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When Leader-member exchanges make workers happy and innovative:

do efforts and rewards act as mediators?

Pascale Desrumaux’ * Sabine Pohlz, Eric Dose', Marc-Eric Bobillier Chaumon’

Abstract

Today innovation is considered to be essential for organizational development, and organizations depend increasingly on employees’ efforts to

innovate. Drawing on the eudemonic theory of well-being based on the idea of optimal functioning, we look at whether rewards and efforts act as

mediators between leader-member exchange (LMX) and two dependent variables: well-being at work and innovative work behaviors (IWB). We

examine how LMX is linked to IWB and well-being at work, and we test the mediating effects of workload and rewards in these links. A sample

of 179 French workers responded to an online questionnaire. The results indicated that LMX was significantly linked to IWB and psychological

well-being at work. The study also found an indirect effect of work rewards between LMX and psychological well-being at work. This mediating

role was not found in the relationship between LMX and IWB.
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Introduction

The working world has always been a world in which innovation plays
a primary role (Battistelli et al., 2013; Kanter, 1988; Zawislak et al.,
2012). Indeed, being able to find “the” idea that will allow on€’s orga-
nization to get ahead of its competitors has always been a goal among
entrepreneurs. However, recent technological advances and market
liberalization have made the need for innovation even more impor-
tant (Bobillier Chaumon, 2021). Attempts to innovate, and therefo-
re changes within companies, are thus becoming more frequent and
present in the minds of employees.

In the theoretical framework of social exchange (Blau, 1964; Chern-
yak-Hai & Rabenu, 2018), and taking into account the different forms
of perceived in-company exchanges, it seems crucial to gain an un-
derstanding of how leader-member exchanges affect well-being and
innovation. Our study strives to understand the conditions under
which LMX functions as an essential determinant of IWB and well-
being at work.

This study focuses on how LMX is linked to innovative work beha-
viors (IWB) and well-being at work. Our first objective was to test
the links hypothesized to be affected by important intermediary me-
chanisms such as the perception of workload (extrinsic efforts) and
resources (rewards). While many studies have shown the effect of
work overload on psychological health at work (Bakker et al., 2003)
and burnout (Bakker et al., 2004), few have focused on rewards. Our
second objective was therefore to fill in this gap by measuring how
efforts (workload) and rewards mediate these variables.

Innovative Work Behaviors

West and Farr (1990) considered innovation as the introduction and
implementation of innovative ideas and processes. Innovation is a
complex process, insofar as it originates from individuals but is built
within a group, ultimately benefiting that group or a larger group
(Anderson et al., 2004; Battistelli et al., 2013).

According to Janssen (2000), innovation occurs in three phases.
First, the generation of a new idea is the product of new and useful
ideas coming from an individual or a small group (Amabile et al.,
1996). Second, the idea-implementation phase refers to setting for-
th, defending, and implementing the idea. According to Anderson et
al. (2004, 2014), innovation differs from creativity because creativity
corresponds only to the generation of an idea, without its practical
realization whereas in Janssen’s (2000) definition, innovative behavior
at work corresponds to the generation, introduction and intentional
application of an idea, the third phase, to a work role, group, or or-
ganization.

The emergence of innovation at work depends on individual factors (La
Torre et al., 2012), but also on organizational factors (Dornelas Muzi et
al., 2020; La Torre et al., 2012; West & Farr, 1990; Zawislak et al., 2012).
According to Zawislak et al. (2012), innovation capability is formed
by four key capabilities (technology development, operations, mana-
gement and transaction).The study by Lopes Henriques et al. (2019)
showed that caring climate facilitates an innovation supportive envi-
ronment. However, it is often a team run by a leader that is the basis of
an innovation (King & Anderson, 1995). Innovation, then, requires
support, encouragement, and a conducive climate (Kanter, 1988).
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Innovative Work Behaviors and Leader-Member Exchange

Generally speaking, support from the hierarchy is a vector that favors
innovative behavior. For example, Schroeder et al. (1989) showed that
support from supervisors is particularly important for implementing
innovations at work. The leaders have a critical roles that explains or-
ganizational performance. According to Kyoung-Joo and Eun-Young
(2018, p. 105), “effective leadership has a significant effect on perfor-
mance because it provides direction in accordance with changes, fa-
cilitates organizational cohesiveness, personal development, and high
employee satisfaction, and... innovation and creativity”. Leadership
has a very strong impact on the generation, promotion, and imple-
mentation of innovative ideas (Montani et al., 2013; Odoardi et al.,
2015). The scientific literature on the effects of different types of lea-
dership on innovative behavior points out the effects of innovation
leadership (Dornelas Muzi et al., 2020; Montani et al., 2018), partici-
pative leadership (Odoardi et al., 2015; Odoardi et al., 2019), and em-
powerment leadership (Zhu et al., 2019). First, innovation leadership
favors IWB (Dornelas Muzi et al., 2020; Montani et al., 2018). Dor-
nelas Muzi et al. (2020) showed that well-being played a mediating
role between an innovation climate in a team, innovation leadership,
and IWB. Second, employees who feel empowered offer the benefit
of being more creative and innovative (Lopes Henriques et al., 2019;
Rao Jada et al., 2019; Zang & Bartol, 2010; Zhu et al., 2019). For exam-
ple, empowering leadership has been shown to improve innovative
behavior by increasing the individual’s psychological empowerment
(Zhu et al., 2019). Other studies have shown that empowerment is an
intermediate variable between LMX and IWT.

Graen and Uhl-Bien (1991) identified three stages of LMX develo-
pment. Stage 1 assesses workers’ skills, establishes transactions, and
expands the employees’ roles and responsibilities. Stage 2, based on
knowledge, allows for mutual trust. Stage 3 is characterized by asso-
ciation, where the LMX relationship is said to be of high quality and
the hierarchical relationship fades.

Transformational leadership is more operational in the last stage,
where the worker accepts responsibility, has strong motivation lea-
ding to the surpassing of his/her own objectives, and can become in-
novative. Transformational leadership facilitate the development of
norms and values, which help team collaborators optimize their skills
and abilities to innovate. For example, transformational leadership
was positively related to IWB when empowerment was high (Pieterse
et al., 2010). Despite its appeal, the downside of participative leader-
ship is that it is costly and depends on the organizational climate and
the leadership of top management. One disadvantage of empower-
ment leadership is that it can increase employee stress, and although
mistakes or errors can be made, they will be poorly tolerated in the
face of performance constraints.

For these reasons, LMX seems to be more suited to a group of emplo-
yees, while attention is paid to the satisfaction of needs. LMX modi-
fies the human relationships and the social collaboration between a
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leader (often the leader of a work team) and subordinates (who are
part of the said work team) in a company (Dansereau et al.,, 1975;
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). LMX reflects the direct and interpersonal
exchange between a leader and a member (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
It characterizes “the intensity of the relationship between a leader and
an employee” (Graen & Scandura, 1987).

Numerous studies (Janssen, 2000; Khalili, 2018; Pohl & Binard, 2014;
Schermuly et al., 2013; Scott & Bruce, 1994a) have shown that LMX
and innovative behaviors are positively related. This link can be ex-
plained firstly by the closeness between members and the leader,
which makes them want to make an effort to be more efficient and in-
ventive at work, and secondly, by the trust established between them,
which allows members to become more creative.

First, members’ perception of a high quality relationship and good
exchanges with their manager is thought to encourage them to in-
novate (Li et al., 2014; Schermuly et al., 2013). Team members are
better able to experience a trusting and constructive relationship with
an enterprising and inclusive leader, which facilitates the process of
innovation. More specifically, transformational leadership, which
characterizes the last stage of LMX increases IWB because it develops
motivation, interpersonal support, and idea-related support (Jaussi &
Dionne, 2003). Javed et al. (2018) showed that LMX played a partial
indirect role between inclusive leadership and IWB. The results obtai-
ned by Schuh et al. (2017) showed that workers who have high-qua-
lity LMX relationships obtain more positive performance appraisals
if they engage in IWB. These authors found that an interactive rela-
tionship was mediated by the leader’s perception of innovative emplo-
yee efforts. Second, a high quality LMX relationship engenders mutual
trust between the leader and his/her collaborators. This trust is affected
by the team leader and the hierarchy (Rousseau & Aubé, 2014). Within-
group, trust is positively related to IWB by team members (Wong et al.,
2009). The above studies lead to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. LMX is related to innovative work behaviors.
Well-Being at Work and Leader-Member Exchange

The eudemonic approach is based on the pleasure one gets from ta-
king on challenges, exceeding one’s limits, and living in accordance
with one’s values (Dagenais-Desmarais, 2010; Deci & Ryan, 2008).
Several studies (Dagenais-Desmarais & Savoie, 2012; Linley et al.,
2009) have shown that psychological well-being and psychological
well-being at work are two distinct variables. LMX is correlated with
many positive variables (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005) such as emplo-
yees’ organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and well-being at
work (Dose et al., 2019; Dose et al., 2021). And LMX is known to be
one of the factors of well-being (Atkinson et al., 2016; Dose et al.,
2019; Dose et al., 2021; Sparr & Sonnentag, 2008). Accordingly, we set
forth the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. LMX is related to psychological well-being at work.
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Innovative Work Behaviors and Workload

In the Effort/Reward Imbalance Model, an imbalance between the
efforts requested from the individual (demands) and the rewards ob-
tained decreases well-being (Niedhammer & Siegrist, 1998; Siegrist,
1996). According Boudrias et al. (2011, p. 380), job demands refer “to
aspects of the work context that tax employees’ personal capacities,
which are further associated with certain psychological and/or phys-
iological costs” Bakker et al. (2003) consider that job demands cover
quantitative efforts (e.g., workload) and qualitative efforts (e.g., task
complexity). An overly heavy workload affects psychological well-be-
ing at work (e.g., Desrumaux et al,, 2011). Thus, job demands can
correspond to two types of effort (Niedhammer et al., 2000; Siegrist,
1996). Extrinsic efforts include environmental parasites at work (in-
terruption by colleagues, worries with the equipment, etc.), and in-
trinsic efforts refer to a worker’s internal motivations that will lead
him/her to do his/her work. Rewards can be material (salary, etc.),
social (esteem of peers and superiors), or career-related (promotion).
Suseno et al. (2019) found that task characteristics (i.e., task and skill
variety, task significance, task identity, autonomy, and task feedback)
were positively related to IWB. Amabile et al. (1996) showed that
an excessive workload was negatively correlated with IWB, and ex-
plained this result in terms of the lack of time generated by the work-
load.

However, other authors (e.g., Scott & Bruce, 1994ab) have found mi-
tigated or the opposite results. West (2002) suggested that external
demands inhibit team creativity but promote implementation. Brown
and Eisenhardt (1995) showed that, in the case of a heavy workload,
autonomy allowed individuals to devote time to innovative behavior.
Wau et al. (2014) found that job autonomy and time pressure were
positively associated with peer-rated innovation behavior. Battistelli
et al. (2013) found that some job factors at the source of IWB were
work-related, namely task-related factors (demands, work objectives,
etc.) and factors related to the work itself (complexity, autonomy, va-
riety, etc.).

Well-Being, LMX, and Workload with Rewards as Mediators

Effort-reward imbalance (ERI) theory and social exchange theory
(Blau, 1964; Chernyak-Hai & Rabenu, 2018) insist on the concepts
of balance and reciprocity between efforts or demands and rewards.
Balance and reciprocity promote positive health and well-being (Sie-
grist, 1996). By contrast, an excessive workload and lack of rewards
are deleterious and undermine employee well-being (Niedhammer
& Siegrist, 1998; Siegrist, 1996; Siegrist et al., 2004). These variables
may therefore play a central role as mediators between leadership and
IWB.

First of all, LMX is negatively linked to workload and efforts. Nelson
et al. (1998) showed that leader-member-exchange quality was ne-
gatively related to demands or efforts such as role conflict, role am-
biguity, and low job scope. Nevertheless, theoretical arguments also
support the idea that high efforts or demands can be positively related
to LMX. Transformational leadership, which is operating during the
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last stage of LMX, may be highly demanding and make employees
work harder and longer, and put more energy into their work “above
and beyond the call of duty” (Bass, 1990).

The opposite effect showing positive outcomes of LMX is more fre-
quent, however. LMX is positively linked to satisfaction (Dumdum et
al., 2002; Furunes et al., 2015) and effort (Cortese et al., 2010; Furu-
nes et al., 2015; Hammond et al., 2011). Furunes et al’s (2015) results
indicated that LMX was positively linked to job satisfaction, and role
clarity. Cortese et al. (2010) validated a model showing that supporti-
ve management, as a mediator, reduced perceived job demands while
increasing job satisfaction. Finally, workers who receive positive fee-
dback about their work will be more inclined to innovation because
it motivates them to actualize and obtain new knowledge and abili-
ties to improve their work process, their productions, or the results of
their work (Hammond et al., 2011).

Secondly, some studies have indicated negative links between
workload and IWB (Amabile et al., 1996; Wu et al., 2014). A few stu-
dies have shown that workload can stimulate creativity. Shao et al’s
(2019) study based on data from 252 employee-supervisor dyads,
for example, found that by way of employees creative self-efficacy,
paradoxical leader behavior was most effective in developing emplo-
yee innovation when both workload and work complexity were high.
However, the links between workload and IWB seem to depend on
the kind of demands. Fay et al. (2019) showed in their study that role
ambiguity and compromise were negatively related innovation whe-
reas efforts were positively related to innovation implementation.

To the best of our knowledge, no previous studies have examined the
role of effort and how it might affect the relationship between LMX
and IWB. To this end, we aim to explain previous inconsistencies in
the literature between effort and LMX, and to understand its role as
a mediator. These considerations led us to propose the following me-
diation hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Extrinsic efforts play a mediating role between LMX
and innovative work behaviors.

Studies investigating the relationship between workload and well-being
at work indicate a negative relationship between these two variables.
Bakker et al. (2003) showed in their energy-driven process that job
demands were the best predictors of health problems, which in turn,
were related to sick leave. Some studies have found direct relationship
between workload and psychological well-being at work (e.g., Desru-
maux et al., 2015) while others have found an indirect effect (Boudrias
et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). For example, using structural
equation model, Boudrias et al. (2011) validated a chain of multiple
mediators: higher personal resources led to lower perceived demands,
which led to a higher perceived supportive environment which increa-
se satisfaction of needs, causing higher psychological well-being. Based
on these studies, we propose the following mediation hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. Extrinsic efforts play a mediating role between LMX
and psychological well-being.
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LMX as a resource may extend the pool of resources available to em-
ployees. In the Hildenbrand et al. (2018) study, for example, the role
of transformational leadership was shown to reduce employee bur-
nout. Janssen (2000) measured job demands, perceptions of effort-
reward fairness, and innovative work behavior among 170 Dutch
non-management employees in industry and found a positive rela-
tionship between job demands and IWB when employees perceived
effort-reward fairness rather than reward unfairness. He noted that
rewards played a key role in IWB. Li et al’s (2014) results showed
that leader-member-exchange affected innovative behavior, and that
psychological contract-fulfillment played a full mediating role in that
relationship. A study by Schermuly et al. (2013) on a sample of 225
employees tested with control of temporal stability of innovative be-
havior and confirmed full mediation of LMX on innovation beha-
vior via psychological empowerment. By analogy, rewards may play
an indirect role between LMX and innovative behavior, which would
instantiate the following hypothesis:

J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2022. Volume 17, Issue 1

Some resources play a mediating role in the relationships between
LMX and health outcomes. For example, some studies have shown
that need satisfaction played an indirect role between LMX and well-
being (Dose et al., 2019; Molix & Nichols, 2013). Another study by
Molix and Nichols (2013) showed that psychological needs played
a mediating role between esteem and hedonic well-being, and eu-
demonic well-being. A study by Dose et al. (2021) with 235 school
counselors (psychologists) showed that satisfaction of the psycholo-
gical need for autonomy played an indirect role between LMX and
well-being. Need satisfaction can be compared to an intrinsic reward
since the employee receives a positive return on work (in terms of
satisfaction). By analogy, rewards may play an indirect role between
LMX and well-being, which supports the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6. Work rewards play an indirect role between LMX and
psychological well-being.

All the hypotheses are summarized in the hypothetical model (Fi-

Hypothesis 5. Work rewards play a mediating role between LMX and gure 1).
innovative work behaviors.
Figure 1: Conceptual Model
H1
H3
. Extrinsic Efforts  |-------------- Innovatlve: Work
e 2, Behaviors
H4 R
N e Psychological
A Hs, Py Well-Being
\\ l’ y: - - -
L ‘Work Rewards
Ho6
H2

Note. LMX : Leader-Member Exchanges

In sum, the contributions of this paper are numerous. Our study adds
to the literature on innovation by extending our current knowledge
of the role played by leader-member exchange, in connection with
efforts and rewards, in enhancing innovation and well-being. First,
the study gives some keys to understand how leader member exchan-
ges (LMX) can be a lever of innovation and of good psychological
health. Second, the study examines the roles of rewards and workload
as possible mediators between leader-member exchange (LMX) and
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two dependent variables: well-being at work and innovative work
behaviors (IWB). Such relationships had never been studied to our
knowledge. Third, the study aims to fill the literature gap on the roles
of efforts and rewards in predicting innovative behavior and well-
being. The final originality of the study is to validate a mediating role
of rewards between LMX and psychological well-being at work that
had not yet been established to our knowledge.
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Method

Procedure

The participants were recruited on the Linkedin website from No-
vember 2018 to July 2019. Participation was voluntary. Data were
collected via an online questionnaire sent to French workers in the
industrial sector and distributed by e-mail. A total of 2955 e-mails
were sent out targeting industrial-sector occupations (e.g., produc-
tion agent, maintenance technician, supervisor, line operator, quality
controller, etc.). The web survey remained accessible for nine months.
All the data were collected at the same time before being examined.

On the online questionnaire, there could be no missing answers be-
cause to move on to the next question, participants had to have chec-
ked off an answer to the current question. They gave their written
consent to participate at the beginning of the questionnaire. An in-
formed consent form specified the objectives of this study, the type of
participation, a guarantee of anonymity, the right to withdraw, confi-
dentiality management, and the monitoring of data and publications.

Participants

One hundred and seventy-nine workers answered a questionnaire.
The final sample of included, 53 women and 125 men (1 unspecified).
Among the participants, 15 (8%) had a trade-school education, 66
(37%) had a secondary-school education, 94 (52%) had a high-school
education, and 4 did not answer this question. Among the partici-
pants, 78 (44%) were blue-collar workers, 71 (40%) were supervisors,
and 26 (15%) were managers (1 unspecified). Among the partici-
pants, 125 (70%) had permanent positions, 29 (16%) had fixed-term
contracts, and 24 (13%) had temporary contracts (1 unspecified).

Measures

The self-reported questionnaire consisted of seven scales with all
items having 6-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 6 (strongly agree) followed by sociodemographic questions. The
materials were administered in French.

Innovative work behavior. Janssen’s (2000) scale was composed of nine
items, based on Scott and Bruce’s (1994b) scale, measuring the three
phases of innovative behavior. Each of these phases has three items.
Idea generation, (e.g., I am able to imagine original solutions to problems
in my work); idea promotion, (e.g., I generate enthusiasm for innovative
ideas among members of the organization); idea realization, (e.g., I am
able to transform innovative ideas into useful applications). The unidi-
mensionality of the scale has been tested and confirmed by a number of
research studies (e.g., Battistelli, et al., 2013). Cronbach’s alpha was 91.
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Psychological well-being at work scale. This scale by Dagenais-Desma-
rais and Savoie (2012) in French version was composed of 25 items
divided into 5 dimensions: interpersonal adequacy at work, fulfill-
ment at work, feeling of competence at work, willingness to commit
to work, sense of well-being at work, and perceived recognition at
work (e.g., I feel that my work is recognized). Cronbach’s alpha was .92.

Leader member-exchange. Graen and Uhl-Bien’s LMX scale (1995) in-
cluded 7 items; (e.g., My superior recognizes my potential). Cronbach’s
alpha was .94.

Effort and reward. This was assessed using a subscale of Siegrist’s
(1996) effort-reward imbalance measure. The long version of Siegrist’s
questionnaire had 46 items, while the short version had 23. This scale
was adapted and validated in French by Niedhammer et al. (2000).
It had three sub-dimensions: extrinsic effort (6 items), rewards (11
items), and intrinsic effort (29 items). We used only the first two di-
mensions: extrinsic effort and rewards.

Extrinsic effort. Extrinsic effort was measured using a sub-scale of Sie-
grist (1996). It consisted of six items. Five of which were effort items
(e.g., I am constantly pressed for time because of a heavy workload);
and one item measured physical load. Cronbach’s alpha was .74.

Work Rewards. Siegrist (1996) subscale included six items which
measured esteem, respect, consideration... (e.g., Given all my efforts,
I receive the respect and esteem I deserve for my work, and one item for
compensation). Cronbach’s alpha was .82.

Results

SPSS-25 software was used to calculate reliability, correlations, and
mediation, thanks to the Process macro.

Preliminary analysis

Cronbach’s Alphas of the scales indicated satisfactory inter-item con-
sistency, greater than a = 0.74. All means are greater than 3 and the
highest mean corresponds to extrinsic efforts (M = 4.09; SD = 1.53).
LMX were positively correlated with IWB (r = .18, p <.05). Psycholo-
gical well-being at work was positively correlated with LMX (r = .40;
p < .01). Extrinsic effort was not significantly correlated with LMX.
Work rewards were correlated with LMX (r = .70, p < .01). Because of
the insignificant correlations, we will test the mediating effect of work
rewards in the relationship between LMX and well-being, and in the
relationship between LMX and IWB.

Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between the Study Variables
M/6 ET 1 2 3 4 5
1. Leader member exchanges 4.05 1.21 (.94)
2.IWB 4.08 0.86 18% (91)
3. Well-Being 3.94 0.82 40** 34 (.92)
4. Efforts 4.09 1.53 .07 34** 20%* (.74)
5. Rewards 3.46 1.49 70** 19* A49%* -.03 (.82)

Note. N = 179; M = Mean; SD = standard deviation; IWB: innovative work behavior; alphas are in brackets in the diagonal ** p <.01; * p < .05
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Mediation Analysis
Hayes and Preacher’s (2014) SPSS macro was used for testing direct
and indirect links based on regression and non-parametric boots-

J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2022. Volume 17, Issue 1

trapping. The bootstrapping method is robust against potential bia-
ses resulting from non-normal data distributions (Preacher & Hayes,
2008).

Table 2
Mediation Results with Well-Being and Innovative Work Behaviors as the Dependent Variables
Independent | Mediating variable Dependent Total effect Effect of IV on Effect of MV on | Direct effect Indirect CI
variable (IV) (MV) variable (DV) (link C) MYV (link A) DV (link B) (link C°) effect LL UL
LMX Rewards Well-Being 274 57 .08*** .07 .20 129
LMX Rewards IWB A7+ 57 11 .06 .06 -.05 .18

Note. N = 179; LMX: leader member exchange; IWB: innovative work behaviors; CI: confidence interval; LL: lower limit, UL: upper limit; Bootstrapping (N = 10,000:

3p <.05); *p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001.

According to the results (Table 2) illustrated in Figure 2, rewards have
indirect effects in the relationship between LMX and well-being. Fur-
thermore, the direct effect is not significant (C’ = .07, ns). The effect
of LMX on work rewards is significant (A = .57; p < .001), as is the

Figure 2

effect of work rewards on well-being (B =.08; p < .001). Rewards
do not have an indirect effect in the relationship between LMX and
innovative behaviors. The indirect effect is not significant. LMX has
a significant effect on rewards (A = .57; p <.001).

Mediating effect of rewards (MV) in the relationship between LMX and psychological well-being at work (DV), and innovative work behavior (DV)

C=.27%%*
C'=.07

Well-being at work

LMX Rewards at
work
C=.17* % Innovative work
C= behavior

Discussion

This study examined the relationship between LMX, psychological
well-being at work, and innovative behaviors. In addition, it measu-
red the mediating effects of extrinsic effort and work rewards in the
relationships between these variables. An essential criterion for well-
being is exchange and appropriate supervision. Confirming Hypothe-
sis 1, LMX was correlated with innovative behavior. These findings
are consistent with many studies (Janssen, 2000; Khalili, 2018; Schuh
et al,, 2017; Pohl & Binard, 2014) that have found positive links bet-
ween LMX and IWB.

In the line with Hypothesis 2, the results also confirm the positive
relationships between LMX and psychological well-being. These re-
sults align with previous studies (Atkinson et al., 2016; Dose et al.,
2019, 2021). Mediation analyses indicated that extrinsic effort did
not play a mediating role between LMX and innovative work beha-
vior, which refutes Hypothesis 3. Extrinsic effort also did not play a
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mediating role in the relationship between LMX and psychological
well-being, which does not support Hypothesis 4. Remember that in
previous studies (Boudrias et al., 2014), the effect of job demands on
PHW was directly linked to well-being, and need satisfaction played
no mediating role.

Work rewards do not play a mediating role the relationship between
LMX and IWB. Hypothesis 5 was not validated. Mediating effects
between LMX and IWB through psychological-contract fulfillment
(Li et al., 2014) and psychological empowerment (Schermuly et al.,
2013) have been found, but the results do not allow us to consider
that rewards play a central explanatory role in generating IWB. As
we noted in the literature on implementation, efforts need to be well-
identified because traditional demands can increase IWB, insofar as
conflicts (e.g., role ambiguity and professional compromise) can de-
crease IWB (Fay et al., 2019).
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On the other hand, work rewards play a mediating role between LMX
and psychological well-being at work, which validates Hypothesis 6.
Previous studies had already shown that psychological-need satisfac-
tion acts as a mediator between LMX and well-being (Molix & Ni-
chols, 2013) and that the need for autonomy plays a psychological
role between LMX and well-being (Dose et al., 2021). Dose et al’s
(2021) results among counselors showed that need satisfaction played
a mediating role between LMX and well-being. The originality of the
present study is that we found a mediating role of rewards that to
our knowledge, had not yet been established. This result constitutes a
novel contribution of this research. Finally, past research has largely
disregarded the central role of efforts and rewards the extent to which
in predicting how leader-member exchanges is conducive to innova-
tive behavior and well-being. In sum, our study adds to the literature
on innovation by extending our current knowledge of the role played
by leader-member exchange, in connection with efforts and rewards,
in enhancing innovation and well-being.

Limitations and Research Implications

First, our study used a cross-sectional questionnaire which does not
measure causality. Another consequence is that self-report ques-
tionnaires are prone to bias, such as the Halo bias or “socially desira-
ble responses”. Second, all of our information was obtained from the
same source and questionnaire. These two facts may have increa-
sed the common variance (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et
al., 2003). However, according to Conway and Lance (2010), using
the self-report method is justified in several cases, and the com-
mon method bias can be controlled by taking certain precautions.
To remediate these problems, we chose validated scales and diffe-
rent theoretical concepts in order to avoid overlapping items. Third,
additional measures (interviews or repeated measures) are needed,
specifically concerning the relationships between employees and
leaders. Fourth, future work should distinguish the three stages of
innovation. More specifically, it would be interesting to distinguish
idea generation and implementation. West (2002), for example,
suggested that external demands may inhibit team creativity but
promote implementation. Fifth, it is necessary to understand how
and when rewards are likely to increase well-being and IWB. Sixth,
efforts did not play a mediating role. Consequently - and in line
with the literature (Fay et al., 2019) — we need to study the differen-
tial effects of work demands (i.e., workload, time pressure, role am-
biguity, and professional compromise) on IWB. Fischer et al. (2017)
emphasized the role of time effects in the leadership process. We
need to develop a theoretical view on time effects by using repeated
measures to meticulously test how LMX, rewards, and efforts are
linked to IWB, and well-being at work. Transformational leadership
and empowerment leadership are linked. The effects of empower-
ment leadership could also be explored in parallel with LMX. The
impact of participative leadership also needs be tested. Finally, the
research literature has pointed out a few other antecedent variables
of well-being and IWB, such as insecurity (Niesen et al., 2018). By
taking into account the economic and health crisis, these other va-
riables could be included in future studies.
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Practical Implications

Our results highlight the importance of the resources and quality of
leadership provided by the organization, and also the workers’ per-
ceptions. Research has shown that LMX can be learned, so training
programs are useful because the development of leadership efforts
increases LMX, which in turn increases IWB. The working world has
been going through a complicated period for the last thirty years. Bet-
ween repeated crises and worldwide epidemics, it is becoming more
and more difficult for companies to survive. In this context, to main-
tain employee’s well-being and innovation, leaders’ support of emplo-
yees in terms of promoting good health and innovation will have to
pay particular attention to rewards.

Conclusion

This study was originally intended to focus on innovative behavior
in companies. Our calculations were able to point out correlations
between LMX and innovative behavior, but they did not succeed in
demonstrating the presence of a mediation effect of workload or work
rewards. On the other hand, work rewards played an indirect role in
the relationship between LMX and well-being. This finding seems
important because much of the data on workloads and rewards has
not tested innovation. Furthermore, while the effect of work over-
load on psychological well-being at work has already been demons-
trated (Bakker et al., 2003), our study filled a gap in the literature by
showing that rewards play an important mediating role between work
and well-being.
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