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Job insecurity reflects the desire and expectation of organizational managers 

for employees' exhibition of innovative behavior. Ubiquitous and inevitable, it has 

gradually become a common psychological problem. As a key driver of innovation, 

employee innovation depends heavily on knowledge workers, who are best able to 

spot problems and identify and capture opportunities. Based upon the transactional 

theory of stress and coping (TTSC), Attribution theory, this paper discusses the 

influencing mechanism of knowledge workers' job insecurity and innovative behavior 

in enterprises, emphatically analyzes the mediating effects of two coping strategies, 

i.e., proactive work behavior and working withdrawal behavior, and verifies the 

moderating effect of organizational climate for innovation. With the data from 665 

questionnaires of enterprise knowledge workers, this paper shows that Job insecurity 

can directly and positively influence employee innovation behavior， job insecurity 

can influence knowledge workers' innovative behavior either positively through 

proactive work behavior or negatively through working withdrawal behavior, thus 

forming a Multi-channel effect model of influencing their innovative behavior, and 

that organizational climate for innovation has a moderating effect on the relationship 

between job insecurity and proactive work behavior/working withdrawal behavior. 

The organizational innovation climate played a moderating role between job 

insecurity and proactive work behavior and work withdrawal behavior, and detected 

the value of the boundary where the organizational innovation climate played a 

mediating role. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background of the Study 

On a global scale, technology is making amazing progress, and the 

development of artificial intelligence, driverless driving, digital and robotics has 

brought tremendous impact on the whole society. With the rapid update and iteration 

of technology, all industries are full of opportunities, but at the same time, “disruptive 

or disruptive technologies” appear frequently (Shan Hu, 2012), Every company and 

even its employees face an environment of “volatility, uncertainty, complexity and 

ambiguity” (Ding, David, & Li, 2019). In order to adapt to change and fight for 

limited resources, "competition" between companies is the only option (G. Wang, 

2011). As enterprises face the impact of a complex and changing external shocks, 

technological change and industrial restructuring mean increased uncertainty in the 

labor market, Employees face insecurity about the job itself and their future 

development (Frey & Osborne, 2017). In addition, organizations are forced to adopt 

reform measures and competition mechanisms such as “Position Competition”, “Last 

Elimination System”, “Layoff Mechanism” and “996 Working System” in order to 

occupy a highly competitive market. The frequency of enterprises adopting mergers 

and reorganizations, layoffs, temporary or short-term employment contracts and other 

phenomena is also increasing, and the stability and predictability of employment have 

been replaced by an increasing sense of job insecurity (Sanman Hu, 2017). The 

uncertainty of the employment environment leads to the improvement of the 

employment risk of employees, the tension of employment relations, and the increase 

of employees’ fears about the future of the work itself or important characteristics, 

which makes more and more employees feel insecurity at work, and then produce a 

lack of security for the survival of the work, that is, job insecurity (Cheng &  Chan, 
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2010). 

Since the early 1990s, the employment situation in China has become 

progressively more severe, with the pressure on the workforce, such as the employed 

and newly employed groups, becoming increasingly pronounced (Yansui Yang, 

2006).The severe employment situation and the threat of unemployment have 

increased the substitutability of employees' jobs and increased the leeway for 

companies to choose their employees, and these uncertainties have further increased 

the job insecurity of Chinese employees. Currently, China is in a period of economic 

transition, as an important carrier in the composition of the economy - enterprises, in 

order to continue to survive in the industrial restructuring, the quality and efficient 

output of employees is very important, and the realization of this goal requires 

employees to maintain good innovation motivation and innovation ability. 51job 

conducted a "Job Insecurity Survey",67% of workers say they often feel insecure at 

work, 31% say they occasionally feel insecure in the workplace, and only 2% feel 

insecure at work at all (X. Liu, 2015). At the same time, the outbreak of COVID-19 

has swept through more than 200 countries and regions affecting more than 7 billion 

people, making it the most widespread global pandemic to hit humanity in the last 

hundred years and a serious crisis and test for the whole world, increasing the 

uncertainty in the corporate work environment and deepening the sense of job 

insecurity among employees. Insecurity at work has gradually become one of the 

most important stressors in working life today (Blom, Richter, Hallsten, & Svedberg, 

2 0 1 5 ) and is a common psychological problem in the workplace. The topic of how 

companies and employees cope with the changing external environment and the 

stimulating market competition, as well as the insecurity in the workplace, has 

received extensive attention from business managers and academic researchers. 

Technological changes, market changes, and the outbreak of COVID-19 have 

led to many uncertainties and problems in business development, and enterprises 

clearly realize that only by developing innovative products or services and clearly 

understand that developing innovative products or services and constantly 

maintaining the innovative vitality of the company can only survive in the complex 

market competition (J. Zhou & Hoever, 2014). The sources of innovation are divided 

into group, organizational and individual levels, but ultimately originate from the 



 3 

individual (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). The drive for innovation requires an 

increase in the level of innovation in society as a whole, with a focus on driving 

innovation among employees in organizations (Spiegelaere, Gyes, Witte, Niesen, & 

Hootegem, 2014). Therefore, having a group of proactive and innovative employees is 

the key to increasing innovation ability. As a result, academics and managers are 

increasingly focusing on the issue of individual innovation (Neil Robert Anderson, 

Potocnik, Bledow, Hulsheger, & Rosing, 2017). Individual innovation in 

organizational environment is the willingness of employees to come up with new and 

useful ideas and to change their behavior at work (Amabile, 1988). The factors that 

influence innovative behavior must take into account not only individual factors but 

also the environment that the organization creates for its employees, mainly in terms 

of the impact on the perceptions, attitudes and behaviors of individuals in the 

organization, which further influence the individual or group through their 

perceptions and reactions. It has also been suggested that innovation is the result of a 

complex interaction between individual characteristics and environmental attributes 

(Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). Current research on individual innovation has largely 

focused on effective interactions (Fay & Frese, 2001; Grant & Berry, 2011), positive 

atmosphere (Hui & Yang, 2017), positive leadership(S.-Y. A. Chen & Hou, 2016; 

Maireba & Li, 2018) and other supportive and stabilizing factors. In contrast, there is 

a lack of attention to negative factors that are detrimental to innovation generation (Y. 

Zhang & Long, 2013). It has been suggested that it is also important to identify and 

eliminate negative factors in the workplace that are not conducive to innovation 

(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). Studies have found that job 

insecurity can have a negative impact on employee job satisfaction (Witte, Pienaar, & 

Cuyper, 2016) physical and mental health(Caroli & Godard, 2016), risk tolerance 

(Jiang & Lixin, 2018), and civic behavior (Lam, Liang, Ashford, & Lee, 2015), 

among other factors. Job insecurity has also been analyzed to have a negative impact 

on innovative behavior (Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, & Cooper, 2008). Understanding job 

insecurity as a hindering scenario, it is proposed to eliminate employees’ perceived 

insecurity at work (C. Wang, Zhou, & Zhao, 2019). However, other studies have not 

found such a relationship (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002), which also implies that the 

relationship between job insecurity and employee innovative behavior is uncertain. 
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Current research on the impact of job insecurity on employee innovative behavior 

needs to be refined, and there is no consensus on what exactly the relationship is and 

how it affects them (Probst, 2011; Shoss, 2017). More theories are needed to uncover 

and explain the relationship from a wider range of perspectives (Selenko, 

Mäkikangas, Mauno, & Kinnunen, 2013). 

 

1.2 Statement of the Problems 

There are three core issues affecting the relationship between job insecurity 

and employees’ innovative behavior: 1) Current theory is divided in revealing the 

effects of job insecurity; 2) The impact of job insecurity on employees’ innovative 

behavior is unclear. 3) The moderating role and boundaries of organizational 

innovation climate in job insecurity in coping strategy choice are unclear. 

Firstly, current theoretical perspectives are divided on the effects of job 

insecurity. Due to the differences in research perspectives, job insecurity initiatives in 

management practice are caught in a dilemma as to whether to eliminate the creation 

of job insecurity or to introduce reform measures such as “Position Competition”, 

“Last Elimination System”, “Layoff Mechanism” and “996 Working System” a n d 

other reform measures and competitive mechanisms that create a certain degree of job 

insecurity, which option is more conducive to stimulating employees to improve their 

creative behavior? 

Secondly, the effect of job insecurity on employees’ innovative behavior is still 

unclear. Although research on job insecurity has gradually begun to focus on it both at 

home and abroad in recent years, it has not yet been clearly investigated, and there is 

still a lack of research to test whether it has the same effect and mechanism of action 

in China. 

Thirdly, there are relatively few theoretical and em pirical studies on 

organizational innovation climate in China, and most studies are still mainly 

overviews and qualitative studies. In the context of China's emphasis on autonomous 

innovation, it is essential to conduct research on organizational innovation climate (Y. 

Wang & Zhu, 2006). The existing literature has largely investigated the causal and 

mediating relationships between organizational innovation climate and innovative 
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behavior. Does organizational innovation clim ate play a m oderating role in 

employees’ choice of coping strategies in the face of job insecurity? Where the 

boundaries of regulation lie needs to be further added and verified. 

Based on the above problem  statem ent, this study intends to explore the 

following three research questions. 

1) Does job insecurity have a facilitating or inhibiting effect on 

employees’ innovative behavior? 

2)  What are the mechanisms by which job insecurity in organizational 

contexts affects employees' innovative behavior? How do employees choose coping 

strategies and how do they affect innovative behavior? 

3)  How does organizational innovation climate as a moderating 

variable moderate the behavior of knowledge workers in companies with job 

insecurity? What kinds of responses are generated? 

The above issues need to be further studied and are of great importance and 

relevance. 

 

1.3 Research Gaps 

In previous research on individual innovation, scholars have tended to use 

theories such as “Social Exchange Theory” or “Theory of Reasoned Action” as the 

basis for their research, that is, there is a social exchange relationship between 

employees and organizations or that employees’ attitudes and subjective norms 

determine behavior. The organization provides a good atmosphere, a good attitude, 

and a good motivation. In return, employees will work harder and produce greater 

performance. This reflects the range of psychological activities that occur when 

employees receive external stimuli and information, producing the desired feedback. 

This type of research tends to look at innovative behavior from a positive perspective, 

and is unable to explain the mechanisms by which negative factors affect individuals, 

And not explain the fact that many employees are more motivated to work and more 

willing to demonstrate innovative behavior under the "last-place elimination" 

management system. 
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The Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress provides a plausible explanatory 

framework for studying how knowledge workers in companies exhibit innovative 

behavior under negative stress. It enriches the study of the influence of the external 

environment on employees’ innovative behavior from a different perspective. The 

theory argues that when faced with a stressor, individuals will assess the stressor 

according to their own experiences, cognition and other factors, and the assessment 

results will influence the subsequent way of coping (R. S. Lazarus &  S Folkm an, 

1 9 8 7 ). Based on this, there are two types of coping styles that knowledge workers 

may adopt in response to perceived job insecurity, namely, proactive coping to 

perceived job insecurity and negative coping to perceived job insecurity, which may 

have different effects on workers’ innovative behavior: In view of this, this study 

proposes a "two-path" influence effect on knowledge workers' innovative behavior 

under the Cognitive evaluation of job insecurity: workers who feel insecure at work 

may adopt a Proactive Work Behavior, which promotes innovative behavior, and they 

may adopt a Work Withdrawal behavior, which undermines innovative behavior. 

The Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress suggests that individuals’ Cognitive 

evaluations of pressure source and coping styles are influenced by the external 

environment (C. Chen, Zhang, & Jia, 2019; R. S. Lazarus & S Folkman, 1987). 

According to this logic, the process by which perceptions of job insecurity influence 

individual evaluations is also influenced by the external environment. Previous 

studies have shown that there is an indigenous correlation between low organizational 

innovation climate and various violations of organizational norms (S pector, 2011 ). 

The organizational climate in which an employee works, such as the employee’s 

relationship with supervisors and colleagues, is an important factor in influencing 

innovative behavior (S cott &  B ruce, 1994 ). Employees are more likely to exhibit 

proactive behavior when the workplace climate in which they work provides a source 

of innovation, motivation to innovate and adequate support. Meanwhile, Lee et al. 

(1996) studied the relationship between supervisory support and the degree of product 

innovation and found that the higher the superior support. The better the 

organizational innovation atmosphere, the higher the organizational innovation 

performance, suggesting that differences in environmental factors can influence 

individual interpretation. Accordingly, this study suggests that the Organizational 
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Innovation Climate may play a moderating role in the influence of job insecurity on 

the innovative behavior of knowledge workers. 

Therefore, this paper analyzes the mechanism of the role of job insecurity on 

the innovative behavior of knowledge workers in enterprises from the perspective of 

the relationship between employees and organizations, introduces the coping styles of 

employees under organizational pressure, takes job insecurity as a factor affecting 

employees’ innovative behavior, and constructs a theoretical model of the influence of 

job insecurity on employees’ innovative behavior. And to study the strength of the 

influence of job insecurity on different coping styles under the regulation of different 

organizational innovation climate, and to analyze the mechanism of its influence on 

the innovation behavior of knowledge employees, A more systematic analysis of the 

explanatory mechanisms and boundary conditions for the influence of job insecurity 

perceptions on the innovative behavior of knowledge workers. 

 

1.4 Objectives of the Study 

Employee creativity plays an important role in the survival and development 

of enterprises. Employee creativity is the foundation of organizational innovation and 

employees are the most important element in organizational innovation (A m a b ile , 

1988; Christina E. Shalley, 1995). However, as most scholars and managers focus on 

the factors that are conducive to creativity, not enough attention has been paid to the 

factors that are not conducive to employee creativity. Therefore, based on the 

theoretical findings of domestic and international scholars on job insecurity, 

organizational innovation climate, proactive work behavior, work withdrawal 

behavior and employee innovation behavior, as well as Cognitive Appraisal Theory of 

Stress and Attribution Theory, this study intends to use questionnaires and other 

methods to understand the current general status of knowledge workers’ job 

insecurity, innovation climate, proactive/withdrawal work behavior and innovation 

behavior in various enterprises. Using knowledge workers as the research object, job 

insecurity and proactive/withdrawal work behavior as explanatory variables and 

organizational innovation climate as moderating variables, the structural equation 

model is used to explore the relationships and mechanisms of action. In order to 
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suggest countermeasures for enterprises to enhance employees’ innovative behavior 

and promote innovation development. Specifically, the objectives of this study are as 

follows. 

1)  To reveal the impact of job insecurity as a pressure source on the 

innovative behavior of knowledge worker in enterprises through theoretical and 

empirical analyses. 

2)  Analysis of the mechanisms of influence of job insecurity on 

innovative behavior of knowledge employees in organizational situations. 

3)  To explore the role of coping styles in the process by which job 

insecurity affects the innovative behavior of knowledge workers. 

4)  To explore the differences in the performance of coping styles and 

the effects of innovative behaviors in the high and low organizational innovation 

climate of corporate knowledge employees. 

 

1.5 Scope of the Research 

Technological changes, market changes, and the outbreak of COVID-19 have 

mainly impacted mainly on the enterprises, making the development of each 

enterprise face many uncertainties and problems, and in order to survive the impact 

and maintain competitiveness, enterprises recognize that developing innovative 

products or services and continuously maintaining the innovative vitality of 

enterprises can survive in the complex market competition (J. Zhou & Hoever, 2014). 

This is the case with the development of innovative products or services and the 

constant dynamism of the company to survive in a complex market. This has led to 

the implementation of reforms such as “Position Competition”, “Last Elimination 

System”, “Layoff Mechanism” and “996 Working System”, etc., in the hope that 

employees will demonstrate innovative behavior. The drive for innovation focuses on 

driving innovation among the people in the organization (Spiegelaere et al., 2014 ), 

with corporate knowledge workers best placed to identify problems, recognize 

opportunities and capture them (G . Wang , 2 011 ). Therefore, the selected research 

object of this paper is the knowledge employees of each enterprise. The research 

objects are defined as those who are officially working in the knowledge-intensive 
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enterprises issued by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD), have college education or above, master and can apply professional 

knowledge, have certain innovation ability, and are engaged in knowledge-related 

activities, including the production, creation, and expansion of knowledge, which 

bring intellectual capital appreciation to the enterprises or organizations. Because 

knowledge employees are distributed in all departments of an enterprise, they are the 

main subjects of technological, management, service, marketing, brand and cultural 

innovation, and they are at the nerve end of an enterprise's comprehensive innovation 

system, and are most capable of identifying problems, recognizing opportunities and 

capturing opportunities (G. Wang, 2011). 

 

1.6 Research Contributions 

1.6.1 Academic Contribution 

The academic contribution of this study lies in two aspects. 

Firstly, based on the Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress, when faced with a 

work stressor, employees will assess the stressor according to their own experiences, 

perceptions and other factors, and the results of the assessment will influence the 

subsequent way of coping (R. S. Lazarus & S Folkman, 1987). Therefore, different 

perceptions of organizational innovation atmosphere lead to different attributions to 

job insecurity, and thus different coping methods. This study introduces proactive 

work behavior and job withdrawal behavior as positive and negative coping styles 

under the Cognitive evaluation of job insecurity stress, respectively, and then 

investigates and analyses the effects of the two coping styles on employees' 

innovative behavior. This paper distinguishes the proposed academic contribution of 

previous research: job insecurity as a negative factor does not negatively influence 

employee innovation alone or positively motivate innovation, and proposes a dual-

path model of job insecurity on employee innovation behavior as a way to explain the 

indirect effects of corporate knowledge employees on innovation behavior under the 

perception of job insecurity. Today, job insecurity is becoming increasingly common. 

In a world where job insecurity is becoming increasingly common, it is not always the 

best practice to completely eliminate job insecurity in organizations blindly. It needs 
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to be used wisely from a overall perspective to achieve innovative results. 

Secondly, this study argues that the perception of organizational innovation 

climate determines whether job insecurity perceptions trigger employees’ proactive 

work behavior or working withdrawal behavior, thus constructing a mediating model 

with two channels of moderating relationship, which systematically analyzes 

explanatory mechanism and boundary conditions of the impact of perceived job 

insecurity on knowledge workers’ innovative behavior. 

 

1.7 Management Contribution 

Existing research on job insecurity, which harms employee psychology and 

behavior, suggests that companies should eliminate job insecurity and provide a 

relaxed work environment for their employees. It is important to understand how job 

insecurity stress affects employees' responses to organizational expectations and to 

answer the question of to what extent job insecurity undermines innovative behavior 

and when it stimulates it. It is recommended that companies develop people 

management strategies that motivate employees to respond to job insecurity rather 

than be overwhelmed by it, and is important for business managers to understand job 

insecurity. By revealing the Multi-channel effect of job insecurity on innovative 

behavior, this study argues that it is not necessary to avoid job insecurity altogether in 

business management, but rather to use job insecurity wisely. Exploiting job 

insecurity improve employees’ innovative behavior, provide new ideas, and help 

managers recognize that employees respond differently in different organizational 

innovation climate and that management should be divided into different strategies 

and individuals, to ultimately explore and explain the link between the environment 

and innovative behavior from a wider range of perspectives, to help managers and 

employees better understand the effect of perception of insecurity at work. 

 

1.7.1 Definition and Characteristics of the Research Subject 

Knowledge has become the primary resource for enterprises to preserve their 

core competitiveness in the market competition with the rise of the knowledge-based 

economy, and knowledge workers, as the creators and masters of knowledge, have 
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become the key force to drive the progress and innovation of corporations themselves 

(Bai & Xu, 2019). Knowledge workers create most of the wealth of the companies in 

a relatively low rate, and their creative power and innovation driving force has a 

direct impact on on the state of innovation throughout the organization. So it is 

important for corporations to have a clear understanding and in-depth learning of 

knowledge workers and to develop appropriate rules and regulations at all levels 

according to their needs and characteristics, so as to improve the innovative power 

and driving force of innovation of knowledge workers and radically strengthen the 

core competence of the enterprise. 

 

1.7.2 Definition of Knowledge Employees 

The concept of the knowledge worker originated from the management master 

D rucker (1959)  in his Milestones of Tomorrow: A Report on the New Postmodern 

World. D ru ck e r  believes that people who master and apply symbolic concepts and 

work with knowledge or information are knowledge employees. The difference 

between knowledge employees and traditional employees is that knowledge 

employees mainly rely on their mental knowledge to get paid, instead of simply 

relying on physical labor to get paid. At the same time, this special group emerges 

with many characteristics, such as the ability to learn and at the same time to use 

knowledge innovation very well. Knowledge workers have more expertise and (direct 

or indirect) experience than ordinary employees, which enables them to work faster 

and more efficiently (Longgao Zhang, 2000). After the concept of knowledge workers 

was proposed, it has attracted the attention of scholars and gradually become the focus 

of academia and business managers. After D r u c k e r , many scholars have defined 

knowledge workers, but there is no unified understanding so far. 

Some studies have argued that the main way to differentiate knowledge 

workers from ordinary employees is the difference in innovation ability. Knowledge 

workers not only need to have expertise and experience, but also need to be able to 

use their professional skills in a rational way to create. The expertise that employees 

have is a necessary but not sufficient condition for innovation, but employees who 

cannot use this expertise to innovate are not knowledge workers (Woodruffe, 1999) 

Chinese Scholar J. Yang, Ling, and Fang (2004) concluded in an empirical study of 
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knowledge workers and knowledge-based jobs that knowledge workers are those who 

perform knowledge-based jobs that are characterized by higher specialization, faster 

updating, higher innovation, and higher quality of work. L ia o  a n d  W e n  (2 0 0 9 ) 

proposed that knowledge employees are people who are engaged in knowledge 

creation, knowledge application and knowledge innovation on the basis of having 

certain knowledge. Liao and Wen (2009) definition compensates to some extent for J. 

Yang et al. (2004) lack of explanation of what knowledge workers. When knowledge 

workers not only have strong learning methods and skills, master professional 

knowledge and skills, but also prefer to work independently to reflect their own value 

(Bai & Xu, 2019). Common domestic and international knowledge employee 

concepts are summarized in Table 1.1. 

 

Table 1.1  Perspective and Content of the Definition of Knowledge Worker 

Defining the Concept of Knowledge Workers Scholar (year) 

Knowledge workers are those who grasp and use signs and 

notions, and engage with it and information. 

Drucker (1959). 

Intellectual profession is the industry or roles of 

knowledge in which knowledge and labor are distributed. 

 

Knowledge employees are critical employees in achieving 

the worth of invisible assets that they take with them 

through their minds when they change employers. 

Harrigan and Dalmia 

(1991). 

Intellectual workers primarily make their talents generate 

fortunes by using their specialist to design products, 

adding new thoughts and other ways to improve the 

internal added value of products. 

Horibe (2000). 

A person with a high-degree education, technical, and 

expertise whose main objective of work involves the 

generation, transmission and adaption of intelligence. 

Davenport, Leibold, 

and Voelpel (2007). 

The knowledge worker is a key factor in the development 

of an organization, drawing on, adapting and producing 

knowledge to achieve sustainable organizational growth. 

Carleton (2011). 
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Defining the Concept of Knowledge Workers Scholar (year) 

The work of knowledge employees is a special occupation, 

mainly aiming at improving the intellectual capital value of 

the enterprise, which is achieved by expanding, processing 

and applying knowledge. 

Xingcheng Wang 

(1998). 

The scope covered by knowledge workers is expanding, 

and in this day and age, most white-collar, professional 

jobs, etc. belong to the category of knowledge workers. 

Peng and Zhang 

(1999). 

A person who possesses competencies related to 

knowledge and uses that knowledge to produce real value. 

Q. Liu and Xu 

(2002). 

Knowledge employees are a special group engaged in 

knowledge work. Compared with ordinary general work, 

these employees have higher education and specialization, 

and their innovative knowledge is updated more quickly 

and their products are of the quality of products is also 

relatively high. 

J. Yang et al. (2004). 

Knowledge workers have a strong sense of autonomy at 

work, seek value realization, have low organizational 

loyalty, and are difficult to assess performance. 

Wansi Chen (2007). 

Knowledge employees are people who create, apply and 

disseminate knowledge. 

Liao and Wen (2009). 

Knowledge workers have strong learning methods and 

skills, master professional knowledge and skills, and also 

prefer to work independently to reflect their own value 

Bai and Xu (2019). 

 

Synthesizing the above concepts, the concept and definition of knowledge 

employees have not yet been unified due to the different perspectives of scholars' 

research. The definition of knowledge employees in this paper is based on the concept 

of knowledge-intensive enterprises proposed by the Organization for Economic 

Development Cooperation (OECD), which believes that knowledge-intensive 

enterprises have more intensive technology and human resource inputs and can be 

split into intelligence-based manufacturing and knowledge-intensive service business, 
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among which technology-important production includes high-tech industrial sectors 

(OA equipment and computers, electronics and communications, aerospace, 

pharmaceuticals) and medium technology industries (machinery industry, scientific 

instruments, automobiles, chemicals, other transportation industries); knowledge-

intensive service industries include: finance and communication, commerce, social, 

education, medical care, etc. (Z. Wu & Wang, 2003). At the same time, 80%-90% of 

employees in knowledge-intensive enterprises have college or higher education (G. 

Wang, 2011). Combined with the above concepts, knowledge employees in this paper 

are defined as: mainly those who work formally in knowledge-intensive category 

enterprises issued by the Organization for Economic Development (OECD), have 

college education or above, master and can apply professional knowledge, have 

certain innovation ability, and engage in knowledge-related activities, including the 

production, creation, and expansion of knowledge that brings value-added intellectual 

capital to the enterprise or organization. The employees who work formally here refer 

to those who have the status of formal employees of the enterprise (have passed the 

probationary period of 1-6 months and signed a formal employee labor contract with 

the enterprise), excluding the employees with informal contracts such as interns and 

temporary workers. 

 

1.7.3 Characteristics of Knowledge Employees  

Knowledge employees have become an important resource affecting the 

survival and development of an enterprise or organization, capable of bringing 

intellectual capital appreciation to the enterprise or organization, and are important 

innovation subjects and knowledge carriers within the enterprise (Peng & Zhang, 

1999). Companies want to maximize the innovation motivation or innovation drive of 

knowledge employees, they must implement effective management measures for 

knowledge employees, and the premise of effective management requires 

understanding the characteristics of knowledge employees. 

Scholars differ widely in their descriptions of the characteristics of knowledge 

w o rk ers . L iao  an d  W en  (2 0 0 9 )  Six characteristics of knowledge workers were 

extracted using quantitative analysis: autonomy, high education level, creativity, key 

assets of the organization, intangible labor, knowledge and skills, etc. D a v e n p o r t , 
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Thomas, and Cantrell (2002) found that knowledge workers tend to be autonomous 

problem solvers and less willing to be directed, a characteristic that determines the 

degree of independence that knowledge workers exhibit in their work. Although 

education is not necessarily a necessary condition for labor, it has become 

increasingly impossible for people with low education to step into the ranks of 

knowledge employees (Liao & Wen, 2009). The basis of value creation for 

knowledge workers is creative work. The work performed by knowledge workers is 

non-repetitive and non-simple, and requires individual creativity in a changing 

environment, so they are often able to obtain a higher organizational status and higher 

remuneration. 

This study analyzes the past literature based on the work characteristics of 

knowledge employees and concludes that knowledge employees should have the 

following typical characteristics: higher education requirements, generally college and 

above (G. Wang, 2011). They are engaged in non-simple and repetitive labor; their 

work has a certain degree of autonomy; their work treatment and environment are 

relatively good, etc. In this study, knowledge employees are chosen as the main target 

because they are the main force of organizational innovation and development on the 

one hand, and they are sensitive to various organizational measures on the other. 

 

1.8 Research Framework 

The research way reflects the context, methodology and corresponding tools 

of the study, and is the overall plan for the selection and conception of the study to the 

drawing of the final conclusions. This study is mainly conducted using an empirical 

research approach. 

 



 16 

 

Figure 1.1  Research Framework 

 

To complete the above study, five chapters have been designed in this paper. 

Chapter 1: Introduction. It mainly introduces the research problem and the 

purpose of this paper, and explains the research background and research importance 

of this paper. 

Chapter 2: Review of relevant literature and research. It mainly consists of 

three parts: the first part is the main theoretical foundation; the second part is a review 

of the literature on the main variables, which compares the concepts, connotations, 

dimensions and measurements related to the variables and provides theoretical 

support for the research model that follows; the third part is the research hypothesis 

and model construction. 

Chapter 3: Research Methodology. It mainly consists of variable definition 

and measurement, combing processing and sampling, pre-survey and questionnaire 

testing, and finally a formal questionnaire. 

Chapter 4: Empirical findings and discussion. This chapter focuses on the 

empirical testing of the Multi-Channel model of job insecurity on the innovative 

behavior of corporate employees using structural equations and Processes based on 

the description and analysis of the formal questionnaire, and the analysis and 
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discussion of the findings of the result. 

Chapter 5: Research conclusions, research deficiency and research outlook. 

Based on the findings of this paper, countermeasure suggestions are provided for the 

management of job insecurity in enterprises and the enhancement of employees’ 

innovative behavior, and the deficiencies of this study and the outlook for further 

research in the future are presented. 

  



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND STUDIES 

 

This chapter is based on theories such as the Cognitive Appraisal Theory of 

Stress and Attribution Theory, and involves five main variables: job insecurity, 

organizational innovation climate, proactive work behavior, job withdrawal behavior 

and employee innovation behavior. On the basis of understanding the concepts and 

connotations, dimensions and measurements of the variables and the relationships 

between the influencing factors, the dynamics of existing theoretical research is 

grasped, the deficiencies in existing research are identified which is the research space 

of this paper, and on this basis a theoretical model is constructed and research 

hypotheses are proposed. 

 

2.1 Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress 

The Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress is the theoretical basis for this 

study. Based on and aimed at assessment, it describes a subjective process that 

includes Cognitive evaluation and coping responses (R. S. Lazarus & S Folkman, 

1987), and is often used to study individual differences in responses to stress (Ma, 

Ma, & Zhang, 2018). There are two types of evaluations: conscious evaluation and 

unconscious evaluation, which are usually influenced by environmental, temporal and 

personal factors. Coping responses are Cognitive and behavioral efforts to make a 

situation more manageable (Z. R. Xiao, Chen, Liu, Wang, & Wang, 2011). 

The Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress suggests that the nature of stress is a 

relationship between the person and the environment, that stress exists in the 

combination of the person and the environment rather than in the individual or the 

environment alone, and that the process of stress generation is a psychologically 

regulated process. There are two important processes involved in the evaluation of 
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people and environments: the first is Primary Appraisal and the second is Secondary 

Appraisal. Primary appraisal: Firstly, it gives meaning to the target event or situation, 

and secondly, it determines whether there is a threat to oneself. If there is a threat, the 

appraisal considers it to be harmful, threatening or challenging. Secondary evaluation: 

The first is the process by which the individual assesses internal and external coping 

resources, in which the individual is concerned with what he or she can do and how 

best to respond to the scenario. In all events, these two evaluation processes are not 

sequential and are highly dependent on and influence each other (Folkman, Lazarus, 

Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986). Stressors are divided into obstructive 

and challenging pressure source, while obstructive pressure source consume internal 

resources, challenging pressure source will also stimulate the emergence of individual 

active coping strategies. There is no difference between positive and negative events; 

it is a result of the person’s own Cognitive evaluation that the division exists in 

challenges and obstacles. Diverse perceived assessments will cause individuals to take 

various dealing strategies. For example, if an employee perceives that he or she is not 

capable of overcoming the stress and that the stress does not bring significant benefits, 

he or she will tend to define the stress as a threatening or damaging source; 

conversely, when an employee perceives that he or she is capable of overcoming the 

stress or that there are significant external benefits to be gained from the situation, he 

or she will perceive it as challenging and will therefore evaluate the stress as 

challenging. The two different perceptions of coping strategies are regulating tension 

(emotion-centred coping) and changing the person-situation relationship that causes 

anxiety (problem-centred coping). These two coping styles are used in most stressful 

interactions, and the use of coping styles varies depending on the evaluation of the 

situation (R. S. Lazarus & S. Folkman, 1987). Individuals use more problem-focused 

coping styles in situations that they perceive as changeable and more emotion-focused 

coping styles in situations that they perceive as unchangeable. Individuals tend to 

adopt a negative coping style when they evaluate a situation as damaging or 

threatening, whereas they are more likely to adopt a positive coping style when they 

evaluate a situation as challenging (R. S. Lazarus & S. Folkman, 1987). Coping refers 

to the individual's Cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage or reduce internal and 

external work demands. Such internal and external work demands are generated by 
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individual-environment interactions when individuals evaluate them as exceeding the 

resources they have. There are two types of coping: the first is problem-focused 

coping style, which focuses on dealing with the problem causing the stress, and the 

second is emotional coping style, which focuses on managing emotions (R. S. Lazarus 

& S. Folkman, 1987). Previous research has shown that people often use a 

combination of both approaches to cope with stressful events. Problem-focused 

coping style focuses on proactive interactions, trying to change the environment and 

trying to solve the problem. Emotion-focused coping style, on the other hand, focuses 

on self-control, seeking social support, avoidance, and accepting responsibility. 

Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress has been widely used in research on the 

psychological and behavioral effects of various stressors on individuals (X Wang, 

Aimei, Xiong, & Sun, 2016). 

 

 

Figure 2.1  Application of Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress in this Paper 
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In an uncertain environment, knowledge workers perceive threats to their job 

survival and challenging pressures on their development prospects through their 

assessm ent of their current jobs, and w ill adjust their perform ance to m eet 

organizational requirements in order to retain their current jobs and achieve long-term 

development through innovative behavior. However, due to the variability of 

employees’ subjective perceptions and evaluations, even in the same objective 

situation, different employees may have different job insecurities and adopt different 

coping strategies. Coping strategies are divided into proactive work behaviors and 

work withdrawal behaviors, which are essentially emotional regulation processes 

carried out by individuals in accordance with the emotional management goals set by 

the organization. The adoption of different emotional labor strategies by employees 

can lead to different behavioral outcomes and is therefore an important strategy for 

coping with stress (Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003). In summary, when employees 

perceive job insecurity in the workplace, their cognitive appraisal of stress influences 

the adoption of different coping strategies and thus has different effects on employees’ 

innovative behavior. 

 

2.2 Review of Research on Job Insecurity 

2.2.1 Concept and Connotation of Job Insecurity 

Job insecurity study of the earliest can be traced back to the Great Depression, 

as the mass layoffs and firing event occurs, the scholars and enterprise managers 

began to concentrate on job insecurity. Early research results show that Maslow ’s 

Hierarchy of Needs (Simons, Irwin, & Drinnien, 2001) views job insecurity as a 

security need that begins to have a motivating effect once basic survival needs are 

met. Job security starts to kick in. According to Maslow, security needs include a 

shared preference for tenure and security (Bultena, 1998). “Job stability” is one of the 

job characteristics valued by employees (Sanman Hu & Li, 2010). In the study of job 

insecurity, scholars gradually began to consider the opposite of stable jobs, namely the 

impact of job insecurity on employees and organizations. It was not until the 1980s 

that the concept of job insecurity gained real attention from researchers and business 

managers. Greenhalgh and Zehava Rosenblatt (1984) put forward the concept and 
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model of job insecurity for the first time in their research. Conceptually, they believe 

that job insecurity is a sense of powerlessness that one wishes to maintain one’s job 

when the continuity of work is threatened. The model introduces the causes, 

characteristics, effects of job insecurity and its impact on the organization. The 

specific model is illustrated in Figure. 
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Figure 2.2  Greenhalgh and Zehava Rosenblatt (1984) Model of Job Insecurity  
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As soon as Greenhalgh and Zehava Rosenblatt (1984) put forward the concept 

of job insecurity, it has been widely cited and extended, and at the same time, it has 

been controversial. In recent years, job insecurity has mainly been defined as the 

perceived threats to job continuity and stability experienced by individuals  

(Greenhalgh & Zehava Rosenblatt, 1984; Hans De Witte, 1999; Hellgren, Sverke, & 

Isaksson, 1999). Based on this definition, quantitative job insecurity is indicated as a 

perceived threat to the job as a whole  (Magnus, Johnny, & Katharina, 2002), while 

qualitative job insecurity is represented as a perceived threat to job characteristics. In 

particular, the threat of declining work quality (Hellgren et al., 1999). This definition 

retains and integrates the main elements of the existing definition, such  as the 

concepts of threat and perception, and the possibility that job insecurity can arise 

when an individual’s job survival or working conditions are threatened (Probst, 2011). 

This study focuses on job insecurity as a whole concept. Job insecurity is a unique 

type of stressor, which is different from unemployment, job mobility or other job 

stressors. It mainly has the following three characteristics. 

First, job insecurity is based on existing job conditions, not past or future jobs 

or careers. It is also specific to the current employer, so employee job insecurity 

depends on the unique management and organizational environment, as well as recent 

macro-level social and economic factors. There is much evidence that factors such as 

organizational changes or general unemployment can affect job insecurity among 

employees (Keim, Landis, Pierce, & Earnest, 2014). 

Secondly, although individual job insecurity can be affected by the 

environment, it is still an individual’s subjective feeling (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 

1989; Sverke & Hellgren, 2002), which reflects the degree to which employees 

perceive their work to be threatened, has strong subjectivity and shows strong 

individual differences. In previous studies, job insecurity is a relatively common 

organizational phenomenon, not only arising from major organizational or 

environmental changes such as restructuring or economic recession. Even in the same 

objective environment, different employees will experience different degrees of job 

insecurity (G. H. Huang, Wellman, Ashford, Lee, & Wang, 2017). 
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Finally, another feature of job insecurity is uncertainty about the future. Some 

studies have shown that job insecurity is involuntary and can lead to feelings of 

powerlessness or lack of control over work. At this level job insecurity is different 

from unemployment. It belongs to the state of employment but the future survival of 

the job is uncertain  (G.-h. Huang, Zhao, Niu, Ashford, & Lee, 2013). At the same 

time, job insecurity is also different from specific job stress factors, such as job 

demands, time pressure or interpersonal conflict, and because these problems are 

certain, people are better able to think of ways to solve them. This uncertainty can be 

more damaging than actual job losses. Through experiments, it is found that when 

workers have high job insecurity, their happiness is significantly lower than that of 

colleagues who have been confirmed to be fired  (Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995). The 

following table presents recent interpretations of the concept of job insecurity by 

different scholars. 

 

Table 2.1  The Concept of Job Insecurity 

Definition Represented Scholars 

Perceived threats to job continuity and stability as 

currently experienced by the individual. 

Hans De Witte (1999). 

Overall concerns about the continued existence of 

future work. 

Hellgren et al. (1999). 

Quantitative job insecurity is expressed as a 

perceived threat to the job as a whole, while 

qualitative job insecurity is expressed as a perceived 

threat to job characteristics, especially the threat of a 

decline in job quality. 

Sverke and Hellgren (2002). 

Quantitative job insecurity is expressed as concern 

about the future viability of current jobs, while 

qualitative job insecurity is expressed as the 

perception of damage to job quality, particularly the 

threat of a decline in job quality. 

Cuyper, Bernhard-Oettel, 

Berntson, Witte, and Alarco 

(2008). 

Employees' perceptions of potential involuntary Probst (2011). 
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Definition Represented Scholars 

unemployment. 

It may arise from the individual's job viability or 

threatened working conditions. 

Vander Elst, De Witte, and 

De Cuyper (2014). 

The likelihood and subjective feelings of losing your 

current job in the future, and fears or concerns 

related to the possibility of losing your job. 

Hans De Witte (1999). 

 

Based on the literature mentioned in Table 2.1, this study believes that job 

insecurity is a subjective perceived psychological phenomenon, which is essentially 

the concern for the survival and stability of the job, and the uncontrollable feeling of 

the unfavorable state in the current employment. 

 

2.2.2 Dimensions and Measurement of Job Insecurity 

Although the research on job insecurity is increasing, there is still no 

consensus on its definition, dimensions and measurement, so different scholars have 

used different methods to measure job insecurity in different contexts. Measures of 

job insecurity include uni-dimensional and multidimensional measures (Sverke & 

Hellgren, 2002). Scholars of uni-dimensional scales often study it as a holistic 

variable, viewing job insecurity as a perception of future job loss (G. Oldham, R., 

Kulik, Stepina, & Ambrose, 1986; Probst, 2003), thus advocating a uni-dimensional 

perspective on measuring job insecurity. The most widely cited of these uni-

dimensional instruments, ranging from one to several items, among which the most 

widely cited is the four-item scale developed by Caplan in 1975, which focuses on 

individuals’ certainty about their job and job security; R. T. Lee and Ashforth (1996) 

refined Caplan’s four-item scale by developing a six-item scale to measure 

individuals’ concerns about future job sustainability. These scales have been effective 

in measuring the overall perceived level of job insecurity, but have contributed little 

to understanding the intrinsic nature of job insecurity. Scholars of multidimensional 

scales have argued that job insecurity should encompass more dimensions (Sanman 

Hu & Li, 2010). The multidimensional scales are mostly constructed on the basis of 

Greenhalgh and Zehava Rosenblatt (1984) view that job insecurity includes not only 
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concerns about job continuity, but also reflects perceptions of the loss of current 

desirable work conditions (e.g. work environment, salary and promotion 

opportunities) (Ashford et al., 1989; Hellgren et al., 1999). Simple uni-dimensional 

scales do not adequately reflect the multifaceted nature of job insecurity, so they 

propose adding changes in job characteristics and feelings of powerlessness about the 

threat of losing one’s job to a broad job insecurity scale (Greenhalgh & Zehava 

Rosenblatt, 1984). Another scale of job insecurity has been proposed, which consists 

of five dimensions with 60 items: job importance, possibility of unemployment, 

importance of job characteristics, likelihood of losing job characteristics, and 

powerlessness over job loss (Ashford et al., 1989). Similarly, job insecurity has been 

divided into quantitative and qualitative dimensions, with quantitative job insecurity 

referring to concerns about the future viability of the current job and qualitative job 

insecurity referring to perceptions of damage to job quality, such as deteriorating 

working conditions, lack of career opportunities and lack of salary progression, so that 

total job insecurity is the sum of these two dimensions (Hellgren et al., 1999). At the 

same time, some scholars have divided job insecurity into Cognitive and emotional 

categories (Probst, 2003). Cognitive job insecurity refers to the perception of the 

possibility of negative changes at work. Emotional job insecurity reflects a fear of 

losing one's job or job characteristics (G.-H. Huang, Lee, Ashford, Chen, & Ren, 

2010). Some Chinese scholars have also developed a job insecurity scale with 25 

items in 5 dimensions, with the 5 dimensions being job loss, job performance, pay and 

promotion, excessive competition and interpersonal relationships (Sanman Hu & Li, 

2010). Meanwhile, G.-H. Huang et al. (2010) also proposed a 10-item, but 

unidimensional, measure of job insecurity from the organizational level. The main 

scales used in recent studies on job insecurity are summarized in Table 2.2. Based on 

the fact that this paper focuses on the impact of job insecurity on innovation behavior 

at the individual level and the research group is knowledge workers in Chinese 

enterprises, refers to (M. Chen & Zhou, 2020; Li, Chen, Chen, & Ma, 2020; Ren, 

Zhang, & Mao, 2021; Zhen, Gao, Wang, Li, & Zhen, 2021). The Hellgren et al. 

(1999) scale has been used to study employees in Chinese companies with good 

reliability and validity. The scale is suitable for measuring job insecurity at the sub-
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personal level, and the number of items is appropriate for measuring worries about 

future job retention, which is a good match for this paper.  

 

Table 2.2  Measurement of Job Insecurity 

Concepts 

(cognition/emotion) 

Dimension Title 

Items 

Dimensional 

Contents 

Representative 

Scholars 

cognition single 

dimension 

4 Individual Level Caplan (1975). 

cognition single 

dimension 

6 Individual Level R. T. Lee and 

Ashforth 

(1996). 

cognition multi-

dimension 

60 Job importance, 

possibility of losing 

job, importance of 

job characteristics, 

possibility of losing 

job characteristics, 

powerlessness of 

losing job 

Ashford et al. 

(1989). 

cognition and 

emotion 

multi-

dimension 

7 Individual level: 

quantitative job 

insecurity, 

qualitative job 

insecurity 

Hellgren et al. 

(1999). 

cognition and 

emotion 

multi-

dimension 

38 Perceived job 

insecurity, job 

insecurity 

satisfaction 

Probst (2003). 

cognition and 

emotion 

multi-

dimension 

25 Organizational level: 

job loss, job 

execution, salary 

Sanman Hu and 

Li (2010). 
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Concepts 

(cognition/emotion) 

Dimension Title 

Items 

Dimensional 

Contents 

Representative 

Scholars 

promotion, 

excessive 

competition, 

interpersonal 

relationships 

emotion single 

dimension 

10 Organizational level G.-H. Huang et 

al. (2010). 

 

2.3 Review of Proactive Work Behavior Research 

2.3.1 Concept and Connotation of Proactive Work Behavior 

Proactive Work Behavior has received much attention from scholars. Since it 

was proposed, many scholars have defined the concept. One is personality theory. It is 

believed that individuals who have a proactive personality will act more actively than 

other individuals, both concerning their existing work environment and in response to 

changes and alterations in the external environment, to put themselves and the 

organization in a favorable situation in order to bring about positive results for 

themselves and the organization (Bateman & Crant, 1993). The second is the 

behavioral perspective. This is the view of individual initiative, whereby individuals 

spontaneously adopt a range of behaviors outside of their job responsibilities in order 

to change their own and the organization’s environment and to achieve their personal 

goals and visions while pursuing the long-term development of the organization 

(Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997). The third is the process perspective. The 

process-based perspective suggests that the definition of proactive behavior from the 

perspective of organizational innovation climate and from the behavioral perspective 

is not comprehensive and accurate. This theory considers proactive work behavior as 

a process that specifically includes three aspects of anticipation, plans and behavior at 

work (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Later, some scholars proposed that proactive behavior 

is a series of actions that individuals take to achieve a goal after identifying it. 

Specifically, the individual identifies the goal of the action before it is carried out, 
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then makes a detailed plan based on the identified goal, then takes the action 

according to the plan, and gives feedback on the outcome of the action after it is 

completed. According to process theory, proactive behavior includes not only the 

implementation of the behavior mentioned in other perspectives, but also the process 

of implementing the proactive behavior, i.e. aspects such as goal setting for the 

behavior (Bindl, Parker, Totterdell, & Hagger-Johnson, 2012). 

In summary, given that the behavioral model places more emphasis on 

proactive behavior as a work behavior that is intrinsically driven by the individual 

employee, this study defines proactive work behavior as a behavior that emphasizes 

that employees at work actively seek opportunities, learn to innovate and change, and 

actively challenge the status quo. 

 

2.3.2 Dimensions and Measurement of Proactive Work Behavior 

The development of proactive work behavior has been defined by many 

scholars based on different dimensions, and for these different definitions, the 

academic community has likewise corresponded to different methods of 

measurement. The first measure is the Proactive Personality Inventory (Bateman & 

Crant, 1993). Based on its proposed definition of proactive behavior, the scale’s 

questions measure the individual’s proactive personality and consists of 17 items. The 

second measure is based on a self-assessment of the respondent’s intrinsic motivation 

to engage in proactive behavior and consists of 7 items (Frese et al., 1997). The third 

method is a scale based on the four behavioral processes of proactive behavior, which 

includes the identification of the individual’s goal for the action before it is carried 

out, the formulation of a detailed plan based on the identified goal, the performance of 

the action according to the plan and the feedback on the results of the action after it is 

completed, with a total of 12 items (Bindl et al., 2012). Among the three scales, the 

second scale has been widely used by scholars and has been validated in a number of 

studies to show that it has good reliability and validity even across cultures and 

countries; similarly, it has been widely used and validated in different national 

research contexts and is a measure of proactive work behavior that has been 

consistently endorsed by scholars in China (Xu, Xi, & Zhao, 2015). The present 

chapter adopts the proactive behavior scale developed by Frese et al. (1997), which is 
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evaluated by employees through the intrinsic motivation of proactive work behavior 

and is in line with the actual situation of this study. 

 

2.4 Review of Research on Working Withdrawal Behavior 

2.4.1 Concept and Connotation of Working Withdrawal Behavior 

The concept of Working Withdrawal Behavior has been developed from the 

concept of “withdrawal” in the field of psychology. Although there is not yet a 

relatively unified definition, a synthesis of the existing work withdrawal descriptions 

by national and international scholars shows that its content is generally the same. 

However, the focus of research has evolved from a single study focusing on a single 

withdrawal behavior such as lateness, absence and resignation, to an overall study that 

incorporates a range of negative employee behaviors. It has been suggested that 

working withdrawal behavior is a set of reactions that employees adopt when they 

feel unbalanced because they have given more to the organization than they have 

received in return (March & Simon, 1993). At the same time, there may be internal 

correlations within the range of working withdrawal behaviors that can be grouped 

together into working withdrawal behavior (Beehr & Gupta, 1978). It has also been 

suggested that working withdrawal behavior is the behavior or attitude of an 

employee that is divorced from the purpose of the organization when he or she 

perceives an event or circumstance that is distasteful to him or her in the organization. 

This research suggests that working withdrawal is not just a single behavioral 

consequence, but that it can be a gradual progression from intermittent wandering and 

inattentiveness, to absence from work, lateness, absence and even separation from 

work (Gupta & Jenkins Jr., 1991). This is supported by findings from a 2012 study on 

the internal relationship between lateness, absence and turnover (Berry, Lelchook, & 

Clark, 2012). It has been argued that working withdrawal behavior is a response to 

increased job dissatisfaction and to some extent a predictor of employee turnover 

(Griffeth, Gaertner, & Sager, 1999). Some Chinese scholars regard working 

withdrawal behavior as a passive response by employees to declining job stress and 

satisfaction (L. Hu, 2016). 
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In summary, it can be concluded that working withdrawal behavior is a series 

of behavioral choices that employees make subjectively in order to avoid work or to 

reduce their psychological connection to the organization. And if lower-level 

withdrawal behavior fails to be improved, it can lead to deeper-level withdrawal 

behaviors.  

 

2.4.2 Dimensions and Measurement of Working Withdrawal Behavior 

Research on working withdrawal behavior has been divided into withdrawal 

from the work itself and withdrawal of work effort, based on whether an employee 

continues to work within that enterprise under conditions of dissatisfaction with his or 

her current work environment. The former refers to the tendency and behavior of 

employees to try to leave the company, such as resignation and job-hopping. 

Withdrawal of work effort, on the other hand, is the behavior of an employee who 

continues to stay with the company but adopts strategies that reduce the level of effort 

and commitment to the content of the work, such as being late without authorization, 

leaving early, and perfunctory work (Hanisch, 1990). At the same time, some studies 

start from the withdrawal behavior and divide it into three dimensions: psychological 

withdrawal, behavioral withdrawal and hostile withdrawal. Psychological withdrawal 

refers to the psychological behavior of employees to reduce their work such as 

wandering and perfunctory work; behavioral withdrawal refers to the behavior of 

employees who are late and leave early, leave work without permission and 

resignation, etc.; hostile withdrawal refers to the hostility and behavior of employees 

who are extremely dissatisfied with the organization, such as conflict with team 

members (Lehman & Simpson, 1992). The dimensions of work withdrawal behavior 

are largely based on these two categories and have been refined to some extent. 

Meanwhile, some Chinese scholars have adopted a dimensional division of 

working withdrawal behavior into two dimensions: psychological withdrawal and 

behavioral withdrawal (Yazhong Yang, Ye, & Chen, 2014). The psychological 

withdrawal dimension, which is the same as in Lehman’s study, refers to a range of 

behaviors generated by employees on a psychological level to avoid work, including 

mind-wandering and perfunctory work. The behavioral withdrawal dimension 

integrates Hanisch’s working withdrawal with Lehman’s behavioral withdrawal and 
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hostile withdrawal, and refers to the behavioral dimensions of employees that produce 

a range of behaviors, including doing things unrelated to work, leaving work without 

permission, arriving late and leaving early, resignation, etc. This paper tends to draw 

on the scale developed by Lehman and Simpson (1992) where the work withdrawal 

scale consists of two components, psychological withdrawal behavior and physical 

withdrawal behavior. 

 

2.5 Review of Research on Employee Innovative Behavior 

With increasing global competition and the rapid development of information 

technology, the importance of innovation is becoming more and more apparent. For 

organizations to achieve internal and external innovation, a key resource is the 

innovative capacity of their employees. The term “innovation” is taken from the 

Theory of Economic Development, Joseph Alois Schumpeter and Wang (2017) sees 

innovation as the introduction of new factors of production and new combinations of 

production conditions into production activities, thereby creating more value for the 

organization. Joseph Alois Schumpeter defines innovation as the production of new 

products, the use of new methods, the opening of new markets, the development of 

new resources and the implementation of new forms of business organization. 

Innovation can be divided into three levels: individual, group and organizational, with 

organizational innovation arising from individual innovation (J. Zhou & George, 

2001) and the acquisition of organizational competitive advantage arising from the 

improvement of individual employee innovation performance (G. R. Oldham & 

Cummings, 1996; West, 1990). All new criminal laws must be generated, promoted, 

explored, revised and applied by people (Scott & Bruce, 1994), and individual 

innovation is the ultimate source of innovation (Woodman et al., 1993) and is the 

foundation of organizational innovation, the whole innovation process that is a 

combination of idea generation, promotion and implementation (Amabile, 1988). 

  



 34 

2.5.1 Concept and Connotation of Employee Innovative Behavior 

With the increasing global competition and the rapid development of 

information technology, the importance of innovation has become increasingly 

apparent. In order to remain competitive, organizations have to produce new products 

and services to respond to external demands on the one hand, and improve internal 

operational efficiency to create more value on the other. A key resource for 

organizations to achieve internal and external innovation is the innovation capability 

of their employees (Zhao, 2011). The innovative behavior of employees is 

demonstrated through learning new knowledge and technologies that can improve the 

organization's products and services, or through improving the organization's 

processes. However, innovative behavior is not automatic; leaders must guide 

innovation, bring in employees with the potential to innovate, and create a positive 

organizational climate for innovative behavior to emerge (Zhao, 2011). Innovative 

people must be in an innovative environment to develop innovative behaviors 

(Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011). 

Generally speaking, an employee conceives a product, service or process that 

is novel and useful to the company. It can be said that the employee demonstrated 

innovative behavior (Zhao, 2011). There are two main types of definitions of 

innovation. One type considers innovation as a behavior, idea, result or application; 

the other type defines innovation as a process. Thompson and Prottas (2006) consider 

innovation is the generation, acceptance and implementation of new ideas, new 

products, new technologies and new production processes, while Hunt and Michael 

(1983) argue that innovation is the act of individual willingness to change. Amabile 

(1988) considers individual innovation as a method that helps employees to generate 

novel ideas, processes and solutions. West (1990) considers innovative behavior as 

the creation, introduction and application of new ideas to improve individual 

performance or to benefit the body and the organization. Mufti, Pudjiarti, and 

Darmanto (2019) consider individual innovative behavior as a behavior that leads to 

the generation and application of new and useful ideas, processes, products or 

procedures. Amabile (1993) believes that employee innovative behavior refers to the 

production of original, novel and potentially valuable products, ideas or processes by 

individuals. According to Shalley and Gilson (2004), innovation is the 
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implementation of ideas and concepts at the individual, team and organizational 

levels, while Pitsenberger (2006) considers innovative behavior to be the initiation 

and application of new and useful ideas, products, processes and procedures. Du 

(2010) believes that innovative behavior is essentially able to improve individual 

performance or benefit groups and organizations. Richard et al. (2004) define 

innovation in sociological terms as the introduction of new ideas or objects into a 

culture, which includes two forms of discovery and invention. Discovery refers to the 

publication of a certain level of an entity to the public, sharing newly discovered 

knowledge; invention is the use of existing substances to form a form that never 

existed. 

Some scholars also define innovation in terms of process. Kirton (1976) 

believes that individual behavior is in the connection between “doing things better” 

and “the ability to handle things in different ways”. Joseph A Schumpeter (1983) 

argues that the whole process of taking a new idea and eventually bringing it to 

market is innovation, and Woodman et al. (1993) argues that employee innovation 

involves not only the generation of creative ideas, but also the productive operation of 

creative ideas. Innovation is the process of creating, adopting and practicing valuable 

ideas for the organization (Kanter, 1988; Van de Ven, 1986). Scott and Bruce (1994) 

see innovation as consisting of the generation, development and realization of new 

ideas, which may not have been adopted by others or have been adopted in other 

contexts. Axtell et al. (2000) suggest that innovation includes not only the idea 

generation stage, but also the idea implementation stage, and that the dividing point 

between these two stages is the adoption of the ideas. Kleysen and Street (2001) argue 

that the process of finding opportunities, generating useful ideas, forming 

investigations, supporting them and applying them is employee innovative behavior. 

Again, beneficial innovations include new product ideas, changes in management 

procedures, improvements in the efficiency of work procedures, and the application of 

new ideas or technologies. J. Zhou and George (2001) also suggest that the generation 

of new ideas, the promotion of content and the development of implementation 

programs constitute individual innovative behavior. Innovation is not only the 

formation of a new idea or concept but also the stage of successful application (S. 
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Shen & Xue, 2002). Innovation is the process of generating ideas and creativity 

(Martins & Martins, 2002).  

To summarize existing research, it can be concluded that innovative behavior 

is the behavior of employees who seek out opportunities, generate useful ideas, form 

investigations, support and apply the process. 

 

2.5.2 Dimensions and Measurement of Employee Innovative Behavior 

The innovation process is often described in innovation theory as a two-stage 

process, initiation and execution (Axtell et al., 2000; Zaltman, Duncan, & Holbek, 

1973). In previous studies, employee creativity has been measured as a single 

dimension (Amabile et al., 1996; H. Zhou & Long, 2011; J. Zhou & George, 2001). 

Some scholars have also divided employee creativity into multiple dimensions, 

suggesting that creativity needs to be examined in relation to six dimensions: 

knowledge, personality, motivation, intellectual processes, intellectual style, and 

environmental context (Sternberg & Lubart, 1991). In addition, some scholars have 

divided creativity into why one engages in creative activities and what triggers 

creativity. The main measures of employee creativity are subjective assessment, 

creativity tests and objective product methods (Unsworth, 2001). The subjective 

assessment method uses a questionnaire to assess an individual’s level of creativity 

and is currently used in most research due to its simplicity and ease of 

implementation. Commonly used scales include the 9-item Creativity Scale (Tierney, 

Farmer, & Graen, 1999), the 13-item (J. Zhou & George, 2001), and the 4-item scale 

(Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-Mcintyre, 2003). Creativity tests can be divided into 

creative personality tests, behavioral tests and case studies. Creative personality tests 

measure creativity through the test taker’s responses to a series of questions; 

behavioral tests measure creativity through the test taker’s behavior when faced with a 

specific task; and case studies assess creativity through interviews with the test taker. 

The objective product method measures creativity through users’ evaluation of the 

creativity level of a product, which is a relatively objective method of creativity 

measurement. 
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In the context of Chinese culture, C.-K. Huang (2004) translated and revised 

Kleyse and Street’s Personal Innovation Inventory, which consists of 12 questions and 

is composed of two dimensions: idea generation and idea execution, which obtain 

good reliability and validity. The two-dimensional structure and application of this 

scale have been supported by many Chinese scholars (Gu & Peng, 2010; Qi, 2010; 

Xiao-Jun & Zhang, 2007). This chapter draws on the “Innovative Behavior Scale” 

developed by C.-K. Huang (2004) to measure the innovation behavior of knowledge 

employees in enterprises, so as to adapt to the influence of cultural differences. The 

details are shown in  Figure 2.3. 

 

 

Figure 2.3  Stage-by-Stage Model of Employee Innovation Behavior  

Source:  C.-K. Huang (2004). 
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2.6 Attribution Theory 

In The psychology of interpersonal relations, F. Herder (1958）systematized 

the theory of attribution and related concepts, arguing that people are constantly 

trying to perceive and judge the surrounding phenomena in real life in order to figure 

out the causes and to better adapt to their surroundings. Herder also suggests that 

when people are confronted with phenomena, they may attribute them in two ways: 

firstly, to the individual, such as internal causes like personality, ability, effort, 

emotion, motivation, etc., and secondly, to the environment, such as the nature of the 

work, the surrounding environment, luck, company incentives, etc. In order to 

understand attribution theory more accurately, a distinction needs to be made between 

attribution in social psychology and philosophical causation: philosophical causation 

mainly explores the objective relationships that prevail between things, revealing the 

closely interconnected and mutually constraining relationships between things, but 

does not involve Cognitive processes and inferences about causation and how 

inferences affect individuals’ subsequent attitudes and behavioral responses; but 

attribution in social psychology research mainly involves individuals' inferences about 

causes and the effects of those inferences (Harvey, Harris, Gillis, & Martinko, 2014). 

Following Herder, Kelley (1967) in Attribution Theory in Social Psychology, 

proposed the variance attribution model and construct theory to investigate exactly 

what information people use when attributing events and behaviors. According to the 

model, people attribute social events or behaviors by considering three main 

dimensional characteristics: firstly, the environment, such as environmental pressures; 

secondly, the personal aspects of the observed or the behavior itself, such as the 

personal traits, emotions and attitudes etc.; and thirdly, the stimulus object. 

Specifically, when dealing with third-party behavior, when people face third-party 

behavior, they mainly attribute it from three characteristics: individual, environment, 

and stimuli, and determine the factors that cause third-party behavior by relying on 

three important pieces of information: consensus information, distinctiveness 

information and consistency information. Consistency refers to the extent to which the 

behavior of the perpetrator is consistent with the behavior of the majority of people 

around them, with high levels of consistency prompting internal attributions and low 
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levels of consistency making people more inclined to make external attributions. 

Differentiation refers to whether actors respond differently to different stimuli, with 

high differentiation leading to a preference for external attributions and low 

differentiation leading to a preference for internal attributions. 

The use of Attribution Theory in the field of organizational management has 

also been expanding in recent years, with an increasing number of researchers looking 

through the lens of attribution theory to understand how observed outcomes infer 

attributions (Figure 2.4) and how stimuli constitute an influence on individuals’ 

attitudes and behaviors (D. Liu, Liao, & Loi, 2012). Attribution Theory is an 

important theory for understanding individual Cognitive processes and is not only a 

powerful research tool for organizational researchers, but also a wake-up call for 

business managers to highlight the important role of employee initiative and 

motivation (Martinko, Harvey, & Dasborough, 2011). 

 

 

Figure 2.4  Inferring Propensity to Attribute from Observed Results 

 

In field research, scholars have found that positive organizational behaviors do 

not always produce the desired positive outcomes, while negative organizational 

behaviors do not always result in negative consequences, and motivational 

attributions have broadened the research perspective and made an important 

contribution to a comprehensive view and understanding of organizational behavior 
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(M. Xiao, 2019). The important factors that influence employees’ innovative behavior 

are not only related to their own innovative traits, but also to the work environment or 

organizational climate in which they work, such as their supervisors, relationships 

between colleagues, etc. (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Employees are more likely to exhibit 

innovative behavior when their work environment provides a high level of motivation 

and support (C. Oldham, 1997). Therefore, in order to form an innovative 

organization where employees exhibit innovative behavior, it is not only important to 

have employees with innovative potential, but also important for managers to create 

an organizational climate that is conducive to innovative behaviors, that is, an 

organizational innovation climate, which is one of the aims of this study. 

The relationship between supervisory support and the degree of product 

innovation was investigated, and a significant correlation was found between the 

degree of supervisory support and organizational innovation performance, with the 

higher the degree of supervisory support, the better the organizational innovation 

climate and the higher the organizational innovation performance (M. Lee & Na, 

2010). Employees who have a high sense of organizational support will work harder 

to turn pressure into motivation and overcome difficulties and challenges in their 

work in order to give back to the organization (Ren et al., 2021). An important factor 

influencing the relationship between stress and individual behavior is the employee’s 

perception of the resources/requirements of the job, which affects the employee’s 

perception and evaluation of stress and consequently their attitude and behavior. 

Employee’ perception is influenced by high and low levels of organizational climate, 

and the difference between high and low levels of organizational innovation climate 

affects the way individuals attribute job insecurity and therefore adopt different ways 

of coping with it. Through reviewing relevant literature of attribution theory, it is 

clear that research on Attribution Theory has focused on education, with little 

application in business management, but attribution also plays an important role in 

business management and will explain much of the behavior of employees in practical 

management. The application of Attribution Theory helps to deepen the 

understanding of the connotation of job insecurity and the mechanism of its role in 

organizational innovation climate, so that job insecurity can be used appropriately in 

management practice to stimulate knowledge employees’ innovative behavior, which 
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is conducive to enterprises to take measures from all levels. Therefore, in this study, 

the impact of attributions on the work of employees with high and low organizational 

innovation climate is analyzed in order to provide assistance to the management of 

enterprises. 

 

2.7 Review of Research on Organizational Climates for Innovation 

2.7.1 Concept and Connotation of Organizational Innovation Climate 

The discussion of organizational climates for innovation originates from the 

study of “Psychological Climate” in the field of psychology. From the initial 

relationship between general environmental stimuli and human behavior, the field has 

gradually been expanded and extended to include organizational culture, which in turn 

has led to a number of perspectives on organizational climate, which can be broadly 

divided into two categories: the first is a structural perspective that emphasizes that 

climate is exclusively an organizational attribute or characteristic, i.e. the objective 

type of organizational innovation climate; The second type is the perceptual view that 

emphasizes the individual’s subjective perception of the psychological environment, 

i.e. the subjective organizational innovation climate. The second type of 

organizational innovation climate is the perceptual perspective, which emphasizes the 

subjective perception of the psychological environment of individuals. i.e. the 

perceptual view. In the study of the concept of organizational innovation climate, two 

close concepts usually emerge: Climates for creativity or Climates for innovation, 

with some researchers even referring to both collectively as Climates for creativity 

and innovation (Goran Ekvall, 1996). At present, when it comes to the connotation of 

the various environments that support or hinder organizational innovation (including 

product innovation, technological innovation, management innovation, etc.) in 

business management, most studies refer to them as organizational innovation 

climate. However, the connotation is the same as that of the innovation climate in 

previous studies, except that it was originally developed in the field of education and 

was later introduced into the field of business management research, so it is called 

organizational innovation climate to differentiate it (Gu & Peng, 2010). This study 

focuses on the relationship between an organization’s internal environment and 
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employees’ innovative behavior, and so the organizational innovation climate was 

chosen as the research variable. 

At present, research on organizational climate in relation to innovation 

activities is dominated by an intuitive perspective, which is related to both the Gestalt 

psychology, which focuses on perceptual research, and the experimental psychology, 

which focuses on quantitative research (Weihao Chen, 2006). For example, Amabile 

(1988) argues that organizational innovation climate is a perceptual description of the 

work environment in which organizational members work and is the extent to which 

they perceive the work environment to be supportive of creativity and innovation, and 

defines the connotation of organizational innovation climate to include 5 aspects, 

namely, facilitators or incentives for creativity, autonomy and freedom, resources, 

stress, and organizational factors that hinder creativity. A large number of studies on 

organizational innovation climate have referred to this concept. Z. Guo (2002) argues 

that the organizational innovation climate is the overall perception of individuals 

about the extent to which the organization supports innovation. Cai (2001) argues that 

the organizational innovation climate is a description of the perceptions of 

organizational members about their work environment, indicating the presence or 

absence of incentives for innovation, the richness of the working area, and the degree 

of innovation in management skills. C.-K. Huang (2004) suggests that the 

organizational innovation climate is a subjective description of how innovative 

members perceive their organizational environment to be in terms of policies, 

programs, processes, products and services, and influences their attitudes It also 

influences the attitudes, motivations and behaviors of organizational members. 

According to Weihao Chen (2006), creative climate can be regarded as a set of 

external environmental factors that influence the performance of creative activities 

and the creative expression of creative subjects. From the perspective of the subject, 

the creative climate is a collection of the creative subject’s overall perception of the 

environment in which he or she lives; from the perspective of the environment, the 

creative climate is one of the environmental factors that emphasize the creative 

subject’s perception of the environment, and is part of the whole of all the factors that 

affect the creative subject’s creative activities. The creative climate can be regarded as 

a set of environmental factors that influence the creative activities of creative subjects 
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and their innovative performance. Sun, Shi, and Wang (2007) synthesizing the 

definitions of most scholars, defines an organizational innovation climate as an 

environment in which individuals have a subjective perception of organizational 

policies, management behaviors, organizational processes and other important 

environmental factors, and in which the goal of innovation is specifically the 

development and creativity of new products and services, process re-engineering and 

the overall enhancement of organizational innovation capabilities. Although scholars 

have different research orientations on organizational climates for innovation, it is 

generally accepted that organizational innovation climate is a perception and 

interpretation of organizational innovation orientation, innovation characteristics and 

organizational support developed by members during interpersonal and organizational 

interactions, and plays a key role in linking individual employees to the organizational 

innovation environment (Y Liu, Shi, & Zhang, 2009). 

 

Table 2.3  Concept of Organizational Innovation Climate 

Definition 
Representative 

Scholars 

A perceptual description of the work environment in which an 

organization's members work. 

(Amabile, 1988). 

Organizational members' perceptual descriptions of the work 

environment in which they are embedded indicate the presence 

or absence of ways to stimulate innovation, the richness of the 

working area, and the degree of innovation in management 

skills. 

(Cai, 2001). 

Individuals' overall perceptions of the extent to which the 

organization supports innovation. 

(Z. Guo, 2002). 

An organization's members' subjective perceptions of the extent 

of innovation in policies, programs, processes, products and 

services in their organizational environment and influences their 

attitudes, motivations and behaviors. 

(C.-K. Huang, 

2004). 

It can be seen as a set of external environmental factors that (Weihao Chen, 
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Definition 
Representative 

Scholars 

influence the performance of the various creative activities of 

the creative subject and its creative expression. 

2006). 

An individual's subjective perception of organizational policies, 

management behaviors, organizational processes and other 

important environmental factors, and an environmental climate 

in which innovation objectives are specified as the development 

and creation of new products and services, process re-

engineering and the overall enhancement of organizational 

innovation capabilities. 

(Sun et al., 2007). 

The organizational innovation climate is a perception and 

interpretation of organizational innovation orientation, 

innovation characteristics and organizational support developed 

by organizational members during interpersonal and 

organizational interactions, and plays a key role in linking 

individual employees to the organizational innovation 

environment. 

(Y Liu et al., 

2009). 

  

 

Depending on the definition methods and analysis objectives, research on 

organizational innovation climate can be divided into three categories: the first 

category is the psychological innovation climate with the individual as the unit of 

analysis, which focuses on the individual’s perception of the innovation work 

environment; the second category is the group innovation climate with the group as 

the unit of analysis, which focuses on the team members’ shared perception of the 

team's innovation work environment; and the third category is the organizational 

innovation climate with the organization as the unit of analysis, which focuses on the 

organizational members’ shared perception of the organization's innovation work 

environment (Y. Liu & Shi, 2009). This study is concerned with the individual's 

perception of the organizational innovation climate as the unit of analysis, so this 

study considers the organizational innovation climate as the psychological innovation 
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climate of the individual as the unit of analysis, and is concerned with the individual's 

perception of the innovative work environment.  

 

2.7.2 Dimensions and Measurement of Organizational Innovation 

Climate 

There are two main approaches to measuring organizational innovation 

models in academia regarding the dimensions and measurement of what constitutes an 

organizational innovation climate, one approach is data-driven and the other is a 

theoretical construct. Since 1995, more than a dozen questionnaires have been 

developed and revised by scholars around these two approaches. There are a number 

of well-established instruments for measuring general organizational climate 

perceptions, and (James & Jones, 1974) summarize three approaches to measuring 

organizational climate: multidimensional measures of organizational attributes, 

perceived measures of organizational attributes and perceived measures of individual 

attributes. The multidimensional approach uses objective organizational attributes 

such as size, structure, system complexity, and level of authorization to measure 

organizational climate, such as the Organization Assessment Instrument (OAI) 

designed by (Ven & Ferry, 1981), which measures organizational design, structure 

and function. Perceived measures of organizational attributes are considered as 

organizational attributes or main effects and are measured through perceptual methods 

that are designed to enhance group and organizational level measures, such as the 

Team Climate Inventory (TCI), which includes Vision, Participative Safety, Task 

Orientation, and Support for Innovation, four factors that can predict innovation in 

work groups (West, 1990); Individual attribute perception measures view climate as 

an individual’s overall perception of a set of characteristics held by the organization 

and are also measured through perceptions, such as the Work Environment Scale 

(WES) developed by Moos (1986), which is generally used to assess employees’ 

perceptions of multiple aspects of their daily work environment. 

In terms of how to assess the organizational innovation climate, researchers 

have generally described different aspects of the work environment that influence the 

development of creativity and innovative behavior of organizational members, 

including the following elements: support, challenge, resources, freedom, teamwork, 
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trust, time for reflection, risk-taking, controversy and organizational characteristics 

(Moran & E., 1992; Richard et al., 2004). Currently, the most commonly used 

measurement instruments are the Siegel Scale of Support for Innovation (SSSI), the 

Creative Climate Questionnaire (CCQ), the Work Environment Inventory (WEI), and 

Assessing the Climate for Creativity (KEYS), Situation Outlook Questionnaire (SOQ) 

and Team Innovation Climate (TCI). 

 

Table 2.4  Measurement of Organizational Innovation Climate 

Concept Fields Dimension Item Dimensional 

Content 

Representative 

Scholars 

(SSSI) Education 

Industry 

multi-

dimension 

61 Leadership, 

ownership, diversity 

standards, continuity 

and consistency. 

(M. & F., 1978). 

(CCQ) / multi-

dimension 

50 Challenge, freedom, 

idea support, 

trust/development, 

fun/humour, 

motivation/lively, 

debate, conflict, risk 

taking, time for 

reflection. 

(Goran Ekvall, 

1996; Gran 

Ekvall & 

Ryhammar, 

2010). 

(WEI) Commercia

l Work 

multi-

dimension 

135 Freedom, 

encouragement, 

resources and time, 

recognition, 

challenge, other 

management 

characteristics, other 

organizational 

climate 

characteristics. 

(Amabile & 

Gryskiewicz, 

1989). 

(KEYS) Commercia

l Work 

multi-

dimension 

78 Organizational 

encouragement, 

supervisory 

(Amabile, Conti, 

Coon, Lazenby, 

& Herron, 1996). 
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Concept Fields Dimension Item Dimensional 

Content 

Representative 

Scholars 

encouragement, 

team 

encouragement, 

freedom, adequate 

resources, 

challenging work, 

workload, 

hindrances. 

(SOQ) / multi-

dimension 

53 / (Isaksen, Scott, 

Lauer, & 

Kenneth, 1999). 

(TCI) / multi-

dimension 

38 Vision, safety of 

engagement, 

mission orientation 

and support for 

innovation. 

(Anderson & 

West, 1998). 

Innovation 

Climate 

/ multi-

dimension 

17 Teamwork, learning 

and growth, 

supervisory 

encouragement, 

organizational 

encouragement. 

(Weihao Chen, 

2006). 

Organization

al Innovation 

Climate 

/ multi-

dimension 

12 Colleague support, 

supervisor support, 

organizational 

support. 

Y Liu et al. 

(2009). 

 

The SSSI, CCQ, WEI, KEYS, SOQ and TCI are widely used in Europe and 

the United States and have good reliability and validity. These six questionnaires are 

all used in the current work environment survey, but because the samples of WEI and 

KEYS are mainly from the commercial work environment, these two questionnaires 

are more applied in the commercial work environment. The SOQ was developed from 

the CCQ by Isaksen, Lauer, and Ekvall (1999); Gran Ekvall and Ryhammar (2010) 

was designed to investigate the relationship between individual attitudes and specific 
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climate dimensions. TCI is based on West's (1990) four predictors of work group 

innovation patterns: Vision, Participative Safety, Task Orientation and Support for 

Innovation, which is used to measure the innovation atmosphere at the group day 

level. The TCI has been used mainly in Europe and has become one of the most 

widely used scales for measuring organizational climate for innovation (Weihao 

Chen, 2006). Organizational climate is a situational variable that is influenced by the 

cultural context of a region, so Weizheng Chen and Li (2005), based on a thorough 

review of research on organizational climate, put forward “Is the organizational 

climate dimension in the context of Chinese culture different from the western 

cultural background? ”, and used content analysis to compare 21 foreign researchers 

with 8 important differences. For example, Chinese scholars hardly put decision-

making participation, customer service, organizational material resources and social-

emotional support and other dimensions are taken into account. Therefore, in the 

selection of the organizational climates for innovation scale, foreign scales cannot be 

copied and Chinese cultural characteristics must be considered. Therefore, in this 

study, the “Organizational Innovation Climate Scale” developed by Y Liu et al. 

(2009) was used to accommodate the influence of cultural differences. 

 

2.8 Overview of Research 

The above literature review focuses on reviewing the conceptual connotations, 

measurement dimensions and influencing factors of the variables of job insecurity, 

organizational climate for innovation, proactive work behavior, working withdrawal 

behavior and employee innovative behavior, respectively, and research has now 

developed a wealth of findings in each of these areas, providing a solid theoretical 

foundation for this study. Innovative behavior is a multi-stage process of problem 

identification, generating ideas or solutions, building support for ideas and idea 

realization, and generating novel and useful ideas is an important part of innovative 

behavior (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Existing studies have largely conducted in-depth 

research on individual innovation from both individual-level perspectives (e.g. 

intrinsic motivation, self-efficacy, etc.) and organizational-level perspectives (e.g. 

organizational climate, organizational resources, leadership style and behavior, etc.) 
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(Neil Robert Anderson et al., 2017; J. Zhou & Hoever, 2014). However, most studies 

focus on the positive factors that are conducive to employee innovation, while there is 

a relative lack of research on the negative factors that are detrimental to individual 

innovation (Y. Zhang & Long, 2013). Some studies have viewed the negative 

environment as a hindering or resource-depleting event, arguing that it goes against 

the basic psychological needs of autonomy, competence and relevance and 

significantly reduces participants’ innovative problem-solving abilities (L. Wang & 

Chu, 2018) Therefore, it is evident that much of the previous research has been 

dedicated to finding and eliminating factors that create job insecurity and providing 

individuals with a stable, comfortable and restful work environment so that they can 

be motivated to maintain engagement at work and produce effective innovative 

behaviors (M. Guo, Liu, Chu, Ye, & Zhang, 2019). 

But there is no positive or negative thing in itself, and the distinction between 

challenging and hindering is a product of an individual’s subjective Cognitive 

evaluation. Job insecurity, as a negative factor, reflects an employee’s concern about 

the future continuity of the job itself or some of its characteristics (Cheng & Chan, 

2010), and employees’ innovative behavior may differ when they experience different 

levels of job insecurity (Amabile & Conti, 1999; Probst, Stewart, Gruys, & Tierney, 

2011; Shoss, 2017). It has even been suggested that job insecurity is beneficial to 

employees to a certain extent in terms of innovative behavior (H. Zhou & Long, 

2011). This also implies that the relationship between external stress and innovative 

behavior is complex and uncertain. There is a relative lack of research on the 

relationship between the two and the mechanisms of influence, and the conditions 

under which they work need to be discussed in depth. There is a need to have from 

more theories and from more perspectives to explore and explain the relationship 

between the two (Selenko et al., 2013). Therefore, at a time when job insecurity is 

becoming increasingly common, blindly and completely eliminating job insecurity in 

organizations may not always be the best approach, and more theories are needed to 

uncover and explain the link between the two from different perspectives (Selenko et 

al., 2013). 
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It is therefore necessary to analyze job insecurity and individual innovative 

behavior within a complete and unified research framework in order to clarify the 

relationship between job insecurity and individual innovative behavior, the 

mechanisms of influence between the two and the conditions under which they work. 

 

2.9 Research Hypothesis and Model Construction 

2.9.1 The Mediating Role of Proactive Work Behavior on Job Insecurity 

and Employees' Innovative Behavior 

Job stress due to job insecurity is a unique phenomenon in companies (C. 

Zhang, Mayer, & Hwang, 2018), and insecurity is widespread and unavoidable (L. 

Zhou, Yang, Wang, & Luo, 2019). Previous studies have shown that the 

organizational environment is an important contextual factor in motivating proactive 

behavior (X. Wei, Zhang, & Chen, 2015). The organizational environment is an 

important situational factor in motivating proactive behavior. People tend to slack off 

in a comfortable environment, and job insecurity from outside can moderate 

slackness, so stress is not necessarily always bad. The dual nature of stressors 

suggests that while hindering stressors deplete internal resources, challenging 

stressors can also stimulate the emergence of proactive coping strategies. There is no 

distinction between positive and negative events per se; the distinction between 

challenging and hindering is a product of the individual’s subjective Cognitive 

evaluation (Lazarus & Folkman, 2010). Job Retention Motivation Theory suggests 

that job insecurity may also be a positive stimulus that has a positive effect in 

motivating and maintaining employees' motivation and effort at work (Cao & Mu, 

2017). At the same time, when individuals respond to job insecurity with the 

perception of greater external gains, they are more likely to respond in a positive way, 

to put in more effort and to perform better, (S. Liu, Ye, & Guo, 2019a) thus 

promoting more proactive behaviors. 
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Based on the above analysis, the following hypotheses are formulated: 

H1: Job insecurity positively influences proactive work behavior. 

Proactive work behavior is a commitment to improving the work environment 

within an organization and is characterized by spontaneity, foresight and 

transformation (S. K Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). Proactive work behavior is 

often positively beneficial to organizations (Fay & Frese, 2001). In addition, by 

demonstrating proactive work behaviors, employees are often able to secure career 

advancement opportunities (Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2011). Some studies suggest 

that proactive work behavior works to change and improve the work environment 

within organizations (De Vos, De Clippeleer, & Dewilde, 2009), such as improving 

work processes (Sharon K. Parker & Collins, 2010) providing constructive ideas 

(Morrison & Phelps, 1999) and to develop new ideas (Dyne & LePine, 1998) and 

actively implement them (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Accordingly, proactive work 

behaviors are positive, positive work behaviors. Proactive work behavior is a positive 

work behavior that is conducive to improving employees' performance and promoting 

innovative behavior. 

In summary, based on the Cognitive appraisal theory of stress, this study 

argues that job insecurity, when identified as a challenging stressor, leads employees 

to make a positive self-affirming appraisal, which enhances their motivation to engage 

in more proactive work behaviors, and in turn increases their innovative behavior. 

Based on the above analysis, the following hypothesis is proposed. 

H3: Proactive work behavior positively influences employee 

innovation behavior. 

H5: Proactive work behavior mediates the relationship between job 

insecurity and employee innovation behavior.  

 

2.9.2 The Mediating Role of Job Withdrawal Behavior on Job 

Insecurity and Employee Innovation Behavior 

The threat of losing a job can trigger emotions such as frustration, anger, and 

distress, inducing emotional exhaustion in employees (Li Zhang, Lin, & Zhang, 

2013). When employees perceive a serious threat to their job security, they rely more 

on customary solutions and reduce the sharing of resources such as knowledge in 
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order to avoid risk and failure and to preserve themselves, resulting in a degree of job 

withdrawal behavior (Hobfoll, 2002). In this situation, employees will experience 

greater psychological stress in the face of work pressure (N. Zhang, Yuan, Fu, & Wu, 

2015). Based on the Cognitive appraisal theory of stress, when faced with the stress of 

the job itself or the loss of job characteristics, the individual realizes that the threat of 

their job insecurity is serious, that this threat may prevent the achievement of career 

development goals, threaten personal gain and well-being, etc., and that the 

threatening situation is demanding and their own ability to deal with such demands is 

inadequate, then the assessment of job insecurity as a hindering stress is considered as 

a hindering stress (Webster et al., 2011). In response to stressful situations, 

individuals will instinctively engage in self-protection, such as displaying work 

withdrawal behaviors. Withdrawal as a way of staying out of harm's way can help the 

individual avoid further suffering (Smart & Leary, 2009). 

Based on the above analysis, the following hypotheses are formulated. 

H2: Job insecurity positively influences job withdrawal behavior. 

Work withdrawal is a form of counterproductive behavior in the workplace in 

which employees deliberately avoid group or situation-specific tasks (Spector et al., 

2005). Late arrivals, early departures, absenteeism, gossiping during work hours, and 

resignation intention are all specific manifestations of work withdrawal behavior 

(Lehman & Simpson, 1992). When employees exhibit work withdrawal behavior, it 

means that they reduce their commitment to their work (e.g. resources and energy), 

making it difficult to improve their work tasks and thus reducing innovative behavior 

(Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004). In addition, job insecurity often causes 

employees to defy and resist organizational management, which in turn reduces the 

ability of employees to behave innovatively (H. Zhou & Long, 2011). It has been 

suggested that news of redundancies induces emotional exhaustion in employees, 

which in turn reduces their creative behavior. Job insecurity is one of the factors that 

influence the occurrence of withdrawal behavior at work (F. Wei & Si, 2013). Job 

insecurity is one of the factors that influence job withdrawal. Job withdrawal can have 

a negative impact on employees’ creativity at work (Zimmerman & Darnold, 2009). 
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In summary, this study is based on the Cognitive appraisal theory of stress and 

argues that job insecurity, as the most important type of stress faced by employees in 

organizations (Gutierrez, 2016), may cause employees to feel stressed, and this 

negative Cognitive appraisal will initiate employees’ self-protective motives, thus 

resorting to withdrawal to avoid the threat and ultimately discouraging them from 

generating innovative behaviors. Based on the above analysis, the following 

hypothesis was formulated. 

H4: Work withdrawal behavior negatively affects employees’ 

innovative behavior. 

H6: Job withdrawal behavior mediates the relationship between job 

insecurity and employee innovation behavior. 

Scott Jr (1966) suggests that job stress awakens motivation in individuals and 

inspires higher performance. It is also proven that all stressors bring about some 

degree of psychological stress response. Job insecurity can directly motivate 

individuals to try new job content and new ways of working, in order to avoid 

eliminating uncertainty and risk in their work, and this stressful job content and way 

of working job insecurity directly affects the performance of the effects of employees' 

innovative behavior. So this paper argues that stress also simultaneously activates 

direct stress in individuals, motivating them to try new job content and new ways of 

working, thus directly generating employee innovative behavior. Based on the above 

analysis, the following hypothesis is proposed. 

H8: Job insecurity directly and positively influences employees' 

innovative behavior. 

 

2.9.3  Moderating Role of Perceived Organizational Innovation Climate 

An important factor for organizations to achieve innovation is to encourage 

and support it (Christina E. Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Currently, there are two main 

types of definitions of organizational innovation climate: an objective perspective, 

which views organizational innovation climate as objective factors that can influence 

employees’ innovative activities (Neil R. Anderson & West, 1998); and a subjective 

perspective, which views organizational innovation climate as employees’ perceptions 

of the organization’s ability to provide an innovative environment (Carlfjord & Festin, 
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2015). Considering that innovation climate at the organizational level influences 

employees’ perceptions and thus their work behavior, this study adopts the second 

perspective and defines the perception of organizational innovation climate as the 

extent to which employees perceive that their work environment recognizes, supports 

and encourages innovation (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005). This perception 

includes aspects such as collegiality, leadership support, resource support, and 

organizational support. 

According to Attribution Theory F. Herder (1958), people are constantly 

trying to perceive and understand the phenomena around them in real life, and the 

main way to understand these phenomena is to find the causes and make attributions. 

There are two categories of attribution: one is attributed to internal personal causes 

and the other to external causes. An important factor influencing the relationship 

between stress and individual behavior is the employee’s perception of the 

resources/demands of the job, which affects the employee's perception and evaluation 

of stress, which in turn influences their attitudes and behavior (Kelley, 1967). 

Therefore, this study introduces an organizational innovation climate. Therefore, this 

study introduces the perception of organizational innovation climate as a moderating 

variable to account for the variability in outcomes associated with job insecurity. 

Based on this, it is argued that the perception of organizational innovation climate 

influences employees’ mindset in coping with job insecurity, which in turn influences 

their coping styles. First, when the perception of organizational innovation climate is 

high, employees tend to attribute problems to internal causes and believe that they 

need to conform to organizational expectations through proactive behaviors (X. Liu, 

2015). This perception tends to be more of a challenge for the employee and provides 

a clear direction for the employee to work towards. Conversely, it is attributed to 

external causes, and the problem is perceived to lie with the organization, which they 

respond to by withdrawing from work. At the same time, organizations with a strong 

innovation culture can reduce the psychological costs and perceptions of risk by 

providing a relaxed and positive work environment and supporting employees with 

psychological resources (Christina E. Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Employees re-evaluate 

the demands of the job, amplify positive interpretations of stress, and perceive that 

worrying about work promotes self-growth and increases potential gains (Teng et al., 
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2019). This positive perception increases employees’ willingness to work proactively, 

and employees will want to take proactive actions to obtain more resources and 

escape from job threats. Employees who feel insecure at work are in a threatening 

state of lost resources, and the availability of resources is an important factor in 

employees’ positive and proactive response to job insecurity (Stiglbauer & Batinic, 

2015), and is a prerequisite for proactive work behavior. Companies with a strong 

innovation culture value learning and provide employees with the necessary material 

resources (Christina E Shalley & Gilson, 2017). In addition, companies with a strong 

innovation culture encourage employees to share their knowledge and experience, 

promote communication, exchange and integration among team members, and 

provide learning opportunities and platforms for employees who feel insecure at 

work, which can meet their learning needs. With sufficient resources, employees can 

work proactively to improve their competitiveness, meet organizational expectations, 

and improve the rationing of the employment relationship to achieve sustainable 

employment benefits. Therefore, when employees perceive a high level of 

organizational innovation, they are more likely to engage in proactive work behaviors 

and to cope with job insecurity through access to resources. 

In summary, this study concluded that a high perception of organizational 

innovation climate has a positive moderating effect on the relationship between job 

insecurity and proactive work behavior, and proposed the following hypothesis： 

H7a: Perceived organizational innovation climate positively moderates 

the effect of job insecurity on proactive work behavior, i.e. the higher the level of 

perceived organizational innovation climate, the stronger the effect of job insecurity 

on proactive work behavior. 

When the perception of organizational innovation climate is low, employees 

tend to attribute problems to external causes, believe that the problem lies with the 

organization, and respond to the organization by withdrawing from work (X. Liu, 

2015). At the same time, companies with a low perception of innovation do not 

provide a platform for employees to share their knowledge and experience, promote 

communication and integration among team members, and meet the learning needs of 

employees. With insufficient resource support, employees confront the organization 

by withdrawing from work and treating organizational expectations negatively. 
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Therefore, when employees perceive a low level of organizational innovation, they 

are reluctant to engage in proactive work behaviors and often resort to job withdrawal 

behaviors to cope with job insecurity. In summary, this study concluded that low 

levels of perceived organizational innovation climate have a negative moderating 

effect on the relationship between job insecurity and job withdrawal behavior, and 

proposed the following hypotheses. 

H7b: Perceived organizational innovation climate negatively 

moderates the effect of job insecurity on job withdrawal behavior, i.e. the lower the 

level of perceived organizational innovation climate, the stronger the effect of job 

insecurity on proactive withdrawal behavior.  
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2.9.4 Summary of Research Hypotheses 

The above theoretical and inter-conceptual discussion of the variables leads to 

the following research hypotheses (as shown in Table 2.5). 

 

Table 2.5  Summary of Research Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Hypothetical Content 

H1 Job insecurity positively influences proactive work behavior. 

H2 Job insecurity positively influences job withdrawal behavior. 

H3 Proactive work behavior positively influences employee innovation 

H4 Work withdrawal behavior negatively affects employees’ innovative 

H5 Proactive work behavior mediates the relationship between job 

insecurity  

H6 Job withdrawal behavior mediates the relationship between job 

insecurity and employee innovation behavior. 

H7a Perceived organizational innovation climate positively moderates the 

effect of job insecurity on proactive work behavior, i.e. the higher the 

level of perceived organizational innovation climate, the stronger the 

effect of job insecurity on proactive work behavior. 

H7b Perceived organizational innovation climate negatively moderates the 

effect of job insecurity on job withdrawal behavior, i.e. the lower the 

level of perceived organizational innovation climate, the stronger the 

effect of job insecurity on proactive withdrawal behavior. 

H8 Job insecurity has a direct and positive impact on employees' 

innovative behavior. 
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2.9.5 Theoretical Framework of the Study 

The theoretical model and conceptual framework of this study are shown in 

Figure 2.5 and Figure 2.6: 

 

 

Figure 2.5  Theoretical Framework 

 

 

Figure 2.6  Conceptual Framework 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This section focuses on the methodology of this study. This study used 

quantitative methods to analyze the data information and a questionnaire was used to 

collect the corresponding data. The framework of the entire research methodology is 

shown in the figure, which details the process of the research methodology used to 

ensure the quality of this study. Better used to test the influence relationship between 

the independent, mediating, moderating and dependent variables, including variable 

definition and measurement. 

 

 

Figure 3.1  Preview of Research Methodology 
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3.1 Research Approach 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of job insecurity on the 

innovative behavior of knowledge workers in companies. The research design is to 

use certain methods and procedures to collect and analyze the information needed for 

the investigation (Burns, Bush, & Sinha, 2014). The research design is chosen based 

on the research questions, the researcher's experience, and the subjects being tested, 

and the research design is a plan that includes many nodes (J. W. Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017). 

The independent variable in this study model is the knowledge of job 

insecurity of corporate knowledge employees, the mediating variables are the 

proactive work behavior and job withdrawal behavior of corporate knowledge 

employees, the dependent variable is the innovation behavior of corporate knowledge 

employees, and the moderating variable is the organizational innovation climate. This 

study developed a multi-channel model in which job insecurity both directly 

influences employees' innovative behavior and job insecurity influences knowledge 

employees' innovative behavior through two mediating variables, proactive work 

behavior and job withdrawal behavior, to measure the relationship between the 

variables, and used quantitative methods to complete the whole study. 

Quantitative studies are related to the information of the collected data 

(Chudleigh & Smith, 2015). The quantitative research method is the measurement of 

objective theories, and the method is operationalized by assessing the relationship 

between variable data (Hoffman & Novak, 1996). Besides, quantitative is the use of 

statistical procedures to analyze the problem and ultimately form a report, including 

an introduction, literature review, research methods, results, and discussion (J. W. 

Creswell, 2002). Van (1983) proposes that a qualitative method is a series of 

explanations which attends to translate, describe and comprehend meaning, though 

qualitative analysis is also a very good and useful approach of research and diagnosis, 

which is not a natural phenomenon in the social world. Qualitative testing is a way of 

describing and seeking the meaning of things via pictures or words. Qualitative 

analysis may help researchers uncover variables and explain why things happen as 

found in studies (Cusumano, 2010). The number of knowledge workers in 
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intelligence-bases corporations is large. Quantitative test will be a good choice in 

order to obtain the most comprehensive information and more accurate results. The 

reason for this may be that quantitative research can provide investigators with more 

organized and clearer access to accurate information, data, and resources (Burns et al., 

2014). Therefore, this study uses quantitative methods to conduct the statistical 

messages. 

 

3.2 Data Collection 

In this paper, a scientific data collection method will be used to achieve the 

purpose of this study. Malhotra, Hall, Shaw, and Oppenheim (2006) noted that 

different research methods can be used to collect data in different ways. Data 

collection is the use of certain methods to obtain useful information and data and to 

provide evidence for decision making (Burns et al., 2014). Survey collection has 

many advantages over observation or other qualitative methods. In addition, the data 

collected by surveys are easy to analyze. For example, the structural equation 

modeling software, AMOS, can standardize and calculate data information and 

generate valuable reports and annotations. In addition, this paper adopts a 

questionnaire research method. The questionnaire is a survey tool that is commonly 

used to study the technique using behavior (K. Wu, Zhao, Zhu, Tan, & Zheng, 2011). 

Questionnaire research is a common approach in management research, very practical 

and more likely to be supported than other research methods (X. Chen, Xu, & Fan, 

2012). Questionnaire survey is a way to ask questions to respondents for researchers 

(Baker, 2003). This survey can make it easier for those who involved in it to 

comprehend the objectives of the research. More importantly, the information can be 

generated through questionnaires which is needed for the reliability and validity of the 

research (Webb, 2000). Therefore, it will be used to collect primary data for this 

study. 

People’s daily life has become inseparable from social media such as We 

Chat, Facebook, Twitter, and email. Whereas these social media have enriched 

people’s work and lives, it also makes collecting data faster and more economical 

(Ying-Yan, Hai-Bo, Xiao-Fang, Wei, & Guang, 2016). In this study, Wen Juan Xing 



 62 

(a platform for questionnaire survey) was used to create and collect questionnaires, 

and data questionnaires were distributed through media such as WeChat and email. 

Sojump is an online questionnaire because online questionnaires can increase the 

speed of questionnaire delivery and send the questionnaires to respondents in a short 

time. The object of this study is corporate knowledge employees, online 

questionnaires are mainly available through personal resources, looking for 

questionnaires from familiar corporate personnel department personnel. Through 

Sojump's online questionnaire, respondents open the questionnaire as a link to 

complete the questionnaire in the form of WeChat, computer, PAD, etc. In addition, 

this study also used electronic file sharing for the respondents' questionnaire.  

Traditional paper questionnaires were also used to distribute questionnaires to 

respondents. There are still many advantages to this self-administered survey although 

they are traditional. For example, it can save costs for investigators. Besides, 

respondents can control their own time to read and fill out the questionnaire, which 

can reduce distractions for the respondents and make the information collected reflect 

the true situation (Peterson, 2000). In this study, the opportunity to teach and research 

in different cities was used to visit the teaching units or research units for 

questionnaires. In short, this study arranged electronic and paper questionnaires. The 

electronic questionnaires were sent via WeChat and email, and the questionnaires 

were distributed and collected by the investigators. 

 

3.2.1 Population 

Identifying and investigating the target population of this study is a major step 

of this study. Thomas, Reinartz, and Kumar (2004) pointed out that population is an 

important unit in the selected sample, and random samples usually come from 

different regions, cities and companies, which are collected by researchers for their 

research purposes. Research population can also be defined as a collection of objects 

with similar characteristics, and all selected samples have binding force and general 

characteristics (Martin, 2004). 

The main carrier of innovation is the enterprise, and the innovation power of 

the enterprise comes from the knowledge employees. By the end of 2020, the number 

of SMEs surviving and operating in China exceeded 42 million, accounting for 98.5% 
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of the total number of enterprises in China, contributing more than 60% of GDP and 

being the mainstay of employment for urban residents (Z. Shen, 2022). In 2011, 

Notice on the Issuance of the Standard Provisions for the Classification of Small and 

Medium-sized Enterprises, jointly issued by four Chinese ministries and 

commissions: SMEs range from 300 to 10 employees depending on their size (Tang, 

2018). According to the Organization for Economic Development and Cooperation 

(OECD), knowledge-intensive enterprises have relatively intensive input of 

technology and human resources, which can be divided into knowledge-intensive 

manufacturing and knowledge-intensive service. Knowledge-intensive manufacturing 

industries include high-tech industries (OA equipment and computer, electronics and 

communications, aerospace, pharmaceutical) and medium-tech industries (machinery 

industry, scientific instruments, automobiles, chemicals, other transportation); 

Knowledge-intensive services include financial communication, business, social, 

education, medical, etc. (Z. Wu & Wang, 2003). Therefore, the main sample of this 

study is those who work in knowledge-intensive enterprises, have college education 

or above, master and apply professional knowledge, have certain innovation ability, 

and engage in knowledge-related activities, including the production, creation and 

expansion of knowledge, which bring intellectual capital value to the enterprise or 

organization. The enterprises mentioned here belong to the knowledge-intensive 

category of enterprises published by the Organization for Economic Development 

(OECD), and administrative agencies, institutions, NGOs and other private 

organizations are not included in the scope of the study because the traditional 

Chinese culture of "no fault is merit" influences the employees of government 

agencies, institutions, NGOs and other private organizations, which is not conducive 

to the creation of innovative behavior of employees (G. Wang, 2011).  

 

3.2.2 Sampling 

Samples are a subset of the total population of the research object and can be 

used to represent the whole sample (Bradley, 1999). Zikmund (2003) states that 

sampling is the process of selecting a small number of subjects from a large 

population, and regards the small number of people sampled as representative of the 

overall subject. It is not possible for researchers to collect data from the entire 
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population for most research questions. Sampling methods are therefore very useful 

for data collection and provide an effective alternative for research. Sampling 

methods can be divided into two categories, probability sampling and non-probability 

sampling (Hall, Herron, & Pierce, 2006). Non-probability sampling does not follow 

probability sampling rules and it includes many types such as convenience sampling, 

quota sampling and snowball sampling. 

Although this paper uses convenience sampling in non-probability sampling 

according to its own actual situation, in order to ensure the representativeness of the 

sample, as representative a sample as possible is selected in the sampling and 

questionnaires are administered to them. Specifically, in terms of demographic 

variables, try to make the sample reasonably distributed and representative in terms of 

gender, age, working years, education, etc. In terms of enterprise types, try to take 

into account different types of enterprises, such as state-owned enterprises, private 

enterprises, foreign-funded enterprises, etc. In terms of the selection of respondents, 

we try to select a sample of respondents who are cooperative and can truly express 

their opinions, so as to ensure that the data obtained are true and reliable. Due to the 

vast area of China, the level of economic development varies from province to 

province and city to city, and there are significant cultural differences and regional 

differences. In order to ensure the representativeness of the sample of this study, 

according to their own actual situation, the regional selection of Zhejiang and Fujian 

in the east; Jiangxi in the middle; Liaoning in the north and Ningxia in the west, 

basically can represent the economic level and cultural differences across the country. 

J. Creswell (2015) argues that a formal sample size of 350 or more is desirable in a 

general questionnaire study, so the pre-determined sample size for this paper needs to 

be greater than the 350 required. This paper is a preliminary exploratory analysis of 

the relationship between job insecurity, proactive work behavior, job withdrawal 

behavior, perception of innovative organizational climate, and employees' innovative 

behavior, mainly by using two ways: first, using the opportunity to lecture and 

research in various cities and cities, and going to the lecture unit or research unit 

questionnaire survey. The second is to use personal resources to find the familiar 

personnel of the company's personnel department questionnaire survey.  
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3.2.3 Data Processing & Analysis 

After completing the data collection, the data processing procedure of the 

questionnaire was carried out, firstly, the questionnaires were cleaned and the 

apparently invalid ones were eliminated, and then the descriptive statistical analysis of 

the questionnaire collection data for all variables in the research hypothesis was 

carried out using SPSS 22. The core and focus of the subsequent analysis of this paper 

is SEM, and the reliability, validity, and goodness-of-fit of the measurement model 

were tested and analyzed based on the survey data through Amos 24 statistical 

software, and the structural model analysis of the theoretical hypothesis was 

conducted on this basis to test the path relationship between the potential variables in 

the theoretical model, and then to verify the hypothesis of this paper. 

 

3.2.4 Measurements of Variables 

Four types of variables are involved in this study, namely independent, 

mediating, dependent and moderating variables. 

1)  Independent Variables 

Job insecurity: the perceived threat to job continuity and stability as 

felt by employees (Greenhalgh & Zehava Rosenblatt, 1984; Hellgren et al., 1999). 

2)  Dependent Variable 

Innovative behavior of knowledge workers: the behavior of knowledge 

workers who generate new ideas, processes and solutions to improve individual 

performance or to benefit the body and the organization(Amabile, 1988; West, 1990). 

3)  Intermediate Variables 

Proactive work behavior: employees take active steps to cope with the 

knowledge of job insecurity. 

Job withdrawal behavior: employees take a reactive approach in 

response to the knowledge of job insecurity. 

4)  Adjustment Variables 

Organizational innovation climate: organizational members’ perceived 

description of their working environment, and the degree to which institutional 

members sense the job condition to support creativity and innovation (Amabile, 

1988). 
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3.2.4.1 Measurement of Job Insecurity 

For the measurement of job insecurity, this paper adopts the scale 

developed by Hellgren et al. (1999), which consists of 7 items to be completed by 

employees according to their own situation. The scale is self-assessed by the 

employee and examples of questions are: “I am worried about having to leave my job 

before I would like to" and "I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future”. The 

scale has been widely used to measure corporate employees in Chinese context with 

good reliability (M. Chen & Zhou, 2020; Li et al., 2020; Ren et al., 2021; Zhen et al., 

2021). The scale uses Likert’s 5-point scale to measure job insecurity, with scores 

ranging from 1 to 5, quantitative job insecurity measurement shown in the three item 

of zero (very does not accord with), 1-2 times (comparison does not accord with), 3 

(not sure), 4, 5 (compared with), more than five times (fits); The four items in the 

qualitative job insecurity measurement respectively represent “very inconsistent” 

to“very consistent”, and the higher the score, the stronger the sense of insecurity. The 

reverse question is calculated in reverse. The specific content of the scale is as follows. 

Quantitative insecurity 

1)  I am worried about having to leave my job before I would 

like to.  

2) I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future. 

3)  There is a risk that I will have to leave my present job in the 

year to come. 

Qualitative insecurity 

4) My future career opportunities in [the organization are 

favorable. 

5) I feel that [the organization] can provide me with a 

stimulating job content in the near future. 

6) I believe that [the organization] will need my competence 

also in the future. 

7)  My pay development in this organization is promising. 

3.2.4.2 Measurement of Proactive Work Behavior 

Proactive work behaviors emphasizes that employees actively seek 

opportunities, learn to innovate and change, and actively challenge the status quo 
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(Frese et al., 1997). This paper adopts the Proactive Behavior Scale developed by 

Frese et al. (1997) which contains 7 questions in total. The scale is evaluated by the 

employee. The scale is self-assessed by the employee and examples of questions are: 

“I am proactive in solving problems” and “When something is not right, I seek 

solutions immediately”. Validation of the scale in a large number of studies has 

shown that the scale has good reliability and validity even across cultures and 

countries, and is a measure of proactive behavior that is consistently accepted by 

national scholars (Xu et al., 2015). The scale uses Likert’s 5-point scale to measure 

the proactive work behavior of knowledge workers, with scores ranging from 1 to 5, 

indicating very non-conforming to very conforming, with higher scores indicating 

stronger behavior, and the specific scale is as follows. 

1)  I will actively solve the problem. 

2) When something is not right, I look for solutions 

immediately.  

3) I will go for any opportunity that allows me to be actively 

involved.  

4)  I will take positive action, even if others don't want to do it.  

5)  I will quickly seize opportunities to achieve my goals.  

6)  I usually do more than what is required.  

7)  I am very good at putting ideas into practice.  

3.2.4.3 Measurement of Work Withdrawal Behavior 

The scale developed by Lehman and Simpson (1992) is cited. The 

Work Withdrawal Scale consists of two parts, Psychological Withdrawal Behavior 

and Physical Withdrawal Behavior, with Psychological Withdrawal Behavior 

consisting of 7 items and Physical Withdrawal Behavior consisting of 4 items. 

Likert’s 5-point scale was used to measure work withdrawal behavior, with scores 

ranging from 1 to 5, indicating very non-conforming to very conforming, with higher 

scores indicating more serious and frequent work withdrawal behavior among 

knowledge workers, and the specific scale is as follows. 
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Mental Retreat 

1)  I have thoughts of being absent or missing. 

2)  I will engage in small talk with colleagues about nonwork 

related topics. 

3)  I wander (wander, daydream) or think about impractical 

things during work. 

4)  I am not willing to put enough effort and energy into my 

work. 

5)  I have thoughts of leaving my job. 

6)  I will leave work without permission. 

7)  I will ask other colleagues to do my work for me. 

Physical Retreat 

8)  I will take the company’s equipment etc. without 

permission. 

9) I will take lunch or breaks beyond the time set by the 

company. 

10) I left early without permission. 

11) I will sleep during working hours. 

3.2.4.4 Measurement of Employee Innovation Behavior 

In this study, a multidimensional approach is used to understand the 

innovation behavior of knowledge workers, which is divided into two dimensions: 

innovation idea generation and innovation idea execution. The innovation idea 

generation dimension refers to employees’ willingness to use new ideas to deal with 

existing work; the innovation idea implementation dimension refers to employees’ 

willingness to face and deal with new problems that arise in their work (C.-K. Huang, 

2004). This scale is self-evaluated by the employee, with sample questions such as: “I 

would look at a problem from a different perspective to gain deeper insights” and “I 

would evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of a new idea”. The scale uses Likert’s 

5-point scale to measure the innovative behavior of knowledge workers, with scores 

ranging from 1 to 5, indicating very non-conforming to very conforming, with higher 

scores indicating a stronger behavior, and the specific scale is as follows. 
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Innovative idea generation 

1)  I will view the problem from various perspectives to obtain 

deeper insights. 

2)  I will verify new ideas or solutions to comprehend 

unsatisfied demands. 

3)  I will evaluate the merits and demerits of the new thoughts. 

4)  I will develop ideas or solutions to problems. 

5)  I try to convince others of the significance of new ideas or 

solutions.  

6)  I will engage in changes that may be beneficial. 

Innovative idea execution 

7) I seek chances to render a service to the company, 

departments, work procedure or service, etc. 

8)  I will implement new ideas that will improve work 

processes, technology, products or services into daily routines. 

9)  I will pay attention to non-routine issues in my job, sectors, 

institution or marketplace. 

10)  I will run the hazard to sustain fresh thoughts. 

11)  I will take the initiative to promote ideas and give them a 

chance to be implemented. 

12) When applying new role models and workflows, 

technologies, products or services, I will seek to correct the faults created by the new 

approach. 

3.2.4.5 Measurement of Organizational Innovation Climate 

A review of research on organizational innovation climate reveals that 

'climate' is a situational variable that is influenced by cultural differences. Therefore, 

it is important to consider the cultural characteristics of China and not to copy foreign 

scales in the selection of an organizational innovation climate scale. This paper uses 

the scale refined by Y Liu et al. (2009). The scale has good reliability and adapts to 

the effects of cultural differences. The scale questionnaire is divided into three 

dimensions: colleague support, supervisor support, and organizational support, which 

consists of 12 items measured on Likert’s 5-point scale, which allows respondents to 
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assess the description of the “work environment” based on their own perceptions, 

scoring from 1 to 5 on a scale ranging from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”, with 

higher scores indicating a more innovative atmosphere in the organization, and the 

specific scale is as follows. 

Colleagues Support 

1)  My colleagues support and give assistance to each other at 

work.  

2)  My co-workers are willing to share methods and techniques 

with each other during working.  

3)  My colleagues often exchange and discuss problems at 

work.  

4) My partners express their proposals and opinions actively 

when I have new ideas. 

Supervisory Support 

5) My supervisor respects and tolerates various opinions and 

dissents from subordinates. 

6)  My leader gives encouragement for subordinates to propose 

to promote production or service. 

7) My supervisor offers support and give assistance for staff in 

achieving their creative work. 

8)  My leader is a role model of innovation. 

Organization Support 

9) The company advocates for new attempts and learning from 

mistakes.  

10) The corporation appreciates and conforms innovative and 

progressive employees. 

11) Companies often offer incentives to employees for 

innovative ideas.  

12) The company embraces freedom and openness and 

innovative change. 
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3.3 Questionnaire Design 

There are strict procedures for questionnaire design, and researchers need to 

follow them, double-checking the language and designing each item of questionnaire 

survey (Sanchez, 1992). However, this study selected mature questions from previous 

studies as issues in order to reduce the bias of design questions and ensure the overall 

quality of the questionnaire. Then, a questionnaire was designed and data was 

collected by self-filling method, which consists of two parts. The first part contains 

basic demographic information of enterprise knowledge workers, including gender, 

marital status, age and education. The second part is the measurement questions for 

all variables in the research model, and the complete questionnaire is shown in the 

Appendix. 

The questionnaires used in this paper are composed of scales that have been 

successfully validated in Chinese contexts and have good reliability, and the questions 

were carefully checked and examined. Before the pretest, five employees were tested 

on the pretest questionnaire, resulting in a 49-item pretest questionnaire. The entire 

research questionnaire was divided into two steps: the first step was to analyze the 

reliability and validity of the small sample questionnaire, explore the dimensions and 

items of the variables and form a formal questionnaire; the second step was to conduct 

  



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter is the core part of this paper, mainly based on the Cognitive 

evaluation theory of stress and attribution theory, and through a large number of 

relevant literature reviews and discussions, a dual-channel research model of job 

insecurity and employees’ innovative behavior is constructed. This paper takes 

knowledge workers as the survey object, designs a pre-test questionnaire according to 

each variable, and uses the data of 159 subjects to purify the pre-test questionnaire by 

descriptive statistics, item analysis, factor analysis, reliability analysis and validity 

analysis. Finally, a formal questionnaire was formed; 665 pieces of formal survey data 

were collected from the formal questionnaire part, and descriptive statistics were used 

to analyze the survey data. Descriptive statistics are based on data to describe data 

characteristics, including frequency concentration, discrete distribution and other 

characteristics. The description of this paper mainly includes gender, age, marital 

status and education status of knowledge workers. Then, the data were tested for 

normal distribution using the SPSS 22.0 statistical tool. Then, this paper tests the 

reliability and validity of the questionnaire and the model. The reliability was tested 

by Cronbach α coefficient reference standard value, and the validity was tested by 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The 

method of exploratory factor analysis is to evaluate the construct validity of the scale 

questionnaire and the dim ensionality reduction of the scale questionnaire. 

Confirmatory factor analysis is to evaluate whether the measured dimensions are 

consistent with the hypothesized theoretical relationship. Finally, the covariance bias 

method is used to test whether there is co-source variance bias in the questionnaire. 

AMOS 24.0 and SPSS 22 are used to establish an equation model to analyze the 
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relationship between variables and explore the behavioral intentions of knowledge 

workers in the enterprise. The specific research path is shown in Figure 4.1. 

 

 

Figure 4.1  Demonstration  

 

4.1 Pre-investigation 

There are inevitably some mistakes in the design of the questionnaire, such as 

differences in cultural background, environm ental factors, and experience 
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accumulation, resulting in questionnaire items that are considered good by the 

questionnaire designer but difficult for the respondents to understand (S. Liu, Ye, & 

Guo, 2019b). Therefore, it is necessary to conduct a small sample pre-survey before 

the large sample survey. Questionnaire pre-survey refers to the formation of initial 

questionnaire items and initial measurement questionnaires on the basis of relevant 

research, first collecting data from a small sample of research objects, and then 

analyzing and revising them to eliminate possible problems in the questionnaire in 

advance (Presser et al., 2004). Through the setting of pre-investigation, possible 

problems in the questionnaire can be corrected in time before the formal questionnaire 

is used, such as whether the language expression is accurate, whether the semantics is 

easy for the subjects to understand, etc.(Long, 1991). In this study, pre-survey was used 

to collect data in the early stage, and SPSS was used to perform statistical analysis on 

the predictive questionnaire, in order to obtain an effective formal questionnaire. 

 

4.1.1 Descriptive Statistics 

201 questionnaires were distributed in the pre -investigation, 159 valid 

questionnaires were returned, and 42 invalid questionnaires were determined”,  

The reason for determining the validity of the questionnaire is to test the 

question item “whether your company has implemented the “Forced Ranking”, 

“Competition to Post”, “Downsizing Mechanism”, and “996 Working System” and 

other related incentive systems”. If the subjects do not feel it or the concept is 

relatively vague, the questionnaire w ill jum p to the  end, and som e invalid 

questionnaires will be shielded by this setting. The final effective questionnaire 

recovery rate reached 79.1%, and the basic information of the 159 valid samples is 

shown in Table 4.1: 
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Table 4.1  Basic Information of the Pre-survey Sample (n=159) 

Items Categories N % 

Gender 
Male 77 48.43% 

Female 82 51.57% 

Age 

20-28 32 20.13% 

29-35 89 55.97% 

36-45 36 22.64% 

>45 2 1.26% 

Education 

Junior college 4 2.52% 

Undergraduate 129 81.13% 

Postgraduate 26 16.35% 

Ph.D. 0 0% 

Marriage 

Single 54 33.96% 

Married 102 64.15% 

Divorced 3 1.89% 

 

The basic information of the respondents in this study includes: gender, age, 

education, and marriage, as shown in Table 4.1 By analyzing the frequency and 

percentage of the population of 159 valid samples, the basic conditions are as follows: 

1)  In terms of gender distribution, there are 77 males, accounting for 

48.43%; 82 females, accounting for 51.57%; the distribution of males and females is 

basically balanced. 

2)  In terms of age distribution, more than half of the testers were 29-

35 years old, with 89 people, accounting for 55.97%; followed by the 36-45-year-old 

age group, accounting for 22.64%, with 36 people; 20 -28-year-old age group, with 32 

people, accounting for 20.13%; testers over the age of 45 accounted for 1.26%, there 

are 2 people. From the data point of view, people between the ages of 20 and 45 

account for 98.74%, which is in line with the current characteristics of young workers 

in knowledge-intensive enterprises. 

3)  In terms of education level, the number of undergraduates is the 

majority, accounting for 81.13%, and there are 129 people; the proportion of master's 

degree is 16.35%, and there are 26 people; the number of college graduates accounted 

for 2.52%, and there are 4 people; there are no employees with doctoral degrees. 
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4)  Marriage: 20 unmarried persons, accounting for 33.96%; more than 

half of the married people, 102 persons, accounting for 64.15%. 

 

4.1.2 Questionnaire Analysis Steps  

The pre-questionnaire analysis steps are mainly through item analysis, factor 

analysis and reliability and validity test, using the statistical software SPSS 22 to 

analyze the pre-test data to purify the questionnaire items, mainly to check whether 

there are problems in the questionnaire items, and lay the foundation for the formation 

of the subsequent formal questionnaire Base. 

Item analysis mainly looks at the decision value or critical ratio (CR), and uses 

the top 27% and the bottom 27% of the total score as the two extreme groups to 

compare the difference, and the difference between the extreme groups is called the 

CR value. Items that are not significant by the CR test (significance test probability p-

value > 0.05) are best removed, because for a better scale item, the average difference 

between the scores of the high group and the low group on this item should be 

significant (M. Wu, 2010a). In addition to using CR as an indicator for item analysis, 

the homogeneity test (also called subject total correlation) can also be used as another 

indicator for the selection of individual items. The higher the correlation between 

individual items and the total score, the higher the homogeneity between items and 

the overall scale. The correlation coefficient between individual items and the total 

score is not significant, or the two items are low correlation (correlation coefficient < 

0.4), indicating that the homogeneity between the item and the overall scale is not 

high, it is better to delete (M. Wu, 2010a). 

After the project analysis, in order to test the construct validity (Construct 

Validity) of the scale, common factor analysis (CFA) should be carried out. The 

purpose of common factor analysis is to find out the underlying structure of the scale, 

reduce the number of items, and make it into a small group of variables with large 

correlation. This kind of factor analysis is an exploratory factor analysis method (M. 

Wu, 2010a).According to Kaiser (1974), before exploratory factor analysis, whether 

factor analysis is suitable for the items can be determined from the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) value. The KMO index value is between 

0 and 1. When the KMO value is less than 0.5, it means that the item variables are not 
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suitable for factor analysis; on the contrary, if the KMO value of all item variables is 

greater than 0.6, it means that the relationship is acceptable (Mediocre),item variables 

are not suitable for factor analysis, and factor analysis can be carried out between the 

item variables; KMO index > 0.8, indicating that the relationship between the item 

variables is good (Meritorious), and the item variables are suitable for factor analysis. 

When performing the factor analysis procedure, the KMO standard index values are 

shown in Table 4.2. 

 

Table 4.2  KMO Standard Index Value 

KMO Discrimination Explanation Appropriateness of Factor 

Analysis .90 and above Marvelous Perfect 

.80 and above Meritorious Meritorious 

.70 and above Middling Middling 

.60 and above Mediocre Mediocre 

.50 and above Miserable Miserable 

.50 or less Unacceptable Unacceptable 

 

In exploratory factor analysis, this study used the m ethod of Kaiser's 

eigenvalue>1 for screening. According to Kaiser (1960), factors with eigenvalue > 1 

were retained as extraction criteria. 

After the factor analysis, in order to further understand the reliability and 

validity of the questionnaire, a reliability test should be done. The commonly used 

reliability test method is the Cronbach αcoefficient (M. Wu, 2010a). The reliability of 

the data is determined according to the size of the Cronbachαcoefficient. The larger 

the coefficient, the higher the reliability and the more stable the scale. Scholars such 

as Devellis (2003)believe that the acceptable minimum reliability value is 0.7. The 

reliability judgment is based on Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3  Cronbach α Standard Index Value 

Internal Consistency α Value Level or Facet Whole Scale 

α coefficient ≥.90 Very good (very 

good reliability) 

Very good (very good, 

high reliability) 

.80≤α coefficient＜.90 Ideal (very good, 

high reliability) 

Good (high reliability) 

.70≤α coefficient＜.80 Good (high 

reliability) 

Acceptable 

.60≤α coefficient＜.70 Not good enough Reluctantly accept, it is 

better to add items or 

modify the sentence 

.50≤α coefficient＜.60 Acceptable, add 

items or modify 

sentences 

Not ideal, reworked or 

revised 

a coefficient <.50 Not ideal, give up Very unsatisfactory 

 

4.1.3 Item analysis, Factor Analysis, Reliability and Validity Analysis of 

Job Insecurity 

1)  Project Analysis 

The reliability of discrimination is measured on all items of the Job 

Insecurity Scale. The items with good discrimination can distinguish different 

subjects, while the items with poor discrimination cannot distinguish different 

subjects. Specifically as shown in Table 4.4 
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Table 4.4  Item Analysis of Job Security Scale (Total Related Items) 

Item Correlation Salience 

JiB1: I am worried that I will be forced to leave 

this company. 

.716** .000 

JiB2: I think there is a possibility of being fired 

this year. 

.675** .000 

JiB3: I am very upset because I may lose my 

current job soon. 

.585** .000 

JiB4: I have good career development 

opportunities in the company. 

.781** .000 

JiB5: I feel that the company will provide me 

with exciting work content soon. 

.803** .000 

JiB6: I believe the company will need my skills 

soon. 

.693** .000 

JiB7: My salary in the company is very 

promising to continue to rise. 

.722** .000 

 

Note:  ** Correlations are significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.01. 

*The correlation is significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.05. 

 

The results in the above Table 4.4 show that all items of the scale are 

strongly correlated with the total score, the significance level of the correlation is 

0.01, and the correlation coefficient is between 0.585-0.803, indicating that the scale 

has a high degree of discrimination. 
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Table 4.5  Independent Samples T-test for the Job Insecurity Scale 

Item F Salience t Significance 

(two-tailed) 

JiB1: I am worried that I will 

be forced to leave this 

company. 

20.010 0.000 -9.057 .000 

  -8.120 .000 

JiB2: I think there is a 

possibility of being fired this 

year. 

67.655 0.000 -6.733 .000 

  -5.859 .000 

JiB3: I am very disturbed 

because I may lose my current 

job soon. 

33.182 0.000 -5.280 .000 

  -4.754 .000 

JiB4: I have good career 

development opportunities in 

the company. 

1.735 0.191 -14.488 .000 

  -13.804 .000 

JiB5: I feel that the company 

will provide me with exciting 

work content soon. 

1.696 0.196 -14.249 .000 

  -13.300 .000 

JiB6: I believe the company 

will need my skills soon. 

2.653 0.106 -8.806 .000 

  -8.466 .000 

JiB7: My salary in the 

company is very promising to 

continue to rise. 

0.264 0.608 -12.199 .000 

  -11.860 .000 

 

As shown in Table 4.5, the Levene test with equal variance is used to 

test whether the variances of the two groups are homogeneous. The statistic of JiB1 

(the first question) F is equal to 20.010, p=0.000<0.05, reaching the significant level 

of 0.05. At this time, look at the value in the first column of the t-test data, the t-value 

statistic is -9.057, and the significant probability value p=0.000<0.05, reaching a 

significant level of 0.05, indicating that the critical ratio of the item is significant. 

Similarly, the critical ratio of JiB2 and JiB3 items also reached a significant value.  
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The statistic of JiB4 (question 4) F is equal to 1.735, p=0.191>0.05, 

which does not reach the significant level of 0.05. At this time, the t-test data is shown 

in the second column. The t-value statistic is -13.804, and the significance probability 

value p=0.000<0.05, reaching a significant level of 0.05. Similarly, the critical ratios 

of JiB5, JiB6 and JiB7 items also reached a significant value. This indicates that the 

scale has a high degree of discrimination. 

2)  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test 

The KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) test and the Bartlett sphericity test 

were carried out before the exploratory factor analysis of the work insecurity scale. As 

can be seen from Table 4.6, after testing all items of the scale, it is found that its KMO 

test coefficient is 0.792, the chi-square value of Bartlett's sphere test is 484.651 (21 

degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0. According to the scholar 

Hellgren et al. (1999), if the value of KMO is less than 0.5, it is less suitable for factor 

analysis, and the mediocre criterion for factor analysis should be at least 0.6. At this 

time, the KMO value is 0.792, and the statistic of the index is greater than 0.6. The 

presented properties met the standard, indicating that there were common factors 

among the variables, and the variables met the conditions of factor analysis. 

 

Table 4.6  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test of Job Insecurity Scale 

KMO value  0.792 

Bartlett's test for sphericity 

Chi-square distribution 484.651 

degrees of freedom twenty-one 

salience . 000 

 

3)  Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results 

Using principal components analysis, two factors with Eigenvalues > 1 

were extracted, which explained 70.374% of the variance. 
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Table 4.7  Exploratory Factor Analysis of Job Insecurity Scale (Pretest Sample, 

n=159) 

Question Item 
Components 

F1 F2 

JiB5: I feel that the company will provide me with 

exciting work content soon. 
0.852  

JiB7: My salary in the company is very promising to 

continue to rise. 
0.818  

JiB4: I have good career development opportunities in 

the company. 
0.813  

JiB6: I believe the company will need my skills soon. 0.785  

JiB2: I think there is a possibility of being fired this 

year. 
 0.828 

JiB3: I am very disturbed because I may lose my 

current job soon. 
 0.805 

JiB1: I am worried that I will be forced to leave this 

company. 
 0.803 

 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 3 iterations. 

 

The exploratory factor analysis of the 7 items of the Job Insecurity 

Scale found that there are 2 principal component factors, of which 4-7 items are in 

line with the dimensions and items prepared by the original user, and the common 

factor was the dimension of 1 is called "qualitative job insecurity"; the items 1-3 are 

consistent with the dimensions and items prepared by the original user, and the 

dimension of common factor 2 is called "quantitative job insecurity". A total of 7 

valid measurement items were obtained, with an explanatory degree of 70.374%, 

indicating that the results of the factor analysis were good, and the next step could be 
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carried out. 

 

4)  Reliability Analysis 

 

 Table 4.8  Reliability Analysis (Pre-test Specimens, n=159) 

Composition Dimension Number of Items Cronbach Coefficient 

Quantitative job insecurity 3 0.780 

Quality job insecurity 4 0.859 

Job insecurity scale 7 0.838 

 

In this study, the Cronbach α coefficient was used to test the reliability. 

The α coefficient of 3 items was 0780, indicating that the reliability index was good; 

the α coefficient of 4 items was 0.859, indicating that the reliability index was very 

good. The α coefficient of the table 4.8 is 0.838, indicating that the reliability index is 

very good. It shows that the scale has good reliability and reliability. 

Through the above analysis and test, the work insecurity scale 

questionnaire is more reasonable, so this scale is used as a formal measurement scale 

to measure work insecurity. 

 

4.1.4 Item Analysis, Factor Analysis, Reliability and Validity Analysis of 

Work Proactive Behavior 

1)  Project Analysis 

 

Table 4.9  Item Analysis of Work Proactive Behavior Scale (Total Related Items) 

Item Correlation Salience 

PWB1: I will actively solve problems. .779** .000 

PWB2: When something is not right, I immediately 

look for a solution. 
.748** .000 

PWB3: I will go for any opportunity that I can .709** .000 
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Item Correlation Salience 

actively participate in. 

PWB4: I will take action, even if others don't want to. .773** .000 

PWB5: I will quickly seize the opportunity to achieve 

my goals. 
.776** .000 

PWB6: I usually do more than required. .781** .000 

PWB7: I'm good at putting ideas into practice. .855** .000 

 

 

Note:  ** Correlations are significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.01. 

*The correlation is significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.05. 

 

Table 4.9 shows that all items of the scale have a strong correlation 

with the total score, the significance level of the correlation has reached 0.01, and the 

correlation coefficient is between 0.709-0.855, indicating that the scale has a high 

distinction. 

 

Table 4.10  Independent Samples T-Test (Pretest Sample, n=159) 

Question Item F Salience T Salience 

PWB1: I will actively solve 

problems. 

2.83 0.095 -7.897 .000 

  -7.733 .000 

PWB2: When something is not 

right, I immediately look for a 

solution. 

1.628 0.205 -8.34 .000 

  -8.138 .000 

PWB3: I will go for any 

opportunity that I can actively 

participate in. 

4.113 0.045 -7.384 .000 

  -7.382 .000 

PWB4: I will take action, even 

if others don't want to. 

4.529 0.036 -9.608 .000 

  -9.347 .000 
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Question Item F Salience T Salience 

PWB5: I will quickly seize the 

opportunity to achieve my 

goals. 

3.893 0.051 -10.363 .000 

  -10.131 .000 

PWB6: I usually do more than 

required. 

0.831 0.364 -13.245 .000 

  -12.986 .000 

PWB7: I'm good at putting 

ideas into practice. 

10.228 0.002 -8.596 .000 

  - 8.348 .000 

 

Table  

Tab le  4.10 shows that the Levene test with equal variance is used to 

test whether the variances of the two groups are homogenous. The statistic of PWB1 

(the first question) F is equal to 2.83, p=0.095>0.05, and the significance level of 0.05 

is not reached. At this time, look at the data in the second column of the t-test data. 

The t-value statistic is -7.733, and the significant probability value p=0.000<0.05, 

reaching the significant level of 0.05, indicating that the critical ratio of the item is 

significant. Similarly, the critical ratios of other items also reached significant value. 

This indicates that the scale has a high degree of discrimination. 

2)  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test 

After testing all items of the scale, it is found that the KMO test 

coefficient is 0.886, the chi-square value of Bartlett's sphere test is 538.755 (21 

degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0, and the presented properties 

meet the standard, indicating that there are common factors among the variables, and 

the variables meet the conditions of factor analysis, as shown in Table 4.11 . 

 

Table 4.11  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test Results of Work Proactive 

Behavior Scale 

KMO Value  0.886 

Bartlett's test for sphericity 
Chi-square last read 538.755 

degrees of freedom 21 
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salience 0.000 

 

3)  Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results 

Using principal components analysis, one factor with Eigenvalues > 1 

was extracted, which explained 60.165% of the variance. 

 

Table 4.12  Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Work Proactive Behavior Scale (Pre-

sample, n=159) 

Item F1 

PWB7: I'm good at putting ideas into practice. 0.855 

PWB1: I will actively solve problems. 0.786 

PWB6: I usually do more than required. 0.781 

PWB5: I will quickly seize the opportunity to achieve my goals. 0.769 

PWB4: I will take action, even if others don't want to. 0.769 

PWB2: When something is not right, I immediately look for a solution. 0.752 

PWB3: I will go for any opportunity that I can actively participate in. 0.709 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

a 1 ingredient has been extracted. 

 

As shown in Table 4.12, the exploratory factor analysis of the 7 items 

of the Work Proactive Behavior Scale found that there was a total of 1 principal 

component factor, which was consistent with the dimensions and items prepared in 

the original scale. Indicates that the factor analysis results are good, and the next step 

analysis can be carried out. 

4)  Reliability Analysis 

 

Table 4.13  Reliability Analysis (Pre-test Specimens, n=159) 

Composition Dimension Number Of Items Cronbach Coefficient 

Work Proactive Behavior Scale 7 0.889 
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In this study, Cronbach’s α coefficient was used to test the reliability. 

As shown in T a b le  4 .1 3 α coefficient of 7 item factors is 0.889, indicating that the 

reliability index is very good. It shows that the reliability of this scale is good and 

reliable. 

Through the above analysis and test, it is reasonable to use the 

Proactive Work Behavior Scale questionnaire as a formal questionnaire. 

 

4.1.5 Item Analysis, Factor Analysis, Reliability and Validity Analysis of 

Work Withdrawal Behavior 

1)  Project Analysis 

 

Table 4.14  Item Analysis of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale (Total Related 

Items) 

Item Correlation Salience 

WW1: I have thoughts of being absent or absent from 

work. 

.722** 0.000 

WW2: I would chat with colleagues about nonwork 

related topics. 

.721** 0.000 

WW3: During work I would wander (wander, 

daydream) or think about unrealistic things. 

.794** 0.000 

WW4: I don't want to put enough effort and energy 

into my work. 

.702** 0.000 

WW5: I have the idea of leaving. .615** 0.000 

WW6: I would leave my job without authorization. .714** 0.000 

WW7: I'll have other colleagues do their work for 

me. 

.553** 0.000 

WW8: I will take company equipment etc. without 

permission. 

.660** 0.000 

WW9: I will have lunch or take a break beyond the 

company's stipulated time. 

.614** 0.000 
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Item Correlation Salience 

WW10: I left early without approval. .611** 0.000 

WW11: I sleep during work hours. .675** 0.000 

 

Note:  ** Correlations are significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.01. 

*The correlation is significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.05. 

 

Table Table 4.14 show that all items of the scale have a strong 

correlation with the total score, the significance level of the correlation has reached 

0.01, and the correlation coefficient is between 0.553-0.794, which has a high degree 

of discrimination. 

 

Table 4.15  Independent Sample T-Test (Pretest Sample, n=159) 

Item F Salience T Significance 

(two-tailed) 

WW1: I have thoughts of being 

absent or absent from work. 

29.201 0.000 -12.828 0.000 

  -17.104 0.000 

WW2: I would chat with 

colleagues about nonwork 

related topics. 

11.074 0.001 -9.566 0.000 

  -11.905 0.000 

WW3: During work I would 

wander (wander, daydream) or 

think about unrealistic things. 

32.652 0.000 -10.262 0.000 

  -14.408 0.000 

WW4: I don't want to put 

enough effort and energy into 

my work. 

16.038 0.000 -12.212 0.000 

  -14.667 0.000 

WW5: I have the idea of 

leaving. 

0.604 0.438 -3.197 0.000 

  -3.544 0.000 

WW6: I would leave my job 

without authorization. 

36.677 0.000 -12.949 0.000 

  -18.218 0.000 
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Item F Salience T Significance 

(two-tailed) 

WW7: I'll have other colleagues 

do their work for me. 

6.228 0.014 -3.199 0.002 

  -4.15 0.001 

WW8: I will take company 

equipment etc. without 

permission. 

8.712 0.004 -4.267 0.000 

  -5.73 0.000 

WW9: I will have lunch or take 

a break beyond the company's 

stipulated time. 

5.04 0.026 -3.602 0.000 

  -4.744 0.000 

WW10: I left early without 

approval. 

12.624 0.001 -2.746 0.007 

  -3.751 0.000 

WW11: I sleep during work 

hours. 

12.061 0.001 -3.149 0.002 

  -4.224 0.000 

 

As shown in Table 4.15, the Levene test with equal variance is used to 

test whether the variances of the two groups are homogenous. The statistic of WW1 

(the first question) F is equal to 44.789, p=0.000<0.05, reaching a significant level of 

0.05. At this time, look at the value in the first column of the t-test data, the t-value 

statistic is -8.247, and the significant probability value p=0.000<0.05, reaching the 

significant level of 0.05, indicating that the critical ratio of the item is significant. 

Similarly, the critical ratios of other items also reached significant value. This 

indicates that the scale has a high degree of discrimination. 

2)  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test 

As shown in Table 4.16, after testing all items of the scale, it is found 

that the KMO test coefficient is 0.834, the chi-square value of Bartlett 's sphere test is 

1842.994 (55 degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0.000, The 

presented properties meet the standard, indicating that there are common factors 

among the variables, and the variables meet the conditions of factor analysis. 

 

Table 4.16  Results of the KMO Test and Bartlett spherical Test for the Work 

Withdrawal Behavior Scale 
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KMO value  0.834 

Bartlett's test for sphericity 

Chi-square last read 1842.994 

degrees of freedom 55 

salience 0.000 

 

3)  Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results 

Using principal components analysis, two factors with Eigenvalues > 1 

were extracted, which explained 77.616% of the variance. 

 

Table 4.17  Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

(Pre-sample, n=159) 

Question Item F1 F2 

WW10: I left early without approval. 0.875 - 

WW8: I will take company equipment etc. without 

permission. 
0.871 - 

WW11: I sleep during work hours. 0.843 - 

WW9: I will have lunch or take a break beyond the 

company's stipulated time. 
0.822 - 

WW7: I'll have other colleagues do their work for me. 0.806 - 

WW5: I have the idea of leaving. 0.801 - 

WW1: I have thoughts of being absent or absent from 

work. 
- 0.967 

WW6: I would leave my job without authorization. - 0.961 

WW4: I don't want to put enough effort and energy 

into my work. 
- 0.947 

WW3: During work I would wander (wander, 

daydream) or think unrealistically. 
- 0.894 

WW2: I would chat with colleagues about nonwork 

related topics. 
- 0.809 
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Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 3 iterations. 

 

As shown in Table 4.17, the exploratory factor analysis of the 11 items 

of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale found that a total of 2 principal component 

factors were generated. Among them, the WW5 and WW7 items in the dimension F1 

were related to the original scale. If the aspect and the item do not match, it will be 

deleted. 

After deleting the item WW7 to test, it is found that the KMO test 

coefficient is 0.834, the chi-square value of Bartlett spherical test is 1696.797 (45 

degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0.000. 

 

Table 4.18  Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

(Delete Question WW7) 

Question Item F1 F2 

WW1: I have thoughts of being absent or absent from 

work. 

0.967 - 

WW6: I would leave my job without authorization. 0.961 - 

WW4: I don't want to put enough effort and energy 

into my work. 

0.949 - 

WW3: During work I would wander (wander, 

daydream) or think unrealistically. 

0.89 - 

WW2: I would chat with colleagues about nonwork 

related topics. 

0.808 - 

WW8: I will take company equipment etc. without 

permission. 

- 0.881 

WW10: I left early without approval. - 0.863 

WW11: I sleep during work hours. - 0.852 

WW9: I will have lunch or take a break beyond the 

company's stipulated time. 

- 0.847 
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WW5: I have the idea of leaving. - 0.812 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 3 iterations. 

As shown in Table 4.18, the exploratory factor analysis of 10 items 

found that there were 2 principal component factors in total. Among them, the WW5 

item in the dimension F1 did not match the original scale and the items, and continued 

to be deleted. 

After deleting the item WW5 for testing, it is found that the KMO test 

coefficient is 0.815, the chi-square value of Bartlett's sphere test is 1580.858 (36 

degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0.000. 

 

Table 4.19  Exploratory Factor Analysis of Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale (Item 

WW5 Deleted) 

Question Item F1 F2 

WW1: I have thoughts of being absent or absent 

from work. 

0.967 - 

WW6: I would leave my job without authorization. 0.961 - 

WW4: I don't want to put enough effort and energy 

into my work. 

0.949 - 

WW3: During work I would wander (wander, 

daydream) or think about unrealistic things. 

0.89 - 

WW2: I would chat with colleagues about nonwork 

related topics. 

0.809 - 

WW8: I will take company equipment etc. without 

permission. 

- 0.892 

WW10: I left early without approval. - 0.874 

WW11: I sleep during work hours. - 0.86 

WW9: I will have lunch or take a break beyond the 

company's stipulated time. 

- 0.855 
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Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 3 iterations. 

 

As shown in Table 4.19, the exploratory factor analysis of 9 items 

found that a total of 2 principal component factors were generated, and the 

dimensions prepared by the original scale were consistent with the items. Indicates 

that the factor analysis results are good, and the next step analysis can be carried out. 

4)  Scale Reliability Analysis 

 

Table 4.20  Reliability Analysis (Pre-sample, n=159) 

Composition Dimension Number of Items Cronbach Coefficient 

psychological withdrawal 5 0.954 

body withdraws 4 0.898 

Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 9 0.873 

 

In this study, Cronbach αcoefficient was used to test the reliability. As 

shown in Table 4.20, the α coefficient of the psychological withdrawal factor of 5 

items is 0.954, indicating that the reliability index is very good; the α coefficient of 

the physical withdrawal factor of 4 items is 0.898, indicating that the reliability index 

is very good; The αcoefficient of the whole scale is 0.873, indicating that the 

reliability index is very good. It shows that the reliability of this scale is good and 

reliable. 

Through the above analysis and test, the work withdrawal behavior 

scale questionnaire is more reasonable. Therefore, the Work Withdrawal Behavior 

Scale was used as a formal measurement scale. 
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4.1.6 Item Analysis, Factor Analysis, Reliability and Validity Analysis of 

Employee Innovative Behavior 

1)  Item Analysis of the Scale 

 

Table 4.21  Item Analysis of the Employee Innovative Behavior Scale (Total Question 

Correlation) 

Item Correlation Salience 

EIB 10 I will take risks to support new ideas. .570** .000 

EIB 8 I will implement new ideas that improve 

workflows, technologies, products or services into 

daily routines. 

.609** .000 

EIB7 I will look for opportunities to improve the 

company, department, work process or service etc. 

.625** .000 

EIB9 I will pay attention to non-routine issues in the 

job, department, organization or market. 

.491** .000 

EIB4 I will come up with an idea or solution to the 

problem. 

.611** .000 

EIB3 I will evaluate the pros and cons of the new 

idea. 

.551** .000 

EIB6 I will engage in changes that may benefit. .532** .000 

EIB2 I will test new ideas or problem solving to 

understand unmet needs. 

.506** .000 

EIB12 When applying new action patterns and 

workflows, technologies, products or services, I will 

try to correct the shortcomings of the new approach. 

.856** .000 

EIB5 I try to convince others of the importance of 

new ideas or solutions. 

.553** .000 

EIB1 I look at the problem from a different 

perspective to gain deeper insights. 

.838** .000 

EIB11 I will take the initiative to promote the idea 

and give it a chance to be implemented. 

.460** .000 
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Note   ** Correlations are significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.01. 

*The correlation is significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.05. 

 

As shown in Table 4.21, all items of the scale have a strong correlation 

with the total score, the significance level of the correlation has reached 0.01, and the 

correlation coefficient is between 0.491-0.856, indicating that the scale has a high 

distinction. 

 

Table 4.22  Independent Sample T-test (Pre-sample, n=159) 

Item F Salience T Salience 

EIB10 I will take risks to support 

new ideas. 

0.257 0.614 -8.202 .000 

  -8.17 .000 

EIB8 I will put new ideas that 

improve workflows, technologies, 

products or services into a daily 

routine. 

0.599 0.441 -9.195 .000 

  -8.957 .000 

EIB7 I will look for opportunities to 

improve the company, department, 

work process or service etc. 

1.145 0.287 -10.136 .000 

  -9.982 .000 

EIB9 I will pay attention to non-

routine issues in the job, 

department, organization or market. 

0.653 0.421 -7.387 .000 

  -7.511 .000 

EIB4 I will come up with an idea or 

solution to the problem. 

0.3 0.585 -7.896 .000 

  -7.719 .000 

EIB3 I will evaluate the pros and 

cons of the new idea. 

2.496 0.117 -6.751 .000 

  -6.551 .000 

EIB6 I will engage in changes that 

may benefit. 

3.529 0.063 -6.71 .000 

  -6.475 .000 

EIB2 I will test new ideas or 

problem solving to understand 

2.214 0.14 -6.123 .000 

  -5.958 .000 
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Item F Salience T Salience 

unmet needs. 

EIB12 When applying new action 

patterns and workflows, 

technologies, products or services, I 

will try to correct the shortcomings 

of the new method. 

12.107 0.001 -18.999 .000 

  -18.231 .000 

EIB5 I try to convince others of the 

importance of new ideas or 

solutions. 

3.815 0.054 -6.829 .000 

  -6.678 .000 

EIB1 I look at the problem from a 

different perspective to gain deeper 

insights. 

9.839 0.002 -12.906 .000 

  -12.125 .000 

EIB11 I will take the initiative to 

promote the idea and give it a 

chance to be implemented. 

1.737 0.191 -6.24 .000 

  -6.032 .000 

 

As shown in Table 4.22, the Levene test with equal variance is used to 

test whether the variances of the two groups are homogenous. The statistic of EIB1 

(the first question) F is equal to 9.839, p=0.002<0.05, reaching the significant = level 

of 0.05. At this time, look at the value in the first column of the t-test data, the t-value 

statistic is -12.906, and the significant probability value p=0.000<0.05, reaching a 

significant level of 0.05, indicating that the critical ratio of the item is significant. 

Similarly, the critical ratios of other items also reached significant value. This 

indicates that the scale has a high degree of discrimination. 

2)  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test 

After testing all items of the scale, as shown in Table 4.23, it is found 

that the KMO test coefficient is 0.918, the chi-square value of Bartlett 's sphere test is 

873.645 (66 degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0, The presented 

properties meet the standard, indicating that there are common factors among the 

variables, and the variables meet the conditions of factor analysis. 
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Table 4.23  Results of KMO Test and Bartlett Sphericity Test of Innovative Behavior 

Scale 

KMO value  0.918 

Bartlett's test for sphericity 

Chi-square last read 873.645 

degrees of freedom 66 

salience . 000 

 

3)  Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results 

Using principal components analysis, two factors with Eigenvalues > 1 

were extracted, which explained  58.517% of the variance. 

 

Table 4.24  Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Employee Innovative Behavior Scale 

(Pre-test Sample, n=159) 

Item F1 F2 

EIB6 I will engage in changes that may benefit. 0.796 - 

EIB4 I will come up with an idea or solution to the 

problem. 
0.794 - 

EIB1 I look at the problem from a different perspective 

to gain deeper insights. 
0.709 - 

EIB5 I try to convince others of the importance of new 

ideas or solutions. 
0.653 - 

EIB3 I will evaluate the pros and cons of the new idea. 0.648 - 

EIB2 I will test new ideas or problem solving to 

understand unmet needs. 
0.613 - 

EIB10 I will take risks to support new ideas. 0.544 0.51 

EIB11 I will take the initiative to promote the idea and 

give it a chance to be implemented. 
- 0.797 

EIB12 When applying new action patterns and 

workflows, technologies, products or services, I will 

try to correct the shortcomings of the new approach. 

- 0.685 
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Item F1 F2 

EIB8 I will put new ideas that improve workflows, 

technologies, products or services into a daily routine. 
- 0.677 

EIB9 I will pay attention to non-routine issues in the 

job, department, organization or market. 
- 0.632 

EIB7 I will look for opportunities to improve the 

company, department, work process or service etc. 
0.52 0.568 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 3 iterations. 

 

As shown in Table 4.24, the exploratory factor analysis of the 12 items 

of the Employee Innovation Behavior Scale found that a total of 2 principal 

component factors are generated, but it is found that the discrimination of many items 

is not high, and cross-loading phenomenon exists in 2 items, which is attached to two 

factors, and the degree of attachment is greater than 0.5, which makes it difficult to 

classify, and it is recommended to delete ; delete item by item and perform 

exploratory factor analysis to explore the best interpretation results. 

First delete item 10 for exploratory factor analysis, the KMO value of 

the scale is 0.908, and the significance of Bartlett's sphericity test is significant; the 

extracted principal component factors are two, the degree of explanation is 59.210%, 

and item 7 exists cross-loading phenomenon. 
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Table 4.25  Exploratory Factor Analysis of Employee Innovative Behavior Scale 

(Item 10 Deleted) 

Item F1 F2 

EIB4 I will come up with an idea or solution to the 

problem. 

0.798 - 

EIB6 I will engage in changes that may benefit. 0.794 - 

EIB1 I look at the problem from a different perspective to 

gain deeper insights. 

0.713 - 

EIB5 I try to convince others of the importance of new 

ideas or solutions. 

0.656 - 

EIB3 I will evaluate the pros and cons of the new idea. 0.652 - 

EIB2 I will test new ideas or problem solving to understand 

unmet needs. 

0.617 - 

EIB11 I will take the initiative to promote the idea and give 

it a chance to be implemented. 

- 0.804 

EIB12 When applying new action patterns and workflows, 

technologies, products or services, I will try to correct the 

shortcomings of the new approach. 

- 0.687 

EIB8 I will put new ideas that improve workflows, 

technologies, products or services into a daily routine. 

- 0.665 

EIB9 I will pay attention to non-routine issues in the job, 

department, organization or market. 

- 0.645 

EIB7 I will look for opportunities to improve the company, 

department, work process or service etc. 

0.521 0.558 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a.  rotation has converged after 3 iterations. 
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As shown in Table 4.25, delete item 7 for exploratory factor analysis, 

the result is that the KMO value of the scale is 0.897, and the significance of Bartlett's 

sphericity test is significant; the extracted principal component factors are two, and 

the degree of explanation is 59.854%. 

 

Table 4.26  Exploratory Factor Analysis of Employee Innovative Behavior Scale 

(Item 7 Deleted) 

Question Item F1 F2 

EIB4 I will come up with an idea or solution to the 

problem. 

0.8 - 

EIB6 I will engage in changes that may benefit. 0.795 - 

EIB1 I look at the problem from a different perspective 

to gain deeper insights. 

0.718 - 

EIB5 I try to convince others of the importance of new 

ideas or solutions. 

0.662 - 

EIB3 I will evaluate the pros and cons of the new idea. 0.658 - 

EIB2 I will test new ideas or problem solving to 

understand unmet needs. 

0.622 - 

EIB11 I will take the initiative to promote the idea and 

give it a chance to be implemented. 

- 0.83 

EIB12 When applying new action patterns and 

workflows, technologies, products or services, I will try 

to correct the shortcomings of the new approach. 

- 0.666 

EIB8 I will put new ideas that improve workflows, 

technologies, products or services into a daily routine. 

- 0.651 

EIB9 I will pay attention to non-routine issues in the 

job, department, organization or market. 

- 0.651 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 3 iterations.  



101 

 

As shown in Table 4.26, the items 1-5 of which are consistent with the 

dimensions and items prepared by the C .-K . H u an g  (2 0 0 4 )Employee Innovation 

Behavior Scale, and the dimension of common factor 1 is named “Innovative Idea 

Generation Behavior"; 8, 9, 11 and 12 and the dimension of the common factor 2 of 

the original scale are named "Innovative Conception Execution Behavior". A total of 

10 valid measurement items were obtained, with an explanatory degree of 59.854%, 

indicating that the results of the factor analysis are good, and the next step could be 

carried out. 

4)  Scale Reliability Analysis 

 

Table 4.27  Reliability Analysis (Pre-sample, n=159) 

Composition Dimension Number of Items Cronbach coefficient 

Innovative ideas generate behavior 6 0.859 

Innovative idea execution behavior 4 0.763 

Innovation Behavior Scale 10 0.885 

 

In this study, the Cronbach α coefficient is used to test the reliability, 

as shown in Table 4.27, the α coefficient of the behavioral factors of the innovative 

ideas of 6 items is 0.859, indicating that the reliability index is very good; the α 

coefficient of the innovation idea execution behavior factor of the four items is 0.763, 

indicating that the reliability index is good; the αcoefficient of the entire scale is 

0.885, indicating that the reliability index is very good. It shows that the reliability of 

this scale is good and reliable. 

Through the above analysis and test, the questionnaire of the 

employee's sense of innovation behavior is more reasonable. Therefore, the Employee 

Innovation Behavior Scale is used as a formal measurement scale. 
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4.1.7 Item Analysis, Factor Analysis, Reliability and Validity Analysis of 

Organizational Innovation Climate 

1)  Project Analysis 

 

Table 4.28   Item Analysis of the Organizational Innovation Climate Scale (Total 

Related Items) 

Question Item Correlation Salience 

OCI1: At work, my colleagues support and assist 

each other. 

.666** 0.000 

OCI2: At work, my colleagues are happy to share 

methods and techniques with each other. 

.602** 0.000 

OCI3: My colleagues often communicate and discuss 

issues at work. 

.599** 0.000 

OCI4: When I have new ideas, my colleagues 

actively offer suggestions and opinions. 

.604** 0.000 

OCI5: My supervisor respects and tolerates dissent 

and dissent from subordinates. 

.669** 0.000 

OCI6: My supervisor encourages subordinates to 

propose to improve production or service. 

.620** 0.000 

OCI7: My supervisor supports and assists 

subordinates in realizing their creative ideas at work. 

.656** 0.000 

OCI8: My supervisor is a good example of 

innovation. 

.607** 0.000 

OCI9: The company advocates for new trials and 

learning from mistakes. 

.845** 0.000 

OCI10: The company appreciates and recognizes 

innovative and enterprising employees. 

.857** 0.000 

OCI11: Companies often reward employees for their 

innovative ideas. 

.828** 0.000 

OCI12: The company advocates freedom, openness 

and innovation. 

.832** 0.000 
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Note:  ** Correlations are significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.01. 

*The correlation is significant at a confidence level (two tests) of 0.05. 

Table 4.28  shows that all items of the scale have a strong correlation 

with the total score, the significance level of the correlation has reached 0.01, and the 

correlation coefficient is between 0.599-0.857, which has a high degree of 

discrimination. 

 

Table 4.29  Independent Sample T-test (Pre-sample, n=159) 

Question Item F Salience t p 

OCI1: At work, my colleagues support 

and assist each other. 

0.098 0.755 -7.944 . 000 

   -7.944 . 000 

OCI2: At work, my colleagues are 

happy to share methods and techniques 

with each other. 

0.325 0.57 -7.263 . 000 

   -7.263 . 000 

OCI3: My colleagues often 

communicate and discuss issues at 

work. 

2.701 0.104 -7.066 . 000 

   -7.066 . 000 

OCI4: When I have new ideas, my 

colleagues actively offer suggestions 

and opinions. 

0.089 0.766 -7.526 . 000 

   -7.526 . 000 

OCI5: My supervisor respects and 

tolerates dissent and dissent from 

subordinates. 

1.873 0.175 -9.859 . 000 

   -9.859 . 000 

OCI6: My supervisor encourages 

subordinates to propose to improve 

6.33 0.014 -7.446 . 000 
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Question Item F Salience t p 

production or service. 

   -7.446 . 000 

OCI7: My supervisor supports and 

assists subordinates in realizing their 

creative ideas at work. 

0.108 0.743 -9.794 . 000 

   -9.794 . 000 

OCI9: The company advocates for new 

trials and learning from mistakes. 

6.509 0.012 -13.539 . 000 

   -13.539 . 000 

OCI10: The company appreciates and 

recognizes innovative and enterprising 

employees. 

23.533 0.000 _ -14.703 . 000 

   -14.703 . 000 

OCI11: Companies often reward 

employees for their innovative ideas. 

5.053 0.027 -12.467 . 000 

   -12.467 . 000 

OCI12: The company advocates 

freedom, openness and innovation. 

7.506 0.007 -13.001 . 000 

   -13.001 . 000 

OCI8: My supervisor is a good 

example of innovation. 

7.001 0.01 -7.109 . 000 

   -7.109 . 000 

 

The Levene test with equal variance is used to test whether the 

variances of the two groups are homogenous, as shown in Table 4.29, the statistic of 

OCI1 (the first question) F is equal to 0.098, p=0.755>0.05, and the significance level 

of 0.05 is not reached. At this time, look at the data in the second column of the t-test 

data. The t-value statistic is -7.944, and the significant probability value 

p=0.000<0.05, reaching a significant level of 0.05, indicating that the critical ratio of 

the item is significant. Similarly, the critical ratios of other items also reached 

significant value 4. This indicates that the scale has a high degree of discrimination. 
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2)  KMO Test and Bartlett Spherical Test 

After testing all items of the scale, as shown in Table 4.30, it is found 

that the KMO test coefficient is 0.815, the chi-square value of Bartlett’s sphere test 

is2077.075 (66 degrees of freedom), and its significance probability is 0.000, The 

presented properties meet the standard, indicating that there are common factors 

among the variables, and the variables meet the conditions of factor analysis. 

4Table 4.30  KMO test and Bartlett Spherical Test Results of the Organizational 

Innovation Climate Scale 

KMO value  0.815 

Bartlett's test for sphericity 

Chi-square last read 2077.075 

degrees of freedom 66 

salience 0.000 

 

3)  Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results 

Using principal components analysis, three factors with Eigenvalues > 

1 were extracted, explaining 75.591% of the variance. 

 

Table 4.31  Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Organizational Innovation Climate 

Scale (Pretest Sample, n=159) 

Question Item F1 F2 F3 

OCI11: Companies often reward employees for their 

innovative ideas. 

0.936 - - 

OCI12: The company advocates freedom, openness 

and innovation. 

0.931 - - 

OCI9: The company advocates for new trials and 

learning from mistakes. 

0.905 - - 

OCI10: The company appreciates and recognizes 

innovative and enterprising employees. 

0.901 - - 



106 

 

 

Note:  Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

Rotation method: Kaiser standardized maximum variance method. 

a rotation has converged after 4 iterations. 

 

As shown in Table 4.31, the exploratory factor analysis of 12 items 

found that there were 3 principal component factors in total, and the dimensions of the 

original scale were consistent with the items, which indicates that the factor analysis 

results are good, and the next step analysis can be carried out. 

  

Question Item F1 F2 F3 

OCI7: My supervisor supports and assists subordinates 

in realizing their creative ideas at work. 

- 0.817 - 

OCI8: My supervisor is a good example of innovation. - 0.763 - 

OCI5: My supervisor respects and tolerates dissent 

and dissent from subordinates. 

- 0.761 - 

OCI6: My supervisor encourages subordinates to 

propose to improve production or service. 

- 0.603 - 

OCI3: My colleagues often communicate and discuss 

issues at work. 

- - 0.945 

OCI2: At work, my colleagues are happy to share 

methods and techniques with each other. 

- - 0.943 

OCI4: When I have new ideas, my colleagues actively 

offer suggestions and opinions. 

- - 0.544 

OCI1: At work, my colleagues support and assist each 

other. 

- - 0.521 
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4)  Scale Reliability Analysis 

 

Table 4.32  Reliability Analysis (Pre-sample, n=159) 

Composition Dimension Number of Items 
Cronbach 

Coefficient 

Colleague Support 4 0.815 

Supervisor Support 4 0.805 

Organizational support 4 0.979 

Organizational Innovation 

Climate Scale 

12 0.908 

 

In this study, the Cronbach α coefficient was used to test the reliability. 

As shown in Table 4.32, the  α coefficient of the colleague's support factor for 4 items 

is 0.815, indicating that the reliability index was very good; the α coefficient of the 

supervisor's support factor for the 4 items is 0.805, indicating that the reliability index 

is very good; the organizational support factor α coefficient of the four items is 0.979, 

indicating that the reliability index is excellent; the α coefficient of the entire scale is 

0.908, indicating that the reliability index is excellent. It shows that the reliability of 

this scale is good and reliable 

Through the above analysis and test, the questionnaire of 

organizational innovation climate scale is more reasonable. Therefore, the 

Organizational Innovation Climate Scale was used as a formal measurement scale. 

 

4.1.8 Formal Questionnaire Formation 

The main contents of this chapter are the basic principles and procedures of 

questionnaire design, the operational definition of each variable, and the 

determination of measurement methods. The final measurement items of each 

variable are determined through pre-testing and a formal questionnaire is formed. 

Specifically, through the data of the pre-questionnaire, the five variables of job 

insecurity, job initiative behavior, job withdrawal behavior, employee innovation 

behavior scale, and organizational innovation climate were tested by item analysis, 
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factor analysis, reliability and validity analysis respectively. Inappropriate 

measurement items were deleted, and the questionnaire was further improved. 

Through the analysis, it is concluded that the measurement questionnaire finally 

determined in this study has good measurement characteristics, which shows good 

reliability and validity, and forms a formal questionnaire. The formation of the formal 

questionnaire lays the foundation for a large sample survey. 

 

4.2 Formal Investigation 

In the issuance of the official questionnaire, the veto item “Have you company 

implemented the ‘Forced Ranking', 'Competition to Post', 'Downsizing Mechanism', 

and '996 Working System' and other related incentive systems" is set again. If the 

company has not adopted relevant incentive systems or is relatively vague, the answer 

will jump to the end, which ensures the sampling situation of the questionnaire and 

the authenticity of the respondents. The author conducts distribution and sampling 

through the social network and relying on friends through electronic questionnaires. 

After two months, 684 questionnaires were finally recovered, 665 valid 

questionnaires, and the effective questionnaire recovery rate was 97.22%. J. Creswell 

(2015)believes that in general questionnaire research, the number of formal sampling 

samples should preferably be more than 350 people. This time, 665 formal 

questionnaires were collected, and the sampling meets the requirements. 

In the pre-test, item analysis, factor analysis, reliability and validity analysis 

have been carried out on the questionnaire, and a questionnaire with good 

discrimination and reliability has been obtained. The formal questionnaire mainly 

examines the reliability, factor analysis, and validity test of each variable item, and 

further purifies the measurement item. 
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Figure 4.2  Formal Questionnaire Analysis Framework 

 

4.2.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics refers to the activities of characterizing data using 

tabulated and categorical, graphical, and computationally summarized data. 

Descriptive statistical analysis is the statistical description of data about all variables 

of the survey population. A total of 665 valid samples were recovered in this study. 
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The basic information analyzed included: gender, age, education and marriage. The 

basic information of demographic characteristics of each category, such as item 

frequency and total percentage, is shown in Table 4.33 to Table 4.37. 

4.2.1.1 Gender Status 

 

Table 4.33  Gender Information for Knowledge Workers (n=665) 

Items Categories N 
Percent 

(%) 

Cumulative 

Percent (%) 

Gender 
Male 338 50.83 50.83 

Female 327 49.17 100 

 

In terms of gender distribution, there are 338 males, accounting for 

50.83%; 327 females, accounting for 49.17%; the distribution of males and females is 

basically balanced. 

4.2.1.2 Age Status 

 

Table 4.34  Age Information for Knowledge Workers (n=665) 

Items Categories N 
Percent 

(%) 

Cumulative 

Percent (%) 

Age 

20-28 152 22.86 22.86 

29-35 263 39.55 62.41 

36-45 177 26.62 89.02 

>45 73 10.98 100 

 

According Bai and Xu (2019)sampling criteria for knowledge workers, 

the age distribution is divided into four groups, 20-28, 29-35, 36-45 and over 45 years 

old. Among them, from the perspective of age distribution, testers between the ages of 

29-35 accounted for nearly 40%, with 263 people, accounting for 39.55%; followed 

by 36-45 years old, accounting for 26.62%, with 177 people; 20-28 years old, 

accounting for 22.86%, with 152 people; those over 45 years old account for 10.98%, 
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with 73 people. It can be found that employees under the age of 45 account for 

89.02% of the total population. 

 

4.2.1.3 Education Status 

 

Table 4.35  Education Information for Knowledge Workers (n=665) 

Items Categories N 
Percent 

(%) 

Cumulative 

Percent (%) 

Education 

Junior college 120 18.05 18.05 

Undergraduate 232 34.89 52.93 

Postgraduate 271 40.75 93.68 

Ph.D. 42 6.32 100 

 

In terms of education level, the number of people with master's degree 

is the majority, accounting for 40.75%, with 271 people; undergraduate degrees 

account for 34.89%, with 232 people; college degrees account for 18.05% (120); 

doctoral degrees account for 6.32% (42). 

4.2.1.4 Marriage Status 

 

 Table 4.36  Marriage Information for Knowledge Workers (n=665) 

Items Categories N 
Percent 

(%) 

Cumulative 

Percent (%) 

Marriage 

Single 248 37.29 37.29 

Married 344 51.73 89.02 

Divorced 73 10.98 100 

 

In terms of marriage, 248 were unmarried, accounting for 37.29%; 

more than half were married, accounting for 344, accounting for 51.73%; 73 were 

divorced, accounting for 10.98%. 
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4.2.1.5 Area Status 

 

Table 4.37  Area Information for Knowledge Workers (n=665) 

Items Categories N 
Percent 

(%) 

Cumulative 

Percent (%) 

Area 

Fujian 161 24.21 24.21 

Zhejiang 137 20.60 44.81 

Jiangxi 186 27.97 72.78 

Liaoning 122 18.35 91.13 

Ningxia 59 8.87 100 

 

Area Status: Fujian 161 (24.21%); Zhejiang 137 (20.6%); Jiangxi 186 

(18.35%); Liaoning 122 (18.35%); Ningxia 59 (8.87%). 

4.2.1.6 Descriptive Statistics by Variable 

The sample maximum value, minimum value, mean value, standard 

deviation and median of each item are shown in Table 4.38. In the sample maximum, 

minimum, mean, standard deviation and median information: the sample maximum 

value, minimum value and average value reflect the data interval under each item; the 

sample standard deviation reflects the degree of dispersion of the data. The smaller 

the standard deviation is, the higher the degree of clustering of the sample data will 

be. The larger the standard deviation is, the vice versa. 

 

Table 4.38  Descriptive Statistics by Variable 

Variables N  Min Max Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Median 

JiB1 665 1 5 3.044 1.415 3 

JiB2 665 1 5 3.009 1.427 3 

JiB3 665 1 5 3.014 1.421 3 

JIB4 665 1 5 3.177 1.397 3 
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Variables N  Min Max Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Median 

JiB5 665 1 5 3.114 1.348 3 

JiB6 665 1 5 3.167 1.359 3 

JiB7 665 1 5 3.138 1.389 3 

PWB1 665 1 5 3.392 1.307 4 

PWB2 665 1 5 3.405 1.322 4 

PWB3 665 1 5 3.385 1.312 4 

PWB4 665 1 5 3.368 1.307 4 

PWB5 665 1 5 3.402 1.292 4 

PWB6 665 1 5 3.35 1.279 4 

PWB7 665 1 5 3.391 1.307 4 

WWB1 665 1 5 3.262 1.414 4 

WWB2 665 1 5 3.268 1.383 3 

WWB3 665 1 5 3.259 1.394 3 

WWB4 665 1 5 3.263 1.357 3 

WWB5 665 1 5 3.299 1.417 3 

WWB6 665 1 5 3.09 1.354 3 

WWB7 665 1 5 3.093 1.343 3 

WWB8 665 1 5 3.2 1.363 3 

WWB9 665 1 5 3.224 1.326 3 

EIB1 665 1 5 2.711 1.345 3 

EIB2 665 1 5 2.797 1.366 3 

EIB3 665 1 5 2.818 1.367 3 

EIB4 665 1 5 2.824 1.346 3 

EIB5 665 1 5 2.776 1.374 3 

EIB6 665 1 5 2.786 1.322 3 

EIB7 665 1 5 2.588 1.271 2 

EIB8 665 1 5 2.586 1.273 2 
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Variables N  Min Max Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Median 

EIB9 665 1 5 2.606 1.306 2 

EIB10 665 1 5 2.632 1.314 2 

OCI1 665 1 5 3.286 1.396 4 

OCI2 665 1 5 3.262 1.379 3 

OCI3 665 1 5 3.296 1.398 4 

OCI4 665 1 5 3.247 1.376 4 

OCI5 665 1 5 3.223 1.34 3 

OCI6 665 1 5 3.2 1.466 3 

OCI7 665 1 5 3.217 1.328 3 

OCI8 665 1 5 3.179 1.388 3 

OCI9 665 1 5 3.238 1.396 4 

OCI10 665 1 5 3.263 1.368 3 

OCI11 665 1 5 3.254 1.386 3 

OCI12 665 1 5 3.26 1.385 4 

 

In this study, descriptive statistical analyses are conducted on the 45 

items tested in each variable using SPSS 22.0 statistical software. The results are 

shown in the Table 4.38 where the total sample size is 665, the scale is a five-point 

Likert scale and the mean of each question item ranges from 2.586 to 3.405. The 

minimum value for each measured variable is 1 and the maximum value is 5. The 

standard deviation reflects the degree of centrality and dispersion of the data. 

4.2.1.7 Analysis of Normal Distribution 

Due to the constraints of objective conditions and realistic operability 

in the questionnaire collection, this study used SPSS 22.0 to test the normality of the 

collected data, mainly using the great likelihood method to evaluate the skewness and 

kurtosis indicators of the sample data, as shown in Table 4.39. The skewness values 

show the symmetry of the data and the kurtosis shows the steepness of the data 

(Marsaglia, 2004). 
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Table 4.39  Normality Distribution 

Items n  Mean Std. Skewness kurtosis 

JiB1 665 3.044 1.415 -0.013 -1.34 

JiB2 665 3.009 1.427 0.018 -1.371 

JiB3 665 3.014 1.421 0.001 -1.37 

JiB4 665 3.177 1.397 -0.103 -1.33 

JiB5 665 3.114 1.348 -0.083 -1.234 

JiB6 665 3.167 1.359 -0.102 -1.249 

JiB7 665 3.138 1.389 -0.134 -1.287 

PWB1 665 3.392 1.307 -0.336 -1.062 

PWB2 665 3.405 1.322 -0.385 -1.056 

PWB3 665 3.385 1.312 -0.34 -1.072 

PWB4 665 3.368 1.307 -0.356 -1.049 

PWB5 665 3.402 1.292 -0.421 -0.957 

PWB6 665 3.35 1.279 -0.33 -1.04 

PWB7 665 3.391 1.307 -0.418 -0.992 

WWB1 665 3.262 1.414 -0.23 -1.313 

WWB2 665 3.268 1.383 -0.207 -1.258 

WWB3 665 3.259 1.394 -0.238 -1.246 

WWB4 665 3.263 1.357 -0.18 -1.254 

WWB5 665 3.299 1.417 -0.224 -1.3 

WWB6 665 3.09 1.354 -0.106 -1.209 

WWB7 665 3.093 1.343 -0.092 -1.206 

WWB8 665 3.2 1.363 -0.172 -1.201 

WWB9 665 3.224 1.326 -0.222 -1.101 

EIB1 665 2.711 1.345 0.212 -1.172 

EIB2 665 2.797 1.366 0.221 -1.207 
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Items n  Mean Std. Skewness kurtosis 

EIB3 665 2.818 1.367 0.136 -1.24 

EIB4 665 2.824 1.346 0.141 -1.203 

EIB5 665 2.776 1.374 0.223 -1.186 

EIB6 665 2.786 1.322 0.205 -1.113 

EIB7 665 2.588 1.271 0.393 -0.908 

EIB8 665 2.586 1.273 0.367 -0.931 

EIB9 665 2.606 1.306 0.359 -1.013 

EIB10 665 2.632 1.314 0.347 -1 

OCI1 665 3.286 1.396 -0.242 -1.276 

OCI2 665 3.262 1.379 -0.253 -1.224 

OCI3 665 3.296 1.398 -0.276 -1.249 

OCI4 665 3.247 1.376 -0.276 -1.209 

OCI5 665 3.223 1.34 -0.227 -1.17 

OCI6 665 3.2 1.466 -0.185 -1.357 

OCI7 665 3.217 1.328 -0.228 -1.165 

OCI8 665 3.179 1.388 -0.204 -1.254 

OCI9 665 3.238 1.396 -0.246 -1.275 

OCI10 665 3.263 1.368 -0.274 -1.182 

OCI11 665 3.254 1.386 -0.282 -1.189 

OCI12 665 3.26 1.385 -0.289 -1.227 

 

The requirement of normality test is strict and usually cannot be met. If 

the absolute kurtosis value is < 10 and the absolute skewness value is < 3, it indicates 

that although the data is not absolutely normal, it can be basically accepted as normal 

distribution (Zhao, 2011). As shown in Table 4.39, all items were tested for normality, 

and all 45 items showed significance (p < 0.05), absolute kurtosis < 10 and absolute 

skewness < 3, and the data were basically accepted as normal distribution. As can be 

seen from the descriptive statistics and normal distribution table of the data, all the 
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statistical values are significant. The absolute value of skewness and kurtosis of the 

formal data in this study meet the requirements and can be analyzed in the next step. 

As can be seen from the descriptive statistics of the data and the normal distribution. 

 

4.2.2 Reliability Analysis 

Reliability is dependability, which refers to the degree of consistency of the 

results obtained when the same method is used for the same object. A good reliability 

of a questionnaire can ensure the validity of the results of a study (Peterson, 2000). In 

order to understand the reliability and validity of a questionnaire, a reliability test is 

conducted, and the commonly used reliability test is the Cronbach α coefficient (M. 

Wu, 2010a). The reliability of the data evaluated in this paper is determined by the 

size of the Cronbach α coefficient, with a larger coefficient indicating higher 

reliability and more stable scales Devellis (2003). The minimum acceptable reliability 

value is 0.7. 

 

Table 4.40  Reliability Statistics (Cronbach α) 

Items 
Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation (CITC) 

Cronbach α if 

Item Deleted 
Cronbach α 

JiB1 0.721 0.912 

0.921 

JiB2 0.723 0.912 

JiB3 0.694 0.915 

JiB4 0.779 0.906 

JiB5 0.806 0.904 

JiB6 0.781 0.906 

JiB7 0.775 0.907 

PWB1 0.862 0.954 

0.961 
PWB2 0.853 0.955 

PWB3 0.856 0.955 

PWB4 0.867 0.954 
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Items 
Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation (CITC) 

Cronbach α if 

Item Deleted 
Cronbach α 

PWB5 0.859 0.954 

PWB6 0.866 0.954 

PWB7 0.864 0.954 

WWB1 0.764 0.915 

0.926 

WWB2 0.737 0.917 

WWB3 0.742 0.916 

WWB4 0.782 0.914 

WWB5 0.756 0.916 

WWB6 0.677 0.921 

WWB7 0.66 0.922 

WWB8 0.709 0.919 

WWB9 0.744 0.916 

EIB1 0.767 0.929 

0.936 

EIB2 0.765 0.929 

EIB3 0.796 0.927 

EIB4 0.794 0.927 

EIB5 0.762 0.929 

EIB6 0.78 0.928 

EIB7 0.668 0.933 

EIB8 0.707 0.932 

EIB9 0.689 0.932 

EIB10 0.71 0.931 

OCI1 0.687 0.926 

0.932 
OCI2 0.679 0.927 

OCI3 0.681 0.927 

OCI4 0.678 0.927 
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Items 
Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation (CITC) 

Cronbach α if 

Item Deleted 
Cronbach α 

OCI5 0.71 0.925 

OCI6 0.747 0.924 

OCI7 0.737 0.925 

OCI8 0.725 0.925 

OCI9 0.711 0.925 

OCI10 0.679 0.927 

OCI11 0.687 0.926 

OCI12 0.7 0.926 

 

From the Table 4.40, the reliability coefficient of the Job Insecurity 

Scale is 0.921 > 0.9, which indicates that the reliability of the scale is high. For the "α 

coefficients of deleted items", the reliability coefficients do not increase significantly 

when any of the items are deleted, and therefore the items should not be deleted. The 

CITC values for the analysis items are all >0.4, indicating a good correlation between 

the analysis items and a good level of reliability. The confidence coefficient values 

above 0.9 indicate a high level of confidence in the data. 

The reliability coefficient of the Active Work Behavior Scale is 

0.961 > 0.9, thus indicating that the reliability of the study data is high. For the "α 

coefficient for item deletion", there is no significant increase in the reliability 

coefficient when any item is deleted, thus indicating that the item should not be 

removed from the treatment. The CITC values for the analysis items are all >0.4, 

indicating a good correlation between the analysis items and a good level of 

reliability. The confidence coefficient values above 0.9 indicate a high level of 

confidence in the data. 

The reliability coefficient of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale is 

0.926 > 0.9, thus indicating that the reliability of the study data is high. For the "α 

coefficient for item deletion", there is no significant increase in the reliability 

coefficient when any item is deleted, thus indicating that the item should not be 

deleted. The CITC values for the analyzed items were all >0.4, indicating a good 
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correlation between the analyzed items and a good level of reliability. In summary, 

the study data reliability coefficient values are above 0.9, indicating a high level of 

confidence in the data. 

The reliability coefficient of the Employee Innovation Behavior Scale 

is 0.936 > 0.9, thus indicating that the reliability of the data is high. The reliability 

coefficient for the “α coefficient for deleted items” does not increase significantly 

when any item is deleted, thus indicating that the item should not be deleted. The 

CITC values for the analyzed items were all >0.4, indicating a good correlation 

between the analyzed items and a good level of reliability. In summary, the study data 

reliability coefficient values are above 0.9, indicating a high level of confidence in the 

data. 

The reliability coefficient of the Organizational Climate of Innovation 

Scale is 0.932 > 0.9, indicating that the reliability of the data is high. For the α 

coefficients of deleted items, there is no significant increase in the reliability 

coefficient when any item is deleted, indicating that the item should not be deleted. 

The CITC values for the analysis items are all >0.4, indicating a good correlation 

between the analysis items and a good level of reliability. The coefficient of 

confidence values are above 0.9, which collectively indicates a high level of 

confidence in the data. Taken together, the above analysis can be used for further 

analysis. 

 

4.2.3 Validity Analysis 

Performing a validity test of the questionnaire is a fundamental step because 

validity tests and assesses the goodness of the structure (H air, Sarstedt, R ingle, & 

M e n a ,  2 0 1 2 ). Good validity of a questionnaire indicates that the structure being 

measured can be measured accurately. This study adopts the measurement method 

commonly used in scientific research, construct validity measurement (R ozeboom , 

1969). Rozeboom (1969)  this means that the structural validity test is the primary test 

to measure the degree of correspondence between the structure and the measured 

value. In this study, exploratory factor analysis was used first, followed by factor 

analysis (common factor analysis; CFA) to examine the construct validity of the scale. 

The purpose of factor analysis is to identify the underlying structure of the scale and 
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to reduce the number of items to a smaller set of variables that are more correlated 

with each other. This is an exploratory factor analysis (M. Wu, 2010a). According to 

the K aiser (1974) , the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) 

can be used to determine the suitability of items for factor analysis before exploratory 

factor analysis is conducted. 

The validity evaluation requires three tests, namely: 1) violation of estimates, if 

the model output violates the estimates, it must be dealt with, otherwise the next test 

cannot be performed; 2) overall model fit test, which indicates the overall validity of 

the model; 3) individual observed variable validity test, which tests whether the 

standardized loading factors are significant (F. Huang, 2005). Secondly, a violation 

test is conducted to check whether the following violations occur: 1) the presence of 

negative error variances; 2) whether the standardized coefficients are above or too 

close to 1; and 3) whether there are large standard errors. If no violation occurs, the 

subsequent test can be performed (F. Huang, 2005). Finally, the validity of the 

measured variables can be tested for convergent validity, which is measured by 

Average Variance Extracted, where the explanatory power of the measured items 

exceeds their error variance. Fornell and Larcker (1981)believed that if the 

explanatory power of the error > the measurement item, the validity of the variable is 

considered abnormal, so the minimum standard of AVE is > 0.5. For factor loadings, 

the validity of the measurement requires that it exceed certain criteria and reach a 

level of statistical significance, and the minimum value for standardized factor 

loadings is 0.4 (Gordon, 1998) 

4.2.3.1 Validity Analysis of Variable Scale 

The evaluation variables in this study were constructed using 

exploratory factor analysis. This method helps to analysis the key factors in the 

variables and at the same time helps to reduce the dimensionality of the variables, As 

the theoretical framework uses second order dimensions, the exploratory factor 

analysis is analyzed in terms of each variable in the table below. 
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Table 4.41  Job Insecurity Variables Validity Analysis 

Items 
Factor Loadings  

Factor 1 Factor 2 

JiB1 - 0.887 

JiB2 - 0.902 

JiB3 - 0.915 

JiB4 0.92 - 

JiB5 0.901 - 

JiB6 0.911 - 

JiB7 0.913 - 

Eigenvalues (Initial)  4.763 1.448 

% of Variance (Initial)  68.05% 20.69% 

% of Cum. Variance (Initial)  68.05% 88.73% 

Eigenvalues (Rotated)  3.582 2.629 

% of Variance (Rotated)  51.17% 37.56% 

% of Cum. Variance (Rotated)  51.17% 88.73% 

KMO  0.883 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Chi-

Square)  
4843.599 

df  21 

p value  0 

 

As shown in Table 4.41, the commonality values corresponding to all 

question items are higher than 0.4, indicating that the information of the study items 

can be extracted effectively. 51.17% and 37.56% of the variance explained by the 2 

factors respectively, and the cumulative variance explained by the rotation is 

88.73% > 50%, meaning that the information of the study items can be extracted 

effectively. The probability of significance of the statistical value of Bartlett's test of 

sphericity was 0, and the correspondence of the extracted factors was largely as 

expected, proving that the scale questionnaire has good structural validity. 
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Table 4.42  Proactive Work Behavior Variables Validity Analysis 

Items 
Factor Loadings  

Factor 1 

PWB1 0.9 

PWB2 0.893 

PWB3 0.895 

PWB4 0.904 

PWB5 0.898 

PWB6 0.903 

PWB7 0.902 

Eigenvalues (Initial)  5.662 

% of Variance (Initial)  80.88% 

% of Cum. Variance (Initial)  80.88% 

Eigenvalues (Rotated)  5.662 

% of Variance (Rotated)  80.88% 

% of Cum. Variance (Rotated)  80.88% 

KMO  0.956 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Chi-Square)  4828.951 

df  21 

p value  0 

 

Table 4.42 shows that the commonality values for all items are higher 

than 0.4, indicating that the information of the study items can be extracted 

effectively. 80.88% of the variance of each of the 1 factor is explained, and the 

cumulative variance after rotation is 80.88% > 50%, meaning that the information of 

the study items can be extracted effectively. The KMO value was 0.956 > 0.6, 

indicating that the data could be extracted effectively. The probability of significance 

of the statistical value of Bartlett's sphericity test was 0, all of which met the 

conditions of factor analysis, and the factor correspondence was basically as expected, 

proving that the scale questionnaire has good structural validity.  
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Table 4.43  Work Withdrawal Behavior Variable Validity Analysis 

Items 
Factor Loadings  

Factor 1 Factor 2 

WWB1 0.87 - 

WWB2 0.875 - 

WWB3 0.878 - 

WWB4 0.856 - 

WWB5 0.862 - 

WWB6 - 0.889 

WWB7 - 0.889 

WWB8 - 0.868 

WWB9 - 0.914 

Eigenvalues (Initial)  5.654 1.817 

% of Variance (Initial)  62.82% 20.19% 

% of Cum. Variance (Initial)  62.82% 83.00% 

Eigenvalues (Rotated)  3.981 3.49 

% of Variance (Rotated)  44.23% 38.77% 

% of Cum. Variance (Rotated)  44.23% 83.00% 

KMO  0.911 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Chi-Square)  5672.136 

df  36 

p value  0 

 

From Table 4.43, it can be seen that: all question items correspond to a 

commonality value higher than 0.4, indicating that the information of the study items 

can be extracted effectively. In addition, the variance explained values of the 2 factors 

are 44.23% and 38.77% respectively, and the cumulative variance explained after 

rotation is 83% > 50%. The KMO value of 0.911 > 0.6 indicates that the data can be 

extracted effectively, and that the corresponding relationships between the extracted 

factors are as expected, and the scale questionnaire has good construct validity. 
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Table 4.44  Employee Innovation Behavior Variables Validity Analysis 

Items 
Factor Loadings  

Factor 1 Factor 2 

EIB1 0.85 - 

EIB2 0.848 - 

EIB3 0.851 - 

EIB4 0.86 - 

EIB5 0.854 - 

EIB6 0.846 - 

EIB7 - 0.848 

EIB8 - 0.833 

EIB9 - 0.845 

EIB10 - 0.831 

Eigenvalues (Initial) 6.364 1.546 

% of Variance (Initial) 63.64% 15.46% 

% of Cum. Variance (Initial) 63.64% 79.10% 

Eigenvalues (Rotated) 4.77 3.14 

% of Variance (Rotated) 47.70% 31.40% 

% of Cum. Variance (Rotated) 47.70% 79.10% 

KMO 0.939 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Chi-Square)  5636.261 

df 45 

p value 0 

 

As can be seen in Table 4.44 the corresponding commonality values 

for all question items are higher than 0.4, indicating that the information of the study 

items can be extracted effectively. The KMO value of 0.939 > 0.6 means that the data 

can be extracted effectively. Conditions. The questionnaire has good construct 

validity as the items correspond to the factors as expected. 
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Table 4.45  Organizational Innovation Climate Variables Validity Analysis 

Items 
Factor Loadings 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

OCI1 - 0.887 - 

OCI2 - 0.895 - 

OCI3 - 0.896 - 

OCI4 - 0.9 - 

OCI5 0.893 - - 

OCI6 0.921 - - 

OCI7 0.874 - - 

OCI8 0.882 - - 

OCI9 - - 0.886 

OCI10 - - 0.897 

OCI11 - - 0.894 

OCI12 - - 0.888 

Eigenvalues (Initial)  6.854 2.026 1.732 

% of Variance (Initial)  57.12% 16.88% 14.43% 

% of Cum. Variance (Initial)  57.12% 74.00% 88.44% 

Eigenvalues (Rotated)  3.56 3.53 3.523 

% of Variance (Rotated)  29.67% 29.41% 29.36% 

% of Cum. Variance (Rotated)  29.67% 59.08% 88.44% 

KMO  0.913 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Chi-

Square)  
9228.221 

df  66 

p value  0 
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From Table 4.45 it can be seen that: all the question items correspond 

to a commonality value higher than 0.4, which means that the information of the study 

items can be extracted effectively. The KMO value is 0.913 > 0.6, which means that 

the data can be extracted effectively. 0, all of which met the conditions of factor 

analysis, and the extracted factors corresponded to the expected ones, and the scale 

questionnaire had good structural validity. 

Based on the results of Table 4.41 to Table 4.45, it can be seen that the 

principal components of the scales extracted by factor analysis contain sufficient 

correlational information and the questionnaire has good structural validity. 

4.2.3.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

Exploratory factor analysis is used to find out the number of factors 

affecting the observed variables and the degree of correlation between each factor and 

each observed variable in an attempt to reveal the internal structure of relatively large 

comparative variables. Validating factor analysis, on the other hand, helps to test 

whether the relationships between factors and their corresponding measures are 

consistent with the theoretical relationships involved. In short, it is to test the 

convergent validity of each variable. 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) is the software that underpins the 

testing of validated factor analysis. Validated factor analysis is commonly used to test 

the convergent and differential validity of the variables in a questionnaire. Convergent 

validity reflects whether the indicators reflect the same construct, and the two values 

evaluated in the analysis of validity are combined reliability (CR) and average 

variance extracted (AVE). 
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Figure 4.3  Model Diagram for Validation Factor Analysis 
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Table 4.46  Notes for Model (Default Model) 

Computation of Degrees of Freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 1 035 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 135 

Degrees of freedom (1035 - 135): 900 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 1119.449 

Degrees of freedom = 900 

Probability level = .000 

 

The covariance matrix generated by the 45 measured question items in 

the model constructed based on the validation factor analysis contains 1035 sample 

matrix models, and the model estimates a total of 135 parameters with a chi-square 

value of 1119.449 and a degree of freedom of 900, p-value < 0.001. The fit of the 

model is shown in Table 4.46, and the questionnaire proved to have good validity when 

the significant indicators of the model reached standard values. 

 

Table 4.47  Model Fit Index 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.224 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.019 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.932 

RMR <0.05 0.041 

CFI >0.90 0.993 

AGFI >0.90 0.922 
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Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

NFI >0.90 0.965 

IFI >0.90 0.993 

 

The overall model fit is an important indicator to explain all the 

variables in the model. The GFI (0.932), AGFI (0.922), NFI (0.965), IFI (0.993) and 

NFI (0.965) of the model are all >0.9, χ²/df equals 1.224 <3 and RMSEA equals 0.019 

<0.05, indicating that the overall model has excellent convergent validity. 

 

Table 4.48  The Result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The Path Std. Estimate Std. Error 
CR 

Value 
p AVE 

Composite  

Reliability 

Quantitative <--- JiB1 0.908 - - - 

0.702 0.9 
Quantitative <--- JiB2 0.931 0.026 39.667 *** 

Quantitative <--- JiB3 0.92 0.026 38.535 *** 

Qualitative <--- JiB4 0.52 0.039 14.655 *** 

Qualitative <--- JiB5 0.915 - - - 

0.832 0.937 Qualitative <--- JiB6 0.914 0.027 37.92 *** 

Qualitative <--- JiB7 0.907 0.027 37.269 *** 

PWB <--- PWB1 0.882 - - - 

0.777 0.961 

PWB <--- PWB2 0.874 0.031 32.601 *** 

PWB <--- PWB3 0.876 0.03 32.727 *** 

PWB <--- PWB4 0.888 0.03 33.721 *** 

PWB <--- PWB5 0.878 0.03 32.932 *** 

PWB <--- PWB6 0.887 0.029 33.657 *** 

PWB <--- PWB7 0.885 0.03 33.485 *** 

Psychological <--- WWB1 0.887 - - - 

0.772 0.944 

Psychological <--- WWB2 0.869 0.03 31.982 *** 

Psychological <--- WWB3 0.876 0.03 32.522 *** 

Psychological <--- WWB4 0.885 0.029 33.27 *** 

Psychological <--- WWB5 0.874 0.031 32.365 *** 

Physical <--- WWB6 0.856 - - - 

0.792 0.938 
Physical <--- WWB7 0.848 0.034 28.76 *** 

Physical <--- WWB8 0.893 0.033 31.744 *** 

Physical <--- WWB9 0.959 0.03 36.212 *** 
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The Path Std. Estimate Std. Error 
CR 

Value 
p AVE 

Composite  

Reliability 

Generating <--- EIB1 0.846 - - - 

0.734 0.943 

Generating <--- EIB2 0.846 0.037 27.835 *** 

Generating <--- EIB3 0.869 0.036 29.136 *** 

Generating <--- EIB4 0.877 0.035 29.633 *** 

Generating <--- EIB5 0.848 0.037 27.963 *** 

Generating <--- EIB6 0.854 0.035 28.305 *** 

Execution <--- EIB7 0.849 - - - 

0.745 0.921 
Execution <--- EIB8 0.87 0.036 28.596 *** 

Execution <--- EIB9 0.864 0.037 28.301 *** 

Execution <--- EIB10 0.87 0.037 28.588 *** 

Peer <--- OCI1 0.907 - - - 

0.835 0.953 
Peer <--- OCI2 0.914 0.026 38.459 *** 

Peer <--- OCI3 0.916 0.026 38.648 *** 

Peer <--- OCI4 0.918 0.026 38.851 *** 

Supervisory <--- OCI5 0.913 - - - 

0.866 0.963 
Supervisory <--- OCI6 0.981 0.023 50.88 *** 

Supervisory <--- OCI7 0.911 0.025 39.975 *** 

Supervisory <--- OCI8 0.914 0.026 40.327 *** 

Organizational <--- OCI9 0.92 - - - 

0.838 0.954 
Organizational <--- OCI10 0.911 0.024 39.69 *** 

Organizational <--- OCI11 0.915 0.025 40.156 *** 

Organizational <--- OCI12 0.916 0.024 40.376 *** 

 

The results of the validation factor analysis are shown in the table 4.48, 

which first evaluates the factor loading values for each question item, which shows 

t h e  correlation between the factor (latent variable) and the analysis item (explicit 

variable/measurement item). The factor loading values f o r  a l l  i t e m s  i n  t h e 

questionnaire were greater than 0.7 and all showed significance, indicating a strong 

correlation between the items and a good explanatory power of the items. Secondly, 

the standard error w as evaluated, the sm aller the standard error, the m ore 

representative the sample is of the whole sample. Finally, the composite reliability 

(CR) is a measure of the internal structure of the model (Kline, 2015).The CR values 

of each dimension in Table 4.48 are all greater than 0.7, indicating that the items 

contained in each dimension can explain the latent variables well. Fornell and Larcker 
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(1981) suggested that the standard value of AVE should be > 0.5. According to the 

observation, the AVE value of each dimension was > 0.5, which met the reference 

value for validity evaluation. 
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Table 4.49, the diagonal blue numbers are the square root of AVE. 

A m ong them , the AV E square root values are 0.838 for Generating, 0.912 for 

Execution, 0.881 for Quantitative, 0.878 for Qualitative, 0.890 for PWB, 0.857 for 

Psychological, 0.863 for Physical and 0.863 for Peer. The AVE square root value for 

Psychological was 0.857, for Physical was 0.863, for Peer was 0.914, for Supervisory 

was 0.930 and for Organizational was 0.915. The square root value of A VE in each 

dimension is greater than the absolute value of the correlation coefficient between 

factors, indicating that each dimension has good discriminant validity. 

4.2.3.3 CFA for Variables 

In this paper, confirmatory factor analysis of each variable is used to 

supplement the validity analysis. The fitting indexes and standardized analysis results 

of each variable model are shown in Figure 4.4 to Figure 4.5. 

1)  Validation of Job Insecurity 

 

 

Figure 4.4  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Job Insecurity Scale 
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As shown in Figure 4.4, JiB 1 to JiB  7 represent the job 

in se c u rity  i te m s  J iB 1  to  J iB  7 , a nd the two dimensions are Quantitative and 

Qualitative respectively. The standardized coefficient of each item does not exceed 1, 

and there is not much standard error. Therefore, there is no violation of the scale 

analysis results, and the next step can be tested. 

 

Table 4.50  Indicators for Fitting the Job Insecurity Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.559 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.029 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.991 

RMR <0.05 0.032 

CFI >0.90 0.999 

AGFI >0.90 0.981 

NFI >0.90 0.996 

IFI >0.90 0.999 

 

Table 4.50 4.50Table 4.50  Indicators for Fitting the Job 

Insecurity ScaleGFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI are all > 0.9, χ²/df is equal to 1.559 < 3, 

RMSEA is equal to 0.029 < 0.05, indicating that the overall validity of the model is 

good. 
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2)  Validity of Proactive Work Behavior 

 

Figure 4.5  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Proactive Work Behavior Scale 

 

As shown in Figure 4.5, where PWB represents the proactive 

work behavior dimension, and the items are PW1 to PW7. No negative error variance 

exists, the normalization coefficient does not exceed 1, and there is not much standard 

error. Therefore, there is no violation of the scale analysis results, and the next step 

can be tested. 
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Table 4.51  Proactive Work Behavior Scale Fit Indicators 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 3.06 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.056 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.983 

RMR <0.05 0.014 

CFI >0.90 0.988 

AGFI >0.90 0.966 

NFI >0.90 0.982 

IFI >0.90 0.988 

 

Table 4.51 shows that the GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI of the 

Proactive Work Behavior Scale are all >0.9, χ²/ df is equal to 3.06, almost equal to 3, 

and RMSEA is equal to 0.056 < 0.08, indicating that the overall validity of the model 

is acceptable. 
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3)  Validity of Work Withdrawal Behavior 

 

 

Figure 4.6  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

 

As shown in Figure 4.6, WWB1 to WWB9 represent nine items 

of job withdrawal behavior, of which WWB1 to WWB5 belong to the Psychological 

dimension, and WWB6 to WWB9 belong to the Physical dimension. No negative 

error variance exists, the normalization coefficient does not exceed 1, and there is no 

large standard error. Therefore, there is no violation of the scale analysis results, and 

the next step can be tested. 
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Table 4.52  Indicators for Fitting the Job Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 3.823 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.065 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.967 

RMR <0.05 0.038 

CFI >0.90 0.987 

AGFI >0.90 0.942 

NFI >0.90 0.983 

IFI >0.90 0.987 

 

From Table that the GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI of the Work 

Withdrawal Behavior Scale are all > 0.9, RMSEA is equal to 0.065 < 0.08, but χ²/ df 

is equal to 3.823 > 3, indicating that the overall fit of the model is not good, needs to 

be corrected. 

 

Table 4.53  Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale Covariances: (Group Number 1-Default 

Model) 

Items MI Par Change 

e41 <--> e42 56.622 0.164 

e40 <--> e42 9.066 -0.058 

e40 <--> e41 13.146 -0.071 

e39 <--> e42 5.162 -0.033 

e39 <--> e40 12.233 0.044 

e36 <--> e37 8.449 0.061 

e35 <--> Physical 5.015 0.068 

e35 <--> e37 4.948 -0.044 
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Items MI Par Change 

e34 <--> e36 4.297 -0.044 

 

According to Table, it can be seen from the observation of 

Covariances in Modification Indices that χ²/ df =3.823>3, which is 0.823 different 

from the standard value. The residual items e8 and e9 belong to the isomorphic 

surface under Physical. After the correction, the M.I. value can be reduced by 56.522 

without violating the SEM. The basic assumption of, so the residuals e 41 and e 42 are 

correlated. 

 

Figure 4.7  Modified Factor Analysis of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

 

From Figure 4.7 that there is no negative error variance in the 

revised model, the standardization coefficient does not exceed 1, and there is not 

much standard error. Therefore, there is no violation of the scale analysis results, and 

the next step can be tested.  
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Table 4.54  Indicators for Fitting the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.356 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.023 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.989 

RMR <0.05 0.031 

CFI >0.90 0.998 

AGFI >0.90 0.980 

NFI >0.90 0.994 

IFI >0.90 0.998 

 

Table.4.58 Convergent Validity of the Work Withdrawal 

Behavior Scale 

As shown in Table, the GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI of the 

Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale are all > 0.9, χ²/ df is equal to 1.356 < 3, and 

RMSEA is equal to 0.023 < 0.08, indicating that the overall validity of the model is 

good. 
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4)  Validity of Employee Innovative Behavior 

 

 

Figure 4.8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model for the Employee Innovative 

Behavior Scale 

 

As shown in Figure, EIB1 to EIB 10 represent 10 items of 

employee innovative behavior EIB 1 to EIB 10, of which EIB1 to EIB6 belong to the 

Generating dimension, and EIB7 to EIB 10 belong to the Execution dimension. No 

negative error variance exists, the normalization coefficient does not exceed 1, and 

there is no large standard error. Therefore, there is no violation of the scale analysis 

results, and the next step can be tested. 
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Table 4.55  Employee Innovative Behavior Scale Fitting Indicators 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.702 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.033 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.983 

RMR <0.05 0.025 

CFI >0.90 0.996 

AGFI >0.90 0.973 

NFI >0.90 0.990 

IFI >0.90 0.996 

 

From the Table, it can be seen that the GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and 

NFI of the employee innovative behavior scale are all > 0.9, χ²/ df is equal to 1.702 < 

3, and RMSEA is equal to 0.033 < 0.08, indicating that the overall validity of the 

model is good. 

  



144 

 

5)  Validity of Organizational Innovation Climate 

 

 

Figure 4.9  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Innovation Climate Scale 

 

A s sh ow n  in  the  co nfirm ato ry  fac to r analy sis  o f th e 

organizational innovation climate scale in Figure 4.9, OCI1 to OCI12 represent 12 

items of organizational innovation climate OCI1 to OCI1 2, of which OCI1 to OCI4 

belong to the Peer dimension, and OCI5 to OCI8 belong to the Supervisory facet, and 

OCI 9 to OCI 12 belong to the Organizational facet. Among them, the model has no 

negative error variance, the standardization coefficient does not exceed 1, and there is 

no large standard error. Therefore, there is no violation of the scale analysis results, 

and the next step can be tested. 
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Table 4.56  Indicators for Fitting the Organizational Innovation Climate Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

Chi-squared degrees of 

freedom ratio χ²/df 
<3 1.527 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.028 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.981 

RMR <0.05 0.027 

CFI >0.90 0.997 

AGFI >0.90 0.971 

NFI >0.90 0.992 

IFI >0.90 0.997 

 

From in Table that the GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI of the 

Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale are all > 0.9, χ²/ df is equal to 1.527 < 3, RMSEA is 

equal to 0.028 < 0.08, indicating that the overall validity of the model is good. 

 

4.2.4 Second-order CFA Model 

Based on M. Wu (2010a) statement for second-order validated factor analysis, 

where there is a medium to high degree of correlation between the first-order factor 

constructs and the first-order validated factor analysis model is adaptable to the 

sample data, the study can go further and measure the first-order factor constructs at a 

higher order, or it can be argued that a particular higher-order structure can explain all 

the first-order factor constructs. 

As shown in Figure 4.10, in the initial second-order CFA model, there is no 

error covariance between the measured variables and no cross-loading exists, and 

each measured variable is affected by only one primary factor profile. The reliability 

indicators for the two primary factor constructs were 0.9 and 0.937 respectively, with 

AVE values of 0.702 and 0.832 respectively, as shown in Table 4.48. 
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Figure 4.10  Second-order Validated Factor Analysis of the Job Insecurity Scale 

 

The second-order fit indicators all met the requirements (see Table 4.57), with 

GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI all >0.9, χ²/df equal to 1.559 <3, and RMSEA equal to 

0.029 <0.05, indicating that both constructs were influenced by the second -order 

factor JiB, which explained all the factor constructs, and the overall validity of the 

model was good. It is also consistent with the hypothesis of this paper. 
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Table 4.57  Job Insecurity Scale Second Order Fitted Indicators 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.559 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.029 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.991 

RMR <0.05 0.032 

CFI >0.90 0.999 

AGFI >0.90 0.981 

NFI >0.90 0.996 

IFI >0.90 0.999 

 

As shown in Figure 4.11, in the initial second-order CFA model, there is no 

error covariance between the measured variables and no cross-loading exists, and 

each measured variable is affected by only one initial factor profile. The reliability 

indicators for the two primary factor constructs were 0.944 and 0.938, with AVE 

values of 0.772 and 0.792, respectively, as shown in Table 4.48. 
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Figure 4.11  Second-order Validated Factor Analysis of the Work Withdrawal 

Behavior Scale 

 

The second-order fit indicators all met the requirements (see Table 4.58), with 

GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI all >0.9, χ²/df equal to 1.356 <3, and RMSEA equal to 

0.023 <0.05, indicating that both constructs were influenced by the second -order 

factor WWB, which could explain all the factor constructs, and the model had good 

overall validity. It is also consistent with the hypothesis of this paper. 
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Table 4.58  Second-order Fit Indicators for the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.356 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.023 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.989 

RMR <0.05 0.031 

CFI >0.90 0.998 

AGFI >0.90 0.980 

NFI >0.90 0.994 

IFI >0.90 0.998 

 

As shown in Figure 4.12, in the initial second-order CFA model, there is no 

error covariance between the measured variables and no cross-loading exists, and 

each measured variable is only influenced by one primary factor profile. The factor 

loadings of the Generating and Execution profiles are 0.78 and 0.82, respectively, 

which are both greater than 0.7. The reliability indicators for the two first-order factor 

profiles were 0.943 and 0.921 respectively, with AVE values of 0.734 and 0.745 

respectively, as shown in Table 4.48. 
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Figure 4.12  Second-order Validated Factor Analysis of the Employee Innovation 

Behavior Scale 

 

The second-order fit indicators all meet the requirements (see Table 4.59), 

with GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI all >0.9, χ²/df equal to 1.702 <3, and RMSEA 

equal to 0.033 <0.05, indicating that both constructs are influenced by the second -

order factor EIB, which explains all the factor constructs, and the model has good 

overall validity. It also conforms to the hypothesis of this paper. 
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Table 4.59  Second-order Fit Indicators for the Employee Innovation Behavior Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.702 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.033 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.983 

RMR <0.05 0.025 

CFI >0.90 0.996 

AGFI >0.90 0.973 

NFI >0.90 0.990 

IFI >0.90 0.996 

 

As shown in Figure 4.13, in the initial second-order CFA model, there is no 

error covariance among the measured variables and no cross-loading exists, and each 

measured variable is influenced by only one primary factor profile. The reliability 

indicators for the three primary factor constructs were 0.953, 0.963 and 0.954, 

respectively, with AVE values of 0.835, 0.866 and 0.838, as shown in Table 4.48. 
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Figure 4.13  Second-order Validation Factor Analysis of the Organizational Climate 

for Innovation Scale 

 

The second-order fit indicators all meet the requirements (as shown in Table 

4.60), GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI and NFI are all >0.9, χ²/df equals 1.527 <3, RMSEA 

equals 0.028 <0.05, indicating that all three constructs are affected by the second -

order factor OCI, OCI can explain all factor constructs, and the overall validity of the 

model is good. The overall validity of the model is good and it is also consistent with 

the hypothesis of this paper. 
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Table 4.60  Second Order Fitted Indicators for the Organizational Climate of 

Innovation Scale 

Fit Index Ideal Requirements Model Fit 

χ²/df <3 1.527 

RMSEA 

<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 

good) 

0.028 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.981 

RMR <0.05 0.027 

CFI >0.90 0.997 

AGFI >0.90 0.971 

NFI >0.90 0.992 

IFI >0.90 0.997 

 

4.2.5 Common Method Bias Test 

To ensure the scientific validity of the study and to avoid the effect of a single 

sample source increasing or decreasing the correlation between dimensions, it is 

common practice to test for common method bias. According to Podsakoff, 

Mackenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003), Harman's single factor test was used to 

conduct factor analysis on all 45 items. As shown in Table 4.61, using the unrotated 

principal component factor analysis method, 10 principal component factors with 

eigenvalues greater than 1 were extracted, and the cumulative explained variance was 

84.395%, of which the explained variance of factor 1 was 25.698%, which was less 

than the 50% criterion. Therefore, there is no serious common method variation 

phenomenon in the data in this paper, and the research results are accurate. 
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The correlation coefficient analysis between the variables is shown in Table 

4.62: 

 

Table 4.62  Matrix of Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Coefficients 

Variable Average 

Value 

Standard 

Deviation 

JiB PWB WWB EIB OCI 

JiB 3.095 1.148 0.772 - - - - 

PWB 3.385 1.172 0.480** 0.881 - - - 

WWB 3.218 1.087 0.173** -0.085* 0.804 - - 

EIB 2.712 1.06 0.410** 0.387** -0.105** 0.789 - 

OCI 3.244 1.046 0.348** 0.366** -0.097* -0.053 0.687 

 

Note:  N=665, * p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01; the diagonal numbers are the square root value 

of AVE; JiB represents the independent variable job insecurity, PWB up-to-

standard proactive work behavior, WWB represents job withdrawal behavior, 

and OCI represents organization Innovative atmosphere, EIB stands for 

employee innovation behavior. 

 

As shown in Table, according to the suggestions of scholars such as Fornell and 

Larcker (1981), when the square root value of the AVE of the facet is greater than the 

correlation coefficient with other facets, it means that the facet has discriminant 

validity. In this paper, the square root value of AVE of each aspect is larger than the 

correlation coefficient between the other aspects, so the aspect has good discriminant 

validity. 

 

4.3 Test Hypothesis 

4.3.1 Structural Equation Analysis and Testing Hypotheses 

This chapter mainly builds a structural model based on the statements in the 

previous chapters. According to the convergence, fit, and data conditions of the 

model, the overall indicators of the optimization model are supported according to the 

requirements of various literatures, so that the model can be supported, and various 
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hypotheses are tested at the same time. 

As Figure 4.14 shows the constructed model, where the independent variables 

are the second-order measurement model Job Insecurity (JiB), including Quantitative 

dimension and Qualitative dimension); the mediating variables are the first-order 

measurement model Proactive Work Behavior (PWB), the second-order measurement 

model Work Withdrawal Behavior (WWB), including Psychological dimension and 

Physical physical withdrawal dimension; the dependent variable is the second-order 

measurement model Employee Innovation Behavior (EIB), including Generating 

dimension and Execution dimension; the moderating role of organizational innovation 

climate is created by process, and the model is mainly used to explore the relationship 

between job insecurity, proactive work behavior, job withdrawal behavior The model 

is used to explore the relationship between job insecurity, proactive work behavior, 

job withdrawal behavior and employee innovation behavior, as shown in Figure 4.14 

below. 

 

 

Figure 4.14  Path Diagram and Standardized Estimate 

 

4.3.1.1 Model Identification 

In order to assess how well a hypothetical model fits the data, a 

necessary but not sufficient condition must be met, that is, the model must be 

identifiable (Bollen, 1989). The condition for model identification is that the 

information (degrees of freedom) provided by the variables in the analysis must be > 

(over identified) or equal to (just identified) the parameters estimated by the model 

(Bentler & Chou, 1987). 
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The SEM model is based on Raykov and Marcoulides (2000) the six 

estimation criteria, the model estimation parameters are assumed to be: Cri 33 

observed variable residuals to be estimated, plus 1 exogenous latent variable variance, 

plus 9 endogenous variables The residuals of the latent variables, so there are a total 

of 43 estimated parameters. Rule 2: There is one exogenous latent variable, and the 

covariance of all exogenous latent variables is 1×2/2=1, so there is one estimated 

parameter. Criterion 3: There are 33 loadings of first-order factors and 6 loadings of 

second-order factors, so there are 39 estimated parameters. Criterion 4: Assuming the 

model is SEM structure, there are 5 causal paths set, and 5 regression coefficients are 

estimated. 

Therefore, all estimated parameters of the model are 43+1+39+5=88 < 

degrees of freedom=483), assuming that the model is over-identified, the model can 

theoretically be estimated, and the estimated degrees of freedom are 483-88=395. 

Therefore, the model is over-identified and can theoretically be analyzed. 

4.3.1.2 Model Estimation and Testing 

After model identification, statistical analysis should be carried out, 

including model establishment, estimation method establishment, application of 

estimation method, standardization and non-standardization estimation, etc. This 

model uses the maximum likelihood method for estimation. After the model 

estimation is completed, check whether the constructed model matrix fits the sample 

matrix (F. Huang, 2005). If the fit is good, it means that the hypothetical model is 

supported by the sample data; if the model fit is not very good, it means  that the 

model is not supported by the sample data. In this study, AMOS 24.0 software was 

used to test the goodness of fit of the model. 
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1)  SEM Model Fit Indicator Test 

 

Table 4.63  SEM Model Fit Indicators 

Statistical Test 

Item 
Ideal Requirements Test Result 

Adaptation 

Judgment 

χ²(df) The smaller the better 
629.481 

(483) 
Yes 

χ²/df <3 1.303 Yes 

RMSEA 
<0.08 

(if <0.05 excellent; <0.08 good) 
0.021 Yes 

GFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.947 Yes 

AGFI 
＞0.80 is acceptable 

>0.90 good fit 
0.939 Yes 

CFI >0.90 0.993 Yes 

RFI >0.90 0.969 Yes 

NFI >0.90 0.971 Yes 

IFI >0.90 0.993 Yes 

TLI (NNFI) >0.90 0.993 Yes 

PNFI >0.05 0.889 Yes 

PCFI >0.05 0.909 Yes 

PGFI >0.05 0.816 Yes 

 

Source:  M. Wu (2010b). 

Note:  Statistical test items and suitable standards or critical values refer to the test 

standards proposed 

 

As shown in Table, the chi-square degree of freedom ratio 

CMIN/DF is the recommended value of 1.303 < 3, which is a good fit; the asymptotic 

residual root mean square RMSEA is the recommended value of 0.021 < 0.05; the 

goodness-of-fit index GFI=0.947, adjusted goodness of fit index AGFI=0.939, 
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normative fit index NFI=0.971, value-added fit index IFI=0.993, non-canonical fit 

index TLI=0.993 and comparative fit index CFI=0.993 are all > 0.9,which is the 

suggested value, and the fitting indicators all meet the general research standards, so it 

can be considered that the model has a good degree of fit and is acceptable. 

 

Table 4.64  SEM Error Variance 

Items Estimate SE CR P 

JbI 0.905 0.109 8.299 *** 

e30 0.891 0.072 12.313 *** 

e45 0.802 0.213 3.764 *** 

e33 0.664 0.097 6.816 *** 

e27 0.225 0.085 2.653 0.008 

e28 0.592 0.064 9.225 *** 

e31 0.82 0.083 9.894 *** 

e32 0.653 0.078 8.34 *** 

e43 0.636 0.227 2.807 0.005 

e44 0.846 0.209 4.042 *** 

e13 0.331 0.024 13.907 *** 

e14 0.314 0.023 13.87 *** 

e15 0.287 0.021 13.447 *** 

e16 0.296 0.022 13.22 *** 

e17 0.292 0.025 11.498 *** 

e18 0.265 0.025 10.692 *** 

e19 0.356 0.027 13.083 *** 

e20 0.37 0.024 15.537 *** 

e21 0.348 0.022 15.476 *** 

e22 0.38 0.024 15.705 *** 

e23 0.362 0.023 15.464 *** 

e24 0.401 0.025 15.78 *** 

e25 0.412 0.026 15.816 *** 

e26 0.378 0.024 15.611 *** 
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Items Estimate SE CR P 

e1 0.512 0.033 15.563 *** 

e2 0.532 0.034 15.581 *** 

e3 0.458 0.031 14.975 *** 

e4 0.419 0.028 14.712 *** 

e5 0.528 0.034 15.513 *** 

e6 0.471 0.031 15.367 *** 

e7 0.451 0.032 14.3 *** 

e8 0.396 0.029 13.509 *** 

e9 0.429 0.031 13.676 *** 

e10 0.419 0.031 13.45 *** 

e34 0.472 0.032 14.727 *** 

e35 0.399 0.028 14.332 *** 

e36 0.451 0.031 14.668 *** 

e37 0.464 0.031 14.869 *** 

e38 0.428 0.03 14.266 *** 

e39 0.089 0.02 4.397 *** 

e40 0.378 0.027 13.824 *** 

e41 0.575 0.036 16.06 *** 

e42 0.557 0.035 15.888 *** 

 

From the Table, all residuals and variances are positive and 

significant in the violation of estimation check, and no violation of estimation occurs 

in this study. 
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2)  Test Results 

 

Table 4.65  Estimated Parameters of the SEM Model 

Influence Estimate SE CR P 

PWB <--- JbI 0.701 0.065 10.837 *** 

WWB <--- JbI 0.144 0.056 2.544 0.011 

EIB <--- PWB 0.124 0.049 2.525 0.012 

EIB <--- WWB -0.219 0.060 -3.677 *** 

EIB <--- JbI 0.561 _ 0.077 _ 7.314 _ *** 

 

Note:  JbI stands for job insecurity, PWB stands for proactive work behavior, WWB 

work withdrawal behavior, EIB employee innovation behavior. 

 

Table reports the hypothesis test results of job insecurity on 

employee innovative behavior. 

First, job insecurity (JbI) had a significant positive effect on 

proactive work behavior (PWB) (β=0.701, p < 0.001), assuming that H1 was 

supported. 

Proactive work behavior (PWB) has a significant positive effect 

on employee innovative behavior (EIB) (β=0.124, p<0.05), assuming that H3 is 

supported. 

Job insecurity (JbI) had a significant positive effect on work 

withdrawal behavior (WWB) (β=0.144, p < 0.05), assuming that H2 was supported. 

Work withdrawal behavior (WWB) had a significant negative 

effect on employee innovative behavior (EIB) (β=-0.219, p<0.001), assuming that H4 

was supported. 

Job insecurity (JbI) had a significant positive effect on 

employee innovative behavior (EIB) (β=0.561, p < 0.001), assuming that H8 was 

supported. 

Therefore, it is possible to draw preliminary the results of the 

hypothesis test in Table. 
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Table 4.66  Hypothesis Testing Results 

Assumption Hypothetical Content Support 

H1 Job insecurity positively affects proactive work 

behavior. 

support 

H2 Job insecurity positively affects job withdrawal 

behavior. 

support 

H3 Proactive work behavior positively affects 

employee innovative behavior. 

support 

H4 Job withdrawal behavior negatively affects 

employee innovative behavior. 

support 

H8 Job insecurity has a positive impact on 

employee innovative behavior. 

support 

 

3)  The Mediating Effect Test of Proactive Work Behavior and 

Work Withdrawal Behavior 

From Table 4.67, it can be seen that the direct effect of job 

insecurity on proactive work behavior is significant, the direct effect of proactive 

work behavior on employee innovation behavior is significant, and the direct effect of 

job insecurity on employee innovative behavior is significant. Therefore, proactive 

work behavior in partial mediation between job insecurity and employee innovative 

behavior. 

The direct effect of job insecurity on work withdrawal behavior 

is significant, the direct effect of work withdrawal behavior on employee innovative 

behavior is significant, and the direct effect of job insecurity on employee innovative 

behavior is significant, so work withdrawal behavior is a partial mediator between job 

insecurity and employee innovative behavior. 

In order to further clarify the mediating effect of proactive work 

behavior and work withdrawal behavior, the sample self-help sampling method was 

used to resample and estimate the confidence interval of the estimated parameters in 

the model. The bias-corrected method estimates the overall effect, lower and upper 
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values for direct and indirect effects, and two-tailed significance tests. If the results of 

the mediation effect test show that the bias-corrected confidence interval does not 

include 0, then the mediation effect is significantly established. 

H5 of this study proposes that proactive work behavior plays a 

mediating role in the relationship between job insecurity and employee innovative 

behavior. H6 proposes that work withdrawal behavior plays a mediating role in the 

relationship between job insecurity and employee innovative behavior. First set 

Define new estimates, after running, the Bias-corrected percentile method test results 

are shown in Table 4.67 below: 

 

Table 4.67 Bias-corrected Percentile Method 

Parameter Estimate Lower Upper P 

PWB 0.087 0.004 0.162 0.041 

WWB -0.031 -0.077 -0.005 0.013 

TOTAL 0.617 0.485 0.769 0 

PWB/TOTAL 0.141 0.003 0.288 0.044 

WWB/TOTAL -0.051 -0.129 -0.008 0.014 

diff 0.119 0.026 0.196 0.017 

 

The results of the mediation effect analysis of proactive work 

behavior are shown in the table, the mediation effect value is 0.087, and the 95% 

confidence interval is [0.004, 0.162], excluding 0, indicating that proactive work 

behavior mediates the relationship between job insecurity and employee innovative 

behavior significantly, so H5 is supported. 

The results of the mediation effect analysis of job withdrawal 

behavior are shown in the table, the mediation effect value is -0.031, and the 95% 

confidence interval is [-0.077, -0.005], excluding 0, indicating that job withdrawal 

behavior is closely related to job insecurity and employee innovation behavior. The 

relationship mediating effect is significant, so H6 is supported. 
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Specifically: diff (the size comparison between proactive work 

behavior mediation and work withdrawal behavior)=0.119 (positive value), indicating 

that the effect of proactive work behavior > the effect of work withdrawal behavior. 

 

Table 4.68  Hypothesis Test Results 

Assumption Hypothetical Content Support 

H5 Proactive work behavior plays a mediating role in the 

relationship between job insecurity and employees' 

innovative behavior. 

support 

H6 Job withdrawal behavior plays a mediating role in the 

relationship between job insecurity and employees' 

innovative behavior. 

support 

 

4)  M oderating Effect Test of Organizational Innovation 

Climate Perception 

It is hypothesized that H7a perceived organizational innovation 

climate positively moderates the effect of job insecurity on proactive work behavior, 

that is, the higher the organizational innovation climate perception level, the stronger 

the impact of job insecurity on proactive work behavior; H7b organizational 

innovation climate perception negatively moderates The effect of job insecurity on 

work withdrawal behavior, that is, the lower the perceived level of organizational 

innovation climate, the stronger the impact of job insecurity on work withdrawal 

behavior. In order to test the hypothesis of H7a and H7b, this study used SPSS 22.0 

software Process 4.0 program to analyze the moderating effect. 

When testing the moderation effect, it is necessary to centralize 

the variables, because the product of the independent variable and the moderator 

variable is often prone to collinearity problems with the independent variable and 

moderator variable, and centralization can reduce the multicollinearity problem 

between variables in regression analysis. Therefore, before detecting the moderating 

effect, this paper centralizes the independent variable job insecurity (JiB) and the 

moderator variable organizational innovation climate perception (OCI), and 



165 

 

introduces the interaction terms of job insecurity and organizational innovation 

climate perception (JiB*OCI ), proactive work behavior (PWB), and work withdrawal 

behavior (WWB), the specific results are shown in Table 4.69 below: 

 

Table 4.69  A Test of the Moderating Effect of Perceived Organizational Innovation 

Climate on Job Insecurity and Proactive Work Behavior 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Normalized 

Coefficient 
t Salience 

Collinearity Statistics 

B 
Standard 

Error 
Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 
(constant) 1.867 .115  16.255 .000   

JiB .490 .035 .480 14.095 .000 1.000 1.000 

2 

(constant) 1.292 .143  9.033 .000   

JiB .410 .036 .401 11.372 .000 .879 1.138 

OCI .254 .040 .227 6.428 .000 .879 1.138 

3 

(constant) 1.369 .144  9.529 .000   

JiB .400 .036 .392 11.154 .000 .873 1.145 

OCI .226 .040 .202 5.642 .000 .842 1.188 

JiB*OCI .106 .031 .116 3.413 .001 .934 1.071 

 

Note:  a. Dependent variable: PWB 

 

The condition for whether the moderating effect is significant is 

to judge whether the coefficient of the interaction term is significant and not equal to 

0. The interaction terms of job insecurity to proactive work behavior, organizational 

innovation clim ate perception to active w ork behavior, job insecurity and 

organizational innovation climate perception have variance contribution rates, and all 

of them pass the F test. As shown in Table 4.69, the interaction item (JiB*OCI) of job 

insecurity and perception of organizational innovation climate has a significant 

positive impact on proactive work behavior (PWB) (b=0.116, p<0.01), indicating that 

the perception of organizational innovation climate positive moderating of the 

relationship between job insecurity and proactive work behavior. 
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Figure 4.15  Moderating Effect of Perceived Organizational Innovation Climate on 

the Relationship between Job Insecurity and Proactive Work Behavior 

 

At the same time, in order to more vividly demonstrate the 

moderating effect of organizational innovative climate on the impact of job insecurity 

(JiB) and proactive work behavior (PWB), a moderating effect graph is drawn in 

Figure 4.15  . Regardless of the level of organizational innovation climate perception 

(OCI), proactive work behavior rises with job insecurity (JiB), but the magnitude of 

the increase is different when the organizational innovation climate perception is 

different (that is, the slope varies). Under the high perception level of organizational 

innovation climate, employees’ proactive work behavior is relatively affected by job 

insecurity; under low organizational innovation climate perception level, employees' 

proactive work behavior is affected to a relatively small extent by job insecurity; It 

can be seen that the perception of organizational innovation climate has a positive 

moderating effect on the relationship between job insecurity and proactive work 

behavior, that is, the higher the perception level of organizational innovation climate, 

the stronger the positive impact of job insecurity on proactive work behavior. 

Assuming that H7a is verified. 
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Table 4.70  A Test of the Moderating Effect of Perceived Organizational Innovation 

Climate on Job Insecurity and Work Withdrawal Behavior 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Normalized 

Coefficient 
t Salience 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 
Standard 

Error 
Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 
(constant) 2.711 .120  22.669 .000   

JiB .164 .036 .173 4.517 .000 1.000 1.000 

2 

(constant) 3.132 .151  20.708 .000   

JiB .223 .038 .235 5.840 .000 .879 1.138 

OCI -.186 .042 -.179 -4.443 .000 .879 1.138 

3 

(constant) 3.025 .151  20.038 .000   

JiB .236 .038 .249 6.265 .000 .873 1.145 

OCI -.147 .042 -.141 -3.488 .001 .842 1.188 

JiB*OCI -.147 .033 -.173 -4.501 .000 .934 1.071 

 

Note:  a. Dependent variable: WWB 

 

The interaction terms of job insecurity to work withdrawal 

behavior, organizational innovation climate perception to work withdrawal behavior, 

job insecurity and organizational innovation climate perception have variance 

contribution rates, and they all pass the F test. As shown in Table 4.70, the interaction 

item of job insecurity and perception of organizational innovation climate (JiB*OCI) 

has a significant negative impact on work withdrawal behavior (WWB) (b= -0.173, 

p<0.01), indicating that organizational innovation climate perceived negative 

moderators of the relationship between job insecurity and work withdrawal behavior. 



168 

 

 

Figure 4.16  Moderating Effect of Perceived Organizational Innovation Climate on 

the Relationship between Job Insecurity and Work Withdrawal Behavior 

 

At the same time, in order to more vividly demonstrate the 

moderating effect of organizational innovation climate on the impact of job insecurity 

(JiB) and work withdrawal behavior (WWB), a moderating effect graph is drawn in 

Figure 4.12 Regardless of the level of organizational innovation climate perception 

(OCI), work withdrawal behavior will increase with the increase of job insecurity 

(JiB), but the increase in high organizational innovation climate perception and low 

organizational innovation climate perception is different (i.e. different slopes). Under 

the high perception level of organizational innovation climate, employees' work 

withdrawal behavior is relatively weakly affected by job insecurity; under low 

organizational innovation climate perception level, employees’ work withdrawal 

behavior is relatively strongly affected by job insecurity; It can be seen from this that 

the perception of organizational innovation climate has a negative moderating effect 

on the relationship between job insecurity and work withdrawal behavior, that is, the 

lower the perception level of organizational innovation climate, the stronger  the 

impact of job insecurity on job withdrawal behavior. H7b is verified as shown in 

Table. 

 

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

3

3.1

3.2

3.3

L O W - J I H I G H - J I

low-OA

high-OA



169 

 

Table 4.71  Hypothesis Testing Results 

Assumption Hypothetical Content Whether Support 

H7a Perception of organizational innovation climate 

positively moderates the impact of job 

insecurity on proactive work behavior, that is, 

the higher the level of organizational innovation 

climate perception, the stronger the impact of 

job insecurity on active work behavior. 

support 

H7b Perceived organizational innovation climate 

negatively moderates the effect of job insecurity 

on job withdrawal behavior, that is, the lower 

the organizational innovation climate perception 

level, the stronger the impact of job insecurity 

on active withdrawal behavior. 

support 

 

4.3.2 Hierarchical Regression Analysis and Testing Hypotheses 

In order to further verify the relationship between job insecurity, proactive 

work behavior, work withdrawal behavior, organizational innovation climate and 

knowledge workers' innovative behavior, this paper constructs the following 

empirical model and uses regression analysis to test the hypothesis: 
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Among them, (1) to (10) represent the models constructed from Model 1 to 
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Model 10, JiB represents independent variable job insecurity, PWB up-to-standard 

proactive work behavior, WWB stands for work withdrawal behavior, OCI stands for 

organizational innovation climate, and EIB stands for employee innovative behavior. 

As shown in Table 7.72, after controlling for demographic variables such as 

gender and age, in Model 2, job insecurity has a significant positive effect on 

proactive work behavior (β=0.470, p<0.01), so H1 established; in model 4, job 

insecurity has a significant positive effect on work withdrawal behavior (β=0.134, p < 

0.01), so H2 is established; in model 8, work withdrawal behavior has a significant 

negative effect on employee innovative behavior(β=-0.115, p<0.01), proactive work 

behavior has a significant positive effect on employee innovative behavior (β=0.173, 

p<0.01), so H3 and H4 are established; in model 7, job insecurity has a significant 

positive impact on employee innovative behavior (β= 0.329, p<0.01), so H8 is valid; 

and model 8 compared with model 7, it can be found that the regression coefficient of 

job insecurity has changed from 0.329 to 0.263 (p < 0.01), indicating that there is a 

partial mediation effect between proactive work behavior and work withdrawal 

behavior between job insecurity and employee innovative behavior, so H5 and H6 are 

established; in Model 3, the interaction term of organizational innovation climate and 

job insecurity to proactive work behavior has a significant positive effect(β=0.123, 

p<0.01), indicating that the higher the perception of organizational innovation 

climate, the stronger the positive impact of job insecurity on proactive work behavior, 

so H7 is established; The interaction item of organizational innovation climate and job 

insecurity in Model 6 has a significant negative impact on work withdrawal behavior 

(β=-0.158, p<0.01), indicating that the higher the perception of organizational 

innovation climate, the weaker the positive effect of job insecurity on job withdrawal 

behavior, so H8 holds. 
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According to the suggestions of scholars such as H a y e s  (2 0 1 3 ) , the Process 

plug-in in SPSS was used to further clarify the mediating effect of proactive work 

behavior and work withdrawal behavior. The results are shown in Table 4.72. The 

Bootstrap method was used for 5000 times of repeated sampling, the confidence 

interval was selected as 95%, and the lower limit value, upper limit value and two -

tailed significance test of the overall effect, direct effect and indirect effect were 

estimated. The results show that job insecurity has a significant direct impact on 

employee innovative behavior (Indirect Effect=0. 263, 95%CI = [0. 187, 0. 339]), 

excluding 0; The indirect effect of employee innovative behavio r is significant 

(Indirect Effect=0.173, 95%CI=[0.099,0.247]), excluding 0; job insecurity has a 

significant indirect effect on employee innovative behavior through work withdrawal 

behavior (Indirect Effect=-0.115, 95 %CI=[-0.184,-0.045]), does not contain 0, so H5, 

H6 and H8 are verified again. 

 

Table 4.73  Analysis of Mediating Effects of Proactive Work Behavior and Work 

Withdrawal (N=665) 

Types Paths beta SE p 
Bootstrap (95%CI) 

LLCI ULCI 

Direct Effect JiB->EIB 0.263 0.039 0.000 0.187 0.339 

Indirect Effect 
JiB->WWB->EIB -0.115 0.036 0.001 -0.184 -0.045 

JiB->PWB->EIB 0.173 0.038 0.000 0.099 0.247 

 

When testing the moderating effect, the data is firstly centralized. H a y e s 

( 2 0 1 7 ) verified that the data centering can reduce the correlation between the 

interaction term and the independent variables and moderator variables, which can 

improve the validity of the model estimation. In this paper, the Process plug-in is used 

to conduct 5000 repeated sampling of the sample, and the confidence interval is 

selected to be 95% to test whether the mediating effect of organizational innovation 

climate adjustment exists. According to Table 4.73, in the influence of the interaction 

item between job insecurity and organizational innovation climate on proactive work 

behavior and work withdrawal behavior, the confidence interval does not contain 0, 
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indicating that proactive work behavior and work withdrawal behavior are in the 

connection of job insecurity. The relationship with employee innovative behavior is 

affected by moderator variables (organizational innovation climate), so there is a 

moderated mediating effect, and H5 and H6 are verified. 

 

Table 4.74  Results of the Test For Moderating Effects (N=665) 

Y Interaction Item R 2 -change P LLCI ULCI 

PWB JiB*OCI 0.019 0 0.064 0.181 

WWB JiB*OCI 0.035 0 -0.22 -0.096 

 

Note:  PWB stands for proactive work behavior, WWB stands for job withdrawal 

behavior, JiB*OCI stands for the interaction term of job insecurity and 

organizational innovation climate; R 2 -change is the change value of R, 

LLCI is the lower limit of the 95% confidence interval; ULCI is the The 

upper limit of the 95% confidence interval. 

 

In order to further quantitatively test the moderating effect, S p i l l e r , 

Fitzsim ons, Lynch, and M cclelland (2012)  suggested that the Jonson-Neyman 

technique should be used to detect the moderating interval, which can determine the 

moderating level of the moderator on the independent and dependent variables. 
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Figure 4.17  The Effect of Organizational Innovation Climate on Job Insecurity and 

Proactive Work Behavior 

 

From Figure 4.17 that when the standardized value of corporate knowledge 

workers on organizational innovation climate is >-2.0407, the moderating effect is 

significantly positive; when the standardized value of organizational innovation 

climate is <-2.0407, the moderating effect does not exist. It can be seen that the higher 

the perception of organizational innovation climate by enterprise knowledge workers, 

the stronger the effect on proactive work behavior. 
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Figure 4.18  The Effect of Organizational Innovative Climate on Job Insecurity and 

Work Withdrawal Behavior 

 

From Figure 4.18 that when the standardized value of enterprise knowledge 

workers on organizational innovation climate is < 0.7315, the moderating effect is 

significantly negative; when it is > 0.7315, the moderating effect does not exist. From 

this, it can be seen that the lower the perception of organizational innovation climate 

by enterprise knowledge workers, the stronger the effect on work withdrawal behavior; 

that is, the higher the perception of organizational innovation climate, the weaker the 

effect on withdrawal behavior. H7a and H7b were verified. 

 

4.3.3 Overview and Discussion 

This study takes corporate knowledge workers as the research object, and uses 

empirical research methods to analyze the relationship between corporate knowledge 

workers' job insecurity, proactive work behavior, work withdrawal behavior, 

organizational innovation climate perception and employee innovative behavior. The 
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hypothesis is verified, and the verification conclusions are shown in  

 

Table 4.75 below: 

 

Table 4.75  Testing of Hypotheses in This Study 

Assumption Hypothetical Content Test Result 

H1 Job insecurity positively affects proactive work 

behavior. 

support 

H2 Job insecurity positively affects job withdrawal 

behavior. 

support 

H3 Proactive work behavior positively affects employee 

innovation behavior. 

support 

H4 Job withdrawal behavior negatively affects 

employee innovation behavior. 

support 

H5 Proactive work behavior plays a mediating role in 

the relationship between job insecurity and 

employees' innovative behavior. 

support 

H6 Job withdrawal behavior plays a mediating role in 

the relationship between job insecurity and 

employees' innovative behavior. 

support 

H7a Perception of organizational innovation climate 

positively moderates the impact of job insecurity on 

proactive work behavior, that is, the higher the level 

of organizational innovation climate perception, the 

stronger the impact of job insecurity on proactive 

work behavior. 

support 

H7b Perceived organizational innovation climate 

negatively moderates the effect of job insecurity on 

job withdrawal behavior, that is, the lower the 

organizational innovation climate perception level, 

the stronger the impact of job insecurity on job 

withdrawal behavior. 

support 

H8 Job insecurity has a positive impact on employee 

innovation behavior. 

support 
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This chapter is mainly to empirically test the multi-path effect model of job 

insecurity on innovation behavior of enterprise knowledge workers proposed in 

Chapter 3. Firstly, reliability analysis, exploratory factor analysis, verification nature 

factor analysis and other methods were used to verify the selected main variables. All 

the measurement scales showed good reliability, validity and applicability, and finally 

ensured the sample data with reliability and validity. Then, structural equation model, 

process 4.0 and other procedures were used to test the work insecurity, proactive work 

behavior,work withdrawal behavior, employee innovation behavior and organizational 

innovation climate perception through the framework of stress cognitive evaluation 

theory and attribution theory, and literature support. Finally, the research hypothesis 

was supported. 

The main findings are shown below: the models of independent, mediating, 

dependent, and moderating variables constructed in this study have largely passed 

validation. Job insecurity of corporate knowledge workers is a two -dimensional 

structure, specifically including quantitative job insecurity and qualitative job 

insecurity; employee innovative behavior is divided into two dimensions, the 

generation of innovative behavior and the execution of innovative behavior; the 

organizational innovative climate is a three-dimensional variable, divided into 

colleague support, supervisor support and organizational support; job withdrawal 

behavior is divided into two dimensions, physical withdrawal, and psychological 

withdrawal; proactive work behavior is a one-dimensional variable. The results of the 

empirical analysis show that there is a significant difference in the strength of the 

effect of job insecurity on proactive and withdrawal behavior. In addition, the results 

of the em pirical analysis also verified the m oderating effect of perceived 

organizational innovation climate on the relationship between job insecurity and 

proactive work behavior, and job insecurity and job withdrawal behavior. The 

research hypotheses presented in this study are largely confirmed and are largely 

consistent with the model envisaged by the theory. Next, the paper develops a further 

discussion of the research questions posed in the introductory paper concerning the 

main findings. 

1) The effect of job insecurity on employees' innovative behavior 

Job insecurity will have different effects on innovation behavior 
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through proactive work behavior and job withdrawal behavior. This conclusion 

consolidates previous research related to job insecurity and innovative behavior: job 

insecurity can affect employee innovative behavior both indirectly positively (H1, H3, 

H5 hypotheses are supported) and negatively indirectly (H2, H4, H6 hypotheses are 

supported), as well as directly positively (H8 hypotheses are supported), depending on 

the individual cognitive evaluation process of the stressors of job insecurity. This 

explains such a phenomenon in real enterprises: different employees show serious 

differences in behavioral responses and performance levels when facing the same 

level of job insecurity. Under the same pressure, some employees will show a positive 

attitude because of the pressure, can bravely face and solve problems, and show more 

innovation; On the other hand, some employees will be anxious and have no intention 

to work, which will seriously affect the completion of work tasks, and show 

negativity and fear of innovation, which provides an integrated perspective for the 

research on the relationship between job insecurity and innovation behavior. 

Therefore, job insecurity can both hinder and promote employees’ innovative 

behaviors. Job insecurity can promote or hinder employees’ innovative behaviors 

through direct and indirect channels, and the effect depends on employees’ cognitive 

evaluation. 

2) The influence m echanism  of job insecurity on em ployees’ 

innovative behavior in organizational context. 

The results support the hypothesis H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, and H6. H7a, 

H7b and H8, job insecurity can have an important impact on knowledge employees’ 

innovative behavior. There are two mediating paths: first, job insecurity positively 

affects employees’ innovative behaviors through proactive work behaviors; Another is 

that job insecurity negatively affects employees’ innovative behavior through job 

withdrawal behavior. There is a direct path: job insecurity directly affects employee 

innovation behavior. It is verified that the job insecurity in addition to the direct 

impact on employee innovative behavior, cognitive evaluation theory based on 

pressure, job insecurity also follow the thought of “employee cognitive evaluation-

coping strategy choice-innovative behavior”, this paper expounds the individual job 

insecurity cognitive differences cause different coping strategies, lead to different 

results of process innovation behavior mechanism. It broadens the previous research 
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that job insecurity has a negative impact and advocates the elimination of job 

insecurity from a single perspective. From the perspective of integration, this study 

reveals the internal mechanism of job insecurity and innovation behavior of enterprise 

knowledge workers, namely, job insecurity directly affects employees’ innovation 

behavior, and it produces a dual-path mediating effect between them through 

employees’ proactive work behavior and work withdrawal behavior. 

In the uncertain environment, knowledge workers evaluate the current 

work situation according to their own experience, perceive the threat of job survival 

and the challenge pressure of development prospects, they will adjust their work 

behavior to meet the requirements of the organization to keep the existing job, and 

have achieved long-term development through innovative behavior. However, the 

subjective cognition and evaluation of employees are different. Even under the same 

objective situation, different employees may have different job insecurity and adopt 

different coping strategies. Coping strategies can be divided into proactive work 

behaviors and work withdrawal behaviors, which are in essence the emotional 

regulation process carried out by individuals according to the emotional management 

goals formulated by the organization. Different emotional labor strategies adopted by 

employees will lead to different behavioral results, so it is an important strategy to 

deal with pressure (Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003). To sum up, on the one hand, job 

insecurity can have a negative impact on employees: when individuals perceive the 

loss of jobs or valuable job characteristics, job insecurity is more likely to be assessed 

as an obstructive stressor. When faced with obstructive threats, individuals will not try 

new responses, but take withdrawn actions. Obstructive threats often lead to the rigid 

thinking of individuals and the reduction of innovative thoughts and behaviors. Job 

insecurity, on the other hand, can bring positive influence to employees: when 

individuals in order to obtain sustainable future gains in the workplace and take the 

initiative to work harder, and more innovative when encounter difficulties and 

pressure, job insecurity is more of a challenging pressure that motivates individuals to 

improve themselves and in the process to learn new things and develop new 

challenges. 

3) The moderating effect of organizational innovation climate on the 

behavior of enterprise knowledge workers under job insecurity. 
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This study verified the moderating effect of perceived organizational 

innovation climate on job insecurity and proactive work behavior through SEM 

structural equation model and Process method. Among them, regardless of the 

perceived level of organizational innovation climate, proactive work behavior rises 

with the increase of job insecurity. The higher the perceived level of organizational 

innovation climate, the stronger the impact of job insecurity on proactive work 

behavior (H7a hypothesis is supported). It is verified that organizational innovation 

climate perception plays a moderating role between job withdrawal behavior and 

employee innovation behavior. Among them, regardless of the perceived level of 

organizational innovation climate, job withdrawal behavior rises with the increase of 

job insecurity. The lower the perceived level of organizational innovation climate, the 

stronger the impact of job insecurity on job withdrawal behavior (H7b hypothesis was 

supported). Individuals' attitudes, decisions and behaviors toward job insecurity are 

affected by the organizational environment, and thus their information processing 

methods and behavioral orientations are also different. Positive cognitive appraisal, 

high sense of organizational innovation climate would produce more make individuals 

to stay on the organization’s expectations, to obtain employment the idea of 

sustainable yield, change will cause attributable to their own needs and work hard, for 

their future earnings and improve performance, they will motivate themselves to 

change work on various aspects of performance, in turn, generate more innovative 

behavior. Under the negative cognitive evaluation, the lower the perceived level of 

organizational innovation climate, the more employees tend to attribute the causes to 

the problems of the organization and the environment. In order to avoid mistakes, they 

pay more attention to responsibility and obligation. After all, innovation is risky, and 

they are more reluctant to engage in innovative behaviors. 

At the same time, the Jonson-Neyman technology was used to test the 

adjustment interval, and it was determined that under the current sample, when the 

standardized value of insecurity and proactive work behavior of enterprise knowledge 

workers on organizational innovation climate was > -2.0407, the adjustment effect 

was significantly positive. When the normalized value of organizational innovation 

climate is < -2.0407, the moderating effect does not exist. It can be seen that the 

higher the degree of organizational innovation climate perception of enterprise 
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knowledge workers, the stronger the effect on work initiative behavior. Similarly, 

when the standardized value of the effect value of insecurity and job withdrawal 

behavior of enterprise knowledge workers on organizational innovation climate is < 

0.7315, the moderating effect is significantly negative. When it is > 0.7315, the 

regulating effect does not exist. It can be seen that the lower the perceived degree of 

organizational innovation climate of enterprise knowledge workers, the stronger the 

effect on work withdrawal behavior; That is, the higher the perceived degree of 

organizational innovation climate, the weaker the effect on job withdrawal behavior. 

Therefore, perceived organizational innovation climate, as an important boundary 

condition, can effectively explain the dual-path mediating effect of job insecurity, so 

as to answer the question of when job insecurity requires proactive work behaviors to 

be stimulated and innovative behaviors of employees to be enhanced, and when job 

insecurity requires work withdrawal behaviors to be induced and innovative behaviors 

to be reduced. 

The statements of the above three research questions basically answer 

the research objectives: (1) Through theoretical and empirical analysis, it reveals the 

multi-force effect of job insecurity as a stressor on the innovation behavior of 

enterprise knowledge workers; (2) In the organizational context, in addition to directly 

affecting the innovative behavior of knowledge workers, based on the cognitive 

evaluation theory of stress, job insecurity also follows the mechanism of “employee 

cognitive evaluation-coping strategy choice-innovative behavior”. (3) The factors of 

different employees choosing different coping styles under the same pressure are the 

differences in cognitive evaluation. Positive coping strategies promote innovative 

behaviors, while negative coping strategies hinder innovative behaviors; (4) There are 

differences in the effects of coping style and innovation behavior between high and 

low organizational innovation climate. For employees with high organizational 

innovation climate perception, job insecurity will stimulate more proactive work 

behaviors and promote innovation. For employees with low perception of 

organizational innovation climate, job insecurity will cause employees to withdraw 

from work and hinder innovation. 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

5.1 Summary 

This study aims to investigate the relationship and mechanism of action 

between job insecurity and proactive/withdrawal work behavior as explanatory 

variables and organizational innovation climate as moderating variables, using 

structural equation modelling to explore their relationship with employee innovative 

behavior, taking knowledge workers as the research target. First, it verifies that job 

insecurity positively affects proactive work behavior, and proactive work behavior 

positively affects employee innovative behavior. Job insecurity positively affects job 

withdrawal behavior, and job withdrawal behavior negatively affects employee 

innovative behavior. Job insecurity has a direct and positive impact on employees’ 

innovative behavior. It is revealed that job insecurity can not only directly affect 

employee innovative behavior, but also promote employee innovative behavior 

through proactive work behavior as a mediator, and inhibit employee innovative 

behavior through work withdrawal behavior as a mediator, forming a multi-channel 

effect of job insecurity on employees’ innovative behavior. Second, it is verified that 

proactive work behavior mediates the relationship between job insecurity and 

employees’ innovative behavior, and that the perception of organizational innovation 

climate positively moderates the effect of job insecurity on proactive work behavior. It 

is revealed that when employees regard job insecurity as challenging pressure, the 

higher the organizational innovation atmosphere, the more employees tend to adopt 

proactive work behavior, and the stronger the influence on employees innovative 

behaviors. It verifies that job withdrawal plays a mediating role in the relationship 

between job insecurity and employee innovative behavior, and organizational 

innovation climate perception negatively moderates the effect of job insecurity on job 
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withdrawal behavior. It is revealed that when employees regard job insecurity as 

obstructive pressure, the lower the organizational innovation atmosphere, the more 

employees tend to adopt job withdrawal behavior, and then negatively affect 

employee innovative behavior. Third, it’s verified that the higher the perceived level 

of organizational innovation climate, the stronger the influence of job insecurity on 

proactive work behavior and the more employees tend to develop proactive work 

coping styles. It was verified that the lower the perceived level of organizational 

innovation climate, the stronger the influence of job insecurity on work withdrawal 

behavior and the more employees tend to develop work withdrawal coping styles. 

This study analyzes the mechanism of the role of job insecurity on the 

innovation behavior of knowledge workers in enterprises from the perspective of the 

relationship between employees and organizations, introduces the coping styles of 

employees under organizational pressure, takes job insecurity as a factor affecting 

employees innovative behavior, and constructs a theoretical model of the influence of 

job insecurity on employees innovative behavior. And with the regulation of different 

organizational innovation atmosphere, different cognitive evaluations under job 

insecurity produce various coping methods research, analyze its influence mechanism 

on knowledge workers’ innovative behavior, and intend to analyze the explanation 

mechanism and boundary conditions of the influence of job insecurity perception on 

knowledge workers’ innovative behavior in a more systematic way. 

As market competition intensifies and organizational flexibility increases, 

companies are also inclined to continuously stimulate their employees’ innovation in 

the management process in order to achieve long-term development of corporate 

performance.  At the same time, job insecurity is gradually becoming a widespread 

psychological phenomenon in the modern workplace, with important implications for 

individual psychology, state and behavior, etc. Effective management of the insecurity 

generated in the workplace has become an important element of business 

management. This chapter mainly includes six sections. The first section summarizes 

the research questions and objectives of the study based on the research design; the 

second section presents the main findings through the research process; the third 

section presents the significance of the study based on the findings; the fourth section 

contains research recommendations; and the fifth section presents the research gaps in 
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the “survey sampling”, “actual measurement methods” and “influencing factors”, as 

well as future research perspectives. 

 

5.2 Main Research Findings 

The main contributions of this research are in three aspects: 

First, the limitations of the original single research perspective are broadened, 

and the research perspective in the field of job insecurity is expanded by focusing on 

the effects of job insecurity on employees’ innovative behavior through multiple 

paths. Although previous studies have made some explorations on job insecurity, the 

research results show a situation of divergence. Positives pay more attention to the 

positive effect of job insecurity on innovative behavior (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 

2007), while negatives point out that job insecurity can increase employee work stress 

(Mitchell, Baer, Ambrose, Folger, & Palmer, 2017). Faced with the above research 

differences, it is more important for this study to propose an integrated research 

perspective. This study believes that job insecurity may not only have a direct effect 

on employee innovative behavior, but also may have a positive impact on employee 

innovative behavior through an intermediary, which may damage employee 

innovative behavior through mediation. Therefore, the multi0path effect of job 

insecurity is proposed. The multi-path effect model proposed in this study can 

integrate the results of previous studies, which helps scholars to understand the role 

and efficacy of job insecurity from a balanced and dialectical perspective, thus 

making an important supplement and improvement to the field of job insecurity 

research. 

Second, this study reveals the indirect influence mechanism of job insecurity 

and knowledge workers’ innovative behavior from the stress Cognitive evaluation 

theory, that is, the mediating effect of employees’ proactive work behavior and work 

withdrawal behavior between the two. This study found that job insecurity can 

positively affect employees' proactive work behavior, thereby improving employee 

innovative behavior. This result is consistent with previous research views that job 

insecurity can improve em ployees' work initiative and thus positively affect 

employees' innovative behavior (McNatt, 2000). At the same time, this study found 
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that job insecurity may also trigger employees' work withdrawal behavior, thereby 

inhibiting employee innovative behavior. This result supports the previous negative 

research view that employees regard job insecurity as hindering pressure under 

pressure. When faced with job insecurity, employees adopt negative coping methods 

such as giving up (Da, Dietvorst, Tuckfield, Milkman, & Schweitzer, 2018). This 

study expands the impact mechanism of job insecurity on employee innovative 

behavior, and explains why job insecurity can enhance or inhibit employee innovative 

behavior by proposing two mediating mechanisms, proactive work behavior and work 

withdrawal behavior. A new interpretation mechanism is provided. 

Third, this study reveals the moderating mechanism of the impact of job 

insecurity on employee innovative behavior, that is, the moderating effect of 

organizational innovation climate perception. Specifically, for employees with high 

perception of organizational innovation climate, job insecurity will stimulate more 

proactive work behaviors; for employees with low perception of organizational 

innovation climate, job insecurity will trigger employees' work withdrawal behavior. 

The above results support the view of previous research that the perception of 

organizational innovation climate can strengthen the positive influence of enterprise 

managers on employees' proactive behavior (Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010). The 

paper adds that the utility of job insecurity on employees' coping styles varies 

depending on the strength of the moderating effect of the organizational innovation 

climate (i.e. the strength of the external environment), and adds thresholds for the 

moderating effect of the innovation climate in the sample organizations, and gives 

boundaries for the amount of the moderating effect, which facilitates better and 

adequate control of the implementation of job insecurity effects in management 

practice. The addition of the relevant sections also complements the mechanisms and 

boundary conditions for the effect of negative stressors on employees' innovative 

behavior. 
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5.3 Research Implications 

5.3.1 Theoretical Implications  

This study verifies that in addition to directly affecting employee innovative 

behavior, job insecurity also fo llow s the idea of “employee Cognitive evaluation-

coping strategy selection-innovative behavior” based on the stress Cognitive 

evaluation theory. This paper expounds the individual job insecurity Cognitive 

differences cause different coping strategies, and leads to different results of process 

mechanism of innovative behavior, which broadens the previous research that job 

insecurity has a negative impact and advocates the elimination of job insecurity from 

a single perspective. From the perspective of integration, this study reveals the 

internal mechanism of job insecurity and innovative behavior of enterprise knowledge 

workers, namely, job insecurity directly affects employees' innovative behavior, and it 

produces a dual-path mediating effect between them through employees' proactive 

work behavior and work withdrawal behavior. Path 1 is that job insecurity positively 

affects employees' proactive work behavior, which in turn improves employee 

innovative behavior, which verifies that job insecurity positively affects employee 

innovative behavior (De Vos et al., 2009; Fay & Frese, 2001; McNatt, 2000; Sharon 

K. Parker & Collins, 2010; S. K Parker et al., 2006). Path 2 is that job insecurity 

triggers employees' work withdrawal behavior, thereby inhibiting employee 

innovative behavior, which supports the research on employees' negative coping 

styles in the face of work pressure (Da et al., 2018; Gilboa et al., 2008; C. Wang et al., 

2019). From the perspective of integration, this study proposes that job insecurity has 

a multi-path effect on employee innovative behavior, explains why job insecurity can 

promote or inhibit employee innovative behavior, and provides a new explanation 

mechanism for the previous two viewpoints. 

 

5.3.2 Practical Implications 

Part of the literature on job insecurity expresses that job insecurity has a 

negative effect on employees’ psychology and behavior. It is suggested that 

companies should eliminate job insecurity and provide employees with a relaxed 

working environment. This study helps business managers recognize how job 
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insecurity stress affects employees’ responses to organizational expectations, and to 

answer to what extent job insecurity impairs innovative behavior and when it becomes 

important to stimulate innovative behavior. Based on the argumentation research in 

this paper, the research suggests that corporate managers should understand job 

insecurity correctly, and formulate personnel management strategies based on the 

characteristics of the study, which can maximize employees' ability to respond to job 

insecurity rather than being overwhelmed by job insecurity; it is believed that it is not 

necessary to avoid job insecurity completely in enterprise management by revealing 

the multi-channel effect of job insecurity on innovative behavior, but to use job 

insecurity rationally, and to make good use of the positive effect of job insecurity. 

This research with the aid of organizational innovation climate perception as a 

boundary condition to explain the effect of job insecurity on employee innovative 

behavior effectively through the dual paths of proactive work behavior and work 

withdrawal behavior, and answers problems when the enterprises’ job insecurity 

requires that it stimulates proactive work behavior and improve employee innovative 

behavior, when to trigger work retreat behavior to reduce employee innovative 

behavior. The research results show the important value of organizational innovation 

climate. Organizations should strengthen employees’ concern for work and life, and 

strengthen employees’ positive feedback to improve employees’ perception of 

organizational innovation climate, and help managers recognize the different coping 

styles of employees in different organizational innovation climate. They should 

implement management according to different strategies and people, and finally reach 

a more perspective to explore and explain the connection between the external 

environment and innovative behavior, in order to help managers and employees to 

better understand and use the insecurity effect at work. 

 

5.4 Research Responses and Recommendations 

This study takes knowledge workers as the research object and analyzes the 

relationship between job insecurity, proactive work behavior, work withdrawal 

behavior, employee innovative behavior, and perception of organizational innovation 

climate. Based on correlation analysis and regression analysis of various variables, it 
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is obtained that job insecurity can not only directly stimulate employee innovative 

behavior, but also guide employee innovative behavior by stimulating employees’ 

proactive work behavior, and at the same time, it can influence employees’ innovative 

behavior by withdrawing work behavior. Therefore, when creating a sense of 

insecurity moderately, organizations should avoid the negative impact of job 

insecurity, do a good job in creating and adjusting the organizational innovation 

climate, measure the level of employees’ job insecurity promptly, conduct control 

interventions promptly, and guide employees to work proactively and innovate 

actively. The management of job insecurity of enterprise knowledge workers is 

summarized as follows, to provide effective suggestions for corporate and employee 

management. 

 

5.4.1 Positive Effects of Increased Job Insecurity 

1)  Optimize the enterprise management mode 

Through the analysis of this study, employees' perceptions of job 

insecurity and the choice of coping strategies play a very important role in stress 

m anagem ent. A t the enterprise level, em ployees should be given enough 

organizational innovation climate. According to the survey, the organizational support 

dimension is the most important way to support employees actively in dealing with 

job insecurity. Employees may perceive objective job insecurity known as a positive 

stressor, so it has a good effect on innovative behavior. If employees can’t feel the 

organizational climate of the company, they will feel many difficulties, which will 

lead to work withdrawal behavior and reduce employee innovative behavior. The 

empirical results also show that the organizational innovation climate plays a 

moderating role in job insecurity and proactive work behavior and work withdrawal 

behavior. Therefore, employees should be actively guided to respond positively to job 

insecurity and minimize negative coping strategies. 

2)  Open up the career development channel of employees 

Career channel is the main path for employees to achieve their career 

goals. A good career development path can not only meet the development needs of 

employees, but also stimulate employees' innovation ability. The enterprise should 

open up the career development channel of employees to "stay and leave", so that the 
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employees without innovation ability and performance can quit the management 

position. In order to smooth the path of participation in management for employees 

who are good at innovation and capable of doing, to achieve the position of promotion 

and demotion, to form a benign position competition path, and effectively reduce the 

employees' worries and doubts about the future promotion and personal development. 

In order to improve the flexibility and coping ability of employment, 

enterprises have to implement diversified employment modes, which makes it 

impossible for enterprises to provide long-term and stable labor relations for all 

employees, and the career development of employees is limited.  

In order to avoid the psychological state of job insecurity caused by the 

low enthusiasm of short-term employees and the lack of strong attribution, enterprises 

should change the employment mode, change the short-term contract into a high-

incentive investment employment relationship, and use compensation, benefits and 

developmental remuneration (stable labor relationship, development opportunities) 

and other incentives to motivate employees to work actively, so as to achieve the 

employee innovation trend expected by the enterprise. For employees who meet the 

requirements of the enterprise, they should cash in the corresponding rewards in a 

timely manner, actively change the sense of belonging of short-term workers and 

temporary workers who work actively, and change the short-term employment model 

to a career development model that encourages talents to get rid of their identities and 

work hard and actively innovate. 

3)  Classification management of different knowledge workers 

When enterprise managers convey the relevant job insecurity system, 

they need to  consider the individual differences of em ployees, that is, the 

characteristics of different genders, educational backgrounds, education levels, etc. 

Due to different characteristics, employees have different perceptions and evaluations 

of job insecurity, and classified management is conducive to positive job insecurity 

management practices. Specifically, when managers implement relevant system 

requirements, they will convey different levels of requirements based on individual 

characteristics of employees, and pay attention to creating an organizational 

innovative climate, so as to achieve better incentive effects. When employees perceive 

a high organizational innovation climate, they are often more willing to pay higher 



190 

 

proactive work and have the courage to undertake more tasks. Job insecurity often has 

a motivating effect on employees' proactive work behavior, which in turn promotes 

employee innovative behavior. Conversely, when the organizational innovation 

climate is low, job insecurity will have the opposite effect on employees. Therefore, in 

the face of employees with a low perception of organizational innovation climate 

before implementing systems related to job insecurity, managers should conduct 

targeted training for such employees and create more opportunities for them to show 

themselves, so as to improve employees' perception of organizational innovation 

climate, This in turn enhances its positive effect on proactive work. 

At the same time, enterprise managers should realize that when 

knowledge workers face the innovative behaviors required by the enterprise, direct 

and indirect effects may occur. Among them, the indirect effects are two coping 

methods: proactive work behavior and work withdrawal behavior, which further 

produce different effects on employee innovative behavior. Therefore, enterprises 

should establish a corresponding mechanism to require managers to have the ability to 

appreciate and motivate subordinate employees, and to use acceptable methods (such 

as praise, promotion possibilities, etc.) to convey the positive meaning of job 

insecurity to employees in corporate practice. At the same time, it creates an 

organizational innovative climate to help employees establish confidence in work, 

enhance employees' proactive work behavior, and improve employee innovative 

behavior. In addition, corporate managers also need to realize that job insecurity can 

also cause employees to withdraw from work, thereby reducing employee innovative 

behavior. Therefore, managers should create a high organizational innovation climate 

when creating a sense of job insecurity, and reduce employees’ work withdrawal 

behavior caused by job insecurity. At the same time, enterprises should also require 

managers to communicate with employees on a regular basis, grasp the working status 

of employees in a timely manner, solve problems for employees, make job insecurity 

an opportunity for employees to grow, and urge employees to be willing to make more 

efforts for innovation instead of a blocking behavior that causes employees to 

withdraw from work. 
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5.4.2 Avoid the Negative Effects of Job Insecurity 

Although a certain degree of job insecurity contributes to the proactive work 

and innovative behavior of enterprise knowledge workers, differences in corporate 

environment and individual employees will also affect the effectiveness of the 

mechanism. Therefore, when enterprises create a sense of job insecurity, they should 

also create innovative climate actively, and actively convey information to employees 

to help employees understand the challenges and opportunities faced by the 

enterprise, so as to avoid employees’ uncertain worries. 

1)  Actively communicate corporate information to employees. 

Due to the intensified competition in the external market environment, 

there are uncertainties for enterprises in the transition or transformation period. 

Enterprises realize the need to communicate relevant information to employees, and 

employees have the obligation and right to understand the operation of the enterprise. 

Provide employees with policy information and the internal and external environment 

faced by the enterprise promptly, so that employees can know the working situation of 

the enterprise, employees can also understand the challenges and opportunities faced 

by the enterprise, and at the same time help, employees learn the reasons and 

intentions of the enterprise to create a sense of job insecurity. Enterprises adopt a 

flexible and changeable system to ensure that enterprises can be in a favorable 

position in market competition and adapt to the market environment better. Secondly, 

it is also particularly important to unblock the information communication channel of 

the enterprise. The top-down information communication of managers and the active 

participation of employees from the bottom up will help enterprises and employees to 

keep abreast of changes in the internal and external environment. Information and 

one's ability can evaluate the current situation accurately and the future of the work. 

Enterprises sharing information with employees proactively can convey a good signal 

to employees, and can reduce the anxiety of employees about job insecurity. 

2) Create a good atmosphere and environment for organizational 

innovation. 

With the continuous development of the Internet sharing economy, the 

working modes of individuals and the employment modes of enterprises are becoming 

more and more diverse, making the connection between individuals and organizations 
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loose. This loose connection reduces employees’ sense of belonging to the company, 

and to a certain extent increases employees’ doubts about their own ability and value 

and their worries about future job continuation. Therefore, it is possible to strengthen 

communication among colleagues, enhance leadership support, and improve the 

organizational climate of the enterprise through organizational culture construction, 

thereby reducing employees’ perception of job insecurity. Enterprises can integrate the 

ceremony construction into the corporate culture, and horizontally build the ceremony 

into every link of the daily operation of the enterprise, so that every employee can 

participate, give employees more sense of work meaning, and enhance employees' 

dependence on the enterprise. Second, it should increase the support of enterprise 

managers to employees. Managers should avoid commanding and controlling work 

styles. It is recommended to treat subordinate employees with an open attitude; break 

the sense of distance between superiors and subordinates, and allow employees to 

truly express their needs; in addition, managers should also take the initiative to 

understand the difficulties and problems of subordinates in work and life, and give 

help and care in time. Finally, enterprises should provide more opportunities and 

platforms for employees to communicate with each other, create a good atmosphere of 

innovation and cooperation, promote the formation of good workplace relationships 

among employees, let employees experience good social needs and a sense of 

belonging to the enterprise, and try to avoid employees perceptions and concerns of 

job uncertainty. 

 

5.5 Research Gaps and Limitations 

Although this study has conducted a more detailed study on the relationship 

between job insecurity and employee innovative behavior, there are still some 

limitations and shortcomings in the entire research process. As the direction of future 

research, in order to supplement and improve. 

1)  Sample factor. First, this study used a questionnaire survey method, 

and all variables were measured in the form of self-report. Although no homologous 

variance was found in the data analysis results, there was still a certain degree of 

homologous variance in theory. In the future, the research can use the company 
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supervisor-employee pairing survey method, and the supervisor can evaluate the 

innovation ability of subordinate employees, which can reflect the real situation of the 

subjects better and ensure the validity of the research. Second, the article does not 

conduct multi-group analysis on groups of different genders, diverse education levels, 

etc. due to limited space. A comparative analysis of different groups’ job insecurity 

and employee innovative behavior will make this study more meaningful. 

2)  Research methods. The questionnaire survey data in this study are 

cross-sectional data, and cross-sectional data have certain limitations in analyzing the 

relationship and functional relationship between job insecurity and employee 

innovative behavior. Although this method is widely used, the proven relationship is 

actually a correlation, and the causal relationship needs to be analyzed by time series 

data. At the same time, the question of how the relationship between job insecurity 

and employee innovative behavior changes over time cannot be verified. This is the 

direction that needs to be worked on in the future. Further exploration and 

improvement are required. 

Aiming at the shortcomings of this research, and improving the future research 

prospects of this research: 

1)  In-depth research on job insecurity. Job insecurity exists 

objectively, and how it acts on individuals and produces various reactions requires in-

depth analysis. How the subjective evaluation of the objectively existing job 

insecurity is carried out, and which factors play a major role in the process are issues 

worthy of further study. This study only analyzes job insecurity as a source of stress. 

It affects employee innovative behavior through direct and indirect effects. The 

indirect effect affects employee innovative behavior through two coping strategies, 

proactive work behavior and work withdrawal behavior. Insecurity affects employee 

innovative behavior through multiple paths. However, how job insecurity affects 

employees' physiology and psychology, and how to distinguish insecurity into 

challenges and obstacles is the direction that needs to be studied, how to clearly 

distinguish positive pressure from negative pressure, and how to realize the 

transformation of the two are the focus of future research. 
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2)  Research on the mechanism of job insecurity. As mentioned above, 

the relationship between job insecurity and employees’ innovative behaviors is 

affected by many variables. What are the internal connections and differe nces 

between these variables? How do they jointly exert effects on employees’ innovative 

behaviors? Job insecurity is a dynamic process over time and the environment, 

changing from person, time, and place. Therefore, the research on the mechanism of 

job insecurity and its outcome variables is a systematic project with very complex 

structure and characteristics, which is also the direction of future efforts. 

Finally, this study revealed the effect of job insecurity through 

Cognitive evaluation theory and attribution theory, and found that the difference in 

effect was caused by differences in Cognitive evaluation process and attribution. 

Different Cognitive evaluation processes and attributions lead to diverse behavioral 

strategies. In addition, the impact of job insecurity on individuals is affected by 

multiple factors (Ren et al., 2021). Therefore, future research can further explore the 

influencing factors that cause the differential effect of job insecurity from multiple 

perspectives, so as to help business managers and researchers better understand the 

effect of job insecurity requirements, and make reasonable use of job insecurity, 

which make it a driving force to enhance the innovative behavior of enterprises. 
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APPENDIX 

 



 

 

Questionnaire on Innovation Behavior of Corporate Knowledge 

Employees (Pre-survey) 

 

Dear Sirs and Ladies. 

 

Thank you for participating in this academic survey! The purpose of this 

questionnaire is to investigate the relationship between job insecurity and the 

innovative behavior of corporate knowledge workers. Your completion of this 

questionnaire will have a decisive impact on the results of this study, so please fill it 

out carefully and thoughtfully. This questionnaire does not involve your organization's 

commercial confidentiality or your personal privacy, no signature is required and 

there are no right or wrong answers. 

Each question in the table below is provided with five choices, with the larger 

the number the more you agree with the textual description in that question. Please 

read them carefully and fill them in truthfully. Your kind assistance is great ly 

appreciated! We wish you a happy working life! Happy life! 
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Basic section 

 

1. Has your com pany im plem ented the "last-place elim ination system ", 

"competition for jobs", "layoff mechanism", "996 working system " and other related 

incentive systems? (Please note that if you have not implemented them, the 

questionnaire will be closed) 

(1) Implemented; (2) Unable to say; (3) Not implemented 

2. Gender 

(1) Male; (2) Female 

3. Age 

(1) 20-28; (2) 29-35; (3) 36-45; (4) >45 

4. Education 

(1) Junior college; (2) Undergraduate; (3) Postgraduate (4) Ph.D. 

5. Marital status 

(1) Single; (2) Married; (3) Divorced 

 

Questionnaire section 

 

JiB 1: I am worried about having to leave my job before I would like to. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 times 
1 time - 2 

times 
3 times 

4 times - 5 

times 

more than 5 

times 

 

JiB 2: I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 times 
1 time - 2 

times 
3 times 

4 times - 5 

times 

more than 5 

times 
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JiB 3: There is a risk that I will have to leave my present job in the year to come. 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 times 
1 time - 2 

times 
3 times 

4 times - 5 

times 

more than 5 

times 

 

JiB 4: My future career opportunities in [the organization are favorable. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

JiB 5: I feel that [the organization] can provide me with a stimulating job content 

in the near future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

JiB 6: I believe that [the organization] will need my competence also in the 

future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

JiB 7: My pay development in this organization is promising. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 1: I will actively address the problem. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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PWB 2: When something is not right, I look for solutions immediately. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 3: I will go for any opportunity that allows me to be actively involved. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 4: I will take positive action, even if no one else wants to do it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 5: I will quickly seize the opportunity to achieve my goal. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 6: I usually do more than what is required. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 7: I am very good at putting ideas into practice. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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WWB 1: I have thoughts of being absent or missing work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 2: I will engage in small talk with colleagues about nonwork related 

topics. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 3: During work I wander (wander, daydream) or think about 

impractical things. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 4: I am not willing to put enough effort and energy into my work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 5: I have thoughts of leaving my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 6: I will leave work without permission. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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WWB 7: I will ask other colleagues to do my own work for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 8: I will take the company's equipment etc. without permission. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 9: I will take lunch or breaks beyond the time set by the company. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 10: I left early without permission. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 11: I will sleep during working hours. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 1 I will view the problem from various perspectives to obtain deeper 

insights. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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EIB 2 I will verify new ideas or solutions to comprehend unsatisfied demands. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 3 I will evaluate the merits and demerits of the new thoughts. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 4 I will propose ideas or solutions to problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 5 I try to convince others of the significance of new ideas or solutions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 6 I will engage in changes that may have a beneficial effect. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 7 I seek chances to render a service to the company, departments, work 

procedure or service, etc. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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EIB 8 I will implement new ideas to improve work processes, technology, 

products or services into my daily routines. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 9 I will pay attention to non-routine issues in my job, sectors, institution or 

marketplace. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 10 I will run the hazard to sustain fresh thoughts. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 11 I will take the initiative to promote ideas and give them a chance to be 

implemented. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 12 When applying new roles and workflows, technologies, products or 

services, I seek to correct the faults created by the new approach. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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OCI 1：My colleagues support and give assistance to each other at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 2：My co-workers are willing to share methods and techniques with each 

other during working. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 3：My colleagues often exchange and discuss problems at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 4：My partners express their proposals and opinions actively when I have 

new ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 5：My supervisor respects and tolerates various opinions and dissents from 

subordinates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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OCI 6：My leader gives encouragement for subordinates to propose to promote 

production or service. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 7：My supervisor offers support and give assistance for staff in achieving 

their creative work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 8：My leader is a role model of innovation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 9：The company advocates for new attempts and learning from mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 10：The corporation appreciates and conforms innovative and progressive 

employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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OCI 11：Companies often offer incentives to employees for innovative ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 12：The company believes in freedom, openness and innovative change. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 



 

 

Questionnaire on Innovative Behavior of Corporate Knowledge 

Employees (Formal Survey) 

 

Dear Sirs and Ladies. 

 

Thank you for participating in this academic survey! The purpose of this 

questionnaire is to investigate the relationship between job insecurity and the 

innovative behavior of knowledge workers in companies. 

This questionnaire is to be completed in the con text of your company's 

implementation of "competitive entry", "last-place elimination", "996 work", 

"redundancy mechanism "(you do not need to complete this questionnaire if it has not 

been implemented). Your completion will have a decisive impact on the results of this 

study, so please be careful and attentive. This questionnaire does not involve your 

organization's commercial confidentiality or your personal privacy, no signature is 

required and there are no right or wrong answers, so the data will only appear in 

statistical form and the statistical results will only be used for academic research and 

will not have any adverse impact on your life and work, so please fill in the form 

truthfully according to the actual situation. 

Each question in the table below is provided with five choices, with the larger 

the number the more you agree with the textual description in that question. Please 

read them carefully and fill them in truthfully. Your kind assistance is greatly 

appreciated! 

We wish you a happy working life! Happy life! 
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Part I Basic section 

 

1. Has your com pany im plem ented the "last-place elim ination system ", 

"competition for jobs", "layoff mechanism", "996 working system " and other related 

incentive systems? (Please note that if you have not implemented them, the 

questionnaire will be closed) 

(1) Implemented; (2) Unable to say; (3) Not implemented 

2. Gender 

(1) Male; (2) Female 

3. Age 

(1) 20-28; (2) 29-35; (3) 36-45; (4) >45 

4. Education 

(1) Junior college; (2) Undergraduate; (3) Postgraduate; (4) Ph.D. 

5. Marital status 

(1) Single; (2) Married; (3) Divorced 

 

Part II Questionnaire section 

 

JiB 1: I am worried about having to leave my job before I would like to 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 times 
1 time - 2 

times 
3 times 

4 times - 5 

times 

more than 5 

times 

 

JiB 2: I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 times 
1 time - 2 

times 
3 times 

4 times - 5 

times 

more than 5 

times 
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JiB 3: There is a risk that I will have to leave my present job in the year to come. 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 times 
1 time - 2 

times 
3 times 

4 times - 5 

times 

more than 5 

times 

 

JiB 4: My future career opportunities in [the organization are favorable. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

JiB 5: I feel that [the organization] can provide me with a stimulating job content 

in the near future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

JiB 6: I believe that [the organization] will need my competence also in the 

future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

JiB 7: My pay development in this organization is promising. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 1: I will actively address the problem. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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PWB 2: When something is not right, I look for solutions immediately. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 3: I will go for any opportunity that allows me to be actively involved. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 4: I will take positive action, even if no one else wants to do it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 5: I will quickly seize the opportunity to achieve my goal. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 6: I usually do more than what is required. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

PWB 7: I am very good at putting ideas into practice. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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WWB 1: I have thoughts of being absent or missing work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 2: I will engage in small talk with colleagues about nonwork related 

topics. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 3: During work I wander (wander, daydream) or think about 

impractical things. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 4: I am not willing to put enough effort and energy into my work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 5: I will leave work without permission. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 6: I will take the company's equipment etc. without permission. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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WWB 7: I will take lunch or breaks beyond the time set by the company. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 8: I left early without permission. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

WWB 9: I will sleep during working hours. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 1 I will view the problem from various perspectives to obtain deeper 

insights. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 2 I will verify new ideas or solutions to comprehend unsatisfied demands. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 3 I will evaluate the merits and demerits of the new thoughts. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

  



 

 

230 

EIB 4 I will propose ideas or solutions to problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 5 I try to convince others of the significance of new ideas or solutions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 6 I will engage in changes that may have a beneficial effect. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 7 I seek chances to render a service to the company, departments, work 

procedure or service, etc. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 8 I will pay attention to non-routine topics in my work, department, 

organization or market. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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EIB 9 I will pay attention to non-routine issues in my job, sectors, institution or 

marketplace. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

EIB 10 I will run the hazard to sustain fresh thoughts. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 1：My colleagues support and give assistance to each other at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 2：My co-workers are willing to share methods and techniques with each 

other during working. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 3：My colleagues often exchange and discuss problems at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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OCI 4：My partners express their proposals and opinions actively when I have 

new ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 5：My supervisor respects and tolerates various opinions and dissents from 

subordinates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 6：My leader gives encouragement for subordinates to propose to promote 

production or service. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 7：My supervisor offers support and give assistance for staff in achieving 

their creative work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 8：My leader is a role model of innovation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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OCI 9：The company advocates for new attempts and learning from mistakes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 10：The corporation appreciates and conforms innovative and progressive 

employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 11：Companies often offer incentives to employees for innovative ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 

 

OCI 12：The company believes in freedom, openness and innovative change. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

disagree 

Relatively 

disagree 
Uncertainty 

Agree 

somewhat 

Completely 

agree 
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Total variance in interpretation of the Job Insecurity Scale  

(Pretest Sample, n=159) 

 

Component

s 

Initial Eigenvalue 
Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 
Sum of squared rotating loads 

Total % 
Cumulativ

e 
Total % 

Cumulativ

e 
Total % 

Cumulativ

e 

1 3.577 51.103 51.103 3.577 51.103 51.103 2.798 39.971 39.971 

2 1.349 19.271 70.374 1.349 19.271 70.374 2.128 30.402 70.374 

3 0.64 9.142 79.516       

4 0.484 6.915 86.431       

5 0.369 5.277 91.708       

6 0.361 5.162 96.871       

7 0.219 3.129 100       

 

Note:  Extraction method: Principal component analysis. 

 

Total variance interpretation of the Work Initiative Behavior Scale  

(Pretest Sample, n=159) 

 

No. 

Initial Eigenvalue Extraction of sum of squares of loads 

Total Variance % Cumulative Total Variance% Cumulative 

1 4.212 60.165 60.165 4.212 60.165 60.165 

2 0.678 9.684 69.848    

3 0.574 8.206 78.054    

4 0.497 7.101 85.155    

5 0.419 5.982 91.136    

6 0.387 5.532 96.668    

7 0.233 3.332 100    

 

Note:  Extraction method: Principal component analysis. 
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Total Variance Interpretation of the Work Withdrawal Behavior Scale  

(Pretest Sample, n=159) 

 

No. 

Initial Eigenvalue 
Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 

Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 

Total 
Variance 

% 

Cumulativ

e 
Total 

Variance 

% 

Cumulativ

e 
Total 

Variance 

% 

Cumulativ

e 

1 5.002 45.472 45.472 5.002 45.472 45.472 4.279 38.896 38.896 

2 3.536 32.143 77.616 3.536 32.143 77.616 4.259 38.72 77.616 

3 0.492 4.469 82.085       

4 0.474 4.31 86.394       

5 0.422 3.838 90.232       

6 0.408 3.711 93.943       

7 0.239 2.174 96.117       

8 0.205 1.864 97.981       

9 0.132 1.2 99.18       

10 0.072 0.651 99.831       

11 0.019 0.169 100       

 

Note:  Extraction method: Principal component analysis. 
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Total Variance interpretation of the Employee Innovative Behavior Scale  

(Pre-test Sample, n=159) 

 

No. 

Initial Eigenvalue 
Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 

Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 

Total 

Varianc

e 

% 

Cumulativ

e 
Total 

Varianc

e 

% 

Cumulativ

e 
Total 

Variance 

% 

Cumulativ

e 

1 5.985 49.872 49.872 5.985 49.872 49.872 3.948 32.901 32.901 

2 1.037 8.646 58.517 1.037 8.646 58.517 3.074 25.617 58.517 

3 0.753 6.279 64.796       

4 0.701 5.845 70.641       

5 0.651 5.425 76.066       

6 0.599 4.995 81.061       

7 0.499 4.157 85.218       

8 0.434 3.619 88.837       

9 0.389 3.246 92.083       

10 0.358 2.983 95.067       

11 0.334 2.785 97.851       

12 0.258 2.149 100       

 

Note:  Extraction method: Principal component analysis. 
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Total Variance Interpretation of the Organizational Climate for Innovation 

Scale (Pretest Sample, n=159) 

 

No. 

Initial Eigenvalue 
Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 

Extraction of sum of squares of 

loads 

Total 
Variance 

% 

Cumulativ

e 
Total 

Varianc

e 

% 

Cumulativ

e 
Total 

Varianc

e 

% 

Cumulativ

e 

1 6.034 50.285 50.285 6.034 50.285 50.285 3.74 31.17 31.17 

2 1.823 15.188 65.473 1.823 15.188 65.473 2.746 22.885 54.055 

3 1.214 10.118 75.591 1.214 10.118 75.591 2.584 21.535 75.591 

4 0.839 6.989 82.58       

5 0.601 5.012 87.592       

6 0.588 4.901 92.493       

7 0.381 3.172 95.665       

8 0.285 2.376 98.041       

9 0.146 1.215 99.256       

10 0.046 0.381 99.636       

11 0.027 0.224 99.86       

12 0.017 0.14 100       

 

Note:  Extraction method: Principal component analysis. 
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