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ABSTRACT 

The main aim of this paper is to investigate the effect of rewards on employee creative performance 

with moderating role of creative self-efficient, and reward importance. This study is carried on 

telecommunication sector in Nangarhar – Afghanistan. The simple random sampling technique is 

adopted to collect the data from the corresponding population and the sample size is 150 employees 

working in different telecommunication sector. The estimation technique that is employee in the 

study is ordinary least square. The result of the study indicate there is a significant positive effect of 

reward on employee creative performance. Beside this, the result reveal that moderating variables 

such as creative self-efficiency, and reward importance have a strong effect on rewards that enhance 

the relation between rewards and employee creative performance.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The ability to visualize and implement creative solutions, the flexibility to adapt to changing 

situations, and the full use of the human imagination has not only transformed organizations into 

competitive advantage benefits but also predicts their survival and success. (Cooper and Jayatilaka, 

2006). 

 

As a result, much attention has been paid to research to identify different predictors of creative 

behavior. Creativity research has attracted a great deal of research focus and generated over 9,000 

studies over the past four decades (Prabhu, Sutton, & Saucer, 2008), however, questions and issues 

remain unanswered by creativity researchers. One of these issues is the impact of intrinsic and 

extrinsic rewards on employees' creative behavior (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1998). Another area that 

needs further research is to classify different types of creative behaviors and identify their predictors 

(Gillson & Madjar, 2011; Unsworth, 2001). The purpose of this study is to address both issues and to 

attempt to answer some unresolved questions. In the next section, these two avenues of research are 

summarized and research questions are formulated for this study. 

 

In economics, efficiency is defined as the optimal ratio between outputs and inputs of products and 

services. The optimal ratio corresponds to the best possible distribution of the resources available 

(Cvilikas, & Jurkonyte-Dumbliauskiene, 2016). Efficiency of commercial banks has been cited as 

one of the key factors contributing to their successes or failures (Barr, Seiford, and Siems, 1994).  
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Additionally, an efficient banking sector leads to economic growth and sustainable development 

(Huang & Tang,2012; De Jongh, De Jongh, Jongh, & Gary, 2013). The necessity to have an efficient 

banking industry to sustain economic growth is well known. 

 

The debate about the impact of extrinsic and intrinsic rewards on creative behavior is quite old 

(Cummings, 1965).  

 

There are two research streams that have attempted to explain the impact of rewards on creative 

behavior. It is a shared cognitive perspective that is the main predictor of intrinsic motivation and 

high intrinsic creative behavior. 

 

Motivation leads to a higher level of creative behavior (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994). 

The stream of cognitive research holds that extrinsic rewards undermine intrinsic motivation 

(Amabile, 1985) and suggest that the impact of extrinsic rewards on creative behavior is generally 

negative. Several empirical studies have supported this view and have shown that external awards 

decrease intrinsic motivation as well as creative behavior (Amabile, 1979; Amabile, 1985). On the 

other hand, behavioral research shows that repetitive training and positive outcomes can reinforce 

human behaviors such as power, frequency, and novelty (Skinner, 1938). This view suggests that 

since creativity is a behavioral dimension, appropriate intrinsic and extrinsic rewards can enhance 

creative behavior (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1998). Therefore, behavioral attitudes support the use of 

extrinsic rewards and are considered as a means of enhancing creative behavior (Eisenberger, 

Armley, & Pretz, 1998). Some empirical studies have confirmed this view and have shown that 

extrinsic rewards can enhance intrinsic motivation as well as creative behavior (Eisenberger et al., 

1998; Eisenberger & Shanock, 2003). Thus, although the general consensus has emerged about the 

positive effects of intrinsic rewards on creative behavior, the impact of extrinsic rewards on creative 

behaviors remains controversial. 

 

The contradictory findings of cognitive and behavioral research flows are confusing to researchers 

and managers. On the one hand, research clearly demonstrates the value of creative behavior for 

organizational and personal success. However, on the other hand, it has not been able to predict the 

impact of different rewards on employees' creative behavior - for sure. Therefore, the top research 

priority should be to examine the impact of these rewards on creative behavior and to identify the 

factors that influence this relationship. 

 

One of the main goals of this study was to clarify the ambiguous relationship between reward and 

creative behavior. One step that can gain greater clarity in creativity talk about rewards is to study 

the underlying processes through which rewards affect employees' creative behavior. A better 

understanding of these processes can not only add to the body of knowledge in reward - the 

creativity research paradigm, but can also help researchers understand and hypothesize the particular  
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direction in which different types of rewards may influence creative behavior.  

 

Despite the importance of studying these underlying processes, previous research has considered the 

reward-creative behavior relationship as a black box, and little effort has been directed toward 

studying the underlying processes that link rewards to creative behavior. The list of all such factors 

that can mediate the relationship between reward and creativity is indescribable. So the first research 

question of this study is to identify some of the underlying processes through which reward affects 

creative behavior. In other words, the first aim of this study is to identify some of the mediators of 

the reward-creative behavior relationship. 

 

Creative Behavior (Dessie, Costner & Ryan, 2001), most researchers are likely to expect similar 

rewards between extrinsic rewards and creative behaviors. Another similarity between cognitive and 

behavioral research is that it is expected to affect individuals' extrinsic rewards regardless of the local 

features and contextual settings of individuals in a similar way. Only about reward are very few 

studies - creativity research that has examined the possibility of changing the effects of reward on 

individuals based on their individual differences. 

 

The discussion of the comparative power of personal and contextual factors as predictors of human 

behavior (ie, Davis-Blake & Pfeiffer, 1989) is almost settled. It is now generally accepted that human 

behavior is better predicted by the interaction between personality traits and contextual factors 

(Sternberg, 2006). This approach suggests that the interaction between personality and context can 

explain human behavior more effectively than either (House, Shane, & Herold, 1996). Since 

creativity is a behavioral dimension, it can be believed that it is also stimulated by the interaction of 

personal and textual factors. However, to date, research on the interaction between rewards and 

personal (or contextual) factors is scarce. Creativity research has shown that in certain situations, the 

reward-creative behavior relationship becomes positive and meaningful (ie, Eisenberger, Pierce, & 

Cameron, 1999), whereas in others, the relationship is negative and meaningful (ie, Dessie, Kostner, 

and Ryan). , 1999). This situation refers to the presence of moderators, which moderates the 

relationship between reward and creative behavior. Although rewards - creative behavior research 

has generally attracted much research, research to identify moderators of the rewards - creative 

behavior is scarce. Research to identify observers of this relationship is limited 

 

Objectives of the study are: First, to investigate the effects of rewards on employee creative 

performances. Second, to examine the moderating role of locus of control in enhancing the 

relationship of rewards on employee creative performance. Third, to test the moderating role of self 

efficiency in enhancing the relationship of rewards on employee creative performance. Finally, to 

scrutinized the moderating role of rewards importance in enhancing the relationship of rewards on 

employee creative performance. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
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a. Defining and Measuring Creativity 

For psychometric work, each variable needs a clear and valid definition (Batey & Furnham, 2006).  

 

This is precisely where the problem for creativity researchers begins. Defining creativity is a 

complex task, because creativity can be defined in terms of thought process (such as divergent 

thinking), behavior (such as finding new ways to do repetitive tasks) as well as in terms of the end 

product (such as inventing a new device). Considers four different approaches that can be defined as 

creativity. The four approaches are: 

 

1- The environment in which it is created or the creative environment, 2- the production of creativity 

or creative product, The creative process, or the creative process, and the person who is creative, or 

the creative personality. Based on these four approaches, Taylor (1988) identified 50 different 

definitions of creativity presented in the past five decades. "These definitions are so different that a 

very creative person by one definition may not be considered creative by another," he said. Betty and 

Furham (2006) stated that creativity has been defined in a variety of ways that has almost ceased its 

meaning. The researchers identified eight different methods used in research to operationalize 

individual creativity. These eight methods included divergent thinking tests, attitudes and interest 

inventory, personality inventories, biographical inventories, product judgments, prominent ratings, 

creative activities, and self-reports by peers, teachers, and supervisors (Batey & Furnham, 2006). It 

can be easily appreciated that some methods regard creativity as a cognitive process, others regard it 

as a behavior or attitude, and others regard it as a personality trait and an individual difference. 

Focusing on these issues, Simonton (1999) points out that a single definition of creativity that can 

meet all different approaches is difficult to achieve, and Sternberg (1999) stated that "the essence of 

creativity cannot be found in a single variable. Be captured "(p. 84). 

 

Despite the controversy surrounding the definition of creativity, there are definitions that are widely 

accepted and accepted. I use the definition of creativity that defines creativity as a result - in the form 

of a product, service, procedure, or process - that is both new and useful (Amabile, 1983; Amabile 

1996a). This definition is relatively broader than many other definitions because it encompasses 

several aspects of creativity 

 

Results (whether a product or service) as well as the process of achieving that result (such as 

displaying creative behavior) in the field of creativity. This makes this definition equally valid in 

diverse contexts as the result of creativity is apparently different from one another, and hence, this 

definition is often used by creativity researchers (ie, Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron , 

1996; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shalley, Gilson & Blum, 2000; Fong, 2006; Gilson & Madjar, 

2011). 

 

b. Creativity Classification 
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Creativity is categorized by the nature of the outcome of creativity (ie incremental versus radical 

creativity) in several ways, including by level of analysis (ie, team vs. individual creativity) (Gillson 

& Muder, 2011) and by relevance to the existing model. (i.e, replication, orientation, and restart) 

(Sternberg, 2006). I will briefly talk about one of these classifications that relates to the current 

framework, incremental and radical creativity. 

 

c.  Incremental and Radical Creativity 

Creativity is generally defined as the production of an idea, process or product, and new and useful 

(Amabile, 1996a). One of the criteria used to classify creativity is the extent to which an idea, 

product, or process is propagated (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). 'Innovation' may be a partial 

adaptation of 'explicit discoveries and fundamental developments' (Gillson & Madar, 2011). There is 

a similar difference in the innovation literature that defines "exploration" and "exploitation" 

differently. 

 

The so-called refers to new approaches and ideas, something completely new and different from the 

past, while exploiting to describe the progress of current practices, poor productivity gains and 

performance, and improvements in existing products. (March 1991). Banner & Tucson (2003) noted 

that these are different types of creative partnerships and are not superior to one another. Both are 

crucial to organizational success and are key drivers of performance. 

 

Research on anti-interactionist mentality (ie, Kerry, Galinsky, & Wong, 2006) also supports the 

distinction between incremental and radical creative behavior. People with an anti-violent mindset 

are defined as people who frequently compare reality with what might have been, and frequently ask 

"what if" types of questions (such as "if I marry that person I was like, what happens "). In a study to 

investigate the impact of cross-mind sets on cognitive processes and creative behavior, Carey et al. 

(2006) found that individuals with the opposite mind set perform better in "creative community" 

tasks (creative tasks that require "in-box thinking"), whereas they perform better in "creative 

generation" tasks (creative tasks that Need "thinking outside the box") to perform better. The 

distinction between creative association and creative generation is similar to the distinction between 

incremental and radical creative behavior. Creative production and radical creative behavior 

correspond to the creation of new things, quite different from existing products and processes, while 

both creative communication and incremental creative behavior refer to partial adaptation and 

creation of existing products and processes (March 1991). 

 

Radical and incremental creativity can be seen as two ends of a single continuum, with several points 

in between. This idea is reinforced by the Creative Propulsion Model (Sternberg, 2006), which 

classified creative partnerships into eight different types and divided them into three categories. On 

the one hand, partnerships that accept the current paradigm, such as "duplication" and "redefinition" 

are. This type of creative partnership was quite close to what was termed incremental creativity by 

Gilson and Madjar (2011). On the other hand, the Sternberg classification is creative contributions 
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such as redirection, reconstruction, and restart that reject the current pattern. They are close to what 

is defined as fundamental creativity or achievement. 

 

Radical and incremental creative behaviors are useful at different stages of the problem solving 

process and are generated by different sets of predictors. In one of the few empirical studies to 

distinguish between radical and incremental creative behavior, Gillson and Mader (2011) have 

shown that radical creative behavior is useful at the beginning of problem solving such as problem 

identification and construction, whereas, incremental creative behavior. The next part of the problem 

solving process, such as identifying and implementing the solution, is more useful. In an empirical 

study to identify predictors of incremental and radical creative behavior, Muder et al. (2011) found 

that willingness to take risk and job commitment are strongly correlated with radical creative 

behavior, whereas the presence of creative colleagues and organizational identification is more 

strongly associated with incremental creative behavior. 

 

d. The Relationship Between Reward and Creative Behavior 

In this rapidly changing world, the flexibility to adapt to new environments and provide innovative 

solutions to customers is becoming a key competitive advantage and the most important predictor of 

organizational success and survival (Cooper & Jayatilaka, 2006; Hunter, Bailey & Mumford, 2007; 

Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). This has led to great interest in research into the study of different 

predictors of creative behavior. An area in which the research paradigm has attracted a great deal of 

research interest is the impact of external rewards (such as verbal encouragement, tangible rewards, 

and cognition) compared to intrinsic rewards (such as the feeling of involvement and play in activity 

and entertainment, and Entertainment). Intrinsic rewards induce intrinsic motivation, which is the 

desire to perform an activity as an end in itself, to enjoy the activity without any expectation or 

desire for extrinsic reward (Lepper et al., 1973; Amabile (et al., 1994), on the other hand, extrinsic 

awards induce extrinsic motivation, indicating the tendency for an activity to achieve a result other 

than the activity itself. Dekey and Ryan (1985) argue that external motivation comes from 

understanding the instrumental relationship between behavior and some external rewards, whereas 

there is no relationship when it comes to intrinsic motivation. 

 

Rewards are not psychological constructs; at the theoretical level there is only a relationship between 

motivation and individual behavior, not between specific rewards and behaviors. There is a 

relationship between reward and behavior at the observable / empirical level (Deci et al., 1999). 

 

The debate over the impact of reward on creative behavior is probably as much as his research on old 

creativity (Cummings, 1965). There are two distinct research streams that link extrinsic rewards to 

creative behavior, albeit in a contradictory way. The first is a cognitive perspective that is sometimes 

referred to as "romanticism" (Eisenberger & Shanock, 2003). It is a common view that the basic 

prerequisite and predictor of creative behavior is intrinsic motivation and that a high level of intrinsic 

motivation leads to a higher level of creativity. Most researchers converge on this point, meaning 
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that the intrinsic motivation for an activity leads to creative behavior, but the role of extrinsic 

motivation (and the rewards that this motivates) is the starting point of two research streams. The 

stream of cognitive research shows that extrinsic rewards undermine intrinsic motivation, which is  

 

the key to creative behaviors (Amabile, 1985), and therefore the role of extrinsic rewards is 

perceived as detrimental to creative behavior. This view involves a situation where extrinsic rewards, 

with a few exceptions (ie, verbal and unexpected rewards), are generally detrimental to creative 

behavior (Desi et al., 1999). On the other hand, research is a course of behavior that assumes that all 

functional dimensions such as speed, power, and novelty can be reinforced by intrinsic and extrinsic 

rewards (Skinner, 1938). This view holds that repeated training and reinforcement can control human 

behavior, and since creativity is a behavioral dimension, it can be controlled and reinforced by 

appropriate use. 

 

This stream of research shows that with the help of external rewards, it is well managed, that creative 

behavior can be improved and that the negative effects of external rewards on creative behavior 

cannot be generalized to any situation (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1998). The behavioral perspective 

encourages the use of extrinsic rewards and uses these rewards as a tool to foster creative behavior 

(Eisenberger et al., 1998). 

 

Relationship between Reward and Classification of Creative Behavior 

In the above sections, I have summarized the seemingly contradictory findings of cognitive and 

behavioral researchers. One possible reason for the contradictory research findings has been reported 

by Unsworth (2001). He stated that the creative outcome can be different because of the creative 

behavior and because of the different starting points of the creative process. Gillson and Madar 

(2011) also suggested that a proven view of creativity as a one-dimensional construct without regard 

to the different types of creative behavior can be a source of potential error and that both intrinsic 

and extrinsic rewards can be created. Creative behavior - but of different types. 

 

The human behavior that results from an innate interest in an activity is greater than the behavior that 

begins with the external rewards (Amabile 1996a). This shows that intrinsic rewards create the kind 

of creative behavior that requires higher engagement. In contrast, extrinsic rewards cannot cause 

much involvement in the activity and thus can produce the kind of creative behavior less dependent 

on it. High level of conflict in one 

 

The activity promotes new ideas and the kind of creative behavior resulting from such cognitive 

processes is generally fundamental in nature (Gillson & Mader, 2011). In contrast, incremental 

creative behavior occurs when there is less participation in the activity and the ideas generated are 

based on the repetition and redefinition of current practices. For these reasons, Gillson and Madjar 

(2011) stated that the relationship between intrinsic rewards and radical creative behavior is much  
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stronger than the relationship between extrinsic rewards and creative radical behavior. 

 

Similarly, the relationship between extrinsic rewards and incremental creative behavior is stronger 

than extrinsic rewards and radical creative behaviors. Gillson, Lim, D'Innocenzo, and Moy (2012) 

also stated that the persistence and attraction that radical creative behavior requires may be due to an 

intrinsic interest in activity rather than extrinsic rewards. The presence of high intrinsic rewards leads 

to increased risk behaviors, increased endurance in the face of adverse evaluations, and thus 

facilitates the exhibition of radical creative behavior (Gillson et al., 2012). So it seems that the 

profound amount of conflict that comes from the intrinsic rewards of an activity 

 

Although creativity motivation and literature - in general - show a significant relationship between 

extrinsic rewards and incremental creative behavior and between intrinsic rewards and radical 

creative behaviors, some real life examples do. The careers of many great scientists and 

mathematicians have shown that anticipated rewards increase creative behavior to the extent that it 

can lead to substantial success. 

 

Eisenberger and Shanock (2003) cited an example of a famous scientist, James Watson, who 

discovered the molecular mechanism of human inheritance transfer, for whom the desire to obtain a 

noble prize was effective in his return to work from long periods. Diversion In this case, the 

tendency to receive external rewards leads to radical behaviors. So, although I assume that the 

relationship between intrinsic rewards and radical creative behavior is stronger than the relationship 

between extrinsic rewards and radical creative behaviors, I do not rule out the possibility of extrinsic 

rewards that lead to radical creative behaviors. 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

1. Research Design 

This study examine the effect of rewards on employee creative performance with moderating role of 

self efficiency, rewards importance and locus of control. The study adopt the primary data for the 

analysis which is collected via five likert scale questionnaire. The questionnaire adopted from 

different authors for the data collection. The sample size of the study is 150 out of 340 number of 

employees in the telecommunication sector in Nangarhar province of Afghanistan. The data was 

entered into excel spreadsheet for further analysis. The data was analyzed through Eview. The 

descriptive statistics, its correlation matrix and regression analysis has been presented in this chapter.  

 

2. Population and Sampling  

The statistical population of the study consisted of employees working full time in the 

telecommunication sector in Nangarhar. Two methods were used to collect the data. Data were first 

collected from staff participating in various telecommunicatin networks. Secondly, the survey 

questionnaire was administered to selected organizations. In both forms of data collection,  
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participants were first informed about the purpose of the research. Adopted questionnaire was 

utilized to collect the data from corresponding respondents.  

 

It was also informed about the confidentiality protocol. Data were collected from two sources, 

namely employees and their supervisors. The dependent variables (Employee creative performance) 

are operationalized through the observer report, while all other constructs are operationalized 

through the self-report. 

 

For administration, the self-reported questionnaire and the pre-administered questionnaire were 

numbered equally. Three questions, namely self-report questionnaire, observer questionnaire and 

blank identification form were handed over to employees. Employees were asked to return the self-

made questionnaire directly to the researchers and to hand over the supervisor's questionnaire with 

the identification form (questionnaire) to the supervisors. A questionnaire to be completed by the 

supervisors also included instructions for the supervisors. Supervisors filled out the questionnaire 

and removed the ID. The completed questionnaires were collected directly from supervisors at the 

next visit. 

 

The sample size was calculated using the number of cases and the structure of the questionnaire. 

Researchers have proposed different rules for calculating sample size based on the number of items 

and structures. An approximate method for calculating sample size is to have two (or more) datasets 

for each item in the questionnaire (Kline, 2000) or to have fifteen (or more) datasets for each 

structure (Pedhazur, 1997). The sample size was between 150 and 255. To be on the safer side, the 

higher of the two was chosen as the sample size. The following is the size of population in 

telecommunication sector in Nangarhar.  

 

  

The following table would represents the sample size for the current study. The total number of 

employees would recommended to fulfill the questionnaire which are following.  

 

 

 

Table 1. Population of Telecommunication Sector in Nanagarhar 

S.No Telecommunication Network Number of Employees 

01 Etisalat Telecommunication Network 120 

02 MTN Telecommunication Network 80 

03 AWCC Telecommunication Network 90 

04 Salam Telecommunication Network 50 

 Total 340 
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Table 2. Sample Size of Telecommunication Sector in Nanagarhar 

S.No Telecommunication Network Number of Employees 

01 Etisalat Telecommunication Network 45 

02 MTN Telecommunication Network 35 

03 AWCC Telecommunication Network 40 

04 Salam Telecommunication Network 30 

 Total 150 

 

3. Model Specification  

The following model has been constructed to examine the effect of rewards on employee creative 

performance with moderating role of self-efficiency, reward importance and locus of control.  

 

𝐸𝐶𝑃 =  𝛽0 +  𝛽1 𝑅 +  𝛽2 𝑆𝐸 + 𝛽3 𝐿𝑂𝐶 + 𝛽4 𝑅𝐼 + 𝛽4 𝑅 ∗ 𝑆𝐸 + 𝛽4 𝑅 ∗ 𝐿𝑂𝐶 + 𝛽4 𝑅 ∗ 𝑅𝐼 + 𝜖 

where, 

ECP    = Employee Creative Performance 

R         = Rewards 

SE      = Self Efficiency  

LOC     = Locus of Control 

RI        = Reward Importance 

 𝜖       = 𝐸𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟 𝑇𝑒𝑟𝑚 

 

4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

a. Descriptive Statistics 

 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the Study 

Variables Mean St.Devaiton Max Min 

ECP 2.56 0.03 3.56 1.45 

SE 1.98 0.08 2.98 0.45 

LC 1.24 0.78 2.98 1.12 

R 3.21 0.32 4.21 2.11 

RI 2.53 0.45 3.24 1.32 

 

The above Table represents the descriptive or summary statistics of the variables undertaken for the 

study. The mean value of employee creative performance is 2.56, while its standard deviation is 0.03 

with the number of observation is 150. The maximum value of 3.56 and its minimum value is 1.45.  
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The mean value of self efficiency is 1.98, while its standard deviation is 0.08 with the number of 

observation is 150. The maximum value of 2.98 and its minimum value is 0.45. The mean value of 

locus of control is 1.24, while its standard deviation is 0.78 with the number of observation is 150. 

The maximum value of 2.98 and its minimum value is 1.12. The mean value of rewards is 3.21, 

while its standard deviation is 0.32 with the number of observation is 150. The maximum value of 

4.21 and its minimum value is 2.11. The mean value of rewards importance is 2.53, while its 

standard deviation is 0.45 with the number of observation is 150. The maximum value of 3.24 and its 

minimum value is 1.38. 

 

b. Correlation Matrix 

The correlation matrix indicates the co movement of the variables that how two variables are moving 

together. The correlation matrix shows that rewards was significantly correlated with employees 

creative performance (r = 0.38). This indicates that rewards and employee creative performance is 

positively correlated with each other. As rewards rises, this would cause to rise the employee 

creative performances and its vice versa.  The correlation matrix shows that locus of control was 

significantly correlated with employees creative performance (r = 0.63). This indicates that locus of 

control and employee creative performance is positively correlated with each other. As rewards rises, 

this would cause to rise the employee creative performances and its vice versa.  The correlation 

matrix shows that rewards importance was significantly correlated with employees creative 

performance (r = 0.57). This indicates that rewards and employee creative performance is positively 

correlated with each other. As rewards importance rises, this would cause to rise the employee 

creative performances and its vice versa.  The correlation matrix shows that self efficiency was 

significantly correlated with employees creative performance (r = 0.54). This indicates that self 

efficiency and employee creative performance is positively correlated with each other. As rewards 

rises, this would cause to rise the employee creative performances and its vice versa.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c.  Regression Result 

 

 

 

 

Table 4. Correlation Matrix of the Study 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 

1.ECP 1.00     

2.SE 0.54 1.00    

3.R 0.38 0.58 1.00   

4.LC 0.63 0.24 0.10 1.00  

5.RI  0.57 0.12 0.36 0.34 1.00 
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Table 5. Regression Result of the Study 

Variables Coeff St. Error t Sig 

Const 0.531 0.036 2.23 0.023 

R 0.365 0.789 -3.89 0.048 

LC 0.098 0.654 3.58 0.055 

RI 0.047 0.123 3.65 0.012 

SE 0.052 0.741 -2.87 0.033 

R * SE 0.098 0.852 2.96 0.044 

R * RI 0.043 0.369 2.78 0.051 

R * LC 0.078 0.473 -2.65 0.002 

 

 

The above table represents the regression result of the study. The estimated coefficient of rewards is 

positive. This implies that as rewards rises, this would cause to rise the employee creative 

performance. The estimated coefficient of reward is 0.36, which implies that one percent change in 

rewards would cause to rise the employee creative performances by 36 percent and its vice versa. 

The estimated coefficient of locus of control is positive. This implies that as locus of control rises, 

this would cause to rise the employee creative performance. The estimated coefficient of locus of 

control is 0.098, which implies that one percent change in locus of control would cause to rise the 

employee creative performances by 9.8 percent and its vice versa. The estimated coefficient of 

rewards importance is positive. This implies that as rewards importance rises, this would cause to 

rise the employee creative performance. The estimated coefficient of rewards importance is 0.047, 

which implies that one percent change in rewards importance would cause to rise the employee 

creative performances by 4.7 percent and it’s vice versa. The estimated coefficient of Self efficiency 

is positive. This implies that as self-efficiency rises, this would cause to rise the employee creative 

performance. The estimated coefficient of self-efficiency is 0.052, which implies that one percent 

change in self-efficiency would cause to rise the employee creative performances by 5.2 percent and 

its vice versa. Self-efficiency could be a moderate variable because it is significant highly at five 

percent significant level. This issues that a rise in self-efficiency would cause to rise the effects of 

rewards on employees creative performance.  

 

Locus of control could be a moderate variable because it is significant highly at five percent 

significance level. This issues that a rise in locus of control would cause to rise the effects of rewards 

on employees creative performance. Rewards importance could be a moderate variable because it is 

significant highly at five percent significance level. This issues that a rise in rewards importance 

would cause to rise the effects of rewards on employees creative performance. 
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d. Model Summary 

The below table represents the explanatory power of the independent variable on the dependent 

variable or it presents the dependency of dependent variable on independent variables of the study. 

As the R-Square of the study is 0.75, which shows that 75 percent, the independent variables of the 

study has effects on the dependent variable of the study. In other words, the explanatory power of the 

model is 75 percent. The explained variables of the study has 75 percent effect on the dependent 

variable of the study.  

 

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

a. Conclusion 

The present study investigates the impact of rewards on creative performance of the employees. The 

results indicate that the relationship between rewards and creative behavior is direct. Cognitive 

researchers suggest that when individuals perform activities under the influence of intrinsic rewards, 

they exhibit behavior that is highly creative (Amabile at al., 1994). The present study confirms this 

claim by proving that the high intrinsic reward for doing an activity is almost always a manifestation 

of creative behavior. The present study therefore supports the finding of a stream of cognitive 

research that demonstrates that intrinsic rewards are the primary driver of creative behavior (Dickey, 

Kostner, & Ryan, 2001). This study has taken a step forward by demonstrating a psychological 

process (ie pleasure) that mediates the relationship between innate rewards and creative behavior. So 

this shows that the intrinsic rewards for doing an activity make it an enjoyable activity for 

employees, and they behave very creatively when they begin to enjoy their duties. The study also 

suggests that it is inherent. Rewards are more associated with radical creative behavior than creative 

incremental behavior. This study reinforces some of the personal and contextual factors that underpin 

the positive effects of intrinsic rewards on radical creative behavior. It therefore shows situations 

where the relationship between intrinsic rewards and creative behavior becomes stronger and more  

relevant. 

 

The relationship between extrinsic rewards and creativity is interesting but complex. Most previous 

research has examined only the direct effects of external rewards on creative behavior. Some studies 

have reported positive effects (ie. Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996) while others have reported little or 

no negative effects of extrinsic rewards on creative behavior (ie, Dickey, Kostner, & Ryan, 1999). 

However, regardless of the results, almost all previous research will be stopped at this stage. The 

present study goes a step further by considering the interplay of individual and contextual factors on 

extrinsic rewards - the creative behavioral relationship. The present study confirms the stream of 

behaviorist research that extrinsic rewards should not in all situations be seen as a deterrent to 

creativity (Eisenberger & Aselage, 2009). Confirms that the importance and probability of extrinsic 

rewards is crucial in determining the impact of rewards on creative behavior (Yoon & Choi, 2010). 

The present study, using theories (Cognitive Assessment Theory and Self-Determination Theory) 

produced by Cognitive Theorists (namely Gagan and Desi, 2005), shows that the negative effects of 

external rewards on creative behavior cannot be generalized to all individuals. . This study identifies  
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several personal and contextual factors that interact with external rewards to create creative behavior.  

 

These factors include employees' personal circumstances such as place of control, creative self-

efficacy, and goal orientation. 

 

b. Recommendations 

 The present study offers five important managerial implications. This helps managers: 

1. Creating an environment that facilitates the conversion of intrinsic rewards into creative behavior 

 

2. Create an environment that facilitates the conversion of extrinsic rewards into creative behavior 

3. Encourage incremental or radical creative behavior in line with organizational requirements by 

coordinating some personal and contextual factors. 

4. Making a better person - Job fit, so that the personal conditions of employees are consistent with 

the type of creative behavior required by their job and organization. 

5. Identify personality traits that seem to be unrelated to creativity but are actually important from 

the perspective of rewards - the relation of creative behavior. 
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