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This study analyzed learning agility, employee engagement, perceived organizational support (POS), and innovative behavior related to the development of innovative environment and the mental and psychological health of employees. A substantial body of research has examined the antecedents of innovative behavior of employees in their work environment, but our current understanding of how learning and motivational aspects of employees synthetically influence the innovative behavior remains incomplete. To address this gap, we developed and tested a moderated mediation model of the relationship between learning agility and employee engagement, POS, and innovative behavior. Following the job-demand resource model, componential theory, and social exchange theory, our postulated model predicted that the mediating effect of employee engagement on the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior would be moderated by POS. The result of the analysis of the data on 331 corporate employees in South Korea supported this model. Specifically, learning agility was related to innovative behavior, while employee engagement mediated the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior; POS strengthened the positive effect of learning agility on innovative behavior via employee engagement. We also discuss the implications of the results, future direction, and limitations of this study based on these findings.
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INTRODUCTION

In the era of a fast-growing and competitive knowledge-based economy, innovation is critical for an organization’s competitive advantage and sustainable performance (Chatzoglou and Chatzoudes, 2017). As the employees of the organization eventually perform the innovation, individual innovation behavior is a prerequisite for successful organizational innovation (Scott and Bruce, 1994). Various empirical studies have clearly identified the benefits of better employee organizational behaviors, which are considered an important source of an organization’s competitive advantage (Anderson et al., 2014; Harari et al., 2016). In contrast, failures in innovative behavior can lead to losses for both the organization and its employees (Tian et al., 2020). Therefore, it is important to study the antecedents and mechanism of the factors that facilitate innovative behavior and understand how these are generated.

Innovative behavior is influenced by individual learning characteristics, such as learning goal orientation (Montani et al., 2014) and motivation to learn (Yu et al., 2018), as well as by organizational factors, including learning organization (Park et al., 2014) and learning climate (Cangialosi et al., 2020). Thus, learning that promotes innovative behavior is an important factor. According to the componential framework of creativity, domain-relevant skills include knowledge, technical skills, expertise, and special talents that provide essential background knowledge and a basis for innovation (Amabile, 1983). Amabile (1983) contends that the larger the domain-relevant skillset, the more the alternatives for innovation. While innovative behavior is an individual-level behavioral aspect, learning agility, which is also a characteristic of individual learning, predicts innovative behavior.

Due to the complexity and unpredictability of the current business environment, employees need to have learning agility to constantly acquire new skills and learn new ways of performing their job (Milani et al., 2021). However, despite their importance, the consequences of learning agility in organizations have been rarely explored. Employees with high learning agility are characterized as risk-taking, open-minded, and tolerant, and accepting of challenges and innovation (Eichinger et al., 2010). Learning agility is closely related to perseverance in the face of ambiguity, risk preference, and flexible thinking; it induces innovative behavior (Farr and Ford, 1990). Accordingly, we hypothesize that the learning agility of employees affects their innovative behavior. From the componential theory perspective, innovative behavior should concurrently consider learning aspects such as learning agility and motivation for performing the task. Nevertheless, previous studies did not comprehensively examine these factors, but indicate only a simple relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior (Han, 2018; Kwon and Lee, 2020; Chu and Kim, 2021; Putri and Suharti, 2021). Thus, there is a need to explore the mechanism between learning agility and innovative behavior.

This study attempts to explore the process, the journey from learning to employee innovation, in a business context. First, we propose that employee engagement plays a mediating role in the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior. In componential theory, organizational members’ creativity requires both domain-relevant skills and task motivation. In other words, to properly generate employees’ innovative behavior, a high level of motivation related to their task must be considered in conjunction with learning agility. From this perspective, employee engagement, the optimal work-related motivational state, is considered an important resource predicting innovative behavior. When employees are engaged in their work, they feel positive and are able to broaden their cognitive and behavioral repertoire, leading to creative and innovative behavior (Fredrickson, 2001). Previous studies have shown that employee engagement significantly affects their innovative behavior (Kwon and Kim, 2020).

Next, in terms of the relationship between learning agility and employee engagement, learning agility may predict employee engagement. Learning-oriented employees are more engaged in their jobs; they find challenging activities that arouse interest and curiosity, reflect on themselves, and engage in exploratory learning (Dweck, 1986; Dweck and Leggett, 1988; Matsuo, 2019). The agility aspect included in learning agility is also associated with employee engagement. A survey of 22 organizations in six sectors showed that organizations with high agility had 20–30% higher employee engagement than those that did not. Employees with high agility are likely to develop a strong sense of autonomy, mastery, and purpose, which are associated with employee engagement (Mckinsey, 2021).

Along with exploration of knowledge and information through learning agility and task motivation through employee engagement, the work environment is a key element for building creativity and innovative behavior (Amabile, 1983). Perceived organizational support (POS) can be considered an environmental factor; it refers to employee perception of how much the organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 2001). Prior studies have revealed that POS is one of the most strongly predictable innovative behavior of an employee (Yildiz et al., 2017; Qi et al., 2019; Fan et al., 2022). According to social exchange theory (SET), when employees believe that they are being encouraged, they tend to yield returns for their organization by putting in extra effort, such as by demonstrating innovative behavior (Eisenberger et al., 1990; Nazir et al., 2018). As motivation is a condition that determines the direction and intensity of a particular behavior, behavior can be strengthened by organizational support. Therefore, this study assumes that the relationship between employee engagement and innovative behavior is moderated by POS. As employee engagement depends on learning agility, this study identifies the moderated mediation effect whereby employee engagement influenced by learning agility regulates the mediation effect on the innovative behavior.

Few studies have examined the logical connection between learning agility, employee engagement, POS, and innovative behavior. If employees’ innovative behaviors are to be systematically enhanced and developed within an organization, a framework that aligns with the learning, engagement, and organizational support system is necessary. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to systematically investigate the relationship between learning agility, employee engagement, POS, and innovative behavior. In view of an increasing need for innovation, the results of this study could facilitate a better understanding of how employees’ innovative behavior can be enhanced.



LEARNING AGILITY AND INNOVATIVE BEHAVIOR

Organizations recognize the significance of employees’ innovative behavior as an intangible asset that produces the best ideas to stay competitive, regardless of task categories or the organization’s hierarchical standard. Innovative behavior and the process that motivates such behavior is an area of critical importance in business (Yuan and Woodman, 2010; Riaz et al., 2018).

Innovative behavior refers to an employee’s intentional introduction and application in a role, group or organization of ideas, processes, products, and procedures (West and Farr, 1989). Janssen (2000) defined innovative behavior as the intentional creation, introduction, and application of new ideas within a work role, group, or organization to benefit role performance, the group, or the organization. Examples of such behavior include looking for new technologies, suggesting new ways to achieve goals, applying new work processes, and investigating and securing resources to implement new ideas (Yuan and Woodman, 2010). Innovative behavior leads to various positive outcomes at the organizational and individual levels, including job productivity (Chang and Liu, 2008), task performance (Aryee et al., 2012), service innovation performance (Li et al., 2019), and firm growth (Stenholm, 2011). Innovative behavior has attracted substantial attention in the practical and academic fields.

As learning through experience is regarded as a way of improving productivity in uncertain market environments, learning agility can be one of the most important competencies. According to Lombardo and Eichinger (2000), learning agility is “the willingness and ability to learn new competencies in order to perform under first-time, tough, or different conditions” (p. 323). Researchers have discussed learning agility and learning orientation as different concepts. Learning orientation reflects a dispositional trait to expand the current knowledge set continuously (Dweck, 1986; De Rue and Wellman, 2009), while learning agility is a comprehensive concept and includes learning orientation and ability (Mettl, 2022). Previous empirical studies found that learning orientation could be an antecedent to learning agility (Drinka, 2018; Putri and Suharti, 2021).

Experiential learning theory, which supports learning agility, explains that the experiences of the members of an organization can be used as resources for new learning. In other words, organizational members can reconfigure experience to meet the goal and vision of the organization, or convert it into the skills and knowledge required for the job. Individuals with high levels of learning agility tend to seek new opportunities constantly, actively seeking feedback from others to grow and develop, and are likely to self-reflect, evaluate, and draw practical conclusions from their experiences (De Meuse et al., 2010). Companies with a high level of learning agility in their workforce consistently outperform competitors in terms of profitability, market share, sales growth, and customer satisfaction (Gravett and Caldwell, 2016). However, the procedural mechanism whereby the psychological characteristics and behaviors that form part of the learning agility of organizational members generate performance remains a mystery.

People with high learning agility pursue innovation without fear of new challenges, have high experimental tendencies, and produce results through communication with others (Eichinger et al., 2010). These characteristics of learning agility are directly related to the innovative behaviors that explore different ideas, find new methods, communicate with others to apply them to organizations, and produce results through execution (Janssen, 2000). Staw (1990) proposed problem identification and resolution, creativity, and communication skills as the basis for innovative behavior. These factors refer to the individual’s inclination toward innovative behavior, acceptance of challenges and newness, communication with others, flexible thinking, and the will to create results, and are closely related to the components of learning agility suggested by Eichinger et al. (2010). Specifically, mental agility, which is characterized by curiosity and comfort with ambiguity and complexity; people agility, which is related to open-mindedness, flexible attitudes, and communication skills; change agility, which includes experimentation, trying new things, and easily accepting challenges; and result agility, which relates to creating results, can serve as major resources for innovative behaviors. According to the individual adaptability theory, which describes the learning agility of organizational members, innovative behavior is a result of the learning agility of members within the organization. Recent empirical studies also suggest that learning agility of organizational members is related to innovative behavior (Han, 2018; Kwon and Lee, 2020). Based on this discussion, we formulate the following hypothesis.

H1: Learning agility is positively related to innovative behavior.



THE MEDIATING ROLE OF EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

Positive psychology, which emerged in the 2000s, is acclaimed as an alternative approach centered on human strengths and optimal functioning, an outgrowth of the negative psychology approaches studying the traditional four Ds: disease, damage, disorder, and disability (Diener et al., 1999; Luthans and Avolio, 2009). Accordingly, engagement came to be understood as the converse of burnout, a state of negativity in relation to work. Employee engagement refers to “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). Shuck et al. (2017) defined employee engagement as “an active, work-related positive psychological state operationalized by the intensity and direction of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral energy” (p. 959). Concerning the terms, although employee engagement, work engagement, and job engagement are often used interchangeably by scholars and practitioners (Shuck and Wollard, 2010), the term “employee engagement” has recently gained preference (Rothwell, 2014; Shuck et al., 2017). Accordingly, employee engagement is considered a positive psychological state with cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components associated with job and organization. Each component of employee engagement is described as follows (Macey and Schneider, 2008; Shuck et al., 2017): Cognitive engagement is the intensity of mental energy expressed toward positive job and organizational outcomes. Emotional engagement is the intensity and willingness to invest emotionally in positive job and organizational outcomes. Behavioral (physical) engagement is the psychological state of intention to behave in a manner that positively affects both in-role and extra-role performance.

Empirical evidence reveals that employee engagement is negatively related to psychosomatic health complaints (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004) and positively to psychological/mental health (Hakanen and Schaufeli, 2012; Torp et al., 2013), physical health (Seppälä et al., 2012; Rongen et al., 2014), and happiness in the workplace (Bakker and Oerlemans, 2016). Furthermore, employee engagement facilitates the use of cooperative interpersonal tactics, reduces workplace conflict, and creates a positive work environment and climate (Demerouti and Cropanzano, 2010). In sum, employee engagement is considered a key factor in building positive and innovative workplaces as well as enhancing employees’ physical and psychological health.

According to Kwon and Kim’s (2021) integrative literature review, employee engagement is an important positive determinant of innovative behavior. Employee engagement is expected to drive innovative behavior developed from the synergy of cognitive, emotional, and physical energies (Hakanen et al., 2008). Specifically, cognitive engagement stimulates innovative behavior by allowing employees to revisit their experience and knowledge structure, broaden the scope of cognition and perception, try various suggestions, and generate new ideas (Fredrickson, 2001). Emotional engagement allows employees to feel confident in the purpose and meaning of innovative efforts, to be optimistic about innovation, and to help fuel proactive behavior across the organization (Demerouti and Cropanzano, 2010; Shuck et al., 2017). Physical engagement is a determinant in overcoming stress and fatigue in the process of innovation, realizing ideas, and maintaining innovative motivation and behavior (Kwon and Kim, 2020). When employees are engaged, they become proactive, show initiative, persist in the face of difficulties, effectively collaborate with others, and invest energy in their work (Leiter and Bakker, 2010). These behaviors are particularly relevant to innovative activities (Amabile, 1988; Zhang and Bartol, 2010; Chang et al., 2013). Numerous studies have demonstrated that employee engagement is related to innovative behavior (Agarwal, 2014; Gorgievski et al., 2014; Chen and Huang, 2016; Kim and Park, 2017).

Meanwhile, employee engagement depends on employees’ learning agility. Employees’ activities related to learning (e.g., opportunities for continuous learning, inquiry, and dialogue) play an important role in facilitating engagement through extrinsic as well as intrinsic motivational potential by assisting employees in achieving goals and facilitating growth (Eldor and Harpaz, 2016). In addition, learning experiences shape stronger positive self-evaluations and efficacy (Kohn and Schooler, 1982; Salanova et al., 2010). Efficacy is related to being fully absorbed in the task as well as to expending higher levels of energy and effort to complete a task, which results in employee engagement (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010). Based on these discussions, we infer that learning agility, the tendency to pursue continuous learning in the workplace, will affect employee engagement. Recent empirical research has shown that learning agility is related to employee engagement. Saputra et al. (2018) confirmed that the learning agility of employees in various industries, such as ICT, manufacturing, and service, has a direct effect on employee engagement. A study of outstanding nurse managers found that change agility is related to employee engagement (Mackoff and Triolo, 2008). Further, the results of various empirical studies have proven that learning agility has a significant and positive effect on employee engagement (Jeong and Sung, 2018; Saputra, 2018; Kwon and Lee, 2020).

Thus, employee engagement is both a result of learning agility and an antecedent to innovative behavior. As a mediator between learning agility and innovative behavior, employee engagement integrates learning and innovation into the psychological process, including cognition, affection, and behavior in the workplace. This mediating role of employee engagement was set, based on the Hobfoll’s (1989) conservation of resource theory, which is rooted in a resource maximization model in which an increase in resources leads to additional resource accumulation as a result of the so-called “gain spirals.” Resource surplus with employees keeps them engaged in their jobs to conserve the resources needed to achieve goals (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Based on conservation of resource theory, it can be argued that resources such as positive self-evaluation, efficacy, and esteem can be acquired through learning agility, which in turn increases employee engagement to acquire those resources and makes them perform innovative behaviors (Islam and Tariq, 2018). Based on the theoretical outline and empirical results mentioned earlier, we formulate the following hypothesis:

H2: Employee engagement mediates the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior.



THE MODERATING ROLE OF PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT

Based on the analysis described earlier, we proposed that learning agility predicts innovative behavior among employees through engagement. However, this mechanism may vary with organizational support. The theory of innovation allows us to postulate that an individual’s innovative behavior is a function of a continuous process of interaction between the individual and contextual influences (Woodman et al., 1993). Contextual influences are characterized by organizational support such as reward, caring, and recognition (Baran et al., 2012). When organizational support is sufficiently perceived, it can foster innovative behavior (Eisenberger et al., 1986).

Perceived organizational support refers to the degree to which employees believe their organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986). According to SET, employees’ POS is formed in response to their socio-emotional needs, and the organization’s readiness to reward increases work efforts (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). SET maintains that, based on the norm of reciprocity, employees trade effort and dedication with their organization for tangible incentives such as rewards and fringe benefits, and socio-emotional benefits such as esteem, approval, and caring (Baran et al., 2012). Numerous studies have found that employees with higher levels of POS feel more obligated and perform innovative behaviors that benefit the organization (Afsar and Badir, 2017; Nazir et al., 2018).

Perceived organizational support is also valued as an assurance that aid will be available from the organization when it is needed to deal with stressful situations [cf. George et al. (1993)]. The process of innovation is complex and strenuous, requiring considerable time and effort to see results (Anderson et al., 2014). According to Karasek’s (1979) demand-control model, innovation tends to lead to stress by increasing the mental demands employees face. Specifically, innovations always imply a degree of change and often uncertainty, which is usually experienced as a form of stress, triggering the individual to be alert and adjust to the changing circumstances (Cowan et al., 2011). In addition, there is abundant empirical evidence showing that innovation induces stress, fatigue, and burnout (Rafferty and Griffin, 2006; Chung et al., 2017; Hammond et al., 2019). POS, in contrast, prevents the negative consequences of innovation and promotes continuous innovative behavior.

An organization attends to its employees’ well-being, concedes contributions, and is susceptible to their needs because those interventions quickly lead to innovative behavior from the employee. Engaged employees can transform their own positive and proactive energy into innovative behaviors by recognizing that the organization they belong to cares for and supports them appropriately. POS can be considered a representative organizational resource; as an individual supplemental resource, POS can generate a range of positive emotional perceptions and experiences in the workplace (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002; Arnold and Dupré, 2012). According to broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 1998), positive emotions serve to broaden individual thought–action repertoire, which in turn has the effect of building individuals’ physical, intellectual, and social resources to bring them indirect and long-term adaptive benefits. Compared with people who have positive emotion and enough resources, people who have negative emotion and experience a lack of resources are more sensitive to opportunity cost and perceive a higher level of psychological threats, which leads to conservative decision making (Zhang et al., 2017; Cho and Song, 2021). Thus, when engaged employees recognize appropriate organizational support, they display a higher level of innovative behavior.

Indeed, the literature shows that POS has shown a significant moderating effect on the relationship between engagement and innovative behavior. A study conducted on 220 employees in four innovative industries found that POS had a significant moderating effect on the relationship between cognitive engagement and innovative performance (Fachrunnisa et al., 2020). Yet another study conducted with 1,049 customer service employees showed that the interaction term between engagement and POS had a significant effect on task performance. In other words, POS has a decisive moderation effect on the relationship between engagement and task performance (Yongxing et al., 2017). Furthermore, POS has been confirmed to be an influential moderating variable that regulates employees’ innovative behavior (Yildiz et al., 2017; Yoon et al., 2019). The present study examined the moderating effect of organizational support on the relationship between employee engagement as individual-level variables and innovative behaviors. The main reason to choose this factor was to explore how organizational support effectively enhances innovative behaviors. Based on the theoretical background and empirical results, we formulate the following hypothesis.

H3: The positive relationship between employee engagement and innovative behavior is moderated by perceived organizational support.

According to the job demand-resource (JD-R) model, a well-known theoretical framework for presenting the mechanism of employee engagement, employee engagement is facilitated by job resources and personal resources (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Job resources are defined as aspects of the job that are functional in achieving work goals, reducing job demand, or stimulating personal growth and learning, such as learning opportunities (Halbesleben, 2010) and learning organization (Park et al., 2014). Personal resources are defined as aspects of the self that relate to the ability to control and affect one’s environment successfully, such as self-efficacy, optimism, and resilience. Learning agility is believed to serve as a representative personal resource for promoting employee engagement. The JD-R model assumes that, in its turn, engagement produces positive outcomes such as innovative behavior (Kwon and Kim, 2020). In other words, learning agility improves employee engagement and eventually raises the level of innovative behavior. Meanwhile, this model describes how the job demand factor moderates the mediation process (resource–engagement–outcome). Job demand is defined as aspects of the job that require sustained physical or mental effort, such as emotional demands and unfavorable work conditions (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014). POS lowers job demand by playing a role in alleviating the stress and fatigue arising from the job condition and increasing the level of innovative behavior among organizational members. In fact, in various studies, POS has been shown to regulate the negative impact of job demand, resulting in positive outcomes (Zacher and Winter, 2011; Jain et al., 2013; Du et al., 2018). Based on the theoretical outline and empirical results above, we formulate the following hypothesis (see Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1. Theoretical moderated mediation model.


H4: Perceived organizational support moderates the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior via employee engagement.



MATERIALS AND METHODS


Participants

To achieve the research goal, online surveys were conducted among 350 employees of eight companies in South Korea, using a convenience sampling method. All participants were informed about the purpose of the survey, assured of the confidentiality of their responses, and made aware of their right to withdraw their consent to participate at any time. The study was conducted under the principles of the American Psychological Association on research ethics. To ensure survey data quality, 19 careless or incomplete responses were excluded. A final pool of 331 valid responses was analyzed.

Among the participants, 43.2% were male and 56.8%, female. In terms of age, 24.5% were under 29 years old; 50.5% were between the ages of 30 and 34, 13.0% were between 35 and 39 years, 6.9% were between 40 and 50 years, and 5.1% were over the age of 50. In terms of academic qualifications, 2.7% had a high school diploma, 10.3% had an associate degree, 74.0% had a bachelor’s degree, 1.2% had a master’s degree, 0.3% had a doctorate, and 0.3% were classified as others. In terms of industry type, 25.1% were in service firms, 21.5% were in manufacturing, 12.4% were in social overhead capital firms, 8.5% were in public institutions, 6.3% in distribution, and 26.3% were classified as others. In terms of job category, 23.6% were in management planning, 16.8% were in accounting, 14.4% were in production/service, 12.7% were in research and development, 6.8% were in marketing, 3.8% were in human resource management and development, and 21.9% were classified as others. In terms of position, 77.3% were at the associate level, 16.9% at the manager level, and 5.7% were at the director level. In terms of work experience, 45.0% of the participants had worked for less than 5 years; 37.2% had worked for 5–9 years; 9.7% had worked for 10–14 years; 3.6% had worked for 15–19 years; and 4.5% had worked for more than 20 years. In terms of organizational size, 56.8% were working at companies with fewer than 300 employees, 20.8% were working for companies with 300–999 employees, and 22.4% were working for companies with 1,000 employees.



Measures


Learning Agility

Learning agility was the independent variable for this study. Developed by Bedford (2011), the learning agility scale consists of six items, including “I reflect on and learn from mistakes.” Responses were measured by a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.67.



Employee Engagement

The employee engagement scale for measuring employee engagement was developed by Shuck et al. (2017). It consists of 12 items and three dimensions (i.e., “emotional engagement,” “behavioral engagement,” and “cognitive engagement”). Emotional engagement includes four items such as “I feel a strong sense of belonging to my job.” Behavioral engagement includes four items such as “I really push myself to work beyond what is expected of me.” Cognitive engagement includes four items such as “I concentrate on my job when I am at work.” A five-point Likert-type scale was used. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.90.



Perceived Organizational Support

The POS scale was derived by Eisenberger et al. (1986) and revised by McMillin (1997). The scale contains 10 items across two dimensions: emotional support (five items such as “My organization really cares about my well-being”) and instrumental support (five items such as “If the organization could hire someone to replace me at a lower salary it would do so [Reverse item]”), measured using a five-point Likert scale. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.85.



Innovative Behavior

We assessed innovative behavior using six items developed by Scott and Bruce (1994), for example, “I search out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas.” A five-point Likert scale was used. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.87.



Control Variables

Respondent demographics, gender (Mikhailova and Kaminskaya, 2016), working years (Leong and Rasli, 2014), position (Liu et al., 2016), and organization size (Link and Bozeman, 1991) were used as control variables in this research, as these play an important role in increasing innovative behavior.




Data Analyses

Data analyses were conducted using SPSS Statistics v.25, SPSS AMOS v.25, the SPSS PROCESS macro by Hayes (2015). SPSS Statistics was employed to calculate descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlation matrix of all study variables. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted with IBM SPSS AMOS, and Hu and Bentler’s (1999) indices guideline were used to evaluate the goodness-of-fit indices. As a rule of thumb, TLI and CFI ≥ 0.90, and RMSEA and SRMR ≤ 0.08 were considered indicative of good model fit (Byrne, 2013). The moderated mediation model was tested using Model 14 in the SPSS PROCESS macro. Regression coefficient and bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals (CIs) were calculated using a bootstrapping procedure (5,000 re-sampling). The moderation variable was mean-centered. All statistical significance was determined at p < 0.05.

In this study, item parceling was used to aggregate individual items into sub-dimension for employee engagement and POS, which reflect multi-dimension, before conducting CFA. Item parceling is a technique used to create an aggregate-level variable comprising average of the individual items (Little et al., 2002). Using item parceling in CFA has been recommended because of advantages such as greater reliability (Kishton and Widaman, 1994), higher communality (Little et al., 2002), and less item-idiosyncratic influence (Chapman and Tunmer, 1995). Finally, “because aggregating items into parcels reduces the number of indicators involved in modeling, researchers are able to use more realistic models that better capture and more easily interpret increasingly complex theories of human behavior” (Nasser-Abu Alhija and Wisenbaker, 2006, p. 205). The overall fit of employee engagement (x2 = 151.241, df = 51, TLI = 0.94, CFI = 0.96, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.50) and POS (x2 = 117.232, df = 34, TLI = 0.91, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.09, SRMR = 0.52) met the cut-off criteria. Therefore, the measurement model of these constructs was found to be statistically acceptable and all the individual items measuring these latent variables were formed into a parcel for each.

Furthermore, a CFA for the single common factor model was used to assess the common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The result of the CFA indicated that it fit poorly with the collected data (x2 = 599.872, df = 87, TLI = 0.69, CFI = 0.74, RMSEA = 0.13, SRMR = 0.09). As there is no single common factor explaining the major variance, common method bias is not considered a major problem in this study.

A power test was conducted using SPSS Sample Power v.3 to estimate the proper number of participants. To achieve a power of 0.80, with an estimate of a small effect size [f2 = 0.02; Cohen (1988)] for the covariates, main effects, interaction effects, and an alpha level of 0.05 (two-tailed), a sample of 378 was required. To achieve a power of 0.80, with an estimate of a medium effect size [f2 = 0.15; Cohen (1988)] for the covariates, main effects, interaction effects, and an alpha level of 0.05 (two-tailed), a sample of 38 was required. Although we did not have sufficient power to detect a small effect size, we did have sufficient power to detect a medium or large effect size.




RESULTS


Validity and Reliability

A CFA was carried out for testing construct validity and reliability. To test for construct validity, we assessed for convergent validity and discriminant validity. The convergent validity was evaluated the magnitude and significance of the standardized factor loadings (SFL) and composite reliability (CR). The SFL values of the measurement model which were all above the threshold of 0.5 (Hair et al., 2018), SFL coefficients were between 0.51 and 0.92 after deleting low SFL value items. Furthermore, the t-values of SFL were significant. The CR values for all constructs ranged from 0.61 to 0.87, which exceeds the convergent validity threshold of 0.6 (Hair et al., 2018), and therefore, the convergent validity of the measure was appropriate.

The discriminant validity was measured by comparing the goodness-of-fit between different factor models (Rios and Wells, 2014). We conducted a series of CFAs to investigate whether all the variables examined in this study were distinct. When compared with other models, the proposed four-factor model structure (i.e., learning agility, employee engagement, POS and innovative behavior) was found to be a significantly better fit for the data (x2 = 191.590, df = 79, TLI = 0.93, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.06). This finding suggested that all the variables were distinct from one another. As an additional assessment of discriminant validity, we calculated several heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratios of the correlations (Henseler et al., 2015), which is an alternative approach to the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the examination of cross-loadings and is based on the multitrait-multimethod matrix. Typically, when HTMT is over 0.85, there is a problem with discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2015). As shown in Table 1, HTMT was calculated at 0.29–0.79, which shows that the constructs had adequate discriminant validity. In conclusion, the discriminant validity of the measure was at an appropriate level.


TABLE 1. Descriptive statistics, correlation, and heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) matrix among study variables.
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For reliability, we measured Cronbach’s alpha (α) and CR. The α values for all constructs ranged from 0.67 to 0.90, which agreed with Nunnally’s criteria of 0.6 or above (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). CR values ranged from 0.61 to 0.87, which agreed with Fornell-Larcker’s criteria of 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). All other indicators supported the reliability of the construct. Considering the results of the tests for reliability and validity, the constructs found to be used to investigate the conceptual model. After the validity and reliability test, the observed values of the items in each constructs were aggregated as an average to be used for regression analysis to test the hypotheses.



Test of Hypotheses

The moderated mediation model was performed to test the postulated relationships among variables. The results are summarized in Table 2. Against our hypothesis that learning agility may be positively associated with innovative behavior, the direct path between learning agility and innovative behavior was found positive and significant (B = 0.56, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.45, 0.68]). Thus, H1 was supported.


TABLE 2. Regression result for the moderated mediation model.
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Second, against our hypothesis that employee engagement would mediate the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior, the indirect relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior, mediated through employee engagement, was found significant (B = 0.18, 95% CI [0.10, 0.26]). Hence, H2 was supported. Third, we had hypothesized that the relationship between employee engagement and innovative behavior would be moderated by POS. The interactions between employee engagement and POS were found to affect innovative behavior (B = 0.17, p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.06, 0.29]). We then applied the procedures of Aiken et al. (1991) to plot the pattern of significant moderation effect. High POS was set as one SD above the mean, while low POS was set as one SD below the mean. As depicted in Figure 2, the relationship between employee engagement and innovative behavior is positive for all two lines as indicated by their positive slope. Hence, higher levels of employee engagement accompany higher levels of innovative behavior. Due to the positive moderating effect, at high levels of moderator POS, the effect of employee engagement on innovative behavior is stronger, while at lower levels of moderator POS, that effect is weaker. Thus, the relationship between employee engagement and innovative behavior becomes stronger with high POS levels, which supports H3.
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FIGURE 2. Moderating effect of POS on the relationship between employee engagement and innovative behavior.


Finally, we had hypothesized that the mediation effect, in which learning agility affects innovative behavior through employee engagement, would be moderated by POS. The result showed that the index of moderated mediation was significant (B = 0.09, 95% CI [0.04, 0.15]), verifying that the indirect effect of learning agility on innovative behavior through employee engagement is dependent on POS. Hence, H4 was supported (see Figure 3).
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FIGURE 3. Results for the testing hypothesis.


The slope of the conditional indirect effect in Figure 4 is positive, meaning that the indirect effect of learning agility on innovative behavior through employee engagement is an increasing function of POS. Specifically, the conditional mediation effect of learning agility on innovative behavior through employee engagement was positive and significant at low (B = 0.23, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.10 0.36]), moderate (B = 0.34, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.22, 0.46]), and high (B = 0.46, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.30, 0.61]) levels of POS, where low, moderate, and high were at the −1 SD (−0.66), Mean (0), and +1 SD (+0.66) of the POS mean-centered distribution, respectively.
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FIGURE 4. Conditional mediation effects of learning agility on innovative behavior at values of the POS.


Additionally, the models explained the considerable amounts of variance in innovative behavior (see Table 3). Control variables were able to explain only 5% of the variance in innovative behavior (R2 = 0.05). The addition of the learning agility and employee engagement variables led to a substantial increase in the amount of variance explained in innovative behavior (R2 = 0.42, ΔR2 = 0.37, p < 0.001), with both variables emerging as significant independent predictors. The variables in the regression equation in model 3 explained 44% of the variance in innovative behavior (R2 = 0.44, ΔR2 = 0.02, p < 0.01), with control variables, learning agility, employee engagement, POS, and interaction term. Thus, altogether, the variables under consideration were able to explain the largest variance in innovative behavior.


TABLE 3. Predicting innovative behavior.
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DISCUSSION

Employees’ innovative behavior (e.g., developing, adopting, and implementing new ideas for products and work methods) is an important asset that enables an organization to survive, sustain itself, and succeed in a dynamic environment (Kanter, 1983; Yuan and Woodman, 2010). This study aimed to evaluate how learning agility, employee engagement, and POS predict innovative behavior in the workplace. Based on the literature, we combined learning agility, employee engagement, and POS to construct the moderated mediation model describing the learning and motivational sources of employees’ innovative behavior. The results are as follows. First, we found that learning agility is positively related to innovative behavior. A learning-agile person is curious about the world and has a high tolerance for ambiguity, good skills, and vision (Gravett and Caldwell, 2016). According to the meta-analysis, these individual tendencies are related to innovation (Da Costa et al., 2015). Therefore, it is necessary to pay attention to learning agility, which acts as a prerequisite for developing innovative behaviors of organization members.

Second, employee engagement showed a significant mediating effect between learning agility and innovative behavior. These results are consistent with previous studies, suggesting that learning agility is related to employee engagement (Jeong and Sung, 2018; Saputra, 2018; Saputra et al., 2018; Kwon and Lee, 2020) and that employee engagement is motivated by innovative behavior (Agarwal, 2014; Gorgievski et al., 2014; Chen and Huang, 2016; Kim and Park, 2017). The componential theory on innovation describes how domain-relevant knowledge, a creativity-relevant process, and task motivation are simultaneously required to develop innovation for employees (Amabile, 1983). Learning allows us to acquire fundamental and important domain knowledge, information, and skills for innovation. Therefore, the employee’s learning agility plays an important role. In particular, high learning agility is associated with the tendency to find solutions to difficult problems, be comfortable with diversity and differences of opinion, and be very flexible and adaptable (De Meuse et al., 2010), which is considered a creativity-relevant process. Furthermore, employee engagement, a state of positive motivation for work, can be described as task motivation to develop employees’ innovative behavior.

Third, POS shows that learning agility has a moderated mediation effect on innovative behavior through employee engagement. Previous research that applied SET theory to innovative behavior found a moderating effect of POS on promoting employees’ innovative behavior (Zacher and Winter, 2011; Jain et al., 2013; Du et al., 2018). When employees receive particular resources from their organization, they feel obligated to respond with innovative behavior for the benefit of the organization (Ramamoorthy et al., 2005). POS also facilitates employee involvement through its supportive mechanism and strengthens the decision-making process related to innovative behavior (Cook and Wall, 1980; Choi et al., 2016). Furthermore, as uncertainty resulting from innovation is generally considered stressful, POS is obviously an important moderator (Vieitez et al., 2001). We confirmed the significant moderated mediation effect of POS on the psychological mechanisms that generate employees’ innovative behavior in this study. According to the JD-R, engagement affected by job and personal resources predicts extra-role performance as a positive result, and job demand controls the overall process (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). By applying this model, we have scientifically identified the complex and detailed process of generating innovative behavior by applying POS to the path to employees’ learning agility as a personal resource to achieve innovative behavior, a representative type of extra-role performance, through employee engagement.


Theoretical and Practical Implications

We offer three theoretical implications of this research. First, we found significant positive associations between learning agility and innovative behavior, expanding the theoretical discussion of innovative behavior by empirically identifying its relationship with learning agility, as attempted by a few recent studies (Han, 2018; Kwon and Lee, 2020; Chu and Kim, 2021; Putri and Suharti, 2021). Second, although learning agility and employee engagement are considered important prerequisites for employees’ innovative behavior, there has been a lack of research on this topic. This study expands our understanding of the process in which innovative behavior is facilitated, and develops and identifies a new mechanism related to the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior. Additionally, we empirically confirmed the importance of employee engagement, a key variable of physical and mental health, and learning agility for triggering innovative behavior, an important variable of an organization’s environmental innovation. Third, the study investigated the influence by comprehensively considering the factors suggested by the engagement model (JD-R model) and innovation theory (componential theory), unlike prior studies that have only partially studied the elements of innovative behavior.

Our findings also have managerial implications. First, members of an organization should develop learning agility to behave more innovatively, because learning agility not only builds emotional and cognitive engagement but also enhances effort and motivation for performance. Therefore, it is possible to promote the organization’s learning agility by identifying the specific characteristics of employees with high learning agility, establishing competency modeling, and developing and applying a competency-based curriculum. This would help develop an organizational culture that emphasizes the importance of learning agility by linking the company’s vision or mission with learning agility, and by configuring learning agility evaluation items in recruitment or promotion.

Second, the mediating effect of employee engagement on the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior suggests that employee engagement and learning agility must be considered simultaneously to promote innovative behavior. Therefore, it is necessary to measure these characteristics regularly for systematic management and development of learning agility and employee engagement. Based on the measurement results, employees with relatively low levels of learning agility or employee engagement can be selected, and differentiated training/education programs or counseling can be provided. Managers need to help these employees set and perform goals for learning and work with initiative and responsibility by providing them with autonomy.

Third, we found that POS positively regulates the influence of learning agility on innovative behavior through employee engagement. Therefore, executives should understand that innovative activities need to be combined with organizational support. Executives may also set up tangible and intangible incentives to promote innovative behavior. Additionally, it is important to not only provide positive social recognition for innovative employees but also break the psychological comfort with the status quo and sensitize employees to opportunities for further improvement.



Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Although the study serves as a useful baseline for further investigations, there are some limitations. First, it used a convenience sampling of employees in a few South Korean companies, relying on a self-reported survey, which might have led to sampling bias. Therefore, to increase generalizability, it would be better to consider a large sample with varied industrial characteristics and participant demographics in future studies. Furthermore, various measurement methods need to be applied to overcome the limitation of a self-reported survey. Second, we explored the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior, and confirmed the mechanism to facilitate it. Future studies might explore further mechanisms by considering other related variables and include cross-level analyses at team, department, and organization levels. Third, our data were collected at a single time point. Longitudinal design can be used to provide insights into the changes in the variables over time and to effectively minimize common method bias.




CONCLUSION

This study explored the mediation role of employee engagement and the moderation role of POS in the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior. It explained when and how the learning characteristic relates to employees’ innovative behavior. These results concretize previous research by clarifying the mediation and moderation factors in the relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior. In this study, engagement was found to serve as a potential mediation mechanism between learning agility and innovative behavior in employees, and the mediation is moderated by POS. The relationship between learning agility and innovative behavior mediated by employee engagement appears to strengthen with higher levels of organizational support. Our findings demonstrate the importance of the moderated mediation model in understanding the mechanism linking learning agility and work-related innovative behavior in employees.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



ETHICS STATEMENT

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

YJ: methodology, validation, formal analysis, and writing—original draft preparation. AH: review, editing, supervision, project administration, and funding acquisition. Both authors conceptualization, read, and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.



FUNDING

This work was supported by the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Korea and the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF-2020S1A3A2A02091529).



REFERENCES

Afsar, B., and Badir, Y. (2017). Workplace spirituality perceived organizational support and innovative work behavior: the mediating effects of person-organization fit. J. Workplace Learn. 29, 95–109. doi: 10.1108/jwl-11-2015-0086

Agarwal, U. A. (2014). Examining the impact of social exchange relationships on innovative work behaviour: role of work engagement. Team Perform. Manag. 20, 102–120. doi: 10.1108/TPM-01-2013-0004

Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., and Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social psychology of creativity: a componential conceptualization. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 45, 357–376. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.45.2.357

Amabile, T. M. (1988). “A model of creativity and innovation in organizations,” in Research in Organizational Behavior, eds B. M. Staw and L. L. Cummings (Greenwich, CT: JAI Press), 123–167.

Anderson, N., Potoènik, K., and Zhou, J. (2014). Innovation and creativity in organizations: a state-of-the-science review, prospective commentary, and guiding framework. J. Manage. 40, 1297–1333. doi: 10.1177/0149206314527128

Arnold, K. A., and Dupré, K. E. (2012). Perceived organizational support, employee health and emotions. Int. J. Workplace Health Manag. 5, 139–152. doi: 10.1108/17538351211239171

Aryee, S., Walumbwa, F. O., Zhou, Q., and Hartnell, C. A. (2012). Transformational leadership, innovative behavior, and task performance: test of mediation and moderation processes. Hum. Perform. 25, 1–25. doi: 10.1080/08959285.2011.631648

Bakker, A. B., and Oerlemans, W. G. (2016). Momentary work happiness as a function of enduring burnout and work engagement. J. Psychol. 150, 755–778. doi: 10.1080/00223980.2016.1182888

Baran, B. E., Shanock, L. R., and Miller, L. R. (2012). Advancing organizational support theory into the twenty-first century world of work. J. Bus. Psychol. 27, 123–147. doi: 10.1007/s10869-011-9236-3

Bedford, C. L. (2011). The Role of Learning Agility in Workplace Performance and Career Advancement. [Doctoral dissertation]. Minneapolis (MN): University of Minnesota.

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural Equation Modeling with Mplus: Basic Concepts, Applications, and Programming. New York, NY: Routledge.

Cangialosi, N., Odoardi, C., and Battistelli, A. (2021). Learning climate and innovative work behavior, the mediating role of the learning potential of the workplace. Vocat. Learn. 13, 263–280. doi: 10.1007/s12186-019-09235-y

Chang, H. T., Hsu, H. M., Liou, J. W., and Tsai, C. T. (2013). Psychological contracts and innovative behavior: a moderated path analysis of work engagement and job resources. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 43, 2120–2135. doi: 10.1111/jasp.12165

Chang, L. C., and Liu, C. H. (2008). Employee empowerment, innovative behavior and job productivity of public health nurses: a cross-sectional questionnaire survey. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 45, 1442–1448. doi: 10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2007.12.006

Chapman, J. W., and Tunmer, W. E. (1995). Development of young children’s reading self-concepts: an examination of emerging subcomponents and their relationship with reading achievement. J. Educ. Psychol. 87, 154–167. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.87.1.154

Chatzoglou, P., and Chatzoudes, D. (2017). The role of innovation in building competitive advantages: an empirical investigation. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 21, 44–69. doi: 10.1108/ejim-02-2017-0015

Chen, Y. S., and Huang, S. Y. (2016). A conservation of resources view of personal engagement in the development of innovative behavior and work-family conflict. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 29, 1030–1040. doi: 10.1108/JOCM-11-2015-0213

Cho, Y. J., and Song, H. J. (2021). How to facilitate innovative behavior and organizational citizenship behavior: evidence from public employees in Korea. Public. Public Pers. Manag. 50, 509–537. doi: 10.1177/0091026020977571

Choi, S. B., Kim, K., Ullah, S. E., and Kang, S. W. (2016). How transformational leadership facilitates innovative behavior of Korean workers: examining mediating and moderating processes. Pers. Rev. 45, 459–479. doi: 10.1108/PR-03-2014-0058

Chu, Y., and Kim, J. S. (2021). The effect of transformational leadership on innovative behavior in China’s software industry: focused on the mediating effect of learning agility and organizational commitment. J. Digit. Converg. 19, 103–118. doi: 10.14400/JDC.2021.19.4.103

Chung, G. H., Choi, J. N., and Du, J. (2017). Tired of innovations? learned helplessness and fatigue in the context of continuous streams of innovation implementation. J. Organ. Behav. 38, 1130–1148. doi: 10.1002/job.2191

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd Edn. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates.

Cook, J., and Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust, organizational commitment and personal need non-fulfilment. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 53, 39–52. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8325.1980.tb00005.x

Cowan, R., Sanditov, B., and Weehuizen, R. (2011). Productivity effects of innovation, stress and social relations. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 79, 165–182. doi: 10.1016/j.jebo.2011.01.028

Da Costa, S., Páez, D., Sánchez, F., Garaigordobil, M., and Gondim, S. (2015). Personal factors of creativity: a second order meta-analysis. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 31, 165–173. doi: 10.1016/j.rpto.2015.06.002

Demerouti, E., and Cropanzano, R. (2010). “From thought to action: Employee work engagement and job performance,” in Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research, eds A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter (New York, NY: Psychology Press), 147–163.

De Meuse, K. P., Dai, G., and Hallenbeck, G. S. (2010). Learning agility: a construct whose time has come. Consult. Psychol. J. Pract. Res. 62, 119–130. doi: 10.1037/a0019988

De Rue, D. S., and Wellman, N. (2009). Developing leaders via experience: the role of developmental challenge, learning orientation, and feedback availability. J. Appl. Psychol 94, 859–875. doi: 10.1037/a0015317

Diener, E., Suh, E. M., Lucas, R. E., and Smith, H. L. (1999). Subjective well-being: three decades of progress. Psychol. Bull. 125, 276–302. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276

Drinka, G. O. (2018). Coaching for Learning Agility: The Importance of Leader Behavior, Learning Goal Orientation, and Psychological Safety. [Doctoral Dissertation]. New York (NY): Columbia University.

Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. Am. Psychol. 41, 1040–1048. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.41.10.1040

Dweck, C. S., and Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychol. Rev. 95, 256–273. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256

Du, Y., Zhang, L., and Tekleab, A. G. (2018). Job strains, job control, and POS on employee performance: an interactionist perspective. J. Bus. Res. 82, 213–219. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.09.040

Eichinger, R. W., Lombardo, M. M., and Capretta, C. C. (2010). FYI for Learning Agility. Minneapolis: Lominger International.

Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, P. D., and Rhoades, L. (2001). Reciprocation of perceived organizational support. J. Appl. Psychol. 86, 42–51. doi: 10.1037//0021-9010.86.1.42

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., and Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational support. J. Appl. Psychol. 71, 500–507. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., and Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Perceived organizational support and employee diligence, commitment, and innovation. J. Appl. Psychol. 75, 51–59. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.75.1.51

Eldor, L., and Harpaz, I. (2016). A process model of employee engagement: the learning climate and its relationship with extra-role performance behaviors. J. Organ. Behav. 37, 213–235. doi: 10.1002/job.2037

Fachrunnisa, O., Adhiatma, A., and Tjahjono, H. K. (2020). Cognitive collective engagement: relating knowledge-based practices and innovation performance. J. Knowl. Econ. 11, 743–765. doi: 10.1007/s13132-018-0572-7

Fan, C., Tang, S., Chen, L., and Sun, T. (2022). Perceived organizational support and proactive innovation behavior: the mediating role of basic psychological needs. Front. Psychol. 13:804363. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.804363

Farr, J. L., and Ford, C. M. (1990). “Individual innovation,” in Innovation and Creativity at Work: Psychological and Organizational Strategies, eds M. A. West and J. L. Farr (UK, Chichester: Wiley), 63–80.

Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 18, 39–50. doi: 10.1177/002224378101800104

Fredrickson, B. L. (1998). What good are positive emotions? Rev. Gen. Psychol. 2, 300–319. doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.2.3.300

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: the broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. Am. Psychol. 56, 218–226. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218

Gravett, L. S., and Caldwell, S. A. (2016). Learning Agility: The Impact on Recruitment and Retention. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

George, J. M., Reed, T. F., Ballard, K. A., Colin, J., and Fielding, J. (1993). Contact with AIDS patients as a source of work-related distress: effects of organizational and social support. Acad. Manag. Ann. 36, 157–171. doi: 10.5465/256516

Gorgievski, M. J., Moriano, J. A., and Bakker, A. B. (2014). Relating work engagement and workaholism to entrepreneurial performance. J. Manag. Psychol. 29, 106–121. doi: 10.1108/JMP-06-2012-0169

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B., and Anderson, R. E. (2018). Multivariate Data Analysis, 8th Edn. Boston, MA: Cengage Learning.

Hakanen, J. J., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2012). Do burnout and work engagement predict depressive symptoms and life satisfaction? a three-wave seven-year prospective study. J. Affect. Disord. 141, 415–424. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2012.02.043

Hakanen, J. J., Schaufeli, W. B., and Ahola, K. (2008). The Job demands-resources model: a three-year cross-lagged study of burnout, depression, commitment, and work engagement. Work Stress. 22, 224–241. doi: 10.1080/02678370802379432

Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2010). “A meta-analysis of work engagement: relationships with burnout, demands, resources and consequences,” in Work Engagement: The Essential Theory and Research, eds A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter (New York, NY: Psychology Press), 102–117.

Hammond, M., Cross, C., Farrell, C., and Eubanks, D. (2019). Burnout and innovative work behaviours for survivors of downsizing: an investigation of boundary conditions. Creat. Innov. Manag. 28, 306–317. doi: 10.1111/caim.12327

Han, J. M. (2018). The relationship between leader member exchange (LMX) and innovative behavior based on the mediating effect of learning agility in the insurance company. J. Humanw. 1, 49–80.

Harari, M. B., Reaves, A. C., and Viswesvaran, C. (2016). Creative and innovative performance: a meta-analysis of relationships with task, citizenship, and counterproductive job performance dimensions. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 25, 495–511. doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2015.1134491

Hayes, A. F. (2015). An index and test of linear moderated mediation. Multivar. Behav. Res. 50, 1–22. doi: 10.1080/00273171.2014.962683

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Acad. Mark. Sci. Rev. 43, 115–135. doi: 10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: a new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 44, 513–524. doi: 10.1037//0003-066x.44.3.513

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., and Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in the organizational context: the reality of resources and their consequences. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 5, 103–128. doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640

Hu, L. T., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

Islam, T., and Tariq, J. (2018). Learning organizational environment and extra-role behaviors: the mediating role of employee engagement. J. Manag. Dev. 37, 258–270. doi: 10.1108/JMD-01-2017-0039

Jain, A. K., Giga, S. I., and Cooper, C. L. (2013). Perceived organizational support as a moderator in the relationship between organisational stressors and organizational citizenship behaviors. Int. J. Organ. Anal. 21, 313–334. doi: 10.1108/IJOA-Mar-2012-0574

Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptions of effort-reward fairness and innovative work behaviour. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 73, 287–302. doi: 10.1348/096317900167038

Jeong, H., and Sung, S. (2018). The effect of learning agility on organizational citizenship behavior: focused on the mediating effects of work engagement. J. Lifelong Educ. Hum. Resour. Dev. 14, 139–173. doi: 10.35637/klehrd.2018.14.1.006

Kanter, R. M. (1983). The Change Masters. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications for job redesign. Adm. Sci. Q. 24, 285–308. doi: 10.2307/2392498

Kim, W., and Park, J. (2017). Examining structural relationships between work engagement, organizational procedural justice, knowledge sharing, and innovative work behavior for sustainable organizations. Sustainability 9:205. doi: 10.3390/su9020205

Kishton, J. M., and Widaman, K. F. (1994). Unidimensional versus domain representative parceling of questionnaire items: an empirical example. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 54, 757–765. doi: 10.1177/0013164494054003022

Kohn, M. L., and Schooler, C. (1982). Job conditions and personality: a longitudinal assessment of their reciprocal effects. Am. J. Sociol. 87, 1257–1286. doi: 10.1086/227593

Kwon, S. H., and Lee, J. G. (2020). Structural relationships among job challenge, learning agility, work engagement and innovative work behavior: focusing on K enterprise. Agric. Educ. Hum. Resour. Dev. 52, 83–107. doi: 10.23840/agehrd.2020.52.2.83

Kwon, K., and Kim, T. (2020). An integrative literature review of employee engagement and innovative behavior: revisiting the JD-R model. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 30:100704. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100704

Leiter, M. P., and Bakker, A. B. (2010). “Work engagement: introduction,” in Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research, eds A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter (New York: Psychology Press), 1–9.

Leong, C. T., and Rasli, A. (2014). The relationship between innovative work behavior on work role performance: an empirical study. Procedia. Soc. Behav. Sci. 129, 592–600. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.717

Li, L., Li, G., and Chan, S. F. (2019). Corporate responsibility for employees and service innovation performance in manufacturing transformation: the mediation role of employee innovative behavior. Career Dev. Int. 24, 580–595. doi: 10.1108/CDI-04-2018-0109

Link, A. N., and Bozeman, B. (1991). Innovative behavior in small-sized firms. Small Bus. Econ. 3, 179–184. doi: 10.1007/BF00400023

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., and Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel or not to parcel: exploring the question, weighing the merits. Struct. Equ. Model. 9, 151–173. doi: 10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_1

Liu, Z., Ge, L., and Peng, W. (2016). How organizational tenure affects innovative behavior? the role of culture difference and status determinants. Nankai Bus. Rev. Int. 7, 99–126. doi: 10.1108/NBRI-01-2016-0001

Lombardo, M. M., and Eichinger, R. W. (2000). High potentials as high learners. Hum. Resour. Manage. 39, 321–329. doi: 10.1002/1099-050X(200024)39:4<321::AID-HRM4<3.0.CO

Luthans, F., and Avolio, B. J. (2009). The “point” of positive organizational behavior. J. Organ. Behav. 30, 291–307. doi: 10.1002/job.589

Macey, W. H., and Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. Ind. Organ. Psychol. 1, 3–30. doi: 10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.0002.x

Mackoff, B. L., and Triolo, P. K. (2008). Why do nurse managers stay? Building a model of engagement: part 1, dimensions of engagement. J. Nurs. Adm. 38, 118–124. doi: 10.1097/01.NNA.0000310727.43289.53

Matsuo, M. (2019). Effect of learning goal orientation on work engagement through job crafting: a moderated mediation approach. Pers. Rev. 48, 220–233. doi: 10.1108/PR-11-2017-0346

Mckinsey. (2021). Do Your Employees Really Care? Agility Leads to a Potential 20 to 30 Percent Improvement in Employee Engagement. Available Online at https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/organization/our-insights/enterprise-agility-buzz-or-business-impact [access November 1, 2021]

McMillin, R. (1997). Customer Satisfaction and Organizational Support for Service Providers. [Doctoral Dissertation]. Gainesville (FL): University of Florida.

Mettl. (2022). Learning Agility. Available Online at https://mettl.com/glossary/l/learning-agility/ [Accessed April 20, 2022].

Mikhailova, O. B., and Kaminskaya, E. A. (2016). Gender characteristics of the students’ innovative behavior. Soc. Sci. 11, 4483–4488. doi: 10.36478/sscience.2016.4483.4488

Milani, R., Setti, I., and Argentero, P. (2021). Learning agility and talent management: a systematic review and future prospects. Consult. Psychol. J. Pract. Res. 73, 349–371. doi: 10.1037/cpb0000209

Montani, F., Odoardi, C., and Battistelli, A. (2014). Individual and contextual determinants of innovative work behaviour: proactive goal generation matters. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 87, 645–670. doi: 10.1111/joop.12066

Nasser-Abu Alhija, F., and Wisenbaker, J. (2006). A monte carlo study investigating the impact of item parceling strategies on parameter estimates and their standard errors in CFA. Struct. Equ. Model. 13, 204–228. doi: 10.1207/s15328007sem1302_3

Nazir, S., Qun, W., Hui, L., and Shafi, A. (2018). Influence of social exchange relationships on affective commitment and innovative behavior: role of perceived organizational support. Sustainability 10:4418.

Nunnally, J., and Bernstein, I. (1994). Psychometric Theory. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Park, Y. K., Song, J. H., Yoon, S. W., and Kim, J. (2014). Learning organization and innovative behavior: the mediating effect of work engagement. Eur. J. Train. Dev. 38, 75–94. doi: 10.1108/EJTD-04-2013-0040

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Putri, Y., and Suharti, L. (2021). Learning agility and innovative behavior: the roles of learning goal orientation and learning organization. Int. J. Econ. Bus. Account. Res. 5, 711–722.

Qi, L., Liu, B., Wei, X., and Hu, Y. (2019). Impact of inclusive leadership on employee innovative behavior: perceived organizational support as a mediator. PloS One 14:e0212091. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0212091

Rafferty, A. E., and Griffin, M. A. (2006). Perceptions of organizational change: a stress and coping perspective. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1154–1162. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1154

Ramamoorthy, N., Flood, P. C., Slattery, T., and Sardessai, R. (2005). Determinants of innovative work behaviour: development and test of an integrated model. Creat. Innov. Manag. 14, 142–150. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8691.2005.00334.x

Rhoades, L., and Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: a review of the literature. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 87, 698–714. doi: 10.1037//0021-9010.87.4.698

Riaz, S., Xu, Y., and Hussain, S. (2018). Understanding employee innovative behavior and thriving at work: a Chinese perspective. Adm. Sci. 8:46. doi: 10.3390/admsci8030046

Rios, J., and Wells, C. (2014). Validity evidence based on internal structure. Psicothema. 26, 108–116. doi: 10.7334/psicothema2013.260

Rongen, A., Robroek, S. J., Schaufeli, W., and Burdorf, A. (2014). The contribution of work engagement to self-perceived health, work ability, and sickness absence beyond health behaviors and work-related factors. J. Occup. Environ. Med. 56, 892–897. doi: 10.1097/JOM.0000000000000196

Rothwell, W. (2014). Creating Engaged Employees: It’s Worth the Investment. Alexandria, VA: American Society for Training and Development.

Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W. B., Xanthopoulou, D., and Bakker, A. B. (2010). “The gain spiral of resources and work engagement: sustaining a positive work life,” in Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research, eds A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter (New York, NY: Psychology Press), 118–131.

Saputra, N. (2018). Does learning culture impact directly or indirectly on work engagement in the Indonesia oil palm industry? Int. J. Eng. Technol. Innov. 7, 561–566. doi: 10.14419/ijet.v7i3.30.18431

Saputra, N., Abdinagoro, S. B., and Kuncoro, E. A. (2018). The mediating role of learning agility on the relationship between work engagement and learning culture. Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. Humanit. 26, 117–130.

Scott, S. G., and Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: a path model of individual innovation in the workplace. Acad. Manag. Ann. 37, 580–607. doi: 10.5465/256701

Schaufeli, W. B., and Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with burnout and engagement: a multi-sample study. J. Organ. Behav. 25, 293–315. doi: 10.1002/job.248

Schaufeli, W. B., Martinez, I. M., Pinto, A. M., Salanova, M., and Bakker, A. B. (2002). Burnout and engagement in university students: a cross-national study. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 33, 464–481. doi: 10.1177/0022022102033005003

Schaufeli, W. B., and Taris, T. W. (2014). “A critical review of the job Demands-resources model: implications for improving work and health,” in Bridging Occupational, Organizational, and Public Health, eds G. F. Bauer and O. Hämmig (Amsterdam: Springer), 43–68.

Seppälä, P., Mauno, S., Kinnunen, M. L., Feldt, T., Juuti, T., Tolvanen, A., et al. (2012). Is work engagement related to healthy cardiac autonomic activity? evidence from a field study among Finnish women workers. J. Posit. Psychol. 7, 95–106. doi: 10.1080/17439760.2011.637342

Shuck, B., Adelson, J. L., and Reio, T. G. Jr. (2017). The employee engagement scale: initial evidence for construct validity and implications for theory and practice. Hum. Resour. Manag. 56, 953–977. doi: 10.1002/hrm.21811

Shuck, B., and Wollard, K. (2010). Employee engagement and HRD: a seminal review of the foundations. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 9, 89–110. doi: 10.1177/1534484309353560

Staw, B. M. (1990). “An evolutionary approach to creativity and innovation,” in Innovation at Work: Psychological and Organizational Strategies, eds M. A. West and J. L. Farr (Chichester: Wiley), 287–308.

Stenholm, P. (2011). Innovative behavior as a moderator of growth intentions. J. Small Bus. Manag. 49, 233–251. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-627X.2011.00323.x

Sweetman, D., and Luthans, F. (2010). “The power of positive psychology: psychological capital and work engagement,” in Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research, eds A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter (New York, NY: Psychology Press), 54–68. doi: 10.1186/s12913-018-3562-3

Tian, J., Peng, Y., and Zhou, X. (2020). The effects of abusive supervision and motivational preference on employees’ innovative behavior. Sustainability 12:8510. doi: 10.3390/su12208510

Torp, S., Grimsmo, A., Hagen, S., Duran, A., and Gudbergsson, S. B. (2013). Work engagement: a practical measure for workplace health promotion? Health Promot. Int. 28, 387–396. doi: 10.1093/heapro/das022

Vieitez, J. C., Carcía, A. D. L. T., and Rodríguez, M. T. V. (2001). Perception of job security in a process of technological change: its influence on psychological well-being. Behav. Inf. Technol. 20, 213–223. doi: 10.1080/01449290120718

West, M. A., and Farr, J. L. (1989). Innovation at work: psychological perspectives. Soc. Behav. 4, 15–30.

Woodman, R. W., Sawyer, J. E., and Griffin, R. W. (1993). Toward a theory of organizational creativity. Acad. Manage. Rev 18, 293–321. doi: 10.5465/amr.1993.3997517

Yildiz, B., Uzun, S., and Coşkun, S. S. (2017). Drivers of innovative behaviors: the moderator roles of perceived organizational support and psychological empowerment. Int. J. Organ. Leadersh. 6, 341–360. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.3335714

Yoon, J., Kim, Y. J., Vonortas, N. S., and Han, S. W. (2019). A moderated mediation model of technology roadmapping and innovation: the roles of corporate foresight and organizational support. J. Eng. Technol. Manag. 52, 61–73. doi: 10.1016/j.jengtecman.2017.10.002

Yongxing, G., Hongfei, D., Baoguo, X., and Lei, M. (2017). Work engagement and job performance: the moderating role of perceived organizational support. An. Psychol. 33, 708–713. doi: 10.6018/analesps.33.3.238571

Yu, M. C., Zheng, X. T., Wang, G. G., Dai, Y., and Yan, B. (2018). When does motivation to learn reduce innovative behavior? an examination of mediated-moderation model. Balt. J. Manag. 13, 564–581. doi: 10.1108/BJM-09-2017-0279

Yuan, F., and Woodman, R. W. (2010). Innovative behavior in the workplace: the role of performance and image outcome expectations. Acad. Manag. Ann. 53, 323–342. doi: 10.5465/amj.2010.49388995

Zacher, H., and Winter, G. (2011). Eldercare demands, strain, and work engagement: the moderating role of perceived organizational support. J. Vocat. Behav. 79, 667–680. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011.03.020

Zhang, X., and Bartol, K. M. (2010). Linking empowering leadership and employee creativity: the influence of psychological empowerment, intrinsic motivation, and creative process engagement. Acad. Manag. Ann. 53, 107–128. doi: 10.5465/amj.2010.48037118

Zhang, N., Ji, L. J., and Li, Y. (2017). Cultural differences in opportunity cost consideration. Front. Psychol. 8:45. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00045


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Jo and Hong. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Impact of Agile Learning on Innovative Behavior: A Moderated Mediation Model of Employee Engagement and Perceived Organizational Support



		INTRODUCTION



		LEARNING AGILITY AND INNOVATIVE BEHAVIOR



		THE MEDIATING ROLE OF EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT



		THE MODERATING ROLE OF PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT



		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Participants



		Measures



		Learning Agility



		Employee Engagement



		Perceived Organizational Support



		Innovative Behavior



		Control Variables







		Data Analyses







		RESULTS



		Validity and Reliability



		Test of Hypotheses







		DISCUSSION



		Theoretical and Practical Implications



		Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research







		CONCLUSION



		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
a frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Psychology






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-g003.jpg
Moderation effect: B =0.17, p <0.01, 95% CI [0.06, 0.29]
Moderated mediation effect: B = 0.09, boot 95% CI [0.04, 0.15]

POS

Learning Employee Innovative
agility B=0.52,p<0.001 | engagement |B=034,p<0.001| behavior
95% C1 [0.41, 0.53]) 95% CI1[0.22, 0.46]
I ')

Direct effect: B = 0.56, p <0.001, 95% CI [0.45, 0.68]

Indirect effect: B = 0.18, boot 95% CI [0.10, 0.26]







OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-g004.jpg
8 k=

o) —

;3

D.w )

e

O 1 O

L & 2

v, - V)

& € O

S T 9

2 Z 2

| |

| |

| I
eﬂ/m
ao

I

\

0.7

-
S

Jumadedud
Lojdury u3naryg) SOJ 10)RIIPOU 1Y) JO SINJEA JE .101ARYI(
Jaljeaouu] wo e Jupmied Y Jo 3239 Jdarpuj jeuojpuo)

-0.66

-0.26 -0.06 0.14 0.34 0.54

-0.46

POS








OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-t001.jpg
Variable

1. Gender

2. Working years

3. Position

4. Organizational size
5. LA

6. EE

7. POS

8.1B

M

0.57
0.85
0.28
0.66
3.89
3.73
3.26
3.51

SD

0.50
1.04
0.56
0.82
0.58
0.64
0.66
0.71

—0.10
—0.08
—0.20"
—-0.11*
—0.09
—0.08
—0.17™

2

0.61*
0.01
—0.03
0.08
0.15*
0.09

—0.08
0.07
0.15™
0.28™
0.16™

4 5 6 7 8
0.12* - 0.68 0.35 0.79
0.07 0.47 - 0.69 0.61
0.01 0.2 0.51 - 0.29
0.02 0.59" 0.48™ 0.22** -

N = 331. Gender (0 = male, 1 = female); Working years (0 = under 5 years, 1 = 5-9 years, 2 = 10-14 years, 3 = 15-19 years, 4 = over 20 years), Position (O = associate,
1 =manager, 2 = director); Organizational size (O = under 300, 1 =300-999, 2 = over 1,000). LA, learning agility; EE, employee engagement,; POS, perceived organizational
support; IB, innovative behavior; Values in italics denote a HTMT ratio. *p < 0.05, *p < 0.01.





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-t002.jpg
Predictor Employee engagement Innovative behavior
B SE t 95% CI B SE t 95% ClI

Consistent —2.05 0.23 —9.13"* —2.50, —1.61 1.36 0.24 5.61"* 0.88,1.83
Gender —0.03 0.07 —0.45 —0.16, 0.10 —-0.13 0.06 —2.05 —0.25, —0.01
Working years 0.02 0.04 0.45 —0.06, 0.09 0.038 0.04 0.73 —0.05, 0.10
Position 0.11 0.07 1.58 —0.03,0.25 0.07 0.07 0.45 —0.06, 0.21
Organization size 0.02 0.04 0.42 —0.06, 0.09 —0.06 0.04 —1.65 —0.14, 0.01
LA 0.52 0.06 9.417 0.41,0.53 0.56 0.06 9.40™* 0.45, 0.68
EE — - — = 0.34 0.06 5.68™ 0.22,0.46
POS - - - - —0.07 0.06 —1.23 —0.18, 0.04
EE x POS — - — - 0.17 0.06 2.87* D.08, 0.29
Mediation Effect? - - — — 0.18 0.04 — 0.10, 0.26
IMMP - - — - 0.09 0.038 - 0.04,0.15

F
HZ

(5, 325) = 20.49"
0.24

(8, 322) = 31.46"
0.4

N = 331. Control variables include gender, working years, position, and organization size; 95% Cl = Bootstrap confidence intervals with lower and upper limit; LA, learning
agility; EE, employee engagement, POS, perceived organizational support; IB, innovative behavior; IMM, index of moderated mediation, 2Effect of learning agility on
innovative behavior through employee engagement; b Moderation effect of POS on mediation effect. o< 0101, " p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-t003.jpg
Predictor Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

B SE t B SE t B SE t
Consistent 3.59 0.08 44,70 1.32 0.24 5.39"* 1.36 0.24 5.61
Gender -0.22 0.08 —2.78* —-0.14 0.06 —217* —-0.13 0.06 —2.05
Working years —-0.12 0.05 —0.36 0.03 0.04 0.74 0.03 0.04 0.73
Position 0.21 0.09 2.36* 0.07 0.07 1.01 0.07 0.07 0.45
Organization size 0.01 0.05 0.1 —0.06 0.04 —1.47 —0.06 0.04 —1.65
LA — - — 0.58 0.06 9.68"** 0.56 0.06 9.40
EE — - — 0.27 0.05 5.04** 0.34 0.06 5,58
POS — - — — - — -0.07 0.06 —1.28
EE x POS — - — — - — 0.17 0.06 2.87
F (4, 326) = 4.21** (6, 324) = 39.38™* (8, 322) = 31.46™*
R? 0.05 0.42 0.44
A R? - 0.37** 0.02**

N = 331. Control variables include gender, working years, position, and organization size; LA, learning agility; EE, employee engagement; POS, perceived organizational
support. *p < 0.05; *p < 0.01; *p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-g001.jpg
Learning

Agility

POS

Employee

Engagement

\ 4

Innovative

Behavior

t






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-900830-g002.jpg
JOIARYIY 2A1)RAOUU]

o

I

N

o

0.8

= @ = oW POS emge=igh POS

Low Employee Engagement

High Employee Engagement






