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Abstract 

 This master thesis investigates the relation of job resources, personal resources and 

job demands with employee engagement and innovation within organizations. In recent 

years, employee engagement has been shown to be an important mediator in the relation of 

job resources, personal resources and job demands with positive organizational outcomes (De 

Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, De Witte, Niesen, & Van Hootegem, 2014). Following the Job 

Demands-Resources (JD-R) model’s assumption that employee engagement leads to positive 

organizational outcomes, Welch (2011) identified innovation as one of the positive 

organizational outcomes. A way in which organizations can become more innovative is by 

influencing the innovative behavior of their employees (Agarwal, 2014). In order to find the 

relation of job resources (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, performance 

feedback and opportunities for development), personal resources (i.e. self-efficacy, self-

esteem and optimism) and job demands (i.e. job responsibility, time pressure and workload) 

with employee engagement and innovative behavior (i.e. innovative work behavior and 

innovative output), a cross-sectional survey study was conducted among 106 participants 

from eleven organizations. Findings show that there are positively significant relations of 

successively supervisory coaching, opportunities for development and optimism with 

employee engagement. Furthermore, results demonstrate that there is a positively significant 

relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior (i.e. IWB and innovative 

output). In addition, this study found that employee engagement partially or fully mediates 

the relation of performance feedback, opportunities for development, self-efficacy, self-

esteem and job responsibility with IWB. And this study found that employee engagement 

partially or fully mediates the relation of performance feedback, supervisory coaching, self-

efficacy, self-esteem and job responsibility with innovative output. 
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Management summary 

 This master thesis investigates the relation of job resources, personal resources and 

job demands with employee engagement and innovation within organizations. In recent 

years, employee engagement has been shown to be an important mediator in the relation of 

job resources, personal resources and job demands with positive organizational outcomes (De 

Spiegelaere et al., 2014). One model in particular has come forward as the dominant model to 

explain the relations between resources, demands and their effects on employees and 

organizational outcomes, namely the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Albrecht, 

Breidahl, & Marty, 2018). Following the JD-R model’s assumption that employee 

engagement leads to positive organizational outcomes, Welch (2011) identified innovation as 

one of the positive organizational outcomes. In modern organizations, innovation is important 

for creating competitive advantage, sustainability, effectiveness and eventually organizational 

success (Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-Jiménez, & Sanz-Valle, 2016; Shanker, Bhanugopan, 

van der Heijden, & Farrell, 2017). Innovation can be defined as “the process of realizing new 

products, processes, propositions, or business models to create added value for customers 

and/or employees” (Kop, 2019, p.23). In recent years, innovation research has shown that 

employee engagement is an upcoming predictor for innovation within organizations (Dediu, 

Leka, & Jain, 2018; Kwon & Kim, 2019). Employee engagement is described as a positive, 

fulfilling, motivational state including high levels of energy and dedication with a strong 

focus on work (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018).  

 Clients of Creatieve Koppen, an innovation consultancy based in The Netherlands, 

experience difficulties (e.g. to engage their employees in the innovation process) and see 

opportunities in improving the engagement of their employees in the innovation process.  

 On the basis of the background and problem context, the overall research question of 

this thesis can be defined as follows:  

What is the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands with employee 

engagement and innovation within organizations? 

 A way in which organizations can become more innovative is by influencing the 

innovative behavior of the employees (Agarwal, 2014). The level of innovative behavior can 

be measured, which can result in insight into the factors that influence innovative behaviors 



 

 

 

VI 

and thereby innovation. In order to find the relation of job resources (i.e. autonomy, social 

support, supervisory coaching, performance feedback and opportunities for development), 

personal resources (i.e. self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) and job demands (i.e. job 

responsibility, time pressure and workload) with employee engagement and innovative 

behavior (i.e. innovative work behavior (IWB) and innovative output), the following research 

model was generated which is displayed in Figure I.  

  
Figure I: Conceptual research model: resources, demands, engagement and innovation 

 In order to investigate the hypotheses, a cross-sectional survey study was performed 

at Creatieve Koppen. Empirical data was gathered using an online questionnaire. The sample 

for this study was drawn from the client base of Creatieve Koppen. In total eleven 

organizations participated, which resulted in a total of 106 participants. The collected data 

was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics 23. Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to 

provide an initial overview of the data. Multiple linear regression and model 4 of the 

PROCESS analyses of Hayes were used to find support for the hypotheses.   

 Findings show that there are positively significant relations of successively 

supervisory coaching, opportunities for development and optimism with employee 

engagement. Research by Bakker and Demerouti (2007) suggests that employees who receive 

proper supervisory coaching and/or who have opportunities to develop themselves 

professionally and personally are intrinsically motivated to achieve their work goals. 
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Therefore, they are more likely to become engaged in their work. Barbier et al. (2012) 

suggests that individuals who are optimistic about their future may identify or even create 

more aspects of their environment that facilitate goal attainment, which in return leads to goal 

confrontation and consequently to employee engagement. In the case of supervisory 

coaching, organizations could benefit if they for example introduce training programs for 

their managers, so that they have the knowledge and capacity to help and coach their 

employees. In the case of opportunities for development, organizations should try and 

provide sessions or seminars, this could be both online or in person, in which employees can 

learn and develop new skills. Furthermore, organizations would benefit to try and find ways 

to improve the level of optimism of their employees. Besides, optimism is a trait and is 

therefore hard to influence (Carver & Segerstrom, 2010). For organizations it could therefore 

be beneficial to test applicants on their level of optimism in order to increase the level of 

optimism in their organization. 

 Furthermore, results demonstrate that there is a positively significant relation between 

employee engagement and innovative behavior (i.e. IWB and innovative output). Research 

by De Spiegelaere et al., (2014) and Agarwal (2014) have shown the positive relation 

between employee engagement and innovative work behavior. This study adds to the 

literature by examining the relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior 

by use of an additional measure, namely innovative output. Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall 

and Zhao (2011) suggest that employee engagement is a key driver of innovative output. This 

is also substantiated by more recent research by Orth and Volmer (2017), who suggest that 

engaged workers have more creative ideas, are more willing to do new suggestions and are 

more likely to be innovative. Organizations and managers can benefit of this knowledge by 

increasing the level of employee engagement which can be done by focusing on predictors of 

employee engagement, since higher levels of employee engagement relates to higher levels of 

innovative behavior.  

 In addition, findings show that employee engagement partially mediates the relation 

of successively performance feedback, opportunities for development and job responsibility 

with innovative work behavior. Moreover, results indicate that employee engagement 

partially mediates the relation between successively performance feedback, self-efficacy, 

self-esteem and job responsibility with innovative output. Besides, this study found that 

employee engagement fully mediates the relation of self-efficacy and self-esteem with IWB. 
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And this study also found that employee engagement fully mediates the relation between 

supervisory coaching and innovative output. Both opportunities for development and 

supervisory coaching are discussed in the previous section. In the case of performance 

feedback, organizations and managers could benefit if they enhance the amount of feedback 

and/or information that they provide on the performance of their employees’ work. This can 

be done by managers that discuss the performance, quality and efficiency of work with their 

employees, but it can also be done by use of information that is provided to the employees. A 

way in which organizations can better their employees’ self-efficacy is by providing them 

with training and help so that they can learn how to set well-designed goals, so that they can 

be achieved but remain manageable. Managers could try to increase the level of their 

employees’ self-esteem by providing them with more trust. In the case of job responsibility, 

organizations and managers could try and provide their employees with more responsibility. 
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1. Introduction  

 This study investigates the relation of job resources, personal resources and job 

demands with employee engagement and innovation within organizations. In modern 

organizations, innovation is important for creating competitive advantage, sustainability, 

effectiveness and eventually organizational success (Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-Jiménez, & 

Sanz-Valle, 2016; Shanker, Bhanugopan, van der Heijden, & Farrell, 2017). Innovation can 

be defined as “the process of realizing new products, processes, propositions, or business 

models to create added value for customers and/or employees” (Kop, 2019, p.23). In recent 

years, innovation research has shown that employee engagement is an upcoming predictor for 

innovation within organizations (Dediu, Leka, & Jain, 2018; Kwon & Kim, 2019). Employee 

engagement is described as a positive, fulfilling, motivational state including high levels of 

energy and dedication with a strong focus on work (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). For an 

employee to become engaged it requires at least three categories of predictors: job resources, 

personal resources and job demands (Dawson & West, 2012). Job resources can be defined as 

physical, social or organizational aspects of the job that are able to stimulate personal growth, 

learning and development; that are functional in achieving job related goals, and that reduce 

job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs (Demerouti, Bakker, 

Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Personal resources are defined as positive self-evaluations 

that are linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’ sense of ability to control and impact 

their environment successfully (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003). Job demands can 

be defined as physical, psychological, social or organizational features of a job that require 

physical and/or psychological effort from an employee (Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 

2007). Over the past two decades one model in particular has come forward as the dominant 

model to explain the relations between resources, demands and their effects on employees 

and organizational outcomes, namely the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Albrecht, 

Breidahl, & Marty, 2018; Bakker, Demerouti, de Boer, & Schaufeli, 2003; Demerouti, 

Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001).  

 Simply put, the JD-R model assumes that even though people’s work environments 

may differ, the characteristics of those environments always include resources (i.e. job 

resources and personal resources) and demands (i.e. job demands) (Mauno et al., 2007). 

According to the JD-R model, job resources, personal resources and job demands may lead to 



 

 

 

2 

two general outcomes: (1) positive outcomes, such as performance and financial turnover, as 

a result of employee engagement, and (2) negative outcomes, such as depression, as a result 

of burnout (Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014). This study will continue on the basis 

of the JD-R model and will focus on its positive outcomes as a result of employee 

engagement.  

  Previous research on employee engagement and its positive outcomes has shown its 

impact on job performance and turnover; however the impact of employee engagement on 

innovation has still been understudied (Kwon & Kim, 2019). Research by Welch (2011) 

states that leaders and managers recognize that employee engagement is a vital factor 

affecting innovation. Practice confirms these statements and has shown the positive effects of 

the relation between employee engagement and innovation within organizations.  

 In order to investigate the relation between job resources, personal resources and job 

demands with employee engagement and innovation, this study was performed at Creatieve 

Koppen. Creatieve Koppen is an innovation consultancy located in Rotterdam, The 

Netherlands. Their core business is to help organizations structure and build innovation. 

Clients of Creatieve Koppen experience difficulties (e.g. to engage their employees in the 

innovation process) and see opportunities in improving the engagement of their employees in 

the innovation process. Organizational practice has shown that when employees are more 

engaged with the innovation process, they participate more in the innovation process, they are 

more open to the outcomes and are also more willing to contribute in the future. Furthermore, 

more participation results in more ideas, more innovation projects and more innovations 

being implemented in the organization.  

 The goal for Creatieve Koppen is mainly to increase value for their clients by for 

example increasing the number of innovations and/or by providing a structure for the 

innovation process within the client’s organization. Part of increasing the number of 

innovations is linked to the employees’ participation in the innovation process. The 

innovation process is described as the process starting from the business strategy, through 

innovation strategy, idea generation and inbox, to selection and portfolio management 

(innovation roadmap) after which it enters the Stage Gate execution phases (Kop, 2019). The 

Stage Gate execution phase consists of: problem finding, solution finding, experiment, 

business plan, development and delivery. This innovation process is developed by Creatieve 

Koppen and will be referred to during this master thesis. What is key for the clients of 
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Creatieve Koppen is that the deliverables from the consult are being adapted and that they are 

implemented by the departments and managers. However, what causes difficulties is often 

the change in procedures and activities. An example of a change is the creation and 

implementation of an Innovation Board that oversees all the innovation projects and who can 

approve and assign budget to the innovation projects. This example demonstrates that 

employees receive new roles and thereby new activities when they are assigned to this newly 

created Innovation Board. It also demonstrates that the procedures are changed and that 

departments first need approval of the Innovation Board before they can start an innovation 

project. These type of changes in procedures and activities that are associated with the 

adaptation of innovations are often experienced as being difficult by the employees. This is 

confirmed by Petrou, Demerouti and Schaufeli (2018), who stated that when it comes to 

change in ones’ work activities and procedures, employees tend to experience difficulties 

adjusting, embracing and implementing organizational change. 

 The theoretical aim of this study is to substantiate the literature on the relation 

between job resources, personal resources and job demands with employee engagement and 

innovation within organizations. The practical aim of this study is to find which factors of job 

resources (e.g. autonomy and performance feedback), personal resources (e.g. self-esteem), 

and job demands (e.g. job responsibility) positively relate to employee engagement and 

innovation within organizations, in order to better the innovation process. On the basis of the 

background and problem context, the overall research question of this thesis can be defined 

as follows: 

What is the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands with employee 

engagement and innovation within organizations? 
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2. Literature review 

 This chapter provides a review of the literature on the Job Demands – Resources 

model (par 2.1), employee engagement (par. 2.2) and innovative behavior (par. 2.3). 

Furthermore, the different relations between these constructs (i.e. job resources, personal 

resources, job demands, employee engagement and innovative behavior) (par. 2.4 to 2.7) will 

be discussed based on previous literature. Hypotheses formulated in this chapter build the 

conceptual framework of this study. To improve the readability of this chapter, a basic 

version of this conceptual framework is presented in Figure 1. 

  

Figure 1: Basic conceptual research model  

 2.1 Job Demands–Resources model  

 The Job Demands – Resources (JD-R) model was first developed by Demerouti, 

Bakker, Nachreiner and Schaufeli (2001), who tried to provide insight into the effects of job 

demands and job resources on burnout. In 2004 this model was extended by Schaufeli and 

Bakker, the JD-R model now not only provides insights into the negative organizational 

outcomes (e.g. depression) as a result of burnout, but also focuses on the positive 

organizational outcomes (e.g. financial turnover) as a result of employee engagement. 

According to the JD-R model there are three important assumptions made. The first 

assumption is that even though people’s work environments may differ, the characteristics of 

those environments always include resources (i.e. job resources and personal resources) and 
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demands (i.e. job demands). By making this assumption the JD-R model constitutes an 

overarching model that can be applied in different work environments, irrespective of the 

various resources or demands involved (Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005). The second 

assumption is that when certain demands are high and certain resources are low burnout or 

job stress will develop rather than employee engagement (Bakker et al., 2005). The third 

assumption is that job resources and personal resources lead to positive organizational 

outcomes through employee engagement (Schaufeli, 2013). 

 Whereas it is well established that job resources and personal resources (e.g. 

autonomy, opportunities for development and self-esteem) contribute to the engagement of 

the employee, research on job demands as a predictor of employee engagement is less clear 

(Breevaart & Bakker, 2018). Research studies on the JD-R model have shown that even 

though there are various demands (e.g. role-conflict and role-ambiguity) that result in burnout 

or job stress, there are also certain demands (e.g. workload and job responsibility) that result 

in employee engagement and thereby result in positive organizational outcomes (Breevaart & 

Bakker, 2018 Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010). An example of a study that showed the 

differences in the effects of job demands as predictors of employee engagement is the study 

performed by Breevaart and Bakker (2018), who showed a positive relation between the job 

demand “workload” and employee engagement, but also showed a negative relation between 

“role-conflict” and employee engagement. The second assumption made in the original JD-R 

model is therefore dependent on the type of demands present in the work environment.  

 As proposed in the introduction, this study will continue on the basis of the JD-R 

model with a focus on those job resources, personal resources and job demands that have 

shown positive relations with employee engagement. Besides the main relation of job 

resources, personal resources and job demands with employee engagement and burnout, the 

JD-R model also proposes interaction effects between the predictors (Breevaart & Bakker, 

2018). Research on the JD-R model, has for example shown that when resources are high and 

demands are low this would result in an increase of employee engagement (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). However, research by Eldor (2017) suggests that high levels of certain 

demands can also result in an increase of employee engagement, with both high and low 

resources. Furthermore, research by Breevaart and Bakker (2018) suggest that JD-R theory 

proposes two interaction effects, also known as the boosting and buffering effect. The 

boosting effect helps to enhance employee engagement, whereas the buffering effect helps to 
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prevent or reduce burnout. The boosting effect occurs when certain demands (e.g. workload) 

are high and when resources (e.g. performance feedback and self-efficacy) are high. The 

buffering effect occurs when other types of demands (e.g. role-conflict) are high and when 

resources (e.g. performance feedback and self-efficacy) are high. These contradictions in the 

literature show that the interaction effects are dependent on the type of demands and possibly 

resources available in the environment. In order to prevent misinterpretation of the main 

relation, analyzing the job resources, personal resources and job demands relations with 

employee engagement and positive organizational outcomes, this study will not include the 

interactions between job resources, personal resources and job demands.  

 2.1.1 Job and personal resources 

 Previous research on employee engagement has provided insight into multiple 

predictors that have positive relations with employee engagement (Hakanen, Schaufeli, & 

Ahola, 2008; Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 2007; Saks, 2006; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, 

Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009). 

Among others these predictors are autonomy, performance feedback, optimism and self-

efficacy, which according to the JD-R model arise from two types of resources, namely job 

resources and personal resources.  

 Job resources can play an intrinsic motivational role because they stimulate 

employees’ growth, learning and development, or they can play an extrinsic motivational role 

because they are key in achieving job related goals, or both (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; 

Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker et al., 2008). The intrinsic motivational role fulfills the 

basic human needs, such as autonomy (job control) (Bakker et al., 2008). The extrinsic 

motivational role is activated when the organization offers many resources, this fosters the 

willingness to focus and put effort into one’s work (Bakker et al., 2008). 

 The job resources that have been researched and have shown positive relations with 

employee engagement are autonomy (job control), social support (from colleagues), 

supervisory coaching, performance feedback, opportunities for development (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; 

Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).  

 The personal resources that have been previously researched and have shown positive 

relations with employee engagement are self-efficacy (people’s beliefs about their 
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capabilities to control events that affect their lives), (organization-based) self-esteem 

(employees’ beliefs that they can satisfy their needs by participating in roles within the 

organization) and optimism (Heuven, Bakker, Schaufeli, & Huisman, 2006; Xanthopoulou et 

al., 2008; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).  

 2.1.2 Job demands 

 In addition to job and personal resources there is another factor that can predict 

employee engagement, namely job demands (Breevaart & Bakker, 2018; Crawford et al., 

2010). However, as previously explained, not all job demands have positive relations with 

employee engagement and it is therefore important to differentiate between the various job 

demands. Because this study focusses on factors that have positive relations with employee 

engagement, this literature review will include an overview of various researches that showed 

positive relations between job demands and employee engagement. 

 Research performed by Schaufeli, Taris and Van Rhenen (2008) for example 

unexpectedly found a positive relation between time pressure and employee engagement. 

Furthermore, Bakker, Van Emmerik and Euwema (2006) showed similar results with a 

positive relation between work time pressure demands and employee engagement. In 

addition, research performed by Breevaart and Bakker (2018) and Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) 

found a positive relation between workload and employee engagement. Furthermore, job 

responsibilities have also been shown to have a positive relation with employee engagement 

(Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000; Crawford et al., 2010). Job 

responsibility is explained as the amount/scope of responsibility given to the employee to 

perform the job at hand. Time pressure is explained as the time urgency put on the 

employee’s work activities. Workload is explained as the amount of work to be done by the 

employee, who needs to work hard to finish the task.  

 To improve the readability from now on, when this study refers to job demands, it 

refers to the job demands (e.g. job responsibility, time pressure and workload) that have 

shown positive relations with employee engagement, not to be confused with job demands 

such as role-conflict that have shown negative relations with employee engagement and that 

result in burnout.  
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 2.2 Employee engagement 

 Over the past two decades employee engagement has become a more and more 

popular term and topic (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). A reason why employee engagement has 

become so popular is because it is a very good predictor of important employee, team and 

organizational outcomes (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). Engaged workers show, for example, 

better in-role task performance (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011). The terms employee 

engagement, work engagement and job engagement are often used interchangeably in 

literature (Agarwal et al., 2012; Maslach & Leiter, 2008). However, in this study the 

preference lies on employee engagement since this terminology is used and preferred at 

Creatieve Koppen.  

 Several descriptions of employee engagement have been provided in literature. One 

well accepted definition is provided by Kahn (1990) who described employee engagement as 

“the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement, people 

employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role 

performances” (p. 694). Another definition refers to employee engagement as a persistent, 

positive and satisfying state of mind, related to work that is not directed towards any 

particular event, object or person. (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008; Schaufeli, 

Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). Research by Macey and Schneider (2008) 

describe engaged employees as having high levels of energy, enthusiasm for their work, and 

being fully immersed in their job. Previous research on employee engagement has shown that 

it consists of a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, 

dedication and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). In this study these characteristics (i.e. 

vigor, dedication and absorption) are defined based on research by Barbier, Hansez, Chmiel 

and Demerouti (2012). Vigor is defined as a high level of energy and concentration while 

working and the willingness to invest effort into one’s work. Dedication is defined as a 

feeling of meaning, pride and enthusiasm for one’s work. Absorption is defined as a high 

level of involvement into one’s work. 

 Most of the studies on employee engagement have adopted a between-person 

approach. This approach is able to show mean level differences in employee engagement 

between individuals as a function of working conditions and personal characteristics (Bakker 

et al., 2014). This study will continue on that basis and will substantiate the literature on the 

factors that predict employee engagement.  
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 The level of employee engagement can be determined by a number of proven factors 

according to previous literature (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; 

Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 

2009). Research has found that two of the significant constructs that determine the 

engagement level are job resources and personal resources (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 

2010). Among others, these constructs include providing positive feedback, interpersonal 

harmony and opportunities for development of new skills (Anitha, 2014). Furthermore, 

previous research has shown the importance of leadership and team relationships (Anitha, 

2014).   

 2.3 Innovative behavior 

 Literature on innovation has provided many definitions, some better accepted than 

others (Tian, Deng, Zhang, & Salmador, 2018). This study will use the definition formulated 

by Creatieve Koppen, which states that “innovation is the process of realizing new products, 

processes, propositions, or business models to create added value for customers and/or 

employees” (Kop, 2019, p.23). This definition includes important aspects of well accepted 

definitions of innovation formulated by Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook (2009) and 

Damanpour (1996). The definition of Creatieve Koppen namely includes important aspects of 

innovation such as the process of realizing new or improved products, services and/or 

processes (Baregheh et al., 2009). Furthermore, the definition includes multiple aspects of the 

organization including products, services and business models (Damanpour, 1996). This 

definition is in line with the definitions provided by literature, however what is key in this 

definition is the value that needs to be added for an idea to become an innovation.  

 Research on innovation has made it clear that due to the global competition and the 

increase in change, innovation has become key for organizations’ effectiveness and survival 

(Woods, Mustafa, Anderson, & Sayer, 2018). Organizations do not only depend on domestic 

markets, but also foreign markets in order to remain successful (Appiah-Adu, Okpattah, & 

Amoako, 2018). Organizations have recognized that they must continuously innovate to stay 

competitive in the ever changing market. In order to do so, better understanding needs to be 

developed on the factors that influence and result in higher levels of innovation. 

 A way in which organizations can become more innovative is by influencing the 

innovative behavior of the employees (Agarwal, 2014). The level of innovative behavior can 
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be measured, which can result in insight into the factors that influence innovative behaviors 

and thereby innovation. Previous research has measured innovative behavior via innovative 

work behavior and innovative output (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2008; Janssen, 2000) 

Innovative work behavior (IWB) is defined as the intentional creation, introduction and 

application of new ideas within a work role, group or organization, in order to benefit role 

performance, the group or the organization (Janssen, 2000). IWB consists of 3 stages: idea 

generation, idea promotion and idea realization (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). 

Innovative output is defined as the frequency of employees’ suggestions and implementation 

efforts related to new products and services, work practices, knowledge, and markets (groups 

of customers) (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2008). 

 Research has shown that there are several factors that can influence innovative 

behavior (i.e. IWB and innovative output), such as type of work, organizational climate, 

culture, size of the organization, age of the employees, and knowledge (Heimonen, 2012; 

Imran, Saeed, Anis-ul-Haq, & Fatima, 2010; Janssen, Van De Vliert, & West, 2004; Tian et 

al., 2018). Research performed by Imran et al. (2010), for example found that organizational 

climate showed significant impact on IWB and described the possible impact of the 

organization’s size on IWB. Furthermore, a literature review performed by Tian et al. (2018) 

described the positive relation between culture and innovative output.  

 2.4 Job resources, personal resources, job demands, employee 

engagement and innovative behavior 

 This study will investigate the positive relation between job resources, personal 

resources and job demands with employee engagement. In order to find similar results as 

shown in the previous studies presented in the literature review, this study will include the 

same job resources (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, performance 

feedback and opportunities for development) as predictors of employee engagement (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; 

Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Furthermore, this study will include 

the same personal resources (i.e. self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) that have shown to 

be predictors of employee engagement in previous literature (Heuven, Bakker, Schaufeli, & 

Huisman, 2006; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). For the same reason, 

this study will include the same job demands (i.e. job responsibility, time pressure and 
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workload) as predictors of employee engagement as shown in previous literature (Breevaart 

& Bakker, 2018); Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000; Crawford et al., 2010; 

(Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). These different factors have been put together in the Job 

Demands-Resources (JD-R) model. Because the JD-R model is an overarching model, it is 

able to include all the various predictors (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, 

performance feedback, opportunities for development, self-efficacy, self-esteem, optimism, 

job responsibility, time pressure and workload) of employee engagement, which is why this 

study is able to use this model in realizing the practical aim of this study. Furthermore, this 

study investigates the relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior. As 

shown in the previous paragraph, organizations can become more innovative by influencing 

innovative behavior. This study will therefore measure innovation based on innovative work 

behavior and innovative output.  

 2.5 Relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands 

with employee engagement 

 This study will analyze the relation between the different predictors and employee 

engagement. Previous research has shown positive relations of job resources and personal 

resources with employee engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti, 

& Schaufeli, 2008; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Other research by Crawford et al. (2010) and 

Breevaart and Bakker (2018), show a positive relation between job demands and employee 

engagement. However, the literature review performed by Kwon and Kim (2019) shows that 

not all research confirms these findings, which suggest that there are job resources, personal 

resources and especially job demands that have positive relations with employee engagement 

and others that do not have a significant relation or that even have a negative relation. This 

study will therefore try and find confirmation of the positive relations between the different 

predictors and employee engagement, in order to substantiate the literature on the relation of 

job resources, personal resources and job demands with employee engagement. This has 

resulted into the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1a: Job resources (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, 

performance feedback and opportunities for development) relate positively to employee 

engagement  
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Hypothesis 1b: Personal resources (i.e. self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) relate 

positively to employee engagement 

Hypothesis 1c: Job demands (i.e. job responsibility, time pressure and workload) relate 

positively to employee engagement 

 2.6 Relation between employee engagement and innovative 

behavior 

 Research on innovation has increased due to its importance for organizational 

sustainability, effectiveness and success (Shanker, Bhanugopan, van der Heijden, & Farrell, 

2017; Yuan & Woodman, 2010). A way in which organizations can become more innovative 

is by influencing the innovative behavior of the employees (Agarwal, 2014). Welch (2011) 

identified that apart from joining and staying in the organization and being dependable, 

employee engagement leads to innovative behavior where an employee goes beyond 

individual roles to collaborate with colleagues, make suggestions to improve the 

organization, and work to improve the organization’s standing in the external environment. 

Furthermore, research has highlighted the importance of employee involvement in innovation 

(CIPD, 2013). Practice confirms these statements and has shown the positive effects of the 

relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior. In addition, research by 

Welch (2011) provides insight into the evolution of employee engagement by use of an 

conceptual model. This model describes innovation as being one of the key outcomes of 

employee engagement.  

 Research by Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti and Xanthopoulou (2007) confirms this 

relation by showing positive correlations between innovativeness and employee engagement. 

Moreover, research by Huhtala & Parzefall (2007) continues on the basis of the JD-R model 

and proposes that employee engagement and innovativeness are closely intertwined. The 

proposed model by Huhtala & Parzefall (2007) suggests that employee engagement 

positively relates to innovativeness. In addition, previous research has shown a positive 

relation between employee engagement and IWB (Agarwal, 2014; Agarwal et al., 2012; 

Alfes, Truss, Soane, Rees, & Getenby, 2013). This is also confirmed by De Spiegelaere, Van 

Gyes, De Witte, Niesen and Van Hootegem (2014) who showed the positive relation between 

employee engagement and IWB. In addition research performed by Hammond, Neff, Farr, 

Schwall and Zhao (2011) suggests that employee engagement is a key driver of innovative 
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output. This is also substantiated by more recent research by Orth and Volmer (2017), who 

suggest that engaged workers have more creative ideas, are more willing to do new 

suggestions and are more likely to be innovative. This study will therefore try to confirm the 

relation between employee engagement and IWB and will try to establish grounds for the 

relation between employee engagement and innovation output. This has resulted into the 

following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2a: Employee engagement relates positively to innovative work behavior  

Hypothesis 2b: Employee engagement relates positively to innovative output 

 2.7 Mediating effects of employee engagement on the relation of 

resources and demands with innovative behavior 

 In recent years, employee engagement has been shown to be an important mediator in 

the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands with organizational 

outcomes (De Spiegelaere et al., 2014). Following the JD-R model’s assumption that 

employee engagement leads to positive organizational outcomes, Welch (2011) provides 

insight into the evolution of employee engagement by use of a conceptual model that portrays 

the positive organizational outcomes as a result of employee engagement. In this model 

Welch (2011) identified innovation as one of those positive organizational outcomes. Several 

job characteristics, especially job resources (i.e. autonomy, social support and supervisory 

coaching), have been shown to be drivers of innovative behavior (Dediu, Leka, & Jain, 

2018). However, earlier research has also shown partial mediations of employee engagement 

in the positive relation of several job resources and job demands (i.e. autonomy, time 

pressure, supervisory coaching and social support) with innovative behavior (i.e. IWB and 

innovative output) (Agarwal et al., 2012; De Spiegelaere et al., 2014; Dediu, Leka, & Jain, 

2018). Previous research is however not very extensive on the relations of various job 

resources, personal resources and job demands with innovative behavior (i.e. IWB and 

innovative output), and the possible mediating effects of employee engagement. By studying 

these relations this study responds to the calls in innovation literature to model the relation of 

employee innovation antecedents with innovative behavior and the mediating effects of 

employee engagement (De Spiegelaere et al., 2014). To create clarity on previously 

researched relations and to extend the literature, this study will perform confirmatory and 
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exploratory research on the possible (partial) mediating effect of employee engagement. 

Because earlier research on the relation between job characteristics (i.e. autonomy, time 

pressure, supervisory coaching and social support) and innovative behavior have shown 

partial mediating effects of employee engagement, this study will also investigate the 

possible partial mediation of employee engagement between the other job resources (i.e. 

performance feedback and opportunities for development), personal resources (i.e. self-

efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) and job demands (i.e. job responsibility and workload) 

with innovative behavior (i.e. IWB and innovative output). Since several job resources have 

shown to be predictors of innovative behavior; job resources, personal resources and job 

demands have been shown to be predictors of employee engagement; and employee 

engagement has been suggested to be a predictor of innovative behavior, this study extends 

the literature on employee engagement and innovative behavior by investigating the (partial) 

mediating effect of employee engagement on the relation of job resources, personal resources 

and job demands with innovative behavior. This has resulted into the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 3a: Employee engagement (partially) mediates the positive relation of job 

resources (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, performance feedback and 

opportunities for development) with IWB  

Hypothesis 3b: Employee engagement (partially) mediates the positive relation of job 

resources (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, performance feedback and 

opportunities for development) with innovative output 

Hypothesis 4a: Employee engagement (partially) mediates the positive relation of personal 

resources (i.e. self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) with IWB 

Hypothesis 4b: Employee engagement (partially) mediates the positive relation of personal 

resources (i.e. self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) with innovative output 

Hypothesis 5a: Employee engagement (partially) mediates the positive relation of job 

demands (i.e. job responsibility, time pressure and workload) with IWB 

Hypothesis 5b: Employee engagement (partially) mediates the positive relation of job 

demands (i.e. job responsibility, time pressure and workload) on innovative output 
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The hypotheses formulated in this literature review result in the conceptual framework below 

(see Figure 2) and will function as the basis for the empirical analysis of this master thesis. 

  
Figure 2: Conceptual research model: resources, demands, engagement and innovation 
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3. Methodology 

 This chapter describes the methods used in this study. It provides an overview of the 

procedure used to obtain the data (par. 3.1), the used data sample (par. 3.2), the measures 

(par. 3.3) and the data analysis (par. 3.4). The hypotheses of the previous section were all 

tested by making use of the questionnaire presented in Appendix 1. 

 3.1 Procedure 

 This study was a quantitative cross-sectional survey research. Empirical data was 

gathered using an online questionnaire. In order to gather the necessary data from the client 

base of Creatieve Koppen, various contact persons of the different organizations were 

approached. The client base consisted of organizations that either worked with Creatieve 

Koppen in the past or that are currently using the services of Creatieve Koppen. The different 

clients were all approached via email to participate in this study, see Appendix 2 for the 

email. The email explained the study and the reasoning behind it. Furthermore, two 

incentives were included in the email. The first one was that the organizations would receive 

a summary of the results. The second was that for organizations including ten or more 

respondents, the organization would also receive a benchmark analysis. Besides the email, a 

few of the clients were also contacted via the phone or in person. In total 26 organizations of 

the client base of Creatieve Koppen were approached to participate in the study.  

 In the email the contacts were asked to fill in the online survey themselves and to 

send it to preferably 15 or more colleagues. The online survey was designed on 

https://www.typeform.com/, an online software specialized in online form building and 

online surveys. The questionnaire had to be performed in Dutch to prevent misunderstanding 

due to possible language barriers. In the surveys confidentiality and protection of their data 

was assured to all the respondents. An overview of the questionnaire can be found in 

Appendix 1. To increase the response rate, the amount of responses was checked using the 

online software of Typeform. The organizations without responses after two weeks were 

again contacted over the phone or by email. Another follow-up was performed four weeks 

after the initial email. According to Bernard (2017), this technique helps to increase the 

response rate of online surveys. 

https://www.typeform.com/
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 3.2 Data sample  

 The sample for this study was drawn from the client base of Creatieve Koppen. The 

client base consisted of profit and non-profit organizations that either worked with Creatieve 

Koppen in the past or that are currently using the services of Creatieve Koppen. The client 

base consisted of large organizations with almost all having 500 plus employees. The sample 

consisted of clients from different business sectors, including ICT, Technology & Production, 

Education & Research and Healthcare. What is key in this client base is that all organizations 

intent to or are actively focused on their innovation process. As a result the sample represents 

a mix of organizations that have an established innovation process and organizations that are 

at the beginning of incorporating innovation into their business and strategy.  

 Eleven out of 26 organizations that were contacted participated, which resulted in a 

total of 106 participants. In order to investigate the relation of employee engagement and the 

predictors with innovative behavior, it was important that the data sample included 

organizations that are actively working on innovation. Because all the organizations were 

extracted from the client base of Creatieve Koppen, the data sample consisted of 

organizations that are currently working on or are actively trying to incorporate innovation 

into their organization. 

 Five of the participants entered ages of above 75 or below 18 years old. These five 

have been excluded from the data, because participants below 18 years old need consent of 

their guardian and participants above 75 years old are above the retirement age. The 

remaining 101 participants ranged between the ages 23 to 63 years old (M= 42.22, SD= 

11.81). The participant sample consisted of 57.4% male and 42.6% female. Furthermore, 

24.8% of the participants had a managerial function. The average completion time of the 

questionnaire was 16.2 minutes. The sample consisted of various business sectors, including 

among others Transport & Logistics (24.7%), ICT (23.7%) and Healthcare (4.0%). An 

overview of all the business sector characteristics is presented in Table 1.  
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Table 1: Organizational characteristics of the sample 

Business Sector  % 

Transport and Logistics 24.7 

ICT 23.7 

Technology, Production and Building 18.8 

Education, Culture and Research 13.9 

Services 6.9 

Healthcare 4.0 

Media and communication 3.0 

Other 5.0 

 

 3.3 Measures 

 For validity reasons, the constructs presented in the conceptual research model were 

measured with items from previous studies (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Part of 

the measures were originally constructed in English, therefore these measures were translated 

to Dutch using back-translation. It was translated to Dutch by the first author and back-

translated by two bilingual speakers to ensure correct translations (Sinaiko & Brislin, 1973). 

Furthermore, the questionnaire was tested by two native Dutch speakers to prevent 

misunderstandings. Differences in translation were discussed and adapted accordingly. An 

overview of all the measures used in the questionnaire is presented in Appendix 1. The 

reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) is interpreted based on the rules of thumb developed by George 

(2011). 

 3.3.1 Job resources 

 Autonomy. Autonomy was measured with three items adapted from the Dutch version 

of the Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ) (Gorgievski, Peeters, Rietzschel, & Bipp, 2016). 

Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the statements, using a 

5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The decision 

was made together with Creatieve Koppen to measure autonomy based on the subscale 

Decision-Making Autonomy, which is one of the three subscales of the measurement 

Autonomy in the WDQ. A sample item of this scale is “The job gives me a chance to use my 

personal initiative or judgment in carrying out the work”. Reliability analysis showed a 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87 which is considered good.  
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 Social support. Social support was measured using five items from the Vragenlijst 

Organisatie Stress  Doetinchem (VOSD), which is the Dutch adaptation of the Job Stress 

Questionnaire (Bergers, Marcelissen, & De Wolff, 1986). Sample items of this scale are 

“How often do you experience conflicts with your coworkers?” (reverse coded) and “When 

problems occur during your work, are you able to talk about it with your coworkers?”. 

Respondents were asked to answer the questions using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(never) to 4 (very often) and from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Some of the items were measured 

on similar 4-point scales, but had to be reverse coded. Reliability analysis showed a 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77, which is considered acceptable. 

 Supervisory coaching. Based on five items from the Coaching Behavior scale 

developed by Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller (2005), supervisory coaching was measured. 

Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they experienced the statements, using a 

7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). Sample items from this scale are 

“My supervisor sets expectations with me and communicates the importance of those 

expectations to the broader goals of the organization” and “To help me think through issues, 

my supervisor asks questions, rather than provides solutions”. Reliability analysis showed a 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86, which is considered good.  

 Performance feedback. Performance feedback was assessed using six items adapted 

from the Dutch version of the Work Design Questionnaire (Gorgievski et al., 2016). 

Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the statements, using a 

5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Performance 

feedback was measured based on two scales from the WDQ, namely Feedback from the job 

and Feedback from others. Sample items from this scale are “The job itself provides feedback 

on my performance” and “Other people in the organization, such as managers and coworkers, 

provide information about the effectiveness (e.g., quality and quantity) of my job 

performance”. Reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.81, which is considered 

good. 

 Opportunities for development. Opportunities for development was measured using 

four items adapted from the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ) 

(Kristensen, Hannerz, Hogh, & Borg, 2005). Respondents were asked to answer questions 

using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Sample items from this 

scale are “Is your work varied?” and “Do you have the possibility of learning new things 



 

 

 

20 

through your work?”. Reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80, which is 

considered good. 

 3.3.2 Personal resources 

 Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy was assessed using six items adapted from the Dutch 

version of the General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) (Teeuw, Schwarzer, & Jerusalem, 1994). 

Sample items of this scale are “If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get 

what I want” and “If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution”. Respondents were 

asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the statements, using a 4-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree). The decision was made to accept the 

reduction in reliability of the six item scale compared to the ten item scale of the original 

GSE, due to the saved time for each of the participants. Research by Tambs and Røysamb 

(2014) has shown that the reliability reduced from a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88 for the original 

ten item scale to 0.78 for the shortened scale. But also states that the short version has 

superior model fit and structural validity compared to the original ten item scale. The 

reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.76, which is considered acceptable. 

 Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured using four items adapted from the Dutch 

version of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) (Franck, De Raedt, Barbez, & Rosseel, 

2008). Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the statements, 

using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree). Sample 

items of this scale are “I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with 

others” and “I feel I do not have much to be proud of” (reverse coded). Some of the items 

were measured on the same 4-point scales, but had to be reverse coded. The original RSES 

consists of ten items. The decision was made to accept the reduction in reliability of the four 

item scale due to the saved time for each of the participants. According to Tambs and 

Røysamb (2014) the reliability reduced from 0.88 for the full scale to 0.80 for the four item 

scale. The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.74, which is considered 

acceptable. 

 Optimism. Optimism was measured using three items adapted from the Dutch version 

of the Life Orientation TestRevised (LOTR) (Klooster et al., 2010; Scheier, Carver, & 

Bridges, 1994). Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the 

statements, using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly 
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agree). A sample item of this scale is “In uncertain times, I usually expect the best”. The 

reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.71, which is considered acceptable. 

 3.3.3 Job demands 

 Workload. Workload was assessed using five items adapted from the Vragenlijst 

Beleving en Beoordeling van de Arbeid (VBBA) (Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994). A 

sample item of this scale is “I have got a lot of work to do”. These statements had to be 

answered on a 4-point Likert scale by the respondents. These scales ranged from 0 (never) to 

3 (always). However, one of the items was measured on the same scale, but had to be reverse 

coded. The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.64, which is considered 

acceptable.  

 Time pressure. Time pressure was measured using six items from the VBBA (Van 

Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994). Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they 

agreed with the statements by making use of a 4-point Likert scale. This scale ranged from 0 

(never) to 3 (always). One of the items was measured on a similar 4-point scale, but had to be 

reverse coded. Sample items of this scale are “I can do my work with ease” (reverse coded) 

and “I work under time pressure”. The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 

0.75, which is considered acceptable. 

 Job responsibility. Job responsibility was measured based on three items adapted from 

the questionnaire developed by Caplan (1971). A sample item of this scale is “The 

responsibility you have for initiating assignments and projects”. Respondents were asked to 

rate the degree to which they agreed with the statement, using a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (very little) to 5 (very great). The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 

0.65, which is considered acceptable. 

 3.3.4 Employee engagement 

 Employee engagement was measured using the short nine item version of the Utrecht 

Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). The internal 

consistency of this short version was promising, showing values of a Cronbach’s alpha larger 

than the rule of thumb of 0.80 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). In addition, the UWES showed an 

validity (AGFI) of 0.90 which is considered a good fit (Schermelleh-Engel & Müller, 2003). 

Furthermore, the short nine item scale share more than 80% of their variances with the 
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corresponding longer versions of the UWES scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006).  Sample items of 

the scale are “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work” and “I am enthusiastic 

about my job”. Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the 

statements, by making use of a 7-point Likert scale. This Likert scale ranged from 0 (never) 

to 6 (always). The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91 which is considered 

excellent. 

 3.3.5 Innovative behavior 

 Innovative work behavior (IWB). This study measured innovative work behavior 

based on the nine item scale developed by Janssen (2000). Janssen (2000) showed good 

internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.95. The nine items each consisted of a 7-

point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). Each of the nine items started with 

“In your job, how often do you…” this was then followed up by the different statements. 

Two sample items of the scale are “In your job, how often do you…create new ideas for 

difficult issues” and “In your job, how often do you… transform innovative ideas into useful 

applications”. The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93, which is 

considered excellent.  

 Innovative output (IO). Innovative output was assessed by a six item scale developed 

by De Jong and Den Hartog (2008). Innovative output was measured based on self-rated 

output. De Jong and Den Hartog (2008) proposed this measure for organizations that offer 

knowledge-intensive services. Most of the clients of Creatieve Koppen can be placed in this 

category and therefore this measurement was used. Respondents were asked to answer 

questions, using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). A sample item of this 

scale is “In your job, how often do you… make suggestions to improve current products or 

services?”. The reliability analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80, which is considered 

good.   

 3.3.6 Control variables 

 Several control variables were included to account for differences that are not related 

to the proposed measures. Previous studies by Mauno et al. (2007), De Jong and Den Hartog 

(2008) and Schaufeli et al. (2009) have shown that gender (0=male, 1=female), age (entered 
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in years) and managerial position (0=no, 1=yes) came forward as important control variables. 

This is why they were included as control variables in this study.  

 3.4 Data analysis 

 The survey was analyzed using quantitative research analysis. IBM SPSS Statistics 23 

was used for the statistical analysis of the data. Before testing the hypotheses, the dataset was 

prepared by analyzing missing values, testing for outliers and creating the overall constructs.  

 Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to provide an initial overview of the data 

and to find support for hypotheses 2a and 2b. Linear multiple regression analyses were 

performed to find support for hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c. Variables tested include all 

independent variables (autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, performance 

feedback, opportunities for development, self-efficacy, self-esteem, optimism, workload, 

time pressure and job responsibilities), dependent variables (innovative work behavior and 

innovative output) and the mediator (employee engagement), while being controlled for age, 

gender and managerial function. Linear regression was performed to minimize capitalizing 

on chance due to the large amount of independent variables. 

 Mediation analyses were performed to find support for hypotheses 3a, 3b, 4a, 4b, 5a 

and 5b. Model 4 of the PROCESS analyses of Hayes was used to investigate the partial 

mediations. Bootstrapping is included in the analyses of Hayes, because mediations are 

sensitive to the risk of finding relations by chance, primarily in small to medium samples. 

Bootstrapping is a computational technique for re-sampling the existing sample thousands of 

times, estimating the indirect effects in each resampled data set. In this way conclusions of 

the population can be drawn, solely from the existing sample while it does not impose the 

assumption of normality of the sampling distribution (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The same 

variables from the correlation analysis were tested during the mediation analysis, including 

the control variables (Age, Gender and Management function). Mediation analyses were 

performed for all the independent variables (IV) on two dependent variables (DV) with 

employee engagement as mediator (M). Mediation occurs when an independent variable 

affects the dependent variable through another variable called the mediator. In this study each 

independent variable was tested separately with the different dependent variables. An 

example of the mediation analysis is presented in Figure 3, including autonomy (IV), 

employee engagement (M) and innovative work behavior (DV).  
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Autonomy 

Employee engagement 

Innovative work 

behavior 

 The data set included zero missing values for each of the measures. This can be 

explained by the online survey software. The online software of Typeform provided the 

possibility to select the measures that needed to be completed before completion and sending 

of the data. This requirement was put on all the measures needed for analysis including 

control variables. Not filling in the measures would result in not being able to complete and 

send the questionnaire.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Partial positive mediation, including example variables 
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4. Results 

 This chapter provides results that have been derived from the collected data. In order 

to get a better understanding of the data used in this study, descriptive statistics including 

number of participants, means and standard deviations are presented in Table 2. 

 4.1 Hypotheses testing 

 4.1.1 Relations between job resources, personal resources, job demands, 

employee engagement and innovative behavior 

 In order to provide an initial overview of the data a Pearson zero-order correlational 

analysis, with a confidence interval of 95%, was computed. Table 2 shows the relation 

between the predictors (i.e. autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, performance 

feedback, opportunities for development, self-efficacy, self-esteem, optimism, job 

responsibility, time pressure and workload) and outcomes (i.e. employee engagement, 

innovative work behavior and innovative output). For instance, correlational results showed a 

positively significant relation between all job resources and employee engagement 

(Autonomy and Employee Engagement, r= .24, p <.05; Social support and Employee 

Engagement, r= .38, p < .01; Supervisory coaching and Employee Engagement, r= .39, p < 

.01; Performance feedback and Employee Engagement, r= .25, p < .05; Opportunities for 

development and Employee Engagement, r= .59, p < .01). Furthermore, results showed a 

positively significant relation between all personal resources and employee engagement 

(Self-efficacy and Employee Engagement, r= .30, p < .01; Self-esteem and Employee 

Engagement, r= .40, p < .01; Optimism and Employee Engagement, r= .33, p < .01). 

Moreover, Table 2 indicates that only one of the three job demands was positively 

significant, namely job responsibility (Job Responsibility and Employee Engagement, r= .33, 

p < .01). Furthermore, the results showed positively significant relations between employee 

engagement and innovative work behavior (r= .39, p < .01) and between employee 

engagement and innovative output (r= .40, p < .01). Some other notable relations were among 

others the positive relation between performance feedback and innovative work behavior 

(r=.35, p < .01) and the positive relation between opportunities for development and 

innovative output (r= .56, p < .01).  

 To test the hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c, linear regression analysis was computed. Table 

3 shows the results of this multiple regression analysis. Results indicated a significant overall 
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model, R
2
 of .57, F of 8.03 with p < .01. Furthermore, while accounting for the shared 

variance of all the variables, results showed there was a positively significant relation 

between two of the five job resources and employee engagement (i.e., Supervisory coaching 

and Employee Engagement, b = .28, p < .01; Opportunities for development and Employee 

Engagement, b = .37, p < .01). Moreover, results showed that one of the three personal 

resources was positively significant related with employee engagement (Optimism and 

Employee engagement, b = .19, p < .05). In addition, results showed no positively significant 

relations between the job demands and employee engagement. 
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics, correlations and reliabilities between main variables 

Variable  
Mean 

(SD) 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 

1. Employee 

Engagement 

4.00 

(0.85) 
(.91) 

            

   

2. Supervisory 

coaching 

3.39 

(1.06) 
.39** (.86) 

           

   

3. Innovative 

Work Behavior  

3.04 

(1.05) 
.39** .23* (.93) 

          

   

4. Innovative 

Output 

2.91 

(0.66) 
.40** .29** .69** (.80) 

         

   

5. Opportunities 

for 

development 

3.94 

(0.69) .59** .38** .40** .56** (.80) 
        

   

6. Social support 3.27 

(0.41) 
.38** .39** .11 .11 .45** (.77) 

       

   

7. Autonomy 4.00 

(0.69) 
.24* .09 .30** .21* .44** .35** (.87) 

      

   

8. Performance 

feedback 

3.29 

(0.62) 
.25* .37** .35** .36** .40** .30** .23* (.81) 

     

   

9. Optimism 2.88 

(0.57) 
.33** .15 .21* .22* .19 .26** .06 .26** (.71) 

    

   

10. Self-efficacy 3.33 

(0.36) 
.30** .09 .25* .39** .32** .14 .10 .26** .44** (.76) 

   

   

11. Self-esteem 2.27 

(0.51) 
.40** .13 .28** .30** .36** .24* .29** .22* .26** .28** (.74) 

  

   

12. Workload 1.51 

(0.37) 
.08 -.14 .04 .09 -.00 -.09 -.13 .12 -.03 -.02 .12 (.64) 

 

   

13. Time pressure 1.01 

(0.40) 
-.09 -.22* -.01 .02 .00 -.09 -.06 .01 -.16 -.04 -.08 .64** (.75) 

   

14. Job 

responsibility 

3.10 

(0.75) 
.33** .07 .35** .41** .35** -.07 .15 .26** .09 .23* .45** .22* .07 (.65) 

  

15. Age 42.22 

(11.81) 
.28** -.27** -.08 -.13 .09 -.08 .29** -.05 -.03 .04 .24* .17 .10 .15   

16. Gender 0.43 

(0.50) 
-18 -.11 -.18 -.10 -.13 -.06 -.06 -.11 -.22 -.24 -.20 .11 .12 -.30** -.16  

17. Management 

function 

0.25 

(0.43) 
.17 .00 .08 .17 .19 -.07 .14 .08 .08 .13 .19 .21* .11 .40** ..22* -.12 

N=101; Pearson Correlation (2-tailed); *p < .05; **p < .01. Internal reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are given in parentheses on the diagonal 
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Table 3: Linear regression results of predictor variables regarding Employee Engagement 

Variable Beta t Sig. R
2 

F 

Gender .04 .54 .59   

Age .33 3.95 < .01**   

Management function  -.04 -.48 .63   

Supervisory coaching .28 3.16 < .01**   

Opportunities for development .37 3.74 < .01**   

Social support .15 1.59 .12   

Autonomy -.10 -1.15 .25   

Performance feedback -.13 -1.46 .15   

Optimism .19 2.21 .03*   

Self-efficacy .04 .48 .63   

Self-esteem .03 .32 .75   

Workload .13 1.22 .23   

Time pressure -.12 -1.20 .24   

Job responsibility .16 1.69 .09   

Model    .57 8.03** 

N=101; Hierarchical multiple regression; *p < .05; **p < .01. Dependent variable: Employee Engagement 



29 

 

 4.1.2 Mediation of employee engagement on the relation of job resources, 

personal resources and job demands with innovative behavior 

 Mediation analyses were performed for all the independent variables (IV) on two 

dependent variables (DV) with employee engagement as mediator (M), according to Model 4 

of the PROCESS analysis of Hayes (Hayes, 2013). Table 4 and Table 5 present an overview 

of the mediation analyses. These tables show the different relations, presented in Figure 4, 

separately for each independent variable. Table 4 includes all the independent variables, the 

mediator (Employee Engagement) and the dependent variable (Innovative Work Behavior). 

And Table 5 includes all independent variables, the mediator (Employee Engagement) and 

the dependent variable (Innovative Output).  

 Figure 4, provides an overview of the mediation analysis. For there to be mediation a 

few steps needed to be met (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The first step was to find the direct 

effect of the IV on the DV, displayed as path “c” in Figure 4. The second step was to find a 

significant relation between IV and M, displayed as path “a” in Figure 4, which was also 

tested using regression analysis. The third step was to find a significant relation between M 

and DV, displayed as path ”b” in Figure 4, which was also confirmed during Pearson 

correlation. The fourth step found out whether there was a significant indirect effect, which 

confirms that there was mediation. This tested the indirect effect of IV on DV, displayed as 

“c’ “ in Figure 4. If there was a full mediation, the indirect effect should have been non-

significant. However, for there to be a partial mediation, there had to be a reduction in the 

coefficient, while both the direct and indirect effect remain significant. The indirect effects 

were significant if the bootstrapped confidence intervals were statistically different from 

zero. Partial mediation models were significant if the indirect models were significant and the 

direct effects were reduced but still significant. The bold numbers displayed in both Table 4 

and Table 5 indicate the observed mediations. 
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Figure 4: Relations during mediation analysis, including example variables 

 

 According to results displayed in Table 4 and Table 5, it can be seen that mediation 

only occurred for a few of the proposed mediations. In case one or more of the required steps 

of the mediation analysis weren’t met, mediation did not occur. The ones that did show 

mediations are presented below. 

Job resources 

 Supervisory coaching. The first step was to check for a direct effect of supervisory 

coaching on the dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). Results showed that there 

was no significant direct relation between supervisory coaching and IWB. However, there 

was a positively significant direct relation between supervisory coaching and innovative 

output, B = .16, p < .05. The second step required a significant relation between supervisory 

coaching and employee engagement, which was also shown in results, B = .38, p < .01. 

According to step three there needed to be a significant relation between employee 

engagement and innovative output, which was shown in results, B = .33, p < .01. Step four 

step focusses on the indirect effect of supervisory coaching on innovative output. Results 

showed that the indirect effect of IV (Supervisory coaching) on DV (Innovative Output) is 

0.13, SE = 0.04, 95% CI[0.06, 0.21]. This means there was a mediation effect of employee 

engagement, because the confidence interval did not include zero. As displayed in Table 5, 

the indirect relation between supervisory coaching and innovative output is non-significant. 
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This means that the relation was fully mediated by employee engagement, rather than 

partially mediated as proposed in hypothesis 3b.  

 Performance feedback. The first step was to check for a direct effect of performance 

feedback on the dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). Results showed that there 

was a positively significant direct relation between performance feedback and IWB, B = .55, 

p < .01. Furthermore, there was also a positively significant direct relation between 

performance feedback and innovative output, B = .35, p < .01. The second step required a 

significant relation between performance feedback and employee engagement, which was 

also shown in results, B = .33, p < .05. According to step three there needed to be a 

significant relation between employee engagement and IWB, which was shown in results, B 

= .44, p < .01. This same step was analyzed for the relation between employee engagement 

and innovative output, which also showed a positively significant relation, B = .30, p < .01. 

Step four step focussed on the indirect effects of performance feedback on IWB and 

innovative output. The indirect effect of IV (Performance feedback) on DV (Innovative Work 

Behavior) is 0.15, SE = 0.07, 95% CI[0.02, 0.30]. This means there was a mediation effect of 

employee engagement, because the confidence interval did not include zero. The indirect 

effect of IV (Performance feedback) on DV (Innovative Output) is 0.10, SE = 0.05, 95% 

CI[0.02, 0.20]. This means there was a mediation effect of employee engagement, because 

the confidence interval did not include zero. According to results both mediations were 

partial, since both showed a significant indirect relation between performance feedback and 

the two dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). This supports hypotheses 3a and 

3b.   

 Opportunities for development. The first step was to check for a direct effect of 

opportunities for development on the dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). 

Results showed that there was a positively significant direct relation between opportunities 

for development and IWB, B = .60, p < .01. Furthermore, there was also a positively 

significant direct relation between opportunities for development and innovative output, B = 

.54, p < .01. The second step required a significant relation between opportunities for 

development and employee engagement, which was also shown in results, B = .68, p < .01. 

According to step three there needed to be a significant relation between employee 

engagement and IWB, which was shown in results, B = .35, p < .05. This same step was 

analyzed for the relation between employee engagement and innovative output, however for 
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this relation results showed no significant relation. Therefore, step four was only analyzed for 

the indirect relation between opportunities for development and IWB. The indirect effect of 

IV (Opportunities for development) on DV (Innovative Work Behavior) is 0.24, SE = 0.10, 

95% CI[0.05, 0.46]. This means there was a mediation effect of employee engagement, 

because the confidence interval did not include zero. As displayed in Table 4, the indirect 

relation between opportunities for development and IWB was positively significant. This 

means that the relation was partially mediated by employee engagement, as proposed in 

hypothesis 3a. 

Personal resources 

 Self-efficacy. The first step was to check for a direct effect of self-efficacy on the 

dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). Results showed that there was a positively 

significant direct relation between self-efficacy and IWB, B = .65, p < .05. Furthermore, there 

was also a positively significant direct relation between self-efficacy and innovative output, B 

= .70, p < .01. The second step required a significant relation between self-efficacy and 

employee engagement, which was also shown in results, B = .64, p < .01. According to step 

three there needed to be a significant relation between employee engagement and IWB, 

which was shown in results, B = .48, p < .01. This same step was analyzed for the relation 

between employee engagement and innovative output, which also showed a positively 

significant relation, B = .29, p < .01. Step four focused on the indirect effects of self-efficacy 

on IWB and innovative output. The indirect effect of IV (Self-efficacy) on DV (Innovative 

Work Behavior) is 0.31, SE = 0.12, 95% CI[0.10, 0.56]. This means there was a mediation 

effect of employee engagement, because the confidence interval did not include zero. The 

indirect effect of IV (Self-efficacy) on DV (Innovative Output) is 0.19, SE = 0.08, 95% 

CI[0.05, 0.35]. This means there was a mediation effect of employee engagement, because 

the confidence interval did not include zero. As displayed in Table 4, the indirect relation 

between self-efficacy and IWB was non-significant. This means that the relation was fully 

mediated by employee engagement, rather than partially mediated as proposed in hypothesis 

4a. However, results of Table 5 did show a partial mediation between self-efficacy and 

innovative output, thereby supporting hypothesis 4b.  

 Self-esteem. The first step was to check for a direct effect of self-esteem on the 

dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). Results showed that there was a positively 
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significant direct relation between self-esteem and IWB, B = .60, p < .01. Furthermore, there 

was also a positively significant direct relation between self-esteem and innovative output, B 

= .42, p < .01. The second step required a significant relation between self-esteem and 

employee engagement, which was also shown in results, B = .56, p < .01. According to step 

three there needed to be a significant relation between employee engagement and IWB, 

which was shown in results, B = .45, p < .01. This same step was analyzed for the relation 

between employee engagement and innovative output, which also showed a positively 

significant relation, B = .30, p < .01. Step four step focused on the indirect effects of self-

esteem on IWB and innovative output. The indirect effect of IV (Self-esteem) on DV 

(Innovative Work Behavior) is 0.25, SE = 0.09, 95% CI[0.09, 0.45]. This means there was a 

mediation effect of employee engagement, because the confidence interval did not include 

zero. The indirect effect of IV (Self-esteem) on DV (Innovative Output) is 0.17, SE = 0.06, 

95% CI[0.06, 0.31]. This means there was a mediation effect of employee engagement, 

because the confidence interval did not include zero. As displayed in Table 4, the indirect 

relation between self-esteem and IWB was non-significant. This means that the relation was 

fully mediated by employee engagement, rather than partially mediated as proposed in 

hypothesis 4a. However, results of Table 5 did show a partial mediation between self-esteem 

and innovative output, thereby supporting hypothesis 4b. 

 

Job demands 

 Job responsibility. The first step was to check for a direct effect of job responsibility 

on the dependent variables (IWB and innovative output). Results showed that there was a 

positively significant direct relation between job responsibility and IWB, B = .54, p < .01. 

Furthermore, there was also a positively significant direct relation between job responsibility 

and innovative output, B = .39, p < .01. The second step required a significant relation 

between job responsibility and employee engagement, which was also shown in results, B = 

.35, p < .01. According to step three there needed to be a significant relation between 

employee engagement and IWB, which was shown in results, B = .43, p < .01. This same 

step was analyzed for the relation between employee engagement and innovative output, 

which also showed a positively significant relation, B = .29, p < .01. Step four step focused 

on the indirect effects of job responsibility on IWB and innovative output. The indirect effect 

of IV (Job responsibility) on DV (Innovative Work Behavior) is 0.15, SE = 0.07, 95% 
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CI[0.04, 0.31]. This means there was a mediation effect of employee engagement, because 

the confidence interval did not include zero. The indirect effect of IV (Job responsibility) on 

DV (Innovative Output) is 0.10, SE = 0.05, 95% CI[0.03, 0.21]. This means there was a 

mediation effect of employee engagement, because the confidence interval did not include 

zero. According to results both mediations were partial, since both showed a significant 

indirect relation between job responsibility and the two dependent variables (IWB and 

innovative output). This supports hypotheses 5a and 5b.   
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Table 4: Mediation analysis with Innovative Work Behavior as dependent variable (DV) and Employee Engagement as mediator (M) 

Independent 

Variable (IV) 
IV predicting M (a) IV predicting DV (c’) M predicting DV (b) Direct effect IV on DV (c) 

 B p t B p t B p t B p t 

Autonomy 0.19 .135 (95) = 1.51 0.43 .004 (94) = 2.98 0.47 <.001 (94) = 4.01 0.51 .001 (95) = 3.38 

Social support 0.83 <.001 (95) = 4.37 -0.26 .326 (94)= -0.99 0.57 <.001 (94) = 4.37 0.21 .423 (95) = 0.81 

Supervisory 

coaching 

0.38 <.001 (95) = 5.34 -0.01 .906 (94)= -0.12 0.53 <.001 (94) = 3.85 0.19 .068 (95) = 1.84 

Performance 

feedback 
0.33 .011 (95) = 2.59 0.40 .013 (94) = 2.55 0.44 <.001 (94) = 3.67 0.55 .001 (95) = 3.39 

Opportunities for 

development 
0.68 <.001 (95) = 6.71 0.35 .042 (94) = 2.06 0.35 .015 (94) = 2.47 0.60 <.001 (95) = 4.09 

Self-efficacy 0.64 .006 (95) = 2.83 0.34 .233 (94) = 1.20 0.48 <.001 (94) = 3.85 0.65 .029 (95) = 2.21 

Self-esteem 0.56 <.001 (95) = 3.48 0.34 .103 (94) = 1.65 0.45 <.001 (94) = 3.57 0.60 .005 (95) = 2.86 

Optimism 0.48 .001 (95) = 3.39 0.06 .736 (94) = 0.34 0.51 <.001 (94) = 3.97 0.30 .108 (95) = 1.62 

Workload 0.07 .768 (95) = 0.30 0.16 .546 (94) = 0.61 0.52 <.001 (94) = 4.31 0.20 .500 (95) = 0.68 

Time pressure -0.27 .190 (95)= -1.32 0.17 .496 (94) = 0.68 0.53 <.001 (94) = 4.39 0.02 .931 (95) = 0.09 

Job responsibility 0.35 .005 (95) = 2.88 0.39 .010 (94) = 2.61 0.43 <.001 (94) = 3.55 0.54 <.001 (95) = 3.56 

Control variables             
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Table 5: Mediation analysis with Innovative Output as dependent variable (DV) and Employee Engagement as mediator (M) 

Independent 

Variable (IV) 
IV predicting M (a) IV predicting DV (c’) M predicting DV (b) Direct effect IV on DV (c) 

 B p t B p t B p t B p t 

Autonomy 0.19 .135 (95) = 1.51 0.18 .047 (94) = 2.01 0.33 <.001 (94) = 4.45 0.24 .015 (95) = 2.49 

Social support 0.83 <.001 (95) = 4.37 -0.14 .394 (94)= -0.86 0.38 <.001 (94) = 4.67 0.17 .298 (95) = 1.05 

Supervisory 

coaching 
0.38 <.001 (95) = 5.34 0.04 .603 (94) = 0.52 0.33 <.001 (94) = 3.89 0.16 .013 (95) = 2.54 

Performance 

feedback 
0.33 .011 (95) = 2.59 0.25 .011 (94) = 2.58 0.30 <.001 (94) = 4.05 0.35 <.001 (95) = 3.47 

Opportunities for 

development 

0.68 <.001 (95) = 6.71 0.44 <.001 (94) = 4.48 0.14 .086 (94) = 1.73 0.54 <.001 (95) = 6.57 

Self-efficacy 0.64 .006 (95) = 2.83 0.52 .003 (94) = 3.01 0.29 <.001 (94) = 3.90 0.70 <.001 (95) = 3.98 

Self-esteem 0.56 <.001 (95) = 3.48 0.26 .047 (94) = 2.01 0.30 <.001 (94) = 3.86 0.42 .001 (95) = 3.28 

Optimism 0.48 .001 (95) = 3.39 0.06 .626 (94) = 0.49 0.34 <.001 (94) = 4.30 0.22 .067 (95) = 1.85 

Workload 0.07 .768 (95) = 0.30 0.16 .346 (94) = 0.95 0.35 <.001 (94) = 4.70 0.18 .327 (95) = 0.99 

Time pressure -0.27 .190 (95)= -1.32 0.15 .314 (94) = 1.01 0.36 <.001 (94) = 4.83 0.06 .743 (95) = 0.33 

Job responsibility 0.35 .005 (95) = 2.88 0.29 .002 (94) = 3.17 0.29 <.001 (94) = 3.86 0.39 <.001 (95) = 4.15 

Control variables             
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5. Discussion & Conclusion 

 The objective of this study was to provide insight into the relation of job resources, 

personal resources and job demands with employee engagement and innovation within 

organizations. A way in which organizations can become more innovative is by influencing 

the innovative behavior of their employees (Agarwal, 2014). This study reinforces the view 

that employee engagement is an important predictor of innovative behavior (Dediu, Leka, & 

Jain, 2018; Kwon & Kim, 2019). Furthermore, this study attains a better understanding of the 

factors that predict employee engagement and shows the mediating role of employee 

engagement on the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands with 

innovative behavior. Findings of this master thesis are discussed in more detail below. 

 Findings show that there are positively significant relations of successively 

supervisory coaching, opportunities for development and optimism with employee 

engagement, while accounting for the shared variance of all the predictor variables and the 

capitalization of chance. These results partially support hypotheses 1a and 1b, while not 

supporting hypothesis 1c. Results indicate that when employees receive supervisory 

coaching, have opportunities to develop themselves and/or are optimistic they are more likely 

to experience high levels of employee engagement. This is in line with literature by 

Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) which show that there is a positive relation of supervisory 

coaching, opportunities for development and optimism with employee engagement. Research 

by Bakker and Demerouti (2007) suggests that employees who receive proper supervisory 

coaching and/or who have opportunities to develop themselves professionally and personally 

are intrinsically motivated to achieve their work goals. Therefore, they are more likely to 

become engaged in their work. Luthans et al. (2006) suggest that enhancement of personal 

resources (e.g. optimism) leads employees to feel more capable of controlling their work 

environment. Xanthopoulou et al., (2007) suggests that as a result of this, employees are 

more confident and proud of their work, are able to find meaning in it and consequently 

become more engaged. In particular for optimism, Barbier et al. (2012) suggests that 

individuals who are optimistic about their future may identify or even create more aspects of 

their environment that facilitate goal attainment, which in return leads to goal confrontation 

and consequently to employee engagement. No empirical evidence was found on the positive 

relations of the following job resources (autonomy, social support and performance 

feedback), personal resources (self-efficacy and self-esteem) and job demands (job 
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responsibility, time pressure and workload) with employee engagement. In terms of results 

that were not in line with earlier literature, a plausible explanation is that the sample of this 

master thesis was extracted from very diverse business sectors, such as ICT, Transport & 

Logistics, Healthcare and Education. Previous cross-sectional research on the predictors of 

employee engagement either performed their research in one organization, such as research 

performed by Xanthopoulou et al., (2007) which was performed in an electrical engineering 

& electronics organization, or performed their research in one business sector, such as 

research performed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) which was performed within service 

organizations.  

 Furthermore, results demonstrate that there is a positively significant relation between 

employee engagement and innovative behavior (i.e. IWB and innovative output), thereby 

supporting hypotheses 2a and 2b. This means that when the engagement level of an employee 

increases, their level of innovative behavior increases as well. Literature by Welch (2011) 

supports these findings and identified that apart from joining and staying in the organization 

and being dependable, employee engagement leads to innovative behavior where an 

employee goes beyond individual roles to collaborate with colleagues, make suggestions to 

improve the organization, and work to improve the organization’s standing in the external 

environment. Furthermore, according to Tsai (2018) the “optimistic and hopeful mentality 

and resilient attitude of engaged workers heighten their creativity and innovativeness” (p. 

1718). In line with research performed by De Spiegelaere et al., (2014) and Agarwal (2014), 

this study showed a positive relation between employee engagement and innovative work 

behavior. Moreover, this study measured innovative behavior with two measures, innovative 

work behavior and innovative output. Earlier literature on innovative output by Hammond, 

Neff, Farr, Schwall and Zhao (2011) and Orth and Volmer (2017) have suggested that 

employee engagement is a key driver of innovative behavior, which is why this study 

included not only IWB but also innovative output as a measurement of innovative behavior. 

Results confirmed the expectations and showed that there is a positively significant relation 

between employee engagement and innovative output. 

 In addition, findings show that employee engagement partially mediates the relation 

of successively performance feedback, opportunities for development and job responsibility 

with innovative work behavior. Furthermore, results indicate that employee engagement 

partially mediates the relation between successively performance feedback, self-efficacy, 
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self-esteem and job responsibility with innovative output. These findings are partially in line 

with hypotheses 3a, 3b, 4b, 5a and 5b. This is only partially in line with earlier research by 

Agarwal et al., (2012) and De Spiegelaere et al., (2014) that showed a partial mediation of 

employee engagement in the relation of autonomy, time pressure, supervisory coaching and 

social support with innovative work behavior. Furthermore, this study found that employee 

engagement fully mediates the relation of self-efficacy and self-esteem with IWB. In 

addition, this study also found that employee engagement fully mediates the relation between 

supervisory coaching and innovative output. Since these findings show a full mediation rather 

than a partial mediation, they are not in line with hypotheses 3b and 4a.  

 In the remaining part of this chapter, theoretical implications (par. 5.1), practical 

implications (par. 5.2), research limitations and suggestions for future research (par. 5.3) will 

be presented.  

 5.1 Theoretical implications 

 This study makes several theoretical contributions to existing literature by answering 

the research question “What is the relation of job resources, personal resources and job 

demands with employee engagement and innovation?”. First, this master thesis adds to 

existing literature on the relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior. 

Following the JD-R model’s assumption that employee engagement leads to positive 

organizational outcomes, Welch (2011) provides insight into the evolution of employee 

engagement by use of a conceptual model that portrays the positive organizational outcomes 

as a result of employee engagement. In this model Welch (2011) identified innovation as one 

of those positive organizational outcomes. This study substantiates these statements and 

shows the positive relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior. Research 

by De Spiegelaere et al., (2014) and Agarwal (2014) have shown the positive relation 

between employee engagement and innovative work behavior. This study adds to the 

literature by examining the relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior 

by use of an additional measure, namely innovative output. Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall 

and Zhao (2011) suggest that employee engagement is a key driver of innovative output. This 

is also substantiated by more recent research by Orth and Volmer (2017), who suggest that 

engaged workers have more creative ideas, are more willing to do new suggestions and are 

more likely to be innovative. This master thesis has found empirical evidence that is in line 
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with the previous literature on the relation between employee engagement and innovative 

work behavior. In addition has demonstrated that employee engagement positively relates to 

innovative output.  

 Second, this study adds to the literature by exploring various mediating effects of 

employee engagement on the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands 

with innovative behavior. By studying these relations this study responds to the calls in 

innovation literature to model the relation of employee innovation antecedents with 

innovative behavior and the mediating effects of employee engagement (De Spiegelaere et 

al., 2014). Job resources, personal resources and job demands have been shown to be 

predictors of employee engagement (Breevaart & Bakker, 2018; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; 

Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). In addition, employee engagement has been shown to be an 

important mediator in the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands with 

organizational outcomes (De Spiegelaere et al., 2014). Since employee engagement has been 

suggested to be a predictor of innovative behavior, this study extends the literature on 

employee engagement and innovative behavior by showing the mediating role of employee 

engagement in the relation of job resources, personal resources and job demands with 

innovative behavior (Welch, 2011). Previous literature has shown that employee engagement 

partially mediates the positive relation of several job resources and job demands (i.e. 

autonomy, time pressure, supervisory coaching and social support) with innovative behavior 

(i.e. IWB and innovative output) (Agarwal et al., 2012; De Spiegelaere et al., 2014; Dediu, 

Leka, & Jain, 2018). However, earlier literature has not been very extensive on these 

relations and therefore a lot of relations between the predictors of employee engagement and 

innovative behavior remain unexplored. This study adds to the literature by exploring other 

proven predictors of employee engagement and their relation with innovative behavior (i.e. 

IWB and innovative output), including the mediating effects of employee engagement. These 

predictors consist of the following: job resources (performance feedback and opportunities 

for development), personal resources (self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism) and job 

demands (job responsibility and workload). In line with the expectations, this study found 

that employee engagement partially mediates the relation of performance feedback, 

opportunities for development and job responsibility with innovative work behavior. 

Moreover, findings show that employee engagement partially mediates the relation between 

performance feedback, self-efficacy, self-esteem and job responsibility with innovative 
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output. This is in line with the JD-R model’s assumption that job resources and personal 

resources lead to positive organizational outcomes through employee engagement (Schaufeli, 

2013). Besides, this study found that employee engagement fully mediates the relation of 

self-efficacy and self-esteem with IWB. In addition, this study also found that employee 

engagement fully mediates the relation between supervisory coaching and innovative output. 

This is also in line with the JD-R model’s assumption that job resources and personal 

resources lead to positive organizational outcomes through employee engagement, however 

this is not in line with the expectations according to previous research that showed that 

employee engagement partially mediates the relation rather than fully. Literature suggests 

that employees who receive performance feedback are more likely to learn and be successful 

in achieving one’s work goals (Bakker, 2011). Therefore they are more likely to become 

engaged in their work and are more likely to perform innovative behavior. Employees who 

have opportunities to develop themselves professionally and personally are intrinsically 

motivated to achieve their work goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). For this reason, they are 

more likely to become more engaged in their work and are more likely to perform innovative 

behavior. Self-efficacy can also be described as a variable that influences employees’ 

motivation to engage in particular behaviors (Hammond et al., 2011). Hence it is likely that 

employees who experience higher levels of self-efficacy are also more likely to experience 

higher levels of employee engagement and innovative behavior. Employees with higher 

levels of self-esteem are more likely to believe that they can satisfy their needs and goals, and 

are more likely to have a positive perception of their value and worth within the organization 

(Mauno et al., 2007). As a result, employees with higher levels of self-esteem are more likely 

to be more engaged in their work and experience higher levels of innovative behavior. 

Employees with more job responsibility are more likely to be aware of organizations’ goals 

and are more likely to feel more accountable and responsible for the organizational outcomes 

(Aryee, Walumbwa, Zhou, & Hartnell, 2012). So employees who experience higher levels of 

job responsibility are also more likely to experience higher levels of employee engagement 

and innovative behavior.    

 In terms of findings that were not in line with the expectations, a plausible 

explanation is that the expected findings did not show due to the differences in characteristics 

of the population compared to earlier cross-sectional studies. Research by Agarwal et al. 

(2012) was for example performed in India and research by De Spiegelaere et al. (2014) was 
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performed in Belgium. Besides the differences in characteristics of the population, another 

plausible explanation could be that both previous studies included sample sizes that were 

approximately nine times as large as the sample size used in this study. It could therefore be 

the case that use of a larger sample size in this study would result in more matching results 

compared to research by Agarwal et al. (2012) and De Spiegelaere et al. (2014). Furthermore, 

an additional plausible explanation for why the partial mediation effects did not show is due 

to the lack of support for the relations between predictors and employee engagement.   

 5.2 Practical implications 

 This study offers practical implications for organizations and managers as well. These 

practical implications can help organizations to focus on those factors of job resources, 

personal resources and job demands that positively relate to employee engagement and 

innovative behavior in order to better their innovation process. First, this study found that 

there is a positive relation between employee engagement and innovative behavior. For 

modern organizations, this result is beneficial because increasing the level of innovation is 

important for creating competitive advantage, sustainability, effectiveness and eventually 

organizational success (Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-Jiménez, & Sanz-Valle, 2016; Shanker, 

Bhanugopan, van der Heijden, & Farrell, 2017). This result provides the organizations with 

proven knowledge on a predictor of innovation that might have been overlooked before. 

Organizations and managers can benefit of this knowledge by increasing the level of 

employee engagement which can be done by focusing on predictors of employee 

engagement, since higher levels of employee engagement relates to higher levels of 

innovative behavior.  

 This brings us to the second implication of this study. This study found that 

supervisory coaching, opportunities for development and optimism are positively related to 

employee engagement. Enhancement of these predictors relates to more engaged employees. 

And according to the first practical implication, this enhancement of employee engagement 

relates to employees reaching higher levels of innovative behavior. Each of the three factors 

(i.e. supervisory coaching, opportunities for development and optimism) can be influenced in 

order to benefit the organization. In the case of supervisory coaching, organizations could 

benefit if they for example introduce training programs for their managers, so that they have 

the knowledge and capacity to help and coach their employees. Besides that, organizations 
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and managers could plan specific coaching moments with their employees to ensure that 

employees receive their own coaching session. These coaching sessions could for example be 

focused on figuring out employees’ personal expectations and goals within the organization, 

but could also be focused on helping employees solve the problems that they experience 

during their work. In the case of opportunities for development, organizations should try and 

provide sessions or seminars, this could be both online or in person, in which employees can 

learn and develop new skills. Furthermore, organizations should also try to let employees 

vary in their work activities/skills. This would not only benefit the engagement of the 

employee, but also benefits the organization’s performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2018). 

Furthermore, organizations would benefit to try and find ways to improve the level of 

optimism of their employees. Besides, optimism is a trait and is therefore hard to influence 

(Carver & Segerstrom, 2010). For organizations it could therefore be beneficial to test 

applicants on their level of optimism in order to increase the level of optimism in their 

organization. It has to be noted that optimism is often measured by use of self-reports, which 

would make this a solution that is hard to measure objectively. 

 The third implication is that this study found that employee engagement partially or 

fully mediates the relation of performance feedback, opportunities for development, self-

efficacy, self-esteem and job responsibility with IWB. Furthermore, this study found that 

employee engagement partially or fully mediates the relation of performance feedback, 

supervisory coaching, self-efficacy, self-esteem and job responsibility with innovative output. 

Each of these factors (i.e. performance feedback, opportunities for development, supervisory 

coaching, self-efficacy, self-esteem and job responsibility) can be optimized in order to 

benefit the organization and manager, since enhancement of these factors relates to higher 

levels of employee engagement and to higher levels of innovative behavior. Both 

opportunities for development and supervisory coaching are discussed in the previous section 

including ways in which organizations and managers can benefit from these findings. In the 

case of performance feedback, organizations and managers could benefit if they enhance the 

amount of feedback and/or information that they provide on the performance of their 

employees’ work. This can be done by managers that discuss the performance, quality and 

efficiency of work with their employees, but it can also be done by use of information that is 

provided to the employees. An example of a way in which organizations can provide 

employees with knowledge of their performance is by showing the level of an employees’ 
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efficiency in comparison to the average score. Self-efficacy and self-esteem are however 

harder to influence for organizations and managers since they are very dependent on the 

person. However, goal-setting has been shown to have a positive relation with self-efficacy 

(Jeng & Shih, 2008). A way in which organizations can thus better their employees’ self-

efficacy is by providing them with training and help so that they can learn how to set well-

designed goals, so that they can be achieved but remain manageable. These capabilities can 

then help employees in gaining more self-efficacy. In the case of self-esteem, research has 

shown that managerial trust is positively related to self-esteem (Lau, Lam, & Wen, 2014). 

Managers could therefore increase the level of their employees’ self-esteem by providing 

them with more trust. In the case of job responsibility, organizations and managers could try 

and provide their employees with more responsibility. This job demand has not only been 

shown to positively relate to employee engagement and innovative behavior, but earlier 

research has also shown that job responsibility positively relates to job performance (Kalbers 

& Cenker, 2008). Managers should therefore try to delegate more responsibility towards their 

employees, so that the company can benefit from its outcomes.  

 5.3 Limitations and future research 

 Just like other cross-sectional research, this master thesis includes several limitations 

that should be noted. A first limitation is that this master thesis used a cross-sectional design 

rather than a longitudinal design, due to time constraints. By using a cross-sectional design 

this study limits conclusions about the causal relations among the tested variables. 

Furthermore, it is possible that the job resources, personal resources and job demands may 

vary depending on the time of measurement. Moreover, participants’ self-reports might vary 

depending on the time of measurement. Future research should therefore try to perform this 

study while applying a longitudinal design in order to verify the mechanisms of this study 

and to provide insights regarding causality. 

 A second limitation is the data sample, since the sample consisted only of participants 

that were drawn from the client base of Creatieve Koppen. The sample consisted of 106 

participants from eleven organizations that were all based in the Netherlands. It should 

therefore be noted that findings from this study might not be generalized to organizations 

from other countries around the world. Furthermore, findings might not be generalized since 

the organizations that participated all intent to or are actively focused on their innovation 
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process. Findings might therefore not be generalized to organizations that do not have a focus 

or intent to focus on their innovation process. In order to increase generalizability future 

research should use a sample that is extracted from organizations spread out around the 

world, is extracted from more varied organizations (e.g. also including organizations that do 

not focus on innovation) and consists of a larger amount of participants (Sprague, Matta, & 

Bhandari, 2009).  

 A third limitation is that this study is based on self-reports, which may cause 

common-method bias (Fuller, Simmering, Atinc, Atinc, & Babin, 2016). However, the extent 

of this effect is considered to be small for personal measures like self-efficacy and self-

esteem (Conway & Lance, 2010). Furthermore, it can be argued that constructs like personal 

resources and employee engagement are very hard to measure in any other way than by self-

reports (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). However, for the other constructs (i.e. job resources and 

job demands) other types of measures might be more appropriate. Despite this, it would be 

hard to have other measures to measure for example self-efficacy and optimism. Future 

research should therefore try to collect data from multiple data sources (e.g. self-report, 

multiple colleagues and managers) including more objective measures (e.g. measurement of 

the amount of ideas delivered, the amount of innovations implemented or the time an 

employee has to perform a task) in order to increase the quality of the data.  

 A fourth and final limitation is that the mediation analyses were performed 

individually for each of the predictor variables (e.g. autonomy and self-efficacy) and the 

dependent variables (i.e. IWB and innovative output), which means that the analyses do not 

account for the shared variance of all the predictor variables. The multiple regression 

analyses showed that the predictor variables show different relations with employee 

engagement when accounting for shared variance, compared to the Pearson correlation 

analysis which showed the individual relations. Future research should therefore try and 

perform the mediation analyses while including all the factors involved, in order to account 

for the shared variance of all the predictor variables and to minimize capitalization of chance. 

 5.4 Epilogue  

In the literature employee engagement has been given a lot of attention as an important 

mediator in the relation between job resources, personal resources and job demands with 

organizational outcomes (De Spiegelaere et al., 2014). Furthermore, modern organizations 
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have recognized that innovation is important for creating competitive advantage, 

sustainability, effectiveness and eventually organizational success (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 

2016; Shanker et al., 2017) A way in which organizations can become more innovative is by 

influencing the innovative behavior of the employees (Agarwal, 2014). Following the aims of 

this study, this master thesis is able to extend both theory and practice on employee 

engagement and innovative behavior.   
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7. Appendix 1  Questionnaire 

 

Employee Engagement 

1. Op mijn werk bruis ik van energie 

2. Als ik werk voel ik me fit en sterk 

3. Ik ben enthousiast over mijn baan 

4. Mijn werk inspireert mij 

5. Als ik 's morgens opsta heb ik zin om aan het werk te gaan 

6. Wanneer ik heel intensief aan het werk ben, voel ik mij gelukkig 

7. Ik ben trots op het werk dat ik doe 

8. Ik ga helemaal op in mijn werk 

9. Mijn werk brengt mij in vervoering 

 

Supervisory coaching 

1. Mijn leidinggevende stelt samen met mij verwachtingen op en communiceert het 

belang van die verwachtingen relatief aan de bredere doelstellingen van de organisatie 

2. Om me te helpen bij het doordenken van problemen, stelt mijn supervisor vragen in 

plaats van oplossingen aan te dragen 

3. Mijn leidinggevende spoort me aan om mijn perspectieven te verbreden door me te 

helpen het grote geheel te zien 

4. Mijn leidinggevende gebruikt analogieën, scenario’s en voorbeelden om me te helpen 

met leren 

5. Om mij te helpen om verschillende perspectieven te bekijken, speelt mijn 

leidinggevende rolspellen met mij 

 

Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) 

In uw werk, hoe vaak doet u… 

1. nieuwe ideeën creëren voor lastige kwesties 

2. zoeken naar nieuwe werkmethoden, technieken of instrumenten 

3. originele oplossingen genereren voor problemen 

4. steun mobiliseren voor innovatieve ideeën 

5. goedkeuring verkrijgen voor innovatieve ideeën 

6. belangrijke leden van de organisatie enthousiasmeren voor innovatieve ideeën 

7. innovatieve ideeën omzetten in nuttige toepassingen 

8. innovatieve ideeën introduceren in de werkomgeving op een systematische manier 
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9. het nut evalueren van innovatieve ideeën 

 

Innovative Output 

In uw werk, hoe vaak doet u… 

1. suggesties om de huidige producten of diensten te verbeteren 

2. ideeën produceren om de werkpraktijken te verbeteren 

3. nieuwe kennis op 

4. actief bijdragen aan de ontwikkeling van nieuwe producten of diensten 

5. nieuwe groepen klanten werven 

6. de organisatie van het werk optimaliseren 

 

Opportunities for development 

1. Is uw werk gevarieerd? 

2. Vergt uw werk dat u initiatief neemt? 

3. Heeft u de mogelijkheid om nieuwe dingen te leren via uw werk? 

4. Kunt u uw vaardigheden of expertise inzetten in uw werk? 

 

Social support 

1. Hoe is de verstandhouding met uw collega’s? 

2. Hoe vaak doen zich conflicten voor met uw collega’s? 

3. Wanneer er problemen op het werk zijn, kunt u er dan over praten met uw collega’s? 

4. In hoeverre kunt u op uw collega’s rekenen, wanneer u het in uw werk wat moeilijker 

krijgt? 

5. Voelt u zich door uw collega’s gewaardeerd in uw werk? 

 

Autonomy 

1. Mijn baan biedt mij de kans mijn eigen initiatief of oordeel te volgen in hoe ik mijn 

werk uitvoer 

2. In mijn baan kan ik veel beslissingen zelf nemen 

3. Mijn baan biedt mij in belangrijke mate zelfstandigheid om beslissingen te nemen 

 

Performance feedback 
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1. Mijn werkzaamheden bieden direct duidelijke informatie over hoe effectief ik mijn 

werk doe, zowel in termen van kwaliteit als hoeveelheid. 

2. Het werk zelf biedt informatie over mijn prestaties. 

3. Mijn werk zelf biedt feedback over mijn prestaties. 

4. Ik krijg veel informatie van mijn leidinggevende en collega's over hoe goed ik mijn 

werk doe. 

5. Andere mensen in deze organisatie, zoals managers en collega's, geven informatie 

over de effectiviteit (bijv. kwaliteit, kwantiteit) van mijn prestaties. 

6. Ik krijg feedback over mijn werkprestaties van andere mensen in mijn organisatie 

(zoals leidinggevenden en collega's) 

 

Optimism 

1. In onzekere tijden verwacht ik meestal het beste 

2. Ik ben altijd optimistisch over mijn toekomst 

3. Over het algemeen verwacht ik dat mij meer goede dan slechte dingen zullen 

overkomen 

 

Self-efficacy 

1. Als iemand mij tegenwerkt, vind ik toch manieren om te krijgen wat ik wil 

2. Het is voor mij makkelijk om vast te houden aan mijn plannen en mijn doel te 

bereiken 

3. Ik vertrouw erop dat ik onverwachte gebeurtenissen doeltreffend aanpak 

4. Dankzij mijn vindingrijkheid weet ik hoe ik in onvoorziene situaties moet handelen 

5. Ik blijf kalm als ik voor moeilijkheden kom te staan omdat ik vertrouw op mijn 

vermogen om problemen op te lossen 

6. Wat er ook gebeurt, ik kom er wel uit 

 

Self-esteem 

1. Ik heb het gevoel dat ik niet veel heb om trots op te zijn 

2. Het is ongetwijfeld zo dat ik me bij momenten nutteloos voel 

3. Ik heb het gevoel dat ik een waardevol iemand ben, minstens evenwaardig aan 

anderen 

4. Ik neem een positieve houding aan ten opzichte van mezelf 
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Workload 

1. Ik heb veel werk te doen 

2. Ik moet extra hard werken om iets af te krijgen 

3. Ik heb te maken met achterstanden in mijn werkzaamheden 

4. Ik heb te weinig werk 

5. Ik heb problemen met de werkdruk 

 

Time pressure 

1. Ik moet erg snel werken 

2. Ik werk onder tijdsdruk 

3. Ik moet me haasten   

4. Ik kan mijn werk op mijn gemak doen 

5. Ik heb problemen met het werktempo 

6. Ik zou het kalmer aan willen doen in mijn werk 

 

Job responsibility 

1. De verantwoordelijkheid die u heeft voor het initiëren van opdrachten en projecten is 

2. De verantwoordelijkheid die u heeft voor budgetten en uitgaven is 

3. De verantwoordelijkheid die u voelt voor het bereiken van het algemene doel van uw 

divisie of directoraat is 
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8. Appendix 2  Mail to respondents 

 

Subject: Onderzoek medewerkersbetrokkenheid in het innovatieproces 

Beste …, 

Als innovatiebureau geloven wij dat innovatie het krachtigst is als medewerkers effectief en 

efficiënt betrokken worden bij het innovatieproces. Wij doen samen met de TU Eindhoven 

onderzoek naar hoe je medewerkers het beste kunt betrekken bij het innovatieproces. Uit 

ervaring weten we dat veel organisaties worstelen met het betrekken van medewerkers bij het 

innovatieproces. Ze willen wel, maar ze weten vaak niet hoe ze dit moeten stimuleren.  

Het doel van dit onderzoek is om te kijken naar welke factoren invloed hebben op de 

betrokkenheid van de medewerkers bij het innovatieproces. Zodat die vervolgens beïnvloedt 

en verbetert kunnen worden. Ik wil jou persoonlijk vragen om deel te nemen aan het 

onderzoek en als resultaat ontvang je het volgende: 

Dit ontvang je: 

1. De resultaten in een kort en bondige samenvatting 

2. Een benchmark vergelijking van de resultaten met daarin de belangrijkste factoren 

voor jou bedrijf. Om deze benchmark vergelijking goed te kunnen geven is het van 

belang dat er voldoende medewerkers meedoen, minimaal 10.  
 

Dit hebben we van je nodig: 

1. We vragen je de online survey zelf in te vullen (max 20min.) 

2. Deze survey door te sturen naar minimaal 15 collega’s binnen je organisatie.  
 

Link: 

https://creatievekoppen.typeform.com/to/rmBONh  

 

De survey duurt maximaal 20 minuten. We gaan de uitkomsten en inzichten van het 

onderzoek weer met jou delen, echter om de resultaten betrouwbaar en representatief te 

krijgen is het van belang dat zoveel mogelijk medewerkers meedoen aan het onderzoek. 

Daarom dus ook de vraag om de survey niet alleen zelf in te vullen maar ook je collega’s te 

vragen om het in te vullen. Dit onderzoek voeren we uit bij meerdere bedrijven om zo een 

beter generiek beeld te creëren van de resultaten. De resultaten worden volledig 

geanonimiseerd en de data zal op zorgvuldige wijze beschermd worden. De contactpersoon 

voor het onderzoek is Nicky Neequaye die werkzaam is bij Creatieve Koppen en zijn 

https://creatievekoppen.typeform.com/to/rmBONh
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afstudeeronderzoek daar uitvoert voor zijn masterstudie Innovation Management aan de TU 

Eindhoven. Voor aanvullende vragen over het onderzoek kun je terecht bij Nicky, hij is per 

mail bereikbaar op nicky@creatievekoppen.nl.  

Wat wij met het onderzoek willen bereiken is dat wij onze service en producten kunnen 

verbeteren. Zodat wij oplossingen kunnen bieden voor de worstelingen die ervaren worden 

bij het betrekken van medewerkers in het innovatieproces. Deze services en producten 

kunnen we dan ook aan jou gaan aanbieden.  

We willen je vragen om deze mail door te sturen naar je collega’s waarvan jij denkt dat ze 

bereid zijn om deel te nemen aan het onderzoek.  

Alvast heel erg bedankt! 


