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1. INTRODUCTION: 

The importance of innovation for organizational efficacy is widely accepted (e.g., Janssen) [1], (Van de Ven, 

1986) [2]; (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993) [3]. Employee innovative behaviour as developing, adopting, and 

implementing innovative ideas for products and processes is an important advantage that enables an organization to 

succeed in a vibrant business environment (Kanter, 1983) [4], (West & Farr, 1990) [5]. A variety of aspects have been 

studied as imperative antecedents to individuals’ innovation, such as organization culture and climate (e.g., Scott & 

Bruce, 1994) [6], relationship with their supervisors (e.g., Janssen) [1], job characteristics (e.g., Oldham & Cummings, 

1996) [7], social/group context (e.g., Munton & West, 1995) [8], and individual differences (e.g., Bunce &West, 1995) 

[9]. Innovation theory has repeatedly stressed that innovation is broader than only creativity and includes the 

implementation of ideas (e.g., King & Anderson, 2002) [10]. Following (Farr and Ford 1990) [11] organizations today 

strive for high degrees of not only productivity and service excellence but also innovation (Greve & Taylor, 2000) [12], 

(Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998) [12]. Researchers have thus increasingly examined both the factors that promote idea 

generation and those that encourage idea dissemination and implementation (Axtell et al., 2000) [13], (Ng, Feldman, & 

Lam, 2010) [14], (Yuan & Woodman, 2010) [15]. Innovative behaviour has also become a core component of employee 

performance evaluations (Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009) [16], (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998) [17] and is thus an 

important construct that deserves more attention in its own right. Despite the importance of innovative behaviour, it is 

not necessarily easy to promote it in the workplace. Employees may believe that their ideas are not important, will not 

be well acknowledged by others, and/or cannot be effectively implemented in practice (Baer, 2012) [18]. To engage in 

innovative behaviour, employees must possess a strong sense of agency (a desire to intentionally make things happen 

through their own actions; (Bandura, 2001) [19]. Although research on employee creativity has shown that stronger 

beliefs in one’s ability to generate ideas are associated with greater creativity (Gong et al., 2009) [16]; (Tierney & 

Farmer, 2002) [20],  
 

2. Employee Innovative Behavior : 

Most literature treats EIB as a single construct, ignoring its multidimensionality ‘and its impact with the 

perception of employee towards management on these dimensions. This would be essential to explain how to encourage 

employees in organizations to improve their innovative behaviours and performance. Innovation is pertinent for the 

sustainment and survival of businesses. Employees are an important part of this survival as they play a critical role in 

developing new goods and services (Waheed, Abbas, & Malik, 2018) [21]. Additionally, (Waheed et al. 2018) [21] 

pointed out that employee innovative attitude and behaviour significantly affects organizational performance. The 

researchers further argued that for an organization’s innovation to grow, employees must have a positive attitude towards 

organizational transformation and must adjust their behaviours to accommodate new innovations. The innovation within 

a firm depends on the willingness of employees to adopt innovative behaviours. Also, their perceptions regarding job 

satisfaction may impact on their innovative behaviours (Tsai & Yen, 2018) [22]. Therefore, the aim of the study is to 

explore the multi-faceted model for employee innovative behaviour and the factors that affect their innovative 

performance.  

Abstract:    Researchers and practitioners emphasize the importance of employee’s innovative behavior (EIB) for 

sustained organizational success. This paper develops a model of employee innovative behavior abstracting it as 

distinct from innovation outputs and as a multi-faceted behavior rather than a modest count of ‘innovative acts’ by 

employees. It understands individual employee innovative behaviors as a foundation for innovation initiatives which 

tend to depend heavily on employee’s human capital and behavior at work as key inputs in the value creation 

process. Employee innovative behavior was supported as comprising of idea generation, idea dissemination and 

idea implementation that is embedded in and influenced by individual, interpersonal and contextual factors. 

Building from a review of existing employee innovative behavior literature and theoretical considerations we 

develop a model with the factors influencing the employee innovative behavior. 
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3. Conceptual Model/ Framework for the Factors Influencing EIB: 

Employees can make a substantial contribution to organizational innovation through the generation of new 

ideas, sharing ideas with colleagues or supervisors, spreading the innovation to the entire organization, implementing 

the ideas themselves so that other people can follow, and persevere towards the set goals (Jain, 2015) [23]. Based on the 

framework, the factors that determines employee innovative behaviour includes individual, interpersonal, and contextual 

factors. Individual factors comprise psychological capital and psychological empowerment. Interpersonal factors 

include transformational leadership and leader-member exchange (LMX) and social networks with knowledge sharing. 

The contextual factors comprise of job context and organizational climate (Jain, 2015) [23]. The framework is 

demonstrated in the figure below. 

 

 
Figure 1: A conceptual framework for employee innovative behaviour. Source: Jain (2015) 

 

Individual Factors. 
Individual factors such as self-efficacy, intrinsic interest, or psychological capital of the employees to decide 

the outcomes of incremental innovation are vital in the innovation performance of employees in an organization. 

Psychological capital entails having self-efficacy or confidence to successfully tackle challenging issues and optimism 

or making a positive attribution towards current and future success. It also entails persevering with the aim of reaching 

a particular goal and surpassing challenges and adversities to achieve success. Self-efficacy is the belief that one can 

organize and implement strategies required to achieve a particular outcome. 
Psychological capital, self-efficacy, cognitive ability, positivism, and self-leadership are associated with 

innovative employee behaviour (Jain, 2015) [23] Similarly, dissatisfaction is an important individual attitude that makes 

people aware of the need to change (Farr & Ford 1990) [11] and the value of introducing latest ideas. Dissatisfaction 

with the status quo is defined here as the employee’s dissatisfaction with the current performance condition of his work 

unit or organization 

 

Interpersonal Aspects. 

  Positive Impression management is designed to improve an employee’s social image; it is triggered by self-

enhancing intentions activated by perceived opportunities for creating promising impressions on others (Arkin,1981) 

[24]; (Schlenker ,1980) [25]. An employee may propose new ideas to a supervisor in order to appear competent and 

meticulous. An employee may engross in innovative behaviour as a deliberate effort to advance their image. Defensive 

impression management is intended to protect an individual’s established social image; It is triggered by adverse 

affective states (e.g., embarrassment, shame) (Arkin,1981) [24] ;( Schlenker ,1980) [25]. 

Potential image risks will restrain employee innovativeness. An employee may pick to “play it safe” and evade 

“rock the boat” innovative behaviours in order to look socially apposite and to prevent undesirable social evaluations. 

Interpersonal factors include the exchange between leaders and members, transformational leaders, knowledge 

sharing, and social networking. Transformational leadership is essential in enhancing strategies for getting things done 

and testing for new ideas using novel ways (Jain, 2015)[23]. Zhou and Velamuri (2018) [26] acknowledged that 

leadership style, supervisory behaviour, and leader-subordinate relationship are major motivators of employee 

innovative behaviour. Transformational leadership has been identified as a facilitator of innovation since such leaders 

demonstrate idealized positive influence and inspirational motivation towards their employees (Zhou & Velamuri, 2018) 

[26]. Also, the leader-member exchange entails the relationships between leaders and their follower’s satisfaction levels 
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regarding relationships among co-workers, the level of job engagement, and the quality of relationships. Social networks 

enhance knowledge sharing, hence affecting the individual behaviours of employees thereby promoting innovative 

behaviour (Jain, 2015) [23]. 

Zhou and Velamuri (2018) [26] also cited that employees who exercise good relationships with their supervisors 

are more confident and tend to practice innovative behaviour. This is because in most cases, employees receive 

instructions from their supervisors and expect them to be their mentors. Additionally, good interpersonal relations and 

considerable trust levels within a group ensure that employees feel safe to air their ideas openly and encourage 

knowledge sharing (Zhou & Velamuri, 2018) [26].  

 

Contextual Factors. 

  Contextual factors include job characteristics like innovativeness as a job requirement and organizational 

climate. The job context is an essential determinant of employee innovative behaviour. The two major job characteristics 

including job autonomy and job complexity. Job complexity is associated with the challenges and requirements 

associated with a job. When employees are involved in complex jobs, they are likely to the challenges positively and 

become involved, interested, curious, and satisfied with their job. They may adopt innovative behaviour (Jain, 2015) 

[23].  

Job autonomy can be described as the extent to which workers are allowed to perform their tasks with little or 

no close supervision. In situations where employees are allowed to exercise freedom in performing their tasks and 

making decisions, they are more likely to practice innovative behaviour. Autonomy in the workplace encourages 

independent thinking, information sharing, and the emergence of new strategies to address challenges (Jain, 2015) [23]. 

Zhou and Velamuri (2018) [26] cited that rewarding jobs encourage workers to become more innovative. Organizational 

climate is also an important predictor of employee innovative behaviour. A friendly organizational climate that 

encourages innovation is important in influencing the attitudes and orientation of the organizational members towards 

innovation. Climate refers to the signs that members receive regarding the behavioural and potential behavioural 

outcomes that an organization expects of them (Jain. 2015)[23]). (Zhou and Velamuri, 2018) [26] explained that job 

characteristics significantly influence employees' innovative behaviour. Basically, more challenging tasks that are 

characterized by a wide range of responsibilities play an influential role in encouraging creativity as employees strive 

to look for alternative options to find solutions to challenging occurrences. 

 

4. Social cognitive theory Self-efficacy: 

Social cognitive theory advocates that self-efficacy beliefs define behavioural intensity, predominantly when 

the domain of those beliefs and the type of behaviour in question are in accordance (Bandura.A, 2012)[27].Research 

has shown creative self-efficacy to be related to idea generation (Tierney P.,2002)[20], (Gong, 2009)[16].Social 

cognitive theory posits that individuals who experiences increases in anxiety and fear are unlikely to experience progress 

in self-efficacy since negative emotions indicate to them that they are susceptible to poor performance (Bandura, 

1977)[27] . Bandura suggests that one way to build self-efficacy is to help people overcome their anxiety and fear. 

(Bandura. A, 2012) [28] emphasizes that individuals exert an influence through different types of agency rooted in 

corresponding types of self-efficacy beliefs. Progress in creative self-efficacy is an antecedent to increased idea 

generation. Persuasion self-efficacy is the extent to which employees are confident in their ability to convince others to 

accept and adopt their (others) new ideas. Change self-efficacy refers to an individual’s perceived ability to handle 

change in the workplace and to function well on the job despite the demands of that change (Wennberg, 2013) [29] 

 

Creative self-efficacy 

Social-cognitive theory would suggest that individuals who experience growth in creative self-efficacy, which 

is the self-view that one has the ability to produce novel ideas. (Tierney & Farmer ,2002) [20], are increasingly likely 

to engage in idea-generation behavior and persist in the face of setbacks (Gist & Mitchel, 1992) [30]; (Sadri & 

Robertson,1993) [31]. 

 

Persuasion self-efficacy 

Persuasion, self-efficacy is the extent to which employees are confident in their ability to convince others to 

accept and adopt their (or others) new ideas. The aim of this persuasion process is to increase others’ acceptance of an 

idea (Jaccard,181) [32]. Persuasion that involves the use of arguments or evidence in favour of an issue has been 

successful at changing the attitudes of intended targets (Greenwald,1965; Staub,1972) [33] 

 

Change self-efficacy 

In the process of implementing novel ideas (such as experimenting with new work method), innovators may 

encounter many ambiguous situations that create discomfort and distress (Janssen 2004) [1] Change self-efficacy refers 
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to an individual’s perceived ability to handle change in the workplace and to function well on the job despite the demand 

of that change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000) [34]. 

 

Intrinsic Interest 

Engaging in innovative acts in a workplace brings benefits and costs for employees beyond a sense of intrinsic 

enjoyment (Janssen et al 2004) [1]. One pertinent psychological aspect suggested by previous readings is an individual's 

intrinsic interest in his or her assignment, which would positively affect individual creativity (Amabile, 1996)[36], 

(Woodman et al., 1993)[3]. 

 

Social Expected Image Gains 

Impression management assertiveness is designed to improve an individual's social image; it is triggered by 

self-enhancing motives activated by perceived opportunities for creating favourable impressions on others (Arkin,1981) 

[24], (Schlenker ,1980) [25]. An employee may advocate new ideas to a supervisor in order to appear competent and 

meticulous. An employee may engage in innovative behaviour as a deliberate effort to improve their image 

 

Social Expected Image Risk. 

Defensive impression management is envisioned to protect an individual’s established social image. It is 

activated by negative affective states (e.g., embarrassment, shame) (Arkin,1981)[24], (Schlenker,1980)[25] Potential 

image risks will constrain employee innovativeness. An employee may pick to “play it safe” and avoid “rock the boat” 

innovative behaviours to look socially appropriate and to prevent negative social assessments. 

 

5. Implications concepts of EIB: 

Theoretical implications : 

In this study we explored the multi dimensionality of the concept employee innovative behaviour like idea 

generation, idea dissemination and idea implementation as different dimensions of EIB. Simply focusing on any one of 

the three dimension and neglecting the other two is likely to yield low returns on human resource investment in this area 

(Scott & Bruce, 1994). We found from literature that there are individual, interpersonal and contextual factors that 

directly or indirectly influence the EIB and developed a conceptual framework for EIB with the factors influencing EIB. 

This study proposes to examine how the social political perspectives of expected image gains and expected image risks 

moderate the outcome of employees in their innovative behaviour. We are examining two latent variables, self-efficacy 

and intrinsic interest and their dimensions, how these variables affect the different dimensions of employee innovative 

behaviour. Our study suggests that using a single perspective to understand psychological considerations behind 

innovative behaviour does not capture full pictures. Employees are more innovative when they anticipated behaviour 

would benefit their work by supporting an efficiency-oriented perspective. At the same time, the concern for potential 

image risks and unfavourable social impressions negatively affects innovativeness, suggesting a significant impact of 

social-political considerations on employee innovation. 

 

Practical implications : 
One of the reasons why employees do not innovate is that they do not believe doing so will benefit their work. 

It is important to provide assertive social recognition for innovative employees and increase the extent of employees’ 

self-views as innovative. Companies with histories of successful performance need to take steps to break psychological 

comfort with the status quo and sensitize employees to opportunities for further improvement. These findings highlight 

the importance of managerial cognizance of dynamic relationships between innovative behaviour and other variables. 
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