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Abstract  
This thesis aims to determine what positively influences innovative work behavior and 

answering the research question, “What encourages innovative work behavior at a firm-

level?”. Based on a literature review and research findings, we found that organizational 

climate, employability, job demands, effort-reward fairness, and work engagement were 

expected to have a positive impact on IWB. To be able to test the relationship between these 

variables and IWB, we collected data through a questionnaire with already validated 

measurements from previous research. The questionnaire was sent to 401 employees at 

Haugaland kraft, and the final sample consisted of 123 employees. Analysis of the data 

demonstrated that several variables were correlated with IWB, which were: educational level, 

humanitarian- and economical background, regulative & normative, anticipation and 

optimization, occupational expertise & corporate sense, personal flexibility, and job demands. 

The final regression model reveals that all the variables that are included explain 44,5% (***) 

of the variance in IWB. The results indicate that all educational backgrounds, regulative & 

normative (organizational climate), anticipation and optimization (employability), and a high 

level of job demands have a positive impact on innovative work behavior. The main predictor 

is employability, which explaining 22,1% (***) of the variance in IWB, while organizational 

climate and job demands explain 6,5% (*) and 5,3% (***), respectively. Based on the results, 

it shows that management can encourage IWB by rules and policies (regulative), which might 

influence whether employees experience that contributing towards innovation is highly valued 

(normative). Further, the result anticipation and optimization indicate that employees who 

continuously develop their competencies and can apply their newly acquired knowledge and 

skills are encouraging IWB. The result of job demands is in line with previous research 

findings, which shows that a high level of job demands is a trigger for IWB. Thus, we 

conclude that organizational climate (regulative & normative), employability (anticipation & 

optimization), and a high level of job demands encourage innovative work behavior at 

Haugaland Kraft.  

 

Keywords: Innovative work behavior, organizational climate, innovation and flexibility, the three 

pillars: regulative, normative, and cognitive, psychological safety, employability, job demands, effort-

reward fairness, and work engagement. 
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1. Introduction  
In today's rapidly changing economy, the significance of innovation increases, and is one of 

the biggest drive forces of the twenty-first century. The reason is that the customer's needs 

and preferences are changing promptly, in line with the competitor's products and services. 

Increased competition urges businesses to innovate at a faster pace, to be able to secure a 

competitive position in a rapidly increasing globalization. The competition and customer 

expectations have also resulted in higher importance of the digitalization of current services 

and practices. Simultaneously, digitization is expanding opportunities for businesses. In 

addition to the escalated competition, the surroundings of businesses are expecting more 

sustainable solutions, especially concerning environmental issues. Like many other 

businesses, the research object, Haugaland Kraft, faces all these expectations and concerns 

and must innovate to stay relevant in the future. Haugaland Kraft is a medium-sized power 

company in Norway, which distributes power, broadband-, and alarm services to private and 

corporate customers. The company is characterized as traditional and has existed for over 110 

years.  

 

In order to meet these expectations and being able to innovate, the firm must encourage their 

employees to utilize their capabilities, as innovation occurs by merging knowledge and skills 

that are possessed by employees. That means, to be able "to improve production processes 

and to develop new products and services, innovative work behaviour of employees is vital" 

(Stoffers, Van der Heijden & Jacobs, 2018, p. 2). Innovative work behavior involves all 

behaviors that contribute towards innovation, such as the production of new ideas and 

solutions, and have been defined as "…the intentional creation introduction and application 

of new ideas within a work role, group or organization in order to benefit role performance, 

the group, or the organization" (Janssen, 2000, p. 288). Thus, innovative work behavior 

(IWB) is the foundation of innovation blooms at a firm-level (Kanter, 1988), and this research 

will investigate what positively influences IWB. Therefore, this thesis aims to answer the 

following research question: 

 

"What encourages innovative work behavior at a firm-level?" 
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In order to answer the research question, we will investigate what influences IWB positively 

by using quantitative research strategy and collecting primary data through questionnaire. 

Based on previous research findings, we are expecting that organizational climate, 

employability, job demands, effort-reward fairness, and work engagement will encourage 

IWB. Organizational climate is "...the recurring patterns of behaviour, attitudes and feelings 

that characterize life in the organization" (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 72), and is expected to be 

influential on IWB as it is a determinant for all behaviors in an organization (Garcia-Garcia, 

Ramos, Serrano, Cobos, and Souza, 2011). Since many aspects can describe the climate, we 

have focused on aspects that are predicted to have an impact on IWB, which are innovation 

and flexibility, the three pillars, and psychological safety (Montani, Odoardi & Battistelli, 

2014; Åmo, 2006; Sharifirad, 2013). Employability is defined as "the continuous fulfilling, 

acquiring or creating of work through the optimal use of competence" (Van der Heijde & Van 

der Heijden, 2005, p. 143), and are expected to be positively related to IWB (Stoffers et al., 

2018), as innovation occurs by combining knowledge and skills that the employees possess. A 

high level of job demands is predicted to be a trigger for IWB (Janssen, 2000; Bunce & West, 

1994), and describes the total of work requirements to the employee. Further, effort-reward 

fairness involves whether the employee perceives fairness in effort spent and rewards and that 

a high level of effort-reward fairness is encouraging IWB (Janssen, 2000). Lastly, work 

engagement is presented as a positive predictor of IWB (Siddiqi, 2015), as WE "...describes 

employees' ability to bring their full capacity to solving problems, connecting with people, 

and developing innovation services." (Bakker & Leiter, 2010, p. 2).  

 

Innovative work behavior has been examined by many different researchers and angles. 

However, few have tried to find a more holistic view of IWB. Thus, our specific model is 

unique, as it includes: organizational climate, employability, job demands, effort-reward 

fairness, and work engagement, which no one has tried to investigate at once. Therefore, this 

thesis will contribute towards an increase in knowledge within the different concepts and their 

relation to IWB. But at the same time, this thesis will also contribute to extending the research 

about what encourages innovative work behavior at a firm level. Hopefully, this can also 

motivate and inspire future research within these different concepts in relation to IWB. The 

main results of this thesis are that organizational climate (regulative & normative), 

employability (anticipation & optimization), and a high level of job demands is encouraging 

innovative work behavior. In addition, the model is explaining 44,5% (***) of the variance in 

innovative work behavior, including all the control variables and concepts.  
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This thesis consists of 5 chapters. In the next chapter, the theoretical framework is presented, 

as well as previous research findings on the relationship between the variables and IWB. 

More specifically, we are looking into different variables that are expected to encourage 

innovative work behavior. Chapter 3 involves this thesis research methodology and includes 

the choices in research approach, strategy, and data collection, etc. Next, chapter 4 presents 

the data and results, as well as discussion of the results in subchapter 4.2. Chapter four also 

offers practical and theoretical implications, as well as the limitations of this thesis. Finally, 

chapter 5 presents the conclusion of the research question: What encourages innovative work 

behavior at a firm-level? 
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2. Theoretical framework  

In order to answer the research question: “What encourages innovative work behavior at a 

firm-level?”, it is necessary to review relevant theory and research findings. Thus, this chapter 

will present those theoretical concepts that are expected to have a positive influence on 

innovative work behavior.  

Innovation and different types of innovation are presented first, along with why innovation is 

important. The next subchapter will introduce the object of this research, innovative work 

behavior, and its three discontinuous tasks: idea generation, promotion, and realization 

(Janssen, 2000).  Subsequently, organizational climate, employability, job demands, and 

effort-reward fairness will be presented respectively, which all are predicted to be positively 

related to IWB. This chapter ends with a presentation of work engagement, and the prediction 

is that engaged employees will demonstrate IWB to a larger degree than employees without 

WE. 

  

Figure 1 - Predicted model of what encourages IWB 
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2.1 Innovation  

In recent years, the concept of innovation has received more attention from scholars and 

different disciplines (Fagerberg, 2005), and has resulted in several definitions. For instance, 

Runco, Pritzker, and Pritzker (2011) define innovation as solving a problem using creativity. 

The solution can be either completely new or improvement of existing innovation. The most 

common for all definitions is that innovation involves the implementation of a new or 

improved product, process, or methods, etc., which creates value for customers, organizations, 

and society (Gault, 2016; Kesting & Ulhøi, 2010; Tidd & Bessant; 2014).  

 

Tidd and Bessant (2014) view innovation as the process of turning ideas into value. 

Innovation as a process consists of four discontinuous stages: (1) idea generation, (2) coalition 

building, (3) idea realization, and (4) transfer/diffusion (Kanter, 1988). The process starts 

ordinarily with someone who recognizes an opportunity or gets a valuable idea. Thereafter, 

the idea or opportunity must be sold to potential allies. Thus, the opportunity can enter the 

next stage; (3) idea realization. These first three stages have behavioral tasks that IWB 

consists of, and that will be discussed further in subchapter 2.2.  
 

 

Figure 2 - The innovation process (Kanter, 1988) 

 
Different types of innovation  

Innovation is about identifying new opportunities, social needs, improvements in processes, 

and finding new markets (Bessant & Tidd, 2015). According to Schumpeter (1934), 

innovation can be divided into five different categories, which are: “... new products [and 

services], new methods of production [and processes], new sources of supply, the exploitation 

of new markets, and new ways to organize business” (Fagerberg, 2005, pp. 6-7). In each 

category, there are a set of different ways to innovate. For instance, new methods of 

production can include changes in how products are created or changes in how they are 

delivered to customers. A part of the category “Exploitation of new markets” is marketing 
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innovation. For instance, that involves changes in product labels or new strategies for 

attracting new target groups (Gault, 2016). 

Additionally, to these categories, innovation can be viewed as a dimension between 

incremental and radical innovations, as illustrated in figure 3. According to Tidd and Bessant 

(2014), incremental is about “doing what we do better” (p. 6) and involves improvements of 

existing products, services, processes, and methods, etc. Continuous improvements can result 

in radical innovation, which is characterized as breakthrough innovation (Davila & Epstein, 

2014), or groundbreaking new technology within one or several innovation categories. The 

latter is associated with higher risks than incremental due to uncertainty and complexity. 

Therefore, radical innovations often require a higher level of expertise and more teamwork 

between several specialties than incremental innovations do.  

 

Figure 3 - The dimensions between incremental and radical innovations  

(Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 6) 

 

Why is innovation important?  

Innovation is crucial for any organization, as it increases the probability of sustaining business 

operations in a rapidly changing economy (Dahlin, 2014). Billett (2012) also emphasizes that 

innovations “... have important purposes in sustaining the validity of enterprises in the face of 

continual change in work requirements and clients need” (p. 93). Due to increased 

globalization, it forces businesses to develop at a faster pace to ensure a competitive position 

(Gorodnichenko, Svejnar, & Terrell, 2010; Mumford, 2000). Increased competition also leads 

to profit margins to decrease, and firms are dependent on producing their products and 
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services at a lower rate to secure economic growth. As successful innovations result in 

economic growth, competitive advantages, survival in a rapidly changing economy, and 

attract skillful employees, innovation is a necessity (Keupp, Palmié & Gassmann, 2012). 

These benefits can be viewed as repercussions of each other, where one leads to another (e.g., 

economic growth and survival), as illustrated in figure 4. By viewing these outcomes of 

successful innovations, it can be argued that innovation performance can explain the firm’s 

performance.  

 

Figure 4 - A chain reaction of successful innovations 

Most innovations take place in firms and often occurs by combining new and existing 

knowledge, skills, capabilities, and resources (Fagerberg, 2005). That means the firm’s 

innovative capabilities are dependent on its intellectual property (Stoffers et al., 2018). A part 

of the intellectual property is the employee’s competencies and productive behaviors. 

Therefore, innovative work behavior is suggested to be enhancing a firm’s innovative abilities 

and results (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010).  

 

 

Figure 5 - A suggested outcome of IWB  
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2.2 Innovative work behavior (IWB) 

Several studies have described innovative work behavior as a beneficial extra-role behavior, 

which creates value and improves the firm’s performance (Janssen, 2000; De Jong & Den 

Hartog, 2010; Stoffers et al., 2018). IWB reflects all behaviors regarding the production of 

new ideas or exploration of new opportunities, as well as implementing them, and is defined 

as “…the intentional creation introduction and application of new ideas within a work role, 

group or organization in order to benefit role performance, the group, or the organization” 

(Janssen, 2000, p. 288). Furthermore, having employees who demonstrate IWB is a great 

competitive advantage. In that sense, it is difficult for others to imitate or copy another firm’s 

human capital, which consists of the employee’s knowledge, personal attributes, and skills 

(Roos, Von Krogh & Roos, 2010). Also, IWB is essential for a firm’s innovative capabilities 

and results. Thus, firms should strive to encourage their employees to exhibit this beneficial 

behavior.  

Innovative work behavior consists of three discontinuous behavioral tasks, which are (1) idea 

generation, (2) idea promotion, and (3) idea realization (Janssen, 2000). The behavioral tasks 

are related to the first 3 stages of the innovation process and are carried out at the micro-level 

by individuals (Kanter, 1988). “These microprocesses are in turn stimulated, facilitated, and 

enhanced - or the opposite - by a set of macro-level conditions” (Kanter, 2000, p. 167). 

However, it must be emphasized that these behavioral tasks are not restricted to a specific 

group of employees (Stoffers et al., 2018; Patterson, Kerrin, Gatto-Roissard & Coan, 2009). 

That means all employees can contribute towards innovation at any stage of the process. For 

example, one of the most important innovation activators is customer or user contact. 

Therefore, employees at customer service can be crucial resources in the innovation process, 

as well as employees in innovation-oriented positions (Kanter, 1988).  

(1) Idea generation involves all behavioral tasks where someone generates new ideas or 

discovers new opportunities, which usually starts the innovation process (Kanter, 1988). New 

ideas and opportunities often emerge from identifying work-related problems, new customer 

needs, or new trends in the market (Janssen, 2000). In fact, “... innovation triggers come in all 

shapes and sizes and from all sorts of directions” (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 83). Thus, idea 

generation is about someone recognizes an opportunity to innovate. However, it must be 

emphasized that new ideas can surface later in the process, as it is characterized as 
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discontinuous. For example, the employees who are implementing the idea might produce 

new ideas about how to make the original idea even better. Therefore, these behavioral tasks 

are discontinuous activities, and “... individuals can be expected to be involved in any 

combination of these behaviors at any time” (Scott & Bruce, 1994, p. 582). 

 

Figure 6 - The three discontinuous behavioral tasks 

The next stage is to mobilize support for the idea or opportunity. (2) Idea promotion is 

associated with all tasks that involve selling the idea to key personnel (e.g., management, 

colleagues). If the idea is characterized as complex, this behavioral task has greater 

importance. That is, due to the magnitude of resources needed to complete the innovation. 

Furthermore, idea promotion includes tasks as mobilizing support and resources, as well as 

influence and negotiate with management or other key people (Kanter, 1988; Janssen, 2000). 

Thus, idea promotion is about making potential allies, such as the firm's stakeholders or other 

important organizational members, enthusiastic about the opportunity. However, this is not 

necessarily easy to do, as the innovation process is characterized as controversial and 

uncertain and involves a lot of risk-taking by implementing the idea. If the potential allies are 

considering the idea as valuable, it might enter the next stage. (3) Idea realization concerns all 

implementation tasks. That is, carrying the idea into reality, or something tangible (e.g., 

prototype) that can be transferred to users or customers (Kanter, 1988).   

What encourages innovative work behavior is a complex question, considering that IWB is 

influenced by a set of comprehensive factors at a macro-level (Kanter, 1988), and a micro-

level. Therefore, this research will focus on factors that are expected to have a significant 

impact on IWB. One of them being the organizational climate, which is one of the most 

important determinants regarding behavior (Garcia-Garcia et al., 2011). The organizational 

climate will be discussed further in the next subchapter. Other factors that are expected to be 

significant in relation to IWB are employability, job demands, effort-reward fairness, and 

work engagement. These factors will be explored subsequently in this chapter.  
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2.3 Organizational climate  

Organizational climate influences both individual and group behavior to a large extent and are 

one of the most important determinants regarding behavior in organizations (Garcia-Garcia et 

al., 2011). It is important to distinguish between organizational climate and culture, although 

both concepts have similarities. While culture reflects the organization’s shared values and 

norms, the climate is defined as “...the recurring patterns of behaviour, attitudes and feelings 

that characterize life in the organization.” (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 72). According to 

Patterson et al. (2005), by examining the organization’s norms and values, “...can help 

explain the employees’ perceptions of the climate” (p. 381). Therefore, this research will also 

explore cultural characteristics in addition to climate. As the organizational climate is 

influential on behaviors, the climate is expected to have a positive impact on the beneficial 

extra-role behavior, IWB, as well. Thus, the hypothesis is:  

 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between organizational climate and IWB. 

  

 
Figure 7 - Organizational climate is predicted to be positively related to IWB 

 

It must be determined what characterize an organizational climate that is positively related to 

innovation and IWB to address this hypothesis. Many terms and elements can describe an 

organizational climate. One of them being innovation and flexibility, which has been used as 

the psychological climate for innovation by Montani et al., (2014), and will be discussed in 

the next subsection. Subsequently, the three pillars of institutions and psychological safety 

will be presented. Psychological safety is an element of the climate, that is expected to be 

influential on innovative work behavior. That is, employees that experience a safe 

environment for sharing their ideas and opinions are more likely to exhibit IWB.  
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2.3.1 Innovation and flexibility 

Flexibility and adaptability are two vital characteristics of the climate that is expected to 

influence the firm's innovative performance. That is, today's economy is changing rapidly. 

Hence innovation is dependent on dynamic capabilities within the organization (Lazonick, 

2005). Dynamic capabilities are "...the firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure 

internal and external competences to address rapidly changing environments." (Teece, Pisano 

& Shuen, 1997, p. 516). A part of dynamic capabilities is flexibility. The former has been 

proven to have an impact on the innovative performance of the firm (Friis, Holmgren, and 

Eskildsen, 2016). Thus, it is interesting to see whether this also affects IWB.  

 

Patterson et al., (2005) have developed and validated measurements of organizational climate, 

where one of the climate dimensions is innovation and flexibility. The dimension is 

measuring if the climate is perceived as capable of redirect the course of action when needed. 

Innovation and flexibility have been used to measure the psychological climate for innovation 

by Montani et al., (2014). Psychological climate for innovation is described as behavioral 

practices that encourage innovative initiatives in the workplace and quick to do things 

differently. For example, the work environment is perceived as supportive of change-oriented 

activities, and new ideas are readily accepted by others (e.g., leaders). According to their 

findings, there is a correlation between innovation and flexibility and IWB, therefore included 

in our model. Even though the dimension was not statistically significant in the regression 

model in Montani et al., (2014) research, it appeared to have an indirect effect on IWB 

together with other variables. Since the relationship between innovation and flexibility and 

IWB has limited empirical evidence and has not been tested along with variables such as 

employability, job demands, effort-reward fairness, and work engagement, it is reasonable to 

check it. Also, the assessment is that a climate that is characterized as resistant against new 

ideas, would not encourage the employees to exhibit IWB. On the contrary, if the employees 

experience that ideas are appreciated in their work environment, they will be more motivated 

to promote and carry out their ideas. Thus, the following sub-hypothesis is proposed:  

 

Sub-hypothesis 1a: In an organization where the climate is perceived as flexible, the       

employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior  
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2.3.2 The three pillars of institutions; Regulative, cognitive, and normative 

The three pillars; regulative, cognitive, and normative, are considered as a social framework 

of an institution, which all together constructs the climate within an organization (Scott, 

2001). These pillars are the foundation of social behavior in society and influence the conduct 

with legal (regulative), cultural (cognitive), and moral (normative) constraints. These 

institutional systems have the power to encourage and support behaviors that are considered 

beneficial. According to Åmo (2006) findings, all three dimensions were statistically 

significant with innovative work behavior. Therefore, it is expected that the 3 institutional 

systems have a substantial impact on the desirable extra-role behavior, IWB. The empirical 

evidence is limited, due to no one have tested the relationship between the three pillars and 

IWB besides Åmo (2006), to our knowledge.  

The regulative pillar is about how organizations constrain and regularize behavior (Scott, 

2001), by a set of rules, monitoring systems, sanctioning activities, and governance policies 

(Busenitz, Gómez & Spencer, 2000). The regulative system aims to coerce the members to 

exhibit acceptable behavior by rewards and punishments. In this study, the regulatory 

dimension measures to what degree the management facilitates and supports initiatives 

towards innovation or new approaches to a problem. That is because the management level in 

an organization is the main actor for formal rule-setting and sanctions for the employees 

(Åmo, 2006; Scott, 2001). Therefore, the management level can encourage innovative work 

behavior with the firm's regulative system. It leads to the following sub-hypothesis:  

Sub-hypothesis 1b: In an organization where the management facilitates and encourages 

innovation initiatives, the employees will report higher levels of 

innovative work behavior. 

The cognitive pillar is about "... the shared conceptions that constitute the nature of social 

reality and frames through which meaning is made" (Scott, 2001, p. 57). This pillar is 

culturally supported, and the members of the community have shared logic of behavior. 

Regarding innovation, the cognitive dimension represents the knowledge society within an 

organization (Åmo, 2006; Busenitz et al., 2000). It is suggested that the dimension reflects the 

institution's members assembled knowledge and skills, which is crucial for the firm's 

innovative capabilities. In this research, the cognitive dimension measures to what degree the 

employees possess the necessary knowledge and skills to innovate or seize an opportunity. 

The anticipation is that where the employees have shared understandings of how to start and 
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run innovation projects is encouraging IWB. Hence, that leads to the following sub-

hypothesis:  

Sub-hypothesis 1c: In an organization where the employees possess the necessary knowledge 

and skills to innovate, the employees will report higher levels of 

innovative work behavior 

The normative pillar reflects the organization's norms and values, and are forceful constraints 

on social behavior (Scott, 2001). Norms are the unspoken rules about what is appropriate and 

expected conduct in a specific environment (Jacobsen & Thorsvik, 2013). Values are the 

shared beliefs of what is desirable or preferred. For example, creative thinking is highly 

valued in some environments, yet in other societies, this is not appreciated. In fact, norms and 

values can apply to selected types of actors in an organization, while others apply to all 

members (Scott, 2001). For instance, firms that have a department which serves the purpose 

of innovating (e.g., R&D), it can result in expectations that they are the only ones who are 

supposed to innovate. All members can contribute towards innovation, regardless of their 

position. Therefore, the normative dimension measures to what degree the firm and its 

member's value and respect employees that contribute to innovation. It is expected that a firm 

which, in general, value creative and innovative thinking, is more likely to be encouraging 

innovative work behavior among all members (Busenitz et al., 2000). Thus, it leads to the 

following sub-hypothesis:  

Sub-hypothesis 1d: In an organization where contributing to innovation is highly valued, the 

employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior.  

  

2.3.3 Psychological safety (PS) 

Psychological safety is about “...interpersonal trust and mutual respect in which people are 

comfortable being themselves” (Edmondson, 1999, p. 354), and that the employees 

collectively perceive the work environment as safe for interpersonal risk-taking. PS is a 

crucial element of the organizational climate, especially when it comes to initiating change or 

proposing a new solution to a problem. The reason is that employees who execute the three 

behavioral tasks, idea generation, promotion, and realization, are subject to interpersonal risks 

(Edmondson, 1999; Javed, Naqvi, Khan, Arjoon & Tayyeb, 2019). For instance, the 
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employees’ risk being viewed as troublemakers by others (e.g., leaders) for shedding light on 

a problem or being seen as incompetent because an idea fails when implemented. And the 

employees might silence themselves to be spared from rejection, punishment, and 

embarrassment, which discourages creative endeavors, such as IWB. That is if the 

psychological safety is absent in the work environment. In contrast, if the employees 

experience psychological safety, the employees will more likely promote their ideas and be 

active participants in the innovation processes.  

 

Previous studies have found that psychological safety has positive effects on creative 

behavior, such as IWB (Javed et al., 2019; Kark & Carmeli, 2009; Gong, Cheung, Wang & 

Huang, 2012). According to Javed et al., (2019), psychological safety is motivating 

employees to generate, promote, and implement new ideas in the organization. That is 

supported by the research of Sharifirad (2013) and Wang, Leung, and Zhou (2014), which 

found that the relationship between psychological safety and IWB was statistically significant 

at p-value < 0.05 and p-value < 0.01, respectively.  With this in mind, PS is expected to be 

encouraging IWB, and leads to the following sub-hypothesis:  

 

Sub-hypothesis 1e: In an organization where there is a high level of psychological safety, the 

employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior.  

 

2.4 Employability  

The firm’s ability to innovate is dependent on their human capital and how they exploit 

knowledge resources (Stoffers et al., 2018). Employability reflects the employee’s general 

and professional competencies. It has been defined as “the continuous fulfilling, acquiring or 

creating of work through the optimal use of competence” (Van der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 

2005, p. 143). These competencies include the individual’s personality, abilities, motivation, 

and attitudes. As innovation occurs by combining knowledge and skills, the employee’s 

competencies are a determinant of the firm’s innovative performance. Hence, innovative 

initiatives and tasks depend on the employee’s knowledge, skills, and expertise. That means, 

to be able to generate, promote, and implement innovation, the employees must have 

capabilities to assimilate their newly acquired knowledge and apply it to new areas of work. 

Therefore, employability is expected to be an important determinant for employees to 
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demonstrate IWB. The prediction is that there is a positive relationship between a high degree 

of employability and IWB. Thus, this leads to the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between a high level of employability and 

IWB. 

 

Figure 8 - Employability is predicted to be positively related to IWB 

Employability has been conceptualized by 5 dimensions, which are (1) occupational 

expertise, (2) anticipation and optimization, (3) personal flexibility, (4) corporate sense, and 

(5) balance (Van Der Heijde & Van Der Heijden, 2006). (1) Occupational expertise consists 

of the individual’s professional competencies and describes the individual’s in-depth 

knowledge and skills. (2) Anticipation and optimization are about preparing for potential 

changes in future work, and therefore continuously develop own knowledge and skills “... in 

order to strive for the best possible job and career outcomes” (Van der Heijde & Van der 

Heijde, 2006, p. 454). The dimension anticipation and optimization are essential for 

innovation capabilities because individuals and “... firms cannot rely on past experience since 

this has little relevance to current or future problems.” (Kesting & Ulhøi, 2010, p. 68). The 

third dimension (3) personal flexibility relates to how well the employee can adapt to various 

changes in their work environment, both internally and externally. Adaptability is crucial for 

innovating in a rapidly changing economy, and the dimension personal flexibility should be 

influential on innovative work behavior. (4) Corporate sense refers to the employee’s 

commitment to the organization by identifying with the firm’s goals and values and sharing 

responsibilities with their co-workers. Without the desire to achieving the firm’s goals, it 

might seem meaningless to contribute towards innovation, which is suggested to enhance 

business performance. The last and fifth dimension (5) balance is about balancing between 

work and private interests, as well as balancing between employers’ and employees’ interests. 
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If any of these interests is out of balance, it will ultimately affect one’s performance, both 

daily work and innovative tasks. In such case, the latter will probably be given less priority.  

 

Employability has been studied from different angles and disciplines, such as psychology, 

business management, career theory, and human resources management (Van der Heijde & 

Van der Heijden, 2006). Few studies have tried to integrate employability with different 

perspectives and explains why few have studied the interplay between employability and 

innovative work behavior. According to Stoffers et al., (2018), there is no empirical research 

that has investigated the relationship between IWB and employability, besides them. They 

have examined how employability influences the three discontinuous behavioral tasks. The 

results show that only one dimension of employability affects all three behavioral tasks, 

which is corporate sense. The employee’s commitment to the organization is interpreted as 

the most important determinant that influences IWB. Further, the findings imply that 

anticipation and optimization is statistically significant for the last behavioral task, idea 

realization. It leads to the following sub-hypotheses:  

Sub-hypothesis 2a: Employees who report a high level of Anticipation and Optimization will 

report a high level of innovative work behavior. 

Sub-hypothesis 2b: Employees who report a high level of Corporate sense will report a high 

level of innovative work behavior.  

 

Figure 9 - Stoffers et al., (2018) findings 

That means (1) Occupational expertise, (3) personal flexibility, and (5) balance has not been 

proven to have positive effects on IWB in Stoffers et al., (2018) research. In fact, occupational 

expertise was statistically significant with a negative value, which means that this dimension 

is negatively related to IWB. A possible explanation that is provided by the researchers is 
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that, when an employee has a high degree of occupational expertise, it leads to functional 

fixation on their field of expertise. That is suggested to be a disadvantage in terms of 

innovation. However, since the relationship between employability and IWB has not been 

studied by others than Stoffers et al., (2018), the empirical evidence is limited. If we decided 

to exclude these three dimensions, we would not be able to support or decline Stoffers et al., 

(2018) findings. Therefore, the three dimensions are not excluded from this research.  

2.5 Job demands  

Job demands describe the employee's work requirements during an ordinary workday and 

how these requirements can be psychological stressors (Janssen, 2000). Dediu, Leka, and Jain 

(2018) describe a high level of job demands as working under conditions with long hours, 

high speed, and time pressure. Thus, if the employees must work fast and hard, the difficulty 

level is too high, or the heavy workload is unbearable, it might result in anxiety or burn-out 

among the employees (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). That is, if there is any mismatch between the 

employee's competencies and the difficulty level of the work, it can result in either anxiety or 

boredom, as illustrated in figure 10. 

 

Figure 10 - Flow-model (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) 

However, one might think a high degree of job demands result in solely unfavorable 

outcomes, and it is suggested to be a trigger for innovative work behavior (Janssen, 2000; 

Bunce & West, 1994). The reason is that innovative activities can be an efficient way of 

coping with a high level of job demands by finding new ways to do things more effectively. 

Janssen (2000) states that IWB “... may help the individual to improve his or her fit with 

higher job demands by generating, promoting, and realizing ideas for modifying oneself or 

the work environment.” (p. 289). That is supported by several other researchers, that the 

relationship between job demands and IWB is statistically significant (Hernández, Salanova, 
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and Peiró, 2007; Dediu et al., 2018; De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, Vandekerckhove & 

Hootegem, 2012). Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:  

Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between a high degree of job demands and 

IWB. 

 

Figure 11 - Job demands is predicted to be positively related to IWB 

Several researchers have studied job demands in relation to IWB. A study found a positive 

relationship between individual innovation and job demands if there is a high level of job 

resources available (Hernández et al., 2007). Dediu et al., (2018) results showed that high 

speed and time pressure was partially supported in relation to the two stages: idea generation 

and idea realization. Bunce and West (1994) have examined whether employees use 

innovation as a strategy to cope with occupational stress. The employees can innovate by 

finding new approaches to a problem, or new ways to solve ordinary tasks at a faster pace, to 

deal with a high level of job demands. The results show that innovation is an efficient way to 

cope with a high level of job demands, such as overwork, procedural difficulties, and dealing 

with others. Using innovation as a way of coping with stress at work can lead to enhanced 

knowledge and new skills learned, and among other beneficial outcomes: 

 

... innovative coping might be intended to lead to benefits such as personal growth, 

increased satisfaction, improved group cohesiveness, better interpersonal 

communication, as well as improved performance. The definition also allows for an 

innovative coping response designed to benefit the group or organization and thereby 

the individual introducing it. Finally, the definition does not require absolute novelty 

of coping response, simply that the idea be new to the individual introducing it or to 

the group or organization (Bunce & West, 1994, p. 323).  
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2.6 Effort-reward fairness 

Effort-reward fairness reflects what extent the employees perceive fairness in the economic or 

social exchange between employer and employees. Social exchange is suggested to be more 

facilitating for extra-role behaviors than economic, where the latter is a formal contract that 

specifies conditions of employment. Social exchange is about employee recognition and 

reciprocated trust and involves all unspecified obligations between parties. Janssen (2000) 

explains how social exchange can be encouraging innovative endeavors, by “when efforts are 

fairly rewarded in such a social exchange relationship, employees are willing to reciprocate 

by discretionary behaviors like innovative activities that go beyond contractually determined 

job achievements.” (p. 290).  

Previous studies have researched effort-reward fairness as a mediator between job demands 

and IWB (Janssen, 2000), as well as a mediator between stress and IWB (Janssen, 2004). 

Janssen (2000) study finds that employees who believed they were fairly rewarded turned 

high job demands into innovative work behavior. In contrast, when the employees felt under-

rewarded, they do not transform high job demands into innovative activities. Another study 

finds that the perception of a high level of effort-reward fairness had a positive effect on 

innovative work behavior when it was a mediator between IWB and another variable (Chang 

et al., 2011). Thus, effort-reward fairness has not been tested as a direct effect previously, to 

our knowledge. Therefore, we want to test the following hypothesis:   

Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between a high degree of effort-reward fairness 

and IWB. 

 

Figure 12 - Effort-reward fairness is predicted to be positively related to IWB 
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2.7 Work engagement (WE)  

Engaged employees are a determinant for the firm's performance, as they "... are more 

creative, more productive, and more willing to go the extra mile" (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008, p. 1). Work engagement is a term that describes an employee's motivation, energy, and 

work-related well-being (Bakker & Leiter, 2010). WE also "...describes employees' ability to 

bring their full capacity to solving problems, connecting with people, and developing 

innovation services." (Bakker & Leiter, 2010, p. 2). One might see how work engagement 

might positively influence IWB. Idea generation is about having the ability to identify 

problems and how to solve them, and idea promotion involve connecting with key 

organizational members. Idea realization concerns the development of innovation. Several 

other studies have found a positive relationship between work engagement and innovative 

work behavior (Siddiqi, 2015; Agarwal, 2014; Agarwal, Datta, Blake-Beard & Bhargava, 

2012; De Spiegelaere et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2019). A study by Siddiqi (2015) found that all 

three dimensions of work engagement were positively related to IWB. Thus, the prediction is 

that work engagement is affecting the degree of IWB and leads to the following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between a high degree of work engagement and 

IWB. 

 

Figure 13 - Work engagement is predicted to be positively related to IWB.   
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Work engagement is conceptualized by three dimensions called (1) vigor, (2) dedication, and 

(3) absorption. Vigor involves a high level of energy and is about the employee’s mental 

resilience, investment in effort, and persistence when changes and difficulties occur in their 

work. Dedication describes the employee’s enjoyment of their work. Employees that have a 

strong dedication appreciate challenges and are inspired by their job. The last and third 

dimension is absorption, which describes employees that are highly focused on their tasks and 

have a hard time detaching themselves from their work. An employee who scores high on 

absorption often gets caught up on their work and forgets about their surroundings (Schaufeli, 

Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). 

Engaged workers are better performers at work, more certainly results in improving the firm’s 

overall performance. The reasons why engaged workers perform better is that they have 

positive emotions, good health, ability to mobilize resources, and crossover of engagement 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). As well as, “Engaged employees not only have the capacity to 

be energetic, they enthusiastically apply that energy into work. They do not hold back. They 

do not keep their energy reserve for something important; they accept that today´s work 

deserves their energy” (Bakker & Leiter, 2010, p. 2). Thus, having employees that are highly 

engaged in their work is very positive for the firm and the individuals.  
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2.8 Summary  

 

Figure 14 - Predicted model of what encourages IWB, including the dimensions. 

During this chapter, we have explored variables that are predicted to be significant for 

encouraging innovative work behavior at a firm-level. As illustrated in figure 14, these 

variables are organizational climate, employability, job demands, effort-reward fairness, and 

work engagement. The first variable is organizational climate, which includes the dimensions: 

innovation and flexibility, the three pillars regulative, cognitive, and normative, and 

psychological safety. The prediction is that a climate will have a positive relationship with 

IWB. Employability involves the 5 dimensions, where anticipation and optimization and 

corporate sense is predicted to be more positive in relation to IWB. A high level of job 

demands is predicted to be a trigger for innovative activities. Also, if the employee perceives 

the exchange ratio between employee and employer as fair, they will reciprocate with a higher 

degree of IWB. The chapter ends with the prediction that the relationship between work 

engagement and IWB will be positively significant. All the hypotheses and sub-hypotheses 

are assembled into a table, as a recap before we go into the research methodology. 
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 Hypotheses & Sub-hypotheses 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Organizational climate 

There is a positive relationship between organizational climate and 
IWB 
 
1a: In an organization where the climate is perceived as flexible, the 
employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior. 
 
1b: In an organization where the management facilitates and encourages 
innovation initiatives, the employees will report higher levels of 
innovative work behavior. 
 
1c: In an organization where the employees possess the necessary 
knowledge and skills to innovate, the employees will report higher levels 
of innovative work behavior. 
 
1d: In an organization where contributing to innovation is highly valued, 
the employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior. 
 
1e: In an organization where there is a high level of psychological 
safety, the employees will report higher levels of innovative work 
behavior.  
 

 
 
 
 

2. Employability 

There is a positive relationship between a high level of employability 
and IWB.  

2a: Employees who report a high level of Anticipation and Optimization 
will report a high level of innovative work behavior. 
 
2b: Employees who report a high level of Corporate sense will report a 
high level of innovative work behavior. 
 

 
3. Job demands 

 
There is a positive relationship between a high degree of job 
demands and IWB. 
 

 
4. Effort-reward fairness 

 
There is a positive relationship between a high degree of effort-
reward fairness and IWB.  
 

 
5. Work engagement 

 
There is a positive relationship between a high degree of work 
engagement and IWB. 
 

 

Table 1 - Hypotheses & Sub-hypotheses 
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3. Methodology  
This chapter will start with presenting the choices of research philosophy and approach, and 

subsequently, choices of research strategy and design, as well as the reasons why these were 

chosen. Then the data collection and analysis will be presented. The structure of this thesis 

and our research choices are illustrated in figure 15, which is based on the figure of Wilson 

(2014). All our research choices in: “...(1) research philosophy; (2) research approach; (3) 

research strategy; (4) research design; (5) data collection and (6) data analysis techniques - 

come together to form [our] research methodology” (Wilson, 2014, p. 7).  Finally, the chapter 

ends with the ethics of this research.  

 

 
Figure 15 - The honeycomb of research methodology, including our choices 

(Wilson, 2014). 

The purpose of all these research choices, is to find the most suitable methodology for finding 

answers for the research question: “What encourages innovative work behavior at a firm-

level?”. Which are emphasized by Krishnaswami and Satyaprasad (2010), “research simply 

means a search for facts - answers to questions and solutions to problems” (p. 2).  
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3.1 Research philosophies and approaches 

Research philosophies 

One of the main purposes of research philosophy, is to establish the researcher's role in the 

project, and how their views on what constitutes knowledge will impact the research process 

(Wilson, 2014). It also helps the researcher to decide which research strategy and design to 

adopt. Research philosophy is distinguished into three main types, which are epistemology, 

ontology, and axiology. Epistemology "... refers to the nature of knowledge, which means 

how we conceive our surroundings" (Wilson, 2014, p. 9), and asks the question 'What is 

acceptable knowledge?'. Further, epistemology is differentiated into three types: positivism, 

interpretivism, and pragmatism. The latter is a combination of positivism and interpretivism. 

Positivism refers to objectivity, where the researcher detaches himself/herself from its 

subjects. On the other hand, interpretivism is the opposite, where the researcher investigates a 

subject in-depth, and "... the researcher must enter the social world of what is being 

examined." (Wilson, 2014, p. 10). The positivism approach has been chosen to be the most 

optimal in this thesis to find what encourages innovative work behavior. Hopefully, this thesis 

will be able to contribute to finding universal answers to the research problem. Therefore, 

positivism philosophy comes naturally. The reason is that, when the goal is to find universal 

answers for a larger group, we cannot as researchers go into depth with subjects and their 

personal beliefs. Also, due to the time limitation, the pragmatism was excluded as an option.  

 

Ontology is about "... how we perceive the social world" (Wilson, 2014, p. 11), and the 

researcher must decide "... whether you consider the world is external to social actors, or the 

perceptions and actions of social actors create social phenomena." (p. 11). These two 

perceptions are distinguished into two ontological stances, objectivism and subjectivism in 

respectively. Objectivism is being used in this thesis, where we view the world as external to 

the research subjects. We believe what influences innovative work behavior is partially out of 

the control of the subjects, for example, organizational climate. And also, objectivism is 

linked to positivism, which makes the choice come naturally.  

 

Axiology reflects the nature of value (Wilson, 2014), where the researcher's perception also 

affects how the research is conducted. "Your values play a role throughout the entire research 

process" (Wilson, 2014, p. 12). Since we have chosen the positivism and objectivism 

approach, it comes naturally that our research process is 'value-free'. That is, we are outsiders 
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that are looking in, and do not involve with our subjects. When you choose interpretivism and 

subjectivism, your values play a bigger role. Therefore, if you choose to use these 

philosophies approaches, your research becomes 'biased'.  

 

Research approaches 

There are two main research approaches, which are inductive and deductive approach 

(Wilson, 2014). Inductive approach is a theory-building process, where the objective is to 

develop a new theory by observing phenomena. In other words, the researcher starts with 

collecting observations, or findings, and then perhaps develop a new theory, which figure 16 

illustrate. On the contrary, the deductive approach begins with viewing theoretical concepts 

and literature and subsequently collecting data.  

 

In this thesis, the deductive approach has been used. The main reason is that there is a lot of 

existing research and findings of the research object, innovative work behavior, as well as the 

other concepts organizational climate, employability, and job demands. However, to our 

knowledge, there is not any research that has tested our specific model previously. Therefore, 

we have reviewed the theoretical concepts separately against IWB. The other reason why the 

deductive approach is the opportunity to use already validated measurements from other 

researchers. Lastly, due to the risks associated with the inductive approach, as well as it is a 

time-consuming process, it was ruled out early on. 

 

 
Figure 16 - The two main research approaches, inductive and deductive  

(Wilson, 2014, p.13) 
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The choices in research philosophies and approaches have resulted in that the quantitative 

method is the most optimal research strategy (Wilson, 2014). The choices are assembled into 

table 2 before we go into the research strategy and design.  

 

Epistemology Ontology Axiology Research approach Research strategy 

Positivism Objective Value-free Deductive Quantitative 

Table 2 - This thesis philosophies, approach, and strategy (Wilson, 2014). 

3.2 Research strategy and design 

Research strategy 

There are three primary research strategies, which are qualitative, quantitative method, and 

multi-strategy, that consists of both methods. Qualitative method is based on non-numerical 

and narrative data, and is often conducted by interviews, observations, group sessions, etc. 

(Johannessen, Tufte & Christoffersen, 2011; Wilson, 2014). The purpose of the qualitative 

method is to collect more broad descriptions of the phenomenon and detecting more detailed 

data. One of the main limitations of the qualitative method is that the answers or conclusions 

do not reflect for a larger group. On the contrary, the quantitative research method involves a 

numerical analysis of relationships between variables, which can be generalized to a larger 

group (Wilson, 2014). Quantitative is often gathered through questionnaires or secondary 

data. Due to previous arguments and choices, the quantitative method has been chosen. 

 

According to Hyde (2000), "A quantitative approach to research might draw a large and 

representative sample from the population of interest, measure the behaviour and 

characteristics of the sample, and attempt to construct generalizations regarding the 

population as a whole" (p. 84). Since this thesis aims to measure the behavior, IWB, and what 

influences it positively, and that we want to generalize a whole population, the quantitative 

approach is the most suitable strategy. The reason is that IWB is not restricted to a specific 

group in a firm. Thus, the quantitative strategy is optimal to find answers that reflect the entire 

group of employees in Haugaland Kraft. Further, we are interested in contributing to the 

research of IWB, using quantitative method might benefit future researchers regarding finding 

universal answers to what influences innovative work behavior in other businesses or 

industries.  
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Research design 

The research design involves the plan, or framework, on how the research is conducted and its 

process (Wilson, 2014). This research started with brainstorming different research questions, 

and a qualitative pre-study inspired us in the direction of innovative work behavior. The pre-

study and theoretical literature gave direction for what might be influential on innovative 

work behavior, and we landed on the research question, "What encourages innovative work 

behavior at a firm-level?". The next step was to find methods that would give us the most 

suitable answers to the research question and start the process of recruiting a firm that was 

willing to participate. The goal of this research was to get a holistic and objective view of 

what encourages IWB. Then the most suitable strategy was to have a quantitative method and 

survey approach. After extensive reading of theoretical concepts and previous discoveries 

from the pre-study, it resulted in our predicted model.  

 

In this thesis, the cross-sectional design has been chosen due to the time frame that is given. 

The main difference between the two approaches cross-sectional and longitudinal design is 

that the latter involves collecting data several points of time of the same particular case. In 

contrast, cross-sectional is collected in one given time (Wilson, 2014). Longitudinal design 

requires a longer period, maybe years, than cross-sectional. The reason is that longitudinal 

serves the purpose of researching a phenomenon over time to see whether the variables and 

their relationship changes. That often requires measures taking place during the research, 

which is challenging to do in a short time, as well as we do not have access to implement 

these measures. In conclusion, cross-sectional is more suitable when we are interested in 

confirming or denying the correlations between variables, and the time-constraint for the 

whole project is six months.  

3.3 Data collection 

There are three data collection approaches, which are primary, secondary, or a combination of 

both (Wilson, 2014). Primary data means that the researcher has collected the data 

themselves, and can be collected by surveys, interviews, observations, etc. While secondary 

means data that is already collected by other researchers, and perhaps have been used to solve 

other problems than at hand (Sachdeva, 2008). In this thesis, we have only included primary 

data, which we have obtained by collecting data within Haugaland Kraft. Due to previous 

decisions regarding research philosophies, approach, strategy, and design, the most suitable 

data collection tool are questionnaires: survey. More specifically, we used an online survey 
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tool: SurveyMonkey, and had our contact within the company to send email to all employees 

with a link to the survey. Using a survey is efficient to perform on a larger group and for 

collecting objective data. Although, one of the disadvantages of using a survey instead of 

interviews, is that we cannot clarify the questions if something is unclear, etc. This can result 

in guessing or that they avoid answering these questions. Therefore, it was tested on several 

people in advance to figure out if the questions were clear enough and how long the survey 

will last.  

3.3.1 Sampling 

In this thesis, the population consists of 401 employees in six different departments, which 

includes all employees at any level in Haugaland Kraft. The proportion of men and women is 

330 men (82,3%) and 71 women (17,7%). According to previous research and theory, 

innovative work behavior is not restricted to a specific group of employees in a firm (Stoffers 

et al., 2018; Kanter, 1988). All employees are equally likely to exhibit IWB, whether they are 

in innovation-oriented positions, or they are in customer service positions. Therefore, the 

population includes all employees, apprentices, middle-management, and management level 

in the firm.   

 

Random sampling was used to find the sample from this population, which means all 401 

employees had the same probability of participating (Weathington, Cunningham & Pittenger, 

2012). The employees received an email about the survey on the same day, and it was also 

closed at the same time for all employees. 

3.3.2 Measures  

One of the advantages of choosing a deductive approach is that we could use already 

validated measurements. That means, by using previously validated measures, ensures that we 

are measuring what is intended to measure. Although, all items were modified and translated 

into Norwegian. The main reason is that the response rate would more likely increase if the 

participants received the survey in their native language. Translating the questions can affect 

the validity of the measurements. Thus, we tested the survey questions with 10-15 people, 

where these people would indicate if the questions were unclear, etc. That will be discussed 

further in 3.4.3 Reliability and validity, as well as 4.5 Limitations.  
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Innovative work behavior was measured by a 9-items scale from the study of Janssen (2000) 

based on Scott and Bruce’s (1994), in which all nine items were included in the survey. The 

nine items are related to the three stages of the innovation process: idea generation, idea 

promotion, and idea realization. The survey includes items such as “Create new ideas for 

difficult issues” (idea generation), “Mobilize support for innovative ideas” (idea promotion), 

and “Transform innovative ideas into useful applications” (idea realization). Using a five-

point rating scale, and the response format was ranged from (1) ‘never’ to (5) ‘very often’.  

 

The organizational climate was assessed with three scales, as it is expected to be the most 

important determinant for innovative work behavior. One of them being the 6-items scale 

innovation and flexibility, which is developed by Patterson et al. (2005). Four items were 

used in the survey, such as “New ideas are readily accepted here”, and “This company is 

quick to respond when changes need to be made”. The institutional pillars were measured by 

a 13-item scale developed by Busenitz et al. (2000), which have been customized from 

regional to firm-level by Åmo (2006). We chose to use 9-items, where regulative, cognitive, 

and normative were represented. Items that were included in the survey: “The management at 

my workplace stimulate the employees to try new approaches towards problems” (regulative), 

“At my main employer, the employees know which ideas for development projects that will 

work out” (cognitive), and “Those who contribute toward organizational development are 

respected in my organization” (normative).  Psychological safety was measured by a 7-items 

scale developed by Edmondson (1999), where we used 4-items. Examples of which items 

were included: “If you make a mistake, it is often held against you”, and “No one would 

deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts”. The response format in all scales was 

ranged from (1) ‘disagree’ to (5) ‘agree’ with a five-point rating scale.  

 

Employability was measured by a 47-item scale developed by Van Der Heijde and Van Der 

Heijden (2006), where we chose to use 16 items. The five dimensions of employability are 

represented in the survey. The items that were included: “I consider myself competent to 

engage in in-depth, specialist discussions in my job domain” (occupational expertise), “I am 

focused on continuously developing myself” (anticipation and optimization), “I adapt to 

developments within my organization” (personal flexibility), “I share my experience and 

knowledge with others” (corporate sense), and “I suffer from work-related stress” (balance). 

Using a five-point rating scale, and the response format was ranged from (1) ‘To a small 

extent’ to (5) ‘To a very great extent’.   
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Job demands was measured by an 8-items scale retrieved from Janssen (2000). Three items 

were included, which were: “Do you have too much work to do?”, “Do you work under time 

pressure?”, and “Do you have problems with the workload?”. The response format was 

ranged from (1) ‘never’ to (5) ‘very often’, with a five-point scale.  

 

Effort-reward fairness was assessed by 6-items from Janssen (2000). Three items were 

included in the survey: “I give a great deal of time and attention to the organization, but get 

very little appreciation”, “I put more energy into my job than it is worth”, and “I feel unfairly 

treated in my job”. The response format was like job demands and IWB, which were ranged 

from (1) ‘never’ to (5) ‘very often’. 

 

Work engagement was assessed with 9 modified items out of 17 items from the Utrecht Work 

Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Example items are “At my work, I am bursting 

with energy” (vigor), “My job inspires me” (dedication), and “I get carried away when I am 

working” (absorption). Items were scored on a 5-point scale, ranging from (1) ‘never’ to (5) 

‘always’.  

 

3.3.3 Data collection tool 

The survey begins with information and consent form, where the respondents must agree to 

participate before going any further. The first section of the survey (A) is general background 

information, which is the control variables, such as age, gender, highest educational degree, 

and work experience, etc. Most of the control variables have been categorized. Further, each 

section from B-F represents a variable, except section C work requirements, which includes 

both job demands and effort-reward fairness. In the last section G, the firm's innovation 

performance is reserved for middle-management and management. The subjects are asked to 

answer following two questions, "To what extent has your company introduced something 

completely new to the company or significant improvement for the following categories: 

products & services, methods & processes, and marketing", and "the extent to which these 

developments/improvements were new to the industry or new to the market", with a five-point 

scale (1) 'To a small extent' to (5) 'To a large extent'. (See appendix A for further information 

about the survey). 
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Section Retrieved from Title # Questions 

- - Information and consent form  Consent to participate 

A - General background information 9 

B Van der Heijde & Van der 

Heijden (2006) 

Competencies (Employability) 

1. Occupational expertise 

2. Anticipation and optimization 

3. Personal flexibility 

4. Corporate sense 

5. Balance  

 

3 

3 

3 

4 

3 
 

C Janssen (2000) Work requirements 

1. Job demands 

2. Effort reward-fairness 

 

3 

3 

D Janssen (2000) Innovation (Innovative work behavior) 

1. Idea generation 

2. Idea promotion 

3. Idea realization 

 

3 

3 

3 

E (1) Patterson et al. (2005) 

 

(2,3,4) Åmo (2006), based 

on Busenitz et al. (2000).  

 

(5) Edmondson (1999) 

Organizational climate  

1. Innovation & Flexibility 

2. Regulative 

3. Cognitive  

4. Normative 

5. Psychological safety 
 

 

4 

3 

3 

3 

4 

F Schaufeli et al. (2006) Motivation and job satisfaction (Work engagement) 

1. Vigor  

2. Absorption 

3. Dedication  

 

3 

3 

3 
 

- - Responsibility 

Do you have management responsibilities, yes or no? If no, 

the survey ends. If yes, the survey goes to section G 

1 

G - The firm’s innovation performance 2 

 
= 69 (-2) 

Table 3 - Overview of questionnaires categories 
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3.4 Data analysis  

There are mainly two data analysis procedures when using a quantitative method as a research 

strategy, namely, descriptive- and inferential statistics (Wilson, 2014). Descriptive statistics 

“... is used to summarize and describe data, while [inferential statistics] is used to make 

inferences in relation to a wider population.” (Wilson, 2014, p. 233). Both procedures have 

been adopted in this thesis. The descriptive procedure is used to describe our sample, the 

dependent variable, and work engagement. Inferential statistics are used to answer the 

research question “What encourages innovative work behavior at a firm-level?”, as we are 

testing how independent variables are affecting the dependent variable IWB. Several 

inferential methods have been adopted, such as Pearson’s product-moment correlation 

coefficient, chi-square test, and multiple regression. We analyzed our dataset in IBM SPSS 

Statistics software, due to how effortless it is to transfer data from SurveyMonkey to SPSS. 

 

Most items in the survey were positive, except for effort-reward fairness. However, few 

dimensions had a negative or reversed statement that needed to be re-coded before the factor-

analysis. That was statement 1 in the balance section “I suffer from work-related stress” and 

statement 2 in psychological safety “If you make a mistake, it is often held against you”. Also, 

educational level was reversed in SPSS, due to the lowest educational level was 7, and the 

Ph.D. was 1. Educational background was re-coded into three different groups, as it was 

possible to choose several backgrounds in the question. Lastly, gender was re-coded as a 

dummy variable, where 0 is a woman, and 1 is a man. 

3.4.1 Sample 

The final sample consisted of 123 employees, hence 103 men (83,7%) and 20 women 

(16,2%). 22 out of 123 respondents are in either middle-management or management 

positions. The response rate is 30,6% of the population. In addition to these 123 respondents, 

there were 25 responses in progress. That means the total was 148 respondents, which gives a 

completion rate of 83,1%. Hence, 253 people in the population passively declined to 

participate. More information about the sample will be provided in subchapter 4.1 Results.  
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3.4.2 Factor analysis   

The purpose of factor analysis is to reduce variables into fewer factors, which ultimately 

simplifies the data material (Johannessen, 2009). Factor analysis is "A set of statistical 

methods for analyzing the correlation among several variables in order to estimate the 

number of fundamental dimensions that underline the observed data and to describe and 

measure those dimensions" (Porta, 2014, p. 107). In our questionnaire, we also collected data 

on the firm's innovative performance. The innovative performance of the firm has not been 

used in further analysis. The reason being that to answer these questions, one must be a 

leader, and there were only 22 respondents to these questions. Another reason is that it 

became one factor, and its reliability was too low.  

 

Innovative work behavior  

The first factor analysis consists of the dependent variable innovative work behavior. The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO - measure of sampling adequacy) is a measure that indicates if the 

data is suitable for factor-analysis and is a value between 0 and 1 (Johannessen, 2009). It also 

measures bivariate correlations, where low KMO shows high level of bivariate correlations, 

and high KMO shows low level of bivariate correlations. According to Adams, Khan and 

Raeside (2014), a value below 0.5 is unacceptable, it should be a least 0.6 to be adequate. If 

the value is between 0.7 to 0.8 it is labeled as middling, and between 0.8 and 0.9 it is 

meritorious. A KMO value over 0.9 is classified as marvelous. Thus, when the KMO 

measures 0.889 for the variables of IWB, it is more than acceptable, and is suitable for factor-

analysis.  

 

Further, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, must be statistically significant at 0.05 level to be 

accepted. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity tests null hypothesis that the correlations in the 

correlation matrix is unrelated and equal to null (Johannessen, 2009). To continue the factor-

analysis, the null hypothesis must be rejected. Since the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is 0.000 

for IWB, is the null hypothesis rejected, and the factor-analysis can continue.  

 

The purpose of measuring extraction communalities is to consider how much the extracted 

factors explains the variance in each variable (Johannessen, 2009). In other words, “…the 

communality is a measure of the proportion of variance explained by the extracted factors.” 

(Field, 2009, p. 637). For example, “Transform innovative ideas into useful applications” 

yields 0.734, which means the factor IWB explains 73,4% of the variance in this variable 
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(idea realization). A low value of extraction indicates that the variable is not suitable for the 

factor solution and might be dropped. Thus, it should be above 0.5 to be accepted. Although, 

a value below 0.5 can be accepted, if the reliability test yields the same value or higher, when 

the variable below 0.5 is included. All extractions for the variables of IWB were above 0.5, 

which is illustrated in table 4, thus all items were accepted for the factor IWB. The reliability 

test of the factor IWB yield 0.925, which is excellent. A value between 0.6-0.7 of Cronbach’s 

Alpha is questionable, and a value below 0.6 should not be accepted.  

 

“The eigenvalue of a factor represents the amount of the total variance explained by that 

factor” (Pallant, 2013, p. 191). The total of initial Eigenvalues shows that it is only one factor 

that have eigenvalues greater than 1, which results in that the 9 variables of IWB becomes one 

factor (5.643>1). Further, the factor IWB account for 62.7% of the variety in the 9 original 

variables. The component matrix shows how each variable correlates with the factor IWB 

(Johannessen, 2009), as illustrated in table 4 below. All 9 variables are above 0.7, which is 

excellent. If a variable score less than 0.4, then it should be dismissed.  

 

 
Table 4 - PCA analysis of IWB   
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Organizational climate 

The next factor analysis was completed for the organizational climate. Regarding the theory 

we expected this dimension to be 5 different components. However, two of the variables 

turned into one factor. Thus, we ended up with four factors, which are innovation and 

flexibility, regulative and normative, cognitive and psychological safety. The tables are 

presented below, respectively.  

 

Innovation and Flexibility  

In the innovation and flexibility dimension all variables were used, meaning that they are all 

suitable for the factor solution, and all communalities were above 0.5. The KMO test yields 

0.830, which is “meritorious”, and Bartlett’s test is statistically significant with a p-value < 

0.001. Innovation and flexibility four variables turned into one factor, which was expected, 

and the Eigenvalue was 2.960. The one factor explains almost 74% of the variety of the 

original four variables. The Cronbach’s alpha 𝛼 is 0.878, which is considered good and 

reliable.  

 

 
Table 5 - PCA of Innovation and Flexibility 
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Regulative, Cognitive, and Normative 

All 9 extractions were above 0.5, thus all variables were included in the factor-analysis. The 

KMO was 0.797 and is statistically significant with p-value <0.001. These three dimensions 

turned into two factors, which is regulative & normative, and cognitive. The percentage of the 

variance explained is 50.3% and 22%, respectively, and these two factors together explains 

72% of the variability in the original variables. Cronbach 𝛼 yields 0.910 and 0.858, 

respectively.  

 

 
Table 6 - PCA of the three pillars; Regulative, Cognitive & Normative 

Psychological safety 

The last dimension within organizational climate were psychological safety. In this 

dimension, one variable has been removed, due to the extraction value was below 0.5. Also, 

when variable 2 “If you make a mistake, it is often held against you” was included, the last 

variable had a low value as well. As a result of removing variable 2, the extraction value for 

variable 4 increased. Also, variable 2 was reversed coded, which might be the reason it was 

not suitable in the factor analysis. The KMO yields 0.654 and is statistically significant with a 

p-value <0.001. The remaining variables turned into one factor, and the percentage of 

explained variance is 68.4%. The measure of psychological safety can be classified as reliable 

with a Cronbach’s alpha 𝛼 above 0.7.   
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Table 7 - PCA of Psychological safety  

Employability 

Since employability have 5 dimensions, it was expected that we should have five factors. The 

factor-analysis resulted in three factors, where occupational expertise and corporate sense 

merged. Balance was removed all together, due to the component matrix became disturbed 

when this dimension was included. Also, the extraction value for the balance variables was 

not significantly high and was slightly above 0.5. After conducting several factors- and 

reliability analysis, the best combination was to remove the balance component and statement 

2 from the occupational expertise from the analysis. This leads to three factors: anticipation 

and optimization, occupational expertise & corporate sense, and personal flexibility. These 3 

factors together explain almost 63% of the variety of the original variables. The KMO test 

yield 0.846, which is satisfactory. Also, the p-value <0.001. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

three factors was 0.81, 0.71 and 0.8, respectively. Statement three from occupational expertise 

and statement four from corporate sense have extraction values under the limit of 0.5. Before 

removing these, we ran the reliability analysis to see how these statements affects the 

Cronbach’s alpha 𝛼. The change was not significant enough, which is why we have decided to 

keep both variables in the analysis.  
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Table 8 - PCA of Employability 

  

Job demands and Effort-reward fairness  

Job demands and effort-reward fairness is two different dimensions we want to research in 

relation to innovative work behavior. We conducted one factor analysis for both the 

dimensions. The table below show the results from the factor analysis and the two-reliability 

analysis. By viewing job demands, one can see that the communalities are above the limit of 

0.5. Further, the KMO is middling and acceptable with a value of 0.737, and a p-value < 

0.001. The two factors job demands, and effort-reward fairness explains 76% of the 

variability in the original variables. The Cronbach's alpha 𝛼 is above the requirement of 0.6 in 

both factors and is considered reliable.  
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Table 9 – PCA of job demands and effort-reward fairness 

 

Work engagement 

The last factor and reliability analysis completed was for work engagement. Work 

engagement has three dimensions which are vigor, dedication and absorption. All the 

dimensions turned into one factor, and almost all the communalities were above 0.5. The 

communality value of statement three (vigor) is 0.339. This is in fact too low and should be 

removed. However, we tested the reliability with and without this statement. The result from 

the reliability analysis implies that the alpha would hold the same value of 0.900, therefore 

the statement was not removed. The KMO value is 0.871, and the p-value < 0.001. The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the work engagement factor is at 0.900 which indicate a reliable 

measurement of work engagement.  
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Table 10 - PCA of Work engagement. 

3.4.3 Reliability and validity  

To examine the quality of the research, one must review two important concepts reliability 

and validity. Reliability “…concerns the extent to which an experiment, test, or any 

measuring procedure yields the same results on repeated trials” (Carmines & Zeller, 1979, p. 

11). This indicate that reliability is high if it is possible to obtain the same results using the 

same measurement. As illustrated in table 11, all 11 factors are considered as satisfying and 

reliable, where all scores above 0.7.  

 

 
Table 11 - Reliability of the 11 factors   
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There are two main validity categories, which are internal and external validity (Wilson, 

2014). The former has two subcategories, content and construct validity. Content 

distinguishes between face- and sampling validity. Face validity involves whether the 

measurements are measuring what it intends to measure. In this thesis, the measurements are 

retrieved from other researchers and are already validated. That gives reassurance that the 

measurements are measuring what is intended, as well as a method for ensuring construct 

validity. The former is about whether the measurement is measuring the concepts. Although, 

the questions are translated and modified from English to Norwegian and can have affected 

the degree of validity of the measurements. Thus, we went through the translated version 

together with the supervisor, as well as with test subjects. Since all the factors have a 

relatively high degree of reliability, it indicates that the face validity has not greatly 

decreased. This issue will still be a limitation due to translating. That will be discussed further 

in the subchapter 4.5 Limitations.  

 

Sampling validity is about “…ensures that your measure includes all areas within the nature 

of your study” (Wilson, 2014, p. 146). This thesis aims to answer what encourages innovative 

work behavior by examining factors that are expected to be positively related. Thus, we have 

tried to use measurements that explains this concept the most. We have included the variables 

organizational climate, employability, job demands, effort-reward fairness, and work 

engagement. Further, we acknowledge that, for instance, the organizational climate has many 

aspects and terms that describe it. Thus, we included originally 5 dimensions, which turned 

out to be 4 in the factor analysis. 

 

The last category is external validity is about “…the extent to which the finding from your 

study can be generalized to other cases or settings.” (Wilson, 2014, p. 146). This thesis is 

mostly based on empirical research conducted in other countries, except for Åmo (2006) 

research on the three institutional pillars and IWB. For instance, Norway has better 

employment conditions than e.g., the U.S. or China, which might result in that Norwegian 

employees are motivated by other factors than an employee in China. That might affect the 

external validity of this research, which might not be able to generalize the results to the U.K. 

or other countries. External validity is also affected by the fact, and it is only one company 

that is examined. If we included several companies in this research, it would be easier to 

generalize the results for Norway.  
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Effects on the validity and reliability  

According to Wilson (2014), some elements can improve the validity of your research. For 

instance, it is important to make sure that the research question is workable. Further, one must 

also make sure that the measurements (question or statement) are being understood and 

related to the research question.   

 

The first effect is a time error. Time error means that the time the study is conducted can 

affect the results. Initially, we planned to collect the data during March, but we had to wait 

due to external circumstances around Covid-19. That was to ensure that the participants had 

time to complete the survey and was not occupied by the situation. The reason being that the 

firm needed to adjust by having employees at the home office, and the communication 

between them was mostly digital. Then, our survey might have been noise at that particular 

moment. If we did not take this into account when sending out the survey, it could have led to 

fewer respondents and more inaccurate answers. Thus, we waited until April to collect the 

data, and hopefully got more valid and reliable data than we would in March.  

 

Another factor that can affect reliability is observer influence. That means that if the 

participants know that you are observing them, it can cause them to change their behavior. In 

this study, we made it clear to the participants that they were anonymous and that the firm 

would not get access to the raw dataset. That was mentioned for the participants due to the 

chance of them not being completely honest when completing the survey.   

3.5 Ethics  

When conducting research, there are several ethical issues that we need to consider as 

researchers, which is important in all types of research (Wilson, 2014). Ethics is defined as 

“the principles, norms, and standards of conduct governing an individual or group” (Trevin̂o 

& Nelson, 1999, p. 12), and concerns how the research can affect individuals, groups, and 

governments. Even though some of the ethical considerations have already been disclosed, for 

example, voluntary participation. The purpose of this subchapter to get a more detailed 

overview of all considerations regarding this research.  

 

The ethical considerations in this thesis concern mainly the participants of the survey. We 

have taken several precautions to reduce the risk of harm (Wilson, 2014). That is, the 

respondents should not fear repercussions by their employer or colleagues by answering these 
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questions. Since we do not collect sensitive data, such as health issues, political or religious 

standpoints, the main ethical issue is to preserve anonymity among the participants. To 

preserve anonymity:  

 

x We have not collected either email or IP-addresses.  

x We have limited the scope of personal data.  

x We have categorized some of the personal data, such as age and work experience. For 

instance, age was divided into six categories: “18-25”, “26-35”, “36-45”, “46-55”, 

“56-65”, and “over 65”.  

x The firm, or any unauthorized, will not have access to the raw data set. The firm might 

have been able to identify some unique cases of the participants by the limited scope 

of personal data (confidentiality). 

x In the results, the data is categorized into one “group”.  

 

In addition to preserving anonymity, the participants must receive informed consent, which is 

“a requirement for all human research that ensures that the participants understands the 

purpose of the research, his or her rights as a participant, and the potential hazards of 

participating in the research” (Weathington et al., 2012, p. 40). The survey begins with the 

informed consent, which emphasizes what the survey is about, why they are asked to 

participate, and voluntary participation. Also, it is stressed with bold letters that the firm will 

not have access to raw data. Further, since we are not able to identify our participants, and we 

are not collecting email or IP-addresses, they were not able to withdraw their answers after 

the survey was completed, which was expressed. Although, there may be a unique case in our 

dataset, which would be able to withdraw their consent. Therefore, information consent 

expressed the rights for: “As long as you can be identified in the data material, you are 

entitled to…” (see appendix A). The information sheet also included our contact information, 

as well as supervisor, NSD, Data protection officer at UiS, which the respondents could 

contact if necessary. Next, the participants must consent to participate in the survey. They are 

asked to press “I agree to participate, and that my information will be kept until the end of 

2020”, if they decide to participate. See appendix A for further information about our 

informed consent.  

NSD - Norwegian Centre for Research Data  

 In order to collect personal data, such as age, gender, educational level, etc., it is required to 

report the research project to the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD). The reason is 
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that NSD has to ensure that our research follows the guidelines for retrieving personal data 

according to privacy legislation. We had to send descriptions about the project, for example, 

information about our sample, the survey questions, and information and consent form. We 

received the following evaluation (See appendix B for the full assessment from NSD):  

 

“It is our opinion that the processing of personal data in the project will be in accordance 

with the privacy legislation as long as it is carried out in accordance with what is documented 

in the notification form 21.02.2020 with attachment, as well as in the notification dialogue 

between the applicant and the NSD. The data processing can start.”  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



46 
 

4. Results and discussion 
In the following chapter, we will present the descriptive and inferential data results, as well as 

discussion of the results. Further, we will discuss the practical implications of the results 

regarding Haugaland Kraft, and theoretical implications and limitations.  

4.1 Results  

At first, we conducted a correlation test to see which control variables are correlated with the 

dependent variable, IWB. Out of 9 control variables, only two correlated with IWB, which 

were educational level and background. We decided to use age and gender because it is 

always interesting to see what impact these control variables have. Also, in the regression, it 

shows that no gender or any age is superior when it comes to IWB. Respondents were divided 

into six different departments, and after investigating the correlation test, it reveals that no 

department is more significant than others. That confirms the theory that no position is 

superior. For example, the “R&D” department did not have a greater impact than customer-

oriented positions or economical positions on innovative work behavior. Therefore, only age, 

gender, educational level, and type of educational background were used in further analysis. 

(See appendix A for further information). 

 

Age was measured using six intervals with range from 18 year to over 65 years. As illustrated 

in the graph below, the participants in this research were mainly between 46-55 years old 

(30,8%). The intervals 36-45 years, 56-65 years, and 26-35 years has the most respondents in 

respectively. 

 
Figure 17 - Descriptive statistic for the control variable: Age 
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The gender statistics report that 83,7% of the respondents were male, and 16,2% were female. 

The reason is that the distribution of the proportion of men who received the survey is 

significantly greater than the proportion of women.  

 

 
Figure 18 - Descriptive statistic for the control variable: Gender 

The highest educational level is master's degree, which 13,11% of the respondents have. Most 

of the respondents have a bachelor's degree (31,9%), vocational courses (26,2%), or 

vocational school (22,1%), respectively.  

 

 
Figure 19 - Descriptive statistic for the control variable: Educational level 

For the control variable educational background, the graph report that most of the 

respondents has a technical (71,5%) educational background. The respondents have 

economical, other, and humanities as their educational background, respectively. Also, the 

respondents had the opportunity to select several educational backgrounds, as some people 

have a combination of specialties.  
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Figure 20 - Descriptive statistic for the control variable: Educational background 

 

4.1.1 Descriptive statistics for innovative work behavior and work engagement 

Figure 21 below shows the mean for each variable in innovative work behavior. In other 

words, which tasks the employees at the power company performs on average. For instance, 

“Search out new working methods, techniques, or instruments” has the highest mean out of 

the 9 variables. This indicates that the employees do this task more than the others.  

 

Figure 22 illustrates how often the employees at Haugaland Kraft perform the three 

behavioral tasks: idea generation, idea promotion, and idea realization, on average. The figure 

report that the highest mean is for the idea generation tasks (3.31), and that the mean 

decreases for idea promotion (2.98) and idea realization (2.87). That means Haugaland Kraft 

has a greater potential of involving its employees in later stages of the innovation process. It 

is noticeable that the employees do not necessarily promote their ideas, even though they are 

creating them. Although the deviation between generation and promotion can be explained by 

that, not all ideas or solutions require mobilizing support. That is, simple innovations can be 

carried out by individuals (Janssen, 2000). On the other hand, employees might not promote 

all their ideas. The reason can be that they believe some of their ideas is not necessarily 

valuable or good enough. Further, the deviation between idea generation and idea realization  

was expected, due to the person who generates the idea is not necessarily the right person to 

complete it. 
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Figure 21 - Mean for IWB tasks 
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.  

Figure 22 - Mean for IWB 

 

Figure 23 presents the mean for the three work engagement dimensions vigor, dedication, and 

absorption. For all the dimensions, the mean is above 4, which indicates that the employees at 

Haugaland Kraft are highly engaged in their work. This result is highly positive for the power 

company, as they have a good foundation to utilize their engaged employees towards 

innovation and change. 

 

 
Figure 23 - Mean for WE 
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4.1.2 Correlation matrix – Innovative work behavior  

The table below reports the correlation among the factors that have been selected due to 

previous arguments. We used Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient to find the 

correlations and measures “...  the degree and the direction of the linear relationship between 

two variables” (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014, p. 453). The correlation matrix (Table 12) 

reveals that several variables are significantly correlated with the dependent variable, IWB. 

Educational level and IWB are significantly correlated at a level of 0.05, which shows that 

higher education yields higher innovative work behavior (0.229*). The humanities (0.182*) 

and economical background (0.211*) have a significant relationship with IWB at 0.05 level. 

While the technical background (0.009) does not. A possible explanation for this result is that 

the sample consists of a lower educational level than a bachelor’s degree with a technical 

background. That means, both economical and humanities background is presumed as a 

minimum a bachelor’s degree level. The educational background is not necessarily relevant 

for IWB. It might be that the level of education has a greater impact on whether the employee 

exhibit IWB or not. 

 

Regarding organizational climate, only the dimension Regulative & Normative (0.218*) has a 

significant correlation with IWB at the 0.05 level. Further, all the employability dimensions 

have a significant relationship with IWB at a 0.01 level. Lastly, there is a significant 

correlation between job demands and innovative work behavior (0.269**). According to these 

results, sub-hypotheses 1b, 1c, 2a, and 2b, as well as hypothesis 3, are preliminarily 

supported.  
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4.1.3 Regression model for innovative work behavior  

The purpose of conducting the multiple regression analysis is to find the predictors of the 

dependent variable, IWB. During OLS, we calculated the tolerance value for each 

independent and control variable, which were all within acceptable limits. Data were also 

screened for normality and heteroscedasticity; no violations were observed. To treat missing 

values, we used the listed exclusion of respondents. The following table presented the 

regression model with innovative work behavior as the dependent variable. 

 

 
 

Table 13 - Regression table: Innovative work behavior 



54 
 

Model 1:  

In model 1, only the control variables are entered. Control variables such as age, gender, 

educational level, and educational background explain 8,5% of the variance in the dependent 

variable, innovative work behavior, and a significance level of at 0.05. Only economical and 

humanities backgrounds were statistically significant, with IWB in model 1, at a 0.05 level.  

 

Model 2:  

In model 2, control variables and independent variables are entered. This model explains 

44.5% of the variation in innovative work behavior, with a p-value <0.001. From model 1 to 

2, the significance level of the educational background has changed. Specifically, the 

technical background is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, and humanities have a 

stronger statistically significance at a 0.01 level. While economical background stays 

unchanged in significance level. That means employees with a humanities educational 

background exhibits IWB more than both technical and economical background.  

 

Organizational climate 

Regarding the organizational climate, it is only the regulative & normative dimension that is 

statistically significant with a 0.001 level. In the factor analysis, the regulative and normative 

dimensions merged. Therefore, sub-hypotheses 1b and 1d are supported but are mutually 

reinforcing (Scott, 2001). Innovation and flexibility, cognitive, and psychological safety is not 

statistically significant in the model. The model’s R2 increased by 6.5% when the 

organizational climate was introduced, with a significance level at p-value < 0.05. Thus, 

hypothesis1 is supported. 
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Hypothesis & Sub-Hypotheses: (Organizational climate) Results 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between organizational climate 

and IWB. 

* 

Sub-hypothesis 1a:  

In an organization where the climate is perceived as flexible, the employees 

will report higher levels of innovative work behavior 

 

Not supported 

Sub-hypothesis 1b: 

In an organization where the management facilitates and encourages 

innovation initiatives, the employees will report higher levels of innovative 

work behavior 

 

*** 

Sub-hypothesis 1c: 

In an organization where the employees possess the necessary knowledge and 

skills to innovate, the employees will report higher levels of innovative work 

behavior.  

 

Not supported 

Sub-hypothesis 1d: 

In an organization where contributing to innovation is highly valued, the 

employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior. 

 

*** 

Sub-hypothesis 1e: 

In an organization where there is a high level of psychological safety, the 

employees will report higher levels of innovative work behavior.  

 

Not supported 

Table 14 - Summary of Organizational climate hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 
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Employability  

Investigating the employability in the regression, only one out of 3 has a significant effect on 

the dependent variable IWB. Anticipation and Optimization have a strong statistically 

significance on innovative work behavior at a p-value < 0.001, which supports the sub-

hypothesis 2a. Occupational expertise and corporate sense were assembled into one factor in 

the factor analysis. In the regression, this factor is not statistically significant with innovative 

work behavior. Therefore, sub-hypothesis 2b is not supported. The last dimension personal 

flexibility is not statistically significant with IWB. When employability dimensions were 

included, the model’s R2 increased by 22,1% and was statistically significant at p-value < 

0.001. Thus, hypothesis 2 is supported. 

 

Hypothesis & Sub-Hypotheses (Employability) Results 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between a high level of 

employability and IWB. 

*** 

Sub-hypothesis 2a:  

Employees who report a high level of Anticipation and Optimization will 

report a high level of innovative work behavior. 

 

*** 

Sub-hypothesis 2b:  

Employees who report a high level of Corporate sense will report a high 

level of innovative work behavior. 

 

Not 

supported 

Table 15 - Summary of Employability hypothesis and sub-hypotheses 
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Job demands, effort-reward fairness and work engagement 

The three concepts of job demands, effort-reward fairness and work engagement are 

assembled into one table, due to a smaller scope of hypotheses. Job demands are strongly 

statistically significant with innovative work behavior, at a p-value < 0.001. Effort-reward 

fairness is not statistically significant with IWB. Also, work engagement hypothesis is not 

supported either, due to a negative value. 

 

Hypotheses: Results 

Hypothesis 3: (Job demands) 

There is a positive relationship between a high degree of job demands and 

IWB.  

 

*** 

Hypothesis 4: (Effort-reward fairness) 

There is a positive relationship between a high degree of effort-reward 

fairness and IWB.  

 

Not 

supported 

Hypothesis 5: (Work engagement) 

There is a positive relationship between a high degree of work engagement 

and IWB. 

 

Not 

supported 

Table 16 - Summary of hypotheses: Job demands, Effort-reward fairness, and WE. 
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4.2 Discussion 

The model in this research is unique in the sense that no one has tested these specific 

variables in relation to IWB at once, to our knowledge. The results reveal that the control and 

independent variables in the model is explaining 44,5% of the variance of innovative work 

behavior, with a significance level at 0.001. This result might be the most important discovery 

in this thesis and shows that the variables included are affecting IWB to different degrees. The 

variables that were found to be statistically significant and positively related to IWB, were 

regulative & normative (OC), anticipation and optimization (Employability), and job 

demands. 

4.2.1 Organizational climate 

One of the main predictions was that organizational climate would be the most important 

factor that influences innovative work behavior, considering it is an influential factor in all 

organizations' behaviors. Even though only one dimension is proven to be statistically 

significant (regulative & normative), it can be argued that the hypothesis 1: There is a positive 

relationship between organizational climate and IWB, is supported. That is, the organizational 

climate has many aspects, and many terms and elements can describe the climate. It might be 

other aspects of the climate that are significantly related to IWB, which have not been 

included in this model. The results that regulative and normative is positive significant 

indicates that organizational climate is positively related to IWB. Thus, we conclude that 

hypothesis 1 is supported. Although, it must be emphasized that organizational climate was 

not as important determinant as predicted, due to the model's R2 only increased by 6.5% when 

the organizational climate was introduced and was statistically significant at p-value <0.05. 

Again, the reason can be that this research did not include the right aspects of the climate 

regarding IWB.  

 

Innovation and flexibility  

The dimension innovation and flexibility measure whether the climate is perceived as flexible 

and the ability to redirect the course of action quickly if needed. It appears that a climate that 

is perceived as flexible is not encouraging IWB as it is not statistically significant and has a 

negative value. Thus, the sub-hypothesis 1a is not supported, which is "In an organization 

where the climate is perceived as flexible, the employees will report higher levels of 

innovative work behavior". The result was surprising considering our prediction of the 

dimension, and the sub-hypothesis was not supported. We assessed that a business with many 
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lags and resistance in the innovation process would prevent employees from demonstrating 

innovative work behavior. Therefore, a climate where ideas are more easily accepted, and 

assistance is readily available was expected to have a positive impact on employees' 

innovative work behavior. However, Montani et al., (2014) found a correlation between 

innovation and flexibility and IWB, although it was not statistically significant in the 

regression model. Montani et al., (2014) found that innovation and flexibility had an indirect 

effect when introduced with other variables. Thus, it is possible that innovation and flexibility 

have some indirect effect on our model but have not been tested in this thesis. This dimension 

might have more influence on the firm's innovative performance rather than IWB. According 

to Friis et al., (2016), flexibility affects innovation performance. That is, due to increased 

globalization, the firms need to change faster than before, and therefore, flexibility should be 

a determinant. This claim cannot be supported by our data, as the innovation performance 

section had a small sample (22 respondents) and too low Cronbach Alpha. 

 

The three pillars of institutions  

The three pillars, Regulative, Cognitive, and Normative, are powerful constraints on conducts 

and can encourage and support behaviors that are considered as beneficial (Scott, 2001). In 

our results, regulative & normative have merged in the factor analysis, which might be 

because that regulative and normative is mutually reinforcing. That means, the unspoken rules 

(norms) influence the spoken rules (regulative), and the spoken rules affect the unspoken 

rules. Regulative & normative was statistically significant with a p-value < 0.001, which 

means both sub-hypotheses 1b and 1d were supported. The result indicates that the 

management within the power company can encourage and support innovative work behavior 

by setting rules and policies that facilitate innovative initiatives. Also, the result indicates that 

a climate that values innovative thinking and actions is encouraging IWB.  

 

The last dimension cognitive was not statistically significant, and thus sub-hypothesis 1c is 

not supported. The result was surprising and indicates that having a shared understanding of 

how to start and run innovation projects is not encouraging IWB. In Åmo (2006) research, the 

three pillars and IWB were statistically significant. However, he distinguished between 

external and internal oriented innovations, where the former means new products and 

services, and internal oriented innovations are i.e., routine improvements or new ways to 

organize internally. His results reveal that regulative and normative were statistically 

significant on external oriented innovations, while cognitive was statistically significant for 
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internal oriented innovations. It is not surprising that the cognitive dimension might be more 

influential on internal innovations, as these are more often carried out by only internal 

employees. That means, external innovations might be outsourced to some degree, while 

internal innovations are certainly more handled internally. In this research, we did not 

distinguish between external and internal IWB and used a different set of questions for the 

dependent variable. That might explain our results, why regulative & normative is statistically 

significant with a p-value < 0.001 and cognitive is not statistically significant.  

 

When we developed the survey, we assumed that based on previous experience, most people 

do not acknowledge that internal improvements, such as routines, are innovating (specifically 

in Norway). Thus, in the IWB section of the survey, we emphasized that innovation also 

includes improvements of something existing, e.g., routines, internal processes, and methods. 

The participants were asked to consider this information before answering. However, it can be 

difficult to recalibrate the interpretation of innovation, even though we have stressed it at the 

beginning of the questions. That might also explain why idea promotion and realization has 

lesser mean than idea generation, where the questions entail the words “innovative ideas 

and/or improvement of something existing”. If the respondents did not take internal oriented 

innovations into account when answering these questions, it might have affected the 

significance level of the cognitive dimension, as well as idea promotion and realization on 

average. However, we do not have the evidence to support this claim that the participants did 

not take internal innovations into account, and the result might have other explanations.  

 

Psychological safety 

Psychological safety is a climate that is considered safe for interpersonal risk-taking and was 

expected to influence IWB. Innovative work behavior is described as risky behavior, due to 

the risks of being viewed as a troublemaker, or incompetent. It was surprising that 

psychological safety was not statistically significant, as previous research has found that PS is 

statistically significant related to IWB (Sharifirad, 2013; Wang et al., 2014). Our result 

indicates that psychological safety does not influence innovative work behavior and is not 

encouraging IWB. Therefore, sub-hypothesis 1e is not supported. The reason might be that 

employees who experience psychological safety not necessarily demonstrate innovative work 

behavior. Although PS is not encouraging IWB, it might be a prerequisite. Without 

psychological safety, the employees will not promote or carry out their ideas to the same 

degree as with psychological safety. However, employees may demonstrate IWB regardless 
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of whether they experience psychological safety or not, or that PS is more of a mediator 

between other variables and IWB.  

 

Another plausible explanation is that this research was conducted in Norway, which is known 

to have better employment conditions than in other countries. The research by Javed et al. 

(2019), Sharifirad (2013), and Wang et al. (2014) has been conducted in Pakistan, Iran, and 

China, respectively. Psychological safety might have a higher significance in these countries 

than in Norway. The employees at Haugaland Kraft do not have to worry about losing their 

job to the same degree as employees in Pakistan, Iran, or China. That means employees in 

Norway might not fear the same severe consequences of promoting an idea that fails when 

implemented. Norway also has better conditions when it comes to unemployment. In that 

sense, if an employee loses his job in China, it can lead to desperate measures to support the 

family, while an employee in Norway is protected by the welfare state. Thus, it is a possible 

explanation of why our results contradict previous research findings. However, this result 

might have another explanation, as we do not have the evidence to support this claim. 

4.2.2 Employability  

Employability is the employee's general and professional competencies, which is divided into 

5 dimensions; Occupational expertise, Anticipation and Optimization, Personal flexibility, 

Corporate sense, and Balance. The relationship between employability and IWB has not been 

investigated by anyone else than Stoffers et al., (2018), and the empirical evidence is limited. 

Thus, future researchers need to explore this relationship further when innovation is partially 

dependent on the employee's competencies.  

 

It can be argued that hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between a high level of 

employability and IWB, is supported. Even though 3 out of 5 dimensions were not proven to 

be statistically significant, and 1 of them is missing, the model's R2 increased by 

approximately 22,1% with a p-value < 0.001 when employability dimensions were included 

in the model (see table 13). This result indicates that employability is the most important 

variable that explains the variance in innovative work behavior in this research. Thus, we can 

conclude that hypothesis 2 is supported.  

 

The results of employability are in line with Stoffers et al., (2018) findings, except for one 

dimension, corporate sense. Also, the dimension balance was excluded from the analysis 



62 
 

because it was not suitable as a factor. Thus, we cannot support or decline Stoffers et al., 

(2018) result regarding balance, which in their results was not statistically significant. 

Personal flexibility was not statistically significant in either Stoffers et al., (2018) or our 

results. That means, how well an employee adapts to various internal and external changes in 

their work environment, is not influential on whether the employee demonstrates IWB. 

Anticipation and optimization results were as predicted and are statistically significant at a 

0.001 level. Thus, the sub-hypothesis 2a was supported. This result indicates that the 

development of knowledge and skills, as well as taking advantage of newly acquired 

knowledge, influences IWB positively.  

 

Occupational expertise & corporate sense merged as a factor in the factor-analysis and was 

not statistically significant (p-value: 0.079). This result support and contradicts Stoffers et al., 

(2018) findings at once. That is, occupational expertise was negatively related to IWB in their 

research and did not enhance the degree of IWB. The corporate sense was statistically 

significant in all three behavioral tasks and was predicted to be the most important 

determinant of IWB regarding employability. A possible explanation of why corporate sense 

was not statistically significant is that it merged with a negatively related variable, 

occupational expertise. However, we tested a regression model without occupational expertise 

(excluded from the factor analysis), which revealed that the significance level of corporate 

sense increased from 0.079 to 0.08. That shows that occupational expertise has almost no 

impact on the significance level of corporate sense; hence the sub-hypothesis 2b was not 

supported. The reason might be that, in Stoffers et al., (2018) research, they used the 

supervisor's opinion on whether the employees demonstrate IWB in addition to self-reporting. 

That might have resulted in employees who show a high degree of corporate sense and have 

received halo-effect by their supervisors. That is supported by the fact, "... the supervisor's 

ratings were systematically higher than the corresponding self-ratings" (p. 19), regarding 

IWB. Thus, the halo-effect of employees who demonstrate a high degree of corporate sense is 

a plausible explanation of why our results contradict Stoffers et al., (2018) findings. That 

means a supervisor will more certainly appreciate employees who show a high level of 

commitment to the firm and work hard to achieve the firm's goals. Another explanation for 

this result can be that a high degree of corporate sense not necessarily results in a higher level 

of innovative work behavior.  
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It must be emphasized that even though corporate sense & occupational expertise was not 

statistically significant, it is still influential on IWB to some degree. Corporate sense is 

probably the most influential of those two, as the significance level only increased by 0.001 

when occupational expertise was excluded. Since employees with a high level of corporate 

sense identify with the firm's goals, Haugaland Kraft might have the potential to encourage its 

employees to demonstrate IWB by setting innovation goals.  

4.2.3 Job demands 

Previous research has frequently found that a high degree of job demands is positively related 

to IWB (Janssen, 2000; Bunce & West, 1994; Dediu et al., 2018; Hernández et al., 2007; De 

Spiegelaere et al., 2012). Thus, our result is in line with previous research, which shows that 

employees turn a high degree of job demands into innovative work behavior. Thus, a high 

level of job demands is statistically significant with a p-value < 0.001, and hypothesis 

3: There is a positive relationship between a high degree of job demands and innovative work 

behavior, is supported. Additionally, the model’s R2 increased by 5,3% when job demands 

were introduced and had a p-value < 0.001. Bunce and West (1994), and Janssen (2000) states 

that turning high job demands into IWB is a coping mechanism. In that sense, the employees 

innovate to cope with a high level of job demands, by, for example, finding a new way to do 

an ordinary work task more efficient. It can also be interpreted that challenging tasks and 

goals have a positive impact on IWB.  

 

We discussed in the three pillars section that the employees at the power company might not 

have considered internal oriented innovations when answering the IWB questions. Therefore, 

it raises questions about whether turning a high level of job demands into IWB is a coping 

mechanism. If this assumption or claim is true, that the employees at the power company have 

not taken internal innovations into account, it contradicts the explanation provided by Bunce 

and West (1994) and Janssen (2000). In that sense, IWB is used to find new ways to do 

ordinary tasks more efficiently or new routines that help the employee to cope with the high 

level of job demands, according to these researchers. It makes no sense that an employee who 

contributes to external innovations, reduce their daily workload. The question is, are job 

demands statistically significant because IWB is characterized as extra-role behavior? In other 

words, is it possible that the employees who show IWB, have higher job demands as these 

innovation actions come additionally to daily tasks? Thus, we are questioning why the 

relationship between job demands and IWB is statistically significant.  
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4.2.4 Effort-reward fairness 

Effort reward-fairness entails that the employees perceive fairness in exchange relationship 

between them and the employer. The assessment of effort-reward fairness springs from the 

research by Janssen (2000), where he tested effort-reward fairness as a mediator between job 

demands and IWB. This research concluded that employees who perceived the fairness ratio 

as fair are more likely to turn a high level of job demands into innovative work behavior. Due 

to limited research regarding the direct relationship between effort-reward fairness and IWB, 

we decided to test if effort-reward fairness could have a direct influence on IWB instead. The 

results contradict hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between a high degree of 

effort-reward fairness and IWB, as it is not statistically significant. Further, the model’s R2 is 

decreasing by 0.2% when effort-reward fairness is included, which indicates that effort-

reward fairness does not explain the variance in IWB. However, this result was not 

statistically significant.  

 

A primary reason for the result is that effort-reward fairness is a mediator in other research in 

relation to IWB and not a direct influence. Another reason could be the differences in the 

context of the research. Our research was completed in a Norwegian power company, while 

Janssen (2000) investigated a Dutch industrial organization in the food sector. In Norway, the 

employees might have better economic conditions, which might give social exchange lesser 

importance than in other countries. Lastly, another reason can be that even if the employee 

perceives the workplace as fairly, it does not mean they reciprocate with innovative actions. 

Maybe they chose to reciprocate with other types of tasks, that is beneficial for the firm  

4.2.5 Work engagement  

Several researchers have found that work engagement is positively related to IWB (Siddiqi, 

2015; Agarwal, 2014; Agarwal et al., 2012; De Spiegelaere et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2019). 

Thus, the prediction that engaged employees is demonstrating innovative work behavior to a 

larger extent than employees without work engagement. The reason is that an engaged 

employee is often more creative, productive, and innovative, according to Bakker and 

Demerouti (2008). Engaged employees are also more willing to take on extra-role behavior. 

Therefore, it was surprising that work engagement is negatively related to IWB in our result, 

which contradicts hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between work engagement 

and IWB. A possible explanation for this result is that an employee with a high degree of 

work engagement does not necessarily lead to a higher degree of IWB. An employee can be 
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enthusiastic about its work and have lots of energy without it, leading to more innovative 

actions. In other words, they might use their energy and creativity to achieve the firm's goals 

or other daily tasks, which decreases innovative initiatives. If this claim is true, then the firm 

and management team can influence their engaged workers to demonstrate IWB by setting 

rules and policies that are positively related to IWB, which might influence the firm's norms 

and values.  

4.3 Practical implications for Haugaland Kraft  

In this subchapter, we will discuss how these results can benefit Haugaland Kraft and its 

practical implications. Primarily, it must be emphasized that although several variables were 

not statistically significant, it might have an impact on IWB to some extent. Also, these 

variables can have a positive influence on other beneficial and productive behaviors in the 

firm. For instance, psychological safety is important even though we did not prove that it is 

positively related to IWB in our results. If the employees fear that they will be mocked for 

expressing their mistakes, they might not tell somebody before it is too late to correct the 

error (Tidd & Bessant, 2014), which might lead to high expenses for the firm. The same goes 

for effort-reward fairness. If the ratio is perceived as low, it might lead to other bad outcomes 

for the individual and the firm.  

 

Our results regarding the organizational climate show that regulative and normative has a 

strong impact on whether the employee demonstrates innovative work behavior. The 

management at Haugaland Kraft can encourage IWB among their employees to a large extent, 

by setting rules and policies that influence innovative endeavors. For example, put innovation 

on the agenda and focusing on the development and improvement of both external and 

internal innovations. Alternatively, having explicit guidelines on how to go forward with their 

ideas to the management. Also, having rules when the employees come forward with their 

ideas, and they are guaranteed feedback on the "progress", might encourage IWB. According 

to Bos-Nehles, Renkema and Janssen (2017), feedback is found to be a positive influence on 

IWB by other researchers. That might also result in that the employees are experiencing a 

climate that values innovative initiatives and actions, which is also a positive influence on 

IWB (normative). Regulative and normative are mutually reinforcing. Thus, it is 

recommended to start with the regulative within the firm to encourage the employees to 

demonstrate IWB. Regulative is more tangible than norms and value, and hopefully, 

regulative affect normative over time.  
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When it comes to employability, it shows that this concept has a stronger impact on IWB than 

the climate, according to our results. That means the employee's personal properties are more 

significant than macro-level conditions. It can be argued that personal attributes are not 

encouraging IWB, as they depend on the individual. However, basic psychology suggests that 

personal attributes are based on both biological and environmental factors (Holt et al., 2012). 

Thus, possible that the firm and environment can influence these characteristics that 

employability consists of. For instance, whether the employees develop their knowledge and 

skills, or not. Anticipation and Optimization have a strong impact on IWB and indicates that 

maybe focus on the training and development of Haugaland Kraft's employees can encourage 

IWB. According to Bos-Nehles et al., (2017), HRM-practice training and development were 

significant for IWB in several studies. The most important regard to keep in mind is that the 

training and development program must be beneficial for the employee's work, where they 

can apply newly acquired knowledge into their work tasks (Lai, 2011). Also, the training and 

development are forward-looking, due to individuals and "... firms cannot rely on past 

experience since this has little relevance to current or future problems." (Kesting & Ulhøi, 

2010, p. 68). 

 

Further, this result can benefit Haugaland Kraft regarding new employees. When considering 

candidates for a new position, they can assess whether the candidate is showing any interest in 

developing their knowledge and skills, and how they might tend to do so. Even though the 

corporate sense was not statistically significant in our results, the firm should strive to have 

highly committed employees for several reasons. For instance, highly committed employees 

will have a great impact on the firm's overall results, as they identify with the firm's goals and 

values (Van Der Heijde & Van Der Heijden, 2006). In relation to IWB, the firm should try to 

involve their employees in the innovation processes and forming innovation goals. That might 

result in a higher commitment to the firm and, to a small degree, encourage the employees to 

demonstrate IWB.  

 

Job demands result indicates that Haugaland Kraft should not decrease the workload of its 

employees because a high level of job demands influence IWB positively. This result can be 

interpreted as challenging tasks and goals can encourage the employees to demonstrate IWB. 

However, it is essential to understand that a high level of job demands can also turn into stress 

and burnout. There is a thin line between burnout and utilization of IWB as a coping 

mechanism (Bunce & West, 1994). If the employee's competencies do not extend to finding 
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new ways to do things more efficiently, then the high level of job demands might result in 

unfavorable outcomes for the individual and the firm. Thus, it is suggested that the workload 

and difficulty level must match the employee's capabilities (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Another 

regard to keep in mind is that we are also questioning why job demands are positively related 

to IWB. Due to external innovation does not necessarily result in that the employees do their 

work tasks more efficiently. Hence, we recommend being cautious regarding this result, and 

the firm should assess the employee's competencies before giving heavy workload and 

challenging tasks.   

 

The work engagement result indicates that it has a negative effect on IWB. This result, we 

recommend the firm not to spend too much time on since it has been proven by several other 

researchers that it is positively related to IWB. As previously stated, an employee can be 

engaged in their daily work tasks and goals, but do not use their efforts on innovative 

initiatives. Thus, that is a possible explanation for why work engagement is negatively related 

to IWB in our results if the firm's goals at a micro-level do not involve innovation. If that is 

the case, then the management has the potential to encourage their engaged workers into 

demonstrating IWB with the regulative system and setting innovation goals. Moreover, ask 

their employees about inputs and new perspectives on problems that the power company 

faces. As illustrated in figure 23, Haugaland Kraft has very engaged employees, which is 

highly positive for the firm, regardless of whether it influences IWB. That is because engaged 

employees are more creative, more productive, and among other things (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008).  

4.4 Theoretical implications and recommendation for future research 

This thesis offers important implications for the theory by presenting a more holistic picture 

of how different factors encourage innovative work behavior. The most significant 

contribution to the theoretical development of IWB is that this specific model has never been 

tested by anyone else, to our knowledge. The model explains 44,5% of the variance of IWB 

and was statistically significant at p-value < 0.001.  

 

The most important contribution regarding the relationship between organizational climate 

and IWB is that we have tested different aspects of the climate against IWB. The concepts of 

innovation and flexibility and the three pillars have limited empirical evidence. Thus, we have 

provided more extensive research on the relationship between these dimensions and IWB. 
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Since regulative & normative was the only dimension that was statistically significant, it is 

recommended that future research investigate which aspects of the climate positively related 

to IWB. Also, that future research might look into which regulative measures that encourage 

IWB. Further, we suggest that flexibility is examined more extensively against the innovative 

performance of the firm rather than IWB. When it comes to psychological safety, the 

recommendation is to explore the concept against IWB in different countries, due to various 

employment conditions.  

 

Regarding the relationship between employability and IWB, the most significant discovery is 

that this concept explains 22,1% (***) of the variance of IWB. This result shows that the 

individual’s personality, abilities, motivation, and attitudes is the main predictor of IWB, 

according to our results. Since the empirical evidence is limited, the main recommendation is 

to further explore the interplay between employability and IWB. Possibly, investigate what 

measures that might affect, for instance, anticipation and optimization dimension (***). Even 

though our results on job demands are in line with previous findings, some questions have 

been raised regarding the explanation of why job demands are statistically significant. That is, 

if the employee contributes towards external oriented innovations, it does not necessarily help 

the employee with the heavy workload. For example, if an employee contributes towards a 

new function on a customer product, it does not ease the scope of work tasks. Is it because 

IWB is characterized as extra-role behavior, and these innovation actions come in addition to 

ordinary tasks? Thus, we recommend future research to explore why job demands are 

statistically significant, and we question whether job demands are only a coping mechanism. 

 

Effort-reward fairness is investigated as a direct effect in this thesis and was not statistically 

significant. The empirical evidence in relation to this concept is that it is often used as a 

mediator and explored with different assumptions. For further research, we would recommend 

conducting more extensive research into the different kinds of effort-reward and test their 

relation to innovative work behavior. It would be interesting to research the differences in 

reward arrangements between countries, using a qualitative and quantitative approach.  

 

Lastly, a recommendation to future research is to do a more comprehensive study where the 

sample is greater than 123, to be able to generalize the results for a bigger population. Also, 

possibly include several countries in the study, and compare the answers between them. Then 
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it is possible to determine whether employment conditions have an impact on what is 

encouraging IWB.   

4.5 Limitations  

Like most other research, also, this thesis has some limitations. Firstly, when we retrieved the 

questions from other researchers, we did not include all the items from each concept, except 

for IWB. That might have an impact on our results, and maybe why some results contradict 

previous research findings. For example, our model only had 16-items of employability out of 

the 47-items scale from Van Der Heijde and Van Der Heijden (2006). The reason is that we 

wanted to include as many concepts as possible to be able to get a more holistic view of what 

encourages IWB. Since we included too many concepts, it can have resulted in less “in-depth” 

analysis. For example, only including employability, the analysis of the relationship between 

IWB and employability could have been more thorough. Also, having too many variables 

have also led to the questionnaire being too extensive. When we tested with the test subjects, 

then the average time spent was approximately 8-10 minutes, which might be too long 

already. The actual average time was 11 minutes, which might have resulted in that the 25 

answers in progress did not finish the survey. However, we investigated these 25 answers, and 

none of them stopped at the same place. Thus, it can be another reason why they did not 

complete the questionnaire. Further, it was said in the inform sheet that the survey would take 

8-10 minutes, would have an impact on whether the employees decided to participate or not. 

That means we could have a greater sample if we excluded some of the concepts. Therefore, 

including too many independent variables is one of the main limitations of this thesis. 

 

Translation from English to Norwegian 

The questions were retrieved from validated measurements by previous researchers and were 

translated from English to Norwegian. That can lead to misinterpretations of the questions, 

either because of poor translation or that the questions are not that adaptable to Norwegian. 

As researchers, we can have misinterpreted the questions in English, which might have led us 

to translate them wrong. There will always be a risk for misinterpretation in all research. 

Thus, the decision about translating the questions, we believe we reduced the chance of 

misinterpretation. For instance, we do not know the English skills of all the employees in the 

power company. If the participants have a low level of English skills, it could have led to 

unusable data. Even though it is a risk of misinterpretation, translating the questions was the 

right decision because we ensured a better outcome, both the results and participation rate. 
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Social desirability-bias 

The questions allowed the participants to answer positively about themselves. One might see 

what the “right” answer is, which can have resulted in social desirability bias. For example, “I 

adapt to developments within my organization”, do you agree or disagree? The participant can 

be tempted to answer more positively than what the reality suggests. On the other hand, they 

can unconsciously answer more positively about themselves.  

 

External validity  

External validity in this thesis is limited, due to only one unit has been included. That means 

the results cannot be generalized to other companies than Haugaland Kraft. Thus, the sample 

and number of units should have been greater to generalize the results for other companies in 

Norway. However, our results can provide insight into what is relevant to test in future 

research, especially in Norway.  
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5. Conclusion 
This thesis aimed to identify what encourages innovative work behavior at a firm-level by 

examining the relationship between different variables and IWB. It was expected that 

organizational climate, employability, job demands, effort reward-fairness, and work 

engagement was encouraging IWB, due to previous research findings. Based on quantitative 

analysis, we have found some positive predictors of IWB. We hypothesized that 

organizational climate would have a positive relationship with IWB because the climate is a 

predictor for all behaviors in an organization. Our results support this hypothesis by the 

model’s R2 increased by 6.5% (*) when all the climate dimensions were introduced. In 

addition, regulative & normative was statistically significant at p-value < 0.001. Thus, the 

management at Haugaland Kraft can encourage this behavior by setting rules and policies that 

positively influence IWB. Also, a climate that values innovative thinking is encouraging 

IWB.  

 

Employability was predicted to have a positive relationship with IWB because of previous 

research findings and that innovation depends on the competencies that employees possess. 

According to our results, employability is the main predictor of IWB as the model’s R2 

increased by 22,1% (***) when the dimensions were introduced. Anticipation and 

optimization are the only statistically significant dimension, which shows that the 

development of the employee’s skills and knowledge is encouraging IWB. Even though it 

depends on the individual, the result indicates that the firm can encourage IWB by training 

and developing its employees.  

 

Due to previous research findings, a high level of job demands was hypothesized to be 

positively related to IWB. Our result was in line with the hypothesis. Thus, a high level of job 

demands is encouraging IWB. That means, IWB is used as a coping mechanism to deal with 

the heavy workload, or that challenging tasks and goals are encouraging IWB. We are also 

questioning why a high level of job demands are positively related to IWB, especially 

regarding external oriented innovations. Thus, we recommend future researchers to do more 

thorough research on this matter.  

 

Even though not all dimensions and variables included in the model was proven to be 

statistically significant, it had to some degree encouraging effect on IWB, as the model’s R2 
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as 44,5% when all was included. Except for work engagement, which was negatively related 

to IWB, in our results. However, due to the significance level, we cannot determine that these 

variables are encouraging IWB. In conclusion, we find that organizational climate (regulative 

& normative), employability (anticipation & optimization), and a high level of job demands 

are encouraging the beneficial extra-role, innovative work behavior, at Haugaland kraft. 

 

 
Figure 24 - The final model of what encourages IWB 
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