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 In previous research, it has been found that students reporting greater 
delay of gratifi cation were higher in self-effi  cacy ( Bembenutty & Karaben-
ick, 1998 ), and adults' self-effi  cacy was associated positively with their 
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employment arena is the production of novel and useful ideas by employ-
ees—idea that can be the starting points for innovation ( Oldham & Cum-
mings, 1996 ). Creativity in the current samples of high-tech company 
employees should be an indicator of performance, because when employ-
ees exhibit creativity at work they produce novel, potentially useful ideas 
about organizational products, practices, services, or procedures ( Shalley 
& Zhou, 2008 ). Therefore, it was predicted that the relations between the 
two delay-of-gratifi cation factors and creative performance would be sim-
ilar to their relations with job performance. 

 In the current study, the possible two-factor structure of the GDGQ 
was fi rst examined using exploratory factor analysis in Study 1. In Study 
2, the GDGQ's two-factor structure was verifi ed by confi rmatory factor 
analyses and its validity was examined. In Study 3, the roles of the two 
delay-of-gratifi cation factors in predicting job and creative performance 
were explored.    

 Study 1 
 Study 1 explored the possible factor structure of GDGQ. For research 

purposes, adult samples were recruited from organizations and an Explor-
atory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the GDGQ's 12 items was conducted to 
obtain a preliminary view of the overall relational structure of these items.   

 METHOD  
 Participants 

 Participants were recruited from four information technology compa-
nies in China. A total of 322 applicants (190 men) were asked to complete 
the GDGQ voluntarily. The average age was 27.2 yr. ( SD  = 4.0). Among 
these participants, 98.4% had a college diploma or higher degree.   
 Measures 

 The 12-item Generalizability of Deferment of Gratifi cation Question-
naire (GDGQ;  Ray & Najman, 1986 ) was used to measure general delay of 
gratifi cation. The respondents rated to what extent they agreed with each 
item on a 7-point scale with anchors 1: Strongly disagree and 7: Strongly 
agree.   
 Translations 

 The GDGQ was translated and back-translated using approved tech-
niques ( Bracken & Barona, 1991 ). Firstly, a researcher whose native lan-
guage was Chinese translated the scales from English to Chinese. Then, 
a Chinese translator majoring in English who did not know the study's 
purpose completed the back-translation. Thirdly, another researcher com-
pared the two English versions and checked whether each item's mean-
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higher degree. The GDGQ, delay-discounting rate scale, three Big Five 
subscales (Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness), and a self-con-
trol scale were administered (see below).    
 Measures 

 All of the following questionnaires' items were rated on a 7-point scale 
with anchors 1: Strongly disagree and 7: Strongly agree, except for the 

 TABLE 1  
 FINAL VERSION OF GENERALIZABILITY OF DEFERMENT OF GRATIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

IN STUDY 1 ( N  = 322)  

Scale Item
Component 

Loading Communality
 CI  PW 

9. ᶺ Ϛצ ᷂һ ῧ
[I like to spend my money as soon as I get it.] (R)  .78 .02 .60
5.>ᶺ ɶ ╜ ќɷ [I am constantly “broke.”] (R)  .64 .18 .44
6. ᶺ֝ ᾼ ɶ֦ ᾲ ᵣJ֪ Ὑщᶺ Ҡ ײ
Ϡɷ

[I agree with the philosophy: “Eat, drink and be merry, for 
tomorrow we may be all dead.”] (R)  .60 .14 .38

4. ᶺ֯ Ӏᾼ J −ֵ צ ֒ ᾼ ᴫ 
[When I am in a supermarket, I always tend to buy a lot of 

things I hadn't planned to buy.] (R)  .57 .10 .34
7. ᶺ Ϛ ֮ҟ Ϛṷ ПṶ
[I describe myself as often being too impulsive for my own 

good.] (R)  .55 .10 .36
3. ᶺ╥ Њ™ϣᾼ Jᶺ ϯᶺᾼ ῧ  
[I tended to save my pocket money as a child.]  .54  −.26 .32
1. ᶺϚ ẞЛӴẘ᷂ ῧ Jᴖ╥᷂ ϯע
[I am good at saving my money rather than spending it 

straight away.]  .51 .25 .32
2. ֽὨ Ϡ ẞϚԈ ᴫᶺӇ ҏ ֒ế ∕JṪ϶ᶺ
ḆҒṹắ Ԉ ᴫ

[I enjoy a thing all the more because I have had to wait for it 
and plan for it.] .05  .69 .48

12. 
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delay discounting rate scale. Since this study used translated scales, CFA 
was run on each scale to ensure that the factor structure was the same as 
that of the original scales. Internal consistency reliabilities were checked 
as Cronbach's α and McDonald's ω (see  Table 2  for complete information).     

 Uncertainty Avoidance Scale ( Dorfman & Howell, 1988 )  .—  The 7-item 
Uncertainty Avoidance Scale was used to measure the tendency to avoid 
uncertainty. Example items are as follows: “Standard operating proce-
dures are helpful to employees on the job.” A higher score indicates the 
respondent's stronger tendency to avoid uncertainty. Internal consistency 
reliability of the scale was acceptable. The one-factor structure fi t to the 
present data well: GFI = .98, AGFI = .96, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .051.   

 Consideration of Future Consequence Scale (CFC:  Strathman,  et al.,  
1994 )  .—  The 12-item scale was used to estimate the extent to which people 
consider the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviors and the 
extent to which they are infl uenced by these potential outcomes ( Strath-
man,  et al.,  1994 ). The CFC has two subscales labeled CFC-Future (e.g., 
“I consider how things might be in the future, and try to infl uence those 
things with my day to day behavior”) and CFC-Immediate (e.g., “My 
behavior is only infl uenced by the immediate”) ( Petrocelli, 2003 ;  Joireman, 
 et al.,  2008 ). Higher scores on both the CFC-Total and CFC-Future scales 
refl ect a higher concern with future consequences, whereas higher scores 
on the CFC-Immediate scale refl ect a higher concern with immediate con-
sequences. Internal consistency reliabilities of the scales were acceptable. 
The two-factor structure fi
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according to a given formulation.  k  is a parameter that refl ects the extent 
to which future rewards are diminished in value as a function of the delay 
that must be endured to receive them. The distributions of  k s were approx-
imately normalized using the natural log transformation, so the following 
calculations were based on Ln k  (see  Kirby,  et al.,  1999 , for review). Higher 
 k  and Ln k  indicate participants' stronger tendency to choose an immedi-
ate reward.   

 Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness scales ( Saucier, 1994 )  .—
  These three personality traits were measured using  Saucier's (1994)  Big 
Five mini-markers, which include 40 adjectives tapping the fi ve factors 
Extraversion, Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Open-
ness. In the present study, internal consistency reliability and model fi t 
were acceptable: Agreeableness's α was .67, (GFI = .97, AGFI = .92, CFI = 
.96, RMSEA = .064); Conscientiousness's α was .79, (GFI = .96, AGFI = .90, 
CFI = .96, RMSEA = .077); Openness's α was .73, (GFI = .97, AGFI = .94, 
CFI = .99, RMSEA = .027).   

 Self-control Scale (SCS:  Tangney,  et al.,  2004 )  .—  The brief, 13-item ver-
sion was used to estimate participants' self-control ability. Example items 
include “I am good at resisting temptation” and “I say inappropriate things” 
(reverse scored). Participants' higher scores on the scale refl ect greater capac-
ity to override their thoughts, feelings, and habitual patterns of behavior. In 
the present study, Cronbach's α was .75. The one-factor structure fi t the pres-
ent data acceptably: GFI = .90, AGFI = .85, CFI = .88, RMSEA = .064.    
 Translation 

 Except for the Chinese version of the Self-Effi  cacy Scale ( Schwarzer, 
Bäßler, Kwiatek, Schroder, & Zhang, 2008 ), other scales used in Study 2 
were translated and back-translated by the approach described in Study 1.    

 RESULTS 
 To assess the factor structure of the GDGQ, confi rmatory factor analysis 

procedures were conducted using structural equation modeling in Sample 1 
by using maximum likelihood estimation ( Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999 ). Items 
were retained based on two indices: the modifi cation index of each item ( MI  
> 4) and the factor loading ( λ  > .30). The result verifi ed the two-factor struc-
ture obtained in the EFA and had acceptable fi t: GFI = .95, AGFI = .90, CFI 
= .89, RMSEA = .079 (Sample 1); GFI = .87, AGFI = .87, CFI = .87, RMSEA 
= .08 (Sample 2). Moreover, the chi-square test of diff erences indicated that 
the two-factor model provided a statistically signifi cantly better fi t than the 
one-factor model: Sample 1,  ׁ x 2   = 41.88 ( p  < .001); Sample 2,  ׁ x 2   = 61.40 ( p  < 
.001). All items loaded statistically signifi cantly ( ps  < .001) on the latent vari-
able. Factor loadings ranged from .30 to .73. Thus, the results of the EFA and 
CFA supported the hypothesis that delay of gratifi cation had a two-factor 
structure, Controlling-Impulse and Planning-and-Waiting.  
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 Reliability and Validity 
 Cronbach's α and McDonald's ω were calculated for each scale ( Table 2  

and  Table 3 ) ( Zinbarg, Yovel, Revelle, & McDonald, 2006 ). Many scales are 
assumed to be primarily a measure of one latent variable. If that is true, the 
latent variable should account for the majority of the variance in the scale 
scores. Omega is calculated based on confi rmatory factor analysis and is a 
more accurate estimate ( McDonald, 1999 ;  Zinbarg, Revelle, Yovel, & Li, 2005 ).    

 The internal consistency reliabilities of Controlling-Impulse and the 
overall scale were acceptable (Cronbach's α = .70 to .75; McDonald's ω = 
.70 to .78; see  Tables 2  and  3 ), while Planning-and-Waiting had relatively 
poorer internal consistency (Cronbach's α = .60; McDonald's ω = .62 to .64). 
The two subscales were weakly related in both samples (Sample 1,  r  = .19; 
Sample 2,  r  = .21). Item-total correlations were low to moderate, ranging 
from .28 to .63 (Sample 1) and .33 to .61 (Sample 2). 

  Table 2  and  Table 3  display the descriptive statistics and correlations 
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translated Chinese version has been used in the past (e.g.,  Zhou, Shin, 
Brass, Choi, & Zhang, 2009; Wang & Cheng, 2010 ). In the present study, 
Cronbach's α was .89.     

 RESULTS 
  Table 4  displays descriptive statistics and correlations among mea-

sures. Job performance and creative performance were signifi cantly and 
positively correlated to Controlling-Impulse and delay of gratifi cation, 
but were not statistically signifi cantly correlated to Planning-and-Waiting. 
Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to assess the function of 
Controlling-Impulse and Planning-and-Waiting in predicting job perfor-
mance and creative performance. Both the Controlling-Impulse and Plan-
ning-and-Waiting scores were mean-centered.    

 Predicting job performance ratings, Step 1 included control variables 
(age was deleted due to multicollinearity, VIF > 10) (Neter, Wasserman, & 
Kutner, 1990). Step 1 did not reached statistical signifi cance ( R 2   = .08,  p  > 
.05), but job position was a statistically signifi cant predictor of job perfor-
mance ratings ( β  = .36,  p  < .05). In Step 2, performance was regressed on 
Controlling-Impulse and Planning-and-Waiting. This step produced sta-
tistically signifi cant results ( R 2   = .20,  p  < .01;  ׁ R 2   = .12,  ׁ F  2, 79
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two-factor structure of delay of gratifi cation. As for three of the Big Five 
personality traits, only the measure of Openness showed discriminative 
correlation with the two factors of delay of gratifi cation. Previous research 
has supposed that participants with Openness can manage to delay grati-
fi cation because they can avoid focusing on the possibility of an immedi-
ate reward ( Krueger,  et al.,  1996 ). However, the results of the present study 
refuted this view and clarifi ed that participants with Openness could 
delay gratifi cation by planning and waiting for a large, delayed reward 
rather than by controlling impulses on an immediate reward. 

 In addition, this study advances understanding of the functions of 
delay of gratifi cation. Although  Mischel (1974)  proposed a two-phase 
model for delay of gratifi cation, there is no research explaining which 
phase is more important in the process of delay of gratifi cation. Com-
pared with Planning-and-Waiting, Controlling-Impulse was a stronger 
predictor of supervisor's ratings of employees' performance and cre-
ative performance. Mischel's view of emphasizing the important role of 
Controlling-Impulse on task performance ( Mischel, 1983 ) and the fi nd-
ings that impulsivity impairs performance in completing reasoning tasks 
( Schweizer, 2002 ), off er parallel explanations for this result. For objective 
reasons (e.g., chances of promotion) and subjective reasons (e.g., whether 
one's superior is favorable or not) in an organization, people with high 
delay of gratifi cation are not guaranteed to get what they wait and plan 
for in their careers ( Pogson, Cober, Doverspike, & Rogers, 2003 ). There-
fore, just waiting and planning cannot itself lead to good job performance 
and creative performance.  
 Limitations and Future Directions 

 The study has several limitations. Firstly, the subscale Planning-and-
Waiting had poor internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's α = .60); McDon-
ald's ω was also poor (.62 to .64). However, Planning-and-Waiting rather 
than Controlling-Impulse had statistically signifi cant correlations with 
uncertainty avoidance, delay discounting rate, self-effi  cacy, and Open-
ness. Therefore, Planning-and-Waiting is an indispensable factor of delay 
of gratifi cation. It diff erentiates general delay of gratifi cation from impul-
sivity. The low reliability may be due to the small number of items, so 
future research could add new items to increase the scale's internal consis-
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