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Abstract: According to modern approaches to creativity, any human being can generate creative ideas, and it is not a
genetic trait. Social setting, including teamwork, supervision, and surrounding environment, plays a significant role in
determining an individual’s creativity. This study will examine the role of social exchange factors in bringing work
environment creativity empirically. For this reason, a questionnaire was distributed to be filled by a sample of 200
employees from the banking industry of Pakistan. Branches of 10 banks were selected in the vicinity of twin cities,
i.e., Rawalpindi and Islamabad. Data collected from these bank branches were analyzed using statistical tests. Social
exchange factors including procedural justice, cooperative team environment, and employee participation were studied.
The mediating role of expert’s knowledge sharing was assessed beside moderating role of adhocracy culture. It was
concluded that adhocracy culture moderates the relationship of social exchange factors with work environment creativity.
Moreover, expert’s knowledge sharing mediates the relation of procedural justice and work environment creativity.
This study will fill the gap by examining the factors affecting workplace creativity. This will help practitioners and
researchers know the factors that affect workplace creativity, which will ultimately be beneficial for organizations.
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INTRODUCTION
Innovation and creativity are necessary components for bringing and accelerating technical development and change

process. Conventional wisdom is of the view that creativity is a trait which an individual has by its birth and it cannot
be changed, improved or transferred. However recent researches suggest that every human brain can generate creative
ideas though the level of wisdom or creativity varies according to a person’s social setting, experiences, education,
work group interaction and supervision etc. therefore modern approach argues that rate of creative performance can be
influenced by social setting, supportive supervision and team interaction etc. at workplace such factors can be referred
as social exchange factors. Research findings supports the argument that factors related to workplace environment has a
tendency to influence employees’ creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Saputri & Mulyaningsih,
2016). Creativity is regarded as an outcome in organizational behavior which includes services, products, work
methods, business models or management processes which are useful and novel (Amabile, 1988; Bernik, Azis, Kartini,
& Harsanto, 2015; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). This led to emphasis on creativity as
an organizational outcome by which enables creativity to be quantified rather than a mental process which is difficult to
be quantified (Amabile et al., 1996; Oetomo, Satrio, & Lestariningsih, 2016). Therefore, creativity is examined by
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scales to assess usefulness and novelty (Ayuningrat, Noermijati., & Hadiwidjojo, 2016; Oldham & Cummings, 1996;
Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999; Zhou & George, 2001). As suggested by previous researchers (Zhou & Hoever, 2014).
This study will extend the research on workplace creativity by examining variables identified by Schepers and Van den
Berg (2007). The objectives of this study are as follows;

1: To examine the relationship of Cooperative Team Environment and Work Environment Creativity.
2: To examine the relationship of Procedural Justice and Work Environment Creativity.
3: To examine the role of Adhocracy Culture in the relationship of Cooperative Team Environment and Work

Environment Creativity.
4: To examine the role of Adhocracy Culture in the relationship of Adhocracy Culture in the relationship of

Procedural Justice and Work Environment Creativity.
5: To examine the role of Expert’s Knowledge Sharing in the relation of Procedural Justice and Work Environment

Creativity.
This study will fill the gap by examining the factors effecting workplace creativity. This will help practitioners

and researchers in knowing the factors which effect the workplace creativity which will ultimately be beneficial for
organizations. For future theorizing and research in this domain recommendations are given at the end of study.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Innovation, knowledge management and change management stems in organizational and employee creativity

(Bhalerao, 2016; Ford & Ogilvie, 1996). Trust and safety within the work group is claimed to be related to group
creativity and innovation (West & Anderson, 1996). According to Shalley and Gilson (2004) these factors include
expert support, cooperative environment for work and autonomous nature of work. Moreover, work environment
creativity and the ethical practices and values of organizations are found highly interconnected with creativity of
employees. During economic recession it is found that organizations with more creativity in them are more capable of
survival since it is also a competitive advantage. Literature on organizational behavior and innovation management is
focused to identify factors for improving work environment creativity (Angriani, Ariffin, & Rahmawati, 2017; Amabile
et al., 1996; Zhou & George, 2001). Current study will examine the relationship of social exchange factors with work
environment creativity. Moreover, it will identify expert’s knowledge sharing role in generating and sustain the work
environment creativity.

Employee creativity and overall team creativity is found to be positively related with entrepreneurial leadership
according to Cai, Lysova, Khapova, and Bossink (2018) and they found mediation of team creative efficacy and
employee creative efficacy. They explained how workplace creativity is affected by entrepreneurial leadership.

Novelty which is beneficial for organizations is brought by work environment creativity at workplace. It is a tendency
of employees to generate novel ideas in his/her work setting. It is important to not confuse innovation with creativity, as
it is a characteristic of an individual to generate novel ideas which is not restricted to any knowledge area. Whereas
innovation is novelty in one knowledge area (Stein, 1974). Three factors are argued to be affecting organizational
creativity including abilities of employee, team characteristics, organizational characteristics. Organizational creativity
is the goal in the approach of work environment creativity which results from these factors i.e., creative behaviors and
creative situations. Environmental factors and social factors results in bringing creative behaviors of employee and
teams within organizations (Woodman et al., 1993). As proposed by Amabile et al. (1996) the componential theory
of creativity argues that creativity is dependent on two factors (1) within an individual, (2) outside the individual’s
personality. For the recent study the research framework is derived from the second perspective i.e., factors lying
outside the individual’s personality. Moreover, psychological perspective of work environment creativity is of mainly
studied in this research and it is also supplemented with situated learning theory. For arousing social interactions
cooperative team environment is effective according to Rousseau (1989). Organ (1997) claimed that organizational
citizenship behavior is highly represented in cooperative team environment. For creating synergy and reliance among
employees, cooperative team environment leads to work environment creativity which helps in knowledge management
in the organizations. It also represents the culture prevailing in organizations according to Amabile componential
theory of organizational creativity. The model proposed by Lind and Tyler (1988) suggests procedural justice to be
relational such as status acknowledgement. Moreover, according to Thibaut and Walker (1975) procedural fairness is the
participation and input level permitted by procedures (mostly referred as voice). Greenberg (1990) defined procedural
justice as fair organizational processes of decision making and resource allocation. According to Leventhal, there are six
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characteristics of fair procedures including bias suppression, representativeness, ethicality, consistency, accuracy and
correct ability. Age is an important factor in effecting the creativity levels of employee. Young employees according to a
research were found to be more creative when they experience negative affect as compare to the mean score of negative
affect (Volmer, Richter, & Syrek, 2018). A research found positive relationship of employee creative performance
with self-efficacy. whereas harmonious passion negatively moderates the relationship of workplace creativity and
self-efficacy (Appu & Sia, 2017). Moreover, Tang, Huang, and Wang (2017) found that marital satisfaction indirectly
effects the workplace creativity through psychological resources spillover and it is found to be significant for low
creative employees whereas those with high creative personalities were not significantly affected.

The exchange process between employee and an employer has one perspective known as psychological contract
which has an implicit expectation of being treated fairly as argued by according to Rousseau (1989). Cameron
and Quinn (1999) proposed a competing values framework offering four major organizational cultures i.e., stable
hierarchy culture, cooperative team environment culture, rational culture and adhocracy culture. Adhocracy culture
and cooperative team environment culture are examined in this study. As suggested by previous researchers (Zhou
& Hoever, 2014). This study will fill the gap by examining the factors effecting workplace creativity. This will help
practitioners and researchers in knowing the factors which effect the workplace creativity which will ultimately be
beneficial for organizations. So, the results of this study will be a part of large understanding of what effects workplace
creativity forming the basis of actionable measures for organizational practitioners. The following model and hypothesis
are developed in the light of situated learning theory.

Hypotheses
H1: Cooperative Team Environment is positively related to Work Environment Creativity.

H2: Procedural Justice is positively related to Work Environment Creativity.

H3: Adhocracy Culture positively moderates the relationship of Cooperative Team Environment and Work Environment
Creativity.

H4: Adhocracy Culture positively moderates the relationship of Procedural Justice and Work Environment Creativity.

H5: Expert’s Knowledge Sharing mediates the relation of Procedural Justice and Work Environment Creativity.

Figure 1 Theoretical Framework

MEHODOLOGY
To explore the relationships in this study a cross-sectional survey is conducted. Primary data was gathered by

distributing questionnaire among the respondents. Questionnaire is used as a research instrument. It was comprised of
29 items and 5 points likert scale is used. Items were adopted from already developed scale by previous researchers.
The creativity scale by Amabile et al. (1996) was used for work environment creativity. Cameron and Quinn (1999)
scale of organizational Culture Assessment Instrument was used for cooperative team environment. Scale by Evers,
van Vliet-Mulder, and Groot (2000) for employee participation was adopted. Moreover, Schepers and Van den Berg
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(2007) scale for expert’s knowledge sharing was used. There were five items used for procedural justice measurement
(Moorman, Niehoff, & Organ, 1993).

For the recent study banking industry was the population for data collection survey. Non-probability convenient
sampling was used for questionnaire distribution. Questionnaires were distributed among 150 employees of branches of
13 private banks located in the vicinity of two cities i.e., Rawalpindi and Islamabad. To test the reliability, Cronbach’s
Alpha is used. Confirmatory factor analysis is applied and correlation, linear regression was also tested. For mediation
the Baron and Kenny method is used.

RESULTS
SPSS is used for data analysis as a statistical software. For calculating mean, median, mode and range of the

data to see how many respondents participated in study, descriptive analysis was conducted. The response rate of
this study is 100% as all the 200 respondents responded to the survey and filled their questionnaires. There were
52.0% male respondents and 48.0% female respondents who participated in the survey. Among them 32.0% were of
age group 25 years and below, 54.5% were of age 26-40 years, 12.5% were of 41-55 years age and 3% were of 56
years and older than it. The alpha coefficient of procedural justice, cooperative team environment, expert’s knowledge
sharing, adhocracy culture and work environment creativity were 0.641, 0.784, 0.821, 0.764 and 0.758 respectively.
These values fall in acceptable range of greater than 0.6 showing reliability of the measurement scale. Coefficient of
correlation for procedural justice and cooperative team environment is 0.37 which is generally considered medium
correlation, coefficient of correlation for adhocracy culture and cooperative team environment is 0.39 which is also
medium correlation, for expert’s knowledge sharing and cooperative team environment the coefficient of correlation
is 0.192 which shows weak correlation. Moreover, coefficient of correlation for work environment creativity and
cooperative team environment is 0.330 which is also a medium correlation.

Table 1 DEMOGRAPHICS STATISTICS

Frequency Percent
Gender
Valid Male 52 104
Female 48 96
Total 200 100
Age
Valid 25 and below 64 32
26-40 105 52.5
41-55 25 12.5
56-older 06 3
Total 200 10

Table 2 CORRELATION MATRIX

CTE PJ AC EKS WEC
CTE 1
PJ .422** 1
AC .501** .475** 1
EKS .452** .482** .422** 1
WEC .472** .502** .422** .423** 1

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
* **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3 REGRESSION STATISTICS

Model Sig (p-value) t-value R2 β F Durbin-
Watson

Regression .000 8.134 .114 .413 23.786 1.956
t > 1.96, p < .05
Predictors: (Constant), Cooperative Team Environment
Dependent Variable: Work Environment Creativity

Since linear regression test is used to examine the relationship of cooperative team environment and work environ-
ment creativity. The result shows a significant relationship between them as p value is 0.000, its t value is 8.134 and F
value is 23.786. The R square is 0.114 and the β value shows positive relationship of cooperative team environment
with work environment creativity. Durbin Watson is also 1.956 falling in the acceptable range of 1.5 to 2.5. Therefore,
Hypothesis 1 is accepted.

Table 4 REGRESSION STATISTICS

Model Sig (p-value) t-value R2 β F Durbin-
Watson

Regression .000 7.124 .254 .498 16.786 1.756
t > 1.96, p < .05
Predictors: (Constant), Procedural Justice
Dependent Variable: Work Environment Creativity

Results of linear regression to examine the relationship of procedural justice and work environment creativity shows
a significant relationship between them as p value is 0.000, its t value is 7.124 and F value is 16.786. The R square is
0.254 and the β value shows positive relationship of cooperative team environment with work environment creativity.
Durbin Watson is also 1.756 falling in the acceptable range of 1.5 to 2.5. Hence, Hypothesis 2 is also accepted.

Table 5 REGRESSION STATISTICS

Model Sig (p-value) t-value R2 β F Durbin-
Watson

Regression .000 7.224 .124 .455 16.489 1.766
t > 1.96, p < .05
Predictors: (Constant), Adhocracy Culture
Dependent Variable: Work Environment Creativity

Table 6 MODERATION STATISTICS

Model Sig (p-value) t-value R2 β F Durbin-
Watson

Regression .000 16.770 .153 .436 51.879 1.763
a. Predictors: (Constant), Cooperative Team Environment, Moderator: Adhocracy Culture
b. Dependent Variable: Work Environment Creativity

To examine the Hypothesis 3, linear regression is used. Results show that relationship is significant as p value is
0.000 and its R square is 0.114. Results also show that moderating variable i.e., adhocracy culture has a significant
and positive relationship with work environment creativity. Then interaction term is created between independent
variable i.e., cooperative team environment and moderating variable i.e., adhocracy culture, then it is regressed against
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dependent variable i.e., work environment creativity. Since cooperative team environment gives R square 0.114 i.e.,
it brought 11.4% change in work environment creativity and adhocracy culture shows R square 0.124 i.e., it brought
12.4% change in work environment creativity. After interaction term regressed against work environment creativity it
brought 15.3% change in work environment creativity, therefore results reveal that adhocracy culture moderates the
relationship of cooperation team environment and work environment creativity. And β value shows that it has positive
moderating effect. Hence, this hypothesis is accepted.

Table 7 REGRESSION STATISTICS

Model Sig (p-value) t-value R2 β F Durbin-
Watson

Regression .000 7.224 .124 .455 16.489 1.766
t > 1.96, p < .05
Predictors: (Constant), Adhocracy Culture
Dependent Variable: Work Environment Creativity

Table 8 8 MODERATION STATISTICS

Model Sig (p-value) t-value R2 β F Durbin-
Watson

Regression .000 16.235 .353 .417 52.679 1.764
a. Predictors: (Constant), Cooperative Team Environment, Moderator: Adhocracy Culture
b. Dependent Variable: Work Environment Creativity

Results of Hypothesis 4 show that relationship of procedural justice and work environment creativity has p value
0.000 so it is a significant relationship and its R square is 0.254. Results also reveal that the moderating variable which
is adhocracy culture has a significant and positive relationship with work environment creativity. Then an interaction
term of independent variable i.e., procedural justice and adhocracy culture which is a moderating variable is generated,
the interaction term is regressed against work environment creativity. Since procedural justice has R square 0.254
i.e., it brought 25.4% change in work environment creativity and adhocracy culture has R square 0.124 i.e., it brought
12.4% change in work environment creativity. After regressing interaction term against work environment creativity,
it brought 35.3% change in work environment creativity, therefore results reveal that adhocracy culture moderates
the relationship of cooperation team environment and work environment creativity. And Beta value shows that it has
positive moderating effect. So, this hypothesis is accepted.

Table 9 8 MODERATION STATISTICS

Multiple Regression Analysis Summary for PB, PP and CG
Steps R2 Adjusted R2 f B T β

Step 1:
PJ(IV) → WEC(DV) .254 .145 16.786 .498 7.124 .432
Step 2:
PJ(IV) → EKS(MV) .144 .110 29.176 4.171 11.521 .321
Step 3:
EKS(MV) → WEC(DV) .135 .212 74.020 1.270 4.311 .433
Step 4:
PJ (IV)→ WEC(DV) .694 .244 43.572 .658 2.906 .467
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Results of Hypothesis 5 show that mediating variable i.e., expert’s knowledge sharing partially mediates the relation
of procedural justice and work environment creativity. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is accepted.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The results of the statistical analysis show that Hypothesis 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 are true. Adhocracy culture positively

moderates the relation of cooperative team environment with work environment creativity, and procedural justice with
work environment creativity. Moreover, expert’s knowledge sharing partially mediates the relation of procedural justice
and work environment creativity. This research provides a broader understanding of team creativity at individual level
by considering the social context and factors in account. Organizations need creative ideas in this era to cope in new
ways with fierce competition and complex problems on daily basis where situation changes on a rapid pace. So contrary
to previous research conducted by Schepers and Van den Berg (2007), adhocracy culture moderates the relationships
and knowledge sharing mediates the relationship of procedural justice and work environment creativity.

FUTURE RECOMMENDATIONS
In this study convenience sampling is used, future researchers can use other sampling techniques for data collection

from the respondents. Future studies can use other outcomes than work environment creativity. Moreover, other
moderators and mediators can be examining effecting the relationship of cooperative team environment with work
environment creativity and procedural justice with work environment creativity.
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