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VALI DATI ON OF THE I NNOVATI ON STYL ES® PROFI L E 

 

Overview and Description of the Four Innovation Styles 
 
Innovation Styles® describe four distinct strategies for fostering innovation and change in 
handling chal lenges at work. Both the model /theory and the personal assessment questionnaire 
(The “ Innovation Styles Profile”) can help us understand how we like to bring about creativity, 
innovation, and change in our work – what blend of strategies we might be more l ikely to adopt: 
 

�  With the MODIFYING style, we would build and improve on what we have already 
learned, invested in, and accomplished. 

 
�  With the EXPLORING style, we would question even the most basic assumptions, 

and use symbols/metaphors to break paradigms and find solutions. 
 

�  With the VISIONING style, we would realistically imagine our ideal end-state and let 
long-term goals guide and inspire our actions. 

 
�  With the EXPERIM ENTING style, we would use a systematic process to combine 

different elements and variables in new ways, testing the viabi lity of each possibility. 
 
These styles are represented by the letters Mf (M odifying), Er (Exploring), Vs (Visioning), and 
Em (Experimenting), and graphically portrayed on the following chart. 
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Uses and Benefi ts of Innovation Styles 
 
By knowing how we use different styles, we can be better prepared to: be more open and 
flexible; invite a wider variety of ideas and input; present ideas and innovations more effectively; 
build harmonious teams; meet challenges and competition on better terms. 
 
Hundreds of people from a variety of industries, functions, and job titles have learned and 
applied Innovation Styles strategies to work challenges in functions such as R&D, marketing, 
finance, and manuf acturing. The issues they have dealt with have included new product 
development, quality improvement, business strategy formulation, career development, team-
building, and general creative problem-solving. 
 
There are four philosophical underpinnings for the use of the Innovation Styles model: 
 

1. Each of us has the abi lity to foster innovation and change, so the main issue is not “ AM  I 
innovative?” – but rather – “ HOW do I innovate?” 

 
2. As individuals, we might have equal potential for finding creative solutions to problems 

but use different approaches or strategies for handling challenges. 
 

3. We do not have a single style but rather a blend or mixture of styles. 
 

4. Each style is like a language of innovation rather than a type of person; we can learn to 
apply the different styles in different situations, even if we favor one or two styles as 
“ mother tongues.” 
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Cogni tive Structures and the Four Innovation Styles 
 
The Innovation Styles describe how we bring about innovation and change in the world of our 
work. Separate but related to the four Innovation Styles are the cognitive structures of how 
information stimulates us to be creative, innovative, and motivated to produce change. This 
includes: 
 

�  The TYPE OF INFORMATION we look for… sometimes we are more stimulated by 
facts and details; at other times, we are more stimulated by insights and connections. In 
the model below, this is represented by the Facts-Insight (F-I) diagonal. 

 
�  WHAT DO WE DO WITH INFORMATION… sometimes we like to perceive and 

gather as much information as possible; at other times, we like to make decisions and 
take action using the information we have. In the model below, this is represented by the 
Decision-Perceiving (D-P) diagonal. 

 
 
Each style employs a different mixture of these two aspects of cognitive functioning: 
 

�  The MODIFYING style is based on using facts and finding ways to take new actions that 
build and improve on what already exists… a Facts/Decision (F/D) combination. 

 
�  The EXPLORING style is based on using insights and finding ways to perceive new 

connections and metaphors that yield even newer insights… an Insight/Perceiving (I/P) 
combination. 

 
�  The VISIONING style is based on using insights and finding ways to take new actions to 

reach an ideal, long-term future state… an Insight Decision (I/D) combination. 
 

�  The EXPERIM ENTING style is based on using facts and finding ways to perceive new 
variables and elements to combine and test… a Facts/Perceiving (F/P) combination. 

 
As shown in the model above, the M odifying and Exploring styles are opposite in strategy. The 
Visioning and Experimenting styles are also opposite in strategy. 



© Copyright 1989 by Wi ll iam C. Mi l ler. A ll  rights reserved.      5 

 

Origins of the Innovation Styles Model  
 
The Innovation Styles model was developed by William C. M iller, author of the business best-
seller, The Creative Edge. Before assuming his current position as Principal Consultant for the 
Global Creativity Corporation in M ill Valley, Cal ifornia, he was Senior M anagement Consultant 
at SRI International and head of their Innovation M anagement Program. Prior to that he was 
Corporate M anager of Training and Development for Victor Equipment Company, the leading 
US manufacturer of gas-welding equipment. 
 
The model was stimulated by examining data from three sources; the Values and Lif estyles 
(VALS) Program at SRI International ; the pioneering “ creative styles” work of M ichael Kirton at 
the Hatfield Polytechnic Institute in England; and the M eyers-Briggs Type Indicator (M BTI) 
self-assessment test. 
 
The VALS program identified and documented distinct groups of adults who had different 
values and lifestyles1. Two sets of VALS types, very different in many ways had similar scores 
on the M BTI dimensions that most closely correlated with Kirton’s two creativity styles2.  
 
When a second dimension was considered, creating four possible styles, each VALS segment 
had a clearly unique profile. Therefore, the conceptual relationship between the Innovation 
Styles model and the M BTI was: 
 

�  The ISP’s “Facts-Insights” (F-I) dimension corresponded to the MBTI “ Sensing-
Intuition” (S-N) dimension. 

 
�  The ISP’s “ Decision-Perceiving” (D-P) dimension corresponded to the M BTI “ Judging-

Perceiving” (S-P) dimension. 
 
and… 
 

�  The ISP’s “M odifying-Exploring” (M f-Er) styles corresponded to the M BTI’s SJ-NP 
combination. 

 
�  The ISP’s “ Visioning-Experimenting” (Vs-Em) styles corresponded to the M BI’s NJ-SP 

combination. 
 

                                                 
1  See The Nine American Lifestyles, 1986, by Arnold Mitchell, founder of VALS. 
 
2  See G. C. Carne and M. J. Kirton, “ Style of Creativity: Test-Score correlation between Kirton Adapter-Innovator 
Inventory and Meyers-Briggs Type Indicator,” Psychological Reports, 1982, 50, pp. 31-36. 
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Development of the Innovation Styles Profi le (“ ISP” ) Questionnai re 
 
An original bank of 100 questions was developed from two sources: 
 

1. Some questions were based on the definition and theory for the four styles and the related 
cognitive structures; 

 
2. Some questions were based on focus groups of managers and professionals who were 

divided into four groups based on their dominant M BTI combinations: SJ, NP, NJ, and 
SP. 

 
The second set of questions used paraphrased answers from the focus groups’  regarding: 
 

�  How could this style support innovation? 
 
�  How could this style, if used in isolation, hinder innovation? 

 
�  What questions are raised by this style when faced with a problem? 

 
�  What drives this style “ crazy” in innovation efforts? 

 
A brief summary of their responses is contained in Appendix A. 
 
A small sample research study (N<100) was conducted, primarily using 2nd year M BA students 
from the Stanford University Graduate School of Business. That allowed the length of the 
questionnaire to be reduced from 100 to 52 questions and to improve the wording of  some 
questions (when English was not someone’s primary language, for example). 
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Overview of Val idation Study 
 
This revised, 52-question survey was then completed by 377 people, primarily managers and 
professionals, between August 1988 and M arch 1989. Below is a breakdown of these 
respondents by country, gender, occupation, and age. M ore than half of the questionnaires were 
administered by professionals employed by various companies (rather than by employees of 
Global Creativity Corporation). 
 

COUNTRI ES GENDER OCCUPATION AGE 
USA                   270 M ale          207 Executive          15 20’s          143 
Canada                14 Female      109 M anager          173 30’s          125 
Europe                 24 Unknown    61 Professional       53 40’s            83 
Singapore            63  Administrative   34 50’s            26 
Other                     6  Technical           34  
  Unknown           68  
TOTALS            377                   377                          377                  377 
 
The statistical review of the data started by reducing the complexity of this battery of questions 
with factor analysis. But it soon turned to multi-dimensional scaling to refine the final  
questionnaire and its scales. 
 
M ulti-dimensional scal ing is a powerful method for data reduction and scale construction that 
does many of the same things as factor analysis, always as well and sometimes better for any 
given set of data. There are two aspects to what it does: 
 

1. It assumes only monotonic relationships for the measures used (as with ordinal measures 
that are basically greater-than/less-than) – instead of the linear relationships that factor 
analysis assumes. 

 
2. It displays the data in the “ smallest space” that correctly represents all the data 

relationship. 
 
Yet, it gives the dimensional representation that we need to do a scale construction. Since the 
data from the ISP is basical ly ordinal, multi-dimensional scaling is both the most powerful and 
the most appropriate statistical technique to use. 
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Here is how multi-dimensional scal ing works. It takes as an input either (a) the similarity 
measures that correlation coefficients provide or (b) the Euclidean distances that are often used 
in cluster analysis. But then it assumes only monotonic relationship (great-than/less-than) and 
arrives at a simple dimensional model. The dimensional model computes coordinates for a set of  
points in a space such that the distance between pairs of points fit as closely as possible to 
measured dissimilarities between a corresponding set of objects. That space has been 
demonstrated by Guttman and by Shepard to be the smallest possible space that can contain all  
the data relationships and also be a good approximation of a metric space. The “ Kruskal stress” 
measure that also results gives the degree of departure from a simple space of 2, 3, or more 
dimensions. 
 
For the ISP data, with very small Kruskal stress measures, it says that only two dimensions really 
do represent all the variance that is here, even though there are two levels of theory, with four 
concepts each (the Mf-Er/Vs-Em level and the F-I/D-P level). Seeing that the Innovation Styles 
and the notion of information seeking (F-I) and information processing (D-P) that underlie the 
questionnaire items are but rotations or re-combinations in a 2-space lends great credibility to the 
theory. And it says that the initial ordinal questions really do translate to two metric scale 
measures (though for seminar use we give M f-Er and Vs-Em as having four scores, since each 
pair is a constant sum, they are only two dimensions). 
 
Finally, K-means cluster analysis was used to show the patterns, or types, of Innovation Styles 
that the database participants actually use. There are 8 combinations of Modifying-Exploring-
Visioning-Experimenting and that actually appear to represent what the participants in this 
database do on the job. Basically, K-means clustering groups respondents into clusters based on 
profile similarities on the two dimensions. 
 
Based on these analyses, the ISP questionnaire now stands at 24 core questions, plus some new 
questions added to improve the “ teaching” abil ity of the sets of questions. 
 
The results from the multi-dimensional scal ing reveal that, with the current construction of the 
24 core questions, the reliabil ity and validity of the ISP has extreme statistical significance, with 
probability less than .001. Details of this analysis follow. 
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Detai led Statistical  Analysis of the Innovation Styles Profile 
 
The questions for the ISP are based on four scales: 
 

�  The “M odifying-Exploring” (M f-Er) Innovation Styles 
 
�  The “ Visioning-Experimenting” (Vs-Em) Innovation Styles 

 
�  The “ Facts-Insights” (F-I) Cognitive Structure 

 
�  The “ Decision-Perceiving” (D-P) Cognitive Structure 

 
A core set of 24 questions – 6 each for each scale – was identified. They are labeled #1-24 in the 
current questionnaire, for ease of reference between the questionnaire and the diagrams to 
follow. These questions are found in the Innovation Styles Booklet (note that some of the 
questions come directly from items in the Appendix)3. 
 
Specifically, the questions attached to each scale are: 
 

�  “M odifying-Exploring” (M f-Er): #2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22 
 
�  “ Visioning-Experimenting” (Vs-Em): #3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23 

 
�  “ Facts-Insights” (F-I): #1, 4, 9, 12, 17, 20, 25 

 
�  “ Decision-Perceiving” (D-P): #5, 8, 13, 16, 21, 24 

 
Statistical analysis by multi-dimensional scaling reveals the following pattern. The items for M f-
Er and for Vs-Em are clustered in opposite quadrants – an appropriate graphical representation of 
analysis by multi-dimensional  scal ing for scales that exist at a 90-degree angle in the I SP model. 
Similarly, the items for F-I and D-P are clustered in opposite quadrants. 
 
This four-part clustering also shows that there truly are four scales operating, distinct from each 
other. The distinctiveness and tightness of each grouping, their assembly into four separate 
regions, and the lack of items in the middle, all demonstrate both reliabil ity and validity at a very 
signif icant statistical level (probabil ity less than .001). 
 
(Chart is shown on the next page.) 

                                                 
3  Question #25 is the extra question in the analysis. Questions #25-28 are new to the questionnaire. Questions #25 
and #28 are written in the same format (di fferent response choi ces); questions #26 and #27 are also written in the 
same format (di fferent response choi ces). 
 



© Copyright 1989 by Wi ll iam C. Mi l ler. A ll  rights reserved.      10 
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When only the questions for M odifying-Exploring (M f-Er) and Visioning-Experimenting (Vs-
Em) are analyzed against each other, they produce two tight groupings that have a significant 
separation. 
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When only the questions for Facts-Insights (F-I) and Decision-Perceiving (D-P) are analyzed 
against each other, they also produce two tight groupings that have a significant separation. 
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As stated earlier, the relationship between the F-I and D-P scales to the Innovation Styles 
themselves are that F/D relates to M odifying, I/P relates to Exploring, I/D relates to Visioning, 
and F/P relates to Experimenting. In order to score the questionnaire directly to the Innovation 
Styles, certain questions from the F-I and the D-P scales have been assigned to the M odifying-
Exploring scale or to the Visioning-Experimenting scale. 
 

�  Assigned to the Vs-Em scale were: F-I questions #1, 9, 17; and D-P questions #5, 13, 21. 
 
�  Assigned to the M f-Er scale were: F-I questions #4, 12, 20; and D-P questions #8, 16, 24. 

 
The assignments of F-I and D-P questions were originally based on two considerations: 
 

�  Their closeness to the M f-Er or Vs-Em groupings; 
 
�  The meaningfulness of the questions when read as a group. 

 
The four Innovation Styles are identified when the questions are added in this manner. When 
multi-dimensional scaling is applied to the resulting four sums, the following patterns emerge for 
the raw scores and z-scores. Again, these underscore the reliability and validity of the model and 
the ISP questionnaire. 
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Distinct Profiles (Patterns) Detected for Val idation Participants 
 
When the database was analyzed by K-means cluster analysis, eight “ archetype” patterns 
emerged. These patterns are shown below, plotted using the median scores for each of the 
Innovation Styles, and arranged to demonstrate the dominance of one or two Innovation Styles. 
The extra distance between the circles representing 15, 20, and 25 points approximate percentile 
jump for small raw score increases near the mean. 
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These are the means, standard deviations, and range for each of the eight profiles: 
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The relative separateness and compactness of the clusters is portrayed below based on the means 
and standard deviations given previously for each profile: 
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When the eight profiles are compared against country, gender, occupation, and age distinctions, 
some interesting distinctions can be found. For example, 19.27% women were in Profile #5, the 
“ Visioning/Exploring” Group, while only 11.11% of men were – a large difference. In some 
cases, such as country, the number of participants is too small to draw any conclusions. 
However, these early findings indicate some important directions for future research. 
 
 
 
TABLE OF COUNTRY (ROWS) BY PROFILE (COLUM NS) 
 
ROW PERCENTS 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 TOTAL 

1 14.81 5.56 18.89 15.56 15.19 12.96 8.52 8.52 100.0 

2 35.71 .00 21.43 7.14 28.57 .00 7.14 .00 100.0 

3 25.00 4.17 16.67 29.17 8.33 4.17 .00 12.50 100.0 

4 15.87 6.35 30.16 19.05 4.76 12.70 4.76 6.35 100.0 

5 33.33 16.67 16.67 .00 16.67 .00 .00 16.67 100.0 

TOTAL 16.71 5.57 20.69 16.45 13.53 11.67 7.16 8.22 100.00 

 
 
 
 
TABLE OF GENDER (ROWS) BY PROFILE (COLUM NS) 
 
ROW PERCENTS 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 TOTAL 

 22.95 4.92 24.59 11.48 11.48 8.20 4.92 11.48 100.0 

1 15.46 4.83 20.29 17.87 11.11 13.53 7.25 9.66 100.0 

2 15.60 7.34 19.27 16.51 19.27 10.09 8.26 3.67 100.0 

TOTAL 16.71 5.57 20.69 16.45 13.53 11.67 7.16 8.22 100.00 
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TABLE OF OCCUPATION (ROWS) BY PROFILE (COLUMNS) 
 
ROW PERCENTS 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 TOTAL 

 19.12 4.41 20.59 14.71 13.24 11.76 7.35 8.82 100.0 

1 .00 6.67 26.67 20.00 13.33 13.33 6.67 13.33 100.0 

2 19.08 5.78 17.92 18.50 12.72 10.40 5.78 9.83 100.0 

3 18.87 11.32 24.53 5.66 26.42 5.66 3.77 3.77 100.0 

4 5.88 2.94 17.65 17.65 8.83 17.65 20.59 8.82 100.0 

5 14.71 .00 29.41 23.53 2.94 20.59 5.88 2.94 100.0 

TOTAL 16.71 5.57 20.69 16.45 13.53 11.67 7.16 8.22 100.00 

 
 
 
 
TABLE OF AGE (ROWS) BY PROFILE (COLUM NS) 
 
ROW PERCENTS 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 TOTAL 

2 18.18 6.29 17.48 16.08 11.19 14.69 8.39 7.69 100.0 

3 12.00 7.20 22.40 16.80 13.60 12.80 6.40 8.80 100.0 

4 20.48 3.61 22.89 16.87 18.07 7.23 7.23 3.61 100.0 

5 19.23 .00 23.08 15.38 11.54 3.85 3.85 23.08 100.0 

TOTAL 16.71 5.57 20.69 16.45 13.53 11.67 7.16 8.22 100.00 
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APPENDI X 
 

FOCUS GROUP RESPONSES FOR THE FOUR INNOVAT ION STYLES 
 
Research Findings 
 
How do people describe their favorite approaches to innovation and change? As part of the initial 
validation study of the Innovation Styles Profile, people were asked: 
 

 MODIFYING VISIONING EXPERIM ENTING EXPLORING 
Consi dering your  
dominant 
Innovation Style, 
how does your  
style suppor t 
innovation? 

By being 
responsive to 
immediate needs 
and maximizing 
available resources. 
By helping the 
short-term 
motivation of 
groups by f inding 
practical ways to 
gett ing immediate 
“ successes.”  
By keeping the 
change relevant to 
their current needs. 

By providing “ the 
big picture”  and 
long-term 
direction. 
By focusing on 
their vision/goal 
even as the path to 
get there is 
uncertain. 

By providing 
methods/systems to 
take risk in stages (for 
example, with a good 
research design) even 
when the 
outcome/goal is 
uncertain. 
By gett ing people to 
collaborate and be 
involved in the 
decision-making. 
By developing a 
process of planning 
and working together. 

By challenging 
accepted ways of 
seeing things and 
seeking out novel 
approaches to 
problems. 
By dealing with 
turbulent change 
through a sense of 
courage or 
adventure. 

How does your  
style hinder  
innovation (if  used 
alone)? 

By being too t ied to 
present 
circumstances and 
not recognizing far-
reaching goals. 

By “ leaving people 
behind”  and not 
considering options 
that may differ 
from their goal-
focus. 

By gett ing lost in the 
details of 
implementation or 
being too concerned 
with the process. 

By being too pre-
occupied with 
“ blue sky” 
possibilit ies and 
not concerned with 
details (especially 
of implementing a 
creative idea). 

What important 
questi ons about a 
problem are 
rai sed by your  
style? 

“ How can we 
improve on what 
we have already?”  
“What has been 
done before?”  

“What are we 
ult imately trying to 
achieve?”  
“What do we wish 
could happen?”  

“ How can we 
combine different 
elements in new 
ways?”  
“ How can we get 
other people’ s 
creative input on 
this?”  

“What do we get if 
we start from 
scratch?”  
“What if?”  

Who dri ves your  
style crazy in 
innovati ve effor ts? 

People who change 
direction in mid-
stream or suggest 
ideas that they 
haven’t thought 
through. 
(Exploring) 

People who won’t 
let themselves 
dream and who are 
too concerned with 
how to implement 
the vision. 
(Experimenting) 

People who aren’t 
concerned with risks 
and who “ dump”  their 
goals for others to 
implement. 
(Visioning) 

People who reject 
ideas because they 
don’t relate to 
current reality. 
(Modifying) 

 


