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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to find out that how the innovative behavior of employees can 

be enhanced and whether it remains same as the organizational tenure of employees 

increases. We propose that innovativeness among employees may be enhanced through 

four factors which include perceived failure tolerance, communication openness, work 

discretion, and reward fairness. Further, we assume that the effect of predictors will be 

moderated by the organizational tenure of the employees. Data were collected from 381 

employees from the telecommunication sector in Pakistan. The application of two step 

structural equations modeling shows that all the antecedents have positive effect on 

employee innovativeness. Further, organizational tenure moderates this effect negatively. 

Employees with lesser organizational tenure were found to be more innovative. We 

recommend that organizations must establish a culture based on failure tolerance, open 

communication, work discretion, and fairness in order to cultivate innovative behaviors 

among employee. Furthermore, special refresher trainings, and lucrative incentives should 

be given to employees with higher organizational tenure in order to benefit their innovative 

potential.  

Keywords: innovative behavior, perceived failure tolerance, communication openness, 

work discretion, reward fairness, organizational tenure. 

1. Introduction 

Contemporary organizations are looking forward to capitalize on the innovative potential 

of their employees in order to become innovative and competitive in the marketplace. 

Employees can help their organization improve through their novel ideas. Innovative ideas 

of employees turn into better products, innovative services and efficient work processes 

(De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). It has been held in literature that employee innovativeness 

is related with the success of an organization (Axtell et al., 2000). However, innovations 
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should be introduced on a continuous basis for which employees must always be willing 

and ready to offer their innovative ideas (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). In this context, it 

becomes imperative to uncover what influences employees to innovate and whether their 

innovative potential remain similar over time.  

Employee innovative behavior is a deliberate behavior of an employee in the workplace to 

offer new ideas, develop new services/products, and establish new processes and procedure 

in his/her own unit, or in the whole organization (West & Farr, 1990). According to Scott 

and Bruce (1994), innovativeness is the exploration of opportunities, generation, 

promotion, and implementation of ideas in the workplace. Innovators are onlookers of 

opportunities to crave for their creative appetite. They come up with new solution. They 

promote their ideas and try to gain the support and develop teams. The process completes 

with the implementation of ideas after testing, modification, and commercialization 

(Dörner, 2012). According to Åmo (2006), innovativeness is everything from the 

modification of routines or using fresh remedies, to the simplification of work, and to the 

service improvement to end user. Scott and Bruce (1994) observe that innovative 

employees engage in any or a combination of these activities at any given time.  

All the definitions of innovativeness include the element of “newness”. Yuan (2012) 

describes that newness does not necessarily mean that the idea should be new to the world. 

In terms of employee innovativeness, it refers to anything that is new to the particular 

context of the organization. However, Axtell et al. (2000) believes that employee 

innovativeness may range from incremental to radical innovations, and from administrative 

to technical innovations (Van de Ven, 1986), and from soft innovations to hard innovations. 

Whichever the aspect of innovativeness employees engages in, the problem arises that how 

the innovativeness among employees may be enhanced. 

In the aspect of enhancing employee innovativeness, there is a dearth of studies. Among 

the fewer available evidence, the emphasis has been on the influence of leadership styles 

on employee creativity and innovativeness (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Sharifirad, 2013; 

Yoshida et al., 2014). Janssen (2005) studied the impact of supervisor supportiveness on 

employee innovativeness. Wallace et al. (2016) investigated the effects of regulatory focus, 

thriving and employee innovativeness. Kang et al. (2016) probed into the influence of 

innovative, risk taking and proactive organizational climate on innovative behavior of 

employees and highlighted the importance of a supportive organizational ecosystem. 

Similarly, Hsu and Chen (2017) concluded that organizational innovation climate has 

positive implications for innovative behavior with the mediating effects of psychological 

capital. Garg and Dhar (2017) studied the innovative behavior through the lens of leader-

member exchange perspective. This shows that there is a gap in literature in terms of the 

factors which potentially enhance employee innovative behavior. Specifically, we did not 

find any study which explores the influence of factors such as failure tolerance, 

communication openness, work discretion, and perceived reward fairness.  

Hence, the objective of present study is to understand the role of four factors in influencing 

innovative behavior: perceive failure tolerance, communication openness, work discretion, 

and perceived reward fairness. The second objective of this study is to find out whether the 
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influence of these predictors remain similar with the passage of employee tenure. This will 

fill an important void in the literature which has been left unaddressed earlier. In the next 

section, we will theorize how each predictor relates with innovative behavior.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Perceived Failure Tolerance and Innovative Behavior 

Failure may be defined as non-conformance to the expected and desired outcomes (Cannon 

& Edmondson, 2005). Failures are not always bad. Some authors highlight the brighter 

side of failures also. Peters et al. (2004) observe that failures may guide on the adoption of 

new technology or to explore new opportunities. By allowing failures, the organizations 

may identify “innovators” or “champions” among organizational members (Peters et al., 

2004).  

Burns (2008) believes that failure is an integral part of the innovation process. Organization 

should be ready to face failure in order to gain competitive edge through innovation. A 

positive outlook towards failure may breed a culture of adaptation, learning, and 

innovation. The success is promised in tolerating the failures. Timmons and Spinelli (2009) 

contend that failure are likely to occur in the innovation process. Therefore, Morris and 

Jones (1999) suggest that management should indicate the tolerance of failures for the sake 

of innovativeness and creativity. The employees’ belief about failure tolerance established 

in this way becomes an important ingredient of innovative culture. Employees’ trust may 

lead them to innovate without fearing the failure (Menzel et al., 2008). Similarly, Hornsby 

et al. (2002) holds that a tolerant and kind orientation of management towards employees 

is pre-requisite of innovativeness.  

Cannon and Edmondson (2005) note the consequences of intolerant cultures of 

organizations. Employees avoid highlighting the failures they face or observe. The failures 

which remain concealed are never analyzed and may reoccur in future. Furthermore, 

employees in such environment will not make new experiments in which results are not 

definite. Kriegesmann et al. (2005) also invite attention towards intolerance in 

organizations. Failure intolerance imbues risk avoidance and endorses reliance on 

established methods and recourse towards customary ways and methods of doing things. 

The behavior of managers exhibits the organizational tolerance or intolerance. Gupta et al. 

(2004) warn that conservative and risk averse behavior of managers lowers the confidence 

of employee and shatter their spirit. Employees feel frustrated and lose their innovative 

potential. Ackoff (2006) also believes that situations where employees fear failure restrict 

them to assume novel ways. Similarly, Hisrich and Peters (2002) hold that organizations 

which accuse their employees of their failures hinder employees’ innovativeness. The 

organizations also lose the chance to learn from errors which are essential for success 

(Turner, 2002), as mistakes are also a source of knowledge (Dawes, 2007). Finally, as 

Scheepers et al. (2008) also expect that tolerance of failure enhances innovativeness. 

Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:  

 H1: Perceived tolerance for failure higher will be positively related with employee 

innovative behavior.  
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2.2 Communication Openness and Innovative Behavior 

For Rogers (1987), “communication openness is the free flow of information, including 

point of views and opinions among people”. Ayoko (2007) regards openness of 

communication as the ease in conversing with others. Another aspect of communication 

openness is the quality and the amount of information shared among organizational 

members (Antoncic, 2007). The information sharing occurs in many forms such as formal 

and information discussions, newsletters, and bulletins etc.  

Communication openness is an important antecedent of innovativeness. It enables idea 

exchange, and information sharing. Innovation also stems from such exchanges of ideas 

(Hülsheger et al., 2009). Damanpour (1991) concluded that innovativeness is positively 

influenced by communication openness. The innovative endeavors of employees only 

succeed when the organizations provide deliberation space among the members of 

organization. Ahmed (1998) recommends that new ideas engender only when there exists 

an open communication climate. A climate which supports openness and sharing and is 

based on trust promotes creativity and innovativeness. Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

believe that when people tolerate the differences, open communication is promoted in the 

organization. Through open communication mutual monitoring, feedback, and backing up 

among organizational members is facilitated. Hence, the openness of communication not 

only ease ideas generation but also implementation of ideas (Hülsheger et al., 2009). 

Further, Stull (2004) argues that if employees are able to voice and raise their 

apprehensions, complaints, or ideas to the upper management, they will surely be able to 

initiate innovations in the organizations. Hence, we propose the following hypothesis: 

 H2: Openness of communication will be positively related with employee innovative 

behavior. 

2.3 Work Discretion and Innovative Behavior  

“Work discretion is the level to which a job provides independence, freedom, and 

discretion to make use of preferred work methods, to make decisions, and to schedule 

work” (Humphrey et al., 2007). Work discretion has been a center of attention of 

organizational researchers over the past few years. Humphrey et al. (2007), in a recent 

meta-analysis of 259 studies on job autonomy, reported a positive effect on performance, 

satisfaction, commitment, and employee motivation. Similarly, employees having higher 

levels of autonomy have lower levels of turnover intentions, absenteeism, and burnout 

(Humphrey et al., 2007).  

Morgeson et al. (2005) give opinion that work discretion brings breadth of role for 

employees. Parker (1998) describes that work discretion enhances employee ownership of 

problems. It gives employees a recognition of the skills and knowledge required for doing 

a particular job. Work discretion by giving control over the job motivates employee to try 

out new ways of working. This elaborates that workers integrate novel methods into their 

traditional roles and hence broaden their job (Parker, 1998).  

Empowered employees always come up with novel ideas. Discretion permits employees to 

engage in “trial-and-error”. Innovation also needs trial-and-error, success and failure 
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(Ramamoorthy et al., 2005). Empowered employees experiment unique methods and 

approaches. They may follow novel ways of doing work which later on may turn out into 

innovations (De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, et al., 2014). Shalley and Gilson (2004) have 

shown that novel methods that employees use at work lead to individual innovative 

behavior. Autonomy while bringing freedom to work organization inspires employees to 

contribute original ideas to work (De Spiegelaere, Gyes, et al., 2014). Cabrera et al. (2006) 

establish that employees with more autonomous responsibilities share knowledge among 

them. Consequently, innovative behavior is stimulated (Axtell et al., 2000). Roberg (2007) 

empirically shows that empowerment has positive relationship with innovative behavior in 

the workplace. Based on the above discussion, following hypothesis is proposed: 

 H3: Work discretion/autonomy will be positively related with employee innovative 

behavior. 

2.4 Perceived Rewards Fairness and Innovative Behavior 

The benefits, either financial or non-financial, received as a result of employment 

relationship with an organization are called rewards (Malhotra et al., 2007). Employers 

may use rewards to align organizational and employees’ goals (McKenzie & Lee, 1998). 

According to Williamson et al. (2009), rewards may be categorized as: intrinsic, extrinsic, 

and social rewards. The value of rewards is hidden in their fair distribution. Extrinsic 

rewards have a visible value. Such rewards include pay and benefits  (Williamson et al., 

2009). Deci et al. (2001) observe that tangible rewards inspire people to engage in such 

tasks/behaviors in which they otherwise would not participate. Intrinsic rewards are the 

psychological pleasures which employees draw by involving in a particular job. Such 

rewards are internally satisfying and are consequent of decision authority which a job 

brings for employees in the workplace (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Social rewards arise 

by interaction of employees with each other in the work place. The pleasing interpersonal 

relations in the workplace make it conducive to work in. Fischer and Smith (2003) 

recommend that the organizations must reward employees in an equitable and fair manner 

in order to fully benefit the reward outcomes. Appelbaum et al. (2011) believe that a fair 

and effective system of rewards enhances the morale of employees and is an indication of 

equal treatment of employees.  

Amabile et al. (1996) give opinion that rewards enhance the innovative activities of 

employees. They suggest that organizations may also follow performance management 

systems to influence employees to innovate. Shane (2003) and Schoemaker (1993) have 

found a positive association between rewards and innovative behavior. Zhou and Shalley 

(2003) believe that the presence of a fair reward system in an organization influences 

employees to believe that their organization encourages innovation as a norm and they are 

expected to engage in innovative behavior. Baumann (2011) cautions that rewards must be 

presented consistently in an equitable manner in order to gain meaningful involvement 

from employees. Unfair and inconsistent rewards will lead to distrust among employees. 

Likewise, Janssen (2000) argues that innovative behavior is a function of the fair 

perception of effort and rewards. If employees perceive rewards to be unfair, they do not 

take part in innovative activities. Stull (2004). Based on the above discussion, we postulate 

the following hypotheses: 



Haq et al. 

 

 

 

 

 

819 

 H4: Reward fairness perception will be positively related with employee innovative 

behavior. 

2.5 Moderating Role of Organizational Tenure 

Organizational tenure means the time which an employee has spent with an organization. 

No empirical studies have been reported about the moderating effects of tenure on 

innovative behavior. Sturman (2003) holds that the as time spent in an organization 

increases, employees socialize with the environment. High tenured employees have already 

established connections, and know how to operate in the organizational environment. 

Alternatively, employees who are newer in the organization are faced with a lot of 

expectations. They are exposed to a set of norms. Any favor received in terms of failure 

tolerance, communication openness, work discretion, and/or reward fairness will obligate 

them to contribute towards organizational goals. They will tend to do something extra and 

new for their organization in order to meet those expectations (Zampetakis et al., 2009). 

Hence, tenure will interact with the antecedent conditions to influence the job outcomes. 

We therefore postulate the following hypothesis.  

 H5: As the tenure increases, the strength of relationship will be negatively affected 

between antecedent factors (perceived failure tolerance, communication openness, 

work discretion, reward fairness) and innovative behavior.  

The following schema (see Error! Reference source not found.) summarizes the above 

discussion.  

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework  
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3. Methods and Procedure 

3.1 Participants 

The managerial level employees employed in the telecommunication sector of Pakistan 

were the target population. Questionnaires were randomly distributed among the target 

respondents. We approached the main offices and service centers of major telecom 

companies located in Lahore, Islamabad, Gujranwala, Rawalpindi, and Faisalabad. More 

than 900 questionnaires were distributed. The usable sample for this study consisted of 381 

employees with a response rate of 47%. In sample, there were 60.2% males, 31.8% were 

females. The mean age of sample was 31 years with an experience of 6.3 years on average. 

The average employee tenure was 5.4 years. Sample was also representative of all the 

departments (marketing=18.9% human finance=15%, sale =14.4%, resources 

department=16.5%, and technical department=32%) 

3.2 Measures 

3.2.1 Innovativeness 

The items measuring innovativeness were taken from Scott and Bruce (1994) and De Jong 

and Den Hartog (2010). The employee innovativeness was assessed on behavioral 

frequency scale (1=never, 2=often). 

Perceived Failure tolerance The measure for perceived organizational tolerance was 

developed after an extensive review of literature and expert evaluation. Items were taken 

from corporate entrepreneurship assessment instrument (CEAI) inventory (Hornsby et al., 

2002), perceived organizational support (POS) instrument (Eisenberger et al., 1986), and 

intrapreneurial assessment instrument (IAI) (Kuratko et al., 1990).  

3.2.2 Communication Openness 

Communication openness was measured using a scale consisting of 7 items. Two items 

were taken from McDonald (2002) for which the reliability coefficient was 0.89. One item 

was adapted from Narver and Slater (1990), which was decomposed into two items for this 

scale. Three items were self-developed.. 

3.2.3 Work Discretion 

Work discretion was measured using the items from corporate entrepreneurship assessment 

inventory (CEAI) developed by Hornsby et al. (2002). A sample statement reads, 

3.2.4 Reward Fairness 

For measuring reward fairness, items form perceived organizational support (POS) 

instrument (Eisenberger et al., 1986), and CEAI instrument (Hornsby et al., 2002) were 

adapted.  

3.2.5 Demographic Information 

Data on demographic variables gender, age, experience, tenure, qualification, and position 

in hierarchy was also collected.  

3.3 Data Collection Procedure 

Data were collected from telecom professionals working in the telecommunication 



Haq et al. 

 

 

 

 

 

821 

companies of Pakistan. Survey was conducted both physically and online. We distributed 

900 questionnaires randomly using various channels. For the administration of physical 

survey, various branch offices were contacted at Lahore, Islamabad, Gujranwala, 

Rawalpindi, and Faisalabad. For online survey, we requested the email addresses of 

managerial employees from the HR offices of relevant companies by assuring the 

anonymity and voluntary participation. Out of total 900 distributed questionnaires, 423 

were received back. Only 381 responses were usable.  

4. Data Analyses and Results  

4.1 Descriptive Results 

Table 1 presents the descriptive results for innovative behavior, perceived failure tolerance, 

communication openness, work discretion, and perceived reward fairness. The correlations 

between constructs are significant. Innovative behavior is significantly correlated with 

perceived failure tolerance (0.426, p<.001), communication openness (0.578, p<.001), 

work discretion (0.455, p<.001), and reward (0.392, p<.001). Similarly, all antecedent 

variables also have significant intercorrelations (see Table 1). However, organizational 

tenure has negative correlations with other constructs. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 
Mea

n 
S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Gender N.A N.A 1          

Age 
31.8

3 

4.74

3 
.129* 1         

Experien

ce 
6.3 

2.96

7 
-.012 

.491*

* 
1        

Qual. N.A N.A 
.179*

* 

.149*

* 
.012 1       

Tenure 5.49 
2.87

9 
.110* .048 .020 -.068 1      

IB 3.63 
0.72

9 
-.100 .071 .118* 

.141*

* 
-.011 1     

PFT 3.72 
0.58

8 
.002 -.070 -.030 .052 -.102* 

0.426

*** 
1    

CO 3.97 
0.85

7 
-.028 -.093 .014 -.084 -.050 

0.578

*** 

0.366

*** 
1   

WD 3.7 
0.82

5 
.000 .026 .116* .030 -.045 

0.455

*** 

0.350

*** 

0.506

*** 
1  

RF 3.84 
0.88

1 
.057 .037 .017 .032 -.083 

0.392

*** 

0.329

*** 

0.416

*** 

0.403

*** 
1 

***=p<.001, **p<..01, **=p<.05, Qual.=Qualification, IN=Innovative Behavior, PFT=Perceived 

Failure Tolerance, CO=Communication Openness, WD=Work Discretion, RF=Reward Fairness 

4.2 Measurement Model Assessment 

4.2.1 Assessment of Model Fit 

In the factor model, all the constructs were first order. The factor solution was tested using 
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SPSS AMOS 20. In the first run, model fit was not achieved. The statements with loadings 

below .50 were removed. The items were dropped from failure tolerance, work discretion, 

and innovativeness. In order to further improve the model fit, based on modification 

indices, some error terms were also correlated. All the fit indices were within the threshold 

values (see Table 2). Following the suggestions of Shah and Goldstein (2006), in order to 

further assess the validity of factor model and search for a best fitting model, an alternative 

model was also tested. All the items were loaded on a single factor (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

This model was not fit (see Table 2).  

Table 2: Confirmatory Model Fit 

Model CMIN/df CFI TLI RMSEA 

Hypothesized model  1.864 .956 .944 .048 

Alternative model 4.736 .364 .327 .099 

Cut-off Values CMIN/df<3 CFI>.90 TLI>.90 RMSEA<.08 

CMIN/df = Normed Chi-Square, CFI = Comparative Fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis 

Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square of Error Approximation 

 

4.2.2 Reliability and Validity Measures 

The constructs established reliability. Reliabilities were calculated following the 

recommendations of Hair et al. (2010). All measures were reliable (see Table 3). Further, 

the constructs also established convergent and discriminant validity. The average variance 

extracted (AVE), an indicator of convergent validity (Hair et al., 2010), by all the 

constructs were well above 0.50. Similarly, the discriminant validities were assessed by 

comparing the variance extracted and shared variance (shared, and maximum). All the 

variables were able to establish their discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2010).  

Table 3: Reliablity And Validity Measures 

Constructs CR AVE MSV ASV 

IN 0.843 0.522 0.334 0.195 

PFT 0.872 0.538 0.181 0.122 

CO 0.902 0.574 0.334 0.203 

WD 0.882 0.520 0.256 0.154 

RF 0.891 0.545 0.173 0.139 

Cut off: CR>0.7; AVE>.50; AVE>MSV; AVE>ASV  

CR=Composite Reliability, AVE=Average Variance Extracted=AVE, 

MSV=Maximum Shared Variance, ASV=Average Shared Variance, FT=Perceived 

Failure Tolerance, WD=Work Discretion, CO=Communication Openness, 

RF=Reward Fairness, IN=Innovativeness 

4.2.3 Method Bias Assessment 

As recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003), the method bias was evaluated by common 

latent factor method. A latent factor was added to the factor model and all the observed 

variables were loaded on the single factor along with their parent constructs. The shared 

variance among the constructs were less than 20%. There were no indications of method 
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variance. 

4.3 Results of Structural Model 

In the next step, structural model was assessed. The hypothesized structural model showed 

a good fit to the data (Table 4). All the fit indices were within the range of threshold values 

(CMIN/df=2.076, CFI=0.991, TLI=0.966, RMSEA=0.053). For testing the hypotheses, the 

effect of demographic variables was controlled statistically. The control variable model 

was also fit to the data (see Table 4). The model with control variables provided that the 

addition of covariates does not disturb the model, rather may provide an added explanation 

of our hypothesized structure while improving the validity of our model (CMIN/df=2.259, 

CFI=0.968, TLI=0.938, RMSEA=0.058). The is also in accordance with the 

recommendations of Shah and Goldstein (2006). 

Table 4: Structural Regression Model Fit Indices 

Model CMIN/df CFI TLI RMSEA 

Hypothesized 2.076 .991 .966 .053 

Control variable model 2.259 .968 .938 .058 

Cut-off Values CMIN/df<3 CFI>.90 TLI>.90 RMSEA<.08 

Control variables=age, gender, experience, qualification, CMIN/df = Normed Chi-

Square, CFI = Comparative Fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root 

Mean Square of Error Approximation 

The results provide support for hypothesis 1. Perceived failure tolerance predicts employee 

innovative behavior with a positive standardized direct effect (β=.194, p<.001). Likewise, 

the effect of communication openness on innovative behavior also found be significantly 

positive (β=.419, p<.001), providing support for hypothesis 2. The 3rd hypothesis, that there 

is a positive influence of work discretion on innovative behavior was also validated with 

significant results (β=.117, p<.01). Finally, the results also support the hypothesized 

relationship between perceived reward fairness and innovative behavior (β=.103, p<.05). 

Together all the variables explain 47.6% variance in innovative behavior (see Table 5).  

Table 5: Hypotheses Results 

Dependent 

Variables 

Hypothesized 

Paths 

Standardized Path 

Coefficients 

p-Value R2 

Innovative 

Behavior 

PftIb .194 .001 .476 

CoIb .419 .001 

WdIb .117 .01 

RfIb .103 .05 

Ib = Innovative Behavior, Pft=Failure Tolerance, Co=Communication Openness, 

Wd=Work Discretion, Rf=Reward Fairness 

*P<.05, **P<.01, ***P<.001, R2=Squared Multiple Correlation 
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4.4 Moderation analysis 

4.4.1 Interpreting interactions 

The structural model for testing the interaction effects also showed a decent fit to the data 

(CMIN/df=1.247, CFI=.997, TLI=.993, RMSEA=.025). The results revealed that the 

interaction effects were negative (see Table 6). Tenure decreases the positive effect of 

predictor variables on the innovative behavior of employees.  

Table 6: Moderating Effects of Tenure 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficient 
p-Value 

Control Variables (Age, 

Gender, Experience, 

Qualification) 

N.S.  

Main Effects   

Tenure .121 * 

Failure Tolerance .241 * 

Failure Tolerance × Tenure -.228 ** 

Communication Openness .557 *** 

Communication Openness × 

Tenure -.238 

** 

Work Discretion .165 * 

Work Discretion × Tenure -.089 ** 

Reward Fairness .102 ** 

Reward Fairness × Tenure -.034 ** 

Note: n.s=not significant, *=p<.05, **=P<.01, ***=p<.001 

4.4.2 Probing Interactions 

The relationship has further been probed in the graphs presented below. The figure shows 

employees with shorter tenure happen to be more innovative than those with higher tenure 

provided their mistakes are tolerated. A closer look into the graph reveals that at higher 

levels of failure tolerance, those with lower levels of tenure happen to be more innovative 

than those with higher tenure. Hence, higher tenure lowers the strength of relationship. 

There is a positive effect of communication openness on innovative behavior, however, 

this effect is negatively moderated by tenure. For employees with lower tenure, 

communication has strong effect on their innovativeness, whereas, innovativeness of older 

employees is not much influenced by communication openness (see Figure 2). Tenure also 

moderates the effect of work discretion on innovativeness. It shows that the effect of work 

discretion of innovativeness is stronger for newer employees in comparison to older 

employees (see Figure 3). Similar results are evident in the case of reward fairness and 

employee innovativeness. Reward fairness affects newer employees more than older 

employees (see Figure 4). 
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Figure 1: Moderating Effect of Tenure on Perceived Failure Tolerance and 

Innovative Behavior 

Figure 2: Moderating Effect of Tenure on Communication Openness and Innovative 

Behavior 
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Figure 3: Moderating Effect of Tenure on Work Discretion and Innovative Behavior 

 

 
Figure 4: Moderating Effect of Tenure on Reward Fairness and Innovative 

Behavior 
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5. Discussion 

The results showed a significant positive effect of failure tolerance on innovativeness. The 

findings are in line with the arguments of Timmons and Spinelli (2009) that failure are 

likely when employees make efforts to present and realize new ideas, hence, an 

environment which accepts failures enhances employee innovativeness (Kemelgor, 2002). 

Failure tolerance perception signals out to employees that innovativeness is encouraged 

(Morris & Jones, 1999). It is also logical to believe that experimentation have chances of 

failure, and where the failures are tolerated, innovations may occur. These are novel 

empirical findings which add to our understanding of individual innovation.  

Communication openness also had positive significant effect on employee innovativeness. 

An important aspect of innovation climate is communication openness (Ahmed, 1998). We 

empirically prove the notion put forward by Hülsheger et al. (2009) that the free exchange 

of ideas among the members of an organization is related with employee innovativeness. 

From the results, we may infer that communication openness enhances the thought sphere 

of employees as a result of exchange of ideas which brings broader perspective in actions. 

Openness of communication enables employees to voice their ideas and concerns to their 

organization. Hence, in line with Stull (2004) we find that openness of communication is 

positively related with innovativeness. 

The results support that work discretion is a significant predictor of innovative behavior. 

As highlighted earlier, for being innovative, experimentation is required. Discretion gives 

employees freedom to experiment their ideas for process improvement, and even for the 

development of new products (De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, et al., 2014). Our results are 

consistent with Roberg (2007) who also reported similar findings. Why discretion affects 

innovativeness is mainly determined by the reason that employees can freely work on their 

original ideas.  

Reward fairness also proved a significant and positive predictor of innovativeness. Our 

findings coincide with Zhou and Shalley (2003) who advocate the establishment of a 

reward system to enhance creativity and innovation among organizational members. Here, 

we point out that the establishment of a system of rewards is not enough until unless such 

system is based on fairness (Baumann, 2011). Janssen (2000) also reported similar findings 

and supported the establishment of fair reward system.  

The moderating effects of organizational tenure also turned out as hypothesized. With 

increase in tenure, the effect of predictors lowered. The employees with low tenure were 

more innovative, whereas, employees with higher tenure were less innovative. It may be 

attributed that new employees are concerned about their impression in the organization, 

and hence, may opt innovativeness as a way of impression management.  

6. Conclusion and Future Directions 

Along with the theoretical contributions, this study has some practical implications also. 

The organizations should create a culture of failure tolerance, openness, work discretion 

and fairness. Organizations may use the people in lead roles to create such atmospheres 

because they serve as representatives of the organization. Such an environment is not only 
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an important antecedent of innovative behavior but has also influence on the in-role 

responsibilities of employees.  

Since we followed cross-sectional design which is detrimental to the establishment of 

causality. We recommend that future researchers may follow a longitudinal design wherein 

the data on the antecedent conditions should be collected at one point while the data on the 

criterion variable may be collected at a later time point. It is also recommended that a mixed 

method approach may be followed while integrating the multiple level of analysis.  
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