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 Employee innovation in procedures, methods, and 

operations is crucial to organizations.  Furthermore, 

inertia to change is a substantial barrier, and its impact has 

not been fully researched. The purpose of this research is 

to examine the impact of organizational inertia on 

organizational performance and employee innovative 

behavior attributes in Egyptian hotels. The study used a 

questionnaire to acquire quantitative data.  A total of 335 

valid forms (with an 83.75% response rate of) were 

acquired from the random selection of employees of five-

star hotels in Greater Cairo. The data was analyzed 

employing WarpPLS 4.0.  To get the research outcomes, 

multiple regression analysis was utilized to assess the 

study's hypotheses. Using the software (SPSS V.25), the 

study indicated that insight inertia and psychological 

inertia had a detrimental effect on organizational 

performance. In contrast, action inertia has a positive 

impact on organizational performance, and the research 

findings suggested that there is a large detrimental impact 

of organizational inertia on employee innovative 

behavior. The present research contributed to eliminating 

organizational inertia to increase organizational 

performance and improve employee innovative behavior 

for the hotel business. Based on the findings, the study 

suggested that Egyptian hotels embrace the ideas of 

organizational inertia and employee innovation by 

providing training programs for staff members and 

emphasizing the need to create organizational units that 

focus on utilizing and investing in hotels' internal 

resources and potential as well as seizing new 

opportunities. 
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1. Introduction 
According to Alaa-Eldeen et al., (2023) the volatile and competitive environment of 

the hospitality industry throws economic, financial, and cultural hurdles at 

organizations striving to delight customers, Hospitality organizations experience 

higher and fiercer competition than any other service industry due to the congested 

and homogeneous market (Lee et al., 2016; Elnagar et al., 2022). In response, 

hospitality organizations need a set of competitive capabilities. These capabilities 

enable them to withstand turbulent conditions, outmaneuver competitors, thrive in the 

marketplace, and achieve better performance (Sadq et al., 2019; Pérez et al., 2024). 

Organizational performance reflects how effectively an organization utilizes resources 

(both tangible and intangible) to achieve its goals and gain intangible benefits 

(Emmanuel & Nwuzor, 2021; Abulaila et al., 2025). Organizational performance can 

be evaluated through two lenses: the subjective realm of perceived value, influenced 

by factors such as satisfaction, and the objective realm of quantifiable achievement, as 

measured by data such as sales and growth rates (Akpa et al., 2021; Papadas, et al. 

2024). 

Olan et al., (2019) defined organizational performance as the competence to 

successfully attain predetermined goals, including profit preservation, competitive 

differentiation, market share expansion, and for a long term survival, they argue that 

success depends on the effective implementation of appropriate organizational 

strategies and practical plans. Organizations prioritize performance improvement, 

constantly looking for ways to improve their output (Iqbal et al., 2018; Mekled et al., 

2023). This entails identifying key performance factors and then either strengthening 

or mitigating their impact (Urban & Joubert, 2017; Mulet-Forteza et al., 2024). 

Organizations can become stuck in the past, relying on familiar practices to stay afloat 

in a changing world. This tendency, known as organizational inertia, manifests itself 

in numerous ways, ranging from rigid structures and outdated strategies to ingrained 

procedures, leadership styles, management models that resist change, and even team 

spirit and ingrained work habits that prioritize maintaining the status quo (Amiripour 

et al., 2017; Hashad et al., 2023). Furthermore, each one of these aspects has 

divergent concepts and values, which can clash and interact with each other. Through 

this ongoing process, the organization gradually refines and combines these concepts 

to form its overall set of guiding principles. This value system is critical for the 

organization's adaptability to changing circumstances. If an organization becomes 

stuck in its ways and fails to adapt, it has inertia and is unable to keep up with the 

times (Shi & Zhang, 2018). Organizational inertia refers to the propensity of an 

organization to become stiff when procedures, routines, resources, and culture solidify 

(Gilbert, 2005; Huang et al., 2013). Organizational inertia theory proposes that 

organizations tend to stay on their current path—a phenomenon known as Inertia in 

the organization (Le Mens et al., 2015). However, some contend that inertia is about 

more than just maintaining the status quo; it's about the difficulty of changing course 

significantly (Sillic, 2019). While consistency can help keep core functions running 

smoothly (Stieglitz et al., 2016) it can also impede growth and adaptation to a 

changing environment. This is where inertia becomes a double-edged sword: it can 

provide stability but also stifles innovation and performance (Gilbert, 2005; Zhen et 

al., 2021). For example, rigid internal processes and procedures can make it 

challenging to implement new ideas and remain competitive (Wang et al., 2015). In 

today's fast paced and fragmented markets, overcoming inertia becomes essential to 
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survival and enhancing organizational performance (Huang et al., 2013; Nedzinskas et 

al., 2013). 

Prior research studied the direct correlation between organizational inertia and 

organizational performance in various contexts such as financial institutions (Huang 

et al., 2013), information technology industry (Moradi et al., 2021), small and 

medium enterprises (Prasheenaa & Thavakurnar, 2021; Yusof, 2021; Hongdiyanto et 

al., 2022) Iranian ministry of sports and youth (Hassannejad et al., 2022), and the 

manufacturing industry (Jiang, 2023). To the best of our knowledge, no previous 

study explored the direct connection between organizational inertia and organizational 

performance and employee innovative behavior in the Egyptian hotel business. This 

highlights a gap in the literature; to bridge the gap, the study aimed to explore the 

relationship between organizational inertia and organizational performance and 

employee innovative behavior in the Egyptian hospitality context. 

2. Research Background 

2.1. Organizational Inertia  

The originators of organizational inertia theory, Hannan and Freeman (1977, 1984), 

introduced inertia into the management field (Wu et al., 2023).  They developed a 

dynamic model to illustrate the relationship between changes and organizational 

inertia, beginning with the idea that organizations are resistant to change by nature, 

with structural change being at least as risky as inaction. Hannan et al., (2005) 

believed that the accountability and dependability of businesses are the primary 

causes of organizational inertia. According to Nedzinskas et al. (2013), organizations 

that institutionalize and standardize procedures in order to embrace inertia or 

"reproducibility", organizational goals, and routinized activities are more capable of 

fulfilling accountability and dependability standards, which provide organizations 

with advantage of reliability and stability. Term "inertia" originates from the Latin 

word "iners," which signifies idleness or laziness. Sociologists utilized the physics 

notion of inertia as a "metaphor" to represent the challenge to change organizational 

structure and the rigidity of ingrained thought patterns, behaviour, or organizational 

activities (Hur et al., 2019). Conversely, Singh & Lumsden (1990), who presented the 

notion of "organizational inertia," employed the theory of organizational ecology in 

order to explain the intricate relationship between an organization and its 

environment, as well as phenomena not readily altered in response to environmental 

changes (Aksom, 2022).According to Ebrahimi, (2016) and Teofilus et al., (2022) the 

concepts of "organizational inertia" and "organizational flexibility" are incompatible, 

but flexibility is beneficial, as highly flexible organizations outperform others. In 

contrast, inertia and inflexibility are widely regarded as inherently harmful to 

organizations and can manifest themselves in different ways, including the 

suppression of critical information, rigid regulations, and over commitment to the 

organization. 

The incapacity to alter forms is known as organizational inertia, processes, or 

procedures, as well as the significant persistence of current shape and function. In 

addition, inertia within the organization is determined as a significant barrier to the 

creation of novel methods, the organization's resilience and strength in the face of 

environmental change (Rumelt, 1995; Sepahvand et al., 2017; Tager et al., 2024). 

Moradi et al., (2021) and Teofilus et al., (2022) identified organizational inertia as the 

result of an organization that continues to operate with the current situation for a long 
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period. While failing to respond in time to conditions and situations that are 

constantly changing and unstable. Organizational inertia is an internal organizational 

force that prevents organizations from evolving and changing, adapting, and 

developing in response to a changing environment, such as global digital 

transformation, regarding management, products, manufacturing, marketing, culture, 

and economic policy, this power promotes stability over ambiguity and change (Li et 

al., 2023). Three components of organizational inertia—insight inertia, action inertia, 

and psychological inertia—are identified by Huang et al. (2013) and are explained 

below. 

2.1.1. Insight Inertia  

When there is a time lag between significant environmental changes and 

organizational awareness of them, insight inertia develops (Huang et al., 2013; Rajaei 

& Asadzadeh, 2021). Godkin & Allcorn (2008) and Akpolat (2023) defined this 

problem as follows: The organization's inability to promptly adjust to the demands of 

changing environmental conditions as a result of the inability to read the environment. 

Furthermore, insight inertia disrupts the organizational learning cycle by preventing 

organizations from learning from their experiences (Sulphey & Jasim, 2022). 

2.1.2. Action Inertia  

According to Rajaei and Asadzadeh, (2021) when managers react to environmental 

changes too slowly, action inertia occurs. In addition, the results of efforts to bring 

about change will not be useful because they do not appear in a timely manner (Huang 

et al., 2013). Unlike insight inertia, action inertia emerges after an environmental 

survey and analysis. Allcorn and Godkin, (2011) and Ebrahimi, (2016) introduced 

various factors that contribute to action inertia, including a state of role-constrained 

learning, which occurs when people's ability to solve the current problems is restricted 

and they are unable to act rationally based on their environmental knowledge 

(Karayel, 2020). In this situation, individuals have possessed knowledge necessary to 

perform the work but are unable to act on newly acquired knowledge and can't 

convince others into changing their behavior; thus, the cycle of learning is interrupted 

(Godkin, 2011). 

2.1.3. Psychological Inertia  

Blázquez-Alonso et al., (2021) characterized it as the certainty of acting in a particular 

manner, as a person's habits serve as their guidance, reducing the likelihood of acting 

differently. According to Huang et al., (2013) and sfeir, (2022) psychological inertia 

happens when organizations experience distress on a regular basis, stress, and 

psychological defensiveness when resisting change, regardless of its necessity. 

However, change means different things to different people; some may believe that 

change is necessary and look forward to it, while others are less enthusiastic or 

severely threatened by it. From the standpoint of a worker, changes imply a variety of 

things, including the loss of long-term relationships and the need to learn new skills, 

as well as changes in the nature and requirements of the job, which typically 

necessitate more effort. The dread of losing important items during the process is 

more often the cause of a person's resistance to change than the change actual (Godkin 

& Allcorn, 2008; Moradi et al., 2021; Cui, J. 2025).  
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Rajaei & Asadzadeh, (2021) defined psychological inertia as an individual's inner 

desire to resist change, as employees prefer the status quo over learning new 

technologies and work systems (Hur et al., 2019). Employee resistance to change 

causes psychological inertia, also known as organizational resistance to change 

(Akpolat, 2023). 

2.2. Organizational Performance  

Organizational performance plays a crucial role in management. Its significance stems 

from its dual impact; it drives both long-term stability and growth for the organization 

and highlights key strategic decisions and execution effectiveness. As a result, 

evaluating an organization's performance is critical for understanding its current 

health and forecasting its future trajectory (Schneider et al., 2018; El-Sherbeeny et al., 

2023; Mulet-Forteza et al., 2024; Wiyono et al., 2025). 

Organizational performance reflects the efficacy of resource utilization in achieving 

goals and enriching knowledge capital. Organizational performance is a 

comprehensive metric that measures the overall efficacy and efficiency of an 

organization's operations (Ek & Mukuru, 2013; Sakr, 2024). Any shortcomings in 

these operations are reflected in the overall organizational performance, revealing the 

organization's current state (Kuleelung & Ussahawanitchakit, 2015; Ferrer, J. M. B., 

& Garrido, J. A. M. (2023). 

Furthermore, Zhou et al., (2019) argued that organizational performance can operate 

as a thorough framework for evaluating outputs. This system enables stakeholders to 

identify areas where output falls short of expectations and implement corrective 

actions. Boosting organizational performance is a top priority for every organization, 

and various strategies are used to accomplish this goal (Iqbal et al., 2018 and 

Nadkarni, et al., 2024). 

2.3. Employee Innovative Behavior  
 

Since the concept of employee inventive behavior was first introduced by Scott and 

Bruce in 1994, the area has expanded quickly (Abbas & Wu, 2021).   According to 

Chen et al. (2016) and Anwar & Niode (2017), employee innovation is the process of 

developing and implementing fresh, useful concepts that improve goods, services, and 

procedures. Employee innovative behavior is largely focused on the innovation 

process rather than the innovation result (i.e., new products), and significant 

involvement in the process of innovation that is required to produce innovative results 

(Shin et al., 2017; Qi et al., 2019). 

Employees may be required to challenge authority and propose new working 

procedures as a component of the process of innovation (Yang et al., 2022; Omar et 

al., (2022). The creative actions of employees are classified as positive deviant 

behaviors because it enables people to question the status quo and depart from 

accepted standards in order to accomplish desired results that are advantageous to the 

organization (Abbas & Wu, 2021). "Behaviors that are geared towards implementing 

change, applying new knowledge, developing new ideas, and enhancing work 

procedures" is what Purwanto et al. (2021) defined it as.  

Jung et al., (2021) contend that employees’ innovative behavior is an intricate 

procedure for altering the current situation, concept conflict, and role complications in 
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order to generate and implement new ideas. Innovative employee behavior includes 

three stages: Idea generation, idea promotion, and idea implementation (Jafri, 2010; 

Hakimian et al., 2016; (Dedahanov et al., 2017; (Asurakkody & Shin, 2018; 

(Ghasempour Ganji et al., 2021; Ayoub et al., 2023; Aliane et al., 2023).. 

2.3.1. Idea Generation  

Idea generation represents the initial phase of the different phases that creative 

behavior experiences, which is associated with the emergence of new nonstandard 

ideas (Gogoleva et al., 2016; Karani et al., 2021; Nguyen et al., 2023), in which 

employees engage in activities that seek opportunities, identify performance gaps, and 

produce useful solutions through a process of combining existing ideas with new 

concepts to find solutions to problems that arise in the organization through 

exploration, exploitation, and risk-taking (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; Taştan, 

2013; (Bammens, 2016; Purwanto et al., 2021). Idea generation is highly similar to 

creativity and necessitates behaviors such as cognitive flexibility, openness to 

environmental opportunities, the acquisition of more information, and the examination 

of the problem using multiple methods (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017; Grobben, 

2022; Elshaer et al., 2024). While Haiba et al. (2017) stated that idea generation is 

based on individual characteristics (creativity, self-assurance, work expertise, and 

responsibilities) as opposed to collective and organizational traits. 

2.3.2. Idea Promotion  

Idea promotion is the second phase of creative employee behavior, entails locating 

and organizing partners, sponsors, or supporters of ideas that have been generated 

(Helmy et al., 2020; Grobben, 2022). Idea promotion is defined as actions taken to 

win support and approval for concepts put forth by colleagues and management, as 

well as obtaining approval from top management to make the idea a reality and to 

allow new changes to occur within organizations (Alarifi & Adam, 2023). Idea 

promotion is characterized by a decrease in the significance of individual attributes, 

while organizational and management-level determinants such as organizational 

climate and practices of external motivation and incentives and encouragement for 

innovative behavior become more important (Gogoleva et al., 2016; Asurakkody & 

Shin, 2018). The idea promotion stage, on the other hand, strengthens the ideas that 

are developed and works to eliminate organizational resistance and change-related 

obstacles, this stage necessitates greater organizational support and collaboration, 

Finding support, on the other hand, entails influencing, bargaining, and convincing 

important organizational members who provide the capability to adopt a novel 

proposal or solution to the next level, like putting that concept into action and 

gathering the required funds (Ataoğlu, 2019; Akram et al., 2020). 

2. 3. 3. Idea Implementation  

Karatepe et al., (2020) indicated that innovation and idea implementation are 

inherently interdependent, and (Booher, 2020) underlined that since innovation is 

based on original concepts, it cannot be considered complete until it is effectively put 

into practice. (Sazkaya & Dede, 2018) indicated that once an idea is approved, 

additional resources such as time, money, and people are allocated, as well as 

integration with existing systems and revision of ideas (West, 2002; Lukes & Stephan, 

2017; Ibrahim et al., 2024) in addition to preparing appropriate plans and procedures 

for putting the ideas into action. This involves foreseeing issues and creating proactive 
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backup measures, as well as converting the concept into an internal organization-

useful procedure by developing a new prototype of innovation that can be 

experienced, eventually applied, disseminated, used, and institutionalized (Scott 

&Bruce, 1994; Janssen, 2000). Idea implementation is a social activity that is carried 

out with the help of colleagues, supervisors, organizational resources, and approval 

cannot be limited to the initiator's personal efforts because others must agree with the 

new situation. As a result, the success of the third stage of the innovative process is 

entirely determined by organizational and management factors, rather than individual 

and personal characteristics of the innovator (Gogoleva et al., 2016; Youssef et al., 

2024). 

2.4. Hypotheses Development 

2.4.1. Organizational Inertia and Organizational Performance 

Organizational performance was defined as an organization's effectiveness and 

efficiency in allocating and using its resources to attain its predetermined objectives 

(Muthuveloo et al., 2017 and Salim, 2024). Identification and reinforcement of 

elements are crucial. That improves organizational performance while minimizing 

those that hinder it (Urban & Joubert, 2017; Hashad et al., 2023). Organizational 

inertia is one of the controversial aspects regarding its impact on organizational 

performance, with arguments for both favorable and unfavorable impacts (Moraes 

Carvalho et al., 2018; Prasheenaa & Thavakurnar, 2021; Hongdiyanto et al., 2022). 

Organizational inertia is the predisposition of an organization to persist to its work 

routine rather than adjust to changes in its environment (Hannan & Freeman, 1984; 

Gilbert, 2005). 

Traditionally, research on the relationship between organizational inertia, for instance, 

psychological, action, and insight inertia and performance has been conducted from 

two major perspectives: The organizational inertia perspective and the resource-based 

view. According to Leonard-Barton (1992), the organizational inertia perspective 

views inertia as a barrier to change, resulting in decreased performance. Contrary to 

popular belief, organizations can benefit from inertia by using it to spur innovation, 

encourage strategic decision-making, and ultimately improve performance (Cheng & 

Kesner, 1997; AbdelGhany & Qoura, (2024). Consequently, Nedzinskas et al. (2013) 

concluded that understanding the interplay between internal dynamics, the external 

environment, and effective resource management is critical for capitalizing on 

inertia's positive potential while avoiding its negatives. While Mishina et al. (2004) 

emphasized the negative effects of inertia on organizational performance. They 

observed that when organizations prioritize stability over change in the face of 

performance challenges, they become entrenched in rigid routines and structures, 

limiting their ability to regain traction. Greve (2011) argued that when organizations 

experience declining performance, their efforts to reduce risk can backfire, resulting 

in rigid structures and practices (i.e., organizational inertia) that prevent them from 

adapting and improving. Further, Nedzinskas et al., (2013) also supported this notion.  

Consequently, the following hypothesis and its sub-hypotheses were developed:  

H1: Organizational inertia negatively impacts organizational performance. 

H1a: Insight inertia negatively impacts organizational performance. 

H1b: Action inertia negatively impacts organizational performance. 

H1c: Psychological inertia negatively impacts organizational performance. 
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2.4.2. Organizational Inertia and Employee Innovative Behavior  

 According to Alkharmany et al., (2024) Employee innovation in operations, 

procedures, and methods is vital to organizations, since they are their fundamental 

cells and are crucial to the innovation of organizations. Employees generate ideas, 

which are the foundation of innovation. Employees must demonstrate innovative 

behaviors because they help businesses remain competitive and adapt quickly to 

changes. However, a major obstacle to adopting the innovation process in any 

business is inertia to change, and its role has not been fully explored (Akram et al., 

2020; Ayoub et al., 2023; Khairy et al., 2023).  

When evaluating their performance, organizations compare their intended objectives 

with the results of their work. This process, known as organizational performance, has 

emerged as a crucial managerial concept for managers to evaluate their efforts' 

efficacy and the organization's overall success (Rehman et al., 2019; Wiyono et al., 

2024). An organization's capacity to transform resources into intended results is 

known as organizational performance, such as production, financial or non-financial 

success, or strategic achievements (Al Hasnawi, H. H., & Abbas, A. A. 2020; Wang et 

al., 2021; Sadik et al., 2024). Faced with constant upheaval, organizations operating in 

volatile environments must maintain strong performance and secure a long-term 

competitive advantage. This challenge has given rise to the notion of organizational 

agility, which enables organizations to navigate changing conditions by improving 

their able to swiftly modify resource allocation while monitoring the environment for 

new trends and threats (e Cunha et al., 2020; Clauss et al., 2021). 

Javed et al., (2019) demonstrated that employee innovative behavior is complex, with 

no routine behavior, in which employees proposed new ideas, avoided conventional 

thinking, and challenged superiors by questioning the status quo. Furthermore, unlike 

routine behavior, innovative behavior does not include standardized tasks (Günzel-

Jensen et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2021). Innovative behavior, the traits of high risk and 

high uncertainty are present in this kind of extra-role conduct, which cause employees 

frequently to evade or resist it (Zhao &Ye, 2022). Organizational inertia theory, on 

the other hand, proposes that a mature organization is more likely to continue on its 

current path (AlKayid, 2023). Zhen et al., (2021) argued that rigid and fixed routines 

limit how well IT-related resources and procedures work, reducing organizational 

agility, whereas organizational inertia solidifies the mode of operation and future 

direction of the organization, leading in a lack of flexibility. Earlier studies on 

organizational inertia however, focused on how structural inertia hinders 

organizational innovation or transformation (Hannan & Freeman, 1984; Soliman et 

al., 2024). 

Nijssen et al., (2006) believed that the greater the organizational inertia is, the greater 

the lack of innovation the enterprise has and the less likely it is to develop innovative 

services and products. Huang et al., (2013) concluded that organizations are hesitant 

to engage in riskier innovative activities because of inertia, which prevents them from 

innovating and changing. Purc & Laguna, (2019) discovered that employees' 

willingness to change values is positively correlated with their innovative behavior. 

According to Feng et al., (2022) employees' cognitive processes are more affected by 

organizational inertia. Hasannejad, (2022) discovered that organizational inertia 

regulates the relationship among organizational laziness and performance, and that 

managers should plan to eliminate laziness and organizational inertia in order to 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 86 -  

  

increase organizational performance of their staff and found that a creative workplace 

is negatively correlated with employee reluctance to change. However, the link 

between traditional culture and employees is favorably mediated by employee 

resistance to change. There is a negative mediator of innovation between innovative 

cultures and employee innovation. So, the following is a possible formulation 

regarding the second hypothesis: 

  

H2: Organizational inertia has a negative effect on employee innovative behavior. 

2.4.2.1. Organizational Inertia and Idea Generation 
 

Idea generation is the process by which people apply their imagination to produce 

something novel that advances an organization (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Helmy et al., 

2020). Minatogawa et al. (2018) and Özgenel (2021) stated that creativity and inertia 

can be viewed as adversaries, as inertia is conceptually opposed to discretionary work 

conduct, as the latter is proactive and self-initiated, whilst the former appears as 

passive. Cowen (1952) discovered an association between psychological threat and 

rigid thinking. Howell & Boies (2004) concluded that having a flexible role 

orientation is associated with more idea generation activities. Furthermore, Hakimian 

et al. (2013) discovered that the combination of job insecurity, such as fear of losing a 

job, might negatively affect the capacity of subordinates to be very innovative and 

productive. Nguyen et al. (2019) showed that staff innovation is favorably correlated 

with organizational flexibility, since companies that are adept at learning and bringing 

about change are also better at coming up with new ideas, and staff innovation is tied 

to adaptability through initiative, risk-taking, and idea generating. Arasli et al. (2020) 

discovered a relationship between psychological safety and higher employee 

participation in creative job assignments. Booher (2020) asserted that there is a 

stronger correlation between creative personality and idea creation at higher 

psychological safety levels; new ideas are more likely to be proposed by staff 

members who feel that their workplace is encouraging and nonthreatening. Thus, this 

study initials the following first sub-hypothesis: following first sub-hypothesis: 

H2.a: Organizational inertia has a negative influence on idea generation.  

2.4.2.2. Organizational Inertia and Idea Promotion 
 

Montani et al. (2020) showed that in order to overcome potential opposition to new 

ideas from organizational members, more work must be done during the idea 

promotion phase once creative ideas have been generated. And to secure the backing 

of important decision-makers who can help forward ideas that have been created. 

Khan et al. (2021) stated that idea promotion necessitates sociopolitical skills, 

networking abilities, social influence, and legitimacy. Employees with innovative 

ideas can easily approach others to obtain the necessary support to put their ideas into 

action when they have support and connectivity among their colleagues and across the 

organization. Zhang et al. (2022) concluded that organizational support positively 

influences employee innovative behavior because it is more likely to occur when an 

organization provides them with the necessary support, making it easier for them to 

overcome any challenges they may face (Chathoth et al., 2014). Li et al. (2016) 

asserted that social influence theory indicates that employees' opinions are 

significantly influenced by socially influential individuals and that users' behavior 

tends to be influenced by how much they believe others approve of them. Employees 

are more likely to oppose the knowledge management system if they are under more 
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pressure from socially significant others. Haskamp et al., (2021) and Mutonyi et al., 

(2022) said that an organizational culture that encourages innovation or innovative 

approaches to completing tasks has the potential to encourage employee individual 

innovation and is favorably associated to individual innovative behavior. Therefore, 

the second sub-hypothesis might be the following:  

 H2.b: Organizational inertia has a negative impact on idea promotion 

2.4.2.3. Organizational Inertia and Idea Implementation 
 

Norouzinik et al. (2022) defined ideas implementation as more realistic attempts to 

transform novel concepts into workable answers and integrate them into 

organizational tasks, leading to real, observable modifications to goods, services, 

procedures, or other facets of how a business operates. Lukes & Stephan (2017) as 

well as Sazkaya & Dede (2018) agreed that overcoming obstacles, barriers, and 

resistance is a major challenge during the implementation phase. Wang et al. (2015) 

stated that inertia hinders implementation of new processes, techniques, and 

procedures.  Implementing ideas is risky because it represents disruptions in routines, 

a departure from the established order, because implementing an idea means that 

organizational practices may change and an alternative method becomes a stable and 

repetitive practice as a norm. Implementing new products, processes or procedures in 

workplaces is difficult and time-consuming due to resistance to change as well as 

structural and cultural barriers (West, 2002).  Godkin & Allcorn (2008) stated that 

obstacles to strategic implementation that have a high impact on organizational 

change are insight, action, and psychological inertia. In similarity with Cöster & Petri 

(2014), insight inertia negatively limits an organization's capacity to establish and 

implement out a new strategic plan. Consequently, the following could be the third 

sub-hypothesis: 

H2.c: Organizational inertia has a negative impact on idea implementation. 

Based on the foregoing, the study's model framework is represented in Figure 1 

below:  

Figure 1: Conceptual framework of the study 

4.3 Methodology 

4.3.1. Sampling and Data Collection 
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This study employed a quantitative approach, gathering information from a sample of 

workers in Greater Cairo's five-star hotels. Greater Cairo was chosen because it is the 

biggest and most accessible area in Egypt, including a large number of five-star 

hotels, which make data collection easier and cheaper. As for obtaining the required 

sample, we selected the respondents randomly as well as for suitability for the 

research objectives. The proposed research model was tested utilizing a questionnaire 

as a quantitative tool. In this vein, there were 400 questionnaires distributed to 

employees working at five-star hotels in Greater Cairo; there were only 335 

questionnaires with an 83.75% response rate that were statistically valid and devoid of 

missing data.  Both a manual and an electronic questionnaire have been utilized to 

gather information from staff members through October and March of 2025. A total 

of 335 gathered replies were appropriate for statistical examination. 

4.3.2 Measurement Scale 

The study variables were measured using previously validated and reliable scales. The 

researchers translated the scales from English to Arabic utilizing the translation/back-

translation procedure (Behling & Law, 2000). Ten human resource management and 

organizational behavior specialists and fifteen academics reviewed the scales' and 

variables content validity to make sure the translated scale items appropriately 

represented the constructs the researchers wanted to measure. The scale items were 

reworded in response to panel and academic comments. To examine the face validity 

of the scales and confirm, the researchers invited 50 people (i.e., People who belong 

to the target population) to review all of the scale items in hotels. The survey was split 

up to four components that simplify data analysis. The first section focused on 

gathering demographic information (age, gender, etc.) and some work details from the 

respondents, with five questions. To guarantee that the measurements used in this 

investigation are reliable and valid, the scales were taken from the previous literature. 

Every item was given a 5-point Likert scale rating, where 1 denoted strong 

disagreement and 5 denoted strong agreement. Organizational inertia (OI) was 

assessed using an adaptation of (Huang et al., 2013) scale. The 16 items used to assess 

organizational inertia (5 for insight inertia, 6 for action inertia, and 5 for psychological 

inertia) were modified from Godkin &Allcorn (2008) and Huang et al. (2013). Among 

the items sampled was ―Relying on previous knowledge and experience is sufficient 

to achieve efficiency at work.‖ The third section assesses employee innovative 

behavior (EIB), which was measured using 11 items adopted and modified from 

Janssen (2000) and used by (Zhen et al., 2021) for each dimension (four for 

generating ideas, three for promoting them, and four for putting them into action). 

One sample item was "Looking for new working methods, ways, or instruments." 

Finally, Huang et al. (2013) provided six items for assessing organizational 

performance (OP). The study employed multiple regression analysis for data analysis 

techniques. As indicated in the first table, the values of the reliability and validity 

coefficients are acceptable for all scale items, because Cronbach's alpha values 

exceeded 0.7, and the discriminant validity rule is satisfied because each discriminant 

validity was identified as having a higher association with more dimensions (Fornell 

& Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). Thus, using the SPSS V.25 software, the scales' 

items will be statistically examined; none will be removed. 

Table1: Cronbach’s Alpha of Organizational Inertia (OI), Organizational Performance (OP) and 

Employee Innovative Behavior (EIB) 
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Variables Question 

numbers 

No. of Items 

selected 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Organizational 

Inertia (OI) 

Insight inertia (IN) 1-5 5 0.877 

Action inertia (AI) 6-11 6 0.883 

Psychological inertia (PI) 12-16 5 0.903 

Organizational performance (OP) 17-22 6 0.973 

Employee 

Innovative 

Behavior (EIB) 

Idea Generation (IG) 23-26 4 0.818 

Idea Promotion (IP) 27-29 3 0.951 

Idea Implementation (II) 30-33 4 0.828 

The previous table suggests that Idea Generation (IG) had the least value (α = 0.818), 

and Organizational Performance (OP) had the highest reliability value of (α = 0.973). 

4.3.3. Data Analysis and Results 

The information was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 25.0. The mean, 

standard deviation, and correlation coefficients for the variables under study are 

displayed in the third table. The PLS-SEM technique was utilized to examine the 

hypotheses and evaluate the structural model using the WarpPLS 7.0 program (Kock, 

2020).  PLS-SEM is a commonly used analytical approach in tourism and hospitality 

research, as well as a variety of other investigations (Fong, L., & Law, R. 2013). It is 

an appropriate instrument for evaluating complex structural models with many 

variables and both direct and indirect paths (Mekawy et al., 2022). 

4. Results and Discussion 

4.1. The Respondents' descriptive statistics 

According to the sample profile (Table 2), 19.4% of those surveyed are female and 

80.6% are male. Additionally, 14.1% of respondents were under the age of 21, 25.0% 

had ages ranging from 21 and 31, 40.6% were between the ages of 31 and 41, 11.2% 

were between the ages of 41 and 50, and 9.1% were between the ages of 51 and 

above. Regarding education, most of the participants (64.7%) had earned bachelor's 

degrees. In terms of employees' workplaces, 45.8% of them work in hotels for less 

than 5 years, and 33.7% have experience of between 6 and 10 years. Finally, 20.5% of 

respondents had employment experience of greater than 10 years. 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Respondents’ Profile (N=335) 

Employees 

Details(N=335) 

Items 

Description Frequency(s) Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 272 80.6 

Female 63 19.4 

Age 18 – less than 21 45 14.1 

21- less than 31 years 105 25.0 

31- less than 41 years 130 40.6 

41- less than 50 years 30 11.2 

Over 50 25 9.1 

Education level High schools/institute 65 23.2 

Bachelor 235 64.7 

Master/PhD 35 12.1 

Work 3- less than 5 Years 170 45.8 
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Table3: Descriptive Statists  

Variable Mean Std. Deviation Attitude 

Organizational 

Inertia (OI) 

Insight inertia (IN) 4.64 .841 Strongly Agree 

Action inertia (AI) 4.02 .985 Agree 

Psychological inertia 

(PI) 

4.34 .629 Agree 

Organizational performance (OP) 4.75 .787 Strongly agree 

Employee Innovative 

Behavior (EIB) 

Idea generation (IG) 4.84 .981 Strongly agree 

Idea promotion (IP) 4.66 .809 Strongly agree 

Idea implementation 

(II) 

4.17 .537 Agree 

 This table 3: illustrated that all the independent variables, the action inertia (AI) 

variable has the lowest mean (4.02), which is almost the same as "agree." The highest 

mean, 4.84, was found for Idea Generation (IG), which is almost the same as 

"Strongly Agree." 

4.2. Correlation matrix 

 The Spearman's correlation test was used to determine the association between study 

variables, and multi regression analysis was used to determine the impact of 

independent factors on dependent variables. 

Table 4:  A matrix of Spearman's Correlation between research variables 

Variables Correlation Coefficient 

 

Organizational 

Inertia (OI) 

Insight inertia (IN) Spearman's Correlation 0.428** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 

Action inertia (AI) Spearman's Correlation 0.748** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003 

Psychological inertia (PI) Spearman's Correlation 0.265** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.005 

Organizational performance (OP) Spearman's Correlation 0.460** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

 

Employee 

Innovative 

Behavior 

(EIB) 

Idea Generation (IG) Spearman's Correlation 0.382** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.006 

Idea Promotion (IP) Spearman's Correlation 0.327** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.007 

Idea Implementation (II) Spearman's Correlation 0.749** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 

 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlation usually measures the link among study variables; the purpose of the study 

is to investigate the impact of organizational inertia on organizational performance 

and employee innovative behavior in Egyptian Hotels.   The study variables have a 

substantial association, as shown in Table 4. In Egyptian hotels, the correlation 

coefficients between organizational inertia dimensions and employee innovative 

behavior and organizational performance have been shown to be 0.428, 0.748, 0.265, 

0.460, 0.382, 0.327, and 0.749. 

experience 5- less than 10 Years 100 33.7 

More than 10 years 65 20.5 
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Table 5: Organizational Inertia (OI), Organizational Performance (OB) and Employee Innovative 

Behaviour (EIB): Regression Analysis Results 

H Dependent 

Variable 

Independent 

Variables 

Unstandardized Coefficients T Sig R
2
 F 

(Sig) 
B Std. 

Error 

H1.a Organizational 

performance 

(OP) 

Insight inertia (IN) -0.23 0.113 2.223 0.006 0.751 19.468* 

(0.00) H1.b Action inertia (AI) 0.46 0.085 4.071 0.064 

H1.c Psychological inertia (PI) -0.18 0.032 2.026 0.014 

H2.a Idea 

Generation 

Insight inertia (IN) -0.708 -0.541 -2.352 0.00** 0.692 28.327** 

(0.00) Action inertia (AI) -1.342 -1.207 -1.643 0.023* 

Psychological inertia (PI) -1.448 -0.872 -2.728 0.00** 

H2.b Idea Promotion Insight inertia (IN) -0.751 -0.505 -2.256 0.045* 0.461 17.318* 

(0.021) Action inertia (AI) -1.436 -1.324 -1.884 0.032* 

Psychological inertia (PI) 

 

-1.284 -0.733 -2.521 0.038* 

H2.c Idea 

Implementation 

Insight inertia (IN) -0.627 -0.806 -2.351 0.00** 0.537 22.626** 

(0.00) 
Action inertia (AI) -1.615 -1.313 -1.847 0.031* 

Psychological inertia (PI) -1.453 -1.223 -2.507 0.00** 

 
Figure (2): The all structural model of the study 

The study's findings, as shown in figure (2) and table (5), revealed that the structural 

model existed and was assessed using P-value, R-square, and Path coefficient 
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analysis. Table (5) shows that all direct paths with varied p-values for organizational 

inertia dimension in the regression model were significant (p-value < 0.05). Results 

indicate that insight inertia negatively impacts organizational performance (β = -0.23, 

P = 0.006). Thus, H1a was supported. In contrast, action inertia has a favorable 

impact on organizational performance (β = 0.46, P < 0.01), rejecting H1b. The results 

show that psychological inertia has a negative impact on organizational performance 

(β = -0.18, P = 0.014), supporting H1c. Furthermore, H1 (H1.a, H1.b, and H1.c) was 

supported, but the aspects of organizational inertia (insight, action, and psychological 

inertia) combined have a negative impact on the organization's performance, with F = 

19.468* (0.00). Thus, H1 was fully supported, indicating that organizational inertia 

has a large negative impact on organizational performance. Furthermore, the findings 

revealed that organizational inertia is highly and negatively associated with employee 

innovative behavior. Table (5) shows that all direct paths with varied p-values for 

organizational inertia dimension in the regression model were significant (p-value < 

0.05). H2.a is supported because organizational inertia factors (insight, action, and 

psychological inertia) have a strong negative influence on idea creation, with F = 

28.327** (0.00). H2.b was also approved since the three types of organizational 

inertia (insight inertia, action inertia, and psychological inertia) have a substantial 

negative impact on idea promotion (F = 17.318* (0.021). additionally, H2.c was 

supported, indicating that the three stages of organizational inertia (psychological, 

action, and insight inertia) had a substantial negative influence on concept 

implementation (F = 22.626** (0.00). Thus, H2 was fully supported, demonstrating 

that organizational stagnation has a large negative impact on staff innovation, as 

shown in figure 3The Direct Paths’ Findings 

 

Figure 3: Direct Paths’ Findings 
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Measurement Model 

A measurement model describes the relationships between variables and items. To 

guarantee that the measuring model is effective, the validity and reliability of each 

latent variable were evaluated. Table 6 indicates that all item loadings (0.690 to 

0.958) were approved (Hair et al., 2010). Cronbach's alpha (α), composite reliability 

(CR), and average variance retrieved are displayed in Table 6.  Internal consistency 

dependability was shown by the composite reliability (CR) values, which ranged from 

0.784 to 0.964 and were over the 0.70 criterion (Manley et al., 2021). Values for 

Cronbach's alpha vary from 0.818 to 0.973, exceeding the minimum required of 0.70 

(Kock, 2020). Also provides Assessment of the correctness of the measurements.  

Hair et al., (2020) discovered that the suggested value of the average variance 

extracted (AVE) is not met (range 0.620 to 0.875), demonstrating convergent validity. 

  Table (6): The Study Model's Measurement (Scale Reliability and Validity) 

The Cronbach's alpha (CA), composite reliability (CR), variance inflation factors (VIFs), and average 

variance extracted (AVE) ** P value for loading items (<0.001), source: authors 

Discriminant Validity 

  Constructs Indicators

/Item 

Loading Sig. CR CA (α) AVE VIF 

 

 

 

 

Organizational 

Inertia 

(OI) 

Insight inertia 

(IN) 

IN.1 0.879 0.000  

 

0.912 

 

 

0.877 

 

 

0.763 

 

 

2.328 
IN.2 0.871 0.000 
IN.3 0.847 0.000 
IN.4 0.852 0.000 
IN.5 0.690 0.000 

Action inertia 

(AI) 

AI.1 0.881 0.000  

 

0.926 

 

 

0.883 

 

 

0.620 

 

 

3.246 
AI.2 0.763 0.000 
AI.3 0.924 0.000 
AI.4 0.857 0.000 
AI.5 0.834 0.000 
AI.6 0.786 0.000 

Psychological 

inertia 

(PI) 

PI.1 0.944 0.000  

 

0.943 

 

 

0.903 

 

 

0.697 

 

 

2.838 
PI.2 0.945 0.000 
PI.3 0.846 0.000 
PI.4 0.893 0.000 
PI.5 0.879 0.000 

Organizational 

performance 

(OP) 

OP.1 0.915 0.000  

 

0.964 

 

 

0.973 

 

 

0.853 

 

 

3.275 
OP.2 0.885 0.000 
OP.3 0.927 0.000 
OP.4 0.943 0.000 
OP.5 0.958 0.000 
OP.6 0.933 0.000 

 

 

 

Employee 

Innovative 

Behavior 

(EIB) 

Idea Generation 

(IG) 

IG.1 0.876 0.000  

 

0.875 

 

 

0.818 

 

 

0.778 

 

 

2.346 
IG.2 0.852 0.000 

IG.3 0.796 0.000 

IG.4 0.775 0.000 

Idea Promotion 

(IP) 

IP.1 0.839 0.000  

0.934 

 

0.951 

 

0.875 

 

3.283 IP.2 0.901 0.000 

IP.3 0.877 0.000 

Idea 

Implementation 

(II) 

II.1 0.741 0.000  

 

0.784 

 

 

0.828 

 

 

0.866 

 

 

2.937 
II.2 0.808 0.000 

II.3 0.832 0.000 

II.4 0.955 0.000 
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Table 7 shows square roots of the AVE. The discriminant validation procedure was 

carried out by analyzing the square root of each latent variable's AVE to its 

corresponding correlation with other components (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) as Table 

7 illustrates. Discriminant validity of the instruments is also evaluated using the 

suggested (HTMT) ratio. As per Table 7, good discriminant validity is defined as the 

HTMT value being fewer than 0.90. This shows robust and sufficient discriminant 

validity for all latent constructs (Henseler et al., 2016). These findings are consistent. 

Table 7: The Discriminant Validity (evaluation) of Research Model 

Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

IN 0.833       

AI - 0.674 0.857      

PI 0.530 -0.358 0.944     

OP -0.685 0.795 -0.538 0.985    

IG -0.671 0.778 -0.544 0.862 0.938   

IP -0.593 0.766 -0.587 0.854 0.765 0.983  

II -0.589 0.737 -0.573 0.897 0.731 0.905 0.937 

Table 8: HTMT ratios 

Note: better if ˂0.85, good if ˂0.90. 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 

This research seeks to test a model that explores the connection between 

Organizational Inertia dimensions and its Effects on Organizational Performance, in 

addition to employee innovative behavior. This model is the first to address these 

relationships in Egyptian hotels. To get at the model's outcomes, the study suggested 

two main objectives: 1) Testing the relationship between organizational inertia and 

organizational performance and 2) Exploring the relationship among organizational 

inertia and employee innovative behavior. 

 A quantitative technique has been used to test the study hypotheses. A questionnaire 

was used to gather data for this study from 335 workers at five-star hotels in the 

greater Cairo area. The statistical analyses were carried out utilizing SPSS version 25, 

and the WarpPLS 7.0 software was used to measure the structural model and test the 

hypotheses using the PLS-SEM technique. Outcomes of the findings have been 

regarded significant at p < 0.05 and random sampling was used and Data collection 

was carried out during the period from October to March of 2025. 

The study discovered that insight inertia and psychological inertia have a negative 

impact on organizational performance. According to Leonard Barton's (1992) 

research, organizational inertia causes resistance to change, which leads to decreased 

performance. In a similar vein, Greve (2011) and Nedzinskas et al. (2013) stated that 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

IN        

AI 0.648       

PI 0.667 0.408      

OP 0.796 0.788 0.591     

IG 0.782 0.865 0.588 0.973    

IP 0.783 0.745 0.536 0.924 0.886   

II 0.787 0.795 0.579 0.981 0.759   
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organizational inertia can prevent an organization from adapting to external changes 

and developments, potentially reducing performance. (Krijnen, 2017; Huang et al., 

2013; Rajaei & Asadzadeh, 2021; Sulphey & Jasim, 2022) also identified 

psychological factors that contribute to inertia, including avoidance of regret, 

overconfidence, present bias, and unrealistic optimism. Employees may also be 

concerned about losing control, learning new skills, or facing negative consequences 

(Moradi et al., 2021).  

These elements may result in employee inactivity, stifle employee initiative, and, as a 

result, reduce organizational performance. Furthermore, Errida & Lotfi, (2021) stated 

that successful organizational changes necessitate leaders developing appropriate and 

accepted insights, as well as measurable objectives and a strategy that guides the 

organization to the realization of expected benefits; otherwise, failure is the most 

likely outcome, and thus the organization's performance suffers. 

Action inertia, on the other hand, improves organizational performance. This 

conclusion is supported by (Cheng & Kesner, 1997; Rajaei and Asadzadeh, 2021), 

which demonstrate that, in contrast to what is commonly believed, organizational 

inertia can be advantageous when innovation and strategic decision-making are 

promoted to enhance performance. This finding supports the notion that inertia isn't 

inherently negative. Action inertia, in particular, can boost performance in certain 

situations. First and foremost, staying focused entails avoiding distractions and new 

initiatives. Organizations can maintain their focus on core tasks and existing goals, 

resulting in increased efficiency and productivity, potentially improving 

organizational performance (Wati et al., 2014). Second, as previously stated, 

organizational routines can provide stability and efficiency, but they can also become 

too rigid, preventing the organization from adapting to new situations (Yi et al., 2016; 

Ashrafi et al., 2019). This may also reduce errors, i.e., sticking with established 

processes minimizes the risk of errors that can occur during implementation of new 

procedures, which may retain the organizational performance. 

Finally, action inertia allows for the retention of institutional knowledge and expertise 

honed over time within the organization, which can maintain product or service 

consistency by reducing variety in the organization, resulting in an obvious beneficial 

impact on the organization's performance. This study supports previous results that 

inertia within hotel organizations outweighed their ability to adapt. As a result, 

inertia's effect on performance remained consistent (Schneider et al., 2018; Zhou et 

al., 2019; Hashad et al., 2023; and Hongdiyanto et al., 2022) 

Regarding the relationship between organizational inertia and employee innovative 

behavior, this study looked at how organizational inertia influences employee 

innovative behavior in the Egyptian hotel industry. The study indicated that 

organizational inertia has a strong negative influence on employee innovation 

behavior. This negative effect is consistent with the conclusions of Huang et al. 

(2013), Haskamp et al. (2021) and Moradi et al. (2021) who discovered that 

organizational inertia significantly reduces organizational innovative activities. This 

outcome is in line with earlier research by Nedzinskas et al., (2013) and Amiripour et 

al., (2017) which discovered that organizational inertia reduces performance. In 

addition, this outcome is somewhat in line with past research (Zhang et al., 2022; 

TÜRk, 2023) which illustrate that organizational inertia has a significant negative 

impact on innovation performance. The study also discovered that organizational 
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inertia has a significant negative effect on idea generation. (AlKayid et al., 2023) 

discovered a negative relationship between organizational inertia and employee 

creativity, and this ultimate result supports their findings. Furthermore, the data 

demonstrated that organizational inertia has a considerable detrimental impact on idea 

promotion. 

The innovator then seeks support for this, and he may feel unsure about how to 

market his ideas. As a result, people in organizations resist new because of their 

present views and practices. Since, when new ideas are proposed, people consider 

how they might affect them or their functioning in daily business life, as they try to 

understand whether this innovation changes their existing mindset, knowledge, skills, 

and habits, and then they have a general tendency to perceive this new information 

carefully, whether it is consistent with their existing thoughts, resulting in a 

preference for shared known practices that represent a source of resistance (Gogoleva 

et al., 2016; Asurakkody & Shin, 2018; Ataoğlu, 2019; Khan et al., 2021; (Montani et 

al., 2020; Khan et al., 2022). Furthermore, there is a significant negative impact of 

organizational inertia on idea implementation. This result agrees partially with 

previous studies (e.g., Shimizu & Hitt, 2005; Godkin & Allcorn, 2008; Cöster & Petri, 

2014; Norouzinik et al. 2022), which indicated that organizational inertia has a large 

detrimental influence on organizational change and on adopting and executing new 

strategic direction. Hence, by purposefully opposing what is new or participating in 

the process of change, inertia appears to be intimately linked to loafing behavior. 

Finally, as this result would explain through equity implementation theory, which 

provides an additional explanation for reasons behind resistance, it asserts that 

employees are probably going to be against the change's implementation. if they feel 

that it will cause inequity or an undesirable result. According to this theory, resistance 

behaviors are an individual's passive responses to perceived threats or stress against 

implementing a new information system (Li et al., 2016). Since organizational inertia 

prevents effective implementation processes, it appears that employees with a high 

perception of uncertainty will interpret potential situations as threatening and will 

avoid or act passively by displaying discomfort and anxiety over the events that will 

follow. 

6. Implications 

6.1. Theoretical Implications 

This study addresses a significant gap in the literature by examining the relationships 

between organizational inertia, organizational performance, and employee innovative 

behavior within the hospitality sectors. Unlike previous research, the researchers 

distinguished three types of inertia (insight, psychological, and action) and examine 

their respective effects on organizational performance and employee innovative 

behavior dimensions (concept development, promotion, and implementation). The 

findings paint a complex picture: insight and psychological inertia impede 

performance, while action inertia unexpectedly improves it. Furthermore, 

organizational inertia significantly reduces employee creativity. These results 

recommend that inertia is a double-edged sword, and that managing its various 

manifestations is critical for optimum performance in hospitality organizations. 

Additionally, this study fills some of the research gaps and combines fresh, untested 

research streams to offer a variety of theoretical and academic contributions, which 

contribute to filling the gap related to previous studies by examining these 

relationships between organizational inertia and employee innovative behavior and 
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organizational performance that were uncovered and ignored by the researchers. First 

and foremost, to the best of the researchers' knowledge, this is the first study to look 

into how organizational inertia affects employee innovative behavior and 

organizational performance. Second, this study sheds light on potential risks for 

organizational inertia and how it inhibits innovative behavior, as the findings showed 

that the three organizational inertia elements, insight, action, and psychological, have 

a passive influence on employees' innovative behavior, resulting in decreased 

organizational insight, learning, and overall performance. Moreover, the findings 

regarding the links amongst organizational inertia and employee innovative behavior 

contribute to the expanding body of empirical research on the negative side of 

organizational inertia. Finally, this study outcome paved the way for more researchers 

to conduct research on both organizational inertia and employee innovative behavior, 

and that will help to fine-tune these subjects’ literature. 

6.2. Practical Implications 

This study provides insightful information about hotels to enhance organizational 

performance. It reveals that insight inertia and psychological inertia hinder 

performance and affect employee innovative behavior. These findings highlight the 

significance of addressing these concerns. To combat insight inertia, top executives 

should be aware of how long tenures can impair their ability to recognize industry 

shifts. They should actively seek out new perspectives and conduct thorough analyses 

before making changes. Concerning psychological inertia, top management should 

address employee concerns about change while emphasizing the benefits of 

adaptation for both the organization and the employees. Furthermore, encouraging 

employees to make decisions, embrace flexibility, and constantly learn fosters a 

culture that thrives on change, ultimately improving performance and increasing 

employee innovative behavior in the hotel industry. Finally, the research found that 

action inertia has a positive impact on organizational performance. Hotels should 

review work procedures to ensure that their rigidity benefits the business, such as 

maintaining focus, reducing errors, preserving knowledge, and maintaining 

consistency in product quality or services, which all enhance to better organizational 

performance. 

This study offers important guidelines and practical implications for top management, 

as it suggests that the hotel sector can enhance employees' innovative behavior by 

reducing the organizational inertia and establishing a suitable strategy for employee 

resistance to change. 

 Establishing ecosystems that connect the hotels to the surrounding 

environment; through this ecosystem, entities collaborate, exchange 

knowledge, and conduct environmental scanning to achieve changes. 

 To overcome resistance to change, communicate with employees, explain the 

reason for the change and enumerate its reasons, and include them in the 

process of making decisions, and deliver it on a regular basis to erase their 

worries about change. 

 Encourage innovation by requiring it for employment., by welcoming open-

minded new ideas and allowing for mistakes, and by providing a variety of 

training and development opportunities, including those in interpersonal 

communication, problem-solving skills, methodical skills, and strategic 

thinking, and learning how to adapt to change, which help them identify and 
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fulfill current and future change needs efficiently and assist in broadening their 

idea sources to generate more novel ideas. 

 Pay attention to employees’ individual and professional needs, give them 

autonomy, growth opportunities, and authority in challenging the status quo 

and exploring new ideas, and establish a sense of trust and hope in them, 

thereby creating psychological capital to increase innovation and so turn 

suggestions for change into actual behaviors. 

 Offer both the material (training, concept championing, and resource access) 

and intangible (psychological support) resources needed for an idea's effective 

implementation. 

 Implement and monitor change strategies and plans by creating shorter-term 

operational plans that give top management instructions to initiate group 

innovative behavior through the development of a reward system, as well as 

positive and effective communication and feedback channels for employees. 

This can be accomplished by piloting changes and increasing the number of 

KPIs met, assisting employees in resolving difficulties encountered during 

innovation, and rewarding and commending employees' innovative behavior. 

In the event of negative outcomes, management must revisit existing policies 

and revise the change strategy. 

 

Table 9 illustrated a structured and actionable implementation plan, including clear 

responsibilities, timeframes, mechanisms, and estimated costs, to guide top hotel 

management in promoting employee innovative behavior by reducing organizational 

inertia and managing resistance to change: 
Recommendation 1: Establish Innovation Ecosystems with External Stakeholders. 

Implementation Plan 

Action  Build partnerships with local universities, tourism boards, tech companies, 

sustainability orgs, and hospitality consultants to share knowledge and co-

create innovation. 

Activities  Host quarterly workshops or innovation hubs. 

 Set up a digital knowledge-sharing platform. 

 Engage in joint R\&D or pilot projects. 

Responsibility  Chief Innovation Officer / General Manager 

 Partnership and Strategy Department 

Timeline  Start: Month 1 

 Full Implementation: By Month 6 

 Ongoing: Quarterly reviews 

Mechanism  Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs( 

 Regular stakeholder meetings 

 Innovation roundtables and trend reports 

Cost  Initial Setup: \$10,000–\$20,000 

 Annual Maintenance: \$5,000–\$10,000 (workshops, digital tools) 

Recommendation 2: Mitigate Employee Resistance to Change through Transparent Communication 

 

Implementation Plan 

Action Launch a change communication plan that includes forums, feedback loops, and 

involvement in decision-making. 

Activities  Monthly town halls and anonymous feedback channels. 
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 Research Limitations and Recommendations 

This study faced some limitations, as is the case with many studies in the hospitality 

sector. The most significant limitation was that data was collected from a specific 

geographic area: Greater Cairo.  To overcome this, it was necessary to design the 

questionnaire electronically and distribute it to other cities in Egypt. In addition, the 

research was limited to five-star hotels in Greater Cairo. As a result, this research 

opens future possibilities for testing the study model in other institutions related to the 

hospitality industry, such as airlines and restaurants. Moreover, research has not 

demonstrated the moderating role in the relationship between organizational inertia 

and organizational performance and employee innovative behavior. Hence, the 

researches recommend that researchers need to consider various variables that play a 

moderating role in this relationship to break the organizational inertia, such as 

organizational agility, eliciting the pivotal role of sustainable performance, and 

institutional excellence Further research directions should also include conducting 

qualitative interviews. Additionally, this article adopted a quantitative technique 

utilizing a questionnaire to acquire the data from participants.  Consequently, it is 

advised to use a mixed method approach in order to produce reliable results and 

  Change Champion" employee ambassadors in each department. 

   Visual change roadmaps and internal newsletters. 

Responsibility  HR Manager 

 Department Heads 

 Internal Communications Lead 

Timeline  Start: Month 1 

 Full Rollout: Month 3 

 Ongoing: Monthly engagement sessions 

Mechanism  Change Communication Toolkit 

 Suggestion platforms (e.g., anonymous digital feedback) 

 Employee representation in change committees 

Cost  Initial Setup: \$5,000 (materials, digital tools) 

 Annual: \$3,000 (event costs, communication tools) 

Recommendation 3: Integrate Innovation and Adaptability into Hiring, Training, and Culture 

Implementation Plan 

Action Embed innovation as a core value in hiring and development processes. 

Activities  Modify job descriptions to include innovation competencies. 

    Introduce training programs (problem-solving, adaptability, strategic 

thinking). 

  Reward innovative behavior via recognition programs and internal 

competitions. 

Responsibility  HR Director 

 Training & Development Team 

 Line Managers 

Timeline  Start: Month 2 

 Initial Training Programs: By Month 4 

 Full Integration: Month 6–12 

Mechanism  Partner with external trainers or e-learning platforms 

 Establish Innovation KPIs for performance reviews 

 Gamified innovation challenges (e.g., Idea of the Month) 

Cost  Training Program (per year): \$15,000–\$30,000 (depending on hotel size and 

frequency) 

 Hiring Strategy Update: \$2,000 (consultation + systems update) 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 100 -  

  

demonstrate distinct expertise and insights on the connections among the variables 

under investigation.  In addition, the result implies that future research should rely on 

a larger sample size from various sectors. Moreover, future work is suggested to 

include a link among organizational inertia and other variables like job 

standardization, turnover intention, and entrepreneurial behavior. 

References 

Abbas, W., & Wu, W. (2021). Organizational justice, leader humility, and service employees’ 

innovative behavior in a collectivistic culture: The case of Pakistan. Revista Brasileira de 

Gestão de Negócios, 23, 153–179. 

AbdelGhany Yasin, E. S., & Qoura, O. E. S. (2024). Unleashing potential: Investigating the impact 

of green organizational culture on employees’ performance in Egypt’s hotel sector. MJAF 

Journal of Applied Hospitality & Tourism, 2024(?).   

Abulaila, H. L., Aljundi, A. M., Abu Taleb, D. A., & Abu Taha, N. A. (2025, February). The 

relationship between digital human resources strategies and agile progression in the hotel 

sector in Jordan: The moderating role of digital marketing and business intelligence within the 

context of sustainable communities.  

Ahmed, F., Capretz, L. F., & Sheikh, S. A. (2007). Institutionalization of software product line: An 

empirical investigation of key organizational factors. Journal of Systems and Software, 80(6), 

836-849. 

Akpa, V. O., Asikhia, O. U., & Nneji, N. E. (2021). Organizational culture and organizational 

performance: A review of literature. International Journal of Advances in Engineering and 

Management, 3(1), 361–372. 

Akpolat, T. (2023). Perception of Organizational Uncertainty as a Predictor of Teacher Inertia. 

International Journal of Psychology and Educational Studies, 10(1), 159–173. 

Akram, T., Lei, S., Haider, M. J., & Hussain, S. T. (2020). The impact of organizational justice on 

employee innovative work behavior: Mediating role of knowledge sharing. Journal of 

Innovation & Knowledge, 5(2), 117–129. 

Aksom, H. (2022). Institutional inertia and practice variation. Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, 35(3), 463–487. 

Al Hasnawi, H. H., & Abbas, A. A. (2020). Workplace ostracism as a mediating variable in the 

relationship between paradoxical leader behaviours and organizational 

inertia. Organizacija, 53(2), 165-181. 

Alaa-Eldeen, M., Tawfik, A., & Eldeen, A. T. (2023). Crisis of competition: a conceptual review of 

hospitality and tourism industries. Athens Journal of Tourism, 10(1), 45-62. 

Alarifi, G., & Adam, N. A. (2023). The Role of Participatory Leadership and Employee Innovative 

Behavior on SMEs’ Endurance. Sustainability, 15, 2740. 

Aliane, N., Al-Romeedy, B. S., Agina, M. F., Salah, P. A. M., Abdallah, R. M., Abdel Fatah, M. A. 

H., & Khairy, H. A. (2023). How job insecurity affects innovative work behavior in the 

hospitality and tourism industry: The roles of knowledge hiding behavior and team 

anti-citizenship behavior. Sustainability, 15(18). 

AlKayid, K., Selem, K. M., Shehata, A. E., & Tan, C. C. (2023). Leader vision, organizational 

inertia and service hotel employee creativity: Role of knowledge-donating. Current 

Psychology, 42(4), 3382-3394. 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 101 -  

  

 Alkharmany, A., Abdelhamid, A. R., & Elnokrashy, O. M. (2024). Impact of organizational inertia 

on employee innovative behavior. Al-Raiya International Journal of Commerce Sciences, 

3(11), 2343–2384.   

Allcorn, S., & Godkin, L. (2011). Workplace psychodynamics and the management of 

organizational inertia. Competitiveness Review: An International Business Journal, 21(1), 89–

104. 

Amiripour, P., Dossey, J. A., & Shahvarani, A. (2017). Impact of organizational inertia and 

dynamic capabilities on educational performance of the charitable societies and its impact on 

mathematical performance of elementary at-risk students. Journal of New Approaches in 

Educational Research, 6(1), 37–49. 

Anwar, R., & Niode, S. H. M. (2017). The effects of learning organization towards employes’ 

innovative behavior mediated by work engagement (A Study in Indonesia). 2017 

International Conference on Organizational Innovation (ICOI 2017), 89–94. 

Arasli, H., Arici, H. E., & Kole, E. (2020). Constructive leadership and employee innovative 

behaviors: a serial mediation model. Sustainability, 12(7), 2592. 

Ashrafi, A., Ravasan, A. Z., Trkman, P., & Afshari, S. (2019). The role of business analytics 

capabilities in bolstering firms’ agility and performance. International Journal of Information 

Management, 47, 1–15. 

Asurakkody, T. A., & Shin, S. Y. (2018). Innovative behavior in nursing context: A concept 

analysis. Asian Nursing Research, 12(4), 237–244. 

Ataoğlu, B. T. (2019). Exploring factors to influence innovative work behavior (published thesis). 

Turkey: Marmara Universitesi. Retrieved from 

https://www.proquest.com/openview/07f983b9a2a9674248ccb8d2f86e30a0/1?pq-

origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y 

Ayoub, A. E. A. H., Almahamid, S. M., & Al Salah, L. F. (2023). Innovative work behavior scale: 

development and validation of psychometric properties in higher education in the GCC 

countries. European Journal of Innovation Management, 26(1), 119–133. 

Bammens, Y. P. M. (2016). Employees’ innovative behavior in social context: A closer 

examination of the role of organizational care. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 

33(3), 244–259. 

Behling, O., & Law, K. S. (2000). Translating questionnaires and other research instruments: 

Problems and solutions. London: Sage. Publications. 

Blázquez-Alonso, M., Moreno-Manso, J. M., Fernández de la Cruz, M., García-Baamonde, M. E., 

Guerrero-Molina, M., & Godoy-Merino, M. J. (2021). Psychological inertia in adolescence: 

Sexist attitudes and cognitive and social strategies that hinder gender equality. Current 

Psychology, 40, 3671–3681. 

Booher, J. (2020). Employee Innovative Behavior and the Role of Creative Personality, 

Conscientiousness, and Psychological Safety (published thesis). Pleasantville, NY :Pace 

University. 

Chathoth, P. K., Ungson, G. R., Altinay, L., Chan, E. S. W., Harrington, R., & Okumus, F. (2014). 

Barriers affecting organisational adoption of higher order customer engagement in tourism 

service interactions. Tourism Management, 42, 181–193. 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 102 -  

  

Chen, T., Li, F., & Leung, K. (2016). When does supervisor support encourage innovative 

behavior? Opposite moderating effects of general self‐efficacy and internal locus of control. 

Personnel Psychology, 69(1), 123–158. 

Chen, Y., Zhang, J., Liu, C.-E., Liu, T., & He, W. (2021). Work-related identity discrepancy and 

employee innovation behavior: the role of intrinsic motivation and self-construal. Chinese 

Management Studies, 15(5), 1143–1156. 

Cheng, J. L. C., & Kesner, I. F. (1997). Organizational slack and response to environmental shifts: 

The impact of resource allocation patterns. Journal of Management, 23(1), 1–18. 

Clauss, T., Kraus, S., Kallinger, F. L., Bican, P. M., Brem, A., & Kailer, N. (2021). Organizational 

ambidexterity and competitive advantage: The role of strategic agility in the exploration-

exploitation paradox. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 6(4), 203–213. 

Cöster, M., & Petri, C.-J. (2014). Influence of insight and manoeuvre inertia on information 

technology investments and strategic change. International Journal of Management and 

Decision Making 18, 13(3), 250–265. 

Cowen, E. L. (1952). The influence of varying degrees of psychological stress on problem-solving 

rigidity. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 47(2S), 512. 

 Cui, J. (2025, January). The explore of knowledge management dynamic capabilities, AI-driven 

knowledge sharing, knowledge-based organizational support, and organizational learning on 

job performance: Evidence from Chinese technological companies.  

De Jong, J. P. J., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2007). How leaders influence employees’ innovative 

behaviour. European Journal of Innovation Management, 10(1), 41–64. 

Dedahanov, A. T., Rhee, C., & Yoon, J. (2017). Organizational structure and innovation 

performance: is employee innovative behavior a missing link? Career Development 

International, 22(4), 334–350. 

E Cunha, M. P., Gomes, E., Mellahi, K., Miner, A. S., & Rego, A. (2020). Strategic agility through 

improvisational capabilities: Implications for a paradox-sensitive HRM. Human Resource 

Management Review, 30(1), 100695. 

Ebrahimi, S. A. (2016). An introduction to organizational inertia and effective factors on it in 

organizations of public sector of Iran. Public Organizations Management, 4(1), 91–108. 

Ek, K., & Mukuru, E. (2013). Effect of motivation on employee performance in public middle level 

Technical Training Institutions in Kenya. International Journal of Advances in Management 

and Economics, 2(4), 73–82. 

El Haiba, M., Elbassiti, L., & Ajhoun, R. (2017). Idea management: Idea generation stage with a 

qualitative focus. Journal of Advanced Management Science, 5(4), 271-278. 

El Haiba, M., Elbassiti, L., & Ajhoun, R. (2017). Idea management: Idea generation stage with a 

qualitative focus. Journal of Advanced Management Science Vol, 5(4). 

Elnagar, A. K., Abdelkawi, A., & Elshaer, I. (2022). The effect of organizational culture on 

financial performance: Based on Cameron and Quinn model in Egyptian hotels. Management 

& Economics Research Journal, (181), 38–53.  

Elshaer, I., Azazz, A. M. S., Abdulaziz, T. A., & Fayyad, S. (2024, June). Paradoxical leadership 

and employee proactive work behavior: Exploring the mediating role of perceived 

psychological contract fulfillment. F1000Research, 

13:622. https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.144963.2.   

https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.144963.2


Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 103 -  

  

 El-Sherbeeny, A. M., Al-Romeedy, B. S., Abd elhady, M. H., Sheikhelsouk, S., Alsetoohy, O., 

Liu, S., & Khairy, H. A. (2023). How is job performance affected by ergonomics in the 

tourism and hospitality industry? Mediating roles of work engagement and talent retention. 

Sustainability, 15(20). 

Emmanuel, N., & Nwuzor, J. (2021). Employee and Organisational Performance: Employees 

Perception of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Rewards System. Applied Journal of Economics, 

Management and Social Sciences, 2(1), 26–32. 

Errida, A., & Lotfi, B. (2021). The determinants of organizational change management success: 

Literature review and case study. International Journal of Engineering Business 

Management, 13, 18479790211016270. 

Feng, M., Li, J.-J., & Xiong, X.-Y. (2024). Institutional pressures, high-performance work systems, 

and marketability: The moderating role of organizational inertia. The Journal of Applied 

Behavioral Science, 60(2), 333–357. 

Ferrer, J. M. B., & Garrido, J. A. M. (2023). Impact of family-friendly HRM policies in 

organizational performance.  

Fong, L., & Law, R. (2013). Hair, JF Jr., Hult, GTM, Ringle, CM, Sarstedt, M.(2014). A Primer on 

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage Publications. ISBN: 

978-1-4522-1744-4. 307 pp. European Journal of Tourism Research, 6(2), 211–213. 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50. 

Ghasempour Ganji, S. F., Rahimnia, F., Ahanchian, M. R., & Syed, J. (2021). Analyzing the impact 

of diversity management on innovative behaviors through employee engagement and 

affective commitment. Interdisciplinary Journal of Management Studies (Formerly known as 

Iranian Journal of Management Studies), 14(3), 649-667. 

Gilbert, C. G. (2005). Unbundling the structure of inertia: Resource versus routine rigidity. 

Academy of Management Journal, 48(5), 741–763. 

Godkin, L., & Allcorn, S. (2008). Overcoming organizational inertia: A tripartite model for 

achieving strategic organizational change. The Journal of Applied Business and Economics, 

8(1), 82. 

Gogoleva, A., Balabanova, E., & Efendiev, A. (2016). Determinants of employee innovative 

behavior: do foreign and domestic companies in Russia differ? Higher School of Economics 

Research, 53, 1-26. 

Greve, H. R. (2011). Positional rigidity: Low performance and resource acquisition in large and 

small firms. Strategic Management Journal, 32(1), 103–114. 

Grobben, E. (2022). Effective line manager behaviours that stimulate innovative work behaviour of 

employees in the three different phases of IWB: idea generation, idea promotion and idea 

realization at knowledge intensive service-oriented organizations (Master's thesis, University 

of Twente). 

Günzel-Jensen, F., Hansen, J. R., Jakobsen, M. L. F., & Wulff, J. (2018). A two-pronged approach? 

Combined leadership styles and innovative behavior. International Journal of Public 

Administration, 41(12), 957–970. 

Hair Jr, J. F., Howard, M. C., & Nitzl, C. (2020). Assessing measurement model quality in PLS-

SEM using confirmatory composite analysis. Journal of Business Research, 109, 101–110. 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 104 -  

  

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. (2010). Multivariate Data Analysis: Pearson College 

Division.  London, UK: Person.   

Hakimian, F., Farid, H., Ismail, M. N., & Ismail, I. A. (2013). The role of paternalistic leadership 

on fostering employees’ innovative behavior: Moderating effects of job insecurity. 

International Journal of Research in Business and Technology (ISSN: 2291-2118), 4(2), 446–

452. 

Hakimian, F., Farid, H., Ismail, M. N., & Nair, P. K. (2016). Importance of commitment in 

encouraging employees’ innovative behaviour. Asia-Pacific Journal of Business 

Administration, 8(1), 70–83. 

Hannan, M. T. (2005). Ecologies of organizations: Diversity and identity. Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 19(1), 51–70. 

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The population ecology of organizations. American Journal 

of Sociology, 82(5), 929–964. 

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1984). Structural inertia and organizational change. American 

Sociological Review, 149–164. 

Hasannejad, R. (2022). Correlation of organizational laziness with organizational performance 

mediated by organizational inertia in the staff of the Ministry of Sports and Youth. Journal of 

Health Promotion Management, 11(1), 72–84. 

Hashad, M. E., Hussien, I. M., Abd-Elhady, M. H., & Abouelenien, R. E. I. (2023). The effect of 

internal marketing on job performance in hotels and travel agencies: The mediating role of 

knowledge sharing. Journal of the Faculty of Tourism and Hotels-University of Sadat City, 

7(2/2), 144–163. 

Hashad, M. E., Hussien, I. M., Abd-Elhady, M. H., & Elsayed, R. (2023). The effect of internal 

marketing on job performance in hotels and travel agencies: The mediating role of knowledge 

sharing. Journal of the Faculty of Tourism and Hotels–University of Sadat City, 7(2/2), 144–

161.   

Haskamp, T., Dremel, C., Marx, C., Rinkes, U., & Uebernickel, F. (2023). Chapter 7: The new in 

the old: Managing inertia and resulting tensions in digital value creation. In Brohman, M. K., 

Dawson, G. S., & Desouza, K. C. (Eds.). (2023). Digitalization and Sustainability (pp. 150–

174). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. Retrieved Jul 18, 2025, from 

https://doi.org/10.4337/9781800888807.00016 

Helmy, I., Adawiyah, W. R., & Setyawati, H. A. (2020). Fostering frontline employees’ innovative 

service behavior: the role of workplace friendship and knowledge sharing process. 

Organizacija, 53(3), 185–197. 

Henseler, J., Hubona, G., & Ray, P. A. (2016). Using PLS path modeling in new technology 

research: updated guidelines. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 116(1), 2–20. 

Hongdiyanto, C., Widyarini, L. A., & Yusup, A. K. (2022). The Effect of organizational inertia and 

customer orientation with incremental innovation as the mediating variable towards 

organizational performance. Jurnal Entrepreneur Dan Entrepreneurship, 11(1), 1–14. 

Howell, J. M., & Boies, K. (2004). Champions of technological innovation: The influence of 

contextual knowledge, role orientation, idea generation, and idea promotion on champion 

emergence. The Leadership Quarterly, 15(1), 123–143. 

https://doi.org/10.4337/9781800888807.00016


Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 105 -  

  

Huang, H.-C., Lai, M.-C., Lin, L.-H., & Chen, C.-T. (2013). Overcoming organizational inertia to 

strengthen business model innovation: An open innovation perspective. Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, 26(6), 977–1002. 

Hur, J.-Y., Cho, W., Lee, G., & Bickerton, S. H. (2019). The ―smart work‖ myth: how bureaucratic 

inertia and workplace culture stymied digital transformation in the relocation of South 

Korea’s capital. Asian Studies Review, 43(4), 691–709. 

Ibrahim, G., Elzek, Y., & Elsawalhy, H. (2024). The impact of organizational inertia on 

organizational performance in travel agencies and hotels: The moderating effect of 

organizational agility. Journal of the Faculty of Tourism and Hotels–University of Sadat City, 

8(1/2), 325–345.   

Iqbal, A., Latif, F., Marimon, F., Sahibzada, U. F., & Hussain, S. (2018). From knowledge 

management to organizational performance: Modelling the mediating role of innovation and 

intellectual capital in higher education. Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 

32(1), 36–59. 

Jafri, M. H. (2010). Organizational commitment and employee’s innovative behavior: A study in 

retail sector. Journal of Management Research, 10(1), 62–68. 

Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptions of effort‐reward fairness and innovative work 

behaviour. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 73(3), 287–302. 

Javed, B., Abdullah, I., Zaffar, M. A., ul Haque, A., & Rubab, U. (2019). Inclusive leadership and 

innovative work behavior: The role of psychological empowerment. Journal of Management 

& Organization, 25(4), 554–571. 

Jiang, S. G. (2023). The Impact of Management Innovation, Organizational Inertia, and 

Organizational Learning on Organizational Performance: A Case Study of the Manufacturing 

Industry in the Yangtze River Delta Region of China. International Journal of Science and 

Business, 23(1), 91–105. 

Jui-Chan, H., Lu, C., Hao-Ming, W., Ching-Tang, H., & Hui-Wen, W. (2020). The study of 

organizational inertia, business model innovation and organizational performance in Taiwan 

financial institutions: Organizational learning perspective. Revista Argentina de Clínica 

Psicológica, 29(5), 104. 

Jung, K. B., Ullah, S. M. E., & Choi, S. B. (2021). The mediated moderating role of organizational 

learning culture in the relationships among authentic leadership, leader-member exchange, 

and employees’ innovative behavior. Sustainability, 13(19), 10802. 

Karani, A., Deshpande, R., Mall, S., & Jayswal, M. (2022). Testing the link between psychological 

contract, innovative behavior and multidimensional well-being during the COVID-19 

pandemic. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 42(5/6), 509–525. 

Karatepe, O. M., Aboramadan, M., & Dahleez, K. A. (2020). Does climate for creativity mediate 

the impact of servant leadership on management innovation and innovative behavior in the 

hotel industry? International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 32(8), 

2497–2517. 

Karayel, S. (2020). How Knowledge Inertia Influences Intent to Leave at Managerial Level in 

Organizations: Moderating Role of Tenure. İşletme Araştırmaları Dergisi, 12(2), 1878–1894. 

Khairy, H. A., Agina, M. F., Aliane, N., & Hashad, M. E. (2023). Internal branding in hotels: 

Interaction effects of employee engagement, workplace friendship, and organizational 

citizenship behavior. Sustainability, 15(5). 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 106 -  

  

Khan, M. M., Mubarik, M. S., & Islam, T. (2021). Leading the innovation: role of trust and job 

crafting as sequential mediators relating servant leadership and innovative work behavior. 

European Journal of Innovation Management, 24(5), 1547–1568. 

Kock, N. (2017). WarpPLS user manual: Version 6.0. Laredo, Texas USA: ScriptWarp Systems: 

Krijnen, J. (2017). The psychological dynamics of inertia. s.l. : Ridderprint, 2017. 213 p. 

Kuleelung, T., & Ussahawanitchakit, P. (2015). Organizational agility and firm performance: 

evidence from information and communication technology (ICT) businesses in Thailand. The 

Business & Management Review, 7(1), 206. 

Le Mens, G., Hannan, M. T., & Pólos, L. (2015). Age-related structural inertia: A distance-based 

approach. Organization Science, 26(3), 756–773. 

Lee, C., Hallak, R., & Sardeshmukh, S. R. (2016). Innovation, entrepreneurship, and restaurant 

performance: A higher-order structural model. Tourism Management, 53, 215–228. 

Leonard‐Barton, D. (1992). Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in managing new 

product development. Strategic Management Journal, 13(S1), 111–125. 

Li, J., Liu, M., & Liu, X. (2016). Why do employees resist knowledge management systems? An 

empirical study from the status quo bias and inertia perspectives. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 65, 189–200. 

Li, W., Chen, W., Pang, Q., & Song, J. (2023). How to mitigate the inhibitory effect of 

organizational inertia on corporate digital entrepreneurship? Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 

1130801. 

Lukes, M., & Stephan, U. (2017). Measuring employee innovation: A review of existing scales and 

the development of the innovative behavior and innovation support inventories across 

cultures. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 23(1), 136–158. 

Manley, S. C., Hair, J. F., Williams, R. I., & McDowell, W. C. (2021). Essential new PLS-SEM 

analysis methods for your entrepreneurship analytical toolbox. International 

Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 17, 1805-1825. 

Mekawy, M., Elbaz, A. M., Shabana, M. M., & Soliman, M. (2022). Breaking the psychological 

contract of travel agency employees during the COVID-19 pandemic: The moderating role of 

mindfulness. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 22(4), 387–402. 

Mekled, A. E.-D. H. H., El-Wahab, M. A., & Zaki, M. M. (2023). The impact of psychological 

contract breach and organizational commitment on performance and productivity of 

employees in Luxor and Aswan hotels. International Journal of Tourism & Hotel 

Management, 6(2), 45–71.   

Minatogawa, V. L. F., Franco, M. M. V., de Souza Pinto, J., & Batocchio, A. (2018). Business 

model innovation influencing factors: an integrative literature review. Brazilian Journal of 

Operations & Production Management, 15(4), 610–617. 

Mishina, Y., Pollock, T. G., & Porac, J. F. (2004). Are more resources always better for growth? 

Resource stickiness in market and product expansion. Strategic Management Journal, 25(12), 

1179–1197. 

Moneim, A.A., Gad, H. & Hassan, M. (2019). The Impact of All-Inclusive System on Hotels 

Profits: An Applied Study to Five-Star Hotels in Hurghada City. International Journal of 

Heritage, Tourism and Hospitality, 13(1), pp 219-240. 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 107 -  

  

Montani, F., Vandenberghe, C., Khedhaouria, A., & Courcy, F. (2020). Examining the inverted U-

shaped relationship between workload and innovative work behavior: The role of work 

engagement and mindfulness. Human Relations, 73(1), 59–93. 

Moradi, E., Jafari, S. M., Doorbash, Z. M., & Mirzaei, A. (2021). Impact of organizational inertia 

on business model innovation, open innovation and corporate performance. Asia Pacific 

Management Review, 26(4), 171–179. 

Moraes Carvalho, D., Guarido Filho, E., & Almeida, V. E. de. (2018). Organizational performance 

and strategic inertia: The case of a Brazilian heavy construction company. Revista de Gestão, 

25(1), 25–46. 

Mulet-Forteza, C., Ferrer-Rosell, B., Martorell Cunill, O., & Linares-Mustarós, S. (2024, 

November). The role of expansion strategies and operational attributes on hotel performance: 

A compositional approach. Tourism/hospitality performance metrics.  

Mulet-Forteza, C., Ferrer-Rosell, B., Martorell Cunill, O., & Linares-Mustarós, S. (2024). The role 

of expansion strategies and operational attributes on hotel performance: A compositional 

approach.  

Muthuveloo, R., Shanmugam, N., & Teoh, A. P. (2017). The impact of tacit knowledge 

management on organizational performance: Evidence from Malaysia. Asia Pacific 

Management Review, 22(4), 192–201. 

Mutonyi, B. R., Slåtten, T., Lien, G., & González-Piñero, M. (2022). The impact of organizational 

culture and leadership climate on organizational attractiveness and innovative behavior: a 

study of Norwegian hospital employees. BMC Health Services Research, 22(1), 637. 

 Nadkarni, et al. (2024). Transformational leadership and employee performance: A further insight 

using work engagement in hospitality (Jordanian five-star hotels).  

Nedzinskas, Š., Pundzienė, A., Buožiūtė-Rafanavičienė, S., & Pilkienė, M. (2013). The impact of 

dynamic capabilities on SME performance in a volatile environment as moderated by 

organizational inertia. Baltic Journal of Management, 8(4), 376–396. 

Nguyen, N. T. H., Nguyen, D., Vo, N., & Tuan, L. T. (2023). Fostering public sector employees’ 

innovative behavior: the roles of servant leadership, public service motivation, and learning 

goal orientation. Administration & Society, 55(1), 30–63. 

Nguyen, V. T., Siengthai, S., Swierczek, F., & Bamel, U. K. (2019). The effects of organizational 

culture and commitment on employee innovation: evidence from Vietnam’s IT industry. 

Journal of Asia Business Studies, 13(4), 719–742. 

Nijssen, E. J., Hillebrand, B., Vermeulen, P. A. M., & Kemp, R. G. M. (2006). Exploring product 

and service innovation similarities and differences. International Journal of Research in 

Marketing, 23(3), 241–251. 

Norouzinik, Y., Rahimnia, F., Maharati, Y., & Eslami, G. (2022). Narcissistic leadership and 

employees’ innovative behaviour: mediating roles of job embeddedness and job engagement. 

Innovation, 24(3), 355–380. 

Olan, F., Liu, S., Neaga, I., Chen, H., & Nakpodia, F. (2019). How cultural impact on knowledge 

sharing contributes to organizational performance: Using the fsQCA approach. Journal of 

Business Research, 94, 313–319. 

Omar, N. M., El-Zoghby, M. S. A., & Emam, A. M. E. (2022). Role of innovation orientation in 

building a competitive advantage in the Egyptian hotels. Journal of Alexandria University 

Faculty of Tourism & Hotels, 22(3), 219–230.   



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 108 -  

  

Özgenel, M., & Çetin, M. (2021). Effects of organizational cynicism occupational commitment and 

organizational dissent on knowledge inertia. KALEM Uluslararası Eğitim ve İnsan Bilimleri 

Dergisi (KUEİBD), 11(2), 389 - 413. 10.23863/kalem.2021.175 

Papadas, et al. (2024). From green culture to innovation: how internal marketing drives sustainable 

performance in hospitality.  

Pérez, A., Bojórquez Zapata, M. I., & Marco, V. (2024, December). Main practices in determining 

business productivity in hotel SMEs in Latin America. In Workplace Innovation and 

Organizational Performance in the Hospitality Industry.  

Perry-Smith, J. E., & Mannucci, P. V. (2017). From creativity to innovation: The social network 

drivers of the four phases of the idea journey. Academy of Management Review, 42(1), 53–79. 

Prasheenaa, J., & Thavakurnar, D. (2021). The effect of dynamic capabilities on small and medium 

enterprises performance: The moderating role of organizational inertia. Empyreal Publishing 

House. 

Purc, E., & Laguna, M. (2019). Personal values and innovative behavior of employees. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 10, 865. 

Purwanto, A., Asbari, M., Hartuti, H., Setiana, Y. N., & Fahmi, K. (2021). Effect of psychological 

capital and authentic leadership on innovation work behavior. International Journal of Social 

and Management Studies, 2(1), 1–13. 

Qi, L., Liu, B., Wei, X., & Hu, Y. (2019). Impact of inclusive leadership on employee innovative 

behavior: Perceived organizational support as a mediator. PloS One, 14(2), e0212091. 

Rajaei, Z., & Asadzadeh, F. (2021). Investigating the Impact of Organizational Indifference on 

Organizational Inertia with Regard the Mediator Role of the Organizational Silence. Public 

Management Researches, 14(52), 277-301. 

Rehman, S., Mohamed, R., & Ayoup, H. (2019). The mediating role of organizational capabilities 

between organizational performance and its determinants. Journal of Global 

Entrepreneurship Research, 9(1), 1–23. 

Rumelt, R. P. (1995). Inertia and transformation. In Resource-based and evolutionary theories of 

the firm: Towards a synthesis (pp. 101–132). Boston, MA: Springer US. 

Sadik, M. G. S., Elshweme, A. R. A., & Elnokrashy, O. M. (2024). The impact of knowledge 

inertia on employee innovative behavior: An applied study on public secondary school 

teachers in Mansoura City.  

Sadq, Z. M., Othman, B., & Khorsheed, R. K. (2019). The impact of tourism marketing in 

enhancing competitive capabilities. African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, 8(5), 

1–11. 

Sakr, H. M. H. (2024). The impact of strategic management practices on corporate performance: 

The mediating role of organizational agility in Egyptian construction companies. Journal of 

Construction Engineering and Strategy, 15(2), 807–875.   

Salim Muhammed, Y. (2024). The effect of organizational inertia and customer orientation with 

incremental innovation as the mediating variable towards organizational performance.  

Sazkaya, M. K., & Dede, Y. E. (2018). The mediating role of employee loyalty between employee 

empowerment and employee innovative behavior: A study from Teknopark Istanbul. Çankırı 

Karatekin Üniversitesi İktisadi ve İdari Bilimler Fakültesi Dergisi, 8(1), 55–82. 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 109 -  

  

Schneider, B., Yost, A. B., Kropp, A., Kind, C., & Lam, H. (2018). Workforce engagement: What 

it is, what drives it, and why it matters for organizational performance. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 39(4), 462–480. 

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A path model of 

individual innovation in the workplace. Academy of Management Journal, 37(3), 580–607. 

Sepahvand, R., Aref Nejad, M., & Shariat Nejad, A. (2017). Identification and prioritization of 

factors causing organizational inertia using Delphi fuzzy method. Modern Research in 

Decision Making, 2(1), 95–118. 

 Sfeir, E. K. (2022). Impact of interpersonal influences on employee engagement and psychological 

contract: Effects of Wasta, Guanxi, Jeitinho, Blat, and pulling strings.  

Shi, X., & Zhang, Q. (2018). Inbound open innovation and radical innovation capability: The 

moderating role of organizational inertia. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 

31(3), 581–597. 

Shimizu, K., & Hitt, M. A. (2005). What constrains or facilitates divestitures of formerly acquired 

firms? The effects of organizational inertia. Journal of Management, 31(1), 50–72. 

Shin, S. J., Yuan, F., & Zhou, J. (2017). When perceived innovation job requirement increases 

employee innovative behavior: A sensemaking perspective. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 38(1), 68–86. 

Sillic, M. (2019). Critical impact of organizational and individual inertia in explaining non-

compliant security behavior in the Shadow IT context. Computers & Security, 80, 108–119. 

Singh, J. V, & Lumsden, C. J. (1990). Theory and research in organizational ecology. Annual 

Review of Sociology, 16(1), 161–195. 

 Soliman Sadik, M. G., Elshweme, A. R. A., & Elnokrashy, O. M. (2024). The impact of 

knowledge inertia on employee innovative behavior: An applied study on public secondary 

schools teachers in Mansoura city.  

Stieglitz, N., Knudsen, T., & Becker, M. C. (2016). Adaptation and inertia in dynamic 

environments. Strategic Management Journal, 37(9), 1854–1864. 

Sulphey, M. M., & Jasim, K. M. (2022). Paradoxical leadership as a moderating factor in the 

relationship between organizational silence and employee voice: an examination using SEM. 

Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 43(3), 457–481. 

Tager, A. G., Safot, B. M., & Ibrahim, A. R. (2024). The impact of Eco innovation Policy on 

Organizational Reputation: Evidence from Hotels and Travel Agencies. Journal of 

Association of Arab Universities for Tourism and Hospitality, 26(1), 328-346. 

Taştan, S. B. (2013). The Influences of participative organizational climate and self-leadership on 

innovative behavior and the roles of job involvement and proactive personality: A Survey in 

the Context of SMEs in Izmir. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 75, 407–419. 

Teofilus, T., Ardyan, E., Sutrisno, T. F. C. W., Sabar, S., & Sutanto, V. (2022). Managing 

organizational inertia: Indonesian family business perspective. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 

839266. 

Teofilus, T., Sutrisno, T. F. C. W., & Sutanto, V. (2022). Managing organizational inertia: 

Indonesian family business perspective.  



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 110 -  

  

Türk, B. (2023). Verimlilik Fırsatı Olarak Döngüsel Ekonomi: Döngüsel Modele Geçişte Atalet 

Engeli. Verimlilik Dergisi, 219–236. 

Urban, B., & Joubert, G. C. D. S. (2017). Multidimensional and comparative study on intellectual 

capital and organisational performance. Journal of Business Economics and Management, 

18(1), 84–99. 

Wang, M.-C., Chen, P.-C., & Fang, S.-C. (2021). How environmental turbulence influences firms’ 

entrepreneurial orientation: the moderating role of network relationships and organizational 

inertia. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 36(1), 48–59. 

Wang, V., Lee, S.-Y. D., & Maciejewski, M. L. (2015). Inertia in health care organizations: a case 

study of peritoneal dialysis services. Health Care Management Review, 40(3), 203–213. 

Wang, X., Fang, Y., Qureshi, I., & Janssen, O. (2015). Understanding employee innovative 

behavior: Integrating the social network and leader–member exchange perspectives. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 36(3), 403–420. 

Wati, Y., Koh, C., & Davis, F. (2014). Can you increase your performance in a technology-driven 

society full of distractions? 

West, M. A. (2002). Sparkling fountains or stagnant ponds: An integrative model of creativity and 

innovation implementation in work groups. Applied Psychology, 51(3), 355–387. 

Wiyono, D., Dewi, D. A., Ambiapuri, E., Parwitasari, N. A., & Hambali, D. S. (2025, May). 

Strategic ESG-driven human resource practices: Transforming employee management for 

sustainable organizational growth.  

Wiyono, D., Tanjung, R., Setiadi, H., Marini, S., & Sugiarto, Y. (2024, February). Organizational 

transformation: The impact of servant leadership on work ethic culture with burnout as a 

mediating factor in the hospitality industry.  

Wu, B., Latip, H. B. A., Mohammad, M. B. T., & Hashin, S. Bin. (2023). Inertia of Original 

Country’s CSR Impact on Corporate Financial and Market Performance: Evidence of 

Multinational Corporations in China. IBusiness, 15(1), 60–70. 

Yang, M., Luu, T. T., & Qian, D. (2022). Group diversity and employee service innovative 

behavior in the hospitality industry: a multilevel model. International Journal of 

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 34(2), 808–835. 

Yi, S., Knudsen, T., & Becker, M. C. (2016). Inertia in routines: A hidden source of organizational 

variation. Organization Science, 27(3), 782–800. 

Youssef Abo El Yazied, A., & Saad, M. (2024). Strategic Agility and its Impact on Competitive 

Advantage, Ambidexterity and Organizational Performance in Tourism Sector in 

Egypt. , 15(4), 1757-1797.‎ 

Yusof, M. S. M. (2021). An examination of turnaround and organizational performance: The 

mediating effect of organizational inertia in small and medium enterprises in Malaysia. 

Published Doctoral Thesis), Universiti Utara, Malaysia. 

Yusof, M. S. M., & Romle, A. R. (2020). Exploring the Elements of Organizational Inertia and 

Impacts on Organization. International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, 24(2). 

Zhang, Y., Xi, W., & Xu, F. Z. (2022). Determinants of employee innovation: An open innovation 

perspective. Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management, 31(1), 97–124. 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research Vol. (19), No. (3), June 2025 

  

 
 - 111 -  

  

Zhao, S., & Ye, M. (2022). Research on the Influence Mechanism of Superior Developmental 

Feedback and Employee Innovation Behavior Based on Regression Analysis. 2022 2nd 

International Conference on Management Science and Software Engineering (ICMSSE 2022), 

205–212. 

Zhen, J., Cao, C., Qiu, H., & Xie, Z. (2021). Impact of organizational inertia on organizational 

agility: the role of IT ambidexterity. Information Technology and Management, 22(1), 53–65. 

Zhou, S. S., Zhou, A. J., Feng, J., & Jiang, S. (2019). Dynamic capabilities and organizational 

performance: The mediating role of innovation. Journal of Management & Organization, 

25(5), 731–747. 

 

بتكاري للووظفٍن والأداء الاعلى السلوك  وأثره التنظٍوًجوود لل ٍتتحلٍلدراست  :كسر القوالب النوطٍت"

 "الفنادقصناعت  فً الوؤسسً

  عور السٍذ أحوذ قورة                         ٌسن             إسلام سٍذ عبذ الغنً

 ومٍكلٍت السٍاحت والفنادق، قسن الذراساث الفنذقٍت، جاهعت الف

 العربً الولخص

تؼتَذ اىَْظَبث ػيٚ اىَ٘ظفِٞ ىلإبتنبس فٜ الإجشاءاث ٗالأسبىٞب ٗاىؼَيٞبث لأٌّٖ اىخلاٝب الأسبسٞت  

ب  ًَ بتنبس اىتْظَٜٞ. ػلاٗة ػيٚ رىل، فبُ اىجَ٘د تجبٓ اىتغٞٞش َٝثو ػبئقًب لإفٜ اىيَْظَت ٗٝيؼبُ٘ دٗسًا ٍٖ

ٕ٘ فحض تؤثٞش أبؼبد اىجَ٘د ىزىل، فبُ اىٖذف اىشئٞسٜ ىٖزٓ اىذساست مبٞشًا، ٗىٌ ٝتٌ فحض تؤثٞشٓ بذقت. 

تنبسٛ لإباىتْظَٜٞ ٗاىسي٘ك ا اىتْظَٜٞ )جَ٘د اىشإٝت، اىجَ٘د الإجشائٜ، اىجَ٘د اىْفسٜ( ػيٚ الأداء

تٌ استخذاً اىَْٖج اىنَٜ لإختببس فشضٞبث اىبحث. اىبٞبّبث الأٗىٞت تٌ جَؼٖب ٍِ  ىَ٘ظفٜ اىفْبدق فٚ ٍظش.

استجببت طبىحت ىيتحيٞو الاحظبئٜ ٍِ 335 خلاه ت٘صٝغ استَبسة استبٞبُ، تٌ اىحظ٘ه ػيٚ اجَبىٜ 

٪(. تٌ استخذاً 57.38ه استجببت اىَ٘ظفِٞ اىؼبٍيِٞ ببىفْبدق )فئت اىخَس ّجً٘( ببىقبٕشة اىنبشٙ )بَؼذ

الإحظبئٞت  اىتحيٞلاثاىٚ ّتبئج اىبحث، ٗأٝضب تٌ اجشاء  ىتحيٞو اىبٞبّبث  ىي٘ط٘هWarpPLS 7.0  جبشّبٍ

. ت٘طو اىبحث اىٚ أُ ْٕبك تؤثٞش سيبٜ ىجَ٘د اىشإٝت ٗاىجَ٘د اىْفسٜ 58الإطذاس SPSS ت بشّبٍج طب٘اس

ٝئثش حٞث ىجَ٘د الإجشائٜ ىٔ تؤثٞش اٝجببٜ ػيٚ الأداء اىتْظَٜٞ ، اىَقببو، فبُ ا ػيٚ الأداء اىتْظَٜٞ. فٜ

ٗج٘د تؤثٞش سيبٜ مبٞش  أٝضب اىجَ٘د اىتْظَٜٞ بشنو اٝجببٜ ػيٚ الأداء اىتْظَٜٞ. ٗقذ أظٖشث ّتبئج اىبحث

 ّؼنبسبث ٍَٖت ػيٚ قطبع اىضٞبفت ابتنبسٛ ىيَ٘ظفِٞ. ٗىْتبئج اىبحث لإىيجَ٘د اىتْظَٜٞ ػيٚ اىسي٘ك ا

 اىجَ٘د اىتْظَٜٞ ىتحسِٞ الأداء اىتْظَٜٞ ٍؼبىجتٝسبٌٕ اىبحث اىحبىٜ فٜ  .ّظشٝبً ٗػَيٞبً ػت اىفْبدق ٗطْب

ٗفٚ ض٘ء ٍب  .ٍِ خلاه تقذٌٝ بؼض اىت٘طٞبث ٗاىَقتشحبث ٘ظفٜ اىفْبدقٗتحسِٞ اىسي٘ك الابتنبسٛ ىيَ

أسفشث ػْت اىْتبئج ٝ٘طٜ اىبحث اىَْشآث اىفْذقٞت فٚ ٍظش بضشٗسة ٍؼبىجت اىجَ٘د اىتْظَٜٞ ٍِ خلاه 

ستثَبس اّشبء ٗحذاث تْظَٞٞت  تنُ٘ ٍتخظظت بت٘ظٞف ٗاػقذ اىذٗساث اىتذسٝبٞت ىيؼبٍيِٞ، ٗضشٗسة 

 .ستغلاه اىفشص اىجذٝذةااىفْبدق ىقذساتٖب ٗاٍنبّٞتٖب اىذاخيٞت ٗ

 ٍظش. ،اىفْبدق ، اىؼبٍيِٞ ، بتنبسٛلااىسي٘ك ا ، الأداء اىتْظَٜٞ،  اىجَ٘د اىتْظَٜٞ  :واث الوفتاحٍتالكل

 

 

 


