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Abstract

Employees spend a huge time of their lives at work. As a result, friendships are often formed between individuals in the
workplace. Workplace friendship is a fundamental value of human nature. Forming friendships in the workplace is vital to
increase satisfaction and engagement at work. The present study proposes and tests a theoretical framework to explore the
workplace friendship mechanisms and their impact on the innovative behavior of employees in the Omani service sector,
and to clarify the mediating role of psychological safety. The data was gathered from the employees of private service sec-
tor in Oman. An online questionnaire form was distributed to the participants and 405 valid questionnaires were analyzed
by SmartPLS software using structural equation modeling. The results indicated that workplace friendship aspects namely,
friendship opportunity and friendship prevalence positively affected innovative behavior. Furthermore, friendship prevalence
was positively correlated in relation to psychological safety. However, psychological safety did not have a mediating role
between workplace friendship and innovative behavior. The findings are meaningful for the academic research and also give
some practical suggestions for managers from a new viewpoint for the evaluation of workplace friendship in the context of
the service sector, in order to achieve psychological safety, and to promote the innovative behavior of employees in this sector.

Keywords Workplace friendship - Friendship opportunity - Friendship prevalence - Innovative behavior - Psychological

safety - Oman

Introduction

Workplace friendship was mentioned in the modern manage-
ment literature by Taylor (1914). Specifically, he pointed out
that in order to get the best results within an organization,
it is necessary to follow four basics theories of scientific
management: real science development, employees’ scien-
tific recruitment, scientific training of staff, and friendship
between supervisors and employees. Maslow (1943) pos-
tulated that the concept of friendship is one of the main
requirements in the hierarchy of needs theory, and the
belonging need and love fulfillment is one of the forms of
friendship. Wright (1984) suggested that there should be two
basic criteria for friendship in the workplace. The first is the
mutual interest between individuals, and the second is the
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commitment to free time for interaction between individuals
in the absence of pressure or constraints in the relationship.
McClelland (1988) declared achievement, power, and affili-
ation as the main motives in the needs theory. The affiliation
motive, which expresses the desire to establish and maintain
strong relationships with others, demonstrates friendship.
Mayo (2004) mentioned that friendly, pleasant, and happy
working environments are a prerequisite to building good
relationships. Conversely, working overtime, monotonous
jobs, and poor treatment of staff are the root cause of prob-
lems in the workplace.

Nielsen et al. (2000) stated that there are three reasons
why workplace friendship is important: (a) the relationship
between friendship and important work-related outputs, (b)
the contribution of workplace friendship to informal struc-
tures of organizations, and (c) the growing trend of using
groups and teams within institutions. Friendship in the work-
place is a complex issue, and understanding its impact is cru-
cial since it is a part of organizational culture. Thus, many
companies encourage friendship in the workplace because
it is advantageous to the workers (Ozbek, 2018), such as
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increased productivity (Song & Olshfski, 2008), career suc-
cess (Markiewicz et al., 2000), organizational obligation,
(Gupta, 2020), job satisfaction, (Denison & Mishra, 1995),
job performance (Li, 2017; Ozbek, 2018), teamwork efficacy
(Herman et al., 2008), and employee engagement (Khaleel
et al., 2016).

In contrast, much research has explored the disadvantages
of friendship in the workplace, in that it can be positively
associated with sexual harassment (Berman et al., 2002),
dependence on other people, nepotism and gossip (Zaleznik,
1997), and organizational deviance (Gupta, 2020). Friend-
ships can blur boundaries and can sometimes be a distrac-
tion from the job (Morrison & Nolan, 2007). Workplace
friendship impairment can increase the turnover of employ-
ees, cause stress, and reduce the ability to implement work
(Choi & Ko, 2020; Sias et al., 2004) provided five reasons
for friendship deterioration, namely distracting life events,
personality issues, promotion, betrayal, and conflicting
expectations. Morrison (2009) described friendship in the
workplace as a double-edged sword.

On the other hand, if psychological safety exists in the
business environment, employees will take calculated risks
at work. When individuals feel safe psychologically, they are
more likely to share in the behaviors that drive learning and
positive change. Psychological safety can also function as a
safety net for people (Kark & Carmeli, 2009). It consciously
creates inclusive environments, increases performance, acti-
vates innovation, accelerates learning, and challenges the
current situation, without the fear of being marginalized,
embarrassed, or somehow punished (Clark, 2019).

Although friendship in the workplace is omnipresent,
there are still important missing pieces in our perception of
the impact of friendship in the workplace, so it is essential
to understand how it affects employee behavior to provide
innovative services. Promoting innovative behavior among
employees is a common concern among managers of organi-
zations as employee innovation in the workplace is the key
to organizational success. Drawing on social cognitive
theory, the current research proposes a theoretical frame-
work that highlights how friendship is represented in the
workplace, and how it can influence the innovative behavior
of employees. In addition, this model illustrates the mediat-
ing role of psychological safety and the link between work-
place friendship and innovative behavior. Social cognitive
theory (SCT) is one of the most frequently applied theories
of health behavior (Bandura, 1986). SCT posits a recipro-
cal deterministic relationship between the individual, his or
her environment, and behavior; all three elements dynami-
cally and reciprocally interact with and upon one another
to form the basis for behavior, as well as potential inter-
ventions to change behaviors (Bandura, 2001). Specifically,
we suggest that workplace friendship may help individu-
als obtain sense of belonging and feel supportive by their
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colleagues (Berman et al., 2010), thus maintaining a high
level of psychological safety, which refers that the risk and
cost of unsuccessful innovative behavior can be reduced
and employees are more likely to adopt creative behavior.
From the perspective of social cognitive theory (Bandura,
1999), we further argue that psychological safety associated
with workplace friendship will affect employees’ innova-
tive behavior. Psychological safety is a decisive factor for
individuals to take action (Kahn, 1990; West, 1990). When
psychological safety of work place is in high level, individu-
als are more likely to innovate and explore new methods
because psychological safety greatly alleviates their fear of
possible failure and its negative results (Hirak et al., 2012;
Huang et al., 2016). Thus, the primary research question
is: How does workplace friendship explain the variation in
employees’ innovative behavior through psychological safety
in the business environment? In sum, this research is mean-
ingful for managerial practice and we hope the theoretical
framework will contribute to provide a new perspective of
understanding friendship at work thus stimulate further
research.

Literature review and hypotheses
development

Friendship in the workplace and innovative
behavior

Organizations consist of individuals who have an innate
desire to form a network of social relationships and friend-
ships among themselves (Cao & Zhang, 2020). As a result,
a number of factors, such as common culture, similari-
ties in lifestyle, and personal interests mean that friend-
ship is a natural and essential occurrence in the workplace
(Asgharian et al., 2013). Many employees spend more
hours with their co-workers than they do with their fami-
lies. As such, it is important to build good relationships
with fellow workers (Van Diemen, 2018; Sias & Cahill,
1998) advocated developing and strengthening friendship
in the workplace by increasing frequent intimate inter-
action between individuals. Friendships help to provide
support and resources, and make employees feel comfort-
able about completing assigned tasks, managing associ-
ated work stress, improving cooperation and harmony, and
increasing effective communication with colleagues in the
organization (Bandura, 1982; Gupta, 2020).

Berman et al. (2002) defined friendship in the workplace
as a non-exclusive job relationship that includes reciprocal
liking, commitment, mutual trust, and shared values and
interests. Furthermore, friendship has been described as an
unofficial personal relationship in a business environment
that offers an intimate relationship among the staff (Dobel,
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2001; Nielsen et al., 2000). The basic objective of rela-
tionships in the workplace is to provide support between
individuals and to promote emotional and relational well-
being (Morrison & Cooper-Thomas, 2016; Morrison, 2004)
stated that friendship in the workplace is colored by rela-
tionships and comprises of four characteristics, namely
voluntary, informality, communal, and socio-emotional
norms (Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). The development of
friendships at work is well known and prevalent among
employees in various types of organizations (Bridge &
Baxter, 1992). Friendship in the workplace guides indi-
viduals to be mutually accepting of each other (Sias &
Cahill, 1998). Friendship in the workplace plays a vital role
in creating a supportive and effective business environment
(Chen et al., 2013). Friendship develops at the workers’
discretion (Morrison & Wright, 2009), and the employees
in these relationships interact with each other without pres-
sure or restrictions (Wright, 1984).

Nielsen et al. (2000) divided workplace friendship into
two aspects. The first is friendship opportunities that dem-
onstrates how accommodating the organization is regarding
conversing and building informal relationships with others.
The second is friendship prevalence. This refers to the efforts
made by organizations to identify and bring like-minded
people together to form work teams that are characterized
by a spirit of friendship and effectiveness (Duck, 1983).
Riordan and Griffeth (1995) noted that the opportunities for
friendship and prevalence in the workplace are associated
with significant results for both individuals and organiza-
tions, as higher degrees of friendship mean that employ-
ees are more engaged in their work, and are more satisfied
with their tasks. Additionally, individuals who have more
opportunities to make friends at work are more emotionally
attached to their institution and have less desire to quit their
jobs (Nielsen et al., 2000).

In general, previous research on friendship in the work-
place has focused on attitude and output variables; how-
ever, few studies have discussed behavior variables such as
innovative behavior (Cao & Zhang, 2020). The innovative
behavior of individuals is essential to the survival and con-
tinuity of organizations under changing situations (Newman
et al., 2017). According to the social cognitive theory, indi-
vidual behavior mostly interacts with the social work envi-
ronment (Bandora, 1986). As a result, strong friendships in
the workplace encourage individuals to support each other,
and to share their various resources that contribute to har-
monious work climates and help workers to acquire better
problem-solving skills (Berman et al., 2002). Liu and Shi
(2009) indicated that the innovative behavior of individuals
is determined by the prevailing organizational atmosphere.

A high camaraderie creates a friendly atmosphere,
facilitates mutual trust between colleagues, reduces worry
and fear when approaching challenging tasks, and in turn,

encourages innovative behavior. In contrast, when friend-
ship among individuals in the workplace is low, increased
perceived risk and innovation deters employees from tak-
ing innovative behavior (Cao & Zhang, 2020). Moreover,
friendship in the workplace is a clear solution to reinforc-
ing the innovative behavior climate in organizations (Xiao
et al., 2020). The innovative behavior of employees has a
direct impact on an organization’s creativity and contrib-
utes to determining its survival and continuity in the busi-
ness world (Eva et al., 2019). The survival and continuity of
organizations is difficult due to various challenges (Carmeli
et al., 2014). If an organization wants to be prosperous, it
must enhance innovation (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006).
The innovation process occurs when new ideas, products, or
thoughts, which are the essential elements of people’s inno-
vation behavior, are advanced or implemented by organiza-
tion members. (Zhang et al., 2011). From this theoretical
underpinning, we can say that the presence of friendship
in the workplace facilitates access to innovative knowledge
and abundant skills from co-workers that can help them to
carry out innovative work. So the following hypotheses are
conjectured:

H,: Friendship opportunity (FO) and innovative behavior
(IB) are significantly related.
H,: Friendship prevalence (FP) and innovative behavior
(IB) are significantly related.

Workplace friendship and psychological safety

In contemporary organizations, most functions are interre-
lated and as such, are conducted collaboratively between
co-workers (Collins & Smith, 2006). Inadequate experience,
complex work, specialization, and diversity require these
individuals to work together to achieve organizational goals
(Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Psychological safety has been
identified as a vital factor when comprehending how individ-
uals will cooperate to fulfill common outcomes (Edmond-
son, 2004). When friends feel psychologically safe in the
work environment, they believe they are safe from personal
risk (Kostopoulos & Bozionelos, 2011). The psychological
safety of individuals in the work environment is a priority
matter (Leroy et al., 2012; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2011).
It is the extent whereby an individual feels capable of mani-
festing and employing themself without fear of negative con-
sequences of self-image, profession, or status. Furthermore,
it is a psychological state whereby individuals feel confident
that the personal context around them is not threatening, and
that they will not be punished or embarrassed for expressing
themselves (Zhang et al., 2010).

Psychological safety describes employees’ perceptions of
the consequences of personal risk in a specific context, such
as at a place of work (Edmondson, 1999). Psychological
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safety makes it easier to contribute ideas and actions to a
joint project (Edmondson & Lei, 2014), it helps to explain
why individuals share knowledge and information (Col-
lins & Smith, 2006; Siemsen et al., 2009), and suggests
improvements (Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Liang et al.,
2012). Furthermore, it enables groups and organizations
to learn (Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010) and perform
(Schaubroeck et al., 2011). Relationships in the workplace
are fundamental to building psychological safety. They
shape not only people’s perceptions of each other, but also
people’s perceptions of themselves, including the way staff
and managers interact with each other. The primary rela-
tionship in the workplace is between the employee and his
or her line manager, while the relationship with colleagues
is secondary. Therefore, managers and leaders must provide
a framework for a healthy workplace in order to form these
relationships and friendships, and to create a psychologi-
cally safe environment (Wellbeing Works, 2021). Based on
the above, we can say that having a psychologically safe
work environment in an organization, individuals will have
good relationships with their colleagues in the workplace,
form friendships, respect and care for each other, have real
intentions, and are able to engage more in work. As such,
the following hypotheses are proposed:

H;: Friendship opportunity (FO) and psychological safety
(PS) are significantly related.
H,: Friendship prevalence (FP) and psychological safety
(PS) are significantly related.

Psychological safety and innovative behavior

Psychological safety has become a phenomenon worthy of
focus owing to the growing importance of innovation in
today’s institutions (Edmondson & Lei, 2014). The con-
text of psychologically safe depicts an atmosphere whereby
the focus is on constructive debate that avoids trouble and
achieves common objectives (Safdar et al., 2017; Tierney
& Farmer, 2002) assert that in order for individuals to adapt
to huge change in their institutions, they must feel comfort-
able and psychologically secure. Psychological safety is
a performance engine, showing how people can contrib-
ute to achievement in a psychologically safe environment
(Kim et al., 2020). Psychological safety affords employ-
ees greater motivation to communicate with others, and to
share work-related information with them because they feel
less threatened (Men et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2016). When
psychological safety in an organization is high, individuals
may be more willing to talk within the group about taking
personal risks Cauwelier et al., 2019). The climate is more
intimate and open to ideas, and employees are able to talk
about work-related content that motivates them to collabo-
rate and innovate. In turn, this contributes to a more open
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environment for the creation and sharing of ideas among
employees (Edmondson, 1999). In addition, Schein (1985)
has argued that a higher level of psychological safety encour-
ages innovation among employees. This creates a more com-
fortable work environment where people are close friends
(Carmeli et al., 2010).

Gong et al. (2012) examined psychological safety and its
relationship to information exchange and individual creativ-
ity. They considered that proactive individuals are willing to
share information with colleagues to enhance trust, and to
create the psychologically safe environment that individuals
require to share their creative actions. Furthermore, several
studies have indicated a link between employees’ perception
for psychological safety and their levels of innovation (Kark
& Carmeli, 2009) and creative thinking (Palanski & Vogel-
gesang, 2011). Several studies discovered that psychological
safety is closely correlated with research and development
innovation (Gu et al., 2013), knowledge induction (Choo
et al., 2007), and process innovation performance (Lee et al.,
2011; Kessel et al., 2012) found that knowledge mediates the
relationship between psychological safety and creative team
performance. Therefore, it can be argued that people with
higher levels of psychological safety are more likely to show
innovative behavior since the context of psychological safety
allows individuals greater freedom to share ideas. Thus, we
proposed the following hypothesis:

Hj: Psychological safety (PS) and innovative behavior
(IB) are significantly related.

Mediating role of psychological safety

Psychological safety illustrates an individual’s valuations
and perceptions of their environment, and their behavioral
and attitudinal response (Liu et al., 2021). It determines
the position of individuals in an organization and enables
them to conduct innovative and difficult tasks (Kahn, 1990).
It is a visualization that allows individuals to present and
express themselves fully without fear or concern about their
self-image, promotion or status (Appelbaum et al., 2016).
Knowledge of the workplace and trust among colleagues has
a significant impact on the psychological safety of employ-
ees (Atkinson, 2004). Similarly, friendship in the work-
place helps to perceive the emotional support of employ-
ees making it easier to deal with difficulties and cope with
stress (Guchait et al., 2014; Yin et al., 2015). Specifically,
friendship in the workplace may help people feel a sense of
belonging and support from their colleagues, thereby main-
taining a high level of psychological safety and adopting
innovative behavior (Yin et al., 2015).

Good interpersonal relationships in organizations provide
psychological safety for their members. As psychological
safety is closely linked to innovative behavior, making
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friends at work can help individuals to feel respected and
connected in ways that allow them to conquer the uncer-
tainty that accompanies their job. By solving problems
and experimenting with different solutions, these quality
interpersonal relationships can bring about more innovative
behavior from employees (Kahn, 1990; Kim, 2020; Kratzer
et al., 2006) affirmed that human interaction in an organi-
zation is an important factor for innovative behavior, this
means that innovation depends on collaboration between
the individuals of the organization. Moreover, friendship
in the workplace as a social group motivates workers to
share ideas and methods for solving problems or generat-
ing new services or products (Helmy et al., 2020; Berman
et al., 2002) suggested that friendships in the workplace
may help employees to experience a sense of belonging and
involvement in the work environment, and to feel supported
by their coworkers, thus maintaining a high level of psy-
chological safety. This may be an indicator that the risks
and costs of unsuccessful innovative behavior will be lower,
and therefore, individuals are more likely to adopt innova-
tive behavior. According to Cao and Zhang (2020) friend-
ships in the workplace are an important way to motivate and
reinforce innovative employee behavior. Therefore, it can be
argued that the strong relationships with colleagues in the
workplace can promote greater psychological safety, when
psychological safety in an organization is at a high level,
employees are more likely to explore and contribute to new
ideas and adopt innovative behavior. Thus, we proposed the
following hypotheses:

Hg: Friendship opportunity (FO) and innovative behavior

(IB) is mediated by psychological safety (PS).

H,: Friendship prevalence (FP) and innovative behavior

(IB) is mediated by psychological safety (PS).
Research methodology

Participants and procedure

The study was designed to evaluate a structural model con-
sisting of four latent variables made up of two sides: an

inner model, and an outer model. The current study was
conducted between May 2020 and February 2021. Due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, a web-based questionnaire was fol-
lowed. Quantitative methodology and survey method were
adopted in the present study.

The respondents consisted of employees from the private
service sector in Oman. In total, 405 completed question-
naires were received, and the valid percentage was 90%.
Among the 405 respondents who participated in the survey,
31.8% were in healthcare, 27.4% in banking, 22.2% in edu-
cation, and 18.6% in telecommunications. Also, 52.8% of
respondents were male and 47.2% were female; 53.8% were
unmarried and 46.2% were married; 43.5% of the partici-
pants were more 35 years old; 67.9% of participants had a
university degree; 31.6% of participants had more than 7
years of experience in their field.

On other the hand, to reduce concerns regarding the effect
of common method variance (CMV) on the findings, Har-
man’s single factor test was used (Jordan & Troth, 2019).
All 15 elements of the study constructs were loaded onto a
single factor using exploratory factor analysis (Fuller et al.,
2016). The total variance was 25.561%, as shown in Table 1.
This value is lower than the 50% cut-off, according to Pod-
sakoff et al. (2012). Hence, no bias was found in the data in
this study.

Measures

To measure the study variables, the constructs were
adapted from the previous literature. This research pur-
posed to identify the effect of friendship in the work-
place on innovative behavior using psychological safety
as a mediator variable. A 3-section survey was prepared
to examine the constructs in this pilot study. Nielsen
et al. (2000) created the scale to cover two dimensions
of workplace friendship, and it consisted of seven items
designed to measure workplace friendship opportunity.
Friendship opportunity: FO1, FO2, and FO3 (3 items).
A sample item was, “I have the opportunity to get to
know my coworkers.” Friendship prevalence: FP1, FP2,
FP3, and FP4 (4 items). A sample item was, “I formed
intensive relationships at work.” Psychological safety:

Table 1 Common method

. Components Initial eigenvalues Extraction sums of squared loadings
variance (CMV)
Total % of variance Cumulative % Total % of variance Cumulative %
3.834 25.561 25.561 3.834 25.561 25.561
2 1.842 12.280 37.842
14 0.433 2.886 97.367
15 0.395 2.633 100.000
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PS1, PS2, and PS3 (3 items) was measured on a scale
developed by Li and Yan (2009). A sample item was,
“There are many kinds of optional threats at work.” Inno-
vative behavior: IB1, IB2, IB3, IB4, and IB5 (5 items)
was assessed using a scale developed by Yang and Zhang
(2012). A sample item was, “I usually communicate with
others and try to introduce fresh ideas.” A 5-point Likert
scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly
agree, was made for data collection in the current study.
PLS-SEM methodology was performed to analyze the
collected data.

Data analysis and findings

IBM SPSS Statistics and SmartPLS programs were used
to analyze the collected data in the current study. IBM
SPSS software was used to find the descriptive statis-
tics for the study variables, the normality test, the mul-
ticollinearity test, and the common bias method, while
the SmartPLS software was used through a two-stage
approach to report the results of the PLS—SEM. The first
stage is a measurement model assessment, and the second
stage is a structural model assessment as per the recom-
mendations of Henseler et al. (2009).

Figure 1 displays the study model. It consists of the
workplace friendship with its two sides (friendship oppor-
tunity and friendship prevalence), which were used in this
model as exogenous constructs. Innovative behavior and
psychological safety were used as endogenous constructs.
The items were generated by underlying or latent vari-
ables, and the indicators of construct were of a reflective
type (Hair et al., 2017).

Fig. 1 Structural model assess-

FO1
ment +0.841
FO2 0731
0740
FO3

FP1

Ao
0.722
*+0.770
40.730
0.652

A

FP4

FP2

B

o
w
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First stage: measurement model assessment

The study measurement model was performed based on
PLS-SEM (Ringle et al., 2015). To assist the measure-
ment model, Cronbach’s alpha (x), factor loading, average
extracted variance (AVE), composite reliability (CR), and
validity of discriminant were assessed, as shown in Fig. 1;
Tables 2 and 3. Hair et al. (2010) recommended factor load-
ing values of constructs to be more than 0.60. The results
in Table 1 show that all factor loading values of variables
exceeded 0.60, and ranged between 0.625 and 0.841. Two
coefficients were used to estimate the reliability of the
items: CR and (o) (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). Table 1
indicates that according to George and Mallery (2003), the
values of (o) for all variables were above 0.60: FO=0.662,
FE=0.696, PS=0.626, and 1B =0.788. Raykov (1997)
mentioned that the composite reliability value above 0.7 is
adequate. In this study, all the values overrode the cut-off:
FO=0.815, FE=0.811, PS=0.749, and IB=0.855. Thus,
these results obtained appropriate levels of reliability in the
studied sample. Moreover, Hair and Lukas (2014) indicated
that the AVE should be more than 0.5. The results revealed
that the AVE exceeded the cut-off of 0.50: FO=0.596,
FE=0.518, PS=0.501, and IB =0.540. Consequently, con-
vergent validity was met.

For the purpose of determining the degree of differ-
ence between constructs, the validity of discriminant was
performed. The Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion that
compares the correlations between the AVE square root
and the constructs was used. The results in Table 3 indicate
that all constructs: friendship opportunity (FO), friendship
prevalence (FP), psychological safety (PS), and innovative
behavior (IB), had values (in boldface) higher than the
other construct correlation values; therefore, these results

0.061 0.292
1B1
=
0.759 1B2
07437
0.073 -0730+  IB3
0741,
0701, 184
1B =
0157 0.151 15
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Table 2 Measurement model

Construct Item Factor Convergent validity
assessment loading > 0.60
a>0.60 CR>0.70 AVE>0.50
Friendship Opportunity (FO) FO, 0.841 0.662 0.815 0.596
FO, 0.731
FO, 0.740
Friendship Prevalence FP, 0.722 0.696 0.811 0.518
(EP) FP, 0.770
FP, 0.730
FP, 0.652
Psychological Safety PS, 0.783 0.626 0.749 0.501
(PS) PS, 0.625
PS; 0.706
Innovative Behavior IB, 0.759 0.788 0.855 0.540
(IB) B, 0.743
1B, 0.730
1B, 0.741
1B 0.701
o is Cronbach’s alpha; CR is Composite Reliability; and AVE is Average Variance Extracted
Table3 Discriminant validity,  congryet FO PP PS IB Mean StD  Kur  Ske.  Tol.  VIF
descriptive statistics and
multicollinearity (FO) 0.722 4342 0508 -0.139 -0.500 0.826 1.211
(FP) 0.427  0.720 3.577  0.681 0385 -0.358 0.812 1.231
(PS) 0.128  0.183  0.708 3.347  0.694  -0.296 0.023 0969 1.032
(IB) 0366 0289 0.138 0.735 4.162 0.516 1.033  -0.606 - -

The values in the boldface are the AVE square root

emphasized adequate discriminant validity (Chavali et al.,
2022; Gye-Soo, 2016).

Also, Table 3 illustrates the descriptive statistics of the
four study constructs. The results show that the construct
means ranged between 3.347 and 4.342, and the values of
standard deviation were of low dispersion. Furthermore, the
values of kurtosis and skewness were within the reason-
able limits between +3 (Mohammad et al., 2021; Ghasemi
& Zahediasl, 2012). Thus, the collected data in the present
study followed a normal distribution. On the other hand,
a multicollinearity test was employed among independent
variables, as shown in Table 3. The tolerance values were
more than 0.05, and the variance inflation factor (VIF) val-
ues were below 10. Hence, the condition of multicollinear-
ity was achieved according to Ghouse et al., 2021 and Hair
etal., 2017.

Second stage: structural model assessment

SEM was performed by SmartPLS to identify the direct
and indirect impact of study constructs. To estimate the
path coefficients significance, bootstrapping was employed
through SmartPLS, as shown in Table 4, where three of the

path coefficient values were more than 0.1, indicating the
dependent variable is affected by the independent variables
(Nasaruddin et al., 2018).

Detailing the findings of Table 4, both aspects (friend-
ship opportunity and friendship prevalence) were posi-
tively related to innovative behavior: T-Statistic=6.127,
P-value =0.000; T-Statistic=3.197, P-value=0.001,
respectively. With relation to effect size f2, H, and H,
had a small effect: 0.083 & 0.022, respectively, accord-
ing to Cohen (1988). Consequently, the hypotheses H,and
H, are supported by the study results. Also, friendship
prevalence was positively related to psychological safety:
T-Statistic = 2.458, P-value = 0.014; and the effect size >
of H, had a small effect: 0.021. Thus, hypothesis H, is
supported.

The other hypotheses, H; and Hs_are not supported by the
study results because the p-values are insignificant: 0.139
& 0.376; and the effect sizes 12 are less than 0.02 (0.006 &
0.003). This means that psychological safety was not associ-
ated to innovative behavior, and friendship opportunity was not
related to psychological safety. Moreover, the determination
coefficients: R%: 0.161 & 0.037 indicated that there is a small
interpretive ability, as explained by Falk and Miller (1992).
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Table 4 Results of direct and

o Hypothesis Path Coeff. T-Statistic P-Value Decision f2 R? Q% it GOF
indirect effects P

H,: (FO -> IB) 0.297 6.127 0.000  Supported**  0.083 0.161 0.080  0.231

H,: (FP -> IB) 0.163 3.197 0.001 Supported**  0.022

Hs: (PS -> IB) 0.073 1.480 0.139  Not Supported 0.006

H;: (FO -> PS) 0.061 0.885 0.376  Not Supported 0.003 0.037 0.014

H,: (FP -> PS) 0.157 2.458 0.014  Supported* 0.021

Hg: (FO -> PS ->IB) 0.004 0.658 0.511  No Mediation

H;: (FP->PS->1B) 0.012 1.228 0.220  No Mediation

Significant at P* less 0.05, P** less 0.01

The predictive capacity of the model was made to inter-
pret the szredict values in the study, as shown in Table 4. The
values of predictive relevance were more than zero: 0.080 &
0.014, supporting the claim that the present study model has
the appropriate ability to predict, according to Fornell and
Cha (1994) and Hair et al. (2019). Furthermore, the model
fit value was GoF=0.231. Thus, this model is adequate for
considering model viability (Wetzels et al., 2009).

On the other hand, the PLS—SEM bootstrapping proce-
dure was chosen to monitor the effect of mediation (indi-
rect effect), as shown in Table 4. It was found that the
association between friendship opportunity and innovative
behavior was not mediated by psychological safety: T-Sta-
tistic =0.658, P-value=0.511. In addition, psychological
safety did not mediate the relationship between friendship
prevalence and innovative behavior: T-Statistic =1.228,
P-value =0.220. Accordingly, the hypotheses Hq and H,
are not supported in this study.

Discussion and conclusion

This article utilized the quantitative approach to address
the impact of workplace friendship on innovative behavior
in the service sector, and considered the mediating role of
psychological safety in this relationship. The findings were
based on a sample of 405 participants from service sector
institutions in the Sultanate of Oman. The current study
established that workplace friendships affected employees’
innovative behavior in the service sector. The friendship
prevalence was found to be significantly related to psycho-
logical safety. These results are thus in line with past studies.

The research results have confirmed the vital role of
friendship relationships in molding innovative behavior.
In this article, the hypothesized effect between friendship
in the workplace and innovative behavior was supported
through the results. Friendship in the workplace was delib-
erated through two dimensions: friendship opportunity and
friendship prevalence. According to the findings, the two
constructs of workplace friendship had a positive and sig-
nificant effect on innovative behavior. The success of any
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innovation in an organization depends on the employees
involved in the process, and the nature of the relationships
between them (Mishra et al., 2014). This is because the
innovation of employees is important for the survival and
continuity of organizations, in light of intense competition
(Newman et al., 2017); therefore, friendship in the work-
place is an important way to stimulate employees and rein-
force innovative behavior (Cao & Zhang, 2020). Employees
with friendship opportunities and friendship prevalence at
work had a strong emotional correlation to the organiza-
tion ‘that they represented which motivated them to present
innovative ideas and ways of working (Nielsen et al., 2000).

On the other hand, friendships were a source of support
for employees, as friends used each other to solve problems
and discuss options (Luo, 1999). Once an individual pro-
duces an idea, he looks to supporters to provide the neces-
sary strength during its implementation (Galbraith, 1982). In
addition, friends working together are more active in explor-
ing strange and unfamiliar cases compared to non-friends
(Schwarz, 1972). Thus, friendship in the workplace motivates
employees and creates an innovative climate in the organiza-
tion (Berman et al., 2002). Friendship in the workplace is the
key facilitator in promoting innovative service behavior. A
friendly work environment has a crucial role in developing
new services and creating innovation opportunities (Helmy
et al., 2020). Moreover, friendship in the workplace provides
trust and emotional support to employees. Personal confi-
dence encourages open discussion, effective communication
between individuals, and an understanding of work-related
problems. Therefore, friendship in the workplace motivates
employees to work collectively when addressing problems
and inventing solutions. When staff see each other as true
friends, they will voluntarily exchange ideas to create prob-
lem-solving strategies (Helmy et al., 2020).

The assumed relationship between friendship preva-
lence and psychological safety was also statistically sup-
ported. Friendship prevalence in the workplace is critical
to building psychological safety (Wellbeing Works, 2021).
In a psychologically safe work environment, individuals
have a good relationship with their colleagues and seek to
form close friendships among themselves (Newman et al.,
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2017). The existence of quality relationships between col-
leagues in the workplace contributes to enhancing psy-
chological safety further (Jehn & Shah, 1997). The preva-
lence of the concept of friendship between individuals in
the workplace may help them to feel a sense of belonging
and support from others, thus maintaining a high level of
psychological safety (Yin et al., 2015). The relationship
between friendship opportunities and psychological safety
was not statistically supported in this study. The formation
of true friendships between individuals in an organization
can take time; therefore, colleagues do not always trust
each other, and they may feel fear, anxiety, tension and
distraction. This in turn will contribute to lower levels of
psychological safety in the work environment (Morrison
& Nolan, 2007).

On the other hand, the findings indicated that psycho-
logical safety is not significantly related to innovative
behavior. As the researched organizations worked in the
private service sector, the level of psychological safety in
these organizations was below average, and as a result, in
the prevailing climate, they were unable to cooperate or
share information among themselves that in turn discour-
aged employees from expanding their thoughts, innovating
services, or creating new ideas. Thus, the organizations
that want survival, continuity and success must enhance
the innovation process (Ngatimun, 2020). Innovations
occur when new ideas are advanced or performed by the
institution staff, and are a major factor in their innovative
behavior. However, this behavior is considered non-rou-
tine. Therefore, laborers require psychological safety, so
they can facilely express and implement their innovative
thoughts and ideas (Carmeli et al., 2010).

With regard to the mediation role of psychological safety
in the relationship between friendship in the workplace
with its dimensions (friendship opportunity and friendship
prevalence) and innovative behavior, it was established that
the study did not support this mediating role. Due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, the work environment in the private
service sector in Oman is no longer a stable environment,
and it is not psychologically safe for employees. In the pre-
sent work environment, with a fluctuating level of psycho-
logical safety, this will not encourage individuals to form
strong friendships among themselves; furthermore, it will
not motivate them to present bright ideas and innovative
methods of providing services. Bandura (1999) indicated
that at its highest, the psychological safety associated with
friendship in the workplace affects the innovative behav-
ior of employees, as individuals explore and devise new
methods because psychological safety reduces their anxi-
ety, their fear of potential failure, and the negative conse-
quences (Hirak et al., 2012; Huang et al., 2016).

Theoretical contributions

This study developed a theoretical framework by focusing on
the formation of friendships between individuals and ensur-
ing safety within the unique Omani work environment, so
it can contribute to the development of relationships and
administrative work in the workplace. This paper responds
to calls to expand friendship research in the workplace (Yin
et al., 2018). Previous studies on friendship in the workplace
focused primarily on outcome variables, such as job satis-
faction (Denison & Mishra, 1995), emotional commitment
(Gupta, 2020), job success (Markiewicz et al., 2000), job
performance (Li, 2017; Ozbek, 2018), and job engagement
(Khalili, 2016), while the current research focuses on the
behavior of individuals. Thus, this theoretical model can
contribute to expanding the research on friendship in the
workplace by emphasizing its effects towards innovative
behavior.

Another contribution of this paper is that it identifies the
dimensions of workplace friendship, where understanding
its determinants is vital and fundamental to the innovation
process. Previous studies have identified friendship in the
workplace as a univariate (Abdulmuhsin & Tarhini, 2020;
Mao & Hsieh, 2017). In this research, two dimensions of
friendship in the workplace were identified: friendship
opportunity and friendship prevalence, neither of which
have received sufficient empirical attention as yet (Choi &
Ko, 2020). Therefore, these findings can help private sector
organizations to better understand how friendship constructs
can be used to develop innovation services and processes.

The present article expands the existing literature on
friendship in the workplace in the context of the service
sector. It contributes not only to strengthening the link
between work friendships, psychological safety, and inno-
vative behavior, but it also highlights a unique combination
of workplace friendship dimensions to achieve innovative
behavior from employees. It is also one of the few studies
that examined the mediation role of psychological safety in
the relationship between friendship and innovative behavior
in the Gulf region in general, and the Sultanate of Oman in
particular, as there have not been enough studies so far to
examine this relationship, especially in the service sector.
Therefore, this study could be among the first pilot studies
to explore these relationships in the Omani service sector.

Managerial and practical implications
Based on this article’s results, friendship among employ-
ees in the workplace is an important way to motivate their

innovative behaviors. However, in order to reinforce these
behaviors, managers must create appropriate conditions for
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establishing and developing interpersonal friendships in the
workplace, and properly direct them to avoid social isola-
tion among individuals. For example, managers can pro-
vide channels of communication for employees by holding
frequent meetings, arranging outings, taking care of social
events among themselves, and participating in all group
activities. Moreover, managers can recruit staff who are
easy to deal with and conduct businesslike training for them.
Friendship between co-workers is essential for the happiness
of employees as friendship works to link social life with
working life, and organizational friendship increases happi-
ness, reduces work stress, and creates a positive atmosphere
in the organization (Haar et al., 2019). The most impor-
tant factors that help increase friendship opportunity and
friendship prevalence in the workplace are the level of trust
between individuals (Berman et al., 2002) and the shared
values and interest in others (Gordon & Hartman, 2009).
People who have friendships in the workplace enjoy positive
emotions (Buunk, 1991).

Many organizations tend to focus on the workplace sim-
ply as a place for transactions, where formal relationships
are dominant. Managers often dislike close friendships
between employees because they believe it will distract
them from being productive, resulting in less time spent at
work and more time spent on socializing. Therefore, this
view must be changed by focusing on relationships between
individuals, and working to strengthen and enhance them
by encouraging them to engage in teamwork and informal
organizations. When friends act jointly, they are more confi-
dent and obliged to each other’s success and as a result, they
share more information, they spend more time helping, are
more motivated to perform above the requirements of the job
and thus, contribute to innovative behavior (Van Diemen,
2018). The study also suggested that more effort should be
put into making friends in the workplace because they nur-
ture relationships between employees and team members,
as friends who can trust and appreciate each other, share
common interests, and experience emotional and effective
support. Since friends are freer to disagree than non-friends,
they will often have a difference of opinion as they convey
their ideas to find the best solution to enhance the innovative
behavior of the employees (Heaphy & Dutton, 2008).

Those responsible have to pay close attention to the
psychological safety climate due to its vital and important
role in the work environment. When a secure environment
is available, staff facilitate learning from failure (Hirak
et al., 2012), The employee’s behavior and ability to adapt
to the environment can also be improved (Gong & Li,
2019). Therefore, managers can put a strategy that ele-
vates the psychological safety climate and catalyzes inter-
action between individuals to form relationships among
themselves. Safety is an enabling factor for employee
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performance in organizations (Edmondson, 2018). The
organizational context of psychological safety plays a sig-
nificant role in the innovative behavior of employees. The
prevailing organizational atmosphere can foster individu-
als to exchange information, to express themselves, and
to develop the effectiveness of their performance leading
to innovative behaviors (Mao & Hsieh, 2017).

Moreover, this research has important implications
for decision-makers as the advanced mechanism requires
successful implementation. Therefore, to understand the
motives and mechanisms behind the innovative behavior of
employees, it is important to understand its requirements
during the implementation. It is necessary to adopt prac-
tices that enhance interpersonal relationships, make true
friendships, remove any difficulties in its path, and pave
the way for a psychologically safe environment to ensure
the innovative behavior of employees.

Limitations and future study directions

The present study has various limitations that would be
course for research in the future. First, a self-reported
survey was utilized in this article that may cause popular
concerns about style difference. Although a single-factor
Harman test was performed to explore this issue (Podsakoff
et al., 2012), further research could combine data from dif-
ferent respondents to eschew the concerns of CMV. Second,
although this research is cross-sectional in nature, using a
longitudinal setting may provide other findings to further
explore the process of friendship in the workplace on indi-
viduals’ innovative behavior. Third, psychological safety
as a mediating variable failed to influence the relationship
between workplace friendship and innovative behavior; this
could be due to the sources of data, research theoretical con-
struction, or methods of statistical analysis. In the future, it
will be necessary to use other theories or adopt a qualitative
analysis to further explore the mechanism for this effect.
Fourth, we only investigated Omani participants, and this
may limit the universality of our findings. In the future, it
is granular to replicate our study in the Gulf Cooperation
Council as it is an ideal environment for friendship in the
workplace. Finally, according to Sias and Cahill (1998),
three levels of friendship in the workplace exist, namely
friends, close friends, and best friends. Future study may
explore the relationship between these different friendship
levels in the workplace and job outcomes.

Data availability The datasets generated during and/or analyzed dur-
ing the current study are not publicly available due [DATA ARE NOT



Current Psychology

PUBLIC] but are available from the corresponding author on reason-
able request.

Declarations

Conflict of interest The corresponding author states that there is no
conflict of interest.

References

Abdulmubhsin, A., & Tarhini, A. (2020). Impact of wise leadership,
workplace friendships on open innovation in family firms: a
developing country perspective. Journal of Family Business Man-
agement, in press. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-04-2020-0028.

Appelbaum, N. P., Dow, A., Mazmanian, P. E., Jundt, D. K., & Appel-
baum, E. N. (2016). The effects of power, leadership and psy-
chological safety on resident event reporting. Medical Education,
50(3), 343-350.

Asgharian, R., Yusoff, R., Mazhari, M., Mardani, A., & Soltan, E.
(2013). Examining the effect of workplace friendships and job
embeddedness on turnover intention (The case of mashhad as a
tourist destination in Iran). International Journal of Business and
Management Invention, 2(7), 17-25.

Atkinson, S. (2004). Senior management relationships and trust: an
exploratory study. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19(6),
571-587.

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. Ameri-
can Psychologist, 37(2), 122—-129.

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social
cognitive theory. Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory: an agentic perspective.
Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 2(1), 21-41.

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: an agentic perspective.
Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 1-26.

Berman, E. M., West, J. P., & Richter, M. N. (2010). Workplace rela-
tions: Friendship patterns and consequences (according to man-
agers). Public Administration Review, 62(2), 217-230.

Berman, E. M., West, J. P., & Richter, M. N. (2002). Workplace rela-
tions: friendship patterns and consequences (according to manag-
ers). Public Administration Review, 62(2), 217-230.

Bridge, K., & Baxter, L. A. (1992). Blended relationships: friends
as work associates. Western Journal of Communication, 56(3),
200-225.

Bunderson, J. S., & Boumgarden, P. (2010). Structure and learning
in self-managed teams: why “bureaucratic” teams can be better
learners. Organization Science, 21(3), 609-624.

Buunk, B. P. (1991). Companionship and support at work: A microa-
nalysis of the stress reducing factors of social interaction. Basic
and Applied Social Psychology, 12(3), 243-258.

Cao, F., & Zhang, H. (2020). Workplace friendship, psychological
safety and innovative behavior in China A moderated-mediation
model. Chinese Management Studies, 14(3), 661-676.

Carmeli, A., & Gittell, J. H. (2009). High-quality relationships, psycho-
logical safety, and learning from failures in work organizations.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(6), 709-729.

Carmeli, A., Reiter-Palmon, R., & Ziv, E. (2010). Inclusive leadership
and employee involvement in creative tasks in the workplace:
The mediating role of psychological safety. Creativity Research
Journal, 22(3), 250-260.

Carmeli, A., Sheaffer, Z., Binyamin, G., Reiter-Palmon, R., & Shimoni,
T. (2014). Transformational leadership and creative problem-
solving: The mediating role of psychological safety and reflexiv-
ity. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 48(2), 115-135.

Cauwelier, P., Ribiere, V., & Bennet, A. (2019). The influence of team
psychological safety on team knowledge creation: A study with
French and American engineering teams. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 23(6), 1157-1175.

Chavali, K., Mavuri, S., & Durrah, O. (2022). Factors affecting social
entrepreneurial intent: significance of student engagement initia-
tives in higher education institutions. World Journal of Entre-
preneurship Management and Sustainable Development, 18(2),
1-19.

Chen, C. Y., Mao, H. Y., An, T. H., Liu, L. L., & Yen, C. H. (2013).
The relationship among interactive justice, leader—member
exchange, and workplace friendship. The Social Science Jour-
nal, 50(1), 89-95.

Choi, Y., & Ko, S. (2020). Roses with or without thorns? A theoretical
model of workplace friendship. Cogent Psychology, 7(1), 1-9.

Choo, A., Linderman, K., & Schroeder, R. (2007). Social and method
effects on learning behaviors and knowledge creation in six
sigma projects. Management Science, 53(3), 437-450.

Clark, T. R. (2019). The 4 stages of psychological safety: Defining
the path to inclusion and innovation Available online at: https://
adigaskell.org/2019/11/17/the-4-stages-of-psychological-safety/.
Accessed 25 Jan 2022.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioural sci-
ences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Collins, C. J., & Smith, K. G. (2006). Knowledge exchange and combi-
nation: the role of human resource practices in the performance
of high-technology firms. Academy of Management Journal,
49(3), 544-560.

Denison, D. R., & Mishra, A. K. (1995). Toward a theory of organi-
zational culture and effectiveness. Organization Science, 6(2),
204-223.

Detert, J. R., & Edmondson, A. C. (2011). Implicit voice theories:
taken-for-granted rules of self-censorship at work. Academy of
Management Journal, 54(3), 461-488.

Dijkstra, T. K., & Henseler, J. (2015). Consistent partial least squares
path modelling. MIS Quarterly, 39(2), 297-316.

Dobel, J. P. (2001). Can public leaders have friends? Public Integrity,
3(2), 145-158.

Duck, S. W. (1983). Friends, for life: The psychology of close relation-
ships. St. Martin’s.

Edmondson, A. C. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behav-
ior in work teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2),
350-383.

Edmondson, A. C. (2004). Psychological safety, trust, and learning in
organizations: a group-level lens. In R. M. Kramer (Ed.), Trust
and distrust in organizations: Dilemmas and approaches (pp.
239-272). Russell Sage.

Edmondson, A. C. (2018). The fearless organization: creating psy-
chological safety in the workplace for learning, innovation, and
growth. Wiley.

Edmondson, A. C., & Lei, Z. (2014). Psychological safety: The history,
renaissance, and future of an interpersonal construct. Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behav-
ior, 1(1), 23-43.

Eva, N., Meacham, H., Newman, A., Schwarz, G., & Tham, T. L.
(2019). Is co-worker feedback more important than supervisor
feedback for increasing innovative behavior? Human Resource
Management, 58(4), 383-396.

Falk, R. F., & Miller, N. B. (1992). A primer for soft modelling. Uni-
versity of Akron Press.

Fornell, C., & Cha, J. (1994). Partial least squares. Advanced Methods
of Marketing Research, 407, 52-78.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation
models with unobservable variables and measurement error.
Journal of marketing research, 18(1), 39-50.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1108/JFBM-04-2020-0028
https://adigaskell.org/2019/11/17/the-4-stages-of-psychological-safety/
https://adigaskell.org/2019/11/17/the-4-stages-of-psychological-safety/

Current Psychology

Fuller, C., Simmering, M., Atinc, G., Atinc, Y., & Babin, B. (2016).
Common methods variance detection in business research. Jour-
nal of Business Research, 69(8), 3192-3198.

Galbraith, J. R. (1982). Designing the innovating organization.
Organizational dynamics, 10(3), 5-25.

George, D., & Mallery, M. (2003). Using SPSS for Windows step by
step: a simple guide and reference. Allyn & Bacon.

Ghasemi, A., & Zahediasl, S. (2012). Normality tests for statistical
analysis: a guide for non-statisticians. International Journal of
Endocrinology and Metabolism, 10(2), 486—-489.

Ghouse, S., Durrah, O., & McElwee, G. (2021). Rural women entre-
preneurs in Oman: problems and opportunities. International
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, in press.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-03-2021-0209.

Gong, Z., & Li, T. (2019). Relationship between feedback environ-
ment established by mentor and nurses’ career adaptability:
A cross-sectional study. Journal Nurses Management, 27(7),
1568-1575.

Gong, Y., Kim, T. Y., Lee, D. R., & Zhu, J. (2012). A multilevel
model of team goal orientation, information exchange, and
creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 56(3), 827-851.

Gordon, J., & Hartman, R. L. (2009). Affinity-seeking strategies and
open communication in peer workplace relationships. Atlantic
Journal of Communication, 17(3), 115-125.

Gu, Q., Wang, G., & Wang, L. (2013). Social capital and innovation
in R&D teams: The mediating roles of psychological safety
and learning from mistakes. R&D Management, 43(2), 89—102.

Guchait, P., Pasamehmetoglu, A., & Dawson, M. (2014). Perceived
supervisor and co-worker support for error management: impact on
perceived psychological safety and service recovery performance.
International Journal of Hospitality Management, 41, 28-37.

Gupta, A. (2020). Workplace friendships: an affirmative effect on the
organizational obligation. International Journal on Emerging
Technologies, 11(3), 526-530.

Gye-Soo, K. (2016). Partial least squares structural equation mod-
elling (PLS-SEM): an application in customer satisfaction
research. International Journal of u-and e-Service Science
and Technology, 9(4), 61-68.

Haar, J., Schmitz, A., Di Fabio, A., & Dacllenbach, U. (2019). The
role of relationships at work and happiness: A moderated mod-
erated mediation study of New Zealand managers. Sustain-
ability, 11(12), 1-16.

Hair, J. F., & Lukas, B. (2014). Marketing research. Australia.
McGraw-Hill Education.

Hair, J. F., Black, W., & Babin, B. (2010). Multivariate data analy-
sis: A global perspective. Pearson Education.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). A
primer on partial least squares structural equation modeling
(PLS-SEM), 2nd edition. Sage Publications.

Hair, J., Risher, J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. (2019). When to use
and how to report the results of PLS-SEM. European Business
Review, 31(1), 2-24.

Heaphy, E. D., & Dutton, J. E. (2008). Positive social interactions
and the human body at work: Linking organizations and physi-
ology. Academy of Management Review, 33(1), 137-162.

Helmy, I., Adawiyah, W. R., & Setyawati, H. A. (2020). Fostering
frontline employees ‘innovative service behavior: The role of
workplace friendship and knowledge sharing process. Organi-
zacija, 53(3), 185-197.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of
partial least squares path modeling in international marketing.
In new challenges to international marketing. Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.

Herman, H. M., Dasborough, M. T., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2008).
A multi-level analysis of team climate and interpersonal

@ Springer

exchange relationships at work. The Leadership Quarterly,
19(2), 195-211.

Hirak, R., Peng, A. C., Carmeli, A., & Schaubroeck, J. M. (2012).
Linking leader inclusiveness to work unit performance: The
importance of psychological safety and learning from failures.
The Leadership Quarterly, 23(1), 107-117.

Huang, Y. H., Jin, L., Mcfadden, A. C., Murphy, L. A., Robertson, M.
M., Cheung, J. H., & Zohar, D. (2016). Beyond safety outcomes:
an investigation of the impact of safety climate on job satisfac-
tion, employee engagement and turnover using social exchange
theory as the theoretical framework. Applied Ergonomics, 55,
248-257.

Jehn, K. A., & Shah, P. P. (1997). Interpersonal relationships and task
performance: an examination of mediating processes in friend-
ship and acquaintance groups. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 72(4), 775-790.

Jordan, P., & troth, A. (2019). Common method bias in applied settings:
The dilemma of researching in organizations. Australian Journal
of Management, 45(1), 3—-14.

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement
and disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal,
33(4), 692-724.

Kark, R., & Carmeli, A. (2009). Alive and creating: the mediating role
of vitality and aliveness in the relationship between psychologi-
cal safety and creative work involvement. Journal of Organiza-
tional Behavior, 30(6), 785-804.

Kessel, M., Kratzer, J., & Schultz, C. (2012). Psychological safety,
knowledge sharing, and creative performance in healthcare
teams. Creativity and Innovation Management, 21(2), 147-157.

Khaleel, M., Chelliah, S., Khalid, J., Jamil, M., & Manzoor, F. (2016).
Employee engagement as an outcome of friendship at workplace:
Moderating role of job embeddedness. International Journal of
Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 6(6), 1-6.

Khalili, A. (2016). Linking transformational leadership, creativity,
innovation, and innovation supportive climate. Management
Decision, 54(9), 2277-2293.

Kim, B. J. (2020). Unstable jobs harm performance: The importance of
psychological safety and organizational commitment in employ-
ees (pp.- 1-10). Sage Open.

Kim, S., Lee, H., & Connerton, T. (2020). How psychological safety
affects team performance: Mediating role of efficacy and learning
behavior. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 1-15.

Kostopoulos, K. C., & Bozionelos, N. (2011). Team exploratory and
exploitative learning: Psychological safety, task conflict, and
team performance. Group & Organization Management, 36(3),
385-415.

Kratzer, J., Leenders, R. T., & Van Engelen, J. M. (2006). Team polar-
ity and creative performance in innovation teams. Creativity and
Innovation Management, 15(1), 96—-104.

Lee, J., Swink, M., & Pandejpong, T. (2011). The roles of worker
expertise, information sharing quality, and psychological safety
in manufacturing process innovation: An intellectual capital
perspective. Production and Operations Management, 20(4),
556-570.

Leroy, H., Dierynck, B., Anseel, F., Simons, T., Halbesleben, J. R. B.,
& McCaughey, D. (2012). Behavioral integrity for safety, priority
of safety, psychological safety, and patient safety: A team-level
study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 1273-1281.

Li, C. (2017). Does friendship make employees better citizens? Master
thesis, The John Molson School of Business, Concordia Univer-
sity, Canada.

Li, N., & Yan, J. (2009). The effects of trust climate on individual per-
formance. Frontiers of Business Research in China, 3(1), 27-49.

Liang, J., Farh, C. I., & Farh, J. L. (2012). Psychological antecedents
of promotive and prohibitive voice: A two-wave examination.
Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 71-92.


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-03-2021-0209

Current Psychology

Liu, Y., & Shi, J. (2009). A study on the relationship between the
effects of the organizational innovative climate and those of moti-
vational preference, on employees’ innovative behavior. Manage-
ment World, 10, 88-101.

Liu, Y., Keller, R., & Bartlett, K. (2021). Initiative climate, psychologi-
cal safety and knowledge sharing as predictors of team creativity:
A multilevel study of research and development project teams.
Creativity and Innovation Management. 30(3), 2021.

Luo, L. (1999). Work motivation, job stress and employees’” well-
being. Journal of Applied Management Studies, 8(1), 61-72.

Mao, H., & Hsieh, A. (2017). Friendship at work and error disclo-
sure. BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 20(4), 213-225.

Markiewicz, D., Devine, 1., & Kausilas, D. (2000). Friendships of
women and men at work: Job satisfaction and resource impli-
cations. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 15(2), 161-187.

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological
Review, 50(4), 370-396.

Mayo, E. (2004). The human problems of an industrial civilization.
Routledge.

McClelland, D. (1988). Human motivation. Cambridge University
Press.

Men, C., Fong, P., Huo, W., Zhong, J., Jia, R., & Luo, J. (2018). Ethi-
cal leadership and knowledge hiding: A moderated mediation
model of psychological safety and mastery climate. Journal of
Business Ethics, 166, 461-472.

Mishra, R. K., Sarkar, S., & Kiranmai, J. (2014). Green HRM: Inno-
vative approach in Indian public enterprises. World Review of
Science Technology and Sustainable Development, 11(1), 26-42.

Mohammad, D., Durrah, O., Alkhalaf, T., & Rashid, M. (2021). Entre-
preneurship in crisis: The determinants of Syrian refugees’ entre-
preneurial intentions in Turkey. Sustainability, 13(15), 1-16.

Morrison, R. (2009). The double edged sword: Organizational out-
comes of workplace friendships. In R. Morrison, & S. Wright
(Eds.), Friends and enemies in organizations (pp. 122-138).
Palgrave Macmillan.

Morrison, R. L. (2004). Informal relationships in the workplace: Asso-
ciations with job satisfaction, organizational commitment and
turnover intentions. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 33(3),
114-128.

Morrison, R., & Nolan, T. (2007). Too much of a good thing? Difficul-
ties with workplace friendships. University of Auckland Business
Review, 9(2), 33-42.

Morrison, R. L., & Cooper-Thomas, H. D. (2016). Friendship among
coworkers. In the psychology of friendship (pp. 123-140). Oxford
University Press.

Morrison, R. L., & Wright, S. L. (2009). Friends and enemies in organ-
izations. Palgrave Macmillan.

Nasaruddin, N., Rahman, A., & Jaber, M. (2018). PLS-SEM model of
leadership characteristics facing challenges in Malaysia construc-
tion industry. International Journal of Engineering & Technol-
ogy, 7(3), 620-624.

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2006). Making it safe: The
effects of leader inclusiveness and professional status on psy-
chological safety and improvement efforts in health care teams.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(7), 941-966.

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2011). Psychological safety:
A foundation for speaking up, collaboration, and experimenta-
tion. In K. S. Cameron & G. M. Spreitzer (Eds.), The Oxford
handbook of positive organizational scholarship. Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Newman, A., Donohueb, R., & Evab, N. (2017). Psychological safety:
A systematic review of the literature. Human Resource Manage-
ment Review, 27(3), 521-535.

Ngatimun, B. (2020). Psychological safety: as a mediator between
inclusive leadership and innovative working behavior. Journal
of Critical Reviews, 7(6), 1055-1060.

Nielsen, I. K., Jex, S. M., & Adams, G. A. (2000). Development and
validation of scores on a two-dimensional workplace friend-
ship scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60(4),
628-643.

Ozbek, M. (2018). Do we need friendship in the workplace? the the-
ory of workplace friendship and employee outcomes: the role
of work ethics. Journal of Economy Culture and Society, 58(1),
153-176.

Palanski, M. E., & Vogelgesang, G. R. (2011). Virtuous creativity:
The effects of leader behavioral integrity on follower creative
thinking and risk taking. Canadian Journal of Administrative
Sciences, 28(3), 259-269.

Pillemer, J., & Rothbard, N. P. (2018). Friends without benefits: Under-
standing the dark sides of workplace friendship. Academy of
Management Review, 43(4), 635-660.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources
of method bias in social science research and recommendations
on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63, 539-569.

Raykov, T. (1997). Estimation of composite reliability for congeneric
measures. Applied Psychological Measurement, 21(2), 173-184.

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J. M. (2015). Smart PLS. GmbH.

Riordan, C. M., & Griffeth, R. W. (1995). The opportunity for friend-
ship in the workplace: An underexplored construct Christine.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 10(2), 41-154.

Safdar, U., Badir, Y., & Afsar, B. (2017). Who can I ask? How psy-
chological safety affects knowledge sourcing among new product
development team members. The Journal of High Technology
Management Research, 28(1), 79-92.

Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. K., & Peng, A. C. (2011). Cognition-based
and affect-based trust as mediators of leader behavior influences
on team performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(4),
863-871.

Schein, E. H. (1985). Defining organizational culture. Classics of
Organization Theory, 3, 490-502.

Schwarz, J. C. (1972). Effects of peer familiarity on the behavior of
pre-schoolers in a novel situation. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 24(2), 276-287.

Sias, P. M., & Cahill, D. J. (1998). From coworkers to friends: The
development of peer friendships in the workplace. Western Jour-
nal of Communication, 62(3), 273-299.

Sias, P. M., Heath, R. G., Perry, T., Silva, D., & Fix, B. (2004). Nar-
ratives of workplace friendship deterioration. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 21(3), 321-340.

Siemsen, E., Roth, A. V., Balasubramanian, S., & Anand, G. (2009).
The influence of psychological safety and confidence in knowl-
edge on employee knowledge sharing. Manufacturing & Service
Operations Management, 11(3), 429-447.

Song, S. H., & Olshfski, D. (2008). Friends at work: A comparative
study of work attitudes in Seoul city government and New Jersey
state government. Administration & Society, 40(2), 147-169.

Taylor, F. W. (1914). The principles of scientific management. Harper.

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy: Its potential
antecedents and relationship to creative performance. Academy
of Management Journal, 45(6), 1137-1148.

Van Diemen, E. (2018). Can workplace friendship enhance employees’
innovative behavior? Master Thesis, University of Amsterdam.

Wellbeing Works (2021). How do workplace relationships affect psy-
chological safety? Available: http://well-being-works.co.uk/
how-do-workplace-relationships-affect-psychological-safety/
17-10-2021. Accessed 25 Jan 2022.

West, M. A. (1990). The social psychology of innovation in groups.
Wiley.

Wetzels, M., Odekerken-Schroder, G., & Van Oppen, C. (2009). Using
PLS path modeling for assessing hierarchical construct models:
Guidelines and Empirical Illustration. MIS Quarterly, 33(1),
177-195.

@ Springer


http://well-being-works.co.uk/how-do-workplace-relationships-affect-psychological-safety/17-10-2021
http://well-being-works.co.uk/how-do-workplace-relationships-affect-psychological-safety/17-10-2021
http://well-being-works.co.uk/how-do-workplace-relationships-affect-psychological-safety/17-10-2021

Current Psychology

Wright, P. H. (1984). Self-referent motivation and the intrinsic quality
of friendship. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 1,
115-130.

Xiao, J., Mao, J. Y., Quan, J., & Qing, T. (2020). Relationally charged:
how and when workplace friendship facilitates employee inter-
personal citizenship. Frontiers in Psychology, 11(190), 1-11.

Yang, F., & Zhang, L. (2012). The impact of cognitive style on innova-
tive behavior: the moderating role of team psychological safety
and work unit structure. Nankai Business Review, 15(5), 13-25.

Yin, K., Sun, J., Liu, Y., & Song, H. (2015). Effects of workplace
friendship on knowledge sharing intention: test of a moderated
mediator model. Science of Science Management of S and T,
36(8), 160-169.

Yin, K., Sun, J., Zhang, K., & Chen, L. (2018). The effect of workplace
friendship on voice behavior: A moderated mediation model.
Management Review, 30(4), 132-141.

Zaleznik, A. (1997). Real work. Harvard business review, November-
December, 53-62.

Zhang, A. Y., Tsui, A. S., & Wang, D. X. (2011). Leadership behaviors
and group creativity in Chinese organizations: The role of group
processes. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(5), 851-862.

@ Springer

Zhang, X., Fang, Y., Wei, K., & Chen, H. (2010). Exploring the role
of psychological safety in promoting the intention to continue
sharing knowledge in virtual communities. International Journal
of Information Management, 30(5), 425-436.

Zhao, H. D., Xia, Q., He, P. X., Sheard, G., & Wan, P. (2016). Work-
place ostracism and knowledge hiding in service organizations.
International Journal of Hospitality Management, 59, 84-94.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of
such publishing agreement and applicable law.



	Do we need friendship in the workplace? The effect on innovative behavior and mediating role of psychological safety
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review and hypotheses development
	Friendship in the workplace and innovative behavior
	Workplace friendship and psychological safety
	Psychological safety and innovative behavior
	Mediating role of psychological safety

	Research methodology
	Participants and procedure
	Measures

	Data analysis and findings
	First stage: measurement model assessment
	Second stage: structural model assessment

	Discussion and conclusion
	Theoretical contributions
	Managerial and practical implications

	Limitations and future study directions
	References


