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EXPERT-INNOVATOR BEHAVIOUR
QUESTIONNAIRE AS A NEW TOOL
FOR SELECTING POTENTIAL EXPERTS

ANNA M. DEPTUtA
CzestAW S. NOSAL

ABSTRACT

The effects of global change on development and the sustainability of the economy are
visible in implementing innovations. Appropriate selection of experts, considering various
knowledge areas, should use selected tools. The article introduces a research tool for
selecting experts for innovation risk assessment. In particular, it aims to present individual
measurement scales and their reliability assessment (Cronbach’s alpha). The article
presents the factor structure of a potential expert’'s competencies measured using
a questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed for the appropriate selection of
specialists from various industries, including production, mechanics, and management.
The questionnaire constitutes a tool applicable for assessing and selecting people involved
in the implementation and risk assessment of innovations. It is based on the following
four scales (factors): open mind, closed mind, cognitive motivation, and response to
uncertainty. The questionnaire’s effectiveness was studied using two research samples,
n= 224 and n= 349, comprised of entrepreneurs and individuals professionally related to
business and development and implementation of innovations. The interviewees were
selected randomly. Factor analysis was used to reduce the test items in the questionnaire.
The internal reliability of items was analysed using Cronbach’s alpha. The proposed
questionnaire forms a new tool that can be used in selecting experts who deal with the
risk assessment of innovations and in the broadly understood process of recruiting staff
with appropriate competencies in terms of mindset characteristics. The article presents
an analysis related to the conduct of typical research in Management and Quality Sciences,
as well as practical principles guiding the use of the questionnaire, which may have wider
application in the practice of risk management. The article presents the measurement
tool with the answer key, which is a valuable guide for interpreting the results. The
questionnaire facilitates the selection of individuals focused on independent and
courageous problem-solving and the statement of evaluations. At the same time, an
adequate level of caution should be respected, characterising people with risk aversion.
Furthermore, creativity and openness are coupled with a considerable ability to develop
new solutions and rationally respond to difficult and unpredictable situations.
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the enterprise. The key objective of this activity was to

increase the effectiveness of the work carried out by

The need to develop a research tool in the form of ~ specialists dealing with innovation, particularly those

a questionnaire was mainly due to the research gap  related to risk assessment. The guidelines related to
that was perceived in this area and the experience of  the assessment procedure and, more broadly, to risk
practitioners involved in project implementation in ~ management became the determinant for the study of

Deptula, A. M., & Nosal, C. S. (2025). Expert-innovator behaviour questionnaire as a new tool for selecting potential experts.
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the new research tool. The right selection of experts is
the key to effective risk analysis, devoid of overesti-
mated and underestimated assessments (Deptula, in
preparation).

The expert-innovator behaviour questionnaire
(EIBQ) forms a new tool that offers support in select-
ing potential experts for tasks related to creating and
implementing innovations. Its structure is a response
to the research needs related to the correct process of
assessing the risk of innovation on a narrow scale of
an enterprise and a wide scale of society. In the absence
of available tools for diagnosing of experts’ competen-
cies (Deptuta & Nosal, 2021), corresponding to,
among others, the purposeful selection of experts for
the team that implements innovations, the authors
developed a new measurement tool. The question-
naire facilitates the selection of individuals who fulfil
the following criteria:

1. They are focused on independent and coura-
geous problem-solving and the statement of evalua-
tions. At the same time, they respect an adequate level
of caution characterising people with risk aversion.

2. They are creative and open, coupled with
a considerable ability to develop new solutions.

3. They can respond rationally to difficult and
unpredictable situations.

The article aims to present a new tool for employee
evaluation, EIBQ. The article proposes new scales,
which, according to the authors, best describe selected
characteristics of the expert mindset. The previous
article (Deptula & Nosal, 2021) presented a draft ver-
sion of the questionnaire based on the three measured
characteristics of the mindset and personality of the
expert. In this article, the discussion focuses on factor
analysis results based on which new measurement
scales (sets of items) were selected. An answer key is
also presented that can be applied to selecting poten-
tial experts. The paper presents the individual test
items for measurement: open mind, closed mind,
cognitive motivation, and response to uncertainty.

It also provides the proposed answer key for
diagnosing the expert’s state of mind.

It should be noted that EIBQ does not measure
direct expert behaviour as the questionnaire is based
on self-assessment.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

Choosing the right expert is a difficult and com-
plicated task. Creating and implementing technologi-
cal and organisational innovations is a task that

requires the innovator to be open-minded and adapt
quickly to changes that will undoubtedly take place in
the future. Another important expert attribute is
a balanced reaction to risk and estimation of uncer-
tainty. In creating the new method for diagnosing
expert attributes, the authors attempted to balance the
psychological attributes with the diversity of tasks.

The expert-innovator behaviour questionnaire
(EIBQ) proposed in this article is a new method
attempting to consider the characteristics of the
expert’s mind. No such diagnostic tool was found in
the literature. As a rule, the literature is dominated by
efforts focused on the content of projected changes or
narrow technological solutions. There is a distinct lack
of methods for diagnosing the mind and personality
traits of experts. Also, as a rule, these analyses used the
Delphi method and did not consider the mind or
personality traits of experts. Therefore, EIBQ fills an
important gap in diagnosing the expert mind and
personality.

The interdisciplinary nature of innovation pro-
jects means that the expert is required to have knowl-
edge of, among other things, economics, management,
design, marketing, environmental protection or legal
regulations. Increasing the effectiveness of the work
carried out by specialists in innovation, particularly
related to risk assessment, may prove to be a recipe for
many of the shortcomings and deficiencies faced by
the company in adapting innovation to the require-
ments of society. The right selection of experts will
play a key role here, and the effects will be seen in
sustainable, socio-economic, scientific and integrated
approaches to sustainable development. However,
many efforts in the literature indicate the importance
of this task (Ayag & Ozdemir, 2007; Dey & Ogunlana,
2004; Dotgson, 2008; Kahraman et al., 2007; Lee et al.,
2006; Manuel, 2007; Mobey & Parker 2002; Mullins
& Sutherland, 1998; Nadkarni & Shenoy, 2001; Robin
& Riedel, 1997; The Institute of Operational, 2012;
Simon, 1992; Tversky & Kahneman, 1983; Ericsson,
1981; Ericsson, 1982; Larkin et al., 1980; Bouman,
1980; Reber et al., 2007; Ungson & Braunstein, 1984;
Busenitz, 1999; Austin et al, 2007; Neubauer
& Freudenthaler, 2005). An extensive group of meth-
ods is represented by behavioural models that use the
knowledge and skills of the expert (Mobey & Parker,
2002; Mullins & Sutherland, 1998; Slovic, 2000).

Most often, these relate to describing the effec-
tiveness of an experts predictive judgments of
a patient’s condition (Sarbin, 1944; Dorfler & Acker-
mann, 2012). It turns out that learning about the cog-
nitive qualities of expert minds lays the groundwork
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for more effective and efficient decision-making
(Dorfler & Ackermann, 2012; Petrides et al., 2022;
Garb, 1989; Gustafson, 1963; Goldberg, 1970; Gold-
berg, 1992; Alegre, Pérez-Escoda, Lopez-Cassd, 2019).
However, these studies are rather selective and
directed at a general overview of the expert’s role in
decision-making.

Contemporary support in this area is personality
questionnaires. They are designed to assess a persons
selected behaviour. Currently, tools, such as self-
assessment questionnaires, are used where the indi-
vidual answers questions about their behaviour,
feelings, or thoughts (Credé et al., 2012). Most com-
monly, questionnaires address self-reported neuroti-
cism, extraversion, cognitive motivation, novelty
tolerance, and positive valuing of life (The Big Five
questionnaires) and have dimensions to support psy-
chological issues or the HR process more broadly
(Gustafson, 1963; Goldberg, 1970; Goldberg, 1992;
Alegre et al., 2019; Andrei, 2016). Available methods
use various combinations of measurement of selected
traits of both personality and human temperament
(Catell, 1943; Catell et al., 1993; Cloninger et al., 1993;
Costa & McCrae, 1992). However, the available ques-
tionnaires are not geared towards the purposeful
selection of an expert with an emphasis on elements of
a managerial and organisational nature. In practice,
companies are looking for the right specialists to
direct to specific tasks due to selected personality
traits. Particularly important in this regard is selecting
experts for innovation risk assessment.

In the literature, most of the methods used for
risk assessment are expert-based. In particular meth-
ods of project management are currently used in the
innovation risk assessment (Ayag & Ozdemir, 2007;
Dey & Ogunlana, 2004; Dotgson, 2008; Kahraman et
al., 2007; Lee et al., 2006; Manuel, 2007; Mobey
& Parker 2002; Mullins & Sutherland, 1998; Nadkarni
& Shenoy, 2001; Robin & Riedel, 1997; The Institute of
Operational, 2012). An extensive group of methods is
represented by behavioural models that use the
knowledge and skills of the expert (Mobey & Parker,
2002; Mullins & Sutherland, 1998; Slovic, 2000).

The authors also frequently use fuzzy logic for the
risk assessment process (Deptula & Rudnik, 2017;
Deptula & Rudnik, 2018; Choi & Ahn, 2010; Kahra-
man et al., 2007).

Differences between expert opinions significantly
affect the outcome of the assessment; therefore, there
is a need to continuously improve and objectify such
methods (Choi & Ahn, 2010; Chin et al., 2009). Thus,
the method of selecting experts gains importance. The

selection of an expert should be based on certain rules.
Personality questionnaires can be helpful in this
regard. An example of a measurement tool character-
ising selected personality traits of an innovator is the
expert-innovator behaviour questionnaire (EIBQ)
presented in this article.

The starting point for developing the EIBQ ques-
tionnaire was the analysis of 54 statements, presented
in detail by Deptuta and Nosal (2021). The statements
describing the practically observable behaviours of
innovators concerned three personality characteristics
related to locus of control, motivation in activities,
and the need for stimulation (Deptula & Nosal, 2021;
Deptuta & Nosal, 2021; Knosala & Deptutla, 2018;
Larsen et al., 2013; Nosal, 1990, 1992, 2001; Rokeach,
2015; Rotter, 1966; Singer, 1975; Strelau, 2014; Zim-
merman, 2000; Zuckerman, 2007).

2. RESEARCH METHODS

In the development of the version of the question-
naire presented in the article, the following research
procedure was carried out several times:

1. Correlation coefficients within each variant
(different variants were created by changing the num-
ber of statements in the measurement scales) of the
questionnaire were analysed.

2. Factor analysis was conducted to extract meas-
urement scales for assessing a person’s predisposition
to be an expert.

3. Basic statistics of the model with the extracted
factors (measurement scales) were developed. Each of
the extracted scales was developed according to the
following assumptions:

o The measurement strongly impacts the decision-
maker’s preference for risk perception.

o The items address behaviours from everyday life
and work.

o The questions provide a broad spectrum of
research on the decision-maker’s personality and
cognitive abilities.

4. The reliability and relevance of the question-
naire were determined based on Cronbach’s alpha.

Two research samples were used in the develop-
ment of the questionnaire. The first was used to
develop IBQ. The sample selection was random;
however, the survey was conducted among entrepre-
neurs implementing innovations. The survey was
conducted using paper questionnaires. The sample
size, in this case, was 224. The survey was conducted
in early 2020 in Poland. The first version of the ques-
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tionnaire was used to conduct research to develop
EIBQ. The research sample was purposive. The
research was directed at entrepreneurs, innovators,
designers, researchers, and people implementing
innovations that appeared in publicly available reports
and registers on innovation development in Poland.
The research was funded by the research grant MIN-
IATURA 4, 2020/04/X/HS4/00632. The survey was
conducted in 2021 in Poland. As the study coincided
with the period of the COVID-19 pandemic, in the
implementation of the survey, an electronic version of
the questionnaire was used.

The study of the EIBQ was carried out among 224
entrepreneurs and individuals professionally related
to business, development, and implementation of
innovations. The interviewees were selected randomly.
Their number was determined by the minimum
threshold resulting from the methodological rules for
developing a personality questionnaire (Cohen et al.,

Tab. 1. Factor structure of items

1999; Crocker & Algina, 1986; Cronbach, 1990; Hor-
nowska, 2007; Nunnally, 1978; Zakrzewska, 1994).

Factor analysis is a multivariate method used for
data reduction purposes. It was originally developed
by Spearman (1927) to analyse scores on mental tests
and extract the general factor (factor g) as a structural
basis of human intelligence. Based on a long history,
the factor analysis methods are useful in a much wider
range of situations. The basic idea is to represent a set
of variables (matrix of correlations) with fewer new
variables as vectors. In this solution, the vectors are
called factors. These factors can be thought of as
underlying correlations. Factor analysis is designed
for interval data, although it can also be used for
ordinal data (e.g., scores assigned to Likert scales)
(Anderson, 2003; Manly & Navarro, 2016; Rencher,
2002).

In the studies, the following steps were taken to
determine the final structure of the factors:

FACTORY STRUCTURE OF TEST ITEMS AFTER ROTATION - MAIN COMPONENTS
Lp Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
1 When buying new products, | choose well-known brands (com- 0.492
panies)
2 | like to accomplish new tasks as a means to learn something 0.244
3 Too many changes make me feel uncomfortable 0414
4 In my life, | am guided by the advice/suggestions provided by 0426
my parents
5 Sometimes | do not know how to act in many situations 0.477
6 | like to deal with difficult issues 0.563
7 tI;/(I;;sctesuccess stories of companies are related to pure coinci- -0.406
8 At school, | sought honours and good grades 0.520
9 Rapid changes make me feel confused 0.539
10 | feel anxious when a new employee appears in the company 0.406
11 Existing work methods and techniques should not be changed 0.522
12 Companies should offer products similar to their competitors 0.490
13 Most of the company’s successes are the result of its employ- 0.114
ees’ activities
14 In general, | am looking for tasks that | have never performed 0.515
15 When | feel unsure of something, | do not undertake any ac- 0.558
tion
16 | like to follow/walk/run along unknown paths 0.516
17 ;A;ru?oLzarry out tasks in a company, | like to focus on new 0.581
18 | cope well with uncertain situations -0.116
19 I am happy to provide new solutions and ideas 0.697
20 I like complicated tasks 0.676
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1. 'The correlation coefficients between the 54
variables (IBQ items) were determined and analysed.

2. Anexploratory factor analysis was performed
for the matrix of all variables using the principal com-
ponents method.

3. Values of factorial loadings for four factors
were analysed. Values greater than 0.4 were qualified
for the content analysis. Factor loadings prior to and
following rotations were considered.

4. Names were specified to four main factors,
which will further be referred to as scales for measur-
ing an expert’s mind competencies: open mind, closed
mind, cognitive motivation, and reaction to uncer-
tainty.

The coeflicient of factor loads (for the four identi-
fied scales) is provided in Appendix 1. Table 1 shows
the factor structure of the 20 items that make up the
final draft of the questionnaire. The final version also
had four control statements from the social desirabil-
ity scale.

3. RESEARCH RESULTS

As a result of factor analysis, four factors charac-
terising the competencies of the potential expert were
identified. In total, these four factors all account for
13.26% of the identified variance. This is not a large
range of explanations but indicates that the identified
factors are specific in their nature. Further studies
have been planned to extend (add to) this range with
new factors.

The first factor, open mind (OM), forms the major
factor, as it means directing the mind to new informa-
tion and preference to coping with difficult tasks.
However, other studies demonstrate that open-mind-
edness is positively correlated with intuition, imagina-
tion, and curiosity (Nosal, 2021). It is these qualities of
mind that will be the focus of the projected research
and factor analysis.

The second factor, defined as the closed mind
(CLM), can be understood in a nearly literal sense. It
means a mind that limits its field of exploration and
new information. The problem of characteristics of
such a mind has along history dating back to Rokeach’s
pioneering research on dogmatism (1960). The dog-
matic mind limits the scope of information search
because it is thinking about formulated judgments
based on narrow conceptual categories.

Factor three (cognitive motivation, CM) and fac-
tor four (response to uncertainty, RU) involve the
attributes that characterise the stability of this type of

motivation and behaviour under uncertainty.
A favourable organisation of the mind should condi-
tion not only a constant tendency to seek information
but also an appropriate attitude toward an emergence
of uncertainty. This attitude is a kind of substitute for
the ability to anticipate and not block the mind in the
face of emerging changes and various forms of uncer-
tainty in the environment. As emphasised by Prigogine
(1996), we live in the conditions marked by uncer-
tainty.

All the presented factors of the experts mind
form a rather clear structure. The justification for its
feasibility is provided by the correlation matrix

between the factors (Table 2).

Tab. 2. Matrix of correlation between factors

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
FACTOR 1 1.00 0.04 -0.42 0.02
FACTOR 2 0.04 1.00 -0.24 0.14
FACTOR 3 -0.42 -0.24 1.00 0.14
FACTOR 4 0.02 0.14 0.14 1.00

Table 2 shows that the open mind is independent
of the closed mind. These two types of minds and their
associated cognitive orientation clearly oppose each
other. In turn, the third factor (cognitive motivation)
correlates negatively with the second factor (closed
mind). Summarising the results of the factor analysis,
it can be argued that competencies related to the open
mind may constitute adequate criteria for the selec-
tion of potential experts. In turn, the indicator of
mental closure can be used as a control since it is not
beneficial for an expert to have this kind of mental
orientation. The questionnaire also proposed a general
simplified version of the control scale (SD).

The resulting factor structure was developed for
a research sample equal to n=224. It concerned the
analyses of the first version of IBQ presented in the
article (Deptula & Nosal, 2021). The following section
presents a comparison of the factor analysis results for
the new research sample n=349 (EIBQ 2).

4. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

Item internal reliability EIBQ was analysed using
Cronbachs alpha. Cronbach’s alpha is certainly the
most used statistic in the area of social sciences. It is
a measure of reliability, specifically internal consist-
ency reliability or item interrelatedness, of a scale or
test (e.g., questionnaire). Internal consistency refers to
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Tab. 3. Analyse Cronbach’s alpha for two questionnaire versions

1BQ* CRONBACH’S ALPHA EIBQ** CRONBACH’S ALPHA
N=224 N= 349
uo 0.7 uo 0.71
4 items
6 items
uz 0.38 uz 0.57
6 items
5 items
MP -0.06 MP 0.68
4 items
4 items
RNNS -.04 RNNS 0.77
4 items
5 items
Number of items tested 54* 41%*
Number of items of the Q 24 22
*The factor structure in Appen-
dix 1 **The factor structure
in Appendix 2

the extent to which all items on a scale or test contrib-
ute positively towards measuring the same construct.

It should be noted that the test items presented in
the article are still an object of research and will be
subject to changes in subsequent versions of the ques-
tionnaire. Currently, two estimations of the reliability
of the developed scales have been carried out for
a sample equal to n=224 and n=49. The results show
an upward trend for the index Alpha.

A summary of the results is presented in Table 3.

A further stage of the study will also be to conduct
a CFA to determine the validity of the factorial struc-
ture of the questionnaire. However, this requires the
collection of new data, which is currently underway.
Nevertheless, the visible progress already suggests that
the effectiveness of the developed scales is relatively
high.

4.1.BRIEF CHARACTERISTIC OF MEASUREMENT
SCALES IN EIBQ — ORIGINALITY

Statistical analysis forms an important element of
the assessment of the effectiveness and accuracy of
each questionnaire; however, the knowledge of the
scope of the presented topic and experience in con-
ducting research is an equally important and signifi-
cant element that determines the final draft of the
research tool. Considering these two aspects means
that the EIBQ presented in the work may be recom-
mended for use as an assessment tool for people
involved in the risk assessment of innovation and

support in the recruitment process to the team of
experts.

The statements in the first factor, open mind,
characterise the desired expert mind orientation, so
the more points a person scores on this scale, the
higher their competencies as an expert.

The statements in the second factor, closed mind,
indicate that if a person agrees with them, such indi-
viduals are challenging themselves with difficult,
complicated and paradoxical experiences. Hence, the
higher the score on this scale, the lower their compe-
tencies as experts. In such conditions, the selection of
such a person should not be considered for tasks
related to risk assessment and innovation implemen-
tation.

The statements in the third factor, cognitive moti-
vation, are intended to determine the level of a person’s
motivation to create new solutions and ideas. People
who need to create new solutions are very desirable
for tasks where the scope of uncertainty and risk is
high. The more points a person scores on this scale,
the higher their competence as an expert.

The statements included in the reaction to uncer-
tainty scale refer to the analysis of the familiar and
commonly accepted attitudes towards risk: risk aver-
sion, neutrality, and preference. Determining how
a person reacts to uncertain situations may signifi-
cantly limit the irrational decisions that bypass the
substantive analysis of facts and data. The higher the
result obtained by an employee on this scale, the more
it proves the lack of resistance to action in unexpected
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and uncertain situations, i.e., their poor adaptation to
work in stressful conditions and a low level of compe-
tence as an expert.

In the final draft, the new questionnaire (EIBQ)
contains 18 basic statements and four control state-
ments from the social desirability scale. Apart from
the many advantages of the questionnaire survey,
there are some difficulties associated with the use of
this survey form. The biggest problem is related to the
degree of honesty (truthfulness) and reliability of the
data derived from the questionnaire. Some respond-
ents may consciously or unconsciously evaluate indi-
vidual statements using conformist and schematic
behaviour patterns and actions undertaken under the
effect of generally accepted social norms and princi-
ples. Therefore, the use of the social desirability scale is
widely known and accepted and recommended for
this type of research tool.

It should also be emphasised that the independ-
ence of the created measurement scales allows them to
be used as control scales. For example, the closed
mind scale can be applied to successfully verify the
reliability of the respondent’s answers for the open
mind scale. Moreover, the reaction to the uncertainty
scale in relation to the cognitive motivation scale may
have a similar application. The independence of the
created scales can also be a good starting point for
measuring the selected competencies of people apply-
ing for various positions in the company. Detailed
principles for using the developed scales as control
scales and the possibility of verifying the dependen-
cies that can be established between them will be
found in the reported research (Deptula, in prepara-
tion).

The factor analysis and the authors’ experience in
conducting research allow for proposing a presented
version of EIBQ (Appendix 3).

4.2.IMPLICATIONS — THE INTERPRETATION
OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

Completing the questionnaire, the respondents
reply by expressing their opinions in support or rejec-
tion of a statement. A 5-point rating scale is employed
to evaluate the statements: “I completely disagree”,
“I disagree”, “It is difficult to say’, “I agree’, and
“I completely agree”, which correspond to a point scale
from 1 to 5, respectively.

If an overall result equals 0, the respondent’s
competency as an expert can be assumed to be consid-

erable. In the interpretation of the questionnaire

results, it is assumed that the lower the result, the
higher the competency. The overall result of the ques-
tionnaire or partial results for individual measurement
scales can be interpreted (Table 4). The overall score
for EIBQ is calculated according to the formula:

EIBQ= |-31+0M-CLM+CM-RU| 1)

where:

OM — point value obtained on the open mind scale,
CLM — point value obtained on the closed mind
scale,

CM — point value obtained on the cognitive motiva-
tion scale,

RU — point value obtained on the response to uncer-
tainty scale.

The most suitable candidates for experts include
candidates with a score in the range of 0 to 21. These
people are creative and open-minded, and, at the
same time, they can offer stability to the implementa-
tion of the innovation process while maintaining an
appropriate level of caution. They are not excessively
focused on generating risky activities, and, at the
same time, they cope well with the fast pace of activity
and accept the need for frequent divergence from
a plan.

The individuals scoring between 22 and 41 points
will be slightly worse at adjusting to frequent changes.
Such individuals can display many contradictory
features and strongly depend on specific events and
situations.

The least desirable candidates include persons
with scores above 42 points. In this situation, an
individual will very often make decisions in a fearful
or hasty manner and, thus, very often ill-considered.
It is recommended that people with a score above 42
points should not be involved in innovative tasks.

The interpretation of the results of the question-
naire based on the given scale is only indicative. It
was developed to evaluate expert applicants quickly.
Detailed and unambiguous assessment requires expe-
rience and knowledge of the constructs described in
the questionnaire. The authors encourage readers to
carry out the questionnaire themselves and then
interpret its result, and in case of doubts, to contact
the authors to clarify any ambiguities. One should be
aware that the interpretation of the questionnaire
given in the article is simplified and does not consider
the feedback between the personality traits tested in
the questionnaire. Detailed rules for the interpreta-
tion of the results can be found in (Deptuta, in prepa-
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ration). Nevertheless, the simplified interpretation of
the EIBQ offers a tool for an accurate and independ-
ent characterisation of the candidate for an expert.

CONCLUSIONS

The article proposes an expert-innovator behav-
iour questionnaire (EIBQ) to facilitate the effective
process of selecting experts for projects related to
implementing innovations.

Individual statements were selected so that it was
possible to indicate individuals who are potentially
the most suitable candidates for work on innovative
projects. The practical use of the questionnaire will
make it possible to eliminate people who may overes-
timate or underestimate the innovation risk assess-
ment. In this respect, the results from the literature
and this research concerning the features of the mind
of an innovator’s expert were extensively considered.
On this basis, the following factors were considered
to be the determinants of selecting an expert: a men-
tal quality defined as an open mind, cognitive moti-

Tab. 4. Interpretation of the EIBQ results

vation, and a stable reaction to uncertain situations.
For this purpose, potential innovators were tested,
and the described version of the EIBQ was prepared
using statistical and content analysis.

The questionnaire presented in the paper is a new
tool that can be used to characterise experts-innova-
tors, but also for the broadly understood process of
recruiting employees. A broader profile of experts
will be possible thanks to the IMQ Innovator Mind
Questionnaire, which is in the development of
o measuring the expert’s intuition (IMQ characteris-
tics will soon appear in subsequent papers).

The results presented in the article may constitute
the basis for the development of research in the disci-
pline of Management and Quality Sciences, as well as
have an extensive practical application due to the
advantages of the presented research tool.

The EIBQ questionnaire is considered a prelimi-
nary solution, although it meets basic psychometric
standards such as consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s
alpha) and factor structure indices. The EIBQ requires
further research and confirmation in different crite-
rion groups. The authors also plan to include attrib-

Competence level Low MEDIUM HIGH
Score from 4 to 10 points Score from 11 to 15 points Score from 16 to 20 points
oM
Individuals scoring in this Individuals scoring in this Scores in this range demon-
[tems: range are characterised by range tend to vary in their be- | strate strong open-minded-
an open mind to a limited liefs, may be hesitant, and de- | ness. In combination with
8 17 19 20 degree. When such a person is | fining their mindsets as open a moderate result from the
P selected for the expert team, it | may be ambiguous. In the case | control scale, such candidates
is recommended to undertake | a high result is obtained on the | can be successfully selected for
decisions on the basis of the control scale, the participation | tasks related to the implemen-
overall result of the question- of such a person in the team tation of innovations.
naire. implementing innovations
should be considered. An employee scoring in this
range will be creative, curious
and tolerant of discrepancies.
Score from 30 to 20 Score from 13 to 19 Score from 6 to 12
points points points
Individuals who score in this Individuals who score in this People with scores in this
range are characterised by range are characterised by range demonstrate little char-
CLm a closed mind. They do not changing mindsets, may be acteristics of a closed mind. In
tolerate unclear and uncertain | indecisive, and the ability to combination with a moderate
Items: situations and, at the same define their mind as closed result in the control scale, they
time, may demonstrate the may be ambiguous. can be successfully selected for
2,5,6,13,14,15 characteristics of overly self- tasks related to the implemen-
confident people, which, in tation of innovations.
the case of innovation, could
limit its implementation. When
selecting such a person for
the expert team, it is recom-
mended to make decisions
based on the overall result of
the questionnaire.
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Tab. 5. Interpretation of the EIBQ results - continued
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COMPETENCE
LEVEL LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Score from 4 to 10 Score from 11 to 15 Score from 16 to 20
points points Individuals who achieve results in
this range demonstrate a willing-
c™M Individuals scoring the results in Individuals who score in this range | ness to create new solutions. In
this range have a low need to learn | may be hesitant or reluctant to combination with a moderate
ltems: new things. They prefer well-prov- | provide the actual reasons for result in the control scale, they can
en solutions and working methods | their behaviour. Their participation | be successfully selected for tasks
310,21 22 and, therefore, may be reluctant in the team of experts should be related to the implementation of
e to constant changes and improve- monitored and confronted with the | innovations. In conjunction with
ments related to the development | needs of the project on an ongo- the low RNNS score, their par-
of innovation. ing basis. In the case of obtaining | ticipation in the team of experts is
a high result on the control scale, desirable.
the participation of such a person
in the team implementing innova-
tions should be considered.
Score from 16 to 20 Score from 15 to 9 Score from 8 to 4
points points points
Individuals who score high on the Individuals who score in this range | Individuals who achieve scores in
RU scale of responding to uncertain may be hesitant or reluctant to this range demonstrate resistance
situations could be susceptible to reveal the true reasons for their to new and difficult situations.
Items: suspending its implementation; behaviour. Their involvement in They do not immerse themselves in
therefore, their participation in the | the team of experts should be an unforeseen situation and try to
4,9,11,18 expert team should be limited or monitored and confronted with deal with it so they can be success-
strongly controlled. the current needs of the project. fully selected for tasks related to
In the event of a high score on the | the implementation of innovations.
control scale, the participation of
such a person in the team should
be considered.
Score from4to 8 Score from 9 to 15 Score from 16 to 20
points points A score in this range means that
sD the employee tried to fit into the
A result in this range may mean The result in this range is difficult generally accepted patterns and
Items: that the employee will be pushing | to interpret. It can indicate indi- norms of a creative employee.
through their ideas with deter- viduals who do not intend to stand | Their answers might not be entirely
1,7,12,16 mination and will not be afraid to out too much and choose safe dictated by the inner conviction of
express their personal opinions. answers, and thus, at work, will act | the will to get a good result.
in accordance with the “instruc-
tions” guidelines.
Score from 42 to 64 Score from 22 to 41 points Score from 0 to 21 points
Scorers in this range are individu- Individuals who score in this range | The individuals who achieve a
als who like to be supervised. They | may be creative and inventive; result in this range are most likely
work better when they know exact- | however, they also show many creative and outgoing individuals.
ly what to do and their participa- contradictory features and are Their participation in a team of
tion in the project implementation | strongly dependent on specific experts is very welcome.
Overall test result | ;s jimited to following orders. Their | circumstances and situations. They
participation in the team of experts | may also tend to fit in with gener-
implementing innovations is not ally accepted standards and recom-
excluded; however, it needs to be mendations. Their participation in
adequately planned. the team of experts, however, will
not impede the potential innova-
tion development opportunities.

utes of the mind such as intuition and critical
thinking. It is understood that a method of this kind
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