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ABSTRACT, This bachelor thesis studies whether innovative behavior can be explained by moving as a kid. 

The hypotheses tested are ‘Individuals who moved in their childhood are scoring higher in innovative behavior 

than individuals who have not moved in their childhood’ and ‘The more positive people think of their moving as a 

kid, the higher they score on innovative behavior’. A sample group of 100 respondents did fill in a questionnaire, 

the results were analyzed using the ‘One Sample T-test’ and the general linear model. Results do not demonstrate 

evidence to accept the  hypotheses. Based on this result, the conclusion of this thesis is that there is not a relation 

between moving as a kid and innovative behavior. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Innovation is an essential process for companies nowadays. De 

Jong cites the book of Gregory Smith, ‘The New Leader: 

Bringing Creativity and Innovation to the Workforce’, saying 

‘firms need to continuously renew and improve their offerings 

to secure long-term survival, profitability and growth.’ More 

and more companies regard innovation as the main source of 

gain or sustain competitive advantage, because by being 

innovative, businesses can adapt to the rapid economic changes 

in their field of business (Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996) (Hitt, 

Keats, & DeMarie, 1998). 

Although the importance of innovation is clear, there is not one 

clear definition of innovation. There are many definitions, all 

slightly different. For example the definition defined by Buys 

(1984, p. 30): ‘Innovation is an abrupt renewal, a combination 

of technology, product, process, market, organization, which 

has been successful by the standards of the manufacturer and of 

the stakeholders (successful on the ‘market’). Evans (1967, pp. 

15-16) stated the following about innovation: “First, there is the 

idea or item which is novel to a particular individual or group 

and, second, there is the change which results from the adoption 

of the object or idea.” It is important to notice that innovation 

consists of two parts; an invention and the commercialization of 

the invention. 

The process of innovation is foremost driven by people 

(Mansfeld, Hölzle, & Gemünden, 2010). They have to come up 

with an idea and promote the idea through the organizational 

stages of the innovation process (Achilladelis, Jervis, & 

Robertson, 1971). So, the success of an innovation can be 

credited most to the individuals driving the innovation along the 

process through the organization (Markham & Griffin, 1998). 

Despite the crucial role of individuals in innovation, there is 

relatively small number of studies covering the individual 

innovativeness (Bălău, Faems, & Van der Bij, 2012). Those 

studies identified several predictors of individual innovative 

behavior. Most of these predictors are contextual attributes and 

some studies found individual attributes which explained 

individual innovativeness. Since there has been done little 

research  to individual innovation, there are likely more 

predictors of innovative behavior to be found. Therefore the 

goal of this thesis is to find alternative predictors of individual 

innovativeness 

The person we become is largely determined during our 

childhood. Your personality is formed during this period and is 

created by both genetic influences (i.e. the personalities of your 

parents) as environmental factors (i.e. life experience and 

friends) (Instituut voor Bodymind Integration, 2013). So 

everything we go through as children affects who we will 

become as adults. Also children copy the behavior of other 

people and are easily suggestible by their parents and role 

models (Carpenter, Call, & Tomasello, 2005). When they are 

not learned to behave different, they will keep behaving in the 

way they copied. For example, children who are exposed to 

alcohol and smoking in their environment, are more likely to 

start drinking and smoking themselves. Also people who are 

abused by their parents during childhood, are more likely to 

abuse their own children. The reason for this is that this is the 

only way they knew to raise a kid. And Myers (1999) found that 

individuals who moved more often in their childhood, moved 

also more often as adults. So the period of childhood plays an 

important role in the rest of people’s life. That means that it is 

also likely that the exposure to change during childhood, will 

have it is effect later on. Major changes during childhood could 

provide a perception of change, a big part of innovation. It is 

possible that people who have to deal with changes in their 

childhood, are used to change after a while and will deal more 

easily with change in the future. Another possibility is that 

people have a negative experience with change during their 

childhood and they will be afraid to change for the rest of their 

lives. There is no research done before linking childhood 

experience direct to innovative behavior as an adult. However, 

there are a few studies that did research the effect of childhood 

experience on adult creativity (Koestner, Walker, & Fichman, 

1999) (Olszewski-Kubilius, 2000). So being exposed to a big 

change as a kid is a possible predictor of individual 

innovativeness. One of the biggest changes during childhood is 

moving to another town. When moving, you leave almost 

everything behind and have to start over. 

Therefore the research question of this thesis is: 

“Can individual innovative behavior be explained by 

moving as a kid?” 

As already mentioned before, innovation is very important to 

companies. To be able to innovate, companies need people who 

are innovative. There are no studies done before linking 

changes in your childhood to individual innovative behavior. So 

if there is a positive relation between innovative behavior and 

moving as a kid, it could possible help companies to find 

innovative people. 

The next chapter explains the relevant theoretical concepts and 

also the hypotheses will be given in this chapter. Next, the 

chapter ‘method’ explains which variables are used and how the 

used data is collected. Also the hypothesis is analyzed 

statistically. Thereafter the chapter ‘results’ will show the 

results of the statistical analysis and finally in the chapter 

‘discussion’ conclusions are drawn from the results and the 

limitations and possible further  research of this thesis are 

discussed. 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND 

HYPOTHESES 

2.1 Innovative behavior 

As already stated in the introduction, an innovation is an 

invention and the commercialization of the invention. So, it is a 

process with multiple stages. Hammond et al (2011) use a 

model of innovation (based on Farr, Sin & Tesluk (2003)), that 

contains two phases: the ideation phase and the implementation 

phase. The ideation phase consist of the identification and 

specification of the problem or opportunity and the idea or 

solution generation. The implementation phase consist of the 

evaluation of the idea or solution and the application or 

implementation of the chosen idea. Also Kanter (1988) uses a 

model with multiple stages. First, the problem recognition and 

the idea generation of solution to solve that problem. Next, the 

implementation of the idea. The implementation starts with 

finding of support for the idea and build a coalition of those 

supporters of the idea. And finally, during the last stage of this 

process, a prototype or model of the innovation will be made to 

‘complete’ the idea. “The idea becomes a reality; a prototype 

or model of the innovation is produced that can be touched or 

experienced, that can now be diffused, mass-produced, turned 

to productive use, or institutionalized.” (Kanter, 1988, p. 191). 

One of the most important themes in discussion of innovation 

for companies is about the tension between exploitation and 

exploration (Benner & Tushman, 2003). A very important 

factor of success of the innovation process for companies is to 

balance these two activities (De Visser, 2013).  Exploitation can 

be defined as ‘’the use and development of things already 

known’’ (Levinthal & March, 1993, p. 105). Exploitation is 



focused on short-term performance and on efficiency. It builds 

on existing knowledge, processes and products and results in 

incremental innovation. Therefore these activities are a pretty 

safe way to secure returns (Tidd & Bessant, 2009). Activities 

related to exploitation are for example refinement, increasing 

efficiency and implementation (Poppelaars, 2012). But 

exploitation activities do not ensure that companies will be able 

to respond well to environmental changes. Therefore firms need 

to do something different, they need more radical innovation 

than just building in existing knowledge resources (Leonard-

Barton, 1992) (McGrath, 2001). To be able to do this, 

exploration activities are required. A definition of exploration is  

“the pursuit of new knowledge of things that might come to be 

known” (Levinthal & March, 1993, p. 105). Exploration 

activities are focused on the long-term innovation, on radical 

innovation and therefore high risk activities. These are more 

‘long jumps’ (Rosenkopf & Nerkar, 2001). Activities related to 

exploration are for example experimenting, taking risks and 

searching for new knowledge (Poppelaars, 2012). Organizations 

that can manage the exploration activities well, will be better to 

adapt to changing circumstances in the environment (McGrath, 

2001). When companies are focused  too much on exploration 

activities, they are always looking for new opportunities, but 

they tend to forget to take rewards of their existing products 

(Volberda & Lewin, 2003). Therefore, it is necessary to find a 

balance between these two types of activities (Gupta, Smith, & 

Shalley, 2006). Resources of companies are limited, so 

companies have to make choices in respect to the allocation of 

resources. More resources allocated to exploitation imply fewer 

resources left over for exploration and the other way around 

(Gupta, Smith, & Shalley, 2006). ‘Ambidexterity’ is a metaphor 

often used in literature which indicates the optimal balance 

between exploration and exploitation  (Poppelaars, 2012). 

2.2 Identified influencers of innovative 

behavior 

As already mentioned in the introduction, several predictors of 

individual innovative behavior are already identified. Bălău et 

al (2012) classified these individual characteristics related to 

individual innovative behavior into five main categories: 

personality, motivation, cognitive, affective and demographics.  

In the category ‘’personality’’ research has been done to the 

personality factors of the Big Five factor model, this is one of 

the most widely accepted models of personality. This model 

includes: “Neuroticism (i.e., tendency to experience negative 

affects, such as fear, sadness, embarrassment, anger, guilt, and 

disgust), Extraversion (i.e., tendency to like people, prefer being 

in large groups, and desire excitement and stimulation; likely to 

be assertive, active, talkative), Openness (i.e., tendency to have 

an active imagination, aesthetic sensitivity, intellectual 

curiosity, and be attentive to feelings), Agreeableness (i.e., 

tendency to be altruistic, cooperative, and trusting), and 

Conscientiousness (i.e., tendency to be purposeful, organized, 

reliable, determined, and ambitious)” (Major, Turner, & 

Fletcher, 2006, p. 928). Three of these five factors were found 

to influence individual innovative behavior, namely 

‘’neuroticism’’, ‘’openness’’ and ‘’conscientiousness’’. The 

other two factors, ‘’extraversion’’ and ‘’agreeableness’’, do not 

influence innovative behavior. All five factors do impact 

positively team innovation and four factors do influence 

organizational innovation (only agreeableness does not). 

Studies show that ‘’neuroticism’’ and ‘’openness’’ are positive 

related to innovative behavior ( Zhou & George, 2001) 

(Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 2011). But 

consciousness is been found to have both a positive and a 

negative effect on innovative behavior ( Zhou & George, 2001) 

(Miron, Erez, & Naveh, 2004) (Moon, Kamdar, Mayer, & 

Takeuchi, 2008).  Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant (2001) found 

another personality characteristic related to individual behavior, 

namely pro-activeness. They found that individuals who score 

high on pro-activeness are always focused on finding ways to 

do things better, so there is a positive relation between these 

variables (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001). Moon, Kamdar, 

Maye and Takeuchi (2008) also identified a personality 

characteristic influencing innovative behavior: the sense of 

duty. People with a high sense of duty will make more 

suggestions to make changes to improve the organizational 

performance , so sense of duty has also a positive influence on 

innovative behavior. 

 The next category according the classification of Bălău et al  is 

‘’motivation’’. This category consist of two parts: intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation. People who are intrinsic motivated will do 

something out of themselves, because they like it or think it’s 

interesting etc.  People who are extrinsic motivated do 

something because it leads to a certain outcome, like getting 

rewarded or punished (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Intrinsic 

motivation is linked to creativity, intrinsic motivated 

individuals are more creative. Creativity is positively linked to 

innovation behavior (Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 

2011). So intrinsic motivation is positive related to innovative 

behavior. When people demonstrating innovative behavior are 

rewarded, the extrinsic motivated people will be more 

innovative. So both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation impacts 

positively innovative behavior. 

The third category  used by Bălău et al is ‘’cognitive’’. Also in 

this category there are discovered a few indicators of individual 

innovative behavior. Taggar (2002) found that people scoring 

high on cognitive ability, perform better most of the time, are 

better able to process information and so more innovative. Scott 

and Bruce (1994) found a positive relation between intuitive 

problem-solving style and innovative behavior. The third 

cognitive characteristic is already mentioned before: creativity. 

So creativity impacts positively innovative behavior, because 

creative people generate more useful ideas (Amabile, 1983) and 

by doing so implement their ideas by research and development 

(Miron, Erez, & Naveh, 2004) (Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall, 

& Zhao, 2011)). According to Bălău et al (2012) Jing  found in 

2006 that knowledge conversion capability positively impacts 

innovative behavior. Next influencer of innovative behavior is 

self-leadership skills. Self-leadership skills enhances the effect 

of the organization environment factors in a positive way 

(Xiaojun & Peng, 2010). 

‘’Affective’’ is the fourth category. The study of Aryee, 

Walumbwa, Zhou and Hartnell (2012) shows a positive 

relationship between work engagement and innovative 

behavior.  Employee commitment also impacts positively 

innovative behavior (Basu & Green, 1997). Besides these two 

variables, also humour plays a role in this category. Self-

enhancing humour is positive related to innovative behavior, 

while aggressive humour has a negative influence (Ho, Wang, 

Huang, & Chen, 2011). 

Finally, the last category is ‘’demographics’’. In this category 

there are found three influencers of innovative behavior: age, 

tenure and education. Age is negative related to innovative 

behavior, because older people take less risks than younger 

people (Vroom & Pahl, 1971). Tenure has both a positive as 

negative impact on innovative behavior, while high education is 

linked to better cognitive abilities, which leads to a better score 

on innovative behavior (Papadakis & Bourantas, 1998) 

(Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 2011)  



2.3 Hypotheses 

For most children moving is a drastic change. Mostly they end 

up in a whole new environment. leaving their home, 

neighborhood, friends and school behind.  So moving is likely 

to take them out of their comfort zone. Being out of your 

comfort zone is a stressful situation, but people will respond by 

overcoming their fear and will learn a lot and grow as an 

individual (Brown, 2008). When you are exposed to a moderate 

level of stress at a young age, you will learn handle stress better 

and you will benefit from it later on. The negative impact of 

stress is reduced (Shapero, Hamilton, Stange, Liu, Abramson, & 

Alloy, 2015). Innovation is also a source of stress, because it 

leads to change and uncertainty. When an individual cannot 

handle the stress well, could this lead to bad innovative 

performance (Cowan, Sanditov, & Weehuizen, 2011). 

Therefore individuals who have moved are better capable of 

dealing with stress and for that they are more innovative. 

When you move to another environment, you have to deal with 

a lot of new stimuli. Knoll and Horton (2011) found that new 

external stimuli have a positive influence on idea generation for 

innovation. People exposed to new stimuli come up with more 

and better ideas. When someone is exposed at a young age to 

many new stimuli, it could have the same effect. When grown 

up, it is possible that he or she could generate more and better 

ideas. This due to events happened in childhood could impact 

behavior on later age.  

The level of imagination of an individual depends on their 

experience (Vygotsky, 2004). When someone moved, he or she 

ends up in a new environment with all new relationships and 

stimuli. This leads to becoming more experienced, so people 

who moved do have a bigger imagination. Individuals scoring 

higher on imagination are more creative and also could generate 

more and better ideas, a part of innovation (Hammond, Neff, 

Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 2011).  

Koestner, Walker and Fichman (1999) found that parental 

conflicts during childhood are positive related to adult 

creativity. The reason for this is that children whose parents 

have a lot of conflicts are likely to receive inconsistent feedback 

from their parents about the value of their productions. So they 

have to judge this value by themselves. This ensures that these 

individuals are more innovative. Introvert children who moved 

have less relations with other people (Oishi & Schimmack, 

2010), they are more on their own. This can cause the same 

effect, they might develop their own judgement of values.  

Extravert children do not  have problems to enter into new 

relationships (Oishi & Schimmack, 2010). Since they are forced 

to make new friends after moving, to meet new people etc., they 

will develop their social skills. One of the stages of the model 

of Kanter is to form a coalition with supporters of your idea. 

Individuals with better social skills will probably be better in 

forming a coalition and thus will be more innovative. 

Hypothesis 1 [H1]: Individuals who moved in their 

childhood are scoring higher in innovative behavior than 

individuals who have not moved in their childhood. 

Several studies found an positive relation between openness to 

experience and innovative behavior (Bălău, Faems, & Van der 

Bij, 2012). Hammond et al. (2011) stated that people scoring 

high on openness are less likely to shy away from new 

experiences and change, which are part of innovation. This 

could also be the case with people who moved as a kid, they are 

used to change and for that reason are less afraid to change. 

Myers (1999) found that individuals who moved as a child are 

more likely to move as adults. This indicates that these 

individuals are less afraid to change. Probably the feeling about 

the experience of change will play a role in this. When 

individuals thinks positive about moving as a child, they will 

not be afraid for changes as adults. When the experience is 

negative, they could be more afraid to change things.  

Hypothesis [H2]: The more positive people think of their 

moving as a kid, the higher they score on innovative 

behavior. 

3. METHOD 
This chapter describes the methodology of this study. Firstly, 

the data collection is described (data and sample), followed by 

the independent variables, the dependent variables and control 

variables (measure) and finally the description of the statistical 

analysis. 

3.1 Data and sample 

In order to test the hypotheses, a questionnaire has been made 

by a team of four researchers. This questionnaire consisted of 

33 question, not all of them are relevant for this thesis. The 

questionnaire is distributed to high-educated people aged 30 

years or older. The reason to take high-educated people as 

research group is because in most companies high-educated 

people are in positions dealing with innovation. The reason to 

choose for people who are at least 30 years old is because the 

majority of people in this group do have an occupation. The 

questionnaire was sent by e-mail to people in the network of the 

four researchers. People who received the questionnaire were 

asked to spread the questionnaire. Also a link to the survey was 

placed on Facebook and LinkedIn. For these latter reasons, it is 

almost impossible to determine the response rate. The reason to 

do the data collection in this way, is because lead time was 

limited whilst minimal 100 respondents were needed. The goal 

to get minimal 100 respondents was set because it is considered 

to be a big enough sample of responses to deliver a valid 

outcome (de Veaux, Velleman, & Bock, 2005). At the end, the 

questionnaire was filled in by exactly 100 people. Out of these 

100 respondents, some cases could not be included in the 

analysis. The reason for this is that some cases did not match 

the criteria of the sample group: being high-educated, older than 

30 year and having a job. Besides that, one individual filled in 

the questionnaire twice, so also one of his entries has been 

removed. Also one person did not fill in the question about 

moving as a kid, which is critical to include a respondent in the 

analysis. At the end, 85 responses are included in the analysis; 

67 men and 18 female with an average age of 43. 

3.2 Measures 

3.2.1 Independent variables:  moved as kid and perception 

of moving as kid 

The independent variable ‘’moved as a kid’’ is a dichotomous 

variable, so the variable has only two values: moved as a kid 

and did not move as a kid. A dichotomous variable is measured 

on the level of a nominal scale. The information is collected by 

the question ‘’ Please name all the places where you lived 

(place of residence) as a kid and at what age you started to live 

there? Please start at age 0’’. By asking this question, there is 

more information received than only whether the individual 

moved as a kid, yes or no. Also the number of times someone 

moved and at which ages is collected. The answer on this 

question is manual coded into the response database: moved as 

a kid, yes or no.  

The second independent variable ‘’Perception of moving as a 

kid’’ is  measured by asking the question: ‘’ If you look back at 



the time(s) you moved as a kid, what is your feeling about it?’’. 

This item is measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

‘’very negative’’ to ‘’very positive’’. In literature there is a 

discussion going on whether it is possible to measure a Likert  

scale on interval level, in this thesis this method is applied. 

3.2.2 Dependent variable: innovation behavior  

In order to measure innovation behavior, the scale of Mom et al. 

(2009) is used. This scale consist of seven items to measure the 

exploration orientation and seven items to measure the 

exploitation orientation of managers. So, the scale makes a 

distinction between the two phases of innovation. All items are 

measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “a very 

small extent” to “a very large extent” of engagement in 

explorative and exploitative activities in work related activities 

during last year. Because this model is focused on managers 

instead of high-educated people, the model is modified. Two 

questions in particularly are very focused on managers, for that 

reason these two are replaced with two questions from the 

article of Vermeulen et al (2003). Kaylar (2011) uses the 

questions of Vermeulen et al to measure innovative behavior. 

Both of the replaced questions were exploration items. This is 

not common practice, but due the limited time it was necessary 

to do it  in this way. In appendix 1 all used questions are listed.  

A factor analysis is performed to control if these 14 question 

can be split in two categories. Table 1 shows the result. 

Exploitation item 1 scored low in the component of 

exploitation, so this item is not measuring the same as the other 

exploitation questions. For that reason this item is left out of 

further analysis. 

Table 1. Factor analysis for innovative behavior 

 

Component 

1 2 

Exploration item 1 ,805 ,052 

Exploration item 2 ,686 ,012 

Exploration item 3 ,768 ,052 

Exploration item 4 ,678 ,077 

Exploration item 5 ,736 ,086 

Exploration item 6 ,686 -,103 

Exploration item 7 ,745 -,108 

Exploitation item 1 ,501 ,381 

Exploitation item 2 -,122 ,773 

Exploitation item 3 ,236 ,584 

Exploitation item 4 -,032 ,756 

Exploitation item 5 ,065 ,614 

Exploitation item 6 ,048 ,805 

Exploitation item 7 -,065 ,727 

Extraction Method: Principal Component 

 Analysis. 

Rotation Method:  Varimax with Kaiser 

 Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 

 

The reliability of the two scales is tested by Cronbach’s Alpha: 

exploration scored 0,856 and exploitation 0,798. See table 2 and 

table 3. Since a score starting from 0.7 is being considered as 

reliable and scores higher than 0.8 are very good (de Veaux, 

Velleman, & Bock, 2005), the scale of exploration and 

exploitation is considered as reliable. By combining these two 

scales, a measure for innovative behavior is created. The mean 

score of the seven exploration items and the mean score of the 

six exploitation items are added together and divided by two. 

Applying the model of Mom is justified due that innovation is 

composed of both explorative and exploitative activities. 

Innovative behavior is measured by adding these two groups of 

activities. 

 

Table 2. Reliability Statistics of exploration 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,856 7 

 
Table 3. Reliability Statistics of exploitation 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,798 6 

 

3.2.3 Control variables 

Control variables are used to clarify the relationship between 

the independent and the dependent variable. These control 

variables are constant and unchanged throughout the analysis 

and might be the explanation for the dependent variable instead 

of the independent variable. 

The experience of the employee is a possible variable that 

influence the individual innovativeness, more experienced 

people are expected to be better able to deal with a large 

diversity of ambiguous cues (Daft & Lengel, 1986, p. 555). To 

control the role of experience, tenure within the firm is included 

in this research which is expected to positively relate to 

managers’ ambidexterity and innovative behavior (Tushman & 

O'Reilly, 1996, p. 27). The age of people affects the amount of 

risks they take (Vroom & Pahl, 1971). Older individuals are 

less likely to take risks than young individuals. As exploration 

is associated with risk-taking activities (March, 1996), the age 

of individuals is included to control this effect. Also the level of 

specialization of an individual is related to ambidexterity. This 

relationship is negative. To measure the role of specialization, 

tenure within the current function is included as a control 

variable (Birkinshaw & Gibson, 2004). The level of education 

is associated with cognitive abilities to process information 

(Papadakis & Bourantas, 1998),which is positively related to 

innovation behavior (Adler, Goldoftas, & Levine, 1999). 

Hammond et al (2011) found that education also influences 

innovative behavior. This relation is positive. Therefore the 

level of education is also included. 

3.3 Statistical method 

The data obtained via the questionnaire is transferred to SPSS, 

the used application to perform the analysis. First the usual 

descriptive statistics as minimum and maximum, mean and 

standard deviation are analyzed. Next, for both independent 

variables a general  linear model is performed to look into the 

relationship between those variables and the score on 

innovative behavior, corrected with the control variable. 



Because of the difference in sample (number of respondents) 

the analyses will be done separately. First, for both independent 

variables a basis model with dependent and control variables 

will be defined. Following this, in both models the independent 

variable (resp. “moved as a kid” and “feeling about moved as a 

kid”) will be added. In this way, the effects of the independent 

variables on the dependent variable are clear, just like the 

influence of the control variables. Also an ’One sample T-test’ 

is performed for the variable “moved as a kid”. The One sample 

T-test compares the means of two unrelated groups on the same 

continuous, dependent variable. Applying the One Sample T-

test is justified when all of following conditions are met: 

independence of observation, the dependent variable is 

measured on a continuous scale, the independent variable 

should consist of two categorical and independent groups, no 

significant outliers, dependent variable normal distributed. In 

this case, all conditions are met so applying the One-Sample T 

Test is justified (Laerd Statistics). 

4. RESULTS 
First, it is checked whether the variable ‘’innovative behavior’’ 

is normally distributed. Figure 1 shows a histogram which is 

used for this. 

Based on this figure, the conclusion can be drawn that the 

variable ‘’innovative behavior’’ seems to be normally 

distributed. What stands out is the outlier on the left, someone 

scored an ‘’one’’ on innovative behavior. That means that a 

respondent filled in a 1 in each of the fourteen questions (seven 

for exploration and seven for exploitation) which are used to 

calculate the innovative behavior. It is very unlikely that 

someone scored that low, so probably the questions did not 

match with the respondents job or the respondent did not fill in 

the questions right. Therefore, this respondent is excluded in 

further analysis. Without taking this outlier into account, the 

distribution is to be considered as normal.  

Table 4 shows the number of respondents who moved as a kid. 

The table shows that there are more people who did not moved 

as a kid than people who moved as a kid, namely 53 people 

who did not moved against 31 people who moved as a child.  

Table 4. Moved as a kid 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid no 53 63,1 

yes 31 36,9 

Total 84 100,0 

 

Table 5 provides an overview of the frequency of the 

respondents feeling about their move(s) as a kid. The table 

indicates that the respondents are quite positive about moving 

as a kid, only five respondent out of 31 have negative feeling 

about moved. Ten respondents are neutral and the other 16 are 

positive. 

Table 5. Feeling about moved as a kid 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid Very negative 2 6,5 

Negative 3 9,7 

Neutral 10 32,3 

Positive 14 45,2 

Very positive 2 6,5 

Total 31 100,0 

 

Table 6 gives an overview of the descriptive statistics of the 

most important continuous variables. The means for the 

variables exploration and exploitation are 4.69 and 4.55 The 

mean for innovative behavior is 4.62. Also this table shows that 

the individuals who moved are feeling quite positive about their 

move(s), the mean is 3.35, which is between neutral and 

positive. 

 



Table 7 shows the results of a general linear model analyses. In 

this model the score on innovative behavior is the dependent 

variable. Model 1 consist of all the control variables, in Model 2 

the independent variable ‘’moved as a kid’’ is included. The 

general linear model analyses shows that the model is not 

significant. Since the model is not significant, the results will 

not add much value, because in the results coincidence may 

play a role. Also none of the variables influence the dependent 

variable on a significant level. This is surprising, because other 

studies already found that the control variables influence 

innovative behavior. The score of -0.006 on the B by the 

category ‘’not moved as a kid’’ indicates that people who 

moved as a kid scored higher on innovative behavior, but not 

that much. The Adjusted R Square, the number that indicates 

the percentage of the independent variable is explained by the 

variables used, increases by adding the variable ‘’moved as a 

kid” to the model. But because the model is not significant, this 

means nothing. 

 

Table 7. General Linear Model to explain the influence of 

having moved as a kid on the score of innovative behavior 

(N=84) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 B B 

Tenure in company -0,013 -0,013 

Tenure in position 0,002 0,002 

[Highest education is HBO 

(University of applied sciences)] 

0,007 0,008 

[Highest education is Bachelor's 

Degree at a University] 

0,165 0,168 

[Highest education is Master's 

Degree or higher] 

Reference Reference 

Age 0,01 0,01 

[Not moved as a kid]  -0,006 

[Moved as a kid]  Reference 

R Square 0,022 0,022 

Adjusted R Square 0,041 0,055 

Notes: * relation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 

 

Table 8 shows the result of an independent samples T-test 

between the variable ‘’moved as a kid’’ and the variable score 

on innovative behavior. The Levene’s test is used to test 

whether the variances are equal or not. This test assumes that 

the variances are equal, so if the result is significant (<5%), the 

assumption is that the variances are not equal. If the result is not 

significant, the assumption is that the variances are equal. In 

this case the score is not significant (0.33), so the assumption is 

that the variances are equal. This means the results of the test 

can be found in the upper row of each variable. The test 

compared the means of two variables, the difference stands in 

the column ‘’mean difference’’.  The mean difference is -0.003, 

being a very low score on a range from 1 to 7 (also see table 9). 

The difference of the compared means is significant when it is 

for 95 percent sure that the difference exists. This is the case 

when the  level of significance is lower than 0.05 (five percent). 

The result of the level of significance in this test is 0.986, a very 

high score.  That is higher than 0.05, so there is not a significant 

difference between individuals who have moved as a kid and 

the individuals who have not moved, and their score of 

innovative behavior. Therefore, H1 is rejected. There is no clue 

that indicates that individuals who moved as a kid are more 

innovative as individuals who have not moved as a kid. 

 

 

 

 



Table 10 shows another general linear model analyses. In this 

model again the score on innovative behavior is the dependent 

variable, now the “feeling about moved as a kid” is the 

independent variable. Therefore, the sample is reduced to 31 

cases, because only individuals who moved as a kid are 

analyzed. Model 1 consist of all the control variables, in Model 

2 the independent variable is included. Again the test 

demonstrates that the model is not significant, so the results will 

not add much value. And again none of the variables influence 

the dependent variable on a significant level, which is again not 

the expected outcome. Also here there is little positive relation 

between the independent and dependent variable, but it is not 

significant. This time the Adjusted R Square decreases by 

adding the independent variable to the model.  

 

Table 10. General Linear Model to explain the influence of 

feeling about moved as a kid on the score of innovative 

behavior (N=31) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 B B 

Tenure in company -0,015 -0,015 

Tenure in position -0,048 -0,049 

[Highest education is HBO 

(University of applied sciences)] 

0,115 0,139 

[Highest education is Bachelor's 

Degree at a University] 

2,347 2,367 

[Highest education is Master's Degree 

or higher] 

Reference Reference 

Age 0,012 0,013 

Feeling about moved as a kid  0,025 

R Square 0.249 0.250 

Adjusted R Square 0.099 0.063 

Notes: * relation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) 

 

 

 

Figure 2 shows the mean of the score on innovative behavior by 

the different categories of the variable ‘’feeling about moved as 

a kid’’. This figure indicates clearly that there is not a positive 

relation between both variables, it is not a linear graph. It is a 

parabola, so the score on innovative behavior decreases from 

the category very negative to neutral and increases again from 

neutral to very positive. So for that reason, also H2 is rejected. 

It is not the case that the more positive individuals feel about 

their move(s), the higher they score on innovative behavior. 

 

5. CONCLUSION 
This thesis studies ‘’moving as a kid’’ as possible influencer of 

innovative behavior. Differences in score on innovative 

behavior between people who moved as a kid and people who 

did not move as kid, are analyzed and the score on ‘feeling 

about moved as a kid’ is coupled with the score on innovative 

behavior.  

The means of score on innovative behavior for the two groups 

who did or did not move were almost equal, the tests did not 

show a significant difference. As a consequence, hypothesis 1 

[H1] is being rejected. It can be concluded that individuals who 

moved in their childhood do not score significant higher in 

innovative behavior than individuals who have not moved in 

their childhood. 

There is no significant evidence found that ‘’feeling about 

moved as a kid’’ correlates positively to innovative behavior. 

Both people who feel negative about moving as a kid, and 

people who feel positive about moving as a kid score higher on 

innovative behavior than people who are neutral about their 

feelings about moved as a kid. For that reason, also hypothesis 

[H2] is rejected.  It can be concluded that people who think 

more positive on their moving as a kid, do not score significant 

higher on innovative behavior. 

Since both hypotheses are rejected, the conclusion of this thesis 

is that ‘’moving as a kid’’ does not influence innovative 

behavior. 

6. DISCUSSION 
There is not found a relation between having moved as a kid 

and the score on innovative behavior. There was barely a 

difference in the mean of the score on innovative behavior 

between the two groups (moved as a kid and did not moved as a 

kid). The reason for this is unclear. It is possible that the effect 

of change during childhood does not play any role when the 

people are adults. It is also possible that positive effects of 

moving as a kid will be negatively impacted by other potential, 

negative effects like a lower level of well-being as adult (Oishi 

& Schimmack, 2010). It could also be that growing up in a 

stable environment and thus not moving as a kid, has similar 

effects on innovative behavior. Another explanation could be 

the limitation of the research: the sample is too small or the 

adjustments to the Mom scale causes a wrong measure. 

Also the hypothesis ‘’ The more positive people think of their 

moving as a kid, the higher they score on innovative behavior’’ 

is rejected.  Although the sample is small, just 31 cases, it 

stands out that individuals both being more negative as more 

positive about their move(s) as a kid, scoring higher on 

innovative behavior. It is possible that people who think 

negative about moving are introvert people. They are more 

innovative, because they are more on their own and by that, 

they develop their own judgement of value of their production. 

And the people who are positive about moving as a kid are 

extravert people, who by developing better social skills are 

more innovative. The people who are neutral about this 



experience could be between introversion and extraversion, 

what makes them less innovative. 

6.1 Limitations 

Since the respondents are people out of the network of a 

particular group of researchers, the respondents are not 

randomly selected. This might cause the sample not being 

representative (Babbie, 2007). Also the measurement of 

innovative behavior could influence the results. The scale used 

to measure innovative behavior is actually a scale for managers, 

but in this thesis used to measure the score on innovative 

behavior of high-educated people. Also two questions of this 

scale are replaced for two other questions. Although the 

deducted questions from another article scored well in the factor 

analysis and the reliability was also good, this is not the way it 

normally works. It is possible that the scale is not valid or do 

not fit the sample of high-educated people. Also the sample was 

small, 85 cases overall and for the variable ‘’feeling about 

moved as a kid’’ 31 cases. This number is relatively low. 

6.2 Future research 

There are numerous suggestions for future research. One 

suggestion for future research is to do a similar research on the 

same two hypothesis, but in such a set up that the limitations of 

the study in this thesis are  not there. It is interesting to do such 

a research on a larger scale, so with a bigger sample. Also the 

operationalization of individual behavior could be looked into, 

as well as a more random selected group of participants.  

It might also be interesting to test some other childhood 

experiences, for example whether the parents of the respondents 

are divorced during his/her childhood or not. 
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Appendix 1 

The questions used to measure innovative behavior 

To what extent did you, last year, engage in work related activities that can be characterized as follows: 

Exploration item 1: (Ideas about) introducing any new or improved work processes 

Exploration item 2: Using an external network to exchange information (e.g. with universities, suppliers, 

competitors etc.) 

Exploration item 3: Focusing on strong renewal of products/services or processes  

Exploration item 4: Activities of which the associated yields or costs are currently unclear 

Exploration item 5: Activities requiring quite some adaptability of you  

Exploration item 6: Activities requiring you to learn new skills or knowledge  

Exploration item 7: Activities that are not (yet) clearly existing company policy 

Exploitation item 1: Activities of which a lot of experience has been accumulated by yourself  

Exploitation item 2: Activities which you carry out as if it were routine  

Exploitation item 3: Activities which serve existing (internal) customers with existing services/products 

Exploitation item 4: Activities of which it is clear to you how to conduct them  

Exploitation item 5: Activities primarily focused on achieving short-term goals  

Exploitation item 6: Activities which you can properly conduct by using your present knowledge  

Exploitation item 7: Activities which clearly fit into existing company policy  

 


