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ABSTRACT Creativity research in the field of business anthropology has focused on the relationship between
personality and innovative behavior, in business organizations. However, few studies have empirically examined
the effect of positive personality traits on innovative behavior of R&D staff. The purpose of this paper is to
reveal the correlations among self-efficacy, competency-position fit (CPF), and R&D employees’ innovative
behavior, in different work settings. With 328 R&D staff in China participating in the survey, this research
employs a profile deviation analysis to conduct a comparison between R&D employees working on R&D project,
and those in R&D program. The researchers’ findings indicate that the ideal type of R&D employees will perform
significantly better in creativity than non-ideal ones, while self-efficacy and CPF are key factors that facilitate
R&D staff to achieve outstanding innovative performance. The results give credence to the notion that the
holistic perspective of fit between positive personality traits and work settings has a significant impact on R&D
employees’ innovative behavior. Overall, this paper brings new insights into the understanding of how R&D
employees’ positive personality traits influence their own creativity which provides valuable implications for
business organizations, to motivate innovative behavior of R&D staff.
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INTRODUCTION

Given that the anthropological theory prima-
rily concentrates on the cultural and social envi-
ronment where human beings live in (Tian 2013;
Tian and Dai 2013), there has been an increase
in the number of studies that syncretize an an-
thropological perspective, to explore the man-
agement issues with context-sensitive features
or humanistic elements; creativity research ap-
pears to be a typical example. Employee creativ-
ity is defined as the generation of novel and
useful ideas for organizational innovation, pro-
duction and business operations (Amabile 1997),
and has been empirically determined to be a pre-
requisite for performance, development and im-
provement, in business organizations (Chae et
al. 2015; Chen et al. 2015). Being actually in-

volved with creative processes is regarded as an
important professional resource for R&D em-
ployees to produce creative outcomes (Montag
et al. 2012). They apply creative ideas by recog-
nizing and synthesizing what they could trans-
fer to their jobs, from the knowledge they ac-
quired. Although businesses engage in innova-
tion because of its potential for power and prof-
its (Wu et al. 2012), to create in its purest form, is
to fully and freely become more of oneself and it
is one of the most gratifying aspects of the hu-
man condition (Weiner 2000). Many anthropolo-
gists and sociologists argue that creativity seems
to be a potentiality given to everyone (Tian and
Dai 2013); however, if indeed we do possess such
inherent creative potentials, then, why don’t all
R&D employees exhibit great innovative behav-
ior at work?

Previous studies tried to answer this ques-
tion by applying the Social Cognitive Theory
(SCT) from the view of anthropology. SCT pos-
its that human behavior within a specific social
context is the result of the continuous interplay
of person (whether the individual has positive
or negative personality traits toward the behav-
ior), environment (an important setting-specific
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factor with potential effects on the way an indi-
vidual actually acts and thinks), and behavior
(the response which an individual receives after
he/she performs a behavior) (Perdue et al. 2007).
Recently, scholars who employ SCT in conduct-
ing creativity research tend to further emphasize
the effect of self-efficacy on innovative behav-
ior and performance (Gong et al. 2009; Bandura
2015; Dogan 2015; Karatas 2015; Uredi 2015).

Bandura (1986) defined self-efficacy as, ‘in-
dividual judgments about one’s own capabili-
ties to organize himself/herself and get into ac-
tion in alignment with desired goals’. Therefore,
self-efficacy per se could not be seen as an inno-
vation capability, but refer to an individual’s faith
in his/her capability to perform a specific task in
the innovation process (Ozmercan 2015). If R&D
employees hold positive evaluations of their own
capabilities which are necessary for being cre-
ative in their jobs, they will be more willing to
overcome the challenges of facing with high
uncertainty in the process of innovating. Thus,
self-efficacy is widely recognized as an impor-
tant positive personality trait that significantly
associates with R&D employees’ working effort
and performance (Tierney and Farmer 2004; Seo
and Ilies 2009).

SCT indicates that individuals are motivated
by their expectations of the outcomes of their
actions (Bandura 2015) which is closely related
with their beliefs upon their competence to fulfil
the obligation to organizational innovative per-
formance. Cable and DeRue (2002), defined com-
petency-position fit (CPF) as, the judgments of
congruence between employees’ abilities (skills,
quality, talents, and experience) and the demands
of a job. Strong belief of being qualified in their
profession can make R&D employees feel posi-
tive, conscientious and vibrant which is helpful
for them to deliver quality work with profession-
al satisfaction (Cable and DeRue 2002; Erdogan
and Bauer 2005). Chang et al. (2010) indicated
that under different levels of CPF, R&D employ-
ees showed very different attitudes toward work,
and with a high level of CPF, they also demon-
strated a high level of innovative performance.

Examining the Mechanisms among
Self-efficacy, CPF and Innovation

Although related research of SCT has prov-
en that both self-efficacy and CPF have positive
effects on innovative performance of R&D em-

ployees, a notable phenomenon is that not ev-
ery best-performing R&D employee working on
R&D project has the same impressive achieve-
ment when involved in R&D program, and vice
versa. Oldham and Cummings (1996) have ar-
gued that employees will achieve the most cre-
ative performance when they have appropriate
creativity-relevant personality traits and work
in the suitable organizational context. Previous
research also pointed out that innovative be-
havior can be attributed to the interactions be-
tween individual differences and contextual fac-
tors (Zheng et al. 2010; Vila et al. 2014; Tong et
al. 2015). It is implied that R&D employees’ in-
novative performance is not only influenced by
the positive personality traits (for example, self-
efficacy and CPF) but that it is also affected by
situational influences. However, little research-
es have explored the complex congruence rela-
tions between positive personality traits (for
example, self-efficacy and CPF) and organiza-
tional contexts in order that desired innovative
performance can be achieved. To fill this gap
therefore, the major objective of this research
is to extend the literature on creativity by em-
ploying the profile deviation analysis approach
which empirically examines the mechanisms
among self-efficacy, CPF, different work set-
tings, and innovative performance.

Ideal R&D Employees

While working in a R&D organization, those
with positive personality traits prefer to challenge
themselves generally to do better than others,
due to the requirements of their roles in creativ-
ity and risk-resistance. However, even though
both self-efficacy and CPF have been found to
correlate positively with the innovative perfor-
mance of R&D employees (Seo and Ilies 2009;
Chang et al. 2010), the possession of a high level
of self-efficacy or CPF may not ensure good per-
formance if they operate under unsuitable con-
ditions and work settings.

Given that the variety of positive personality
traits leads to individuals’ distinct way of per-
ceiving and responding to different work con-
texts, some literatures have suggested an inves-
tigation into the various forms of interactions
among personal and contextual characteristics
in creativity research, which may represent a
fruitful direction for addressing some paradoxi-
cal phenomena (Anderson et al. 2014; Chen et al.
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2015). SCT provides a perspective for understand-
ing how the arrangement of R&D employees is
done in accordance with the compatibility be-
tween their personality traits and work settings
which affects their innovative behavior and per-
formance. Specifically speaking, and all other
things being equal, people are likely to become
more creative in their favorable work settings
where they have a feeling of satisfaction and
empowerment, and to avoid those where they
feel inadequate (Chin 2015; Chin and Liu 2015).
Following this logic, at the individual level, the
increase in creativity could be attributable to the
congruence between his/her personality traits
and the social-environmental factors within a
work context. Hence, it is critical to identify the
best level of CPF and self-efficacy of R&D peo-
ple, depending on the workplace, whereby their
creativity could be largely stimulated. While a
more holistic, ideal profile about the perfect com-
bination of self-efficacy and CPF emerges, R&D
employees would feel more encouraged to con-
duct innovation.

Accordingly, for a given work setting, the
R&D employees who closely resemble the ideal
profile may receive a positive feedback from the
environment which is the strongest predictor of
innovative performance. In other words, the more
a R&D employee is similar to the ideal type (char-
acterized by self-efficacy and CPF), the better
he/she performs in R&D. As such, the research-
ers hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: The innovative performance
of ideal R&D employees will be extraordinarily
better than the non-ideal type of employees for
different work settings.

Innovating under the Influence of Work Settings

In the current business environment, R&D
projects are often considered crucial to business
success. And, oftentimes, these R&D projects
are implemented in a multiple-project manage-
ment environment, where some R&D projects are
managed individually, and the others collective-
ly as R&D program (Abbassi et al. 2014). Usual-
ly, R&D projects are strategic oriented and rela-
tively complex, and the projects under R&D pro-
gram are tactical and associated with each other
(Wysocki et al. 2002). Although the projects un-
der R&D program are occasionally independent
in terms of goals or deliverables, they are inte-
grated to maximize resource efficiency and to

minimize administrative cost (Patanakul and
Milosevic 2008). Therefore, there are two basic
work settings for R&D employees, who are par-
ticipating in R&D project or in R&D program.

Generally, R&D program could comprise of
many simultaneous R&D projects in the differ-
ent stage of technology life cycles. R&D em-
ployees working in a program are likely to face
the conundrum of coping with the parallel tasks
that may vary in technical uncertainty. Thus, it’s
more difficult for the R&D employees who par-
ticipated in R&D program with multi-project, to
comprehensively master the required knowledge
and skills than those who are engaged in only
one project (Patanakul and Milosevic 2008).

However, dealing with several projects simul-
taneously may give R&D people a false impres-
sion of accomplishment; they may feel success-
ful already even if it is only one of the projects at
hand that is completed. Those working in R&D
project are usually under mounting pressures,
and are often different from the R&D employees
in a program whose pressures can be eased in
some ways, especially when faced with the slow
progress of an only task. As a result, different
work settings between R&D project and R&D
program could lead to various levels of difficul-
ty; the one who is with high self-efficacy and
CPF and who performs excellently in R&D project
may not be able to perform well enough in a R&D
program, and vice versa. As Chen et al. (2015)
emphasized that contextual characteristics must
be considered together with self- efficacy and
CPF in order to maximize each R&D member’s
creativity, by achieving “contextual fit”. The
purpose of this section of the research is to in-
vestigate how differences in positive personali-
ty traits affected the creativity which individuals
working in the two diverse work settings showed.
Based on this, the researchers’  hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2: There will be a noticeable dif-
ference in self-efficacy and CPF between the ideal
profiles of the two diverse work settings.

METHODOLOGY

Sample

This research examines the researchers’ hy-
potheses by investigating a Chinese firm that is
undertaking a lot of high-tech R&D projects. This
sample firm has relied on R&D employees to
maintain a competitive advantage since it com-
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prehensively adjusted its development strategy
in 2003. Nevertheless, not all the R&D employ-
ees are psychologically adapted to the changes
in terms of work intensity. For instance, despite
the fact that more powerful incentives were be-
ing implemented to stimulate innovative behav-
ior, some of the R&D staff still performed rela-
tively low in their creativity. But, whether this
problem is due to the fact that they were made to
pass through tougher appraisal standards is yet
to be ascertained. Therefore, due to the urgency
of this problem, it seems particularly appropriate
to choose this firm as the sample pool.

Taking Stewart and Aldrich’s (2015) sugges-
tion to heart, the researchers incorporated an
anthropological angle to carry out this research
and thus, spent two weeks staying at this field
site to observe the R&D staff before distributing
questionnaires. Two types of questionnaires
were prepared according to the research purpose:
the one about self-efficacy and CPF was distrib-
uted to the R&D staff, and the other about inno-
vative performance of the R&D staff was filled
and checked by those executives in charge of
performance appraisal. All the completed ques-
tionnaires were returned directly to the research-
ers in December, 2014. To ensure anonymity, the
researchers numbered the questionnaires based
on the name list, and then distributed the ques-
tionnaires to each employee along with his/her
performance assessment of last quarter, in order
to match with his/her creative productivity.

The data were collected via field surveys
which could diminish selection bias. 120 R&D
employees in a project and 230 employees in a
program received the questionnaires. After pair-
ing the two types of questionnaires and exclud-
ing invalid ones, 114 valid questionnaires were
obtained for R&D project employees while 214
for R&D program staff.

The participants in the R&D project were pre-
dominantly male (62.3%), within the 25-35 years
old range (55.3%), in which most had a bachelor
or post graduate degree (83.3%). The socio-de-
mographic features of respondents are typical in
similar industries. As far as the R&D program
was concerned, participants were also predomi-
nantly male (63.0%), within the 25-35 years old
range (44.9%), and most had a bachelor or post
graduate degree (58.4%). The similarity between
the two populations implies that no significant
non-response bias existed.

Instruments

To measure self-efficacy of R&D employees,
the researchers used the 10-item scale for mea-
suring general self-efficacy (that is, GSES) de-
veloped by Schwarzer et al. (1997). Participants
were asked to rate each statement based on their
own experience. Sample statements included the
followings: “I can always manage to solve diffi-
cult problems if I try hard enough”, and “No
matter what comes my way, I’m usually able to
handle it”. The scale’s Cronbach’s alpha was 0.93.

CPF was assessed as per Abdel-Halim’ (1981)
scale. It contains five items, whose sample items
included the followings: “I feel I have adequate
preparation for the job I now hold”, and “My job
gives a chance to do the things I feel I do best”,
and the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.80.

Welbourne’s (1998) 20-item scale was em-
ployed to measure participants’ performance re-
garding innovation and creativity. To ensure
objectivity, unlike self-efficacy and CPF, partici-
pants’ innovative performance was measured
with supervisory ratings. The scale’s Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.86.

The researchers  then used a five-point Lik-
ert rating scale with responses ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” to mea-
sure all items. Most of the Cronbach’s alphas fell
within the range of 0.75 to 0.83 with at least one
above 0.90 (see Table 1), and therefore the reli-
ability of the researchers’  measurement was ac-
ceptable (Nunnally 1978). KMO test showed a
KMO value of over 0.7, and Bartlett Test of Sphe-
ricity indicated no partial correlation between the
items and good construct validity (p < 0.001).
The result of the exploratory factor analysis
showed that each of the three scales had a fac-
tor-loading value which was bigger than 0.5, and
the total cumulative was more than 70 percent.
All the ten items measuring self-efficacy, the five
items measuring CPF, and the four items measur-
ing innovative performance yielded one factor.
The confirmatory factor analysis suggested that
the hypothesized three-factor model (that is, self-
efficacy, CPF, and innovative performance) fit the
data well (the ratio of chi-square value to degree
of freedom was less than 5, and all the GFI were
greater than 0.9). Besides, all factor loadings in
our three-factor model were significant (p < 0.01)
in a statistical sense, indicating that there was a
sound construct validity (Bagozzi et al. 1991).
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RESULTS

Self-efficacy, CPF and Innovative Performance

To verify the effects of self-efficacy and CPF
on innovative performance, Pearson correlation
analysis was performed in this study. Table 2
gives variables’ means, standard deviations, and
a correlation matrix. For the participants in R&D
project, the correlation coefficient of innovative
performance with self-efficacy and CPF are 0.399
and 0.453, respectively, indicating both self-effi-

cacy and CPF can effectively improve innova-
tive performance of R&D employees in R&D
project. Similarly, for the participants in R&D pro-
gram, the correlation coefficient of innovative
performance with self-efficacy and CPF are 0.493
and 0.396, respectively, also indicating a signifi-
cant positive correlation. These results suggest
that no matter the type of work environment, high-
er self-efficacy and CPF would always help to
improve innovative performance.

It should be noted that for both the partici-
pants in R&D project and the participants in R&D

Table 1: Cronbach’s alpha of constructs and factor loadings of the items

Item R&D project R&D program

 Factor      á  Factor      a
Loading Loading

Self-efficacy 0.903 .936
I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. .542 .669
If someone opposes me, I can find means and ways to get what I want. .758 .806
It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. .708 .752
I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events. .754 .839
Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. .698 .831
I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. .759 .809
I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my .805 .831

    coping abilities.
When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions. .759 .798
If I am in a bind, I can usually think of something to do. .786 .848
No matter what comes my way, I’m usually able to handle it. .733 .810

Competency-position Fit .852 .886
I feel I have adequate preparation for the job I now hold. .865 .906
I feel competent and fully able to handle my job. .769 .805
I feel that my job and I are well-matched. .679 .715
I feel my work utilizes my full abilities. .800 .830
My job gives me a chance to do the things I feel I do best. .861 .883

Innovative Performance .877 0.926
Coming up with new ideas in his/her job. .814 .776
Working to implement new ideas in his/her job. .773 .719
Finding improved ways to do things in his/her job. .736 .880
Creating better processes and routines in his/her job. .701 .839

á: Cronbach’s Alpha.

Table 2: Simple statistics and correlations

Variables                R&D project       R&D program

  Simple statistics Pearson         Simple    Pearson
correlation         statistics   correlation
coefficients   coefficients

Mean Std. dev.        1      2 Mean Std. dev.   1       2

1. Self-efficacy 3.623 .660 3.785 .809
2. Competency- 3.876 .727 .731** 4.003 .825 .653**

    position fit
3. Job performance 3.977 .633 .399** .453** 4.049 .704 .493** .396**

N =114 for the R&D project. N =214 for the R&D program. ** p < 0.01.



SELF-EFFICACY AND COMPETENCY-POSITION FIT: INTEGRATING ANTHROPOLOGICAL VIEW 459

program, self-efficacy and CPF show a signifi-
cant positive correlation. Especially for the R&D
project employees, the correlation coefficient
reaches up to 0.731, suggesting that self-effica-
cy and CPF, as two important positive personal-
ity traits, are affected by individual learning ac-
tivities and thus, have some common trends. The
R&D employee with higher self-efficacy would
feel more confident in his/her innovative capa-
bility, and could easily get pleasure and fulfill-
ment from innovative activities, along with a high-
er CPF. Furthermore, lower CPF may prevent R&D
person from displaying creativity, and in that
case, he/she may either experience discomfort
when feeling over qualified for the job or frustra-
tion when feeling under qualified, which would
invariably affects the positive assessment of his/
her innovative capability and results in a low
level of self-efficacy. Nevertheless, it is worth
noting that the significant positive correlation
between self-efficacy and CPF would produce
multi-collinearity in linear regression, so, their
influences on innovative performance should be
further explored.

Profile Deviation Analysis

The profile deviation (PD) analysis was em-
ployed to assess the fit between the positive
personality traits and working settings, by indi-
cating the extent to which self-efficacy and CPF
of each R&D employee were similar to those of
the ideal profile in which they fit together in ways
that produce superior innovative performance
(Zajac et al. 2000; Yarbrough et al. 2011). The
frequencies of the outcome variable (innovative
performance in this research) would be examined.
Participants with the highest innovative perfor-
mance were selected as calibration sample to form
the ideal personality profile in the light of their
self-efficacy and CPF. The researchers then fol-
lowed the general guidelines in PD analysis, to
identify the personality characteristics of the top

performers (about 10 percent) as the ideal profile
for each working environmental type (Venkatra-
man and Prescott 1990). In this study, the top 15
or 34 employees rank-ordered by innovative per-
formance were selected for calibration because a
significant drop-off in innovative performance
appeared there (resulting in the fact that all the
participants who got a score of 5, comprised of
the calibration sample). And the calibration sam-
ple was considered as the benchmark to com-
pare with the rest non-ideal employees in terms
of self-efficacy and CPF (Doty et al. 1993;
Yarbrough et al. 2011). Misalignment is concep-
tualized in accordance with the degree of being
inconsistent with an ideal personality profile for
a specified working environment, and a unit of
misalignment means a unit deviation from such
an ideal calibration sample which should be neg-
atively associated with desired innovative per-
formance (Venkatraman and Prescott 1990). The
degree of deviation from the best performing
employees in their personality profile can be
measured via Euclidian distance, and the predic-
tion of PD can be described in this study as:
‘The innovative performance will deteriorate dra-
matically as the deviation from the calibrating
ideal employee profile gets bigger and bigger’.

Misalignment is termed as MISALIGH which
is calculated by the following function:

where Xcj stands for the mean score for the
calibration sample (or the mean score of the ideal
employees) along the variable; Xsj is the score in
the study sample for the variable; bj is the stan-
dardized beta weight; and j equals to 1 or 2 means
the variable is self-efficacy or CPF respectively.
Then this study used a regression model to test
predictions of profile deviation.

The results of PD analysis for the two given
work settings are negative and significant (see
Table 3, β= -0.646, -0.871 respectively, p<0.001).
This finding indicates that R&D employees

Table 3: Profile deviation: Innovative performance - R&D project vs. - R&D program

Variables              R&D project                R&D program

      Ideal    Random      Ideal     Random

Profile deviation -0.646*** -0.336 -0.871*** -0.117
R Sqr. 0.630 0.097 0.578 0.007
Adj. R Sqr. 0.626 0.088 0.575 0.000
F-ratio 163.153*** 10.342 211.935*** 1.409

***p<0.001.

MISALIGH =  Σ(b1(Xsj - XCj))
2

j=1
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whose personality traits diverging from the ideal
profile would hardly achieve a satisfactory inno-
vative performance, and therefore Hypotheses 1
is supported.

 Further analyses were carried out to test the
robustness of the results by using a non-ideal
personality profile based on a random sample, to
examine whether the non-ideal profiles had simi-
lar performance implications. If the result of PD
analysis for the random sample is not significant,
the notion that taking ideal personality profiles as
benchmark has stronger explanatory power than
the calibrating non-ideal profiles will be further
proved (Cohen et al. 2003; Malhotra et al. 2013).
The regression coefficients of the random sample
are non-significant (β= -0.336, -0.117 respective-
ly, p>0.1), revealing that calibrating ideal sample
can guarantee the robustness of the model.

This study also examined the positive per-
sonality traits of the bottom 10 percent employ-
ees for the two given work settings and com-
pared it with the ideal employees. Interestingly,
the result shows that some differences exist in
the positive personality traits among the best
performers in the two given work settings: self-
efficacy is the dominant driver to achieving bet-
ter innovative performance for R&D employees
working in a project, while CPF seems to be rela-
tively more effective for those in a program. Fur-
thermore, for R&D employees in a project, self-
efficacy levels drop significantly between the top
and bottom participants, and the vector stand-
ing for the direction of improvement indicates
that self-efficacy is the key factor for achieving
superior performance. In contrast, CPF can help
those dealing with multiple projects simulta-
neously to do an excellent job. Therefore, Hy-
pothesis 2 is also supported.

DISCUSSION

Recently, researchers of anthropology have
started to investigate employee behavior from
the perspective of cognitive and personality psy-
chology, and how those individual dispositions
are linked to innovative activities, such as aca-
demic performance or academic success (Kara-
tas 2015), and teachers’ creative thinking skills
(Malkoç 2015). Assessing employees’ cognitive
characteristics and personality traits can serve
to select appropriate candidates who have po-
tential for high innovative performance (Caroff
and Lubart 2012). However, positive personality

traits only provide individuals with the potential
to be creative, but are not a guarantee for high
creativity. Therefore, whether or not employees
with better creative potential will actually exhibit
high level of creativity depends on not only the
positive personality traits (for example, self-effi-
cacy and CPF), but also on the organizational
context. As explained by Belias et al. (2015), em-
ployees with high conflict between their person-
ality traits and what their roles demand will have
a high level of job dissatisfaction, because they
may have many negative emotions about their
workplace.

This research provides empirical evidence
delineating the within-person relationships
among positive personality traits, work settings,
and innovative performance. First, it is suggest-
ed that in both R&D project and R&D program,
self-efficacy and CPF as important personality
traits are key drivers of R&D staffs’ innovative
achievement. It has been argued that organiza-
tions that wish to emphasize creativity and inno-
vation can be more successful if they recruit
employees who possess innovative cognitive
style, as well as positive personality traits (Chen
et al. 2015), and the findings of this study are in
line with this perspective.

Second, the PD analysis manifests that the
relationships between self-efficacy, CPF, and in-
novative performance could be strengthened by
the extent to which R&D employees resemble
the ideal group of employees in both R&D
project and R&D program (see Table 3). This find-
ing implies that the closer to the ideal personali-
ty profile R&D employees’ perceptions of self-
efficacy and CPF are, the better they may per-
form in creative activities. Hence, managers
should weigh the influence of positive personal-
ity traits (self-efficacy and CPF in this research)
on innovative productivity, when selecting suit-
able people to engage in R&D project or in R&D
program. After all, the R&D employee who per-
forms unsatisfactorily in R&D project may
achieve a better innovative performance in R&D
program, since his/her self-efficacy and CPF
might be relatively closer to the ideal employee
type of R&D program than that of R&D project.
If people could just rely on using swift horses to
ride their carriages, then, the talent required for
horse racing cannot be presented any more.
Therefore, the organizations should take into full
consideration the overall fit between the work
settings and R&D employee’s self-efficacy and
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CPF, to expand their potential and innovation.
Analogously, Chae et al. (2015) indicated that
employees’ innovate outcomes may not only be
affected by their personality factors, but also by
social environmental factors within a work con-
text; Liu et al. (2015) argued that differential hu-
man resource management practices embodied in
the recruitment channel, training system, compen-
sation and incentives, benefits, promotion, per-
formance appraisal, job content and organization
authorization should be adopted by enterprises
according to the employee’s classification.

Third, self-efficacy and CPF positively con-
tribute to the innovative performance of R&D
project staffs and the innovative performance of
R&D program staffs, but the former relies more
on self-efficacy and less on CPF comparing to
that of R&D program employee. The contrasting
results could be explained by and attributed to
the differences in context and work settings be-
tween R&D project and R&D program. For those
working in a specific R&D project, the failure of
this project might represent a total failure of their
jobs, and bring about tremendous pressure
which could make all their hard work to go down
the drain. In this sense, individuals with higher
self-efficacy may tend to believe that they should
maintain their commitment to the goals, believ-
ing that the problem would be ultimately solved.
These people may constantly give themselves
positive psychological hints, thus remaining less
affected by disruptive thinking in face of repeat-
ed difficulties and failures (Seo and Ilies 2009).

As far as the R&D program is concerned,
employees, handling multiple projects simulta-
neously implies that they must adapt to chang-
ing requirements on knowledge and skills,
whereas, each switch of role and working con-
text may cause frustration, making the employ-
ees to doubt their own capability. R&D employ-
ees with higher CPF usually have a firm belief
that they possess sufficient knowledge, skills,
and abilities to meet the demands of their jobs
and therefore perform competently and effective-
ly on the jobs. Working on multiple projects at
the same time may stimulate their potential and
enthusiasm. Considering the foregoing, organi-
zations could put more emphasis on training in-
vestment, facilitating R&D employees to
strengthen their self-efficacy and CPF, accord-
ing to their respective work settings in such a
way that performance improvements can also be
obtained.

CONCLUSION

In summary, this study describes the ideal
personality profile of R&D employees working
in both R&D project and R&D program by ap-
plying a PD analysis. The findings of this re-
search contribute to the literature mainly by of-
fering the statistical evidence that could explic-
itly illustrate the following mechanisms: (1) Self-
efficacy and CPF have a strong relationship with
R&D staffs’ innovative performance in different
work settings; (2) The profile deviations for R&D
staffs working in R&D project and those in R&D
program significantly indicate an inferior inno-
vative performance. (3) Self-efficacy is more like-
ly the dominant driver of the better achievement
for R&D employees working in R&D project,
while CPF seems to play the major role for those
who work in R&D program.

This paper is different from previous research
in so many aspects in the sense that we con-
ducted an empirical test to explore whether the
innovative performance of R&D employees will
differ significantly according to their personali-
ty traits as well as work settings, while most of
the other studies merely focused on theoretical
analysis. Also, while integrating an anthropo-
logical perspective with SCT to interpret creativ-
ity and to do survey, this research highlights the
critical role of context factors in characterizing
the pattern-match rules on R&D employees’ pos-
itive personality traits. As such, it enriches the
researchers’  understanding of using a cross-
disciplinary view to carry out business research.
Finally, this study brings about some new in-
sight into identifying the ideal R&D employees
under different work settings and through a new
approach namely, the PD analysis, which has
rarely been used in the management and in an-
thropology domains.

As far as the managerial implications are con-
cerned, this study suggests that most of R&D
people may frequently struggle with the long
process of exploring and venturing into unchart-
ed areas, given that they are often required to
seek solutions to the unknown problems and
thus, are unlikely to predict in advance how to
accomplish the desired results. In other words,
R&D employees who possess higher self-effica-
cy beliefs and CPF may intend to spend or even
actually spend more effort in engaging in inno-
vative activities, whereas, they can recover very
quickly when encountering setbacks. As a re-
sult, these people may achieve higher innova-
tive performance in the end.
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The researchers acknowledge that there are
still some limitations that need to be addressed.
For instance, further research need to be carried
out to test the generalizability of the results be-
cause the researchers’  sample comes from a sin-
gle firm. The calibration sample can be drawn
with variable approaches; for example, outstand-
ing performers selected according to different
standards and some other positive personality
variables can be added to identify ideal profiles.
In addition, future research could further discuss
how to empirically improve the innovative per-
formance of R&D employees by testing the in-
teraction effects of self- efficacy and CPF.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It becomes more and more crucial for manag-
ers to realize and handle a variety of diversities
in today’s globalized world. Managers should
adjust their philosophy from treating everyone
alike, to recognizing individual differences in
ways that could retain good employees. Based
on this study, special attention should be paid
to the development of self-efficacy for the R&D
staff engaged in R&D project, and the promo-
tion of CPF for those in R&D program, as self-
efficacy and CPF dominates the ideal personali-
ty profiles in R&D project and R&D program re-
spectively. Viewed from this angle, this paper also
shows implicitly that the PD approach can be
quite beneficial in designing a positive work en-
vironment and fostering a high-performance
work system, whereas organizations need to es-
tablish suitable selection mechanisms that can
decipher the positive personality profiles from
the candidates applying for R&D positions.
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