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Abstract 
Organizations worldwide strive to achieve superior organizational performance through innovativeness. 

Consequently, job performance and innovative work behaviour are the pillars of organizational performance. 

Although the empirical evidence on the effect of creative self-efficacy (SCE) on innovative work behaviour (IWB) 

and job performance (JP) is consistent, there is lack of study on the direct relationship between IWB and JP. 

Therefore, this study explores the effect of creative self-efficacy (CSE) on innovative work behaviour (IWB) and job 

performance (JP) and the relationship between IWB and JP. This study used multilevel data where CSE and IWB 

were self-assessed by 186 employees while their respective JPs were assessed by their immediate superiors. Partial 

Least Square SEM was used to assess the measurement models and the path analysis. CSE is found to be a 

significant predictor of both IWB and JP while there is no significant relationship between IWB and JP. This finding 

has significant managerial implication in the context of human resource management. Integrated HR strategies are 

required to ensure that both JP and IWB could work in tandem by improving employees‟ creative self-efficacy. 
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1. Introduction 
Campbell and Wiernik (2015), claimed that a nation‟s economy is driven by cumulative individual job 

performance in each organization. Job performance (JP) is typically conceptualized as an action and behaviour that 

are under individuals‟ control which contributed to the accomplishment of organizational goals (Rotundo and 

Sackett, 2002). The improvement of employees‟ performance is one of the crucial factors that can affect 

organization‟s overall productivity and development (Khan  et al., 2014). This improvement could only be possible 

if the employees are being innovative (Dorner, 2012). In fact, organizational studies have provided empirical support 

that organizational innovativeness would lead to superior organizational performance (Gunday  et al., 2011; 

Subramanian and Nilakanta, 1996). This is especially crucial in the existing dynamic business environment where 

technologies and innovations have become the driving force for organizational sustainability and competitiveness 

(García-Sánchez  et al., 2018). Notably, Getz and Robinson (2003) discovered that employees‟ innovativeness 

contribute for approximately 80% of new ideas. However, studies on the direct link between innovative work 

behaviour (IWB) and job performance have been inconclusive. Mumford  et al. (2002), claimed that innovative work 

behaviour and job performance are conceptually different from each other especially for those who worked in 

innovative sectors. Leong and Rasli (2014) further claimed that employees‟ job descriptions often disregard personal 

innovative or creative contributions which in turn would not motivate them to generate and promote new ideas for 

job improvements.  

On the hand, previous studies have showed that creative self-efficacy (CSE) has positive impact on both 

innovative work behaviour and job performance. Creative self-efficacy refers to the belief that one has the 

knowledge and skills to produce innovative outcomes (Tierney and Farmer, 2002;2011) and it appears to deliver 

such force in the difficult task (Choi, 2004; Gong  et al., 2009; Tierney and Farmer, 2002). Thus, this study attempts 

to elucidate whether creative self-efficacy affect both innovative work behaviour and job performance and whether 

innovative work behaviour could influence job performance through creative self-efficacy. 

By examining these issues, this study makes significant theoretical and practical contributions to the literature. 

Theoretically, understanding and exploring the dynamics of CSE-IWB-JP could provide the missing link on how 

innovative work behaviour could directly enhance employees‟ performance. At present, most studies (for example 

Muhtadi  et al. (2013) have been focusing on innovative work behaviour and job performance as separate entities 

which undermine their importance. This also has led to fragmented human resource management strategies in 

aligning the employees‟ performance and reward system. As most organizations have been focusing on improving 

employees‟ performance, the shift of attention in academic literatures on innovative work behaviour without clear 

linkage to job performance is indeed paradoxical. Moreover, this study could improve our understanding on the 
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effects of creative self-efficacy on both IWB and JP. This has important managerial implications as selection tools 

and training programs could be devised to improve employees‟ creative self-efficacy and organizational supports 

could be strengthened.  

 

2. Literature Review 
Majority of  researchers concurred that job performance is essentially a multi-dimensional construct (Campbell, 

1990; Sonnentag  et al., 2008). Campbell (1990), proposed eight components of job performance which include “ 

job-specific task proficiency, non-job-specific task proficiency, written and oral communication task proficiency, 

demonstration of effort, maintenance of personal discipline, facilitation of peer and team performance, supervision 

or leadership, and management or administration”. Campbell  et al. (1996), in his subsequent studies delineated these 

components into two broad facets of job performance: namely „job-specific‟ which consists of technical and specific 

competencies and „non-job-specific‟ which refers to broad competencies required across jobs. 

Very similar with Campbell‟s job specific versus nonspecific competencies, Borman and Motowidlo (1993), 

categorized job performance into task and contextual performance. Task performance refers to an individual‟s 

expertise and activities that contributed to the organization‟s technical core while contextual performance refers to 

actions that enables the employees to achieve the organizational goals including decisions to make improvements  

(Sonnentag and Frese, 2005b). The innovative work behaviour could occur under both task performance and 

contextual performance as employees‟ inclination to generate ideas, promote solutions, and implement 

improvements are applicable in in both instances.  

Definitions of innovative work behaviour, despite slight variations, maintain similar substances which regard 

IWB as multi-dimensional construct that centred on either process of ideas generation and implementation (Carmeli  

et al., 2006; De and Den, 2008; Dorenbosch  et al., 2005) or creation of product, service, idea, procedure, or 

process”(Spreitzer, 1995). Yuan (2005) cite some examples of innovative work behaviour which include inventing 

novel technologies and techniques, recommending different ways to achieve goals, proposing work tasks 

alternatives, and hastening the implementation of changes (Yuan, 2005). 

Existing literatures on variables affecting both innovative work behaviour and job performance have been 

plentiful and overlapping. For example, leadership styles (Miao  et al., 2018; Tse and Chiu, 2014); organizational 

culture (e.g. (Naranjo-Valencia  et al., 2017; Shahzad, 2014), organizational learning (e.g. (Jiménez-Jiménez and 

Sanz-Valle, 2011; Lin and Lee, 2017) are found to be significant predictors of both job performance and innovative 

behaviour. These empirical supports imply the importance of both constructs for organizational performance and 

competitiveness. Similarly, self-efficacy have been claimed to influence both IWB and JP. According to Bandura‟s 

Social Cognitive Theory, self-efficacy represents the core of cognitive processes that affect human behaviours at 

workplaces. It refers to individual beliefs about ones capabilities while creative self-efficacy focus on “the belief or 

self-assurance that reflects one‟s self-confidence in his or her abilities to produce creative outcomes” (Tierney and 

Farmer, 2002). Studies on the effect of CSE on IWB and JP also revealed consistent findings on its predictive 

influence (Kim and Park, 2015; Newman  et al., 2018a; Peng, 2016). 

 

2.1. Creative Self-Efficacy and Innovative Work Behaviour 
As mentioned earlier, Social Cognitive Theory provides a theoretical linkage between CSE and IWB. Creative 

self-efficacy elicits one‟s initial decision to engage in innovative work behaviour, their degree of persistence and 

effort while facing difficulties, and their optimal use of capabilities (Dorner, 2012). Employees with high creative 

self-efficacy tend to display more IWB as they are confident on their abilities (knowledge and skills) to generate 

ideas and put those ideas to work (Jiang and Gu, 2017). They would then put in extra efforts to seek supports for new 

ideas, create prototypes and devote time on creative cognitive processes in problem recognition and solutions. 

Moreover, employees with high creative self-efficacy would perceive themselves as capable and better equipped to 

address arising challenges in innovation processes (Richter  et al., 2012). A study by Dorner (2012) revealed that 

employees with innovative self-efficacy are confident when engaging various innovation activities and as a result, 

they tend to demonstrate IWB.  Conversely, employees with low innovative self-efficacy believe that innovative 

work behaviour are beyond their abilities and tend avoid them. Hsu  et al. (2011) found that besides creative self-

efficacy, optimism play an important role when facing uncertainties and failures in the innovation development.  

Although some argue that creative self-efficacy is particularly critical for idea generation (one of IWM 

components), (Ng and Lucianetti, 2015) maintain that innovative behaviour also involves idea dissemination and 

implementation. Employees demonstrates increasing amounts of these behaviours when the individuals are 

progressively confident in their abilities to be creative, persuade others, and successfully handle change (Ng and 

Lucianetti, 2015). 

Several studies provide the link between creative self-efficacy with IWB through mediators such as leadership 

styles Newman  et al. (2018b), Peng (2016) and innovative organizational culture (Kim and Park, 2015) while there 

several others that focused on multitude of effects of several variables such as Hsu  et al. (2011), and Dorner (2012). 

Notably, substantial empirical studies of creative self-efficacy and innovative work behaviour revealed positive 

significant relationship except for Lemons (2010). He found that 21% of participating student sample reported high 

levels of creative self-efficacy but low levels of creative behaviour. However, Lemons (2010) used a self-reported 

open-ended survey in his study, which might not be standardized. Based on these empirical findings, it is 

hypothesized that creative self-efficacy positively affects innovative work behaviour (H1). 
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2.2. Creative Self-Efficacy and Job Performance 
Self-efficacy has been claimed to improve employee‟s performance (Carter  et al., 2016). However, the 

influence of creative self –efficacy on job performance has been limited. Hypothesis on their relationship is based on 

conventional wisdom  that creativity is key ingredient for better performance (Gong  et al., 2004). In fact, Oldham 

and Cummings (1996) claimed that supervisor-rated job performance is influenced by employee‟s creative ideas in 

the forms of new products, services, or improvements in current procedures or processes. Discovery of efficient and 

effective alternative solutions for carrying out  tasks could also enhance the creation of new ideas (Zhou and Shalley, 

2003). Janssen  et al. (2004) further argue that individual‟s ability to adapt well to the job by making changes to 

themselves or fit with the work environment would improve performance. This means that employees who are 

innovative and creative tend to perform better by adapting to their works. Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle (2011); 

(Kickul and Gundry, 2002)  found that employees who take personal initiatives and new ideas contribute directly to 

effective performance in organizations. Accordingly, this study hypothesized that creative self-efficacy would have 

similar effect on job performance (H2). 

 

2.3. Innovative Work Behaviour and Job Performance 
Majority of studies have been focusing on IWB and job performance as desirable organizational outcomes (e.g 

Muhtadi  et al. (2013). Such understanding is paradoxical knowing that one‟s superior performance is contingent to 

innovative work behaviour. Furthermore, focusing on IWB and JP separately would result in fragmented human 

resource strategies. Theory of Job Demand argues that employees either improve their competencies (skills and 

knowledge) or modify their tasks in terms of goals, working procedures to cope with the job demands. Those 

modifications require the employees to be creative and innovative in order to achieve their task performance. (Yuan 

and Woodman, 2010) explained that expected positive job performance and perceived image lead to IWB. 

Employees incline to demonstrate IWB only when they perceive such behaviour would improve their performance 

and boost their images. In this regard, innovative work behaviour is indispensable for superior job performance 

which leads to the third hypothesis (H3). This hypothesis is supported by previous studies done by Kim and Koo 

(2017) and Balkar (2015). 

 

3. Methodology 
The current study employed a cross-sectional survey design using convenience sampling for selecting willing 

manufacturing companies. Only eight manufacturing companies agreed to participate with 186 employees agreed to 

answer the questionnaires method.  

The questionnaires comprises  four sections of demographic details, creative self-efficacy measures adopted 

Dorner (2012), innovative work behaviors by De and Den (2008) and job performance by Wayne and Liden (1995). 

Responses were measured based on 5-points scale (ranging from 1for strongly disagree to 5 for strongly 

agree).There were a total of ten items for creative-self efficacy, 10 items for innovative work behaviour and seven 

items for job performance. Adoption of these scales was based on validated studies done previously by respective 

researchers.  

The demographic data was analysed descriptively using the IBM SPSS Statistics Version 23.0 while testing of 

hypotheses were done using the Smart Partial Least Square (PLS) 3.0 Software (Ringle  et al., 2015). The use of 

Smart PLS was desirable as this study attempted to simultaneously examine the impacts of creative self-efficacy and 

innovative work behaviour on job performance.  

 

4. Analysis and Findings 
In terms of demographic details, majority of the respondents were males (57%), 21 to 30 years old (38.2%), and 

had been working between 1 to 5 years (46.8%). This indicates the majority of respondents were younger 

composition of workforce with income earned between Malaysian Ringgit 2,000.00 to 2, 999.00. Most respondents 

had high school education (41.9%) followed with 28.5% had diploma, 24.7% had bachelor degree and 2.7% with 

Master.  

When analysing the measurement model, it was found that were several items loading below 0.5 which were 

subsequently removed (3 items of IWB, 4 items from JP) (Joseph  et al., 2010). The remaining items‟ average 

construct validity with significant loading value ranged from 0.704 to 0.882. Table 1 shows the results of convergent 

validity in forms of loading, average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR). AVE values ranged 

from 0.542 to 0.661 indicating an adequate convergent validity while the CR values ranged from 0.780 to 0.951. 
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Table-1. Convergent Validity 

Variables Items Loadings AVE CR 

Innovative  CHAMP1 0.704 0.596 0.912 

Work  CHAMP2 0.767   

Behavior GEN2 0.781   

 GEN3 0.764   

 IMPL1 0.761   

 IMPL2 0.774   

 IMPL3 0.849   

Creative  CSE_1 0.835 0.661 0.951 

Self- efficacy CSE_2 0.785   

 CSE_3 0.882   

 ISE1 0.854   

 ISE2 0.865   

 ISE3 0.808   

 ISE4 0.828   

 ISE5 0.755   

 ISE6 0.763   

 ISE7 0.744   

Job  JP_3 0.759 0.542 0.780 

Performance JP_5 0.710   

 JP_7 0.739   

 

Discriminant validity is assessed by comparing the square root of AVE with latent variable correlations. 

Acceptable discriminant is observed when the square root of the AVE exceeded the values of all correlations (Chin, 

2010) as shown in Table 2. Moreover, values for HTMT were all below 0.85 which indicated discriminant validity 

of all the three constructs (Henseler  et al., 2014). 

 
Table-2. Discriminant Validity 

Variables 1 2 3 

1. Creative Self Efficacy 0.813 

  2. Innovative Work Behavior 0.807 0.772 

 3. Job Performance 0.395 0.269 0.736 

 

The R
2
 value was 0.163, which suggested that 16.3% of variance in job performance may be explained by 

creative self-efficacy and innovative work behaviour. Self-efficacy was positively related to innovative work 

behaviour (β = 0.510, p < 0.05) and innovative work behaviour (β= 0.807, p<0.001) while there was no significant 

relationship between innovative work behaviour and job performance. Thus, Only H2 and H3 were supported.  

 
Table-3. Path Coefficient and Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis Relationship Coefficient t-Value Supported 

H1 IWB - JP -0.143 0.605 No 

H2 CSE - JP 0.510 2.242* Yes 

H3 CSE - IWB 0.807 19.969** Yes 
                                    **p<0.001; *p<0.05 
 

5. Discussion and Conclusions 
The results indicate that creative self-efficacy is predictive of both innovative work behaviour and job 

performance which are indeed consistent with previous studies. Theoretically, this result adds to the existing corpus 

of knowledge which highlights the importance of CSE that transcends the IWB alone. Moreover, this study 

acknowledge that creative self-efficacy is an important attribute the employers should be focusing on for selection 

and hiring process and to be enhanced through training among existing employees. Haines-Gadd (2015) found that 

Theory of Inventive Problem Solving (TRIZ) training could increase levels of creative self-efficacy of participants 

and certain job-relevant capabilities are also associated with innovative work behaviour.  

The insignificant relationship between innovative work behaviour and job performance could be attributed to 

the fact that measurement of job performance has failed to incorporate measures related to innovativeness and 

creativity. As revealed by a study done by Abbas and Raja (2015), innovative behaviour is part of organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) rather than task performance alone. This disparity needs to be scrutinized if 

organizations would like to improve their innovativeness. Furthermore, previous studies (e.g. Kim and Koo (2017)) 

used self-reported measure which might be self-inflated. As mentioned earlier, employees who tend to display IWB 

usually perform better as they are more likely to find solutions to their performance problems and act on them. 

Another aspect that need to be highlighted is that job description of the employees do not include innovative work 

behaviour (Leong and Rasli, 2014). This will lead to ineffective and inaccurate performance appraisal which is not 

aligned with reward system. Contextual factor might need to be considered too as participating respondents were 
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manufacturing employees who are not in creative or innovative industry. Therefore, creativity and innovativeness 

have not been emphasized especially when job specialization is high as in the manufacturing companies. 

Future research could replicate this study in a broader context as multi-level assessments are very difficult to 

achieve. Rather than focusing on task performance, inclusion of citizenship performance might need to be 

considered. This is in line with Poropat‟s  (Poropat, 2002) finding and also (Sonnentag and Frese, 2005a). In 

conclusion, this study has substantiated previous empirical evidence on IWB with several theoretical implications as 

theory on IWB has been absent.  

 

References 
Abbas, M. and Raja, U. (2015). Impact of psychological capital on innovative performance and job stress. Canadian 

Journal of Administrative Sciences / Revue Canadienne Des Sciences de l’Administration, 32(2): 128–38. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1314 

Balkar, B. (2015). The relationships between organizational climate, innovative behavior and job performance of 

teachers. International Online Journal of Educational Science, 7(2): 81–92. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2015.02.007 

Borman, W. C. and Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include elements of contextual 

performance. Personnel Selection in Organizations: 71–98. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/SpringerReference_7472 

Campbell, J. P. (1990). Modeling the performance prediction problem in industrial and organizational psychology. 

In handbook of industrial and organizational Psychology. 1(2): 687–732. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1026/1617-6391.3.3.135 

Campbell, J. P. and Wiernik, B. M. (2015). The modeling and assessment of work performance. Annu. Rev. Organ. 

Psychol. Organ. Behav, 2: 47–74. Available: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111427 

Campbell, J. P., Gasser, M. B. and Oswald, F. L. (1996). In k. R. Murphy, The substantive nature of job performance 

variability. Jossey-Bass: San Fransicco.  

Carmeli, A., Meitar, R. and Weisberg, J. (2006). Self-leadership skills and innovative behavior at work. 

International Journal of Manpower, 27(1): 75–90. Available: https://doi.org/10.1108/01437720610652853 

Carter, W. R., Nesbit, P. L., Badham, R. J., Parker, S. K. and Sung, L.-K. (2016). The effects of employee 

engagement and self-efficacy on job performance: a longitudinal field study. The International Journal of 

Human Resource Management: 1–20. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1244096 

Chin, W. W. (2010). Handbook of partial least squares.  Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8 

Choi, J. N. (2004). Individual and contextual predictors of creative performance, The mediating role of 

psychological processes. Creativity Research Journal, 16(4): 187–99. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1704 

De, J. J. and Den, H. D. N. (2008). Innovative work behavior, Measurement and validation.  

Dorenbosch, L., Van, E. M. L. and Verhagan, M. (2005). On-the-job innovation, The impact of job design and 

human resource management through production ownership. Creativity and Innovation Management, 14(2): 

129–41. Available: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1476-8691.2005.00333.x 

Dorner, N. (2012). Innovative work behavior , The roles of employee expectations and effects on job performance.  

University of St.Gallen.  

García-Sánchez, E., García-Morales, V. J. and Martín-Rojas, R. (2018). Influence of technological assets on 

organizational performance through absorptive capacity, organizational innovation and internal labour 

flexibility. Switzerland. Sustainability 10(3):  Available: https://doi.org/10.3390/su10030770 

Getz, I. and Robinson, A. G. (2003). Innovate or die, Is that a fact? Creativity and Innovation Management, 12(3): 

130–36. Available: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8691.00276 

Gong, Y., Huang, J. C. and Farh, J. L. (2004). Employee learning orientation, Transformational leadership, And 

employee creativity, The mediating role of employee creative self-efficacy. Academy of Management 

Journal, 52(4): 765–78. 

Gong, Y., Huang, J.-C. and Farh, J. L. (2009). Employee learning orientation, transformational leadership, and 

employee creativity, The mediating role of employee creative self-efficacy. Academy of Management 

Journal, 52(4): 765–78. 

Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., Kilic, K. and Alpkan, L. (2011). Effects of innovation types on firm performance. 

International Journal of Production Economics, 133(2): 662–76. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IJPE.2011.05.014 

Haines-Gadd, L. (2015). Does triz change people? Evaluating the impact of triz training within an organisation, 

Implications for theory and practice. Procedia Engineering, 131(131): 259–69. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2015.12.387 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M. and Sarstedt, M. (2014). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-

based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science:  Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8 

Hsu, M. L. A., Hou, S. T. and Fan, H. L. (2011). Creative self-efficacy and innovative behavior in a service setting, 

Optimism as a moderator. Journal of Creative Behavior, 45(4): 258–72. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2011.tb01430.x 

https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1314
https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2015.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/SpringerReference_7472
https://doi.org/10.1026/1617-6391.3.3.135
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111427
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437720610652853
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1244096
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1704
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1476-8691.2005.00333.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10030770
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8691.00276
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IJPE.2011.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2015.12.387
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2011.tb01430.x


The Journal of Social Sciences Research 

 

296 

Janssen, O., Van, D. V. E. and West, M. (2004). The bright and dark sides of individual and group innovation, A 

special issue introduction. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(2): 129–45. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.242 

Jiang, W. and Gu, Q. (2017). Leader creativity expectations motivate employee creativity, A moderated mediation 

examination. The In Terna Tional Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(5): 724–49. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1109535 

Jiménez-Jiménez, D. and Sanz-Valle, R. (2011). Innovation, Organizational learning, And performance. Journal of 

Business Research, 64(4): 408–17. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010 

Joseph, F., Hair, J., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J. and Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data analysis.  7th 

ednPearson.  

Khan, Z., Karim, N. and Ullah, J. S. (2014). Role of performance based reward system in improving employee‟s 

productivity and job satisfaction, Analysis of government and private sector of peshawar. City University 

Research Journal, 4(1): 80–87. Available: http://cusit.edu.pk/curj/Journals/Journal/Jan 2014/06 

Zoonrian.pdf 

Kickul, J. and Gundry, L. (2002). Prospecting for strategic advantage, The proactive entrepreneurial personality and 

small firm innovation. Journal of Small Business Management, 40(2): 85–97. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-627X.00042 

Kim and Park, M. (2015). Leadership, knowledge sharing, and creativity, The key factors in nurses‟ innovative 

behaviors. Journal of Nursing Administration, 45(12): 615–21. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1097/NNA.0000000000000274 

Kim and Koo, D. W. (2017). Linking lmx, engagement, innovative behavior, and job performance in hotel 

employees. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 29(12): 3044–62. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-06-2016-0319 

Lemons, G. K. (2010). Bar drinks, rugas, and gay pride parades: Is creative behavior a function of creative self-

efficacy? . Creativity Research Journal, 22(2): 151–61. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2010.481502 

Leong, C. T. and Rasli, A. (2014). The relationship between innovative work behavior on work role performance, 

An empirical study. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 129: 592–600. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.717 

Lin, H.-C. and Lee, Y.-D. (2017). A study of the influence of organizational learning on employees‟ innovative 

behavior and work engagement by a cross-level examination. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and 

Technology Education, 13(7): 3463–78. Available: https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2017.00738a 

Miao, Q., Newman, A., Schwarz, G. and Cooper, B. (2018). How leadership and public service motivation enhance 

innovative behavior. Public Administration Review, 78(1): 71–81. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12839 

Muhtadi, A., Hilmi, I. L., Supriyatna, K. A. P., Widianto, S. and Abdulah, R. (2013). Hospital pharmacist‟s 

employee enggagement fully mediate the organization culture to their innovative behavior and individual 

performance. International Journal of Pharmaceutical Sciences Review and Research, 23(1): 183–90. 

Mumford, M. D., Scott, G. M., Gaddis, B. and Strange, J. M. (2002). Leading creative people, Orchestrating 

expertise and relationships. 13: 705–50. 

Naranjo-Valencia, J. C., Jimenez-Jimenez, D. and Sanz-Valle, R. (2017). Organizational culture and radical 

innovation, Does innovative behavior mediate this relationship? Creativity and Innovation Management, 

26(4): 407–17. Available: https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12236 

Newman, A., Tse, H. H. M., Schwarz, G. and Nielsen, I. (2018a). The effects of employees‟ creative self-efficacy on 

innovative behavior, The role of entrepreneurial leadership. Journal of Business Research, 78(March): 1–9. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.04.001 

Newman, A., Tse, H. H. M., Schwarz, G. and Nielsen, I. (2018b). The effects of employees‟ creative self-efficacy on 

innovative behavior,The role of entrepreneurial leadership. Journal of Business Research, 89: 1–9. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.04.001 

Ng, T. W. H. and Lucianetti, L. (2015). Within-individual increases in innovative behavior and creative, persuasion, 

and change self-efficacy over time: A social-cognitive theory perspective. . Journal of applied psychology. 

Advance Online Publication, 8: 1–23. 

Oldham, G. R. and Cummings, A. (1996). Employee creativity, Personal and contextual factors at work. Academy of 

Management Journal, 39(3): 607–34. Available: https://doi.org/10.2307/256657 

Peng, Y.-P. (2016). A study of the relationship among leader-member exchange, Creative self-efficacy and 

innovative behavior of the university librarians. Journal of Educational Media and Library Science, 53(1): 

27–61. Available: https://doi.org/10.6120/JoEMLS.2016.531/0044.RS.AM 

Poropat, A. (2002). New models of work performance and their implications for employment relations. In 

International Employment Relations Association:  Available: http://hdl.handle.net/10072/1607 

Richter, A. W., Hirst, G., Van, K. D. and Baer, M. (2012). Creative self-efficacy and individual creativity in team 

contexts, Cross-level interactions with team informational resources. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(6): 

1282–90. Available: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029359 

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S. and Becker, J.-M. (2015). SmartPLS 3.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.242
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1109535
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010
http://cusit.edu.pk/curj/Journals/Journal/Jan
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-627X.00042
https://doi.org/10.1097/NNA.0000000000000274
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-06-2016-0319
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2010.481502
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.717
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2017.00738a
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12839
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.2307/256657
https://doi.org/10.6120/JoEMLS.2016.531/0044.RS.AM
http://hdl.handle.net/10072/1607
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029359


The Journal of Social Sciences Research 

 

297 

Rotundo, M. and Sackett, P. R. (2002). The relative importance of task, citizenship, and counterproductive 

performance to global ratings of job performance, A policy-capturing approach. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 87(1): 66–80. Available: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.66 

Shahzad, F. (2014). Impact of organizational culture on employees‟ job performance, An empirical study of software 

houses in Pakistan. International Journal of Commerce and Management, 24(3): 219–27. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCoMA-07-2012-0046 

Sonnentag, S. and Frese, M. (2005a). Performance concepts and performance theory. Psychological Management of 

Individual Performance: 1–25. Available: https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013419.ch1 

Sonnentag, S. and Frese, M. (2005b). Performance concepts and performance theory in sonnentag, Sabine (Ed) 

Psychological measurement of individual performance.  John Wiley & Sons Ltd.  

Sonnentag, S., Volmer, J. and Spychala, A. (2008). Job performance. The SAGE Handbook of Organizational 

Behavior, 1: 427–47. Available: https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849200448 

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace, Dimensions, Measurement, And validation. 

Academy of Management Journal, 38(5): 1442–65. 

Subramanian, A. and Nilakanta, S. (1996). Organizational innovativeness, Exploring the relationship between 

organizational determinants of innovation, Types of innovations, And measures of organizational 

performance. Omega, 24(6): 631–47. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-0483(96)00031-X 

Tierney, P. and Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy, Its potential antecedents and relationship to creative 

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6): 1137–48. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3069429 

Tierney, P. and Farmer, S. M. (2011). Creative self-efficacy development and creative performance over time. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(2): 277–93. Available: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020952 

Tse, H. H. M. and Chiu, W. C. K. (2014). Transformational leadership and job performance, A social identity 

perspective. Journal of Business Research, 67(1): 2827–35. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.07.018 

Wayne, S. J. and Liden, R. C. (1995). Effects on impression management on performance ratings, A longitudinal 

study. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1): 232–60. Available: https://doi.org/10.2307/256734 

Yuan, F. (2005). Individual innovation in the workplace, The role of performance and image outcome expectations.  

Texas A and M University. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.49388995 

Yuan, F. and Woodman, R. W. (2010). Innovative behavior in the workplace, The role of performance and image 

outcome expectations innovative behavior in the workplace: The role of performance and image outcome 

expectations. Academy of Management Journal, 53(2): 323–42. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.49388995 

Zhou, J. and Shalley, C. E. (2003). Research on employee creativity, A critical review and directions for future 

research. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management:  Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-7301(03)22004-1 

 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.66
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCoMA-07-2012-0046
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013419.ch1
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849200448
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-0483(96)00031-X
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069429
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.07.018
https://doi.org/10.2307/256734
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.49388995
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.49388995
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-7301(03)22004-1

