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1 Synopsis 

1.1 Introduction  

Today's business world is fast-paced, technology-driven, and highly competitive, characterized 

by increasing uncertainty and growing complexity. This global business landscape is marked 

by escalating risks and diminishing predictive accuracy due to rapid technological 

advancements and market volatility (Fontana & Musa, 2017). Organizations are increasingly 

engaged not only in refining existing processes, products, or services, but also in identifying 

potential avenues for improvement that can reinforce and sustain their market position 

(Scheepers & Storm, 2019). To maintain competitiveness and achieve continuous performance 

enhancement in such a turbulent environment, organizations must embrace innovation and be 

willing to modify established routines (Alblooshi et al., 2021; Prasad & Junni, 2016). The 

ability to innovate is essential not only for organizational performance, growth and the long-

term survival of organizations, as it enables organizations to adapt to rapid economic changes 

and secure a competitive advantage (e.g. Busola Oluwafemi et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2021). 

Research has demonstrated that innovation positively influences organizational performance by 

enhancing responsiveness to emerging challenges and facilitating the exploitation of new 

products and market opportunities (Bos-Nehles et al., 2017; Jiménez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle, 

2011). Moreover, organizational growth fundamentally depends on the capacity to generate 

novel ideas and to effectively select and implement the most promising among them (Anderson 

et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2020). 

Employees play a pivotal role in driving organizational innovation (Newman et al., 2018; Salam 

& Senin, 2022). Numerous studies have identified employees as critical sources of innovation 

due to their close and continuous interaction with products, services, and internal processes, 

which enables them to identify improvement opportunities and initiate novel developments (e.g. 
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Bäckström & Bengtsson, 2019; Bos-Nehles et al., 2017; Farrukh et al., 2023). Employees who 

actively participate in behaviors aimed at developing and implementing new ideas contribute 

strongly to the innovative capacity of organizations. This individual innovative behavior serves 

as the core of organizational innovation, forming the basis upon which broader innovation 

capabilities are built (Lukes & Stephan, 2017; Seeck & Diehl, 2017). Therefore, employees’ 

innovative work behavior (IWB) is a key element of the innovation process within 

organizations (Janssen & van Yperen, 2004; Jong & Hartog, 2010; Salam & Senin, 2022).  

IWB is a multi-phase process that encompasses generation, promotion, and implementation of 

novel ideas (Janssen, 2000; Kanter, 1988; Scott & Bruce, 1994). While conceptionally different, 

the three phases of IWB are interdependent and may overlap (Battistelli et al., 2022; Gkontelos 

et al., 2022; Wider et al., 2024). The first phase of idea generation is primarily driven by 

creativity, exploratory behavior, and the proactive search for new solutions (Amabile & Conti, 

1999; Lukes & Stephan, 2017; Woodman et al., 1993). Within this phase, employees’ creativity 

is considered a foundational element of individual innovation (Amabile et al., 1996; Jong & 

Hartog, 2010). The second phase of idea promotion or championing involves mobilizing 

support to advance the idea within the organization (Galbraith, 1982; Janssen, 2000). As 

employees can rarely implement ideas on their own, they must often seek the support of 

supervisors and colleagues. A central component of IWB is therefore the communication of 

ideas to others in order to obtain feedback, build coalitions, and facilitate implementation 

(Binnewies et al., 2007; Lukes & Stephan, 2017). The final phase of idea implementation entails 

the realization of innovative ideas and requires efficiency, goal orientation, and routinised 

execution (March, 1991). This phase includes planning for implementation, anticipating 

potential obstacles, and developing contingency strategies, as well as securing necessary 

resources and funding (Crant, 2000; Scott & Bruce, 1994). A key challenge in the 

implementation stage is overcoming obstacles, barriers and inertia that may hinder the 

realization of new ideas (Howell et al., 2005).  
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The innovative potential of employees is not confined to those occupying designated innovation 

roles, such as research and development personnel. Employees outside of management or 

research and development functions also serve as significant sources and drivers of innovation, 

even when they are not formally assigned innovation-related responsibilities (Kesting & Parm 

Ulhøi, 2010; Smith et al., 2012). These individuals contribute meaningfully to continuous 

improvement initiatives and incremental innovations (Sok & O'Cass, 2015; Zacher & Wilden, 

2014), and they are equally capable of initiating radical innovations at the organizational level 

(Bäckström & Bengtsson, 2019; Kesting & Parm Ulhøi, 2010). 

 

1.2 Research gaps on IWB and leadership 

Recent research on IWB has focused on contextual factors that influence employees’ innovation 

in the workplace with leadership emerging as a critical determinant (Anderson et al., 2014; Lee 

et al., 2020; Lukes & Stephan, 2017). The rapidly growing volume of publications analyzing 

the impact of leadership on IWB underscores the increasing scholarly interest in the leadership–

innovation nexus (Alblooshi et al., 2021; Hughes et al., 2018). However, the research field is 

characterized by a high degree of fragmentation and complexity (Hughes et al., 2018). Scholars 

have also noted a lack of clear, actionable recommendations for how leadership can effectively 

foster IWB (Lee et al., 2020; Lukoschek et al., 2018; Rosing et al., 2011). Nevertheless, despite 

advances in these areas, three critical research gaps persist, limiting a deeper understanding of 

the relationship between leadership and employees’ IWB and calling for additional research. 

The first research gap arises from the overemphasis of studies that analyze the impact of broad 

leadership styles on IWB. Studies on leadership and IWB predominantly focus on the impact 

of well-established leadership styles, particularly transformational and transactional leadership 

on IWB, while partially addressing more contemporary leadership approaches (Lee et al., 

2020). However, these leadership styles were originally developed for other purposes, such as 
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assessing the impact of leaders on employee performance or effectiveness, rather than 

innovation-specific outcomes (Jong & Hartog, 2007; Mumford & Licuanan, 2004). Thus, it is 

questionable whether leadership styles developed for general performance outcomes can be 

fully transferred and applied to the promotion of IWB (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004). 

Accordingly, to improve the understanding of the relationship between leadership and IWB, 

research needs to move away from general leadership styles and consider more nuanced, 

innovation-specific leadership behaviors (Hughes et al., 2018). A behavior-based approach, 

therefore, holds promise for providing more precise recommendations on leadership behaviors 

that effectively promote IWB (Jong & Hartog, 2007; Liehr & Hauff, 2022; Portnova & 

Peiseniece, 2017). 

The second research gap relates to the relative importance of leadership variables in promoting 

IWB. Looking at the results of previous research, it is noteworthy that the different leadership 

styles analyzed show similarly positive, albeit moderate, correlations with IWB, suggesting a 

consistent pattern of low to moderate positive correlations between leadership styles and IWB 

(Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020). The findings of a comprehensive meta-analysis (see Lee 

et al., 2020), in which the relationship between distinct leadership variables—including 

transformational, transactional, ethical, humble, benevolent, authoritarian, entrepreneurial, 

authentic, servant, empowering, supportive, and destructive leadership—and employees’ IWB 

show that “almost all leadership variables were modestly correlated with [...] innovation” (Lee 

et al., 2020, p. 31). Leadership styles typically considered as ‘constructive’ or ‘positive’ (e.g., 

transformational, empowering leadership) are positively associated with individual innovation 

(Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020).  

While leadership styles typically consist of several lower order factors or components (Afsar & 

Umrani, 2020; Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020; Miao et al., 2012), recent studies show that 

most research focuses on the effects of leadership in terms of ‘leadership style’ ignoring 
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individual sub-factors within these broader constructs of leadership (Hughes et al., 2018; Lee 

et al., 2020). In fact, previous studies tend to operationalize leadership styles through a single 

scale score, thereby ignoring and obscuring any relationship at the sub-factor level (e.g. Afsar 

& Umrani, 2020; Knezović & Drkić, 2021; Miao et al., 2012). The one-dimensional 

conceptualization and measurement of leadership preclude drawing conclusions about the 

relative importance of different leadership style components on the promotion of IWB. 

This research gap requires to be addressed through research that examines the influence of 

multiple subfactors and individual behaviors on IWB independently of leadership styles in order 

to be able to prioritize the importance of individual leadership variables (Hughes et al., 2018). 

This would lead to a better understanding of the previously overly complex literature and 

promote theorizing and the development of practical recommendations regarding the promotion 

of IWB through leadership (Derue et al., 2011; Hughes et al., 2018; Shaffer et al., 2016). 

The third research gap relates to the influence of digital technologies on IWB-promoting 

leadership. Organizations are progressively embedding digital technologies, including 

advanced algorithms, artificial intelligence (AI), self-learning systems, and automation into 

virtually all operational domains, thereby driving a comprehensive digital transformation (DT) 

across organizational structures and functions (McGrath & Maiye, 2010; Philip et al., 2023; 

Schiuma et al., 2022). These technologies are not only reshaping business models and 

organizational architectures (Philip et al., 2023), but are also fundamentally altering the concept 

of leadership (e.g. Aziz et al., 2024; Hossain et al., 2025; Leroy et al., 2025; Pawar & Dhumal, 

2024). In fact, digital technologies exert a profound influence on leadership by enabling new 

forms of collaboration and communication, enhancing access to information, and increasing the 

efficiency and standardization of leadership practices (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; van Quaquebeke 

& Gerpott, 2023).  
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Research underscores the critical role of employees’ IWB in enabling organizations to navigate 

through the DT and adapt to evolving demands (Alieva & Powell, 2023; Bansal et al., 2023). 

However, the mechanisms through which leaders can foster IWB in the context of the DT 

remain insufficiently explored (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; Nicolás-Agustín et al., 2022). 

Moreover, considerable uncertainty persists regarding how the evolution of digital technologies 

will reshape innovation-oriented leadership (Cortellazzo et al., 2019). Addressing these 

research gaps is essential for developing leadership approaches that can effectively promote 

IWB among employees in technologically dynamic environments. A clearer understanding of 

how digital technologies are reshaping leadership is crucial for organizations to maintain their 

competitiveness and adaptability amid accelerating the DT. Furthermore, closing these gaps 

provides potential approaches for developing future-oriented leadership practices that realize 

the potential of new digital technologies to foster innovation capabilities. 

This thesis addresses these research gaps, thereby advancing the understanding of the 

relationship between leadership and employees’ IWB by contributing to each of the debates 

outlined above. To this end, we conducted three empirical studies that relate to each of the three 

identified research gaps. 

 

1.3 Research agenda and key findings 

Within Study 1 we primarily aim to address the first research gap. In particular, we ask the 

following research question: Which leadership competencies are necessary for employees’ 

IWB? To answer this research question, we conduct a systematic content analysis in which 89 

relevant articles are reviewed, coded and analyzed using both a deductive and an inductive 

approach. Within the study, we follow a behavioral approach, defining competencies in the 

work context as a set of behaviors that are important to achieve desired organizational outcomes 

(Kurz & Bartram, 2002). In analyzing necessary leadership competencies, we apply necessity 
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logic (Dul, 2016), which postulates that a result can only be achieved if a certain condition is 

present. A necessary condition thus represents a constraint, a bottleneck or a critical factor that 

must be resolved to achieve the desired outcome. If this necessary condition is not given, the 

result cannot be achieved and all further efforts are useless (Hauff et al., 2021). Necessary 

leadership competencies for IWB are thus critical leadership competencies. If they are not 

present, employees will not exhibit IWB. Importantly, single necessary leadership 

competencies are not sufficient for innovative behavior, and we expect multiple competencies 

to be necessary for IWB.  

In the first analysis step of Study 1, we identify a number of leadership competencies that are 

described as relevant to IWB in the analyzed literature. In a second step, we re-examine all 

identified statements from the reviewed research in a detailed analysis, focusing on statements 

that referred to the logic of necessity. Our corresponding results show that a significantly lower 

number of leadership competencies are considered necessary for employees’ IWB. After a 

careful, theory-led examination of the results of the systematic content analysis, we make 

propositions about the necessary leader competencies for IWB. We propose a framework that 

outlines four competencies as necessary conditions for IWB. In particular, we propose leaders 

support for innovative behaviors, leaders’ communication of a vision, leaders provision of 

autonomy and discretion, and leaders feedback as necessary leader competencies that enable 

IWB. We argue that, due to their perceived role as representatives of the organization (Shi & 

Gordon, 2020), their position as the most immediate organizational link to employees (Dawley 

et al., 2008), and their interpersonal functions, the exhibition of these four competencies cannot 

be substituted by organizational mechanisms such as HRM practices. 

In Study 2, we address the first and second research gap by developing and testing a model for 

innovation-specific leadership behaviors and analyzing which specific leader behaviors are 

most influential as central drivers for IWB. To explain the link between leader behavior and 
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IWB, we build on the Ability-Motivation-Opportunity (AMO) framework and distinguish 

between ability-enhancing, motivation-enhancing and opportunity-enhancing leadership 

behavior. Additionally, we provide theoretical justification for each classification and analyze 

which behaviors are best suited to increase IWB. We propose the following three hypotheses: 

1) Ability-enhancing leader behaviors will increase employees’ IWB. 2) Motivation-enhancing 

leader behaviors will increase employees’ IWB. 3) Opportunity-enhancing leader behaviors 

will increase employees’ IWB. 

To test the hypothesis, we surveyed 1.214 German employees via an online questionnaire. The 

model, which included ability-, motivation- and opportunity enhancing leader behaviors 

representing lower order components (LOCs) and innovation-specific leader behavior as a 

formative-formative higher-order construct (HOC), is analyzed using partial least squares 

structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). 

The results of Study 2 indicate that both motivation-enhancing and opportunity-enhancing 

behaviors positively influence employees’ IWB. Sorted by importance, empowering leader 

behavior, followed by leaders’ support for innovative contributions, followed by leaders’ own 

creation of innovation and leaders’ rewarding of innovative contributions are most important 

for employees’ IWB.  

Within Study 3 we aim to address the third research gap by asking the following research 

questions: 1) Which HRM practices and leadership behaviors will be most important so that 

employees actively participate in shaping the DT through IWB? 2) How will these innovation-

enhancing HRM practices and leadership behaviors evolve in response to the demands of the 

DT? Within this study, we consider IWB promotion through leadership but broaden this 

approach by also analyzing the influence of human resource management (HRM) practices.  

To answer the research questions, we conducted a two-stage Delphi study in which we 

consulted 27 experts from both academia and practice regarding their expectations about the 
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future development of innovation-enhancing HRM practices and leadership behavior in the 

context of the ongoing DT. 

The results indicate that employees will need increased autonomy in learning and better access 

to digital technologies, a trusting environment and a positive error culture, as well as a high 

degree of personal responsibility and involvement, and time to experiment to actively contribute 

to the DT through IWB. The most significant changes are expected in training practices and in 

the role modeling behavior of leaders. Furthermore, a key finding of Study 3 is the central role 

of empowerment through leadership and HRM in fostering employees’ abilities, motivation, 

and opportunities to become co-creators of the DT by enhancing their IWB. 

 

1.4 General discussion 

The studies described above address the previously identified research gaps that limit the 

understanding of the impact of leadership on employees’ IWB. We have outlined the need for 

a more behaviorally focused approach to deepen the understanding of the relationship between 

leadership and IWB. Specifically, we emphasized the importance of examining discrete 

leadership behaviors rather than broad leadership styles, as well as the influence of multiple 

sub-factors and individual behaviors on IWB. We underscored the critical role of employees’ 

IWB within the context of the DT and identified a notable research gap concerning the 

mechanisms through which leaders can effectively foster and enhance IWB in digitally evolving 

organizational environments. By addressing these research gaps, each study contributes to the 

overall question of how leadership can foster employees’ IWB. 

Based on the results of the review in Study 1, we propose a framework that identifies four 

competencies as necessary conditions for IWB. With Study 1, we first contribute to the current 

state of research by shifting the focus away from broad leadership styles to individual, nuanced 
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behavioral components of leadership that enable employees’ IWB (Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et 

al., 2020).  

We also contribute to the literature by focusing on necessity logic. While existing research 

findings already indicate that some leadership factors have a greater influence on the IWB than 

others (Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020), they are unable to provide any insight into which 

specific leadership competencies are essential for fostering IWB. Thus, so far, there has been a 

lack of both theoretical and empirical knowledge about which leadership competencies are 

necessary so that employees can show IWB. Following the logic of necessity, we directly 

address this knowledge gap. We conclude with a parsimonious set of leadership competencies 

that are proposed to represent necessary conditions for IWB, rather than an extensive list of 

leadership aspects that are all supposed to support IWB. In line with previous analyses (see 

Hughes et al., 2018), our results demonstrate that the existing research considers a large number 

of leadership competencies to be relevant for IWB. With our analysis, we take a decisive step 

further and show that a significantly lower number of leadership competencies are considered 

necessary for employees’ IWB. With a careful, theory-led examination of the results of the 

systematic content analysis, we developed a framework that outlines four competencies as 

necessary conditions for IWB.  

Related to the last point, we also make a significant contribution by providing insights of high 

practical value. By concluding with a parsimonious set of leadership competencies as necessary 

conditions for IWB, we provide a clear guide for practitioners, especially in the alignment of 

leadership development and selection. For training and development, the competencies 

identified as most critical for IWB, can systematically be embedded in development programs 

and training (McCauley & Hughes-James, 1994). The findings can also be used as a guide for 

leaders’ self-development and help assess leaders’ own effectiveness. For selection, 

organizations seeking to foster IWB can incorporate the identified necessary competencies into 
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evaluation criteria. Finally, appraisal systems can be aligned accordingly. Overall, our results 

help organizations to clarify which competencies define possible requirements for innovative 

leadership.  

In summary, Study 1 takes an important step toward identifying individual behaviors that foster 

IWB. The distinction between necessary and sufficient competencies offers an initial approach 

for prioritizing these behaviors and yields insights of high practical value. 

In Study 2, we first contribute to the research by identifying and categorizing innovation-

specific leadership behaviors. Specifically, we identify four leader behaviors that facilitate 

employees’ IWB. The identified innovation-specific leadership behavior consists of various 

leader behaviors as components. Some of these behaviors align with elements of established 

leadership styles—for instance, rewarding or empowering behaviors (Bass & Riggio, 2010; 

Liden et al., 2008)—whereas others cannot be clearly assigned to any specific style. Therefore, 

our results show that IWB can be optimally promoted by a combination of innovation-specific 

behaviors that are applied in different leadership styles. 

Second, we address the research gap regarding the relative importance of individual leader 

behaviors for fostering IWB (Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020). Our findings allow for a 

comparative prioritization of leadership behaviors, thereby advancing the understanding of 

which leadership variables are uniquely impactful and most predictive of IWB. 

Thirdly, we contribute to the so far lacking holistic and integrative framework of leadership 

variables critical to the promotion of IWB (Lee et al., 2020) by applying the AMO framework 

to systematically classify specific leadership behaviors that promote IWB, and explaining the 

links between this behaviors and employees’ IWB. The use of the AMO framework introduces 

a novel conceptual lens for future research, representing a significant step toward a 

comprehensive and unified framework of leadership behaviors essential for fostering IWB. 
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In summary, the results of Study 2 contribute to a deeper understanding of behaviors that are 

directly aimed at promoting IWB. In addition, the study enables the influence of these IWB-

specific behaviors to be compared in order to understand the importance of individual behaviors 

for different phases of IWB. The theoretical derivation and classification into a model of 

innovation-specific leader behavior enables an understanding of the underlying impact 

mechanisms of leadership on IWB. 

Study 3 contributes to the identified research gap regarding the influence of the broader external 

environment, specifically, the rapid advancement of digital technologies that are leading to 

organizational transformations, on the promotion of IWB (Philip et al., 2023; Schiuma et al., 

2022). Building on the findings of Study 2, we use the previously identified IWB-promoting 

leadership behaviors as a baseline and apply the AMO framework to classify these behaviors 

and explain their underlying mechanisms. While Study 2 focus on identifying leadership 

behaviors that promote IWB, Study 3 extends this perspective by examining how digital 

technologies influence the relevance of these behaviors in the future. The study yields two key 

insights: first, it offers predictions regarding which IWB-promoting leadership behaviors will 

be essential in the context of the DT in the future. Second, it outlines potential shifts in how 

leadership can foster IWB in response to the evolving demands of the DT. The results of Study 

3 deepen the understanding of the mechanisms through which leadership can promote IWB in 

the context of the DT, which have been rarely studied to date (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; Nicolás-

Agustín et al., 2022). Study 3 focuses on the development of future forecasts, thereby 

contributing to an understanding of innovation-specific leadership in light of future 

developments. Our findings indicate that most innovation-specific leadership behaviors will 

remain relevant amid the rapid evolution of digital technologies. However, our experts assign 

only limited future relevance to certain behaviors for fostering IWB, such as leaders’ 

performance evaluation. At the same time, the forecasts developed in the study highlight the 

future importance of empowering leadership behaviors. The study contributes to filling the 
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research gap on how digital technologies are changing leadership and shows how individual 

leader behaviors are adapting in the context of the DT. 

In contrast to Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 did not focus solely on the promotion of IWB through 

leadership but also include the influence of HRM on IWB. The results indicate that both 

leadership behavior and HRM will be important to foster IWB in the context of the DT. 

According to our experts, HRM will need to establish empowering structural conditions at the 

organizational level, for instance, through an optimal allocation of resources and transparent 

dissemination of information, while leaders will need to supplement these efforts by fostering 

employees’ autonomy, encouraging risk-taking and providing time resources. This joint 

influence, grounded in aligned foci, is expected to enable employees to actively participate in 

shaping the DT through IWB. 

Although this dual approach seems intuitive, the existing literature tends to examine the 

precursors of IWB from isolated perspectives, either by analyzing the effects of HRM practices 

(e.g., Arshad et al., 2023; Bos-Nehles et al., 2017), or the effects of leadership on IWB (e.g., 

Javed et al., 2019; Khan et al., 2022). This represents a major research gap as both HRM and 

leadership can contribute to employees becoming active co-creators of DT. In fact, our experts 

anticipate that the promotion of IWB in the context of the DT will be jointly driven by both 

HRM and leader behavior. This expectation suggests a supplementary, or even synergistic 

effect. The concept of the supplementary fit assumes that HRM and leaders act as independent 

actors whose interaction co-determines employee behavior (Leroy et al., 2018). Accordingly, 

HRM and leadership behaviors must be aligned in order to achieve high effectiveness (Hauff 

et al., 2022). When their fundamental foci are aligned, HRM and leadership are more likely to 

send a similar signal and employees are more likely to adapt their behavior optimally (Bowen 

& Ostroff, 2004; Leroy et al., 2018). Given that leadership and HRM exert influence through 

distinct mechanisms and at different organizational levels, their alignment may enhance the 
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clarity and effectiveness of organizational communication and change initiatives (Leroy et al., 

2018). 

By jointly considering leader behaviors and HRM to promote IWB, rather than continuing to 

examine HRM and leadership in isolation, this study addresses the identified research gap 

regarding an integrated research approach that jointly considers both domains in relation to 

IWB (Leroy et al., 2018; Liehr & Hauff, 2025). The findings of Study 3 offer initial insights 

that support the development of a more holistic research perspective—one that systematically 

explores the combined contributions of HRM and leadership behaviors to the promotion of 

IWB. 

In summary, Study 3 broadens the scope of contemporary research on the impact of digital 

technologies by investigating which leadership behaviors will be most critical in the future to 

ensure employees actively engage in shaping the DT through IWB. It also contributes to a better 

understanding of how contextual changes alter innovation-specific leadership. Furthermore, by 

jointly considering the effects of HRM and leadership on IWB, Study 3 contributes to the 

development of a more holistic research perspective on the promotion of IWB.  

Overall contributions 

The three studies outlined above collectively advance the understanding of how leadership 

influences employees' IWB by addressing critical research gaps in prior research, therefore 

contribute in different ways to answering the overarching research question: How can 

leadership promote employees’ IWB?   

The three studies presented in this dissertation are designed to address different research gaps 

that constrain the understanding of how leadership influences employees’ IWB. First, prior 

research predominantly relies on broad leadership styles rather than examining the concrete 

leader behaviors that foster employees’ innovation efforts (Hughes et al., 2018; Kaudela-Baum 



SYNOPSIS 

15 

 

& & Nussbaum, 2022; Vlok, 2012). Second, we identified limited insight into the relative 

importance of specific leader behaviors (Hughes et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020), including which 

behaviors constitute necessary conditions for IWB and which are merely beneficial. Third, 

research only marginally considers the profound influence of digital technologies on the 

promotion of IWB (McCarthy et al., 2022; Müller et al., 2024; Nicolás-Agustín et al., 2022). 

Furthermore, the field lacks a unifying theoretical framework capable of systematically 

explaining how leader behaviors enhance employees’ IWB (Lee et al., 2020). Finally, the joint 

effects of leadership and HRM in fostering employees’ IWB remain unclear (Leroy et al., 2018; 

Liehr & Hauff, 2025). 

All three studies fundamentally challenge the predominant focus of research in the impact of 

broad leadership styles in the promotion of IWB. They collectively argue for and demonstrate 

the need to examine discrete leadership behaviors. Study 1 focuses on the influence of 

individual behaviors on IWB and develops proposals for specific “necessary conditions” for 

IWB. Study 2 identifies a set of concrete, innovation-specific leader behaviors and categorize 

them into the AMO framework. Study 3 extends this behavioral approach into the future context 

of the DT, predicting which specific behaviors will remain or become essential for the 

promotion of employees’ IWB. This shared emphasis enables a more detailed and precise 

understanding of which leader behaviors influence IWB. 

In addition, the studies move beyond simply listing relevant leadership factors towards 

establishing their relative importance and necessity for fostering IWB. Study 1 presents the 

crucial distinction between “necessary” and “sufficient” competencies for fostering IWB and 

offers a framework for prioritizing behaviors by proposing the necessary conditions for IWB. 

Study 2 explicitly addresses the "relative importance" gap, allowing for the comparative 

prioritization of identified innovation-specific behaviors. Study 3 implicitly prioritizes by 

forecasting which behaviors will be most critical in the future context of the DT. This collective 
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focus helps move research and practice to identify the most important levers for promoting IWB 

through leadership, it further enables organizations to focus training practices and resources on 

the central behaviors that are essential in promoting IWB. 

Studies 2 and 3 draw on the AMO framework to systematically classify innovation-specific 

leadership behaviors and to explain the mechanisms through which these behaviors foster IWB. 

Originating in organizational psychology, the AMO framework has been widely applied in 

strategic human resource management (Boselie, 2010; Ogbonnaya & Valizade, 2018; Paauwe, 

2009) and in leadership research (Abid et al., 2022; Fischer et al., 2017; Krapež Trošt et al., 

2016; Le Thuan & Thanh, 2019; McDermott et al., 2013; Vashdi et al., 2019). According to 

this framework, employee performance depends on the extent to which individuals possess the 

necessary skills and knowledge (ability), are motivated to contribute, and are provided with 

opportunities to apply their abilities within appropriate organizational structures (Boxall & 

Purcell, 2011). 

Because IWB constitutes a specific performance outcome, we adopt the AMO framework as a 

unifying theoretical lens to identify and structure innovation-specific leader behaviors. Study 2 

systematically categorizes empirically identified innovation-specific leadership behaviors into 

the AMO dimensions. Building directly on these insights, Study 3 uses the AMO-based 

classification developed in Study 2 as a conceptual baseline to examine how digital 

technologies reshape the future relevance and configuration of these leadership behaviors in the 

context of the DT. 

To the best of our knowledge, these studies are the first to apply the AMO framework explicitly 

to innovation-specific leadership in order to identify relevant leader behaviors and to explain 

their underlying mechanisms in fostering IWB. By doing so, we make a substantive 

contribution to the literature by developing a coherent and integrative theoretical approach that 

links leadership behaviors to employees’ ability, motivation, and opportunity for IWB. The 
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shared use of the AMO framework across Studies 2 and 3 represents an important step toward 

a more holistic framework of innovation-enhancing leadership. 

Study 1 advance the literature by applying necessity logic (Dul, 2016) to the study of leadership 

and IWB, thereby introducing a fundamentally different causal perspective on how IWB is 

fostered. Specifically, we propose a framework that identifies four leadership competencies as 

necessary conditions for IWB. This distinction between necessary and sufficient conditions 

constitutes an important conceptual advance, as it enables a more precise prioritization of 

leadership behaviors and moves beyond exhaustive but theoretically diffuse lists of leadership 

variables. Therefore, Study 1 makes an important contribution to the research on the promotion 

of IWB by introducing a necessity-based causal logic and by identifying individual leadership 

competencies that are indispensable for employees’ IWB. The explicit distinction between 

necessary and sufficient competencies offers a novel theoretical lens for understanding how 

leadership fosters IWB and provides a foundation for both future research and managerial 

practice. 

In addition, Study 3 directly addresses the research gap concerning how digital technologies 

influences leadership's role in fostering IWB (McCartney & Fu, 2022; Müller et al., 2024; 

Nicolás-Agustín et al., 2022). It provides forward-looking insights into how digital technologies 

alter the relevance of specific leadership behaviors and emphasizes the increasing importance 

of empowerment. While the studies of this thesis primarily focus on fostering IWB through 

leadership, Study 3 contributes to the research by challenging the traditional isolated view of 

leadership and HRM in promoting IWB. Therefore, the results of Study 3 contribute to a more 

holistic perspective that systematically explores the combined contributions of HRM and 

leadership behaviors to the promotion of IWB.  

In summary, the results of the three studies contribute to answering the research question “How 

can leadership promote employees’ IWB?”. These studies collectively provide a more 
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behaviorally precise, theoretically grounded, contextually sensitive, and holistically oriented 

understanding of how leadership can effectively promote employee’ IWB. They bridge critical 

research gaps and lay a foundation for future research aimed at unlocking innovative potential 

of employees. 

Limitations 

Despite their contributions, the studies presented in this thesis are subject to certain limitations, 

which are briefly outlined below (a detailed description of the limitations is provided in the 

relevant sections of the papers). Due to the methodological heterogeneity across the studies, 

each investigation entails distinct constraints. 

The findings from Study 1 are grounded in a literature-based review and are limited due to the 

scope of the data set and the lack of empirical validation. Furthermore, IWB is conceptualized 

as a unidimensional construct, although prior research indicates that it comprises multiple 

facets—such as idea generation and idea implementation—which warrant separate 

examination. In Study 2, the results are also subject to methodological limitations. The reliance 

on self-reported measures may introduce common method bias; however, a marker variable 

analysis suggested that this risk is minimal. While self-assessments are theoretically justified, 

they nonetheless represent a constraint. Additionally, the cross-sectional design precludes 

causal inference, and the national scope of the sample limits the generalizability of the findings. 

The results of Study 3 are based on a Delphi study, which although suitable for forecasting, 

does not guarantee predictive accuracy. The results are based on expert judgments, which are 

inherently subjective. Moreover, the small panel size and the national focus further restrict the 

generalizability of the conclusions. 

Although the results of each study are subject to specific limitations, the integration of diverse 

methodological approaches constitutes a central strength of this thesis. The multifaceted 
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examination of the relationship between leadership and IWB, enabled by methodological 

heterogeneity, helps to mitigate the individual limitations of each study. 

The literature-based review in Study 1 provides the conceptual foundation for the subsequent 

empirical investigations of the following studies. It identifies a range of leadership behaviors 

that promote IWB based on existing research. Additionally, an initial prioritization of these 

behaviors is proposed. However, as previously noted, the methodological design does not 

permit empirical validation. Study 2 partially builds upon the findings of Study 1. The use of 

PLS-SEM enables empirical testing of the relationships between specific leadership behaviors 

and IWB. The results empirically confirm the positive influence of certain leadership behaviors 

on IWB and offer an empirically validated prioritization of leadership behaviors in terms of 

their influence on IWB.  

The empirical investigation of the relationship between leadership behaviors and IWB using 

PLS-SEM revealed complementary as well as divergent findings compared to the assumptions 

derived from the literature-based review. While Study 1 suggests that leaders’ feedback is a 

necessary condition for fostering IWB, the results of Study 2 indicate that feedback from leaders 

does not exert a significant influence on IWB. Notably, the empirical testing of goal-setting 

behavior reveals a negative effect on IWB, which stands in contrast to the theoretical 

assumptions of the literature-based review. 

The combination of the literature-based Study 1 and the empirical Study 2 thus facilitate a 

complementary mitigation of methodological limitations. While Study 1 contributes to the 

theoretical grounding of the assumptions tested in Study 2, the application of PLS-SEM enables 

empirical validation of the core relationships. This methodological complementarity 

strengthens the overall contribution of the thesis by integrating theoretical insights with 

empirical evidence. 
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The empirical findings and the classification of leadership behaviors that promote IWB within 

the AMO framework are adopted in the Delphi study conducted in Study 3. While the PLS-

SEM analysis in Study 2 provides an evidence-based assessment of leadership’s influence on 

IWB, the Delphi method complements this by enabling a forward-looking perspective. In Study 

2, employees report their own IWB and evaluate the behavior of their leaders. In contrast, the 

results of the Delphi study rely on expert assessments, offering a broader and more strategic 

viewpoint. The results indicate that most of the leadership behaviors identified as promoting 

IWB are expected to remain relevant in the future. However, experts also anticipate that 

contextual developments—particularly technological changes within organizational 

environments—will lead to shifts in specific leadership behaviors. 

While each individual study within this thesis is subject to methodological limitations, the 

deliberate combination of three distinct approaches represents a considered strength of the 

overall research design. Each method contributes a unique perspective: the literature-based 

review offers theoretical and conceptual grounding, the structural equation model provides 

empirical validation and quantitative precision, and the Delphi study adds practical, future-

oriented insights from expert assessments. This triangulation does not eliminate the limitations 

inherent in each approach, but it allows for a complementary integration of theory, empiricism, 

and practice. As such, the research design supports a more nuanced and robust understanding 

of leadership’s role in promoting employees’ IWB. 

Future research 

This thesis does not purport to conclusively resolve ongoing debates; rather, it seeks to 

contribute to their continued development. The studies presented leave scope for future research 

not only within their respective domains (see the future research sections of each study) but 

also beyond the boundaries of these debates. 
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Firstly, despite the methodological qualities of the studies conducted, certain limitations and 

potential areas for future research arise from a methodological perspective. The results of Study 

1 rely on the Web of Science (WoS) Core Collection as the sole database for the literature-

based review, which may have resulted in the omission of relevant studies, despite its status as 

one of the most comprehensive and widely used sources. Future research should therefore 

expand the database scope to ensure broader coverage and to validate the robustness of our 

findings across diverse publication sources. Furthermore, we considered IWB as a one-

dimensional construct within our analysis. However, research shows that the phases of IWB are 

influenced by different antecedents (Axtell et al., 2000; Hughes et al., 2018), so future studies 

should investigate whether there are different necessary competencies for different phases of 

IWB.  

Furthermore, the results of Study 2 rely on a cross-sectional research design, which implies that 

the conclusion on causality of the identified relationships between leader behaviors and IWB is 

questionable, further research should therefore test the results using a longitudinal design. 

Conducting longitudinal research would also complement Study 3 and provide valuable insights 

into how the ongoing DT continues to change leadership practices over time, especially given 

the rapid pace of technological progress. 

Furthermore, the results of study 2 rely solely on employee self-report data, which carries the 

risk of common method variance. Multi-source data as well as qualitative research approaches 

could complement our empirical findings. The generalizability of the findings from Studies 2 

and 3 also needs to be examined, as both studies are conducted with a German sample. There 

is evidence in research that innovation is influenced by cultural context (Boubakri et al., 2021; 

Stoffers et al., 2020), so further studies should investigate whether the results can be replicated 

in a broader international context. 
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In addition to further avenues of research arising from the research design and methodological 

perspectives, there are related research gaps that could be addressed by further research to 

complement the findings of the studies in this thesis. 

First, all three studies in this thesis examine the influence of leadership on IWB and thus assume 

a uniform relationship. This assumption underlies most research in the field of leadership, the 

majority of existing research considers followers primarily as recipients of leader influence 

(Derue et al., 2011; Liden et al., 2025). However, followers are not a homogeneous group 

(Bastardoz & van Vugt, 2019; Carsten et al., 2010), individual differences, regarding 

characteristics, traits, and cultural values constitute integral components of the leadership 

context (Liden et al., 2025; Liden & Antonakis, 2009). These individual differences can serve 

as boundary conditions that moderate the effectiveness of leadership behaviors, thereby 

influencing leadership outcomes (Leroy et al., 2025; Matthews et al., 2021). Therefore, recent 

research emphasizes the need to increasingly involve employees characteristics in the 

leadership process (e.g. Haslam et al., 2024; Liden et al., 2025; Matthews et al., 2021). While 

including followers’ characteristics and perceptions have the potential to deepen the 

understanding of leadership effectiveness and dynamics, we consequently call for further 

research that examines whether individual factors of employees influence the identified 

relationships between leadership behaviors and IWB. 

Second, while researchers widely agree that IWB constitutes a critical source of organizational 

innovation (e.g. Anderson et al., 2014; Seeck & Diehl, 2017), the successful realization of 

innovations at the organizational level requires the support of decision-makers and stakeholders 

across the organization. The organizational context thus plays a decisive role in determining 

the extent to which employee-driven innovation can be scaled and institutionalized (Hock‐

Doepgen et al., 2025; Lin & Sanders, 2017). While the majority of existing research, including 

the studies in this thesis, focuses predominantly on the antecedents of IWB, there is a research 
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gap regarding the question how individual IWB initiatives become innovations at the 

organizational level (Bäckström & Bengtsson, 2019; Farrukh et al., 2023; Hock‐Doepgen et al., 

2025; Lin & Sanders, 2017). To address this gap, future research should adopt a multilevel 

perspective on IWB, investigating how individual-level innovative actions aggregate to produce 

organization-level innovation outcomes. One promising avenue is to broaden the 

conceptualization of IWB promotion by integrating leadership and HRM mechanisms as the 

foundational elements of a comprehensive model. Such a model can be enriched with a 

multilevel framework that enables the examination of how HRM and leadership practices not 

only stimulate innovation at the individual level but also translate into enhanced innovative 

performance at the organizational level. 

 

  



STUDY 1: NECESSARY LEADERSHIP COMPETENCIES TO ENABLE EMPLOYEES’ IWB 

24 

 

2 Study 1: Necessary leadership competencies to enable employees’ IWB 

Must have or nice to have? Necessary leadership competencies to enable employees’ 

innovative behavior 

Jennifer Liehr, Sven Hauff 

Published in: International Journal of Innovation Management, 2022, 26(10), 2250070 

https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919622500700 

 

 

Abstract 

Encouraging employees’ innovative behavior (EIB) is one of the most important leadership 

tasks and numerous studies have examined the relationships between leadership and EIB. 

However, the research field is highly fragmented and does not provide a clear answer as to 

which leadership competencies are actually crucial for EIB. To address this issue, we use 

qualitative content analysis to examine which leadership competencies are characterized in the 

literature as necessary for EIB. In doing so, we also turn away from broad leadership styles and 

adopt a behavioral-focused competency approach. The results show that only a very small 

number of the many leadership competencies that seem to support EIB are considered necessary 

prerequisites for EIB. Based on the results, we present seven theoretical propositions and a 

concise model of leadership competencies necessary for EIB. In particular, we propose that the 

leadership competencies of providing support, communicating a vision, granting autonomy and 

discretion, and providing feedback are necessary conditions to enable EIB. 

Keywords: Innovative behavior; innovative leadership; necessity logic; leadership 

competencies  
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Abstract 

Fostering employees’ innovative work behavior (EIB) has become one of the most important 

tasks of leaders. Although numerous studies have investigated the relationship between 

leadership and EIB, it is still unclear which specific leader behaviors promote EIB. Previous 

research has focused on leadership in terms of broad, non-innovation-specific leadership styles. 

Behavioral sub-factors have been neglected, and prioritization according to the importance of 

individual behaviors is still lacking. To address these issues, we identify innovation-specific 

leader behaviors and analyze which behaviors are best suited to increase EIB. To explain the 

relationship between the respective leader behaviors and EIB, we rely on the AMO framework 

and distinguish between ability-enhancing, motivation-enhancing, and opportunity-enhancing 

leadership behaviors. Our empirical analyzes are based on data from 1214 German employees. 

Our findings reveal that motivation- and opportunity-enhancing leadership behaviors foster 

EIB, with certain innovation-specific behaviors being particularly important for EIB. Building 

on our results, we provide guidelines for innovation-specific leadership.  

Keywords: Leader behavior, innovative work behavior, AMO-Framework, innovative 

leadership, innovation leadership 
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Abstract 

Successfully navigating DT requires the active participation of employees, particularly through 

IWB. Existing literature highlights the pivotal role of HRM practices and leadership behaviors 

in promoting IWB within the workforce. However, both HRM and leadership are themselves 

subject to transformation as a result of ongoing technological developments. Building on the 

AMO framework, we analyze which HRM practices and leadership behaviors will be most 

important so that employees actively participate in shaping the DT through IWB. We also 

analyze how these innovation-enhancing HRM practices and leadership behaviors will evolve 

in response to the demands of the DT. In a two-stage Delphi study, we asked 27 experts about 

their expectations for the future. The experts predict that employees will need greater autonomy 

in learning and improved access to digital technologies (ability), a trusting environment and a 

positive error culture (motivation), as well as high levels of empowerment and involvement, 

along with time for experimentation (opportunity). Training practices and leaders role model 

behavior are expected to undergo the most significant changes.  

Keywords: digital transformation, digitalization, HRM, leader behavior, innovative work 

behavior, Delphi study, AMO framework 
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