Determinants of Innovative Behaviour in the Hotel Industry: A cross-
Cultural Study

Abstract

The present study develops a conceptual framework that sheds light on whether institutional
pressures (i.e., normative, mimetic, and coercive) and corporate support can improve
innovative behavior across different societies and the moderating role of national cultural
dimensions on this link. Our study validated these arguments empirically using data from the
2018 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM). Data were collected and analyzed from 2,618
respondents. Data were collected through a questionnaire survey of full-time non-managerial
employees selected, from different departments of various four- and five-star hotels across five
economically and culturally different societies (UK, UAE, Germany, China, USA). Our results
indicated that both institutional pressures and corporate support have positive influence on
employees’ innovative behaviour. Furthermore, Hotels in cultures with high levels of
individualism and low levels of uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and masculinity will
indicate higher levels of innovative behaviour in response to corporate support programs.
While, hotels in nations with high levels of power distance, collectivism, uncertainty
avoidance, and masculinity will indicate higher levels of innovative behaviour in response to
normative, mimetic, and coercive pressure. These findings provide important implications for
innovative behaviour by developing and validating a multilevel model empirically in the

hospitality context.
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Introduction

Since the times of its emergence in the late 1970s, business and their stakeholders have paid
attention to innovation as a source of competitive advantage and firm growth (Anning-Dorson,
2018; Bremet al., 2016; Salunke et al., 2019). Innovation and innovative behaviours have long
been considered as one of the key solutions for companies to effectively respond to rapidly
change of business environment, and achieve competitive advantage (Damanpour and Aravind,
2011; Dusana et al., 2016; Herrera, 2015; Le and Lei, 2019; Nguyen et al., 2019; Petrakis et

al., 2015; Rodriguez-Victoria et al., 2017; Skinnarl et al., 2014; Urbancova, 2013).

Tourism and hospitality firms work in a highly competitive environment which is described
by continuous transformation (Aldebert et al., 2011; By and Dale, 2008; Kale et al., 2019; Lam
and Law, 2019; Massidda et al., 2017; Orfila et al., 2009; Stamboulis and Skayannis, 2003;
Xiang et al., 2015). Thus, to gain competitive advantage, these firms rely on their
innovativeness in attaining higher service quality and lower costs that meet their consumers’
needs and wants (Amarakoon et al., 2018; Anning-Dorson, 2018; Chen et al., 2009; Ireland
and Webb, 2007; Lengnick-Hall, 1992; Salunke et al., 2019; Shepherd and Ahmed, 2000;

Weerawardena and Mavondo, 2011).

Employees’ innovative behaviour plays a key role in consumer service-oriented firms such
as hotels, wherein these firms motivate their employees to be more innovative and creative in
order to meet their changing consumers expectations, requiring them to use their capabilities
and skills to provide new ideas that can improve consumer service quality (Afsar and Badir,
2017; Chou and Walker-Price, 2018; Dhar, 2015; Galende and de la Fuente, 2003; Hansen and
Pihl-Thingvad, 2019; Sundbo et al., 2007). Therefore, investigating the determinants of
employees’ innovative behaviour constitutes an important research area, particularly in the

context of hospitality.



Several studies have investigated the influence of corporate support and institutional
pressures (i.e., normative, mimetic, and coercive) and revealed that these factors are key drivers
of innovative behaviour (e.g., Dhar, 2016; Dominguez-Escrig et al., 2019; Dubey et al., 2019;
Engelen et al., 2018; Kauppi, 2013). Motivated by anecdotal evidence on successful
innovations that non-managerial employees have proposed, firms expect significant untapped
potential for innovation in their workforces (De la Pena et al., 2016; Kuratko, Morris, and
Covin, 2011). Therefore, some firms have established corporate support programs for
innovation, such as the “i-mentor” program at Whirlpool and Google’s “20% Innovation Time
Off” (Baldwin, 2012; Roosen & Nakagawa, 2008). In examining these support programs,
academic research finds that corporate support can facilitate innovative employee behaviour

(e.g., Chandler, Keller, and Lyon, 2000; Engelen et al., 2018).

However, these studies do not account for nation-level drivers that might impact the strength
of the relationship between corporate support and employee’s innovative behaviour. Since
cross-cultural management research shows that management techniques’ effectiveness varies
across the globe (e.g., Newman and Nollen, 1996), the absence of insight into the possibility
of nation-dependency is problematic, especially because resource-intensive corporate support
programs are often rolled out globally, as in the case of Whirlpool and Google. Academic cross-
national research needs to determine whether these programs are universally effective or are

bound to specific national circumstances.

This research gap is not surprising because most studies on innovation focused on single
countries (Engelen et al., 2018; Strese, et al., 2016). This study focuses on five economically
and culturally different societies (UK, Germany, and USA) (individualistic societies), and
(UAE and China) (collectivistic societies). Thus, this study seeks to address two research
questions: (1) Does the influence of institutional pressures (i.e., normative, mimetic, and
coercive) on employees’ innovative behaviour vary across societies? And (2) Does the
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influence of corporate support (i.e., budget, time, and advice) on employees’ innovative

behaviour vary across societies?

This paper develops a theoretical model to shed light on whether corporate support programs
and external pressures can foster employees’ innovative behaviour across nations in the
hospitality industry. Based on extant research that indicates that corporate support and
institutional pressures has a significant influence on innovative behaviour (e.g., Dhar, 2016;
Dominguez-Escrig et al., 2019; Dubey et al., 2019; Engelen et al., 2018; Kauppi, 2013), we
argue that hotels can foster employees’ innovative behaviour by establishing corporate support
programs and responding to the external pressures. Drawing on extant cross-cultural
management research that indicates that the impact of management practices can be
constrained if these practices do not match employees’ cultural values (Jiang, Colakoglu,
Lepak, Blasi, and Kruse, 2015; Lachman, Nedd, and Hinings, 1994), we also argue that national
culture plays a significant role on the strength of the relationship between corporate support

programs, external pressures and employees’ innovative behaviour.

Our study contributes to the literature in two major ways. First, we contribute to innovation
research by extending research on how individual employees can be motivated to act
innovatively—especially by deepening knowledge on the relationship between corporate
support, external pressures, and innovative employee behaviour. Since direct-effect models
dominate this research stream (Stock, 2015), we add a fit perspective by identifying situation-
dependent drivers of individual employee behaviour at the national level, increasing the
precision of research models in the hospitality industry. Therefore, our research offers
implications for hotels seeking practical ways to improve their employees’ innovative behavior

and thus the results promote the idea that hotels should invest in innovative activities.



2. Literature review and conceptual framework

2.1. Institutional theory and innovative behavior

Based on DiMaggio and Powell (1983), the institutional theory seeks to address the question
of why all firm in a specific field incline to look and act the same. Scott (1995, p.274) defined
institutions as “regulative, normative and cognitive structures and activities that provide
stability and meaning for social behaviour”. Examples of these institutions comprise customs,
culture, laws, social norms, ethics, and regulations. Based on Currie (2012, p. 129),
“institutional theory is a multi-level construct spanning the individual, organizational, and the
organizational field levels of analysis.” It promote the process of technological innovation in
the organizational context (Ahmadi et al., 2017). Based on this theory, institutions include three
types of pressures: normative, mimetic, and coercive (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Greenwood
and Hinings, 1996). Normative pressure is defined as the professional practices and standards
developed by training and education methods and the employees movements between
organisations (Garud et al., 2007). Mimetic pressure represents the copying or imitation of
other successful firms when a firm is not sure about what it should do. Coercive is a pressure

from entities that have resources on which a firm depends.

Institutional theory suggests that institutional pressures affect organizational members’
behaviour and cognition (Scott, 1995). Drawing on institutional theory, firms form themselves
to enhance their stakeholders’ perceived legitimacy (Ruhanen and Whitford, 2018). This is
because of procedures, structures, and regulations forced by regulatory bodies on firms (Dubey
et al., 2018). Prior research indicated that firms might be imposed to switch their structure due
to competitive pressures, governmental pressures, or adapt with normative standards generated

by accreditation organisations (de Leeuw and Gossling, 2016; Sila, 2007; Yang, 2018).



Institutional research on organisational innovation is concerned with how the institutional
environments in which organisations operate influence the creation and diffusion of
management practices (dos Santos et al., 2020). Legitimacy is the central concept that explains
the relationship between organisations and their institutional environment (Damanpour 2014;
Uzunca, Rigtering, and Ozcan, 2018). Organisations, therefore, both actively seek and are
passively influenced by the effects of legitimacy, which is defined here as the perception that
a set of actions is considered adequate inside a given system of norms, values and beliefs
(Suchman 1995; Wei et al., 2017). Organisational persistence depends on the social perception

of the legitimacy of their actions (Kiefhaber, Pavlovich, and Spraul, 2020).

Hotels exist and operate within specific legal frameworks, with norms and regulations
influencing their organisational practices, structure and behaviour. Hotels respond to these
pressures by adapting their structures and actions, leading to more homogeneity (DiMaggio
and Powell 1983; Zhang et al., 2019). Non-legal coercive pressures also exist, such as demands
from stakeholders for more socially responsible practices, which may also influence
organisational behaviour. Coercive isomorphism takes place, therefore, when organisations
experience pressure from other organisations or from the expectations that exist in a given

social environment (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Zou et al., 2019).

Mimetic isomorphism takes place when hotels imitate the practices of their peers. This practice
is usually associated with high degrees of uncertainty (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Zvolska,
Palgan, and Mont, 2019). The main advantage of mimetic behaviour, also known as modelling,
is the low cost associated with the acquisition of tested organisational solutions (Wennberg and
Holmquist 2008). Mimetic processes may lead to innovation, particularly when an attempt to
copy a practice leads to the acquisition of new attributes for an organisation (Bohnsack et al.,
2020). Finally, normative isomorphism is a consequence of professional regulation and
formalisation (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Standardised training and education via academic
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courses, combined with professional relational networks, exert isomorphic pressure on

organisations.

Recent research on institutions has highlighted the role of legitimacy for the diffusion of
organisational innovations. Mair and Reischauer (2017) propose that legitimacy plays a key
role in the diffusion of organisational practices in the emerging sharing economy. Reischauer
(2018) argues that the discourse behind industry 4.0 as a revolutionary organisational
innovation is better understood through the role of discourse and legitimacy in
institutionalisation. Kasperavi¢iiité-Cerniauskiené and Serafinas (2018) investigated how
perceived legitimacy influences the diffusion of organisational innovations and the role of
certifications. Berrone et al. (2013) investigated how normative pressures influence the
diffusion of green innovations, and their findings suggest a positive correlation between
normative pressures and the diffusion of green innovations. Liao (2018) also investigated the
relationship between normative pressures and green innovations and identified a positive
correlation. While all these studies have made valuable contributions, they focus on a specific
innovation (green innovation, industry 4.0) or on an industry or business model (sharing
economy). These studies do not clarify the association of specific institutional pressures

(coercive, mimetic and normative) with employees’ innovative behaviour.

According to the institutional theory, prior studies revealed that mimetic forces from
competitors have significant influence on innovation (Adebanjo, Teh, and Ahmed, 2018; Wang,
Font, and Liu, 2020). Despite previous research on innovation adoption does not clearly utilise
institutional theory, few studies revealed that innovation adoption in the organisational scope
is significantly affected by competitors’ pressures. For example, Ouyang, Wei, and Chi (2019)
revealed that when firms see other firms in the same industry adopt the innovation, these firms

feel pressures to use innovations. Moreover, potential adopters of innovations are influenced



by competitors pressures (Shin, Perdue, and Kang, 2019; Wikhamn, Armbrecht, and Wikhamn,

2018).

Regarding employees’ innovative behaviour in the hospitality field, coercive pressures
arising from government would affect the innovation adoption (Binder et al., 2016). Consistent
with previous research of innovations adoption, Sherer et al. (2016) utilised the institutional
theory to examine the influence of external pressures on innovation adoption. However, prior
research revealed that institutional theory has paid more attention to persistence and
homogeneity, with less focus on the significant influence of interest and agency in forming
action (Nguyen, 2018). To address this limitation, previous studies have comprised intra-

organisational dynamics within the institutional theory model (Dubey et al., 2017).

Therefore, this study adopts a distinctive approach to analyse the determinants of employees
innovative behaviour in the hotels industry, by proposing and empirically testing an integrated
model, with contributions from well-grounded theories, namely the institutional theory and the
fit theory. These theories have received substantial empirical support in explaining innovative
behaviour (e.g., Cheffi and Abdennadher, 2019; Engelen et al., 2018; Fuentelsaz et al., 2018;
Geels, 2004; Laukkanen and Patala, 2014). The proposed model seeks to take advantage of the
validity, parsimony and reliability that these theories provide as determinants of innovative
behaviour in order to improve explanatory and predictive power. Indeed, besides the constructs
derived from these theories, national culture were added to the model, since researchers have
pointed out that their roles in the context of innovation are still unclear (Engelen et al., 2018;

Tian et al., 2018).

Prior research indicated that pressures caused by governments are key drivers of innovations
adoption (Dubey et al., 2019). In the adoption of innovation, the coercive pressures arise from

regulatory bodies (Grissemann et al., 2013). Where government has a significant influence on



business practices and polices (Liang et al., 2007), coercive pressures are more likely to arise
from governments. Therefore, the present study argues that coercive pressures directly

stimulate employees’ innovative behaviour in the hospitality context (See figure 1)

Normative pressure can come from media outlets, peer organisations, professional
organisations, and other channels that companies identify to benchmark business outcomes and
practices (Dubey et al., 2017; Nair and Prajogo 2009). In the hospitality industry, normative
pressure can come from the social expectations placed on an organization by its stakeholders,
such as residents and non-governmental organizations (Kassinis and Vafeas, 2006; Wang et al.,
2020), resulting from industry standards set by an industry association (Berrone et al., 2013)
and customers (Manaktola and Jauhari, 2007). Prior research found that normative pressure has
a significant influence on innovation adoption (Lee and Dawes, 2005; Obal, 2017). Recently,
Wouttke et al (2019) revealed that normative pressure is a key driver of innovations adoption.
Therefore, the influence of normative pressure on employees’ innovative behaviour would also

hold when considering initiatives similar in scope and form such as innovative behaviour.

Another important mechanism of institutional theory, mimetic pressures was utilised as a
key driver of the adoption of innovations (Nair and Prajogo, 2009). Mimetic pressure forces
organizations to learn about their competitors’ practices and to follow suit when others gain a
competitive advantage by implementing eco-innovations (Kasim, 2007; Lewis and Harvey,
2001). Companies incline to imitate other companies that are peers (Cajaiba-Santana et al.,
2020). For example, previous research revealed that mimetic pressures influence on innovation
adoption (Wang et al., 2020). Scholars indicated that firms imitate other firms in the same
industry concerning the adoption of innovation (Dubey et al., 2017; Kauppi, 2013; Liang et al.,

2007). Despite there is a scant of research investigating the influence of mimetic pressures on



innovative behaviour, institutional theory as well as hospitality literature propose that these
effects should hold in the hospitality field (Wang, Font, and Liu, 2020). Therefore, the authors

suggest the following hypotheses:

H1. Institutional pressures (i.e., normative, mimetic, and coercive), positively influence
employees’ innovative behaviour in the hotel industry.

2.2. Corporate support programs and innovative behaviour

Prior studies indicated that corporate support programs such as immaterial and material
resources programs are crucial for developing employees innovative behaviour (Birdi et al.,
2016; Engelen et al., 2018; Farh et al., 2007). Firm can provide their employees with variety
of support programs in terms of advice, time, and budget (Engelen et al., 2018). Providing
employees with time can help them to have enough time to work on developing innovative
projects and ideas. When providing them with budget, employees can use these funds to
develop a prototype (Ekvall and Ryhammar, 1999; Engelen et al., 2018). Advice is defined as
supervisor or any member within the firm who provide employees with advice regarding the
technological, economic, or market aspects of an innovative endeavour (Birdi et al., 2016;
Engelen et al., 2018). Firms provide their employees with these types of resources (i.e., advice,
time, and budget) according to the bureaucratic leadership or automatically such as firms can
have general rules for employees to use a certain time of their work time to develop, generate,
and implement innovative ideas. Innovative employees engage in complex and non-trivial tasks
beyond their regular tasks that require persistence and creativity (Bammens, 2016) and face
barriers to their innovative behavior, including lack of time, knowledge, cooperation from other
firm members (such as supervisors and experts from other departments), and energy (Anderson
et al., 2014; Hornsby, Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002; Janssen, van de Vliert, & West, 2004).
Therefore, clarity about what motivates them to engage in innovative behavior is necessary in
order to determine the potential of management practices like corporate support programs to
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increase such behavior. We argue that corporate support programs for innovation, such as
programs that provide material and immaterial resources so employees feel that innovative
initiative is enabled and encouraged, are an important lever for innovative behavior. Corporate
support programs can manifest in terms of providing time, budget, or advice. When time is
provided, an employee may work a certain part of his or her regular working time
independently on innovative projects. Providing budget can include access to financing (e.g.,

funds to build a prototype) or manpower (e.g., capacity from other departments’ experts).

Corporate support program plays an important role in developing and appreciating employees
(Farh et al., 2007), make them feeling supported and valued (Bammens, 2016; Wayne et
al.,1997). This innovative climate improves employees’ confidence in their capabilities to
develop innovative behaviour (Bammens, 2016). Birdi et al. (2016) found that corporate
support programs influence employees’ innovative behaviour. Employees who work in an
innovative environment and receive support from their supervisors and other members of the
firm are more likely to develop innovative behaviour. In support of this notion, Engelen et al.
(2018), revealed that corporate support programs have a significant influence on employees’

innovative behaviour. Therefore, the authors suggest the following hypotheses:

H2. Corporate support programs (i.e., budget, time, advice) have a significant influence on

employees’ innovative behaviour.

2.3. The role of national culture

Based on fit theory, this study argues that corporate support is more effective in driving
employees’ innovative behaviour when the support is compatible with the employees’
preferences. Kristof (1996) refers to this perspective as the “needs supplies” perspective of the

fit theory. Cable and Edwards (2004) find that, when employees’ desires and needs are fulfilled,

11



there is less conflict and employees are more likely to act in ways in which management
practices are designed to encourage them to act (Eisend et al., 2016; Markman and Baron,
2003). This notion is in line with Klein and Sorra’s (1996) argument that employees’ adoption
of innovative work methods (as concrete corporate support mechanisms can be innovative) will
occur only when these methods are in line with employees’ values (“innovation-value-fit”)
(Klein et al., 2001). Engelen et al. (2018) argues that judgments on feasibility and desirability
(i.e., the criteria employed for engaging in innovative behaviour) are not fixed but depend on

employees’ values.

While these arguments call for a fit rationale, employees’ values are specified as those related
to their national cultural predetermination in this study. National culture refers to enduring
personal values that are typically shaped by the time of adolescence (Hofstede, 2001; Ralston
et al., 1997; Smircich, 1983). National culture and its values determine employees’
interpretation of, understanding of, and behavioural reaction to the work environment,
including management practices like corporate support programs. Thus, national culture either
facilitates or obstructs corporate support’s impact on employees’ innovative behaviour

(Lachman et al., 1994).

Although economists use culture and institutions distinctively (Engelen et al., 2018; Horak et
al., 2018), prior research on innovation consider culture as an integral part of initituions
(Kltppel et al., 2018). In the present study, we consider culture as embeded in inistituions, thus
the two terms multually effecting each other. Nevertheless, the impact of culture on the link
between inistituional pressures and innovative behaviour have not been examined yet. Cultural
and societal values influence the way in which employees invlove in developing new ideas an
engage in innvoative practices (Engelen et al., 2018). Therefore, firms should pay attention to
the sociocultural differences when attempting to develop and carry out innovative practices, as
these variances play a crucial role in evaluating of innovative practices (Tata and Prasad, 2015).
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Therefore, the present research examines the impact of the four cultural dimensions of Hofstede
on employees’ innovative behaviour in the hospitality context. Furthermore, employees’ values
are determined as those relevant to their national cultural. Prior studies defined national culture
as individuals’ values that are formed by the time of childhood (e.g., Hofstede, 2001; Ralston
et al., 1997). National culture and values play a crucial role in determine employees’ ability to
understand, interpret, and react to the work climate and management activities such as support
programs. Therefore, national culture either promotes or impedes support programs influence

on employees’ innovative behaviour (Engelen et al., 2018).

Many conceptualizations of national culture were proposed, such as those by Kluckhohn and
Strodtbeck (1961), Triandis (1994), Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998), and House,
Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, and Gupta (2004). While each has merits, we use the
conceptualization developed by Hofstede (2001) because its validity, reliability, and usefulness
have been confirmed over time and in a wide variety of settings (Hofstede, 2001; Kirkman,
Lowe, and Gibson, 2006; Li and Parboteeah, 2015; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier,
2002;). It also has an advantage of measuring culture in a relatively large number of countries.
While Hofstede’s (2001) cultural scores have been widely used, the fact that they are over four
decades old and culture changes gradually has raised concerns (Hofstede, 1998). In response,
Taras et al. (2012) developed measures of each dimension for each decade from a meta-analysis
of studies using Hofstede’s measures. To address concerns about using measures from
Hofstede’s original study (e.g., Hofstede, 1998; Mueller, Rosenbusch, and Bausch, 2013;
Steenkamp, 2001), we use updated measures developed from a meta-analysis by Taras, Steel,

and Kirkman (2012).

3.2.1. Individualism—Collectivism
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While the extant literature suggests that collectivistic cultures possess a greater propensity to
form ‘cooperative ventures’ to act to pursue and nurture shared interests, and thus exhibit
greater levels of innovation (Park et al., 2007), it also argues that individualistic cultures
possess a greater propensity to form voluntary associations with widely dispersed groups as
opposed to the culturally enforced and restrictive associations imposed in collectivistic settings,
allowing a more favourable innovative behaviour (Husted, 2005). Based on the evidence that
stakeholders paying attention to innovation is more widespread in individualistic cultures
(Husted, 2005; Katz et al., 2001), we propose that firms in individualistic cultures undertake
more innovative initiatives in general. Laws and regulations play an important role in all types
of institutional environments. For example, Murtha and Lenway (1994) suggest that
government policies on industrial strategies can impose institutionalized pressures on the

strategies of multinational firms in various types of institutional environment.

The ties between the individuals could be very loose where everybody is supposed to look after
his or her own self-interest and perhaps the interest of immediate family, as is the case in highly
individualistic societies. Such societies award the individual a lot of freedom of choice and
decision-making and personal initiative in such cases is not only accepted but also encouraged
with a high importance being placed on personal goals and achievements. Collectivistic
societies, on the other hand, expect its members to look after the benefits of the social group as
a whole and conform to the norms of the group. It has been stressed that individual
innovativeness would involve an individual who has the natural predisposition towards
initiating new behaviour that might be different from the norm. Members of an individualistic
society are, thus, more likely to display such behaviour than that of a collectivist society as the
latter breeds conformity with the existing norms and accordingly, imitation of expected

behaviour.

3.2.2. Uncertainty Avoidance

14



The uncertainty avoidance dimension refers to the extent to which a culture tolerates high levels
of uncertainty and ambiguity and therefore risk (Hofstede, 2011). While it has been suggested
that firms in contexts involving higher levels of uncertainty avoidance tend to undertake more
innovative initiatives (Park et al., 2007), a low uncertainty avoidance context provides
organizations with greater empowerment and freedom to focus on social and innovative issues
as opposed to being confined to following regulations imposed by bureaucracies (Husted, 2005).
Based on the notion that undertaking innovative initiatives involves tolerance of risk and
ambiguities, since it may force organizations to challenge the established and proven
institutionalized norms as well as dealing with the longer-term period of uncertainty associated
with having to wait to realize the return on investments in innovative initiatives, we propose
that the latter view that firms in low uncertainty avoidance cultures undertake greater levels of
innovative initiatives than firms in high uncertainty avoidance cultures holds greater appeal
within the context of the proposed framework. In the presence of external pressures to
undertake innovative initiatives, we also propose that uncertainty avoidance will moderate the
influence of the various types of external pressure on innovative behaviour .Firms in contexts
with a greater preference for uncertainty avoidance (compared with firms in low uncertainty
avoidance contexts) will respond more strongly to high levels of coercive and normative
isomorphism, since the preference for uncertainty avoidance can compel organizations to rely
more heavily on rules, regulations and industry standards to avoid the negative consequences
and exposure associated with noncompliance. Firms in high uncertainty avoidance contexts
also respond more strongly to mimetic isomorphic pressure, since, as discussed earlier, mimetic
isomorphism is strongest in the case of situations involving ambiguity and uncertainty
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Thus, weak uncertainty avoidance cultures accept this

uncertainty and tend to take each day as it comes, taking risks rather easily, and being more
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tolerant of behaviour and opinions different from their own because they do not feel threatened

by them.

3.3.3. Power distance

This dimension of culture involves the societal tolerance of unequal distribution of power and
autocratic leadership (Hofstede, 2011). Reliance on authority to make important decisions,
bureaucracy and a lack of opportunity to challenge assumptions are characteristics of higher-
power-distance contexts. We propose that such characteristics restrict firms’ ability to
undertake debates and challenges associated with focusing on innovative issues; therefore, we
suggest that firms in low-power-distance oriented cultures enjoy greater freedom to undertake
innovative initiatives than firms in high-power-distance oriented cultures, which may be
restricted by the bureaucracy in the environment from engaging in the levels of freedom and
exploration required to undertake innovative initiatives. However, since firms face greater
pressure to follow rules and regulations in high-power-distance contexts and have a greater
incentive to mimic strong and powerful firms (Calori et al., 1997; Hofstede, 2011), we also
propose that, when external pressures for innovative behaviour are already present, firms in
higher-power-distance contexts tend to respond more strongly to coercive and mimetic
pressures, while firms in lower-power-distance contexts may respond more favourably to
normative pressure to conform to professional standards or even engage. The dimension of
power distance has been found to be inversely related with individualism, that is, low power
distance cultures tend to be highly individualistic while large power distance cultures

collectivistic.

3.3.4. Masculinity—Femininity

While there is empirical evidence on gender differences in innovative behaviour (Zelezny et

al., 2000), Hofstede (2011) identifies masculinity with terms such as material success, progress,
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equity, competition and ambition while describing femininity in terms of factors such as
nurturing, caring, interpersonal relationships and quality of life. Further, Hofstede sees a direct
connection between masculinity and material possessions by arguing that masculine values
tend to favour economic advancement over environmental concerns (2011). Similarly, Franz-
Balsen (2014) argues that conventional ‘norms of masculinity are clearly intension with the
ethical, ecological and social implications of innovation (...)"” (p. 1973). It is believed that a
focus on economic growth, by trend rather typical for cultures with pronounced masculine
values, often causes a reduced commitment to innovative initiatives; innovative behaviour may
be more slowly adapted and existing innovative problems may receive lower priorities (Husted,
2005; Palmer et al., 1995). More masculine societies are expected to place an emphasis on
wealth, achievement, success, etc. which might be indirectly reflected in individual’s material
possessions and the quantity or variety of the possessions. Individuals from such societies
would therefore be expected to be more curious of new products in the marketplace which
would help them display their achievements. Therefore, our study suggests the following

hypotheses:

H3. The positive relationship between institutional pressures (i.e., normative, mimetic, and
coercive pressures) and employees’ innovative behaviour is stronger when national cultural
power distance, collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity are low rather than high.

H4. The positive relationship between corporate support programs and employees’ innovative
behaviour is stronger when national cultural power distance, collectivism, uncertainty
avoidance, and masculinity are low rather than high.

3. Methodology
3.1. Sample and data collection

The current study was carried out with data collected from five nations (UAE, U.K, Germany,

China, and USA). Country selection was made based on a number of criteria. First, the authors’
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aim was to analyse the effects of institutional pressures and corporate support programs on
innovative behaviour in countries belonging to different cultural clusters - Germanic Europe,
Asian, Middle East, and Anglo (see Gupta and Hanges 2004; House, Quigley, and de Luque
2010). As representative of the Anglo cluster, the USA was chosen. As representative of the
Middle East cluster, UAE was selected. China was selected as representative of the Asian
cluster, and for the Germanic cluster, Germany was included. With regard to the selection of
the single countries as representative of the four clusters, we included countries which represent
important markets for innovations (USA, Germany, and China). In addition, the US market
was considered very important as innovation has a long tradition there (Josifidis and Supic,
2020) and most research on innovations to date has been conducted in the USA. (Aldieri et al.,

2019).

Our research used different data sources to cover the study variables. For employees
innovative behaviour and corporate support programs, our study used the 2018 Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), which includes data on entrepreneurial innovative employee
behaviour in different nations (Bosma et al., 2013; Reynolds et al., 2005). Our study integrate
the GEM data with Taras et al.’s (2012) national culture scores on Hofstede’s dimensions,
leading to complete datasets of 2,618 respondents from a broad set of five economically and
culturally different societies (UK, UAE, Germany, China, USA). Table 1 demonstrates the

nation scores about the national cultural dimensions.

Regarding the institutional pressures (i.e., coercive, mimetic, and normative), the data came
from an online survey sent to a sample of employees who are representative of the hotels
industry during March-April 2019. The study population involved the workers who were
employed at deluxe (five-star) hotels, such as the Marriott, Sofitel, Hilton, Novotel,
InterContinental, Ritz-Carlton, and Lotte. These hotels include more than 200 rooms that
provide guests with different services, such as restaurants and fitness centers. Once the
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permission from the HR manager has been given, we provide employees with the survey and
were asked to complete the self-administered questionnaires. The present study employs quota
sampling and 500 questionnaires and return envelopes were provided to employees from five
different society (UK, UAE, Germany, China, and USA). Excluding non-response resulting in
complete datasets of 1,794 employees (response rate 1,794/2,500 = 71.8%). A questionnaire
was designed to measure the variables of interest. Following a back-to-back translation method,
two bilingual researchers first designed the questionnaire in English and then translated it to

Arabic, German, and Chinese. A pilot test was undertaken with 20 respondents from the UAE.

3.2. Measures

Employees’ innovative behaviour: The measure for employees’ innovative behaviour is
based on the 2018 GEM special report and defined as a binary variable, where 1 indicates that
the surveyed employee is currently or has been within the previous three years actively
involved in developing new activities for his or her main employer, and zero otherwise (Bosma
etal., 2013). New activities are defined in the questionnaire as activities related to the initiation
of new products or services. Single-item dichotomous scales are almost exclusively used in
GEM projects since these scales have minimal bias that can be due to cultural interpretations
(Autio et al., 2013; Engelen et al., 2018). In addition, dichotomous scales have few problems
with translation equivalence (Hofstede, Wedel, and Steenkamp, 2002; Romero and Martinez-

Roman, 2012).

Corporate support: a binary variable- attaining a value of 1 if the employer is willing to
provide support when employee creates and develops new ideas for new services or products,
and 0 otherwise (Bosma et al., 2013; Engelen et al., 2018). This variable is also based on the

2018 GEM report.
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National culture: our study conceptualized national culture using the four national cultural
dimensions of individualism, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and power distance (Engelen

et al., 2018; Minkov and Hofstede, 2012). Our study used the scores from Taras et al. (2012).

Institutional pressures (i.e., normative, mimetic, and coercive): The present study used
scales validated in the literature, to guarantee the validity and reliability of our research
measurements. In particular, institutional pressures were measured through 3 dimensions (e.g.,
Colwell and Joshi, 2013; Dubey et al., 2017; Gualandris and Kalchschmidt, 2014; Zhu and
Sarkis, 2007): normative (3 items), mimetic (4 items), and coercive (3 items). All indicators

were measured with 10 items using a 5-point scale.

Our analysis include responses from 2,360 full-time employees in five different society (UK,
UAE, Germany, China, and USA). Of the 2,360 employees, 480 (19%) employees from UK,
495 (14%) from UAE, 376 (13%) from German, 351 (17%) from China, and 658 (16%) from
the USA. The mean age of the employees was 34.28 years and 52.6% were between 30 and 39
years of age. The employees were 56.4% male and 43.6% female. Most had a university degree
(68.6%) and 69.8% had been with a deluxe hotel for less than 10 years. The majority of them

were ordinary employees (43.7%).

4. Data Analysis and Results

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, maximum, minimum, and standard
deviation) and correlations about the research factors. Our data shows low correlations among
the independents variables and the value of VIF is low, indicating that there were no issues on
collinearity between the factors and thus validating the efficiency of the estimation

(Wooldridge, 2012).
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The present study analysed and structured the data as a hierarchical dataset gathered by
country, utilising a multilevel study approach in which individual (level 1) are overlapped
within nations (level 2). Since our study has dummy variables (i.e., innovative behaviour and
corporate support programs), a logit model was estimated. The present study utilised a
multilevel mixed-effects method to model binary factors in which the log odds of the dependent
factors were modelled as linear sets of the independent factors (Agresti, 2013; Engelen et al.,
2018).

The present study applied several analyses: Based on Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal (2008),
our study conducted the X2 test to show a low and high significant p-value; Akaike’s

information criterion (AIC) was conducted and it demonstrated an improvement in model fit
when the national culture and the main effect were incorporated (Akaike, 1998); according to
Menard (2002), our study conducted the likelihood ratio test versus the logistic regression and
the findings confirmed that a multilevel research approach is most suitable for the data; the
interaction models were compared with the nested model 3 by conducting a pairwise likelihood
ratio analysis and the findings suggest that the national culture can improve our model fit
partially.

Table 3 indicates the findings of the log odds regression. Table 4 demonstrates the odds ratios
to indicate the effects size, reveal the change in the strength of the dependent factor (i.e.,
innovative behaviour) that comes from a the independent factors changes (i.e., institutional
pressures and corporate support programs). When odds ratio value is 1.00, means there is no
associations between independent and dependent factors, while an odds ratios lower 1.00
shows negative links between independent and dependent factors, and odds ratios greater than
1.00 demonstrates positive associations between the independent and dependent factors

(Hillman et al., 2007).
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Table 3 indicates the values of the pseudo R-square according to the formula from McFadden
(Hoetker, 2007). Prior studies indicated that Multilevel approach is used when intra-class
correlations demonstrate significant variances at the individual level. Our study results
demonstrate a mong country difference of 14%, suggesting the adoption of multilevel methods
over OLS approach.

Model 1 investigates the influence of control variables (i.e., individual and country level).
The results indicate that the individual-level factors had a significant influence on innovative
behaviour, while GDP has no influence on innovative behaviour. Model 2 which includes the
main influence for institutional pressures and corporate support programs. The results revealed
that institutional pressures have significant influence on innovative behaviour (B = 1.663,
p<0.001), indicating that institutional pressures increase employees’ innovative behaviour,
demonstrating that an increase of one standard deviation in institutional pressures increases
the influence of institutional pressures on employees’ innovative behaviour by 373% (odds
ratios 4.7). These results support H1. Furthermore, The results indicated that corporate support
programs had a significant influence on innovative behaviour (f = 1.892, p<0.001), indicating
that corporate support programs enhance employees’ innovative behaviour, demonstrating that
an improve of one standard deviation in support programs improves the influence of support
programs on employees’ innovative behaviour by 421% (odds ratios 5.2). These results support
H2.

Model 3 incorporates the country scores, and models 4, 5, 6, and 7 include the interaction
effects. Model 4 demonstrates a positive association between the interaction effects for
institutional pressures and individualism and innovative behaviour (B = 0.379, p<0.001). The
value of the odds ratio is 0.849 demonstrates that an increase of one standard deviation in a
country’s individualism increases the influence of institutional pressures on employees’

innovation behaviour by 15.1%. The findings also show a positive link between the interaction
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effects for corporate support programs and individualism and innovative behaviour ( = 0.620,
p<0.001). The value of the odds ratio is 0.830 demonstrates that an improve of one standard
deviation in a country’s individualism improves the influence of support programs on
employees’ innovation behaviour by 17%.

Model 5 reveals a negative moderating influence of power distance on the link among
institutional pressures and employees’ innovative behaviour ( = -0.285, p<0.001). The value
of the odds ratio is 0.816 demonstrates that an improve of one standard deviation in a country’s
power distance reduces the influence of institutional pressures on employees’ innovation
behaviour by 18.4%. The findings also show a negative link among the interaction effects for
support programs and power distance and innovative behaviour (B = -0.399, p<0.001). The
value of the odds ratio is 0.774 demonstrates that an improve of one standard deviation in a
country’s power distance reduces the influence of support programs on employees’ innovation
behaviour by 22.6%.

Model 6 shows a significant negative moderating influence of uncertainty avoidance on the
link among institutional pressures and employees’ innovative behaviour (f =-0.417, p<0.001).
The value of the odds ratio is 0.903 demonstrates that an improve of one standard deviation in
a country’s uncertainty avoidance reduces the influence of institutional pressures on
employees’ innovation behaviour by 9.9%. The findings also show a negative link among the
interaction effects for support programs and uncertainty avoidance and innovative behaviour
(B=-0.491, p<0.001). The value of the odds ratio is 0.851 demonstrates that an improve of one
standard deviation in a country’s uncertainty avoidance reduces the influence of support
programs on employees’ innovation behaviour by 14.9%.

Model 7 demonstrates a significant negative influence of masculinity on the link among
institutional pressures and employees’ innovative behaviour (f = -0.629, p<0.001). The value

of the odds ratio is 0.716 demonstrates that an increase of one standard deviation in a country’s
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masculinity decreases the influence of institutional pressures on employees’ innovation
behaviour by 28.4%. The findings also show a negative link between the interaction effects for
support programs and masculinity and innovative behaviour (f = -0.614, p<0.001). The value
of the odds ratio is 0.907 demonstrates that an improve of one standard deviation in a country’s
masculinity reduces the influence of support programs on employees’ innovation behaviour by

9.3%. The results indicated in Tables 6 and 7 support H3 and H4.

Robustness analyses. Our study conducted a subsample sensitivity method that revealed
consistent findings. U.K. accounts for 31 % of the sample size and is the highest country in the
dataset, however excluding U.K. from our analysis does not change the directions of levels of
the coefficients. The present study tested for outliers in the control factors and revealed a low
prevalence of the factor “income” in Germany. Excluding Germany from our data did not
change the directions of the coefficient. The moderation influences increase from 15% to 10%

(individualism) or decrease from 15% to 20% (masculinity).

5. Discussion and Conclusions

5.1. Conclusions

Academic studies recently suggested that studies on innovative behaviour should move
outside of single-country research and consider national variances in innovation in the tourism
and hospitality context (Engelen et al., 2018; Gu, Duverger, and Yu, 2017; Romero et al.,
2012). Our study was acted on these suggestions and investigated cross national variances in
employees’ innovative behaviour using institutional theory and fit theory. Our study aims to
develop theoretically and validate that institutional pressures and support programs can
improve employees’ innovative behaviour in the hospitality industry. Our study suggests a

significant relationship between institutional pressures, support programs, and innovative
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behaviour in these countries. Furthermore, national culture factors have been examined to
understand the influence of cross-country differences on these relationships. Our study
revealed that corporate support programs and institutional pressures facilitates employees’
innovative behaviour, particularly in the low power distance and individualistic cultures.

Our results revealed that national culture determines the link between institutional pressures,
support programs and innovative behaviour. These findings are consistent with fit theory,
which affirms the notion that developing innovative behaviour is a complex function and
national culture plays a crucial role in the managers ability to develop corporate support
programs to foster employees innovative behaviour. Therefore, our finding confirms that the
employees innovative behaviour from different countries can be explained, to some extent, by
fit theory. Our findings are also in line with prior research in the cross-cultural context, which
found that culture influences on employees innovative behaviour (Engelen et al., 2018;
Hohenberg and Homburg, 2016).

In the Western context, we consistently find that there is a positive relationship
between corporate support programs and innovative employee behavior

Our findings provided evidence for the positive relationship between institutional pressures
(i.e., normative, mimetic, and coercive) and employees innovative behaviour in the full sample
of countries, developed and developing countries in the hospitality industry. These results are
consistent with prior studies results (e.g., Colwell and Joshi, 2013; Dhar, 2016; Dubey et al.,
2017; Gualandris and Kalchschmidt, 2014; Jung and Yoon, 2018) who found that institutional

pressures play a critical role in enhancing employees innovative behaviour.

5.2. Theoretical implications
Our study offers several theoretical contributions for the literature on innovative behaviour

in the hospitality context. First, our study incorporates a fit theory view to the study area of
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innovation. The findings of the present study revealed that drivers’ ability to influence
innovative behaviour vary across societies. The logic of the fit theory is that employees’
expectations and needs of their company and their company’s practices vary according to the
values and preferences of the employees. Therefore, innovative behaviour needs a deep
investigation of how the preferences and needs of employees are rooted in their cultures before
suggestions for carrying out specific antecedents of innovative behaviour can be made.
Second, our study contributes empirically and theoretically to studies on innovation and
national culture. Prior research revealed that national culture are understudied in the context of
innovation (Eisend et al., 2016). Anderson et al. (2014) indicate the need for research on the
innovation across national, as “theorizing and research in this regard have lagged behind
practical needs” (p. 1301). Martin-Rios and Ciobanu (2019) indicated the lack of empirical
cross-national research in the context of innovation in the tourism and hospitality industry. Our
study addressing this gap by developing theoretically and validate empirically that employees’
innovative behaviour is influenced by the interaction of national culture, institutional pressures,
and corporate support programs in the hospitality context. Furthermore, prior studies indicated
that most of the studies on innovative behaviour have been performed in the developed context
(Stock, 2015). To the best of our knowledge, our study is the first to examine the influence of
institutional pressures and corporate support programs on innovative behaviour across national.
Third, our research offers contributions to employees innovative behaviour by developing
and empirically validating a multilevel model of the link between institutional pressures,
corporate support, and employees innovative behaviour. Prior studies revealed that multilevel
models are lacking in innovation studies (Anderson et al., 2014). By incorporating firm and
nation level factors into this research, our research reacts to Hitt et al. (2007) call to develop
models with factors on firm and nation levels to address the complexity of employee behaviour

in companies. Due to the complexity of this type of behaviour and many impediments to the
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behaviour, using the multilevel view can address the interaction between antecedents at the

firm and national level in driving innovative behaviour.

5.3. Practical implications

Our study responds to the question that always raises by managers concerning whether a
particular technique has to be adapted to the local context or has to be standardized global.
Global standardization is recommendable (e.g., in terms of simplicity and synergies) and is
often reasonable, specifically with regard to techniques of production such as the Toyota
Management Program (Spear, 2004). Nevertheless, our study results revealed that similar
global standardization of institutional pressures and support programs doesn’t cause the
required consequences across the nations. Alternatively, the influence of institutional pressures
and support programs on innovative behaviour unfolds most strongly in a culture that is high
in individualism, and low power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity. While, the
influence of institutional pressures and corporate support programs on employees’ innovative
behaviour is weaker in a culture that is high in power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and
masculinity.

Our study revealed that support programs (i.e., budget, time, and advice) play a crucial role
in improving employees’ innovative behaviour in a culture that is high in individualism, and
low uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and masculinity. Managers should provide their
employees’ with sufficient budget in order to enable them to create and develop new innovative
ideas. For instance, hotels can form a committee where employees who develop innovative
ideas can apply for specific budgets. Our study revealed that similar worldwide standardization
of corporate support programs for innovation does not lead to the desired outcomes across the
globe. Instead, the impact of these programs on innovative employee behaviour unfolds most

strongly in national cultural contexts with low levels of power distance, high levels of
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individualism, and low masculinity, characteristics that apply primarily to Western nations
(e.g., Germany). When power distance, collectivism, masculinity are strong, corporate support
programs might lead to confusion and discomfort, rather than to innovative behaviour.
Furthermore, managers should provide their employees with sufficient environmental support.
For instance, hotels can create special room within the hotel where employees can go to be
inspired. This room can include magazines, pictures of different stimuli, books, and facilities
for relaxing that can motivate them to create new ideas and innovative efforts. One way to
provide budget is to install a committee to which employees can apply for budgets for building
prototypes, market research, or other investments necessary to developing an innovative idea.

Hotels that want to provide time should provide their employees with sufficient time to
develop new ideas. For example, managers could provide employees with devoted time for
innovative efforts and decreasing main duties appropriately. Moreover, hotels can provide their
employees with advices by training managers that employees represent the source of hotel
innovation and they might confront some impediments for being innovative so it is managers’

duty to show interest, communicate, and give advice to their employees.

Managers should bear in their mind that there are various approach to design their strategies,
depending on the external pressures they decided to respond to. Hotels should adopt a certified
standard to comply with the consumers expectations and legal provisions. Hernandez-Perlines
et al (2019) revealed that hotels with ISO 9001 are more likely to promote innovations in their
services. Other studies have also established that the positive results of certification are
considerable in pioneering companies (Assaker, O’Connor, and El-Haddad, 2020; Corredor
and Goo6i, 2011). This circumstance occurs because the introduction of quality certification
forces hotels to make a significant investment in innovations that generally translates into

improved efficiency.
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Our study findings offers important implications for international marketers who want to
target different markets. The present study indicates that institutional pressures (i.e., mimetic,
normative, and coercive) can impose external pressures on multinational companies in different
types of environment. Therefore, hotels in cultures with high levels of uncertainty avoidance,
collectivism, power distance, and masculinity (e.g., UAE and China) will indicate greater levels
of innovative behaviour in response to normative, mimetic, and coercive pressure than hotels
in cultures with low levels of collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and

masculinity (e.g., U.K., Germany, and USA).

5.4. Limitations and directions for future research

Although the present research makes some contributions, it also has a number of
limitations, which at the same time give opportunities for further studies. First, since this
research has been conducted within hotels context, there may have been some limitation on the
range of some measures so the generalizability of results should be tested in different
environments. Second, Although a number of variables were investigated in this research,
future research can include different aspects of the work environment such as pressures,
organizational barriers to creativity, resources, and peer/ supervisor support (Birdi et al., 2016;
Cokpekin and Knudsen, 2012; Rahim, 2014), as well as the demographic factors of employees.
Finally, our study used self-reported data in order to measure institutional pressures variables
(i.e., normative, mimetic, and coercive). This method was widely used in previous studies,
however, utilising other data sources could enhance the reliability and validity of these

variables.
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