thus,
from this perspective it is proposed that the influence of task
characteristics on the team’s level of innovation is mediated by
its degree of task-orientation.

External demands
Work teams also innovate in response to external demands and
threats, such as uncertainty about the future, time pressure and

competitiveness (West, 2002a). From this perspective,
innovation is a strategy for reducing such threats (Menor,
Kristal, & Rosenzweig, 2007). Moreover, external demands
play a motivational role. Innovation implies modifying the status
quo and certain patterns of functioning. This provokes resistance
to change and conflict, the management of which requires
constant effort – effort that must be motivated, at least partially,
by external demands (West, 2002a).

Some empirical studies highlight the role of external demands.
For example, Borill and cols. (2000) found, in a sample of
healthcare teams, that  the most innovative teams were those
located in areas with poor health indicators in the population
(high external demand), which showed high levels of
participation in decision-making. That is, external demands and
participation in the team interacted to predict innovation.

The available empirical evidence on the relationship between
external demands and innovation in work teams is scarce. An
interesting hypothesis to consider is that the relation can be
represented by an inverted U-shaped curve, since it makes sense
to expect that extremely high levels of external demands may
become dysfunctional (West, 2002a).

Team composition
The relationship between team members’ characteristics and team
outputs has been the object of research for the last few decades.
A large part of such research has explored the composition of
teams through indicators of diversity (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998;
Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003; van Knippenberg & Schippers,
2007). The diversity of a work team refers to the extent to which
the individuals making it up differ with regard to any of their
attributes, either visible/superficial (e.g., sex, age), or
invisible/profound (e.g., education, area of specialization, values,
personality). It is reasonable to assume that the greater the range
of cognitive resources (information, knowledge, opinions,
perspectives) and competences with which the diversity is
associated, the better disposed the team will be to develop novel
solutions to the demands and problems it faces (Polzer, Milton, &
Swann, 2002; Webber & Donahue, 2001). For example, a
multidisciplinary team in a market research consultancy
developing a project for a client that is made up of a psychologist,
a sociologist, a marketing expert, a computer specialist and a
statistician, , will be able to generate more novel, richer and more
diverse responses to the client’s demands than a team made up
solely of marketing experts. This hypothesis of a positive linear
relationship between diversity of information and competencies,
on the one hand, and innovation, on the other, based on theories
of information and decision-making (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998),
is at the basis of some empirical studies. Thus, Bantel and Jackson
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(1989) found, in a sample of managerial teams, that diversity in
relation to the functional area of the organization from which the
managers came was positively related to the number of
innovations introduced. Later, Drach-Zahavy and Somech (2001)
found, in a study on teams in schools, that functional diversity
(diversity related to the professional roles of team members)
correlated positively with the team’s innovation. Likewise,
González-Romá and West (2005) observed, in a sample of
primary healthcare teams, that functional diversity was positively
related to the quantity and quality of the innovations applied by
the teams. More recently, in the cinema industry, Perretti and
Negro (2007) found the inclusion of new members in the
production teams to be positively related to two measures of genre
innovation.

Nevertheless, the relationship may not be as simple as it appears.
Many researchers that have studied the relationship between
diversity and work team outcomes have obtained contradictory
and inconclusive results (see the reviews by Williams & O’Reilly,
1998; Jackson et al., 2003; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).
The differences between team members may trigger processes of
social categorization (Tajfel, 1981; Turner, 1987) that result in the
emergence of sub-groups within the team (e.g., veterans and
“newcomers”). These sub-groups can initiate a process of
differentiation and discrimination that affects the team’s capacity
for working in a coordinated manner, and hence, its capacity for
applying novel ideas.

Recently, therefore, authors have stressed the notion that for
diversity in work teams to contribute to innovation it must be
accompanied by group processes that facilitate integration of
team members and constructive discussion of different opinions
and ideas (West, 2002a). Work in support of this idea includes
that of O’Reilly, Williams and Barsade (1998), who observed in
a sample of teams in an industrial organization with “a
nationwide reputation for sound management and diversity” (p.
191) that ethnic diversity of the teams positively predicted their
innovation level.

Fay et al. (2006) found that the positive relationship between
number of professional roles present in multi-professional health
teams and quality of innovations was modulated by the quality
of the group processes that developed within the teams, so that
this positive relationship was stronger the better the group
processes considered (shared vision, psychological security,
task-orientation and social interaction). That is, functional
diversity contributed to innovation if quality group processes
took place in the teams.

Somech (2006) observed, in a sample of primary healthcare
teams, that the relationship between functional diversity and group
reflexivity (i.e., the extent to which group members reflected in a
collective way on the team’s goals, strategies, functioning and
environment) was modulated by participative leadership (i.e., the
extent to which team members participated in decision-making).

Moreover, reflexivity totally mediated the relationship between the
interaction ‘functional diversity*participative leadership’ and the
team’s innovation. These results imply that teams with high
functional diversity and a high degree of participative leadership
are those that show the highest level of group reflexivity, which is
in turn associated with a higher level of innovation.

The results discussed above suggest the importance of certain
group processes as facilitators of innovation. We shall consider
such processes in the following section.

Group processes
A large part of the research carried out on innovation in work
teams has attempted to determine which group processes
promote innovation. Theoretically, these processes are the most
immediate antecedents of innovation (see Figure 1). In this
section we shall focus on a series of group processes on which
the most recent studies have contributed empirical evidence.

Developing shared team goals and a shared team vision .
Clarifying and sharing the goals of the team, as well as a vision
of its future, can initially facilitate innovation guiding the
production and filtering of new ideas (West, 2002a). Moreover,
in order to better coordinate their efforts, team members must
understand what the shared goals to be achieved are, and the
type of team they want to contribute to constructing. Finally,
shared goals and a shared vision will enable the team to achieve
the degree of commitment necessary for overcoming obstacles
and resistance during the application of new ideas (West &
Anderson, 1996).

The empirical evidence available supports the importance of
this process. West and Anderson (1996), in a sample of
management teams, and Borrill and cols. (2000), in a sample
of healthcare teams, found that clarity of the team’s goals and
commitment to them were positively related to its innovation.
Pearce and Ensley (2004), in a sample of teams at an
automotive parts factory, observed that a shared vision of the
future state of the team positively predicted teams’ level of
innovation.

Developing cooperative relationships. Implementing new ideas
in work teams requires the collaboration of several people.
Tjosvold (2002) has highlighted the role of cooperative
relationships in facilitating innovation. In situations of
cooperation, individuals believe that the achievements of other
members of the team contribute to their own achievements, and
to achievement of the team’s shared goals. When one person
makes progress, they all gain. In situations of competition,
individuals believe that when someone achieves their goals,
other members will have more difficulty achieving theirs. When
one person makes progress, the rest lose out. Tjosvold (2002)
argues that in situations of cooperation it is easier to interact
through open consideration and debating of points of view that
differ from one’s own, which facilitates the production of novel
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ideas. These patterns of interaction also contribute to creating a
climate of psychological safety within the team that does not
inhibit the expression of new ideas. Furthermore, they promote
social support among team members and their commitment to
the proposals developed – aspects which will be of crucial
importance during the phase of implementation of the new
ideas.

The study by Tjosvold and cols. (2004) provides evidence in
support of some of the relationships proposed above. In a
sample of work teams from different types of organization, these
authors observed that the relationship between cooperation and
innovation was mediated by group reflexivity; that is, the greater
the degree of cooperation in the teams, the higher their level of
reflexivity, which was in turn related to a greater degree of
innovation. In contrast, the greater the extent of the competitive
relations presented by the teams, the lower their level of
reflexivity, and consequently, their level of innovation.

Reflexivity. The study by Tjosvold and cols. cited above
highlights the significant role played by reflexivity as an
immediate antecedent of innovation. Reflexivity is the degree to
which team members reflect openly and collectively on the
team’s goals, strategies, functioning and environment, and act in
consequence to respond to certain circumstances, internal or
external, current or future (West, 1996). Group reflexivity has
three nuclear elements: reflection, planning and action (West,
2000). Reflexivity offers opportunities for innovation, since it
implies that the work team is continually reviewing its own reality
and making plans to change it.

Diverse studies have shown that reflexivity predicts various
indicators of the efficacy of work teams (see West, 2002a). As
regards its relationship to innovation, the above-cited studies by
Tjosvold et al. (2004) and Somech (2006) support the existence
of a positive relationship.

Participation in decision-making. Active participation of the
members of work teams in decision-making facilitates social
interaction and the distribution of information, knowledge and
perspectives. In such conditions, it is highly likely that some ideas
give way to other, higher-quality ones. Moreover, participation
helps to reduce resistance to change and promotes commitment
to the new ideas developed, thus contributing to their
implementation by the work team (West & Hirst, 2003).

West and Anderson (1996) showed that participation in the
team was positively related to a global measure of innovation,
and of all the predictors considered, participation was that
which displayed the strongest relation to number of innovations
implemented.

Support for innovation. In teams in which members are
encouraged to contribute new ideas, the application of such
ideas is approved, and support and resources are offered for
that application, innovation will be greater than in teams in
which support for innovation is low (West, 2002a). Support for

innovation also includes tolerance of error (Agrell & Gustafson,
1996).

In the above-mentioned study by West and Anderson (1996)
it was observed that support for innovation was the predictor
showing the strongest relationship to the global innovation
measure employed, and to innovation novelty. Caldwell and
O’Reilly (2003) found a positive relation between a measure of
support for creativity and innovation in teams.

Group conflict and its management. Conflict can emerge in
work teams as a result of discrepancies among its members over
task content, work goals and the procedures for achieving them
(task conflict), and of the perception of personal incompatibilities
and differences of values (relational conflict) (Gamero,
González-Romá & Peiró, in press). Relational conflict hinders
the processing of relevant information, thus prejudicing team
performance. Moreover, it has a negative effect on the affective
response of team members (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003;
Gamero et al., in press). As regards task conflict and its
relationship to team outcomes, there is some degree of
controversy. Some researchers are of the view that task conflict
promotes open debate on ideas, which helps the team to
analyze in greater detail the information on the tasks in hand,
and that this in turn leads to better performance (Jehn,
Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). However, in their meta-analysis, De
Dreu and Weingart (2003) found a negative correlation
between task conflict and group performance.

Studies exploring the relationship between group conflict and
innovation in work teams are as yet somewhat scarce. Recently,
De Dreu (2006) tested the hypothesis that the relationship
between task conflict and innovation could be represented by an
inverted U-shaped curve. The idea is that a moderate level of
conflict produces the necessary activation for making a detailed
analysis of the problem in question, which facilitates the
production of novel ideas. Moreover, it motivates the team
members to work for resolving their differences. When level of
conflict is very low, this initial level of activation is lacking. When
it is very high, the associated interpersonal tension prevents
team members from focusing on the problem at hand and
producing novel solutions, also reducing motivation to work
cooperatively on the selection and application of solutions (De
Dreu, 2006). The results obtained by De Dreu supported the
curvilinear relationship between task conflict and innovation,
also showing that this relation was mediated by the use of
cooperative problem-solving strategies, so that task conflict
presented a curvilinear relation with use of the mentioned
strategies, and this variable showed a positive relationship with
team innovation.

The importance of a cooperative approach to conflict
management, whose significant features would include shared
goals, efforts to understand others’ opinions, orientation toward
mutual benefit and the development of solutions incorporating
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innovation.
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diverse points of view, is also supported by the results of the
study by Chen, Liu and Tjosvold (2005). These researchers
found that the use of a cooperative approach correlated
positively with innovation in the teams studied, whilst the use of
competitive strategies, characterized by pressure and
intimidation for ‘convincing’ others, and the perception of
conflict as a win-or-lose situation, correlated negatively.

Leadership
Leaders of work teams exercise significant influence on the
perceptions, affective responses and behaviours of members of
work teams (González-Romá, Peiró, & Tordera, 2002; Sy, Côté,
& Saavedra, 2005; Schaubroeck, Lam, & Cha, 2007). Diverse
studies have shown that the quality of leadership influences team
performance (Burke et al., 2006; G. Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer,
Allen, & Rosen, 2007), and although the number of studies
dealing with the relationship between leadership and innovation
in work teams is still relatively small2 (West & Hirst, 2003), there
are good reasons to consider leadership as an important factor
in the innovation process in teams.

Agrell and Gustafson (1996) highlight the relevance, to the
relationship between leadership and innovation, of the points
made by Maier (1970) in his studies on the influence of
leadership on problem-solving and creativity in groups. The
results of the experiments carried out by Maier and cols. point
to a series of principles for action, including: a. leaders should
promote profound analysis of the situation and stimulate the
development of a large number of alternative solutions, b. they
should protect the phase in which ideas are developed from
criticism within the group, which can inhibit such development.
In this phase, criticism should be replaced by alternative
solutions, c. they should ensure that all opinions are expressed,
d. they should express their positive expectations about group
members, since this contributes to the generation of new ideas,
and e. they should avoid expressing their ideas at the
beginning of the discussion, since their opinions do not tend to
be adequately valued.

Recently, Mumford, Scott Gaddis and Strange (2002) reviewed
the literature on leadership of groups involved in creative work. In
their conclusions, Mumford and cols. propose an integrative
leadership style that includes three principal functions: 1.
Generation of ideas: facilitating the generation of ideas, for which
it is necessary to construct a suitable climate; 2. Structuring of
ideas: guiding the assessment of ideas and the work carried out,
setting out the expected results and identifying and integrating the
projects to be developed; and 3. Promotion of ideas: obtaining
support and resources for the application of ideas.

In carrying out their functions, leaders can facilitate innovation

by contributing to the development of certain group processes.
By clarifying the team’s goals and creating a shared vision of it,
stimulating participation in decision-making, periodically
making time for collective team reflection, managing conflict in
a cooperative fashion, and offering support for the
implementation of new ideas, leaders can contribute to
innovation in work teams. Dackert, Loov and Martensson (2004)
obtained positive correlations between leadership oriented
toward persons and toward change and development, on the
one hand, and support for innovation, on the other. Moreover,
person-oriented leadership also correlated positively with
participation in the team. West et al. (2003), in different
samples of healthcare teams, found that clarity with regard to
who was in charge was positively related to a global measure
of group processes that included indicators of participation in
the team, support for innovation, clarity of and commitment to
team goals, and use of constructive controversy. Furthermore,
they observed a positive relationship between the global
measure of group processes and innovation, so that the
relationship between clarity of leadership and innovation in
teams was mediated by group processes. Finally, as pointed out
earlier, it should be borne in mind that leadership can also
modulate the relationship between team composition and some
group processes (see Somech, 2006).

Thus, the studies carried out to date indicate that leadership of
work teams can contribute in a significant way to promoting
innovation (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004).

THE CONSEQUENCES OF INNOVATION
As we pointed out earlier, in the theoretical models that have
inspired research on innovation in work teams, it appears as a
team outcome. Therefore, except on a few occasions (e.g.,
Pearce & Ensley, 2004), empirical studies have treated
innovation as a criterion or dependent variable, ignoring the
influence innovation may have on certain states and processes
of teams (Anderson et al., 2004).

Innovation may imply new tasks for the members of work
teams, thus contributing to an increase in their workload
(Anderson et al., 2004; Janssen et al., 2004). Likewise, the
changes made may generate some ambiguity and uncertainty,
exposing the team to conflict, both internal and with other units
of the organization (Anderson et al., 2004; Janssen et al.,
2004). All of this may, in the short term, have a negative effect
on group efficacy (De Dreu, 2006). Nevertheless, the potential
consequences will depend on the team’s resources, on group
processes (e.g., conflict management), and on the result of the
application of the new ideas (Janssen et al., 2004). If the last of
these is successful, the team’s potency (that is, the collective
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belief about its efficacy), its cohesion, the satisfaction of its
members and its performance will all improve.

The promising results of the scarce research on the
consequences of innovation in work teams suggest that in future
it will be necessary to devote more attention to this question.
Pearce and Ensley (2004) observed that the extent to which
teams held a shared view about their future state, on the one
hand, and innovation, on the other, were reciprocally and
positively related, so that, in a type of virtuous circle, greater
shared vision was associated with higher levels of innovation,
which in turn contributed to greater shared vision.

FINAL REMARKS
Research in this field has generated a body of knowledge that
can be used for designing interventions whose final goal is to
promote innovation in organizations. On the basis of the review
carried out, it can be expected that a team which performs
motivating tasks in context with a certain level of demands, and
which has a leader who promotes the group processes
considered, will be an innovative team. Likewise, depending on
the relationships between leadership, group processes and
innovation, it can be expected that interventions aimed at
promoting certain skills in team leaders, and at developing the
group processes analyzed, will have notable effects. In order to
stimulate innovation, team leaders should possess the technical
and professional expertise corresponding to the team’s area of
activity, skills for developing creativity that permit them to
mobilize the potential of their followers, and integration and
managerial skills that help them to oversee the implementation
of changes (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004; West & Hirst, 2003).
The selection, socialization and training of leaders in an
organization can all contribute to their developing competencies
for promoting innovation (Chen et al., 2005). At the same time,
bearing in mind that innovation often requires teamwork, the
selection, socialization and formation of the members of an
organization should take into account teamwork-relevant
competencies (see Stevens & Campion, 1994, 1999). Such
competencies will facilitate the development of group processes
that have a positive influence on innovation.

As we argued above, in the coming years research on
innovation in work teams should focus on the consequences of
innovation (Anderson et al., 2004; Janssen et al., 2004).
Likewise, considering that teams operate in a broader context
(the organization), it will be necessary to use multi-level research
designs that permit researchers to determine which properties of
the organization stimulate innovation in teams and which inhibit
it, as well as how innovation in a team influences the
experiences of the individuals that make it up.

Innovation is an iterative, cyclical process, rather than a linear
one, and which develops over time. However, the majority of the
studies reviewed are cross-sectional, and hence present a series

of limitations to an understanding of the dynamic of this process
in real situations. There is a need for longitudinal studies that
cover the innovation process in a broader fashion, from the
initial phases whose most important feature is the generation of
ideas, to the periods in which the consequences of innovation
can be observed.

There is considerable variety in the measures of innovation
employed in the studies reviewed: from global self-report
measures made up of two items (Caldwell & O’Reilly, 2003) to
the use of external experts who assessed each one of the
innovations implemented by teams over a given period in
relation to a series of innovation dimensions (magnitude,
radicality, novelty and impact) (e.g., West et al., 2003). In our
view it would be advantageous, in future, to increase the use of
measurement designs similar to those employed by West and
cols. (2003). This would not only help to avoid certain biases
and undesired effects, but would also make possible more
detailed analysis of innovation.

Innovation contributes to the survival of organizations
operating in changing environments. But in addition to this it
helps to develop the creativity and social skills of those working
in organizations, as well as to improve the context in which they
do their job. These are good reasons to promote innovation in
organizations and in work teams, and indeed to support its
study, which will ultimately allow us to improve our
understanding of the phenomenon and manage it more
appropriately.
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