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Abstract 

This study investigated whether a relationship exists between leader–Member exchange (LMX) and innovative 
work behavior (IWB) of hotel sector employees in the territory of Riyadh. LMX’s overall effect on innovative 
employee work behavior can be seen in the values of R2 = 0.655 and adjusted R2 =0.423. Overall, the results 
explain 65 percent of the variation in innovative employee behavior, which represents a satisfactory and positive 
result for the study and supported the study’s hypotheses. One aim of the study was to improve our 
understanding of the effect that LMX has on IWB among the hospitality sector in Riyadh. LMX was found to be 
an important antecedent of IWB, and a high level of quality of LMX between employees and supervisors will 
inspire employees to be increasingly innovative while working. 
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1. Introduction 

Innovation has been widely accepted as being important for organizational effectiveness (Yuan & Woodman, 
2010). It has been argued that being able to constantly innovate services, products, work processes, and 
technologies is crucial for private-sector organizations looking for a competitive advantage (De Jong & Den 
Hartog, 2010). In today’s competitive and rapidly changing environment, organizations face increasing pressure 
to engage in innovative behaviors in order to create and deliver new products and gain a sustainable competitive 
advantage. Consequently, organizations are increasingly relying on their employees to be innovative 
(Ramamoorthy et al., 2005). For instance, Getz and Robinson (2003) found that employees initiated 80 percent 
of the ideas in one organization. Despite this, it is rare for employees to be formally asked to innovate. Therefore, 
it is unusual that employees will be rewarded, either directly or explicitly, for behaving in an innovative manner 
(George & Brief, 1992; Katz, 1964). 

There is more to innovation than simply thinking of good ideas; it also involves making ideas actually work, 
both in a technical sense and a commercial sense. West and Farr (1989, p. 16) defined innovation as “the 
intentional introduction and application within a role, group or organization of ideas, processes, products or 
procedures, new to the relevant unit of adoption, designed to significantly benefit role performance, the group, 
the organization or the wider society.” Luecke and Katz (2003, p. 2) defined innovation as “the successful 
introduction of a better thing or method.” According to Akram et al. (2016), technological advance, global 
competition, and changes to basic regulations have made it very difficult for organizations to compete 
successfully in the contemporary business world; therefore, organizational survival in a market-oriented 
economy is dependent on continuous innovation. Agarwal (2014, p. 580) claimed that organizations in general 
are increasingly examining the factors that increase their employees’ innovative work behavior (IWB). Failure to 
make changes could overwhelm employees, potentially leading to increased absenteeism, resignations, poor 
morale, and decreased customer service levels (Subramony & Holtom, 2012). Organizations looking to increase 
their value creation, with the aim of sustaining long-term survival and success, must instill a mindset of 
innovation among their employees (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2012).  

The hospitality sector has becoming increasingly important in the countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council 
(GCC). The economies of these countries have historically been very dependent on oil. In recent decades, 
however, the region has undergone some significant economic changes as governments have increased their 



ijbm.ccsenet.org International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 12, No. 6; 2017 

190 
 

focus on non-oil sectors. The increase in tourism has been the main driver for the rise of the hospitality sector in 
these countries. According to the Saudi Hospitality Sector Report (2015), accommodation represents almost 
one-third of total tourist spending. As of the end of 2013, there were 458,045 hotel rooms in the region, with 
Saudi Arabia representing the largest share (63.6 percent). Saudi Arabia also added the most hotel rooms of any 
GCC country (95,627), which represents a compound annual growth rate of 9.5 percent. 

Saudi Arabia’s hospitality sector is expected to provide approximately 300,000 jobs. The Human Resource 
Development Fund (Hadaf) offers material support to young job-seekers in this sector, while the average 
employment rate for women in the hospitality sector is a mere 2 percent. Therefore, in order to maintain 
developing innovations, as a way of ensuring continuity and keeping pace with economic developments, Saudi 
Arabia must view the hospitality sector as an innovative and strategic industry, especially at the individual level. 
IWB will make a huge contribution to enhancing the innovation level in Saudi Arabia. There is a glaring lack of 
research regarding Saudi Arabia’s hospitality sector and the IWB of knowledge workers in that country. With a 
focus on the hotel sector, the aim of the present study was to examine whether a relationship exists between 
LMX and employees’ IWB. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Innovative Work Behavior  

West and Farr (1989) defined innovation as “intentional introduction and application within a role, group or 
organization of ideas, processes, products or procedures.” De Jong and Den Hartog (2007, p. 8) defined IWB as 
“the intentional behavior of an individual to introduce and/or apply new ideas, products, processes, and 
procedures to his or her work role, unit, or organization.” According to Oukes (2010, p19), “Organizations that 
have the capability to innovate are better able to gain sustainable competitive advantage over their competitors.” 
Employees who engage in innovative behavior develop ideas that would otherwise not be developed, and then 
carry, react to, and modify these ideas. Thus, employees are crucial when innovating products, processes, and 
methods within an organization (Ramamoorthy et al., 2005).  

IWB ranges during the process from the initiation of an innovation to its implementation (De Jong & Den Hartog, 
2007). IWB is distinct from creativity, which is more limited and focuses solely on discovering and generating 
ideas. Also, IWB is broader than proactive work behavior (Crant, 2000; Parker, Williams & Turner, 2006), which 
concentrates on implementing change, but does not specifically cover the initiation element of the innovating 
process. Although IWB does benefit the organizations, it is performed in a discretionary manner and may not be 
rewarded in a direct or formal sense (Agarwal, 2014). Such behavior encourages innovation once it is recognized 
as a norm within the organization (Martins & Martins, 2002). 

2.2 Leader-Member Exchange 

Graen and Dansereau first introduced the leader–member exchange (LMX) theory in the 1970s. The theory has 
been defined as the quality of an interpersonal exchange relationship between an employee and his/her 
supervisor, and involves interdependencies and mutual influence (Graen, 1976; Uhl-Bien, 2006). LMX is based 
on social exchange theory, a basic tenet of which is that individuals provide benefits to other individuals in the 
expectation that they will receive equivalent-value benefits in return (Blau, 1964). LMX, which has been 
described as the social exchange between subordinates and higher-ups of both tangible and intangible resources, 
clearly identifies the different types of relationships that leaders have with individual employees (Bernerth et al., 
2015). Graen (1976) and Graen and Scandura (1987) suggested that leaders may provide subordinates with 
benefits and resources including discretion latitude, recognition, rewards, and information. Those subordinates 
who have high-quality relationship with their leaders are referred to as in-group members, while those who have 
low-quality relationships are known as out-group members (Graen and Scandura, 1987; Sherman et al., 2012). 
Most early studies considered LMX as a single-dimension construct that varies from low to high quality 
(Jing-Zhou & Wen-Xia, 2011). 

2.3 Relationship between LMX and IWB 

According to the theory, the relationship between a leader and an employee will improve over time, from low 
leader-member exchange to high. A higher-quality relationship will make it more likely for employees to behave 
innovatively. Several studies have confirmed this positive effect of LMX on individual innovation (Stoffers & 
Heijden, 2009; Scott & Bruce, 1994). 

Most studies of the relationship between LMX and IWB have confirmed that the former has a positive effect on 
the latter (Altunoglu & Gurel, 2015; Kheng et al., 2013) and that LMX is an important antecedent of IWB (Xerri, 
M., 2013, Agarwal, 2014). A high level of LMX quality between employees and supervisors will encourage 
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Innovative Work Behavior 

IWB 

greater innovativeness among employees when performing their job. When supervisors demonstrate supportive 
practices, there is a greater likelihood that IWB being successful and employees will probably be more confident 
about the chances of their innovative behavior resulting in performance (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). 

However, some studies have found that LMX did not have a significant influence on IWB (Taştan & Davoudi, 
2015). Bernerth et al. (2015), and Liden et al. (2006), all concluded that no relationship exists between LMX and 
performance. In a Singaporean context, Lee (2008) found that the LMX quality did not affect the IWB of R&D 
professionals and therefore concluded that high-quality LMX does not have a positive impact on innovativeness. 
Similarly, Taştan and Davoudi (2015) argued that LMX quality did not affect the IWB of employees in various 
Turkish sectors. Albarq (2014) stated when transferred to another culture, the nature of evaluation and normative 
influence may vary from the measurements prescribed by a given theory. 

2.4 Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

On the basis of above discussion in literature review and because of these inconsistent findings, it is necessary to 
study this relationship in greater depth regarding the Saudi hospitality sector, and this relationship is provided in 
conceptual framework of study in Figs. 1 . Accordingly, this research hypothesized that: LMX has a significant 
positive relationship with IWB among workers in the Saudi hospitality sector. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework. 
3. Method 

3.1 Sampling Techniques 

Because it was not possible to gain accurate data regarding the size and location of this population, it was not 
appropriate to use probabilistic sampling techniques, so we used the non-probability convenience sampling 
technique instead to collect data. This technique was also used due to limits on accessibility and budget, and also 
in order to gain high-quality responses from the employees who were willing to complete the questionnaire in a 
timely manner. Based on Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) table for sampling, the sample size was 384 workers. 

3.2 Data Collection Method 

We conducted the study among employee/supervisor pairs working in 52 hotels in the Saudi Arabian capital of 
Riyadh. The employees’ job positions varied among the middle and higher occupational levels. The employees 
were given information about the study’s objective and anonymity, and were asked to self-administer and 
complete a questionnaire. The data were gathered in December 2016 and March 2017. 

3.3 Measurement 

The questionnaire was made up of seven items to assess LMX in three dimensions – trust (two items), respect 
(two items), and obligation (two items) – and also one global item that addressed relationship quality. 
Participants rated each of these seven items on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 
(extremely). In order to measure employee IWB, we used the innovative work behavior scale developed by 
Janssen (2000). The three dimensions on this scale are idea generation, idea promotion, and idea realization and 
each dimension contains three items, with a reported alpha reliability of 0.94 (Janssen, 2000). All items were 
scored using a five-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The variables were originally 
constructed in English and then translated to Arabic. I used the translation–back-translation methodology to 
heighten the linguistic quality and to establish conformity of meaning. In order to assess the efficiency of the 
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha test, we conducted a pilot test was conducted on a convenience sample of 24 
participants from the target sample. The result of 0.879 is above 0.70 – the acceptable cut-off value (Hair et al., 

Leader-Member 
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2006). The pilot test data was excluded from the final analysis. For each factor, we also measured the 
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s sphericity test. All statistical analysis was conducted in SPSS 
version 18 (SPSS Inc., Illinois, USA) and the significance level was set at p<0.000 level. 

4. Results 

Out of the 384 distributed questionnaires, 271 were returned, although eight were not completed properly and 
were therefore excluded from the final analysis, representing a final response rate of 68.5 percent. Descriptive 
statistics can be found in Table 1. Idea generation, idea realization, and idea promotion had mean values of 4.34, 
4.49, and 4.27, respectively, while LMX had a mean value of 4.25 and total IWB had a mean value of 4.37. 

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables (n=263) 

Variables Min. Max. Mean Std. deviation 

Idea generation 1 5 4.34 0.568 

Idea promotion 2 5 4.27 0.575 

Idea realization 2 5 4.49 0.583 

Total IWB 1 5 4.37 0.461 

LMX 2 5 4.25 0.464 

 
Linear regression analysis technique was used to examine whether the LMX had a set of predictor variable in 
predicting IWB. Table 2 presents the correlation analysis and suggests that each of the four regression models 
was significant at the p<0.000 level. For LMX and the idea generation model, the values are R2=0.526 and 
adjusted R2=0.273. The values for LMX and the idea promotion model are R2 = 0.501 and adjusted R2 = 0.248. 
LMX and the idea realization model have values of R2 = 0.630 and adjusted R2 = 0.392. The dimensions of IWB 
also have a positive and significant correlation with each other.  

 

Table 2. Pearson product-moment correlations between study variables 

Scale LMX IWB idea generation IWB idea promotion IWB idea realization 

LMX -    

IWB idea generation 0.526** -   

IWB idea promotion 0.501** 0.657** -  

IWB idea realization 0.630** 0.577** 0.524** - 

Note: Correlation is significant at ** p<0.01 (2-tailed). 

 

The values of R2 = 0.655 and adjusted R2=0.423 indicate the overall effect that LMX has on total employee IWB. 
As can be seen in Table 3, all four regression models were significant at the p<0.000 level. By observing b 
values, it can be seen that that relational leadership explains most of the variation in idea generation (52.6 
percent), idea promotion (51.3 percent), and idea realization (79.4 percent). Overall, relational leadership 
explains 65.0 percent of the variation in employee IWB, which represents satisfactory and positive results for the 
present study and supports our hypotheses. 

 

Table 3. Summaries of multiple regression analysis for LMX predicting idea generation, idea promotion, and 
idea realization and total IWB 

Construct R Adjust R2 β b S.E F t P 

Dependent variables 

idea generation 0.526 0.273 0.526 0.644 0.077 94.263 10.668 0.000 

idea promotion 0.501 0.248 0.501 0.513 0.066 82.838 10.057 0.000 

idea realization 0.630 0.392 0.630 0.794 0.073 161.888 13.694 0.000 

Total IWB 0.655 0.423 0.655 0.650 0.058 184.070 14.541 0.000 

Note: b=un-standardized coefficients, S.E=standard error of variables, b=standardized coefficients, t=t-statistic, p=significance level. R2=R 

square. 
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5. Discussions and Conclusion 

Due to the speed of global innovation, many organizations have been forced to review the contribution that their 
employees make to innovation. The present study has sought to improve our understanding of the effect that 
LMX has on IWB in the hospitality sector in the Saudi capital of Riyadh. We found that LMX is an important 
antecedent of IWB and that high-quality LMX between employees and their supervisors encourages the former 
to be more innovative while doing their job. Suhaimi and Panatik (2016) made a similar point when they stated 
that most studies of the LMX–IWB have confirmed that the former has a positive effect on the latter. By contrast, 
however, some studies have concluded that LMX does not have a significant influence on employees’ IWB 
(Taştan and Davoudi, 2015). Studies have shown that the inconsistency in the LMX–IWB relationship can be 
due to inconsistencies in the findings of previous studies. Therefore, work engagement has been proposed as an 
important mechanism in the relationship given its proven linkage with LMX and IWB (Agarwal, 2014; Taştan & 
Davoudi, 2015; Suhaimi & Panatik, 2016).  

Employees responded more innovatively to higher job demand levels when they felt that their leaders were 
rewarding their efforts fairly (Janssen, 2000). Furthermore, the trust that is inherent in a high-LMX relationship 
provides a context that makes subordinates more comfortable about promoting and suggesting innovative ideas. 
The present study also contributes to the literature on the services sector, IWB, and LMX, all of which are quite 
limited in the context of Saudi Arabia. Accordingly, this study has provided insights into the hospitality sector, 
which has received little scholarly attention in Saudi Arabia. 

The variables chosen in the present study have also been widely studied as drivers of innovation in many 
manufacturing and service-based companies; therefore, future studies could study other predictors in order to 
extend the list of IWB predictors. Further studies could test and confirm the mediating role that work 
engagement plays in the LMX–IWB relationship. Previous studies have shown that certain personal 
characteristics can influence innovative behaviors; future studies could also consider these characteristics in 
order to add to the present study. 
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