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 The telecommunications industry plays an important role in the socio-economic development. In 
Vietnam, this is one of the industries with rapid growth but unsustainable, promoting the develop-
ment in width without focusing on depth development. To aim for sustainable growth and deep 
development, every enterprise needs to consider and implement innovative work behavior (IWB). 
By both qualitative and quantitative methods, the author focused on researching IWB of Vietnam 
telecommunications enterprise employees. The results showed that the behavior of innovation 
should be considered both the behavior of innovative work of individuals and the behavior of in-
novative work of individuals and colleagues. At the same time, the study also concluded that there 
were differences in gender, age, education qualification and working experience of Vietnam tele-
communication enterprise employees when evaluating and scoring two scales of acts of innovation. 
Research results contributed both theoretically and practically to scholars and managers of Vietnam 
telecommunications enterprises. 
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1. Introduction 
 

International integration today is integrated into a globally connected knowledge economy: global busi-
ness production, global supply chains, global value chains, etc. During the recent years, the development 
of the service sector in Vietnam has achieved many remarkable results, but still not commensurate with 
the potential and requirements of the country's economic development. The scale and quality of services 
in Vietnam is too low compared with other countries in the region and in the world, the speed of restruc-
turing the economy in the direction of services is still very slow, the proportion of the service sector in 
growth domestic product (GDP) is almost unchanged compared with the previous five-year period of 
about 40% of GDP, which is much lower than 70-80% of GDP of developed economies. Knowledge-
intensive service industries, which are regarded as “lifeline” of the economy such as finance - credit, 
science and technology, education and training, health are still accounted for small rate and the quality 
of growth is not high. In the service industries, telecommunication services include service providers 
with network infrastructure and service providers without network infrastructure as a social infrastructure 
that play important roles in boosting economic growth, increasing productivity and efficiency in rural 
agriculture, industry, social services, as well as improving the quality of life. During the past few years, 
the telecommunications industry has developed strongly, there are about 77 enterprises providing tele-
communications services and 52 enterprises have provided Internet services in 2017, the total number of 
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telephone subscribers is currently over 127 million devices, 10 times higher than 2005, the rate of broad-
band Internet subscribers reached 6.5 subscribers per 100 people, nearly 2 times higher than in 2010 and 
30 times higher than 2005. Vietnam continues to be one of the fastest growing telecommunications mar-
kets in the region and the world over the past 10 years. However, the level of competition in Vietnam's 
telecommunication market is forecasted to be even fiercer as the market has entered a saturated period 
and more new service providers have appeared on the market according commitment implementation 
process. Besides, with the pervasive nature of the industrial revolution 4.0, the development of technol-
ogy will be faster and stronger with remarkable changes. Therefore, Vietnam telecommunications enter-
prises need to focus on developing in depth, proactively promote innovation, exploit knowledge and 
develop technology to catch up with the continuous progress of technology and effectively capture the 
great opportunities that this revolution brings. The ability of an enterprise to innovate depends on the 
innovative work behavior (IWB) of each employee in the enterprise. When each employee recognizes 
and implements acts of innovation, Vietnam telecommunications enterprises have the opportunity to de-
velop in depth and be able to compete in the knowledge economy and global integration. Therefore, the 
IWB of Vietnam telecommunication enterprise employees was chosen as the topic for the paper. In this 
study, the author focused on understanding the views of telecommunication enterprise employees on 
IWB and testing the differences between demographic variables when implementing IWB. 
 

2. Literature review 
 

2.1. Innovative work behavior 

Innovation plays an important role for the existence of organizations that help create business models, 
management techniques, strategies and organizational structures in addition to new products or services 
(Turgut & Beğenirbaş, 2013; McGuirk et al., 2015). One of the most effective ways to enhance organi-
zations' innovation capabilities is to develop creativity and the ability to create new ideas for employees, 
namely IWB. Human capital is the basis for innovation and employee-based assessment of innovation is 
an important strategy to help managers cope with global competition and environmental instability, to 
achieve high targets and performance (Afsar et al., 2015; Wisse et al., 2015). IWB is defined as the 
behavior of employees to create, introduce and apply new ideas intentionally at work, a group or an 
organization that contributes to performance (Janssen, 2000). This behavior is intentional behavior of 
individuals to create and implement new and useful ideas to benefit individuals, groups or organizations 
(Bos-Nehles et al., 2017). It is also a process for creating new problem-solving applications that begin 
with problem identification, finding solutions and implementing organizational solutions (Turgut & 
Beğenirbaş, 2013). Amo and Kolvereid (2005) define IWB as the ability to actively work to produce new 
products, find new markets, new processes and new combinations (Dhar, 2015). IWB is expected to 
produce innovative outcomes and thus benefit individuals, groups or organizations. Innovative outputs 
may include the expansion and innovation of products, services, processes, the development of new pro-
duction methods and new management systems (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010; Tidd, 2001). In order to carry 
out this behavior, the core is the creativity of the employees, but the behavior of innovation is more 
meaningful than creativity even though creativity is a necessary part of this behavior because of the 
creativity is only the ability to develop new ideas, but innovation also includes implementing these ideas 
(Scott & Bruce, 1994). IWB is divided into two phases by Dorenbosch et al. (2005): inventing and im-
plementing ideas; meanwhile Scott and Bruce (1994) divided into three phases: forming new and useful 
ideas, seeking support and implementing ideas that were formed and promoted. The first stage is con-
ceptualization - employees identify problems and opportunities, seeking new ideas to act as solutions to 
problem solving; the second stage is called idea protection - the idea is promoted throughout the organi-
zation to seek support for the next development or in other words, group building, including individuals 
with the capacity needed to practice ideas; the third stage is idea practice - putting ideas into the promo-
tion of daily business, group or organization work (Janssen, 2000). Based on the analysis into stages, the 
scale of innovate work behavior has been developed by a number of scholars such as Janssen (2000), De 
Jong and Den Hartog (2010) and Bysted (2013). All scales refer to proposing, seeking support and im-
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plementing innovative ideas of individual employees. In fact, innovative ideas can be formed by employ-
ees and their colleagues, while fundamental innovations are accomplished by individuals, while com-
pleting more complex innovations often requires work group based on diversity of knowledge, ability 
and job role (Janssen, 2000). Therefore, the establishment of IWB scales has the appearance of observa-
tions related to the participation of both employees and their colleagues in proposing, seeking support 
and implementing ideas are needed. 

2.2. Influence of demographic variables on innovative work behavior 

A meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2013) suggested that older employees were less involved in innovation-
related behaviors than younger peers. Similarly, Janssen (2000) found that IWB depends on employees' age. 
Frosch (2011) found empirical evidence to conclude that the highest level of innovation could be found in 
employees between the ages of 30 and 50 depending on their area of expertise. Ericsson (1999), Youndt et 
al. (1996) argued that innovation depends very much on the specific combination of knowledge and expertise 
of employees. Damanpour (1991) confirmed the diversity of skills and experiences that added significant 
value to innovation results. Highly educated employees with different backgrounds had an impact on creative 
behavior (Bantel & Jackson, 1989). Meanwhile, work experience affected the outcome of work which in-
cludes IWB and was therefore very important to invest in further developing knowledge and skills for em-
ployees. Von Krogh et al. (2000) argued that demographic variables (gender, age and education qualification) 
affected the ability to innovate in an organization; Lee and Hong (2014) concluded that as the education level, 
position and work experience of workers increase, innovation behavior also tend to be positive. However, 
Baldridge and Burnham (1975) argued that demographic characteristics (gender, age, educational qualifica-
tion) did not affect employee innovation behavior. De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) and Bysted (2013) in their 
study also confirmed that gender did not affect the employee's IWB. Yunus et al. (2014) showed no significant 
differences in IWB based on demographic factors such as gender, education qualification. Leong and Rasli 
(2014) concluded that gender and education qualification did not affect the IWB of individuals. Thus, the act 
of innovation was proven to have a relationship with demographic variables (gender, age, educational quali-
fication, work experience) in some studies and no relationship in some other studies. With the research object 
being an employee in Vietnam telecommunications enterprises, the author decided to consider the impact of 
these demographic variables on IWB to determine their differences when evaluating these scales. 
 

3. Research methodology 
 

3.1. Qualitative research 

Qualitative research was conducted through in-depth interviews with 5 Heads or Deputy Boards and 5 
employees of telecommunications enterprises in Hanoi, Da Nang and Ho Chi Minh City of Vietnam. 
Interviews were conducted at the interviewee's workplace for about 1 hour. The content of the in-depth 
interview was recorded, stored and encrypted in the computer. Later, the recording was removed, syn-
thesized and analyzed in order to learn about the IWB of Vietnam telecommunication enterprise employ-
ees. The results of qualitative research showed that each employee should be encouraged to come up 
with new ideas that apply to the job. Some interviewees admitted that they had proposed new ideas and 
applied them to their daily work. The work of telecommunications enterprise employees promotes inter-
personal interaction when performing certain tasks and this interaction sometimes helps new ideas to be 
implemented in practice to benefit useful for enterprises. The answer to clarifying the IWB of telecom-
munications enterprise employees was: 

“We face a lot of pressure at work. Many times being urged by customers to hand over, we are forced to 
constantly seeking ways to speed up. Innovating workflows, upgrading network software, deploying 
backup systems are things that I have personally proposed and received the support of managers for 
widespread implementation in the company” ( Staff, 6 - 10 years of experience). 

“I always encouraged my subordinates to come up with new ideas because it was time-consuming and 
sometimes not feasible to deploy in the old way. Some young people are quite positive and they have 
repeatedly proposed to me the working method to shorten the implementation time, complete the assigned 
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schedule soon” (Head, 6 - 10 years of experience). 

“I think the new idea can be made by individuals or individuals and colleagues after exchanging sugges-
tions. Complex ideas require the help and contribution of many individuals, but one cannot make and 
deploy” (Staff, 1 - 5 years of experience). 

“Once I and my close colleague asked the question of why not upgrade and maximize the company's 
network and data. We worked together to find solutions and get support from people for a wide range of 
deployment” (Staff, 6-10 years of experience). 

“The last time I and my colleagues came up with a new idea was to propose a form to collect information 
and manage the project. This form was then applied not only in my department but also by other depart-
ments” (Deputy Boards, 6 - 10 years of experience). 

 “I often have a habit of talking to colleagues and willing to tell colleagues what I know. I think that will 
give us the opportunity to discuss and find new ways to work more effectively” (Staff, 6-10 years of 
experience). 

 “The positive employees exchanging with colleagues often actively connect with colleagues, establish 
innovation groups in the enterprise. Many initiatives come from these groups, I think should encourage 
such groups because a person is not easy to find new solutions that are useful for the enterprise” (Head, 
over 15 years of experience). 

Therefore, IWB takes place regularly in the work of Vietnam telecommunication enterprise employees. 
Interview results showed that this behavior was not only accomplished by individuals but also by a com-
bination of individuals and their colleagues. Therefore, the behavior of innovation should be considered 
by two scales including the behavior of innovative work of individuals, the behavior of innovative work 
of individuals and colleagues. 
 

3.2. Quantitative research 

Quantitative research was conducted through a survey with a sample of employees currently working in 
telecommunications enterprises in the North, Central and South of Vietnam, specifically the author con-
ducted a total of 30 telecommunications enterprises across the country, accounting for about 40% of the 
total number of telecommunications service providers currently doing business. The survey was con-
ducted in July & August 2018. The author chose samples in a convenient way and the research sample 
tried to be distributed according to the North, Central and South regions. In addition, the selection of the 
research sample was be appropriately allocated according to demographic factors to ensure comparison 
in the results obtained. IWB was described by the two scales: the behavior of innovative work of indi-
viduals (4 observations) and the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues (4 observa-
tions). Each scale used 4 observations to investigate, these 4 observations were respectively inherited and 
inherited from the studies of Scott and Bruce (1994), Janssen (2000) and Bysted (2013). Variables were 
measured by Likert scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). 
 

Table 1  
The scale of IWB 

No. Scale Items 

1 The behavior of innovative work of individuals 

I create new ideas for improvement 
I am always looking for new methods, techniques or tools 
I work hard to test new ideas 
I convert innovative ideas into useful applications 

2 
The behavior of innovative work of individuals 

and colleagues 

I and my colleagues exchange ideas to create new ideas for improvement 
I and my colleagues talk to each other to find new methods, techniques or tools 
I and my colleagues work hard together to test new ideas 
I and my colleagues together convert innovative ideas into useful applications 

 

With the survey results, the author used descriptive statistical method with the support of SPSS 22.0 
software to analyze the IWB of Vietnam telecommunication enterprise employees and conduct the veri-
fication differences in demographic variables when evaluating IWB. 
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4. Results 
 

4.1. Describe the research sample 
 

Table 2  
Statistics of quantitative research samples 

Category Number of 
respondents 

Percentages (%) Category Number of 
respondents 

Percentages (%) 

Gender 396 100 Education qualification 396 100 
Male 243 61,4 Intermediate 57 14,4 
Female 153 38,6 Bachelor 254 64,1 
   Master or doctor 85 21,5 
Age 396 100 Work experience 396 100 
From 20 to 30 135 34,1 Under 1 year 33 8,3
From 31 to 45 191 48,2 From 1 to 5 years 82 20,7 
From 46 to 60  70 17,7 From 6 to 10 years 183 46,2 
   From 11 to 15 years 61 15,4 
   Over 15 years 37 9.4 

 

The statistics of the 396 observed in the official quantitative research show that the sample of telecom-
munication enterprise employees after further investigation was mainly male (accounting for 61.4%); 
most of them were in the age group from 31 to 45 (accounting for 48.2%), then to the age group from 20 
to 30 (accounting for 34.1%); education qualification of the surveyed employees had mainly bachelor 
degree (accounting for 64.1%); the number of employees with 6 to 10 years of work experience accounted 
for nearly half of the total number of observations, namely 46.2%; followed by 1 to 5 years, accounting 
for 20.7%. 
 

4.2. Descriptive statistics results 

Analysis by gender 
 

Table 3  
Statistics describing the scales divided by gender 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

The behavior of innovative work of individuals 
Male 243 3.2685 0.98105 0.06293
Female 153 3.4346 1.08244 0.08751
Total 396 3.3327 1.02328 0.05142

The behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues
Male 243 2.7891 0.86723 0.05563
Female 153 3.4804 0.86770 0.07015
Total 396 3.0562 0.92956 0.04671

 

The statistical results describing the research sample in Table 3 show that the average assessment score 
of the male group was lower than that of the female group when evaluating the behavior of innovative 
work of individuals, the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues. 
 

Table 4  
Testing differences by gender 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals 

Between Groups 2,591 1 2,591 2,484 0,116 
Within Groups 411,013 394 1,043   
Total 413,604 395    

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and 

colleagues 

Between Groups 44,868 1 44,868 59,633 0,000 
Within Groups 296,445 394 0,752   
Total 341,312 395  

 

In order to confirm whether or not there is a difference in gender for the behavior of innovative work of 
individuals, the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues is performed through the 
method of variance analysis (ANOVA) with assumption pair: 

H0: There is no variance difference between gender groups. 

H1: There is a variance difference between gender groups. 
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ANOVA analysis results are presented in Table 4, and with the results obtained from the survey sample, 
it can be seen that there were significant differences between the groups by gender when assessing the 
innovative working behavior of individuals and colleagues when the level of significance is five percent; 
for the behavior of individual innovation, the difference between men and women was not meaningful 
different when the level of significance is five percent. 
 

Analysis by age 
 

Table 5  
Statistics describe the scales divided by age 
 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals 

From 20 to 30  135 3.3111 0.96558 0.08310 
From 31 to 45 191 3.4503 1.03371 0.07480 
From 46 to 60 70 3.0536 1.05971 0.12666 
Total 396 3.3327 1.02328 0.05142 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and  

colleagues 

From 20 to 30  135 2.6667 0.80923 0.06965 
From 31 to 45 191 3.2958 0.95501 0.06910
From 46 to 60 70 3.1536 0.83546 0.09986 
Total 396 3.0562 0.92956 0.04671 

 

The statistical results describing the research sample in Table 5 show that scores of 31-45 year olds 
scored higher on both scales of IWB than other groups. The results of testing the differences between 
age groups are presented in Table 6, which show that there was a meaningful difference between age 
groups in the respondents' assessment of the behavior of innovative work of individuals, the behavior of 
innovative work of individuals and colleagues when the level of significance is five percent. 
 

Table 6  
Testing differences between age groups (ANOVA) 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
The behavior of inno-
vative work of indi-

viduals 

Between Groups 8.157 2 4.078 3.953 0.020 
Within Groups 405.447 393 1.032   
Total 413.604 395  

The behavior of inno-
vative work of individ-

uals and colleagues 

Between Groups 32.114 2 16.057 20.409 0.000 
Within Groups 309.198 393 0.787   
Total 341.312 395    

 

Results of assessment of differences between age groups are presented in detais in Table 7 for in-depth 
analysis (Post Hoc) to assess whether the actual differences are age groups. Any results of the actual 
differences in age groups are marked with *. Specifically:  
 

Table 7  
Analyzing differences by age group when evaluating IWB 

Dependent Variable (I) Age (J)  Age 
Mean Differ-

ence (I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

The behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals 

From 20 to 30 
From 31 to 45 -.13915 .11421 .671 -.4137 .1354 
From 46 to 60 .25754 .14960 .258 -.1021 .6172 

From 31 to 45 
From 20 to 30 .13915 .11421 .671 -.1354 .4137 
From 46 to 60 .39669* .14191 .016 .0555 .7379 

From 46 to 60 
From 20 to 30 -.25754 .14960 .258 -.6172 .1021 
From 31 to 45 -.39669* .14191 .016 -.7379 -.0555 

The behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals 

and colleagues 

From 20 to 30 
From 31 to 45 -.62914* .09973 .000 -.8689 -.3894 
From 46 to 60 -.48690* .13064 .001 -.8010 -.1728 

From 31 to 45 
From 20 to 30 .62914* .09973 .000 .3894 .8689 
From 46 to 60 .14224 .12393 .755 -.1557 .4402 

From 46 to 60 
From 20 to 30 .48690* .13064 .001 .1728 .8010 
From 31 to 45 -.14224 .12393 .755 -.4402 .1557

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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For the behavior of innovative work of individuals, there was a real difference between the age group 31 
- 45 and the age group of 46-60 because the P-value value is 0.016 and less than 0.05. 

For the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues, the difference took place between the 
age group of 20-30 years compared with the other two age groups (from 31 - 45 years old and from 46-
60 years old). The results of the in-depth analysis show that the group of 20-30 years old evaluated the 
behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues lower than the other two groups. 
 

Analysis by education qualification 
 

The statistical results describing the research sample in Table 8 show that the group with bachelor degree 
scored higher on two scales compared to other groups. 
 

Table 8  
Statistics describe the scales divided by education qualification 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

The behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals 

Intermediate 57 2.6316 .89156 .11809 2.3950 2.8681 
Bachelor 254 3.6152 .90632 .05687 3.5032 3.7272 
Master or doctor 85 2.9588 1.09711 .11900 2.7222 3.1955 
Total 396 3.3327 1.02328 .05142 3.2316 3.4338 

The behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals 

and colleagues 

Intermediate 57 2.0132 .63285 .08382 1.8452 2.1811 
Bachelor 254 3.2825 .84884 .05326 3.1776 3.3874 
Master or doctor 85 3.0794 .85584 .09283 2.8948 3.2640 
Total 396 3.0562 .92956 .04671 2.9644 3.1480 

 

The results of testing the difference in education qualification presented in Table 9 show that there was 
a meaningful difference in education qualification in the respondents' assessment of the behavior of in-
novative work of individuals, the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues when the 
level of significance is five percent. 
 

Table 9  
Testing differences by education qualification (ANOVA) 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals 

Between Groups 60.166 2 30.083 33.450 0.000 
Within Groups 353.438 393 0.899   
Total 413.604 395    

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and 

colleagues 

Between Groups 75.064 2 37.532 55.399 0.000 
Within Groups 266.249 393 0.677   
Total 341.312 395  

 

The results of assessment of differences in education qualification are presented in Table 10 for in-depth 
analysis (Post Hoc) to assess whether the actual differences are in the groups with such education levels. 
Any results of the actual differences in education qualification are marked with a *. Specifically: 
 

- For the behavior of innovative work of individuals, there were differences between subjects with dif-
ferent levels of education, in which the behavior of innovative work of individuals is evaluated and scored 
higher by the subjects with master/doctor and intermediate levels compared to those with bachelor de-
grees. 

- For the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues, there were differences between 
subjects with different levels of education, in which the behavior of innovative work of individuals and 
colleagues is evaluated and higher scores by the subjects with intermediate level compared to those with 
bachelor degree and those with master/doctor degrees. 
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Table 10  
Analyzing differences by education qualification when evaluating IWB 

Dependent Variable 
(I) Education  
qualification 

(J) Education 
qualification 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

The behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals 

Intermediate 
Bachelor -.98358* .13899 .000 -1.3178 -.6494 

Master/doctor -.32724 .16235 .134 -.7176 .0631 

Bachelor 
Intermediate .98358* .13899 .000 .6494 1.3178 

Master/doctor .65633* .11883 .000 .3706 .9420 

Master/doctor 
Intermediate .32724 .16235 .134 -.0631 .7176 

Bachelor -.65633* .11883 .000 -.9420 -.3706 

The behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals 

and colleagues 

Intermediate 
Bachelor -1.26932* .12064 .000 -1.5594 -.9793 

Master/doctor -1.06625* .14091 .000 -1.4050 -.7275 

Bachelor 
Intermediate 1.26932* .12064 .000 .9793 1.5594 

Master/doctor .20307 .10314 .149 -.0449 .4510 

Master/doctor 
Intermediate 1.06625* .14091 .000 .7275 1.4050 

Bachelor -.20307 .10314 .149 -.4510 .0449 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

Analysis by work experience 
 

The statistical results describing the research sample in Table 11 show the average assessment score of 
the respondents with 6 to 10 years of working experience giving the highest score in the behavior of 
innovative work of individuals compared to the other groups. Meanwhile, the average score of those with 
experience of working for more than 15 years gave the highest score in the behavior of innovative work 
of individuals and colleagues compared to other groups. 
 

Table 11  
Statistics describe the scales divided by work experience 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

The behavior of 
innovative work 
of individuals 

Under 1 year 33 2.4545 1.28764 .22415 1.9980 2.9111 
From 1 to 5 years 82 2.8920 .89525 .09947 2.6940 3.0899 
From 6 to 10 years 183 3.5915 .79543 .05880 3.4755 3.7075 
From 11 to 15 years 61 3.4754 1.11869 .14323 3.1889 3.7619 
Over 15 years 37 3.5203 1.14773 .18869 3.1376 3.9029 
Total 395 3.3285 1.02112 .05138 3.2275 3.4295 

The behavior of 
innovative work 
of individuals 
and colleagues 

Under 1 year 33 2.3864 1.01183 .17614 2.0276 2.7451 
From 1 to 5 years 82 2.5216 .86711 .09635 2.3299 2.7133
From 6 to 10 years 183 3.2459 .76473 .05653 3.1344 3.3574 
From 11 to 15 years 61 3.2541 .94372 .12083 3.0124 3.4958 
Over 15 years 37 3.5878 .91328 .15014 3.2833 3.8923 
Total 395 3.0589 .92921 .04675 2.9669 3.1508 

 

The results of testing the differences in work experience presented in Table 12 show that there was a 
meaningful difference in work experience in the respondents' assessment of the behavior of innovative 
work of individuals, the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues when the level of 
significance is five percent. 
 

Table 12  
Testing differences by work experience (ANOVA) 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals 

Between Groups 55,978 4 13,995 15,381 0,000
Within Groups 354,839 390 0,910   
Total 410,817 394    

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and col-
leagues 

Between Groups 57,385 4 14,346 19,784 0,000 
Within Groups 282,809 390 0,725   
Total 340,194 394    
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The results of the assessment of differences according to work experience are presented in details in 
Table 13 for in-depth analysis (Post Hoc) to assess whether there is meaningful difference among the 
groups of people with such experience. Any results of the actual differences in work experience are 
marked with a *. Specifically: 

- For the behavior of innovative work of individuals, there was a difference between the objects with 
different work experience, the behavior of innovative work of individuals was evaluated and scored 
higher by the objects with experience of less than 1 year, 1-5 years compared to those with work experi-
ence of 6-10 years, 11-15 years, over 15 years. 

- For the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues, there was a difference between the 
objects with different work experience, in which the behavior of innovative work of individuals and 
colleagues was evaluated and score higher because the group has under 1 year, 1-5 year working experi-
ence compared to those with 6-10 year, 11-15 year, over 15 year working experience. 

 

Table 13  

Analyzing differences by work experience when evaluating IWB 

Dependent Variable (I) Work experience 
(J) Work 

experience 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals 

Under 1 year 

1 - 5 years -.43743 .19699 .270 -.9935 .1187 
6 - 10 years -1.13698* .18040 .000 -1.6463 -.6277 
11 - 15 years -1.02086* .20612 .000 -1.6028 -.4390 
Over 15 years -1.06572* .22839 .000 -1.7105 -.4210 

From 1 to 5 years 

Under 1 year .43743 .19699 .270 -.1187 .9935 
6 - 10 years -.69955* .12730 .000 -1.0589 -.3402 
11 - 15 years -.58343* .16170 .003 -1.0399 -.1269 
Over 15 years -.62829* .18927 .010 -1.1626 -.0940 

From 6 to 10 years 

Under 1 year 1.13698* .18040 .000 .6277 1.6463 
1 - 5 years .69955* .12730 .000 .3402 1.0589 

11 - 15 years .11612 .14102 1.000 -.2820 .5142 
Over 15 years .07126 .17194 1.000 -.4141 .5567 

From 11 to 15 years 

Under 1 year 1.02086* .20612 .000 .4390 1.6028 
1 - 5 years .58343* .16170 .003 .1269 1.0399 
6 - 10 years -.11612 .14102 1.000 -.5142 .2820 

Over 15 years -.04486 .19876 1.000 -.6060 .5163 

Over 15 years 

Under 1 year 1.06572* .22839 .000 .4210 1.7105 
1 - 5 years .62829* .18927 .010 .0940 1.1626 
6 - 10 years -.07126 .17194 1.000 -.5567 .4141 
11 - 15 years .04486 .19876 1.000 -.5163 .6060 

The behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and  

colleagues 

Under 1 year 

1 - 5 years -.13524 .17586 1.000 -.6317 .3612 
6 - 10 years -.85954* .16105 .000 -1.3142 -.4049 
11 - 15 years -.86773* .18402 .000 -1.3872 -.3482 
Over 15 years -1.20147* .20389 .000 -1.7771 -.6259 

From 1 to 5 years 

Under 1 year .13524 .17586 1.000 -.3612 .6317
6 - 10 years -.72430* .11364 .000 -1.0451 -.4035 
11 - 15 years -.73249* .14436 .000 -1.1400 -.3249 
Over 15 years -1.06623* .16897 .000 -1.5433 -.5892 

From 6 to 10 years 

Under 1 year .85954* .16105 .000 .4049 1.3142 
1 - 5 years .72430* .11364 .000 .4035 1.0451

11 - 15 years -.00820 .12590 1.000 -.3636 .3472 
Over 15 years -.34194 .15350 .265 -.7753 .0914 

From 11 to 15 years 

Under 1 year .86773* .18402 .000 .3482 1.3872 
1 - 5 years .73249* .14436 .000 .3249 1.1400 
6 - 10 years .00820 .12590 1.000 -.3472 .3636

Over 15 years -.33374 .17744 .607 -.8347 .1672 

Over 15 years 

Under 1 year 1.20147* .20389 .000 .6259 1.7771 
1 - 5 years 1.06623* .16897 .000 .5892 1.5433 
6 - 10 years .34194 .15350 .265 -.0914 .7753 
11 - 15 years .33374 .17744 .607 -.1672 .8347 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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5. Discussion and conclusion  
 

Firstly, qualitative research has shown that IWB of Vietnam telecommunication enterprise employees 
should be divided into two scales, which are the behavior of innovative work of individuals and the 
behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues. In an enterprise, new ideas and proposals can 
be given by individuals or individuals with colleagues. Implementing ideas, applying ideas to work prac-
tices require the cooperation of a group of individuals and colleagues. This conclusion is consistent with 
the judgment of Janssen (2000) in his research. 

Secondly, quantitative research shows differences in gender, age, education qualification and work ex-
perience when assessing the behavior of innovative work of individuals and the behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and colleagues. 

- Gender difference: there was a gender difference when assessing the behavior of innovative work with 
individuals and colleagues. Between male and female employees, female employees tended to evaluate 
this scale at a higher level of consent than male employees. Some previous studies have confirmed this 
including Elsass and Graves (1997), Miller and Karakowsky (2005), Bordia et al. (2006), Lin (2007), 
Pangil and Nasrudin (2008), Boateng et al. (2015), GrubićNešić et al. (2015) and Killingsworth et al. 
(2016). 

- Age difference: there was a difference between age groups when assessing the behavior of innovative 
work of individuals and the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues. At a certain age, 
the ability to innovate at work was also different. In particular, when conducting in-depth analysis of the 
results show that the youngest group of employees (20-30 years old) tended to evaluate the IWB of 
individuals and colleagues lower than the two older groups (31-45 and 46-60 years old). Employees over 
the age of 31 tended to value communication with colleagues to make, apply new ideas in work than 
younger colleagues. Conclusions on differences between age groups when evaluating IWB have been 
mentioned in a number of studies such as: Janssen (2000), Frosch (2011), Ng and Feldman (2013). 

- Education qualification difference: there was a difference in education qualification when assessing the 
behavior of innovative work of individuals and the behavior of innovative work of individuals and col-
leagues. The group of people with master/doctor and intermediate level evaluated and rated the innova-
tion behavior of individuals higher than those with bachelor level; group of people with intermediate 
level assessed and gave points of innovation behavior of individuals and colleagues higher than those 
with bachelor and master/doctor levels. Conclusion of differences in educational qualification when as-
sessing IWB was reacher by Youndt et al. (1996), Ericsson (1999), Von Krogh et al. (2000), Lee and 
Hong (2014). 
 

- Work experience difference: there was a difference in work experience when assessing the behavior of 
innovative work of individuals and the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues. The 
group of people with working experience of 5 years or less tended to score higher than those with work 
experience of 6 years or more for both scales. Newly inexperienced employees often actively learn and 
exchange with colleagues, want to assert themselves by proposing and applying new ideas at work. The 
more experienced employees are often difficult to find and often work by habit, so they do not pay much 
attention to proposing and applying new ideas at work. Affirming that there is a difference in work ex-
perience when assessing the behavior of innovation has also been mentioned in the study of Lee and 
Hong (2014). 

 

This study provides both theoretical and practical contributions for researchers and business managers. 
In theory, scholars should consider the behavior of innovation according to both the behavior of innova-
tive work of individuals and the behavior of innovative work of individuals and colleagues. In practice, 
managers need to pay attention to promoting the IWB of individuals but still need to consider promoting 
interaction between individuals and colleagues when implementing this behavior as well as being aware 
of differences in gender, age, education qualification and work experience of employees when perform-
ing these actions to take appropriate human resource management measures. 
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