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ABSTRACT 

 

HOW DO THEY THINK AND FEEL ABOUT AN INNOVATION?: 

EMPLOYEE ATTRIBUTIONAL AND EMOTIONAL REACTIONS  

LEADING TOWARD DISPARATE IMPLEMENTATION 

PATTERNS 

 

Se Yeon Choi 

Department of Business Administration 

The Graduate School 

Seoul National University 

 

In a dynamic work environment with severe competition, innovation 

has become an essential driver for the survival and sustainable development 

of contemporary organizations. A growing body of research has been 

conducted to identify key factors and processes that bring about successful 

innovation. Nevertheless, a substantial portion of innovation still remains 

uninvestigated, including factors related to innovation implementation. To 

this end, this thesis proposes an integrative framework for the attribution 

process in innovation implementation that departs from the prevailing focus 

on expectations regarding perceived consequences. 

Drawing on social attribution theory, I focused on employee 

innovation attributions toward management’s intentions and motives 
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underlying innovation adoption and examined the effects of these 

attributions on implementation behaviors. In this regard, I conducted two 

studies investigating the attribution process in innovation implementation. 

The first study empirically tested the preliminary relationship between the 

innovation attribution of intentionality and implementation behaviors and 

their subsequent influence on innovation effectiveness. With data collected 

from 397 employees and 84 managers of Chinese and Korean organizations, 

the results revealed that employee attribution to constructive intentionality 

promoted innovation effectiveness by enhancing active implementation and 

reducing innovation avoidance. By contrast, employee attribution to 

deceptive intentionality hampered innovation effectiveness by aggravating 

implementation avoidance. 

The second study developed a sophisticated integrative framework 

of the attribution process in innovation implementation. In addition to an 

elaboration of the basic relationship between innovation attributions (i.e., 

constructive and exploitive attributions with self-interested managerial 

motives) and implementation behaviors (i.e., proactive implementation, 

responsive implementation, implementation avoidance, and implementation 

resistance), the intervening process of emotional reactions toward 

innovation (i.e., positive and negative emotions) and the boundary 

conditions moderating the relationship between emotional reaction and 

implementation behaviors (i.e., innovation complexity and implementation 

climate) were hypothesized and investigated. Finally, an individual 
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characteristic (i.e., passive attribution style), an organizational context (i.e., 

structural empowerment), and the influence of previous innovation (i.e., 

innovation burnout, previous innovation frequency, and ineffectiveness) 

were examined as antecedents of innovation attribution in this study.  

The hypothesized framework was empirically tested by using data 

collected from 396 employees and 103 leaders in 103 teams in Korean 

organizations. Results showed that constructive attribution directly reduced 

implementation avoidance, whereas exploitive attribution decreased 

responsive implementation and increased implementation avoidance. In 

addition, by interacting with high levels of self-interested managerial 

motives, exploitive attribution diminished proactive implementation. 

Innovation attributions also indirectly affected implementation behaviors 

through emotional reactions toward innovations. Positive emotions 

promoted proactive implementation and decreased implementation 

avoidance and implementation resistance with low innovation complexity. 

Positive emotions also reduced implementation avoidance with high levels 

of implementation climate. On the contrary, negative emotions diminished 

proactive implementation and responsive implementation and promoted 

implementation avoidance with or without any situational contingency. 

Finally, the antecedents influenced each innovation attribution differently. 

Innovation burnout and previous innovation ineffectiveness decreased 

constructive attribution and enhanced exploitive attribution. Pessimistic 

attribution style reduced constructive attribution, whereas structural 
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empowerment reduced, and previous innovation frequency increased 

exploitive attribution, respectively. 

The findings offer several crucial contributions to the existing 

literature. First, the study extended innovation literature by developing a 

new framework for the attribution process in innovation implementation. It 

elaborated on the attribution process in various perspectives, including 

intervening process, boundary conditions, and antecedents. Second, this 

study identified a more systematic and fine-grained classification of 

implementation behaviors. Third, the study provided a balanced view of 

integrating variance aspects, including cognition and emotional processes, 

positive and negative sides, and multilevel perspectives.  

This study also presented some managerial implications. 

Emphasizing managerial awareness of employees’ innovation attributions, 

this study suggested different approaches to enhance constructive attribution 

and realize its effects on positive implementation behaviors and remedies 

that reduce exploitive attribution. To achieve positive implementation 

outcome through promoting constructive attribution, managers should lower 

innovation complexity and enhance the implementation climate. By 

contrast, to diminish exploitive attribution, managers should foster a 

participative working environment with sufficient empowerment and 

information sharing in addition to caution for the negative impressions 

regarding previous innovations. 
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In sum, an integrated attribution process of innovation 

implementation provides comprehensive understanding with elaborated and 

balanced perspectives. The findings of this research enable contemporary 

organizations to achieve effective innovation implementation in 

consideration of employees, who are ultimately the target users of the 

innovation. 

 

Keywords: Innovation attribution, attribution of intentionality, constructive 

attribution, exploitive attribution, innovation implementation, 

implementation behavior, emotional reaction  

Student number: 2013-30161
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Innovation is a crucial and inevitable trend in the contemporary 

business environment. Organizations adopt various innovations to survive 

and prosper under rapidly changing and fiercely competitive business 

circumstances. Accordingly, innovation is a key subject that has been 

intensively studied. Despite the efforts of organizations and researchers, 

however, innovation continues to have a high failure rate, indicating that 

uninvestigated factors or processes may still remain. This dissertation aims 

to complement this underspecified area of innovation implementation. I 

apply attribution theory to explain the existing innovation implementation 

literature, which mostly focuses on expectations regarding perceived 

consequences. By addressing the role of employee attribution of 

intentionality in the implementation process, this dissertation reconfirms the 

critical role of employees as active users of innovation rather than as passive 

receivers and notes their perceptions and reactions. Two distinct papers 

comprise this dissertation: one presents a preliminary investigation, and the 

other is an integrative study on the employee attribution of intentionality in 

innovation implementation. 

The first part of this dissertation entails a preliminary study on the 

relationship between employee attribution and implementation behaviors. 

Drawing on the model of attribution to intentionality (Ferris, Bhawuk, 
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Fedor, & Judge, 1995), I classify employee attribution toward the 

intentionality of an organization on innovation adoption into two 

attributions: attribution to constructive intentionality and attribution to 

exploitive intentionality. These attributions exhibit divergent effects on 

implementation behaviors, namely, active implementation, passive 

implementation, and implementation avoidance, all of which are 

distinguished according to engagement level. 

The second part of this dissertation develops an integrative 

framework of the attribution process in innovation implementation. On the 

basis of the classification of innovation attributions by employee-targeted 

intention and managerial motives, this study identifies distinct types of 

attribution, including constructive, calculative, instrumental, and exploitive 

attribution. These attributions are investigated in relation to four forms of 

implementation behaviors specified by the valence and proactivity 

dimensions, namely, proactive implementation, responsive implementation, 

implementation avoidance, and implementation resistance. In addition to the 

direct relationship between innovation attributions and implementation 

behaviors, this study elaborates the attribution process by investigating the 

intermediating mechanism of emotional reactions toward innovations and 

boundary conditions that influence the relationship of emotional reactions 

and implementation behaviors. Furthermore, this research explores the 

antecedents affecting innovation attributions. The hypothesized model is 
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empirically examined using data collected through a survey of managers and 

employees working in organizations in Korea with multilevel perspectives. 
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CHAPTER Ⅱ 

STUDY 1: WHY THIS INNOVATION? EMPLOYEE ATTRIBUTIONS 

OF INNOVATION AND IMPLEMENTATION BEHAVIORS 

 

Introduction 

Innovation has been identified as a key to the survival and growth of 

firms in a rapidly changing and competitive business environment 

(Greenhalgh, Robert, Bate, Macfarlane, & Kyriakidou, 2005). The 

organizational innovation process consists of two stages: adoption, which 

refers to an organization’s decision to introduce an innovation; and 

implementation, which indicates employees’ consistent and committed use 

of an innovation (Klein & Sorra, 1996). Scholars have paid close attention 

to the former because they considered implementation as a relatively 

automatic and static process (Choi & Chang, 2009; Van de Ven & Rogers, 

1988). Researchers have recently realized that innovation success depends 

not only on the adoption of proper innovation but also on employees’ 

consistent use of such innovation; hence, these researchers have shifted their 

attention to implementation (Klein, Conn, & Sorra, 2001; Real & Poole, 

2005). Considering the critical role of employees in shaping implementation 

processes and outcomes, the way in which employees perceive and react to 

innovation must be thoroughly understood. 

                     
A revised version of this study has been published:  Choi, S. Y., Chung, G. 

H., & Choi, J. N. (2019). Why are we having this innovation? Employee 

attributions of innovation and implementation behavior. Social Behavior 

and Personality: An international journal, 47, e8124.   
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Various theoretical models have been proposed to explain employee 

perception and behaviors toward innovation. For example, the technology 

acceptance model suggests that individual cognitive evaluations, such as 

perceived usefulness and ease of use, are positively related to innovation use 

(Davis, 1989; King & He, 2006). Similarly, the theory of planned behavior 

identifies perceived behavioral control as a critical determinant of intention 

and behavior in relation to innovation (Ajzen, 1991). Drawing on coping 

theory, scholars have also claimed that innovation use depends on the 

cognitive appraisal of innovations as either a threat or an opportunity 

(Beaudry & Pinsonneault, 2005). These theoretical accounts have mostly 

focused on employee expectations regarding the cost and benefit of a given 

innovation; these expectations affect subsequent implementation behaviors. 

I depart from the prevailing focus on expectations of future utility 

functions of innovation use and enrich the theoretical account of innovation 

implementation by highlighting the role of attribution. Expectation is about 

future consequences or the prediction of what an event will result in, 

whereas attribution is related to the perceived cause or the interpretation of 

what an event resulted from (Seifert, 2004). As a fundamental cognitive 

process, attributions have long been considered a key antecedent of 

expectations (Martinko & Gardner, 1982). In addition, attributions have 

been regarded as a core mechanism of sense-making, influencing emotional, 

attitudinal, and behavioral reactions (Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Weiner, 1985). 

In the present study, I propose that attributions have a distinct incremental 
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value in explaining employee implementation behavior over and above 

expectations. I draw on the attribution of intentionality model (Ferris et al., 

1995) and identify two types of employee attributions of an organization’s 

perceived intentionality under innovation adoption, that is, attributions to 

constructive and deceptive intentionality. These attributions should engender 

distinct behavioral reactions toward a given innovation. 

Employees confronting innovation tend to exhibit various behaviors 

(Greenhalgh et al., 2005). Nevertheless, existing studies on behavioral 

reactions toward innovation have resorted to a single behavior of either 

innovation acceptance and use or resistance to change or innovation (Choi 

& Moon, 2013). However, employees may exhibit behaviors beyond using 

or rejecting an innovation (Greenhalgh et al., 2005; Chung & Choi, 2018). 

Therefore, in examining the effects of attributions of an adopted innovation, 

I specify three distinct forms of implementation behavior that are based on 

the engagement level that may offer a realistic picture of innovation 

implementation in organizations. I identify active implementation, passive 

implementation, and implementation avoidance as employee behaviors with 

high, medium, and low engagement with a given innovation, respectively. 

Although these three behavioral reactions do not offer a comprehensive 

classification of employee behaviors, they evaluate different degrees of 

employee involvement and distinct behavioral patterns that cannot be 

captured by focusing on a single behavior of innovation use or resistance.  
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Depending on the attributions of a given innovation to constructive 

or deceptive intentionality, employees may implement an innovation 

actively or passively or avoid it entirely and not participate in its 

implementation. These different implementation patterns affect the ultimate 

outcome of innovation effectiveness, which refers to the performance gain 

or achievement of desired outcomes such as skill acquisition and improved 

productivity through innovation (Klein et al., 2001). I empirically test these 

theoretical propositions using data collected from 397 employees and 

managers of Chinese and Korean business organizations. 

The present study makes significant theoretical and practical contributions 

to the innovation literature. This study theoretically applies attribution 

theory to explain innovation implementation, thereby complementing the 

prevailing focus on cost and benefit expectations associated with innovation 

(e.g., Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009). In empirically examining this sense-

making process driven by the attribution of the cause of an innovation 

implementation situation, I also elaborate the underspecified aspects of 

implementation behavior beyond the typical dichotomization of either 

acceptance or rejection and specify various forms of implementation 

behavior, including active implementation, passive implementation, and 

implementation avoidance. The current analysis offers new insights into the 

effective management of innovation by highlighting the importance of 

employee attributions targeted at innovation in shaping implementation 

behavior. This work also underscores the necessity of effective 
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communication regarding the reason behind innovation adoption early in the 

innovation process. 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

Innovation refers to “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as 

new by an individual or other unit of adoption” (Rogers, 2003, p. 12). Once 

an innovation is adopted by an organization, employees confront various 

challenges and find themselves under pressure to change work routines, 

update skills, and adapt to different work styles and task roles. These 

challenging and equivocal circumstances trigger sense-making (Weick, 

Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 2005), and employees attempt to label and assign 

meanings to these situations by interpreting the cause of the innovation 

introduced to them (Bartunek, Rousseau, Rudolph, & DePalma, 2006; 

Maitlis & Christianson, 2014). As a core driver of sense-making, 

attributions of the intentionality underlying the adoption of a given 

innovation play a crucial role in labeling the situation and determining 

subsequent behavioral reactions. The present study underscores the distinct 

effect of attributions on the implementation process by proposing that the 

attribution process leads to various forms of implementation behavior, 

which in turn accounts for innovation effectiveness.  
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Multiple Forms of Innovation Implementation Behavior 

Despite the rich possibility of diverse behavioral outcomes related to 

innovation, existing studies on implementation have largely focused only on 

the dichotomous outcomes of acceptance or resistance to innovation and 

change (Choi & Moon, 2013). In this study, I draw on a general 

classification scheme of work-related behaviors, which include three broad 

domains of work behavior (extra-role, in-role, and counterproductive work 

behaviors) that are relatively independent and characterized by distinct 

antecedents and consequences (Dalal, 2005; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002; 

Spector & Fox, 2010). I apply these three distinct task behaviors identified 

in the literature to the innovation context and propose three distinct forms of 

implementation behavior, namely, active implementation, passive 

implementation, and implementation avoidance, on the basis of engagement 

level. 

Active implementation refers to the spontaneous and voluntary 

engagement of employees in innovation implementation. This 

implementation is a form of proactive extra-role behavior in an 

implementation context, and it is characterized by the self-initiated action of 

challenging the status quo and creating favorable conditions for 

implementing the given innovation (Crant 2000; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 

2006). By contrast, passive implementation refers to the compliant 

implementation behavior of employees in accordance with organizational 

requirements and directions; this implementation is a form of in-role 
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prescribed behavior in the implementation context (Klein et al., 2001). 

Employees engaging in passive implementation carefully follow innovation-

related instructions (Chung & Choi, 2018; Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco, & 

Hansen, 2003). 

Finally, implementation avoidance is the withdrawal of employees 

from implementing an innovation. This implementation behavior represents 

a passive form of counterproductive or deviant behavior that avoids work or 

intentionally reduces attention to or interest in innovation (Dalal, 2005; 

Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Employees who avoid implementation fail to 

conform to given innovation initiatives by refusing or even pretending not to 

recognize such initiatives to maintain the status quo (Erwin & Garman, 

2010; Chung & Choi, 2018). These various forms of implementation 

behavior among employees may be shaped by their attribution of target 

innovation. 

Employee Attribution of Innovation to Organizational Intentionality 

 Attribution theory proposes that people fundamentally tend to seek 

causes of an event to predict and control the environment (Kelley & 

Michela, 1980). The search for causal explanations triggers ascribing 

meaning and labels to events or others’ actions that affect subsequent 

attitudes and behaviors (Fiske & Taylor, 2013). In this way, causal 

attribution considerably influences employees’ sense-making of and 

reactions toward various organizational events, particularly those situations 
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involving interpersonal relationships such as feedback, leadership, conflict, 

and politics (Jacquart & Antonakis, 2015; Lam, Huang, & Snape, 2007; 

Rodell & Lynch, 2016). 

 Individuals tend to consider causes and expected consequences in 

deciding on their behaviors (Ferris et al., 1995). In the social psychological 

literature, attributions have been identified as key antecedents of 

expectations, thereby shaping behavioral reactions through expectations 

(Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Weiner, 1985). Some scholars have also claimed that 

attributions may interact with expectations (Ferris et al., 1995), whereas 

others have demonstrated that attributions affect behaviors through 

intermediate processes other than expectations (e.g., Martinko & Gardner, 

1982; Weiner, 1985). Thus, the present study investigates the distinct 

incremental effects of attributions on implementation behaviors over and 

above the effects of expectations. 

Employees tend to assign human-like characteristics to organizations 

and perceive the actions taken by organization agents as indications of these 

organizations’ intent (Coyle-Shapiro & Shore, 2007). Considering this 

personification of organizations, employees may attribute the decisions of 

an organization such as innovation adoption to its intentions or motives. 

According to Ferris et al. (1995), an observer attributes an actor’s behavior 

to positive (authentic and sincere) or negative (self-serving and 

manipulative) intentions. For example, Nishii, Lepak, and Schneider (2008) 

divided employee attribution of motivation underlying human resource 
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(HR) practices into commitment-focused (i.e., promoting service quality and 

employee development) and control-focused attributions (i.e., reducing cost 

and exploiting employees). These attributions affect employees’ 

interpretation and labeling of HR practices and their responses to such 

practices.  

In the context of innovation implementation, attributions to 

intentionality triggers employees’ sense-making of the organization’s 

innovation adoption. Accordingly, I propose that employees attribute an 

organization’s innovation adoption decision to either positive or negative 

intentions, that is, constructive and deceptive intentionality, respectively. 

Attribution to constructive intentionality refers to the reasoning among 

employees that their organization adopted an innovation with authentic and 

sincere intentions of achieving organizationally desirable outcomes, such as 

organizational development and employee well-being. Attribution to 

deceptive intentionality is defined as the reasoning of employees that their 

organization adopted an innovation with self-serving, manipulative 

intentions, such as catching up with a managerial fad or increasing political 

power and control of the management to exploit employees. These two 

attributions are independent of each other, but they are not mutually 

exclusive. These differentiated attributions are expected to trigger different 

labeling of the innovation situation, thereby leading to disparate 

implementation behaviors. 
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Attribution to constructive intentionality. When innovation adoption is 

attributed to an organization’s sincere and constructive intention, employees 

tend to develop favorable attitudes toward and behavioral engagement with 

the innovation (Ferris et al., 1995). The belief among employees that the 

organization’s intentions are genuine and honorable will increase their sense 

of control, satisfaction, and organizational commitment, thereby promoting 

proactive and extra-role behaviors (Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; Dalal, 2005; 

Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Nishii et al. (2008) showed that 

commitment-focused HR attributions engender employee commitment, 

satisfaction, and subsequent citizenship behavior. Accordingly, I propose 

that employees who attribute an innovation to constructive intentionality 

implement an innovation with commitment and enthusiasm (Byrne, Kacmar, 

Stoner, & Hochwarter, 2005; Parker et al., 2006). They may further identify 

implementation barriers and modify the features and components of an 

innovation to realize potential benefits for the organization and themselves. 

Thus, attribution to constructive intentionality stimulates employees to 

engage in active implementation. 

The positive labeling of innovation adoption triggered by attribution 

to constructive intentionality may engender affective commitment to 

innovation among employees, which urges them to faithfully implement it 

by conforming to innovation-related directions and instructions (Parker et 

al., 2006). Thus, they exhibit passive implementation, which is an in-role 

behavior of fulfilling task requirements related to innovation. However, 



 

14 

although attribution to constructive intentionality may exert positive effects 

on active and passive implementation, such effect may be stronger for active 

implementation than for passive implementation. When employees perceive 

a sense of control and enthusiasm regarding the given innovation triggered 

by attribution to constructive intentionality, employees are likely to 

proactively engage in the implementation instead of just passively following 

the instructions given to them (Parker et al., 2006). 

By contrast, employees who attribute the innovation to constructive 

intentionality are unlikely to withdraw from its implementation because 

such positive attribution engenders commitment and enthusiasm toward it, 

which discourages negative reactions (Byrne et al., 2005; Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002). Moreover, employees with this constructive attribution 

tend to develop a sense of control relative to the innovation and are thus 

willing to overcome potential implementation barriers instead of avoiding or 

withdrawing from it (Choi & Moon, 2013). In summary, I hypothesize the 

following relationships: 

Hypothesis 1: Employee attribution to constructive intentionality is 

positively related to (a) active implementation and (b) passive 

implementation and negatively related to (c) implementation 

avoidance.  

Hypothesis 1d: The positive effect of employee attribution to 

constructive intentionality is stronger for active implementation than 

for passive implementation. 
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Attribution to deceptive intentionality. When an innovation is attributed to 

deceitful, self-serving intentions of the management, employees are likely to 

label the situation as unfavorable and harmful and negatively react to 

implementation. Attribution to deceptive intentionality strengthens 

employee belief that the management only cares about politics and 

managerial fad and that it attempts to manipulate them instead of promoting 

the growth and well-being of the organization and its employees (Ferris et 

al., 1995; Qian & Daniels, 2008). These negative cognitive states are likely 

to engender passive maladaptive behaviors and reduced task engagements 

(Martinko & Gardner, 1982; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Accordingly, 

negative deceptive attribution regarding innovation should diminish the 

passion and responsibility among employees to implement it because they 

are unconvinced of the value and necessity of the given innovation (Stanley, 

Meyer, & Topolnytsky, 2005). Therefore, employees with deceptive 

attribution show neither active nor passive implementation behavior.  

The negative labeling of the implementation situation triggered by 

attribution to deceptive intentionality may render employees reluctant to 

implement an innovation even when pressure to do so exists (Chung & 

Choi, 2018). Such negative attribution can justify the withdrawal from or 

rejection of an innovation (Olson–Buchanan & Boswell, 2008). Thus, when 

employees attribute an innovation to deceptive intentionality, they withdraw 

support and avoid involvement with the innovation as much as possible. 
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Hypothesis 2: Employee attribution to deceptive intentionality is 

negatively related to (a) active implementation and (b) passive 

implementation and positively related to (c) implementation avoidance. 

Implementation Behavior and Innovation Effectiveness 

The manner in which an innovation is implemented determines its 

success or innovation effectiveness, which refers to the extent to which 

performance-related consequences, benefits, or outcomes are accrued from 

the innovation as expected (Klein & Sorra, 1996). Existing studies have 

demonstrated a significant association between implementation behavior 

and innovation outcome (Choi & Chang, 2009; Klein et al., 2001). The 

various forms of implementation behavior are predicted to affect innovation 

effectiveness differently. 

 First, active implementation highlights a spontaneous and proactive 

engagement in implementing a target innovation, which should promote 

innovation effectiveness. Scholars have suggested a strong positive 

relationship between proactive behavior and innovative performance (Baer 

& Frese, 2003; Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999). In the same vein, 

employees exhibiting active implementation exert extra effort to fully utilize 

the innovation in their task roles and optimize it in their work context. In 

this manner, they can effectively utilize the innovation and fully accrue its 

expected benefits. 
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Second, under passive implementation, employees use the target 

innovation by complying with the directions offered to them (Choi & Moon, 

2013; Dusenbury et al., 2003). Studies on innovation implementation 

focusing on employee compliance to implementation have revealed a 

positive relationship between such behavior and innovation effectiveness 

(Choi & Chang, 2009; Klein et al., 2001) These employees attempt to meet 

the organizational expectations related to implementation and adjust their 

task behavior in accordance with the innovation requirement. By eliciting 

this compliant effort toward implementation, passive implementation can 

generate the positive outcomes intended in utilizing the innovation. 

On the contrary, implementation avoidance is unlikely to produce 

intended outcomes because implementation is necessary (although 

insufficient) to attain innovation outcomes. Regardless of how useful a 

given innovation is, it cannot materialize its potential or positive outcomes 

when employees avoid it and fail to use it (Real & Poole, 2005). When 

employees withdraw their effort from implementing an innovation, the 

expected outcome of the innovation cannot be realized (Jermier, Knights & 

Nord, 1994; Jones, 2001). Thus, implementation avoidance hinders the 

success of an innovation. 

Hypothesis 3: Innovation effectiveness is positively related to (a) active 

implementation and (b) passive implementation and negatively related 

to (c) implementation avoidance. 
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Implementation Behaviors Mediating the Effects of Innovation 

Attribution on Innovation Effectiveness 

Integrating the theoretical arguments advanced thus far, I propose 

that employee attributions of innovation to different intentionality indirectly 

affect innovation effectiveness by shaping implementation behaviors. As 

previously hypothesized, attribution to constructive intentionality may 

promote active and passive implementation and reduce implementation 

avoidance, which in turn lead to positive and negative innovation outcomes, 

respectively. Therefore, I propose that employee attribution to constructive 

intentionality indirectly promotes innovation effectiveness through its direct 

effects on the three forms of implementation behavior. Similarly, I expect 

that employee attribution of a target innovation to deceptive intentionality 

may deteriorate innovation effectiveness by undermining active and passive 

implementation behaviors and by enabling implementation avoidance 

among employees. Thus, I propose the following indirect effect hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 4a: Attribution to constructive intentionality has an indirect 

positive effect on innovation effectiveness through increased active and 

passive implementation and decreased implementation avoidance. 

Hypothesis 4b: Attribution to deceptive intentionality has an indirect 

negative effect on innovation effectiveness through decreased active 

and passive implementation and increased implementation avoidance. 
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Method 

Sample and Data Collection Procedure 

 I collected field data from two countries, namely, China and Korea, 

to test our model. These two countries have actively generated and 

implemented numerous innovations recently. Organizations in China and 

Korea frequently create and adopt innovations, and their employees are 

exposed to numerous innovation implementation events that require them to 

make sense of such events. 

I gathered data from two sources: employees who reported their 

attributions related to innovation (i.e., constructive and deceptive 

attributions) and their supervising managers who rated their implementation 

behaviors (i.e., active implementation, passive implementation, and 

implementation avoidance) along with the outcome (i.e., innovation 

effectiveness). I initially requested managers to identify a particular 

innovation that was recently adopted and was in the process of 

implementation at the time of the data collection. The managers were then 

instructed to write down the name of the innovation on the cover of the 

surveys prepared for the employees and to distribute these surveys to their 

followers who participated in the implementation effort. These managers 

and employees separately completed the questionnaires with a clear 

reference to the recently introduced innovation as identified by the managers 

and mailed the completed surveys to the researchers. Finally, each employee 
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survey was matched with his/her manager’s evaluations by matching the 

initials of his/her full name reported in the employee and manager surveys. 

I mailed the survey packets to 127 managers enrolled in executive 

MBA programs in two universities in China and Korea. From this initial 

sample, I received usable data from 84 managers and their 397 employees 

(response rate = 66.1%). This final sample consisted of 33 teams from 

Seoul, Korea, and 51 teams from Shanghai, China. The average number of 

participants per team was 4.7 (SD = 1.1), ranging between 2 and 6. In this 

analysis sample, 76 managers identified administrative innovations (e.g., 

organizational culture change) as the target innovation for their survey, 

whereas 8 managers named technological innovations (e.g., introduction of 

a new information technology) as coded by two graduate research assistants. 

I adopted this innovation typology because of its prevalence and 

significance in the implementation context (Kim & Chung, 2017). The 

sample of team managers included 16 females and 68 males with an average 

age of 38.8 years (SD = 6.3) and an average tenure of 9.2 years (SD = 6.8). 

Eight managers held degrees from two- or three-year colleges or high 

schools (9.5%), 51 held bachelor’s degrees (60.7%), and 25 held graduate 

degrees (29.8%). The sample of employees included 139 females and 258 

males with an average age of 31.6 years (SD = 5.9) and an average tenure of 

4.9 years (SD = 4.9). In this employee sample, 80 employees obtained 

degrees from two- or three-year colleges or high schools (20.2%), 280 held 

bachelor’s degrees (70.5%), and 37 held graduate degrees (9.3%). 
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Measures 

All variables were assessed with multi-item measures rated on a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly agree”). 

All measures exhibited acceptable internal consistency reliability 

coefficients. 

Attribution to constructive intentionality. Adopting an existing attribution 

measure (Nishii et al., 2008), I utilized a four-item index (α = .86) to assess 

the employees’ attribution that their respective organizations adopted a 

target innovation to obtain organizationally desirable outcomes. The items 

included the following: “This innovation was adopted because (a) it would 

deliver high-quality service and products to customers, (b) it would improve 

internal workflows and processes, (c) it would increase our productivity, and 

(d) it would improve my organization’s overall efficiency.” 

Attribution to deceptive intentionality. Drawing from existing attribution 

items (Nishii et al, 2008), I constructed a four-item measure (α = .85) to 

assess the attribution of employees that their respective organizations 

adopted a target innovation for manipulation or exploitation. The items 

included the following: “This innovation was adopted (a) for no reason but 

to show someone’s power, (b) just for political reasons, (c) because it was a 

kind of fad without any substantial benefit for my organization, and (d) with 

the goal of exploiting employees rather than enhancing employees’ income 

and well-being.” 



 

22 

Active implementation. I developed a three-item index (α = .88) to measure 

the employees’ active implementation of a target innovation by adapting 

items from proactive and innovative behavior scales (Choi, 2007; Morrison 

& Phelps, 1999). The managers rated the following three items: (a) “This 

employee provides suggestions to improve the process of implementing the 

innovation,” (b) “This employee actively solves problems occurring during 

the implementation of the innovation,” and (c) “This employee suggests 

ideas to enhance the quality of the implemented innovation.” 

Passive implementation. Taking the in-role behavior items from Van Dyne 

and LePine (1998), I constructed a three-item measure (α = .88) for 

managers to assess the innovation-targeted in-role behavior of employees. 

The items included the following: (a) “This employee fulfills his/her job 

responsibilities specified in the innovation,” (b) “This employee adequately 

completes his/her responsibilities related to the innovation,” and (c) “This 

employee meets job performance expectations related to the innovation.” 

Implementation avoidance. Adopting the items developed by Klein et al. 

(2001), I used three items (α = .84) to measure employee avoidance of the 

target innovation. The managers rated the following items: (a) “When this 

employee can do a task by either using or not using the innovation, he/she 

usually chooses not to use the innovation,” (b) “Even when this employee 

can do a task using the innovation, he/she still uses the old system or work 
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process most of the time,” and (c) “I think that this employee believes that 

the innovation is a waste of time and money for the organization.” 

Innovation effectiveness. Using the items from Klein et al. (2001), I utilized 

a three-item measure (α = .90) to assess the positive outcomes or 

performance gains from an innovation accrued to employees. The managers 

rated the following items: “Because of this innovation, (a) this employee 

improved the quality of his product, service, or administration; (b) this 

employee’s morale improved; and (c) this employee’s productivity 

improved.” 

Control variables. I controlled for the gender (0 for female, 1 for male), age, 

education, and organizational tenure of employees because these 

demographic characteristics of individuals tend to affect their 

implementation behavior (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006). I included 

managers’ tenure as the leader of the current team to control potential 

evaluation bias because of their familiarity with the team and its members. I 

included a country dummy (0 for Korea, 1 for China) in our analysis 

because the data were collected from two countries. The target innovation 

type (0 for administrative innovation, 1 for technological innovation) was 

controlled because different types of innovations may stimulate varying 

implementation behaviors (Kim & Chung, 2017). 

Finally, I controlled for employees’ expectations regarding a target 

innovation to examine the distinct incremental contribution of employees’ 
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attribution over and above innovation expectation, which is another major 

predictor of implementation behavior and outcomes (e.g., Ajzen, 1991; 

Beaudry & Pinsonneault, 2005; King & He, 2006). Innovation expectation 

was assessed by two items (α = .72) adopted from Klein et al. (2001): (a) “I 

think my organization made a good decision in adopting the innovation” and 

(b) “I think the innovation is a waste of time and money for my 

organization” (reverse scored). The hypothesis testing results were identical 

with and without these control variables in all analyses reported below 

(Becker, 2005). 

Results 

I first conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to investigate the 

empirical distinctiveness of the variables used in the present study. I tested 

(a) the hypothesized six-factor model (2(df = 134) = 275.60, p < .001, CFI 

= .97, RMSEA = .05); (b) an alternative five-factor model wherein two 

attribution scale items were combined into a single factor (2(df = 139) = 

545.10, p < .001, CFI = .91, RMSEA = .09); (c) a four-factor model wherein 

the items for the three forms of implementation behavior were combined 

into a single factor (2(df = 143) = 1075.55, p < .001, CFI = .80, RMSEA 

= .13); and (d) a three-factor model wherein the two attribution scales were 

combined into a single factor. The three implementation behavior items 

were also loaded onto one factor (2(df = 146) = 1328.90, p < .001, CFI 
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= .74, RMSEA = .14). The hypothesized six-factor model showed a decent 

fit to the data and performed significantly better than any alternative 

measurement models (chi-square difference tests, all p < .001). Therefore, I 

proceeded to test the hypothesized structural relationships. Table 1 presents 

the means, standard deviations, and correlations among all the study 

variables. 

I employed path analysis to validate our framework. According to 

Bandalos and Finney (2001), reducing the number of indicators is 

recommended when the sample size is insufficient relative to the number of 

parameters. Our model included 20 indicators of six study variables, in 

addition to 9 indicators of eight control variables, including the two-item 

measure of innovation expectation. Thus, the overall model included 406 

parameters for estimation (29(29 – 1)/2 = 406); this value is larger than the 

current sample size. Employing the path analysis was inevitable with this 

high level of model complexity relative to the sample. Thus, I tested the 

hypothesized model by using the scale means of each construct rather than 

by incorporating item-level indicators to create latent factors. I employed 

the Mplus 6.12 software package (Muthén & Muthén, 2010) for path 

analysis. 

Hypothesized and Alternative Models 

I incorporated all the hypothesized paths and created a path analytic 

model on the basis of the current theoretical framework. This path analytic 
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables, Study 1 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Countrya .61 0.49 –              

2. Innovation typeb .09 0.29 –.08 –             

3. Genderc .65 0.48 –.23** .09 –            

4. Age 31.55 5.91 –.35** –.05 .27** –           

5. Education 3.84 0.65 –.26** –.07 .03 .08 –          

6. Employee  

organizational 

tenure 

4.92 4.93 –.16** –.01 .11* .67** –.08 –         

7. Manager team 

tenure 
3.97 2.79 .00 –.04 –.09 .03 .03 .05 –        

8. Innovation 

expectation 
3.58 0.90 –.13* .08 .08 .13** –.01 .09 .12* (.72)       

9. Attribution to  

constructive 

intentionality 

3.93 0.77 .02 –.05 .08 .08 –.10* .10* .05 .56** (.86)      

10. Attribution to 

exploitive 

intentionality 

2.11 0.86 .10* –.12* –.08 –.14** –.04 –.14** –.05 –.66** –.55** (.85)     

11. Active 

implementation 
3.30 0.76 –.08 –.03 .09 .13** .06 .06 .05 .16** .17** –.08 (.88)    

12. Passive 

implementation 
3.80 0.72 .09 .05 –.07 .02 –.05 .03 .14** .09 .09 –.05 .53** (.88)   

13. Implementation  

avoidance 
2.38 1.01 .26** –.18** –.17** –.18** –.04 –.06 .06 –.31** –.26** .33** –.38** –.40** (.84)  

14. Innovation  

effectiveness 
3.47 0.85 .20** .05 –.03 –.03 –.11* –.01 .16** .16** .23** –.15** .55** .63** –.43** (.90) 
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model showed a good fit to the present data (2(df = 16) = 39.89, p < .001, 

CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06). Following the common structural equation 

modeling practice, I further examined whether a theoretically plausible 

alternative structural model offers a preferable explanation for the observed 

pattern in the present data (Aziz, 2008). I specifically examined the 

possibility that innovation attributions directly affect innovation outcome 

beyond their indirect effects through implementation behaviors. I tested an 

alternative model by adding direct links from two antecedents (i.e., 

attributions to constructive and deceptive intentionality) to the outcome (i.e., 

innovation effectiveness). The direct effect model showed similar fit indices 

(2(df = 14) = 34.06, p < .01, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06) but failed to 

significantly improve the fit of the hypothesized model (Δ2(df = 2) = 5.83, 

ns.). In addition, none of the direct effect paths were statistically significant. 

Thus, I adopted the original hypothesized model as the best-fitting and 

parsimonious explanation of the present data (Figure 1). 

Hypothesis Testing 

The hypotheses were tested through path analysis after controlling 

for the effects of gender, age, education, organizational tenure of employees, 

managers’ team tenure, country, innovation type, and innovation expectation 

on the three implementation behaviors and innovation effectiveness. As 

presented in Figure 1, path analysis indicated that the employee attribution 

of the target innovation to constructive intentionality is positively and 
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Figure 1. Path Analytic Model, Study 1 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

Note: Standardized path coefficients are reported. For control variables, only significant paths are depicted in the path diagram. 
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negatively related to active implementation and implementation avoidance 

(β = .16, p < .01 and β= −.18, p < .05), respectively; the result supports 

Hypotheses 1a and 1c. The effect of attribution to constructive intentionality 

on passive implementation was not significant (β = .14, ns.); this result does 

not support Hypothesis 1b. In addition, Wald tests for the equality of the 

path coefficients from attribution to constructive intentionality to active 

versus passive implementation indicated a marginally significant difference 

between the two coefficients (Δ2 (df =1) = 3.25, p < .10); this result 

supports Hypothesis 1d.  

By contrast, employee attribution to deceptive intentionality 

significantly predicts implementation avoidance alone (β = .17, p < .01), but 

it is unrelated to the active and passive implementation behavior of 

employees (β = .10 and .04, respectively, both ns.). Thus, the result supports 

only Hypothesis 2c but disconfirms Hypotheses 2a and 2b. 

Figure 1 also shows that all three forms of implementation behavior are 

significant predictors of the ultimate innovation outcome. As hypothesized, 

active and passive implementations are positively related to innovation 

effectiveness (β = .33 and .39, respectively, both p < .001), whereas 

implementation avoidance is negatively related to innovation outcome (β = 

−.22, p < .001). Thus, all three hypotheses involving innovation 

effectiveness (Hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c) are confirmed by the present data. 

Finally, I tested Hypotheses 4a and 4b, in which I posited the indirect 

effects of employee attribution on innovation effectiveness through 
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implementation behaviors. These indirect effect hypotheses were tested by 

employing a bootstrapping procedure that computes unbiased indirect effect 

estimates with 95% confidence intervals (CI) (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). I 

conducted tests after controlling for the same set of eight control variables, 

as shown in Figure 1. As reported in Table 2, employee attribution to 

constructive intentionality has positive indirect effects on innovation 

effectiveness through its direct effects on active implementation (indirect 

effect estimate = .05, bootstrapped SE = .02, 95% CI [.015, .107]) and 

implementation avoidance (indirect effect estimate = .04, bootstrapped SE 

= .02, 95% CI [.007, .085]) but not through passive implementation (indirect 

effect estimate = .03, bootstrapped SE = .03, 95% CI [−.014, .084]). This 

pattern partially supports Hypothesis 4a. By contrast, employee attribution 

to deceptive intentionality exhibits a significant, negative indirect effect on 

innovation effectiveness through its effect on implementation avoidance 

(indirect effect estimate = −.04, bootstrapped SE = .02, 95% CI [−.078, 

−.009]) but not through active and passive implementation behaviors 

(indirect effect estimate = .03, bootstrapped SE = .02, 95% CI [−.004, .084]; 

indirect effect estimate = .01, bootstrapped SE = .02, 95% CI [−.032, .058], 

respectively). Thus, Hypothesis 4b is partially supported. 
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Table 2. Indirect Effects of Innovation Attribution on Innovation 

Effectiveness through Implementation Behaviors, Study 1 

 

Note: n = 397. Number of bootstrapping resamples = 1,000. 

 

Dependent 

variable 

Independent 

variable 

Indirect 

effect 
SE 

Bootstrapped  

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

level CI 

Upper 

level CI 

Innovation 

effectiveness 

Attribution to  

constructive 

intentionality  

through active 

implementation 

.05 .02 .015 .107 

 

Attribution to  

constructive 

intentionality  

through passive 

implementation 

.03 .03 –.014 .084 

 

Attribution to  

constructive 

intentionality  

through 

implementation 

avoidance 

.04 .02 .007 .085 

 

Attribution to  

exploitive 

intentionality  

through active 

implementation 

.03 .02 –.004 .084 

 

Attribution  

to exploitive 

intentionality  

through passive 

implementation 

.01 .02 –.032 .058 

 

Attribution  

to exploitive 

intentionality  

through 

implementation 

avoidance 

–.04 .02 –.078 –.009 



 

32 

Post Hoc Analysis 

I performed a set of post hoc analyses to further validate the present 

findings. Although the present theoretical model investigated the 

relationship between the attributions and implementation behaviors of 

employees controlling for their innovation expectation, the latter may affect 

the overall relationship differently. Thus, I explored two alternative 

theoretical possibilities: (a) innovation expectation interacting with 

attributions to predict implementation behaviors and (b) innovation 

expectation mediating the relationships between attributions and 

implementation behaviors. Although positive innovation expectation may 

strengthen the positive or negative effects of two attributions on three 

different implementation behaviors, none of the six interaction effects 

examined is significant. In the present data, employee expectation of a given 

innovation does not interplay with attributions to predict implementation 

behaviors. 

Another possibility involved the role of innovation expectation as a 

mediator between attributions and implementation behaviors. To check this 

possibility, I compared the full- (2(df =23) = 72.04, p < .001, CFI = .95, 

RMSEA = .07) and partial mediation models (2(df =17) = 45.95, p < .001, 

CFI = .97, RMSEA = .07). In the full mediation model, attributions to 

constructive and deceptive intentionality are positively and negatively 

related to expectation (β = .34 and −.50, respectively, both p < .001). 
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Innovation expectation is positively and negatively related to active 

implementation and implementation avoidance (β = .12, p < .05 and β = 

−.30, p < .001, respectively), respectively, but not to passive implementation 

(β = .07, ns.). In the partial mediation model, attributions to constructive and 

deceptive intentionality are positively and negatively related to expectation 

(β = .34 and β = −.50, respectively, both p < .001). Innovation expectation is 

not significantly associated with any of the three implementation behaviors, 

whereas attribution to constructive intentionality is positively and negatively 

related to active implementation and implementation avoidance (β = .16, p 

< .01 and β = −.18, p < .05, respectively), respectively, and attribution to 

deceptive intentionality is positively related to implementation avoidance (β 

= .17, p < .05). The results show that the partial mediation model provided a 

significantly better model fit than the full mediation model (Δ2
 (df = 6) = 

26.09, p < .001). These patterns confirm the current proposition that 

employee attributions affect implementation behaviors over and above 

innovation expectations. 

DISCUSSION 

 The present study introduces a well-established social psychological 

theory of causal attribution to the organizational innovation literature. The 

current analysis demonstrates that attribution to constructive intentionality 

exerts positive indirect effects on innovation effectiveness through its 

positive direct effect on active implementation and negative direct effect on 
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implementation avoidance but not through passive implementation. By 

contrast, attribution to deceptive intentionality exerts a negative indirect 

effect on innovation effectiveness through its effect on implementation 

avoidance but not through active or passive implementation. In the 

following section, I discuss the theoretical and practical implications of the 

current analysis and its limitations, along with directions for future research. 

Theoretical Implications 

The present study makes several theoretical contributions to the 

innovation literature. I advanced the current theoretical framework by 

applying attribution theory to a new context involving innovation 

implementation in organizations. Attribution theory has been successfully 

applied to various organizational phenomena and has provided a general 

framework to make sense of intentions and motives and to label the 

behavior and events of organizational actors, such as performance appraisal, 

feedback, leadership, and organizational politics (Jacquart & Antonakis, 

2015; Lam et al., 2007; Rodell & Lynch, 2016). In this study, I identified the 

attributions of employees on the cause of innovation adoption as a critical 

driver of their sense-making of the implementation situation (Bartunek et 

al., 2006; Maitlis & Christianson, 2014; Weick et al., 2005). 

The crucial role of attribution in employees’ sense-making of the 

situation is not limited to innovation context and is applicable to a broad 

context of organizational changes involving tasks, administrative 
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procedures, HR practices, and leadership. Thus, the attribution-based sense-

making process is crucial to interpret and decide on their reaction to the 

change or other unexpected situations in organizations that are equivocal, 

uncertain, and mixed with positive and negative signals (Lüscher & Lewis, 

2008). In this regard, the present study demonstrating the role of attribution 

to intentionality in the innovation context can expand the theoretical ground 

of the organizational change and innovation literature. 

The attribution perspective focusing on the question of “why” in 

employee minds regarding innovation complements existing theories on 

innovation implementation, which typically focus on expectations of costs 

and benefits (e.g., Ajzen, 1991; Beaudry & Pinsonneault, 2005; Davis, 

1989; Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009). The present results indicated the distinct 

incremental effects of attributions on the implementation process over and 

above expectations. Our post hoc analysis also supported the role of 

attributions as an antecedent of expectations by showing that attributions 

affect implementation behaviors through expectations (Martinko & Gardner, 

1982; Weiner, 1985). The partial mediation by expectations suggests that 

through expectations, attributions have direct and indirect effects on 

implementation behaviors. Further studies may explore additional 

intervening mechanisms between attributions and innovation 

implementation behaviors other than expectations. 

The current theoretical and empirical analyses confirmed that 

attribution to constructive intentionality is positively related to active 
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implementation but not significantly related to passive implementation. This 

pattern suggests that when employees attribute the organization’s intention 

of adopting an innovation to a genuine, constructive cause, they tend to 

implement it enthusiastically instead of being passive and simply following 

the minimum requirements for implementation (Parker et al., 2006). 

Furthermore, attribution to constructive intentionality diminishes 

undesirable implementation behaviors among employees, such as avoiding 

or ignoring innovation. 

 By contrast, attribution to deceptive intentionality increases 

implementation avoidance, although such negative attribution is unrelated to 

either active or passive implementation behavior. The negative effect of 

attribution on innovation may not reduce the positive forms of 

implementation behavior among employees when organizational forces for 

implementation and situational pressure are present (Agarwal & Prasad, 

1998; Marler, Fisher, & Ke, 2009). This potential disarray between 

employee attribution of an innovation situation and organizational pressure 

for implementation presents the need for simultaneous or balanced 

consideration of the person–situation dynamism in shaping employee 

behavior (Meyer, Dalal, & Hermida, 2010). Further research should reveal 

the competing and complementary functions involving employee attribution 

as well as the organizational enforcement of an innovation. 

The present study identified and empirically differentiated three 

forms of implementation behaviors that are in line with the three domains of 
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task behaviors, namely, in-role, extra-role, and deviant behavior (Crant 

2000; Dalal, 2005; Klein et al., 2001). These behavioral reactions represent 

different levels of employee engagement in innovation implementation that 

may provide a finer-grained explanation than studies based on typical 

dichotomization of either acceptance or rejection or a singular focus on 

resistance to change (Choi & Moon, 2013; Greenhalgh et al., 2005). These 

three forms of implementation behavior exhibit disparate patterns relative to 

innovation-targeted attributions and exert varying effects on innovation 

effectiveness, thereby supporting their conceptual and functional 

distinctiveness in the innovation implementation context. The distinct 

formative mechanisms of these implementation behaviors should be further 

explored in future studies. 

Study Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Despite intriguing theoretical and managerial implications, the 

present findings should be interpreted with caution. First, the current data 

were collected at a single point in time and thus prevented us from making 

any causal inferences. Although the present causal flow of the attribution–

behavior–outcome relationship is theoretically justifiable (Ferris et al., 

1995; Nishii et al., 2008), the possibility of reversed causality that 

innovation outcomes affect employee attributions remains plausible. For 

example, negative innovation outcomes could drive employees to find 

excuses and blame management for adopting useless innovation for their 
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political advancement. Further experimental or longitudinal research should 

be carried out to ascertain current causal relationships.  

Second, the current measure of innovation effectiveness was 

assessed at the individual level and evaluated very specific employee 

performance gains (e.g., skill acquisition, improved morale, and 

productivity) attributable to the target innovation. Such specific measure 

may be insufficient to reveal the overall success or failure of a given 

innovation. In addition, the current innovation effectiveness measure could 

confound with the general performance of employees. Future research may 

resort to a broad and general measure of innovation outcomes. 

Finally, although I controlled for the effects of country settings and 

innovation types in our analysis, I acknowledge that these cultural or 

innovation-specific factors could be critical in shaping innovation-related 

attributions and corresponding employee attitudes and behaviors. Despite 

the specific direction to select the most recently adopted innovation, the 

selected innovation could reflect managerial bias for opting successful 

rather than unsuccessful innovations. In addition, certain characteristics 

shared among MBA students could systematically affect their rating patterns 

when they assess the implementation behaviors and outcomes of followers. 

Additional conceptual and empirical work should consider the roles of 

culture- and innovation-specific dynamics toward innovation attribution. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the present study meaningfully 

advances the innovation literature by applying attribution theory to explain 
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multiple forms of implementation behavior. Thus, this study enables 

researchers to comprehensively investigate the cognitive processes 

underlying organizational innovation beyond the appraisal of anticipated 

outcomes or expectations based on the cost–benefit analysis of innovation 

implementation. Our empirical analysis revealed that employee attributions 

of an innovation to constructive and deceptive intentionality are related to 

different forms of implementation behavior, thereby affecting innovation 

effectiveness. Further empirical and conceptual efforts may integrate these 

various cognitive underpinnings (e.g., attribution and expectation) 

underlying innovation implementation with potential emotional dynamics 

induced by innovation adoption.  
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CHAPTER III 

STUDY 2: WHEN AND HOW DOES INNOVATION ATTRIBUTION 

OCCUR? INTERVENING EMOTIONAL PROCESS, BOUNDARY 

CONDITIONS, AND ANTECEDENTS IN EMPLOYEE 

ATTRIBUTION TO INNOVATION 

 

Introduction 

In the ever-changing and severely competitive business 

environment, innovation has been widely regarded as a pivotal factor for the 

survival and sustainable development of contemporary organizations (Choi, 

Sung, Lee, & Cho, 2011; Greenhalgh et al., 2005). Innovation includes two 

stages: adoption, which indicates an organization’s decision to introduce an 

innovation, and implementation, which is defined as employees’ consistent 

and committed use of an innovation (Klein & Sorra, 1996). Researchers 

have traditionally focused on the former on the assumption that the latter is 

a relatively automatic and static process (Choi & Chang, 2009; Van de Ven 

& Rogers, 1988). However, the high failure rate of innovation regardless of 

its value indicates the importance of the implementation and adoption of 

valuable innovations (Klein et al., 2001; Real & Poole, 2005). Accordingly, 

scholars have increasingly emphasized implementation as a key process of 

innovation (Choi & Chang, 2009; Chung & Choi, 2018) and the role of 

employees as active users rather than passive recipients of innovation. Thus, 
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comprehending how employees perceive and react to innovation in the 

implementation process is necessary. 

Researchers have suggested various models to explain employee 

perception and reactions to innovation. The technology acceptance model 

proposes individual cognitive evaluations, such as perceived usefulness and 

ease of use, to explain innovation use behavior (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh & 

Bala, 2008). Likewise, social cognitive theory emphasizes the expectancy 

evaluations of users in relation to a new system as the primary determinants 

of intention and usage of innovation (Bandura & Cervone, 1986; Venkatesh, 

Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). Theory of planned behavior claims that 

perceived behavioral control shapes intention and behavior toward 

innovation (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, Joyce, Sheikh, & Cote, 2011). Employing 

coping theory, researchers also proposed that innovation use is determined 

on the basis of the cognitive appraisal of innovations (including threats or 

opportunities) (Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; Beaudry & Pinsonneault, 2005). 

Despite providing meaningful insights, existing literature suffers 

from several limitations. First, by focusing on employee expectations on the 

cost and benefit of a target innovation itself, existing research has 

overlooked the influence of another fundamental cognitive process: 

attribution. Attribution refers to the perceived cause or the interpretation of 

what an event resulted from (Seifert, 2004). Attributions are widely 

regarded as key antecedents of expectations, emotions, and behaviors (e.g., 

Adler, 1980; Campbell & Martinko, 1998; Klaas & Wheeler, 1990; 
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Martinko, Douglas, & Harvey, 2006; Mone & Baker, 1992; Weiner, 1985, 

1986). They are significant in the sense-making process during unpredicted, 

important circumstances (Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Martinko, Harvey, & 

Dasborough, 2011). Thus, examining the attributed intentions focused on 

employees or on managerial motives regarding innovation adoption is 

crucial to achieving a more profound understanding of employee perception 

and subsequent reactions.  

In addition, previous research on behavioral reaction to innovation 

has been limited to a single behavior of either accepting or rejecting the 

given innovation (Choi & Moon, 2013). This perspective overlooks the 

various possibilities of employee implementation behavior that could have a 

strong impact on the overall success of innovation (Greenhalgh et al., 2005; 

Chung & Choi, 2018; Oreg, Bartunek, Lee, & Do, 2018). Therefore, 

exploring various forms of behaviors as an implementation outcome in 

relation to the effects of attribution is necessary. 

To address these issues, the present study proposes an attribution 

process leading to various forms of implementation behaviors. Drawing on 

the attribution of intentionality model (Ferris et al., 1995), I highlight the 

role of the attribution of intentionality in the innovation implementation 

process. Drawing on the classification of human resource (HR) attributions 

(Nishii et al., 2008) and human motives (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004; De 

Dreu, 2006), I suggest four types of innovation attributions. On the basis of 

two dimensions of employee-targeted intention (i.e., commitment-focused 
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or control-focused) and managerial motive (i.e., self-interest and collective 

interest), innovation attributions are classified into constructive attribution, 

calculative attribution, instrumental attribution, and exploitive attribution. I 

consider measurability and focus on two extreme attributions of employee-

targeted intention (i.e., constructive attribution and exploitive attribution) 

and examine their interaction with self-interested managerial motive. 

These attributed intentions or motives regarding innovation are 

expected to be associated with differentiated implementation behavior. 

Considering a variety of human behaviors, I propose four implementation 

behaviors drawing on the circumplex model of recipients’ behavioral 

responses to a change event (Oreg et al., 2018). Reflecting the two 

dimensions of valence (i.e., positive or negative) and proactivity (i.e., 

proactive or responsive) of the circumplex model, the implementation 

behaviors are classified into proactive and responsive implementation as 

well as implementation avoidance and resistance. Hence, the current study 

offers a systematic and fine-grained classification of employee 

implementation behaviors. 

In this study, the basic relationship between innovation attribution 

and implementation behavior will be elaborated in various ways. First, this 

study specifies intermediating processes to clarify the mechanism linking 

the relationship between attribution and implementation behavior. In 

particular, departing from the prevailing focus on the cognitive process in 

innovation implementation, I suggest emotional reactions as an intervening 
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process that mediates attributions and implementation behaviors. Given that 

emotions serve critical functions as well as cognitions in shaping human 

behaviors (Oatley, Keltner, & Jenkins, 2006), they are expected to bring a 

balanced view of understanding employee reactions toward innovation. The 

current study uses attribution theory and cognitive appraisal theory of 

emotion (Roseman, Spindle, & Jose, 1990) to present positive and negative 

emotional reactions for the intermediating mechanism connecting 

attributions and implementation behaviors. 

Second, the mediating role of emotions in the relationship between 

attribution and implementation behaviors will be specified in the interaction 

with boundary conditions involving innovation characteristics and 

contextual factors. Despite the close relationship between emotion and 

behavior owing to the action tendency of emotions (Frijda, 1987), an 

emotion can elicit different behaviors depending on situational constraints 

(Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Hartel, 2002; Martin, Knopoff, & Beckman, 1998). 

Thus, situational contingencies that clarify the relationship between emotion 

and behavior should be identified and examined. Accordingly, the present 

study identifies innovation complexity as an innovation characteristic, along 

with implementation climate as a contextual team-level factor, that 

moderates the relationship of emotions and behaviors. Unlike most existing 

studies on innovation implementation that focused on either individual-level 

(e.g., Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; Beaudry & Pinsonneault, 2010) or group-

level dynamics (e.g., Choi & Chang, 2009; Choi et al., 2011), this work 
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proposes a multilevel perspective by suggesting innovation complexity as an 

individual-level moderator and implementation climate as a team-level 

moderator influencing cross-level effects. Employees belong to an 

organization, and they are clearly affected by the team and are likely to have 

a shared perception. Thus, a multilevel investigation can help in 

understanding the social interactions in a real organization.  

Finally, as Kelley (1973) and other attribution theorists have 

claimed, various factors shape attributions. Exploring the antecedents that 

determine employee attributions is crucial to verifying the attribution 

process in innovation. Nevertheless, given the complexity of the main 

attribution–emotion–behavior model, the exploration of the relationship 

between antecedent and attribution will be conducted independently. 

Numerous factors, including individual characteristics and situational 

factors, influence employee attribution. Similar to the boundary conditions 

of the emotion–behavior relationship, a multilevel perspective is utilized 

and individual- and team-level antecedents are identified. This study 

identifies attribution style as an individual-level characteristic and structural 

empowerment as a team-level organizational characteristic. In addition to 

general characteristics, this work also explores the effects of previous 

innovations to employee attributions regarding the continuous stream of 

innovation implementation (Bordia, Restubog, Jimmieson, & Irmer, 2011). 

Therefore, I include factors reflecting the influence of previous innovation 

as the antecedents of employee attributions. Specifically, innovation burnout 
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in the individual level and the frequency and ineffectiveness of previous 

innovation at the team level are examined as antecedents of employee 

attributions. 

The present study contributes to the extant literature in several key 

ways. First, applying social attribution theory to explain innovation 

implementation, the current study develops a new framework for the 

attribution process in innovation implementation to complement and extend 

the prevailing focus on the expectation on perceived consequences with 

attributed intentions or motives regarding innovation. Second, this study 

proposes a sophisticated attribution process in various ways, one that is not 

limited to the typology of innovation attributions and direct effects on 

implementation behaviors, and identifies intermediating mechanism of 

emotional reactions, boundary conditions, and antecedents of innovation 

attribution. Third, in investigating the sense-making process triggered by the 

attributed intentions or motives of organizations under innovation 

implementation, this study offers specific implementation behaviors with a 

more systematic and fine-grained classification than the typical 

dichotomization of either acceptance or rejection. The study also provides a 

balanced view that incorporates various perspectives regarding the 

attribution process in innovation implementation. Emotional reactions are 

suggested as a mediating mechanism connecting the relationship between 

innovation attribution and implementation behaviors, thereby enabling a 

balanced understanding of cognition and emotion with respect to human 
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behaviors. Furthermore, the presented model contains positive and negative 

aspects of the attribution process for an in-depth understanding on the 

dynamics of the process. Finally, by presenting boundary conditions of 

emotional reactions and implementation behaviors and antecedents of 

innovation attributions, the current model offers multilevel approaches for 

examining the interplay between individual and team factors in predicting 

the attribution process in innovation implementation behaviors. Overall, this 

research identifies the comprehensive and integrative processes of 

attribution on innovation implementation that addresses how innovation 

attributions influence the implementation process. 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

Innovation is defined as “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived 

as new by an individual or other unit of adoption” (Rogers, 2003, p. 12). 

When an innovation is adopted by an organization, employees are forced to 

shift overall work routines, improve skills, and adjust to different work 

styles and task roles. These challenging circumstances are equivocal, that is, 

they can be interpreted as either positive or negative, and require a sense-

making process (Weick et al., 2005). Employees attempt to label and assign 

meaning to these situational dynamics by interpreting the cause behind the 

innovation adoption (Bartunek et al., 2006; Maitlis & Chistianson, 2014). 

Attribution to intentionality, which means interpreting the intentions or 

motives of the organization underlying the innovation adoption, serves a 
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Figure 2. Conceptual Framework, Study 2 
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Figure 3. Structural Model, Study 2 
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critical function in the sense-making process by labeling the situation and 

determining subsequent behavioral reactions. This study emphasizes the key 

roles of attributions on innovation implementation by suggesting that the 

attribution process determines various forms of implementation behaviors 

through an intervening emotional process. In addition, the boundary 

conditions and antecedents of the attribution process are explored. 

Figure 2 and Figure 3 depict the overall theoretical framework of the 

present study, which proposes an integrated attribution process in 

innovation implementation. By investigating the antecedents, intervening 

mechanism, and boundary conditions, I present a novel integrated 

framework of how attributions shape implementation outcomes in the 

innovation implementation process. 

Attribution of Intentionality 

Attribution theory essentially proposes that individuals have a 

fundamental tendency to infer causal relationships when confronting 

unexpected, important social events (Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Martinko et al., 

2011). The theory originates from Heider (1958), who noted in his book The 

Psychology of Interpersonal Relationships that attributions arise from the 

primary cognitive processes by which people interpret causes and effects for 

them to solve problems and interact more effectively with their 

circumstances. The work developed by Heider was refined and extended by 

Jones and Davis (1965), Kelley (1971, 1973), and Weiner (1985, 1986). In 
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their correspondent inference theory, Jones and Davis (1965) affirmed that 

perceivers aim to interpret intentions underlying a behavior to infer 

dispositions that will be stable across situations. Focusing on the 

antecedents of the attribution process, Kelley (1971, 1973) proposed the 

types of information that individuals use to make attributions, namely, 

consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness information. Conversely, 

Weiner (1985, 1986) examined the consequences of attributions and 

demonstrated how the dimensions (e.g., locus of causality, stability, and 

controllability) of attributional explanations (e.g., effort, ability, luck, and 

task difficulty) affect the expectations, emotions, and behaviors of 

individuals. Attribution theorists claimed that understanding attribution is 

crucial because individuals’ reasoning of the causes of behaviors and events 

influences their subsequent attitudes and behaviors (Kelley & Michela, 

1980). The effects of attributions and their underlying dimensions on 

expectancies, emotions, and behaviors have been widely examined in 

psychology and organization research (e.g., Adler, 1980; Campbell & 

Martinko, 1998; Klaas & Wheeler, 1990; Martinko et al, 2006; Mone & 

Baker, 1992). 

One of the principal dimensions of attribution is locus of causality, 

which determines whether the behavior of an actor is ascribed to internal or 

external factors (Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1985). With this dimension, 

individuals explain actions or events either dispositionally (i.e., caused by 

the person) or situationally (i.e., caused by the context or environment). 
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With regard to explaining an actor’s behavior, dispositional explanations are 

more informative and are construed by perceivers to be more reliable for 

predicting future behaviors (Jones & Davis, 1965) relative to their 

counterparts. On the contrary, external explanations are less helpful than 

internal explanations as predictors of future behaviors or events because 

they tend to change easily compared with relatively stable internal 

dispositions (Jones & Davis, 1965). Thus, internal attributions are likely to 

be more strongly related to other cognitions, emotions, and behaviors 

(Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, & Rosenbaum, 1972) than external 

attributions, which, in turn, show fewer underlying motivations of behaviors 

(Kelley & Michela, 1980; Nishii et al., 2008). This differentiation between 

internal and external attributions can also be explained by the fundamental 

attribution error (Heider, 1958; Ross, 1977) or the actor–observer bias 

(Jones & Nisbett, 1971), which refer to the tendency of observers to 

interpret the cause of behaviors and outcomes of actors according to their 

internal dispositions (i.e., make internal attributions), whereas actors 

interpret the cause of their outcomes and behaviors according to their 

external environment (i.e., make external attributions). Individuals are liable 

to overlook contextual information about environments that restrict an 

actor’s behavior and instead imply the person’s internal aspects from his/her 

behavior (Jones & Harris, 1967). As observers tend to attribute an actor’s 

behavior to his/her dispositional factors than on situational factors, external 

attributions regarding an actor’s behaviors are affirmed to be less effective 
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to shape observer attitudes and behaviors than do internal attributions 

(Nishii et al., 2008). Therefore, the present study focuses on internal 

attributions in exploring the attribution process in innovation 

implementation. 

Researchers in attribution theory have increasingly suggested a 

multidimensional approach to internal attribution (Ferris et al., 1995; Nishii 

et al., 2008). The dimensions of internal attributions vary according to the 

intentions or motives underlying the behaviors of an actor. Attribution 

scholars have claimed that perceivers are likely to make inferences about or 

ascribe meanings to behaviors through an evaluation of the underlying 

motives or intentions of an actor (Heider, 1958; Regan, 1978). Thus, 

motives or intentions play a critical role in the attribution process. 

Consistent with this notion, Ferris et al. (1995) proposed the attribution of 

intentionality model, which suggests that attributions regarding underlying 

motives or intentions of the behavior can serve as a core triggering 

mechanism in the construct definition and distinction of an actor’s behavior. 

They indicated that the differentiation of particular behaviors may be a 

function of the cognitive appraisal, interpretation, and labeling of the 

observed behavior. Specifically, the internal attribution in their model can 

be distinguished by intentionality, which divides attribution to an actor’s 

behavior into positive (authentic and sincere) or negative (self-serving and 

manipulative) intentions according to the underlying intentions or motives 

of the actor. Once the intentionality of the behavior has been attributed, 
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these attributions to particular intentions or motives are used by the 

perceiver to ascribe meaning to and label the actor’s behavior. On the basis 

of these attributed intentions or motives, Ferris et al. (1995) labeled 

organizational politics and citizenship and claimed that these different 

attributions and labeling influence the attitudinal and behavioral responses 

of perceivers. Citizenship behaviors attributed to authentic and sincere 

motives lead to favorable reactions (i.e., high satisfaction), whereas political 

behaviors attributed to self-serving and deceitful intentions lead to 

unfavorable reactions (i.e., low satisfaction or cynicism). 

Ferris et al.’s (1995) model of attribution of intentionality has been 

adopted for various organizational contexts, such as those pertaining to 

corporate social responsibility (Vlachos, Panagopoulos, Bachrach, & 

Morgeson, 2017), leadership (Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002; Li, Wu, 

Johnson, & Avey, 2017), voice behavior and work engagement (Cheng, Lu, 

Chang, & Johnstone, 2012), and employee volunteerism (Rodell & Lynch, 

2016). For instance, Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2012) applied the 

attribution of intentionality model for leader–member relationships, 

suggesting that leadership can be differently evaluated, interpreted, and 

labeled according to the member’s attributions about the leader’s motives. 

Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2012) asserted that once the member attributes 

the leader’s behavior to either sincere or manipulative intentions or motives, 

the attributed intentions determine the distinct labeling of the leader’s 
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behavior as true or pseudo transformational leadership, which in turn 

influences the affect and liking of members for the leader. 

Although the model of attribution of intentionality has been 

investigated in dyadic interpersonal relationships, especially between 

leaders and members, the attribution of intentions or motives are also 

applicable in the relationship between employees and the management or 

organization in relation to an organizational event. For instance, Nishii et al. 

(2008) identified employee attribution to HR practices as commitment-

focused (i.e., employee well-being and development) and control-focused 

attributions (i.e., exploiting employees). These attributions influence 

employees’ explanation and labeling of HR practices as well as their 

attitudinal and behavioral responses to such practices. Specifically, 

commitment-focused attribution leads to positive employee attitudes (i.e., 

employee commitment and satisfaction) and performance outcomes (e.g., 

customer satisfaction and citizenship behavior), whereas control-focused 

attribution shows opposite results. Drawing on Nishii et al. (2008), other 

studies have examined the attributions of employees on HR practices in 

different ways, thereby confirming that commitment-focused attributions 

shapes positive employee attitudinal and behavioral reactions. Such 

behaviors include improved task performance and low turnover intentions 

partially mediated by perceived organizational support (Chen & Wang, 

2014), commitment (Fontinha, Chambel, & De Cuyper, 2012), increased job 

involvement and low emotional exhaustion (Shantz, Arevshatian, Alfes, & 
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Bailey, 2016), and enhanced job satisfaction (Valizade, Ogbonnaya, 

Tregaskis, & Forde, 2016). By contrast, control-focused HR attribution 

show negative relationships with those outcomes. 

A Model of Innovation Attributions: Multidimensional Approach 

Using the model of attribution of intentionality as basis, this study 

proposes a model of innovation attributions. I define innovation attributions 

as employees’ causal explanations for management’s intentions and motives 

for innovation adoption. In accordance with previous research about 

attribution of intentionality, this study develops a multidimensional 

approach to innovation attributions. First, applying the framework of HR 

attributions by Nish et al. (2008), I categorize innovation attributions into 

commitment- and control-focused dimensions based on employee-targeted 

intention, that is, whether the intended goal of innovations connotes high- or 

low-level of concern for employees (i.e., employee well-being and 

employee manipulation, respectively).  

Managerial motive, a new dimension of innovation attributions, is 

likewise introduced in this study. Management is a group of individuals who 

have their own personal values and motives. Thus, their values and motives 

can affect important organizational decisions, including innovation 

adoption. This study suggests that managerial motives are another crucial 

dimension that shapes employees’ attributions toward management’s 

intentionality of innovation adoption. People are motivated by either their 
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own needs or those of others (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004; De Dreu, 2006). 

These self-interested motives and other-oriented motives have been 

important issues in the most social and organizational sciences (Miller, 

1999). Research has shown that these motives tend to greatly affect the 

attitudes and behaviors of individuals, including their decision making 

(Mitchell & Biglan, 1971; Shafir & LeBoeuf, 2002). Drawing on these 

existing studies, I classified managerial motive dimension into two opposite 

categories: self-interested managerial motive and collective interested 

managerial motive. Self-interested managerial motive refers to the 

management’s motives on innovation adoption based on the interests, needs, 

and desires of one’s own attributes and consequences (i.e., political power 

and personal gains). On the contrary, collective interested managerial 

motive is defined as management’s motives on innovation adoption based 

on the interests, needs, and desires of the whole organization’s attributes and 

consequences (i.e., organizational development).  

Integrating employee-targeted intention dimension (i.e., 

commitment-focused and control-focused) and managerial motive 

dimension (self-interest and collective interest), I propose four types of 

innovation attribution, namely, constructive, calculative, instrumental, and 

exploitive attribution. The typology of innovation attribution is depicted in 

Table 3.  
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Table 3. Typology of Innovation Attributions 

 
Managerial motive 

Collective interest Self-interest 

Employee-

targeted 

intention 

Commitment-

focused 

Constructive 

Attribution 

Calculative 

Attribution 

Control-

focused 

Instrumental 

Attribution 

Exploitive 

Attribution 

 

Constructive attribution refers to the reasoning among employees 

that their management adopted an innovation with the intention and motive 

of achieving desirable benefits for both employees and the organization by 

combining dimensions of commitment-focused intention and collective-

interested managerial motive. Employees with constructive attribution 

believe that their management cares for its employees and organization, and 

the innovation is adopted to improve employee well-being and 

organizational development. 

Conversely, calculative attribution is defined as employees’ 

perception that their management adopted an innovation with the intention 

and motive of achieving personal gains through desirable benefits for 

employees by combining dimensions of commitment-focused intention and 

self-interested managerial motive. Employees with calculative attribution 

interpret that innovation is adopted by management for it to pursue its own 

political power and personal gains through innovations that enhance the 

productivity and well-being of employees. 
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Instrumental attribution refers to employees’ perception that their 

management adopted an innovation with the intention and motive of 

controlling and sacrificing employees to achieve desirable organizational 

benefits by combining dimensions of control-focused intention and 

collective-interested managerial motive. These employees believe that 

management adopted the innovation to sacrificing employees by controlling 

and monitoring only for organizational development. 

Finally, exploitive attribution is defined as the reasoning among 

employees that their management adopted an innovation with the intention 

and motive of controlling and sacrificing employees only to achieve 

management’s own gains. Employees with this attribution interpret 

innovation adoption with the self-serving, manipulative intentions of 

management, such as increasing political power or control to manipulate 

employees.  

In line with previous research, the current study suggests that the 

categories of employee-focused intention dimension are independent of each 

other (Nishii et al., 2008), whereas the categories of managerial motive 

dimension are located on opposite sides of a bipolar continuum (Meglino & 

Korgaard, 2004). Considering the measurability and parsimony of the 

model, the present model focuses on two extreme attributions of employee-

targeted intention dimension (i.e., constructive attribution and exploitive 

attribution) and examines their interactions with self-interested managerial 

motives. These distinguished innovation attributions are expected to 
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determine different implementation behaviors through subsequent emotional 

responses. 

Innovation Implementation Outcome: Multiple Forms of 

Implementation Behavior 

Previous studies on implementation have widely focused on the 

dichotomous outcomes of acceptance or resistance to innovation (Choi & 

Moon, 2013). However, this perspective can limit the rich possibility of 

various behavioral outcomes that could have a strong impact on the overall 

success of innovation (Greenhalgh et al., 2005; Chung & Choi, 2018; Oreg 

et al., 2018). The present study develops a multidimensional classification 

of implementation behaviors on the basis of a general classification scheme 

of work-related behaviors (Dalal, 2005; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002; Spector 

& Fox, 2010) and the circumplex model of recipients’ behavioral responses 

to organizational change (Oreg et al., 2018). Specifically, I propose four 

types of implementation behavior integrating the valence dimension (i.e., 

positivity versus negativity) with the proactivity dimension (i.e., passivity 

versus proactivity). 

In the organizational context, work-related behaviors are categorized 

into positive behaviors that contribute to and facilitate organizational 

functioning and negative behaviors that harm such functioning (Dalal, 2005; 

Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Researchers have distinguished in-role or role-

prescribed and passive activities from extra-role or discretionary and 
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proactive behaviors going beyond core tasks in terms of positive task 

behaviors (Crant, 2000; Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1998; Morrison 

& Phelps, 1999). Furthermore, counterproductive work behaviors have been 

divided according to the intention to harm, with passive behaviors including 

failure to do a task or to do it correctly (i.e., withdrawal behavior) and active 

behaviors including intention to destroy something (i.e., sabotage) (Spector, 

Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006). Similarly, researchers of 

organizational change have divided behavioral reactions not only into 

positive and negative but also active and passive forms (Bovey & Hede, 

2001; Herschovich & Meyer, 2002; Oreg et al., 2018; Smollan, 2011). For 

instance, Oreg et al. (2018) differentiated behavioral responses to change 

using valence and activation dimensions, thereby identifying (1) change 

acceptance with positive valence and low activation, (2) change proactivity 

with positive valence and high activation, (3) change disengagement with 

negative valence and low activation, and (4) change resistance with negative 

valence and high activation. 

In line with these classifications, the present study develops valence 

and proactivity dimensions and proposes four types of implementation 

behaviors, namely, proactive implementation, responsive implementation, 

implementation avoidance, and implementation resistance. As domain-

specific behaviors, implementation behaviors focus on the task of 

implementation itself rather than on a person or organization (e.g., 

championing or undermining). This research also suggests examining 
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implementation outcomes in reality through actual behaviors that are 

appraised by supervisors rather than through behavioral intention. 

Proactive implementation refers to the spontaneous and voluntary 

engagement of employees in innovation implementation by combining 

positive valence and high proactivity. Similar to other proactive behaviors, 

this implementation behavior is characterized by a self-initiated action of 

challenging the status quo and creating favorable conditions of improvement 

for implementing the given innovation (Crant, 2000; Oreg et al., 2018; 

Parker et al., 2006). Employees engaging in proactive implementation 

enthusiastically participate in implementation and exert extra effort, such as 

modifying or customizing the design, features, and functions of the given 

innovation to achieve optimal outcomes (Castro, Barrera, & Martinez, 2004; 

Chung & Choi, 2018). 

Conversely, responsive implementation is the compliant 

implementation behavior of employees in accordance with organizational 

requirements and directions combining positive valence and low proactivity. 

This implementation behavior represents a form of in-role prescribed 

behavior in the implementation context characterized by passively 

supportive and unobtrusive compliance (Klein et al., 2001; Oreg et al., 

2018). Employees with responsive implementation carefully follow 

innovation-related instructions (Chung & Choi, 2018; Dusenbury et al., 

2003). 
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Implementation avoidance is defined as the withdrawal of 

employees from implementing the given innovation with the combination of 

negative valence and low proactivity. This implementation behavior shows 

a passive form of counterproductive behavior toward tasks that allow 

evasion of work or intentional decrease of attention (Dalal, 2005; Rotundo 

& Sackett, 2002). Employees who avoid implementation deny conforming 

to the given innovation by lessening efforts to implementation, making 

errors, foot dragging, or even pretending not to recognize such initiatives to 

preserve the status quo (Erwin & Garman, 2010; Chung & Choi, 2018). 

Given the passive nature of implementation avoidance, however, such 

avoidance may resemble responsive implementation because the related 

behaviors are not overt and employees tend to show feigned compliance. 

Nevertheless, implementation avoidance hampers implementation by 

making the process less smooth, slower, and even less effective than that in 

responsive implementation (Oreg et al., 2018). 

Finally, implementation resistance involves overt opposition behavior in 

response to implementation with the combination of negative valence and 

high proactivity. As a proactive form of counterproductive behavior, 

implementation resistance is characterized by demonstrating extreme 

objection to the innovation implementation and engagement with overt and 

intended behavior to oppose implementation (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). 

Employees with implementation resistance are likely to actively disperse 

critical and degrading information and judgment about the given innovation 
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(Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014; Ramirez & Bartunek, 1989). Implementation 

resistance is the most detrimental behavior for both the focal employee and 

other employees by increasing the workload, lowering work morale, and 

having negative contagion effects (Bartunek, Huang, & Walsh, 2008; Felps 

et al., 2009). In sum, these four types of implementation behaviors among 

employees are predicted to be shaped by their attribution of target 

innovation. 

Innovation Attributions and Implementation Behavior 

Attribution theory suggests a close relationship between attributions 

and subsequent behaviors (Adler, 1980; Campbell & Martinko, 1998; 

Kelley, 1973; Klaas & Wheeler, 1990; Martinko et al, 2006; Mone & Baker, 

1992; Weiner, 1985). Specifically, in their model of the attribution of 

intentionality, Ferris et al. (1995) posited that perceivers tend to use 

attributions to specific motives or intentions interpreting and labeling the 

actor’s behavior once they determine the intentionality of an actor’s 

behavior. In turn, the differently labeled behavior affects the attitudinal and 

behavioral reactions of the perceivers. By triggering the sense-making of the 

innovation situation, the differentiated attributed intentionality of the 

organization generates disparate labeling and different implementation 

behaviors. In line with social exchange perspectives, I present that attributed 

constructive intentionality toward innovation that connotes favorable 

labeling of the situation makes employees feel compelled to reciprocate in 
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supportive and beneficial ways (Nishii et al., 2008). Conversely, attributed 

exploitive intentionality regarding innovation reflecting unfavorable 

labeling of the innovation situation is likely to be associated with negative 

attitudes and behaviors, such as mistrust of management or resisting 

behavior regarding innovation (Dasborough, & Ashkanasy, 2002; Nishii et 

al., 2008). 

Constructive attribution and implementation behaviors. With attributions 

to the sincere and constructive intentionality of the management’s concern 

for their well-being and enhancement, employees are likely to label the 

innovation adoption as constructive and beneficial. This positive labeling on 

innovation adoption helps employees develop positive attitudes and 

behavioral engagement with the given innovation (Ferris et al., 1995). The 

relationship between attribution and behavior can also be partially explained 

by social exchange mechanisms (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 

2000), in that employees in a favorable perceiving context with attributions 

to genuine motives of organizations tend to engender a felt obligation to 

contribute to their organization for their engagement in innovation 

implementation as a means of reciprocating positive treatment (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005; Vlachos et al., 2017). Research has claimed that positive 

attributions to an organization’s genuine and honorable intention tend to 

increase the sense of control, satisfaction, and organizational commitment of 

employees, thereby promoting positive behaviors (Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; 
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Dalal, 2005; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). For instance, Nishii et al. 

(2008) demonstrated that commitment-focused HR attributions engender 

employee commitment, satisfaction, and subsequent citizenship behavior. 

Accordingly, I propose that constructive attribution provokes 

employees’ positive behaviors, such as proactive and responsive 

implementation. Employees with constructive attribution are likely to 

develop commitment and enthusiasm toward the given innovation (Byrne et 

al., 2005; Parker et al., 2006). Thus, employees exhibit proactive 

implementation by identifying implementation barriers and modifying the 

features and components of an innovation to actualize the potential benefits 

for the organization and themselves. Employees who attribute an innovation 

to management’s benevolent intention for caring and supporting employees 

also tend to faithfully implement the innovation by following the given 

directions and instructions (Parker et al., 2006). With this responsive 

implementation, employees with attributions to constructive intentionality 

fulfill task requirements related to innovation. In sum, I hypothesize the 

following relationships: 

Hypothesis 1: Constructive attribution is positively related to  

(a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive implementation and 

negatively related to (c) implementation avoidance and  

(d) implementation resistance. 
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Exploitive attribution and implementation behaviors. When attributing an 

innovation to the manipulative, self-serving intentions of the management, 

employees tend to develop unfavorable and detrimental labeling on the 

innovation adoption. Such negative labeling leads to negative employee 

attitudes and behaviors toward the given innovation (Ferris et al., 1995). 

According to social exchange mechanism, employees perceiving self-

serving attributions are likely to create uncertainty for the organization’s 

treatment of employees given the violation of the rule of positive 

reciprocation (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This perception of unfair 

treatment decreases positive work attitudes and desirable behaviors and 

increases deviant behaviors (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Vlachos et al., 

2017). Researchers have consistently reported close links between the 

experience of mistreatment with dissatisfaction, withdrawal behaviors, 

reduced job performance, and increased intention to quit (Boswell & Olson-

Buchanan, 2004; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Olson-

Buchanan & Boswell, 2008). 

Exploitive attribution to the innovation adoption of management signals that 

the management engages in innovation adoption for instrumental and 

manipulative reasons, such as controlling and sacrificing employees, instead 

of promoting the growth and well-being of employees (Qian & Daniels, 

2008). This attribution likely generates suspicions about the treatment of 

employees and the value and necessity of the innovation as well as 

diminishes the passion and responsibility for implementing the innovation 



 

68 

(Stanley et al., 2005). Accordingly, employees with negative labeling 

caused by exploitive attributions tend to be reluctant to implement the given 

innovation even when under pressure to implement (Chung & Choi, 2018). 

Perceptions of injustice and unfair treatment regarding innovation can evoke 

various deviant behaviors, such as withdrawal behaviors and even public 

rejections of innovation implementation (Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2004; 

Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2008). Therefore, employees withdraw effort, 

avoid implementation, and exhibit overt rejection when they attribute the 

management’s innovation adoption to exploitive intentionality. Thus, I 

propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Exploitive attribution is negatively related to  

(a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive implementation and 

positively related to (c) implementation avoidance and  

(d) implementation resistance. 

Moderating role of self-interested managerial motive in the relationship 

between attribution and implementation behavior. The effects of 

innovation attributions regarding employee-targeted intention can be either 

enhanced or diminished by another dimension of innovation attribution, 

namely, managerial motive. Drawing on existing literature regarding human 

motives (e.g., Meglino & Korgaard, 2004), the present study places self-

interested and collective-interested managerial motive at opposite ends of a 

single bipolar continuum. In addition, it explores the interactions with 
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innovation attributions of employee-targeted intention focusing on self-

interested managerial motive. Leaders acting egoistically and using their 

subordinates to pursue their own gains put pressure on employees and 

overburden them, thus resulting in low job satisfaction and affective 

commitment and high burnout and workplace deviance (Schilling, 2009; 

Schimid, Verdorfer, & Peus, 2019). Employee attribution of self-interested 

managerial motive will exert a similar effect on implementation behaviors 

with the interaction of attribution to employee-targeted intention. 

Although employees perceive the innovation is adopted for the welfare 

and enhancement employees, their favorable reaction will lessen when they 

interpret the adopting decision was caused by the self-serving motive of the 

management to gain political power or to maximize personal gains over the 

goals of the overall organization. These employees have doubts and 

confusion about the underlying motives of the innovation and are reluctant 

to follow and support the innovation enthusiastically. In addition, attribution 

to self-interested managerial motive will amplify the negative impact on 

implementation behaviors of exploitive attribution. When employees 

construe that the innovation is adapted to control and monitor them, their 

unfavorable labeling for the innovation will worsen. They recognize that the 

management’s motives regarding the innovation are driven by the desire to 

manipulate employees for the management’s own benefit. These employees 

will withdraw their effort and resist the innovation even more. Therefore, I 

propose the following hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis 3: Self-interested managerial motive negatively moderates 

the relationship between constructive attribution and (a) proactive 

implementation, (b) responsive implementation, (c) implementation 

avoidance, and (d) implementation resistance. 

Hypothesis 4: Self-interested managerial motive positively moderates 

the relationship between exploitive attribution and (a) proactive 

implementation, (b) responsive implementation, (c) implementation 

avoidance, and (d) implementation resistance. 

Intervening Process: Emotional Reaction Toward Innovation 

To elaborate on the attribution process, this study posits the 

emotional reactions toward the given innovation as constituting an 

intervening and underlying psychological mechanism accounting for the 

attribution–implementation behavior relationship. Emotion indicates an 

organized response that combines psychological subsystems consisting of 

physiological, motivational, and experiential systems (Salovey & Meyer, 

1990). Various works on attribution theory have deduced that the 

relationship between attributions and behaviors is mediated by discrete 

emotions and affective states (e.g., Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Harvey & 

Dasborough, 2006; Harvey, Martinko, & Borkowski, 2017; Weiner, 1986). 

In the organizational change and innovation context, emotion plays a core 

role in organizational behavior by characterizing and affecting the responses 

of organizational members (e.g., Choi et al., 2011; Oreg et al., 2018). Thus, 
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understanding the feelings and cognition of employees is critical to fully 

comprehend their responses toward innovation (Bartunek et al., 2006). 

Accordingly, the present study proposes that employee attribution to the 

intentionality of the organization’s innovation adoption impacts 

implementation behaviors through emotional reactions toward the given 

innovation. Specifically, I investigate both forms of emotional valence (i.e., 

positive and negative emotions) regarding the innovation for a balanced 

understanding of the intervening emotional processes. Positive and negative 

emotions are likely to compose independent (although correlated) 

dimensions and show disparate functions regarding individual behavior 

(Larsen & Diner, 1992; Posner, Russell, & Peterson, 2005). Cognition, 

emotion, and behavior are intertwined and interdependent of one another in 

nature in relation to the triggering event but can be separated for clarity of 

discussion (Lazarus, 1999). Thus, the present study separately identifies the 

roles of attribution, emotion, and behavior in response to innovation and 

their relationships. 

Attribution and emotional reactions. Attribution theory suggests that 

emotions are elicited by attributions (e.g., Adler, 1980; Campbell & 

Martinko, 1998; Klaas & Wheeler, 1990; Martinko et al., 2006; Mone & 

Baker, 1992), a relationship that has been verified by manipulation 

experiments (Porac, Ferris, & Fedor, 1983; Weiner, 1985; Weiner, Graham, 

& Chandler, 1982). Cognitive appraisal theory likewise claims that 
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assessments and interpretations of events evoke emotions with regard to the 

direction of the impact between cognition and emotion (Lazarus, 1991; 

Moors, Ellsworth, Scherer, & Frijda, 2013; Roseman et al., 1990). 

Researchers in cognitive appraisal theory have proven the relationship by 

demonstrating the associations through studies that manipulate appraisals 

and measure emotional responses (e.g., Roseman, 1991; Roseman & 

Evdokas, 2004; Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Drawing on attribution theory and 

cognitive appraisal theory, the present study proposes that employees 

primarily attribute innovation adoption and then generate emotional 

reactions toward the innovation on the basis of their attribution.  

When confronting innovation, employees tend to engender either 

positive or negative emotional inclinations toward the innovation according 

to their attributions of the organization’s intentionality regarding the 

innovation. Emotional reactions toward the innovation are expected to 

correspond to the valence of attribution to intentionality, in line with 

attribution theory and cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus, 1991; Smith & 

Ellsworth, 1985; Weiner, 1985). For instance, employees tend to develop 

positive emotions regarding innovation when they interpret the cause of 

innovation adoption as the sincere and constructive intention of the 

management. Employees in a favorable perceiving context with attributions 

that the management adopted the innovation for the enhancement and well-

being of organizational members are likely to feel excited or happy about 

the innovation (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Spector & Fox, 2002). By 
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contrast, employees are likely to generate negative emotions toward the 

innovation when innovation adoption is attributed to the management’s 

exploitive intentions toward employees (Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & 

Hulin, 2009; Spector & Fox, 2002). Employees with attributions that the 

innovation is adopted only to control and monitor employees tend to feel 

anger or disappointment about the innovation instead of happy or excited. 

Thus, I suggest the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 5: Constructive attribution is positively related to  

(a) positive emotion and negatively related to (b) negative emotion. 

Hypothesis 6: Exploitive attribution is negatively related to (a) positive 

emotion and positively related to (b) negative emotion. 

Moderating role of self-interested managerial motive in the relationship 

between attribution and emotional reactions. Employees have attributions 

regarding the management’s constructive intention for employees. However, 

they are less likely to feel pleased or entirely comfortable if they also 

interpret that the innovation is adopted only for the personal power or 

benefit of the management. In this circumstance, employees may experience 

ambivalent feelings with less positive and more negative emotions 

compared with the situation when they attribute the innovation is adopted 

for employees and overall organizational development. On the contrary, 

employees with exploitive attribution will be filled with more intense anger 

or disappointment at the way they are treated when they construe that this 
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innovation is adopted to ostentatiously display management’s power or 

derive their personal benefits. Taking these ideas together, I suggest the 

following moderating hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 7: Self-interested managerial motive negatively moderates 

the relationship between attribution to constructive intentionality and 

(a) positive emotion and (b) negative emotion. 

Hypothesis 8: Self-interested managerial motive positively moderates 

the relationship between attribution to exploitive intentionality and  

(a) positive emotion and (b) negative emotion. 

Emotional reactions and implementation behaviors. In turn, emotional 

reactions are expected to shape motivation and subsequent behaviors by 

considering the action tendency of emotions (Frijda, 1987; Lazarus, 1991). 

In the innovation context, investigations have confirmed the role of 

emotions in determining behaviors (e.g., Beaudry & Pinsonneault, 2010; 

Choi et al., 2011; Liu & Perrewe, 2005). Accordingly, positive emotions 

regarding the innovation are likely to be associated with behaviors 

supporting innovation implementation and disengaged with behaviors 

withdrawing from or stymieing innovation implementation, whereas 

negative emotions toward the innovation are likely to show the opposite 

relationship with implementation behaviors (Martinko, Douglas, Harvey, & 

Joseph, 2005; Spector & Fox, 2002). In particular, employees with positive 

emotional reactions tend to be willing to exert significant effort to actualize 
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the full potential of the innovation. They either revise and modify the 

features and components of the innovation or faithfully follow the 

instructions or directions regarding the innovation instead of withdrawing 

their effort to implementation or complaining about and opposing the 

innovation. By contrast, employees with negative emotions regarding the 

innovation are liable to exhibit opposing behaviors toward the innovation 

(Martinko et al., 2005). Employees with negative emotional reactions are 

likely to be reluctant to exert their effort for implementation or may even 

show overt objection toward the innovation instead of exhibiting supporting 

or complying behaviors toward innovation. Therefore, I hypothesize the 

following mediating relationships: 

Hypothesis 9: Positive emotion regarding the innovation is positively 

related to (a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive 

implementation and negatively related to (c) implementation avoidance 

and (d) implementation resistance. 

Hypothesis 10: Negative emotion regarding the innovation is positively 

related to (a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive 

implementation and negatively related to (c) implementation avoidance 

and (d) implementation resistance. 
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Boundary Conditions: Innovation Complexity and Implementation 

Climate 

Despite the close relationship between emotion and subsequent 

behavior owing to the action tendency of emotions (Frijda, 1987), the 

specific behavioral expressions of emotion may vary depending on 

situational conditions (Jordan et al., 2002; Martin et al., 1998). Although 

emotional reactions are intra-individual processes, behavioral displays of 

emotion in organizations can be constrained, encouraged, or even shifted by 

situational factors, including task characteristics, work context, and group or 

organizational characteristics (Jordan et al., 2002; Martin et al., 1998). For 

instance, anger is closely associated with an aggressive tendency. However, 

angry employees may not always express aggressive behavior directly 

within the organization. Depending on the situation, they tend to display 

their anger through passive deviant or withdrawal behavior or even through 

the suppression of their feelings. Thus, investigating the contextual 

contingencies surrounding the implementation process is vital for the 

comprehensive understanding of the relationship between emotional 

reactions and implementation behaviors. 

The present study identifies boundary conditions regarding the 

specific innovation adopted by an organization to elaborate on the 

relationship of emotional reactions and implementation behaviors. As 

moderating contingencies of the relationship between emotional reactions 

toward innovation and implementation behaviors, each characteristic of 
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innovation and implementation is identified: innovation complexity and 

implementation climate. In particular, reflecting multilevel perspectives, I 

investigate innovation complexity as an individual-level factor and 

implementation climate as a team-level factor. 

Innovation complexity. One of the critical innovation characteristics 

influencing innovation implementation is innovation complexity. Innovation 

complexity refers to “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as 

relatively difficult to understand and use” (Rogers, 2003, p. 257). 

Innovation complexity is regarded as a critical detrimental factor that 

hampers task performance and creativity by increasing chronic and intensive 

workload with cognitive challenge (Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006). 

Researchers in the innovation literature reported that innovation complexity 

is negatively related to innovation adoption and implementation (Aiman-

Smith & Green, 2002; Thompson, Higgins, & Howell, 1991). Relative to 

clearer and simpler innovations, complex innovations create stress for 

employees which leads to a low sense of control with the innovation and 

eventually diminishes creative output and performance regarding the 

innovation (Elie-Dit-Cosaque, Pallud, & Kalika, 2012; Ragu-Nathan, 

Tarafdar, Ragu-Nathan, & Tu, 2008). Accordingly, innovation complexity 

likely affects the relationship of attribution–implementation behaviors 

mediated by emotional reactions. Employees tend to feel overwhelmed by 

an innovation when it is perceived to be complicated and difficult to use 
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because learning and using the innovation take more effort (Elie-Dit-

Cosaque et al., 2012). 

Given the complex innovation, the willingness of employees to 

support and implement the innovation generated by positive emotions (i.e., 

excitement and happiness) is likely to be constrained. Although employees 

have pleasant feelings and attitudes regarding the innovation, complex and 

difficult innovation can hamper their willingness and actual behaviors of 

either proactive or responsive implementation by reducing their sense of 

control regarding the innovation (Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al., 2012; Ragu-

Nathan et al., 2008). By contrast, innovation complexity intensifies the 

relationship of negative emotions regarding the innovation and avoiding or 

resisting behaviors. When confronting complex innovation (which requires 

more effort to understand and use), employees with negative feelings tend to 

be reluctant to exert efforts to implement the innovation with any form of 

behavior. Moreover, combined with the stress and low satisfaction created 

by the complex innovation, employees with negative emotions regarding 

innovation are likely to exhibit even higher levels of resistance, including 

avoidance and overt and active resistance (Chiu, 2013). Therefore, I propose 

the moderating hypotheses as follows: 

Hypothesis 11: Innovation complexity negatively moderates the 

relationship between positive emotion regarding the innovation and  
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(a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive implementation,  

(c) implementation avoidance, and (d) implementation resistance. 

Hypothesis 12: Innovation complexity positively moderates the 

relationship between negative emotion regarding the innovation and 

(a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive implementation,  

(c) implementation avoidance, and (d) implementation resistance. 

Implementation climate. In addition to the individual-level situational 

factor, group-level factors can affect the relationship between emotional 

reactions and implementation behaviors. A critical group-level factor in 

innovation implementation is implementation climate, which refers to 

employees’ shared perceptions of the extent to which a specific innovation 

is important to be implemented (Klein et al., 2001). Implementation climate 

reflects a situation wherein innovation implementation is rewarded, 

supported, and promoted in their organization as a major organizational 

priority, and it is characterized by ensuring user skills, offering incentives, 

and removing obstacles (Klein & Sorra, 1996). Within high levels of 

implementation climate, innovation implementation is fostered by offering 

training and technical assistance in implementation, providing sufficient 

time to learn, responding to concerns and complaints, and monitoring by 

and praise from supervisors (Choi & Moon, 2013; Klein & Sorra, 1996). 

Studies on implementation climate have revealed a strong positive 

relationship between implementation climate and consistent, high-quality 
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implementation (e.g., Damschroder & Lowery, 2013; Holahan, Aronson, 

Jurkat, & Schoorman, 2004; Klein et al., 2001). As employees tend to share 

sufficiently similar perceptions of implementation climate, such climate has 

been regarded as a collective experience (Jacobs, Weiner, & Bunger, 2014; 

Klein & Sorra, 1996; Weiner, Belden, Bergmire, & Johnston, 2011). 

Accordingly, I posit implementation climate as a group-level contextual 

factor influencing the relationship of attribution–emotion–behavior. 

Under high levels of implementation climate, employees with 

positive emotions regarding an innovation are more likely to exhibit 

supporting behaviors. When employees feel excited or pleased with the 

given innovation, their positive feeling will gather momentum for engaging 

and using behaviors regarding the innovation. Therefore, employees under a 

high level of implementation climate tend to exert more effort to adjust the 

innovation in their working situations or follow the specified forms of the 

innovation. Their tendency not to withdraw their effort or resist the given 

innovation will be stronger as well.  

By contrast, implementation climate is likely to weaken the 

relationship between negative emotion and behaviors. Under high levels of 

implementation climate, employees are forced to follow the implementation 

process regardless of their attitudes, feelings, or values (Klein & Sorra, 

1996). Employees feel pressure to comply with the direction of innovation 

implementation to obtain rewards and avoid punishment when the 

organization introduces behavior modification interventions (i.e., incentives 
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and training programs and workshops for innovation implementation) 

(Dong, Neufeld, & Higgins, 2008). Hence, their resisting behaviors (either 

avoidance or resistance) toward the innovation are less likely to be shown 

even if they feel negative emotions toward the innovation and they may at 

least pretend to follow the innovations passively. In summary, I present the 

following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 13: Implementation climate positively moderates the 

relationship between positive emotion regarding the innovation and  

(a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive implementation,  

(c) implementation avoidance, and (d) implementation resistance. 

Hypothesis 14: Implementation climate negatively moderates the 

relationship between negative emotion regarding the innovation and 

(a) proactive implementation and (b) responsive implementation,  

(c) implementation avoidance, and (d) implementation resistance. 

Emotional Reaction Toward Innovation Mediating the Effects of 

Innovation Attribution on Implementation Outcomes 

Incorporating the theoretical arguments above, the current study 

presents the mediating mechanism of emotional reactions in the relationship 

between innovation attribution and implementation behaviors. Scholars in 

emotion have widely recognized that the elements of an emotional episode, 

including cognitive appraisal, emotion, and behavior, are congruent with 

one another (Frijda, 1987; Russell, 2003; Russell & Barrett, 1999). 
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Attribution theorists have verified the mediating mechanism of discrete 

emotions and affective states in the relationship between attributions and 

behaviors (e.g., Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Harvey & Dasborough, 2006; 

Harvey et al., 2017; Weiner, 1986). Specifically, cognitive appraisals or 

causal attributions of events trigger emotional reactions (Butt & Choi, 2006; 

Roseman et al., 1990). In turn, emotional reactions engender behavioral 

reactions due to the action tendency of emotions (Frijda, 1987; Larzarus, 

1991). The present study proposes that innovation attributions indirectly 

affect implementation behaviors by shaping emotional reactions toward 

innovation. 

Constructive attribution may engender positive emotions and reduce 

negative emotions toward innovation, and in turn, these emotions affect 

positive and negative implementation behaviors, respectively. Thus, I 

suggest that constructive attribution indirectly promotes positive 

implementation behaviors and undermines negative implementation 

behaviors through its direct effects on the positive and negative emotional 

reactions. Likewise, exploitive attribution may reduce positive 

implementation behaviors and promote negative implementation behaviors 

by deteriorating positive emotions and engendering negative emotions. In 

summary, I expect emotional reactions to play a central mediating role in 

the attribution–behavior relationship by influencing the relationship between 

innovation attributions and determining implementation behaviors. Thus, 

the following hypotheses are proposed.  
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Hypothesis 15: Employee attribution to constructive intentionality has 

an indirect effect on implementation behaviors through increased 

positive emotion and decreased negative emotion regarding the 

innovation. 

Hypothesis 16: Employee attribution to exploitive intentionality has an 

indirect effect on implementation behaviors through decreased positive 

emotion and increased negative emotion regarding the innovation. 

Antecedents of Employee Attribution to Intentionality 

This study identifies the predictors eliciting innovation attributions 

of employees to clarify the attribution process in innovation 

implementation. Individuals make an attribution toward a given event or 

situation depending on individual and situational factors. As members of an 

organization, the innovation attribution can be shaped by organizational 

contexts and individual dispositions. Unlike the boundary conditions of the 

relationship between emotional reactions regarding innovation and 

implementation behaviors focusing on the situational contingencies of the 

particular innovation, the antecedents of innovation attribution include 

general individual and organizational factors that can affect the overall 

situation. Moreover, factors reflecting the influence of previous innovations 

are investigated as antecedents of employee attribution given the 

circumstances where employees are in the middle of a continuous stream of 

innovation implementation (Bordia et al., 2011; Chung, Choi, & Du, 2017). 
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Accordingly, I propose attribution style and innovation burnout as employee 

characteristics at the individual level and structural empowerment and 

frequency and ineffectiveness of previous innovations as organizational 

contexts at the team level. 

Pessimistic attribution style. Attribution style is defined as the individual 

tendencies to interpret different events in the same way over time 

(Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978; Russell, 1991). Attribution styles 

are regarded as multidimensional biases, and the most widely regarded 

dimension involves the optimistic and pessimistic attribution styles 

(Abramson et al., 1978). Optimistic attribution styles involve bias toward 

internal and stable reasoning for positive events (e.g., ability) and external 

and unstable attributions for negative events (e.g., chance). Pessimistic 

attribution styles involve internal and stable interpretations for negative 

events (e.g., lack of ability) and external and unstable attributions for 

positive events (e.g., chance) (Abramson et al., 1978). Drawing on 

Sweeney, Anderson, and Bailey (1986), who claimed that the relationships 

of attribution styles are stronger with negative events than with positive 

events, the present study constrained its focus on pessimistic attribution 

styles. Pessimistic attribution styles constitute a crucial construct in the 

psychological and organizational literature, which shows a close 

relationship of such styles with aggression (Douglas & Martinko, 2001), 

learned helplessness (Campbell & Martinko, 1998), depression and 
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counterproductive behavior (Abramson et al., 1978; Seligman, 1990), and 

the leader–follower relationship (Martinko, Moss, Douglas, & Borkowski, 

2007). 

Pessimistic attribution styles are strongly related to hostile 

attribution bias, which is defined as the tendency to perceive hostile intent 

by others (Dodge & Newman, 1981; Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Matthews 

& Norris, 2002). This tendency is manifested especially in ambiguous or 

equivocal situations where intentions are not explicit, thereby causing 

individuals to interpret social events in a hostile manner (Dill, Anderson, & 

Deuser, 1997). Individuals with this attribution style tend to perceive the 

intentions of others’ behaviors as malevolent and display quick response by 

overlooking contradictory information (Dodge & Newman, 1981). In the 

organizational context, employees with pessimistic attribution styles tend to 

have aggressive-inducing cognitions by blaming the actors of perceived 

intentional injustice, leading to counterproductive behaviors (Beugré, 2005; 

Douglas & Martinko, 2001). In innovation implementation, the intentions or 

motives of management regarding innovation adoption are indistinct. 

Hence, employees with pessimistic attribution styles are highly liable to 

make an attribution to the decision of the management to adopt an 

innovation as an exploitive intention instead of a sincere and constructive 

one. 
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Hypothesis 17: Pessimistic attribution style is negatively related to  

(a) constructive attribution and positively related to (b) exploitive 

attribution. 

Innovation burnout. In addition to dispositional factors, employee 

attribution toward innovation can be affected by previous innovations. As 

contemporary organizations often continuously introduce various 

innovations, employees are exposed to a stream of innovations (Chung et 

al., 2017; Choi et al., 2011). This situation can result in innovation-related 

burnout among individuals which influences their attributional, emotional, 

and behavioral reactions toward subsequent innovations. Innovation burnout 

refers to the degree of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced 

personal accomplishment that can engender among employees related to 

innovation (Maslach, 1982; Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004). Traditionally, 

burnout is characterized by three symptoms: emotional exhaustion, 

depersonalization, and decreased personalization (Maslach, 1982). 

Emotional exhaustion involves a depletion of emotional resources, such that 

employees feel they are deficient of the adaptive resources to devote and 

contribute to their work. Depersonalization is interchangeable with cynicism 

and disengagement and involves a process whereby individuals disengage 

from their work and begin to generate indifferent or detached attitudes 

toward their job, performance, and facets related to their job. Reduced 

personal accomplishment, which is interchangeable with personal efficacy, 
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represents employees’ decreased perceptions of the required ability for the 

work and negative evaluations of their performance (Maslach, 1982; 

Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004; Cropanzano, Rupp, & Byrne, 2003). Burnout 

is also identified as a symptom from continuous stress and is characterized 

by physical, emotional, and mental exhaustion (Cunningham, 1983; 

Kristensen, Borritz, Villadsen, & Christensen, 2005; Schaufeli & 

Greenglass, 2001). Organizational literature revealed that burnout is 

associated with negative outcomes for employees and organizations, such as 

those pertaining to high turnover (Drake & Yadama, 1996; Geurts, 

Schaufeli & De Jonge, 1998; Koeske & Koeske, 1993), low commitment 

and satisfaction (Moore, 2000; Singh, Goolsby & Rhoads, 1994), decreased 

performance (Keijsers, Schaufeli, Le Blanc, Zwerts, & Miranda, 1995), and 

low organizational citizenship behaviors (Cropanzano et al., 2003). 

Innovation burnout is predicted to be associated with negative 

attributions. Employees tend to develop negative cognitive evaluations and 

cynical attitudes toward newly adopted innovations when they are exhausted 

by a previous innovation (Bordia et al., 2011; Dean, Brandes, & 

Dharwadkar, 1998). As perception regarding previous experiences tends to 

guide the appraisals and willingness of individuals, burnout caused by the 

negative experiences of previous innovation may engender negative 

evaluations and reactions regarding the given innovation (Choi, 2004; King 

& He, 2006). Thus, employees with innovation burnout tend to doubt the 

intention and motive of an organization in introducing a new innovation. 
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These employees may not generate positive attributions that the 

organization adopted the innovation because they care about the employees’ 

well-being and development. Instead, they develop exploitive attributions 

that the organization introduced the innovation to manipulate and control 

employees. 

Hypothesis 18: Innovation burnout is negatively related to (a) 

constructive attribution and positively related to (b) exploitive 

attribution. 

Structural empowerment. In addition to individual characteristics, 

organizational structures and practices can affect employees’ attribution to 

intentionality regarding innovation. In the organizational behavior literature, 

organizational contexts are generally considered work-unit-level constructs 

shared by employees of the same work team because of the social 

interaction processes transpiring within the team (e.g., Klein et al., 2001; 

Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004). Under the work team context with 

common goals, strategies, and work environments, team members tend to 

share a relatively similar experience of their organization departing from 

other teams (James & Jones, 1974). Management under the same managers 

and intensive social interaction within a work team also lead to a common 

perception of an organization that can be differentiated from that of other 

teams (Klein et al., 2001; Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989; Seibert et al., 2004). 
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Accordingly, the current study identifies organizational contexts as team-

level constructs shared by team members. 

One of the representative organizational characteristics affecting 

employee attitudes and behaviors is structural empowerment. Structural 

empowerment refers to the evaluations of organizational structures, policies, 

and practices utilized by management aimed at cascading power, decision-

making authority, and responsibility down to the lower level of the 

organization (Eylon & Bamberger, 2000; Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006; 

Spreitzer, 2008). Structural empowerment can be interchangeable with 

empowerment climate, which is defined as the shared perceptions of 

employees regarding the extent to which an organization utilizes structures, 

policies, and practices related to empowerment (Seibert et al., 2004; Sun, 

Zhang, Qi, & Chen, 2012). Structural empowerment consists of three core 

organizational practices: information sharing, autonomy through 

boundaries, and team accountability (Blanchard, Carlos, & Randolph, 1995; 

Randolph, 1995; Seibert et al., 2004). With structural empowerment, 

employees experience high-involvement practices through enhanced access 

to information, support, opportunity, and resources throughout the 

organizational chain of command (Spreitzer, 2008). Researchers have 

differentiated structural empowerment from psychological empowerment, 

which involves an individual’s internal psychological state, and 

demonstrated that structural empowerment indirectly (through 

psychological empowerment) or directly affects various employee attitudes 
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and behaviors and important work-related determinants. These determinants 

include job satisfaction (Aryee & Chen, 2006; Seibert et al., 2004), reduced 

job stress (Choi, Moon, Nae, & Ko, 2013), proactive behaviors (Kirkman & 

Rosen, 1999), creativity (Sun et al., 2012), organizational citizenship 

behaviors (Wat & Shaffer, 2004), employee well-being (Biron & 

Bamberger, 2010), and job performance (Tuuli & Rowlinson, 2009; Zhou, 

Wang, Chen, & Shi, 2012). 

Accordingly, the present study proposes that structural 

empowerment drives a cross-level effect on the innovation attribution of 

employees. Under circumstances of innovation introduction, employees 

perceiving structural empowerment tend to have access to the information 

regarding innovation adoption and even participate in the decision-making 

process of the organization’s innovation adoption. Managements in 

empowering structures may invite employees in the decision-making 

process regarding innovation adoption and share their concerns and 

rationale for introducing the innovation (Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; Barki & 

Hartwick, 1994; Furst & Cable, 2008; Seibert et al., 2004) With such a 

transparent and consistent adoption process, employees develop trust in the 

organization, optimism, implicit encouragement, and responsibility for the 

adopted innovation (Eylon & Bamberger, 2000; Spreitzer, 2008). Thus, 

employees under a high level of structural empowerment are expected to 

develop attribution about benevolent intentions instead of about the 
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exploitive intentions of an organization regarding innovation adoption. The 

following hypothesis is thus put forward.  

Hypothesis 19: Structural empowerment is positively related to (a) 

constructive attribution and negatively related to (b) exploitive 

attribution. 

Frequency and ineffectiveness of previous innovation. In a real 

organizational context, innovations are likely to be adopted in a cyclic 

manner, such that new innovation is adopted right after a previous 

innovation is implemented (Eisenhardt, 1989; McKendrick & Wade, 2010). 

Given this continuous adoption of innovations, the manner in which 

previous innovations are adopted and implemented exerts a substantial 

impact on shaping employee attribution toward the new innovation. 

Scholars have suggested that two attributes of previous innovations play a 

critical role in the implementing process of subsequent innovations, namely, 

frequency and ineffectiveness (e.g., Carter, Armenakis, Feild, & 

Mossholder, 2013; Chung et al., 2017; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). Frequency 

and ineffectiveness represent the quantity- and quality-based features of 

innovation, respectively. Researchers have confirmed close links between 

these innovation attributes and subsequent work outcomes, such as trust and 

cynicism (Bordia et al., 2011), job satisfaction and turnover intentions 

(Rafferty & Griffin, 2006), and stress and burnout (Aiken, Clarke, Sloane, 

Sochalski, & Silber, 2002). For instance, Chung et al. (2017) corroborated 
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that innovation intensity and failure affect negative implementation 

consequences through learned helplessness and innovation fatigue. 

Accordingly, this research proposes that the frequency and ineffectiveness 

of previous innovations can affect innovation attribution. In line with 

structural empowerment, members of the same work unit can develop 

similar perceptions regarding previous innovations and thus provide more 

objective assessment for such innovations. The frequency and 

ineffectiveness of previous innovation are also regarded as shared 

perceptions of team members. 

Frequency of previous innovation refers to the shared perceptions of 

employees regarding the extent to how often innovations have been 

introduced in their organization (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). An innovation 

requires employees to modify their work routine and adapt to the new 

workflow. Hence, frequent innovations tend to overload employees’ 

additional task demands and force them to adjust to new work environments 

with considerable unpredictability (Janssen, 2000; Rafferty & Griffin, 

2006). Thus, a high frequency of innovation likely generates the perception 

of unpredictability and uncertainty of employees regarding innovation. This 

outcome, in turn, results in fatigue, exhaustion, and increased anxiety and, 

eventually, to negative implementation consequences (Carter et al., 2013; 

Chung et al., 2017; Glick, Huber, Miller, Harold, & Sutcliffe, 1995; 

Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). Moreover, the frequency of previous innovation 

can negatively affect employee attribution. Under frequent innovation, 
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employees tend to feel stressed, fatigued, and even exhausted from 

unpredictability and uncertainty. In this situation, employees perceive a new 

innovation as a burden that increases the task demand. Consequently, they 

interpret such innovation with negative innovation attribution. 

In the same vein, ineffectiveness of previous innovation refers to 

employees’ shared perceptions regarding the extent to which expected 

performance-related consequences, benefits, or outcomes were not achieved 

from the innovation (Bordia et al., 2011; Klein & Sorra, 1996). It can also 

affect employee attribution to intentionality regarding innovation. Similar to 

the frequency of innovation, the ineffectiveness of innovation is strongly 

related to the stress, fatigue, and exhaustion of employees, which lead to 

low levels of trust and increased cynicism (Bordia et al., 2011). Thus, 

employees with previous experience of the ineffectiveness of innovations 

tend to develop distrust in the organization’s intention and motives 

regarding innovation and develop negative attribution toward them. In 

summary, I present the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 20: The frequency of previous innovation is negatively 

related to (a) constructive attribution and positively related to (b) 

exploitive attribution. 

Hypothesis 21: Ineffectiveness of previous innovation is negatively 

related to (a) constructive attribution and positively related to (b) 

exploitive attribution. 
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Method 

Sample and Data Collection Procedure 

I collected field data from Korean organizations to empirically test 

the current framework. Data were collected online and offline with identical 

surveys. I asked managers to identify a particular innovation that was 

recently adopted and is being implemented at the time of the data collection, 

similar to Study 1. Thereafter, I asked them to provide the following 

information about the innovation: (a) innovation title, (b) brief explanation 

of the innovation, (c) innovation type (i.e., administrative, technological, 

and service-related innovation), and (d) duration of the innovation 

implementation. Once the innovation was identified, the survey was 

distributed to two participant sources to alleviate common method bias. 

Specifically, I requested managers to evaluate their subordinates’ 

implementation behaviors (i.e., proactive and responsive implementation, 

and implementation avoidance and resistance). Subsequently, the employees 

were requested to report their attributions to the intentionality related to 

innovation (i.e., constructive and exploitive attributions and self-interested 

managerial motive), their emotional reactions regarding the innovation (i.e., 

positive and negative emotions), the boundary conditions of the innovation 

(innovation complexity and implementation climate), and the antecedents of 

attribution (i.e., attribution style, innovation burnout, structural 

empowerment, and frequency and ineffectiveness of the previous 
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innovations). In particular, they were asked to rate the innovations that were 

adopted and implemented in their organizations over the past three years for 

the evaluation of the frequency and ineffectiveness of the previous 

innovations. Each team should have at least three employees to assure the 

aggregating procedure at the team level. 

With consents of managers, the survey was initially distributed to 

423 teams through postal mails with a survey packet and e-mails with online 

survey links. From the initial sample, a total of 124 teams returned 

completed surveys. Among them, teams with less than two members were 

excluded (21 teams excluded). Thus, the final sample included data from 

103 team leaders and 396 employees in 103 teams (49 online teams and 54 

offline teams; response rate at the team level = 24.35%). The average team 

size was 8.7 (SD = 6.5). In this sample, 60 team leaders identified 

administrative innovations (e.g., organizational culture change), 16 

identified product and service innovations (e.g., launching a new service), 

14 identified technological innovations (e.g., introduction of a new 

information technology), and 19 identified innovations as others as the 

target innovation for their survey. The industries covered by these teams 

included manufacturing (42.7%), service (16.5%), financial service (7.8%), 

public enterprise (5.8%), telecommunication (1%), and others (31.2%). The 

functional areas covered general management (42.7%), sales and marketing 

(26.2%), research and development (8.7%), production (5.1%), service 

(2.9%), and others (15.6%). 
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The sample of team leaders included 20 females and 83 males with 

an average age of 43.4 years (SD = 6.6), an average organizational tenure of 

10.5 years (SD = 7.1), and average tenure as a team leader of 3.2 years (SD 

= 3.3). Thirteen leaders held degrees from two- or three-year colleges or 

high schools (12.7.5%), 51 held bachelor’s degrees (49.5%), and 39 held 

graduate degrees (29.8%). The sample of employees included 159 females 

and 237 males with an average age of 35 years (SD = 6.8), an average 

organizational tenure of 6.3 years (SD = 6.8), and an average team tenure of 

3 years (SD = 3.4). In this employee sample, 29 employees held high school 

degrees (7.3%), 46 obtained degrees from two- or three-year colleges 

(11.6%), 263 held bachelor’s degrees (66.4%), and 58 held graduate degrees 

(14.6%). 

Measures 

All variables were assessed with multi-item measures rated on a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). I 

translated all scale items from English to Korean using back-translation 

procedures (Brislin, 1986). 

Constructive attribution. Adopting an existing HR attribution measure 

(Nishii et al., 2008), I constructed a four-item index (α = .75) to assess the 

attribution of employees that their respective organizations adopted a target 

innovation to enhance employee well-being and productivity. Constructive 

attribution is rated by the following items: “This innovation was adopted (a) 



 

97 

to help employees deliver high-quality service and products to customers, 

(b) to support employees to improve internal workflows and processes, (c) 

to increase employee well-being, and (d) to enhance work environment 

more beneficial way for employees.”  

Exploitive attribution. Drawing from an existing HR attribution measure 

(Nishii et al., 2008), I utilized a four-item measure (α = .88) to assess 

employees’ attribution that their respective organizations adopted a target 

innovation to control and manipulate employees. The items of exploitive 

attribution include the following four items: “This innovation was adopted 

(a) to control and manipulate employees, (b) to enhance closer monitoring 

of employees, (c) to get the most work out of employees, and (d) to exploit 

employees rather than enhance the productivity and well-being of 

employees.” 

Self-interested managerial motive. By using items pertaining to self-

concern (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009) and individual value (Schwartz et al., 

2012), I developed four items (α = .91) that reflect the attribution of 

employees toward self-interested managerial motive regarding innovation. 

The items included the following: “This innovation was adopted (a) to 

obtain their personal gains, (b) to strengthen the power of management, (c) 

for political reasons, and (d) to meet their own needs and interests.” 
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Positive and negative emotions toward innovation. Using items of the 

circumplex model of emotion (Choi et al., 2011, Russell, 1980; Posner et 

al., 2005), I identified four items (α = .93) that reflect employees’ positive 

emotions and four items (α = .90) that reflect negative emotions toward an 

innovation. Positive emotional reaction is assessed by the following items: 

“When I think of the innovation, I feel (a) excited, (b) pleased, (c) happy, 

and (d) comfortable.” The negative emotion includes the following items: 

“When I think of the innovation, I feel (a) angry, (b) distressed, (c) sad, and 

(d) disappointed.” 

Innovation complexity. Adopting items from the complexity scale 

(Thompson et al., 1991), I developed a five-item measure (α = .90) to rate 

innovation complexity. The items included the following: (a) “Using this 

innovation generates excessive workload from my normal duties,” (b) 

“Working with this innovation is very complicated,” (c) “Understanding to 

use this innovation is difficult,” (d) “Using this innovation involves 

considerable effort to implement in our task,” and (e) “Learning to use this 

innovation takes too much time and effort.” 

Implementation climate. Using items from Klein et al. (2001), I constructed 

a four-item measure (α = .86) to rate the shared perception of group 

members regarding the extent to which the implementation of the 

innovation is important. The items included the following: (a) “Innovations 

are a top priority at my organization,” (b) “People place considerable effort 
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into making innovations a success here,” (c) “People at my organization 

believe that implementing innovations is important,” and (d) “In my 

organization, people are encouraged to make the most of the innovations.” 

Given that implementation climate is a team-level construct, individual 

scores were aggregated to yield a single score for each team. This scale 

exhibited acceptable inter-rater agreement (rwg(4) = .76) and intraclass 

correlations (ICC(1) = .16, ICC(2) = .42 F = 1.72, p < .001) and indicates 

that members of the same team possessed shared perceptions regarding the 

current constructs (Chen, Mathieu & Bliese, 2005). 

Pessimistic attribution style. Adopting the Member Attribution Style 

Questionnaire (Kent & Martinko, 1995; Martinko et al., 2007), I utilized 

four negative scenarios (α = .85) to assess employees’ pessimistic 

attribution style, including the following: (a) “Imagine that you received a 

poor performance evaluation,” (b) “Imagine that you failed to receive a 

promotion that you wanted for a long time,” (c) “Imagine that your firm is 

downsizing and you are laid off,” and (d) “Imagine that you fail to meet 

your quarterly performance goals.” After each scenario is read, employees 

will rate on a five-point Likert-type scale the extent to which they believed 

that the causes of these scenarios were “Completely due to other people or 

circumstances” (1) as opposed to “Completely due to me” (5) and the extent 

to which these causes are inclined to exist in the future, with responses 

ranging from “Never present” (1) to “Always present” (5). Scores were 
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calculated via the summation of two scales. High scores indicate employees 

with pessimistic attribution styles, while low scores indicate employees with 

less pessimistic attribution styles.  

Innovation burnout. Drawing from scales in the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) and from Chung et al. (2017), I 

developed a four-item measure (α = .94) to assess burnout regarding 

innovation. The items included the following: (a) “I feel worn out from my 

innovation-related work,” (b) “I feel emotionally drained from my work 

related to innovations,” (c) “Working in innovation-related tasks is a real 

strain for me,” and (d) “I feel that I am working too hard on my innovation-

related tasks.” 

Structural empowerment. Adopting items from Bae and Lawler (2000), I 

used a four-item measure (α = .91) of structural empowerment at the group 

level. The items are as follows: (a) “My organization provides chances to 

use personal initiative,” (b) “My organization permits employees enough 

discretion in doing work,” (c) “My organization makes extensive 

transference of tasks and responsibilities,” and (d) “In my organization, 

people engage in a very wide range of issues, including problem-solving 

and decisions.” Given that structural empowerment is considered to be a 

team-level construct, individual scores were aggregated to yield a single 

score for each team (rwg(4) = .79, ICC(1) = .24, ICC(2) = .55 F = 2.22, p 

< .001). 



 

101 

Frequency of previous innovations. Using items from change and 

innovation frequency scales (Chung et al., 2017; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006), I 

developed a four-item measure (α = .88) of previous innovation frequency. 

The items are as follows: “With regard to the innovations that were adopted 

and implemented in our company over the past three years, I believe that (a) 

‘Innovation implementations are always happening’, (b) ‘Our company 

introduced numerous innovations’, (c) ‘Innovations are frequently adopted 

in our company’ and (d) ‘Identifying when the changes start and end is 

difficult’.” To measure team-level construct, individual scores of frequency 

of previous innovations were aggregated to yield a single score for each 

team (rwg(4) = .75, ICC(1) = .20, ICC(2) = .48 F = 1.93, p < .001).  

Ineffectiveness of previous innovations. Drawing on items from Klein et al. 

(2001), I used a four-item scale (α = .93) to assess the shared perceptions of 

ineffectiveness regarding previous innovations. The items are as follows: “I 

believe that the previous innovations that were adopted and implemented in 

my organization over the past three years have failed to improve (a) the 

quality of products and services that we offer, (b) the information exchange 

and communication in the organization, (c) the morale of employees, and 

(d) the overall productivity.” All items were reverse-coded. In line with the 

frequency of previous innovations that are regarded as representative of a 

team-level construct, individual scores of previous innovation 
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ineffectiveness were aggregated to yield a single score for each team (rwg(4) 

= .83, ICC(1) = .18, ICC(2) = .46 F = 1.86, p < .001).  

Proactive implementation. Adopting items from proactive and innovative 

behavior scales (Choi, 2007; Morrison & Phelps, 1999), I constructed a 

three-item index (α = .90) to measure employees’ active implementation of 

a target innovation. The managers rated the following three items: (a) “This 

employee provides suggestions to improve the process of implementing the 

innovation,” (b) “This employee actively solves problems occurring during 

the implementation of the innovation,” and (c) “This employee suggests 

ideas to enhance the quality of the implemented innovation.” 

Responsive implementation. Drawing on the in-role behavior items from 

Van Dyne and LePine (1998), I developed a three-item measure (α = .89) 

for managers to assess the innovation-targeted in-role behavior of 

employees. The items included the following: (a) “This employee fulfills 

his/her job responsibilities specified in the innovation,” (b) “This employee 

adequately completes his/her responsibilities related to the innovation,” and 

(c) “This employee meets job performance expectations related to the 

innovation.” 

Implementation avoidance. Using the items developed by Klein et al. 

(2001), I utilized three items (α = .90) to measure employee avoidance of 

the target innovation. The managers rated the following items: (a) “When 
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this employee can perform a task by either using or not using the 

innovation, he/she usually chooses not to use the innovation,” (b) “Even 

when this employee can perform a task using the innovation, he/she still 

uses the old system or work process most of the time,” and (c) “I think that 

this employee believes that the innovation is a waste of time and money for 

the organization.” 

Implementation resistance. Taking the resistance to change items from 

Oreg (2006), I constructed a four-item measure (α = .92) for managers to 

assess resistance to the target innovation. The managers rated the following 

items: (a) “This employee searches for ways to prevent the occurrence of 

this innovation,” (b) “This employee protests against this innovation,” (c) 

“This employee complains to their colleagues about this innovation,” and 

(d) “This employee presents their objections regarding this innovation to 

management.” 

Control variables. I controlled for age, gender (1 for female, 0 for male), 

education and team tenure of employees because these demographic 

characteristics of employees are likely to influence their attribution and 

subsequent implementation behaviors (Buffardi, Smith, O’Brien, & 

Erdwins, 1999; Damanpour & Schneider, 2006; Hanusa, 1984). A dummy 

variable that represents administrative innovation (1 for administrative 

innovation, 0 for technological and service innovation) was included to 

control the types of the recently adopted innovation because different types 
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of innovations are inclined to stimulate various implementation behaviors 

(Kim & Chung, 2017). In addition, considering the diverse backgrounds of 

the participants, I used and controlled for dummy variables reflecting 

manufacturing industry (1 for manufacturing, 0 for others), service industry 

(1 for service, 0 for others), general management function (1 for general 

management, 0 for others), and survey type (1 for offline, 0 for online). 

 

Results 

Preliminary Analysis 

I conducted preliminary tests prior to testing the hypothesized 

model. First, to ensure the construct validity of three forms of attribution, 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted to apply maximum likelihood 

extraction with oblimin rotation using PASW Statistics 18. The results 

indicated that employee attribution toward innovation items was 

distinctively loaded on constructive and exploitive attribution and self-

interested managerial motive as expected (factor loadings ranged from .49 

to .91). The result of exploratory factor analysis of innovation attribution is 

depicted in Table 4. 

 Next, several series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were 

utilized to verify the empirical distinctiveness of the measures. Specifically, 

in consideration of the multilevel data structure, multilevel CFA was 

conducted using the Mplus 6.12 program (Muthén & Muthén, 2010).  
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Table 4. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Innovation Attributions 

Extraction method: Maximum likelihood. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

 
Factor 

 

Self-

interested 

Managerial 

Motive 

Exploitive 

Attribution 

Constructive 

Attribution 

1. This innovation was adopted to 

help employees deliver high-quality 

service and products to customers. 

–.23 –.21 .49 

2. This innovation was adopted to 

support employees to improve 

internal workflows and processes. 

–.35 –.20 .75 

3. This innovation was adopted to 

increase employee well-being. 
–.18 –.22 .57 

4. This innovation was adopted to 

enhance work environment more 

beneficial way for employees. 

–.36 –.27 .86 

5. This innovation was adopted to 

control and manipulate employees. 
.37 .88 –.24 

6. This innovation was adopted to 

enhance closer monitoring of 

employees. 

.39 .91 –.28 

7. This innovation was adopted to 

get the most work out of 

employees. 

.45 .64 –.33 

8. This innovation was adopted to 

exploit employees rather than 

enhance the productivity and well-

being of employees. 

.49 .81 –.37 

9. Management adopted this 

innovation to obtain their personal 

gains. 

.85 .45 –.39 

10. Management adopted this 

innovation to strengthen the power 

of management. 

.91 .53 –.40 

11. Management adopted this 

innovation for political reasons. 
.84 .38 –.37 

12. Management adopted this 

innovation to meet their own needs 

and interests. 

.80 .36 –.29 

Eigenvalue 5.18 1.82 1.56 

Variance explained (%) 43.13 15.14 12.97 

Total variance explained (%) 71.25% 
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First, I conducted a series of multilevel CFAs to examine the 

distinctiveness of variables of attribution–emotion–implementation outcome 

model, including three attributions, two emotions, four implementation 

behaviors, and two innovation and implementation characteristics. The 

hypothesized 11-factor model with the variables showed good fit to the data 

(2(df = 937) = 1650.58, p < .001, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .04) and 

outperformed any alternative 10- or 9-factor models (all p < .001; see Table 

5).  

 Table 5. Comparison of Measurement Models of the Main Attribution 

Process 

Pro: Proactive implementation; Res: Responsive implementation;  

Avo: Implementation avoidance; Rst: Implementation resistance;  

RMSEA: Root mean square error of approximation; CFI: Comparative fit index. 

*** p < .001 

 

 I also conducted another series of multilevel CFAs to examine 

empirical distinctiveness of variables of antecedent–attribution model, 

including three attributions, two individual antecedents (i.e., attribution style 

and innovation burnout) of innovation attributions, two previous innovation 

variables (i.e., frequency and ineffectiveness), and structural empowerment. 

The hypothesized seven-factor model presented a reasonable fit to the data 

(2(df = 260) = 534.23, p < .001, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .05) and showed a 

Model Number of factors χ2 df Δχ2 RMSEA CFI 

Hypothesized 

model 
11 factors 1650.58 937  .04 .94 

Model 1 10 factors (Pro+Res) 2030.80 952 380.22 .05 .90 

Model 2 10 factors (Avo+Rst) 2109.21 952 458.63 .06 .89 

Model 3 
9 factors (Avo+Rst, 

Pro+Res) 
2531.71 965 881.13 .06 .86 
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significantly better fit than the alternative six-factor model wherein two 

individual antecedent items were combined into a single factor (2(df = 263) 

= 1262.88, p < .001, CFI = .78, RMSEA = .10). Lastly, I conducted 

multilevel CFA with all study variables, and the hypothesized 17-factor 

model showed acceptable fit to the data (2(df = 1590) = 2655.70, p < .001, 

CFI = .93, RMSEA = .04). Taken together, the present hypothesized model 

demonstrated that all variables in the model are distinctive constructs. Table 

6 presents the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among all 

the study variables. 



 

108 

Table 6. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations Among Study Variables (Continued below) 

Note: N = 396. *p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Gender (1: Female; 0: Male) .40 .49 –         

2. Age 34.99 6.82 −.21** –        

3. Education 3.88 .74 −.06 .05 –       

4. Team Tenure 2.99 3.35 .01 .24** −.06 –      

5. Administrative Innovation .60 .49 −.13** −.01 .05 −.03 –   –  

6. Manufacturing Industry .37 .48 −.25** .17** .21** .08 −.18** –    

7. Service Industry .17 .38 .07 −.16** −.21** −.02 −.36** .16** –   

8. General Management Function .45 .50 −.09 .06 .07 −.04 .06 −.08 .07 –  

9. Offline Survey .55 .50 .14** −.05 −.15** −.08 −.17** .09 −.07 −.09 – 

10. Constructive Attribution 3.67 .79 −.05 .06 −.04 .02 .03 −.05 .13* −.04 −.02 

11. Exploitive Attribution 2.11 .94 .06 −.07 −.04 .00 −.12* .06 −.10* .21** .01 

12. Self-interested Managerial Motive 1.98 .93 .09 −.04 .02 −.08 .00 −.02 −.05 .03 .08 

13. Positive Emotion 2.98 .95 −.03 .08 .01 −.07 .06 −.09 .07 −.18** −.10 

14. Negative Emotion 1.91 .87 .02 −.02 −.02 .01 −.06 −.01 −.08 .06 .14** 

15. Innovation Complexity 2.36 .93 .01 .00 .02 .01 −.06 −.05 −.11* .17** .13* 

16. Implementation Climate 3.33 .88 −.13** .13** .00 .02 .10 −.10 .11* −.13** −.01 

17. Attribution Style 2.64 .61 .07 −.06 .01 −.05 −.07 −.06 .02 −.07 .15** 

18. Innovation Burnout 2.58 1.01 .08 .10* −.03 .10* .00 −.11* −.01 .02 .15** 

19. Previous Innovation Frequency 3.03 .90 −.08 .07 .01 −.03 .01 −.07 .02 .03 .06 

20. Previous Innovation Effectiveness 2.89 .85 .06 .03 .07 .05 .06 −.04 −.03 .03 −.03 

21. Structural Empowerment Climate 3.16 .91 −.07 −.09 .00 −.02 −.11* .02 −.11* .05 .00 

22. Proactive Implementation 3.76 .77 −.03 .03 −.04 −.02 −.02 .04 −.01 −.03 −.13* 

23. Responsive Implementation 3.83 .79 .05 −.01 −.05 .04 .01 .08 −.03 .01 −.10 

24. Implementation Avoidance 2.04 .88 .00 .03 −.02 .02 −.13* −.03 −.03 .03 .21** 

25. Implementation Resistance 1.76 .77 .03 .07 −.01 .07 −.09 −.07 .14** −.06 .23** 
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Table 6. (Continued) 

Note: N = 396. *p < .05; ** p < .01. 
 

Variables 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

10. Constructive  
Attribution 

(.75)                

11. Exploitive  
Attribution 

−.30** (.88)               

12. Self-interested 
Managerial Motive 

−.36** .49** (.91)              

13. Positive Emotion .50** −.35** −.25** (.93)             

14. Negative Emotion −.35** .49** .50** −.44** (.90)            

15. Innovation Complexity −.24** .44** .39** −.41** .49** (.90)           

16. Implementation  
Climate 

.39** −.18** −.18** .30** −.22** −.05 (.86)          

17. Attribution Style −.12* .05 .07 −.05 .12* .15** −.07 (.85)         

18. Innovation Burnout −.23** .36** .38** −.35** .48** .50** −.04 .04 (.94)        

19. Previous Innovation 
Frequency 

.16** .02 .01 .08 .01 .11* .35** −.02 .22** (.88)       

20. Previous Innovation 
Effectiveness 

−.37** .21** .26** −.37** .26** .14** −.34** −.05 .28** −.38** (.93)      

21. Structural 
Empowerment  
Climate 

.26** −.19** −.21** .27** −.28** −.12* .38** −.03 −.32** .28** −.48** (.91)     

22. Proactive  
Implementation 

.10* −.09 −.11* .14** −.17** −.14** .01 −.11* −.13* .06 −.14** .03 (.90)    

23. Responsive  
Implementation 

.12* −.13** −.15** .10 −.18** −.15** .05 −.11* −.13** .06 −.15** .08 .52** (.89)   

24. Implementation  
Avoidance 

−.14** .13* .16** −.19** .23** .22** −.06 .09 .19** .03 .06 −.05 −.45** −.38** (.90)  

25. Implementation 
     Resistance 

−.17** .10* .10 −.16** .20** .13** −.10 .08 .16** −.02 .09 −.03 −.34** −.34** .63** (.92) 
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Multilevel Analytic Strategy 

The present data contained a hierarchical structure in which 

employees were nested in their teams/team leaders. In addition, certain 

hypotheses were multilevel in nature, wherein team-level phenomena (i.e., 

implementation climate, structural empowerment, previous innovation 

frequency, and ineffectiveness) moderate the relationship between emotion 

and implementation behaviors or predict attributions toward innovation. 

Given the multilevel structure of the current data, these cross-level effects 

were examined through the hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) approach 

(Raudenbuth & Bryk, 2002). All individual-level variables were group-

mean centered and team-level variables were grand-mean centered 

(Preacher, Zhang, & Zyphu, 2011; Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010). In 

addition, multilevel path analysis was conducted to investigate the indirect 

effects of attributions predicting implementation behaviors through 

emotions. Moreover, drawing on MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, 

and Sheets (2002), I utilized asymmetric confidence intervals (CIs) through 

a bootstrap-sampling procedure to estimate an indirect relationship 

(MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). HLM and multilevel path 

analysis were conducted using the Mplus 6.12 program (Muthén & Muthén, 

2010).  
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Hypothesis Testing 

Effects of innovation attribution on implementation behaviors. 

Hypotheses 1–2 propose the main effects of innovation attribution on 

implementation behaviors. Hypothesis 1 suggests that constructive 

attribution is positively related to proactive and responsive implementation 

and negatively related to implementation avoidance and resistance. Table 7 

shows that constructive attribution was negatively related to implementation 

avoidance (γ = –.12, p < .10). However, constructive attribution was not 

significantly related to proactive, responsive implementation, or 

implementation avoidance (γ = .05, .06, and −.05, respectively, all ns). Thus, 

only Hypothesis 1c was supported, and Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1d were 

rejected.  

Hypothesis 2 proposes that exploitive attribution is negatively 

related to proactive and responsive implementation and positively related to 

implementation avoidance and resistance. Table 7 shows that exploitive 

attribution was negatively related to responsive implementation (γ = –.13, p 

< .01) and positively related to implementation avoidance (γ = .09, p < .10), 

thus supporting Hypotheses 2b and 2c. However, the relationships with 

exploitive attribution and proactive implementation or implementation 

resistance were insignificant (γ = −.06 and .05, respectively, both ns), thus 

rejecting Hypotheses 2a and 2d.
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Table 7.  Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Implementation Outcomes 

Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103; + p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

  
Proactive  

Implementation 

Responsive 

Implementation 

Implementation  

Avoidance 

Implementation  

Resistance 

Variables 
Model  

1 

Model  

2 

Model  

3 

Model  

4 

Model  

5 

Model  

6 

Model  

7 

Model  

8 

Model  

9 

Model 

10 

Model 

11 

Model 

12 

Level 1. Individual Level  
           

 

Member Gender (1 = Female) −.06 −.05 −.07 .14+ .15* .15* −.08 −.09 −.08 −.07 −.07 −.06 

Member Age −.01 −.01 −.01 .00 .00 .00 .01 .01+ .01+ .01 .01 .01+ 

Member Education −.09 −.09 −.09 −.02 −.02 −.03 −.02 −.01 −.01 .03 .03 .03 

Member Team tenure .00 .00 .00 −.01 −.01 −.01 .03* .03* .03* .02 .02+ .02 

Constructive Attribution (ConAtt) 
 

.05 .05 
 

.06 .05 
 

−.12+ −.13+ 
 

−.05 −.06 

Exploitive Attribution (ExpAtt) 
 

−.06 −.06 
 

−.13** −.10* 
 

.09+ .09+ 
 

.05 .07+ 

Self-interested Managerial Motive 

(SIMtv) 

  
.01 

  
−.06 

  
−.02 

  
−.06 

ConAtt*SIMtv  
  

−.02 
  

.08 
  

−.05 
  

.02 

ExpAtt*SIMtv  
  

−.12+ 
  

−.04 
  

.08 
  

.07 

Level 2. Team Level  
            

Administrative Innovation −.09 −.09 −.08 .04 .04 .04 .06 .06 .06 −.07 −.07 −.08 

Manufacturing Industry −.03 −.03 −.04 .09 .09 .08 −.25+ −.26+ −.25+ −.20 −.20 −.20 

Service Industry .07 .07 .07 .24 .24 .25 −.20 −.20 −.20 −.22 −.22 −.23 

General Management Function −.02 −.02 −.02 −.04 −.04 −.05 −.01 −.01 −.01 −.17 −.17 −.17 

Offline Survey −.23* −.23* −.22* −.21+ −.21+ −.21+ .39** .39** .39** .37** .37** .36** 

Individual-level Variance σ² .40 .40 .39 .42 .41 .40 .46 .45 .45 .30 .30 .29 

Team-level Variance τ² .17 .17 .18 .19 .20 .20 .25 .26 .26 .23 .23 .23 

Pseudo R² .04 .01 .00 .03 .02 .01 .08 .02 .00 .11 .01 .01 
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Hypotheses 3–4 posit the moderating effects of self-interested 

managerial motive on the relationship of attribution with implementation 

behaviors. Table 7 illustrates that all the interactions between constructive 

attribution and self-interested managerial motive on implementation 

behaviors, such as proactive implementation, responsive implementation, 

avoidance implementation, and implementation resistance, were 

insignificant (γ = –.02, .08, –.05, and .02, respectively, all ns), thus not 

confirming Hypothesis 3. Table 7 shows the moderating relationship of the 

self-interested managerial motive on the relationship between exploitive 

attribution and implementation behaviors. Among all the moderating 

relationships, only the interaction between exploitive attribution and the 

self-interested managerial motive on proactive implementation was 

significant (γ = −.12, p < .10). A simple slope analysis was performed to 

further probe this interaction. Figure 4 indicates that exploitive attribution 

was negatively related to proactive implementation when self-interested 

managerial motive was high (b = −.14, p < .10); however, such a negative 

relationship became statistically insignificant when the self-interested 

managerial motive was low (b = .03, ns). These patterns were consistent 

with Hypothesis 4a. Meanwhile, all the other moderating effects of self-

interested managerial motive on the relationship between exploitive 

attribution and responsive implementation, implementation avoidance, and 

implementation resistance were insignificant (γ = −.04, .08, and .07, 

respectively, all ns) and did not support Hypotheses 4b, 4c, and 4d. 
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Figure 4. Interaction Between Exploitive Attribution and Self-

interested Managerial Motive in Predicting Proactive Implementation 

Effects of innovation attribution on emotional reaction toward innovation. 

Hypotheses 5–6 predict the relationship between attributions toward 

innovation and emotional reactions toward innovation. Table 8 shows that 

constructive attribution was positively and negatively related with positive 

emotion and negative emotion (γ = .58, p < .01; γ = −.14, p < .05, 

respectively), thus supporting Hypotheses 5a and 5b. However, exploitive 

attribution was negatively and positively related with positive emotion and 

negative emotion (γ = −.11, p < .05; γ = .36, p < .01, respectively), 

consistent with the predictions of Hypotheses 6a and 6b. 

Hypotheses 7–8 postulate the moderating effects of self-interested 

managerial motive on the relationship between attributions and emotional 

reactions toward innovation. Unfortunately, none of the moderating 
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Table 8. Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Emotional Reactions Toward Innovation 

Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103; + p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

  Positive Emotion Negative Emotion 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Level 1. Individual Level        

Member Gender (1 = Female) −.05 −.01 −.02 .02 .00 −.02 

Member Age .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Member Education −.08 −.09 −.10 .08 .08 .08 

Member Team Tenure −.02 −.02+ −.02+ .04* .04* .04** 

Constructive Attribution (ConAtt)  .58** .59**  −.14* −.09 

Exploitive Attribution (ExpAtt)  −.11* −.11+  .36** .24** 

Self-interested Managerial Motive (SIMtv)   .04   .26** 

ConAtt*SIMtv    .12   −.09 

ExpAtt*SIMtv    −.06   .06 

Level 2. Team Level        

Administrative Innovation −.36** −.35** −.35** .13 .13 .12 

Manufacturing Industry −.06 −.05 −.06 −.07 −.08 −.08 

Service Industry .00 .01 .02 −.15 −.15 −.16 

General Management Function .12 .12 .11 −.18 −.18 −.18 

Offline Survey −.23+ −.24+ −.24+ .25* .25** .25* 

Individual-level Variance σ² .67 .50 .50 .59 .48 .47 

Team-level Variance τ² .16 .20 .20 .13 .16 .17 

Pseudo R² .07 .15 .01 .06 .11 −.01 
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relationships was significant, as depicted in Table 8. Specifically, the 

interaction between constructive attribution and self-interested managerial 

motive was not significantly related to positive or negative emotion (γ = .12 

and −.09, respectively, both ns) and did not confirm Hypothesis 7. 

Moreover, the interaction between exploitive attribution and the self-

interested managerial motive was not significantly related to positive or 

negative emotion (γ = −.06 and .06, respectively, both ns), thus rejecting 

Hypothesis 8. 

Effects of emotional reactions toward innovation on implementation 

behaviors 

Hypotheses 9–10 predict the effects of emotions regarding 

innovations on implementation behaviors. Table 9 reveals that positive 

emotion did not significantly predict any implementation behavior, 

including proactive implementation, responsive implementation, 

implementation avoidance, and implementation resistance (γ = .01, .00, 

–.03, and –.02, respectively, all ns), thus Hypothesis 9 was not supported. 

On the contrary, negative emotion was significantly related to proactive and 

responsive implementation and implementation avoidance (γ = −.11, −.11, 

and .10, respectively, all p < .05), thus supporting Hypotheses 10a, 10b, and 

10c. However, negative emotion was not significantly related to 

implementation resistance (γ = .02, ns), thus Hypothesis 10d was not 

supported. 
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Effects of emotional reactions toward innovation on implementation 

behaviors 

Hypotheses 9–10 predict the effects of emotions regarding 

innovations on implementation behaviors. Table 9 reveals that positive 

emotion did not significantly predict any implementation behavior, 

including proactive implementation, responsive implementation, 

implementation avoidance, and implementation resistance (γ = .01, .00, 

–.03, and –.02, respectively, all ns), thus Hypothesis 9 was not supported. 

On the contrary, negative emotion was significantly related to proactive and 

responsive implementation and implementation avoidance (γ = −.11, −.11, 

and .10, respectively, all p < .05), thus supporting Hypotheses 10a, 10b, and 

10c. However, negative emotion was not significantly related to 

implementation resistance (γ = .02, ns), thus Hypothesis 10d was not 

supported. 

Moderating effects of boundary conditions between emotion and 

implementation behaviors.  

Hypotheses 11–12 suggest the moderating effects of innovation 

complexity on the relationship between emotions regarding innovations and 

implementation behaviors. Table 9 reveals that the interaction between 

positive emotion and innovation complexity was negative in the prediction 

of proactive implementation (γ = −.15, p < .05) and positive in the 

prediction of implementation avoidance and resistance (γ = .26, p < .01 and 

γ = .12, p < .05, respectively). The results of simple slope analysis 
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Table 9.  Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Implementation Outcomes (Continued below) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
         Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103; + p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

  Proactive Implementation Responsive Implementation 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Level 1. Individual Level  
        

Member Gender (1 = Female) −.06 −.06 −.07 −.05 .14+ .14+ .13+ .15* 

Member Age −.01 −.01 −.01 −.01 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Member Education −.09 −.08 −.08 −.08 −.02 −.01 −.02 −.01 

Member Team Tenure .00 .00 .01 .00 −.01 −.01 −.01 −.01 

Positive Emotion (PA) 
 

.01 .00 .01 
 

.00 −.01 .01 

Negative Emotion (NA) 
 

−.11* −.11* −.10+ 
 

−.11* −.07+ −.10* 

Innovation Complexity (Cmpx) 
  

−.01 
   

−.06 
 

PA*Cmpx 
  

−.15* 
   

−.12 
 

NA*Cmpx 
  

−.06 
   

−.12 
 

PA*Clmt (cross-level interaction) 
   

.06 
   

.00 

NA*Clmt (cross-level interaction)       .05       .07 

Level 2. Team Level  
        

Administrative Innovation −.09 −.09 −.08 −.07 .04 .04 .05 .06 

Manufacturing Industry −.03 −.03 −.03 −.04 .09 .09 .09 .08 

Service Industry .07 .07 .04 .07 .24 .24 .23 .25 

General Management Function −.02 −.02 −.02 −.04 −.04 −.04 −.05 −.07 

Offline Survey −.23* −.23* −.22* −.22+ −.21+ −.21+ −.20+ −.21+ 

Climate (Clmt)       .13       .12 

Individual-level Variance σ² .40 .40 .39 .40 .42 .42 .41 .42 

Team-level Variance τ² .17 .17 .17 .17 .19 .19 .19 .19 

Pseudo R² .04 .01 .01 .01 .03 .01 .01 .01 
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Table 9. (Continued) 

 
  Implementation Avoidance Implementation Resistance 

Variables Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 

Level 1. Individual Level  
        

Member Gender (1 = Female) −.08 −.08 −.06 −.08 −.07 −.07 −.06 −.08 

Member Age .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01+ .01 

Member Education −.02 −.03 −.02 −.02 .03 .03 .03 .03 

Member Team tenure .03* .02+ .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 

Positive Emotion (PA) 
 

−.03 −.02 −.03 
 

−.02 −.01 −.02 

Negative Emotion (NA) 
 

.10* .09+ .08 
 

.02 .02 .01 

Innovation Complexity (Cmpx) 
  

.03 
   

−.02 
 

PA*Cmpx 
  

.26** 
   

.12* 
 

NA*Cmpx 
  

.15 
   

.11 
 

PA*Clmt (cross-level interaction) 
   

−.23* 
   

−.07 

NA*Clmt (cross-level interaction)       −.06       −.03 

Level 2. Team Level  
        

Administrative Innovation .06 .06 .05 .05 −.07 −.07 −.08 −.11 

Manufacturing Industry −.25+ −.25+ −.27+ −.25+ −.20 −.20 −.21 −.19 

Service Industry −.20 −.20 −.16 −.20 −.22 −.22 −.21 −.23 

General Management Function −.01 −.01 −.01 .01 −.17 −.17 −.17 −.13 

Offline Survey .39** .39** .37** .39** .37** .37** .36** .36** 

Climate (Clmt)       −.07       −.21 

Individual-level Variance σ² .46 .46 .45 .45 .30 .30 .30 .30 

Team-level Variance τ² .25 .27 .26 .23 .23 .23 .23 .22 

Pseudo R² .08 −.01 .02 .07 .11 .00 .01 .02 

Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103; + p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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corroborated these moderating relationships, in which a low level of 

innovation rather than a high level facilitated the relationship between 

positive emotion and proactive implementation, implementation avoidance 

and resistance.  

Figure 5. Interaction Between Positive Emotion and Innovation 

Complexity in Predicting Proactive Implementation 

 

 

Figure 5 shows that positive emotion was positively related to 

proactive implementation only when innovation complexity was low (b 

= .10, p < .01), whereas this relationship was insignificant when innovation 

complexity was high (b = −.10, ns).  
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Figure 6. Interaction Between Positive Emotion and Innovation 

Complexity in Predicting Implementation Avoidance 

 

 

 

In addition, Figure 6 indicates that positive emotion was negatively 

related to implementation avoidance when innovation complexity was low 

(b = −.19, p < .01) and positively related when innovation complexity was 

high (b = .16, p < .10). Lastly, positive emotion was negatively related to 

implementation resistance only when innovation complexity was low (b = 

−.09, p < .01), whereas this relationship was insignificant when innovation 

complexity was high (b = .07, ns), as depicted in Figure 7.  
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Figure 7. Interaction Between Positive Emotion and Innovation 

Complexity in Predicting Implementation Resistance 

 

 

 

These patterns supported Hypotheses 11a, 11c, and 11d. However, 

the interaction between positive emotion and innovation complexity was 

insignificantly related to responsive implementation (γ = −.12, ns), rejecting 

Hypothesis 11b. On the other hand, the interaction between negative 

emotion and innovation complexity was not significantly related to any of 

implementation behaviors (γ = −.06, −.12, .15 and .11, respectively, all ns) 

and did not confirm Hypothesis 12. 
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Hypotheses 13–14 propose that implementation climate moderates 

the relationship between emotions and implementation behaviors. As Table 

9 illustrates, the interaction between positive emotion and implementation  

climate was negatively related to implementation avoidance (γ = −.23, p 

< .05). A simple slope test was conducted to confirm the cross-level 

moderating effect of implementation climate on the relationship between 

positive emotion and implementation avoidance.  

Figure 8. Interaction Between Positive Emotion and Implementation 

Climate in Predicting Implementation Avoidance 
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Figure 8 indicates that positive emotion was negatively related to 

implementation avoidance only when the implementation climate was high 

(b = −.16, p < .05), whereas this relationship was insignificant when the 

implementation climate was low (b = .09, ns). These patterns supported 

Hypothesis 13c. On the contrary, the interaction between positive emotion 

and the implementation climate was insignificantly related to proactive and 

responsive implementation and implementation resistance (γ = .06, .00, and 

−.07, respectively, all ns), disconfirming Hypotheses 13a, 13b, and 13d. 

Table 9 reveals that the interaction between negative emotion and 

implementation climate was not significantly related to any of the 

implementation behaviors, such as proactive, responsive, and 

implementation avoidance and implementation resistance (γ = .05, .07, −.06 

and −.03, respectively, all ns). Thus, Hypothesis 14 was not supported. 

Mediating effects of emotional reactions regarding innovation. 

Hypotheses 15–16 posit that the effects of innovation attributions on 

implementation behaviors are mediated by two emotional reactions toward 

innovation. To evaluate the mediating relationship, I performed multilevel 

path analysis among the main variables including attributions, emotions, and 

implementation behaviors. Given that the full-mediation model showed a 

better fit (2(df = 25) = 60.14, p < .001, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .06) than the 

partial mediation model (2(df = 17) = 49.49, p < .001, CFI = .98, RMSEA 

= .07) and the chi-square test indicated that the models are not statistically 
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Figure 9. Multilevel Path Analytic Model 

 

Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103 

+ p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Table 10. Indirect Effects of Attribution Toward Innovation on 

Implementation Outcome Through Emotional Reactions Toward 

Innovation 

Independent 

variable 
Mediator 

Dependent 

variable 

Indirect 

effect 
SE 

Bootstrapped  

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

level CI 

Upper 

level CI 

Constructive 

Attribution  

Positive 

Emotion 

Proactive 

Implementation 
0.01 0.03 –0.049 0.059 

Responsive 

Implementation 
0.00 0.03 –0.052 0.055 

Implementation 

Avoidance 
–0.02 0.04 –0.096 0.057 

Implementation 

Resistance 
–0.01 0.02 –0.056 0.036 

Negative 

Emotion 

Proactive 

Implementation 
0.02 0.01 –0.007 0.037 

Responsive 

Implementation 
0.02 0.01 –0.007 0.037 

Implementation 

Avoidance 
–0.02 0.01 –0.035 0.005 

Implementation 

Resistance 
0.00 0.01 –0.016 0.010 

Exploitive 

Attribution 

Positive 

Emotion 

Proactive 

Implementation 
0.00 0.01 –0.011 0.009 

Responsive 

Implementation 
0.00 0.01 –0.01 0.01 

Implementation 

Avoidance 
0.00 0.01 –0.011 0.018 

Implementation 

Resistance 
0.00 0 –0.007 0.011 

Negative 

Emotion 

Proactive 

Implementation 
–0.04 0.02 –0.076 –0.000 

Responsive 

Implementation 
–0.04 0.02 –0.073 –0.004 

Implementation 

Avoidance 
0.04 0.02 –0.001 0.076 

Implementation 

Resistance 
0.01 0.02 –0.025 0.038 
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different (Δ2(Δdf = 8) = 11.32, p > .10), I decided to apply the full-

mediation model. Figure 9 shows that the results of multilevel path analysis 

were comparable with those of HLM. In turn, the product of coefficients 

approach with bootstrap sampling with a sample size of 5,000 (MacKinnon 

et al., 2004) was employed to test the indirect effect of attribution toward 

innovation on implementation behaviors through emotional reactions toward 

innovation. Table 10 indicates that all indirect effects of constructive 

attribution on implementation behaviors through emotions were 

insignificant and 95% CIs included zero, rejecting Hypothesis 15. However, 

the coefficient of the indirect effect of exploitive attribution on proactive 

implementation through negative emotion is −.04, 95% CI [−.076, −.000]. 

In addition, the coefficient of the indirect effect of exploitive attribution on 

responsive implementation through negative emotion was −.04, 95% CI 

[−.073, −.004], excluding zero. Thus, Hypothesis 16 was partially 

supported. 

Effects of antecedents on innovation attributions. Hypotheses 17–21 

predict the effects of antecedents on innovation attributions. Table 11 

reveals that the pessimistic attribution style was negatively related to 

constructive attribution (γ = −.14, p < .05) but not significantly related to 

exploitive attribution (γ = .02, ns), thus supporting Hypothesis 17a and 

rejecting 17b. However, innovation burnout was negatively and positively 

related to constructive and exploitive attribution (γ = −.17 and .33, 
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Table 11. Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Attributions Toward Innovation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103; + p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

  Constructive Attribution Exploitive Attribution 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Level 1. Individual Level      

Member Gender (1 = Female) −.06 .01 .09 −.01 

Member Age .00 .00 −.01 −.02+ 

Member Education .01 .03 .00 −.01 

Member Team Tenure .00 .00 .01 .00 

Pessimistic Attribution Style  −.14*  .02 

Innovation Burnout  −.17***  .33*** 

Level 2. Team Level      

Administrative Innovation −.08 −.05 .41*** .37** 

Manufacturing Industry −.04 .05 −.14 −.25* 

Service Industry .09 .06 −.04 .00 

General Management Function .15 .18+ −.23* −.29** 

Offline Survey −.05 −.03 .02 −.01 

Structural Empowerment  .15  −.24* 

Previous Innovation Frequency  −.10  .20+ 

Previous Innovation Ineffectiveness  −.31*  .24* 

Individual-level Variance σ² .43 .40 .69 .60 

Team-level Variance τ² .16 .13 .13 .12 

Pseudo R²   .10   .13 
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respectively, both p < .001), supporting Hypothesis 18. In the team level, 

structural empowerment was negatively related to exploitive attribution (γ = 

−.24, p < .05) but not significantly related to constructive attribution (γ 

= .15, ns), thus supporting Hypothesis 19b and rejecting Hypothesis 19a. 

With regard to previous innovation, previous innovation frequency was 

positively related to exploitive attribution (γ = .20, p < .10) but not 

significantly related to constructive attribution (γ = −.10, ns), thus 

supporting Hypothesis 20b and rejecting Hypothesis 20a. Lastly, previous 

innovation ineffectiveness was negatively and positively related to 

constructive and exploitive attribution (γ = −.31 and .24, respectively, both p 

< .05), thus supporting Hypothesis 21. 

 Among control variables, innovation type, manufacturing industry, 

general management function, and survey type showed significant patterns. 

First, innovation type was negatively related to positive emotions and 

positively related to exploitive attribution (γ = −.36, p < .01, γ = .41, p 

< .001, respectively). Manufacturing industry was likewise negatively 

related to implementation avoidance (γ = −.25, p < .10), and general 

management function was negatively related to exploitive attribution (γ = 

−.23, p < .05). Lastly, samples collected offline were negatively related to 

positive emotions and proactive implementation, and responsive 

implementation (γ = −.23, p < .10, γ = −.23, p < .05, γ = −.21, p < .10, 

respectively) but positively related to negative emotions, implementation 

avoidance, and implementation resistance (γ = .25, p < .05, γ = .39, p < .01, 
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γ = .37, p < .01, respectively). These patterns were maintained after the 

inclusion of independent variables and moderators.  

Post Hoc Analysis 

To further validate the current findings, I conducted two post hoc 

analyses. First, given that samples from different data collection methods 

can exhibit different empirical patterns, I divided the sample into 

subsamples of online and offline groups on the basis of the data collection 

method and examined whether the two groups of employees that responded 

to the survey through online and offline methods exhibited similar empirical 

patterns. Overall, the empirical patterns of two subsamples were similar to 

the structural patterns involved in the current hypotheses. However, 

differences occurred in the strength and significance of the coefficients. 

Offline subsamples showed strong significant patterns, whereas online 

subsamples exhibited weak insignificant empirical patterns involving the 

current hypotheses. These contrasting patterns corresponded with the 

notions of previous research that participants in online surveys are inclined 

to respond less seriously and thus hinder the validity of the research 

compared to conventional offline surveys with papers and pencils (Boyer, 

Olson, Calantone, & Jaction, 2002). 

Second, although not hypothesized, I examined the effects of 

implementation behaviors on innovation effectiveness. A three-item 

measure (α = .91) of innovation effectiveness was utilized, as in Study 1, to 
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assess the beneficial outcomes or performance gains from an innovation 

accrued to employees via the items from Klein et al. (2001). To this end, the 

managers rated the following items: “Because of this innovation, (a) this 

employee improved the quality of his product, service, or administration; (b) 

this employee’s morale is improved; and (c) this employee’s productivity is 

improved.”  

Table 12. Hierarchical Linear Models Predicting Innovation 

Effectiveness 

Employee’s N = 396, Team’s N = 103; + p < .10, *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

 

 

  Innovation Effectiveness 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 

Level 1. Individual Level  
  

Member Gender (1 = Female) .05 .03 

Member Age .00 .00 

Member Education −.07 −.03 

Member Team Tenure −.02 −.01 

Proactive Implementation 
 

.39*** 

Responsive Implementation 
 

.10* 

Implementation Avoidance 
 

−.14** 

Implementation Resistance 
 

−.08 

Level 2. Team Level    

Administrative Innovation −.10 −.07 

Manufacturing Industry −.03 −.09 

Service Industry .03 −.08 

General Management Function .10 .10 

Offline Survey −.19 .01 

Individual-level Variance σ² .43 .19 

Team-level Variance τ² .27 .15 

Pseudo R² .19 .53 
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Table 12 exhibits the HLM results of the relationship between 

implementation behaviors and innovation effectiveness. Proactive 

implementation and responsive implementation were positively related to 

innovation effectiveness (γ = .39, p < .001 and γ = .10, p < .05, 

respectively), whereas implementation avoidance was negatively related to 

innovation effectiveness (γ = −.14, p < .01). On the contrary, 

implementation resistance was not significantly related to innovation 

effectiveness (γ = .26, ns). These patterns reconfirmed the results of Study 1. 

 

Discussion 

Summary of Findings 

The current study was aimed at investigating a new framework for 

the integrated attribution process in innovation implementation. This study 

distinguished multiple types of innovation attributions and implementation 

behaviors and empirically examined the relationship between innovation 

attributions and implementation behaviors. Among various types of 

innovation attribution, constructive attribution was negatively related and 

exploitive attribution was positively related to implementation avoidance. 

However, exploitive attribution was negatively associated with responsive 

implementation. These results indicated that innovation attributions directly 

influence passive forms of implementation behaviors. Exploitive attribution 
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showed a negative influence on proactive implementation with the presence 

of high levels of self-interested managerial motive.  

The present study elaborated the attribution process with the 

intervening mechanism and boundary conditions. Corresponding with 

previous research, constructive attribution engendered positive emotions 

and reduced negative emotions, whereas exploitive attribution exhibited 

opposite relationships. These findings reconfirmed the close relationship 

between attribution and emotion. Nonetheless, the self-interested managerial 

motive did not reveal a significant interaction with either of the attributions 

of the employee-targeted intention dimension. Instead, the results revealed 

an independent relationship between self-interested managerial motivation 

and negative emotion independent of any attributions. These findings imply 

that the dimensions of innovation attributions influence the implementation 

process separately instead of interrelatedly. In addition, this study 

highlighted the different effects of emotional reactions on implementation 

behaviors. Negative emotions were positively related to proactive and 

responsive implementation and positively related to implementation 

avoidance regardless of boundary conditions. On the contrary, positive 

emotions required situational contingencies for a significant impact on 

implementation behaviors. Given low innovation complexity, positive 

emotions lead to proactive implementation and reduces implementation 

avoidance and implementation resistance. Moreover, given high levels of 

implementation, positive emotions decrease implementation avoidance. 
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When examining the indirect effect of innovation attribution on 

implementation behaviors through emotional reactions, exploitive 

attribution negatively affected proactive implementation and responsive 

implementation through negative emotions. 

Lastly, this work empirically tested the relationship of antecedents to 

innovation attributions in the multilevel perspective. Each antecedent 

differently affected different forms of innovation attributions. Pessimistic 

attribution style, innovation burnout, and previous innovation 

ineffectiveness diminished constructive attribution. Conversely, exploitive 

attribution was aggravated by innovation burnout, previous innovation 

frequency, and ineffectiveness and was reduced by structural empowerment.  

Theoretical Implications 

The present study contributes to the extant literature in several 

meaningful ways. Most importantly, it extends innovation literature through 

the establishment of a new framework for the attribution process in 

innovation implementation by drawing on a well-established social 

attribution theory (Ferris et al., 1995; Nishii et al., 2008). Departing from 

existing studies that mostly focus on the expectation regarding perceived 

consequences in innovation, this study first attempts to empirically 

demonstrate the role of innovation attribution in the implementation process 

in various ways. Specifically, this study elaborates on the attribution process 

in a profound way including the typology of innovation attributions, the 
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direct effects on implementation behaviors, the intermediating mechanism 

of emotional reactions, the boundary conditions, and the antecedents of the 

innovation attribution.  

First, this work identifies multiple forms of innovation attributions 

on the basis of two dimensions of employee-targeted intention and 

managerial motive (i.e., constructive, calculative, instrumental, and 

exploitive attribution) and empirically tests the direct effects on 

implementation behaviors. The results show that the attributions of each 

dimension affect the implementation behaviors independently instead of 

interdependently. This outcome implies the possibilities of distinct effects of 

innovation attributions by dimensions on the implementation process.  

Second, the current study examines the intermediating role of 

emotional reactions between innovation attribution and implementation 

outcomes and the effects of boundary conditions. Emotions are a crucial 

intervening mechanism in the innovation attribution process, consistent with 

prior work on attribution theory and cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus, 

1991; Moors et al., 2013; Porac et al., 1983; Roseman et al., 1990; Weiner, 

1985; Weiner et al., 1982). The current study reconfirms the close 

relationship and direction between innovation attribution and emotion. In 

turn, the findings show the distinct mechanism of positive and negative 

emotions impacting implementation behaviors. Specifically, exploitive 

attribution affects implementation behaviors through negative emotional 

reactions regardless of any situational conditions. These findings correspond 
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to psychological literature that emphasizes the powerful impact of negative 

emotions on behavior compared to positive emotions (Baumeister, 

Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001). 

Third, boundary conditions play a pivotal role in the attribution 

process. Attributions exert a passive and negative impact on implementation 

behaviors without optimal situational contingency. To exhibit a more 

proactive and positive outcome (e.g., proactive implementation), positive 

emotions require specific situational contingencies, such as low innovation 

complexity and high implementation climate. These findings provide an 

additional explanation of the important role of perceived ease of use or 

implementation climate in the implementation process (Adams, Nelson, & 

Todd, 1992; Klein et al., 2001).  

Fourth, the current research explores the effects of the antecedents 

that shape innovation attribution. By presenting general individual 

characteristics, organizational context, and the effects of previous 

innovation, the present work suggests that individual tendency and 

organizational structure exert different influences on innovation attributions. 

The finding implies that attribution can be developed by individual 

characteristics, such as attribution styles, and an organizational 

environment, such as a participating and empowering context. The impact of 

previous innovation, such as frequency, ineffectiveness, and innovation 

burnout, was also significant to decide the innovation attribution. Taken 

together, these findings extend prior research on influential factors regarding 
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innovation implementation by identifying that individual and organizational 

factors produce effects on innovation outcome through the attribution 

process (Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; Chung et al., 2017; Spreitzer, 2008). 

 In addition to the innovation attribution, the current study 

contributes to the innovation literature by proposing and examining various 

forms of implementation behaviors. By adopting the categorizations of 

organizational work-related behaviors (e.g., Dalal, 2005) and revising the 

classifications of organizational change behaviors (e.g., Oreg et al., 2018), 

this study introduces four disparate implementation behaviors (i.e., active 

implementation, passive implementation, implementation avoidance, and 

implementation resistance) on the basis of two dimensions of valence and 

proactivity of behavior. These distinct implementation behaviors are 

differently related to innovation attributions and influence innovation 

effectiveness, as post hoc analysis revealed. With a more systematic and 

fine-grained classification of behaviors, this work allows for a more 

sophisticated understanding of employees’ behaviors in innovation 

implementation, which have been assumed in a dichotomized manner of 

either acceptance or rejection (Choi & Moon, 2013). 

 Overall, the present study provides a balanced view and integrates 

various perspectives with regard to the attribution process in innovation 

implementation. It embraces the cognitive and emotional process that 

determines individual behaviors via the suggestion of an emotional reaction 

as a mediating mechanism of attribution and implementation behavior. The 
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findings reconfirmed the relationships of cognitive appraisal and emotional 

reactions and their combined influence on subsequent implementation 

behavior consistent with previous research (e.g., Choi et al., 2011; Weiner, 

1985, 1986). These findings provided ecologically valid explanations and 

significant implications in the organizational literature where the role of 

emotion is receiving increased attention as a crucial determinant for 

individual decision making (Lerner, Li, Valdesolo, & Kassam, 2015; Seo & 

Barrett, 2007). Moreover, the current work incorporates positive and 

negative aspects in the attribution process. Aside from the main constructs, 

including innovation attribution, emotional reaction, and implementation 

behavior, boundary conditions and antecedents also contains both positive 

and negative sides, together offering an unbiased and balanced approach to 

the study. By demonstrating both sides together, this study leads to an in-

depth understanding of the dynamics of the attribution process. As the 

findings show, positive and negative constructs exhibit a distinct but 

interrelated influence on the implementation process. Lastly, the current 

study adopted multilevel perspectives. Although the main focus of this study 

was individual employees, the nested nature of the employees’ working 

environment, that is, the work units they belong to, should be taken into 

account. Therefore, this work included both individual- and team-level 

factors and investigated cross-level effects of boundary conditions and 

antecedents. Hypothesis testing was also conducted using multilevel 

analysis, such as HLM and multilevel path analysis. This multilevel 
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approach enables the observation of the innovation attribution process in a 

realistic manner.  

Practical Implications 

 The current findings offer new insights for practicing managers who 

want to implement innovations successfully. These managers should be 

aware of the importance of employee attribution of an innovation that can be 

driven by and result in distinct relationships between employees and the 

organization. Managers need to exert effort in encouraging employees to 

develop a constructive attribution and preventing them from shaping an 

exploitive attribution simultaneously. 

The present analysis demonstrates that if employees perceive that the 

intention of the management behind innovation adoption is to manipulate or 

exploit employees, then these employees will engage less in supporting or 

following the target innovation and withdraw their effort toward the 

innovation. Once the innovation is framed in this exploitive attribution, the 

provision of incentives or the supply of resources in support of the 

implementation may likely be ineffective. Thus, the managers should 

persuade and convince employees with a legitimate and benevolent strategic 

rationale when introducing an innovation to decrease exploitive attribution. 

In this regard, consistent and honest communication regarding the positive 

value of and the reason for the adoption of an innovation is a critical agenda 

to avoid negative rumors and the potential misattribution of organizational 
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intentionality (Erwin & Garman, 2010; Lewis, 2006). Therefore, top 

managers may invite employees or their representatives early on in the 

innovation process and share their concerns and rationale to generate 

ownership of the innovation among employees (Bala & Venkatesh, 2016; 

Barki & Hartwick, 1994; Furst & Cable, 2008). This early involvement and 

participation of employees can assist in reducing exploitive attributions that 

generate negative emotional reactions and hamper implementation of the 

innovations. 

Although employees have constructive attributions regarding the 

given innovation, their thoughts and subsequent positive emotions are not 

likely to proceed automatically to proactive or compliant behaviors 

regarding implementation. To produce maximum benefits from the 

innovation, managers should provide optimal conditions for enabling proper 

implementation, such as lowering the complexity of innovation by 

providing sufficient training and an easily understood manual regarding the 

innovation and enhancing the implementation climate by emphasizing the 

importance of innovation and rewarding the implementation practices. 

The findings of the current research indicate the caution of the 

previous innovation. The frequency and ineffectiveness of previous 

innovation and innovation burnout have a significant impact on shaping the 

innovation attributions. The adoption of innovations can frequently cause 

overload and burnout for the employees, and if the innovations are 

ineffective, then employees interpret that the newly adopted innovation is 
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only for their exploitation and manipulation. Thus, the management should 

prudently make decisions regarding the adoption of new innovations and 

consider an adoption interval to avoid introducing innovations too 

frequently. They must likewise exert sufficient effort to implement each 

adopted innovation effectively. A successful implementation of one 

innovation can engender the subsequent success of the next innovation 

through the attributions, emotions, and implementation behaviors of 

employees. 

Study Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Although this study offers significant theoretical and managerial 

implications, the current findings should be interpreted with caution owing 

to several limitations. First, the present analysis was conducted on the basis 

of the cross-sectional survey data collected at a single point in time and thus 

cannot infer causal direction. Despite the causal flow of the current study 

and its correspondence with prior research (Ferris et al., 1995; Nishii et al., 

2008), the possibilities of reversed causal directions that implementation 

behaviors affect innovation attributions or emotional reaction or that 

emotional reaction influence innovation attributions continue to exist. 

Future studies of experimental, longitudinal, or qualitative research methods 

should be conducted to explore these causal relationships clearly. 

 Second, contrary to the hypotheses that the attributions of each 

dimensions interact with one another, the findings revealed that the 
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innovation attributions of each dimension affect the implementation process 

with rare interaction. The results indicated the possibilities that attributions 

of each dimensions can operate independently and that distinctive influences 

on the implementation process need to be investigated. Moreover, while 

collecting data, participants were confused regarding who the word 

“management” refers to in the survey items that ask for managerial motives. 

In large conglomerates, different levels of management exist in a 

hierarchical structure, and employees are inclined to shape different 

perceptions with regard to each level of management. Thus, future research 

needs to clarify this typology of innovation attributions by specifying who 

comprises management and investigating the disparate impacts of each 

innovation attribution on the implementation process. 

Third, the current analysis examined boundary conditions of the 

relationship between emotional reactions and implementation behaviors that 

focus on the characteristics and context of the specific innovation. 

Nonetheless, other potential situational factors not related to the specific 

innovation can influence the relationship. For example, the characteristics of 

the team leader can affect team members’ expression of their emotions into 

implementation behaviors. As employees belong to the team and work in 

accordance with the leader’s direction, their leader’s influence can be 

powerful. Further exploration regarding boundary conditions including the 

characteristics of the team leader can enrich the relationship of attribution–

emotion–implementation behavior. 
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Fourth, the innovation implementation process can be affected by 

the cultural, national, and political context. Although the current study 

attempted to control for various situational factors, including innovation 

types, industries, functions, survey types, and demographic variables of 

employees, possible effects of uncontrolled contextual factors remained 

because the samples were collected from various organizations. For 

example, the implementation process can vary depending on the size or 

forms of the organizations. The method of start-ups that adopt and 

implement innovations may differ from that of large conglomerates. 

Accordingly, future research needs to be conducted that controls these 

potential contexts to verify the innovation implementation process. 

 

Conclusion 

Innovation is a crucial driver for organizational success and 

development. To make the innovation successful, it is necessary to fully 

understand the implementation process. This thesis provides a profound 

understanding of innovation implementation through an integrated model of 

the attribution process with balanced and sophisticated perspectives. The 

findings of this research enable contemporary organizations to achieve 

effective innovation implementation in consideration of the attributional and 

emotional reactions of employees, who are the actual users of the 

innovation.
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Appendix A 

Survey Instrument Used in the Study 1 

Innovation Attributions 

Attribution to constructive intentionality 

This innovation was adopted because,  

1. it would deliver high-quality service and products to customers.  

2. it would improve internal workflows and processes. 

3. it would increase our productivity. 

4. it would improve my organization’s overall efficiency. 

Attribution to deceptive intentionality 

This innovation was adopted,  

1. for no reason but to show someone’s power. 

2. just for political reasons. 

3. because it was a kind of fad without any substantial benefit for 

my organization. 

4. with the goal of exploiting employees rather than enhancing 

employees’ income and well-being. 

Implementation Behaviors 

Active implementation 

1. This employee provides suggestions to improve the process of 

implementing the innovation. 

2. This employee actively solves problems occurring during the 

implementation of the innovation. 

3. This employee suggests ideas to enhance the quality of the 

implemented innovation. 

Passive implementation 

1. This employee fulfills his/her job responsibilities specified in the 

innovation. 

2. This employee adequately completes his/her responsibilities 

related to the innovation. 

3. This employee meets job performance expectations related to the 

innovation. 
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Implementation avoidance 

1. When this employee can do a task by either using or not using 

the innovation, he/she usually chooses not to use the innovation. 

2. Even when this employee can do a task using the innovation, 

he/she still uses the old system or work process most of the time. 

3. I think that this employee believes that the innovation is a waste 

of time and money for the organization 

Innovation Effectiveness 

Because of this innovation,  

1. this employee improved the quality of his product, service, or 

administration. 

2. this employee’s morale improved 

3. this employee’s productivity improved. 

Innovation Expectation 

1. I think my organization made a good decision in adopting the 

innovation. 

2. I think the innovation is a waste of time and money for my 

organization.  

(reverse scored) 
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APPENDIX B 

Survey Instrument Used in the Study 2 

Innovation Attributions 

Constructive attribution 

This innovation was adopted, 

1. to help employees deliver high-quality service and products to 

customers. 

2. to support employees to improve internal workflows and 

processes 

3. to increase employee well-being. 

4. to enhance work environment more beneficial way for 

employees. 

Exploitive attribution 

This innovation was adopted, 

1. to control and manipulate employees. 

2. to enhance closer monitoring of employees. 

3. to get the most work out of employees. 

4. to exploit employees rather than enhance the productivity and 

well-being of employees. 

Self-interested managerial motive 

Management adopted this innovation 

1. to obtain their personal gains. 

2. to strengthen the power of management. 

3. for political reasons. 

4. to meet their own needs and interests 

Emotional reactions toward innovation 

Positive emotions 

When I think of the innovation, I feel  

1. excited 

2. pleased 

3. happy 

4. comfortable  
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Negative emotions 

When I think of the innovation, I feel  

1. angry 

2. distressed 

3. sad 

4. disappointed 

Boundary conditions 

Innovation complexity 

1. Using this innovation generates excessive workload from my 

normal duties. 

2. Working with this innovation is very complicated. 

3. Understanding to use this innovation is difficult. 

4. Using this innovation involves considerable effort to implement 

in our task. 

5. Learning to use this innovation takes too much time and effort. 

Implementation climate (Team level) 

1. Innovations are a top priority at my organization. 

2. People place considerable effort into making innovations a 

success here. 

3. People at my organization believe that implementing innovations 

is important. 

4. In my organization, people are encouraged to make the most of 

the innovations. 

Antecedents of Innovation Attribution 

Pessimistic attribution style 

1. Imagine that you received a poor performance evaluation. 

2. Imagine that you failed to receive a promotion that you wanted for a 

long time. 

3. Imagine that your firm is downsizing and you are laid off. 

4. Imagine that you fail to meet your quarterly performance goals. 

Innovation burnout 

1. I feel worn out from my innovation-related work. 

2. I feel emotionally drained from my work related to innovations. 
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3. Working in innovation-related tasks is a real strain for me. 

4. I feel that I am working too hard on my innovation-related tasks. 

Structural empowerment (Team level) 

1. My organization provides chances to use personal initiative. 

2. My organization permits employees enough discretion in doing 

work. 

3. My organization makes extensive transference of tasks and 

responsibilities. 

4. In my organization, people engage in a very wide range of 

issues, including problem-solving and decisions. 

Frequency of previous innovations (Team level) 

With regard to the innovations that were adopted and implemented in our 

company over the past three years, I believe that  

1. Innovation implementations are always happening. 

2. Our company introduced numerous innovations. 

3. Innovations are frequently adopted in our company. 

4. Identifying when the changes start and end is difficult’ 

Ineffectiveness of previous innovations (Team level) 

I believe that the previous innovations that were adopted and implemented 

in my organization over the past three years have failed to improve  

1. the quality of products and services that we offer. 

2. the information exchange and communication in the 

organization. 

3. the morale of employees. 

4. the overall productivity. 

Implementation Behaviors 

Proactive implementation 

1. This employee provides suggestions to improve the process of 

implementing the innovation. 

2. This employee actively solves problems occurring during the 

implementation of the innovation. 

3. This employee suggests ideas to enhance the quality of the 

implemented innovation. 
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Responsive implementation 

1. This employee fulfills his/her job responsibilities specified in the 

innovation. 

2. This employee adequately completes his/her responsibilities 

related to the innovation. 

3. This employee meets job performance expectations related to the 

innovation. 

Implementation avoidance 

1. When this employee can perform a task by either using or not 

using the innovation, he/she usually chooses not to use the 

innovation. 

2. Even when this employee can perform a task using the 

innovation, he/she still uses the old system or work process most 

of the time. 

3. I think that this employee believes that the innovation is a waste 

of time and money for the organization. 

Implementation resistance 

1. This employee searches for ways to prevent the occurrence of 

this innovation. 

2. This employee protests against this innovation> 

3. This employee complains to their colleagues about this 

innovation. 

4. This employee presents their objections regarding this innovation 

to management. 
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국문 초록 

 

구성원의 귀인 및 정서적 반응이  

다양한 혁신실행 패턴에 미치는 영향 

 

서울대학교 대학원 

경영학과 경영학 전공 

최 세 연 

 

급변하는 경쟁적 환경에서 혁신은 현대 조직의 생존과 지속가능한 

발전을 위해 필수적인 요소로 주목받고 있다. 이러한 혁신의 중요성과 더불어 

혁신을 성공적으로 이끄는 핵심 요인과 그 과정에 대한 연구적 관심도 

높아지고 있음에도 불구하고, 여전히 혁신 실행과 관련한 중요한 요인들은 

밝혀지지 않은 부분이 많다. 특히, 연구자들은 점차 혁신을 실행시키는 주체인 

구성원들의 인식과 행동에 주목하고 있는데, 대부분의 연구는 혁신의 예상된 

결과에 대한 기대(expectation)에 초점을 맞추고 있어 혁신이 도입된 원인에 

대한 지각인 귀인(attribution)에 대한 부분은 간과되고 있다. 따라서, 본 논문은 

이러한 연구적 한계를 지적하며 혁신 실행(innovation implementation)에서의 

귀인 과정(attribution process)에 대한 통합적인 연구 모형을 제안한다. 

본 논문에서는 사회적 귀인 이론 (social attribution theory)에 기반하여, 

혁신을 도입하는 바탕의 경영진의 의도와 동기에 대한 구성원의 혁신 귀인 

(innovation attribution)에 초점을 맞추고, 이 혁신 귀인이 실행 행동에 미치는 
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영향을 탐색하였다. 이를 위해 본 논문은 두 개의 개별적인 연구로 구성되었다. 

연구 1 은 혁신 귀인과 혁신 실행행동과의 관계 및 혁신 효과성에 미치는 

영향에 대한 대해 탐색하는 기초적인 연구이며, 이를 위해 한국과 중국의 

397명의 조직구성원과 84명의 관리자에게 설문을 진행하였다. 연구 결과에 

따르면, 건설적 의도에 대한 귀인(employee attribution to constructive 

intentionality)은 적극적 실행(active implementation)을 높이고 혁신 

회피(innovation avoidance)를 줄이는 것을 통해서 혁신의 효과성 (innovation 

effectiveness)을 증진시킨 반면, 기만적 의도에 대한 귀인 (employee attribution 

to deceptive intentionality)은 혁신 회피를 강화하는 방식으로 혁신 효과성을 

방해하였다. 

연구 2 에서는 보다 더 정교한 방식으로 확장하여 귀인 과정에 대한 

통합적인 연구모형을 제안하였다. 먼저, 혁신에 대한 구성원들의 귀인을 

구성원에 대한 의도 (employee targeted intention)와 경영진의 동기(managerial 

motive)의 두 개의 차원으로 나누어 각 차원의 상호작용에 따라서 건설적 

귀인(constructive attribution), 계산적 귀인 calculative attribution), 도구적 귀인 

(instrumental attribution), 그리고 착취적 귀인 (exploitive attribution)의 총 4개의 

귀인으로 범주화 하였다. 연구의 측정 가능성을 고려하여 이중에서 구성원에 

대한 의도 차원에 따라 건설적 귀인과 착취적 귀인을 주요 귀인 변수로 보았고, 

경영진의 동기 중 사익추구 동기(self-interested managerial motive)와의 

상호작용을 통하여 혁신 귀인이 적극성(proactivity), 정서가(valence)의 두 

차원에 따라 적극적 실행(proactive implementation), 순응적 실행(responsive 

implementation), 실행 회피(implementation avoidance), 및 실행 
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저항(implementation resistance)으로 구분된 4개의 실행 행동에 미치는 영향을 

살펴보았다.  

기본적인 귀인–실행 행동의 관계에 더하여, 연구 2 는 혁신에 대한 

정서적 반응(emotional reaction toward innovation)인 정적 정서(positive 

emotions)와 부적 정서(negative emotions)를 귀인과 행동을 매개하는 

중간과정으로 보았으며, 도입된 혁신의 특성인 혁신 복잡성(innovation 

complexity)및 혁신 실행 분위기(implementation climate)를 정서적 반응과 

행동의 관계를 조절하는 경계 조건으로 제시하였다. 마지막으로, 구성원들의 

혁신에 대한 귀인에 영향을 미치는 선행요인으로 개인적 요인인 귀인 

유형(attribution style)과 조직적 요인인 구조적 권한위임(structural 

empowerment)을 제안하였고, 과거에 도입된 혁신의 영향으로 혁신 

탈진(innovation burnout), 과거 혁신 빈도(previous innovation frequency), 과거 

혁신 비효과성(previous innovation ineffectiveness) 또한 혁신 귀인에 영향을 

미치는 요인으로 제안하였다. 

연구가설들을 검증하기 위해 한국 내의 103 개의 팀을 대상으로 

396 명의 구성원과 103 명의 팀 리더들에게 온라인과 오프라인으로 설문을 

진행하였다. 결과에 따르면 건설적 귀인은 직접적으로 혁신 회피를 줄인 반면, 

착취적 귀인은 순응적 혁신을 줄이고 혁신 회피를 높였으며, 사익추구적 

경영진의 동기와 상호작용하여 적극적 실행을 방해하였다. 혁신 귀인은 

혁신에 대한 정서적 반응과 긴밀한 관련을 보였으며, 건설적 귀인은 정적 

정서를 높이고, 부적 정서를 낮추었고, 착취적 귀인은 이와는 반대의 관계를 

보였다. 또한, 정적 정서와 부적 정서는 각기 다른 과정을 통하여 혁신 
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실행행동에 영향을 미쳤는데, 부적 정서는 상황적인 요인인 경계조건과 

상관없이 적극적, 순응적 실행을 줄였고 혁신 회피를 증진시켰다. 반면, 정적 

정서는 상황적인 요인이 존재할 때에만 실행행동에 영향을 미쳤는데, 혁신의 

복잡성이 낮은 상황에서만 적극적 실행을 강화하고, 실행 회피 및 실행 저항을 

감소시켰으며, 혁신 분위기가 높은 상황에서는 혁신 회피를 줄이는 영향을 

보여주었다. 마지막으로, 다양한 선행요인들이 각기 다르게 혁신 귀인에 

영향을 미치는 것 또한 확인할 수 있었다. 혁신 탈진과 과거 혁신의 비효과성은 

건설적 귀인을 감소시키고 착취적 귀인을 증가시켰으며, 비관적 귀인 유형은 

건설적 귀인만을 감소시켰고, 구조적 권한 위임과 과거 혁신의 빈도는 각각 

착취적 귀인을 감소시키거나 증가시켰다.  

이러한 결과를 통하여 본 연구는 중요한 이론적 시사점을 제시한다. 

먼저, 본 연구는 혁신 실행에서의 귀인 과정이라는 새로운 이론적 틀을 

제공하며 기존의 혁신 연구를 확장하였다. 특히, 귀인과 행동의 관계를 

검증하는 것에서 더 나아가, 매개 과정, 경계 조건 및 선생요인까지 

검증함으로써 귀인 과정을 정교화 하였다. 또한, 귀인 및 실행행동에 대하여 

보다 더 체계적이고 세분화된 범주를 통하여 구분하였다. 마지막으로 본 

연구는 인지과정 및 정서과정, 긍정적인 면과 부정적인 면, 그리고 개인적 

수준과 팀 수준을 포괄한 다수준 분석으로 다양한 측면을 통합한 균형적인 

시각을 제공하였다. 

본 연구는 또한 실무적 함의를 제공한다. 본 연구는 조직 구성원들의 

혁신 귀인에 대한 경영진의 인식의 중요성을 강조하며, 건설적 귀인을 

증진시키고 긍정적인 실행행동으로 이어질 수 있도록 하는 한편, 착취적 
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귀인을 줄이는 방법에도 동시에 관심을 가질 것을 촉구한다. 건설적 귀인을 

증진시킴으로써 긍정적인 실행 결과를 얻기 위해서는 혁신의 복잡성에 대한 

장벽을 낮추고, 실행 분위기를 증진시킬 필요가 있다. 반면, 착취적 귀인을 

줄이기 위해서는 충분한 권한 위임과 정보공유를 통해 참여적 작업환경을 

확장하는 한편, 과거 혁신에 대한 부정적인 인상을 줄이는 것에도 주의를 

기울여야 한다. 

종합하면, 혁신 실행에서의 귀인 과정에 대한 통합적 모델을 통하여 본 

논문은 정교하고 균형있는 혁신 실행과정에 대한 심도 깊은 이해를 제공한다. 

이 연구의 결과들은 현대 사회의 조직들이 혁신의 최종 사용자인 조직 

구성원들에 대한 관심과 이해를 바탕으로 성공적인 혁신 실행을 달성하는 데 

도움이 될 것이다. 
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