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Abstract  

 

An employee’s innovative work behaviour plays an instrumental role in organisational 

performance. At the individual level, previous research has shown that intrinsic 

motivation may influence this kind of discretionary behaviour. However, the role of 

organisational factors in this relationship is not well understood. This study investigates 

empirically how two organisational factors, namely organisational support for innovation 

and informational extrinsic rewards, affect employee innovative work behaviour and the 

relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour. Survey data 

from 150 knowledge workers employed in large firms within South Africa confirmed that 

intrinsic motivation is positively related to innovative work behaviour. Both organisational 

support and informational extrinsic rewards was also found to positively affect innovative 

work behaviour. However, whilst organisational support positively moderated the 

relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour, informational 

extrinsic rewards had a negative moderating effect. The theoretical and practical 

implications of these findings are further discussed in this paper. This study contributes 

to the growing understanding of the antecedents of employee innovative work behaviour 

in organisations. 
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1. Literature review  

 

1.1. Introduction 

 

Innovation is far becoming more important within organisations in order to remain 

competitive and efficient (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). In organisations, an employee’s 

approach to creating ideas and implementing them becomes crucial to business success 

(Devloo, Anseel, De Beuckelaer & Salanova, 2015). This approach is defined as an 

employee’s individual innovative work behaviour. The problem facing organisations, is 

the introduction and stimulation of a work environment that fosters innovative work 

behaviours. The 2019 Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) report reveals that most 

countries are still lacking in innovative activities, and recommends that countries need to 

ensure that their workforce contributes to innovation (Schwab, 2019). Thus, innovative 

work behaviour has an important role to play if this is to be turned around.  

 

An individual’s intrinsic motivation has received recent attention in the study of innovative 

work behaviour as there is a growing demand for research in this area (Saether, 2019). 

This type of motivation has been seen to have a positive effect on individual innovation 

(Yidong & Xinxin, 2013). However, its interaction with organisational factors remains 

largely unexplored. This study was positioned as such that intrinsic motivation cannot 

act alone with innovative work behaviour. Thus, to increase the understanding of the 

antecedents to innovative work behaviour, this study’s objective was to investigate 

empirically the effect of two organisational factors on innovative work behaviour and in 

the relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour. The two 

factors are; perceived organisational support for innovation and informational extrinsic 

rewards. 

 

This study used a step by step empirical testing approach to understand innovative work 

behaviour (Khalili, 2016) as outlined in the objective above. Firstly, the direct effect of 

intrinsic motivation on innovative work behaviour was analysed for the sample. Secondly, 

organisational support was tested directly with innovative work behaviour and then as an 

interactor variable in the relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work 

behaviour. Thirdly, the direct effect of informational extrinsic rewards on innovative work 

behaviour was tested before analysing its effect in the relationship between intrinsic 

motivation and innovative work behaviour.  
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Intrinsic motivation represents an individual’s motivation to perform a task that is driven 

internally based on personal interest and satisfaction (Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 331). In 

this study, the intrinsic motivation variable refers to the individual’s intrinsic interest in 

behaving innovatively. Organisational support for innovation refers to the atmosphere 

and processes that the organisation creates to foster innovative activities, as perceived 

by the employees (Yuan & Woodman, 2010, p. 327). Informational extrinsic rewards, are 

external forms of motivation that would act in synergy to intrinsic motivation (Amabile & 

Pratt, 2016, p. 176). This study specifically focuses on informational rewards in the form 

of recognition and encouragement. Innovative work behaviour, the dependent variable, 

is the behaviour in which new and useful ideas are created and implemented (Saether, 

2019, p. 1). The sections to follow in this chapter critically review each construct in 

relation to the purpose of the study and provide the research questions and hypotheses 

developed for the study. 

 

1.2. Innovative work behaviour 

 

Innovative work behaviour is a subsection of innovation literature that is focused on 

individuals in workplaces (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010). It is concerned with the creation 

of ideas and the implementation of those ideas by individuals to improve processes, 

products or services. Innovative work behaviour is multi-layered as it consists of idea 

generation, promotion and realisation (Yidong & Xinxin, 2013). The idea generation 

component can be attributed to creativity (Saether, 2019). Thus, innovative work 

behaviour is the overarching construct that contains those three behavioural aspects. 

Therefore, innovative work behaviour starts off with the introduction of ideas by 

individuals (“idea generation”), this then would need to gain the necessary support and 

acceptance (“idea promotion”) and then finally materialising those ideas by implementing 

them (“idea realisation”).  

 

De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) substantiated that innovative work behaviour is an 

individual behaviour in which the approach to creating ideas and implementing them is 

intentional, and was supported by Yidong and Xinxin (2013). The construct must not be 

confused with creativity as it goes beyond just ideation (Janssen, 2000; Saether, 2019; 

Yidong & Xinxin, 2013). As mentioned, the first step in innovative work behaviour is the 

idea generation phase where employees would analyse trends, work on new challenges 

and generate ideas that would have a positive influence in the organisation (Saether, 

2019). The problem is, employees can be creative and generate ideas, but getting the 

necessary support and transforming those ideas into tangible outcomes for the business 
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is where innovation is realised. Thus, the second step is the idea promotion phase in 

which employees would motivate the need for their ideas in order to get support. This 

support can come from fellow employees and leadership, and requires individuals to 

persist and motivate the benefits of their ideas to the organisation (Janssen, 2000). 

Finally, for innovative efforts to be realised, these ideas need to be implemented which 

represents the third step of innovative work behaviour (Ramamoorthy, Flood, Slattery & 

Sardessai, 2005). 

  

Janssen (2000) and Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) advocated that innovative work 

behaviour is seen as a discretionary behaviour within organisational settings which is not 

directly recognised by formal reward systems. Thus, it is an extra role behaviour. It is on 

this notion that Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) mentions that innovative work behaviour is 

more influenced by the intrinsic motivations of employees as it is not explicitly attached 

to a job requirement. However, enhancing the innovative work behaviour of employees 

helps organisations thrive in a competitive landscape and increases their performance 

(Pieterse, Van Knippenberg, Schippers & Stam, 2010). Shanker, Bhanugopan, Van der 

Heijden and Farrell (2017) found a positive relationship between individual innovative 

work behaviour and organisational performance. Thus, even though this behaviour may 

not be attached to a job requirement, Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) advises that rewarding 

these behaviours may have a positive influence in promoting individual innovation.    

 

Since individual innovative work behaviour has been given support as a positive 

influencer of organisational performance (Shanker et al., 2017), researchers have placed 

emphasis on the study of its antecedents in order to better understand the behaviour. 

This is with the expectation that organisations can have a better view of what may 

promote or be detrimental to the innovative work behaviour amongst their employees. 

 

The role of leadership has been increasingly studied in recent research on innovative 

work behaviour. Transformational leadership (Afsar & Umrani, 2019; Khalili, 2016; 

Pieterse et al., 2010) and ethical leadership (Yidong & Xinxin, 2013) have been given 

support empirically in having a positive effect on an employee’s innovative work 

behaviour. Scholars have also delved into the notion that a person’s organisation fit 

should have a positive influence over their individual innovation. This has been shown 

support empirically in a few studies (Afsar & Badir, 2016; Saether, 2019). Other studies 

on the positive antecedents of innovative work behaviour include psychological 

empowerment (Afsar & Badir, 2016;  Pieterse et al., 2010), job embeddedness 
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(Susomrith & Amankwaa, 2019), identified motivation (Saether, 2019) and intrinsic 

motivation (Devloo et al., 2015; Saether, 2019; Yidong & Xinxin, 2013).  

 

The intrinsic motivation variable is central to this study and is explained further in its 

relationship with innovative work behaviour. Even though there are very few studies, 

organisational support for innovation, which was one of the organisational factors in this 

study, has been given support as a positive influencer of individual innovation (Khalili, 

2016). However, the interaction between organisational support and intrinsic motivation 

to predict innovative work behaviour has not been explained in literature. In terms of the 

second organisational factor that this study explored i.e. informational extrinsic rewards, 

the direct effect of these rewards on innovative work behaviour has not been understood 

in theory, as well as its interaction with intrinsic motivation to predict innovative work 

behaviour.  

 

1.3. Intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour  

 

Intrinsic motivation is a sub-component of self-determination theory because it is 

concerned with an individual’s personal interest and satisfaction that motivates them to 

perform an action, thus allowing them to become self-determined as their needs are 

fulfilled (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Self-determination theory is based on the study of human 

motivation and personality, and thus rests on the choices human’s make emanating from 

their motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005). One of the assumptions of self-determination 

theory is that an individual’s motivation varies in the degree to which the individual is 

autonomous versus controlled (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Intrinsic motivation is a form of 

autonomous motivation (Saether, 2019).  

 

Employees have three basic psychological needs according to self-determination theory, 

which are the need for competence, autonomy and relatedness (Deci, Olafsen & Ryan, 

2017). A person’s motivation is only self-determined if they have an internal locus of 

control as opposed to having an external locus of control (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Moreover, 

in workplace settings, employees are said to be empowered by intrinsic motivation when 

it comes to creativity (Auger & Woodman, 2016) and productivity (Dewett, 2007). The 

intrinsic motivation variable in this study was based on the individuals’ intrinsic interest 

in performing a task and being innovative.  

 

 



5 
 

The intrinsic motivational drivers for innovative work behaviour mentioned by 

Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) has been studied empirically by a few researchers of recent 

and has seen to have a positive effect (Devloo et al., 2015; Saether, 2019). Devloo et al. 

(2015) explain how intrinsic motivation has evolved in the theory of innovative work 

behaviour as an influential motivational construct. What this means is that individuals 

that are intrinsically motivated would be more creative and innovative (Devloo et al., 

2015). Amabile and Pratt (2016) support the view of Devloo et al. (2015) in their study 

on creativity and innovation, highlighting that some research have asserted the notion 

that intrinsic motivation is important for creativity and innovation. In a longitudinal study 

based on a sample of engineering students in European universities, Devloo et al. (2015) 

showed a relationship between basic need satisfaction and innovative work behaviour 

by using intrinsic motivation as a mediator. However, only partial mediation was seen in 

the study. A limitation in their study was the narrow focus of the sample as data was 

gathered only from individuals within the engineering field, which was similar to the study 

by Seather (2019) in which a single source data gathering method was used based on 

research and development (R&D) employees. This reduces generalisability (Yidong & 

Xinxin, 2013) as innovative work behaviour should include various types of employees 

(Saether, 2019). In addition, the view of innovation should not be limited to the creation 

of products, as it includes a variety of other factors including the creation of new work 

processes and services that has an effect on business performance (Kahn, 2018). 

 

In the study by Saether (2019), based on employees from three Norwegian 

organisations, two types of individual motivation, namely, intrinsic motivation and 

identified motivation; and person-organisation fit where analysed in its influence to 

innovative work behaviour. This study used intrinsic and identified motivation as 

mediators between person-organisation fit and innovative work behaviour. The results 

showed a positive relationship between intrinsic and identified motivation on innovative 

work behaviour, including a positive relationship of the indirect effect of person-

organisation fit. This research adds further support to Yidong and Xinxin (2013) on the  

positive influence of intrinsic motivation on innovative work behaviour.  

 

Thus, intrinsic motivation was used as an independent variable in this study focused in 

the South African environment which is a different sample to that of previous studies. In 

addition, this study increased the generalisability of the sample compared to the studies 

by Devloo et al. (2015) and Saether (2019). It was thus imperative to firstly understand 

the nature of the relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour 

for this research sample prior to assessing the two organisational factors. The research 
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question and hypothesis follow. It was expected that intrinsic motivation positively 

predicts innovative work behaviour for this research sample as in previous studies. 

 

Research question 1: Does intrinsic motivation positively predict innovative work 

behaviour? 

 

Hypothesis 1: Intrinsic motivation has a positive relationship with innovative work 

behaviour. 

 

1.4. Organisational support for innovation 

 

The first organisational factor that this study explored was organisational support for 

innovation as perceived by the employees of an organisation. In relation to the study, 

two questions were initially posed, the first was centred around whether an organisation’s 

support for innovation had a direct effect on innovative work behaviour, and the second 

was whether it had an interacting effect with intrinsic motivation to predict innovative work 

behaviour.  

 

Organisational support for innovation relates to how an organisation creates an 

atmosphere that fosters innovative work behaviours (Khalili, 2016). This support allows 

for creativity and tolerates differences across organisational members (Yuan & 

Woodman, 2010). Tolerating differences means that organisations are open to the 

various views of its employees and supports this by being responsive to positive change 

within the organisation (Khalili, 2016). By being responsive and open to change, an 

organisation can assess new opportunities that would’ve otherwise been hidden if the 

firm was restricted in their approach to change. The research conducted by Yuan and 

Woodman (2010) suggested a negative relationship between perceived organisational 

support and expected image risks. This implied that those employee’s with more support 

from their organisations would be less concerned about image risks and may behave 

more innovatively, as they feel psychologically safe.  

 

Leadership has been suggested to have an important role in realising organisational 

support for innovation (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). De Jong and Den Hartog (2007) 

interviewed various leaders in a knowledge intensive firm to assess leadership practices 

in promoting individual innovation. One of the key themes in their research was the 

support for innovation given by the organisation to the organisational members in order 

to enhance individual innovation. When organisations consider mistakes to be a learning 
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curve (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007), individuals would not feel discouraged to behave 

innovatively as their organisation supports their efforts (Khalili, 2016).    

 

Despite the growing literature on innovative work behaviour theory, organisational 

support for innovation has received little attention (Saether, 2019). A recent empirical 

study by Shanker et al. (2017) conducted in Malaysia, revealed that an organisation’s 

climate that fosters freedom and autonomy positively relates to innovative work 

behaviour. However, the study focused on the management level within organisations, 

thus reducing the generalisability of the sample. Saether (2019) tested the creativity 

portion of organisational support in relation to innovative work behaviour and found a 

positive but rather weak effect. However, it had a stronger positive effect on person 

organisation fit in the study. Thus, employees tend to fit in more with the organisation if 

given higher organisational support for creativity.  

 

In terms of the construct of organisational support for innovation, which includes 

creativity and tolerance of differences, a few previous studies found its positive effect on 

individual innovation (Khalili, 2016; Scott & Bruce, 1994). Khalili (2016) found a slightly 

stronger relationship than Scott and Bruce (1994) possibly due to the increased 

generalisability of their research. Thus, even though there are just a few studies, there 

is still empirical evidence of its positive effect on individual innovation. The first objective 

of this part of the study was to empirically explain the direct effect of organisational 

support for innovation on innovative work behaviour in the South African context prior to 

testing its interaction with intrinsic motivation. Given the empirical evidence from theory, 

it was suggested that organisational support for innovation has a positive effect on 

innovative work behaviour.  

 

Research question 2a: Does organisational support for innovation positively predict 

innovative work behaviour? 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Organisational support for innovation has a positive relationship with 

innovative work behaviour. 

 

The second objective of this part of the study was to assess the interaction of 

organisational support in the relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative 

work behaviour. This has not been explained empirically in innovative work behaviour 

theory. An outcome of the qualitative study by De Jong and Den Hartog (2007) showed 

that leaders should give ample autonomy to employees conducting a task and also 
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provide support in order to increase individual innovation. Gagné and Deci (2005) also 

proposed that by providing a degree of autonomy to individuals, their intrinsic motivation 

will be enhanced, and thus individual innovation will increase (Saether, 2019). Both 

Bysted (2013) and De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, De Witte, Niesen and Van Hootegem 

(2014) found a positive effect of job autonomy on innovative work behaviour. Khalili 

(2016) noted that innovative individuals might suppress an idea if the organisation was 

not supportive of innovation, i.e. if the organisation is known to be restrictive in their 

approach to allowing innovative efforts. Thus, it is argued that the workplace environment 

becomes a key factor in either supporting or restricting the innovative efforts of 

employees. Given these sentiments, it was emphasized that organisational support for 

innovation may have a complementary effect on an individual’s intrinsic motivation to 

behave innovatively so as to enhance their innovative work behaviour. 

 

It was beneficial to understand the nature of the relationship amongst intrinsic motivation, 

organisational support and innovative work behaviour in order to gain a deeper 

explanation into the antecedents of innovative work behaviour. As mentioned earlier, 

intrinsic motivation has been given support in positively affecting innovative work 

behaviour and organisational support for innovation has been shown to positively relate 

to innovative work behaviour in prior studies. It was thus hypothesized that organisational 

support would vary the magnitude of the effect that intrinsic motivation has on innovative 

work behaviour positively, i.e. high levels of perceived organisational support will 

increase the magnitude. The research question emanating from the preceding 

discussion follows, together with the hypothesis.  

 

Research question 2b: Does organisational support for innovation positively interact with 

intrinsic motivation to predict innovative work behaviour? 

 

Hypothesis 2b: Organisational support for innovation positively strengthens the 

relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour. 

 

1.5. Informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards 

 

Informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards was identified as another variable in relation 

to the organisation that needed to be explained in innovative work behaviour theory. 

Synergistic extrinsic rewards, mentioned by Amabile and Pratt (2016), are extrinsic forms 

of motivation that act in synergy to intrinsic motivation to enhance creativity. Ryan and 

Deci (2000) describe extrinsic motivation to be derived from an individual activity that is 
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done based on an external outcome that is separated from that particular activity. Thus, 

it is motivation that is externally regulated. These forms of motivation in an organisational 

context can either be imposed through financial rewards (performance related pay, 

bonuses) or non-financial rewards (recognition and encouragement) (Malik, Butt & Choi, 

2015).  

 

According to Gagné and Deci (2005), studies have shown that extrinsic motivators that 

are perceived as controlling undermines intrinsic motivation. This means that the 

controlling forms of extrinsic motivation erodes the effects of an individuals’ intrinsic 

motivation. In an organisational context, employees would tend to shift from an internal 

to an external locus of control, especially if the rewards are made contingent to task 

performance (Malik et al., 2015). However, other studies have shown that some kinds of 

extrinsic motivators may have additional or complementary effects (Baer, 2012) and may 

not undermine intrinsic motivation (Amabile & Pratt, 2016).  

 

Cognitive evaluation theory posits that individual feelings of competence (self-efficacy) 

and autonomy (self-determined) are central to maintain intrinsic motivation if extrinsic 

motivators are used on individuals (Deci et al., 2017). Thus, extrinsic rewards diminish 

intrinsic motivation and creativity only when a reduction in self-control occurs (Gagné & 

Deci, 2005). The negative effect of extrinsic rewards on creativity has been empirically 

studied (Burroughs, Dahl, Moreau, Chattopadhyay & Gorn, 2011) thus asserting the 

sentiments by Gagné and Deci (2005). However, as mentioned, creativity must not be 

confused with innovative work behaviour (Saether, 2019). Innovative work behaviour 

includes creativity but goes a step further by incorporating idea promotion and 

implementation.  

 

Amabile and Pratt (2016) describe that extrinsic motivators that seek to provide 

information, i.e. recognition and encouragement, support intrinsic motivation as it 

confirms a person’s competence, hence the modification to their componential 

framework of creativity to include synergistic extrinsic motivation together with the 

original intrinsic motivation. These extrinsic motivators are non-contracted for and 

usually occur during or after the event (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). For example, recognition 

is given to an individual after he or she has performed well and encouragement can be 

given whilst an individual is performing an activity. Given this, it is argued that these types 

of extrinsic rewards are not only beneficial for those conducting uncreative or mundane 

tasks (Malik et al., 2015), but also for knowledge workers who are central for innovation 

(De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). 
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Recent research involving extrinsic rewards has been focused on creativity rather than 

the construct of innovative work behaviour. Informational extrinsic rewards, specifically 

recognition and encouragement, has not been understood in innovative work behaviour 

theory. This presented an opportunity for research in its relation to individual innovation 

as well as with the inclusion of intrinsic motivation, as literature was lacking. Financial 

extrinsic rewards however, has been given attention recently in literature. Performance 

related pay specifically, has been given initial support in having no effect on innovative 

work behaviour (De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes & Van Hootegem, 2018). However, other 

unexplained variables may have attributed to the lack of any effect in the study by De 

Spiegelaere et al. (2018). Gupta (2020) however, found a negative effect of financial 

extrinsic rewards on innovative work behaviour. In keeping with financial rewards that 

are contracted for, Zhou, Zhang and Montoro‐Sánchez (2011) found a positive effect of 

financial rewards on individual creativity. Their study also looked at the moderating effect 

of financial extrinsic rewards on the organisational intrinsic elements of human resource 

management practices and creativity. However, due to limitations of a negative 

interaction term and absence of a test for significance, the results did not provide 

adequate evidence that financial rewards complements the intrinsic elements of human 

resource management practices to enhance individual creativity.  

 

A study by Malik et al. (2015) on linking both financial (contracted for) and non-financial 

extrinsic rewards (non-contracted for) to employee creative performance revealed that 

the relationship was only positive when creative self-efficacy and the importance of the 

reward were used as moderators. The non-financial rewards, which included 

informational type rewards, was tested alone with creativity and showed that a positive 

relationship only occurred with the addition of the moderators, namely, creative self-

efficacy and the importance of rewards. Their study showed that extrinsic rewards has a 

positive effect on creative performance only when it is important to the individual, 

although this could be perceived as controlled behaviour (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Moreover, 

Loi, Mao and Ngo (2009) asserted that the quality of the leader-member exchange 

relationship increases with the greater importance or value placed on exchange benefits 

like rewards.  

 

Given the studies mentioned, there was still the unexplained area of the effect of 

informational extrinsic rewards on an employee’s innovative work behaviour. This study 

empirically tested this notion. In keeping with the analysis by Amabile and Pratt (2016), 

and since creativity does form part of innovative work behaviour, it was postulated that 

these rewards will have a positive effect on innovative work behaviour. 
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Research question 3a: Does informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards (recognition 

and encouragement) positively predict innovative work behaviour? 

 

Hypothesis 3a: Informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards (recognition and 

encouragement) has a positive relationship with innovative work behaviour. 

 

As mentioned, informational extrinsic rewards are thought to promote motivational 

synergy with intrinsic motivation (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Amabile and Pratt (2016) 

leveraged insights from various scholars like Baer (2012) to substantiate the notion of 

motivational synergy. However, Amabile and Pratt (2016) reiterated that these 

informational rewards need empirical testing to assess motivational synergy to promote 

creativity. Moreover, this study focused on individual innovative work behaviour, and the 

interaction effect of informational rewards on the relationship between intrinsic motivation 

and innovative work behaviour has not been explained. In keeping with the sentiments 

of motivational synergy by Amabile and Pratt (2016) and to add to the growing theory of 

innovative work behaviour, this study hypothesized that informational extrinsic rewards 

enhances the relationship between an individual’s intrinsic motivation and their 

innovative work behaviour. 

 

Research question 3b: Does informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards (recognition 

and encouragement) positively interact with intrinsic motivation to predict innovative work 

behaviour? 

 

Hypothesis 3b: Informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards (recognition and 

encouragement) positively strengthens the relationship between intrinsic motivation and 

innovative work behaviour. 

 

1.6. Conclusion 

 

Intrinsic motivation is an important motivational component that is associated with 

innovative work behaviour (Yidong & Xinxin, 2013). However, its interaction with 

organisational factors was largely unexplored. A critical review of literature showed that 

two organisational factors, namely organisational support for innovation and 

informational extrinsic rewards, needed to be understood in the relationship between 

intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour. The objective of this study stems from 

the growing need to assess the motivational aspects of an individual’s innovative work 

behaviour (Saether, 2019). Thus by incorporating organisational factors in order to 



12 
 

further understand the antecedents of innovative work behaviour, this research adds 

valuable contribution to academia and business.   

 

This study was also one of the first to assess the interaction effect of organisational 

support for innovation in the relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work 

behaviour, as well as the direct effect of informational extrinsic rewards on innovative 

work behaviour and in the relationship between intrinsic motivation and innovative work 

behaviour. Although this research aimed to fill the gaps and contribute to theory, in a 

practical sense, organisations can leverage on valuable insights in order to understand 

which external initiatives can be put in place in order to enhance the innovative work 

behaviour of their employees, specifically knowledge workers. The research model that 

incorporates the hypotheses emanating from the literature review is shown in figure 1. 

The methods and processes used to assess the hypotheses is explained in section 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Research model 
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2. Research methodology 

 

2.1. Choice of methodology 

 

A research philosophy is based on the underlying assumptions that would be used to 

assess the development and nature of knowledge in research (Saunders & Lewis, 2012). 

This research utilised a positivist philosophy which involves the study of social realities 

that can be observed, leading to generalisations (Barnham, 2015; Saunders & Lewis, 

2012). In recent studies, researchers have been more interested in testing the realities 

of innovative work behaviour (Devloo et al., 2015; Saether, 2019; Shanker et al., 2017). 

The chosen philosophy was thus dependent on the need to establish representativeness 

(Barnham, 2015) in order to reveal the real nature of how society operates.  

 

Approaches to the development of theory has two distinct methods defined by Saunders 

and Lewis (2012) as deduction and induction. This research followed the deduction 

process. The deduction process involves the testing of existing theory and aims at 

extending knowledge in that theory (Echambadi, Campbell & Agarwal, 2006). As outlined 

in the literature review, there are studies on intrinsic motivation and innovative work 

behaviour, hence this research aimed to empirically test those theories with the effect of 

organisational support for innovation and informational extrinsic rewards. The five 

hypotheses emanating from the literature review were developed in order to understand 

the relationships between variables and contribute empirically to theory (Barnham, 

2015). The research thus remained quantitative in nature.  

 

There are three methods of gathering research data mentioned by Saunders and Lewis 

(2012) which are; mono, multi and mixed methods. Most of the previous studies on 

intrinsic motivation and innovative work behaviour, as well as some on organisational 

support, have followed a mono method using a single data collection technique. Bettis, 

Gambardella, Helfat and Mitchell (2014) mention that multi-methods are not necessary 

as this study was not aimed at causality. Based on the explanations given and the nature 

of the research, a mono method was used. On the one hand, this research objective was 

to describe the situation, but on the other hand it also aimed at explaining the 

relationships between variables with the use of regression models (Bettis et al., 2014). 

Thus, this study’s approach was both descriptive and explanatory leading into a 

descripto-explanatory purpose. This was the best approach for the research as it aimed 

to evaluate interaction effects (Dawson, 2014).  
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The various research strategies defined by Saunders and Lewis (2012) is guided by the 

objectives of this study. This study used a survey strategy in order to collect data. The 

survey approach was useful as it allows a large number of data with consistent items to 

be gathered (Saunders & Lewis, 2012) which in turn provide a valuable platform to 

analyse the effects between variables (Echambadi et al., 2006). A well-established 

method of data collection in the self-determination field are self-completed 

questionnaires (Malik et al., 2015; Ryan & Deci, 2000) as well as in organisational 

support for innovation (Khalili, 2016). In terms of innovative work behaviour measures, 

self-completed questionnaires on one’s own perceptions of innovativeness has been 

argued by Janssen (2000) and Saether (2019) as being appropriate as people are aware 

of their own activities. Thus, for this research, a self-completed questionnaire 

incorporating all the operationalised constructs was used to gather data. 

 

Finally, a cross-sectional study was conducted as this research aimed to identify patterns 

and correlations (Barnham, 2015). In addition, this study does not consider change in 

social behaviour over time, but rather considers a particular period in time.  

 

2.2. Population 

 

The population refers to the complete set of members in a group that this research 

sampled from to gather data (Saunders & Lewis, 2012). As outlined in the literature 

review, the research conducted by Saether (2019) focused on R&D employees, while 

other studies focused on engineering students (Devloo et al., 2015) and managers 

(Shanker et al., 2017). Saether (2019) also advocates that a single-source data gathering 

method reduces generalisability and the study may be more prone to bias within the data. 

Innovative work behaviour, being an extra-role behaviour (Janssen, 2000), should 

include a variety of individuals (Saether, 2019). Khalili (2016), as well as Yidong and 

Xinxin (2013), increased generalisability in their study by surveying employees with 

different backgrounds. Moreover, Drucker (1999) advocates that knowledge workers 

should be viewed as essential role players when it comes to innovation within 

organisations, further substantiated by De Jong and Den Hartog (2007) in that work is 

becoming more knowledge based. According to Drucker (1999) a knowledge worker is 

defined as those employees who are involved in knowledge related work which are tasks 

that require developing and using knowledge.  

 

Since a self-reported questionnaire was used for this study, and in order to increase the 

generalisability of the data and reduce common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
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Lee & Podsakoff, 2003), this research focused on gathering data from knowledge 

workers focused in large industries in South Africa with diverse professional 

backgrounds.  

 

2.3. Unit of analysis 

 

The unit of analysis in previous studies, for example in Saether (2019), was the set of 

employees. This was due to the studies focusing on individual innovative work behaviour. 

This research focused on knowledge workers. Hence the unit of analysis represents the 

employees involved in knowledge related work, i.e. the knowledge worker.  

 

2.4. Sampling method and size 

 

A non-probability sampling technique was used for this research as there wasn’t a 

complete list of the population and hence no sampling frame (Saunders & Lewis, 2012). 

The technique utilised purposive sampling. The reasons for purposive sampling was to 

allow the researcher to use judgement as knowledge workers were controlled for and 

the researchers professional network was used to access and distribute the survey to 

knowledge workers focused in large industries. As mentioned, a knowledge worker is 

someone who develops and uses information in their job, and thus differs from those 

who are not knowledge workers in that their jobs are not manual and repetitive (Drucker, 

1999). To ensure reliability in the data, and to control for knowledge workers, only skilled 

workers and above were accepted into the final sample for analysis (refer to the 

questionnaire in appendix C). In addition, further questions were asked to ensure the 

sample was representative of knowledge workers employed in large firms in South Africa 

(refer to appendix D for the cleaning criteria of the dataset). 

 

Studies on innovative work behaviour mentioned in the literature review had typical 

reported sample sizes of between 150 and 300 individuals, and according to Dawson 

(2014) the region of significance depends on the size of the sample. For interaction 

models, sample sizes need to be larger than for non-interaction models (Hair, Black, 

Babin & Anderson, 2019) and typical sample sizes required to generate significant 

effects are between 137 and 154 (Dawson, 2014). In summary, Dawson (2014) 

advocates that it is advisable to have a sizeable sample related to that of the number of 

variables being studied. Thus, by combining the theory assessed in previous studies of 

innovative work behaviour, together with recommendations from Dawson (2014) and 
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Hair et al. (2019), the minimum sample size for this study was 137. Data was gathered 

until saturation was reached bearing in mind the minimum sample size required. 

 

2.5. Measurement instrument 

 

All measurement items in the questionnaire was adopted from established scales with 

adequate validity and reliability. All study variables besides demographic variables were 

measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale. The independent variable scales (intrinsic 

motivation, organisational support for innovation and informational extrinsic rewards) 

range from strongly disagree to strongly agree and the dependent variable scale 

(innovative work behaviour) ranges from never to always (refer to the questionnaire in 

appendix C). The following sections describe each measure used in this study. 

 

2.5.1. Innovative work behaviour 

 

Innovative work behaviour, the dependent variable in this study, was measured with a 

nine-item scale used by Janssen (2000). The scale reflects on the three stages of 

innovative work behaviour which consists of idea generation, promotion and realisation 

(Janssen, 2000). This scale is a self-reported measure of the respondents innovative 

activities. Saether (2019) concurred that self-reported measures for innovative work 

behaviour may be more beneficial as individuals are aware of their own innovative 

activities. Sample items included: how often do you – “Create new ideas for difficult 

issues?” and “Transform innovative ideas into useful applications?”.  

 

2.5.2. Intrinsic motivation 

 

Intrinsic motivation, which is essentially the intrinsic interest in behaving innovatively, 

was measured using a five-item scale adapted from Yuan and Woodman (2010). This 

scale has two questions more than the scale used by Yidong and Xinxin (2013). Both 

these scales were originally adapted from the research by Tierney, Farmer and Graen 

(1999). It must be noted that the scale uses the word ‘products’ in some questions, but 

as mentioned, innovation should not be limited to the development of only products 

(Kahn, 2018). To ensure a generalised approach, the words ‘processes’ and ‘services’ 

were added to these questions. Sample items included “I enjoy finding solutions to 

complex problems” and “I enjoy coming up with new ideas for processes, products or 

services”.  
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2.5.3. Organisational support for innovation 

 

The organisational support variable was measured using a 13-item scale adapted from 

Yuan and Woodman (2010). The objective in this study was to gather the perception of 

the employees with respect to support given by the organisation, thus this scale was 

most appropriate. The scale used in the study by Yuan and Woodman (2010) was 

adapted from research conducted by Scott and Bruce (1994). It is an overall scale that 

measures an organisation’s support for innovation through two sub-dimensions which 

are “support for creativity” and “tolerance of differences” (Scott & Bruce, 1994). The scale 

also contained reverse coded questions (refer to appendix D for the coding of the 

dataset). During the pilot study (see section 2.6), some respondents did not understand 

some of the questions in which the word ‘here’ was in, for example one of the questions 

is denoted as ‘creativity is encouraged here’. Thus, to make the questions more clear to 

respondents, the word ‘here’ was replaced with ‘in my organisation’. Sample items thus 

included “Creativity is encouraged in my organisation” and “Our ability to function 

creatively is respected by the leadership”.  

 

2.5.4. Informational “synergistic” extrinsic rewards 

 

Extrinsic rewards to perform innovatively is underexplored in innovative work behaviour 

literature, however, the study conducted by Malik et al. (2015) provided a validated and 

reliable scale that includes informational type rewards. Six items were adapted from this 

scale which represents only the assumed non-controlling informational type rewards 

which are linked to recognition and encouragement. Sample items included “I get 

recognised by my supervisor when I suggest new ideas for tasks, processes, products 

or services” and “I receive encouragement by my supervisor when I am working on new 

ideas”.  

 

2.5.5. Control variables 

 

Three control variables were coded and used in this study which were also used in 

previous innovative work behaviour research (Gupta, 2020; Saether, 2019; Yuan & 

Woodman, 2010). These were the qualification level (education level) of the 

respondents, their current job level and the total work experience (refer to appendix D 

for the coding of the dataset).  
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2.6. Data gathering process 

 

The survey for this study was designed on google forms. It included five sections of which 

the first section was based on background questions. In order to ensure that respondents 

understood the survey and what was required, pilot testing was carried out (Saunders & 

Lewis, 2012) on a few knowledge workers. Based on the feedback received, the 

organisational support questions were made clearer as mentioned in section 2.5.3. The 

pilot study also highlighted that the time taken to complete the survey was approximately 

10 minutes. Once these revisions were made, the final survey was electronically 

distributed to knowledge workers by use of the researchers professional network. To 

ensure further reliability, only those who worked for an organisation with larger than 250 

employees were accepted into the final sample for analysis (refer to the questionnaire in 

appendix C).  

 

2.7. Quality controls 

 

2.7.1. Common method variance 

 

Since this study used self-reported questionnaires based on the perceptions of the 

respondents, there could be issues with common method bias (Saether, 2019). Both 

procedural and statistical remedies of addressing any potential bias were used in this 

research (Shanker et al., 2017). 

 

In terms of procedural means, this study provided anonymity and confidentiality of the 

responses in the survey similar to studies by Saether (2019) and Shanker et al. (2017). 

For maintaining anonymity, no personal information, namely the respondents names and 

contact details, was requested. To ensure confidentiality, only aggregated data was 

reported. Further procedural effort was made in which some items in the questionnaire 

were made clear and concise following the pilot study as mentioned earlier, which was 

recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). In addition, data was gathered from different 

sources (knowledge workers with diverse professional and educational background) as 

opposed to single-source data gathering (Saether, 2019). 

 

In terms of statistical means, the widely used Harman’s one factor test was done to 

assess the possibility of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
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2.7.2. Validity and reliability 

 

The validity and reliability of primary data based on the constructs used are important 

when carrying out surveys to a wide audience (Echambadi et al., 2006). In research, 

Echambadi et al. (2006) mentions that the use of multiple measures of a construct 

becomes mainstream to ensure the correctness of estimates on relationships. Bettis et 

al. (2014) further advocates that measurement instruments must be verified to ensure a 

logical relationship between variables is maintained.  

 

Construct validity is a measure of the accuracy of a scale to measure what it intends to 

measure (Hair et al., 2019). It comprises of convergent and discriminant validity (Li, Guo, 

Yi & Liu, 2010). Firstly, this study conducted a bivariate correlation test per scale between 

the items and the item total score to assess convergent validity in order to ascertain 

whether the scale was measuring its intended construct (Hair et al., 2019). Secondly, a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out on the measures (Echambadi et al., 

2006) to establish a good model fit to the data by analysing the fit indices (Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010). For convergent validity by use of the CFA, the standardized factor loadings 

were assessed against a minimum threshold of 0.4 (Khalili, 2016; Saether, 2019; 

Shanker et al., 2017). In addition, the average variance extracted (AVE) was calculated 

to ascertain adequate convergent validity against a minimum value of 0.5 (Li et al., 2010). 

To assess discriminant validity, the requirement was that the AVE values should be more 

than the square correlations between the factors (Saether, 2019). 

 

Construct reliability refers to the extent to which a set of measured variables is internally 

consistent, i.e. it measures the internal consistency of a scale (Hair et al., 2019). The 

Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess internal consistency. In order to indicate good 

internal consistency, a minimum value of 0.7 was recommended for the Cronbach’s 

alpha (Khalili, 2016).  

 

2.8. Analysis approach 

  

The analysis of the data was done in three parts. The first part was based on performing 

statistics on the demographic background of the respondents in the sample using 

Microsoft 365 Excel. The analysis included the respondents gender, age, educational 

level, job level, industry type and years of work experience. The nature of the 

demographic variables were guided by previous innovative work behaviour studies 

(Saether, 2019; Shanker et al., 2017; Yidong & Xinxin, 2013; Yuan & Woodman, 2010).  
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Secondly, as mentioned in section 2.7.2, the validity and reliability analysis was done. 

For validity, the bivariate correlation test was done using IBM SPSS Statistics 26 and the 

CFA was conducted using IBM SPSS Amos 26. The Cronbach’s alpha for assessing the 

reliability of each scale was calculated using IBM SPSS Statistics 26.  

 

Thirdly, inferential statistics was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 26 to test the 

hypotheses outlined in the literature review. Since all five hypotheses developed in this 

study involved the relationship between variables, a linear regression approach was 

used (Dawson, 2014). This approach was used because the aim was to predict the size 

of the dependent variable (Hair et al., 2019). Specifically for hypothesis 2b and 3b, which 

include a two-way interaction model, a hierarchical regression approach was used to test 

these hypotheses. The reason for this approach was the need to calculate the size of 

the moderating effects (Dawson, 2014). The interpretation of the interaction effects for 

hypothesis 2b and 3b was supplemented with simple slopes analysis (Malik et al., 2015) 

in order to best explain the practical relevance of the interpretation (Dawson, 2014).  

 

2.9. Limitations 

 

A few limitations in this study was considered. Firstly, this study was cross-sectional in 

nature and the data analysed was based on self-reported measures, hence causality 

cannot be determined (Echambadi et al., 2006; Shanker et al., 2017). The use of field 

experiments and longitudinal studies in an attempt to replicate this study will add more 

valuable insight in understanding innovative work behaviour. The self-reported measures 

are also prone to common method bias (Saether, 2019), however, this was reduced 

based on procedural and statistical means (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Future studies could 

however include employee self-reports together with their supervisor ratings.  

 

The research sample in this study could also be another limitation. Even though the 

sample was based on different sources to increase generalisability, it was still limited to 

knowledge workers focused in large industries. The analysis of the data excluded 

knowledge workers in small, medium and micro enterprises (SMMEs). Thus, it would be 

recommended to include SMMEs in future research to assess any unexplained 

differences in the variables used in this study. 

 

Due to the emphasis of autonomy, self-determination theory has been criticised as being 

too focused on individualism rather than collectivism (Deci et al., 2017). However, Deci 
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et al. (2017) advocates that this view is more on autonomy as independence as opposed 

to autonomy as volitional. Thus, it would be pertinent to replicate this study in a different 

cultural context, either nationally or community based.  
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4. Appendices 

 

4.1. Appendix A: Author guidelines of the journal 

 

A copy of the author guidelines can be accessed here: 

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/management-and-organization-

review/information/instructions-contributors 

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/management-and-organization-review/information/instructions-contributors
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/management-and-organization-review/information/instructions-contributors
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4.2. Appendix B: Article example from the journal 

 

A copy of the article can be accessed here: https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2020.35 

 

https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2020.35
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4.3. Appendix C: Questionnaire  
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4.4. Appendix D: Cleaning and coding criteria 

 

D1: Cleaning criteria 

Question Criteria 

3. Do you reside in South Africa? Remove all respondents that answered 'no' 

5. Are you currently employed? Remove all respondents that answered 'no' 

6. Do you work for an organisation 
or are you self-employed? 

Remove all respondents that answered 'self-
employed' 

7. What is the size of the 
Organisation you work in? 

Remove all respondents that answered 'micro', 
'small' & 'medium' 

9. How would you describe your 
current job level? 

Remove all respondents that answered 
'unskilled worker' & 'semi-skilled worker' 

 

D2: Coding criteria 

Qualification  Job Level  Total experience  

      

Matric 1 Skilled worker 1 1-3 years 1 

Higher certificate 2 Professionally 
qualified & 
experienced 
specialists/mid 
management 

2 3-5 years 2 

National diploma 3 Senior 
management 

3 5-10 years 3 

Bachelor’s degree 4 Top management 4 10-15 years 4 

Honours degree 5   >15 years 5 

Master’s degree 6     

Doctors degree 7     

 

Likert scale 

    

Strongly disagree 1 Never 1 

Disagree 2 Rarely 2 

Somewhat disagree 3 Occasionally 3 

Neither disagree nor 
agree 

4 Sometimes 4 

Somewhat agree 5 Usually 5 

Agree 6 Often 6 

Strongly agree 7 Always 7 

 

Reverse coded items (Organisational support scale) 

OS4, OS5, OS7, OS8, OS9, OS11, OS12, OS13 
 
Reverse coding applied to the Likert scale above for 
these questions 
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4.5. Appendix E: Plagiarism declaration  

 

Declaration 

 

I declare that this research project is my own work. It is submitted in partial fulfilment of 

the requirements for the degree of Master of Business Administration at the Gordon 

Institute of Business Science, University of Pretoria. It has not been submitted before for 

any degree or examination in any other University. I further declare that I have obtained 

the necessary authorisation and consent to carry out this research. 

 

 

 

 

Aveshan Venketsamy 

1 December 2020 
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