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Research has shown that employees’ innovative work behaviour is important for the
competitive advantage of organizations. However, the question of how this innovative
work behaviour can be stimulated remains unanswered. The purpose of this paper is
to test empirically the effect of perceptions of four high-commitment HR practices on
three dimensions of innovative work behaviour by production workers. Disentangling
three dimensions of innovative work behaviour makes it conceptually possible to de-
termine how perceived HRM can stimulate three different behavioural types linked to
idea generation, idea championing, and idea application. The results of a survey
among 328 workers in a Dutch manufacturing company show that four perceived HR
practices (supportive supetvision, training and development, information sharing, and
compensation) have an effect on all three dimensions of innovative work behaviour.
Overall, positively perceived supportive supervision was found to be the most benefi-
cial practice for innovative work behaviour.
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Introduction

For several decades, individual innovative performance has been considered as one of
the most important organizational drivers in dealing with rapid changes, such as glob-
alization, and emerging new technologies. Research has shown that organizational in-
novation performance is enhanced by individual innovative performance, referred to
from the behavioural perspective as innovative work behaviour IWB) (e.g. De Jong &
Den Hartog, 2007; Hoyrup, 2010; Janssen, 2000; Scott & Bruce, 1994). The existing
literature has accumulated rich conceptual and empirical knowledge on a variety of
factors influencing IWB, including the organizational climate (e.g. Scott & Bruce,
1994), job design (e.g. Farr, 1990), transformational leadership (e.g. Basu & Green,
1997), commitment (e.g. Thompson & Heron, 2000), trust (e.g. Carmeli & Spreitzer,
2009), problem-solving style (e.g. Scott & Bruce, 1994), and role expectations (e.g.
Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Recently, scholars have started largely conceptual discussions
about stimulating the innovation potential of “ordinary” workers and their participa-
tion in innovation, so-called employee-driven innovation (Heyrup, 2010; Kesting &
Ulhoi, 2010), and claimed that, if propetly supported, even “routine” workers can
show strongly innovative behaviour (Evans & Waite, 2010) and that the innovative
work behaviour can be made “visible, recognized, and exploited to the benefit of both
the firm and its employees” (Kesting & Ulhei, 2010, p. 66). This is particularly appar-
ent in manufacturing firms, in which the need for innovation is high and production
workers have the skills and knowledge required to contribute directly and strongly to
organizational innovation performance (Hoyrup, 2010; Laursen & Foss, 2003). Several
discrete managerial practices have been considered as drivers of innovative behaviour
by employees, including rewards, decision structures, and time and resource support
(Kesting & Ulhei, 2010).

Surprisingly, few attempts have been made to evaluate empirically the impact of
managerial support practices on IWB. Empirical research is scarce, and what is availa-
ble does not reach beyond supporting the value of human resource management in
general. Human resource (HR) practices have been found to play an important role in
general at the organizational level enhancing organizational innovation performance
(e.g. Beugelsdijk, 2008; Shipton, West, Dawson, Birdi, & Patterson., 2006; De Leede
& Looise, 2005; Jiménez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle, 2005), and at the individual level in
stimulating organizational innovation by enhancing the creativity of individual em-
ployees (e.g. Dul, Ceylan, & Jaspers, 2011; Mumford, 2000). For example, Jiang,
Wang, and Zhao (2012) found that several HR practices affect employees’ creativity,
such as hiring, selection, and rewards. However, the studies did not empirically test
the particular effect of specific HR practices and generally maintained a conceptual
focus (e.g. Galbraith, 1982; Gupta & Singhal, 1993; Kanter, 1988; Mumford, 2000;
Shalley & Gilson, 2004).

At this point, we should clarify this paper’s position. We depart from the idea that
the formulation and interpretation of organizational issues (here — innovation perfor-
mance issues) is based on people’s perceptions of organizational processes (here —
human resources management practices) (Hodgkinson, 1997). Organizational mem-
bers’ perceptions of HR practices influence their actions and attitudes in response to
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changes in the HRM processes. Further, social cognitive research has shown that peo-
ple act on the basis of their perceptions and interpretations, and in doing so they enact
particular social realities through giving them meaning (Bartunek & Moch, 1994;
Fyske & Taylor, 1991; Goodhew, Cammock, & Hamilton, 2005; Weick, Sutcliffe &
Obstfeld, 2005). Based on the way in which people perceptually filter external infor-
mation, their attitudinal and behavioural responses to that information may differ, and
the natural information processing mechanisms of individuals influence the way in
which they perceive situations. Different studies have supported the notion that indi-
viduals bring different motivations (Locke & Latham, 1990), past experiences (Rous-
seau, 2001), demographic backgrounds (Cox, 1993), values (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998),
personalities (Hough & Schneider, 1996), and attitudes (Brief, 1998), which all influ-
ence their ways of interpreting and reacting to organizational experiences. Another,
closely related, research stream builds on HR practices being communication mecha-
nisms that give signals of the organization to employees, that employees can under-
stand and interpret these signals differently (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Nishii, Lepak, &
Schneider, 2008; Sonnenberg, Van Zijderveld, & Brinks, 2014). Interpretations may
include assumptions, knowledge, and expectations expressed symbolically through
language, visual images, metaphors, and stories that represent subjective data, and they
act as a tool to facilitate decision making, problem solving, and negotiating within the
context of organizational intervention (Cossette & Audet, 1992). Perceptions and in-
terpretations have been linked with cognitive frames, which in their turn have been
shown to be related to managers’ performance (Jenkins & Johnson, 1997; Laukkanen,
1994), decision making (Axelrod, 1976), performance appraisal (Gioia, Donnellon, &
Sims, 1989), strategic behaviour (Dutton & Jackson, 1987), strategy formulation
(Hodgkinson & Johnson, 1994), exercise of power (Bartunck & Ringuest, 1989), lead-
ership (Lord & Maher, 1991), and organizational performance (Thomas, Clark, & Gi-
oia, 1993).

Some HR practices have been studied from the perceptual point of view. For ex-
ample, within compensation it has been found that younger workers without children
might hold more favourable opinions towards receiving minimal extra benefits but
above-market pay levels, while older employees might view receiving comprehensive
benefits more favourably (Milkovich & Newman, 1999). Judge and Cable (1997) con-
cluded that individuals who rate highly in conscientiousness are more attracted to or-
ganizations with cultures characterized by a need for achievement. These differences
in the personal valuation of benefits and cultures, developed through the goals and
preferences of an individual, can lead to varying extents to which people are satisfied
with, and react to, certain measures and messages within organizations. Guzzo and
Noonan (1994) concluded that the very same set of HR practices can be perceived
positively by some employees but not by others, depending on the level of perceived
fit between those practices and employees’ individual values, personality, goals, and
schematic expectations.

Therefore, the main contribution of this paper is to test empirically the effect of
perceptions of specific HR practices on the innovative work behaviour of “ordinary”
employees (Kesting & Ulhoi, 2001), specifically in the manufacturing industry. We
view IWB as consisting of the generation of ideas, including the identification of op-

https://dol.c Vde/e -


https://doi.org/10.5771/0935-9915-2015-2-138
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

management revue, 26(2), 138-160 DOI 10.1688/mrev-2015-02-Veenendaal

portunities, and then the championing and application of these ideas (Janssen, 2000).
This approach rests on the idea that IWB is more than idea generation — the creative
process of individuals. This has been extensively studied (e.g. Dul et al., 2011; Shalley
& Gilson, 2004), but how the generated ideas are implemented has been explored less.
Although earlier research has identified multiple dimensions to innovative work be-
haviour, most studies have reported findings suggesting that innovative work behav-
iour is a one-dimensional variable based on a lack of distinctiveness between the pro-
posed dimensions (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010; Janssen, 2000; Kleysen & Street,
2001; Scott & Bruce, 1994). Nevertheless, we seek a multidimensional perspective on
IWB: conceptually, we claim that, by considering innovative work behaviour as a mul-
tidimensional concept, research is likely to identify a more nuanced impact of per-
ceived HR practices on the various dimensions of IWB. For example, employees who
show behaviour associated with idea generation may not necessarily show high levels
of championing behaviours. The question that remains is then how to support the
best components of IWB (Kleysen & Street, 2001).

Following the logic above, the central question of this paper concerns the extent
to which perceptions of HR practices stimulate innovative work behaviour. We first
provide a theoretical explanation for, and build hypotheses on, the relationship be-
tween perceptions of HR practices and innovative work behaviour. After this, we de-
scribe the methods used to test the developed hypotheses. Finally, we present and dis-
cuss the results and the implications of our findings.

Theory and hypothesis development

Innovative work behaviour is defined as employee behaviour to create, introduce, and
apply new ideas intentionally within a work role, a group, or an organization that are
beneficial to performance (Janssen, 2000, p. 288). As such, several innovation dimen-
sions can be identified within the concept of innovative work behaviour (see Figure
1). It starts with the generation of ideas. While the terms idea generation and creativity are
often used interchangeably, we opt for “idea generation” to stay close to the innova-
tive work behaviour literature (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Hoyrup, 2010; Janssen,
2000; Scott & Bruce, 1994). Within this idea generation dimension, employees recog-
nize problems and opportunities and seek new ideas as solutions. Mumford (2000, p.
316) described idea generation as “a free-flowing activity where application, implica-
tion, and consequences are identified and then shaped through refinement into a new
idea or set of ideas”. The subsequent, second dimension is zdea championing. Here, the
idea is promoted throughout the organization to find support for further develop-
ment. Finding support involves building coalitions of potential allies — individuals who
provide the necessary power to move the idea into practice — by expressing enthusi-
asm and confidence about success, being persistent, and involving the right people
(De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010; Galbraith, 1982; Janssen, 2000; Kanter, 1988). These
could be managers, members of other departments, such as R&D, or immediate co-
workers. Idea championing is all about finding support for the ideas generated and in-
volving key organizational members in the ideas of employees. The aim of the third
dimension, idea application, is to incorporate the ideas that were generated and promot-
ed into the daily business (Kleysen & Street, 2001) and to realize those ideas that can
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be experienced and applied within the work role, group, or organization (Janssen,
2000; Kanter, 1988). The final two dimensions, idea championing and idea applica-
tion, are often jointly labelled as implementation.

Figure 1: Innovation as a three-dimensional process

Idea Application

Inconporation and (ealssiion

Idea Championing

Finding suppert

Idea Generation

Recognize problems and opportundties and find new ides

Previous research on innovative work behaviour has mainly considered it to be a
single dimension consisting of multiple sets of behaviours (e.g. De Jong & Den Har-
tog, 2010; Janssen, 2000, 2004; Scott & Bruce, 1994). IWB as a single dimension can
be seen as a container for several behavioural sets. These sets of behaviours corre-
spond to our dimensions of idea generation, idea championing, and idea application.
By conceptualizing IWB in terms of multiple sets of behaviours, a nuanced picture
appears of individuals’ contributions to organizational outcomes. For example, the
generation of ideas alone does not assure the implementation of those ideas, be-
cause new ideas may induce uncertainty, which could result in resistance to change
(Baer, 2012; West, 2002). Further, the three dimensions (idea generation, idea cham-
pioning, and idea application) require different types of work, different personal
characteristics in employees, and different behaviours (De Jong & Den Hartog,
2010; Kleysen & Street, 2001; Scott & Bruce, 1994). As Scott and Bruce (1994, p.
582) argued, innovation is a dynamic process “characterized by discontinuous activi-
ties” rather than being made up of discrete dimensions.

Arguably, employees are likely to show behaviours corresponding to different
combinations of the dimensions identified above (Scott & Bruce, 1994). In other
wortds, individual employees on the work floor can behave in ways that correspond
to all three dimensions or perhaps excel in one behaviour over the others.

HR practices to stimulate innovative work behaviour

For work floor employees, innovative work behaviours are discretionary in that they
prioritize the behaviours prescribed for fulfilling their primary tasks. Discretionary
behaviours can be elicited by HR practices geared towards achieving high commit-
ment from employees or, as McClean and Collins (2011, p. 342) stated, “high com-
mitment HR practices create a mutually beneficial environment whereby firms in-
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vest in their employees and induce them to reciprocate that investment by exerting
higher levels of discretionary behaviors”. If the aim of HR practices within organiza-
tions is to increase employee commitment, then well-designed HR practices will
send signals to employees through giving a strong perception of organizational sup-
port (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). In line with social exchange theory, it is logical to as-
sume that employees will reciprocate by giving something of value to the organiza-
tion (Blau, 1964). If the organization’s signals are perceived as valuable to employ-
ees, they will be willing to reciprocate with a high level of commitment (Masterson,
2001). For organizations, employees’ discretionary behaviours are valuable, surpas-
sing the prescribed behaviours that cover their day-to-day activities.

Taylor and Greve (2006) found that commitment is needed for idea generation,
although they did not offer insights into the HR practices that would enhance com-
mitment. In a study in Spanish manufacturing firms, Gonzalez-Alvarez and Nieto-
Antolin (2007) found that high-commitment HR practices are positively related to
innovation. In order to stimulate innovative work behaviour, it has been suggested
that HR practices should focus on the individual level (Dul et al., 2011).

There is little agreement on a complete list of those HR practices that enhance
high commitment (e.g. Delery & Doty, 1996; McClean & Collins, 2011), although
Collins and Smith (20006, p. 544) suggested that high-commitment HR practices gen-
erally focus on “creating internal labor markets and assessing fit to the company”,
employee motivation directed towards group and organizational performance indi-
cators, establishing a long-term orientation, team building, and developing firm-
specific knowledge. Although there is no consensus on a list of high-commitment
HR practices, some practices are more associated with high commitment than oth-
ers (Collins & Smith, 2006; Kwon, Bae, & Lawler, 2010). For this study, we have se-
lected those HR practices that are considered to be “employee management activi-
ties” (Boselie, Dietz, & Boon, 2005) — practices that are commonly expected to sup-
port commitment and are relevant to production workers: supportive supervision (e.g.
Arthur, 1994; Boselie, Hesselink, Paauwe, & van der Wiele, 2001; McClean & Col-
lins, 2011; Wallace, 1995), training and development (e.g. Boselie et al., 2001, 2005;
Gould-Williams & Davies, 2005; McClean & Collins, 2011; Way, 2002), information
sharing (e.g. Boselie et al., 2001, 2005; Gould-Williams & Davies, 2005; Way, 2002),
and compensation (e.g. Boselie et al., 2001, 2005; Gould-Williams & Davies, 2005;
McClean & Collins, 2011; Way, 2002).

In several studies, appropriate recruitment and selection are reported as being
essential for high levels of commitment (McClean & Collins, 2011). However, we
have excluded this aspect from the set of HR practices in this study since recruit-
ment tends to have a low priority within the manufacturing industry. Before the
economic crisis, manufacturing firms were experiencing a tight labour market in the
sense of there being a lack of skilled production workers, and the attention was fo-
cused on retaining workers rather than acquiring new employees (Blatter, Muehle-
mann, & Schenker, 2012; Hiltrop, 1996; Remery, Henkens, Schippers, & Ekamper,
2003). Now, during the economic downturn, manufacturing firms are not seeking to
recruit but rather to retain their current workers for after the crisis (Picchio & Van
Ours, 2013).
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High-commitment HR practices aim to motivate employees to deliver value
through engaging in discretionary behaviours by “aligning their interests with those
of the organizations and creating a mutually reinforcing high-investment employer-
employee relationship” (Collins & Smith, 2006, p. 546). Different employees will
have different interests and therefore variation is expected in experiences of HR
practices and employee outcomes. We will focus on employees’ perceptions of HR
practices, given that variations in these perceptions of HR practices, rather than the
precise design and implementation of HR practices, will be likely to lead to varia-
tions in the (discretionary) behaviours shown (Wright & Nishii, 20006). In the re-
mainder of this paper, when we talk about HR practices, we refer to employees’ per-
ceptions of these HR practices.

Supervisory support

As HR practices are management practices that aim to increase employees’
knowledge, skills, abilities (IKSAs), and motivation, as well as empowering these em-
ployees to leverage their KSAs to deliver value (Combs, Liu, Hall, & Kitchen,
20006), we consider the support given by supervisors to be HR practices. The role of
supervisors is considered important in stimulating employees to perform and exe-
cute tasks that are in line with the organizational goals (Arthur, 1994; Kanter, 1988;
Shalley & Gilson, 2004). If employees interpret their supervision as supportive, they
feel encouraged to give something in return. Reciprocation towards the supervisor is
beneficial in terms of producing behaviours that exceed the formal job description
(Rhoades Shanock & Eisenberger, 2000).

In this respect, idea generation is likely to occur if supervisors are supportive
(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007;
Kanter, 1988; Shalley & Gilson, 2004). For example, Frese, Teng, and Wijnen (1999)
found that the more supervisors supported employees, the more ideas the latter
contributed to their organization’s suggestion programmes. Supportive supervisors
are those who show concern for employees’ feelings and needs, stimulate them to
communicate their worries, and provide positive, largely informational feedback
(Oldham & Cummings, 1996). As Basu and Green (1997) found in their study of
225 supervisor—employee dyads in a Fortune 500 firm, employees are more likely to
generate, support, and apply ideas by engaging in unconventional behaviour if they
are confident that they will not be penalized for doing so. By receiving support, em-
ployees feel stimulated to assert their ideas, take risks, and show innovative work

behaviour (Basu & Green, 1997).
On this basis, we hypothesize:

H1: Employees who experience supportive supervision from their line manager
will show behaviour associated with (1a) idea generation, (1b) idea champion-
ing, and (1¢) idea application.

Training and development

Training has a positive impact on the skills and knowledge of employees and on
employee behaviour, employee motivation, and employee output (Way, 2002).
Training designed to enhance creativity is found to be positively related to the level
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of employees’ idea generation (e.g. Basadur, Wakabayashi, & Graen, 1990; Scott,
Leritz, & Mumford, 2004). For example, Scott et al. (2004) found in their meta-
analysis of 70 studies, containing 4,210 participants in creativity training, a strong
average effect size of this type of training with a Cohen’s delta of 0.68. Not only do
specific training activities geared towards creativity and innovation contribute, but
also the extent to which employees feel that they are given relevant opportunities to
develop in their own job and career (Gupta & Singhal, 1993). As Amabile et al.
(1996, p. 1161) put it, perceptions of the “adequacy of resources may affect people
psychologically by leading to beliefs about the intrinsic value of the projects that
they have undertaken”. In line with this, training and its availability are viewed as a
resource, and the perceived opportunities for training affect employees’ levels of
idea generation (Amabile et al., 1996). Training enhances employees’ sets of
knowledge and skills. With an enhanced skill set, employees are more aware of the
various alternatives and opportunities and feel more secure in experimenting and
trying out new things (Shalley & Gilson, 2004). By receiving relevant opportunities
for training, employees are encouraged to come up with new ideas and to advance
them further (Jiang, Wang, & Zhao, 2012; Shalley & Gilson, 2004). As Axtell, Hol-
man, Unsworth, Wall, Waterson, & Harrington (2000) argued, opportunities to take
on a wider, more skilled, and more autonomous role at work are important for gen-
erating ideas, rather than for implementing ideas. As such, we hypothesize the fol-
lowing:

H2: Employees who perceive that their organization facilitates training and devel-
opment will show behaviour associated with idea generation.

Information sharing

Goal setting in itself is found to have a positive impact on idea generation (Locke &
Latham, 2002; Shalley, 1995). As such, employees need to be aware of what their or-
ganization wants to achieve, and this is governed by the extent to which it shares in-
formation. In order to generate ideas, employees should know what the organization
is striving for and what it stands for (Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Information sharing is
described in terms of employees’ perceptions of the extent to which they are in-
formed about the organization’s overall goals and achievements, as well as its norms
and values. Information sharing contributes to innovative work behaviour in two
ways. First, if employees are made aware of what the company stands for and what
its goals are, they know what to expect and what behaviour is expected of them.
Second, by sharing information with them, employees gain self-worth and percep-
tions of importance to the company, which lead to reciprocation. It is likely that
employees will reciprocate in terms of beneficial discretionary behaviour, engaging
in behaviour that fits the mission and vision of the organization. This is in line with
the change management literature, which suggests that receiving information about
a change is beneficial in terms of the employees’ receptiveness towards the change
(Wanberg & Banas, 2000). Although there is little empirical evidence to support the
idea that information sharing affects innovative work behaviours, several conceptual
studies suggest this (e.g. Arad, Hanson, & Schneider, 1997; Hiltrop, 1996; Shalley &
Gilson, 2004). Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

https://dol.c Vde/e -

145


https://doi.org/10.5771/0935-9915-2015-2-138
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

146

Andre Veenendaal, Tanya Bondarouk: Perceptions of HRM and innovative work behaviour

H3: Employees who perceive their organization as sharing information will show
behaviour associated with (3a) idea generation, (3b) idea championing, and
(3¢) idea application.

Compensation

Jiang et al. (2012, p. 6) argued that employees’ rewards affect their “motivation to be
creative, offer new ideas and be willing to experiment with new behaviors”. Some
scholars have studied the effect of compensation on innovation by focusing on spe-
cific compensation systems, such as those geared towards incentivizing innovation
(e.g. Jiang et al., 2012; Zhou, Zhang, & Montoro-Sanchez, 2011) or offering per-
formance-based pay (e.g. Beugelsdijk, 2008). Although these systems result in em-
ployees experiencing financial incentives to behave according to the criteria underly-
ing the system, such as creating new products, bringing in new ideas, or improving
productivity, such systems also produce perverse effects. By considering whether
employees feel fairly compensated, instead of looking at the type of compensation
system that an organization has, we bypass these perverse effects. We argue that in-
novative work behaviour is promoted when employees feel fairly treated, given that
in such a state employees feel a strong sense of belonging and identification with
their organization and the accompanying higher commitment to the organization
(Masterson, 2001). Further, compensation is what organizations pay employees in
exchange for their labour in which regular task-specific behaviours are demonstrated
(Folger & Konovsky, 1989). Extra efforts or helpful behaviours are elicited by dis-
tributive justice (Masterson, 2001). Employees who perceive the compensation as
fair in terms of distributed justice consider it as a bonus to their “contracted-for re-
ward” (Amabile, Hennessey, & Grossman, 1986; Amabile et al., 1996). On this ba-
sis, we propose the following hypothesis:

H4: Employees who perceive their compensation to be fair will show more behav-
iour associated with (4a) idea generation, (4b) idea championing, and (4c) idea
application.

However, arguments can also be made for a competing hypothesis: if people are
compensated fairly but see no possibility for growth, either pay- or career-wise, they
are unlikely to feel a need to reciprocate towards the organization. Furthermore,
employees who experience fair compensation may feel less inclined to be visible
than employees who perceive a lack of distributive justice, who might therefore feel
the need to demonstrate positive attitudes and behaviours towards the organization
in order to gain a bonus or other reward (Folger, 1993). Rewards are considered to
be detrimental to idea generation if tasks are designed too narrowly and leave little
room for exploration and play (Amabile & Cheek, 1988; EHisenberger, Armeli, &
Pretz, 1998).

Therefore, we can hypothesize the following:
H4: Employees who perceive their compensation to be fair will show less behav-

iour associated with (4d) idea generation, (4¢) idea championing, and (4f) idea
application.
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The hypothesized relationships are visualized in the research model shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Hypothesized relationships between HR practices and IWB dimensions

Supportive supervi-
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Idea generation

Training and devel-

opment

Information sharing Idea championing

Compensation Idea application

Héc (+) H4f(-)

Method

We collected data for our study in June—July 2011 within a Dutch manufacturing
company employing about 1700 people, of whom 1100 worked in the production and
engineering departments. The manufacturing firm’s core product is not generally
known for its innovativeness and has a fixed function. If innovations are to be ex-
pected, they will be process innovations, material innovations, or design innovations.
In line with ideas from the employee-driven innovation concept, we targeted respond-
ents who were production workers on the work floor. Although production workers
did not have formal job tasks dedicated to innovation, they were able to show innova-
tive work behaviour and thereby contribute directly to the innovative performance of
the organization. Data were collected by means of a written questionnaire. To mini-
mize our interference with the production process and productivity these question-
naires were distributed as follows: 40 randomly selected production supervisors were
given 10 questionnaires each and asked to distribute them to 10 production workers
whom they supervised. We asked supervisors to distribute the questionnaires random-
ly, however we cannot exclude the idea of a convenience sample here: given that our
data collection needed to minimize hindrance in the production process and maximize
the cooperation of respondents and the company, it is possible that supervisors se-
lected the respondents on availability or capacity. The employees received an internal
communication (mail or oral presentation) from their line managers, and they were as-
sured that their participation was voluntary. Anonymity of the responses was assured.
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The first author was present at the company to answer questions and clarify the pro-
cedure. Of these 400 production workers, 328 returned the questionnaire, giving a re-
sponse rate of 82 per cent.

Measures
HR practices

We drew upon the measures of high-commitment HR practices proposed by Boselie
et al. (2001) and measured each of them in terms of the perceptions of the extent to
which a certain HR practice took place within the organization. In addition, items
measuring supportive supervision were adapted from Yukl, Wall, and Lepsinger
(1990). We used a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = “totally disagree” to 5 =
“totally agree”. We adapted perceptions of four HR practices: “compensation” (three
items, e.g. “As far as I know our salaries are as high or even better than those of com-
parable organizations”), “training and development” (three items, e.g. “I get sufficient
opportunities to attend skills training to improve my current position”), “information
sharing” (four items, e.g. “I am well informed on the vision and mission of the com-
pany”), and “supportive supervision” (four items, for example “My supervisor sup-
ports me when I want to improve things”). All the scales were found to be reliable,
with Cronbach’s alphas of 0.70 (compensation), 0.79 (perceived training and devel-
opment), 0.82 (information sharing), and 0.85 (supportive supervision).

Innovative work behavionr

Innovative work behaviour was measured in terms of the extent to which employees
perceive that they generate and introduce useful ideas (Dul et al., 2011). These authors
argued that individual employees are best placed to rate their own innovative work
behaviour because “they are aware of the subtle things they do in their jobs” and be-
cause others do not have full insight into the “thoughts and activities of other individ-
uals” (Dul et al., 2011, p. 723). The three identified dimensions of innovative work
behaviour are measured by adopting items from De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) and
Kleysen and Street (2001). All the items were scored on a five-point Likert scale with
possible answers ranging from 1 = “never” to 5 = “very often”. Six questions ad-
dressed idea generation — three items adopted from Kleysen and Street (2001) and
three items from De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) — an example item being “Do you
search out new working methods, techniques, or instruments?” Another two items
concerned idea championing, adopted from De Jong and Den Hartog (2010), for ex-
ample “Do you attempt to convince people to support an innovative idea?” The final
three items on innovative work behaviour dealt with idea application, for which the
items were also adopted from De Jong and Den Hartog (2010), including “Do you
put effort into the development of new things?” The Cronbach’s alphas were between
.72 and .95, indicating that the scales were reliable.

Control variables

The tenure, age, and education level of a workforce may reflect the characteristics of
an organization and the way in which human and other resources are deployed, and
they may influence IWB. Therefore, we included these variables as control variables to
measure any effects. Tenure was measured as the number of years employed in the
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organization. Age was measured in the number of years at the point in time of filling
in the questionnaire. The education level achieved was categorized (1 = primary
school; 2 = secondary school; 3 = lower vocational education; 4 = intermediate voca-
tional education; 5 = university).

Analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, we first performed analyses to examine the measure-
ment errors. To minimize measurement errors in the form of common method vari-
ance, we carried out a Harman’s single-factor test. A principal component analysis
with no rotation was conducted on all the items. The results of the analysis showed
that no single factor dominated and the largest factor explained 25.6 per cent of the
variance, allowing us to conclude that the data did not suffer from common method
variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Multicollinearity issues were similarly ruled out
as the correlations of the predictor variables were between 0.00 and 0.54, well below
the threshold of 0.75 (Ashford & Tsui, 1991). The values of the variance inflation fac-
tor (VIF) associated with the predictors were between 1.23 and 1.87, again within ac-
ceptable limits (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; O’Brien, 2007).

An exploratory factor analysis was performed on all the multiple-scale items to
determine item retention (e.g. Kuvaas, 2008). Furthermore, a confirmatory factor
analysis was carried out to determine whether the IWB dimensions are distinct from
cach other. Regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses.

Results

Principal component analysis with varimax rotation was performed on all the multi-
ple-scale items to determine item retention (e.g. Kuvaas, 2008). This analysis showed,
after dropping two items from the idea generation dimension because of low factor
loadings, that the innovative work behaviour items loaded onto three factors. Aware
that previous research had found a lack of distinctiveness between the IWB dimen-
sions, we carried out a confirmatory factor analysis (e.g. De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010;
Janssen, 2000; Kleysen & Street, 2001). First, we tested a model with nine items load-
ing onto three factors that built on our theory section and on the exploratory factor
analysis. The model was specified as a second-order CFA model, with innovative work
behaviour as the first-order factor. Next, we tested a model with the selected nine
items loading onto a single factor. The analyses (see Table 1) indicated that the one-
factor model was a bad fit, with the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio above 5.0,
the GFI, NFI, and CFI indices of fit all below 0.90, and an RMSEA above 0.08 (Hair
et al., 2010). Conversely, the three-factor model achieved at least a good fit using all
the criteria; the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio was below 3.0, the GFI, NFI,
and CFI indices of fit were all above 0.95, and the RMSEA was acceptable, below 0.08
(Hair et al., 2010). This analysis thus supports our decision to view innovative work
behaviour as having three distinct dimensions.

Table 1: Fit indices for one- and three-factor models of IWB

Model X2/df GFI CFl NFI RMSEA
One-factor model 7.897 0.802 0.828 0.809 0.181
Three-factor model 1.945 0.955 0.979 0.958 0.067
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Table 2 provides an overview of the descriptive statistics, correlations, and Cronbach’s
alphas. The means of the three dimensions of innovative work behaviour show that
employees scored above neutral in terms of creative behaviour, but showed signifi-
cantly lower scores on the implementation dimensions (paired samples T-test,
p<0.01). Employees scored themselves below neutral on behaviours corresponding to
the two implementation dimensions of idea championing and idea application. This
significant difference confirms the view that individuals can demonstrate behaviour
that corresponds much more to one dimension of innovative work behaviour, rather
than being spread across all the dimensions. In this firm, production workers assessed
themselves as idea generators rather than as implementers, champions, or appliers.

Receiving supportive supervision was positively correlated with all three innova-
tive work behaviour dimensions (idea generation: r=0.30, p<0.01; idea championing:
r=0.34, p<0.01; idea application: r=0.30, p<0.01). Information sharing was also posi-
tively correlated with the three dimensions (r=0.15, p<0.01; r=0.14, p<0.01; and
r=0.20, p<0.01, respectively). Training and development was positively correlated
with the idea application dimension (r=0.12, p<0.05) and compensation was negative-
ly related to idea generation.

Table 2: Means, standard deviations, correlations, and Cronbach’s alphas

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Tenure 1317 1049
2. Age 40.38 1063  0.75"

3.Educational 545 g3 9177 .0.08

level

4. Supportive 358 073 005 001 002 (084)
supervision

5. Training & 357 079 019" 018" 003 043" (0.80)
development

6. Information

X 342 0.65 0.00 001 -001 032" 054" (0.78)
sharing

7. Compensati-

on 3.04 077 -0.10" -0.11" -0.00 0.16" 046" 0.28" (0.70)

8. Idea

generation 3.16 074 015" 008 005 030" 002 015" -0.12° (0.83)

9. Idea

. 2.59 1.04 021" 007 000 034" 004 014" -003 063" (0.88)
championing

10. Idea

L 2.71 1.03 0.14* 0.08 -0.01 030" 012 020" -0.05 0.58" 0.66" (0.86)
application

N=328 (one-tailed test).

Cronbach’s alpha can be found in the brackets along the diagonal.
* Correlation is significant at p<0.05.

** Correlation is significant at p<0.01.
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The results of the hierarchical regression analyses are presented in Table 3. The con-
trol variables were entered first (models 1, 4, and 7). Secondly, the effects of the
perceptions of HR practices on the IWB dimensions were entered but without the
effect of the control variables (models 2, 5, and 8). Thirdly, the perceived HR prac-
tices were entered into the models with only the control variables (models 3, 6, and
9). Idea generation is the dependent variable for the first three models, idea champi-
oning is the dependent variable for models 4, 5, and 6, and idea application is pre-
sented in models 7, 8, and 9. As the table shows, the overall model fit of the models
with only perceived HR practices is better than the overall model fit of the models
with both the control variables and the perceived HR practices entered. Therefore,
we draw conclusions from the models with only perceived HR practices entered
(models 2, 5, and 8), although for reasons of completeness we show the results of
the regression analyses of the models into which the control variables and the per-
ceived HR practices were both entered (models 3, 6, and 9). We will report the re-
sults in order of the formulated hypotheses. Each hypothesis addresses a perceived
HR practice, and we will discuss the perceived HR practices one by one.

Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive relationship between supportive supervision
and three dimensions of IWB. Looking at model 2, we can see that supportive su-
pervision has a direct and significant positive effect on idea generation (p<0.01),
supporting Hypothesis 1a. Model 5 shows that supportive supervision has a signifi-
cant positive effect on idea championing (p<0.01), supporting Hypothesis 1b. Sup-
porting Hypothesis 1c, model 8 shows that supportive supervision is significantly re-
lated to idea application (p<<0.01).

Hypothesis 2 predicted that training and development are positively related to
idea generation. Model 2 suggests that training and development significantly affect
idea generation; however, we found a negative effect, with significance at least at the
p<0.05 level. As such, Hypothesis 2 is not supported (model 2).

Hypothesis 3 concerns the perceived HR practice of information sharing, pre-
dicting that information sharing is positively related to the three dimensions of IWB.
Information sharing is found to have a significant effect on idea generation at the
p<0.05 level (model 2), offering support to Hypothesis 3a. Information sharing was
not found to be significantly related to idea championing in model 5; therefore, Hy-
pothesis 3b is not supported. Furthermore, model 8 identified a significant positive
effect on idea application (p<0.05), supporting Hypothesis 3c.

Next, we consider the role of compensation for Hypothesis 4. Model 2 found
that this had a significant negative effect on idea generation (p<0.05). Thus, Hy-
pothesis 4a was rejected and its competing hypothesis, 4d, was supported. Compen-
sation was marginally significant at the p<0.10 level, negatively affecting idea cham-
pioning. This offers the suggestion that perhaps Hypothesis 4b can be rejected and
Hypothesis 4e supported. Compensation had a significant negative effect on idea
application (p<0.01) (model 8). Thus, Hypothesis 4c is rejected and Hypothesis 4f
supported.
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Results of regression analysis
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Discussion

The purpose of this research was to study how perceptions of certain human resource
practices affect the three dimensions within innovative work behaviour: idea genera-
tion, idea championing, and idea application. Whereas most scholars, when studying
innovative work behaviour, treat it conceptually as a single dimension (e.g. Janssen,
2000, 2004; Scott & Bruce, 1994), we considered innovative work behaviour as multi-
dimensional, identifying three separate dependent dimensions, and explored the effect
that perceptions of HR practices have on these three dimensions. We found in our
analysis that the three dimensions of innovative work behaviour were indeed separate
factors, suggesting that these dimensions are distinct. Therefore, we would suggest
that scholarly studies on innovative work behaviour make analytical distinctions be-
tween the three dimensions. For practitioners, this provides greater insight into steer-
ing the desired dimensions and emphasizing firm-specific aspects of innovative work
behaviour. In our survey of a single organization, we found that the respondents
scored significantly higher on idea generation than on idea championing and idea ap-
plication, illustrating that individuals can engage in behaviour that is more closely re-
lated to one dimension rather than showing an overall propensity for innovative work
behaviour. This finding is in line with scholars who have argued that employees are
able to generate ideas by using their domain-specific knowledge and skills, which are
acknowledged predictors of idea generation (e.g. Amabile et al., 1996; Perry-Smith,
2000; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993).

Our research supports the view that innovation processes are complex, entailing a
necessary sequential order of ideas (Howell, Shea, & Higgins, 2005), and that more
ideas are generated than supported throughout an organization. In this respect, Ste-
vens and Burley (1997) found that only 300 out of 3,000 generated ideas moved be-
yond the idea generator’s desk. Given that ideas have to be generated before they can
be championed, this suggests that idea generation should be found more within organ-
izations than idea championing and idea application (Baer, 2012). Championing and
applying ideas are about finding support and incorporating them into daily business,
and these require more of idea champions and executors than appropriate behaviour.
Howell and Higgins (1990) argued that champions gain support for ideas by advanc-
ing financial justifications, arguing that the expected steps are in the same direction as
competitors, stressing the beneficial effects of the idea on customers’ perceptions of
the organization, or linking the idea to key organizational values. This indicates that
other skills and knowledge alongside those corresponding to idea championing are re-
quired.

The main contribution of this paper is that it has empirically tested the effect of
perceived HR practices on three dimensions of innovative work behaviour by “ordi-
nary employees”, i.e. production workers, in the manufacturing industry. Four HR
practices were conceptually identified of which the perceptions were likely to affect
the dimensions of innovative work behaviour: supportive supervision, training and
development, information sharing, and compensation. Our findings suggest that be-
haviours corresponding to the various innovative work behaviour dimensions are fos-
tered by different perceived HR practices. For all three dimensions, supportive super-
vision has been found to be the most beneficial in terms of innovative work behav-
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iour. The practical implication is that supportive supervision cannot be excessive.
However, organizations should be reluctant to provide too many training and devel-
opment opportunities, especially if they are aiming to gain employees who generate
ideas. Information sharing stimulates both idea generation and idea application, but
does not boost the championing of ideas. If organizations want to improve their in-
novative work behaviour, they should be aware of the role that employees’ percep-
tions of fair compensation play. The more they perceive their compensation to be fair,
the less they behave creatively, or champion and apply ideas. We did not study re-
wards as such, rather the fairness of the compensation system, but our findings are
consistent with what we know from literature on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
Rewards imply an extrinsic motivator, and these may imply an attention shift to eco-
nomic gains and a detrimental effect on proactive innovative behaviour, given that
employees may experience reduced autonomy and self-motivation by extrinsic rewards
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Zhou et al,, 2011). Contrary to what we had expected, training
and development opportunities were found to have a negative effect on idea genera-
tion. The more employees perceive training and development opportunities, the less
they show creative behaviour. A possible explanation for this is that employees who
experience opportunities are “made too comfortable”, suppressing any urges to genet-
ate ideas (Shalley & Gilson, 2004). While employees need to have at least a certain
minimum level of resources, such as training opportunities (e.g. Amabile et al., 1996),
a lack of resources may stimulate idea generation (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). It is there-
fore essential that employees perceive that they have access to a reasonable level of
the necessary resources (Drazin, Glynn, & Karanjian, 1999).

Our research and this paper respond to the call to study specific groups of em-
ployees, rather than the full workforce of organizations (e.g. Lepak & Snell, 1999,
2002). We found that production employees were able to show all three types of in-
novative work behaviour, but particularly idea generation. Production workers are
thus able to contribute to organizational innovativeness. Not surprisingly, most such
organizational innovations relate to process innovation since production workers have
a more direct influence on the production process than on product specifications
(Reichstein & Salter, 2000).

We now consider the implications of our research findings beyond the direct sub-
ject of the study. The research was carried out within a firm that could be considered
as pursuing a maximization of efficiency. Characteristic for this company related to
their efficiency approach is that they have narrow and relatively stable product-market
domains, they seldom need to make major adjustments to their technology, structure,
or methods of operation, and they primarily devote their attention to improving the
efficiency of their existing operations. These types of organizations are not known for
their innovative performance, given the trade-off between innovation and efficiency
(Weigelt & Sarkar, 2012). Our study has shown that even organizations aiming for ef-
ficiency are able to encourage innovative work behaviour in their employees. We stud-
ied high-commitment HR practices and the effect of the perceptions of these HR
practices on innovative work behaviours. Such HR practices aim to stimulate employ-
ees to use their discretion in performing and executing tasks so that they are in line
with the organizational goals (Arthur, 1994). A question arises regarding the effect that
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control-oriented HR practices, contrary to high-commitment HR practices, have on
the various dimensions of innovative work behaviour. Future research would benefit
from further exploration of this issue and could also provide more answers on how
innovative work behaviour and its specific dimensions are stimulated by HR practices
in combination with other factors, such as the organizational climate.

Limitations, practical implications and conclusions

A possible limitation of our study is that we used self-reported measures of the inno-
vative work behaviours of employees. Although prior research has found strong cor-
relations between self-reporting and supervisor reporting for innovative work behav-
iours (Axtell et al., 2000; Shalley, Gilson, & Blum, 2009), future research could include
a comparison of self-reporting measures with the perceptions of supervisors of
demonstrated behaviours. The understanding would benefit from finding out whether
supervisors assess the innovative work behaviours of employees differently and, if so,
what effect this has on organizational innovative performance. Any incongruence in
the perceptions of supervisors and employees could challenge the anticipated HR
practices and lead to a continuous “drift” in the exhibited innovative work behaviour.

Another limitation of this study is that we used cross-sectional data, questioning
any implications of causal relationships. This issue has also arisen in other studies
within this research field (e.g. Frese et al., 1999; Oldham & Cummings, 1996). A longi-
tudinal research design is therefore recommended for future research since this would
resolve the causality issue and enrich the understanding within the field of human re-
source practices and their effect on innovative work behaviour. Further, our data were
collected from a single manufacturing firm and our results might therefore lack gener-
alizability. However, studying one firm could also be a strength as certain characteris-
tics will be common to all employees, such as the firm’s mission and vision, goals,
climate, and product lines. Future research could consider a research design involving
many organizations spread across different industries.

The results of this study have additional practical implications. The case organiza-
tion involved was not very innovative in terms of introducing radically new products
and, as such, may be representative of many firms. However, such organizations have
instruments — HR practices — at their disposal to encourage employees to behave in-
novatively in order to stimulate organizational innovativeness. Our study provides
empirical evidence that organizations are able to send an HRM message to employees
to elicit discretionary innovative work behaviours. By addressing dimensions of inno-
vative work behaviour (idea generation, idea championing, and idea application), or-
ganizations will be able to identify idea creators, champions, and executors in their
workforce and to identify which roles they lack. After recognizing the gaps within the
organization, they will be able to acquire the lacking behaviours through HR practices.
Our study did not set out to determine the appropriate design of HR practices, but ra-
ther to show that employee perceptions of HR practices matter. When designing HR
practices, organizations should be aware that the message that these HR practices
send should be clear and consistent but that, despite this, it could be perceived differ-
ently by employees. Customizing HR practices for specific employee groups would
seem beneficial.
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Supportive supervision was found to have the strongest effect on all three dimen-
sions of innovative work behaviour. A sure way to improve innovative work behav-
iour by production workers is therefore to select and train supervisors such that they
support employees in behaving innovatively. Further, organizations should be aware
that perceptions of fairness in compensation can have a negative effect on employees’
innovative work behaviour. We would argue that there should be some balance in
terms of compensation system: employees should not be too dissatisfied with their
compensation system since they might then feel the need to leave the organization
(Park, Ofori-Dankwa, & Bishop, 1994).

In our paper, we have argued that perceptions of HR practices have separate ef-
fects on three dimensions of innovative work behaviour (idea generation, idea cham-
pioning, and idea application). The findings of our study support that overall argu-
ment and suggest that innovative work behaviour can be stimulated by the experi-
enced presence of certain HR practices and by the experienced absence of others.
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