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Abstract
The tourism sector in United Arab Emirates (UAE) is currently witnessing strong growth, with 13.8 million visitors in 2013. MasterCard’s Global Destination Cities Index reported that Dubai was the fourth most visited city in the world in 2015. In February 2015, the occupancy rate of hotels in Dubai reached 86.2%, contributing to sector revenue of AED 6.5 billion in 2014. The number of visitors to Dubai is expected to double by 2020, from its 2015 level of 10 million. It is therefore important for the hospitality industry to continue to innovate to match customer expectations. 
The rapid growth in numbers of tourists visiting the UAE has made the hotel sector an attractive target for investment. Service innovation adds value and is beneficial for the hospitality industry. By adopting service innovations, hotels will be able to maintain their current market and also create new business. Recent literature has focused on innovation, rather than efﬁciency, as a vital factor in business success, growth or failure. Limited research is available, however, on service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. We hope that this study will encourage future research in this area and location.
UAE hotels are considered innovative in the quality and variety of services provided to their guests. Many have innovated in multiple areas, including customer service, design, and range of restaurants. For example, some hotels provide iPads in guest rooms, with information about the hotel, and many hotels contain branded stores or are connected to shopping malls. There are many examples of innovation in the design and range of restaurants, including the Royal Mirage Hotel’s Moroccan design and restaurant, and Palazzo Versace’s Italian design, based on a 16th century Italian palace, and Italian cuisine.
Innovation is considered a vital driver for organizational growth and profitability, and essential for sustainable competitive advantage. It has also become a significant factor in enterprise existence, and an enabler for organizations adapting to changes in the businesses environment. This has led to it becoming a focus for many scholars. In a very competitive market like the hotel sector in the UAE, organizations have to innovate to survive, compete, and make a profit. One innovation that is difficult to imitate or replicate is service innovation. Service innovation in hotels is therefore considered to be the main source of sustainable competitive advantage. It has a positive impact on organizational performance, customer satisfaction, process efficiency and effectiveness, and is expected to increase profitability.
The main objective of this study was to investigate the relationships between service innovation and organizational support for innovation, resistance to change, organizational trust, work engagement and organizational conflict, in the hotel sector in the UAE. Organizational support for innovation is the support provided by the organization for different types of innovation. This includes organizational culture, resource supply, and working environment. The literature shows that having high levels of organizational support for innovation increases employee creativity and enhances innovation. Some studies show that organizational trust also has a positive impact on employee creativity and organizational innovation. Organizational trust is the extent to which employees trust their organization, and believe it can attain the desired level of performance and meet its objectives. Work engagement is employee involvement in work, characterized by high levels of energy and feelings of inspiration. It has three main aspects, vigor, dedication, and absorption. Some studies suggest that work engagement is an enabler for innovation and enhancing employee creativity.
Multiple changes are required for an organization to innovate, and the failure rate of change initiatives is high. One study suggested that the failure rate is between 30% and 60%, and another found it was as high as 70%. One obstacle in implementing change within an organization is resistance. Resistance to change is employees’ tendency to oppose change and innovation initiatives. The literature shows that organizational conflict is also expected to be a barrier to successful implementation of innovation. Organizational conflict is the presence of personal clashes, emotional tensions, and task disagreements within an organization.
This study used a quantitative research method to study the relationships between service innovation in the hotel sector in UAE and organizational support for innovation, resistance to change, organizational trust, work engagement, and organizational conflict. The method takes a post-positivist stance. The research was conducted among 326 employees working at different levels and in various departments in hotels in the UAE. The employees were targeted for the survey using a non-probability (convenience) sampling method. The data were collected online and self-administered using a cross-sectional questionnaire survey via Survey Monkey. Data were analyzed using SPSS software, and Pearson’s correlations were performed to test all relationships and hypotheses.
The study makes a few theoretical contributions to the literature. First of all, very few studies have examined service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. This is also the first study of which the researcher is aware to examine the relationships of all these constructs with service innovation in a single study. Finally, most previous studies have focused on innovation in general or product innovation, and there have been far fewer studies on service innovation. This study is therefore expected to add to the literature on service innovation.
This study has several practical implications. First of all, it is one of the first empirical studies on service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. It is therefore expected to provide useful insights for hotel managers and those involved in innovation development such as R&D and strategic planning teams. Leaders and managers of service organizations in general, and in the UAE and Middle East in particular, may benefit by being able to increase levels of factors that are positively related to service innovation, and reduce those that are negatively related. The study also examines hypotheses about other constructs not directly related to service innovation. Hotel managers may be able to use these findings to build a supportive environment for innovation. For example, organizational trust and work engagement may increase organizational support for innovation, which is associated with service innovation.
The main finding of the study was that organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, and work engagement were positively correlated with service innovation. Resistance to change and organizational conflict had no statistically significant relationship with service innovation. There were positive associations between organizational support for innovation and both organizational trust and work engagement. Organizational trust and work engagement were also positively associated. Both organizational trust and work engagement had a non-significant but negative relationship with both resistance and organizational conflict. Organizational conflict was positively associated with resistance to change.
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[bookmark: _Toc452280377]Background
Over the last few years, the hotel industry has grown rapidly. Competition has progressively increased and customers have gradually become more demanding and discerning (Wang et al., 2012). Organizations must innovate continually and improve their services to meet customer needs and add new features to the services they provide (O’Sullivan and Dooley, 2008). In markets characterized by high levels of competition, such as the hotel sector in the UAE, it is easy for hotel customers to switch to other hotels that offer better services. It is therefore crucial for hotels to offer new and innovative services to satisfy customer preferences if they are to build sustainable competitive advantage. Service innovation in hotels may be in a wide range of areas, including food and beverages, rooms and hotel decoration, technology, suites and hotel facilities, and design and architecture. Service innovation adds value to and is beneficial for the hospitality industry (Victorino et al., 2005). By adopting service innovations, hotels will be able to sustain their current market and also create new business.
Innovation has become an essential business driver for growth, and a vital source and enabler of competitive advantage (O’Regan et al, 2006). It has also been considered a fundamental element of organizational existence, and a determinant of competitiveness and vitality (Xiao-Hong et al, 2012). It has become an essential enabler in adapting to environmental change and obtaining sustainable competitive advantage (Panayotopoulou & Papalexandri, 2004). Innovation increases firms’ competitive advantage if they manage innovation activities effectively (Chiaromonte, 2004). 
Recent literature has focused on innovation, rather than efﬁciency, as a vital factor in business success, growth or failure (Isaksen & Tidd, 2006). Large organizations’ competitive strategies and market changes have persuaded SMEs to concentrate on innovation, innovation management and innovation capabilities (McAdam et al., 2004). Rapid scientific and technological developments and short product lifecycles have forced organizations to innovate and create new opportunities (O’Regan et al., 2006). As a result, organizations have adopted more strategic approaches to innovation and innovation management to survive and grow in the long term (McAdam et al., 2004; Bessant et al., 2005; O’Regan et al., 2006). Several studies have suggested that organizations in general, and SMEs in particular, still face an innovation management deﬁcit (O’Regan et al., 2006) and that they ﬁnd managing innovation a challenge (Bessant et al., 2005).
This chapter starts with background of the study, service innovation, and overview of the hotel sector in the UAE. It then explains the justification for this study. After stating the research objectives and questions, it presents the theoretical framework and the definitions of the key constructs. It then presents the outline of the dissertation and conclusion. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280378]Service Innovation
In past few years, service innovation has become an attractive area for research, and several researchers have independently chosen to study this subject (Miles, 2005). The old paradigm that industrial innovation is based on technology has been changed by different types of innovations, including management and organizational innovation, sustainable development, and eco-innovation. Organizations face increasing competition and a dramatic pace of technological change, and they therefore have to consider non-technological innovation, which is difﬁcult to replicate and can lead companies towards sustainable competitive advantage (Volberda et al, 2013). 
One element of non-technological innovation is service innovation. Service innovation has a positive impact on organizations, helping to gain and sustain competitive advantage, increasing organizational performance, creating opportunities to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of the delivery process and supporting the introduction of novel service concepts (Giannopoulou et al, 2014). Service innovation has a positive impact on organizational performance, and providing innovative services is expected to increase organizational performance (Hilman, 2009). Service innovation helps organizations to satisfy the needs of current customers and attract new customers (Kaliappen & Hilman, 2014). Organizations have to respond to the voice of customers by developing new products and services, which enhance performance (Kumar et al., 2011). Service innovation has been considered as a form of product innovation, and has also been defined as introducing or presenting a new service or improving either the characteristics or purpose of an existing one (Oecd, 2005).
[bookmark: _Toc452280379]Overview of the Hotel Sector in the UAE
In the past decade, the UAE has emerged as one of the most popular tourism destinations in the world. Its tourism sector has witnessed strong growth, with 13.8 million visitors in 2013 (Alpen Capital, 2014). MasterCard’s Global Destination Cities Index reported that Dubai is the fifth most popular city in the world for international travellers (Gulf Business, 2014), and in 2015, it was ranked as the fourth most visited city in the world (Arabian Aerospace, 2015). In February 2015, the occupancy rate in Dubai hotels reached 86.2% and revenue in the hotel industry reached AED 6.5 billion in 2014 (Arabian Business, 2015; Emirates NBD, 2015). The number of visitors to Dubai is expected to double from 10 million in 2015 to 20 million by 2020. The hospitality industry in Dubai therefore needs to continue to innovate in all areas including services, to reinvent itself. Many investors and business developers have focused on innovation in the hospitality industry, particularly in hotels, in the UAE (Arabian Aerospace, 2015).
Innovation has become a major focus for hotels in the UAE, across all aspects of business, from early planning stages to the service provided to customers. UAE’s hotels have a range of different designs and concepts. For example, Madinat Jumeirah has three hotels, all Arabian in style, but with different designs. The hotels are connected by a small canal, and a variety of palm tree gardens, and marketed as the “Arabian Resort”. Sofitel Palm Jumeirah has a forest theme, with 7,500 sqm of thatched roofs (The outdoor show , 2013). Dubai also boasts the most luxurious hotel in the world, Burj Al Arab, where customers are given 24-carat gold iPads, which work as a virtual concierge. Many hotels provide branded stores (Rupasinghe, 2015), and there are many more examples of innovation in UAE hotels. More details are presented in the literature review chapter.  
[bookmark: _Toc452280380]Justification for this Study
The literature is rich in generic best practice and assumptions of efficient transfer from large to small businesses. Research on innovation, however, still does not provide a comprehensive framework and conclusive ﬁndings (Edwards, 2000; Tidd, 2001). The literature is seen as overly static or unable to address the complex dynamics of innovation in speciﬁc industrial and organizational settings (Champion & Hotho, 2011; Edwards, 2000; Tidd, 2001; ). One study stated that previous research had not paid sufficient attention to the creation of novel ideas in service innovation (Zhang et al., 2005). There is a significant shortage of studies that address change and the dynamics of innovation (Hotho & Champion, 2011). Previous studies have suggested that future research should study the variables associated with service innovation (Han et al, 2015), or enhancing creativity and innovation in service development (Zeng et al., 2009). This suggests a need for more studies about innovation in general and service innovation in particular.
The UAE has become a leading geographical focus for innovation in the hospitality industry (Arabian Aerospace, 2015). It therefore provides a suitable example for study, which will add to the literature by providing a theoretical and practical view of service innovation. Studies on service innovation in the hotels are limited. Most of the studies focus on the lower or middle level hotels. This study focuses on extremely innovative luxurious hotels in the UAE.  This study is also expected to be one of the first on service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. It is expected to fill part of the gap in the literature by examining the factors that are linked to service innovation in the hospitality industry in general and in hotels in particular. 
This study examined several different aspects of innovation. It was developed to study the constructs associated with service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. After reviewing the literature, constructs were identified that were expected to be associated with service innovation in hotels in the UAE, either positively or negatively. These constructs are organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, resistance to change, work engagement, and organizational conflict (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008; Butler & Middleton, 2014; Clegg et al. 2002; Della Peruta et al, 2014; Lee, 2009;; Van Gorp, 2012). This study examined the relationships between service innovation and each of these constructs in the hotel sector in UAE. Organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, and work engagement were expected to have a positive association with service innovation (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Della Peruta et al., 2014; Lee, 2009). Resistance to change and organizational conflict were expected to have a negative association with service innovation (Butler & Middleton, 2014; Clegg et al., 2002). The study also looked at the relationships between each of the contributing constructs.


[bookmark: _Toc452280381]Research Objectives and Questions
The research objectives for this study were: 
· To study factors that are associated positively and negatively with service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE.
· To study the relationships between the factors that are associated with service innovation.
· To provide an insight for leaders and managers in the hotel sector in the UAE about the constructs that are positively associated with service innovation.
· To provide an insight for leaders and managers in the hotel sector in the UAE about the constructs that are negatively associated with service innovation.
· To identify future directions for research about service innovation in the UAE in general and in the hospitality industry in particular.
The research questions were:
· What are the factors that are positively associated with service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE?
· What are the factors that are negatively associated with, and so might be an obstacle to, service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE?
· What are the factors that are indirectly related to service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE?



[bookmark: _Toc452280382]Theoretical framework
The research model has been developed by modifying conceptual model developed by (Van Gorp, 2012) that is presented in figure 1. The purpose of Van Gorp (2012) was to study an employees’ perceptions about organizational support for innovation in a nonprofit credit union in a Midwestern state. The model developed by Van Gorp (2012) aimed to measure the relationship of organizational trust and resistance to change as an intervening variables, to organizational support for innovation as a dependent variable. Also it includes several independent variables such as organizational conflict, work engagement, and demographic variables. The author main finding of this study were that organizational trust is a significant indicator of organizational support for innovation. So higher level of trust indicate higher level of organizational support for innovation. Organizational conflict was an essential variable in understanding organizational support for innovation. There was a negative relationship between organizational conflict and organizational support for innovation. Also resistance to change had a negative relationship with organizational support for innovation. So higher level of resistance to change indicates lower level of organizational support for innovation and the vise-versa.
[image: ]
Figure 1: Conceptual model developed by (Van Gorp, 2012)

Based on the literature review of this study, it was found the variables that were used in Van Gorp (2012) study are associated with innovation as well. So the researcher of this study has modified the old model that developed by Van Gorp (2012), and propose new model that presented in figure 2. The proposed model has independent variables which are organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, resistance to change, work engagement and organizational conflict, and dependent variable which is service innovation.
The research model of this study was developed based on the findings of previous studies. This model was developed in order to identify factors that are positively and negatively associated with service innovation. The model presents the following association. Organizational support for innovation is positively associated with service innovation (Scott and Bruce,1994; Uzkurt et al,  2013). Organizational trust is positively associated with service innovation ( Cheng et al , 2014; Ellonen et al., 2008; Isik et al., 2015; Ruppel and Harrington, 2000). Resistance to change is negatively associated with service innovation (Lee, 2009; Madrid-Guijarro,et al., 2009; Oreg, 2003). Work engagement is positively associated with service innovation (Hakanen et al., 2008; Krueger and Killham, 2006). Organizational conflict is negatively associated with service innovation (Ekvall, 1996; He et al., 2014).
[image: ]
Figure 2: Conceptual model for this study
[bookmark: _Toc452280383]Definitions of the Key Constructs 
This section presents definitions of the key constructs used in this research:
Service innovation: innovative services introduced by organizations and, particularly hotels in this study. It includes improving existing services, introducing existing services in different ways, and developing and presenting new services (Oecd, 2005).
Organizational support for innovation: support provided by an organization or its management for innovation. This includes creating a working environment conducive to innovation, providing support for organizational culture, management support, and availability of resources (Van Gorp, 2012).
Organizational trust: the extent to which employees trust and rely on their organizations’ competencies, reliability, efficiencies, effectiveness, and ability to attain desired levels of performance and objectives (Moye, 2003).
Resistance to change: employees’ inclination to oppose change and innovation initiatives in the organization (Oreg, 2003).
Work engagement: a high level of employee energy in their work, a feeling of inspiration, a level of involvement in work, and concentration on doing a specific job (Schaufeli et al., 2002).
Organizational conflict: the presence of personal clashes, emotional tensions, and task disagreements among employees in an organization (Ekvall, 1996).



[bookmark: _Toc452280384]Outline of the Dissertation
This dissertation has five chapters: introduction, literature review, methodology and development of hypotheses, results, and conclusion. The introduction sets out the background of the study, highlighting the importance of innovation, especially in the hotel sector in the UAE. It provides an overview of service innovation in this sector, and explains the contribution of the research. It presents the theoretical framework and the definitions of the key constructs. The second chapter is the literature review. This considers previous studies about innovation, types of innovation, and the hotel sector in the UAE. It also covers studies on the research constructs.
Chapter three covers methodology and development of hypotheses, explaining the methodology and why it was chosen. It sets out how the hypotheses were developed, and describes the measurement scales and data collection methods used. The results chapter presents the findings. The results section includes data analysis, data preparation, treatment of missing values, treatment of outliers, examination of normality, reliability statistics, demographic data analysis results, results of hypothesis testing, structural equation modelling results, and summary of the findings. The final chapter is the study conclusions. It includes a, discussion, recommendations, the study’s theoretical and practical contributions, suggestions for future research, and the limitations of the study. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280385]Conclusion
The UAE has become a ‘leading light’ in the global hospitality industry, because of the variety of innovative services provided by different organizations within the sector. Many tourists have been attracted by these services. Hotels in the UAE have innovated in different areas included the design of hotels, the variety of services provided to customers and different restaurants that provide different global cuisines. Innovation has also become an interesting area of research, and a vital element in organizational success and competitive advantage. Adding together the uniqueness of the innovative services provided by hotels in the UAE, and the importance of innovation for organizations, this study is expected to provide interesting findings that contribute to the literature.
The next chapter is the literature review. It provides an overview of the research constructs and the context of the research. In particular, it gives a deep understanding of the constructs and their positive and negative impact on organizations.
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[bookmark: _Toc452280388]Introduction 
It is essential to have a deep understanding of the research constructs and their positive and negative impact on organizations. Having insight into the context of the research enables the reader to understand it more easily. This chapter reviews the literature and provides a summary of the research constructs and their relationships with each other. It sets the research in context, starting with an overview of innovation, types of innovation, and innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280389]Understanding Innovation
Before examining the research constructs, it is helpful to explore the main concept of this study, innovation. Understanding innovation requires an overview of the range of different perspectives and elements of innovation. These emerge from both researchers and practitioners, providing a balanced and deep understanding of the concept of innovation. 
Innovation has been defined in many ways and at different times, and each definition gives a different perspective (Leelawong, 2011). West and Farr (1990) defined it as “the intentional introduction and application within a role, group or organization of ideas, processes, products or procedures, new to the relevant unit of adoption, designed to signiﬁcantly beneﬁt the individual, the group, the organization or wider society”(p. 9). Van de Ven (1986) defined innovation as the creation of novel ideas, including the process of developing and implementing these ideas. He added that as long as people perceive the idea as new, it should be regarded as innovative, even if it already exists elsewhere. A short definition by Hage (1999) stated that organizational innovation is the adoption of new ideas or behaviors in an organization. A more practical approach is that of the British Standards Institution, which defined innovation as: “A transformation of an idea into a novel product, operational process or new service in industry or commerce” in its standard for design management (BSI, 1999).
To understand innovation, we also have to understand the concept of invention. There are two main views of the difference between innovation and invention, one from research and one from business. Sophie Vandebroeck, Chief Technology Officer for Xerox Corporation, stated that innovation occurs when an invention is used by a customer, adding that combining new or novel ideas with a product or service useful to the market produces an innovation (Fortune, 2007). Grant (2002) defined invention as “the creation of new products and processes through the development of new knowledge or from new combinations of existing knowledge”. Grant added that the majority of inventions are an outcome of innovative application of existing knowledge, explaining that innovation was “the initial commercialization of invention by producing and marketing a new good or service or by using a new method of production”. Grant explained that innovation may be the outcome of a single invention or combine several inventions. Hamel (2000) said that without a successful business model, the organization has an invention, but no innovation.
Another phenomena that needs to be clarified to understand innovation properly is creativity. Creativity is considered the first step towards any innovation (Giannopoulou et al., 2014). Amabile et al. (1996, p. 1154) stated that “all innovation begins with creative ideas”, and others have said that there is no potential for innovation without creativity (Howard et al., 2008). Creativity has been defined as “the production of novel and useful ideas in any domain” (Amabile et al., 1996, p. 1155), and innovation as the successful implementation of creativity in an organization (Amabile et al., 1996). Creativity is considered a basic component of successful innovation management (Oke, 2007). Levitt (2002) stated that ideas are useless without implementation, and will be replaced by other novel ideas. He asserted that “too many ideas, not too few, was the greatest challenge to the enterprise”. Firms therefore need to have effective systems or processes to manage creativity and innovation, and implement ideas properly (Wallace, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc452280390]Types of Innovation
There are several different types of innovation that have been identified in organizations. Different categories of innovation are classified by the degree, type, ownership, impact, and competence (Narvekar & Jain, 2006). Innovation is significant in both manufacturing and service sectors, and in different sizes of organization (large, medium, and small). Although there are differences between manufacturing and service sectors, the overall definitions and processes of innovation are the same. Innovation is more than opening up new markets and developing new products. It is also new ways of introducing older and more established products (Tidd et al., 2005). 
Some researchers have categorized innovation into four groups; product, process, position, and paradigm (Tidd et al, 2005). Others have suggested further divisions, such as incremental vs radical, process vs product, and technical vs administrative (Gopalakrishnan & Damanpour, 1997). Incremental innovation arises from gradual changes in current products and practices. Radical innovation comes from changes in products and practices that have not been adopted by the organization (Dewar & Dutton, 1986; Ettlie et al., 1984; Wilson et al., 1999). Innovation related to technology for service, product, and production processes is technical innovation, and administrative innovation includes processes and activities related to management practice and work structure (Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Damanpour, 1991; Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981; Read, 2000). Product innovation is introducing products or services to satisfy external users or meet market needs, and process innovation is related to organizational processes, procedures, and operations ( Uzkurt,  2013).
Some early research categorized innovation as either administrative or technical (Evan, 1966). These have different decision-making processes (Daft, 1978). Technical innovation is connected to technology of products, services, and production processes. Administrative innovation is connected to organizational structure, administrative processes, and management (Damanpour, 1991; Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981; Knight, 1967).
Kingsland (2007) categorized innovation based on the degree of novelty, as either incremental or breakthrough (radical) innovation. Incremental innovation is usually smaller, lower in risk, faster, easier to implement, and likely to be associated with large numbers of projects. Breakthrough innovation is usually bigger, higher in risk, takes longer and is more complicated to implement, and is associated with fewer projects. Kingsland added that breakthrough innovation, delivered well, is likely to result in a large jump in growth and will disrupt the market.
Vargas-Hernández (2011) stated that all innovation can be classified as either product or process. Several studies have suggested that there is a formal process to develop new products and services in high-performance innovative firms (Griffin, 1997; Tatikonda & Rosenthal, 2000; Shaw et al., 2001). In service firms, however, formal innovation processes are less common (Mitchell Madison Group, 1995). Formal processes involve ideas and creativity management, selection and portfolio management, and implementation management (Oke, 2007). Tidd et al. (2005) claimed that innovation is an activity connected with survival and growth, and the fundamental process in all firms includes searching, selecting, implementing, and learning. 



[bookmark: _Toc452280391]The Context of the Study – Innovative Hotels in UAE
This section provides an overview of innovation in hotels in the UAE. The innovation process in UAE hotels starts early in the planning stages of a new hotel. It therefore affects location, design concepts, management companies, restaurants, and services to be provided to the customers. 
Commentators have suggested that the doubling in visitor numbers to Dubai means that the hospitality industry will “need to keep innovating and reinventing itself” (Arabian Business, 2015). Innovation in the hospitality industry, and in hotels in particular, has been a focus for many business developers, especially in Dubai and Abu Dhabi, which are actively trying to improve their hospitality industry and tourism sector. Innovation should not, however, come at a high price and should meet customers’ expectations. Integrating technologies and luxury brands is an important aspect of innovation in hotels (Rupasinghe, 2015). 
Internet access, and particularly Wi-Fi, has been identified as important by many hotels’ managers. Rooms, restaurants and other facilities therefore have free access to the internet, and this has become standard in hotels in the UAE. Emirates Palace, however, became the first hotel in the Middle East to allow guests to use gigabit Wi-Fi with highly secure access (“United Arab Emirates,” 2014). Other hotels in Dubai are working to develop applications for iPad and iPhone for stores, brands and restaurants within the hotel. This would support online shopping and live recommendations (Rupasinghe, 2015). 
Creativity in building design and architecture is obvious among the UAE’s hotels. For example, the Icon Hotel, part of the Dubai Promenade, has a unique donut shape (Berahman, 2013). Burj Khalifa is the tallest tower in the world, with a tri-axial ‘Y’ shape (Weismantle et al, 2007). Some rooms in the Atlantis Hotel, on Palm Island in Dubai, face an 11-million-litre aquarium packed with exotic fish. Other hotels draw on their surroundings for design innovation: several face the largest fountain in the world, located beside Dubai Mall and Burj Khalifa. Dubai hotels tend to try to provide guests with plenty of entertainment. Some hotels are connected to shopping malls to facilitate access, including the Intercontinental Hotel Dubai Festival City, connected to Festival Mall, and The Address Dubai Mall Hotel, connected to Dubai Mall ( Wranik,  2009). 
Some hotels have adopted a new approach, aiming to be environmentally-friendly. For example, the Al Maha Desert Resort & Spa in Dubai recycles 100% of its water, and uses eco-friendly cleaning products. Marriott International, including the Dubai Marriot Harbour Hotel, has initiated a “Re-Lamp” campaign, which saved 65% on lighting costs and energy use in guest rooms (Dubai Electricity and Water Authority, n. d). Fairmont Dubai launched an industry-leading Green Partnership program, which aims to reduce the impact of the hotel and guests on the environment. This Green Partnership concentrates on energy and water conservation in the hotel, waste management, and innovative outreach programs. Fairmont initiated a carbon management program that allows it to monitor the amount of CO2 produced. It tries to reduce CO2 as much as possible, by forming partnerships with companies offering products and services to help it achieve this goal. Fairmont also offers local, organic and sustainable food products. To achieve its waste management goal, 35,000 kg of glass are recycled each quarter, recycling bins are distributed throughout the hotel and all paper is recycled and reused. To conserve water and energy, guest rooms have a timer control connected to the key card system. This turns off the electricity when the room is empty. All rooms have energy-efficient lights, and aerators are fitted on faucets to restrict the water flow (The Fairmont Dubai, n.d). 
Many hotels in the UAE have tried to preserve culture and traditions. The Taj Palace, for example, provides Iftar in part of its lobby during Ramadan. Its décor is Islamic, and it also provides Arabic hospitality and food (UAE Government News, 2013). Many hotels have been designed to showcase Arabic traditions and culture, including Dar Al Masyaf, Jumerah Mina A’salam, and Bab Al Shams ( “Madinat Jumeirah,” n. d.; “Bab Al Shams Desert Resort & Spa,” n. d). Sofitel Palm Jumeirah was designed with 7,500sqm of thatched roofs (The outdoor show,   2013) 
Many hotels provide a luxury lifestyle for their guests, including Burj Al Arab, Burj Khalifa, Emirates Palace Hotel and Etihad Towers. Marble and gold leaf were used to build Burj Al Arab (Burj Al Arab PR and Marketing Department, n. d). The interior of the Emirates Palace Hotel, in Abu Dhabi, is lit by over 1,000 crystal chandeliers from Austria. It also has more than 755 plasma screens, and each room has a touch screen to operate the lights and air conditioning and access other entertainment such as the hotel library, with its 8000 books (Tong & Goo, 2008). As a way to thank its guests, Burj Al Arab offers Interactive Customer Experience (ICE) software on 24-carat gold iPads provided on check-in. These work as a virtual concierge, making it the first hotel in the world to provide such a high-luxury service to its customers (Burj Al Arab Marketing and PR Department, 2013).
Classification Manual that was developed under the former Abu Dhabi Tourism Authority (ADTA), which became an integral part of Abu Dhabi Tourism & Culture Authority (TCA Abu Dhabi), indicated that the time frame is established depending on weather the classified element is in the essential or necessary category. For instance the element in the essential class is vital to the operation of a property such as the size of the bed.  However, element that is classified as a necessary is considered to be important but a property can operate if it is not 100%, such as guest rooms stationary. The weighting is consistent with the international scoring system of Switzerland, Scotland, New Zealand as well as Lebanon system, with some minor changes that makes it suitable to the country. To determine the classification rating of the hotels, a particular numbers of point should be met. For instance, for a 4-star hotels, the total score should be in the 700-799 range, while for one star hotels, the total points should be between 400-499 points ( Abu Dhabi Tourism Authority, 2005). 
At Jumeriah  Al Qasr Hotels, one of the luxury and five stars hotels in the UAE, rich facilities and amenities are offered for the customers.  The guests can choose between different options of rooms, depending on the budget and the preferences. Examples of Jumeriah Al Qasr Hotels’ rooms are arabian deluxe, executive ocean, superior junior ocean suite, presidential suits and royal suite. The prices of the rooms vary, during the occasion and weekend the prices are high, while in the weak days the prices range from 10000 - 12000 AED per day for presidential suite and 12000 - 15000 AED for royal suite, which increase at the occasions (Jumeriah  Al Qasr Hotels, n. d). The prices in Burj Al Arab, another hotel that is operated by Jumeriah Company, range from 20000 - 25000 AED per night for presidential suite in the weekend (Burj Al Arab Jumeirah, n. d).  Emirates Palace Hotels, another five star luxury hotel located in Abu Dhabi have different choices of rooms and suits, each has different design. The prices of the rooms during the weekend range from 12000 - 32000 AED per night for palace suite (Emirates Palace Hotels, n. d). All of these prices are changeable based on seasons and rooms occupancy. 
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The main objective of this study was to examine the relationships between service innovation and organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, resistance to change, work engagement, and organizational conflict. This section therefore provides an overview of service innovation, to improve understanding of the main research constructs.
Innovation has been defined as the development and implementation of new ideas in an organized order and a systemic set of managed activities. And as long as people perceive an idea as new to them, it is innovative even if it exists somewhere else (Van Gorp, 2012). Innovation is significant in both manufacturing and service sectors, and in different sizes of organizations. Tidd et al. (2005) categorized innovation into four groups, product, process, position, and paradigm. Service innovation is considered to be type of product innovation (Damanpour & Gopalakrishnan, 2001).
The importance of service innovation has recently become of interest to academic researchers (Miles, 2008). It has been defined as a type of product innovation that includes the introduction of a new service or the significant improvement in the characteristics or use of an existing service (Oecd, 2005). Another definition of service innovation stated that it is making useful changes in a service to meet customers’ needs (O’Sullivan & Dooley, 2009).
The scope of service innovation has been expanded to include different areas of organizations (Peng & Lai, 2014). Peng and Lai (2014) added that the concept of service innovation includes management of service innovation, innovation in service channels, innovation in service systems and organizational innovation. Service innovation is any innovation in the service system that focuses on the customers who benefit from it (Landua & Rosenberg, 1986). Normann (1991) conducted a study on service innovation management and found that service innovation is composed of an idea and a delivery system. The 4D service innovation model proposed by Bilderbeek et al. (1998) suggests that there are four dimensions of service innovation: innovation in the service concept, innovation in the service delivery system, innovation in the customer interface, and technological innovation. Miles (2008) divided service innovation into innovation in the service content, organizational innovation and process innovation. 
Service innovation enables an organization to gain and sustain competitive advantage. It reduces the danger of commoditization, helps service organizations outperform their competitors, creates opportunities to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of the delivery process, and supports the introduction of novel service concepts (Giannopoulou et al, 2014). Many researchers have suggested that organizational performance could be improved by service innovation and differentiation (Allen & Helms, 2006;  Frohwein & Hansjurgens, 2005;  Grawe et al, 2009 Hilman, 2009). It has been argued that hotels need service innovation to meet customer demand for novelty, and so sustain their current market and create new business (Kaliappen & Hilman, 2014). Innovative products and services may also be developed in response to customer suggestions, which will also enhance business performance (Kumar et al., 2011). 
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Innovation and creativity in organizations have become important concepts in the literature. Many academics and practitioners are interested, particularly in the relationship between innovation culture and organizational performance (Christensen & Raynor, 2003; Govindarajan and Trimble, 2005; Hamel, 2002; Hammer, 2004; Senge and Carstedt, 2001). Some researchers have suggested that innovation is a competitive advantage differentiator (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). Innovation levels in an organization are related to the organization’s culture, especially the level of participative decision-making and learning development (Hurley & Hult, 1998). Culture drives organizational actions, so it is an essential element in sustainability and operational continuity (Chang & Lin, 2007). It therefore influences organizational outcomes, such as profitability, productivity, and innovativeness (Uzkurt et al, 2013).  Through shared cultural values within an organization, employees can solve problems such as environmental adaptation, coordination, and internal integration (Blackwell, 2006; Furnham and Gunter, 1993). Innovation has become an essential enabler for organizations to adapt to environmental change and obtain a sustainable competitive advantage (Panayotopoulou & Papalexandri, 2004).
Organizational culture reflects the nature of the organization’s internal activities (Lundy & Cowling, 1996). It was defined by Deshpande and Webster (1989), as “shared values and beliefs which provide both insights for organizational functioning as well as norms for behaviors”. It has also been described as “the sum of the main assumptions which are adopted by employees of the organization” (Martins & Terblanche, 2003). Support for innovation was defined by West (1990) as “the expectation, approval and practical support of attempts to introduce new and improved ways of doing things in the work environment” (p. 38). Ruiz-Moreno et al. (2008) stated that support for innovation is important in organizational performance. Creativity can be influenced and supported by employees’ psychological perceptions about their working environment (Amabile et al, 1996). Parker et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis found a relationship between perceptions of organizational climate and work attitudes, motivation, and performance. Damanpour (1991) stated that work environment is particularly significant for innovation research. Burningham and West (1995) studied team innovation in an oil company, examining 50 members of 13 teams. The study suggested that support for innovation had a strong positive relationship with work team innovation. Employee perceptions of support for innovation were found to be positively influenced when the organizational environment was cohesive and supportive, and provided essential recognition (Montes et al, 2004). Reward does not seem to be the main factor in enhancing innovation within an organization. Instead, innovation is increased when employees consider that their organization values them and takes care of them (Eisenberger et al, 1990). A study by Chandler, Keller, and Lyon (2000) in medium-sized manufacturing firms, however, suggests that innovation culture has a positive relationship with supervisory support and reward system support.
In organizational cultures that encourage creativity, problems are more likely to be defined and solved using innovative methods (Lock &  Kirkpatrick, 1995). Those organizational cultures are keen to encourage, support, and implement creative solutions (Martins & Terblanche, 2003). As a result of the culture, innovations will be absorbed successfully into the organization (Syrett , 1997; O’Reilly & Tushman, 1997). Organizational capacity to absorb innovation and management processes for doing so are significant factors in organizational success (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1997). Martins and Terblanche (2003) stated that innovation behavior is influenced by organizational culture in two ways. Organizational culture influences an individual’s socialization process, as they learn how to act and behave according to the culture. Organizational culture also has an effect on the beliefs, values, and assumptions which influence organizational structure, management practice, policies and procedures. Lack of cohesion is an obstacle to individuals’ abilities to generate innovative solutions (Lovelace et al., 2001). Lack of agreement amongst employees in an organization is an indicator of individuals’ commitment to their positions, which is a barrier to achieving harmony (Dougherty, 1992).
Perceptions of management support for innovation are influenced by organizational climate (García‐Morales, & Llorens‐Montes, 2008; Murphy and Southey, 2003; Ruiz‐Moreno, 2008). According to Schneider et al. (1994), organizational climate has four dimensions, the nature of the organizational hierarchy, interpersonal relations, work, and management support and rewards. Chandler et al. (2000) suggested that an organizational climate that employees perceive as supporting innovation has three elements: management support, compensation and recognition system, and perception of workload pressures. Some scholars have suggested that speciﬁc levels of workload pressures can positively affect the work (Andrews & Farris, 1972; Amabile et al., 1996). According to Amabile et al. (1996), there are two kinds of workload pressures, excessive workload and challenge. Excessive workload has a negative impact, especially when employees feel that it has been established simply to control them. A challenging workload has a positive impact, because employees perceive it as important for project achievement.
Organizational support for innovation has a positive impact on constructs such as employee engagement and organizational trust. Social support within the organization has a positive association with engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Another study conducted by Bakker and Demerouti (2008) suggested that resources can play a positive role in enhancing engagement. A study by Van Gorp (2012) investigated employee perceptions of organizational support for innovation in a nonprofit credit union in the USA. It found that organizational support for innovation has an indirect positive relationship with engagement: when engagement increased, so did organizational support for innovation and vice versa. Sulea et al. (2012) found that perceived organizational support and engagement were positively related, so increasing organizational support was linked to increased engagement.
The relationship between organizational support for innovation and organizational trust has been studied in several different contexts. In Van Gorp’s (2012) study in a nonprofit organization, organizational trust and organizational support for innovation had a positive relationship: as one increased, so did the other. Another study looked at trust and support for innovation among faculty members in a school, and found that they were positively related (Jensen, 2006). Lee (2009), studying faculty members in a US university, also found a positive association between organizational trust and support for innovation, as did Vineburgh (2010). We can conclude that organizational trust and organizational support for innovation are positively related.

[bookmark: _Toc452280394] Resistance to Change
Research indicates that the rate of failure of change initiatives in organizations is between 30% and 60% (Gilley et al., 2009), although other researchers have reported much higher rates. One study, for example, found a 70% failure rate of change projects in several industries in the US and UK (Eaton, 2010). One of the most common obstacles to organizational change is employee resistance (Ceptureanu, 2015d). It has been suggested that this high failure rate may be solely as a result of employee resistance to change (Ijaz & Vitalis, 2011), and resistance is certainly one of the main obstacles encountered in implementing change, and one of the major causes of failure (Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979; Lippert & Davis, 2006; Smith, 2013). In one study (Fernandes et al,  2013), resistance to change was negatively related to the performance of individuals in the sales team.
Even if the organizational change strategy is well-planned, it may face unintended consequences (Jian, 2007). Employees’ reactions to organizational change are influenced by their perceptions of change processes and outcomes (Brockner et al., 1992). Resistance to change is one possible reaction (Smith, 2013). Employee resistance to change is driven by feelings of fear of failure, loss of control, and uncertainty (Ashford et al., 1989, Coch & French, 1948, Oreg, 2003). Lower levels of employee acceptance of change increase turnover intention and decrease job satisfaction (Wangberg & Banas, 2002). Successful management of change depends on several factors: the organization’s vision and mission, its structure, availability of resources, and the willingness of employees to achieve change-related aims (Brisson-Banks, 2010).
The success of any organizational change depends primarily on how affected employees perceive and react to it (Carr et al 1996). Organizational change includes moving from a known to an unknown position (Agboola & Salawu, 2011). Employees’ perceptions of and reactions to change can be either positive or negative. A positive reaction will give them a commitment to change, and a negative reaction will lead to resistance (Agboola & Salawu, 2011). McLean (2006) stated that individuals do not resist change itself. Instead, they resist its negative consequences or undesirable implications. Kotter and Schlesinger (1979) suggested that there are four main reasons for resistance to change: misunderstanding the change; a desire not to lose something valuable, such as a job or lifestyle; a belief that the change will not have a positive effect on the organization; and a low tolerance of change. The ability to implement change properly and manage resistance effectively is crucial to organizational survival. Carr et al. (1996) stated that resistance to change is basically an effort to sustain the status quo. It is a barrier that arises for many reasons, including organizational politics, abuse of power, organizational culture, inadequate resources, and lack of employee trust toward management (Graetz et al, 2006).
In many cases, employees at different organizational levels, including management, do not have the motivation or experience to recognize that change is urgently required, so they may resist it (Erwin, 2009). Ford et al. (2008) suggested the main reasons for resistance to change are trust violations and broken agreements. They also suggested that when organizations manage to repair broken relationships, they are less likely to see resistance to change. According to Erwin (2009), employees worry about career stability and growth, and resistance to change becomes more important in the later phases of a change process. Erwin added that many employees fear that they will lose their jobs, while others lack willingness or ability to learn new skills. Lack of communication also increases resistance to change (Ford et al., 2008). Resistance can also be considered a form of conflict, so improving the communication can also improve the quality of management decisions.
Van Gorp (2012) defined resistance to change as employee characteristics that challenged innovative organizational developments. Oreg (2003) developed a Resistance to Change (RTC) scale to measure individual dispositional inclination to change. The RTC scale measures four aspects of resistance to change: routine-seeking, emotional reaction, cognitive rigidity, and short-term focus. Oreg’s research shows that employees with a high score RTC scale are more likely to resist working on innovative initiatives and less likely to be involved in change projects (Van Gorp, 2012). According to Lee (2009), faculty members with a high level of dispositional resistance to change are less likely to support innovation.
Resistance to change is also associated with other obstacles to innovation, and particularly organizational conflict. Implementing change and innovation frequently cause conflict as well as resistance to change. These negative reactions affect employee attitudes and behaviors (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Events that create conflict between employees are particularly likely to result in negative emotional reactions (Chen & Ayoko, 2012). Researchers (e.g. Jordan and Troth, 2004) have found that conﬂict is associated with emotions, which create employee reactions, including resistance to change (Chen & Ayoko, 2012). Managing conflict properly by reducing the level of resistance to change will result in more successful implementation of innovation and change (Raza & Standing, 2011).
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Trust can be investigated at several different levels and areas, such as interpersonal and organizational levels, or social and international levels (Rana et al., 2015). Trust within an organization is an important factor in enhancing creativity and innovation, and managing conflict. It also builds and maintains cooperative and productive behaviors in the work place. A high level of organizational trust among employees is considered a competitive advantage (Kalyal et al., 2008). In organizations with a high level of trust between employees and organization, employees have high levels of motivation to work individually and in teams. They also tend to be very responsible and put in discretionary effort (Mangundjaya, 2015). Trust at different levels of an organization can have different effects on the organization. For example, trust between employees and top management will result in organizational commitment. Trust between employees and their immediate supervisor affects performance and job satisfaction (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Trust is a significant factor in organizational change (Kaneshiro, 2008).
The important role of interpersonal trust in sustaining organizational and team effectiveness has gained increasing recognition over time (Gillespie & Mann, 2004). Trust between employees and superiors is related to several productivity-related outcomes and processes such as organizational citizenship behavior, discretionary effort, organizational commitment and employee turnover rate (Gillespie & Mann, 2004). Many studies have found a positive relationship between organizational trust and other positive work outcomes including productivity (Musacco, 2000), organizational effectiveness (Laschinger et al., 2000), proactive behavior (Parker et al., 2006), interpersonal citizenship behavior (Dolan et al., 2005; Lester & Brower, 2003; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002), and job satisfaction (Lee & Teo, 2005). Other studies have suggested that trust is linked to better levels of performance (Dirks, 2000) and effective team processes (Jones & George, 1998). Trust also has a positive relationship with organizational survival, innovation, proﬁt, and many constructive employee perceptions and behaviors (Shockley-Zalabak et al., 1999).
The concept of trust has been investigated extensively across a range of disciplines, including history, political science, management, economy, marketing, philosophy, psychology, sociology, and anthropology. All shared a common view of the concept of trust as a belief or positive expectations (Paliszkiewicz, 2011). Many studies have divided trust into cognitive and emotional aspects. Cognitive trust is based on having good reasons to trust others and depend on personal opinions about them. Emotional trust is primarily based on emotions, which come from building emotional bonds between people and establishing mutual relevance and involvement (Chowdhury, 2005; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; McAllister, 1995;). Organizational trust has also been studied from two main angles, interpersonal and institutional trust (Isik et al, 2015). Interpersonal trust is a positive expectation of one party, based on the actions of another (Hosmer, 1995). Institutional trust is common rules shared between the members of a group, which are enhanced by appropriate, collaborative and honest behaviors (Fukuyama, 1995). Organizational trust has three major dimensions, trust in workplace, trust in co-workers, and trust in management (Isik et al., 2015).
Trust in management is the workers’ ability to express work-related difficulties and problems without feeling anxious that they will face negative consequences (Fulk et al., 1985). Employees’ trust in their workplace comes from a feeling of being appreciated and valued by their organizations, and often results from efficient reward systems and effective resource utilization (Nyhan, 2000). Trust in workplace mainly focuses on more general values that affect the organizational environment, such as organizational justice and perceived organizational support, while trust in management focuses more on specific values such as the individual manager’s capabilities, morality and usefulness (Isik et al., 2015). Trust in management enhances innovative behaviors and has a positive effect on employee satisfaction, while trust in workplace has a positive effect on organizational commitment and employee turnover (Tan et al., 2009). 
Trust in co-workers is a two-way relationship. Both parties are expected to be reliable, honest, fair, helpful, and do their work properly (Isik et al., 2015). Yeh (2007) stated that trust in co-workers depends on co-workers having characteristics such as competency, reliability, fairness and honesty. Organizational trust is established by harmonizing with the values, attitude, emotions and knowledge of the organization’s members (Jones & George, 1998). In a study conducted by Costa (2002), trust was found to positively affect team performance. The same study suggested that trust has a positive relationship with team effectiveness factors including team satisfaction and relational commitment, and a negative relationship with stress. Hakanen and Soudunsaari (2012) conducted a study to investigate how to manage trust properly to enhance team performance. They found that trust positively affects teamwork. They also suggested that trust levels and team performance can be increased by collaboration and teamwork, and that there was a significant positive relationship between trust and team performance.
Trust is defined as employee expectations about the process and system competency, reliability, effectiveness, and efficiency (Van Gorp, 2012). Mayer et al. (1995) defined organizational trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (p. 1).
Individuals normally develop trust in organizations and people in a similar way, looking at behaviors, contexts, capacities, and intentions (Nooteboom, 2003). Employees tend to determine organizational intentions by systems, communications, and actions (Van Gorp, 2012). Organizational and interpersonal trust are intertwined; Nooteboom (2003) stated that to transfer personal trust to the organization, trustworthy individuals must be supported by their superiors, positions, and authorities. To transfer organizational trust to individuals, those involved need to abide by organizational rules and demonstrate trustworthy conduct.
Kramer (1999) found that organizational trust depends on six elements, history, disposition, intermediaries, categories, roles, and rules. According to Ellonen et al. (2008), institutional trust relies on vision, strategies, structures, competencies, processes, and policies within an organization. Kramer (1999) suggested that organizational structures have a strong effect on minimizing monitoring and transaction costs, and help to construct an environment that builds interpersonal relationships of trust between individuals.
One of the ways to build a relationship between trust and innovation is through risk-taking (Van Gorp, 2012). Innovators need to be trusted to be willing to share their ideas, and inventors are willing to disclose their concepts to trusted people (Hosmer, 1994). When novel and valuable ideas are disclosed, they lose their power as a bargaining chip, so trust is important in supporting willingness to share ideas, and establish innovation (Hosmer, 1994).
Trust is considered significant in realizing innovation (Van Gorp, 2012). Ruppel and Harrington (2000) examined the relations between just, right and fair treatment of employees, and commitment, trust, and innovation. They found a positive relationship between an organizational environment of trust and innovation and commitment. The same study suggested that organizational leaders have to establish open communication, justice, and fair treatment to increase innovation within the organization. Tan et al, (2000) found that when employee trust in their managers is high, they tend to be more innovative.
Clegg et al. (2002) used the phrase “innovation trust” to refer to the relationship between innovation and trust. They defined it as “an expectancy of reasonable and positive reactions by others in response to individual innovation attempts” (p. 3). Van Gorp (2012) drew on this definition to explain that when employees expect positive reactions and responses from their organization, they will come up with more creative ideas and innovations. The likelihood of coming up with novel ideas will increase when employees expect to share the benefits of innovation (Clegg et al. 2002).
Organizational trust has a negative relationship with constructs such as organizational conflict and resistance to change. Many quantitative and qualitative studies, such as Barker (1994) and Langfred (2007), have examined the relationship between trust and conflict between employees in teams and organizations. Trust-related studies have concentrated on the impact of trust on individual and group conﬂict processes (Chen & Ayoko, 2012). Trust decreases conflict levels, increases the positive results of task conﬂict and decreases the negative impact of relationship conﬂict (Simons & Peterson, 2000). It has been suggested that conﬂict is a result of low levels of trust (Tidd et al., 2004). Lauring & Selmer (2012) found that the relationship between group trust and openness to diversity was positive, and between conflict and openness to diversity was negative. At the interpersonal level, conflict is likely to be avoided or reduced by individuals who hold a high level of trust. Conflict is more likely to be greater when the level of trust between individuals is low (Zaheer et al., 1998). Han & Harms (2010) tested the relationships between trust and each of relationship and task conflict. They found that trust was negatively related to task conflict and relationship conflict.
In the last few years, competition in different markets has increased, and to survive, organizations need to satisfy customers’ needs by making changes to products and processes (Mangundjaya, 2015).Many organizational change projects have failed, and it is generally agreed that the failure rate of organizational change projects is probably more than 50% (Etschmaier, 2010). Employee commitment to change is one of the main factors in successful organizational change. Trust among employees can create commitment and reduce resistance to change (Mangundjaya, 2015). Trust in the immediate supervisor influences organizational change positively by decreasing the level of resistance to change among employees (Ertürk, 2008). In a study on financial firms in Indonesia, Mangundjaya (2015) found that the relationship between organizational trust and commitment to change was positive and significant. The same study suggested that a low level of trust might causes obstacles in implementing organizational change, such as resistance to change. Oreg (2006) found that trust in management and resistance to change were negatively associated, so resistance may result from lack of trust in management. Oreg stated that lack of trust in management was related to negative behaviors such as anxiety, anger, and fighting against change.
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Work engagement has become a significant area of research, because it has redefined the relationship between individual and organization, and contributes to satisfaction, loyalty, and performance (Schohat & Vigoda-Gadot, 2010). Having skilled and competent staff is not enough; organizations also have to engage their staff emotionally and physically in their jobs (Bakker & Leiter, 2010). Employee engagement is key to achieving and sustaining competitive advantage (Agarwal, 2014).
Many scholars have suggested that engaged employees can add value at different organizational levels. In the past few years, human resources leaders have focused on this concept (Gruman & Saks, 2011). Employee engagement has a relationship with several positive corporate outcomes, including increased productivity, loyalty, and customer satisfaction. Employee engagement also plays an important role in reducing employee turnover (Harter et al., 2002). When employees have high levels of work engagement, they are more likely to achieve high levels of performance, commitment, satisfaction and organizational citizenship behaviors. High levels of engagement also result in improved employee health and well-being (Chughtai & Buckley, 2013).
Employee engagement is an individual’s involvement in their work, or satisfaction and enthusiasm for doing their job (Harter et al, 2002). It is a heightened emotional connection to an job that goes beyond satisfaction (Gubman, 1998, 2003). Employees’ emotional commitment enables them to produce or deliver products or services that give their organization a sustainable competitive advantage (Katzenbach, 2000). Engaged employees spend considerably more time at work being productive, rather than reading the papers, gossiping or surfing the web. Engaged employees are more willing and able to learn. They are in a cycle of building knowledge and skills and finding challenging work to meet their increasing ability (Csikszentmihalyi & Hunter, 2003).
Earlier research on employee motivation suggested that employee engagement is a form of intrinsic motivation (Alderfer, 1969; Herzberg, 1966; Maslow, 1943; McGregor, 1960). Intrinsic behavior occurs for its own sake, rather than to obtain material or social benefits (Bateman & Crant, 2003). Harter et al. (2002) measured engagement by involvement and enthusiasm, and suggested that it is linked to customer satisfaction, customer loyalty, employee turnover, productivity, and profitability. The Gallup Organization’s meta-analysis found that the most productive organizational units have employees doing their best, working with others they like, and having a sense of psychological ownership for the outcomes of their work (Harter et al, 2002). Raphael (2003), however, stated that only 17% of the workforce in any organization are engaged. Another study by Loehr and Groppel (2004) found that 75% of the workforce of most firms are not fully engaged. Gopal (2003) suggested that the cost and percentage of disengaged employees was increasing. Actively disengaged employees cost Singapore’s economy between 4.9 and 6.7 billion dollars annually (Flade, 2003).
Work engagement is part of a wider research field known as positive organizational behavior (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Work engagement has been defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova et al, 2002, p. 74). May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) stated that engagement has several dimensions, notably physical (exerting energy), emotional (happiness), and cognitive (being absorbed). They claimed that achieving full work engagement requires individuals to be engaged in all three dimensions. Aamir Ali Chughtai & Buckley (2011) explained that vigor requires high levels of energy during the work, while dedication refers to the intensity of involvement in the work and feelings of inspiration, pride, and challenge. Absorption is being entirely focused on specific work. According to Bakker and Demerouti (2008), engaged employees are hardworking, enthusiastic about their work, and entirely absorbed in their work activities. Work engagement is considered one of the main constructs enhancing organizational performance ( Chughtai & Buckley, 2011). Previous studies have suggested that work engagement has positive relations with different organizational performance indicators such as innovation (Hakanen et al., 2008), in-role job performance (Rich et al., 2010), ﬁnancial turnover (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009), organizational citizenship behavior (Schaufeli et al., 2006b), and customer loyalty and satisfaction (Salanova et al., 2005). According to Shuck and Wollard (2009, p.2), human resources managers are “consistently ranking the development of an engaged workforce as an organizational priority”.
The differences between engagement and workaholism should be clarified to fully understand work engagement (Van Gorp, 2012). There are obvious difference between work engagement and burnout. One of the main differences is that work engagement is the result of sufficient availability of job resources, while burnout is a result of both insufficient resources and high demands (Chughtai et al, 2015). Work engagement and workaholism share many similar behaviors, such as working hard, but the motivation is different (Schaufeli et al, 2009). One of the motivational differences is that engaged employees are autonomously motivated and workaholic employees are subject to controlled motivation (Van Beek, 2011). Work engagement and workaholism have distinctly different outcomes (Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2009). According to Van Gorp (2012), workaholism causes health problems and results in less satisfaction in life, but engagement has the opposite effect. Workaholics are less likely be highly engaged in work and are prone to burnout (Shimazu et al. 2008; Schaufeli et al., 2009). According to Schaufeli and Bakker (2004), engagement and burnout have a negative relationship.
The relationship between engagement and an innovative climate is positive (Hakanen et al, 2006). Bakker et al. (2007) found that an innovative and supportive organizational climate helped teachers to become more engaged with their work. Bakker and Demerouti (2008) stated that engaged employees are “more creative, more productive, and more willing to go the extra mile” (p. 209). A study conducted among managers of manufacturing and pharmaceutical firms in India (Agarwal, 2014) found that innovative behavior among employees was positively influenced by work engagement. The same study found that trust also increased work engagement. 
Work engagement affects constructs such as organizational trust and resistance to change. Many studies have suggested that employee engagement is related to trust, and has a positive impact on organizational trust. Trust has been conceptualized as an antecedent of employee engagement (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008). Abraham (2012) proposed that trust has a positive effect on employee engagement. Chughtai and Buckley (2013) found that work engagement is likely to be positively affected by high levels of trust in team members. Gupta and Kumar (2015) found that work engagement is determined by justice and trust. Chughtai et al, (2015) found that the relationship between trust in supervisor and work engagement is positive, so that when trust in supervisor increases, so does the level of employee engagement. The same study found that the relationship between ethical leadership and work engagement was mediated by trust in supervisor. Based on social exchange theory, Ugwu et al. (2014) hypothesized that organizational trust and work engagement are associated. They explained that when employees trust their organization, they are likely to be engaged in their jobs. They found that organizational trust and employee engagement were positively related.
Work engagement has a negative impact on resistance to change. Employee resistance and work engagement are important factors during organizational change projects. Employee resistance is an obstacle to the implementation of change, and work engagement is an enabler (Avey et al., 2008). Many scholars have suggested that increasing employees’ work engagement will help managers to overcome resistance to change (Van Gorp, 2012). Van Gorp (2012) found that work engagement and resistance to change have a negative association, and conflict has a positive relationship with resistance to change.
[bookmark: _Toc452280397]Organizational Conflict
Conﬂict has become one of the most common social phenomena in organizations (Xiao-Hong et al ,  2012). It has also become an important issue in team and group work. Scholars have studied organizational conflict from different angles, including task, relationship, and process conflict (Chen & Ayoko, 2012). Development in organizations can be threatened by friction among employees, conﬂicts between departments, and clashes between organizations (Wall & Callister, 1995; Jehn, 1997). Interpersonal conﬂict influences relationships at work (Barki & Hartwick, 2001; Rahim, 1983). High levels of conﬂict at work are likely to lead to low levels of job satisfaction, motivation, and employee engagement, and therefore decreased performance (Xiao-Hong et al., 2012). Modern enterprises have tried to become human-oriented, and create methods for managing interpersonal conﬂicts, to achieve long-term corporate objectives (Xiao-Hong et al., 2012).
Conflict can influence employee innovativeness and productivity positively if it is managed properly. The ‘contingency view’ has been promoted by many scholars (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Lovelace et al., 2001). This states that whether conflict is positive or negative depends on the methods used by employees to manage it (Callanan & Benzing, 2006; Rahim, 1986, 2002; Wall & Callister, 1995). Appropriate management of conﬂict can have a positive impact on interpersonal relationships, problem-solving, creativity, efﬁciency, and proﬁtability (Chen et al., 2005). Mismanaged conﬂict has a negative impact on organizational efﬁciency, productivity, and innovation (Chen et al., 2005; De Church & Marks, 2001; Liu et al., 2008). Song et al. (2006) found that participative and cooperative conﬂict management behaviors build a constructive conﬂict and increase the innovation performance, but dominating and avoiding management conflict behaviors cause destructive conﬂicts and decrease innovation performance. 
Team innovation is the joint development of novel and useful ideas, such as concepts, products, processes, and services within time and budget constraints (Atuahene-Gima, 2003). People have different perspectives on the same issue, based on their knowledge and areas of expertise, and conflict in such situations is unavoidable (He, Ding, & Yang, 2014). Cognitive conflict arises when people have different viewpoints about a specific task or issue (Amason & Schweiger, 1994). Team members usually come up with more creative ideas when cognitive conflict is high. They will therefore produce a more innovative product or service. Cognitive conflict therefore enhances team innovation, since it helps to surface different views of team members and generate a shared solution (Eisenhardt et al., 1997; Jehn, 1995,). Without some conflict, the team working environment will be less innovative, and performance will be lower (Eisenhardt et al., 1997). A study of team innovation by He et al. (2014) found that cognitive and affective conflicts have different effects on team innovation. The effect of cognitive conflict was positive, but affective conflict had a negative effect. This was consistent with previous studies (Amason, 1996; Schweiger et al., 1989).
Affective conflict happens when there are mismatches between different personalities (Amason & Sapienza, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). According to Jehn (1997), affective conflict may result from differences in political views, social occasions, gossip, and hobbies. These disagreements normally distract the team from focusing on a common task, so have a negative effect on decision-making quality, performance, and satisfaction (Amason, 1996; Jehn, 1997). Innovation is affected by affective conflict because of the negative emotions associated, which affect the quality of decision-making and knowledge exchange (Amason, 1996; Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Pelled et al., 1999). Barki and Hartwick (2004) suggested that interpersonal conflicts might cause morale problems and unacceptable behavior within the team. De Dreu (2006) stated that task conflict and innovation have a curvilinear relationship: “at low and high levels of task conflict, work teams are less innovative than at moderate levels” (p. 100). De Clercq et al (2009) claimed that social capital has a moderating effect on the relationship between conflict and innovation.
Montes et al. (2004) explained the relation between conflict and innovation as: “the innovative ability of an organization’s members will depend on how disagreement is managed by the organization. An organizational climate characterized by strong cohesion, open communication and freedom to express opinions is required” (p. 169). Ekvall (1996) studied conflict and debate and their relation to innovation in a creative environment. He suggested that conflict is “the presence of personal and emotional tensions (in contrast to conflicts between ideas) in the organization” (p. 108). He defined useful clashes in expressing opinions and discussing ideas as debate (Ekvall, 1996), and suggested that high levels of conflict within an organization are a barrier to creativity. Van Gorp (2012) stated that organizations that have been successful in developing a creative climate had high levels of debate and low levels of conflict. A high level of debate and low level of conflict are therefore needed to develop a creative environment within an organization. It is, however, often difficult to distinguish between conflict and debate in personal and task conflicts (Ekvall, 1996). Isaksen and Ekvall (2010) studied the relationship between conflict and debate with innovation, they found a relationship of these factors with innovation. Van Gorp (2012) stated that conflict is an obstacle to innovation while debate is a motive for it. 
Managing conflict properly can speed up the process of engaging employees and increase employee engagement levels in a firm (Soieb et al, 2013). Interpersonal conﬂicts within a work place are related to negative behavior, which creates stress, and affects employee satisfaction in their working environment (Sulea et al., 2012). Interpersonal conflict at work is negatively related to work engagement, so employees with high levels of interpersonal conflict at work are less likely to be engaged (Chen et al., 2011). Decreasing interpersonal conflict within an organization might result in increasing work engagement and decreasing burnout (Sliter et al., 2014). Engagement has positive outcomes, while burnout has negative ones.
[bookmark: _Toc452280398]Conclusion
This chapter has described and explained the research constructs, and set them into context, showing their importance in organizational innovation, performance and productivity. It has provided an overview of innovation, types of innovation, and the context of the study, innovative hotels in UAE. The main objective of this research is to study the constructs that affect service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. 
The next chapter covers the research methodology and hypothesis development.

[bookmark: _Toc452280399]Chapter III
[bookmark: _Toc452280400]Research Methodology and Hypothesis Development
[bookmark: _Toc452280401]Introduction
This chapter covers the research methodology and the development of the study hypotheses. It starts with an overview of research methods, distinguishing between quantitative and qualitative methods, and explaining research paradigms, and the reasons for choosing a quantitative method for this study. After stating the research questions, it explains the development of the research hypotheses by reviewing previous studies. It then explains the measurement scales used and the systems for data collection and data analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc452280402]Overview of the Research Methods
Research methodology has been defined as “the theory of how research should be undertaken, including the theoretical and philosophical assumptions upon which research is based and the implications of these for the method or methods adopted” (Saunders et al., 2007,p. 602). Saunders et al. (2007) stated that the research philosophy requires an individual assumptions regarding the methods of building the research approach. Research paradigm has an influence on the research questions, research methodology, data collection, and data analysis (Maylor & Blackmon, 2005).  
Many scholars have discussed the distinctions between qualitative and quantitative research methods (Glaser & Strauss, 2009; Potter & Wetherell, 1987). The main issue is the distinction between numerical and non-numeric data. Qualitative data include observations, for example of experience, locations or levels of intelligence. In quantitative research, the researcher can quantify these observations, for example, by using an IQ test to measure intelligence. Qualitative research is usually used to develop a deeper understanding of a phenomena, behavior, attitude, or experience (Potter & Wetherell, 1987). It is also used to answer the question “why?”. Quantitative research is normally used to study relationships between variables, and answers the question “what?” (Glaser & Straus, 2009).
Mixed methods research uses combination of quantitative and qualitative methods in a single study or a longitudinal program of inquiry (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). It involves sampling strategies, data collection and analysis, findings synthesis, and integration and reporting (Creswell et al., 2003). Some of the researchers have considered mixed methods research to be a philosophical framework that influences the entire research process (Tashakkorri & Teddlie, 1998). Other researchers have considered it as a data collection and analysis technique (Creswell et al, 2005). Some of the mixed methods research advantages are reducing the limitations of single methods, increased validity, accessibility and flexibility, and producing more knowledge ( Babbie, 2010).
A paradigm has been defined as a set of systematic beliefs or a fundamental model used in organizing assumptions, observations and reasoning (Allwood, 2012). A positivist paradigm is used in quantitative research, while qualitative research draws on a phenomenological paradigm (Firestone, 1987). To understand both paradigms, we also need to understand ontology and epistemology. Ontology has been defined as the nature of reality (Hudson and Ozanne, 1988), and epistemology is the relationship between the researcher and reality (Carson et al., 2001).
Epistemology is the philosophy of knowing, and the study of the nature and justification of knowledge (Schwandt, 2001). Positivism is part of epistemology. Positivism suggests that knowledge and facts emerge from observations, including measurements (Lather, 1991; Gough, 2002). A deductive approach is normally used in positivist research (Crowther & Lancaster, 2008). Positivist paradigm research is dependent on facts, and the world is considered to be external and objective. The researcher is taken to be independent in positivist research, so the study is expected to be purely objective. This means that the researcher tends to have fewer interactions with research participants (Wilson, 2010). The role of the researcher in positivist research is mainly collecting, analyzing and interpreting statistical data, using an objective method. The findings of positivist research are quantifiable and observable (Collins, 2010). 
Phenomenology focuses on studying the meaning and is usually dependent on human interest. This philosophy often leads to an inductive research approach (Crowther & Lancaster, 2008). Interpretivism suggests that reality is various, multiple, and relative (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988). These various realities depend on other classifications of meanings. The researcher will therefore face difficulties in interpreting findings in terms of fixed realities (Neuman, 2000). It is a socially-constructed approach, with multiple interpretations and representations (Merriam, 2002). In the interpretivist paradigm, the research structure is more personal and flexible, and aims to study multiple meanings in human interactions. It considers perception to be reality (Carson et al., 2001). The researcher’s role in interpretivism is completely different from positivism. Here, the researcher is interdependent and directly interacts with the research participants. The researcher enters the field with some knowledge of the topic, but this knowledge is assumed to be limited, because of the variety, complexity, and unpredictability of other people’s perceptions. Interpretivist researchers have to be open to new knowledge obtained during the research and develop it with the help of the participants (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988).



[bookmark: _Toc452280403]Justification for Using Quantitative Research Methods
Quantitative research method employs a well-structured questionnaire that mostly includes a closed questions such as Likert-type scale. In quantitative research method a researcher gathers numerical data, analyze it, and generalize it across groups of people. There are many ways to collect a data in the quantitative research method such as online survey, telephone survey, paper based survey, or by manipulating pre-existing statistical data using computational techniques. There are many characteristics of the quantitative research method such as using structured instruments to gather the data, appropriate sample size is a representative of the entire population, and the research data are in form of numbers and statistics (Babbie, 2010; Bryman, 2015; Creswell, 2013).
Quantitative research method is used to test theories and hypothesis, compare data in systematic way, and to make a generalization to the entire population. There are few objectives and purposes to use quantitative research method such as to quantify data and generalize the results, to measure the occurrence of various opinions. Quantitative research method has larger sample size than qualitative research method. There many sources of quantitative data including survey, observation, and secondary data such as organization bank account. Quantitative data can be analyzed by various techniques such as tests of correlation, cluster analysis, hypothesis testing and structural equation modelling. Its findings are descriptive and conclusive in nature (Babbie, 2010; Bryman, 2015; Creswell, 2013).
This study used a quantitative research method to study constructs associated with service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. This method drew on a positivism paradigm. This is because the study constructs had been previously investigated in different contexts. They are well understood, so there was no need to use qualitative methods to understand their meaning (Potter & Wetherell, 1987). The main objective of the research was to study the associations between constructs related to service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE. Testing and measuring relationships requires a quantitative research method (Glaser & Straus, 2009). The study’s research questions started with “What?”, suggesting that a quantitative research method is appropriate (Glaser & Straus, 2009). 
This study used quantitative research method to test the research model and the research hypotheses. Quantitative research is more objective and reliable, and the researcher is independent (Wilson, 2010). Quantitative research often decreases and restructure a complex issue to a limited number of constructs. It is also assumes sample is representative for the entire population (Babbie, 2010). In the quantitative research method the results provide statistical results that show number of people feel, think, and behave in certain way (Creswell, 2013). Finally, this study focuses more on describing and explaining rather than understanding and interpreting, so again, quantitative methods are more suitable (Collins, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc452280404]Research Questions
This study aimed to answer these three research questions:
1. What are the factors that are positively associated with service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE?
2. What are the factors that are negatively associated with, and so might be an obstacle to, service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE?
3. What are the factors that are indirectly associated with service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE?

[bookmark: _Toc452280405]Hypotheses Development
This section describes the development of the research hypotheses, based on previous studies that have tested the relationships between the study constructs. The research hypotheses were also developed based on the model proposed for this study. The study constructs are service innovation, organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, resistance to change, work engagement, and organization conflict. Table 1 shows the research hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc452280406]Organizational Support for Innovation and Service Innovation
The relationship between organizational support for innovation and innovation has been extensively studied. It is considered to be positive, so that organizational support for innovation increases service innovation. Scott and Bruce (1994) showed that the perception of support for innovation was positively related to innovative behaviour. Another study found the relationship between organizational culture and innovation was significantly positive, as was the relationship between innovation and performance (Uzkurt et al,  2013). The same study found that innovation mediates the relationship between organizational culture and firm performance, and concluded that an innovative organizational culture encourages innovation. This study therefore hypothesized that the relationship between organizational support for innovation and service innovation would be significantly positive. 
Hypothesis 1: Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with service innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc452280407]Resistance to Change and Service Innovation
Some studies have suggested that resistance to change has a negative relationship with innovation (Lee, 2009; Oreg, 2003). While others have suggested that it has no impact (Madrid-Guijarro,et al., 2009). This study draws on the first view. People with a high level of resistance to change scale have been found to be more likely to resist participating in innovation initiatives and less likely to be involved in voluntary change (Oreg, 2003). Lee (2009) found that faculty members with a high level of dispositional resistance to change were less likely to support innovation. This study therefore hypothesized that resistance to change was likely to be negatively related to service innovation.
Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant negative relationship between resistance to change and service innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc452280408]Organizational Trust and Service Innovation
The majority of previous studies have found a positive relationship between organizational trust and service innovation. Trust in immediate supervisors was found to be positively correlated with product innovation performance ( Cheng et al , 2014). Another study found that openness to innovation was positively related to organizational trust (Isik et al, 2015). Ruppel and Harrington (2000) showed a positive relationship between employee trust and innovation. According to Ellonen et al. (2008), “there is substantial support for the assumption that high levels of trust have a positive effect on the effectiveness and quality of organisational knowledge sharing and innovation” (p. 165). The third hypothesis therefore states that organizational trust and service innovation are positively associated.
Hypothesis 3: There will be a significant positive association between organizational trust and service innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc452280409]Work Engagement and Service Innovation
The literature shows that the relationship between work engagement and innovation is positive (Hakanen et al., 2008; Krueger and Killham, 2006). When work engagement is increased, service innovation is also likely to increase. Work engagement is positively associated with many indicators of organizational performance, including innovation, with a positive correlation between work engagement and work-unit innovativeness (Hakanen et al., 2008). A Gallup poll found that engagement in the workplace encourages employees to think creatively, increasing customer satisfaction (Krueger & Killham, 2006). When employees think creatively, they assist their organizations to develop innovations. It has therefore been hypothesized that work engagement is positively associated with service innovation. 
Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant positive association between work engagement and service innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc452280410]Organizational Conflict and Service Innovation
Previous studies have shown different relationships between conflict and innovation. Some have found that conflict has a positive impact on innovation if it is managed properly. Others have found that a high level of conflict negatively affects innovation. He et al. (2014) stated that affective conflict is negatively related to team innovation, but cognitive conflict is positively related to it. Ekvall (1996) found that high levels of organizational conflict are an obstacle to developing a creative organization. This study took the view of a negative relationship between organizational conflict and innovation and hypothesized that organizational conflict would have a negative association with service innovation.
Hypothesis 5: There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational conflict and service innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc452280411]Organizational Support for Innovation and Organizational Trust
Early studies suggested that organizational trust and organizational support for innovation were positively related (Jensen, 2006; Van Gorp, 2012; Vineburgh, 2010). An increase in organizational trust will result in increasing organizational support for innovation. Van Gorp (2012) found that organizational trust has a positive relationship with organizational support for innovation. Jensen (2006) found a positive relationship between trust and support for innovation, as did Vineburgh (2010). This study therefore hypothesized that organizational support for innovation and organizational trust are positively associated.
Hypothesis 6: Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with organizational trust.
[bookmark: _Toc452280412]Organizational Support for Innovation and Work Engagement
The literature shows that organizational support for innovation and work engagement are positively associated. For example, Sulea et al. (2012) found that the relationship between perceived organizational support and work engagement is positive. Van Gorp (2012) stated that organizational support for innovation and work engagement are positively associated. It has therefore been hypothesized that organizational support for innovation and employee engagement are positively associated.
Hypothesis 7: Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with work engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc452280413]Organizational Trust and Resistance to Change 
Previous studies suggest that organizational trust has a negative relationship with resistance to change. For example, Carlstrom & Olsson (2014) found that trust and resistance to change were negatively related. Oreg (2006) found that trust in management has a negative association with resistance to change. It has therefore been hypothesized that organizational trust has a negative association with resistance to change. 
Hypothesis 8: There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational trust and resistance to change.
[bookmark: _Toc452280414]Organizational Trust and Work Engagement
Previous studies have found that organizational trust has a positive correlation with work engagement. For example, Chughtai et al. (2015) found that trust in the immediate supervisor is positively related to work engagement. Chughtai & Buckley (2013) found that a high level of trust in the team is likely to have a positive influence on work engagement. Finally, Ugwu et al. (2014) found a positive relationship between organizational trust and work engagement. This study therefore hypothesized that organizational trust is positively associated with work engagement.
Hypothesis 9: Organizational trust will have a positive and significant relationship with work engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc452280415]Organizational Trust and Organizational Conflict
The literature shows that organizational trust tends to be negatively associated with organizational conflict (Rana et al, 2015). Han & Harms (2010) found that trust and task conflict were negatively related. It has therefore been hypothesized that organizational trust is negatively associated with organizational conflict.
Hypothesis 10: There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational trust and organizational conflict.
[bookmark: _Toc452280416]Resistance to Change and Organizational Conflict
Many studies have found that resistance to change has a positive relationship with organizational conflict. Jordan and Troth (2004) found that conﬂict creates adverse employee reactions to change events, such as resistance to change (Chen & Ayoko, 2012). Raza & Standing (2011) also found a positive relationship between resistance to change and organizational conflict. In this study, it has therefore been hypothesized that resistance to change is positively associated with organizational conflict. 
Hypothesis 11: Resistance to change will have a positive and significant relationship with organizational conflict.
[bookmark: _Toc452280417]Work Engagement and Resistance to Change
Work engagement has been found to have a negative relationship with resistance to change. For example, Avey et al. (2008) suggested that work engagement enables proper implementation of change, while employee resistance has a negative effect on change implementation. Van Gorp (2012) found a negative association between work engagement and resistance to change. This study therefore hypothesized that work engagement is negatively associated with resistance to change. 
Hypothesis 12: There will be a significant negative relationship between work engagement and resistance to change.
[bookmark: _Toc452280418]Work Engagement and Organizational Conflict
Many studies have found that work engagement is negatively associated with organizational conflict. For example, Crawford et al. (2010) found that role conﬂict and work engagement were negatively related. Chen et al. (2011) found that interpersonal conflict and employee engagement were negatively related. This was consistent with Sulea et al. (2012), who found that interpersonal conflict and work engagement were negatively related. This study therefore hypothesized that work engagement is negatively associated with organizational conflict.
Hypothesis 13: There will be a significant negative relationship between work engagement and organizational conflict.













	Table 1: The research hypotheses

	H1
	Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with service innovation.

	H2
	There will be a significant negative relationship between resistance to change and service innovation.

	H3
	There will be a significant positive relationship between organizational trust and service innovation.

	H4
	There will be a significant positive relationship between work engagement and service innovation.

	H5
	There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational conflict and service innovation.

	H6
	Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with organizational trust.

	H7
	Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with work engagement.

	H8
	There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational trust and resistance to change

	H9
	Organizational trust will have a positive and significant relationship with work engagement.

	H10
	There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational trust and organizational conflict.

	H11
	Resistance to change will have a positive and significant relationship with organizational conflict.

	H12
	There will be a significant negative relationship between work engagement and resistance to change.

	H13
	There will be a significant negative relationship between work engagement and organizational conflict.



[bookmark: _Toc452280419]Measurement Scales
To measure the study constructs, a questionnaire was developed, based on scales developed and used in previous studies. All of these scales and constructs had a Cronbach’s alpha value of more than 0.7. All of the research constructs were measured using a five-point Likert-type scale. 
Weerawardena (2003) developed a six-item scale to measure organizational innovation. The scale focuses entirely on organizational products and services, rather than cultural factors. According to Santos-Vijande and Álvarez-González (2007), studying firms’ efforts to innovate is best measured in terms of novel products and services developed. Hernández-Mogollon et al. (2010) used the scale developed by Weerawardena (2003) to measure organizational innovation. They found that Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.95. This study used Hernández-Mogollon et al. (2010) version to measure service innovation. Table 2 shows the items used to measure service innovation in this research.
	Table 2: Items used to measure service innovation in this research 

	#
	Items
	#
	Items

	1
	Your new services are very original.
	5
	Your new services are interesting to customers.

	2
	Your new services challenge existing ideas in the industry.
	6
	Your new services have generated new ideas for other services. 

	3
	Your new services have provided new ideas in the industry
	7
	Your new services have given a boost to a new way of thinking in the ﬁrm.

	4
	Your new services are creative



The Siegel Scale of Support for Innovation (SSSI) was developed by Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) to measure support for innovation. They aimed to “conceptualize the dimensions of organizational climate present in innovative organizations, translate these dimensions into a measuring instrument, and test the reliability and validity of the instrument” (p. 554). They developed a 61-item instrument to measure the main aspects of innovative organizations: support for creativity, feeling of ownership, and tolerance for diversity. Scott and Bruce (1994) used this scale and modified it to give 16 items measuring support for innovation. The Cronbach’s alpha for the support for innovation scale is 0.92. Van Gorp (2012) used Scott and Bruce’s (1994) scale to measure support for innovation. He omitted seven items of the scale, six because their factor loading ranged from 0.132 to 0.279 and the other because it loaded more strongly on another component. The Cronbach’s alpha value for the remaining nine items was 0.89. This study used Van Gorp’s scale to measure organizational support for innovation.  Table 3 shows the items used.
	Table 3: Items used to measure support for innovation in this study

	#
	Items
	#
	Items

	1
	The main function of employees in this organization is to follow orders which come down through channels.
	6
	This organization is open and responsive to change.

	2
	A person can get in a lot of trouble by being different in this organization
	7
	In this organization, we tend to stick to tried and true ways.

	3
	A person can’t do things that are too different around here without provoking anger.
	8
	This place seems more concerned with the status quo than with change.

	4
	The best way to get along in this organization is to think the way the rest of the group does.
	9
	There are adequate resources devoted to innovation in this organization

	5
	People around here are expected to deal with problems in the same way.



Van Gorp (2012) used Oreg’s (2003) Resistance to Change (RTC) scale to measure resistance to change. The scale measures four dimensions of resistance to change, routine-seeking, emotional reaction, cognitive rigidity and short-term thinking. The reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) for the RTC scale was 0.92 in Oreg’s (2003) study and 0.90 in Van Gorp’s (2012) work. This study used Van Gorp’s version to measure resistance to change. Table 4 shows the items used to measure resistance to change in this study.
	Table 4: Items used to measure resistance to change in this study

	#
	Items
	#
	Items

	1
	I generally consider change to be a negative thing.
	9
	Changing plans seems like a real hassle to me.

	2
	I’ll take a routine day over a day full of unexpected events any time.
	10
	Often, I feel a bit uncomfortable even about changes that may improve my life.

	3
	I like to do the same old things rather than try new and different ones.
	11
	When someone pressures me to change something, I tend to resist even if I think the change may ultimately benefit me.

	4
	Whenever my life forms a stable routine, I look for ways to change it.
	12
	I sometimes find myself avoiding changes that I know will be good for me.

	5
	I’d rather be bored than surprised.
	13
	I don’t change my mind easily

	6
	If I were to be informed that there’s going to be a significant change regarding the way things are done at work, I would probably feel stressed.
	14
	Once I’ve come to a conclusion, I’m not likely to change my mind.

	7
	When I am informed of a change of plan, I tense up a bit.
	15
	My views are very consistent over time.

	8
	When things don’t go according to plan, it stresses me out.



Bryan (1995) developed a scale to measure organizational trust, based on two studies conducted by Butler (1991) and Moorman et al. (1992). Bryan’s (1995) scale was used by Moye (2003) to measure system-level organizational trust. Moye (2003) found a reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) for this scale of 0.91. Bryan (1995) found a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.88. Van Gorp (2012) used the same scale to measure organizational trust, but modified the language to fit their study. They measured the reliability coefficient as 0.90 (Van Gorp, 2012). This study used Van Gorp (2012) version to measure organizational trust. Table 5 shows the items used.
	Table 5: Items used to measure organizational trust in this study

	#
	Items
	#
	Items

	1
	I believe my organization is capable of designing programs that meet employees’ needs.
	5
	I feel that I can rely on the policies/processes in my organization.

	2
	Since I am unable to personally monitor all of my organization’s activities, I would be willing to trust the policies/processes of the organization to get the job done right.
	6
	I have confidence in the policies/processes of my organization.

	3
	In general, I do not have confidence in the policies/processes of my organization.
	7
	Sometimes I feel like I cannot rely on the policies/processes of my organization

	4
	I believe my organization is a credible one.



One of the most common scales for measuring work engagement is the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al., 2002). This 17-item scale measures vigor, dedication, and absorption, the three aspects of work engagement (Van Gorp, 2012). Schaufeli et al. (2006) reduced the number of items to nine. Van Gorp (2012) used the nine-item scale and found a reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of 0.92 (Van Gorp, 2012). This study used the nine-item scale, and Table 6 shows the items used.
	Table 6: Items used to measure work engagement in this study

	#
	Items
	#
	Items

	1
	At work, I feel like I’m bursting with energy
	6
	I feel happy when I am working intensely

	2
	When I’m at my job, I feel vigorous
	7
	I am proud of the work that I do

	3
	I am enthusiastic about my job
	8
	I am immersed in my work

	4
	My job inspires me
	9
	I get carried away when I’m working

	5
	When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work



Ainoya (2004) adopted scales from studies conducted by Jehn (1999) and Pelled et al. (1999) to measure conflict. Ainoya (2004) developed an eight-item scale to measure cognitive and effective conflict. The reliability coefficient was 0.82 (Ainoya, 2004). This study used Ainoya’s scale to measure organizational conflict and Table 7 shows the items used.
	Table 7: Items used to measure organizational conflict in this study

	#
	Items
	#
	Items

	1
	To what extent are there differences of opinion in your team?
	5
	How much tension is there among the members of your team?

	2
	How often do the members of your team disagree about how things should be done?
	6
	How often do the members of your team get angry while working in your team?

	3
	How often do the members of your team disagree about which procedures should be used to do your work?
	7
	How much jealousy or rivalry is there among the members of your team?

	4
	To what extent are the arguments in your team task-related?
	8
	How much are personality clashes evident in your team?


[bookmark: _Toc452280420]Data Collection
A quantitative research method was used to study the relationships between service innovation in the hotel sector in UAE and organizational support for innovation, resistance to change, organizational trust, work engagement, and organizational conflict. This approach was chosen because the research aimed to study relationships between constructs and test hypotheses. 
Employees working in the hotel sector in the UAE were targeted for the survey using a non-probability (convenience) sampling method. Respondents worked in hotels in the UAE at various different levels, including top management, middle management, first line management, and others. Ethics approval was obtained from Abu Dhabi University. The data was collected in around three months from September to December 2015. The data were collected online and self-administered using a cross-sectional questionnaire survey via Survey Monkey. A total of 326 employees completed the survey. SPSS software was used to analyse the data. Pearson’s correlations were performed to test all relationships and hypotheses.
The study used a self-administered web survey to collect the research data. Studies have found no important differences between online and other survey methods (Yun and Trumbo, 2000). The Survey Monkey website was used. The researcher contacted hotels in the UAE, but found it difficult to reach participants, because many hotels ignored the initial request for help. The researcher therefore sought help from the Abu Dhabi Tourism and Culture Authority to reach the target number of responses which is 400 participants. The response rate cannot therefore reliably be stated, because of the difficulties in collecting the data and the emails sent to the hotels by Abu Dhabi Tourism and Culture Authority.

[bookmark: _Toc452280421]Conclusion
A quantitative research method is the most appropriate for this research because of the nature of the study. The study hypotheses were developed based on previous studies in different contexts. The measurement scales also drew on previously used and validated scales. The study targeted employees working in hotels in the UAE, and analyzed the collected data using the SPSS program.
The next chapter contains the results.













[bookmark: _Toc452280422]Chapter IV
[bookmark: _Toc452280423]Results 
[bookmark: _Toc452280424]Introduction
This chapter sets out and discusses the results of the study. The first section explains the tests used to analyse the research data. The next section explains data preparation and assumption checking, including treatment of missing values, treatment of outliers, and examination for normality, and reliability statistics. These sections are followed by demographic data analysis, the results of hypothesis testing, and structural equation modelling results. The results are then discussed in detail, and set in the context of previous research.
[bookmark: _Toc452280425]Data Analysis
Preliminary analysis was used to ensure that there was no violation of the assumptions of normality. Linearity and homogeneity of variance of the data were tested. Levene’s test for equality of variance (homogeneity of variance) was conducted before interpreting the results, and equal variances were assumed. Normality of distribution was tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Shapiro-Wilk statistics could also be used if we had a smaller sample, i.e., 50 or less. In the test of normality, the null hypothesis showed equality between the actual distribution of the constructs and the expected distribution. The construct was thus observed to be normally spread. An alpha (α) of 0.05 was used for all statistical tests. A value of α = 0.05 is the most common value in social science research (Huck, 2012). If the base p-value of the data is equal to or less than 0.05, H0 will be rejected. Cronbach’s alpha was used to test the reliability of the statistics. 

[bookmark: _Toc452280426]Data preparation and assumption check
[bookmark: _Toc452280427]Treatment of missing values
The data were free from missing values because of the methods used to obtain completed questionnaires. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280428]Treatment of outliers
To ensure that the relationships found were not attributable to one or more outliers, scatterplots and a Boxplot were used to test for outliers and check for normality. Outliers were replaced with the series mean value. Table 8 shows the treatment of the outliers.










	Table 8: Treatment of outliers	

	Construct
	Outlier (response no.)
	Treatment 

	Service innovation
	9, 79, 197
	Replaced with mean value 

	Support for innovation
	NA
	

	Resource supply
	NA
	

	Routine seeking
	15, 158, 188, 223, 232, 285, 296
	Replaced with mean value 

	Reaction to imposed change
	NA
	

	Cognitive rigidity
	188, 232, 293, 296
	Replaced with mean value

	Short-term focus
	181, 211, 246, 286, 
	Replaced with mean value

	Organizational trust
	71, 85, 101, 103, 189, 289
	Replaced with mean value 

	Vigor
	165
	Replaced with mean value

	Dedication
	11, 65, 134, 171, 325 
	Replaced with mean value 

	Absorption
	171, 316, 325
	Replaced with mean value 

	Cognitive conflict
	NA
	

	Affective conflict
	188, 223, 232, 310
	Replaced with mean value 



[bookmark: _Toc452280429]Examination for Normality
Normal Q-Q Plots were used to check for normality. Preliminary analysis showed that the data were normally distributed. All the constructs formed a normal distribution, with a slight negative skew, and cases fall more or less in a straight line.
[bookmark: _Toc452280430]Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s alpha was used to test the reliability of statistics. Table 9 shows that all the measurement scales used had an alpha value of more than 0.7 except Vigor (0.530) and Absorption (0.681). 











	Table 9: Reliability analysis	

	Construct
	Cronbach’s alpha
	No. of items

	Service innovation
	0.916
	7

	Support for innovation
	0.785
	8

	Resource supply
	NA
	1

	Routine seeking
	0.770
	5

	Reaction to imposed change
	0.781
	3

	Cognitive rigidity
	0.889
	4

	Short-term focus
	0.740
	3

	Organizational trust
	0.853
	5

	Vigor
	0.530
	3

	Dedication
	0.804
	3

	Absorption
	0.681
	3

	Cognitive conflict
	0.856
	4

	Affective conflict
	0.872
	4





[bookmark: _Toc452280431]Demographic Data Analysis 
A total of 326 employees working in the hotel sector in the UAE participated in this study. These employees were working at different levels and in different departments in their organizations. They also had different levels of education, years of experience and gender.
[bookmark: _Toc452280432]Age Group
Of the 326 respondents, 28% (n = 88) were 18 to 29 years old, 59% (n = 188) were 30 to 44 years old, 10% (n = 33) were 45 to 55 years old, 3% (n = 10) were over 55 years of age, and 2% (n = 7) did not answer this question. The majority were therefore 30 to 44 years of age. Table 10 shows the respondents’ age groups.
	Table 10 summary of respondents age group analysis

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Valid percentage

	Age group
	18–29
	88
	27.6

	
	30–44
	188
	58.9

	
	45–54
	33
	10.3

	
	55 and above
	10
	3.1






[bookmark: _Toc452280433]Gender
Of the 326 respondents, 65% (n = 207) were male, and 35% (n = 112) were female. The majority were therefore male. Table 11 shows the respondents’ gender.
	Table 11: Respondents by gender 

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Gender
	Male
	207
	64.9

	
	Female
	112
	35.1



[bookmark: _Toc452280434]Level of Education
Of the 326 participant, 8.5% (n = 27) were high school graduates, 27% (n = 87) held a diploma, 47% (n = 151) had a bachelor’s degree, and 15% (n = 49) had a post-graduate qualification. The majority, 62% of respondents, had at least a bachelor’s degree. Table 12 shows the respondents’ level of education.
	Table 12: Respondents’ level of education	

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Valid percentage

	Education level
	High school
	27
	8.5

	
	Diploma
	87
	27.3

	
	Bachelor
	151
	47.3

	
	Postgraduate
	49
	15.4

	
	Other
	5
	1.6



[bookmark: _Toc452280435]Level of Responsibility
The respondents had a wide range of job levels. In total, 28.5% (n = 91) were in executive level positions, 38% (n = 121) middle managers, 12% (n = 38) first-line managers, 18% (n = 57) professionals, 3.5% (n = 11) in clerical positions, and one ‘other’. In total, 77% of the respondents were in management positions of some sort. Table 13 shows the respondents’ level of responsibility.
	Table 13: Respondents’ level of responsibility

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Valid percentage

	Level of responsibility
	Top management 
	91
	28.5

	
	Middle management
	121
	37.9

	
	First line management
	38
	11.9

	
	Professional
	57
	17.9

	
	Technical/clerical
	11
	3.4

	
	Other
	1
	0.3



Most of the respondents had worked at least one year in their current organization. Only 19% (n = 60) had less than a year of work experience in their current organization. In total, 34.5% (n = 110) had between 1 and 3 years’ experience in their current organization, 28% (n = 90) had between 3 and 7 years, and 18.5% (n = 59) had more than 7 years’ experience. Table 14 shows the respondents’ level of work experience.

[bookmark: _Toc452280436]Work Experience
	Table 14 : Respondents’ level of work experience in their current organization

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Valid percentage

	Work experience
	Less than 1 year
	60
	18.8

	
	1–3 years
	110
	34.5

	
	3–7 years	
	90
	28.2

	
	More than 7 years
	59
	18.5



[bookmark: _Toc452280437]Hypothesis Testing 
Pearson’s correlations were used to test all relationships and hypotheses. The full name of this is Pearson’s product-moment correlation. It is used to measure whether and how two sets of data or variables are related. It also shows the strength and the direction of linear relationships. The strength of the relationship is indicated by the r value, which ranges from 1 to −1. When the r value is close to 1 or −1, there is less variation in the data and the linear correlation is strong. High correlation values are between 0.5 and 1, or −0.5 and −1. Low correlation values are between 0.1 and 0.3 or −0.3 and −0.1. A positive correlation occurs when two variables increase together. In a negative correlation, when one variable is increased, the other decreases ( Babbie, 2010) . 
The main objective of this research was to study the relationships between service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE and organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, resistance to change, work engagement, and organizational conflict, and between the study constructs more generally. This section shows the results of the hypothesis testing.
[bookmark: _Toc452280438]Organizational Support for Innovation and Service Innovation
It was hypothesized that there would be a positive correlation between organizational support for innovation and service innovation, and a significantly positive correlation was indeed found (r = 0.463; p = 0.000). The first hypothesis (H1) is therefore supported. This result is consistent with previous studies (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Cevahir et al., 2013). Table 15 shows the correlation matrix for H1.
	Table 15: Correlation Matrix for H1 
	
	Organizational support for innovation

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.463**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	54.426

	
	Covariance
	0.167

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280439]Resistance to Change and Service Innovation
It was hypothesized that the correlation between resistance to change and service innovation would be negative, but a non-significant but positive correlation was found between resistance to change and service innovation (r = 0.032; p = 0.560). This means that based on these results, resistance to change is unlikely to have any significant influence on service innovation. The second hypothesis (H2) is therefore not supported. Some previous studies have also found that the influence of resistance to change on innovation is likely to be very small (Briz, 2000; Madrid-Guijarro et al., 2009) . Table 16 shows the correlation matrix for H2.
	Table 16: Correlation matrix for H2.
	Resistance to Change

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.032

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.560

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	4.318

	
	Covariance
	0.013

	
	N
	326



[bookmark: _Toc452280440]Organizational Trust and Service Innovation
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational trust and service innovation would be positive. A significantly positive correlation was indeed found (r = 0.532; p = 0.000). That means that the third hypothesis (H3) is supported. This result is consistent with previous studies (Ellonen et al., 2008 ; Isik et al., 2015;  Kuo-Chih et al., 2014; Ruppel & Harrington, 2000 ). Table 17 shows the correlation matrix for H3.




	Table 17: Correlation matrix for H3.
	Organizational Trust

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.532**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	66.302

	
	Covariance
	0.204

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280441]Work Engagement and Service Innovation
It was hypothesized that the correlation between work engagement and service innovation would be positive, and a significantly positive correlation was indeed found (r = 0.422; p = 0.000). The fourth hypothesis (H4) is therefore supported. This finding is consistent with previous research (Hakanen et al., 2008; Krueger & Killham, 2006). Table 18 shows the correlation matrix for H4.
	Table 18: Correlation matrix for H4.
	Work Engagement

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.422**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	47.429

	
	Covariance
	0.146

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280442]Organizational Conflict and Service Innovation
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational conflict and service innovation would be negative. Although a negative correlation was found, it was not significant (r = −0.072; p = 0.194). This suggests that although organizational conflict may be a barrier to service innovation, its influence is likely to be very small. The fifth hypothesis (H5) is therefore only partially supported. This is consistent with previous studies which also found only a slight influence (Xiao-Hong et al., 2012). Table 19 shows the correlation matrix for H5.
	Table 19: Correlation matrix for H5.
	Organizational Conflict

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	−0.072

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.194

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	−10.899

	
	Covariance
	−0.034

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280443]Organizational Support for Innovation and Organizational Trust
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational support for innovation and organizational trust would be positive, and this relationship was found in this study (r = 0.284; p = 0.000). This suggests that a high level of organizational support for innovation is related to high levels of organizational trust, and vice versa, supporting H6. This finding is consistent with previous studies (Jensen, 2006; Van Gorp, 2012; Vineburgh, 2010). Table 20 shows the correlation matrix for H6.
	Table 20: Correlation matrix for H6 
	Organizational Trust

	Organizational support for innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.284**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	30.555

	
	Covariance
	0.094

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280444]Organizational Support for Innovation and Work Engagement
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational support for innovation and work engagement would be positive, and this relationship was seen in this study (r = 0.231; p = 0.000). When organizational support for innovation increases, work engagement is also likely to increase and vice versa, and H7 is supported. This result is consistent with previous studies (Van Gorp, 2012; Sulea et al., 2012 ). Table 21 shows the correlation matrix for H7.



	Table 21: Correlation matrix for H7 
	Work engagement

	Organizational support for innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.231**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	22.358

	
	Covariance
	0.069

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280445]Organizational Trust and Resistance to Change
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational trust and resistance to change would be negative. While the relationship was indeed negative, it was statistically insignificant in this study (r = −0.028; p = 0.612). H8 is therefore only partially supported, despite previous studies suggesting that the two constructs were negatively related (Carlstrom & Olsson, 2014; Oreg, 2006). Table 22 shows the correlation matrix for H8.
	Table 22: Correlation matrix for H8 
	Resistance to change

	Organizational trust
	Pearson Correlation 
	−0.028

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.612

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	−3.432

	
	Covariance
	−0.011

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280446]Organizational Trust and Work Engagement
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational trust and work engagement would be positive, and this was found to be the case (r = 0.491; p = 0.000). H9 is therefore supported. This is consistent with several previous studies (Chughtai & Buckley, 2013; Chughtai, Byrne, & Flood, 2015; Ugwu et al., 2014). Table 23 shows the correlation matrix for H9.
	Table 23: Correlation matrix for H9 
	Work engagement

	Organizational trust
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.491**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	50.359

	
	Covariance
	0.155

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280447]Organizational Trust and Organizational Conflict 
It was hypothesized that the correlation between organizational trust and organizational conflict would be negative. Again, although this relationship was found, it was not statistically significant (r = −0.043; p = 0.444). H10 is therefore only partially supported, even though previous studies found that conflict in general was negatively associated with different kind of trust including organizational trust (Han & Harms, 2010; Rana et al, 2015). Table 24 shows the correlation matrix for H10.
	Table 24 Correlation matrix for H10 
	Organizational conflict

	Organizational trust
	Pearson Correlation 
	−0.043

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.444

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	−5.868

	
	Covariance
	−0.018

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280448]Resistance to Change and Organizational Conflict
It was hypothesized that the correlation between resistance to change and organizational conflict would be positive, and this was seen in this study (r = 0.510; p = 0.000). Resistance to change is likely to increase with organizational conflict, and H11 is supported. This is consistent with previous research (Chen & Ayoko, 2012; Raza & Standing, 2011). Table 25 shows the correlation matrix for H11.
	Table 25: Correlation matrix for H11 
	Organizational conflict

	Resistance to change
	Pearson Correlation 
	0.510**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	75.269

	
	Covariance
	0.232

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280449]Resistance to Change and Work Engagement
It was hypothesized that the correlation between resistance to change and work engagement would be negative. Again, although this relationship was seen, it was not statistically significant (r = −0.085; p = 0.126). H12 is therefore only partially supported, despite previous studies (Avey, et al., 2008; Van Gorp, 2012). Table 26 shows the correlation matrix for H12.
	Table 26: Correlation matrix for H12 
	Work engagement

	Resistance to change
	Pearson Correlation 
	−0.085

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.126

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	−9.316

	
	Covariance
	−0.029

	
	N
	326

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




[bookmark: _Toc452280450]Work Engagement and Organizational Conflict
It was hypothesized that the correlation between work engagement and organizational conflict would be negative. Although a negative relationship was found, it was not statistically significant (r = −0.026; p = 0.640). H13 is therefore only partially supported and not statistically significant, despite previous studies (Chen et al., 2011; Crawford et al., 2010; Sulea et al., 2012). Table 27 shows the correlation matrix for H13.

	Table 27: Correlation matrix for H13
	Organizational conflict

	Work engagement
	Pearson Correlation 
	−0.026

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.640

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	−3.230

	
	Covariance
	−0.010

	
	N
	326

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





[bookmark: _Toc452280451]Structural Equation Modelling Results 
The research model was tested by using structural equation modelling. The data was failed to fit the model. The results found that the research model was statistically not significant, the model therefore was excluded from the study. The model may be retested in the future studies in the same or different research context. Figure 3 presents the results of testing the research model.

[image: ]
Figure 3: Testing results of the research model

[bookmark: _Toc452280452]Summary of the Findings
This study has found several significant relationships among the study constructs. First, service innovation was positively associated with organizational support for innovation, organizational trust and work engagement. Although correlation analysis cannot provide any information about causal relationships, it seems reasonable that increasing organizational support for innovation would increase service innovation. Such support includes management and environmental support, and adequate resources. It also seems likely that increasing the number of innovative services provided would increase employees’ perception of the organization’s support for innovation. When employees have a high level of trust in their organization, they are more likely to engage in innovative behaviour, such as having and sharing creative ideas, and then implementing them. Service innovation is therefore expected to be high. The literature shows that engaged employees are more likely to adopt innovative behaviour, increasing level of the innovative services. Engaged employees are also more likely to be committed to innovative initiatives and change projects. They are also more likely to adopt organizational values, and so respond better to organizational support for innovation. Service innovation had no significant relationships with resistance to change or organizational conflict. 
This study also examined the relationships between the study constructs. Organizational support for innovation was positively associated with organizational trust. The direction of this relationship cannot be inferred, so it is possible that either employees who trust their organizations are more likely to have a positive perception of their organization’s support for innovation, or organizations providing high levels of support for innovation are more likely to be trusted by their employees. It is also possible that the two are related, but not causally, and that both are related to some other factor. However, the connection between both factors and service innovation suggests that building trust between organization and employees is key to successful service innovation. 
Both organizational support for innovation and organizational trust also have a positive association with work engagement, which may be because organizations that support innovation give their employees higher levels of autonomy. This study’s findings suggest that employees with a high level of trust in their organizations are more likely to be engaged in their work, although this relationship may not be causal. 
Organizational trust had a negative association with both resistance to change and organizational conflict, but neither relationship was statistically significant. It seems plausible, however, that individuals who do not trust their organization would resist imposed changes, and would be in conflict with both the organization and their co-workers.
Resistance to change and organizational conflict were positively associated, which again sounds plausible, although it is not clear whether the influence is in one direction or both. Healthy organizations need to manage organizational conflict, which will also reduce resistance to change. Work engagement was also negatively associated with resistance to change and organizational conflict, although neither relationship was statistically significant. Engaged employees, however, are less likely to resist change, and more likely to participate in change initiatives. By focusing on enhancing employees’ engagement levels, organizations are likely to decrease resistance to change and organizational conflict. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280453]Conclusion
This study shows that service innovation has a significant positive association with organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, and work engagement. Its relationships with resistance to change and organizational conflict, although negative, were not statistically significant. There are also relationships between the constructs, most as hypothesized, and there was at least partial support for all but one of the study hypotheses. 
The next chapter contains the conclusions of this study and makes recommendations, setting out the theoretical contribution and practical implications.



[bookmark: _Toc452280454]Chapter V
[bookmark: _Toc452280455]Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc452280456]Introduction
This chapter summarizes the purpose and findings of the research, and discusses relationships between the research constructs. The results are then discussed in detail, and set in the context of previous research. The chapter goes on to make recommendations, and set out the theoretical contribution of the study and its practical implications. Finally, it sets out areas for future research and the limitations of the study.
[bookmark: _Toc452280457]Content of the Research
In the past few years, UAE has become one of the leading countries in the world for tourism and hospitality, with many new developments in the sector, including hotels, restaurants, and shopping malls. Its hotels have attracted huge numbers of customers because of the high quality and innovative services provided. Further new developments are also in the pipeline. The literature, however, shows that there is a shortage of comprehensive research on service innovation. Studying service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE was therefore thought likely to enrich the literature in terms of both the field of study, service innovation, and the context, innovative hotels in the UAE.
The study therefore looked at study constructs likely to be related to service innovation in hotels in the UAE. The chosen constructs were organizational support for innovation, resistance to change, organizational trust, work engagement, and organizational conflict. After reviewing the literature, the study hypothesized that service innovation would be related positively to organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, and work engagement, and negatively to resistance to change and organizational conflict. It also hypothesized that organizational support for innovation would be positively related to organizational trust and service innovation and that organizational trust would be negatively related to resistance to change and organizational conflict, and positively related to work engagement. Resistance to change was thought likely to be positively related to organizational conflict, and work engagement to be negatively related to resistance to change and organizational conflict.
 A quantitative research method was used, drawing on measurement scales developed and used in previous studies. The data were collected from a convenience sample of employees working in hotels in the UAE.











	Table 28: Summary of hypothesis testing results
	Supported

	H1
	Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with service innovation.
	Yes

	H2
	There will be a significant negative relationship between resistance to change and service innovation.
	No
 

	H3
	There will be a significant positive relationship between organizational trust and service innovation.
	Yes

	H4
	There will be a significant positive relationship between work engagement and service innovation.
	Yes

	H5
	There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational conflict and service innovation.
	Partial support but not statistically significant

	H6
	Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with organizational trust.
	Yes

	H7
	Organizational support for innovation will have a positive and significant relationship with work engagement.
	Yes

	H8
	There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational trust and resistance to change
	Partial support but not statistically significant

	H9
	Organizational trust will have a positive and significant relationship with work engagement.
	Yes

	H10
	There will be a significant negative relationship between organizational trust and organizational conflict.
	Partial support but not statistically significant

	H11
	Resistance to change will have a positive and significant relationship with organizational conflict.
	Yes

	H12
	There will be a significant negative relationship between work engagement and resistance to change.
	Partial support but not statistically significant

	H13
	There will be a significant negative relationship between work engagement and organizational conflict.
	Partial support but not statistically significant



[bookmark: _Toc452280458]Discussion
This research had two main objectives: to study the relationships between service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE and organizational support for innovation, resistance to change, organizational trust, work engagement, and organizational conflict, and to study the relationships between the study constructs more generally. This section discusses and explains the results and sets them into the context of previous studies. Table 28 shows a summary of the results of hypothesis testing.
This study found that organizational support for innovation and service innovation were positively correlated. An increase in organizational support for innovation is therefore likely to be linked to increased service innovation. Managers should consider support for innovation as a significant factor in developing and providing innovative services, and in facilitating the process of developing and implementing service innovation, although it is also possible that both factors are affected by some other factor that could not be measured. This result is consistent with previous studies. Scott and Bruce (1994), for example, found that the perception of support for innovation and innovative behaviour were positively related. Another study found a significant positive relationship between organizational culture and innovation and between innovation and performance (Uzkurt et al, 2013). This study also suggested that innovation was a mediator in the relationship between organizational culture and firm performance, and that organizational culture plays a role in encouraging innovation (Uzkurt et al , 2013).
Studies on the relationship between resistance to change and innovation have provided conflicting findings. Some studies found a negative relationship between the two. Oreg (2003), for example, found that people with higher scores on the resistance to change scale were less likely to participate in innovative initiatives and more likely to resist involvement in voluntary change. Other studies, however, have found that resistance to change does not affect innovation. Briz (2000) and Madrid-Guijarro et al. (2009) both found that employees’ resistance to change was not a very significant barrier to innovation. This study found a non-significant positive correlation between the two, suggesting that service innovation is unlikely to be influenced by resistance to change. 
A positive relationship was found between work engagement and service innovation. Enhancing employee engagement may be helpful in encouraging service innovation in hotels in the UAE, although the relationship may not be causal or directional. Previous studies have suggested that work engagement has positive relationships with different organizational performance indicators such as innovation (e.g. Hakanen et al., 2008). The same study found that work engagement was positively correlated with work-unit innovativeness, and another that workplace engagement encourages creative thinking, which improves customer service (Krueger & Killham, 2006). Krueger and Killham (2006) also found that 59% of engaged employees stated that their most creative ideas are brought out by their work. Taken together with our findings, these studies suggest that having engaged employees is likely to increase the developing and implementation of innovative services.
This study found that organizational conflict may be associated with barriers to service innovation, but the relationship was not statistically significant. This finding is consistent with previous studies. Xiao-Hong et al. (2012) found that integrating and compromising conﬂict management behaviours were positively related to innovation performance and dominating, obliging, and avoiding conﬂict management behaviours were negatively related to innovation performance. He, Ding, and Yang (2014), however, found that cognitive conflict has a positive relationship with team innovation and affective conflict has a negative relationship with it.
Organizational trust and service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE were found to be positively correlated. To develop innovative services and products, organizations may therefore wish to consider efforts to improve organizational trust. This finding is consistent with several previous studies that have found that trust is positively correlated with different types of innovation, including trust in superiors with product innovation performance ( Cheng et al, 2014), openness to innovation and organizational trust (Isik, 2015), and employee trust and innovation (Ruppel & Harrington, 2000). According to Ellonen et al. (2008), “there is substantial support for the assumption that high levels of trust have a positive effect on the effectiveness and quality of organisational knowledge sharing and innovation” (p. 165).
This study found that organizational support for innovation and organizational trust are also positively correlated. Many studies have found a similar relationship, for example, Van Gorp (2012), Jensen (2006), and Vineburgh (2010). Although no inferences can be drawn about causal relationships, or the direction of the association, improving organizational trust and improving support to innovation seem to be closely related.
Organizational support for innovation and employee engagement in the hotel sector in the UAE are also positively correlated. The literature is consistent with this finding. For instance, Van Gorp (2012) investigated employee perceptions of organizational support for innovation in a nonprofit credit union in the USA, and found that organizational support for innovation had an indirect positive relationship with work engagement. Sulea et al. (2012) found that perceived organizational support and work engagement were positively related. These, together with our findings, suggest that work engagement may be an enabler for developing organizational support for innovation, although it may also be the case that employees are more engaged if they are encouraged to innovate more.
This study found an insignificant negative relationship between organizational trust and resistance to change. This relationship has been studied previously, both directly and indirectly. Many studies have found a negative relationship. Carlstrom & Olsson (2014), looking at a Swedish hospital clinic, suggested that trust is likely to decrease the resistance to change within an organization. Oreg (2006) found that trust in management and resistance to change were negatively associated. Even though this study’s results were not statistically significant, the negative relationship is consistent with the literature. 
Organizational trust and work engagement in the hotel sector in the UAE are positively correlated, which is consistent with the literature. Many previous studies have found that organizational trust is positively correlated with employee engagement. Chughtai & Buckley (2013) found that work engagement is likely to be affected positively by high levels of trust among team members. Chughtai, Byrne, & Flood (2015) found that the relationship between trust in supervisor and work engagement is also positive. Ugwu et al. (2014) found that organizational trust and work engagement were positively related. 
Organizational trust was found to have an insignificant negative relationship with organizational conflict. Many studies have found that trust is negatively related to conflict. For example, Han & Harms (2010) found that trust was negatively related to task conflict. Rana, Ahmed, & Kashif-ur-Rehman (2015) found a negative association between trust and conflict. Although the relationship was statistically insignificant in this study, the literature supports the existence of a negative relationship. Managers may wish to consider take measures to decrease the level of conflict as well as increasing organizational trust. 
This study found that resistance to change and organizational conflict are positively associated. When resistance to change increases, organizational conflict is also likely increase, although this study can draw no conclusions about whether this relationship is causal. The relationship has, however, been studied previously, and the finding is supported by previous studies. Jordan and Troth (2004), for example, found that conﬂict is associated with emotions, and these emotions creates employees’ reactions such as resistance to change (Chen & Ayoko, 2012). Decreasing conflict may therefore decrease resistance to change, and support successful implementation of innovation and change (Raza & Standing, 2011).
This study found that work engagement has a non-significant negative relationship with resistance to change. Previous studies have found that employees’ resistance was an obstacle to the implementation of change initiatives, and employee engagement an enabler (Avey, et al., 2008). Van Gorp (2012) found that work engagement and resistance to change have a negative association, so that when work engagement increases, resistance to change decreases. Increasing engagement may therefore help to overcome resistance to change, although this relationship needs further examination before firm conclusions can be drawn. 
The relationship between work engagement and organizational conflict in the hotel sector in the UAE was found to be insignificantly negative. The negative nature of the relationship is consistent with several other studies. Crawford et al. (2010) found that role conﬂict was negatively related to work engagement. Another study found that interpersonal conflict at work was negatively related to work engagement, so employees experiencing high interpersonal conflict at work are less likely to be engaged (Chen et al., 2011). In a study of 297 employees in three organizations in Romania, interpersonal conflict at work was found to be negatively related to work engagement (Sulea et al., 2012). These studies suggest that managers should consider reducing the level of conflict to improve employee engagement, or that improving engagement will reduce conflict. 

[bookmark: _Toc452280459]Recommendations
UAE is witnessing a rapid growth in its tourism sector and hospitality industry. In the hotel sector in the UAE, competition has become much greater, with large numbers of hotels offering a wide variety of services. Hotel owners and managers therefore need a way to create competitive advantage to survive and remain profitable. This may come from providing innovative services and leading or managing employees and processes properly. Based on the findings of this study, the researcher makes these recommendations for hotel leaders and managers:
· Owners and managers of hotels in the UAE should look at the factors that have a positive relationship with innovation in general and service innovation in particular, and work on improving and enhancing them. These factors are organizational trust, organizational support for innovation, and work engagement.
· Many service organizations focus only on the service provided to customers, forgetting that services are delivered by employees. Organizational support for innovation therefore includes management support, availability of resources, and a supportive environment, all of which should encourage innovative behaviour among employees, and therefore result in innovative services. Managers and leaders should therefore focus on increasing organizational support for innovation.
· Increasing trust in the organization seems to have various beneficial effects, including encouraging employees to share creative ideas and adopt innovative behaviour, and also increased employee engagement. Managers and leaders should therefore focus on increasing organizational trust.
· When employees are engaged in their work, they are more likely to innovate, including suggesting initiatives that will enhance services. Managers and leaders should therefore focus on increasing work engagement.
· Leaders and managers of service organizations in general, and hotels in the UAE in particular, should aim to decrease factors that are negatively associated with service innovation, including organizational conflict and resistance to change.
· Developing and implementing new services is likely to affect employees’ jobs either directly or indirectly. It might, for example, increase the workload or require changes in the way employees do their jobs. Some employees may therefore resist these changes. As with any change, managers should plan to reduce levels of resistance to improve implementation. 
· Having low levels of organizational conflict is expected to help organizations to implement innovation initiatives. Managers and leaders should therefore focus on decreasing organizational conflict.
· Finally, leaders and managers of service organizations may wish to focus on increasing work engagement and organizational trust as a way of decreasing levels of resistance to change and organizational conflict. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280460]Theoretical Contribution
The majority of innovation research has focused on innovation in general or product innovation in particular. There is much less on service innovation, and this study is therefore expected to provide useful insights in this area. There is particularly little research on service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE, so this study makes an early contribution to that field. It is also the first study of which the researcher is aware that has examined relationships between all of the study constructs in one study. It may therefore provide useful background information for future research on service innovation. 
This study showed that service innovation was positively associated with organizational trust, organizational support for innovation, and work engagement. This is consistent with previous studies (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Uzkurt et al., 2013; Hakanen et al., 2008; Krueger and Killham, 2006; Cheng et al., 2014; Ellonen et al., 2008). Although the relationships between service innovation and organizational conflict and resistance to change were not statistically significant, their direction was also consistent with previous research (Madrid-Guijarro et al., 2009; Briz, 2000; Xiao-Hong et al., 2012; He, Ding, and Yang, 2014). Future research can therefore build on this study and perhaps re-examine the relationships in a different context.
[bookmark: _Toc452280461]Practical Implications
This study has several useful implications, as it is one of the first empirical studies to examine service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE.
· It is expected to provide useful insights for managers and people involved in innovation development processes such as R&D and strategic planning teams. 
· Leaders and managers of service organizations in general, and in the UAE and Middle East in particular, may draw on this study to identify factors that are associated with service innovation, both positively and negatively.
· This study has identified factors that may indirectly affect service innovation, by affecting related factors. Leaders and managers may promote positive factors and avoid negative ones. 
· Dubai will host Expo 2020 and the number of visitors is expected to increase from 10 million in 2015 to 20 million in 2020. Many more hotels are therefore expected to enter the market, increasing competition still further. Hotels may draw on this study to strengthen factors that may improve service innovation.
· Although this study focused on the hotel sector, the findings may also be generalizable to other organizations in different sectors in the UAE who wish to improve innovation, and particularly service innovation.
· Many educational organizations in the UAE have added innovation and creativity to their curriculum. Teachers and tutors can use this study as part of their course materials, and also build on the findings in future research.
· Research Centres in the UAE may build on the findings in future studies about innovation and service innovation in particular.
[bookmark: _Toc452280462]Directions for Future Research
There is a shortage of research on innovation in the UAE in general and in the hotel sector in particular. This study is therefore expected to encourage future research in this area. Future research may also focus on other constructs that may affect service innovation. A study of constructs that are negatively associated with service innovation would help identify causal relationships, and support practitioners in avoiding constructs that reduce innovation in practice.
Future studies should also use other methods to study service innovation in the hotel sector. A longitudinal study may be conducted to study causal relationship between the constructs of this research. Qualitative research methods may enable exploration of methods used by hotels in the UAE to provide innovative services. The research model of this study was statistically not significant. Retesting the model in the same research context or in other context may come up a significant results. Developing other model that includes all possible constructs that enhance service innovation would also be a good topic for research, as would testing the model in different regions and contexts to aid generalization. It may also be helpful to explore service innovation in other sectors in the UAE, including non-profit and government sectors. 
[bookmark: _Toc452280463]Limitations of the Study
This study has several limitations. Some occurred during the study and others are related to its methodology and scope. In designing the research, the researcher found it difficult to identify studies on factors driving service innovation in the hotel sector, especially in the UAE. This research therefore does not build on previous research in the UAE context, and some of the factors used may not have been fully relevant in a cultural context. The researcher was also unable to find a suitable model that included the relationship between service innovation and the study constructs. Instead, this study developed hypotheses based on previous studies. 
The main methodological limitation is that the study was cross-sectional, and so no causal effects can be inferred. A longitudinal study would have provided more information, but was not possible because of the limited time available for a DBA dissertation. Future studies should use longitudinal methods to study service innovation and try to identify causal relationships between factors related to service innovation. 
One of the difficulties of this study was accessing innovative hotels in the UAE. The time period of the study (September to December) is a very busy period for hotels in the UAE, and many had very high occupancy levels. Their employees were therefore fully occupied, and may have been unable to respond to the survey. Some hotels also have policies and regulations that prevent them from participating in research. The researcher’s access to hotels was limited, so it was not possible to contact participants directly to explain the research and answer any questions. The study was self-reported, so the researcher could not be certain that all participants had responded voluntarily and truthfully. At another time of year, more employees from a wider range of hotels might have responded, and data would therefore have been available from a more representative sample. As it was, no responses were received from some of the most innovative hotels in the UAE.
The study could not include all possible constructs related to service innovation because the list is too huge. The researcher therefore chose constructs that have been previously studied and which had either a positive or negative association. Some key factors could therefore have inadvertently been excluded. 
The results of testing hypotheses on resistance to change and organizational conflict were all statistically insignificant, even though the relationships between these and other constructs are supported by the literature. There may have been some unexplained confounding factor that affected these constructs, perhaps a cultural issue that was not identified. Future studies may wish to look further at these relationships. The research model was statistically not significant, the model therefore was excluded from the study. Future studies may wish to retest or adjust the model to come up with statistically significant results.
Finally, the study was conducted among employees in the hotel sector in the UAE. The findings should therefore be generalized with caution. The study included employees from different organizational levels, and with different demographic characteristics, but it may not apply to any other country or type of organization. It is, however, likely to be generally applicable to the hotel sector, and probably the hospitality industry more generally, in the UAE. The study methodology may provide a suitable model for studies in other organizations. 


[bookmark: _Toc452280464]Conclusion
The main objective of this study was to investigate the relationships between service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE and organizational support for innovation, resistance to change, organizational trust, work engagement, and organizational conflict, using a quantitative research method. The research drew on 326 employees at different levels and departments in hotels in the UAE, via an online survey. The main results show that organizational support for innovation, organizational trust, and work engagement are positively associated with service innovation. Resistance to change and organizational conflict had no statistically significant relationships with service innovation.
Examination of the relationships between other study constructs confirmed the findings of previous studies. Organizational support for innovation was positively associated with organizational trust and work engagement. Organizational trust was positively associated with work engagement, but its relationship to resistance to change and organizational conflict, although negative, was not statistically significant. Resistance to change and organizational conflict were positively associated. Work engagement had no statistically significant relationship with resistance to change or organizational conflict. These findings, by confirming previous studies, provide a solid basis for future studies on service innovation in the hotel sector in the UAE.
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PART I
	
	
	
Strongly Disagree 0
	
Disagree 1
	
Neutral 2
	
Agree 3
	
Strongly agree 4

	1
	Your organization’s new services are very original.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2
	Your organization’s new services are a challenge to existing ideas in the industry.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3
	Your organization’s new services provided new ideas in the industry
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4
	Your organization’s new services are creative
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5
	Your organization’s new services are interesting to the customers.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6
	Your organization’s new services have generated new ideas for other services. 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7
	Your organization’s new services have given a boost to a new thinking way in the ﬁrm.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8
	The main function of employees in this organization is to follow orders which come down through channels.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	9
	A person can get in a lot of trouble by being different in this organization
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	10
	A person can't do things that are too differently around here without provoking anger.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	11
	The best way to get along in this organization is to think the way the rest of the group does.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	12
	People around here are expected to deal with problems in the same way.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	13
	This organization is open and responsive to change.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14
	In this organization, we tend to stick to tried and true ways.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15
	This place seems more concerned with the status quo than with change.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16
	There are adequate resources devoted to innovation in this organization
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17
	I generally consider changes to be a negative thing.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	18
	I’ll take a routine day over a day full of unexpected events any time.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	19
	I like to do the same old things rather than try new and different ones.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	20
	Whenever my life forms a stable routine, I look for ways to change it.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	21
	I’d rather be bored than surprised.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	22
	If I were to be informed that there’s going to be a significant change regarding the way things are done at work, I would probably feel stressed.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	23
	When I am informed of a change of plans, I tense up a bit.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	24
	When things don’t go according to plans, it stresses me out.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	25
	Changing plans seems like a real hassle to me.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	26
	Often, I feel a bit uncomfortable even about changes that may improve my life.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	27
	When someone pressures me to change something, I tend to resist even if I think the change may ultimately benefit me.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	28
	I sometimes find myself avoiding changes that I know will be good for me.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	29
	I don’t change my mind easily
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	30
	Once I’ve come to a conclusion, I’m not likely to change my mind.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	31
	My views are very consistent over time.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	32
	I believe my organization is capable of designing programs that meet employee's needs.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	33
	Since I am unable to personally monitor all of my organization's activities, I would be willing to trust the policies/processes of the organization to get the job done right.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	34
	In general, I do not have confidence in the policies/processes of my organization.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	35
	I believe my organization is a credible organization.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	36
	I feel that I can rely on the policies/processes in my organization.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	37
	I have confidence in the policies/processes of my organization.
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	38
	Sometimes I feel like I cannot rely on the policies/processes of my organization
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	
	
Never 0
	
Rarely 1
	
Sometimes 2
	
Often 3
	
Always 4

	39
	At my work, I feel bursting with energy
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	40
	At my job, I feel vigorous
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	41
	I am enthusiastic about my job
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	42
	My job inspires me
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	43
	When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	44
	I feel happy when I am working intensely
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	45
	I am proud of the work that I do
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	46
	I am immersed in my work
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	47
	I get carried away when I’m working
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	48
	To what extent are there differences of opinion in your team
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	49
	How often do the members of your team disagree about how things should be done
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	50
	How often do the members of your teams disagree about which procedures should be used to do your work
	0
	
1
	2
	3
	4

	51
	To what extent are the arguments in your team task-related
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	52
	How much tension is there among the members of your team?
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	53
	How often do the members of your team get angry while working in your team?
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	54
	How much jealousy or rivalry is there among the members of your team?
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	55
	How much are personality clashes evident in your team?
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4




PART II


Please select the box that best describes you.


Age		

18 – 29					45 – 54			

30 – 44					55+				


Gender		

Male						Female			


What education level/qualification have you attained so far?

High school					Diploma	 			

Bachelor		     				Postgraduate  		



How do you describe your current Organizational Level?

Top Management				Middle Management			  

First line management		 		Professional				

		     Technical/Clerical          	              	Other					


How long have you been working in your current Organization?

Less than a year				1- 3 years 			     

3-7 years 	  				More than seven years  	



What is your organization’s name?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………


Thank you for your participation in this research. If you have any questions or comments about the survey or the research project, please feel free to contact the researchers on the details provided.


Treatment for outliers at Construct Level
	Construct
	Outlier (response No)
	Treatment (Replaced with Mean value)

	Service innovation
	9, 79, 197
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Support for innovation
	NA
	

	Resource supply
	NA
	

	Routine seeking
	15, 158, 188, 223, 232, 285, 296,
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Reaction to imposed change
	NA
	Replaced with Mean value

	Cognitive rigidity
	188, 232, 293, 296
	

	Short-term focus
	181, 211, 246, 286, 
	

	Organizational trust
	71, 85, 101, 103, 189, 289
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Vigor
	165
	Replaced with Mean value

	Dedication
	11, 65, 134, 171, 325 
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Absorption
	171, 316, 325
	Replaced with Mean value 

	Cognitive conflict
	NA
	

	Affective conflict
	188, 223, 232, 310
	Replaced with Mean value 




 	Reliability Statistics
	Construct
	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	Service innovation
	0.916
	7

	Support for innovation
	0.785
	8

	Resource supply
	NA
	1

	Routine seeking
	0.770
	5

	Reaction to imposed change
	0.781
	3

	Cognitive rigidity
	0.889
	4

	Short-term focus
	0.740
	3

	Organizational trust
	0.853
	5

	Vigor
	0.530
	3

	Dedication
	0.804
	3

	Absorption
	0.681
	3

	Cognitive conflict
	0.856
	4

	Affective conflict
	0.872
	4

	


AGE

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	18-29
	88
	27.0
	27.6
	27.6

	
	30-44
	188
	57.7
	58.9
	86.5

	
	45-54
	33
	10.1
	10.3
	96.9

	
	55+
	10
	3.1
	3.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	319
	97.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	7
	2.1
	
	

	Total
	326
	100.0
	
	





	Gender

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Male
	207
	63.5
	64.9
	64.9

	
	Female
	112
	34.4
	35.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	319
	97.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	7
	2.1
	
	

	Total
	326
	100.0
	
	



	Education

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	High School
	27
	8.3
	8.5
	8.5

	
	Diploma
	87
	26.7
	27.3
	35.7

	
	Bachelor
	151
	46.3
	47.3
	83.1

	
	Postgraduate
	49
	15.0
	15.4
	98.4

	
	Other
	5
	1.5
	1.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	319
	97.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	7
	2.1
	
	

	Total
	326
	100.0
	
	



	Position

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Top management
	91
	27.9
	28.5
	28.5

	
	Middle management
	121
	37.1
	37.9
	66.5

	
	First line management
	38
	11.7
	11.9
	78.4

	
	Professional
	57
	17.5
	17.9
	96.2

	
	Technical / Clerical
	11
	3.4
	3.4
	99.7

	
	Other
	1
	.3
	.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	319
	97.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	7
	2.1
	
	

	Total
	326
	100.0
	
	





	Work Experience

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Less than 1 year
	60
	18.4
	18.8
	18.8

	
	1 - 3 years
	110
	33.7
	34.5
	53.3

	
	3 - 7 years
	90
	27.6
	28.2
	81.5

	
	More than 7 years
	59
	18.1
	18.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	319
	97.9
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	7
	2.1
	
	

	Total
	326
	100.0
	
	





	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational support for innovation

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	.463**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	54.426

	
	Covariance
	.167

	
	N
	326

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




	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational support for innovation

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	.463**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	54.426

	
	Covariance
	.167

	
	N
	326

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





	Correlation Matrix  
	Work Engagement

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	.422**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	47.429

	
	Covariance
	.146

	
	N
	326

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




	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational Conflict

	Service Innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	-.072

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.194

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	-10.899

	
	Covariance
	-.034

	
	N
	326

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






	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational Trust

	Organizational support for innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	.284**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	30.555

	
	Covariance
	.094

	
	N
	326

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




	Correlation Matrix  
	Work engagement

	Organizational support for innovation
	Pearson Correlation 
	.231**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	22.358

	
	Covariance
	.069

	
	N
	326

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






	Correlation Matrix  
	Resistance to change

	Organizational trust
	Pearson Correlation 
	-.028

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.612

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	-3.432

	
	Covariance
	-.011

	
	N
	326

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




	Correlation Matrix  
	Work engagement

	Organizational trust
	Pearson Correlation 
	.491**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	50.359

	
	Covariance
	.155

	
	N
	326

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






	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational conflict

	Organizational trust
	Pearson Correlation 
	-.043

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.444

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	-5.868

	
	Covariance
	-.018

	
	N
	326

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




	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational conflict

	Resistance to change
	Pearson Correlation 
	.510**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	75.269

	
	Covariance
	.232

	
	N
	326

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






	Correlation Matrix  
	Work engagement

	Resistance to change
	Pearson Correlation 
	-.085

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.126

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	-9.316

	
	Covariance
	-.029

	
	N
	326

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




	Correlation Matrix  
	Organizational conflict

	Work engagement
	Pearson Correlation 
	-.026

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.640

	
	Sum of Squares and Cross-products
	-3.230

	
	Covariance
	-.010

	
	N
	326

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