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Abstract 

 

Employees are the key determinants of an organization’s success because they possess the 

greatest source of the organization’s creativity. To produce a highly creative thinker, 

employee participation in the creative-relevant process is required. However, different forms 

of employee participation may benefit the organization differently. Mainly, researchers 

agreed on three forms of participation, namely full-autonomous or discretion over individual 

work tasks, semi-autonomous teamwork and consultative participation. The objective of this 

study is to examine the relationship between the different forms of employee participation in 

creative-relevant process and employee creativity. In addition, creative self-efficacy has 

demonstrated a relationship with creativity among employees. Underpinned by the Social 

Cognitive Theory, this study further examined the effect of creative self-efficacy on 

employee creativity and as a moderator for the relationship between creative-relevant process 

and employee creativity. We employed a quantitative approach by distributing questionnaires 

to employees who are working in public/private service sectors in Malaysia and 250 

employees had responded. The study hypotheses were tested using PLS structural equation 

modeling. The results of the study showed that there is (a) a significant relationship between 

full-autonomous and consultative participation in the creative-relevant process; (b) a non-

significant relationship between semi-autonomous and creative-relevant process; (c) a 

significant relationship between creative-relevant process and employee creativity; (d) a 

significant relationship between creative self-efficacy and employee creativity, and (e) a non-

significant moderated relationship of creative self-efficacy. This study adds to the body of 

knowledge on the importance of examining the different forms of employee participation and 

enforcing continuous training in creative-relevant process in order to develop employee 

creativity. 

 

Keywords: consultative participation, creative-relevant process, creative self-efficacy, 

employee creativity, full-autonomous, semi-autonomous    

 

 

Introduction 

 

Given an uncertain and competitive environment in today’s business, service sectors are 

coming to realize that their organizations’ performance is depending on the employee 
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creativity (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). The process of thinking creatively can be done with the 

participation of employees in their daily operation and involving in the decision-making 

process. Researchers have pointed out that employee participation can improve the 

organization performance in some way and may also lead to creative thinking that triggers 

innovation in the organizations (Zhou, Hirst & Shipton, 2012).  

Employee participation is the process in which an employee is allowed to have 

control over some of their works and participates in the decision-making process (Strauss 

2006), rather than just acting on orders. Employees are central to idea generation; therefore, 

they should be encouraged to get involved in decision making (Zubair et al., 2015). It is 

agreed by previous researchers that participation in decision making will affect not only 

worker productivity, job satisfaction, motivation, and commitment (Bhatti, Nawab & Akbar, 

2011) but also creativity (Zubair et al., 2015). 

The human mind has three main potential which are intelligence, creativity, and 

wisdom (Sternberg, 2003). They can shape, nurture, and stimulate their mind properly and 

use them to think creatively and innovatively. However, in order to produce a highly creative 

thinker, employee participation in the creative-relevant process is required. Creative-relevant 

process is the process where employees are involved in the stages of problem identification, 

information searching and encoding, as well as ideas and alternative generation (Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010). When employees put more effort to fully identify problem and gather various 

information to generate alternatives, the novel and useful solutions will likely to be produced. 

Thus, the level of their creative thinking is expanded. 

The issue on lack of high-level creative thinker has been the biggest concern in almost 

all organizations. According to Amabile (1988), there are two types of factors influencing 

employees’ creativity at workplace; individual and organizational factors. To develop the 

high-level of creative thinker, it is good to understand the role of both, the individual and the 

organization factors such as the level of autonomy granted to employees and their willingness 

to participate in a decision-making process, known as employee participation. However, the 

level of autonomy given depends on the different forms of employee participation which may 

reflected a different outcome (Gallie, 2013; Kalleberg, Nesheim & Olsen, 2009).  

Employees with high creative self-efficacy will feel confident in identifying problems 

and generating ideas with the skills and knowledge they own (Jiang & Gu, 2017; Newman, 

Tse, Schwarz, & Nielsen, 2018). Creative self-efficacy is defined as “the belief that one has 

the ability to produce creative outcomes” (Tierney & Farmer, 2002, p. 1138). They revealed 

that employees’ creative performance was initiated by individuals who possess creative self-

efficacy. Their findings were supported by the social-cognitive theory that suggested, 

individuals who believed they have the ability to make things happen will be more creative. 

Therefore, we regard as true that creative self-efficacy is associated with greater creativity. 

In summary, the different forms of employee participation may have different effect 

on creative-relevant process. Employees’ participation in the creative-relevant process plays a 

significant role in developing high level creative thinkers. On the basis of previous studies 

and the social-cognitive theory, this study will address the following research questions; (1) 

to what extent do the different forms of employee participation influence creative-relevant 

process and the effect of creative-relevant process on employee creativity? and (2) what is the 

effect of creative-relevant process on employee creativity when moderated by creative self-

efficacy? Hence, the purpose of this study is twofold which are to examine; (1) the different 

forms of employee participation in creative-relevant process and the effect of creative-

relevant process on employee creativity, and (2) the effect of creative self-efficacy on 

employee creativity and the moderating effect of creative self-efficacy on the relationship 

between creative-relevant process and employee creativity.  
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Literature review and hypotheses development 

 

Forms of employee participation 

 

Employee participation is one of the management initiatives and a process that allows 

employees to have some control over their work (Strauss, 2006). Employee participation is 

part of employee involvement as well as empowerment (Sofijanova & Zabijakin-Chatleska, 

2013). In other word, involvement is the process of employee participation in decision 

making, problem solving, and employees are given some autonomy to complete their work 

processes. Thus, employees become more productive, motivated, and committed (Sofijanova 

& Zabijakin-Chatleska, 2013). Employees are given greater freedom and autonomy over their 

work which means empowerment and responsibility for decision making and opportunity to 

discuss over work issues which may influence managerial decision. 

The widespread application of employee participation practices usually result in 

positive outcome such as quality improvement (Julien & Tjahjono, 2009), workers’ health 

and well-being (Knudsen, Busck & Lind, 2011), quality of work (Gallie, 2013), 

organizational commitment (Bhatti et al., 2011), and creativity (Zhou, 1998). However, 

different forms of employee participation may benefit the organization differently. For 

example, a study found that participation through team is positively correlated with stress, 

whereas full autonomy and consultative participation are reducing the stress (Kalleberg et al., 

2009). Mainly, researchers agreed on the three forms of participation namely full autonomous 

(individual); semi-autonomous (teamwork); and consultative participation (Gallie, 2013; 

Kalleberg et al., 2009; Knudsen, Busck & Lind, 2011).  

The full-autonomous is the highest degree of autonomy granted to individual 

employee to have control over their immediate task. This form of participation is very 

important to reflect how the work is organized (Gallie, 2013). Employees with full 

autonomous are given autonomy to design and execute their own work. As a result, they will 

be able to produce high-quality work and introduce possibility of self-development. In 

addition, they are competent to produce novel and useful alternatives in decision-making 

process. Semi-autonomous refers to the extent of which workers and other co-workers 

cooperate with each other in a relatively stable teamwork (Osterman, 2000). Based on 

previous studies, we believe that incorporation of teamwork in formal organization may 

expand more capacity for problem solving. This is because more ideas could be generated 

from a group of employees in a team. However, poor coordination in teamwork will affect 

cooperation among team members. 

Consultative participation allows employees to deploy influence over some 

organizational work-related issues (Kalleberg et al., 2009). Consultative participation refers 

to practices where management encourages their employees to give opinions or suggestions 

relating to work, but the final decisions still fall under management jurisdiction. Examples of 

consultative participation include suggestion plans, regular meetings with management 

(Bhatti et al., 2011), and problem-solving groups such as quality circles (Gallie, 2013).  

 

Different forms of employee participation in creative-relevant process 

 

Managements encouraged and developed creativity among employees (Shalley & Gilson, 

2004) in order for their organization to be more innovative and effective (Shalley, Zhou & 

Oldman, 2004). Previous literature agreed that participation and autonomy in decision 

making are among the vital predictors for creative outcomes (Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta & 

Kramer, 2004; Zubair et al., 2015) and they are the potential source of creativity (Zhou et al. 

2012). Creativity can be defined as “the production of novel and useful ideas for problem 
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solving and meeting the organization goal” (Amabile, 2012). Employee creativity is not just 

providing useful outcomes but also incorporating the development of new and practical 

solutions pertaining to workplace issues (Amabile, 1983).  

Employees need to participate in the creativity process that gradually leads to creative 

outcome, namely creative-relevant process. However, the degree of employee participation in 

the process varies (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). When individuals pay little attention to their 

work, they will minimally participate in the workplace problem and may not found any 

creative or useful solution to the problem that have occurred. On the other hand, individuals 

that devote all their attention to work are most likely to be involved in the workplace 

problems they encounter (Gallie, 2013). Thus, when an individual dedicates substantial 

attention to a workplace problem, creative solutions will be generated and it will also lead to 

their participation in the creative-relevant process (Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  

It is clear from the literature review that employee participation in creative-relevant 

process will contribute to employee creativity. However, to which extent the different forms 

of employee participation will contribute to the higher level of employee creativity is still 

open for discussion. So, for this study, ‘creativity’ is used to describe an outcome which 

refers to the extension of novel and useful ideas production and ‘creative-relevant process’ is 

the process of which creativity occurs. The activities involved in the creative process are 

problem identification, information searching, and idea generation (Amabile, 1983; Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010).  

 

H1a: There is a significant relationship between full-autonomous (individual) and creative-

relevant process. 

H1b: There is a significant relationship between semi-autonomous (teamwork) and 

creative- relevant process. 

H1c: There is a significant relationship between consultative participation and creative-

 relevant process. 

 

Creative-relevant process and employee creativity 

 

The literature on creativity offered a few ways to look at the concept of creativity. Amabile 

(1997) defined creativity as “…simply the production of novel, appropriate ideas in any 

realm of human activity, from science, to the arts, to education, to business, to everyday life. 

The ideas must be novel, different from what’s been done before; they must be appropriate to 

the problem or opportunity presented (Amabile, 1997:40)”. Creativity is a collection of ideas, 

either creating something new or using old ideas in a new way (Maley, 2003) and creativity 

means to do something in a way that is not normally done when the normal way does not 

work out (Simonton, 2017). Thus, creativity is not just “thinking outside the box” but finding 

new ways of doing things that provide added value in solving problems or seizing 

opportunity.  

Previous research recommended many factors that may enhance employee creativity 

(Shalley et al., 2004) including motivation, empowerment, and employees’ abilities (Aslam, 

2017). In addition, some researchers found that employees who participate in the creative-

relevant process will improve their creativity, too (Aslam, 2017; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). 

There are three stages in creative-relevant process. The stages in creative-relevant process are 

similar to decision making process, only that it emphasized more on creative idea generation. 

The preliminary stage is problem identification where employees have to understand the 

nature of the problem, gather some information from various perspective and break down the 

difficult problem into parts to get more understanding. The second stage is information 

searching where employees need to search variety information from multiple source to 
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initiate thinking and to be utilized for the outcome. Finally, the third stage is idea generation. 

Employees will generate new ideas to solve the problem using diverse sources of information 

and come out with a significant number of alternatives (Reiter-Palmon & Illies, 2004; Zhang 

& Bartol, 2010). 

Creative-relevant process plays a significant role in influencing employee’s creativity 

(Aslam, 2017; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Thus, creative outcomes will be generated when 

employees devote substantial attention and put more effort to identify the problem, get more 

information, and generate alternatives and various ideas to produce novel and useful 

solutions. In other words, employees need to participate in the creative-relevant process so 

that they are able to generate the creative outcome.  

 

H2: There is a significant relationship between creative-relevant process and employee 

 creativity. 

 

Moderating Effect of Creative Self-efficacy and Employee Creativity 

 

Social-cognitive theory by Bandura (1997) introduced the term ‘self-efficacy’ which 

explained about individuals’ belief on their ability to organize and execute what they want 

under a variety of circumstances. Self-efficacy is the key determinants whether an individual 

can successfully make things happen through their own action in the way they want 

(Bandura, 2001). The individual effort is more persistent if they believed in their capabilities 

(Bandura, 1989). Therefore, individuals with high confidence level in their capabilities are 

likely to accept difficult tasks as a challenge (Ridzwan & Mohamed, 2016). In addition, it 

will boost up their level of motivation and put more effort to face the challenges (Bandura, 

1989).  

Tierney and Farmer (2002) coined the concept of creative self-efficacy as a process 

similar to that deployed for self-efficacy. They believe that individuals with creative self-

efficacy will produce creative outcomes (Tierney & Farmer, 2002). Empirical studies have 

shown that creative self-efficacy is related to idea generation (Tierney & Farmer, 2002) and 

creative performance (Gong, Huang & Farh, 2009; Haase et al., 2018). Individuals who have 

confidence in their own ability will have high creative self-efficacy and may perform high 

degree of creativity (Malik, Butt & Choi, 2015) and will approach problem solving in an 

innovative way. 

We base this view on previous research that have shown that employees are more 

creative when they possess higher level of creative self-efficacy (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 

2007; Tierney & Farmer, 2002). Even though there was a study that examined the mediating 

role of employee creative self-efficacy between employee learning orientation and employee 

creativity (Gong et al. 2009), we feel that creative self-efficacy is also best suited as 

moderator. The reason being, we want to examine when and not why the above relationship 

is stronger. In this study, the moderating effect of creative self-efficacy will be on the 

relationship between creative-relevant process and employee creativity.  

Thus, we expect that the degree of employee creativity would vary depending on 

employee’s creative self-efficacy. Normally, individuals with low creative self-efficacy will 

pay little attention to improving their routine task and will engage minimally in problem 

solving which leads to less creative solution. 

 

H3:  There is a significant relationship between creative self-efficacy and employee 

creativity.  
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H4: Creative self-efficacy will moderate the relationship between creative-relevant 

process and employee creativity such that the relationship is stronger for those with 

high rather than low creative self-efficacy. 
 

Research framework 

Drawing from the above hypotheses, we illustrate the research framework to explain (i) the 

direct relationship between the different forms of employee participation and creative-

relevant process, (ii) the direct relationship between creative-relevant process and employee 

creativity and (iii) the moderating effect of creative self-efficacy. Figure 1 illustrate the 

research framework. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Research framework for the relationship between different forms of employee participation, 

creative-relevant process and employee creativity – moderated by creative self-efficacy. 

 

 

Method 

 

The study was conducted using quantitative study approach and cross-sectional among 

employees working in a public/private service organization. Initially, this study proposed 

public service sector (government agency) because little is known about the new public 

management in relation to creativity. However, due the low response rate from employees of 

public service sector, this study decided to collect data from private sector. Regardless of 

public or private service sector, all employees are required to be creative in their routine task 

such as to adapt with the technological changes, to do continuous improvement, and to create 

lean frontline services.  

Self-reported questionnaire was distributed to obtain responses from the participants. 

This method is appropriate because the constructs used in this study referred to respondent 

own perceptions. The questionnaires were handed over to an appointed person-in-charge to 

be distributed to the employees of the organization. After a week, the completed 

questionnaires were collected. This study used a convenience sampling because the name list 

of all employees in the organization were not easily accessible. Partial least squares structural 

equation modelling (PLS-SEM) with SmartPLS 3.0 (Ringle, Wende & Becker, 2015) was 

used to test the hypotheses.  

The survey questionnaire was developed by adapting previous validated measurement 

scales. Different forms of employee participation were measured using Gallie (2013). 

Full-autonomous 

(Individual) 

Semi-autonomous 

(Teamwork) 

Consultative 

participation 

Forms of Employee 

Participation 
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Respondents were asked series of questions such as “How much influence do you personally 

have on deciding how you are to do the task?” and “How much you can express your views 

in the issues of training and career development”. Respondents indicated the frequency of 

their participation in daily task and decision-making process on a five-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (none at all) to 5 (a great deal). To measure the creative-relevant process, an 

11 items scale was used for this study adapted from Amabile (1983) and Reiter-Palmon and 

Illies (2004). Respondents answered on a five-point scale ranging from (1) never to (5) very 

frequently. “I think about the problem from multiple perspective” and “I generate a 

significant number of alternatives to the same problem before I choose the final solution” are 

representative items.  

To assess employee perceived for creative self-efficacy, we adapted the New General 

Self-Efficacy Scale by Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) in the context of creativity. Using five-

point rating scale respondents showed how much they agreed or disagree by answering eight 

statements. A sample item was “I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for 

myself in a creative way”. Finally, the employee creative thinking was measured using a 13-

item creativity scale adapted from Zhou and George (2001). Respondents answered on five-

point scale ranging from 1 (not at all characteristics) to 5 (very characteristics) which was 

adopted from the same source. Additional instruction was given to respondents, i.e. “Please 

rate your characteristic based on each of the behaviors in the following questions”. The 

sample items are “I am someone who is not afraid to take risks” and “I am someone who 

comes up with creative solutions to problems”. 

 

 

Findings 

 

Results 

 

Eventually 250 questionnaires were return from the survey.  Of these numbers, only 247 

cases were usable for further analyses. Out of the useable sample, majority of the respondents 

were (61%), Malays (87%) and married (60%). The mean age was 35 years (range 21 – 60 

years). Sixty six percent (66%) of the respondents completed up to the secondary school and 

34 % completed higher education. The respondents’ average tenure in their organization was 

8 years. Majority of the respondents occupied the non-executive positions (60%).  

Six constructs were used in this study, which are full-autonomous, semi-autonomous, 

consultative participation, creative-relevant process, creative self-efficacy and employee 

creativity. The indicator reliability of the measurement model was accepted as the indicator 

loadings for each construct shows 0.70 and above. The summary of internal consistency 

reliability results is shown in Table 1. The internal consistency reliability of the constructs is 

well above the cut-off value of 0.70. Cronbach’s alpha values also show good reliability, 

ranging from 0.742 to 0.964.  All AVE values are above 0.50, with the lowest AVE value of 

0.568 for full-autonomous indicating that more than half of the respective indicators’ 

variance was explained by its latent variable. Therefore, convergent validity is established in 

this study. 
 

Table 1: Constructs, internal consistency reliability, and average variance extracted 

 

Construct Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability AVE 

Full-autonomous 0.742 0.839 0.568 

Semi-autonomous 0.865 0.908 0.712 

Consultative 0.892 0.918 0.651 
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Creative-relevant  0.936 0.945 0.612 

Creative self-efficacy 

Employee Creativity 

0.956 

0.964 

0.963 

0.968 

0.763 

0.701 

Having established a valid and reliable measurement model, this study continued with 

structural model assessment. Table 2 shows the path coefficient, t-value and p-value for the 

hypotheses relationship. The results for first direct relationships between the three forms of 

employee participation and creative-relevant process shows that two of three forms of 

participation are significant.  Specifically, the path coefficient was statistically significant for 

the relationship between full-autonomous, consultative participation and creative-relevant 

process (β = 0.279, p < 0.000; β = 0.182, p = 0.008) respectively. Therefore, Hypotheses 1a 

and 1c stating that there is a relationship between full-autonomous, consultative participation 

and creative-relevant process were supported. On the other hand, hypothesis 1b stating that 

there is a relationship between semi-autonomous and creative-relevant process was not 

supported (β = 0.077, p = 0.308). 

Hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 3 specify the direct effects among creative-relevant 

process, creative self-efficacy and employee creativity. Results from the PLS-SEM analysis 

support both hypothesized relationships. That is, there is a direct positive relationship 

between creative-relevant process and employee creativity (β = 0.192, p = 0.008), and there is 

a direct relationship between creative self-efficacy and employee creativity (β = 0.612, p < 

0.000). Therefore, hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 3 were supported. 

Finally, Hypothesis 4 proposed that creative self-efficacy will moderate the 

relationship between creative-relevant process and employee creativity. The results of the 

bootstrapping procedure showed that the path coefficient between the interaction variable and 

employee creativity was not statistically significant (β =0.020, p = 0.550). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4 was not supported.  

 
Table 2: Hypotheses testing results 

 

Hypotheses 

Relationship 

Path 

Coefficient 

t-value p-value Result 

H1a: FA  CRP 0.279 4.409 0.000 Supported 

H1b: SA  CRP 0.077 1.020 0.308 Not supported 

H1c: CP  CRP 0.182 2.622 0.008 Supported 

H2: CRP  EC 0.192 2.646 0.008 Supported 

H3: CSE  EC 0.612 8.265 0.000  Supported 

H4: CRPxCSE  EC 0.020 0.598 0.550 Not supported 

 

Note: FA=Full Autonomous, SA=Semi-Autonomous, CP=Consultative Participation, CRP=Creative-relevant 

Process, CSE=Creative Self-efficacy, EC=Employee Creativity 

 

The coefficient of determination, R2 for the first direct relationship between the three 

forms of employee participations and creative-relevant process is 0.172, which indicates that 

17.2% of the variance in creative-relevant process construct is explained by the predictors of 

the model. The coefficient of determination, R2 also show that the research model explained 

53.5% variation in the employee creativity construct. Thus, this model explained that the 

predictor variables moderately well (Henseler et al., 2009). 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

 

In general, this study examined two main effect models; first, to examine the direct 

relationship between three different forms of employee participation with creative-relevant 

process, and second, to examine the direct relationship between creative-relevant process 

with employee creativity. In addition, the later model also examined the moderation effect of 

creative self-efficacy. Initially, we intend to examine the creative-relevant process as a 

mediator for the relationship between the three forms of employee participation and 

employee creativity. However, the result of this study did not meet one of the mediation 

requirements. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), if the mediator is not associated with 

the independent variable, then it could not mediate anything.  

As expected, the result of this study showed that the different forms of employee 

participation affected the creative-relevant process at a different level. Out of the three forms 

of employee participation, only two were supported. There is a positive relationship between 

full-autonomous and consultative participation with creative-relevant process, whereby full-

autonomous most strongly associated with creative-relevant process. On the other hand, this 

study found that semi-autonomous was not significantly effective in creative-relevant 

process. These findings were consistent with Gallie (2013) that specified among the three 

forms of employee participation, the strongest and significantly associated with quality of 

work are full-autonomous and consultative participation rather than semi-autonomous.  

Result revealed that semi-autonomous participation through teamwork had the 

weakest effects out of the three forms of employee participation. We strongly believe that the 

non-significant result is caused by the loose coordination and less cooperation among team 

members. Poor coordination in teamwork caused team members to feel frustrated especially 

when they detected some members contributed less than others (Colquitt, Lepine & Wesson, 

2019). Lack of coordination created motivational loss and dissatisfaction among team 

members. Those feelings reduced cooperation, and in turn, exert less effort when working on 

team tasks such as participated in creative-relevant process. 

This study also found that there is a significant direct positive relationship between 

creative-relevant process and employee creativity. According to Zhang and Bartol (2010) and 

Aslam (2017), creative-relevant process is crucial in explaining employee creative outcomes. 

For a creative response to emerge, employees need to engage in creative-relevant process 

activities (Amabile, 1983; Reiter-Palmon & Illies, 2004). These processes will explore the 

employees’ cognitive pathways to be more flexible in finding a solution in a creative way. 

Therefore, the finding of this study supports previous research on the importance of creative-

relevant process.  

However, the moderating role of creative self-efficacy on the relationship between 

creative-relevant process and employee creativity was not supported. Essentially, both high 

and low creative self-efficacy did not strengthen or weaken the relationship between creative-

relevant process and employee creativity. There are a few plausible reasons that may explain 

the absence of a moderating effect of creative self-efficacy. The non-significant result could 

be due to theoretical perspective which includes the low power of the sample size. However, 

the results of the non-significant regression analysis did not mean that there was no 

moderation effect in the study sample. This may be due to insufficient evidence in the data 

set (Hair et al., 2006).  

Another plausible reason is the demographic background of the respondents. 

Perception of creative self-efficacy is differed for each individual. Majority of the 

respondents in this study hold the non-executive positions (60%) and completed up to the 

secondary level (66%). Therefore, we believe that this category of employees perceives both 

creative-relevant process and creative self-efficacy as independently functioning. This means 
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that if the employees are involved in the creative-relevant process, they are confident about 

their ability and it may not be necessary to have a creative self-efficacy. On top of that, 

creative self-efficacy can be developed through training. However, in most organizations the 

training on self-efficacy is mainly provided to the executive level because these levels have 

more empowerment in decision making. 

Creative-relevant process is a cognitive activity which include explicit and implicit 

knowledge to understand the complexities of the problem and create a novel and useful 

solution during problem solving. Therefore, we assumed that creative-relevant process can 

act independently in influencing employee creativity. Although creative self-efficacy did not 

play a role as a moderator, the direct relationship between creative self-efficacy and 

employee creativity was significantly related. The significant relationship was supported and 

consistent with previous study (Tierney & Farmer, 2002).  

A number of theoretical implications can be drawn from the findings of this study. 

First, this study adds to the body of knowledge on how the different forms of employee 

participation influenced the creative-relevant process. Consistent with previous study, the 

different forms of employee participation will benefit the organization differently. Second, 

this study specifically contributes to the creativity literature by demonstrating the importance 

of creative-relevant process in explaining employee creativity. Finally, although the 

moderating effect of creative self-efficacy was not supported, but the present study agreed 

with social-cognitive theory that creative self-efficacy will produce creative outcome. This is 

proven when result showed there was a significant relationship between creative self-efficacy 

and employee creativity. 

Organizations nowadays are looking for the employees with higher level of creative 

thinking to foster innovation in their organizations. Thus, the findings may provide some 

practical insights for organizations to enhance the employee creativity. The level of 

autonomy given to employee and their willingness to take an active role in decision making 

will give a great impact to the development of employee creative thinking. Therefore, in 

order to encourage employee creativity, manager should increase more autonomy and 

empowerment to their employees. Furthermore, managers need to motivate their employees 

to participate in creative-relevant process by providing continuous training. Organization 

must give full support and encouragement for employee to develop their own creative self-

efficacy which able to foster organizations’ innovation. 

However, there are some limitation that might indicate an interesting direction for 

future study. First, this study proceeds to examine two main direct relationship without the 

mediating effect of creative-relevant process. This due to due to one of the results did not 

meet the requirement for mediator (as explained in discussion section). Therefore, future 

research should consider using full-autonomous to test the creative-relevant process as a 

mediator since this form of employee participation have the strongest associated with 

creative-relevant process. Second, the moderating effect in this study was not significant 

which suggested the presence of other variables such as psychological climate or 

psychological capital. In addition, majority of the respondents in this study were non-

executive level which might cause the non-significant finding for the moderating effect. 

Therefore, future research may consider focusing on the executive level respondents. 

In conclusion, this study examined whether the different forms of employee 

participation will benefit creative-relevant process differently. Our study enhanced the 

research framework by examining the direct relationships of creative-relevant process, 

creative self-efficacy and employee creativity. Next, we examined the moderating effect of 

creative self-efficacy on the relationship between creative-relevant process and employee 

participation. Our findings suggested that full-autonomous and consultative participation 

yielded a stronger commitment in creative-relevant process compared to semi-autonomous 
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participation. In addition, employees participating in creative-relevant process and 

employees’ creative self-efficacy are crucial in developing employee creativity.  
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