
Hock‐Doepgen, Marianne; Montasser, Jana Sophia; Klein, Sascha; Clauss, Thomas;
Maalaoui, Adnan

Article  —  Published Version

The role of innovative work behavior and organizational
support for business model innovation

R&D Management

Provided in Cooperation with:
John Wiley & Sons

Suggested Citation: Hock‐Doepgen, Marianne; Montasser, Jana Sophia; Klein, Sascha; Clauss,
Thomas; Maalaoui, Adnan (2024) : The role of innovative work behavior and organizational
support for business model innovation, R&D Management, ISSN 1467-9310, Wiley Periodicals, Inc.,
Hoboken, NJ, Vol. 55, Iss. 1, pp. 7-26,
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12671

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/313687

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

  http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12671%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/313687
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


© 2024 The Authors. R&D Management published by RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 7
This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial License, which 
permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited and is not 
used for commercial purposes.

The role of innovative work 
behavior and organizational 
support for business model 
innovation

Marianne Hock- Doepgen1, Jana Sophia Montasser2, 
Sascha Klein3, Thomas Clauss4,5,* and  
Adnan Maalaoui6

1 Digitales Gründerzentrum—Alte Schlosserei, Werkstraße 2, Aschaffenburg 63739, Germany.  
marianne.hock@dgz- ab.de
2 Dr. Jana Montasser, ITB Consulting, Paul-Kemp-Str. 9, Bonn 53173, Germany. jana.montasser 
@itb- consulting.de
3 Chair of Technology and Innovation Management, School of Economics and Management, University 
of Kassel, Mönchebergstr. 1, Kassel 34109, Germany. sascha.klein@uni- kassel.de
4 Witten Institute for Family Business, Faculty for Management, Economics and Society, Witten/
Herdecke University, Alfred-Herrhausen-Str. 48, Witten, 58448, Germany. 
5 Department of Technology and Innovation, University of Southern Denmark, Campusvej 55, Odense 
5230, Denmark. thomas.clauss@uni- wh.de
6 Prince Mohammed Bin Salman College MBSC, 7082 Bay La Sun Juman St. Unit No. 1, King 
Abdullah Economic City, Jeddah 23964-2522, Saudi Arabia. a.maalaoui@ipag.fr

While innovative work behavior sets the stage for organizational innovativeness, little 
is known about how innovative work behavior is related to business model innovation. 
This study analyzes how employees’ innovative work behavior leads to business model 
innovation. Following the organizational support theory, we further examine that 
business model innovation is a function of individual innovative work behavior of the 
employee and the firm’s ability to create an organizational environment in which these 
work behaviors can unfold and be translated into innovative output, such as business 
model innovation. Based on survey data from 154 firms, this study empirically finds that 
employee innovative work behavior is positively related to business model innovation. 
Further, we find that the effect of innovative work behavior on business model innovation 
is moderated through organizational support for innovation. However, the moderation 
reveals different results for low levels of innovative work behavior than for high values. 
For high values, we find that additional organizational support does not lead to more 
business model innovation.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
mailto:marianne.hock@dgz-ab.de
mailto:jana.montasser@itb-consulting.de
mailto:sascha.klein@uni-kassel.de
mailto:thomas.clauss@uni-wh.de
mailto:
mailto:marianne.hock@dgz-ab.de
mailto:jana.montasser@itb-consulting.de
mailto:jana.montasser@itb-consulting.de
mailto:sascha.klein@uni-kassel.de
mailto:thomas.clauss@uni-wh.de
mailto:a.maalaoui@ipag.fr


© 2024 The Authors. R&D Management published by RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Marianne Hock- Doepgen, Jana Sophia Montasser, Sascha Klein, Thomas Clauss and Adnan Maalaoui

8 R&D Management 55, 1, 2025

1.  Introduction

The ability to innovate a firm’s business model 
has become a source of competitive advan-

tage in today’s global and digitalized marketplace 
(Amit and Zott,  2012; Bashir and Verma,  2017). 
Through business model innovation (BMI), firms 
can capture new market shares in markets that were 
said to be fully saturated (Sosna et  al.,  2010) or 
can even create new markets (Santos et al., 2015). 
Whereas a firm’s business model is an integrated 
system of the firm’s key elements, value creation, 
value proposition, and value capture (Teece, 2010; 
Clauss, 2017), BMI is defined as “designed, novel, 
nontrivial changes to the key elements of a firm’s 
business model and/or the architecture linking 
these elements (Foss and Saebi,  2017b).” While 
start- ups regularly develop new and innovative 
business models, incumbent firms seem to strug-
gle (Chesbrough and Rosenbloom,  2002; Amit 
and Zott, 2012). However, despite recent advance-
ments in conceptualizing critical capabilities for 
the change and transformation process of BMI 
(Mezger, 2014; Clauss et al., 2021; Hock- Doepgen 
et al., 2021; Soluk et al., 2021), the identification 
of relevant internal enablers, moderators, and out-
comes regarding the innovation process of BMI is 
still lacking (Foss and Saebi, 2017b), while Zhang 
et al. (2021) conclude that the antecedents of BMI 
remain ambiguous and under- examined.

Prior literature found several internal enablers 
of BMI concerning managerial cognition 
(Chesbrough, 2010; Martins et al., 2015) and organi-
zational capabilities (Bhatti et al., 2021). However, 
most of these studies concentrate on identifying 
capabilities that help manage the BMI process, 
while there is a research gap in understanding the 
ideation phase for BMI. Researchers agree that BMI 
requires knowledge and ideas from diverse sources, 
entrepreneurial behavior (Zhang et al., 2021), and 
opportunity recognition (Guo et al., 2017). Despite 
much research advocating these capabilities to 
managers, new ideas and opportunity recognition 
hinge on the creativity of individual employees 
(Van Dijk and Van Den Ende, 2002), drawing this 
study’s focus on the so far under- researched role 
of the individual employee in the ideation phase 
of BMI. Innovative work behavior (IWB) is a key 
characteristic employees need to have for firms to 
continuously innovate their business (Zhou and 
Shalley, 2003). It has been described as an “extra 
role” – an innovative behavior that employees seek 
in addition to their ordinary work (Janssen, 2000) 
that is characterized by intentional generation, pro-
motion, and realization of innovative ideas (West 

and Farr,  1989). Although research argued that 
BMI depends on collective behavioral aspects such 
as corporate culture (Hock et  al.,  2016) and cog-
nitive representations (Egfjord and Sund,  2020; 
Martins et  al.,  2015), we lack a comprehensive 
understanding of the role of individuals and their 
IWB in respect with BMI. Given our aims to close 
this research gap, our first research question is: 
How does innovative work behavior influence busi-
ness model innovation?

However, while firms are often prone to inertia, 
especially regarding BMI (Foss and Saebi, 2017b), 
employees’ ideas need to be actively supported to 
be leveraged to produce organizational outcomes, 
pointing to the organizational environment as a 
moderating factor. According to the organizational 
support theory, firm- specific output variables can be 
influenced by the support employees perceive from 
the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades 
and Eisenberger, 2002). The creation of an organi-
zational environment supportive of innovation can 
help employees generate and realize innovative ideas 
on an organizational level (Scott and Bruce, 1994). 
A good example is Google, where some success-
ful products, such as Gmail and AdSense have 
been the output of innovative side projects that 
employees worked on during their 20% slack time 
(Ross, 2015). Thus, a firm’s innovative success can 
be further influenced by the organizational support 
provided by the firm (Wayne et al., 1997; Rhoades 
and Eisenberger,  2002). As BMI is a firm- level 
construct, we propose that utilizing the potential 
of individual IWB for BMI requires consistent and 
comprehensive organizational support. Therefore, 
our second research question asks: How does orga-
nizational support for innovation moderate the 
relationship between innovative work behavior and 
business model innovation?

Our study offers several contributions to the liter-
ature on BMI. First, we find that the IWB of employ-
ees impacts BMI. Thereby, we add valuable insights 
to the emerging literature stream on the internal 
enablers for BMI. Second, we examine how firm- 
level support for innovation strengthens the extent 
to which individual- level behaviors, such as IWBs, 
can be translated to BMI. So far, research on BMI 
and innovation research in general have mainly taken 
place either at the individual or the organizational 
level (Anderson et al., 2014; Foss and Saebi, 2017b). 
Thus, we advance our understanding of identifying 
the right match between internal enablers and firm- 
specific variables.

The article proceeds as follows: First, we provide 
an overview of the literature on BMI, IWB, and orga-
nizational support for innovation. Next, we derive 
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our hypothesis. We test the hypothesis using a data 
set of 154 firms using the partial least squares (PLS) 
structural equation modeling. After presenting the 
methods and results, we discuss our findings and 
provide an outlook for future research.

2.  Theoretical background

2.1.  Business model innovation

Research agreed that the innovative designs of the 
firm’s value delivery, value capture, and value offer-
ing mechanisms have become a source of competitive 
advantage in today’s business environment (Casadesus- 
Masanell and Zhu,  2013), while the business model 
itself as a unit of innovation has extended the business 
model literature with an innovative dimension (Zott 
and Amit, 2010). Following Khanagha et al. (2014), we 
refer to BMI as the development of novel activities that 
range from changes in individual components of the 
business model – value offering, value creation, value 
capture, and value delivery to the customer – to replac-
ing the former business model with a fundamentally 
different one. We conducted a systematic literature 
review on BMI to gain a comprehensive overview of 
the vast literature on BMI (methodological approach, 
please see Table  1, Kraus et  al.,  2022). The search 
resulted in 255 articles. As this study focuses on the 
antecedents of BMI, we coded each article according 
to their primary research focus into conceptualization 
articles, antecedents (drivers, enablers), consequences, 
and moderators of BMI (Foss and Saebi, 2017b; Zhang 
et al., 2021). From our literature review, we conclude 
that the consequences of BMI, especially in terms of 
performance implications, are well- researched, find-
ing positive performance implications in the long term 
(Zhang et  al.,  2021). We identified several research 
gaps focusing on the internal enablers of BMI (69 arti-
cles, Table 1).

Given that BMI represents a change pro-
cess (Foss and Saebi,  2017b), much research has 
devoted attention to understanding the manage-
ment of the process of BMI and critical enablers 
that empower BMI. Zhang et al. (2021) present two 
opposing views: BMI driven passively by external 
factors and BMI driven by actively managed pro-
cesses and internal factors and capabilities (Clauss 
et al., 2021; Hock- Doepgen et al., 2021). We take 
the latter perspective in this study, while exter-
nal changes, such as technological advancements 
(Baden- Fuller and Haefliger,  2013) or changes in 
the business environment brought by new consumer 
preferences (Plé et al., 2010) and new competitors 
(Heij et al., 2014) have been frequently researched.

Concerning the internal enablers of BMI, we 
identified five main research themes: managerial 
cognition, capabilities (management and organiza-
tional), employee capabilities, internal resources, 
and organizational characteristics. Within the identi-
fied themes, the investigation of internal capabilities 
dominates (Chesbrough, 2010; Loon et  al.,  2020). 
For instance, researchers found dynamic capabil-
ities to sense and seize novel opportunities and 
to reconfigure resources appropriately to impact 
a firm’s ability to innovate the business model 
(Teece,  2018). Critical dynamic capabilities are 
leadership skills for identifying and experimenting 
with new opportunities (Achtenhagen et al., 2013), 
resource capabilities for flexible use and re- use of 
resources (Teece, 2007), cultural determinants that 
underpin the willingness and commitment to change 
(Bock et  al.,  2012; Hock et  al.,  2016) and knowl-
edge management capabilities (Hock- Doepgen 
et al., 2021). For instance, Bhatti et al. (2021) found 
that absorptive capacity on an organizational level 
– the ability to identify and use knowledge for com-
mercial ends – drives BMI.

Moreover, as most of these studies analyze BMI 
as a change process, understanding the beginning 
of an innovation process comprising creativity and 
organizational innovativeness remains a blind spot 
in research. Although much research agrees that the 
absorptive capacity of external knowledge drives BMI, 
research concerning the creative ideation process and 
use of internal knowledge for BMI is rare. However, 
researchers recently started to address this gap by 
studying cognitive and decision- making processes that 
lead to BMI (Osiyevskyy and Dewald,  2015; Snihur 
and Zott,  2020), for instance, by applying analogi-
cal reasoning and conceptual combination (Martins 
et  al.,  2015), while Narayan et  al.  (2020) found that 
cognitive diversity among top management teams 
increases BMI activities. Yet, these studies only focus 
on the managerial side and have not explored the 
effects of employee innovativeness on BMI.

Despite vast explorations of management capa-
bilities, the BMI literature offers two research gaps, 
which we address in this study: first, understanding 
the role of individual employees in driving BMI, and 
second, the lack of focus on the ideation phase for 
BMI. Furthermore, although organizational char-
acteristics like culture are enablers of BMI (Hock 
et  al.,  2016), the understanding of the interplay of 
employee behavior and organizational characteristics 
for driving BMI also remains vague. Therefore, we 
focus this research on how the IWB of employees 
translates to BMI by considering the interplay with 
organizational support.



© 2024 The Authors. R&D Management published by RADMA and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Marianne Hock- Doepgen, Jana Sophia Montasser, Sascha Klein, Thomas Clauss and Adnan Maalaoui

10 R&D Management 55, 1, 2025

2.2.  Innovative work behavior

Using knowledge represents a decisive capability for 
BMI, whereas the knowledge held by employees has 
been mostly neglected in prior studies. Here, inno-
vative work behavior refers to an “extra role” – an 
employee behavior that goes beyond their regular 
role expectations – in order to benefit his or her per-
formance, the work group, or the organization (West 
and Farr,  1989; Janssen,  2000). These behaviors 
arise from the employees’ intrinsic motivations and 
include introducing novel ideas regarding products 

and services and improving internal processes and 
business activities (Yuan and Woodman, 2010).

Innovative work behavior encompasses three com-
plex behaviors: Idea generation, idea promotion, and 
idea realization (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Janssen, 2000; 
Wang et  al.,  2015). Every innovation begins with a 
novel and potentially useful idea developed by the 
employee through identifying new work- related oppor-
tunities (idea generation) (Woodman et  al.,  1993). 
These opportunities range from simple improvements 
regarding internal routines to novel ideas concern-
ing new product and process innovations (De Jong 

Table 1. Literature review on the internal enablers of business model innovation

Research theme
Conceptual focus Subthemes and key 

 findings of enablers
Exemplary references

Managerial cognition Ideation Analogical reasoning; 
conceptual combination; 
sensemaking; top man-
agement team hetero-
geneity; entrepreneurial 
thinking; effectuation

Martins et al. (2015), 
Egfjord and Sund (2020), 
Loon et al. (2020), 
Narayan et al. (2020), 
Snihur and Zott (2020)

Organizational /management 
capabilities

Transformation 
management

Dynamic capability; 
knowledge management; 
agile methods; agility of 
TMT

Chesbrough (2010), Doz 
and Kosonen (2010), 
Sosna et al. (2010), 
Guo et al. (2017), 
Velu (2017), To 
et al. (2019), von Delft 
et al. (2019), Ghezzi and 
Cavallo (2020), Loon 
et al. (2020), Bhatti 
et al. (2021), Denoo 
et al. (2021), Hock- 
Doepgen et al. (2021), 
Klein et al. (2021), 
Sjödin et al. (2021)

Organizational learning Experimentation; trial and 
error; knowledge absorp-
tive capacity; big data 
analytics

Strategy Opportunity recognition; 
strategic orientation; 
strategic learning; 
strategic agility; ambi-
dexterity; knowledge 
acquisition capability; 
strategic sensitivity

Employee capabilities Behavior Entrepreneurial mindset 
(e.g., risk- taking behav-
ior, proactive behavior); 
absorptive capacity

Karimi and Walter (2016), 
Denoo et al. (2021)

Internal resources Transformation 
management

Leveraging (big) data; use 
of digital technologies 
and Industry 4.0 (e.g., 
3D printing)

Rayna and 
Striukova (2016), 
Sorescu (2017), 
Alshawaaf and 
Lee (2021), Cheng and 
Wang (2022)

Organizational characteristic Organizational structures Social mission and objec-
tives; organizational 
culture; rules and 
governance structure; IT 
infrastructure

Herrera (2016), Velu and 
Jacob (2016), Müller 
et al. (2018), Giudici 
et al. (2020), Vittori 
et al. (2022)

Data collection: We searched Web of Science database for published articles from 2005 to 2023. We chose this timeframe as research 
on business model innovation was first published after 2005 (Foss and Saebi, 2017b). We used the following keywords: business model 
innovation, business model innovations, business model reinvention, business model renewal, business model evolution, business model 
dynamics, business model transformation, business model change, and business model adaptation. For ensuring methodological rigor, 
we implemented a set of criteria to select relevant publications, following suggestions by Kraus et al. (2022). As such, we selected only 
journals in the “Business or Management” classification in Web of Science. Furthermore, we excluded articles published in journals that 
did not fulfill the criteria of one of the following rankings: VHB ≥ C; AJG ≥ 3; FT Top 50. Based on these criteria, we found 255 articles. 
We coded these articles for their antecedents, consequences, moderators, and conceptual articles (Foss and Saebi, 2017a). We identified 69 
articles concerning the antecedents of business model innovation.
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and Den Hartog,  2010; Marshall et  al.,  2019). For 
the idea to be implemented, idea promotion has to 
take place – the process of an employee searching 
for supporters and allies to promote the idea inter-
nally (Galbraith, 1982). It is vital for pushing complex 
innovations (Janssen,  2000). Finally, the idea has to 
be implemented (idea realization). Internal processes 
must provide the right course for realizing innovative 
ideas (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Janssen, 2000). As each 
of the behaviors is interrelated and pivotal for inno-
vation to take place, these behaviors have been taken 
together under the term innovative work behavior 
(IWB) (Janssen, 2000; Wang et al., 2015).

IWB represents one of the most critical characteris-
tics organizations need today (Anderson et al., 2014). 
“Innovative behaviors by employees, which might 
formerly have been seen as inappropriate, disre-
spectful or even subversive, have become increas-
ingly sought by organizations attempting to compete 
in a fast- moving and changeable, globalized busi-
ness environment” (Anderson et  al.,  2004, p. 149). 
Moreover, IWB is claimed to promote the organiza-
tion’s functioning and survival (Amabile et al., 1996; 
Yuan and Woodman,  2010). Empirical studies that 
test this assumption are, however, sparse. Most stud-
ies so far focus on the predictors of IWB (Anderson 
et al., 2014), such as relationships at work (Janssen and 
Van Yperen, 2004; Yuan and Woodman, 2010), leader-
ship (Wang et al., 2015) or individual differences (Wu 
et al., 2014; Ng and Lucianetti, 2016). Research on the 
outcomes of IWB is less common.

One of the first studies on this topic (Sanz- Valle and 
Jiménez- Jiménez, 2018) examines the effect of IWB 
on product innovations. The results underline that IWB 
can foster product innovation and seem to be related 
to outcomes on the organizational level. However, this 
study is far from conclusive and leaves open ques-
tions such as how organizational work behavior relates 
to other innovative outcomes. Similarly, Anderson 
et  al.  (2014) highlight the need to address interfaces 
between different levels of innovation research and call 
for a better understanding if and under which organi-
zational circumstances IWB translates to desired out-
comes such as organizational innovation.

2.3.  Organizational support for innovation

Organizational support theory proposes that social 
exchange processes between employees and the orga-
nization determine their relationship with the organi-
zation (Kurtessis et  al.,  2017). The theory states that 
employees are socioemotional beings whom the organi-
zation can influence (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades 
and Eisenberger,  2002) and assumes that employees 
behave in “accord with the norm of reciprocity, trading 

their effort and dedication to their organization for per-
ceived organizational support and its promise of future 
benefits” (Chen et  al.,  2009, p. 120). A positive per-
ceived organizational support leads to organizational 
commitment or organizational citizenship behavior 
(Wayne et al., 1997) and specific actions (Rhoades and 
Eisenberger, 2002). It has been shown that through per-
ceived organizational support, employees are overall 
more satisfied and care about the organization’s wel-
fare, feeling obligated to help the organization reach its 
objectives (Eisenberger et al., 2001).

Studies in innovation research have therefore 
focused on understanding what kinds of support 
enhance organizational innovativeness. Scott and 
Bruce  (1994) enumerate two dimensions: (1) cli-
mate for innovation and (2) resource support. The 
climate for innovation follows the psychosocial cli-
mate theory, which states that individuals mainly 
respond to cognitive interactions in certain environ-
ments (James and Sells,  1981). Organizational cli-
mate represents feelings, behaviors, attributes, and 
signals that individuals perceive in an organization. 
Thus, for innovative behaviors to occur, employ-
ees must perceive that creativity and innovation are 
supported by the firm. An innovative climate can be 
developed by encouraging creativity and experimen-
tation (Siegel and Kaemmerer, 1978; Kanter, 1983), 
by tolerating diversity among employees (Siegel 
and Kaemmerer,  1978), and by taking experiment-
ing with new ideas (Nahapiet and Ghoshal,  1998). 
The second dimension of organizational support for 
innovation is an appropriate resource supply (Scott 
and Bruce,  1994). Organizations can provide these 
resources through tangible assets, for example, facil-
ities and machines and/or intangible assets, such as 
time (Ahmed,  1998). When the organizational ori-
entation toward innovation in combination with an 
appropriate resource supply is high, employees will 
most likely perceive the organizational environ-
ment as supportive of innovation (Gumusluoğlu and 
Ilsev, 2009).

3.  Hypothesis development

3.1.  Innovative work behavior and 
business model innovation

Independent of the radicalness of BMI, the under-
lying processes for innovating a firm’s business 
model are said to require dynamic capabilities that 
enable firms to sense and seize new business model 
opportunities and transform the business model 
(Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2018). BMI begins with 
an innovative idea. To generate potential BMI ideas, 
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organizations must be able to sense innovative 
cues that shape new business model opportunities 
(Doz and Kosonen, 2010; Hock and Clauss, 2017). 
Employees who are innovative at work have adapted 
behaviors that are oriented toward thinking into the 
future and beyond the tasks of their everyday work 
(Kurtessis et  al.,  2017). Such behaviors include 
sensing new technological developments, proposing 
new products or service applications, finding new 
production methods for improving internal routines 
and production, improving customer relationships, 
etc. (Yuan and Woodman,  2010). These behaviors 
increase their overall creativity and the ability to 
identify innovative business model opportunities. 
Furthermore, these behaviors may spread through-
out the organization when finding supporters to pro-
mote their new ideas, which is important for seizing 
business model opportunities (Janssen,  2000). It 
requires unifying a commitment toward change to 
align underlying activities and reconfigure internal 
and external resources (Casadesus- Masanell and 
Zhu, 2013). The ability of employees to promote and 
test innovative ideas can thereby enhance an organi-
zational environment of trial and error. A discovery- 
driven process of constant experimentation has been 
highlighted to foster BMI (Dunford et  al.,  2010; 
McGrath,  2010; Yunus et  al.,  2010). However, to 
finally realize BMI opportunities, employees must 
further be able to transform their innovative ideas 
into useful applications. The transformation process 
comprehends deploying human, physical, and capital 
resources to new means of value creation (Zott and 
Amit, 2010). New activities require employees to be 
flexible, cooperative, and comfortable with change 
(Ahmed, 1998).

New ideas and the experimentation of these ideas, 
as well as the overall willingness to change, have 
been described as important dynamic capabilities for 
innovating a firm’s business model (McGrath, 2010; 
Achtenhagen et al., 2013; Teece, 2018). Through the 
intentional behaviors of idea generation, idea promo-
tion, and wanting to realize new ideas that benefit the 
organization (West and Farr,  1989; Janssen,  2000), 
employees with strong IWBs have a developed mind-
set for innovation and, thus, possess dynamic capa-
bilities at the individual level.

Organizations benefit from IWBs in several ways. 
Studies have found that employees with strong IWBs 
can improve their job performance, enhance the 
efficiency of organizational processes, and increase 
the firm’s overall innovativeness (Janssen,  2000; 
Dorenbosch et  al.,  2005). Moreover, Baer and 
Frese (2003) showed that IWBs positively influence 
the firm’s performance. Thus, referring to the argu-
ments above, we hypothesize that:

H1 The innovative work behavior of employees 
fosters business model innovation.

3.2.  The moderating role of organizational 
support for innovation

“Individuals in organizations do not work in a vac-
uum” (Vough et  al.,  2017, p. 1192). They are in 
constant exchange with the organizational con-
text through social exchange processes (Wayne 
et  al.,  1997). The organizational context influences 
the extent to which an employee lets the organization 
profit from their innovative behavior. To promote 
BMI behaviors, firms must constitute a working envi-
ronment in which employees are able to transfer new 
ideas from an individual to an organizational level. 
As BMI is assessed at the firm level, we suggest that 
a matching firm- level moderator is needed to raise 
the individual dynamic capabilities to the firm level. 
We propose that organizational support for innova-
tion could help the individual employee understand 
the value of his/her innovative attempts for the orga-
nization, leading to more BMI.

Even though employees may have good ideas or 
see potential for improvements, a lot of times, they 
stay silent instead of sharing concerns with others 
(Milliken et  al.,  2003). When employees perceive 
managers to be open to change, they are more likely 
to speak up with new ideas (Detert and Burris, 2007). 
This willingness to come up with suggestions and 
new ideas is paramount for successful learning in 
organizations (Edmondson,  2003). Employees may 
be more willing to think about the broader picture 
and share an idea with management and colleagues 
when she/he feels supported and acknowledged. 
Research shows that strategic issues are only raised to 
top management when the management is perceived 
as supportive and there is little fear of negative con-
sequences (Dutton et al., 1997; Ashford et al., 1998). 
Hence, when employees perceive favorable support 
for innovation, ideas may spread throughout the 
organization. Additionally, when employees feel 
supported and have resources, they may further 
exchange more experiences with one another. When 
employees exchange ideas, they can profit from each 
other’s expertise, while knowledge sharing between 
employees leads to more innovation at the firm level 
(Lin, 2007). Innovations can become refined and are, 
therefore likely to be deemed worth trying by man-
agement and, thus, potentially gain more support. 
This management support may lead to ideas being 
implemented on a broader scale or management 
being open to testing and experimenting with new 
ideas, enhancing the BMI output. In line with Foss 
and Saebi (2017b), we propose that the relationship 
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between internal dynamic capabilities and BMI can 
be enhanced through a moderator. Following organi-
zational support theory, we suggest that:

H2 The effect of innovative work behavior on 
business model innovation will be stronger when the 
organizational support for innovation is high.

Figure 1 visualizes the Model structure.

4.  Methodology and empirical setting

4.1.  Sample and data collection

The sample data used for this study consists of survey 
data that was randomly collected at an international 
trade fair for optical and laser technology hosted 
in Germany. International trade fares have become 
an important platform in which firms connect and 
conduct business with other firms in the industry. 
Thereby, they exchange innovative knowledge and 
discuss the latest developments and trends. Referring 
to the importance of trade fairs in this sector, our sam-
ple depicts the typical structure of the organizations 

in the optical and laser industry (Rolf Seringhaus and 
Rosson, 1998). Trade fairs were previously utilized 
for data collection purposes as they enable research-
ers to get in direct contact with respondents and thus 
assess respondent adequateness and enhance seman-
tic validity (e.g., Chai et al., 2020; Clauss et al., 2021; 
Hock- Doepgen et al., 2021).

The data collection was done by a team of 
trained research assistants. Exhibitors were per-
sonally addressed, the topic and the purpose were 
described, and they were asked about their knowl-
edge of the topic. Only if potential respondents 
were willing and knowledgeable, did we pursue 
the survey process. Depending on the language 
of the respondent, the questionnaire was handed 
out in its original version in English or German. 
For the German version, the back- translation 
method was used to secure a consistent transla-
tion (Brislin, 1970; Campbell and Prichard, 1976). 
Overall, we collected 154 usable questionnaires, 
which were completed by firms that have their 
headquarters mainly located in Asia, Europe, and 
North America. Table  2 provides an overview of 
the descriptives of the sample.

Figure 1. Overview of the hypothesis.

H1

Innovative Workplace Behavior
Idea Generation
Idea Promotion
Idea Realization

Business Model Innovation

Control Variables
External Forces
Employee Years of Work 
Experience in this Firm
Firm Size
Continent Dummy Variables:
- Asia
- Europe
- North America

H2

Organizational Support for 
Innovation

Climate for Innovation
Resources Support
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4.2.  Measurement

The items used for this study are mainly based on 
established multi- item scales from published studies. 
The measurement of the items employed a five- point 
Likert- type scale.

Business Model Innovation was assessed by the 
three interrelated components – value proposition, 
value creation, and value capture – for which we 
developed the following sub- items: Value prop-
osition innovation: new offerings, new customer 
relationships, new markets, and new channels, for 
value creation innovation: new competences and 
human resources, new technical resources, new 
external resources, and new processes and for 
value capture innovation: overall cost advantages, 
completely new sources of revenue. The scales are 
based on the theoretical framework of Osterwalder 
and Pigneur (2010) and follow the scales developed 
by Clauss  (2017). In total, these sub- items create 
nine reflective items measuring BMI. Innovative 
Work Behavior was assessed as a second- order 
reflective- formative construct using idea gen-
eration, idea promotion, and idea realization as 
first- order dimensions. The first- order dimensions 
are based on items developed by Janssen  (2000). 
Organizational Support for Innovation was also 
measured with a second- order reflective- formative 
construct, with the first- order dimensions being 
resource support and organizational climate 
for innovation. All first- order dimensions are 

measured with four items developed by Scott and 
Bruce (1994).

4.3.  Control variables

This study further controls for variables at the indi-
vidual and organizational levels. On an individual 
level, we controlled for the employee’s years of work 
experience in this firm, measured as the logarithm of 
the years the employees have been working in the 
current firm, as experience in the firm may influence 
the employee’s ability to sense and seize innovative 
business model ideas.

We controlled for the firm size and location of the 
firm headquarters. We measured firm size by tak-
ing the logarithm of the number of firm employees 
(Reinartz et al., 2004). For the location, we grouped 
the firm’s headquarters into Europe, North America, 
and Asia. Further, we controlled for external forces, 
as prior studies found that market turbulence and 
strong competition stimulate BMI (Amit and 
Zott, 2015). External forces were assessed through a 
second- order reflective- formative construct, leaning 
on items developed by Jaworski and Kohli  (1993). 
Table  3 summarizes all measurement items and 
sources.

4.4.  Assessment of common method bias

The survey data was collected by assessing the self- 
reports of single informants for both the dependent 
and independent variables. Therefore, precautionary 
actions were taken ex- ante to the distribution of the 
survey and ex- post by conducting tests for common 
method bias (CMB). To decrease the existence of 
CMB ex- ante, we emphasized that the questionnaire 
is entirely anonymous. Further, we mainly used well- 
established items and structured them in a counter-
balancing way (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Ex- post, we conducted the Harman’s one- factor 
test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and the marker variable 
test (Lindell and Whitney, 2001). The Harman´s one 
factor test was conducted through a principal explor-
atory factor analysis with all variables (Podsakoff 
et  al.,  2003). The extraction of the single factor 
only explains 13.1% of the total variance. For the 
marker variable test, we use strategic uncertainty 
as a marker variable, as it is unrelated to the other 
variables in our model. Strategic uncertainty was 
measured through a reflective construct with the 
following two items: How uncertain is (1) the direc-
tion in which the organization is heading? and (2) 
the overall objective/mission of the organization? A 
high correlation would indicate a systematic bias. 

Table 2. Sample descriptives

Sample descriptives %

Country
Asia 20.1

Europe 53.2

North America 9.1

Others 17.6

Firm size
≤10 10.5

11–50 37.5

51–200 31.6

201–500 7.2

501–1000 6

>1000 7.2

Work experience in this company
>2 years 25.9

3–5 years 21.0

6–9 years 16.7

10–15 years 18.9

>15 years 17.5
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Table 3. Quality criteria of the reflective first- order- constructs

Construct
Measurement item Item 

loadings
AVE αCR

CR

Business model innova-
tion (Clauss, 2017; 
Osterwalder & 
Pigneur, 2010)

What were you able to accomplish in the last 1–5 years? 0.512 0.842 0.880
Has created various new lines of products and services 0.737

Has taken new opportunities in new markets 0.676

Tried to gain new customers relationships through new 
service offerings

0.737

Has utilized innovative procedures and processes during 
the manufacturing of our products

0.6541

Has innovated the supply chain 0.656

Has constantly trained the employees to develop new 
competences

0.757

Has developed new revenue opportunities 0.748

Has developed dramatic cost advantages 0.737

Idea generation 
(Janssen, 2000)

Our employees create new ideas for difficult issues 0.837 0.720 0.806 0.885
Our employees search out new working methods, tech-

niques, or instruments
0.867

Our employees generate original solutions for problems 0.841

Idea promotion 
(Janssen, 2000)

Our employees mobilize support for innovative ideas 0.860 0.677 0.762 0.862
Our employees acquire approval for innovative ideas 0.758

Our employees make important organizational members 
enthusiastic for innovative ideas

0.846

Idea realization 
(Janssen, 2000)

Our employees transform innovative ideas into useful 
applications

0.853 0.757 0.839 0.903

Our employees introduce innovative ideas into the work 
environment in a systematic way

0.876

Our employees evaluate the utility of innovative ideas 0.880

Climate for inno-
vation (Scott & 
Bruce, 1994)

Creativity is encouraged in our company 0.819 0.577 0.755 0.845
Our ability to function creatively is respected by the 

leadership
0.702

The reward system here encourages innovation 0.745

Our company publicly recognizes those who are 
innovative

0.767

Resource support (Scott 
& Bruce, 1994)

Assistance in developing new ideas is readily available 0.737 0.697 0.780 0.873
There are adequate resources devoted to innovation in 

this organization
0.896

There is adequate time available to pursue creative ideas 
here

0.863

This organization gives free time to pursue creative ideas 
during the workday

0.6181

Market changes 
(Jaworski & 
Kohli, 1993)

The actions of local and foreign competitors in our major 
markets were changing quite rapidly

0.758 0.620 0.847 0.891

Technological changes in our industry were rapid and 
unpredictable

0.781

The market competitive conditions were highly 
unpredictable

0.799

Customers’ product preferences changed quite rapidly 0.795

Changes in customers’ needs were quite unpredictable 0.804

Competitive inten-
sity (Jaworski & 
Kohli, 1993)

Competition in our industry is cutthroat 0.857 0.736 0.820 0.893
There are many competitive rivalries in our industry 0.903

Intensive competitor- related activities are a hallmark in 
our industry

0.812

Firm size (Reinartz 
et al., 2004)

Ln (number of employees) – – – –

1These items were excluded due to low factor loadings.
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After including the marker variable in the partial 
correlation analysis, we observe that the correla-
tions between the marker variable and the variable 
are below 0.3. The highest squared partial correla-
tion shows that the most common variance shared 
is 7.4%. Both tests suggest that common method 
bias should most probably not be of concern in this 
research. Further, our model includes an interac-
tion effect that is not likely to be biased through the 
common method used (Brockner et al., 1997).

4.5.  Data analysis

The PLS method was applied for both the measure-
ment model and the structural equation model (SEM). 
PLS is a technique based on a correlation principal 
component approach (Chin, 1998; Ringle et al., 2005). 
It is often used to estimate causal- predictive analysis 
in the early stages of theory development (Fornell 
and Bookstein,  1982). Research analyzing internal 
enablers for BMI through the lens of employee innova-
tiveness still lacks theoretical underpinning (Foss and 
Saebi, 2017b). Therefore, PLS is an appropriate method 
for advancing the cumulative empirical research stud-
ies on internal enablers for BMI. Moreover, PLS is 
a variance- based technique for SEM that analyzes 
second- order reflective- formative measurement mod-
els (Becker et  al.,  2012), which is applied in this 
study. The SmartPLS 3.0 software was used following 
parameter settings by Hair et al. (2012), applying non-
parametric bootstrapping with 5000 samples, and the 
mean replacement of missing values. The higher- order 
constructs were computed with the repeated indicator 
approach (Hair Jr et al., 2014).

5.  Results

5.1.  Measurement model results

All recommended procedures for the systematic 
evaluation of our specific measurement model were 
assessed by analyzing the internal consistency, con-
vergent validity, and discriminant validity of the 
reflective measurement constructs (Hair et al., 2011). 
All scores of internal consistency were above the rec-
ommended threshold of 0.7 for composite reliability 
(CR) and Cronbach’s alpha. Further, we excluded 
all factor loadings below 0.65, which is slightly 
below the threshold of 0.7 but still acceptable (Hair 
et  al.,  2011). All average variance extracted (AVE) 
values are above 0.5, indicating convergent validity. 
Therefore, we decided to keep items that are theoreti-
cally relevant but statistically slightly below the load-
ing indicator reliability (IR) threshold. According to 
the Fornell- Larcker criterion, discriminant validity 
was met, as all squared AVE exceeded the inter- 
construct correlations (Fornell and Larcker,  1981). 
More conservatively, we further tested discriminant 
validity using the heterotrait- monotrait (HTMT) 
ratio criterion and the HTMT inference criterion for 
all reflective constructs (Henseler et  al.,  2014). All 
HTMT values were significantly below the conser-
vative threshold of 0.85, and the HTMT inference 
criterion indicates that all HTMT values are signifi-
cantly different. Table 4 provides the results of the 
assessment of discriminant validity.

For the hierarchical second- order constructs, mea-
sured with a type II reflective- formative approach, 
we assessed the path weights and tested the multi- 
collinearity for all first- order constructs. All first- order 

Table 4. Assessment of discriminant validity

Construct Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Innovative workplace behavior
Idea generation 3.87 0.74 0.85
Idea promotion 3.52 0.79 0.70 0.82
Idea realization 3.71 0.73 0.62 0.75 0.87

Organizational support for innovation
Resource support 3.32 0.80 0.28 0.42 0.42 0.83
Climate for 
innovation

3.41 0.78 0.28 0.39 0.38 0.41 0.76

External forces
Market changes 3.02 0.73 0.02 0.14 0.10 0.08 0.113 0.78
Competitive 
intensity

3.22 0.87 0.05 0.09 0.15 0.13 0.09 0.39 0.85

Firm size ln 
(employees)

4.62 1.74 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.11 0.03 1.0

BMI 3.55 0.73 0.37 0.38 0.30 0.38 0.39 0.27 0.25 0.05 0.72

The bold values on the diagonal show the square root of the AVE, Numbers below the diagonal represent the correlation between the 
constructs.
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constructs highly load on the second- order construct 
of IWB and organizational support for innovation. 
Moreover, the variance inflation factors (VIF) show 
that none of the VIF values exceed the threshold of 5 
(Hair et al., 2011), indicating that multi- collinearity 
is not an issue for the formative constructs (Table 5).

5.2.  Structural model results

Three structural models (I–III) were tested by 
employing the bootstrapping procedure to estimate 
the path coefficients and determine the significance 
(Table  6, illustration in Figure  A1). Model I only 
includes the control variables regarding external 
forces (β = 0.276, p < 0.01), firm size (β = −0.015, 
p > 0.1), employee years of work experience in this 
firm (β = 0.022, p > 0.1) and the continent dummy 
variables for Asia (β = 0.103, p > 0.1), Europe 
(β = −0.047, p > 0.1) and North America (β = −0.054, 
p > 0.1), in which the headquarter of the firms are 
located in. In line with previous research analyz-
ing external enablers for BMI (Ferreira et al., 2013; 
Heij et  al.,  2014), our findings confirm a positive 
and highly significant relationship between external 
forces and BMI (β = 0.276, p < 0.01). Model II tests 
hypothesis 1 by adding the direct effect IWB has on 
BMI. Our findings are statistically significant and 
support hypothesis  1, in which we hypothesized a 
positive relationship (β = 0.392, p < 0.001). Finally, 
Model III confirms the positive relationship found 
in Model II (between IWB and BMI) and adds the 
interaction term between IWB and organizational 
support for innovation. Unlike expected, we find a 
highly significant but negative effect between the 
interaction term and BMI (β = −0.194, p < 0.01). This 
result is not in line with hypothesis 2, in which we 
predicted that organizational support for innovation 

would positively moderate the effect IWB has on 
BMI. Model III has an R2 of 0.359 and an adjusted 
R2 of 0.319, representing an increase in explained 
variance from Model II to Model III.

To get a detailed picture of the interaction, we 
conducted a simple slope analysis for different 
standard deviations (SD) of IWB (Dawson, 2014). 
Illustrated in Figure 2 are regression lines for orga-
nizations with low (−1 SD) and high (+1 SD) IWB 
under conditions of low (−1 SD) and high (+1 SD) 
organizational support for innovation on BMI. 
The plot demonstrates that under conditions of 
high support for innovation, there is no significant 

Table 5. Evaluation of the inner formative measurement 
model

Construct
Path 
weight

t- value VIF

Innovative work behavior
Idea generation 0.367*** 17.042 2.102

Idea promotion 0.369*** 19.360 3.192

Idea realization 0.383*** 18.537 2.457

Organizational support for innovation
Resource support 0.545*** 11.807 1.279

Climate for innovation 0.636*** 13.266 1.279

External forces
Market changes 0.755*** 15.425 1.181

Competitive intensity 0.424*** 9.803 1.181

n.s. not significant.
***p < 0.001.

Table 6. Hypothesis test and model fit

Model
I (only 
controls)

II (direct 
effect)

III (full 
model)

Dependent variable: 
Business model 
innovation

Independent 
variables

Innovative work-
place behavior

0.392*** 0.170†

(0.085) (0.095)

Organizational sup-
port for innovation

0.358***

(0.097)

Interaction term

Innovative 
workplace 
behavior × organi-
zational support 
for innovation

−0.194**

(0.067)

Control variables

External forces 0.276** 0.206** 0.196*

(0.100) (0.089) (0.076)

Dummy variables 
for the firm’s 
headquarters
Asia 0.103 0.104 0.063

(0.096) (0.083) (0.087)

Europe −0.047 0.053 0.090

(0.132) (0.109) (0.102)

North America −0.054 −0.039 −0.026

(0.108) (0.093) (0.086)

Employee work 
experience in this 
firm

0.022 0.118 0.024

(0.083) (0.072) (0.067)

Firm size −0.015 −0.018 0.008

(0.087) (0.074) (0.070)

Observations 154 154 154

R2 0.111 0.235 0.359

Adjusted R2 0.199 0.319

Standardized ß- coefficients significant at †p < 0.100, *p < 0.050, 
**p < 0.010, ***p < 0.001; values in parentheses show the 
standardized errors.
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difference between organizations with low or high 
IWB on BMI. However, when organizational sup-
port for innovation is low, we found a significant 
difference between low and high IWB on BMI. 
When there is low support for innovation, high IWB 
seems to be crucial for more BMI to take place. 
Additionally, when comparing organizations with 
low and high IWB, organizations with low IWB 
seem to prosper from high support for innovation 
to generate more BMI. Under conditions of high 
IWB, the difference between low and high support 
for innovation on BMI is less apparent. Thus, orga-
nizations with high support for innovation seem to 
generate more BMI independent of their employ-
ees’ existing innovative work attempts. When com-
paring organizations with low IWB, high support 
for innovation seems to be especially important. 
Thus, especially under conditions of low IWB, 

support for innovation seems to be crucial for gen-
erating the desirable outcome for BMI.

The marginal effects (Busenbark et  al., 2002) are 
drawn in Figure  3 and show the significant positive 
effect of IWB on BMI over all values of IWB. The 95% 
confidence intervals around the regression line have a 
significant effect on BMI when the upper and lower 
bound of the 95% confidence intervals are both either 
below or above the zero line (Brambor et al., 2006).

6.  Discussion and conclusion

This study analyzed how innovative work behav-
ior (individual- level variable) influences business 
model innovation and identified whether the extent 
to which IWB is translated to BMI is moderated by 
the organizational support for innovation provided 

Figure 2. Interaction between organizational support for innovation and innovative work behavior (simple slopes). n.s. not significant, 
*p < 0.100.

Figure 3. Marginal effect of innovative work behavior on business model innovation.
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by the organization (firm- level variable). Our find-
ings show that IWB has a positive relationship with 
BMI, supporting the first hypothesis. This indicates 
that effects descend from the individual level to 
the organizational level, such that individual ideas 
influence a firm’s ability to innovate the business 
model.

Regarding the moderation, we found surprising 
results. Foss and Saebi  (2017b) suggested that the 
effect of internal capabilities such as IWB on BMI 
can be strengthened through firm- level modera-
tors. We cannot find general support for the second 
hypothesis that organizational support for innova-
tion enhances the effect of IWB on BMI. However, 
the analysis offers a more nuanced perspective. Our 
assumption holds when firms have employees with 
low IWB. Thus, organizational support for innova-
tion, e.g., through additional funds, reward systems, 
or additional time for creativity, can strengthen BMI 
in firms where overall innovation at the employee 
level is low. Consequently, organizations where 
employees engage only little in innovative attempts 
profit most from a supporting organization. Under 
these circumstances, it seems to be especially critical 
how the organization behaves to magnify the small 
extent of innovation in company output. When sup-
porting their employees, companies can still profit 
from the little IWB for BMI to develop.

When, however, employees already have high 
IWBs, the effect of additional support for inno-
vation diminishes, as the simple slope analysis 
shows. The IWB alone seems to be sufficient to 
transmit to BMI so that additional organizational 
support does not result in a significant increase in 
BMI. As innovation relates to the number of ideas 
generated (Frese et al., 1999), it might be that with 
sufficiently high IWB, strong ideas prevail. Then, 
the importance of organizational support is irrel-
evant, as there seems to be sufficient innovation. 
Although these findings are surprising, Alpkan 
et  al.  (2010) and Stan et  al.  (2012) found similar 
results. Alpkan et al. (2010) found that when both 
human capital and organizational support are high, 
innovative performance does not increase further. 
Thus, a saturation point seems to exist at which 
additional support by the organization does not lead 
to additional output of IWB. A possible explanation 
of this effect might be found in the theory of the 
crowding motivation effect. The theory proposes 
that the intrinsic motivation of an employee can be 
crowded out through extrinsic motivation that for-
mulates particular goals (Osterloh and Frey, 2000). 
Thus, when the intrinsic motivation for innovative 
activities regarding the business model is high, 
additional support might be too goal- oriented. This 

means that employees are set on achieving extrin-
sic goals rather than pursuing their own intrinsic 
ideas.

In sum, our finding suggests that other modera-
tors may be more important for organizations with 
high IWB among their employees, such as leadership 
characteristics or systems that help handle the num-
ber of ideas and guide them into successful BMI.

7.  Implications

7.1.  Contribution to research

With our study, we extend the understanding of BMI 
in two ways: First, we contribute to the emerging 
literature on internal enablers of BMI by highlight-
ing the so- far- overlooked IWB of employees for 
BMI. Although BMI comprehends organizational 
innovativeness and organizational transformation, 
studies identifying critical internal enablers for 
BMI mainly focused on studying the transformation 
side (Velu and Jacob, 2016). Further, the few stud-
ies that analyze the innovative process of idea gen-
eration, idea promotion, and idea realization have 
mainly addressed it from a managerial perspective 
through the lens of managerial cognition (Martins 
et  al.,  2015; Osiyevskyy and Dewald,  2015) and 
managerial decision making (Velu and Stiles, 2013; 
Schneckenberg et  al.,  2016). By empirically show-
ing that employee innovativeness leads to BMI, we 
stress the importance of leveraging employee innova-
tiveness and highlight that the innovative process for 
BMI is not only a managerial process. Consequently, 
we extend extant research with an employee perspec-
tive. Our study shows that the role of the individual 
IWB is important to utilize strategic organization- 
wide transformation such as BMI. These findings 
are in line with the dynamic capabilities framework 
(Teece et  al.,  1997). Teece  (2007) emphasizes that 
organizational dynamic capabilities are carried out 
by the employees who build the basis of organiza-
tional capabilities through their underlying routines 
and behaviors. We also extend and complement 
research that found entrepreneurial characteristics 
like risk- taking and proactiveness on an individual 
level to facilitate BMI (Karimi and Walter, 2016), as 
IWB represents a behavior that is not entrepreneurial 
per se but emphasizes IWB within incumbents. As 
such, IWBs depend on the work environment (Anser 
et al., 2021) and can, therefore, be influenced by the 
management. Thus, we make an important contribu-
tion to understanding further mechanisms through 
which ideas from employees translate to BMIs (Foss 
and Saebi, 2017b). As human resource management 
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can stimulate IWB (Anser et  al.,  2021), our study 
highlights the importance of considering the human 
resource (HR) function besides firm- level capabilities 
in BMI research. Accordingly, we complement the 
recent findings by Loon et al.  (2020), who stressed 
the relevance of HR in developing the capabilities for 
BMI, as our findings suggest that HR also needs to 
stimulate a work environment that allows for IWB.

Second, by adding organizational support for 
innovation as a firm- level context factor moderating 
the effect IWB has on BMI, we consider that capa-
bilities owned at the individual employee level can 
be influenced by firm- level factors such as support 
for innovation. So far, research on BMI and inno-
vation research, in general, has mainly taken place 
at either the individual or the organizational level 
(Anderson et  al.,  2014; Foss and Saebi,  2017b). 
By analyzing the individual- organizational inter-
face, we follow the call by Foss and Saebi (2017b) 
and Anderson et  al.  (2014) to identify the right 
match between internal enablers and firm- specific 
variables. Our interaction results offer a nuanced 
perspective on the role of organizational support. 
In detail, we show that organizational support for 
innovation is especially important for organiza-
tions with low IWB. This nuanced perspective 
based on the marginal effects analysis extends prior 
knowledge on the role of the organizational culture 
in driving BMI (Hock et al., 2016), suggesting that 
organizational support might be especially import-
ant for BMI to overcome organizational inertia 
(Foss and Saebi,  2017a). Furthermore, the results 
can encourage researchers to consider the moderat-
ing role of organizational support and the effect of 
other individual capabilities like an entrepreneurial 
mindset or absorptive capacity on BMI (Karimi and 
Walter, 2016; Denoo et al., 2021).

7.2.  Managerial implications

This study provides useful insights for managers 
interested in better understanding underlying behav-
iors that foster BMI at the individual and orga-
nizational levels. First, the findings suggest that 
managers should actively enhance the IWB to drive 
BMI, which can be facilitated with HR and knowl-
edge management (Anser et  al.,  2021). To create 
an environment where employees feel invited and 
welcome to share their ideas, managers could also 
use tools like innovation contests. In consequence, 
we suggest that managers should not only focus on 
managing the BMI process. As ideas for BMIs are a 
prerequisite, managers can also enhance BMI activ-
ities by actively supporting a culture and work envi-
ronment that supports IWB.

Second, while support provided by the firm 
usually increases employee innovativeness (e.g., 
Khalili, 2016), our findings suggest that this is not 
always the solution for more BMI. In an organi-
zational environment where employees are already 
highly engaged in innovative behavior, employees 
might perceive additional support for innovation 
as a burden to “produce” more ideas. This could 
decrease creativity. Hence, managers should be 
aware that enhancing organizational support for 
innovation is only beneficial for BMI outcomes to a 
certain degree. In detail, we recommend that man-
agers carefully consider the management tools they 
use to enhance BMI to allocate their attention and 
resources effectively. Thus, we suggest that man-
agers should promote IWB and should adjust their 
organizational support for innovation depending on 
the level of employee IWB: when levels are low, 
managers should provide support but also should 
seek to enhance the IWB. When IWB reaches 
high levels, managers can reallocate resources, for 
instance, to further develop dynamic capabilities or 
knowledge acquisition to enhance BMI. However, 
this presupposes constant monitoring of the IWB 
with surveys. Furthermore, managers can use more 
focused approaches to support employees beyond 
giving access to resources when IWB is high. 
For instance, managers can support employees in 
developing ideas that match the companies’ strate-
gic needs by offering feedback workshops regard-
ing the ideas to facilitate organizational learning.

7.3.  Limitations and future research

This study has some limitations that provide ave-
nues for future research. First, it is important to 
consider that for each firm, we only questioned one 
key informant. However, they fulfilled several cri-
teria to assure generalizability for the whole com-
pany and ensure that they were knowledgeable and 
capable of providing information. Future studies 
can survey employees from different departments 
and levels of the organization and then aggregate 
them to the organizational level. Thus, we see our 
study as a first approach that could be extended 
with future studies.

Second, the data collection took place at one point 
in time. However, BMI is a process with various 
development stages (Demil and Lecocq,  2010). To 
accurately capture this without losing information, 
we propose future studies to collect survey data at 
several points in time or conduct in- depth case study 
analysis. Hence, the effect of IWB on BMI can be 
different at different stages of the BMI process, 
which offers avenues for future research.
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Third, from the simple slope analysis, we found 
that the interaction between organizational support 
for innovation and IWB is positive on BMI when 
the individual level of innovative behavior is low. 
When IWB is already high, its effect on BMI is 
insignificant. The findings suggested that the rela-
tionship between IWB and BMI is strengthened 
for firms with high IWB when the organizational 
support for innovation is low. This calls for future 
studies to analyze how firm- level variables (e.g., 
culture, knowledge management) in organizations 
with high levels of IWB can further stimulate BMI. 
Finally, we propose future studies to analyze the 
individual- team interface or the team- organization 
interface and their effects on realizing BMI, as we 
found research on BMI enablers on the individ-
ual level scarce. For instance, future research can 
investigate other individual- level enablers asso-
ciated with creativity, like decision autonomy or 
incentive systems.
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