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Abstract

Employee innovative work behavior plays a vital role in innovation management in 
private companies, especially in an emerging market like Vietnam. This study investi-
gates the influence of individual factors (including employee creativity and innovative 
self-efficacy) and organizational factors (constituting innovation climate and organiza-
tional support) on innovative work behavior and the impact of innovative work behav-
ior on employee job performance. To test the hypotheses quantitatively, the study uses a 
two-stage second-order partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) 
method and a questionnaire-based study with 706 employees from private businesses 
in Vietnam. The findings indicate that individual factors substantially impact workers’ 
innovative work behavior (scoring 0.491) compared to organizational factors (scoring 
0.395). In addition, all factors, including employee creativity, innovative self-efficacy, 
innovation climate, and organizational support, positively impact workers’ innovative 
work behavior. Specifically, innovative self-efficacy exerts the most significant influ-
ence on innovative work behavior (with a score of 0.360), followed by organizational 
support (scoring 0.272) and employee creativity (scoring 0.157). Simultaneously, the 
innovation climate exerts a minor influence on innovative work behavior, with a score 
of 0.142. Finally, innovative work behavior directly and positively affects employee job 
performance, scoring 0.641.
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INTRODUCTION

Innovative work behavior is the foundation for an organization’s sus-
tainable competitive advantage and success, leading to product and 
process improvements (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). Innovative work 
behavior has recently garnered considerable attention in Vietnam and 
the world, especially within organizational innovation management.

Even though several studies have investigated factors affecting inno-
vative work behavior, the impact of innovative self-efficacy on inno-
vative work behavior still lacks consistency in the results, indicating 
the need for more research (Purnama et al., 2021). It is interesting to 
investigate further the relationship between individual creativity and 
innovation (Nam & Nga, 2024). Additionally, more nuanced results 
are needed due to the contradictions between the impact of the inno-
vation climate and the employee’s innovative work behavior. Similar 
contradictions exist in the research results concerning the influence 
of organizational support on employees’ innovative work behavior 
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(Torlak et al., 2024). Therefore, it is necessary to conduct further research investigating the impact of 
these four factors on employees’ innovative work behavior.

Additionally, some research papers have shown the relationship between innovative employee behavior 
and job performance. However, the impact of innovative work behavior on employee job performance 
has yielded inconsistent results (Deng et al., 2022), and this influence remains incompletely explored (Al 
Wali et al., 2022). Consequently, it is necessary to have further empirical evidence about the impact of 
innovative work behavior on employee job performance.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND HYPOTHESES

The exploration of innovative work behavior has 
garnered remarkable attention in academic litera-
ture, particularly since the foundational research 
by Scott and Bruce (1994). This body of work has 
sparked considerable debate regarding the compo-
nents and processes involved in innovative work 
behavior, characterized as individual behavior that 
unfolds through a three-stage innovation process: 
idea generation, sponsorship or coalition develop-
ment, and realization. Recent studies emphasize 
the critical role of problem identification as a pre-
cursor to generating relevant ideas, highlighting 
that employees must first recognize innovation 
opportunities based on existing business challeng-
es related to products, services, and processes (De 
Jong & Den Hartog, 2010). The subsequent phases 
involve individuals sharing their innovative ideas 
with peers and supervisors, ultimately leading to 
their practical application within their work roles, 
teams, or organizations (Leong & Rasli, 2014). The 
literature also indicates a consensus that innova-
tive work behavior encompasses both the genera-
tion and implementation of ideas, distinguishing 
it from the broader concept of creativity.

The social cognitive theory provides the basis 
for comprehending the factors influencing be-
havior. Bandura (1994) proposed this theory, il-
lustrating a dynamic and reciprocal interaction 
among individuals, their environments, and 
their behaviors as a foundation for understand-
ing behavioral influences and initiating behav-
ior change. Examining how internal and exter-
nal factors affect an individual’s behavior is cen-
tral to this theoretical framework. Li and Zheng 
(2014) align with the social cognitive theory, 
identifying several antecedents of innovative 
work behavior at individual and organization-

al levels. Parker et al. (2006), Perry-Smith and 
Shalley (2003), and Yuan and Woodman (2010) 
also recognize this classification. Regarding 
personal attributes, factors such as psychologi-
cal capital, self-leadership, self-image, and orga-
nizational commitment are considered essential 
(Khan et al., 2023).

Additionally, various scholars have highlighted or-
ganizational drivers, including leadership, organi-
zational climate, organizational support, and job 
characteristics, as influential in shaping employ-
ees’ innovative responses (Volery & Tarabashkina, 
2021). This current study emphasizes two cogni-
tive and personal factors – employee creativity 
and innovative self-efficacy – and two work envi-
ronment-related factors: innovation climate and 
organizational support. There remains to be some 
debate among researchers regarding the impact of 
these factors on innovative work behavior. This 
empirical investigation includes the relationship 
between innovative self-efficacy and an individu-
al’s innovative work behavior, as the social cogni-
tive theory suggests.

Firstly, the relationship between employee cre-
ativity and innovative work behavior is consid-
ered. Employee creativity, which individuals or 
groups can drive, manifests when new and valu-
able ideas emerge in the workplace (Amabile & 
Pratt, 2016). The concept of novelty emphasizes 
originality, indicating that employees and stake-
holders should generate entirely unconventional 
responses rather than routine solutions to exist-
ing business challenges. In contrast, innovation 
is characterized by the relative newness of solu-
tions within the context of their adoption. To en-
sure valuable contributions to organizations, rep-
resenting another critical outcome of creativity, 
individuals must prioritize their intrinsic moti-
vation (Amabile & Pratt, 2016).
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Creativity is foundational to innovation and essen-
tial at every stage of the process (Rickards, 1996). 
Anderson et al. (2014) established the interdepen-
dence of creativity and innovation as a prerequi-
site for organizational success. Consequently, aca-
demic discourse sometimes uses the terms “cre-
ativity” and “innovation” interchangeably (Ford, 
1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994).

However, empirical research examining the rela-
tionship between employee creativity and indi-
vidual innovation remains limited. For instance, 
in Australia and mainland China, Volery and 
Tarabashkina (2021) found a positive correlation 
between employee creativity and innovative work 
behavior. Additionally, Slåtten et al. (2011) report-
ed that employee creativity accounted for over 76% 
of the variance in innovative work behavior. The 
findings suggest that individuals with higher lev-
els of creativity are more inclined to engage in in-
novative behaviors, primarily when supported by 
a conducive organizational climate, as George and 
Zhou (2001) concluded. Furthermore, Shalley et al. 
(2000) assert that employee creativity contributes 
positively to innovative work behavior regardless 
of the prevailing organizational conditions.

This study further delves into innovative self-effi-
cacy, which the social cognitive theory identifies 
as a crucial precursor to innovative work behavior. 
Bandura (1994) introduced the concept of “self-ef-
ficacy,” which forms the basis of innovative self-
efficacy, and his decades-long research on social 
cognitive theory has extensively explored it. Self-
efficacy is an individual’s belief in managing rel-
evant situations effectively. Later, Bandura (1994) 
expanded this definition to emphasize the role of 
personal psychological attributes, including mo-
tives, cognitive resources, and behaviors, as driv-
ers of an individual’s actions in goal-oriented con-
texts. Overall, self-efficacy reflects an individual’s 
confidence in their ability to complete tasks and 
is a fundamental source of their achievements 
(Bandura, 1994; Farmer, 2017).

Gerber et al. (2012) conceptualize innovative self-
efficacy as an individual’s belief in their compe-
tence to achieve innovation-related tasks, building 
on Bandura’s foundational work. In the context of 
the innovation process, innovative self-efficacy en-
compasses an individual’s self-perception of their 

ability to generate novel and valuable ideas (idea 
generation) and to promote and implement these 
ideas effectively within the organization (idea pro-
motion and realization).

According to the social cognitive theory, indi-
viduals are inclined to engage in tasks when they 
anticipate successful outcomes, while they avoid 
activities that lack personal interest or confidence 
(Zakariya, 2021). Consequently, whether an indi-
vidual’s knowledge and skills contribute to inno-
vative activities significantly influences their per-
formance (Farmer, 2017). Employees who possess 
self-efficacy strive to accomplish their goals. Due 
to the uniqueness of their ideas compared to es-
tablished norms, they are often willing to confront 
challenges, including minimal progress, uncer-
tain results, and public criticism. They may view 
these challenges as opportunities for problem-
solving in the idea generation and implementation 
process (Richter et al., 2012). However, self-effica-
cious individuals also recognize the need to man-
age their efforts to avoid burnout (Zakariya, 2021).

The literature has empirically validated the mo-
tivating role of innovative self-efficacy in the in-
novation process and its manifestation in inno-
vative work behavior, whether it acts as a direct 
driving force or a mediator. Christensen-Salem et 
al. (2021), Farmer (2017), and Khan et al. (2023) 
have reported positive correlations between inno-
vative self-efficacy and innovative work behavior. 
However, there are still gaps in the research, in-
dicating that further understanding of how inno-
vative self-efficacy and innovative work behavior 
evolve over time and across different industries is 
necessary to make these findings more compre-
hensive and general.

In addition to the aforementioned individual 
factors, organizations must foster an innovative 
and supportive work environment that encour-
ages employees to engage in innovative activities. 
Organizational climate, a vital component of or-
ganizational dynamics influencing innovative 
work behavior, has garnered prominent scholarly 
attention since its introduction in 1967. Anderson 
and West (1998) define organizational climate as 
individuals’ collective cognitive descriptions and 
perceptions regarding their work environment, 
encompassing policies, practices, and operations. 
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This framework conceptualizes innovation cli-
mate as individuals’ subjective assessments of the 
degree to which their work environment exhibits 
innovative characteristics (Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015; 
Lei, 2024). Additionally, Martins and Terblanche 
(2003) provide a comprehensive understanding of 
the innovative atmosphere as a contextual and mo-
tivational backdrop that influences the generation, 
development, and implementation of innovations.

The relationship between innovative climate and 
innovative work behavior has been the subject 
of various discussions in the literature. The so-
cial cognitive theory’s principles suggest that an 
individual’s knowledge of the organizational en-
vironment influences behavioral adjustments, 
thus linking these two constructs. Consequently, 
a supportive climate for innovation encourages 
employees to approach problem-solving in inno-
vative ways (Javed et al., 2017). Ren and Zhang 
(2015) affirm the positive impact of an innovative 
climate on innovative work behavior through-
out the innovation process and highlight its most 
pronounced effect during the idea implementa-
tion phase. Furthermore, Lei (2024) elucidates the 
promoting mechanism of innovative climate on 
innovative work behavior, indicating that an or-
ganization’s atmosphere shapes how individuals 
interpret their interactions with events and situa-
tions, thereby guiding their behavior. This under-
scores the notion that an organizational climate 
conducive to innovation encourages individuals 
to engage in more creative and innovative behav-
iors. Newman et al. (2019) favor the influence of 
innovation climate on innovative work behavior.

Organizational support, another external factor, 
influences innovative work behavior through the 
firm’s attitude. While innovation climate can be 
considered a form of social climate, it remains dis-
tinct in that it emphasizes individual perceptions 
of the organizational environment rather than the 
inherent qualities of the organization itself (Lei, 
2024). This perception-based understanding of in-
novative climate closely resembles the concept of 

“perceived organizational support,” which reflects 
an individual’s subjective assessment of the ex-
tent to which they feel valued by the organization 
for their contributions and fit (Eisenberger et al., 
1986). In contrast, the actual organizational cli-
mate pertains to the organization’s formal regula-

tions, policies, practices, and characteristics (Klein, 
2023), which are objective and general rather than 
subjective and facilitate the innovation process.

Organizational support is characterized as a mul-
tidimensional construct that includes reward and 
reinforcement systems, management support, 
risk-taking tolerance, free time allocation, and 
work autonomy, with managerial support being 
a fundamental component. Regarding innova-
tive work behavior, organizational support does 
not dictate specific behaviors but provides general 
guidelines based on organizational expectations 
(Scott & Bruce, 1994; Yuan & Woodman, 2010). 
However, a supportive framework enhances an 
individual’s creative freedom and intrinsic moti-
vation, thereby improving their innovation per-
formance (Amabile & Pratt, 2016; Shalley et al., 
2000). Klein (2023) further demonstrates organi-
zational support’s positive direct and indirect ef-
fects on innovation practices and innovative work 
behavior. This current paper aims to explore the 
relationship between organizational support and 
innovative work behavior and to initiate a discus-
sion on whether it is more effective to manage an 
innovative climate based on employees’ subjective 
perceptions or to create a favorable context objec-
tively and sustainably to enhance innovative work 
behavior.

The study examines the predecessors of innovative 
work behavior and then assesses its direct impact 
on job performance. Job performance is typically 
defined as a behavior that reflects how much an 
individual contributes productively to the organi-
zation’s anticipated achievements. In other words, 
it serves as a cost-benefit assessment of employ-
ees’ overall accomplishments, indicating the or-
ganization’s level of progress (D. Varshney & N. 
Varshney, 2020). Traditional definitions based on 
fixed tasks and employment roles cannot con-
fine the concept of job performance; instead, they 
should expand to encompass the evolving nature 
of individual work roles in response to the rap-
idly changing global work environment (Ilgen 
& Hollenbeck, 1991). Consequently, job perfor-
mance is synonymous with task performance, 
work role performance, or in-role performance, 
illustrating how effectively employees fulfill their 
responsibilities in pursuit of organizational ob-
jectives (Rich et al., 2010).
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When engaged in innovative work behavior, indi-
viduals are more motivated to generate and imple-
ment novel and beneficial product, process, and 
procedure ideas (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010). 
Furthermore, individuals exhibiting innovative 
work behavior possess internal resources that en-
able them to adapt to external circumstances, en-
hancing their ability to accomplish their tasks 
(Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Innovative work behavior 
equips employees with modern technologies, pro-
cesses, and methodologies, increasing productivi-
ty. Despite the above arguments and evidence that 
there is a positive relationship between innovative 
work behavior and job performance (Deng et al., 
2022), researchers are worried about the possible 
adverse physical and mental effects of innova-
tive work behavior, such as burnout and turnover, 
which may hurt individual performance (Bakker 
& Demerouti, 2017).

Despite the inherent complexity and multi-step 
process of innovative work behavior, the preced-
ing research overview indicates that most schol-
ars examine it from a unidimensional perspec-
tive rather than a multidimensional measurement 
approach. Social cognitive theory classifies the 
precursors of innovative work behavior into in-
dividual and organizational dimensions. A more 
detailed investigation has focused on individual 
factors, such as employee creativity and innova-
tive self-efficacy, and organizational factors, such 
as innovative climate and organizational support. 
However, substantial research gaps persist due to 
the need for a more extensive empirical evaluation 
of these factors. Researchers have analyzed the re-
lationships among these elements separately, but 
no studies have compared the relative significance 
of individual and organizational antecedents of 
innovative work behavior.

In summary, a limited number of studies inves-
tigate the impact of individual creativity, innova-
tive self-efficacy, innovation climate, and orga-
nizational support on employee innovative work 
behavior. In addition, the research results regard-
ing the influence of innovative work behavior on 
employee job performance are inconsistent and 
contradictory.

Therefore, this study aims to investigate the im-
pact of individual factors (including individual 

creativity and innovative self-efficacy) and orga-
nizational factors (including innovation climate 
and organizational support) on employee innova-
tive work behavior. The paper has classified indi-
vidual and organizational factors as second-order 
variables. Additionally, this study assesses the im-
pacts of innovative work behavior on employee job 
performance. 

The study investigates the hypotheses developed 
based on a comprehensive literature review:

H1: Employee creativity significantly affects in-
novative work behavior.

H2: Innovative self-efficacy significantly affects 
innovative work behavior.

H3: Innovation climate significantly affects inno-
vative work behavior.

H4: Organizational support significantly affects 
innovative work behavior.

H5: Individual factors significantly affect innova-
tive work behavior.

H6: Organizational factors significantly affect in-
novative work behavior.

H7: Innovative work behavior significantly af-
fects job performance.

2. METHODOLOGY

This study employs quantitative research meth-
ods, utilizing a questionnaire for surveying. The 
research designs the questionnaire to survey the 
relationship between variables such as innovative 
work behavior, job performance, employee cre-
ativity, innovative self-efficacy, innovation climate, 
organizational support, and job performance. The 
paper assesses all indicators using a five-point 
Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” to 

“strongly agree.”

This study uses scales inherited from previous 
studies. Specifically, the employee creativity scale 
includes six indicators from EC1 to EC6, adapted 
from the scale by Jaiswal and Dhar (2015). The in-
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novative self-efficacy scale includes eighteen in-
dicators adapted from Carberry et al. (2018). The 
innovation climate scale includes nine indicators 
from IC1 to IC9, adapted from the scale of Jaiswal 
and Dhar (2015). The organizational support scale 
includes six indicators from OS1 to OS6, adapted 
from the scale of Williams and Anderson (1991). 
The innovative work behavior scale includes six 
indicators from IWB1 to IWB6, adapted from 
Scott and Bruce (1994). The job performance scale, 
which includes seven observed variables from JP1 
to JP7, was adapted from the Khahan et al. (2018) 
scale. The study has added some questions about 
personal characteristics to the questionnaire to 
collect information about the respondents.

The study used the convenience sampling meth-
od and collected primary data through an online 
Google Form survey from June 2024 to July 2024. 
The online survey questionnaire was distributed 
to non-managerial employees from private com-
panies in Vietnam. The respondents included em-
ployees in private firms due to the significant dif-
ferentiation in innovative and creative activities 
between private organizations and the public sec-
tor (Nam & Nga, 2024). According to Nam and 

Nga (2024), the impact of individual and organi-
zational factors on employee innovative work be-
havior in private companies is more evident and 
clear than that of public companies due to the risk 
of corruption in the public sector (Nguyen & van 
Dijk, 2012).

Because the questionnaire has 46 questions, the 
sample size must be at least n = 46x5 = 230 respon-
dents (Hair et al., 2019). The study distributed and 
collected 770 survey forms to the sample, of which 
706 were usable after cleaning (64 were incomplete 
and discarded, representing about 8%). Therefore, 
this sample size has met the minimal sampling 
requirement.

After that, the data were analyzed and processed 
using the Smart PLS version 3.0 software. The re-
search analysis includes two stages. The first stage 
(Figure 1) examines measurement and structural 
models and first-order variable research hypoth-
eses to examine the impact of each variable on 
employees’ willingness to be creative at work. The 
second stage (Figure 2) evaluates the measure-
ment model and structural model and tests the re-
search hypotheses for second-order variables. The 

Figure 1. Proposed research model (stage 1)

H1

H2

H3

H4

Employee Creativity (EC)

Innovative Self-Efficacy (ISE)

Innovation Climate (IC)

Organizational Support (OS)

Innovative Work Behavior 

(IWB)

Figure 2. Proposed research model (stage 2)

Individual Factors 

(IF) 

Organizational 

Factors (OF)

Innovative Work 

Behavior 

(IWB)

Job performance

(JP)

H5

H6

H7
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second-order construct includes individual fac-
tors and organizational factors.

Table 1 indicates that most respondents are female, 
comprising 66.9% (n = 472), while males account 
for 33.1% (n = 234). The predominant age group of 
respondents was 18–28 years, at 60.2%, followed 
by the 29–39 age group, at 29.5%. Respondents 
aged 40–50 constituted 9.5%, while those above 
50 represented merely 0.8%. The predominant de-
mographic of survey participants was single, com-
prising 66.7% (n = 471), while married individuals 
constituted 33.3% (n = 235). The predominant edu-
cation level among respondents is a bachelor’s de-
gree, comprising 49.5% (n = 349), followed by high 
school graduates at 22.9% (n = 162) and master’s 
degree holders at 19.7% (n = 139). Respondents 
with PhDs and postdoctoral degrees represent a 
mere 0.7% (n = 5), while those with other qualifi-
cations account for 7.2% (n = 51). In terms of years 
of experience within the organization, the follow-
ing information is available: 18.8% (n = 133) pos-
sess over 10 years of experience; 16.3% (n = 115) 
have 3–5 years; 8.9% (n = 63) have 6–8 years; 8.5% 
(n = 60) have 8–10 years; and the predominant 
group of survey respondents, comprising 47.5% (n 
= 335), have less than three years of experience.

Table 1. Sample characteristics

Traits Item Number %

Gender
Male 234 33.1

Female 472 66.9

Age

18–28 years old 425 60.2

29–39 years old 208 29.5

40–50 years old 67 9.5

Above 50 years old 6 0.8

Marital Status
Single 471 66.7

Married 235 33.3

Educational 
level

Graduated from high 

school
162 22.9

College diploma and 

Bachelor’s Degree
349 49.5

Master’s degree 139 19.7

Doctoral and Postdoctoral 

Degree
5 0.7

Other 51 7.2

Years of 

experience

Less than 3 years 335 47.5

3–5 years 115 16.3

6–8 years 63 8.9

8–10 years 60 8.5

Above 10 years 133 18.8

3. RESULTS

Table 2 provides descriptions of the indicators, 
listed as separate items, which correspond to the 
factors identified and relate to the constructs.

Table 2. Convergent validity, measurement 

models, and reliability

Construct Outer loading VIF
Model 

type

Employee Creativity (EC) 
(AVE = 0.662, CA = 0.898, CR = 0.922, rho A = 0.899)

Reflective

EC1 0.791 2.080

EC2 0.831 2.474

EC3 0.829 2.441

EC4 0.837 2.397

EC5 0.794 2.061

EC6 0.798 2.007

Innovation Climate (IC) 
(AVE = 0.614, CA = 0.921, CR = 0.934, rho A = 0.923)

Reflective

IC1 0.704 1.909

IC2 0.762 2.201

IC3 0.787 2.228

IC4 0.844 3.087

IC5 0.822 2.780

IC6 0.790 2.169

IC7 0.735 1.870

IC8 0.803 2.674

IC9 0.794 2.595

Innovative Self-Efficacy (ISE) 
(AVE = 0.623, CA = 0.932, CR = 0.943, rho A = 0.934)

Reflective

ISE11 0.773 2.161

ISE12 0.806 2.452

ISE14 0.728 1.896

ISE15 0.820 2.630

ISE16 0.819 2.729

ISE17 0.824 2.864

ISE18 0.756 2.035

ISE2 0.754 2.206

ISE3 0.828 3.076

ISE4 0.776 2.357

Innovative Work Behavior (IWB)
(AVE = 0.707, CA = 0.917, CR = 0.935, rho A = 0.918)

Reflective

IWB1 0.829 2.449

IWB2 0.854 2.715

IWB3 0.843 2.541

IWB4 0.847 2.638

IWB5 0.848 2.599

IWB6 0.824 2.259

Job Performance (JP)
(AVE = 0.663, CA = 0.915, CR = 0.932, rho A = 0.917)

Reflective

JP1 0.816 2.313

JP2 0.807 2.273

JP3 0.825 2.360

JP4 0.835 2.685

JP5 0.805 2.466

JP6 0.795 2.265

JP7 0.816 2.329
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Construct Outer loading VIF
Model 

type

Organizational Support (OS)
(AVE = 0.679, CA = 0.905, CR = 0.927, rho A = 0.908)

Reflective

OS1 0.811 2.175

OS2 0.822 2.313

OS3 0.770 1.870

OS4 0.867 2.719

OS5 0.850 2.752

OS6 0.821 2.366

According to Hair et al. (2019), the CA, CR, and 
rho A (Dillon-Goldstein’s rho) values for each item 
should be greater than 0.70 to demonstrate inter-
nal reliability. Table 2 reveals that the first test ex-
cluded the variables ISE 10, ISE 13, ISE 5, ISE 7, ISE 
8, and ISE 9 because their outer loading coefficient 
did not meet the criteria. The second test run still 
excluded the ISE6 variable due to its inadequate 
outer loading coefficient. Furthermore, the third 
test excludes the variable ISE1 due to its insuffi-
cient outer loading coefficient. In the fourth out-
come test, the model fulfilled the specified criteria.

In addition, the research results show that the av-
erage variance extracted (AVE) coefficient of all 
latent variables in the research model is more sig-
nificant than 0.6. This demonstrates that all the 

scales in the research model have achieved excel-
lent convergent validity (Hair et al., 2019).

Moreover, the study confirmed that all variance 
inflation factor (VIF) values are under five. This 
observation validates that the variables exhibit low 
correlation (Hair et al., 2021).

Per the Fornell-Larcker criterion, a research in-
strument is legitimate if the square root of the 
average variance extracted (AVE) value is higher 
than the construct correlation values. The results, 
presented in Table 3, demonstrate the validity of 
the constructs (Hair et al., 2021).

Based on the criteria set out by Henseler et al. 
(2015), Table 4 shows that all HTMT ratios are low-
er than 0.85, which means that the measurement 
model can tell the difference between variables. 

After obtaining the path analysis results, the study 
proceeded to test the model’s research hypotheses 
in Table 5.

All p-values in Table 5 are less than 0.05, indicating 
the acceptance of all research hypotheses (Hair et 
al., 2021). Table 5 illustrates the acceptance of hy-
potheses H1, H2, H3, and H4. According to Table 
5, innovative self-efficacy has the most significant 

Table 2 (cont.). Convergent validity, 

measurement models, and reliability

Table 3. Discriminant validity

EC IC ISE IWB JP OS
EC 0.814

IC 0.646 0.783

ISE 0.818 0.668 0.789

IWB 0.711 0.702 0.754 0.841

JP 0.628 0.647 0.628 0.641 0.814

OS 0.616 0.801 0.629 0.709 0.628 0.824

Note: EC = Employee Creativity; IC = Innovation Climate; ISE = Innovative Self-Efficacy; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior; JP = 
Job Performance; OS = Organizational Support.

Table 4. Heterotrait-monotrait ratios

EC IC ISE IWB JP OS
EC –

IC 0.712 –

ISE 0.893 0.720 –

IWB 0.782 0.761 0.813 –

JP 0.693 0.704 0.678 0.695 –

OS 0.684 0.875 0.684 0.776 0.689 –

Note: EC = Employee Creativity; IC = Innovation Climate; ISE = Innovative Self-Efficacy; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior;  
JP = Job Performance; OS = Organizational Support.
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impact on innovative work behavior (β = 0.360, 
sig. = 0.000), followed by organizational support 
(β = 0.272, sig. = 0.000), employee creativity (β = 
0.157, sig. = 0.001), and innovation climate (β = 
0.142, sig. = 0.009).

Next, the study analyzed second-order PLS SEM 
modeling to evaluate whether a group of personal 
or organizational factors has a more significant im-
pact. The research model evaluation showed that the 
variables IC1, ISE10, ISE14, and OS3 were thrown out 
in the first test of the second-order variable model 
because their outer loading coefficients did not meet 
the requirements. After repeating the test a second 
time and removing the variables IC1, ISE10, ISE14, 
and OS3, the model met the requirements.

Table 6 shows that the average variance extracted 
(AVE) of all latent variables in the research mod-
el has coefficients greater than 0.6. This demon-
strates that all the scales in the research model have 
achieved excellent convergent validity (Hair et al., 
2019). Moreover, all the scales in the research model 
have a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient greater than 0.8 
(satisfying the condition that the Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient is >0.6); therefore, all the scales have ex-
cellent reliability (Hair et al., 2021). Additionally, the 
composite reliability (CR) coefficient of all latent 
variables being >0.6 indicates that the measurement 
model’s reliability is excellent (Hair et al., 2021).

Table 7. Discriminant validity in second-order 
PLS-SEM model

Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT)
 IF IWB JP OF

IWB 0.844    

JP 0.721 0.695   

OF 0.784 0.819 0.738  

Note: IF = Individual Factors; OF = Organizational Factors, 
IWB = Innovative Work Behavior; JP = Job Performance.

Table 7 shows the criteria set by Henseler et al. 
(2015). All of the HTMT ratios are less than 0.85, 
which proves that the measurement model can tell 
the difference between things.

Thus, according to Table 8, the results show that 
the original sample coefficient of individual fac-
tors affects innovative work behavior of 0.491, 
which is larger than the impact of organization-
al factors on innovative work behavior of 0.395. 
Aside from that, innovative work behavior has 
a significant impact on job performance, ac-
counting for 0.641. Table 9 presents model fit in-
dices, providing insight into the model fit. The 
study used the R-squared adjusted coefficient of 
determination to see how well the model fit the 
sample. It showed that it could explain 67.4% 
of the variation in creative work behavior and 
41.0% of the variation in job performance (Hair 
et al., 2021).

Table 5. Path coefficients

Relationship Original 

Sample (O)
Sample Mean 

(M)
Standard Deviation 

(STDEV)
T Statistics  

(|O/STDEV|) P Values Decision

H1: EC → IWB 0.157 0.159 0.045 3.499 0.001 Accepted

H2: ISE → IWB 0.360 0.360 0.045 8.067 0.000 Accepted

H3: IC → IWB 0.142 0.141 0.054 2.640 0.009 Accepted

H4: OS → IWB 0.272 0.271 0.058 4.647 0.000 Accepted

Note: EC = Employee Creativity; IC = Innovation Climate; ISE = Innovative Self-Efficacy; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior;  
JP = Job Performance; OS = Organizational Support.

Table 6. Constructing reliability and validity in second-order PLS-SEM model

Construct Reliability and Validity

CA rho A CR
Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE)

IF 0.901 0.903 0.953 0.910

IWB 0.917 0.918 0.935 0.707

JP 0.915 0.917 0.932 0.663

OF 0.888 0.888 0.947 0.899

Note: IF = Individual Factors; OF = Organizational Factors; IWB = Innovative Work Behavior; JP = Job Performance; AVE = aver-
age of variance extracted; CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = Composite Reliability.
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Table 9. Aggregate reliability of the constructs 
after eliminating observed variables

Latent variable R Square R Square Adjusted
IWB 0.675 0.674

JP 0.411 0.410

Note: IWB = Innovative Work Behavior; JP = Job Performance.

To summarize, the second-order PLS-SEM 
model supports all hypotheses. Results indicate 
that all variables positively and directly influ-
ence innovative work behavior (Figures 3 and 
4). Undoubtedly, innovative self-efficacy has the 
most significant influence on innovative behav-
ior, followed by organizational support, employ-
ee creativity, and innovation climate. Individual 
factors, such as employee creativity and inno-

vative self-efficacy, exert a more significant in-
fluence on innovative behavior than organiza-
tional elements, such as innovation climate and 
organizational support. Furthermore, innova-
tive employees’ work behavior has a direct and 
positive impact on job performance.

4. DISCUSSION

The results show that certain factors, such as em-
ployee creativity and innovative self-efficacy, have 
a more significant impact on employee innova-
tive work behavior compared to organizational 
aspects, such as innovation climate and organiza-
tional support.

Table 8. Path coefficients in second-order PLS-SEM model

Path Coefficients
ConclusionRelationship Original 

Sample (O)
Sample Mean 

(M)
Standard Deviation 

(STDEV)
T Statistics  

(|O/STDEV|) P Values

H5: IF → IWB 0.491 0.489 0.038 12.924 0.000 Accepted

H6: OF → IWB 0.395 0.398 0.040 9.849 0.000 Accepted

H7: IWB → JP 0.641 0.644 0.034 19.026 0.000 Accepted

Note: IF = Individual Factors; OF = Organizational Factors, IWB = Innovative Work Behavior; JP = Job Performance.

Figure 3. Structural model result (stage 1)
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Figure 4. Structural model result (stage 2)
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The paper substantiates that employee creativity 
and innovative work behavior might synergisti-
cally function together. Volery and Tarabashkina 
(2021), Slåtten et al. (2011), George and Zhou 
(2001), and Shalley et al. (2000) support these 
findings. Employees perceive enhanced creativ-
ity as a competitive advantage in building their 
innovation. Individuals possessing a higher abil-
ity to produce novel and valuable ideas are more 
prone to demonstrating innovative conduct in 
the professional environment. Hence, from the 
perspective of managing organizational innova-
tion, this study proposes that businesses should 
prioritize augmenting the inherent drive of their 
employees since it significantly influences their 
creativity. Intrinsic motivation compels individu-
als to portray themselves as eager and willing to 
engage in tasks, regardless of extrinsic influences 
such as superior requirements or reward systems. 
Furthermore, individuals can enhance the abili-
ties and skills necessary to their field to attain the 
highest level of creativity (Amabile & Pratt, 2016).

Concerning its positive influence on innovative work 
behavior, employee creativity is relatively less effi-
cient than innovative self-efficacy. Innovative self-ef-
ficacy exhibits a significantly stronger affinity for in-
novative work behavior than the two other catalysts, 
namely the innovation climate and organizational 
support. The findings are consistent with Bandura’s 
(1994) social cognitive theory, which posits innova-
tive self-efficacy as a core concept for delineating be-
havioral development. Consequently, the degree of 
innovative self-efficacy impacts innovative behavior 
since it rises in proportion to the immersion employ-
ees experience in engaging in innovative processes. 
Employees have resolute confidence and the requi-
site qualifications to demonstrate notable achieve-
ments. Furthermore, due to their pertinent expertise 
and skills, employees are fully open to challenges 
that emerge during innovation and are enthusiastic 
to tackle them in nontraditional ways. Individuals 
with innovative self-efficacy demonstrate high moti-
vation to meet client demands, significantly contrib-
uting to achieving corporate objectives.

In contrast, persons needing more self-efficacy ex-
hibit reluctance to initiate and execute their innova-
tive ideas. This is because their competency is not the 
sole incentive but their self-assurance in using them 
efficiently (Bandura, 1994).

Moreover, under planned behavior, innovative 
self-efficacy pertains to how an individual actively 
assumes responsibility for their behavior, encom-
passing both their psychological intention and tan-
gible acts (Newman et al., 2019). Therefore, there 
is a higher probability that an individual with in-
novative self-efficacy will actively pursue innova-
tion and exhibit innovative behavior (Ford, 1996). 
Afterward, the organization’s innovation agent 
receives a proposal emphasizing the importance 
of fostering high employee confidence to partici-
pate in innovative projects. For instance, defining 
organizational support partly based on allocat-
ing free time and work autonomy can be a viable 
strategy, especially when acknowledging the mul-
tistage innovation process’s complex, demanding, 
and unpredictable nature. An exceedingly robust 
and transparent corporate environment, char-
acterized by widespread organizational develop-
ment and well-defined individual work functions, 
facilitates the emergence of creative ideas regard-
ing products, processes, and procedures.

Furthermore, fostering a culture of information 
sharing among a team or the entire organization 
is essential. The social cognitive theory governs 
human behavior, asserting that individuals ob-
serve, imitate, and mimic the behaviors of others. 
Thus, collaborating with creative colleagues al-
lows them to quickly and confidently exhibit in-
novative behavior.

The findings suggest a strong correlation between 
organizational support, innovation climate, and 
innovative work behavior. Innovation climate is 
the perceived knowledge and understanding of a 
company’s policies, affairs, practices, and process-
es by an individual, which subsequently improves 
innovative performance (Newman et al., 2019). By 
analyzing signals from the business environment, 
individuals develop their expectations and adapt 
their conduct accordingly (Fidan & Oztürk, 2015). 
Furthermore, the presence of an innovation cli-
mate not only stimulates an individual’s inclina-
tion to embrace and actively seek out novel con-
cepts (Yu et al., 2013), but it also serves as a driv-
ing force for them to become a different thinker 
(Zhang et al., 2018) that is more receptive to in-
novative conduct. Although previous research has 
shown a preference for an innovation climate, this 
report concentrates explicitly on organizational 
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support due to its comparative advantage over in-
novative work behavior. Unlike perceptual sys-
tems, organizational support directly and impar-
tially connects to the organizational environment, 
significantly influencing innovative work behav-
ior. Organizational support serves as a structure 
that enables individuals to manifest their creativ-
ity freely and fosters their inherent tendency for 
innovative performance through managerial sup-
port, provision of leisure time and job indepen-
dence, and the implementation of incentives and 
reinforcement.

Moreover, by capitalizing on the same organiza-
tional resources, particularly the steadfast dedi-
cation of senior leadership to include innovative 
activities into the company’s systems and pro-
cesses, individuals observe converting their cre-
ative concepts into concrete projects. While orga-
nizational support takes a different approach to 
changing an individual’s behavior than the inno-
vation climate, its superiority encourages organi-
zations to prioritize the objective and sustainable 
enhancement of a pleasant environment, thereby 
facilitating a more successful innovation-driven 
business. However, given the substantial improve-
ment in employees’ perceptions of environmental 
conditions, firms should aim to accomplish both 
goals concurrently. For example, the corpora-
tion implements a fair and transparent incentive 
structure that rewards employees according to 
their accomplishments, acknowledging and com-
pensating their commitment to the organization. 
Implementing this method not only enhances the 
competitiveness of employees in embracing in-
novative and risk-taking techniques but also en-
hances their self-assurance in their ability to in-
novate, resulting in tangible benefits and garner-
ing significant appreciation from the organization. 
Furthermore, the corporation could augment the 
organizational supporting environment by offer-
ing other crucial components, such as professional 
assistance, time, and flexibility. This will enable 
employees to effectively navigate the unpredict-
able nature of the international corporate environ-
ment and actively utilize their creative energies to 
enhance their job performance.

To be more specific, the second-order PLS-SEM 
model lets the study look at how personal cata-
lysts, like employee creativity and innovative 

self-efficacy, and organizational fuels, like inno-
vation climate and organizational support, affect 
how people act in innovative situations at work. 
In summary, the statistical analysis reveals that 
the coefficient for personal components is high-
er, indicating a greater importance of individual 
stimuli than organizational ones. This work in-
tends to integrate the two types of antecedents in 
the approaches above to improve innovative work 
behavior.

The paper’s ultimate claim is the association be-
tween innovative work behavior and individual 
job performance, consistent with prior research. 
For example, Deng et al. (2022) ascribe a 0.04% rise 
in an employee’s achievements to their innovative 
work behavior. Pham et al. (2024) studied public 
companies in Vietnam, revealing a positive corre-
lation between a greater degree of innovative work 
behavior and a 0.216 rise in personal outcomes. 
Several factors, such as an individual’s intrinsic 
drive, dedication, and autonomy, moderate the 
impact of innovative work behavior on job perfor-
mance (Jiang et al., 2023). By participating in in-
novative activities, individuals are more inclined 
to strengthen their resilience and capacity to man-
age obstacles, enhancing their overall job fulfill-
ment. Hence, the company must offer employees 
constructive feedback regarding their individual 
development and contentment with the produc-
tivity and excellence of their job responsibilities, 
facilitated by adopting innovative work behavior. 
Staff members from several departments who ex-
hibit innovative work behavior actively contribute 
to cultivating organizational culture, augmenting 
creativity, innovation, and work competence, ul-
timately leading to even more remarkable corpo-
rate accomplishments. By analyzing the relation-
ship between innovative work behavior and job 
performance, organizations can enhance their in-
novation management by categorizing ideas more 
precisely according to their feasibility, selecting 
those to introduce to the market, and developing 
comprehensive commercialization strategies with 
the assistance of appropriate internal and external 
partners.

While the study included a substantial sample size 
of 706 valid surveys, with respondents now em-
ployed in private enterprises in Vietnam, future 
research could investigate companies in differ-
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ent industries and sectors, including manufac-
turing companies, service providers, and others. 
Additionally, future research should investigate 
the determinants of employees’ innovative work 

behavior, notably the external variables beyond 
the organization. Future research could also in-
vestigate a variety of countries to confirm the 
study’s conclusions.

CONCLUSION

This study aims to evaluate the influence of individual factors (such as employee creativity and innova-
tive self-efficacy) and organizational factors (including innovation climate and organizational support) 
on innovative work behavior and the influence of innovative work behavior on the job performance 
of employees employed in private enterprises in Vietnam. In addition, the paper evaluates the impact 
of innovative self-efficacy and organizational factors, including innovation climate and organizational 
support, on innovative work behavior separately. Furthermore, the study investigates the correlation 
between employees’ innovative work behaviors and job performance results.

The findings suggest that the set of individual factors exerts a more significant influence on employees’ 
innovative work behavior than the set of organizational factors. Innovative self-efficacy significantly 
influences employees’ innovative work behavior among the four personal and organizational charac-
teristic categories. Examining the organizational dimensions reveals that the element of organizational 
support significantly influences innovative work behavior, surpassing the influence of the innovation 
climate. Furthermore, the research findings confirm that employees’ innovative work behavior directly 
and positively affects their job performance.

According to the findings, private firms should prioritize presenting solutions to improve employees’ cre-
ativity and innovative self-efficacy, which will improve their job performance outcomes. Simultaneously, 
organizations must possess pragmatic systems and remedies to foster inventive working processes 
among their employees.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceptualization: Tran Hai Yen.
Data curation: Tran Hai Yen, Chu Tien Minh, Khuc Dai Long.
Formal analysis: Tran Hai Yen, Nguyen Ngoc Diep.
Investigation: Chu Tien Minh, Nguyen Ngoc Diep, Khuc Dai Long, Tran Hai Yen.
Methodology: Tran Hai Yen, Chu Tien Minh.
Project administration: Tran Hai Yen.
Resources: Tran Hai Yen, Chu Tien Minh, Nguyen Ngoc Diep.
Software: Tran Hai Yen, Chu Tien Minh, Khuc Dai Long.
Supervision: Tran Hai Yen.
Visualization: Tran Hai Yen, Chu Tien Minh, Khuc Dai Long.
Writing – original draft: Tran Hai Yen, Chu Tien Minh, Nguyen Ngoc Diep.
Writing – review & editing: Tran Hai Yen.

REFERENCES

1. Al Wali, J., Muthuveloo, R., & 
Teoh, A.P. (2022). Unravelling the 
nexus between creative self-effica-
cy, humble leadership, innovative 
work behaviour and job perfor-
mance amongst physicians in pub-

lic hospitals. Asia-Pacific Journal 
of Business Administration, 14(4). 
706-726. https://doi.org/10.1108/
APJBA-05-2021-0205 

2. Amabile, T. M., & Pratt, M. G. 
(2016). The dynamic compo-

nential model of creativity and 
innovation in organizations: 
Making progress, making mean-
ing. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 36, 157-183. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.10.001 



206

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 23, Issue 1, 2025

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.23(1).2025.15

3. Anderson, N. R., & West, M. 
A. (1998). Measuring climate 
for work group innovation: 
Development and validation 
of the team climate inven-
tory. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 19(3), 235-258. https://
doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-
1379(199805)19:3%3C235::AID-
JOB837%3E3.0.CO;2-C 

4. Anderson, N., Potočnik, K., & 
Zhou, J. (2014). Innovation and 
creativity in organizations: A state-
of-the-science review, prospective 
commentary, and guiding frame-
work. Journal of Management, 
40(5), 1297-1333. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206314527128 

5. Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. 
(2017). Job demands-resources 
theory: Taking stock and looking 
forward. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 22(3), 273-
285. https://doi.org/10.1037/
ocp0000056 

6. Bandura, A. (1994). Self-efficacy. 
In V. S. Ramachaudran (Ed.). En-
cyclopedia of human behavior (Vol. 
4, pp. 71-81). New York: Academic 
Press. 

7. Carberry, A. R., Gerber, E. M., 
& Martin, C. K. (2018). Measur-
ing the innovation self-efficacy of 
engineers. International Journal of 
Engineering Education, 34(2), 590-
598. Retrieved from https://asu.
elsevierpure.com/en/publications/
measuring-the-innovation-self-
efficacy-of-engineers 

8. Christensen-Salem, A., Walumb-
wa, F. O., Hsu, C. I. C., Misati, E., 
Babalola, M. T., & Kim, K. (2021). 
Unmasking the creative self-effica-
cy–creative performance relation-
ship: The roles of thriving at work, 
perceived work significance, and 
task interdependence. Interna-
tional Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 32(22), 4820-4846. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.
2019.1710721 

9. De Jong, J., & Den Hartog, D. 
(2010). Measuring innovative 
work behaviour. Creativity and In-
novation Management, 19(1), 23-
36. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8691.2010.00547.x  

10. Deng, J., Liu, J., Yang, T., & 
Duan, C. (2022). Behavioral and 

economic impacts of end-user 
computing satisfaction: Innovative 
work behavior and job perfor-
mance of employees. Computers 
in Human Behavior, 136, Article 
107367. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chb.2022.107367 

11. Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., 
Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). 
Percieved organisational sup-
port. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 71(3), 500-507. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500  

12. Farmer, S. M. (2017). Creative 
self-efficacy: Potential ante-
cedents and relationship to 
creative performance. Academy 
of Management Journal, 45(6), 
1137-1148. Retrieved from 
https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/274812899_Cre-
ative_Self-Efficacy_Its_Poten-
tial_Antecedents_and_Relation-
ship_to_Creative_Performance 

13. Fidan, T., & Oztürk, I. (2015). The 
relationship of the creativity of 
public and private school teachers 
to their intrinsic motivation and 
the school climate for innovation. 
Procedia – Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, 195, 905-914. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.370

14. Ford, C. M. (1996). A theory of in-
dividual creative action in multiple 
social domains. Academy of Man-
agement Review, 21(4), 1112-1142. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/259166 

15. George, J. M., & Zhou, J. (2001). 
When openness to experience 
and conscientiousness are related 
to creative behavior: An inter-
actional approach. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 86(3), 513-524. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.86.3.513

16. Gerber, E. M., Olson, J. M., & 
Komarek, R. L. D. (2012). Extra-
curricular design-based learning: 
Preparing students for careers in 
innovation. International Journal 
of Engineering Education, 28(2), 
317-324. Retrieved from https://
www.scholars.northwestern.edu/
en/publications/extracurricular-
design-based-learning-preparing-
students-for-care 

17. Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, 
C. M., Sarstedt, M., Danks, 
N.P., & Ray, S. (2021). Partial 

least squares structural equation 
modeling (PLS-SEM) using R: A 
workbook. Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-80519-7

18. Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, 
C. M. (2019). Rethinking some 
of the rethinking of partial least 
squares. European Journal of Mar-
keting, 53(4), 566-584. https://doi.
org/10.1108/EJM-10-2018-0665

19. Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & 
Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new cri-
terion for assessing discriminant 
validity in variance-based struc-
tural equation modeling. Journal 
of the Academy of Marketing Sci-
ence, 43(1), 115-135. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

20. Ilgen, D. R., & Hollenbeck, J. R. 
(1991). The structure of work: 
Job design and roles. In M. D. 
Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), 
Handbook of industrial and 
organizational psychology (2nd 
ed., pp. 165-207). Consulting 
Psychologists Press. Retrieved 
from https://psycnet.apa.org/
record/1993-97200-003 

21. Jaiswal, N. K., & Dhar, R. L. 
(2015). Transformational leader-
ship, innovation climate, creative 
self-efficacy and employee creativ-
ity: A multilevel study. Internation-
al Journal of Hospitality Manage-
ment, 51, 30-41. http://dx.doi.org/
doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.07.002

22. Javed, B., Khan, A. A., Bashir, S., & 
Arjoon, S. (2017). Impact of ethi-
cal leadership on creativity: The 
role of psychological empower-
ment. Current Issues in Tourism, 
20(8), 839-851. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13683500.2016.1188894

23. Jiang, Y., Asante, D., Zhang, J., 
& Ampaw, E. M. (2023). The 
influence of ambidextrous leader-
ship on the employee innovative 
behavior: an empirical study 
based on Chinese manufacturing 
enterprises. Current Psychology, 
42(11), 9452-9465. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12144-021-02233-1

24. Khahan, N.-N., Kanokporn, C., 
& Peerapong, P. (2018). Factor 
analysis-validated comprehensive 
employee job performance scale. 
International Journal of Qual-
ity & Reliability Management, 
35(10), 2436-2449. https://doi.
org/10.1108/IJQRM-06-2017-0117 



207

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 23, Issue 1, 2025

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.23(1).2025.15

25. Khan, H. S. ud din, Li, P., 
Chughtai, M. S., Mushtaq, M. T., 
& Zeng, X. (2023). The role of 
knowledge sharing and creative 
self-efficacy on the relationship 
between self-leadership and in-
novative work behavior. Journal 
of Innovation & Knowledge, 
8(4), Article 100441. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jik.2023.100441

26. Klein, G. (2023). Transforma-
tional and transactional leader-
ship, organizational support 
and environmental competition 
intensity as antecedents of intra-
preneurial behaviors. European 
Research on Management and 
Business Economics, 29(2), Article 
100215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
iedeen.2023.100215 

27. Lei, Z. (2024). Dimensional-
ized goal orientation, innovation 
climate, and knowledge sharing 
behavior in higher education 
research teams. Heliyon, 10(7), 
Article e27853. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e27853 

28. Leong, C. T., & Rasli, A. (2014). 
The relationship between innova-
tive work behavior on work role 
performance: An empirical study. 
Procedia – Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, 129, 592-600. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.717

29. Li, X., & Zheng, Y. (2014). The 
influential factors of employees’ 
innovative behavior and the man-
agement advices. Journal of Service 
Science and Management, 7(6), 
446-450. https://doi.org/10.4236/
jssm.2014.76042.

30. Martins, E. C., & Terblanche, F. 
(2003). Building organisational 
culture that stimulates creativ-
ity and innovation. European 
Journal of Innovation Manage-
ment, 6(1), 64-74. https://doi.
org/10.1108/14601060310456337 

31. Nam, N. K., & Nga, N. T. H. 
(2024). Influence of personality 
traits on creativity and innova-
tive work behavior of employees. 
Problems and Perspectives in 
Management, 22(2), 389-398. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/
ppm.22(2).2024.30

32. Newman, A., Obschonka, M., 
Schwarz, S., Cohen, M., & Niel-
sen, I. (2019). Entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy: A systematic review 
of the literature on its theoreti-
cal foundations, measurement, 
antecedents, and outcomes, and an 
agenda for future research. Journal 
of Vocational Behavior, 110, 403-
419. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jvb.2018.05.012. 

33. Nguyen, T. T., & Van Dijk, M. 
A. (2012). Corruption, growth, 
and governance: Private vs. 
state-owned firms in Vietnam. 
Journal of Banking & Finance, 
36(11), 2935-2948. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2012.03.027 

34. Parker, S. K., Williams, H. M., 
& Turner, N. (2006). Model-
ing the antecedents of proactive 
behavior at work. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 91(3), 636-652. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.91.3.636 

35. Perry-Smith, J. E., & Shalley, 
C. E. (2003). The social side of 
creativity: A static and dy-
namic social network perspec-
tive. Academy of Management 
Review, 28(1), 89-106. https://doi.
org/10.2307/30040691

36. Pham, T. P. T., Van Nguyen, 
T., Van Nguyen, P., & Ahmed, 
Z. U. (2024). The pathways to 
innovative work behavior and 
job performance: Exploring the 
role of public service motiva-
tion, transformational leadership, 
and person-organization fit in 
Vietnam’s public sector. Journal of 
Open Innovation: Technology, Mar-
ket, and Complexity, 10(3), Article 
100315. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
joitmc.2024.100315

37. Purnama, Y. H., Tjahjono, H. 
K., Elqadri, Z. M., & Prajogo, W. 
(2021). Innovative work behav-
ior: The role of self-efficacy and 
organizational climates. In L. 
Barolli, A. Poniszewska-Maranda, 
& T. Enokido (Eds.), Complex, 
Intelligent and Software Intensive 
Systems (pp. 477-484). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
030-50454-0_49

38. Ren, F., & Zhang, J. (2015). Job 
stressors, organizational inno-
vation climate, and employees’ 
innovative behavior. Creativity 

Research Journal, 27(1), 16-23. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.

2015.992659 

39. Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Craw-

ford, E. R. (2010). Job engage-

ment: Antecedents and effects 

on job performance. Academy 

of Management Journal, 53(3), 

617-635. https://doi.org/10.5465/

amj.2010.51468988

40. Richter, A. W., Hirst, G., van Knip-

penberg, D., & Baer, M. (2012). 

Creative self-efficacy and indi-

vidual creativity in team contexts: 

Cross-level interactions with team 

informational resources. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 97(6), 1282-

1290. https://doi.org/10.1037/

a0029359

41. Rickards, T. (1996). The manage-

ment of innovation: Recasting the 

role of creativity. European Journal 

of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 5(1), 13-27. https://doi.

org/10.1080/13594329608414835 

42. Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). 

Determinants of innovative 

behavior: A path model of indi-

vidual innovation in the work-

place. Academy of Management 

Journal, 37(3), 580-607. https://

doi.org/10.2307/256701

43. Shalley, C. E., Gilson, L. L., & 

Blum, T. C. (2000). Matching 

creativity requirements and the 

work environment: Effects on 

satisfaction and intentions to 

leave. Academy of Management 

Journal, 43(2), 215-223. https://

doi.org/10.5465/1556378 

44. Slåtten, T., Svensson, G., & 

Sværi, S. (2011). Empowering 

leadership and the influence of 

a humorous work climate on 

service employees’ creativity and 

innovative behavior in front-

line service jobs. International 

Journal of Quality and Service 

Sciences, 3(3), 267-284. https://doi.

org/10.1108/17566691111182834

45. Torlak, N. G., Budur, T., & Khan, 

N. U. S. (2024). Links connecting 

organizational socialization, affec-

tive commitment and innovative 

work behavior. The Learning Or-

ganization, 31(2), 227-249. https://

doi.org/10.1108/tlo-04-2023-0053

46. Varshney, D., & Varshney, N. K. 
(2020). Workforce agility and its 
links to emotional intelligence and 



208

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 23, Issue 1, 2025

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/ppm.23(1).2025.15

workforce performance: A study 
of small entrepreneurial firms in 
India. Global Business and Organi-
zational Excellence, 39(5), 35-45. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/joe.22012 

47. Volery, T., & Tarabashkina, L. 
(2021). The impact of organisa-
tional support, employee creativity 
and work centrality on innovative 
work behavior. Journal of Business 
Research, 129, 295-303. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.049 

48. Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. 
E. (1991). Job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment 
as predictors of organizational 
citizenship and in-role behav-

iors. Journal of Management, 
17(3), 601-617. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/014920639101700305 

49. Yu, C., Yu, T. F., & Yu, C. C. 
(2013). Knowledge sharing, orga-
nizational climate, and innovative 
behavior: A cross-level analysis of 
effects. Social Behavior and Person-
ality, 41(1), 143-156. https://doi.
org/10.2224/sbp.2013.41.1.143

50. Yuan, F., & Woodman, R. W. 
(2010). Innovative behavior 
in the workplace: The role of 
performance and image out-
come expectations. Academy 
of Management Journal, 53(2), 
323-342. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amj.2010.49388995 

51. Zakariya, Y. F. (2021). Application 
of an innovative alignment opti-
misation method to a cross-cul-
tural mean comparison of teacher 
self-efficacy: A cross-country 
study. Heliyon, 7(10), Article 
e08212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
heliyon.2021.e08212 

52. Zhang, Y., Zheng, J., & Darko, A. 
(2018). How does transformation-
al leadership promote innovation 
in construction? The mediating 
role of innovation climate and 
the multilevel moderation role of 
project requirements. Sustainabil-
ity, 10(5), Article 1506. https://doi.

org/10.3390/su10051506 


	“The impact of individual and organizational factors on employee innovative work behavior: Empirical evidence from private companies in Vietnam”

