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OXFORD LIBRARY OF PSYCHOLOGY

The Oxford Library of Psychology, a landmark series of handbooks, is published
by Oxford University Press, one of the world’s oldest and most highly respected
publishers, with a tradition of publishing significant books in psychology. The
ambitious goal of the Oxford Library of Psychology is nothing less than to span a
vibrant, wide-ranging field and, in so doing, to fill a clear market need.

Encompassing a comprehensive set of handbooks, organized hierarchically,
the Library incorporates volumes at different levels, each designed to meet a dis-
tinct need. At one level are a set of handbooks designed broadly to survey the
major subfields of psychology; at another are numerous handbooks that cover
important current focal research and scholarly areas of psychology in depth and
detail. Planned as a reflection of the dynamism of psychology, the Library will
grow and expand as psychology itself develops, thereby highlighting significant
new research that will impact the field. Adding to its accessibility and ease of use,
the Library will be published in print and, later on, electronically.

The Library surveys psychology’s principal subfields with a set of handbooks
that capture the current status and future prospects of those major subdisciplines.
This initial set includes handbooks of social and personality psychology, clini-
cal psychology, counseling psychology, school psychology, educational psychol-
ogy, industrial and organizational psychology, cognitive psychology, cognitive
neuroscience, methods and measurements, history, neuropsychology, personality
assessment, developmental psychology, and more. Each handbook undertakes to
review one of psychology’s major subdisciplines with breadth, comprehensive-
ness, and exemplary scholarship.

In addition to these broadly conceived volumes, the Library includes a large
number of handbooks designed to explore in depth more specialized areas of
scholarship and research, such as stress, health and coping, anxiety and related
disorders, cognitive development, or child and adolescent assessment. In contrast
to the broad coverage of the subfield handbooks, each of these latter volumes
focuses on an especially productive, more highly focused line of scholarship and
research. Whether at the broadest or the most specific level, however, all of the
Library handbooks offer synthetic coverage that reviews and evaluates the rel-
evant past and present research and anticipates research in the future. Each hand-
book in the Library includes introductory and concluding chapters written by
its editor to provide a roadmap to the handbook’s table of contents and to offer
informed anticipations of significant future developments in that field.
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An undertaking of this scope calls for handbook editors and chapter authors
who are established scholars in the areas about which they write. Many of the
nation’s and world’s most productive and best-respected psychologists have
agreed to edit Library handbooks or write authoritative chapters in their areas of
expertise.

For whom has the Oxford Library of Psychology been written? Because of its
breadth, depth, and accessibility, the Library serves a diverse audience, including
graduate students in psychology and their faculty mentors, scholars, researchers,
and practitioners in psychology and related fields. Each will find in the Library
the information they seek on the subfield or focal area of psychology in which
they work or are interested.

Befitting its commitment to accessibility, each handbook includes a com-
prehensive index as well as extensive references to help guide research. And
because the Library was designed from its inception as an online as well as a
print resource, its structure and contents will be readily and rationally searchable
online. Further, once the Library is released online, the handbooks will be regu-
larly and thoroughly updated.

In summary, the Oxford Library of Psychology will grow organically to provide
a thoroughly informed perspective on the field of psychology, one that reflects
both psychology’s dynamism and its increasing interdisciplinarity. Once pub-
lished electronically, the Library is also destined to become a uniquely valuable
interactive tool, with extended search and browsing capabilities. As you begin to
consult this handbook, we sincerely hope you will share our enthusiasm for the
more than 500-year tradition of Oxford University Press for excellence, innova-
tion, and quality, as exemplified by the Oxford Library of Psychology.

Peter E. Nathan
Editor-in-Chief
Oxford Library of Psychology

OXFORD LIBRARY OF PSYCHOLOGY
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Introduction: Integrating Creativity,
Innovation, and Entrepreneurship to
Enhance the Organization’s Capability to
Navigate in the New Competitive Landscape

Christina E. Shalley, Michael A. Hitt, and Jing Zhou

Abstract

The purpose of this Handbook is to serve as a catalyst for the integration of the research on creativity,
innovation, and entrepreneurship. A significant amount of research has been devoted to each of these
areas, and they exist fairly independently of each other. However, by their nature, these three research
areas are interrelated. In order to successfully survive and thrive in our dynamic and competitive global
marketplace, it is a necessity to more fully understand how creativity is related to innovation and the
roles that both creativity and innovation play in entrepreneurship. By doing so, we can reap the benefits
of the accumulated knowledge from each research stream to inform the others and move the field as a
whole forward. This Handbook contains 30 chapters written by leading scholars that speak to the major
topics within these research areas and examine multilevel linkages between creativity, innovation, and
entrepreneurship.

Key Words: creativity, innovation, entrepreneurship, multilevel linkages, integration of areas

The top 50 firms in Fortune’s 2014 ranking
of “The World’s Most Admired Companies” are
described as “innovators, disrupters and companies
that overcame adversity” (Fairchild, 2014, p. 123).
These companies represent technology-based indus-
tries (e.g., Apple, Google, Intel, Cisco), consumer
products (e.g., Procter & Gamble, Johnson &
Johnson, Nestle), traditional manufacturing (e.g.,
Caterpillar, Deere, 3M, Volkswagen), services (e.g.,
FedEx, Singapore Airlines, Wells Fargo, Accenture,
Netflix), and retailing (e.g., Starbucks, Costco,
McDonald’s, Nordstrom). Many of these firms
are leaders in innovation within their particular
industry or industry segment. A further testament
to the importance of innovation is shown in the
recent firing of the CEO of Symantec. Symantec
is the current leader among the Internet security
companies, but the board was concerned that it was

losing its hold as the market leader because it was
not innovating fast enough. Therefore, the CEO,
Steve Bennett, was removed by Symantec’s board of
directors because the firm was not taking adequate
initiatives to innovate, introduce new products,
and exploit growth opportunities (Perlroth, 2014).
The early years of the 21st century have been
marked by significant turbulence fueled by eco-
nomic and political problems but also by ineffective
strategic leadership (e.g., characterized by extreme
hubris and greed) (Haynes, Campbell, & Hitt,
2014; Hict, Haynes, & Serpa, 2008). This period
has also been a time of technological advancement
and disruptions. In this dynamic environment
characterized by significant uncertainty, businesses
that remain relatively static in terms of their prod-
ucts and services and the processes used to produce
and provide them are likely in a “state of dying.” In



2005, the US Council on Competitiveness issued
a report developed by leaders from industry, gov-
ernment, and academia that concluded that US
firms could maintain (or gain) market leadership
only through innovation. In 2010, IBM reported
the results of a global study in which 60% of chief
executives named creativity as a top priority for
their organization. To be innovative, firms must
exercise creativity. And, creativity and innovation
are necessary for them to be entrepreneurial.

There is a significant amount of research devoted
to creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.
However, much of this research has been bounded
and focused, with work in each area conducted
independently of the others. Because of their inter-
dependence, there is a need to integrate research
and ideas on creativity, innovation, and entrepre-

neurship. That is the purpose of this Handbook.

Parallels Between Creativity, Innovation,
and Entrepreneurship Research

As these three research areas have developed,
four key parallel themes have emerged. First, cen-
tral to each of the three areas is the importance of
a new idea. Second, the process of coming up with
ideas is pivotal to each area. Third, what kind of
person is involved in being creative/innovative/
entrepreneurial is much discussed. Finally, the
overall context is also important for each area.
Each of these themes is discussed in more detail
here because the three fields could benefit from a
discussion of shared research interests and findings
that can inform each other.

With regard to developing or identifying a new
idea, creativity involves the generation of ideas that
are both novel and useful (Amabile, 1996; Shalley,
Zhou, & Oldham, 2004). As such, creativity is a
precursor of both innovation and entrepreneur-
ship. Specifically, innovation involves the imple-
mentation of creative ideas (Zhou & Shalley, 2011).
Although we commonly refer to creativity as idea
generation and to innovation as the implementa-
tion of ideas, in reality creativity and innovation
are not as clearly independent from each other as
our disciplinary traditions seem to suggest. Also,
if we think of entrepreneurship as a more specific
form of innovation, one that relates to the develop-
ment of new ventures, there are parallels here as
well. Entrepreneurship refers to the application of
creative ideas to new business ventures, which can
include the creation of new markets, new products
and services, and new firms (Eckhardt & Shane,
2003). Within the entreprencurship literature,

2 INTRODUCTION

instead of focusing on the generation of creative
ideas, scholars examine the identification of oppor-
tunities. Also, within the innovation literature,
scholars discuss how important it is to get sup-
port for new ideas in order to be able to implement
them, whereas in the entrepreneurship literature
this is termed opportunity exploitation for new
venture creation.

Some researchers (Gilson & Madjar, 2011;
Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011) have pro-
posed that creative ideas can be either incremental
(i.e., modifications to existing processes) or radi-
cal (i.e., significant breakthroughs), with radical
ideas occurring much less frequently. Parallel to
the incremental/radical distinction in the cre-
ativity literature are the concepts of exploita-
tion and exploration in the innovation literature.
Specifically, exploration refers to firm behavior
that is characterized by search, discovery, experi-
mentation, risk taking, and innovation, whereas
exploitation involves behaviors such as refinement,
implementation, efficiency, production, and selec-
tion (He & Wong, 2004; March 1991). Finally,
many true entrepreneurial activities and therefore
many new business ventures by their nature may
be more likely to involve a more radical type of
creative idea or more explorative innovative behav-
ior. However, this idea is contrary to Aldrich and
Martinez’s argument in this Handbook that, given
institutional barriers and bureaucracy, entrepre-
neurs often develop only incremental rather than
radical products, services, or new markets. The
innovation literature and the creativity literature
discuss the inherent tension between exploration
and exploitation for units and firms or the potential
benefits and costs of trying to develop more radical
ideas (Gupta, Smith, & Shalley, 2006). Here the
underlying issue is risk. Explorative innovations
potentially have a higher failure rate than exploit-
ative innovations. Similarly, incrementally creative
ideas are more likely to be effectively implemented
than their more radical counterparts. Finally, as
pointed out by Rigolizzo and Amabile in this
Handbook, successful entrepreneurs trying to deal
with this dual tension should adopt a “fast failure”
approach, which is a model based on rapid pro-
totyping. This approach involves investing in trial
and error for many ideas, but on a smaller rather
than a larger scale, and not committing significant
resources until after quick, objective feedback has
been gained (McGrath, 2001).

Increasingly, research is examining creativity as

a process (e.g., Gilson, Mathieu, Shalley, & Ruddy,



2005; Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Zhang & Bartol,
2010). The process of developing creative ideas
involves a number of cognitions and behaviors that
are more likely to result in creative outcomes. These
can include challenging assumptions, broadly
scanning the environment, recombining ideas from
different areas, tolerating ambiguity, and making
novel connections. For example, Unsworth and
Luksyte argue in this Handbook that at times cre-
ativity requires being proactive (see also Unsworth,
2001), and Tierney argues that proactive creativity
requires extending effort to widely scan the envi-
ronment for potentially damaging problems that
need solutions. This type of creativity is similar to
what entrepreneurs do in trying to identify entre-
preneurial opportunities. Also, entrepreneurs have
to engage in these types of creativity-relevant pro-
cesses to discover opportunities and exploit them.
The creation, funding, development, and growth of
new ventures all require a great deal of creativity.
For example, entrepreneurs have to be creative in
order to develop a new idea, seck venture capital
funding, and pitch their idea to potential investors.
Entrepreneurs have to engage in these types of pro-
cesses to discover opportunities and then exploit
them. As such, creativity is infused throughout the
entrepreneurial process. Also, there is a rich litera-
ture on the capacity of individuals to combine ideas
into new forms, which is fundamental to creativity
and innovation.

Innovation may start from using new knowl-
edge or reusing and combining existing knowledge
(Anderson, Poto¢nik, & Zhou, 2014). The search
for new knowledge may be induced by market
discontinuities that can lead to new production.
Similarly, entrepreneurial opportunity recognition
is important because it enables entrepreneurs to
meet a market need through a creative combina-
tion of resources to deliver value. Prior experience
often helps entrepreneurs see patterns that others
have missed, and pattern recognition is related to
creativity. Creativity plays a role in recognizing
novel associations or patterns across disparate data
points. Creativity is often understood as a process
of variation and selection (Campbell, 1960) in
which it is important to generate a variety of ideas
and then selectively retain those that are most
promising. Similarly, entrepreneurs often come up
with a number of ideas and may select one based
on funding and the allocation of resources. And
innovation involves selectively choosing from gen-
erated ideas for further development, refinement,
and implementation.

The person also plays an important role in these
three research areas. Creativity research has a long
history of examining personal factors—such as
beingopen to new experiences, beingbroad-minded,
and being nontraditional—that are more likely to
be associated with the propensity or ability of an
individual to be creative (Barron & Harrington,
1981; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Feist, 1998). A num-
ber of personality characteristics (e.g., Creative
Personality Scale, Gough, 1979) have been identi-
fied as being associated with individuals who are
more creative than others. Also, individuals who
are considered more creative tend to approach
problem solving in ways that differ from those
used by people who are less creative (Jabri, 1991;
Kirton, 1976). Specifically, those who are more
creative and innovative tend to be willing to take
risks and to violate known paradigms and proce-
dures in order to develop new ideas and solutions.
Entreprencurship research has long considered the
role of personality in determining success as an
entrepreneur and in differentiating entrepreneurs
from non-entrepreneurs (Shaver & Scott, 1991).
Also, although they receive less research focus,
personal factors of innovators have been examined
(e.g., Miron, Erez, & Naveh, 2004).

Paramount in Amabile’s (1996) componential
model of creativity is the role of intrinsic motiva-
tion. In this Handbook, Rigolizzo and Amabile
discuss the role of synergistic extrinsic motivation
for creativity, and Tierney discusses the impor-
tant role of identity for creativity. The construct
of creative role identity has been found to be asso-
ciated with a greater degree of creativity among
employees (Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-Mclntyre,
2003). As discussed by Tierney, identity can also
translate to innovation and entrepreneurship and
should be further examined. For example, she
mentions constructs such as entrepreneurial pas-
sion, founder role identity, and entrepreneurial
identity aspiration as motivating behaviors. Also,
Fisher and Kotha examine the critical role of
individual identity for entrepreneurs. Chen, Liu,
and He discuss the importance of passion for cre-
ativity, and Mainemelis and Dionysiou reference
experiencing the state of flow. Entrepreneurs need
passion and intrinsic motivation for new ven-
tures in order to formulate a strategy and espe-
cially to implement it effectively (Hitt, Ireland,
Sirmon, & Trahms, 2011). They deal with emerg-
ing problems, and this also plays an important
role in innovation through idea elaboration and

idea evaluation. Also in this Handbook, Zhang
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and Bartol assert that empowerment of employ-
ees may influence their entreprencurial behavior,
such as taking risks, dealing with uncertainty,
and enhancing innovation. Finally, Shin points
out that entrepreneurs need to be effective leaders
who can boost their teams’ creativity and innova-
tion. Leadership plays an important role for cre-
ativity and innovation as well.

Context also is significant for each of these three
research areas. For example, within the creativity
literature, contextual factors have been found to
influence the occurrence of creative outcomes over
and above personal factors (Shalley, Gilson, &
Blum, 2009). According to a typology developed
by Zhou and Hoever (2014), contexts may also
interact with personal factors to influence creativ-
ity in a number of interesting ways. For example,
a supportive context and a personal factor favor-
ing creativity may reinforce each other and hence
have synergistic effects for creativity. As another
example, positive contexts may provide remedial
resources that reduce or even reverse the potential
negative effect of personal factors (e.g., Zhang &
Zhou, 2014). A wide variety of contextual factors
have been studied (Shalley et al., 2004), including
rewards, relationships with coworkers, job com-
plexity, and evaluation. There also has been work
on the importance of the context for entrepreneurs
and the munificence of the environment for inno-
vation (Sirmon, Hitt & Ireland, 2007).

One area that is growing in interest is the role
of the social context for creativity. As Perry-Smith
and Mannucci point out in this Handbook, the lone
creator or lone entrepreneur is no longer the norm;
rather, we are embedded in a network of social
relationships. ~ Creators/Innovators/Entrepreneurs
have to interact with a number of others as they
generate, refine, and implement their ideas. The
entrepreneurship literature has found that an
entrepreneur’s social networks matter for success-
fully launching new ventures and obtaining fund-
ing (e.g., Slotte-Kock & Coviello, 2010; Stuart &
Sorenson, 2007). Research on social networks and
creativity (e.g., Baer, 2010; Perry-Smith, 2006;
Zhou, Shin, Brass, Choi, & Zhang, 2009) can shed
light on how entrepreneurial network position may
contribute to creativity, opportunity recognition,
and new venture creation. For example, in order
to have value creation, the results of creativity have
to extend into the entrepreneur’s social network.
Also, the chapter by Aldrich and Martinez in this
Handbook stresses the importance of entrepreneurs’
belonging to multiple social networks, which
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generally enriches the diversity of viewpoints and
information available to facilitate the creativity and
innovativeness of their entrepreneurial ventures.

Increasingly in the creativity literature, more
attention is being paid to team creativity (e.g.,
Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Hirst, van Knippenberg, &
Zhou, 2009). Research has suggested that creative
activity by employees can be prompted by inten-
tionally establishing groups that are diverse in their
makeup or by exposing individuals and groups to
diverseexperiencesinanefforttoincrease knowledge
transfer and enhance capabilities (Perry-Smith &
Shalley, 2014; Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2008;
Taggar, 2002). Teams are an important source of
entreprencurial competitive advantage. There is a
substantial literature on individual entrepreneurs,
but superior creative output could stem from hav-
ing cognitive variety among entrepreneurial team
members and from teams’ ability to integrate and
apply diverse thought processes. The entrepreneur-
ship literature is starting to take a closer look at
entrepreneurial teams, particularly during the
period after invention and before startup. Less work
has been focused on the composition and processes
of top management teams that lead to innovation
(Anderson et al., 2014). However, creativity is
an integral part of top management teams’ strat-
egy formation and implementation. Porter (1991)
noted that creative choices lie at the foundation
of firm-level strategies driving skills and market
position.

Chapters Included in Handbook

The chapters in this Handbook are organized
in three sections corresponding to the three main
research streams covered: creativity, innovation,
and entrepreneurship. However, although each
piece may foundationally emerge from one of these
research streams, the chapters also discuss how the
topics covered may be related to the other areas
as well. Thus, these chapters, and this Handbook
in its entirety, represent the contributions of lead-
ing scholars in these fields toward an integra-
tion of the areas of creativity, innovation, and
entrepreneurship.

Organizational Creativity

We begin the section on creativity appropriately
with a chapter that focuses on the most explored
of the contextual factors thought to be important
for creativity: leadership. The chapter by Shin
focuses on the important question of how leaders
provide the impetus for creativity in the workplace.



The chapter reviews the major works in the litera-
ture and argues that we need to understand the
mechanisms through which leadership affects
employees’ creativity. Specifically, Shin proposes a
mediator-based creativity model. Four mechanisms
are proposed: motivation, affect, cognition, and
context. In addition, he discusses several directions
for future research. For example, future studies may
want to consider leadership not only as a main effect
but as a moderator. Also, he argues that we need
to explore the cultural implications of leadership.
Finally, implications of this chapter for future work
on innovation and entrepreneurship are suggested.

The next chapter in this section is by Zhang
and Bartol. They highlight the important role
of empowerment for creativity and propose a
cross-level model of empowerment and creativ-
ity and innovation. Specifically, at the individual
and team level, they review the two major perspec-
tives of empowerment: the psychological approach
and the sociostructural approach. A multilevel
conceptual model is developed for psychological
empowerment and team empowerment for cre-
ativity and innovation at the individual and team
levels, because there is evidence that empowerment
shares similar meaning and relationships across
levels. They propose some promising areas for
future research. For example, they stress the need
to identify team-level mediators that may have a
direct cross-level impact on creativity and innova-
tion at the individual level. Furthermore, they dis-
cuss ways to extend empowerment research to the
study of entrepreneurship and argue that employee
empowerment should positively contribute to the
ability to be entrepreneurial.

The next chapter is authored by Byron and
Khazanchi. They examine the role of rewards for
creativity. This has been a controversial area within
the creativity literature because, as they describe,
prior studies have argued and found positive, nega-
tive, and no effect of rewards for creativity. They
provide an overview of the theoretical rationales
used for these effects, review the major research
findings that support the major perspectives, and
present results of a comprehensive meta-analysis
on rewards and creativity. They also review the
limited work that has focused on the relationship
between rewards and innovation or entrepreneur-
ship and suggest areas for future research. A major
takeaway from this chapter is that we need to move
away from examining the main effects of rewards
for creativity and start to examine mediators and
moderators. Byron and Khazanchi argue that it is

important for models to include multiple cognitive,
motivational, and affective mechanisms to explain
the influence of rewards on creativity. Finally, they
propose that the literature would benefit from a
more comprehensive examination of the role of
rewards for innovation and entrepreneurship.

The next chapter in this section was developed
by Rigolizzo and Amabile and focuses on entrepre-
neurial creativity. Specifically, these authors pro-
pose that different stages of the creative process are
supported by certain learning behaviors. The four
stages they discuss are problem identification, prep-
aration, idea generation, and idea evaluation and
implementation. Also, they argue that both cre-
ative behaviors and learning behaviors are affected
by different contextual conditions during each
stage. Rigolizzo and Amabile discuss each stage of
the creative process and its corresponding learn-
ing behaviors and use informative examples from
entrepreneurial startups and other organizations.
A key element is that they make the important dis-
tinction between intrinsic motivation and synergis-
tic extrinsic motivation. They tease out the stages at
which one or the other may be more critical for the
creative process and how they can reinforce rather
than undermine each other. Finally, they stress
the importance of future research examining the
boundaries of workplace learning for entrepreneur-
ial creativity.

The following chapter, by Tierney, explores ways
in which individuals’ self-concept of their identity
can influence their engagement in creative activi-
ties at work. This work reviews and integrates social
identity theory and identity theory to discuss four
main types of identity: personal, relational, col-
lective, and role. Understanding which identities
employees may hold, the relative strengths of these
identities, and the identity target’s orientation on
creativity is an interesting contribution to the lit-
erature. This scholar goes on to consider how these
four types of identity relate to different types of
creativity, as well as motivational patterns for cre-
ativity. She also discusses the relevance of identi-
ties for innovation and entreprencurship. A very
convincing case is made for further considering
the role of identity when discussing the important
question of why individuals decide to be creative at
work. Finally, Tierney discusses the impact of mul-
tilevel and cross-level effects of identity for creative
engagement at work, and some promising avenues
for future research are presented.

In a related chapter, Sanchez-Burks, Karlesky,
and Lee introduce the concept of psychological
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bricolage, which they define as the process
through which an individual integrates previously
unrelated knowledge to create novel solutions. As
such, psychological bricolage essentially refers to
the specific creative process in which previously
unrelated knowledge or materials are integrated
to result in novel outcomes. The authors argue
that the integration of multiple or conflicting
social identities facilitates psychological bricolage,
thereby enhancing creativity. They discuss social
identifies such as multiple cultural identities, gen-
der identities, class and professional identities,
and insider versus outsider identity in an organi-
zation. They review qualitative cases and quantita-
tive studies that demonstrate the value of identity
integration in facilitating psychological bricolage
and creativity. Interestingly, the authors caution
that emphasis on a strong and singular organiza-
tional identity may restrict identity integration,
resulting in reduced psychological bricolage and
creativity.

A third interesting and somewhat related chap-
ter concerning identity and creativity is presented
next. Elsbach and Caldwell-Wenman focus on the
role of antagonism in the identities of professional
artistic workers. Reviewing results from empirical
case studies, they argue that professional artistic
workers consistently signal their identities as artists
and creators and suggest that they do not want to
integrate their unique identity with a more “normal”
identity such as being “professional” and “com-
mercial.” On the one hand, Sanchez-Burks and his
coauthors suggest the value of integrating multiple
identities, and Tierney discusses how the strength
of multiple identities can vary and be integrated.
On the other hand, Elsbach and Caldwell-Wenman
observe that at least in the eyes of professional artis-
tic workers, it is preferable to stick to the identity
of being artistic rather than integrating it with the
identity of being commercial. Together, these three
chapters provide interesting implications for future
research into the conditions under which identity
integration is conducive to creativity, innovation,
and entrepreneurship.

The chapter by Mainemelis and Dionysiou
reviews and integrates the recent work on play,
flow, and timelessness and their relation to research
on creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.
They define play as a broad construct that occurs
in multiple ways, whereas flow and timelessness
are more narrowly defined play states. Over the
last few decades, these scholars argue, the way
organizations and researchers conceptualize play
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has changed. Specifically, it has gone from being
viewed as something either deviant or merely toler-
ated at work to something that plays an important
role within the workplace for employee creativity
and well-being. In particular, the authors discuss
how some organizations have gone as far as trying
to institutionalize play to reap its benefits. They
point out areas where we know very little and also
areas for future research. All in all, this is an emerg-
ing area within the field that could contribute some
much-needed insights.

The chapter by Kaufmann aims to solve a
prominent puzzle in creativity research: whether
positive mood or negative mood facilitates cre-
ativity. Kaufmann provides a comprehensive
review of the affect and creativity literature, start-
ing chronologically with the initial body of work,
focusing on the positive effects of positive mood
on creativity, extending to later findings from
laboratory and field research showing the posi-
tive role of negative moods in fostering creativ-
ity, and looking at a more recent and emergent
stream of research suggesting that the dual routes
of positive mood and negative mood can facilitate
creativity. On the basis of this systematic and bal-
anced review, and using problem solving as a gen-
eral organizing framework, Kaufmann formulates
a dual-process model in which positive mood and
negative mood are said to promote the develop-
ment of creative solutions in different aspects and
different stages of problem solving. This model is
important not only because it provides a plausible
account of previous findings from both laboratory
and field studies but also because it points to ave-
nues for future research in creativity, innovation,
and entrepreneurship.

The next chapter, by Chen, Liu, and He, focuses
on the concept of passion. The authors first review
the passion literature, covering issues ranging from
the conceptual meaning of passion to the ante-
cedents and consequences of passion. They then
emphasize the role of passion in fueling individu-
als’ creativity and the influence of entrepreneurial
passion in promoting creativity and entrepreneur-
ship. They point out major gaps in the research on
passion for work and entrepreneurial passion; for
example, the role of the occupational context has
not been integrated theoretically with the construct
of passion for work.

Moving to the team level of analysis, the next
chapter is authored by Gilson, Lim, Litchfield, and
Gilson. They first delineate the conceptual mean-
ing of team creativity, defining it as both a process



and an outcome. Focusing on the most current
work on team creativity, Gilson et al. use Rhodes’
(1961) Four P’s framework of creativity in review-
ing aspects of team creativity: the creative person
(e.g., team membership), process (e.g., cognitive
processes), press (e.g., environment), and prod-
uct (e.g., ratings of output). They then discuss the
implications of their review for future research into
team creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.
For example, they argue that many of the team
actributes that are desirable for creativity may not
be the same as those needed for innovation.

The next chapter, by Perry-Smith and
Mannucci, takes a social network approach to the
study of creativity by stressing the importance of
relationships, the pattern of connections, and the
complexity of the social context. They categorize
creativity and social network research into two
perspectives: relational (e.g., strength of ties) and
structural (e.g., global network structure). They
discuss consistent and inconsistent empirical find-
ings in this area and suggest some interesting ave-
nues for future research. For example, they argue
that it is critical to resolve the inconsistent results
regarding weak and strong ties for creativity. This
work also provides a convincing rationale for the
importance of taking a social network perspective
in researching entrepreneurship. Specifically, they
highlight the combined importance of creative
thought and social embeddedness for entrepre-
neurial success.

The chapter by van Knippenberg and Hirst pro-
poses that creativity research should take a more
cross-level perspective in studying the person-in-
situation interaction. Specifically, they argue that
cross-level interactions are more appropriate both
conceptually and methodologically than an indi-
vidual level of analysis. They use trait-activation
theory to review results of previous work on the
interaction of personality and other individual
characteristics with situational influences. Both
consistencies and inconsistencies in the results of
prior research are indicated, and the authors call for
further work to try to analyze why some of these
contradictions exist. They discuss the importance
of developing a person-in-situation perspective,
because there is growing evidence that the influ-
ence of individual differences on behavior is better
understood by focusing on moderating influences
of certain contextual features. Finally, they call
for consideration of a person-in-situation perspec-
tive to add value to research on innovation and
entrepreneurship.

The chapter by Wang and Murnighan explores a
relatively new area, that of the relationship between
creativity and ethics. In organizations, both creativ-
ity and ethics have become increasingly important;
therefore, it makes sense to consider how these two
constructs are interrelated. Specifically, the authors
define creativity as both an outcome and a process,
and they discuss the role of ethics for each. They
also discuss whether ethics comes more into play
when one is considering the novelty or the useful-
ness of creativity (the two main dimensions of cre-
ativity). They make a convincing case for the role
of ethics in evaluating the creativity of ideas and
state that this issue may already be implicit when
experts or knowledgeable others evaluate the social
acceptability of new ideas. Overall, this chapter
fits nicely in a newly emerging stream looking at
the “dark side” of creativity. Finally, Wang and
Murnighan discuss potential implications of eth-
ics for entrepreneurship, an issue that has received
little attention.

Turning to cross-cultural issues related to cre-
ativity, the chapter by Leung and Wang is par-
ticularly timely because businesses are global
and organizations need to effectively manage for
creativity and innovation in different cultural
contexts. According to Leung and Wang, there
may be important variations in how creativity is
conceptualized across cultures. They provide a
systematic review and analysis of cross-cultural
issues related to creativity at the individual,
organizational, and societal levels, with a focus
on cultural values and antecedents of creativity.
Further, they address the relationship between
biculturalism and creativity and that between
cultural diversity and team creativity. Their
review and analysis suggest avenues for future
research into the relations among culture, cre-
ativity, and innovation.

The final chapter in the first section of this
Handbook is authored by Unsworth and Luksyte.
They propose an expanded model of types of
creativity by drawing on the original work from
Unsworth (2001) and integrating it with work
on creative outcome types. Specifically, they con-
ceptualize four types of creativity that are theo-
retically distinct from the two levels of creative
outcomes (i.e., radical versus incremental). By inte-
grating the four types with the two levels of cre-
ative outcomes, they provide a more fine-grained
description of the creative process. They follow
the creative process from the point at which the
individual problem solver becomes motivated to
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potentially be creative, through the actual process
of being creative, to the final outcomes, of which
some will be creative. Finally, they suggest some
interesting areas for future research and theo-
rizing. For example, they propose that research
should examine whether the types of creativity
that they discuss also extend to “innovation types”
or “entreprencurial types.”

Innovation

We begin the section on innovation with a
unique paper by Mitchell, Smith, Stamp, and
Carlson, who link creativity with the develop-
ment of innovation. Their work provides a good
transition between the sections on creativity and
the contributions on innovation by focusing on
the use of creativity in new-product develop-
ment teams to create innovation. They extend
research on organizing creativity to the organiza-
tional level by using a deliberate practice model
of organizational creativity, and they explain its
value and use through a unique case study. The
case study describes the development and growth
of Eureka! Ranch, an organizational creativity
consulting firm. It describes the process used by
the organization to achieve superior creative out-
comes. The authors end their chapter by suggest-
ing directions for improving creative outcomes in
organizations and for further research to validate
this process.

The next chapter in this section describes busi-
ness innovation processes and is authored by
Garud, Tuertscher, and Van de Ven. They describe
the business innovation processes as an ongoing set
of activities including those that involve invention,
development, and implementation. Invention con-
sists of the development of novel ideas that have
potential value. To realize this potential, however,
the ideas must be developed further, often in the
form of prototypes, and followed by the infrastruc-
ture designed to generate the value. The imple-
mentation of innovation is focused on gaining
widespread adoption. The authors suggest that this
undertaking is much more complex than the sim-
ple linear, sequential process that is typically noted.
They use the Minnesota Innovation Research
Program (MIRP) and the many studies on inno-
vation processes that have been derived from it to
undergird their explication of the innovation pro-
cess. As they note, research has shown that most
innovation processes do not unfold in sequential
stages and orderly steps. Rather, some things occur
in unpredictable and sometimes uncontrollable
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ways based on resources and requirements. They
end their chapter with a discussion of the implica-
tions of their work for practice.

The next chapter was developed by Altman,
Nagle, and Tushman. They focus on unique
approaches to creating innovation as opposed to
the more traditional sequential innovation process
within an organization. They argue that changes
in technology, particularly the dramatic reduction
in information constraints and the availability of
many other external inputs, enable organizations to
engage many other people in developing innova-
tion. In fact, they suggest that organizations can
now obtain information and ideas from communi-
ties of developers, professionals, and even users of
the innovation through a platform-based business
and ecosystem. The dramatic reduction in informa-
tion processing costs have affected organizational
boundaries, the business models used, the interde-
pendence of different units and ideas and organi-
zations, leadership practices, identity and search
processes, and intellectual property. The authors
argue that these changes require revisiting much
of what we know about organization theory in
terms of structures, processes, and organizational
boundaries. They conclude that the evolutionary
process models, such as the one described in the
previous chapter, may be changing to completely
new models of how innovation is developed. Thus,
this interesting chapter may describe the future of
innovation development and processes.

Following from and building on the previ-
ous material, the next chapter, by Altman and
Tripsas, discusses moving from product-based to
platform-based businesses. The authors explain
how platform-based businesses can harness the
innovative capabilities of external parties that com-
plement the organization’s knowledge. Although
platform-based businesses have been studied in
economics and strategy, the organizational impli-
cations of transforming from a product-based to
a platform-based business model have not been
explored. The authors suggest that the traditional
approach of using creativity to develop innovation
within the organization is quite different from the
approach of platform-based businesses, in which
external parties are engaged actively in the process
of creating innovation. An important contribu-
tion of this chapter is the exploration of the way in
which organizational identity influences whether
and how organizations become platform based.
Organizations that question their existing iden-
tity are more likely to change to a platform-based



business than those with strong organizational
identities.

The next chapter, by Zott and Amit, focuses
on a unique form of innovation and one that has
become highly important in recent years: business
model innovation. As they suggest, business mod-
els have become critical for businesses, and innova-
tion in business models is a major issue of concern
for managers, entrepreneurs, and management
scholars because it has been identified as a source
of firm value. Little research has been conducted
on the process of business model innovation, and
this chapter addresses that gap. The authors link
creativity at the individual and firm levels with
innovation at the business model level of analysis.
Thus, they propose a multilevel model of business
model innovation.

The chapter by Raffaelli and Glynn focuses on
a different type of innovation: institutional innova-
tion. They define institutional innovation as novel,
useful, and legitimate change that disrupts, to vary-
ing degrees, the cognitive, normative, and regulative
strengths of an organizational field. An institutional
innovation is novel and useful, similar to many
other types of innovation, but it differs from other
types because it is also legitimate and appropriate.
Institutions are important because they, in a sense,
provide structure and value to behaviors, roles, and
relationships in a community. Institutions provide
order for the activities and interactions within the
community. Therefore, institutions tend to remain
relatively stable and resistant to change. Yet, institu-
tions can and do change and, therefore, institutional
innovation is an important concept to understand.
Raffaelli and Glynn explain the characteristics of
institutional innovation that determine its legiti-
macy and explain the processes involved in creating
it and its composition. They end the chapter with a
brief description of the implications for theory and
future research.

The final chapter in the innovation section of
this Handbook is by Helfat and Martin. They focus
on the influence of dynamic managerial capabili-
ties on creativity and innovation in organizations.
In effect, dynamic capabilities are the primary
means by which organizations create change with
the purpose of developing or sustaining a com-
petitive advantage. Recent research has explicated
dynamic managerial capabilities, but much more
is needed. Their work explains how dynamic
capabilities are used to create change, such as in
orchestrating assets and developing new organiza-
tional capabilities or business model innovations.

Overall, they present a model of dynamic mana-
gerial capabilities composed of managerial human
capital, managerial social capital, and managerial
cognition to create innovations and technology and
business models. Perhaps even institutional inno-
vation could be considered an outcome based on
the focus of the previous chapters. Overall, it is an
excellent chapter to end the section on innovation,
particularly because it explains the manager’s role
in the innovation creation process.

Entrepreneurship

The section on entrepreneurship in this
Handbook has six interesting and unique chap-
ters that describe various important aspects of
entrepreneurship and explain how creativity and
innovation play key roles in the entrepreneur-
ship process. The first chapter, by Burgelman,
explains how Prigogine’s theory of the dynam-
ics of far-from-equilibrium systems informs our
understanding of organizational evolution. In
particular, he focuses on how this Nobel Prize
winner’s work better explains the role of strategic
entrepreneurship and innovation involved in orga-
nizational evolution. Therefore, this chapter pro-
vides an interesting and valuable transition from
innovation to entrepreneurship. It provides a basic
understanding of Prigogine’s theoretical insights
and how those insights, based on work in the
physical sciences, actually inform our understand-
ing of social systems. Burgelman explains how
stochastically emerging innovations are incorpo-
rated into a system’s deterministic relations, allow-
ing it to continue to evolve. He then explains how
this contributes to the development of a model
in strategic management. The model he describes
distinguishes between autonomous and induced
strategic processes that relate to the development
of internal innovation and entrepreneurial behav-
ior. Burgelman also looks at how that activity helps
an organization adapt to its external environment
in order to evolve and enhance its longevity.

The next chapter is authored by Aldrich and
Martinez. It provides a very interesting premise
about entrepreneurship; namely, that entrepre-
neurs often do not develop highly creative and
radically innovative products or new markets.
Because of institutional barriers and bureaucratic
mechanisms, they are often constrained to only
incremental advances in the current products and
services, a situation that stifles unique innovation.
Alternatively, they note that there are opportunities
for more creative and innovative actions derived
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from the complexity of the institutions and the
multiple audiences involved. They also argue that
the social networks of entrepreneurs can facili-
tate creativity and innovation because they often
provide quite different and unique viewpoints,
information, and ideas. Of course, such outcomes
depend on how the entrepreneur forms that net-
work and the other networks in which he or she
chooses to participate. On the whole, the authors
offer an interesting view of entrepreneurial activity,
quite different from the norm.

Morris and Webb present a different perspec-
tive of entrepreneurship, that of entrepreneurship
as emergence. They suggest that the emergence
perspective  complements other perspectives of
entrepreneurship, such as the seeking opportuni-
ties perspective. They describe emergence focused
on the venture, the opportunity, and the entre-
preneur. They suggest that creating ventures is a
process in which an individual entrepreneur has to
cope with many unpredictable and uncontrollable
events. These may include such activities as obtain-
ing a patent, gaining resources from investors, and
hiring and trying to retain key employees, as well
as identifying customers and selling products or
services. They suggest that venture creation alone
is a creative process, and, by definition, it can radi-
cally disrupt other routines, operations, and exist-
ing markets. Therefore, Morris and Webb explain
how entrepreneurship emerges to create ventures.
They present a theoretical foundation for the pro-
cess of emergence and how this perspective can be
integrated with other entrepreneurship perspec-
tives to advance the scholarly understanding of
entrepreneurship. Therefore, this chapter provides
a base for future research and an evolution in our
understanding of entrepreneurship.

In recent years, there has been a renewed empha-
sis on creating innovation in organizations, which is
often called corporate entrepreneurship. Kuratko’s
chapter describes corporate entrepreneurship. He
explains how creativity and innovation are neces-
sary in organizations in order to engage in corpo-
rate entrepreneurship. He suggests that firms must
consciously develop a strategy to engage in corpo-
rate entrepreneurship that is based on creativity
and innovation to exploit opportunities for growth
and gain a competitive advantage. In fact, Kuratko
argues that corporate entrepreneurship is criti-
cal to gaining and sustaining competitive advan-
tages, which are likely to take the form of a series
of temporary advantages. This chapter provides an
excellent overview and description of the corporate
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entrepreneurship process, its value, and outcomes.
It also provides a good base for future research by
suggesting new research questions on corporate
entrepreneurship.

The next chapter, by Fisher and Kotha, describes
an interesting process of resource acquisition in
entrepreneurial ventures. As explained in the
chapter, many have argued that resource acquisi-
tion is one of the most critical activities in which
entrepreneurs engage. In fact, it plays a key role
in the potential survival and success of a new ven-
ture. Fisher and Kotha argue that the individual
identity of an entrepreneur and the organizational
identity of the investors play a major role in deter-
mining the potential for a new venture. When
these identities closely match, investors are more
comfortable in providing resources to a new ven-
ture. Fisher and Kotha argue that the identities of
the resource providers and the entrepreneur merge
over time to create a venture identity. A venture
identity is important to the organization’s ability
to gain legitimacy. This chapter explains the cogni-
tive and affective mechanisms involved in venture
identification. The authors also suggest that the
uncertainty of a venture moderates the relation-
ship between venture identification and resource
acquisition. They present a model that explains
how the integration or overlap of entrepreneurial
identity and resource provider identity create a
venture identity that in turn influences the prob-
ability of gaining resource support. Furthermore,
the salience and centrality of the identities moder-
ate the relationship between the match of entre-
preneurial identity with resource provider identity
and venture identity. Finally, the uncertainty
involved in the venture affects the extent to which
venture identity influences the probability of gain-
ing resource support. In fact, under conditions
of high uncertainty, the venture identity is even
more critical in gaining resource provider support.
Overall, Fisher and Kotha provide a different and,
we think, highly valuable view of resource acquisi-
tion. It should provide a base for understanding of
how entrepreneurs gain resource support for their
ventures and spur future research on this impor-
tant process.

The final chapter, by Cruz, Firfiray, Makri,
and Gomez-Mejia, explains creativity, innova-
tion, and entrepreneurship in a particular form of
business, the family firm. Although it is distinc-
tive, it is a critical form of business ownership and
governance because it is the most common type
of business throughout the world. Therefore, it is



highly appropriate for this chapter to end our dis-
cussion of how creativity, innovation, and entre-
preneurship are integrated. The authors explain
how socioemotional wealth provides an obstacle
to and facilitates entrepreneurial activity in fam-
ily firms. Although some research has shown
that family firms tend to take less risk than other
types of firms and therefore develop lower levels
of innovation, Cruz et al. have a different view.
Whereas some argue that the family’s emphasis on
socioemotional wealth is the primary reason that
family firms take fewer risks to produce economic
returns, these authors suggest that socioemotional
wealth goals lead family owners to favor certain
types of entrepreneurial outcomes that provide
rewards for the family and enhance their socio-
emotional wealth. Yet, they also acknowledge
that family ownership tends to have a negative
effect on a firm’s capacity to innovate. Much like
Helfat and Martin, they take a dynamic capabili-
ties perspective of family operations, suggesting
that dynamic capabilities allow them to be more
entrepreneurial. Certain dimensions of socioemo-
tional wealth facilitate innovation, whereas other
dimensions serve as an obstacle to the creation
of innovation. These authors view the entrepre-
neurial process in terms of sensing (identifying
opportunities), seizing (exploiting opportunities),
and then transforming. They explain that family
dynamics can facilitate or constrain the seizing
and transforming capacity of the firm. They argue
that these characteristics and a family’s emphasis
on socioemotional wealth make family businesses
more likely to start new businesses and enter new
markets alone, rather than forming alliances with
other organizations or secking external resources
to help them do so. Of course, the unwillingness to
seek the external resources constrains their ability
to start new businesses and likely constrains the
size of their entrepreneurial activities. Cruz et al,
also argue, however, that families with a strong
identity and intent to maintain an ongoing firm
for future generations are more likely to engage
in research and development and to formulate
unique innovations that help the company sustain
or create new competitive advantages. These argu-
ments present a unique view of family firms and
their engagement in entrepreneurial activities.
The chapter provides a base for understanding
of family entrepreneurial processes and the types
of entrepreneurial activities that are facilitated or
constrained by the structure and family dynamics
in those businesses.

Areas for Future Research

As stated earlier, we hope that this Handbook
serves as a catalyst for a much-needed movement to
integrate these three research areas. Each of these
areas is important alone, but research that gleans
knowledge from each area and integrates it with
the others promises to provide the understanding
to enable organizations to create, innovate, and be
entrepreneurial, thereby thriving and being compet-
itive in the global marketplace. Each of the chapters
in this Handbook identifies a number of important
areas for future research. Rather than simply reit-
erating some of the more promising ones here, we
highlight a few general areas that warrant future
research. It is our hope that this Handbook, together
with the scholarly research reviewed, and in par-
ticular with regard to the areas for future research
presented, will set the stage for a more comprehen-
sive integration of the research areas of creativity,
innovation, and entrepreneurship in the future.

First, we argue that more research should be
focused on how entrepreneurs, managers, and orga-
nizations in general can cultivate the interest of their
employees in being more creative/innovative/entre-
preneurial. Just because it is to the organization’s
best interest to continue to be creative/innovative/
entrepreneurial does not mean that employees will
see the value of behaving in ways that facilitate these
outcomes or be motivated to engage in behaviors that
lead to them. As Kuratko states in this Handbook, it
is critical to develop an organizational environment
that can cultivate employees’ commitment to cre-
ativity/innovation/entrepreneurship. As such, more
research is needed to determine what personal or
contextual factors will cause employees to be more
interested in creating and innovating, to be persis-
tent in the face of obstacles and incidents of failure,
and to continue to strive to be entreprencurial on a
regular basis. Creativity research has explored some
of these issues (e.g., Anderson et al., 2014; Shalley
et al., 2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2011), but there is
much more that could be achieved in this area. For
example, more work is needed taking a contingency
perspective and identifying different mediators
and moderators of personal and contextual factors
(Zhou & Hoever, 2014). In addition, this Handbook
contains three chapters that discuss different issues
regarding the important role of individuals’ iden-
tity for creativity/innovation/entreprencurship. In
the future, more emphasis on the role of identity,
the interplay of multiple identities, and the impor-
tance of the strength of identity is needed. Also,
it is critical to pinpoint the underlying cognitive,
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motivational, and affective mechanisms driving cer-
tain relationships (Zhou & Shalley, 2011). Research
in this area needs to be multilevel or cross-level to
provide a more accurate model of the relationships at
different levels of analysis (Zhou & Shalley, 2008).
Identifying the particular management practices
that are needed in order to encourage employees’
commitment to being creative/innovative/entrepre-
neurial is important. Finally, at the organizational
level, we need to look at how the importance of this
issue can be effectively communicated down the dif-
ferent levels of the organization.

Second, within the creativity literature there is
the well accepted interactional approach to creativ-
ity (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993), which
looks at how the interaction of personal and contex-
tual factors influences individual, team, and organi-
zational creativity. A recently formulated typology
of the nature of the interactions may further fuel
this line of research (Zhou & Hoever, 2014). This
approach could be readily expanded to the inno-
vation and entrepreneurship literatures. Recently,
research on the entrepreneurial process at the indi-
vidual, group, and organization levels seems to have
increased. However, is it possible that entrepreneurs
with certain personal characteristics may be more
likely to create or recognize opportunities under
certain contextual conditions? Creativity can be
helpful for entrepreneurship in developing ideas and
selling them to others to gain legitimacy, funding,
and support and to commercialize and grow a new
venture. More work on the interaction of individual
differences and the context for individual entrepre-
neurs and entrepreneurial teams as they discover,
evaluate, and exploit opportunities could add value
to our knowledge in this area. Also, there has been
relatively less work in the innovation literature that
examines the effect of context and how it might
interact with personal factors, so it would be worth-
while for future research to address this area as well.

Third, there should be more emphasis on exam-
ining the various stages of the creative/innova-
tive/entrepreneurial process and identifying what
is most facilitative at each stage. For example,
Perry-Smith and Coff (2011) found that the mood
states of teams varied with each stage of the creative
process (i.e., idea generation and idea selection). For
example, an activated and pleasant mood had a pos-
itive influence on variance generation, whereas idea
selection required a different mood. There is a rich
literature on the capacity of individuals to combine
ideas into new forms—the process of conceptual
recombination that is fundamental to creativity
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and innovation. The creative process involves a vari-
ety of cognitions and behaviors (Smith, Ward, &
Finke, 1995) that are aimed at discovering new
patterns or combining familiar ideas, routines, and
mental models; these could be the engine driving
entrepreneurial discovery, because the search for
patterns, when induced by market discontinuities,
can form the basis for new ways of production.
For example, creativity research (Reiter-Palmon &
Illies, 2004) has found that the means of initially
formulating problems can influence the creative
process. So, further examination of how innova-
tion and entrepreneurship are approached in their
beginning stages may be highly useful.

The chapter in this Handbook by Mitchell et al.
describes the creative and innovative process used
at the Eureka! Ranch to achieve highly creative out-
comes. This could be helpful for thinking more
about what is necessary at different stages of the
process. Also, Shalley and Perry-Smith (2008)
discussed the emergence of team creative cogni-
tion, which is a shared repertoire of cognitive
processes among team members that provides a
framework for how the team approaches problems
creatively. They proposed that the entrepreneurial
team evolves over time, from working together, to
coming up with an idea for a new technology, to
commercialization. In addition, how ideas evolve
and progress from one person’s mind to another
was conceptualized. These researchers argued that
team creative cognition is particularly critical for
entrepreneurial teams because creativity is not only
a one-time event in discovering entrepreneurial
opportunities; rather, it is important throughout
the entire startup process. For example, they sug-
gested that there is a window of opportunity dur-
ing which creative cognition can be infused within
the team. In particular, in the pre-startup phase
of an entrepreneurial team, the members may be
the most open to considering unique approaches to
thinking. In the future, if more research is focused
on examining the stages of the creative/innovative/
entrepreneurial process, we may be able to develop
a more comprehensive understanding of the desir-
able behaviors at certain points of the process.

The work of Altman and Tripsas and that of
Altman, Nagle, and Tushman in this Handbook
suggest that innovation is not constrained to orga-
nizational boundaries. In fact, the substantial
technological progress of the last 2 decades now
facilitates the involvement of communities of pro-
fessionals in the creativity, innovation, and entre-
preneurship processes of an organization. Actually,



all of these processes can take place outside the
organization. Beyond the enhanced amount
and potential diversity of knowledge that can be
brought to bear using many external parties, we
need to understand how the involvement of exter-
nal parties can occur safely (e.g., guarding and con-
trolling intellectual property) and efliciently.

One of the most prominent forms of business
globally is the family business. Our understanding
of how creativity is used to create innovations in
these firms and how innovations are used to spur
entrepreneurial actions in family businesses is
important. Cruz, Firiray, Makri, and Gomez-Mejia
explain that some attributes of these firms help
them to be more entrepreneurial, whereas oth-
ers constrain the creativity and innovation. There
is clearly a need to understand the type of gover-
nance structures in these firms that promote the
use of creativity, the creation of innovation, and the
engagement of entrepreneurial behavior. The sheer
economic impact of these types of firms world-
wide suggests the importance of this research.
Furthermore, the integration of creativity, innova-
tion, and entrepreneurial behavior in family firms
must be better understood and encouraged.

Finally, if creativity is expected as a part of every
organizational member’s job, there is no reason to
exclude organizational decision makers and top
management from creative endeavors. There has
been some work on the microfoundations of strat-
egy and dynamic capabilities (e.g., Teece, Pisano, &
Shuen, 1997) that could be related to creativ-
ity, and each literatures could inform the other.
Dynamic capabilities require that executive teams
identify creative ways to adapt to a changing envi-
ronment and develop creative solutions to problems
that arise. Executive teams and their group dynam-
ics play a central role in enabling such capabilities.
For example, in this Handbook, Helfat and Martin
present a model of dynamic managerial capabili-
ties composed of managerial human and social
capital, as well as managerial cognition to cre-
ate innovation. Also, Raffaelli and Glynn discuss
institutional innovation, which provides structure
and value to behaviors, roles, and relationships. In
addition, Zott and Amit explain the importance
of business model innovation. Their work suggests
to us that creative, innovative, and entrepreneurial
actions are important in all areas of organizational
functioning. Future research should continue to
pursue these promising avenues.

In conclusion, we believe that the chapters
included in this Handbook provide an effective

review of cutting-edge research on creativity, inno-
vation, and entrepreneurship. Furthermore, each
of these chapters poses valuable ideas for future
research. Our goal is that this Handbook will rep-
resent the first entry in a movement to more fully
integrate these research streams and to provide
valuable knowledge for individuals, teams, and
organizations striving to be creative, innovative,
and entrepreneurial.
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CHAPTER

1 Leadership and Creativity: The Mechanism

Perspective

Shung Jae Shin

Abstract

During the last couple of decades, there has been a surge of interest in the literature on workplace
creativity regarding the relationship between leadership and employee creativity. In particular,
leadership and creativity scholars have conducted extensive research on the roles of supportive,
transformational, and empowerment leadership, as well as leader—member exchange, in boosting
employee creativity. Despite such efforts, however, our understanding of the relationship between
leadership and employee creativity is far from complete. The purpose of this chapter is to provide
a review of the mechanisms by which leadership has influence on creativity. The author asserts the
importance of understanding such mechanisms for further theoretical and practical improvement in
this area of research and guidance for future studies is provided.

Key Words: workplace creativity, innovation, leadership, creativity mechanisms, moderators

for leadership

Introduction

Inan effort to understand how to boost employee
creativity, scholars have studied determinants of
creativity in the workplace, focusing mainly on
personal and contextual factors (e.g., Oldham &
Cummings, 1996). Given that employee creativity
is influenced by the perceived work environment
(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996;
Woodman, Sawyer, & Griflin, 1993) and that lead-
ership often shapes the work environment, leader-
ship has been studied as one of the major contextual
factors that significantly influence employee cre-
ativity (for review, see Shalley & Gilson, 2004;
Tierney, 2008). In particular, researchers have
suggested that leaders influence employee creativ-
ity not only by boosting their psychological states
(e.g., Shin & Zhou, 2003; Tierney, 2008; Zhang &
Bartol, 2010) but also by providing social contexts
for creative processes such as problem identifica-
tion, information gathering, and idea generation,
evaluation, and modification (Amabile, 1996).

An increasing number of empirical studies
have looked into the role of leadership in enhanc-
ing creativity by considering the impact of dif-
ferent types of leadership, such as supportive
leadership (e.g., Scott & Bruce, 1994), empower-
ment leadership (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010), and
transformational leadership (e.g., Shin & Zhou,
2003). Nevertheless, it is still not well established
how leadership affects employee creativity. As dis-
cussed in the following section, only a few studies
have investigated possible mediators for the effects
of leadership on creativity. Without understand-
ing how leadership influences employee creativ-
ity (i.e., studying mechanisms), it would be hard
to draw a complete picture of the leadership role
in boosting creativity and innovation. This line
of research requires additional accumulation of
empirical findings, theories, and, most of all,
an overarching framework for studying the role
of leadership in boosting employee creativity
(Tierney, 2008).
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Individual-Level Mechanism

Leadership:
Supportive
Transformational Leadership
LMX

Empowerment
Authentic Leadership
Shared Leadership
Benevolent Leadership

Motivational Mechanism:
Intrinsic Motivation
Self-efficacy

Self-regularory Focus

Affective Mechanism:
Positive Affect (Mood)
Feeling of Energy

Cognitive Mechanism:
Creative Process
Engagement

Employee Creativity

Psychological Safety

Multilevel Mechanism
Team Creative Efficacy
Team Psychological Safety

Climate for Creativity/Innovation

Fig. 1.1 Leadership Mechanism Model.

Note. Italics indicate suggestions for future studies.

The primary focus of this chapter is the follow-
ing research question: How do leaders provide the
impetus for creativity in the workplace? To date,
there has been a paucity of studies empirically inves-
tigating mechanisms by which a leader influences
employee creativity. In addition, leadership is a
social influence and therefore is expected to impact
employee creativity on multiple levels (e.g., Drazin,
Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999). At the individual level,
aleader can directly affect employees’” motivational,
affective, and cognitive processes (e.g., Madjar,
Oldham, & Pratt, 2002; Shin & Zhou, 2003;
Zhang & Bartol, 2010). At the team or organiza-
tional level, a leader can create social contexts that
support or inhibit individual creativity (Mumford,
Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002) and may affect
creativity also by motivational, affective, and
cognitive mechanisms. As depicted in Figure 1.1,
the proposed model suggests that identification
of these mechanisms is vital to the study of the
relationship between leadership and creativity.
In fact, when introducing the three-mechanism
framework for creativity, Zhou and Shalley (2010)
asserted that all motivational, affective, and cog-
nitive mechanisms for employee creativity should
be investigated in order to more deeply understand
how to boost employee creativity. Such investiga-
tion is important not only in theory, to identify
specific mediators and the appropriate leadership
style or behavior, but also in practice, to train
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managers to engage in specific behaviors that boost
employee creativity.

In this chapter, I propose a mediator-based
leadership—creativity model and present a review of
the last 20 years of research on leadership and cre-
ativity (and innovation to some extent). I begin by
reviewing the literature on the impact of motiva-
tional, affective, cognitive, and multilevel mecha-
nisms on creativity. Then, I suggest future studies to
better understand how leadership affects employee
creativity and innovation. Despite the fact that this
chapter primarily deals with leadership and creativ-
ity, I also review limited research on leadership and
innovation. The recommendations are not limited
to leadership and creativity but extend to entrepre-
neurship and innovation as well.

How a Leader Affects Creativity

A leader can influence employee performance by
demonstrating certain types of behavior, combina-
tions of which we call leadership styles. One of the
most frequently studied leadership styles in rela-
tion to employee creativity is the supportive leader-
ship style. It has often been asked how supportive
leadership can boost employee creativity. Whereas
Oldham and Cummings (1996) responded to this
question by investigating the role of intrinsic moti-
vation and Tierney and Farmer (2002) explored the
role of creative self-efficacy, Madjar et al. (2002)
examined an affective mechanism (i.e., mood



states). As suggested by these differing research
approaches to the same fundamental question, the
same leadership style may influence employee cre-
ativity via different mechanisms. Therefore, in this
section, | review the literature on leadership and
creativity by focusing on the mechanisms rather
than on specific leadership styles or behaviors.

In addition, although there have been fewer
studies on team creativity than on individual cre-
ativity, I review the literature on leadership and
team creativity as well. At the team level, leadership
may influence team processes and emergent states
(Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001), all of which
may relate to motivational, affective, and cognitive
mechanisms at the team level.

Motivational Mechanism

Intrinsic motivation. Several studies have
examined the motivational mechanisms by which
leadership affects employee creativity. This can be
attributed to the perceived importance of intrin-
sic motivation in the workplace. According to
the componential model of creativity (Amabile,
1996), intrinsic task motivation is one of the most
important factors deciding creative performance.
Specifically, supportive leadership, empowering
leadership, and transformational leadership have
been proposed to have an impact on follower cre-
ativity via increasing levels of intrinsic motivation.
Previous studies have suggested that supportive
leaders may increase the intrinsic motivation of
followers by providing them with more choices
and informative positive performance feedback
(Oldham & Cummings, 1996). Furthermore,
Zhou’s work (2003), based on cognitive evalua-
tion theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), indicated that
controlling supervisor behavior (e.g., close moni-
toring) had a negative influence on employee cre-
ativity, whereas informational supervisor behavior
(e.g., developmental feedback) had a positive influ-
ence on creativity. Even though these studies did
not empirically test the mechanism, they both sug-
gested the mediating role of intrinsic motivation
in the relationship between supervisory style (such
as supportive and noncontrolling leadership style)
and creativity (Amabile, 1988; Shalley, 1991).

Moreover, Zhang, and Bartol (2010) found,
using survey data from professional-level employees
and their supervisors in an information technology
company, that empowering leadership had a posi-
tive influence on creativity via increasing intrinsic
motivation. Here, empowering leadership includes
leaderbehaviorssuchasemphasizing thesignificance

and meaningfulness of the employee’s job, provid-
ing more autonomy, and encouraging employ-
ees to have self-efficacy (Ahearne, Mathieu, &
Rapp, 2005).

The transformational leadership style has also
been studied for its effect on creativity (e.g., Jung &
Avolio, 1999; Shin & Zhou, 2003, 2007). The four
dimensions of transformational leadership (i.e.,
inspirational motivation, idealized influence, intel-
lectual stimulation, and individualized consider-
ation) are likely to boost the intrinsic motivation
of followers by energizing them to perform beyond
expectations, developing their capabilities, giving
them discretion, and encouraging them to be play-
ful with ideas (Shin & Zhou, 2003). Using a sample
of employees and supervisors engaged in research
and development (R&D) from 40 new venture
companies and 6 established companies, Shin
and Zhou (2003) found that intrinsic motivation
partially mediated the contribution of transfor-
mational leadership to creativity. So far, however,
only a few studies have empirically examined this
mediation effect when studying the influence of
leadership on creativity. Given the importance of
intrinsic motivation for employee creativity, it is
surprising that very few studies have actually inves-
tigated this mechanism.

Self-efficacy. Efficacy belief is another key ele-
ment in motivational mechanisms for creativity.
Scott and Bruce (1994) found that supervisors’
high expectations for subordinates’ innovativeness
and high-quality leader—member exchange (LMX)
actually led to subordinates’ higher innovative
behavior by increasing their perception of a climate
for innovation. Even though the role of efficacy
beliefs was not explicitly examined in their study,
the perception of climate for innovation seemed to
increase the employees’ self-efficacy in innovation
(Tierney & Farmer, 2002).

Ford (1996) suggested that self-efficacy beliefs
are a key motivational mechanism for individual
creativity. Tierney and Farmer (2002) proposed
the idea of creative self-efficacy, which is “the belief
one has the ability to produce creative outcomes”
(p. 1138). They suggested that creative self-eflicacy
is an efficacy belief specific to creative performance,
and they found that supervisor support (role model-
ing and verbal persuasion) was positively related to
creative self-efficacy. Even though they did not for-
mally test whether creative self-efficacy mediated the
relationship, it was implied theoretically. Since then,
a few studies have sought to formally investigate the
mediating role of self-efficacy in the relationship
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between leadership and creativity. One such study by
Farmer and Tierney (2004), using a sample of R&D
employees, showed that creative self-efficacy medi-
ated the effects of supervisor creativity-supportive
behavior (e.g., creative work facilitation, interper-
sonal support, creative goal emphasis) on employee
creativity. Similarly, Choi (2004), using longitudinal
data from 386 business school students, found that
supportive leadership had a positive effect on creativ-
ity via creative self-efficacy.

Furthermore, with a sample of employees from
an insurance company in Taiwan, Gong, Huang,
and Farh (2009) showed that transformational
leadership had positive effects on employee cre-
ativity through creative self-efficacy. They argued,
based on the work of Bandura (1986), that trans-
formational leaders tend to affect the efficacy
beliefs of their followers by serving as a role model
for proactive thinking and by verbally persuading
followers to be more confident in their ability to
produce creative outcomes, which in turn leads to
higher levels of creative self-efficacy.

In a more general study, Liao, Liu, and Loi
(2010) used longitudinal data from 828 employees
on 116 teams to investigate the connection between
LMX and self-efficacy. They found that the quality
of LMX had an indirect, but significant, effect on
employee creativity via general self-efficacy. They
argued that high-quality LMX is likely to pro-
vide employees with positive expectations and to
encourage the undertaking of challenging tasks
(Bandura, 1986). They noted, however, that general
self-efficacy is different from creative self-efficacy in
terms of specificity. In particular, it is a more gen-
eral belief in one’s abilities and boost motivation by
increasing self-confidence. Since the introduction
of creative self-efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2002),
self-efficacy beliefs have been viewed as one of the
main mechanisms for the relationship between
leadership and creativity.

Affective Mechanism

As suggested by Conger (1991), arousing fol-
lowers’ emotion is an important outcome of inspi-
rational leadership. Similarly, other studies have
asserted that managing followers’ emotions is
an important component of effective leadership
(Goleman, 1998; Zhou & George, 2003) and that
leaders can minimize the impact of negative events
on employees’ emotions through their behaviors
(Pirola-Merlo, Hartel, Mann, & Hirst, 2002).
Combined, these studies suggest that leaders are
one of the main sources for employees’ affective

20 LEADERSHIP AND CREATIVITY

experiences in the workplace. Several studies have
illustrated that positive affect may lead to better
creative performance including fluency, flexibil-
ity, and originality (for a review, see Isen, 1999).
A more recent meta-analysis indicated that there is
a positive relationship between positive moods (e.g.,
happiness) and creativity and a negative relation-
ship between negative moods (e.g., fear, anxiety)
and creativity (Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008).
Further, Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, and Kramer
(2004) implied that followers might have an affec-
tive reaction to their leaders in addition to a percep-
tual or motivational reaction. In particular, leaders
may have significant influence on employees’ affec-
tive states such as emotion and moods in the work-
place because they have a huge impact on the social
lives of their employees at work. Following this
logic, we can easily see the affective mechanisms by
which leadership impacts employee creativity.
First, leaders can influence employee creativ-
ity by helping their affective states to be oriented
toward creative behavior. For instance, the work
of George and Zhou (2002) and Zhou and George
(2001) showed that employees’ negative moods
resulting from job dissatisfaction could lead to
greater creativity if their affective states were well
managed by their leader. This phenomenon results
when a leader with a high level of emotional intel-
ligence who is aware of the emotions of his or her
followers enables them to channel those emotions
toward the desired creative processes. In addition,
George and Zhou (2007) found that when a leader
provided supportive contexts such as maintaining
a level of developmental feedback, interactional
justice, or trustworthiness, then both positive and
negative moods were jointly and positively related
to creativity. Even though this study did not test
the mediation by an affective state per se, it implied
that leadership can help employees utilize their
affective states for positive creative performance.
Second, positive emotional or mood states cre-
ated by a leader could lead employees to be more
creative in their work. Madjar et al. (2002), using
survey data from three Bulgarian knitwear com-
panies, found that support for creativity from a
supervisor and coworkers led to employees’ experi-
encing positive moods and, in turn, to higher cre-
ativity. This finding suggests a plausible mediating
role of emotion in the relationship between lead-
ership and creativity. Additionally, Atwater and
Carmeli (2009), in a longitudinal study, found that
high-quality LMX led to feelings of energy (i.c.,

affective states encouraging individuals to pursue



creative paths), which in turn increased creativity.
Although there have been very few empirical stud-
ies investigating this affective mechanism, partly
because of the difficulty of measuring emotion
(i.e., state) in a longitudinal research design, the
affective mechanism must be considered when we
look into the relationship between leadership and
creativity.

Finally, the emotional intelligence of leaders
can help employees have better emotional experi-
ences, allowing for better engagement in cognitive
and creative processes (Zhou & George, 2003).
Because creative activities are affect-laden, if emo-
tional states are well managed, employees are likely
to engage in more creative behavior. In this regard,
leaders with high emotional intelligence are able
to help shape their followers’ emotional experience
such that engagement in the creative process is
enhanced. Here, creative processes include identi-
fying problems, questioning existing relationships,
formulating ideas, and having a discussion with
others (Torrance, 1988).

Cognitive Mechanism

Creativity requires extensive and effortful cog-
nitive processing (Amabile, 1996). Leaders can
affect followers™ creativity, not only through the
motivational and affective mechanisms, but also by
facilitating cognitive processes involved in creativ-
ity (Reiter-Palmon & Illies, 2004). The important
roles that a leader can play in facilitating employ-
ees’ creative processes are providing access to
diverse information, encouraging team members to
share information and ideas, creating an environ-
ment for their indulgence in creative processes, and
proactively encouraging them to engage in creative
processes (Reiter-Palmon & Illies, 2004). A hand-
ful of prior studies have suggested positive links
between specific team leader behaviors and creative
process engagement by subordinates. In one such
example, Shalley (1991) suggested that setting cre-
ativity goals may lead employees to engage in more
creative processes.

The connection between leader behavior and
creative process engagement was also highlighted
in a study by Zhang and Bartol (2010), in which
they investigated not only intrinsic motivation but
also creative process engagement as the mecha-
nisms by which leadership influences employee
creativity. Their study found that empowering
leadership had a positive influence on creativ-
ity through increasing both intrinsic motivation
and creative process engagement. They also found

that enhanced psychological empowerment led to
higher levels of intrinsic motivation and creative
process engagement when leaders encouraged
creativity. Such findings are of great importance
because they imply that leadership may affect cre-
ativity via not only motivational but also cognitive
mechanisms. Although a greater accumulation of
findings is required to draw a clearer picture of
the cognitive mechanism, existing research indi-
cates that a leader can boost followers™ creativity
through influencing their cognitive components
for creativity.

Multilevel Nature of the Mechanisms

Leadership influence is not an isolated event;
rather, itcan manifestatmultiplelevels (Kozlowski &
Klein, 2000), not only at the dyadic level but also
at the team level and at the organization level. For
instance, Scott and Bruce (1994) suggested that
a leader can influence employees’ perception of
organizational climate, which in turn influences
their motivation to engage in creative behavior.
In addition, leaders can create social contexts in
which employees better engage in creative pro-
cesses (Reiter-Palmon & Illies, 2004). That is, a
leader can also affect employee creativity indirectly
by forming a work environment in which creativ-
ity is supported. Furthermore, a leader may have
simultaneous influences on teams’ emergent moti-
vational states (e.g., team creative efficacy), team
cognitive processes (e.g., information and idea shar-
ing), and team emotional states (e.g., team moods).
These multilevel mechanisms may have influence
not only on organizational or team creativity but
also on individual creativity.

Given the important role of leaders in affecting
work environment characteristics such as organi-
zational climate and culture (e.g., Mumford et al.,
2002), it is reasonable to believe that leaders can
create or maintain a creativity-stimulating cli-
mate while removing inhibiting aspects through
their leadership influence. A study by Jung, Chow,
and Wu (2003) supports this assertion because it
showed, by measuring the transformational leader-
ship behavior of 32 Taiwanese CEOs, that trans-
formational leadership had a positive correlation
with an innovation-supporting organizational cli-
mate. Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2009) found similar
results within data collected from 163 R&D per-
sonnel and managers at 43 small Turkish software
companies. Their data showed that transforma-
tional leadership was highly related to the percep-
tion of support for innovation. Research by Sarros,
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Cooper, and Santora (2008) also supports the role
of transformational leadership in creative climates.
Their survey of 1,158 managers in the Australian
private sector showed that transformational leader-
ship had a positive correlation with a climate for
innovation. Even though none of these studies
tested the influence of the climate for innovation
on creativity or innovation, they showed that lead-
ers can play a critical role in creating a climate for
creativity or innovation at the organization level
that inherently affects employee motivation, cogni-
tion, and emotional states.

At the team level, a few mechanisms through
which leaders influence team or employee creativ-
ity have been proposed. One group of scholars
proposed that transformational leadership has a
positive influence on team creative performance
through affecting teamwork processes (e.g.,
Bass, 1998; Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater, &
Spangler, 2004). Examples of teamwork pro-
cesses affected by transformational leadership
are group cohesion, team communication, and
conflict management. Each process is important
for creativity because group cohesion is a critical
motivational factor for team processes (Weaver,
Bowers, Salas, & Canon-Bowers, 1997); team
communication (e.g., information and idea shar-
ing) allows team members to share their ideas and
have a constructive dialogue (Nemiro, 2002); and
conflict management helps awaken members to
alternative viewpoints and emotional processes
(Bassett-Jones, 2005). Hiilsheger, Anderson, &
Salgado (2009) also discussed team process vari-
ables. These included team cohesion (Woodman
et al., 1993) and communication (Keller, 2001);
vision, participative safety, support for innova-
tion, and task orientation/task reflexivity (i.e.,
concern for the quality of task performance in
relation to the shared vision or “process in which
the team reflects upon the team’s objectives,
strategies, and procedures, and evaluates each
other’s work to improve team effectiveness and
outcomes” [p. 1131]); and task and relationship
conflict. Their meta-analysis on team-level behav-
iors showed that communication, vision, support
for innovation, task orientation, and cohesion had
the strongest relationships with creativity and
innovation. Their analysis further suggested that
the relationships were stronger for team rather
than individual creativity and innovation. These
studies suggest that motivational (e.g., cohesion,
vision, support for innovation, task orientation),
affective (e.g., relationship conflict), and cognitive

22 LEADERSHIP AND CREATIVITY

(e.g., communication, participative safety, task
reflexivity) mechanisms significantly relate to cre-
ativity and innovation at the team level.

Another group of studies has also examined
team-level motivational mechanisms. For example,
Shin and Zhou (2007), using 75 R&D teams in
44 Korean companies, found that transformational
leadership was significantly and strongly related to
team creative efficacy (i.e., “we believe we can be
creative as a team”), which led to higher team cre-
ativity. As the study suggested, in a highly collec-
tivistic team specifically, high team creative efficacy
could be an important motivational team context
for team member creativity. In a similar vein, with
a sample of 163 work groups involving 973 employ-
ees in twelve Chinese companies, Zhang, Tsui, and
Wang (2011) found that transformational leader-
ship had indirect positive effects on group creativity
via collective efficacy among members within the
group. Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg and Boerner
(2008), using a sample of 33 R&D teams from five
organizations, showed that transformational lead-
ership had an indirect effect on team innovation
through building of a team climate in support of
innovation. Finally, Hon and Chan (2013) found
that empowering leadership had indirect effects,
via team self-concordance (i.e., value-based intrin-
sic motivation) and team creative efficacy, on the
team creativity of 52 teams in hotel companies in
China. Together, these findings imply that trans-
formational and empowering leadership can create
team contexts or processes from which team mem-
ber creativity increases as a result of motivational
mechanisms.

A significantly smaller number of empirical stud-
ies exist on either affective or cognitive mechanisms
for leaders” influence on team creativity and inno-
vation. Pirola-Merlo et al. (2002) examined affec-
tive climate as a mechanism for the interaction of
obstacles and both transformational leadership and
facilitative leadership on team performance based
on affective events theory. They suggested that these
leadership styles might help teams better deal with
affective events for their performance. In a study of
136 primary care teams, Somech (2006) found that
participative leadership had a positive influence on
innovation in functionally diverse teams via team
reflection (i.e., questioning, debating, planning,
learning, analyzing, divertive exploration, making
use of knowledge explicitly, and viewing team over-
time with new awareness). Further, West, Borrilla,
Dawson, Brodbeck, Shapiro, and Haward (2003)
examined the role of leadership clarity (i.e., team



members’ consensual perceptions of clarity of lead-
ership of their teams) on team innovation in health
care teams. They found that high levels of partici-
pation mediated the positive influence of leader-
ship clarity on team innovation. However, before a
conclusion can be drawn about leadership influence
on team-level affective and cognitive mechanisms,
more empirical investigations will have to be con-
ducted on these topics.

Another topic rarely studied is how lead-
ers affect individual creativity via team- or
organization-level mechanisms. Whereas
organization-level mechanisms such as climate
have largely been studied as conditions (i.e., mod-
erators) for certain managerial practices (includ-
ing leadership) to have an influence on employee
creativity (e.g., Wang & Rode, 2010), the litera-
ture has lacked empirical testing of these mecha-
nisms as a mediating variable. With respect to
team-level mechanisms, also largely untested,
it would be interesting to investigate how indi-
vidual employees react to the team-level processes
and emergent states. For example, depending
on individual characteristics such as creative
self-efficacy, team members may react differently
to the same team context (Shin, Kim, Lee, &
Bian, 2012).

Interdependence Among the Mechanisms

The three mechanisms for boosting employee
creativity may interrelate. For example, George
and Zhou (2007) did an interesting study on the
interaction between supervisor behavior (devel-
opmental feedback, interactional justice, and
being trustworthy) and employee mood states on
employee creativity. The results implied that the
interaction may have a positive influence on cre-
ativity by facilitating positive creative processes
such as focusing on useful ideas for improvement,
sharing knowledge and information, accepting the
risk of failure, and recognizing problems for cre-
ative solutions. This study showed not only that
creative activities are affect-laden (e.g., tension,
conflict, debates and disagreement resulting from
introducing new ideas and/or changing the sta-
tus quo) but also that emotional states influence
individuals’ cognitive processes. These findings
are further supported by prior work of Zhou and
George (2003) proposing that the leader’s emo-
tional intelligence might be helpful in awakening
employee creativity through effects on their cog-
nitive processes including identification, informa-
tion gathering, and ideation.

In addition to emotional states’” having a poten-
tial impact on cognitive processes (Schwarz &
Clore, 1983), motivational mechanisms may influ-
ence cognitive processes by energizing employees
to work harder in engaging in creative processes.
Further, emotional states may increase or decrease
the level of creative self-efficacy or vice versa
(Bandura, 1997). Thus, there would be no doubt
that these mechanisms are interrelated. However,
the research question here is not what the relation-
ships are among the mechanisms but how leaders
can affect employee creativity: Which mechanism
will be triggered by certain leadership behaviors?
Given the interrelatedness among the mechanisms,
we should investigate precisely which mechanisms
are directly influenced by a given leadership style
or behavior.

Discussion and Suggestions for
Future Inquiry

In the previous sections, I have reviewed the
existing literature on the types of mechanisms
(motivational, affective, and cognitive) by which
leadership affects employee creativity. Based on
the literature review, we can draw the following
conclusion: There is a paucity of studies examin-
ing the mechanisms by which leadership affects
employee creativity. Only a few studies have
examined motivational mechanisms, fewer still
have examined the affective mechanism, one
study examined the cognitive mechanism, and
no empirical studies have examined team- or
organization-level mechanisms for individual
employee creativity. Without an understanding
of how leadership influences employee creativ-
ity, we cannot further develop theory in this area
of research. Furthermore, understanding of the
mechanisms would allow us to better identify
how and when to intervene in the relationship
between leadership and creativity.

In this
issues in the literature and propose direc-

section, I discuss a number of
tions for future studies based on the proposed
leadership—creativity mechanism model. In par-
ticular, the issues addressed are (1) fit between
leadership style and mechanisms, (2) moderators
(fit between mediation and moderation), (3) cul-
tural congruence of leadership, (4) main or mod-
erating effect, (5) multilevel sequential mediation,
and (6) other leadership styles and mechanisms.
Finally, I discuss some future directions for lead-
ership, entrepreneurship, and innovation based on
the proposed model.
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Fit Between Leadership and Mechanisms

When we study the influence of leadership on
creativity, there should first be a match between
a leadership style and the mechanism by which
the leadership style affects employee creativity.
Without establishing such a fit, any theoretical
development would be in vain, because it would
be hard to find significant indirect effects of lead-
ership on creativity empirically. To determine the
appropriate mechanism by which a leader can
influence employee creativity, we should first theo-
retically identify mediators that link specific leader-
ship styles and creative performance. Based on the
existing creativity literature, we should identify the
most appropriate mechanism (i.e., motivational,
affective, or cognitive) given the nature of the
leadership style of interest. For instance, empow-
erment leadership is likely to increase employees’
intrinsic motivation, which in turn tends to have
a significant influence on creativity. Alternatively,
intellectual stimulation, one of the components of
transformational leadership, is likely to encourage
followers’ engagement in creative processes and,
ultimately, their creative performance.

Second, to better establish the fit, we should
investigate a more fine-grained leadership style.
Studies by Shin and Zhou (2003) and others have
shown the relationship between overall transfor-
mational leadership and employee creativity, partly
because the four subdimensions of transforma-
tional leadership have been highly correlated with
each other in empirical studies based on the avail-
able measuring instruments (e.g., the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire). However, each of the
four subdimensions of transformational leader-
ship might have different effects on the different
mechanisms. For instance, whereas inspirational
motivation may have a strong direct influence on
intrinsic motivation, intellectual stimulation may
have a more significant relationship with the cogni-
tive mechanism (e.g., creative process engagement)
by encouraging employees to consider different
perspectives and diverse information (Bass, 1998).

Third, when developing a leadership style that
is effective in boosting or intervening in employee
creativity, we should choose specific mechanisms
first (i.e., which mechanism would be the most
effective and efficient to impact employee cre-
ativity given the situation) and identify or create
a leadership style that exerts significant influence
on the specified mechanisms. For instance, as an
entrepreneur, if you want to boost your employees’
creativity, you should figure out which mechanism
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(e.g., motivational, affective, or cognitive) would
be more important for them to generate novel
and useful ideas for launching a new business. If
their intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy seem to
be already high enough, then perhaps you should
find the most appropriate leadership behavior for
activating or boosting the cognitive mechanism.
In doing so, you could not only enable employees’
cognitive resources such as social ties with experts
in various areas but also encourage them to engage
in more creative processes.

Conditions for Better Fit

The relationship between leadership and cre-
ativity is not always clear cut. For instance, the
measured effects of transformational leadership on
creativity have yielded mixed results (for review, see
Herrmann & Felfe, 2013). Although it is impor-
tant to identify the conditions under which a
specific leadership style has a relatively larger posi-
tive effect on employee creativity, very few studies
have investigated these conditions. For example,
employee rating on the Creative Personality Scale
(Gough, 1979) interacted with supportive leader-
ship (Oldham & Cummings, 1996); employee
cognitive style interacted with quality of the LMX
(Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999); conservation
interacted with transformational leadership (Shin &
Zhou, 2003); empowerment role identity interacted
with empowerment leadership (Zhang & Bartol,
2010); creative role identity and job autonomy
interacted with benevolent leadership (Wang &
Cheng, 2010); and identification with the leader
and organizational climate interacted with trans-
formational leadership (Wang & Rode, 2010).

The first three studies looked into individual
characteristics as moderators, whereas the others
concerned contextual influences. This first group
of studies implies that the effectiveness of certain
leadership styles depends on the traits of the focal
employee. That is, the effectiveness of a leader relies
on how employees respond to the influence based
on their own personality, cognitive style, and val-
ues. The latter group of studies implies that organi-
zations or managers create and maintain the context
that helps employees to perceive or have goals, role
identity, autonomy, and encouragement so that they
can get more benefits out of the leadership influ-
ence. These findings suggest two things. First, as
a leader, if you want to significantly boost your
employees” creativity, you have to select only those
who have the traits aligned with your leadership
style. Second, selection is not the end of the story;



you can also enhance the effectiveness of your lead-
ership by creating a context that helps employees to
better respond to your leadership influence.

A commonality in all of these studies, excluding
Shin and Zhou (2003) and Zhang and Bartol (2010),
is that no mediator was included (i.e., the mecha-
nism that the condition moderates was not identi-
fied). The drawback in not considering mediation is
that it may lead to a lack of understanding of how
the moderators work. We may be able to identify
more accurate and powerful moderators if we begin
with how the leadership style influences employee
creativity (i.e., what the mediators should be).

To further develop this area of research, we
need to study not only first-stage moderators (i.e.,
interaction between leadership and a moderator on
a mediator) but also second-stage moderators (i.e.,
interaction between the mediator and a modera-
tor on creativity) (Edwards & Lambert, 2007) in
relation to the leadership—creativity mechanism
of interest. For example, Shin and Zhou (2003)
examined follower conservation as a condition (i.e.,
a first-stage moderator) for the effect of transfor-
mational leadership on creativity, arguing that only
those following their leader’s influence are likely
to have the benefits of transformational leader-
ship. Here, follower conservation is a condition for
the effectiveness of transformational leadership on
intrinsic motivation, but not on creativity, mak-
ing it a first-stage moderator. Zhang and Bartol
(2010) investigated the moderating role of leader
encouragement of creativity (i.e., a second-stage
moderator) to show that psychological empower-
ment would have a more positive influence on cre-
ativity when combined with leader encouragement
of creativity. As illustrated by the given examples,
with more specific knowledge of the conditions
(first-stage, second-stage, or both), we may be able
to achieve a better fit between the mediators and
the moderators.

Cultural Congruence of Leadership

To enhance the effectiveness of leadership, man-
agers must also consider the cultural context of both
the company location and the individual employ-
ees. Given the general business trend toward glo-
balization, many organizations have multicultural
teams operating across multiple countries. Because
the effectiveness of certain motivational tools
depends on the societal or cultural context (Adler &
Gundersen, 2007), we have to consider the issue
of cultural congruence in leadership. For instance,
employees from different cultural backgrounds

may have different expectations about leadership
(Gerstner & Day, 1994) and may perceive the same
leadership behavior differently. In support of this
concept, a study by Jung and Avolio (1999) found
that students from a collectivistic culture generated
more ideas with a transformational leader, whereas
those from an individualistic culture generated
more ideas with a transactional leader. They further
observed that collectivists tended to have higher
levels of loyalty and commitment to their leader,
whereas individualists tended to put priority on
personal rewards. By highlighting the response to
certain leadership styles within a specific culture,
they showed the importance of cultural congruence
for leadership effectiveness on creativity. In the lit-
erature, however, there have been very few studies
that empirically test this cultural moderation in the
relationship between leadership and creativity.

It is important to consider the mechanisms of
leadership in creating a more fine-grained cul-
tural leadership model. For example, if creative
self-efficacy (i.e., one of the motivational mecha-
nisms) is regarded as the most relevant mechanism
in a certain context, then, depending on the cul-
tural values (e.g., collectivistic versus individual-
istic), the leadership style (e.g., transformational
leadership) should be aligned accordingly. Whereas
the leadership style should perhaps promote col-
lective creative efficacy in a collectivistic culture,
it may be better to emphasize creative self-efficacy
in an individualistic culture (e.g., Shin & Zhou,
2007).
such as psychological safety may be important

Furthermore, additional considerations
when considering a fine-grained cultural leadership
model. An example is the importance of factoring
in the ability to “save face” in Asian countries.
Psychological safety and respect are paramount
if leaders want to encourage creativity in Asian
employees.

Leadership: A Moderator or a Main Effect?

Because, mathematically, the components of
an interaction term can be either a main effect or
a moderator, it depends on the theoretical ratio-
nale whether leadership, as a component of an
interaction, is a moderator or a main effect for
employee creativity. Some studies (e.g., Oldham &
Cummings, 1996; Shin & Zhou, 2003; Zhang &
Bartol, 2010) have investigated leadership as a main
effect on creativity. Given the proposed mediator,
they argued that supportive, transformational,
and empowerment leadership would have positive
effects on creativity. Other studies, such as Shin
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et al. (2012) and Van Dyne, Jehn, and Cummings
(2002), investigated transformational leadership
and LMX quality as a moderator. Shin et al. (2012)
showed that team cognitive diversity had a positive
relationship with individual team member creativ-
ity only when team leaders exhibited higher levels
of transformational leadership and argued that
transformational leadership helped team mem-
bers to better utilize the benefits of team cognitive
diversity. Van Dyne et al. (2002) found that LMX
moderated the effects of strain on creativity such
that the negative relationship between the level of
strain and creative performance weakened when
the quality of LMX was high. They argued that
high relationship quality could protect employees
from distractions from work caused by the work
environment itself or by family strain.

Investigation of leadership as either a moderator
or a main effect can be determined by the mecha-
nism of interest. When there is a close relationship
between a leadership style and a mechanism (moti-
vational, affective, or cognitive), we could, theoreti-
cally, propose leadership as the main effect. On the
other hand, when a construct of interest seems to
have an effect on the mechanism and a leadership
style helps the manifestation of its effect on the
mediator, we can investigate the leadership style as
a moderator. Therefore, I propose that if we seri-
ously consider the mechanism (i.e., how leadership
influences creativity), we can build a sound theo-
retical model for leadership and creativity. Without
considering the mechanism, we may end up argu-
ing that the main effect of leadership is its moderat-
ing role in boosting creativity, or vice versa. Thus,
when we theorize about the role of leadership in
creativity, we should be clear about whether it is
being evaluated as a main effect or as a moderator
in the consideration of the mechanism.

Multilevel and Sequential Mediation

A leader may have influence on employee cre-
ativity not only via parallel mediation but also via
sequential mediation. For instance, Zhang and
Bartol (2010) showed that empowerment leader-
ship indirectly affects employee creativity via moti-
vational and cognitive mechanisms at the same
time (i.e., parallel mediation). In addition, differ-
ent types of mediators may be sequentially interre-
lated to each other. For instance, Amabile, Barsade,
Mueller, and Staw (2005) outlined an overarching
theory of affect and creativity in organizations,
proposing that positive affect facilitates cognitive
variation and cognitive associations. Likewise,
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emotional components such as positive affect
tend to increase motivation level and help indi-
viduals play with ideas and think more divergently.
Therefore, to accurately determine how a leader-
ship style affects employee creativity, we should
design future studies to ascertain which mediator
is directly influenced by the leadership style.

Further, it is plausible that leadership influences
employee creativity via multilevel mechanisms
sequentially. For example, transformational leader-
ship may positively affect intragroup processes (i.e.,
team-level context) such as sharing ideas and infor-
mation, discussing and testing ideas, and provid-
ing constructive feedback (e.g., Zhang et al., 2011).
In turn, the improved intragroup processes may be
helpful for the cognitive mechanism, which then
leads to higher employee creativity. In addition,
when viewed as a contextual influence, leadership
can create and maintain a positive working envi-
ronment, which may influence employee creativity
through the proposed individual-level mechanisms.
By considering the contextual mechanism and its
influence on individual-level mechanisms, we can
draw a fuller picture of how leadership influences
employee creativity. Therefore, a study that exam-
ines multilevel and sequential mediations would
be helpful for determining how the mechanisms
work. That is, considering both levels at the same
time would lead to a better understanding of how
leadership affects employee creativity.

More Leadership Styles and Mechanisms

In the existing literature, as reviewed earlier,
most of the studies have focused on supportive
leadership (e.g., Oldham & Cummings, 1996),
transformational leadership (e.g., Shin & Zhou,
2003), LMX (e.g., Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney
et al., 1999), and empowerment leadership (e.g.,
Zhang & Bartol, 2010). However, there could be
other leadership styles that provide the impetus for
creativity by boosting the motivational, affective,
and/or cognitive mechanisms.

For instance, authentic leadership may increase
the motivation level of followers by supporting their
self-determination and intrinsic motivation (Ilies,
Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005) or by increasing
positive effect (Rego, Sousa, Marques, & Cunha,
2014). As one study found, authentic leadership
encourages positive  self-development through
leader behavior emphasizing self-awareness, moral
perspective, balanced information processing,
and relational transparency (Walumbwa, Avolio,
Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). The same



authors argued that authentic leadership promotes
trust and identification, which in turn increases
perceived psychological safety (i.e., the degree to
which individuals believe the context is safe for
interpersonal risk-taking; Edmondson, 1999) and
creativity. Given the theoretical rationales for the
mechanisms (i.e., intrinsic motivation, psychologi-
cal safety, and positive affect), it seems that authen-
tic leadership is a promising leadership style for
fostering employee creativity. Future studies should
look into the individual components of authentic
leadership, for each of the proposed mechanisms,
to get a more accurate picture of the relationship
between authentic leadership and creativity.

Other leadership theories that have been briefly
studied for their impact on employee creativity
are shared leadership and benevolent leadership.
Shared leadership (Pearce, 2004) may have a posi-
tive influence on employee creativity based on the
proposition that mutual influence among team
members improves participation and information
exchange. This enhanced team discussion provides
cognitive resources for individual team member
creativity, suggesting that shared leadership may
have an indirect effect on creativity via the cogni-
tive mechanism. Another interesting leadership style
for employee creativity, benevolent leadership, is
rooted in traditional Chinese societies, is prevalent
in Chinese organizations, and can be represented as
individualized care in a work or non-work domain
(Farh, Liang, Chou, & Cheng, 2008). For example,
Wang and Cheng (2010), using a sample of 167
supervisor—subordinate dyads, found that when
creative role identity or job autonomy was high, the
positive relationship between benevolent leadership
and creativity was stronger. Although benevolent
leadership originated from the Chinese culture, it
could manifest itself in any country. For this reason,
benevolent leadership would be another good candi-
date for future studies on leadership and creativity.

Finally, there seem to be other, lesser studied
mechanisms by which a leadership style could
affect employee creativity. One such mechanism
is psychological safety. Although psychological
safety has been proposed as a plausible antecedent
of creativity (Edmondson, 1999), very few, if any,
empirical studies have looked into it as a media-
tor. The difficulty of finding a significant correla-
tion between psychological safety and creativity
may account for the lack of research. Psychological
safety may lead to more active participation in team
discussion, but other conditions may be needed for
it to be effective in increasing creativity, such as

high levels of team cognitive diversity (Shin et al.,
2012). Transformational leadership (in particular,
individualized consideration), authentic leadership,
and benevolent leadership may increase employees’
perception of psychological safety. Therefore, when
theorizing and testing these leadership styles on
creativity, we should consider not only psychologi-
cal safety as a mechanism but also the conditions
under which this mechanism can be effective.

Another under-studied motivational mecha-
nism is self-regulatory focus. Kark and Van Dijk
(2007), by integrating the literatures on motiva-
tion and leadership, implied that leaders can influ-
ence the self-regulatory focus of their followers.
Self-regulatory focus (i.e., either promotion or
prevention focus) has been proposed to have sig-
nificant influences on creativity via a nurturance
or ensuring gains approach (promotion focus)
versus a vigilance or ensuring no losses approach
(prevention focus) (Higgins, 1997). Individuals
with a promotion focus are likely to engage in a
processing style that increases creativity through
taking risks, seeking novelty, and favoring explo-
ration (Friedman & Forster, 2001). Further, it has
been suggested that one’s regulatory focus (e.g., a
promotion focus) can be brought about by situ-
ational cues (Higgins, 1997). Thus, leadership, as
a contextual influence, can have an impact on the
self-regulatory foci of employees (Kark & Van Dijk,
2007). Micromanaging, for example, can prime
employees to be prevention focused, whereas indi-
vidualized consideration and empowerment may
lead followers to have a promotion focus. Theories
about leadership and other psychological states are
continually developing, as demonstrated by the
emerging discussion on the aforementioned styles
and mechanisms. To advance our understanding of
how leadership affects employee creativity, we must
integrate those new developments into the creativ-
ity literature.

Leadership, Entrepreneurship,
and Innovation

An entrepreneur is not just a business person
introducing a new product or service to the market;
an entrepreneur is also an effective leader who can
boost his or her team’s creativity and innovation.
Like the leadership literature, the entrepreneur-
ship literature originally focused on the character-
istics that a successful entrepreneur should have.
However, recent arguments suggest that the focus
of the field should move from the characteristics
of agents to entrepreneurial discovery (Eckhardt &
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Shane, 2003). Rather than just postulating
whether the creativity of entrepreneurs is impor-
tant for their success, scholars are beginning to
examine how entrepreneurs find entrepreneurial
opportunities—defined as “situations in which
new goods, services, raw materials, markets and
organizing methods can be introduced though the
formation of new means, ends, or means-ends rela-
tionships” (Eckhardt & Shane, 2003, p. 336). As
we can see from the definition of entrepreneurial
opportunities, creativity and innovation are critical
components of entrepreneurial success. Therefore,
learning how to boost creativity and innovation is
critical for a successful entrepreneur.

Given that startups are typically composed of
teams rather than individuals, entrepreneurs need
to lead their followers to find and implement entre-
preneurial opportunities. Because of the significant
influence of leadership on creativity and innovation
that we have found, boosting creativity and inno-
vation should be one of the most important roles an
entreprencur plays. To date, there have been very
few studies on how entrepreneurs influence their
teams’ performance, but a recent study found that
the lead founder personality traits (e.g., openness,
neuroticism) had significant influences on new ven-
ture performance via task and relationship conflicts
among top management teams. Whereas task con-
flict in the teams (positively correlated with the lead
founder’s openness) might have boosted creativity
for developing new ideas, products, and strategies,
relationship conflict (positively correlated with the
lead founder’s neuroticism) might have disrupted
the team’s cognitive processes (de Jong, Song, &
Song, 2013). Although this study did not directly
test any relationship between entrepreneurship and
innovation, it implied that the behavior of entrepre-
neurs (partly determined by their personality traits)
has significant effects on their followers’ creativity
and innovation, and in turn on the performance
of their new ventures. I suggest that entrepreneurs
are more likely to be successful if they have a clear
understanding of how their behavior impacts their
teams’ creativity and innovation.

Conclusion

Leaders have a strong influence on employ-
ees’ motivations, affective states, cognitive pro-
cesses, and the contexts to which they are exposed.
Although leadership and creativity scholars have
started to pay attention to the mechanisms by
which a leadership style can influence employee
creativity, the attention to date has been less than
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adequate. Without consideration of how leadership
affects employee creativity, it is not only difficult to
develop a robust theoretical model for leadership
and creativity but also less clear how managers can
intervene to boost employee creativity. Based on an
extensive review of the literature focusing on these
mechanisms, I suggest that when research is under-
taken on leadership and creativity, the fit between
leadership style and mechanism should be consid-
ered, as well as the conditions for better fit, such
as cultural congruence. Also, the role of leadership
(main effect versus moderation) should be clarified
in the theory, and the possible parallel, sequential,
and multilevel mediations should be considered.
Finally, knowledge about leadership theories and
the related psychological states that employees may
experience from leadership influence should be con-
stantly updated. Given that leadership is one of the
most prevalent contextual factors in a work environ-
ment, research in this area is vital to answering the
question of how to boost employee creativity.
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Empowerment and Employee Creativity:

A Cross-Level Integrative Model

Abstract

focus on entrepreneurship, are discussed.

The ever-changing environment and heightened global competition have pushed the critical role

of creativity and innovation to the forefront for the sustainable long-run growth and survival of
organizations. Considerable research points to empowerment as one of the key determinants of
employee creativity and innovation. This chapter reviews the literature on the relationship between
empowerment and creativity/innovation. It focuses on building a multilevel conceptual model that
connects both psychological empowerment and team empowerment to creativity and innovation at
the individual and team levels of analysis. Future research directions, including the need for greater

Key Words: employee creativity, innovation, psychological empowerment, team empowerment

Introduction

The hypercompetitive global environment and
the rapid pace of technological advancement con-
tinue to provoke interest in the central roles of
creativity, organizational innovation, and effective-
ness for the long-term survival of organizations.
Considerable evidence indicates that employee
creativity—the production of novel and useful ideas
by an individual or by a group of individuals work-
ing together—is essential and can fundamentally
contribute to organizational innovation and effec-
tiveness (Amabile, 1988, 1996; Shalley, Zhou, &
Oldham, 2004).

Accordingly, the field of organizational behav-
ior has witnessed an increased interest in under-
standing factors that promote employee creativity,
and among those factors, several researchers have
pointed to empowerment as one of the most impor-
tant and powerful influences (e.g., Amabile, 1996;
Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 2011; Shalley et al.,
2004; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999). Growing
interest in empowerment comes at a time when
adapting to dynamic change requires employee ini-
tiative, creativity, and innovation (Drucker, 1988).
In response, many companies have undergone

dramatic structural changes, transforming from
traditional hierarchical management systems to
empowered work team structures aimed at improv-
ing the overall efficiency and adaptability of orga-
nizations (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow,
2000).

The Concept of Empowerment

Two major perspectives on the empowerment
phenomenon have emerged in the literature: the
social-structural approach (Kanter, 1977) and the
psychological empowerment approach (Spreitzer,
1995b). The social-structural perspective defines
empowerment as a set of structures, policies, and
practices designed to delegate authority and power
throughout the entire organization (Kanter, 1977,
1983). This approach includes high-performance
managerial practices such as open information
deci-
sion making, extensive training, and contingent
compensation (Combs, Liu, Hall, & Ketchen,
2006; Liao, Toya, Lepak, & Hong, 2009; Pfeffer,
1998; Zacharatos, Barling, & Iverson, 2005);
social-political support (Gomez & Rosen, 2001;
Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000; Sparrowe,

sharing, decentralization, participative
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1994); leadership (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne,
1997; Yukl, 2010); and work design characteristics
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980).

The second perspective, psychological empow-
erment, is conceptualized as an experienced psy-
chological state or set of cognitions. Conger and
Kanungo (1988) defined psychological empow-
erment as a process of heightening feelings of
employee self-efficacy “through the identification
of conditions that foster powerlessness and through
their removal by both formal organizational prac-
tices and informal techniques of providing efhi-
cacy information” (p. 474). Thomas and Velthouse
(1990) extended Conger and Kanungo’s (1988)
approach by arguing that empowerment is a multi-
faceted concept and specifying a more complete set
of task-related assessments (i.e., meaningfulness,
competence, choice, and impact) that determine
intrinsic task motivation in workers.

To further capture the essence of empowerment,
Spreitzer (1995b) refined the four dimensions of
empowerment and developed and validated a mul-
tidimensional measure of psychological empower-
ment in the workplace. More specifically, Spreitzer
(1995b) defined psychological empowerment “as a
motivational construct manifested in four cogni-
tions: meaning, competence, self-determination,
and impact” (p. 1444). Meaning concerns a sense
of feeling that one’s work is personally impor-
tant. Competence refers to self-efficacy or the belief
in one’s ability to successfully perform tasks.
Self-determination indicates perceptions of free-
dom to choose how to initiate and carry out tasks.
Impact represents the degree to which one views
one’s behaviors as making a difference in work out-
comes. Spreitzer (1995b) presented evidence, later
supported through meta-analysis by Seibert et al.
(2011), that the four dimensions, while distinct,
are reflective of an overall psychological empower-
ment construct. Thus, psychological empowerment
is seen as an enabling process that enhances an
employee’s task initiation and persistence (Conger &
Kanungo, 1988).

Scholars have also considered a version of
psychological empowerment at the team level.
Team empowerment refers to shared perceptions
among team members regarding the team’s col-
lective empowerment (Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer,
Allen, & Rosen, 2007). Evidence indicates that
empowerment shares similar meanings and rela-
tionships across individual and team levels (Chen
et al.,, 2007; Kirkman & Rosen, 1997; Seibert
et al., 2011).

Spreitzer (2008) suggested that the integra-
tion of the social-structural and psychological
perspectives on empowerment makes important
contributions in terms of developing a more com-
prehensive theory of empowerment at work. In
addressing this issue in their meta-analytic review
of empowerment, Seibert et al. (2011, p. 2) argued
that “Current scholars now view these factors
[referring to structures, policies, and practices
that constitute social-structural empowerment] as
contextual antecedents of psychological empow-
erment, rather than as empowerment itself.” We
follow a similar approach in the present chapter,
which focuses on building a multilevel conceptual
model connecting both psychological empow-
erment and team empowerment to creativity
and innovation at the individual and team levels
of analysis. We also propose that this theoreti-
cal framework of empowerment may serve as the
starting point to extend future empowerment
research to entrepreneurship because, conceptually,
employee empowerment plays an important role
in influencing employees’ entrepreneurial behav-
iors (Bratnicki, Kulikowska-Mrozek, Marzec, &
Zbierowski, 2007). Although we acknowledge ele-
ments reflecting a social-structural perspective as
contextual antecedents of psychological and team
empowerment, detailed coverage of the relation-
ships among social-structural antecedents and
psychological and team empowerment is beyond
the focus of this chapter. Instead, we concentrate
attention on exploring the mediating and mod-
erating mechanisms between psychological and
team empowerment and the outcomes of creativ-
ity and innovation. For a meta-analytic review that
includes some social-structural antecedents of psy-
chological empowerment, please see Seibert et al.
(2011).

Creativity has long been argued as the precon-
dition for organizational innovation (Shalley et al.,
2004). In fact, with its focus on generating novel
and potentially useful ideas, it is often consid-
ered to be the first step in the innovation process.
A second step, actual implementation of an idea,
is then needed to produce innovation (Sawyer,
2012; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013). With chis
two-step delineation, the presumption is that the
presence of innovation presupposes that creative
performance has occurred—that is, new and use-
ful ideas have been created. Hence, in this review
we consider innovation to include creativity, and
we consider them equivalently unless a study has
focused primarily on the implementation phase,
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which occurs after a creative idea has been identi-
fied. As is the case with creativity (Shalley et al.,
2004), Yuan and Woodman (2010) indicated
that research evidence regarding the psychologi-
cal processes underlying innovation also remains
underdeveloped.

In the following sections, we first address the
relationship between psychological empowerment
and both employee creativity and innovation, along
with related mediating and contextual mechanisms
at the individual level. This coverage is followed
by a discussion of the relationship between team
empowerment and team creativity/innovation and
related mediating and contextual mechanisms at
the team level. Finally, we propose suggestions
for future research, including consideration of
cross-level connections between empowerment and
creativity/innovation. Figure 2.1 depicts the overall
framework and conceptual model for our review.

Literature Review
Psychological Empowerment and
Employee Creativity/Innovation

A key function of psychological empower-
ment is to release the potential within individuals
(Seibert et al., 2011). Employees who are psycho-
logically empowered are motivated to experiment
with new ways of doing things and to try creative

methods for solving task problems (Alge, Ballinger,
Tangirala, & Oakley, 2006; Jung, Chow, & Wu,
2003; Sun, Zhang, Qi, & Chen, 2012; Zhou, 1998).
Thomas and Velthouse (1990) argued that empow-
ered employees are powerful, highly confident, and
passionately committed to their goals; hence, they
demonstrate initiative and creativity in fulfilling
these goals. Specifically, when employees perceive
that their jobs are personally important and their
behaviors can make a difference in work outcomes,
they are willing to immerse themselves in the jobs
by searching for more information and generating
a great number of creative alternatives (Gilson &
Shalley, 2004). In addition, when employees
believe that they have the ability to perform chal-
lenging tasks successfully, they are more likely to
fully explore the activities and remain motivated
throughout the process until satisfying ideas are
realized (Bandura, 1997; Tierney & Farmer, 2002).

Furthermore, self-determination or autonomy
is an important determinant of creativity because
the increased control over tasks boosts individu-
als’ intrinsic motivation, thus significantly inspir-
ing creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, &
Herron, 1996). Autonomy provides employees
with flexibility. Individuals generate the most cre-
ative ideas when they work in a high task auton-
omy work environment (Zhou, 1998); on the
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other hand, centralization (lack of autonomy and
empowerment) is negatively related to organiza-
tional innovation (Damanpour, 1991). In sum,
consistent findings exist for a positive relationship
between psychological empowerment and creativ-
ity (Amabile et al., 1996; Spreitzer, 1996; Zhang
& Bartol, 2010a). Despite this fact, in considering
the role of psychological empowerment in facilitat-
ing creativity, only limited studies have directly
explored the mediating and moderating mecha-
nisms governing the relationship between psycho-
logical empowerment and creativity.

Similarly, considering innovation, Spreitzer
(1995a) suggested that, conceptually, innovation
may result from psychological empowerment, and
she subsequently provided empirical support for
this notion (Spreitzer, 1995b). Lari, Shekari, and
Safizadeh (2012) also found a significant con-
nection between psychological empowerment
and employees’ innovative behaviors. In addi-
tion, Cakar and Ertiirk (2010) and Ertiirk (2012)
demonstrated that psychological empowerment is
positively related to innovation capability, which
involves a company’s ability to mobilize the knowl-
edge embodied in its employees and to combine
it to produce learning that leads to creating new
product or process innovation.

In the next two sections, we discuss the media-
tors and moderators that have been directly tested
and point to additional factors that may serve as
potential mediators and moderators between psy-
chological empowerment at the individual level
and employee creativity and innovation.

MEDIATORS

Factors that have been directly explored as
mediating mechanisms through which psycho-
logical empowerment influences creativity include
intrinsic motivation, creative process engagement,
and creative requirement. Tested mediators for the
relationship between psychological empowerment
and innovative behaviors or innovation include
work engagement and encouragement to innovate.

Intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation
refers to the extent to which an individual is
inner-directed, is interested in or fascinated with
the task, and engages in the task for the sake of the
task itself (Utman, 1997). Thomas and Velthouse
(1990) posited that psychological empowerment is
“presumed to be a proximal cause of intrinsic task
motivation and satisfaction” (p. 668). Considerable
evidence indicates that intrinsic task motivation is
critical to creativity in organizations, and research

has reported positive associations between intrinsic
motivation and employee creativity on a task (e.g.,
Amabile, 1987, 1996; Taggar, 2002). Zhang and
Bartol (2010a) found that psychological empow-
erment positively influenced intrinsic motivation,
which, in turn, was positively related to employee
creativity.

Creative process engagement. According to
Amabile’s (1983) componential conceptualization
of creativity, intrinsic motivation is a necessary but
not a sufficient condition for creative outcomes.
Engaging in creative activities has an equal, if
not more important, role in promoting employee
creativity (Amabile, 1988, 1996; Amabile et al.,
1996). Creative process engagement is defined
as employee involvement or engagement in
creativity-relevant cognitive processes, including
(1) problem identification, (2) information search-
ing and encoding, and (3) idea and alternative gen-
eration (Zhang & Bartol, 2010a). Psychological
empowerment has important influences on an
employee’s willingness to engage in creative pro-
cesses because empowered employees will expend
more effort understanding a problem, searching
for a wide variety of information, and generating
a significant number of alternatives by connect-
ing diverse sources of information. Consequently,
psychologically empowered employees are more
likely to take risks, explore new cognitive path-
ways, and generate creative ideas (Amabile et al.,
1996). Research has indicated that psychological
empowerment influences employee creativity, at
least partially, through creative process engage-
ment (Zhang & Bartol, 2010a).

Creative requirement. Creative require-
ment is defined as “the perception that one is
expected, or needs, to generate work-related
ideas” (Unsworth, Wall, & Carter, 2005, p. 542).
Creative requirement is the experienced, psycho-
logical aspect of both explicit requirements (e.g.,
being directly told to develop creative ideas) and
other cues (e.g., responding to what appears to
be needed in the task situation). The argument is
that empowered employees who have discretion
and autonomy in resolving daily issues are more
likely to encounter situations that require idea
generation. Thus, Unsworth et al. (2005) found
that the creative requirement of the job partially
mediates the relationship between empower-
ment as manifested in autonomy and employee
creativity.

Work engagement. Spreitzer (1995b) indicated

that psychological empowerment may result in
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effort, persistence, and behavioral engagement.
Other previous research has suggested that psy-
chological empowerment might be considered
as an antecedent of work engagement (Macey &
Schneider, 2008; Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy,
2006; Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck,
& Avolio, 2010). Work engagement is defined as
“the extent to which an employee is cognitively,
emotionally, physically and psychologically con-
nected during the performance of his or her work
roles” (Walumbwa et al., 2010, p. 90). Engaged
individuals usually have high energy, are willing
to invest effort on the job, and demonstrate high
persistence in the face of difficulties. Recently,
Bhatnagar (2012) identified and provided empir-
ical evidence for work engagement as a strong
mediator between psychological empowerment
and innovation.

Encouragement to innovate. Fernadez and
Moldogaziev (2012) found that empowerment
practices aimed at offering employees discretion to
influence work procedures and outcomes and pro-
viding employees with opportunities to acquire
job-related knowledge and skills promote inno-
vativeness through employees’ encouragement to
innovate. Encouragement to innovate is defined as
“an affective state of experience of feeling” associ-
ated with an inclination to innovate (Fernadez &
Moldogaziev, 2012, p. 162). The authors pointed
out that this concept should not be confused with
motivation to innovate or actual innovative behavior
because encouragement to innovate represents only
one component of the motivational process; that is,
the emotion or affect component. Caution should be
used here because the authors used a one-item mea-
sure to capture the construct: “I feel encouraged to
come up with new and better ways of doing things.”

MODERATORS

A factor that has been directly explored as a
moderating mechanism influencing the extent to
which psychological empowerment at the indi-
vidual level effects creativity is leader encourage-
ment of creativity. Factors that have been shown
to moderate the relationship between psychological
empowerment and innovation include trust in the
supervisor and supervisor supportiveness.

Leader encouragement of creativity. Several
studies suggest that when individuals know the
importance of creativity in their jobs they are
more likely to actually be creative (e.g., Carson &
Carson, 1993; Speller & Schumacher, 1975). For
example, Shalley (1991, 1995) found that assigned

creativity goals effectively enhanced employee cre-
ative performance (i.e., the production of creative
ideas), whereas assigned performance goals (e.g.,
production quantity) actually detracted from cre-
ative performance. Along similar lines, evidence
suggests that leaders can play an active role in
encouraging creativity by articulating the need
for creative job outcomes. Leader encouragement
of creativity is defined as the extent of a leader’s
emphasis on being creative and on actively engag-
ing in processes that may lead to creative outcomes
(Zhang & Bartol, 2010a). Such emphasis is likely
to direct employee attention and facilitate effort
toward trying to be creative (Scott & Bruce, 1994;
Wyer & Srull, 1980). Zhang and Bartol (2010a)
found that leader encouragement of creativity
strengthened the relationship between psychologi-
cal empowerment and creative process engagement,
as well as subsequent employee creativity.

Trust in supervisor. Thomas and Velthouse
(1990) indicated that the effectiveness of empow-
erment depends not only on employees’ evalua-
tions of their tasks but also on contextual factors
such as trust in their superiors, peers, and subor-
dinates. Trust in supervisor refers to the belief that
the supervisor will act for the benefit of employ-
ees (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoft, 1998). Ertiirk
(2012) found that trust in supervisor moderated the
relationships between the psychological empower-
ment dimensions and innovation capability such
that high levels of trust in the supervisor strength-
ened employees’ willingness to accept greater
responsibilities and improved the level of capability
to be creative and innovative.

Supervisor supportiveness. In organizational
settings, employees rely heavily on their super-
visors for information, resources, and sociopo-
litical support (Kanter, 1988). When supervisors
respond to their innovative ideas in a supportive
manner, employees are motivated to use their
perceived influence (measured with items from
the impact dimension of psychological empow-
erment) for the development and realization of
their new ideas (Janssen, 2005). On the other
hand, when supervisors are perceived as not
being supportive of employees’ innovative behav-
iors, employees high in perceived influence are
less likely to exhibit innovative behaviors. Thus,
Janssen (2005) found that supervisor supportive-
ness moderated the relationship between employ-
ees’ perceived influence in the workplace and
their levels of innovative behaviors. Interestingly,
although the innovative behavior measure used
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in the study included both creativity and imple-
mentation aspects, the items loaded on a single
factor.

Team Empowerment and Team
Creativity/Innovation

Empowerment has been conceptualized at both
individual and team levels of analysis (Kirkman &
Rosen, 1997, 1999). Whereas individual psycho-
logical empowerment refers to how empowered
the individual feels personally, team empower-
ment is defined as shared perceptions among team
members regarding the team’s collective level of
empowerment (Chen et al., 2007; Seibert et al.,
2011). Scholars have proposed that psychological
empowerment functions equivalently across the
individual and team levels of analysis (Chen et al.,
2007; Kirkman & Rosen, 1997, 1999). Seibert
etal’s (2011) meta-analysis supported the proposed
homology across levels because empowerment
demonstrated relationships that did not differ in
direction or magnitude at the individual and team
levels.

At the individual level of analysis, the inclusion
of innovation as an outcome (in the meta-analysis,
innovation includes creativity, creative perfor-
behaviors) suggested
that psychological empowerment is relevant to

mance. and innovative
a broader range of behavior than is often investi-
gated (Seibert et al., 2011). To our knowledge, no
study in the field has examined the relationship
between team empowerment and creativity or
innovation at the team level. Seibert et al. (2011)
suggested that future research should expand the
criterion space of team empowerment to include
other team outcomes, such as team creativity and
team innovation.

In a closely related study involving technol-
ogy, intention to explore was defined as individu-
als’ willingness to explore a new technology and
identify potential uses (Nambisan, Agarwal, &
Tanniru, 1999). Intention to explore was concep-
tualized as an internal psychological commitment
that indicates an individual is in effect trying to
innovate. Maruping and Magni (2012) investi-
gated how managers can promote greater innova-
tion with technology in the workplace by creating
a team empowerment climate and a team learning
climate. Contrary to their expectations, they found
that team empowerment climate—the extent to
which team members have a shared perception of
practices and behaviors that enhance information
sharing and promote autonomy and responsibility

(Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004)—reduced
employees’ intention to explore the technology.
Team empowerment climate was more strongly
related to intention to explore when team learning
climate—the extent to which team members have
shared perceptions that the team emphasizes prac-
tices that promote innovation and risk taking—was
also high. The limited measure of team empower-
ment climate used in the study may have influenced
the results. The researchers suggested that manag-
ers should exercise constraint in allocating too
many new responsibilities to team members when
the team members are also expected to explore and
exploit new technology, lest team members become
overloaded.

Suggestions for the Future

As reviewed in the previous sections, most
research has been devoted to an understanding
of potential mediators and moderators of the rela-
tionship between psychological empowerment at
the individual level and employee creativity and
innovation. Because psychological empowerment
is functionally equivalent across the two levels of
analysis, we expect that certain mediators at the
individual level will also mediate the relationship
between team empowerment and team creativity/
innovation as long as the individual-level concept is
theoretically meaningful at the team level (e.g., cre-
ative self-efficacy vs. team creative efficacy). Beyond
that, a particularly valuable channel for future
research is to explore team level mediators (e.g.,
team participation, team learning) that are likely to
transmit the influence of team empowerment—not
only creativity and innovation at the team level,
but also as a direct cross-level impact on creativ-
ity and innovation at the individual level. In addi-
tion, future research may further examine team
level moderators (e.g., team empowerment climate,
cultural values) that may influence the relationship
between psychological empowerment and creativ-
ity/innovation at different levels. We will discuss
several possibilities in the following two sections.

Potential Mediators of Empowerment
and Creativity/Innovation

Creative self-efficacy. A stream of research has
suggested that employees tend to be more creative
when they have high levels of creative self-efficacy,
which is defined as the belief that one has the
knowledge and skills to produce creative out-
comes (Tierney & Farmer, 2002, 2004). Efficacy
beliefs enhance intrinsic motivation by promoting
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perceptions of self-competence (Bandura, 1986);
therefore, creative self-efficacy may reflect intrinsic
motivation to engage in creative activities (Gong,
Huang, & Farh, 2009). Previous studies found
that supervisor behavior, transformational lead-
ership, and job complexity are positively related
to creative self-efficacy, which in turn positively
influences employee creativity (Tierney & Farmer,
2002; Gong et al., 2009). Because leadership and
work design characteristics are important determi-
nants of psychological empowerment (Spreitzer,
1995a), we would expect that creative self-efficacy
may function as another mediator between psy-
chological empowerment and creativity/innova-
tion at the individual level.

Team creative efficacy. Applying the concept
of creative self-efficacy to the team level, Shin and
Zhou (2007) defined team creative efficacy as team
members’ shared belief in their teams’ capabili-
ties of generating creative ideas. They found that
team creative efficacy mediates the relationship
between the transformational leadership and edu-
cational specialization heterogeneity and creativ-
ity in research and development teams. Research
has indicated that transformational leadership
or encouraging leader behaviors are positively
related to team empowerment (Jung & Sosik,
2002; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). In addition, Jung
and Sosik (2002) found that team empowerment
is positively related to collective efficacy (which
refers to team members’ shared perceptions on
how capable their team is regarding a specific task;
Bandura, 1997); collective efficacy, in turn, is posi-
tively related to team effectiveness. Thus, we would
expect that team creative efficacy may mediate the
relationship between team empowerment and team
creativity/innovation. At the same time, team cre-
ative efficacy may inspire employee creativity of
team members at the individual level, constituting
a direct cross-level effect.

Team participation. Team participation refers
to team members’ involvement, cooperation, and
collaboration through influencing, interacting,
sharing information, and generating ideas for new
ways of working (Anderson & West, 1998). Team
participation plays an important role in the team
processes necessary for effective team outcomes
(Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008). Zhang
and Begley (2011) found that empowerment (the
self-determination dimension in particular) is posi-
tively related to team participation. Conceptually,
beyond the dimension of self-determination, other
dimensions of empowerment could also have an

influence on team participation. More specifically,
when members of a team have a general expecta-
tion that the team can be effective, the attitude of
confidence will facilitate interaction and collabo-
ration among team members to accomplish their
tasks. When team members believe that their tasks
have great impact on others and that they make
significant contributions to the organization, they
are more likely to be proactive in exploring and
discussing work-related issues. Because high team
participation facilitates team members’ interac-
tion and knowledge exchange (Hansen, Mors, &
Lovas, 2005) and helps team members to develop
new ideas (Amabile et al., 1996; Anderson &
West, 1998), we would expect that team partici-
pation will mediate the relationship between team
empowerment and team creativity and innovation.
Because of high team member involvement in the
team interactions, such participation may also have
a cross-level effect in influencing the creativity of
individual team members.

Team learning, transactive memory system,
and knowledge sharing. As with team participa-
tion, three other variables—team learning, transac-
tive memory system, and knowledge sharing—may
be mediating mechanisms through which empow-
erment influences employee creativity and innova-
tion. Team learning, the process by which team
members integrate and convert individual knowl-
edge into team knowledge, is essentially a collective
cognitive process among team members (Argote,
1999). Team empowerment enhances team mem-
bers” task motivation, which is derived from their
collective and positive assessments of their tasks
(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). High levels of auton-
omy and potency can encourage team members to
openly express ideas and suggestions, which can
ultimately influence decisions that affect the team
and provide opportunities for team members to
collaboratively evaluate one another’s suggestions
(Locke, Alavi, & Wagner, 1997; Somech, 2006).
As a result, team members may be able to learn
from one another, and the interaction facilitates
the process of knowledge integration. Teams that
emphasize proactive learning continually refine
knowledge and share information among mem-
bers to develop new approaches to problem solving
(Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003). The active use of
different perspectives and diffused knowledge for
solving problems may encourage team members
to consider more alternatives, expand cognitive
pathways for generating new ideas, and facilitate
knowledge generation. Drach-Zahavy and Somech
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(2001) found that the interaction process of team
learning was related to team innovation.

Similarly, team empowerment may have an
impact on a team’s transactive memory system,
which can be defined as shared cognition about the
encoding, storing, and retrieving processes of infor-
mation (Wegner, 1987, 1995). A transactive mem-
ory system helps employees in a team to be more
aware of who possesses what specialized knowl-
edge, to trust the reliability of the knowledge, and
to coordinate the specialized knowledge effectively
(Lewis, 2003). In an empowered environment,
employees are more involved in key decision mak-
ing and are more accountable for the outcomes in
their team (Arnold et al., 2000; Kirkman & Rosen,
1999). The emphasis on self-determination and
self-reliance encourages team members to rely on
one another’s knowledge and skills (Manz & Sims,
1987). This promotes the delegation of tasks based
on members’ expertise and motivates team mem-
bers to become more specialized in their domains
(Wegner, 1987). The collective belief that the team
can be effective increases the expectation of respon-
sibility and accountability, which motivates team
members to deepen their domain-relevant expertise
so that they can be trusted and accountable for the
team outcomes. In addition, team empowerment
promotes collaboration, which further encourages
team members to freely communicate, interact,
and exchange information about the team task
(Dovey, 2002). Transactive memory systems have
been shown to be associated with creative prod-
ucts (Wegner, 1987). Cohen and Levinthal (1990)
suggested that the more team members develop
an awareness of the capabilities and knowledge
of others, the stronger the unit’s absorptive capac-
ity, which they argued is necessary for recognizing
the value of creative ideas. In addition, the mutual
accountability and assistance among members of
teams using transactive memory systems enables
the development and implementation of novel ideas
(Eisenbeiss, Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008). The
effective coordination of a wide range of knowledge
also facilitates team innovation because it provides
the knowledge base for a quantity of high-quality
new ideas, which are important for team innova-
tion (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004; West, 2002).

Related to transactive memory is knowledge
sharing, which assists in the creation of shared
mental models and the development of trans-
active memory, thereby enabling better coor-
dination among team members (Srivastava,

Bartol, & Locke, 2006). Knowledge sharing is

a team process defined as team members’ shar-
ing task-relevant ideas, information, and sug-
gestions with each other (Bartol & Strivastava,
2002). Srivastava et al. (2006) found that knowl-
edge sharing mediated the relationship between
empowering leadership and unit performance.
The associated increase in knowledge among team
members is likely to foster greater creativity and
innovation.

Potential Moderators of Empowerment
and Creativity/Innovation

Team empowerment. Team empowerment
itself may potentially also have a cross-level impact
on the relationship between individual-level psy-
chological empowerment, various mediators, and
employee creativity/innovation. For instance,
Chen et al. (2007) found that in interdependent
teams, team empowerment moderated the rela-
tionship between individual empowerment and
performance in such a way that the influence of
individual empowerment became less positive as
team empowerment became more positive. To
be more specific, when tasks were highly inter-
dependent and the team was empowered, team
empowerment seemed to be a greater influence on
performance than individual empowerment. Thus,
it appears that team empowerment may interact
with individual-level psychological empowerment
to influence employees’ emergent states or creative
processes and, consequently, to influence their cre-
ative/innovative performance. Achieving a greater
understanding of the mutual impact of team
empowerment and individual-level psychological
empowerment and the circumstances influencing
these relationships is an important area for future
research.

Team empowerment climate. Seibert et al.
(2004) defined empowerment climate as a shared
perception regarding the degree to which an
organization incorporates structures, policies,
and practices aimed at enabling empowerment.
Conceptually, empowerment climate and psycho-
logical empowerment are distinct in at least two
ways (Seibert et al., 2004). First, empowerment
climate refers to the work environment, whereas
psychological empowerment is defined as an indi-
vidual’s experience of intrinsic motivation or, at the
team level, as shared perceptions among team mem-
bers about their collective empowerment. Second,
respondents for empowerment climate are asked
to assess organizational structures, policies, and
practices, whereas respondents for psychological
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empowerment are asked to evaluate their own psy-
chological states. Empirically, Seibert et al. (2004)
have verified that empowerment climate and psy-
chological empowerment are distinct constructs.

Team empowerment climate has been shown
to be an antecedent of team empowerment (Chen
et al., 2007), but it may play a cross-level mod-
erating role as well. Ekvall (1996) argued that
team empowerment climate, which includes 10
elements—challenge, freedom, support of ideas,
trustand openness, vitality and liveliness, funnyand
humorous, argument, conflict, risk preference, and
time looseness—promotes more creative behaviors
and effective innovations. Sufficient empowerment
climate within a team can potentially bring a higher
level of trust among team members, more informa-
tion sharing, and enhanced autonomy and team
accountability (Randolph, 1995). As a result, team
members may have a greater feeling of respect and a
higher level of self-determination; this may lead to
a higher level of intrinsic motivation and more cre-
ative performance at the individual level and, ulti-
mately, the team level. Team empowerment climate
may also moderate the impact of psychological
empowerment by boosting its effects. On the con-
trary side, insufficient empowerment climate may
leave individual team members lacking in intrin-
sic motivation and in the desire to take on greater
responsibilities and risks (Randolph, 1995). Si and
Wei (2012) found that team empowerment climate
moderated the relationship between transforma-
tional and transactional leadership and employee
creativity. Because transformational leadership has
been found to be a contextual factor influencing
psychological empowerment at both the individual
and the team level (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia,
2004; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Jung & Sosik,
2002; Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003), we would
expect team empowerment climate to function as a
moderator for the relationship between empower-
ment and creativity at both individual and team
levels.

Cultural values. Zhang and Begley (2011)
found that power distance moderated the rela-
tionship between empowerment and team par-
ticipation, both of which are critical to innovative
performance. Power distance refers to the degree of
acceptance of an uneven distribution of power in
an organization (Hofstede, 1980). Top-down deci-
sion making and hierarchical structure are typical
characteristics of an organization with high power
distance (Sagie & Aycan, 2003). In an organiza-
tion operating with low power distance, employees

feel comfortable interacting with others regardless
of seniority and status (Cheung & Chow, 1999);
therefore, they are more likely to form opinions
and make decisions. On the other hand, in an
organization with high power distance, empow-
ered employees do not work effectively, because
individuals higher in the organizational hierar-
chy make decisions and employees usually do
not believe it is their function to initiate actions
(Sagie & Aycan, 2003). Furthermore, previous lit-
erature suggested that employees with high levels
of empowerment (e.g., determination and impact)
may be perceived as threatening to supervisors
in high power distance cultures and therefore
may not be viewed as high performers (Eylon &
Au, 1999; Spreitzer, 2008). Zhang and Begley
(2011) found that low power distance strengthened
the positive relationship between empowerment
(the self-determination dimension in particular)
and team participation. As discussed previously,
we expect that team participation may serve as a
mediator between team empowerment and cre-
ativity and innovation at both individual and team
levels. Thus, we argue that power distance may
function as a potential moderator in relationships
between empowerment and creativity and innova-
tion across levels.

Along these same lines, other relevant culture
values, such as uncertainty avoidance, may also
moderate relationships between empowerment
and creativity/innovation. Uncertainty avoid-
ance is defined as the extent to which employees
feel uncomfortable in uncertain and ambiguous
situations and try to avoid such situations by seek-
ing guidelines and rules in the workplace (e.g.,
Dorfman & Howell, 1988). When uncertainty
avoidance is high, psychological empowerment
might not enhance employees’ intrinsic motivation
or creative self-efficacy as much as when uncer-
tainty avoidance is low. Consequently, the effect
of psychological empowerment on creativity and
innovative behaviors might be weakened.

Relatedly, the meta-analysis conducted by
Seibert et al. (2011) found that the culturally
distinct geographic region moderated the rela-
tionship between psychological empowerment
and task performance. More specifically, psy-
chological empowerment was related to task per-
formance more positively in Asia than in North
America. They suggested that psychological
empowerment might be more effective in col-
lectivistic cultures. Therefore, cultural regions
might be a factor to consider when conducting
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cross-cultural analysis of psychological empow-
erment and employee creativity and innovation
in the future.

Overall, previous empowerment research has
focused mainly on investigating the antecedents
and consequences of psychological empowerment
and/or team empowerment. Despite the fact that
some recent studies have begun to explore medi-
ating and moderating mechanisms for the rela-
tionship between empowerment and creativity/
innovation at either the individual or the team
level, little research has addressed relationships
at and across these two levels. Because psycho-
logical empowerment appears to be functionally
equivalent across the individual and team lev-
els of analysis, we would expect that team-level
mediators proposed in the integrative model may
mediate the relationship between team empow-
erment and both individual and team creativity/
innovation. Moreover, it is possible that some
mediators that have been investigated at the
individual level, such as work engagement and
creative process engagement, may also operate at
the team level of analysis. We have already dis-
cussed this possibility with respect to creative
self-efficacy and team creative eflicacy. Finally,
moderators proposed in the integrative model
may interact with empowerment at both levels to
influence the creativity and innovation of indi-
viduals and teams through the relevant mecha-
nism at the proper level. Understanding these
multilevel influences is an exciting area of great
potential for future research on creativity and
innovation.

Extending Empowerment Research
to Entrepreneurship

Recently, there has been greater interest in
and emphasis on management that encourages
entrepreneurial behaviors (Bratnicki et al., 2007).
Entreprencurship is considered an important
driver of achieving and sustaining competitive
advantage in the face of environmental uncer-
tainty (Zahra, 1999). Entrepreneurs are able to
take risks and effectively deal with uncertainty,
and they are capable of enhancing innovation
(Bratnicki et al., 2007). Sustained corporate
entrepreneurship should rely on ensuring critical
internal organizational factors such as autonomy
and discretion (Kuratko, Hornsby, & Goldsby,
2004). With respect to entrepreneurship, previ-
ous scholars have suggested that it is important to
examine the influence of empowerment, because

empowerment removes restrictions and boundar-
ies, provides autonomy, and encourages employ-
ees to realize their creative potential and initiative
(Kuratko, Ireland, & Hornsby, 2001). To face
entrepreneurial challenges, employees should be
aware of their potential and feel free to use their
knowledge, skills, and creativity while working
together. As a result, they might be intrinsically
motivated and willing to take entrepreneurial
actions (Kuratko et al., 2001). Thus, employee
empowerment can play an important role contrib-
uting to employees’ entrepreneurship (Bratnicki
et al., 2007; Eylon & Bamberger, 2000; Klagge,
1998).

Despite the fact that many researchers have
pointed to a relationship between empowerment
and employees” entrepreneurial behaviors, there is
a general lack of empirical research directly exam-
ining this relationship (Bratnicki et al., 2007).
Empowerment research in the field of entrepreneur-
ship has been studied mostly in literature focused
on minority or disadvantaged groups (O’Connor &
Ramos, 2006). For example, Kantor (2002) sug-
gested that empowerment should be considered
when evaluating the success of women in South
Asian micro-enterprise. In addition, Osborne,
Falcone, and Nagendra (2000) studied an entre-
preneurship intervention for unemployed individu-
als in the United States, and Martin and Wright
(2005) explored how to empower female entrepre-
neurs in the United Kingdom through information
and communication technology.

Sundbo (1996) proposed that innovation
empowerment is related to corporate entrepre-
neurship, which is carried out by many managers
and employees in the organization and stimulated
by higher management (Kanter, 1983). In other
words, corporate entrepreneurship is derived from
empowerment whereby managers and employ-
ees are activated to operate as entrepreneurs in
the innovation process. Sundbo (1996) suggested
that although empowerment is critical to firms, it
should not get out of control. Thus, it is important
for higher-level management to develop an orga-
nized corporate entrepreneurship approach (in con-
trast to uncontrolled corporate entrepreneurship)
to balance the encouragement and potential risks
of empowerment.

Future research is needed to link psychological
empowerment via creativity to entrepreneurship.
The framework established for the relationship
between empowerment and employee creativity
and innovation in this chapter might be used as a
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starting point to explore the mediating and moder-
ating mechanisms for this relationship.

Other Areas of Future Research Interest

Although most previous research has found
positive outcomes of empowerment in the
workplace, Speitzer’s (2008) review piece on
empowerment suggested that some trade-offs
exist regarding empowerment. For instance,
employees who reported high levels of the mean-
ing dimension also reported a higher level of
strain (Speitzer, Kizilos, & Nason, 1997). As a
result, strain or emotional challenge may nega-
tively influence employees’ intrinsic motiva-
tion or work engagement, thus threatening to
dampen creative outcomes. In addition, Zhang
and Bartol (2010b) found that, although cre-
ative process engagement is positively related
to creativity, there is a curvilinear relationship
between creative process engagement and over-
all performance. That is, if employees spend too
much time in the creative process, general per-
formance might not be guaranteed or might even
decrease. When employees are granted very high
levels of empowerment, they may have greater
discretion in terms of engaging in the creative
process, which may put their general perfor-
mance in jeopardy. Spreitzer and Quinn (1996)
argued that employees who are overly empow-
ered may become disempowered over time
because their supervisors may become threatened
by their empowerment. It is also possible that
empowered employees may proceed in directions
that are at variance with supervisor expectations
and/or work needs. It would be of interest for
future studies to explore changes (increases and/
or decreases) in psychological empowerment,
perhaps triggered by structural empowerment
alterations, and the subsequent influences on
employee creativity and innovation.

Future research may further explore the cau-
sality between empowerment and creativity and
innovation. For example, exploring the reverse cau-
sality from creativity or innovation to empower-
ment might be interesting. More specifically, when
employees are highly creative or innovative and gen-
erate numerous creative ideas, they may be granted
a greater level of autonomy by their supervisors to
take more innovative actions (Spreitzer, 2008). As a
result, highly creative employees may perceive even
higher levels of psychological empowerment, which
then might further contribute to creative or inno-
vative performance.

In the interest of parsimony, it would be useful
for future research to assess the relative value of var-
ious mediators in terms of the variance accounted
for when they are simultaneously considered. For
example, although trust in supervisor and supervi-
sor supportiveness are conceptually distinct, there
may be some overlapping influence with respect to
creativity and innovation.

As noted earlier, it is common to consider inno-
vation to involve a creativity step and an imple-
mentation step (e.g., Somech & Drach-Zahavy,
2013). The research we have reviewed indicates
that psychological empowerment, while clearly a
factor in creative performance, also is related to
innovation as a phenomenon. This latter connec-
tion suggests that it would be useful for future
research to delineate the paths by which psycho-
logical empowerment may influence both the
creativity stage and the implementation stage of
innovation. Potential mediators and moderators
of such relationships will also be important to
explore. Such inquiries may be helpful in increas-
ing the extent to which creative ideas are actually
implemented in organizations.
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CHAPTER

Rewards’ Relationship to Creativity,
Innovation, and Entrepreneurship

Kris Byron and Shalini Khazanchi*

Abstract

Until recently, conflicting evidence about rewards’ effects on creativity limited the ability to
make firm conclusions about this relationship. This chapter provides an overview of the research
(including meta-analytic evidence) on rewards and creativity and details its implications. Whereas
the literature on rewards and creativity is extensive, research on the rewards—innovation and
rewards—entrepreneurship relationships has been sparse. Although creativity is a precursor for
organizational innovation and entrepreneurship, little is known about how rewards may increase
employees’ motivation to implement creative ideas including new venture development. This
chapter reviews the limited research on rewards’ effects on innovation and entrepreneurship and

offers directions for future research to help fill these gaps.

Key Words: creativity, innovation, entrepreneurship, rewards, motivation

Rewards and Creativity

Organizations are interested in increasing cre-
ativity because creativity serves as a precursor to
organizational innovation and entrepreneurship
(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996;
Schuler, 1986). Because organizations have a vested
interest in encouraging employees to be creative,
they often use rewards with the intent of increasing
employee creativity (Baer, Oldham, & Cummings,
2003; Van Dijk & Van den Ende, 2002). Yet, there
are reasons to question the effectiveness of using
rewards to foster creativity.

Empirical studies have yielded mixed results,
with evidence to support both positive and negative
effects of rewards on creativity (e.g., Eisenberger,
Armeli, & Pretz, 1998; Amabile, Hennessey, &
Grossman, 1986). Indeed, much of the debate sur-
rounding the rewards—creativity relationship has
been primarily about the direction of the effect
of rewards on creativity (i.e., whether it is posi-
tive or negative) and less about the conditions that
alter the rewards—creativity relationship and the

mechanisms through which rewards influence
creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Eisenberger &
Aselage, 2009; Eisenberger & Selbst, 1994).
However, recent research studies have sought to
provide, and have succeeded in providing, some
clarity about the direction of rewards’ effect on
creativity; they have also explicated certain condi-
tions that alter the rewards—creativity relationship
(e.g., Byron & Khazanchi, 2012; Baer, Oldham, &
Cummings, 2003). Therefore, it is important to
clarify the direction of the rewards—creativity rela-
tionship, understand the conditions under which
rewards may increase or decrease employee cre-
ativity, explicate the mechanisms that underlie the
rewards—creativity relationship, and identify direc-
tions for future research.

Although the rewards—creativity relationship
has received extensive research attention, the
effect of rewards on innovation (i.e., the imple-
mentation of creative ideas) and on entrepreneur-
ship (i.e., the application of creative ideas in the
creation of new business ventures) has received

*Both authors contributed equally and are listed alphabetically.
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rather limited research attention (e.g., Manso,
2011; Morris & Jones, 1993). Studies of the effect
of rewards on creativity, innovation, and entrepre-
neurship have progressed largely independently
of one another. Unless creative ideas are imple-
mented or applied in the creation of new business
ventures, they will be of little value to organi-
zations and society. Moreover, given that this
volume is focused on integrating the three interre-
lated areas of creativity, innovation, and entrepre-
neurship, it is also important to understand how
rewards affect the implementation of ideas (i.e.,
innovation), as well as their application to the cre-
ation of new business ventures (i.e., entrepreneur-
ship). Therefore, although much of the chapter is
devoted to the rewards—creativity relationship, we
also review research and propose directions for
future research on how rewards impact innova-
tion and entrepreneurship. We begin with a dis-
cussion of how rewards affect creativity and then
discuss the effect of rewards on innovation and
entrepreneurship.

Relationship Between Rewards
and Creativity

Research examining the rewards—creativity rela-
tionship has relied predominantly on learned indus-
triousness theory (LIT) and self-determination
theory (SDT) to arrive at diametrically opposed
predictions about the effects of rewards on cre-
ativity. Specifically, these theoretical perspectives
often rely on contradictory properties or aspects
of rewards and assumptions about cognitive and
motivational processes to make opposing pre-
dictions about the effects of rewards on creativ-
ity (e.g., Byron & Khazanchi, 2012). Although
LIT and SDT have more differences than simi-
larities, researchers from these two compet-
ing camps have relied on common mediating
mechanisms—self-determination and intrinsic
motivation—to explain the influence of rewards on
creative performance (e.g., Amabile, Hennessey, &
Grossman, 1986; Eisenberger & Aselage, 2009).
However, recent research has shown that contex-
tual conditions may help us in understanding when
and how rewards influence creative performance
(e.g., Baer et al., 2003; Friedman, 2009). Along the
same line, in a 2012 meta-analytic investigation,
we directly addressed the controversy about the
direction of rewards’ effect on creativity. In doing
so, we integrated diverse theoretical perspectives
to theorize about multiple mediating mechanisms
and empirically examine the moderating effect of

contextual conditions on the rewards—creativity
relationship.

We begin this chapter with a review of the con-
troversy over whether rewards positively or nega-
tively affect creativity; this is followed by sections
on resolving and moving beyond the controversy.
We then describe findings of our meta-analytic
investigation. Finally, based on our review of exist-
ing research and our own findings, we discuss direc-
tions for future research into the rewards—creativity
relationship.

Positive Effect of Rewards on Creativity

Research that has found a positive effect of
rewards on creativity is grounded mainly in the
LIT perspective (e.g., Eisenberger & Selbst, 1994;
Eisenberger & Rhoades, 2001; Eisenberger &
Aselage, 2009). LIT assumes that cognitive effort is
inherently aversive and that informational aspects
of rewards can reduce the aversiveness of cognitive
effortand promote goal-directed behavior. Rewards
that are contingent on creative performance inform
individuals that creativity is the performance crite-
rion and is desirable. This effect reduces the aversive-
ness associated with cognitive effort and enhances
intrinsic motivation (i.e., the inherent enjoyment
and satisfaction received from the task itself) and
perceptions of self-determination (i.e., feelings
of autonomy or freedom to be flexible and take
risks), thereby contributing positively to creative
performance (Eisenberger, 1992; Eisenberger &
Aselage, 2009).

Eisenberger and Rhoades (2001) showed that
students who were promised rewards for being
creative produced more creative movie titles than
did students who were not promised rewards. In a
follow-up study, Eisenberger and Aselage (2009)
replicated the positive effect of reward on cre-
ativity and provided further evidence to support
their claim that contingent rewards can enhance
perceptions of self-determination and intrinsic
motivation. Specifically, their results showed that
rewards for higher performance (i.e., being offered
10 dollars if their story titles were judged to be
better than those of 80% of the past participants)
created performance pressure—a negative or
aversive affective state associated with dissatisfac-
tion with their current progress towards desired
goals—and perceptions of self-determination,
which in turn enhanced intrinsic motivation and
creative performance. Specifically, these authors
argued that performance-contingent rewards
induce commitment to the objective of achieving
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higher standards of performance, which produces
discomforting pressure for the necessity of higher
performance. Individuals are more thoughtful,
willing to depart from routine, and employ diverse
skills in order to alleviate the negative experi-
ence of performance pressure (Eisenberger &
Aselage, 2009). The results showed that stu-
dents in rewarded conditions experienced
greater self-determination and intrinsic motiva-
tion and, as a result, exhibited greater creativ-
ity in story titles compared with students in the
non-rewarded condition.

Overall, LIT-based research has shown that
the positive effect of rewards is likely anchored
in informational aspects of rewards and context.
Specifically, these studies indicate that the manner
in which rewards are administered can amplify the
positive effect of rewards on creativity. Additionally,
by exploring mediating mechanisms underlying
the rewards—creativity relationship, they help to
explain why rewards can positively influence cre-
ative performance.

Negative Effect of Rewards on Creativity

Research that has found a negative effect
of rewards on creativity is grounded mainly in
the SDT perspective (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Amabile, 1996). Specifically, SDT researchers
focus primarily on the controlling aspects and
attention-eliciting properties of rewards to argue
that rewards decrease intrinsic motivation and
self-determination, which are considered to be nec-
essary for creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Amabile
et al., 1986).

Several studies have supported the notion that
intrinsic motivation and perceptions of autonomy
are important predictors of creativity (e.g., Amabile,
1996; Dewett, 2007; Oldham & Cumming, 1996).
For instance, using survey data collected from 165
research and development (R&D) personnel and
their supervisors, Dewett (2007) provided evi-
dence to support the idea that intrinsic motivation
spurred risk-taking and creativity. Specifically, he
found that risk-taking mediated the relationship
between individuals’ intrinsic motivation and their
creativity.

As mentioned previously, according to SDT,
rewards hamper creative performance by reduc-
ing intrinsic motivation and self-determination.
Researchers have offered three theoretical rea-
sons why rewards could hurt intrinsic motivation
and self-determination (Eisenberger & Aselage,
2009). First,

rewards create a means—ends

relationship between the task and reward that
takes away the enjoyment received from the
task itself and diminishes self-determination
(Amabile, et al., 1986). That is, individuals will
engage in tasks only to acquire rewards, which
will hinder the enjoyment received from the task
itself. Relatedly, rewards also cause individu-
als to feel controlled (Amabile & Hennessey,
2010; Gagné & Deci, 2005). Rewards can cause
individuals to feel that they are no longer free
to choose their own work; rather, someone else
is directing their behavior and choosing their
work (Gagné & Deci, 2005). In the presence of
rewards, individuals may feel coerced to engage
in behaviors and tasks, especially when rewards
are desirable even if the task is not. Finally,
individuals who engage in creative tasks in the
presence of rewards will show less subsequent
intrinsic interest compared with those individu-
als who engage in creative tasks without any
rewards. In other words, individuals who are
offered a reward for completing a task focus their
attention on the reward rather than the enjoy-
ment of the task itself; this is referred to as the
overjustification effect (e.g., Lepper, Greene, &
Nisbett, 1973). In sum, according to these argu-
ments, rewards reduce self-determination and
intrinsic motivation because they focus attention
on the reward, divert attention away from the
task itself, and cause people to feel controlled.

Studies have shown that rewards that are con-
tingent on task completion or are offered with
nonspecific performance criteria decrease intrin-
sic motivation, perceptions of self-determination,
and, hence, creativity (e.g., Amabile et al., 1986;
Amabile, 1982). For example, Amabile et al.
(1986) found that children in the non-rewarded
group produced more creative stories than did
children in the rewarded group. Specifically, chil-
dren in the rewarded condition, who were explic-
itly contracted to produce collages and stories in
return for a reward of being able to use a digital
camera to take pictures, produced collages and
stories that were lower in creativity compared with
those produced by children in the non-rewarded
condition (who were allowed to use the camera
but not as a reward).

Overall, SDT-based research shows that det-
rimental effects of rewards on creativity are
anchored in attention-eliciting and controlling
aspects of rewards and context. Specifically, stud-
ies highlight the idea that conditions such as com-
pletion and not specific performance contingency
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may contribute to the negative effect of rewards on
creativity.

Rehashing and Resolving Theoretical
Controversies

Based on the discussion already presented, it
may be said that the controversy about the direc-
tion of the effect of rewards on creativity is likely
due to the fact that researchers from opposite
theoretical perspectives have focused on the set
of conditions and mediating mechanisms that
emphasize either the informational aspects or the
controlling aspects of rewards and context. In
doing so, researchers have ignored the possibility
that the context in which rewards are adminis-
tered may enable informational and controlling
elements to coexist. For example, verbal rewards
are typically viewed as informational. However,
when verbal rewards are offered under close sur-
veillance, the potentially positive aspects of infor-
mational elements are negated by the controlling
aspects of surveillance (Pajak & Glickman, 1989).
Thus, informational and controlling aspects
of rewards and the contextual conditions or
the manner in which rewards are administered
likely interact to predict the rewards—creativity
relationship.

This is evident from the criticisms SDT and
LIT researchers offer of each other’s approach.
Specifically, SDT-based research is criticized on the
grounds that researchers fail to clearly and explicitly
establish a creativity contingency (Eisenberger &
Aselage, 2009). That is, rewards that are offered
for the completion of a task will likely lead indi-
viduals to believe that routine—as opposed to
creative—performance is desirable and is the
rewarded aspect of performance (e.g., Amabile
et al., 1986). In this approach, controlling—as
opposed to informational—aspects of rewards are
likely rendered salient. Rewards that are controlling
lead individuals to focus on completing the task
and satisfying the routine aspects of the task, thus
limiting exploration and risk-taking and decreasing
creativity. In comparison, the primary criticism of
LIT-based research is that informational proper-
ties of rewards (e.g., reward contingency) are con-
founded with informational aspects of the context
(e.g., the instruction to be creative is a contextual
condition) (Joussemet & Koestner, 1999). In other
words, according to critics, it is not clear whether
it is the reward or the context that is informational
and has a positive influence on intrinsic motivation
and creativity.

Furthermore, much of the existing research
that has found either a positive or a negative
effect of rewards on creativity has focused pri-
marily on intrinsic motivation and perceptions
of self-determination as mediating mechanisms
to explain the influence of rewards on creativity.
However, researchers have now developed much
more complex and expansive views of motiva-
tional processes—as opposed to the more sim-
plistic dichotomy of extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation—that can help us make sense of the
conflicting findings and advance research (Gagné &
Deci, 2005). Similarly, given recent evidence for
affective states as a contextual influence on cre-
ativity (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005;
George & Zhou, 2007), it seems likely that affec-
tive states triggered by rewards may be useful in
explaining the effect of rewards on creativity.

Thus, the focus on a narrow set of contextual
conditions and the lack of emphasis on alterna-
tive mediating mechanisms may have caused
researchers to inadvertently focus too narrowly
on rewards as being either informational or con-
trolling. Therefore, in order to move beyond the
controversy to a common ground, it is important
that researchers identify contextual conditions
and model multiple cognitive, motivational, and
affective mechanisms to explain the influence of
rewards on creativity.

Moving Beyond the Controversy

Although the controversy about the effect of
rewards on creativity began in the early 1980s and
has continued until recently, researchers from the
opposing theoretical perspectives have acknowl-
edged the complexity of the rewards—creativity
relationship. For example, Eisenberger and Selbst
(1994) concluded that the effect of rewards on cre-
ativity depends on how rewards are administered,
how much creativity is required, and how large and
salient the rewards are. Similarly, Amabile (1993)
argued that extrinsic factors such as rewards that
support individuals’ need for autonomy, relat-
edness, and competence can enhance intrinsic
motivation and creativity by internalizing and inte-
grating extrinsic motivation. She referred to such
external factors as “extrinsic in service of intrinsic”
(p. 194).

Increasingly, creativity scholars have explic-
itly acknowledged that rewards may not neces-
sarily undermine intrinsic motivation and may
even boost intrinsic motivation and creativity,
especially when the rewards confirm competence
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and provide useful information (e.g., Amabile
& Hennessey, 2010). This is not to suggest that
rewards are uniformly helpful. Rather, there
are conditions under which rewards can under-
mine intrinsic motivation and perceptions of
self-determination. For example, when rewards
lead employees to feel controlled, employees tend
to have lower intrinsic motivation (e.g., Baer
et al., 2003; Friedman, 2009). As such, research
on the rewards—creativity relationship has started
to move in the direction of identifying conditions
and mechanisms that can help us understand
when—and not just whether—rewards increase
or decrease creativity (e.g., Baer et al., 2003;
Friedman, 2009).

In a field study, Baer et al. (2003) showed that
the effect of extrinsic rewards varies as a function
of job complexity, such that rewards lower cre-
ativity when individuals are engaged in complex
jobs but increase creativity when individuals are
engaged in simple jobs. Furthermore, they showed
that individuals’ cognitive style interacts with job
complexity to predict the effect of rewards on
creativity. Specifically, rewards did not affect the
creativity of innovators (i.e., those who do things
differently or in new ways) in complex jobs but
diminished the creativity of adaptors (i.e., those
who find ways to do things better) in complex
jobs. These results suggest that certain jobs or
tasks have intrinsic features and that rewards can
hurt creativity on such tasks for some individu-
als but not for others. Similarly, for jobs or tasks
that are not intrinsically motivating, rewards can
enhance perceptions of self-determination and
intrinsic motivation associated with greater cre-
ative performance. In another study, Friedman
(2009) showed that the effect of rewards on
creativity depends on how rewards are framed
or presented. Specifically, the study found that
individuals who were promised rewards that were
framed as gains (i.e., if your creative responses
are in the top half, you will receive a bonus of
one experimental credit) had significantly higher
creativity than did those promised rewards that
were framed as non-gains (i.e., if your creative
responses are among the bottom half in terms of
creativity, you will not receive the bonus of one
experimental credit).

A Meta-analytic Investigation

In 2012, Byron and Khazanchi conducted
a meta-analytic investigation both to reconcile
inconsistent findings and to examine the conditions

that moderate the rewards—creativity relationship.
Specifically, we meta-analyzed 60 experimental
and non-experimental studies that had examined
the rewards—creativity relationship. We proposed
that the conflicting results in the existing literature
might be caused by differences in the contextual
conditions under which rewards are administered.
To that end, we examined the potential moderat-
ing effects of contextual conditions, such as the
reward contingency, the amount of performance
feedback (i.e., aspects of the reward or context
that provide performance feedback), the amount
of choice offered or control imposed by the reward
or context, the amount of engagement informa-
tion offered (i.e., information likely to increase or
decrease task engagement, such as labeling a task as
“play” or as a “game”), and task complexity, on the
rewards—creativity relationship.

We found that creativity-contingent—but not
performance- or completion-contingent—rewards
increased performanceon creative tasks. Specifically,
the effect of creativity-contingent rewards was fur-
ther enhanced by positive and specific performance
feedback and by choice provided by the reward
and context. These findings provide support for
LIT’s basic assertion that rewards can be informa-
tional; when rewards are made explicitly contin-
gent on creativity, they provided information that
directed individuals’ attention and cognitive effort
to enhance their performance on creative tasks.
Individuals use cues from rewards and their con-
text to inform and enhance desirable dimensions
of performance. When rewards provide useful
information (e.g., by making them contingent) and
confirm competence (e.g., though positive, specific
feedback), they likely boost intrinsic motivation
and create performance pressure to be creative. The
results also provide support for one of SDT’s con-
tentions, namely, that choice is important because
it enhances perceptions of self-determination
and intrinsic motivation and, hence, creativity.
Conversely, when the rewards or context impose
control, individuals may experience lower intrin-
sic motivation and self-determination, as well as
control over their cognitive effort, that can limit
flexible thinking and the free exploration of ideas
necessary for creativity.

Furthermore, in this meta-analysis, by integrat-
ing multiple theoretical perspectives, we attempted
to explore multiple mediating mechanisms to
understand the effect of rewards on creativity.
Although we could not empirically test mediators,
our results provide indirect support for at least four
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mediating mechanisms: (1) criteria clarity; (2) posi-
tive affect; (3) perceived competence; and (4) nega-
tive affect. Specifically, we theoretically modeled
these four mediating mechanisms to explain the
influence of rewards on creativity and to account
for mixed results. Thus, in addition to resolving the
ongoing debate about the effect of rewards on cre-
ativity, the findings of our meta-analytical inves-
tigation extend the existing research by clarifying
when and how rewards can increase or decrease
creativity.

Future Research Directions

Based on our in-depth review of existing
research and the findings of our meta-analysis, it is
clear that future research must consider contextual
conditions that modify the effect of rewards on cre-
ativity. In the following section, we discuss direc-
tions for future research on the rewards—creativity
relationship in terms of type of reward, type of cre-
ativity, and creativity in teams.

Types of rewards. As mentioned earlier, infor-
mational and controlling aspects of rewards can
coexist and are rendered salient by specific contex-
tual conditions. Shalley and Perry-Smith (2001)
found that when extrinsic factors such as expected
evaluation were framed as informational (i.e., pro-
viding information to improve performance) rather
than as controlling (i.e., setting standards of per-
formance), they improved creativity. Therefore,
the type of reward may determine its effect on
creative performance because different types of
rewards may be viewed as more informational or
more controlling (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Shalley &
Perry-Smith, 2001). Researchers examining the
effect of rewards on performance have considered
a number of different rewards, including money,
other tangible rewards (e.g., prizes), and verbal
rewards (e.g., praise or recognition), but have not
systematically examined the differential effect of
various types of rewards on creativity. This is an
important omission because organizations employ
a variety of rewards such as monetary bonuses
and employee recognition to foster creativity, and
we suspect that different types of rewards vary in
terms of the extent to which they are likely to be
perceived as informational and/or controlling.

For example, verbal rewards may be viewed as
more informational than other types of rewards
because verbal rewards can offer useful informa-
tion about what is desirable. Furthermore, verbal
rewards may be seen as less controlling because rec-
ognition and positive feedback may help individuals

meet personal goals with which they identify, such
as feeling worthy (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Because
verbal rewards may be perceived as less control-
ling and more informational than other types of
rewards, they may be more likely to increase cre-
ativity. Similarly, monetary rewards may have a
more positive effect when they are accompanied by
more information. For example, when a monetary
reward accompanies specific forms of recognition
(e.g., employee of the month, innovator of the year),
the reward may affirm recipients’ competence and
self-identity. Conversely, other forms of tangible
rewards (e.g., onetime bonus for winning patents)
or intangible rewards (e.g., gaining a privilege)
may be perceived as controlling because they do
not provide any useful information and they focus
recipients’ attention on the acquisition of rewards
(Deci & Ryan, 1985). Therefore, they may reduce
the positive effect of rewards on creativity.

Although the results of our meta-analysis sug-
gest that different types of rewards have differential
effects on creativity, empirical research in work set-
tings is relatively sparse. Most of the primary stud-
ies included in this meta-analysis were in non-work
settings. Future research can benefit from examin-
ing the effects of specific types of rewards common
to work settings (e.g., bonuses, verbal recognition,
annual merit increases) on employee creativity.
Moreover, our results suggest that consideration of
the informational and controlling aspects of these
different rewards is likely to be fruitful in explain-
ing how they affect creativity.

Type of creativity. Radical creativity refers to
creative greatness (e.g., scientific discovery worthy
of a Nobel Prize), whereas incremental creativ-
ity refers to creativity in everyday life—problem
solving in which individuals participate every day
(e.g., rearranging a photo album or determining
a new approach to solving a scheduling problem).
Although both types of creativity are important
(Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009), there are impor-
tant differences between them. For instance, radi-
cal creativity is associated with big breakthroughs
and, compared with incremental creativity, is more
likely to result in entrepreneurial activity and new
business ventures. Similarly, radical creativity
involves complex tasks and innovating, whereas
incremental creativity involves working on a sim-
pler task and adapting (e.g., Kirton, 1994).
much of the
rewards—creativity relationship has focused on

However, rescarch on the

incremental creativity (e.g., Byron & Khazanchi,
2012), and research examining the effect of rewards
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on radical or eminent creativity is largely lacking
(e.g., Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009). Perhaps this is
so because it is rather difficult to measure radical
creativity. For instance, how will we measure cre-
ativity associated with big scientific breakthroughs
such as developing the iPod or Post-It notes.
Moreover, researchers have argued that studying
creativity as a unitary concept is overly simplistic
and that it is important to distinguish between the
effects of rewards on these two types of creativity
because they are associated with different moti-
vational factors (Gilson, Kim, D’Innocenzo, &
Moye, 2012). Therefore, it is important to examine
whether rewards have a differential effect on radical
and incremental creativity.

Existing theory and research offer inconsistent
views on the effect of rewards on incremental ver-
sus radical creativity. Some researchers argue that
both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation are needed
for radical creativity and that rewards can dampen
intrinsic motivation that is necessary for persis-
tence on tasks that require incremental creativ-
ity (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009). Although our
meta-analytic results are not consistent with this
conjecture, Kaufman and Beghetto (2009) pro-
vide an example of a child whose intrinsic inter-
est and curiosity in insects might be dampened
by extrinsic rewards of ice cream to learn about
insects. Other researchers argue that rewards can
increase creativity on tasks such as product modi-
fication or adaptation that require incremental
creativity because such tasks are not intrinsically
motivating (Gilson et al., 2012). That is, intrinsic
motivation is critical for radical creativity because
generating breakthroughs requires absorption in
tasks that is characterized by individual explora-
tion, spontaneity, and interest (Gilson et al., 2012).
Therefore, rewards may have a positive effect on
incremental creativity because it is likely that infor-
mational aspects may benefit incremental creativ-
ity more than radical creativity. However, rewards
may have a neutral or negative effect on radical
creativity because informational aspects may not
benefit radical creativity, and controlling aspects
of rewards may be particularly detrimental to tasks
that require radical creativity (Gilson et al., 2012;
Byron & Khazanchi, 2012).

Research on the moderating effect of task and
job complexity provides some insights to support
the view that rewards may benefit incremental
but not radical creativity. For instance, Baer et al.
(2003) found that job complexity significantly
moderated the effect of contingent rewards on

creativity; in the presence of rewards, individu-
als engaged in more complex jobs exhibited lower
creativity than individuals engaged in simple jobs.
Given that radical creativity typically involves
complex tasks, these findings imply that rewards
may not increase radical creativity but could ben-
efit incremental creativity.

Although existing theory and research pro-
vide some initial insights into potential effects of
rewards on radical versus incremental creativity, we
lack systematic research examining how rewards
may differentially affect everyday creativity in
organizations (incremental creativity) versus radi-
cal creativity associated with entrepreneurial ven-
tures. Therefore, future research should examine
the effect of rewards on radical versus incremental
creativity.

Creativity in teams. Organizations often rely
on teams to generate creative ideas for new prod-
ucts, processes, and problem solutions—ideas that
serve as a precursor to innovation and entrepre-
neurial activity. Therefore, organizations need to be
concerned about increasing not only individual cre-
ativity but also creativity of teams. Unfortunately,
rewards research has focused almost entirely on
individual creativity; the effect of rewards on cre-
ativity of teams has been largely ignored.

Research has examined how other factors
besides rewards affect team creativity. This research
has primarily examined team creativity as a func-
tion of group processes, characteristics, and contex-
tual moderators (De Dreu, Nijstad, Bechtoldt, &
Bass, 2011). Specifically, there has been extensive
research showing that team creativity is affected by
group characteristics such as team composition and
cohesiveness, as well as group dynamics and inter-
actions (De Dreu et al., 2011; Shalley, Zhou, &
Oldham, 2004; Taggar, 2002). For example,
Taggar (2002) found that team creativity-relevant
processes such as effective communication and
conflict management improved group creativity,
whereas “involving others” enhanced individual
creative performance of group members. Future
research should examine the effect of rewards on
creativity-relevant group processes such as col-
laboration and team identification. For instance,
rewards might affect the extent to which individu-
als collaborate to generate ideas and solve problems
or the extent to which individuals experience com-
mitment toward group versus individual creativity.
Therefore, future research will benefit by examin-
ing how rewards influence creativity-relevant group
processes and, hence, team creativity.
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Moreover, future research on team creativity
will benefit by examining the effect of rewards
on other types of motivation besides extrinsic and
intrinsic motivation to explain their effect on cre-
ativity (Cooper & Jayatilaka, 2006), such as pro-
social and pro-self motivations (e.g., Bechtoldt, De
Dreu, Nijstad, & Choi, 2010; Cooper & Jayatilaka,
2006; De Dreuetal., 2011). For example, Bechtoldt
et al. (2010) found that group creativity may be
enhanced when groups have higher epistemic
motivation—the tendency to engage in thorough
and accurate information processing—and adopt
prosocial or other focused motivation (e.g., group
reward) as opposed to pro-self motivation (e.g.,
individual reward).

Finally, future research will also benefit from
examining the context or the manner in which
rewards are administered. One such contextual
condition that may be especially relevant in a
team setting is the fairness of rewards. Specifically,
research has shown that procedural fairness (or
perceived fairness of organizational procedures)
and interpersonal fairness (or the extent to which
individuals perceive being treated with respect
and dignity) may be instrumental in facilitat-
ing creativity-relevant individual- and group-level
processes such as affective state, exchange rela-
tionships, and collaborative problem solving (e.g.,
George & Zhou, 2007; Khazanchi & Masterson,
2011; Li, Bingham, & Umphress, 2007). For
example, in a study of 109 technology firms and
91 student-based project groups, Li et al. (2007)
found that perceived procedural justice enhanced
collaborative problem solving among project
members, which in turn improved product per-
formance. Similarly, Khazanchi and Masterson
(2011) found that employees whose supervisor
treated them with more honesty, respect, and
integrity had higher-quality relationships with
their supervisor and were more likely to be creative
at work. Therefore, future research is likely to ben-
efit from examining fairness as a contextual condi-
tion in understanding the effect of rewards on team
creativity.

Relationship Between Rewards
and Innovation

Whereas creativity involves the production of
novel and useful ideas, innovation involves the
implementation and execution of creative ideas
(e.g., Amabile et al., 1996; Klein & Sorra, 1996;
Van de Ven & Angle, 1989). By and large, most
research that has examined the effects of rewards

on the creative process has focused on the former
and ignored the latter. That is, studies have con-
sidered how rewards influence the production of
novel and useful ideas—and have failed to con-
sider how rewards influence their implementation
and execution.

This is a significant oversight, because imple-
menting creative ideas is at least as important as
producing them. Although creative ideas are neces-
sary for innovation, they are not sufficient: creative
ideas do not add value unless they are imple-
mented. “Increasingly, organizational analysts
identify implementation failure, not innovation
failure, as the cause of many organizations’ inabil-
ity to achieve the intended benefits of the innova-
tions they adopt” (Klein & Sorra, 1996, p. 1055).
As such, organizations must determine how to
motivate employees to both produce and imple-
ment creative ideas.

The results of only a few studies provide insight
into the relationship between rewards and innova-
tion. For example, in a study of R&D engineers,
scientists, and technicians from a large industrial
company, Scott and Bruce (1994) found that
employees who perceived that innovation was
rewarded (as part of a more general survey of the
supportiveness of the climate for innovation) were
more likely to be rated by their managers as engag-
ing in innovative behavior at work.

Although a handful of additional studies claim
to have examined the effects of rewards on organi-
zational innovation, much is left unknown about
the rewards—innovation relationship. There are
several reasons for this knowledge gap. A primary
reason is that studies that examine the rewards—
innovation relationship often use the terms “cre-
ativity” and “innovation” interchangeably and
therefore fail to measure and examine the effect
of rewards on the implementation of ideas; this
usage reflects broader definitional and measure-
ment issues (e.g., Eisenberg, 2002; Eisenberger,
Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Zhou, Zhang, &
Montoro-Sinchez, 2011). For example, in their
study relating performance—reward expectan-
cies to individual-level innovation, Eisenberger
et al. (19990, Study 2) measured the usefulness
of employees’ suggestions to improve the com-
pany rather than measuring how well the com-
pany implemented those suggestions. As another
example, in their study relating rewards to firm-
level innovation, Goodale, Kuratko, Hornsby,
and Covin (2011) measured top managers per-
ceptions of the importance of innovation to their
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business unit rather than measuring how well they
innovated.

Although empirical research is short on answers
to the question of rewards’ effect on innovation,
theory provides some potential answers (e.g.,
Damanpour & Aravind, 2011; Klein & Sorra,
1996; Manso, 2011). Manso (2011) argued that
organizational rewards intended to motivate inno-
vation must acknowledge the tension between
exploration and exploitation; that is, the fact that
many novel, and thus untested, ideas may fail. As
such, organizational rewards must motivate the dis-
covery of creative ideas, tolerate failure, and reward
long-term success. Klein and Sorra (1996) similarly
argued that organizations must provide incentives
for implementing innovation and also disincentives
for avoiding innovation implementation to create a
climate that is supportive of innovation.

It appears that this area of research is ripe for
discovery. Researchers should look to theory relat-
ing reward to innovation and to research relating
reward to creativity as a starting point. Future
research should examine whether the reward con-
ditions that tend to increase the production of
creative ideas have similar effects on their imple-
mentation. For example, we found that rewards
that are contingent on creative production tend to
be associated with increased creative performance.
It seems likely that rewards that are contingent on
creative idea implementation would also be associ-
ated with increased idea implementation; rewards
that are contingent solely on creative production
may prompt idea generation at the expense of idea
implementation. Similarly, research should exam-
ine how organizations can design a reward system
that provides a suitable emphasis on each of these
outcomes (i.e., idea generation and idea implemen-
tation) while acknowledging that the processes
related to creativity and innovation may entail
“failures.”

Lastly, we should acknowledge that research
examining the rewards—innovation relationship
should be investigated at many levels. At the individ-
ual level, research should examine whether and how
rewards may influence the extent to which employ-
ees work toward the implementation and execution
of creative ideas. Individual-level research is impor-
tant because it seems likely that individuals vary in
the extent to which they are motivated by different
rewards and have the skills necessary to implement
creative ideas, among other individual-level differ-
ences. At the team level, research should examine
whether and how rewards may influence the extent

to which teams work together to implement their
creative ideas. Group-level research seems impor-
tant because teams such as teams of R&D scien-
tists, quality circles, or product teams are often
responsible for innovation in organizations. Lastly,
at the firm level, research should examine how dif-
ferent organizational reward systems are associ-
ated with firm innovation. Firm-level research that
considers a broad array of firms’ human resource
practices seems important because reward systems
are likely to be more influential in the presence of
other human resource practices that are supportive
of innovation (e.g., Goodale et al., 2011; Hunter,
Cushenbery, & Friedrich, 2012).

Relationship of Rewards to
Entrepreneurship

Although the relevant literature lacks a common
definition of entrepreneurship, scholars of entre-
preneurship often define it as the creation of new
businesses (e.g., Hitt, Ireland, Sirmon, & Trahms,
2011; Rumelt, 1987; Venkataraman, 1997). This
definition is meant to cover a broad range of busi-
ness activities that include the creation of a new
firm, the creation of new markets, and the cre-
ation of new products or services (e.g., Eckhardt &
Shane, 2003; Venkataraman, 1997).

Earlier we compared and contrasted innova-
tion and creativity; here, we should also compare
and contrast entrepreneurship and creativity (and
defined earlier,
ship overlaps with creativity in that both con-

innovation). As entrepreneur-
sider novelty an important defining characteristic.
Entrepreneurship also overlaps with innovation
in that both are concerned with the implemen-
tation of creative ideas. Creative and innovative
behavior is believed to underlie entrepreneurship
(e.g., Schuler, 1986). As articulated by Hitt et al.,
“Entrepreneurs create value by leveraging innova-
tion to exploit new opportunities and to create new
product-market domains” (Hitt et al., 2011, p. 59).
However, entrepreneurship differs from both inno-
vation and creativity in that entrepreneurship
represents a more narrow application of creativity
and innovation—that is, creativity and innova-
tion applied to the creation of new ventures (e.g.,
Kuratko, Montagno, & Hornsby, 1990).

Whereas rewards’ effect on creativity has been
ensnared in controversy and has been a subject
rife with debate, our review of the literature sug-
gests that scholars in entrepreneurship are not
ensnared in such a debate. Rather, entrepreneur-
ship scholars have uniformly hypothesized that
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rewards are likely to have unequivocally positive
effects on corporate entrepreneurship. That is,
the dominant view in the literature is that effec-
tive reward systems promote entreprencurship.
Incentives are believed to promote entreprencur-
ship by defining entrepreneurial outcomes as a
desired goal, by providing feedback, and by moti-
vating entrepreneurial activities (e.g., Hornsby,
Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002; Kuratko, et al., 1990).
(However, we should note that these views have,
at best, weak support, as discussed later.)

More specifically, scholars have offered several
recommendations regarding how to design reward
systems to increase corporate entrepreneurship
(e.g., Morris & Jones, 1993; Schmelter, Mauer,
Borsch, & Brettel, 2010; Schuler, 1986). First,
rewards should be made contingent on creative
idea generation, cooperative behavior, and will-
ingness to take risks (e.g., Morris & Jones, 1993;
Schmelter et al., 2010; Schuler, 1986). Because
entrepreneurial behaviors often entail risk, rewards
should tolerate failure, emphasize persistence, and
be focused on a long-term horizon (e.g., Block &
Ornati, 1987; Kuratko et al., 1990; Schuler, 1986).
Additionally, some scholars have emphasized the
need for a mix of both financial and non-financial
rewards because intrinsic motivation is considered
to be important to corporate entrepreneurship
(e.g., Hornsby, Kuratko, Shepherd, & Bott, 2009;
Morris & Jones, 1993; Schmelter et al., 2010).

Although some studies have considered how
rewards may be linked to entrepreneurship, we
are able to draw few conclusions from these stud-
ies. First, there is a shortage of empirical work on
this relationship. In discussing the relationships
between human resource practices in general (and
reward systems in particular) and entrepreneurship,
Morris and Jones (1993) stated, “Unfortunately,
little in the way of empirical evidence has been
produced to confirm or falsify the proposed rela-
tionships” (p. 882). We found only a handful of
studies that had examined these relationships (e.g.,
de Villiers-Scheepers, 2012; Morris & Jones, 1993;
Schmelter et al., 2010).

Second, of the empirical studies that have con-
sidered rewards and entrepreneurship, most have
relied on measures of entrepreneurship that seem
likely to fail to measure actual entrepreneurial out-
comes. For example, several studies have related
reward systems to self-reported entrepreneurial ori-
entation (e.g., de Villiers-Scheepers, 2012; Morris &
Jones, 1993; Schmelter et al., 2010; Sykes, 1986),
which seems likely to precede entreprencurial

outcomes and may not be reliably measured through
self-reports. Even Block and Ornati (1987), who
overcome the drawbacks of self-reported outcomes
by categorizing corporate ventures as successes or
failures, acknowledged the inadequacy of their data
because it failed to consider the overall economic
performance of the combined ventures.

Lastly, of the empirical studies that have con-
sidered rewards and entrepreneurship, most have
relied on measures of reward systems that focus on
the mere perceived availability of rewards rather
than on whether the rewards are designed in a
way that may promote entrepreneurship (e.g., de
Villiers-Scheepers, 2012; Hornsby et al., 2009). For
example, using a sample of 458 managers, Hornsby
et al. (2009) found that managers’ perceived
reward availability was not significantly related to
the number of ideas they implemented. However,
the measure of reward availability does not spec-
ify entrepreneurial activities as a contingency (the
rewards/reinforcement subscale of the Corporate
Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument). Sample
items of this subscale include “The rewards I receive
are dependent upon my work on the job” and “My
manager would tell his /sic/ boss if my work was
outstanding” (Hornsby, Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002).

Although the dominant view in the literature
is that effective reward systems promote entrepre-
neurship, the empirical results do not always mesh
with this generally held view. Perhaps because
of the issues cited previously, research has found
mixed results. Some studies concluded that rewards
are not related to entrepreneurship. For example,
Block and Ornati (1987) concluded that perfor-
mance incentives are nonessential, given that the
availability of incentives for venture managers was
not significantly related to the success (or failure)
of their ventures. Similarly, Hornsby et al. (2009)
found that reward availability is not significantly
related to entrepreneurial activities. In contrast,
other studies concluded that rewards are positively
related to entreprencurship. For example, in a
study of 146 established firms in South Africa, de
Villiers-Scheepers (2012) found that reward avail-
ability is positively related to firms’ entrepreneur-
ship intensity.

Based on this review of the research, we can
make several recommendations to guide future
research. First, because we were able to find
few empirical studies that have investigated the
rewards—entrepreneurship relationship, we recom-
mend that future research be aimed at learning
more about this relationship. Specifically, future
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researchers should examine whether and how
rewards may affect entrepreneurship (including
corporate entrepreneurship). For example, it would
be useful to determine whether and how antici-
pated rewards affect entrepreneurs’ new venture
creation.

Second, because we found that the few empirical
studies that examined this relationship used out
come measures that may be inappropriate to this
research question, we recommend that researchers
employ outcome measures that allow more con-
clusive results. Some possible outcomes measures
are measures of the entrepreneurial activities of
entrepreneurs and employees within organizations
or measures of outcomes related to these activities
such as the performance of these ventures.

Lastly, because we found that the few empirical
studiesthatexamined therewards—entrepreneurship
relationship used reward measures that focused
on their mere availability, we recommend that
researchers employ measures of rewards that cap-
ture the complexity of reward systems that are
theorized as crucial. More specifically, researchers
should employ measures of reward systems that
examine the extent to which rewards are contin-
gent on entrepreneurial activities or outcomes,
have a long-term horizon, and are accepting of
risk-taking and failure.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we sought to review and consoli-
date existing research on the influence of rewards on
creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship—three
interrelated fields that have progressed largely in
parallel. Of these three relationships, we found that
the rewards—creativity relationship has been most
extensively researched and enjoys the greatest theo-
retical interest. In contrast, there is little research or
theory regarding how rewards may influence inno-
vation or entrepreneurship.

In terms of the rewards—creativity relationship,
although there has been considerable debate over
whether rewards increase or decrease creativity,
we emphasize the importance of moving beyond
the controversy to establish a common ground.
Specifically, we explicated the conflicting assump-
tions about cognitive and motivational processes
underlying the rewards—creativity relationship and
focused on the informational or controlling and
attention-eliciting aspects of rewards and context
to make sense of conflicting predictions and find-
ings. Recent research, including our meta-analytic
investigation, points toward the need to identify

contextual conditions and integrate multiple medi-
ating mechanisms to develop a deeper under-
standing of when, how, and why rewards facilitate
or hurt creativity. We end the discussion of the
rewards—creativity relationship with recommen-
dations for future research. We recommend that
research on rewards—creativity can be beneficial by
examining the moderating effects of type of reward
and type of creativity.

In comparison to the literature on rewards and
creativity, we found few studies that explored the
effects of rewards on innovation and entrepreneur-
ship. Moreover, the limited research on the effect
of rewards on innovation and entrepreneurship
is characterized by measurement and definitional
problems that allow us to draw few conclusions.
Specifically, in these studies, innovation is often
not measured as the implementation of ideas, and
entrepreneurship is not measured in terms of actual
entrepreneurial outcomes such as performance of
ventures and actual entrepreneurial activity. Future
research can benefit greatly from examining the
effect of rewards on innovation and entrepreneur-
ship. More specifically, future research should aim
to examine the effect of rewards that are made
explicitly contingent on creative idea implementa-
tion and actual entrepreneurial outcomes.
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Entrepreneurial Creativity: The Role
of Learning Processes and Work
Environment Supports

Abstract

This chapter argues that the creative process is supported, at each stage, by certain learning
behaviors and that both creative behaviors and learning behaviors depend on particular
social-environmental conditions at each stage. Focusing on entrepreneurial creativity within startups
and established organizations, the chapter describes four stages: problem identification; preparation;
idea generation; idea evaluation and implementation. It explains how creativity-relevant and
domain-relevant skills are distinct and how each skill set becomes more or less important depending
on the uncertainty inherent in a given stage. The chapter also discusses the role of intrinsic
motivation and the impact of various forces on the motivation for entrepreneurial creativity. With
examples drawn from cases of entrepreneurial individuals and companies, links are made between
creativity, learning, and the ways in which social-environmental factors influence the motivation for
these behaviors differentially at different points in the creative process.

Key Words: creativity, creative process, entrepreneurship, innovation, startups, learning,
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Introduction

Individuals are constantly seeking creative out-
lets. Hobbies—the activities we choose to engage in
for fun—are often very creative activities. Even at
work, organizations advertise innovation as a way to
attract top talent. Why, then, is it important or even
necessary to motivate creativity? Creativity—the
generation of new, useful ideas—may be inherently
rewarding, but it is also easily stifled and highly sen-
sitive to social-environmental conditions (Amabile,
Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). In this
chapter, we argue that creativity is a staged pro-
cess supported by learning behaviors. Both creative
behaviors and learning behaviors differ somewhat
across the stages of the creative process, and the
optimal social environments for motivating them
are stage dependent (Amabile, 1997; Nembhard &
Edmondson, 2006).

As humans learn new skills, we assess our envi-
ronment, process new information, develop solu-
tions, and evaluate their use. Creative performance
involves a similar process that is directed toward
the production and evaluation of novel and useful
ideas rather than skills. Entrepreneurial undertak-
ings require rapid learning in service of nimble
creativity in order to succeed in dynamic and com-
plex business environments. In essence, entrepre-
neurial creativity is the development of novel and
useful products, services, or business models in the
establishment of a new venture (Amabile, 1997).
The entrepreneurial creative process and its asso-
ciated learning behaviors do not differ from those
involved in other forms of creativity (for example,
in science or the arts). However, in entrepreneur-
ial ventures, implementation of the end product
serves as a touchstone for each stage of the creative
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process, providing guidance and correction as ideas
are developed, tested, rejected, and finally come to
fruition. Learning is heavily involved throughout.
Therefore, by understanding the process of creativ-
ity through the lens of learning, entrepreneurs (and
entrepreneurial managers in more established orga-
nizations) can make purposeful decisions about
how to motivate employees and, most importantly,
how to avoid extinguishing the creative spark.

Creativity depends on three internal compo-
nents within the individual, and one external
component, the social environment (Amabile,
1983, 1993, 1996). The internal components are
domain-relevant skills, creativity-relevant pro-
cesses, and task motivation. Although each compo-
nent depends, to some extent, on innate or deeply
ingrained talents and orientations, they can all be
influenced by experience and by the immediate
social environment. Each component is necessary,
and none is sufficient for creative behavior; the
higher the level of each component, the more cre-
ative the outcome.

Domain-relevant skills include talent in, knowl-
edge about, and technical expertise for doing work
in the domain or domains that are relevant to the
problem or task at hand. Essentially, this compo-
nent is the individual’s set of cognitive pathways
for solving a given problem or doing a given task.
The larger the set, the more alternatives the indi-
vidual has for producing a new combination. The
ability to merge ideas or products into new designs
is especially important for entrepreneurs. Many
of the most successful new entrepreneurial ven-
tures involve the combination of already existing
products or technologies. For example, the explo-
sion of popular apps for smartphones demonstrates
the opportunity of combining an existing product
(e.g., game, calendar, paperback book) with a new
technology.

Creativity-relevant processes include personality
processes (e.g., tolerance for ambiguity) and cogni-
tive styles (e.g., a propensity for idea proliferation)
that predispose the individual toward unusual
approaches to problems, as well as work styles
marked by high energy and perseverance on dif-
ficult problems. Because so many new ideas fail for
reasons both within and outside the entrepreneur’s
control, both an abundance of ideas and the deter-
mination to persevere are critical skills to entrepre-
neurial creativity.

Task motivation can be either intrinsic or
extrinsic (or, more, likely, some combination of the
two). Intrinsic motivation is the drive to engage in
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a task because it is interesting, enjoyable, person-
ally challenging, or satisfying in some way; this
form of motivation is most conducive to creativ-
ity. Extrinsic motivation is the drive to engage in
a task for some reason outside the task itself—for
example, to gain a reward, win a competition, or
earn a positive evaluation. Extrinsic motivation
can undermine intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci,
Koestner, & Ryan, 1999), and thus creativity, if
it is perceived by the individual as controlling
or constraining. However, “synergistic extrinsic
motivation,” which is the use of externally derived
incentives to enhance existing intrinsic motivation,
can be a powerful tool (Amabile, 1993). For exam-
ple, informational feedback that provides direction
on how to make progress or improve performance
can support intrinsic engagement in the task.

The fourth component, the external social
environment (e.g., the work environment in an
organization) influences each of the three inter-
nal components (Amabile, 1983, 1993, 1996).
Domain-relevant skills can be influenced by sup-
ports for learning, including formal training and
on-the-job opportunities for gaining new skills.
Creativity-relevant processes can be influenced
by training in idea-generation techniques and the
development of thinking skills through observa-
tion of and collaboration with creative colleagues
(Scott, Leritz, & Mumford, 2004). Studies of
learning curves (Epple, Argote, & Devadas,
1991) show that the more we use skills, the more
skilled we become. An environment that supports
the process of creativity, rather than the outcome,
allows people to practice and learn both from and
for the creative process.

Recent research suggests that creativity-relevant
processes can also be influenced by events in the
work environment that cause positive or negative
affect (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005;
Amabile & Mueller, 2008). Of all three compo-
nents, however, task motivation is the most strongly
and immediately influenced by the work environ-
ment. When the environment supports autonomy
and exploration of challenging, meaningful work,
intrinsic motivation increases. When the environ-
ment is constraining and the work is perceived as
meaningless, intrinsic motivation decreases (Ryan &
Deci, 2000).

The four creativity components all contribute to
the outcome of any creative process an individual
undertakes—whether that process is as minor as
tweaking a company’s logo or as major as starting
a new venture. The creative process encompasses



stages which, although distinct, do not necessar-
ily follow a straightforward sequence (Amabile,
1996). However, for simplicity’s sake, the stylized
sequence can be described as follows: (1) problem
or opportunity identification; (2) preparation;
(3) idea generation; and (4) idea evaluation and
implementation (Amabile, 1983).

The initial stage of the creative process, prob-
lem identification, is accomplished by the difficult
task of challenging assumptions (Amabile, 1996;
Piaget, 1966). It is facilitated by cultivating the
intrinsic motivation to take risks and explore the
world—two behaviors that are particularly impor-
tant for entrepreneurship. In Stage Two, prepa-
ration, knowledge, and resources are gathered
from multiple sources; the purpose of this stage
is to acquire relevant information before gener-
ating solutions to the problem (Amabile, 1996).
Reinventing the wheel is not a useful exercise for
entrepreneurs. In Stage Three, idea generation,
the newly gathered information is combined with
existing knowledge to generate new connections
and create new solutions. However, not all of
these new ideas will be valuable or acceptable. The
fourth stage of the creative process is idea evalu-
ation and implementation—the evaluation of
ideas in terms of the optimal level of novelty and
appropriateness to meet the initial goal (Amabile,
1996). In the arts, the appropriateness criterion is
met when the work of art is expressive of intended
meaning. In business, however, appropriateness
equates to usefulness for customers. For entrepre-
neurs, it is especially important that the ideas be
truly useful.

The three components of creativity—domain-
skills, processes,
and task motivation—have differential impor-

relevant creativity-relevant
tance at the different stages of the creative process,
depending on the level of new learning or novel
cognitive processing required in the activity at
that stage.

Domain-relevant skills play a prominent role
at the second and fourth stages, where knowledge
is acquired (Stage Two) or applied (Stage Four) in
a relatively straightforward way. For example, for
individuals in entrepreneurial ventures, knowledge
about the domain and technical skills provide a
way to assess the current business environment and
evaluate the feasibility of newly generated ideas.
Creativity-relevant processes are more prominent
in the third stage. Developing novel ideas requires
complex cognitive processing and breaking mental
sets to view existing problems in new ways.

Of course, both domain skills and creativity
skills are needed at all stages of the creative process,
but they become more or less important depending
on the level of uncertainty inherent in the stage.
For example, knowledge of the domain space could
reduce the time and effort exerted in the Stage One
(problem identification). An entrepreneur who is
familiar with the needs of customers and potential
customers should be able to more easily identify
unmet needs or avoid trying something that has
already been shown not to work.

Finally, intrinsic motivation is most impor-
tant in the first and third stages, when a drive to
engage in unfettered exploration is most valuable.
The componential theory of creativity emphasizes
the importance of stage-appropriate motivation
(Amabile, 1997): intrinsic motivation is more cru-
cial at Stages One and Three, when the most novel
thinking is required, but synergistic extrinsic moti-
vation can be useful at the more algorithmic stages
(Stages Two and Four).

In the remainder of this chapter, we integrate
research on creativity, learning, and entrepreneur-
ship to delve more deeply into each stage of the
creative process. Using examples from successful
and struggling entrepreneurial ventures, we explore
the creative behaviors that are most needed at each
stage, the learning behaviors that support creativity
at each stage, and the environmental factors that
are most conducive to the necessary motivational
states. Throughout, we discuss implications for
leading entrepreneurial ventures.

Stage One: Problem Identification

The first stage of the creative process is prob-
lem identification, which is directed toward mak-
ing sense of the problem or opportunity at hand
(Amabile, 1997). The goal of this stage is to con-
struct the problem in a way that increases the
chances of generating novel, workable solutions.
In entrepreneurial settings, opportunities may
seem obvious after the fact—although no one had
seized them previously. For example, Nike founder
Phil Knight, an avid middle-distance runner in
school, had a coach who was obsessed with finding
great shoes for his team (Wasserman & Anderson,
2010). Knight knew that he wanted to provide
runners like himself with shoes that were compa-
rable in quality to Adidas but much less expen-
sive. Knight’s domain-relevant knowledge made
the opportunity in the market clear to him. His
innovation lay in figuring out how to make that
idea a reality.
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Alternatively, an entrepreneur may spend inten-
sive time and effort figuring out the problem that
needs solving. Creativity-relevant processes, such
as challenging assumptions and making novel
connections, can help entrepreneurs discover
new problems. Southwest Airlines challenged the
assumption that consumers make air travel deci-
sions based on service and amenities. Solving
the problem—by lowering cost at the expense of
amenities—was then a matter of execution.

Problems can also be “discovered” by reframing
an existing situation. Reframing has the power to
transform difficult problems into exciting oppor-
tunities (Dutton, 1992). Jeff Housenburg, CEO
of Shutterfly, attributes his success to reframing
Shutterfly’s service model. The company trans-
formed from a photo finishing service to a vehicle
for publishing personal photo albums. The refram-
ing lay in viewing the company as one that sells
memories, not products. This new way of envi-
sioning the use of an existing product enabled
Shuctterfly to develop creative solutions for a much
wider, nonprofessional market base. In Stage One
of the creative process, reframing presents an old or
familiar problem as a newly discovered one.

Desired Behaviors for Problem/
Opportunity Identification

Whether the entrepreneur is discovering a new
problem or reframing an existing one, certain
behaviors help him or her to be effective during this
stage of the creative process. These behaviors include
thinking broadly; considering the passions, pain
points, and nagging problems of oneself and others;
scanning the environment widely (Perkins, 2001);
staying alert to things that don’t fit and needs that
aren’t met; amplifying weak information signals that
others may miss (Ansoff, 1975); and abandoning
safe, taken-for-granted assumptions (Argyris, 1976).

As an example, consider the entreprenecurial
venture Sittercity, an online babysitter—parent
matching service (Wasserman & Gordon, 2009).
Sittercity was founded in Boston in 2001 by
Genevieve Thiers, then a college student. By 2009,
Sittercity had moved to Chicago, and its large, suc-
cessful program in cities throughout the United
States led to equity financing of $7.5 million.
Throughout the growth of this company, Thiers
engaged in many iterations through the creative
process—each time, identifying a problem or
opportunity, preparing to solve it, generating ideas,
validating her chosen ideas by actually implement-
ing them, and assessing results.
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Thiers had a long history of babysitting—first
for her six younger siblings, then for neighborhood
children, and eventually for families who hired her
during her college years. Moreover, she loved it; she
had a passion for meeting new people, getting out
of her own home, and eating food from someone
else’s kitchen. Her initial problem identification
grew from paying attention to her own unmet needs
and nagging problems. About to graduate from
college, she said, “I didn’t know what I was going
to do with my life, but I wanted to do something
big—notbeanine-to-fiveemployee” (Wasserman &
Gordon, 2009, p. 2). Thus, the initial problem
was to create an unusual (entrepreneurial) career
path for herself. This realization heightened Thiers’
alertness to unconventional opportunities, led her
to think broadly about her future, and amounted
to abandoning the safe, taken-for-granted assump-
tion that she would stay in a “regular” job—even
as she accepted a full-time job at IBM after college.

Three days before college graduation in 2000,
Thiers identified the specific opportunity that
would lead to the founding of Sittercity. She did
so by picking up on a weak signal that most other
people would have completely missed. She was
posting flyers for an upcoming musical event, and
she found herself helping a very pregnant woman
post flyers advertising for a mother’s helper. In that
moment, she saw the unmet need that countless
parents have of finding a suitable babysitter, and
she wondered if it would be possible to list all of the
babysitters in the country in one place. To her, this
could be the “big” undertaking she had been look-
ing for. She worked on her business idea for many
months, while also working full-time at IBM, and
launched the Sittercity website in September 2001.

By March 2002, the number of parents and
sitters registered on the site had begun to grow,
and Thiers—still alert to weak signals and things
that didn’t fit—noticed that a few parents were
not from Boston; they were from New York or
Cleveland. Puzzled, she inquired, and discovered
that they were commuters to Boston from those
cities who had heard about Sittercity from their
work colleagues and were hoping to find sitters in
their hometowns. This identified another opportu-
nity: expand Sittercity to new locations.

Learning Behaviors that Support
Stage One

The goal of the first stage of creativity is to spot
new problems and opportunities. This requires
a difficult shift in the deeply rooted underlying



assumptions that drive the routine behaviors that
make up most of our day. Learning these rou-
tines is often effortless; changing them is not.
The difficulty arises, in part, because routines are
extremely valuable. In their classic work on orga-
nizations, March and Simon (1958) provided a
description of the power of routines for accom-
plishing the well-defined tasks that build orga-
nizational capacity. Routines increase efficiency
by reducing uncertainty, variability, and the time
it takes to make decisions. Once established,
routinized behaviors, which March and Simon
termed “programs,” are launched by a particular
stimulus that can occur in many different situ-
ations. It is the routine, not the situation, that
guides behavior (Levitt & March, 1988). The
nuances of the situation are suppressed in favor
of the expectations of the routine (Nelson &
Winter, 1982). Routines, whether examined at
the organizational or the individual level, are
sticky—so sticky that adult learning theorists
have long argued that breaking routine think-
ing requires a triggering event (Dewey, 1938;
Marsick & Watkins, 2001; Piaget, 1966).

This is particularly problematic for creative
entrepreneurs because they must not only break
their own routines but also convince investors and
customers to try something new. Certain learning
behaviors can help to activate routine-breaking
triggers. Adopting an open systems view (Senge,
1990), secking feedback (Edmondson, 1999a),
and maintaining a learning mindset (Dweck,
2006) can all serve the creative behaviors of Stage
One. An open systems view considers how all ele-
ments of a system interact, as well as the interac-
tions among related systems. Seeking feedback
means, among other things, looking for discon-
firming information at the risk of proving favored
ideas false. Similarly, a learning mindset is open
to new possibilities and able to challenge existing
assumptions. For our purposes, the key element is
that individuals with a learning mindset are better
able to extract learning from situations; they have
“learned how to learn” in just about any setting
(Feuerstein & Rand, 1974).

Developing an open systems view of a given
domain supports the creative behavior of think-
ing broadly. In his seminal work on organizational
learning, Senge (1990) reveals how prone even
top executives are to viewing only their piece in a
system of interacting dependencies. By seeking to
understand how a given product or service relies
on, and is relied upon, by consumers, suppliers,

competitors, and industries, entrepreneurs may be
able to identify the gaps that trigger great ideas and
the problems that are not being addressed by the
current business environment.

Confirming or disconfirming hunches can be
facilitated by expanding the scope of feedback
beyond one’s own internal states and seeking help
from others both within and outside the relevant
domain. The active seeking of feedback is a nec-
essary part of the learning process (Edmondson,
1999a) and can save valuable time by allowing
the problem-solver to abandon infeasible ideas
early (McGrath, 2001) or by triggering new con-
nections that identify unmet needs. Internal
feedback can alert us to the weak signals missed
by others and give us a sense of what doesn’t
fit, while openness to external feedback helps
us expand our thinking and develop a learning
mindset.

A learning mindset is needed to engage in the
creative behavior of scanning the environment
widely. It raises one’s perspective above the routines
themselves to adjust embedded associations and
reframe the situation (Kegan, 1982). This embrac-
ing of uncertainty, at the expense of the comfort
of certainty, is a hallmark of human learning
(Piaget, 1966). As demonstrated in the example of
Southwest Aitlines, entrepreneurial opportunities
often arise because current products and services
rest on specific assumptions about the customers
that belie their actual needs and desires. Getting
into the practice of surfacing, and challenging,
underlying beliefs is a learning tool that enables
entrepreneurs to define the ultimate goal of their
creative process.

Work Environment Influences at Stage One
All work behavior is motivated either intrin-
sically or extrinsically, and usually both ways
(Amabile, 1997). As we have noted, work motiva-
tion is strongly affected by the social environment.
The social-environmental conditions that entrepre-
neurs seek for themselves and establish for their
first employees can determine whether, and how,
people in the entrepreneurial organization will be
motivated to engage in the learning behaviors nec-
essary at each stage of the creative process.
Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are often con-
sidered opposite constructs, with extrinsic moti-
vation undermining intrinsic. Indeed, decades of
research in psychology, organizational behavior,
and economics suggest that intrinsic motivation
and complex performance (like creativity) diminish
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when people are focused primarily on extrinsic
goals, such as tangible rewards and deadlines, or
extrinsic constraints, such as restrictions on how
a task may be done (Deci & Ryan, 1980; Frey &
Palacios-Huerta, 1997; Lepper & Greene, 1978; see
Deci et al., 1999, for a review).

However, an accumulating body of research
supports a much more nuanced view (Amabile,
1993, 1996; Amabile & Kramer, 2011). It is true
that extrinsic forces that lead individuals to feel
controlled generate nonsynergistic extrinsic moti-
vation, which does undermine the intrinsic desire
to tackle a problem for its own sake. But extrinsic
forces that support individuals’ ability to engage
in problem solving or opportunity identification,
such as rewards that provide resources or recogni-
tion that confirms competence, can create the syn-
ergistic extrinsic motivation that actually adds to
intrinsic motivation. Whether this type of extrinsic
motivation will support creativity depends on the
stage of the creative process; this is the concept of
stage-appropriate motivation mentioned earlier.

According to the componential theory of cre-
ativity (Amabile, 1983, 1996; Amabile & Mueller,
2008), a more purely intrinsically motivated state
is conducive to Stage One, when problems to be
solved and entrepreneurial opportunities to be
pursued are being identified. Intrinsic motiva-
tion fosters the expansive thinking, wide explora-
tion, breaking out of routines, and questioning of
assumptions that this stage requires.

Ideally, the work environment at this stage
will present individuals with puzzles, dilemmas,
problems, and tasks that match their interests and
passions, thus maximizing the probability that
intrinsic motivation will remain high throughout
the process (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). For example,
from a young age, Phil Knight was passionate about
running and gear that optimized the running expe-
rience; he sought out environments in which he
could explore this domain. Whatever the domain,
the environment should allow a high degree of
autonomy (Gagne & Deci, 2005), whereby the per-
son feels free to follow new pathways and need not
fear breaking out of established routines—whether
formalized or implicit. There should also be an
optimal level of challenge, in which work demands
are neither well below nor well above the person’s
current skills (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997); it is at
optimal levels of challenge that learning is most
likely to occur (Bandura, 1993). Ideally, the task
or problem will have sufficient structure so that the
person can engage with it productively but not so
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much structure that there is little room for any-
thing surprising.

Within an existing organization, leaders at the
highest level can engender the proper environ-
ment for Stage One by voicing support for entre-
preneurial, creative, innovative behavior and then
showing that support through actions that reward
and recognize good new ideas—even when those
ideas ultimately fail (McGrath, 2001). In fact, one
of the most effective means for triggering the learn-
ing described in the previous section is to laud the
value of good-effort failures that naturally arise
whenever people try radically new ideas. Leaders
at all levels in an organization, down to immedi-
ate supervisors, should talk about the importance
of creativity—and then walk the talk.

Lower-level leaders can play a particularly
important role at Stage One by matching people
to projects on the basis of not only their skills and
experience but also their interests (Amabile et al.,
1996). Moreover, supervisors can greatly increase
the probability that people will engage effectively
with new problems to solve (and find hidden
opportunities) if they put two structural supports
in place. First, providing clear strategic direction
toward meaningful goals lends purpose to the
work (Latham & Yukl, 1975); coupling that stra-
tegic direction with operational autonomy allows
flexible exploration (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Second,
in forming teams to collaborate on a creative task,
leaders should ensure a substantial degree of diver-
sity in perspectives and disciplinary backgrounds
among the members and then provide the teams
with support for communicating effectively across
their differences (Mannix & Neale, 2005). With
these structural conditions in place, people are
more likely to question their taken-for-granted
assumptions in deciding how to tackle the task
before them.

Conversely, managers undermine intrinsic
motivation and creativity if they establish a work
environment that is marked by an emphasis on
the status quo and on extrinsic motivators such as
unrealistic deadlines (Amabile, DeJong, & Lepper,
1976) and rewards that are dangled like carrots to
induce employees to perform. And, although com-
petition with other organizations can fuel intrinsic
motivation by lending additional meaning to the
work, win-lose competition within the organiza-
tion can sap intrinsic motivation (Deci, Betley,
Kahle, Abrams, & Porac, 1981). Finally, rigid status
structures in the organization can lead employees
to consciously or unconsciously believe that certain



assumptions may not be questioned and certain
problem domains are off-limits to them (Detert &
Edmondson, 2011).

Startup entrepreneurs have the advantage and
challenge of establishing their own work environ-
ment. As such, they should be conscious that they
are developing long-term practices for the fellow
members of their founding team and their earli-
est employees. Generally, the first employees are
intrinsically motivated because there is little pecu-
niary reward at the outset. Even in the earliest days
of a firm, founders can model and encourage the
sort of freewheeling exploration and questioning of
assumptions that characterize Stage One. They can
look for partners and initial employees who are also
passionate about the undertaking, and they can
focus everyone’s competitive instincts on external
entities rather than internal colleagues.

Stage Two: Preparation

Preparation in this context is the acquisition of
knowledge within a relevant domain. It is accom-
plished by gathering information and resources
to understand what has and has not been done
to address the defined problem. Gaining a deep
understanding of the problem space allows entre-
preneurs to seize opportunities as well as sharpen
the creative goal. Nike founder Phil Knight’s trav-
els through Japan, including many visits to sport-
ing goods stores, allowed him to identify a Japanese
company and brand that could help bring his idea
to fruition. Although he still had not actually
established his own company before he traveled, his
growing understanding of the culture enabled him
to make a favorable deal with his targeted Japanese
manufacturer based on a cold call.

For individuals who have a deep familiarity
with the problem space, this stage can be a trivial
one. An important exception to consider is that
such individuals may face a different sort of chal-
lenge in the preparation stage: unlearning some of
their familiar cognitive pathways and re-examining
their assumptions. Experts who engage in creative
endeavors can be stifled by the deeply ingrained
mental representations they hold (Runco, 1994),
which may lead them to think they already know
the answer.

Desired Behaviors for Preparation

The behaviors that can be most conducive to
the preparation stage are, in some ways, distinct
from the desired behaviors for problem/oppor-
tunity identification. They include perseverance

(Dweck, 1986), searching for and incorporating a
wide range of information, and discarding precon-
ceived notions as warranted by new information
(Piaget, 19606).

In her many iterations through the creative pro-
cess to build Sittercity, Genevieve Thiers engaged
in a range of preparation behaviors. Although she
could not have known it at the time, her years of
babysitting, including the junior year abroad at
Oxford University, when she elected to be both a
student and a nanny, served as excellent prepara-
tion. The wide range of information she gained
about parents and their constraints, needs, and
concerns served her well as she founded her com-
pany. This knowledge formed the broad foundation
of domain-relevant skills that Thiers could imme-
diately call to mind and upon which she built as she
worked intensely on her startup.

Excited about her initial opportunity identifica-
tion just before college graduation, Thiers did an
Internet search to see if anyone was already offer-
ing such a service. Although she found websites for
Babysitters.com and Sitters.com, neither was an
operating business. In the summer of 2000, after
Thiers had graduated from college and started
her job at IBM, she spent her free time writing a
business plan for Sittercity. She searched for rel-
evant information during this phase, drawing on
resources at the Boston office of the US Small
Business Administration (SBA), and incorporated
that information into her approach to preparing
the business plan. By the fall of 2000, after Thiers
had participated in three meetings with potential
investors arranged by the SBA, she discarded her
preconceived notion that external funding was
the route to starting this business. She persevered,
searching for other ways to fund Sittercity.

As new problems and opportunities arose,
Thiers repeatedly dove into information gather-
ing. As described earlier, when she noticed the
puzzling fact that a few parents from outside of
Boston were signing up for her service, which
was then available only in Boston, she spent time
talking with them to discover their underlying
motivations. Later, when Sittercity’s major com-
petitor, Babysitters.com, launched its site, she
diligently monitored that site, as well as others
that later appeared, to keep herself prepared to
deal with competition.

An important resource on which Thiers drew in
preparing to grow her business was her boyfriend,
Dan Ratner, whom she met a few months after
launching Sittercity. Ratner, although only a few
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years older than Thiers, had already been involved
in more than one startup. His entrepreneurship
experience, as well as his technical expertise, served
as broad and deep sources of information and assis-
tance for Thiers in the ensuing years. Eventually,
in 2005, Ratner joined Sittercity as vice president.

Thiers was CEO.

Learning Behaviors That Support
Stage Two

The second stage of creativity can be viewed as
adopting or calling up the routines of the domain;
as such, it is subject to all the advantages and
drawbacks of human minds as incredible learning
machines. For experts, the second stage of creativ-
ity can be a trap when the routines of the domain
become mental ruts (Levitt & March, 1988). On
the other hand, knowing a subject matter can free
up cognitive resources to engage with it in multiple
ways. This freedom is not typically available to nov-
ices during the learning process (Bransford, Vye,
Stevens, Kuhl, Schwartz, Bell, & Meltzoff, 2005).
One of the great paradoxes of creativity is that
expertise can be both a great source of and a sub-
stantial barrier to creative thinking. What makes
the difference is whether the expert retains a learn-
ing mindset and continues to learn from the situ-
ations she encounters (Feuerstein & Rand, 1974).

Novices face different challenges at Stage Two.
The learning process is generally a social one, situ-
ated in a specific context (Vygotsky & Cole, 1978).
Studies on how novices become full participants in
a community of practice have demonstrated that
learning best occurs when individuals engage in
the co-construction of knowledge in that com-
munity (Lave & Wenger, 1991). As demonstrated
in the partnership of Thiers and Ratner to build
Sittercity, working with practiced professionals can
help novices process vast amounts of new informa-
tion in meaningful ways.

In the first stage of creativity, there is possible
discomfort from surfacing deeply held beliefs and
challenging the assumptions embedded within rou-
tines. In Stage Two, there can also be discomfort
in the effort it takes to learn something new. For
adults, context is particularly important in enhanc-
ing the intrinsic motivation needed to stay actively
engaged in the often arduous learning process. For
example, informal learning through problem solv-
ing (Marsick & Yates, 2012) acquired in the “midst
of action” is specific to the task at hand (Raelin,
1997). This action learning is potent because it
addresses challenges of transfer, which are common

68 ENTREPRENEURIAL CREATIVITY

when employees attend external trainings and then
struggle to apply what they’ve learned back in their
job context. Action learning means paying par-
ticular attention to learning while actually doing
one’s work.

In her seminal work on achievement-oriented
behavior, Dweck (1986) observed that children
who focused on learning something new had better
outcomes and were more resilient to failure than
those who focused on demonstrating what they
already knew. Learning-oriented children had an
implicit theory that they had the ability to increase
their intelligence through effort. In contrast,
performance-oriented children felt that intelligence
was fixed, so they focused their efforts on demon-
strating what they already knew. A learning orien-
tation enables children to be resilient to the failure
inherent in the learning process. It also means
they are more likely to take on challenges and seek
feedback because these activities are less threaten-
ing to them. Learning orientation is related to the
learning mindset discussed earlier in that both
connote an openness to exploring new possibilities.
However, they are distinct constructs. A learn-
ing mindset is developed over time and describes
the ability of individuals to find the lesson in any
situation—Ilearning is a natural process of how they
interact with the world. A learning-oriented indi-
vidual associates effort with intelligence and will
therefore approach difficulties and challenges with
the belief that they can be overcome. They will
learn if the situation requires it, but they will not
necessarily reframe situations as learning opportu-
nities on a consistent basis.

Dweck’s (1986) work has been extended to
organizations, with dozens of studies consistently
demonstrating that a learning orientation is posi-
tively associated with better learning and perfor-
mance outcomes (Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien,
2007). Organizational culture can help individu-
als develop a learning-oriented or growth mindset
by embracing risk-taking in learning new skills,
emphasizing challenge and development over suc-
cess, and giving preference to deep learning over
fast learning (Murphy & Dweck, 2010).

Work Environment Influences at Stage Two

Synergistic extrinsic motivation, which uses
externally derived incentives to enhance existing
intrinsic motivation, can be particularly useful at
Stage Two, because thorough preparation for idea
generation can be a tedious affair. Particularly for
people who are novices in a domain, the learning



required is often vast and the time commitment
is often high—meaning that intrinsic motiva-
tion alone may be insufficient to fuel behavior
(Amabile, 1997).

‘The motivation for learning is more likely to be
maintained if people perceive a sense of progress
(Amabile & Kramer, 2011). And progress in gath-
ering and assimilating information is more likely if
the work environment has a sufficient level of two
kinds of resources: relevant information and people
who are both willing and able to share their tacit
knowledge about the problem domain (Frey &
Osterloh, 2000). In established organizations, man-
agers can ensure the availability of these resources
by supporting the establishment of accessible, use-
ful information management systems; by finding
new ways for employees to access new sources of
information; and by structuring the organization
to facilitate smooth coordination and cooperation
among individuals and groups. Moreover, tacit
knowledge available to problem-solvers within an
organization grows dramatically when employees
with diverse sets of skills, backgrounds, and expe-
riences are brought on board (Woolley, Gerbasi,
Chabris, Kosslyn, & Hackman, 2008).

Startup entrepreneurs can support their own
progress in gaining knowledge by building and
accessing wide social networks of individuals
with potentially relevant, yet diverse, perspec-
tives. Analysis of social networks shows the power
of cultivating and maintaining connections in
peripheral, but related, domains (Granovetter,
1973). These “weak ties” provide ways of link-
ing previously disconnected groups and filling in
structural holes at the nexus of potential for the
innovative recombination of ideas (Burt, 1995).
Often, the information-rich individuals are ven-
ture capitalists or other investors. Sometimes, they
are other entrepreneurs—as in the innovation hot-
bed known as Silicon Valley (where venture capi-
talists and angel investors also abound). Not only
can new opportunities be identified (Stage One)
through even casual conversations in such settings,
but much useful—and unique—information can
be learned.

Managers can foster the synergistic extrinsic
motivation needed in Stage Two with occasional
rewards and recognition that confirm individuals’
competence as they struggle to learn (Bandura,
1993). A sense of progress once again comes into
play. Self-efficacy increases as individuals experi-
ence progress towards goals, even when the goals
are externally set, as is often the case in learning

situations. The progress is a signal of improve-
ment, which furthers motivation (Elliott &
Dweck, 1988).

Ideally, managers will also supportintrinsic moti-
vation by enabling people to pursue new areas that
have piqued their curiosity (Lepper & Henderlong,
2000). For example, some organizations—most
famously, 3M and Google—give some of their
employees the gift of time by allowing them to
spend approximately one day per week working on
any project they wish. These self-motivated pur-
suits can involve extensive exploration into new
domains of knowledge that can, ultimately, serve
as superb preparation for generating new and valu-
able ideas. Google Scholar is one of many products
that resulted from initial “free time” work.

Work environment elements to avoid include
an atmosphere of threatening critical evaluation
1992) and

constrained communication in the work group or

connoting incompetence (Dutton,

across the organization (Detert & Edmondson,
2011). To be sure, these elements can be damaging
at any stage of the creative process. But they can
be particularly harmful when people are ventur-
ing into arenas where they have much to learn and
must adopt a vulnerable dependence on others with
greater expertise.

Stage Three: Idea Generation

Idea generation, the third stage of the creative
process, is the one that most commonly comes
to mind when people think of creativity. The
goal of Stage Three is to produce high-quantity
and high-quality ideas. Generating a large num-
ber of new ways to combine existing concepts
increases the probability of finding one that works
(Simonton, 1999). Creativity-relevant processes are
the most used, and the most useful, creativity com-
ponent at this stage (Amabile, 1988). They depend
on the interaction of flexible cognitive processes
(including deliberate techniques for creative think-
ing), energetic work styles, and nonconforming
personality traits.

Brainstorming (Osborn, 1953) and break-
through thinking (Perkins, 2001) are two of the
many techniques that have been devised to facili-
tate the flexible cognitive processes required by
this stage. The goal of brainstorming is to unleash
as many ideas as possible. It requires that all ideas
receive at least initial exploration, with brainstorm-
ing groups ideally designed to reduce concerns
about criticism by the self or by others. Research
has shown that the quality of ideas produced
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during brainstorming can be increased if individu-
als develop the ideas alone, then openly discuss all
of them in a group session (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987).
Breakthrough thinking involves seeking and
embracing different ways of looking at the problem
and turning the difficult aspects of the problem to
one’s advantage. For example, a company with slow
elevators installed mirrors in the lobby so that the
previously painful wait time became an advantage
to riders, who want to “spruce up” on their way to
their appointments (Byrnes, 2005).

Desired Behaviors for Idea Generation

The most prominent behaviors involved in suc-
cessful idea generation can be described as vari-
ous forms of mental gymnastics—taking unusual
leaps in perceiving the world and combining cog-
nitions in new ways (Cropley, 1967; Getzels &
Csikszentmihalyi, 1967). These behaviors include
seeing multiple perspectives, exploring new cogni-
tive connections, embracing complexity, tolerating
ambiguity, and proliferating ideas.

After her initial opportunity identification
and preparation, Genevieve Thiers entered the
idea-generation phase by first coming up with a
name for her business. Considering the essentials
of what she wanted to do (i.e., helping parents in
her city find a sitter), she considered various ver-
bal connections and hit upon the new linguistic
combination, “Sittercity.” As Thiers developed her
business concept, she considered a number of dif-
ferent ideas for how to set up the Sittercity service.
She knew that there were existing agencies to help
parents find just the right babysitter, but those were
expensive and time-consuming. She began focus-
ing on how to provide such a service more cheaply
and efliciently, bur still with high quality. It was
clear from her personal experience in this domain
that parents were much more likely to hire a sit-
ter who was a college student; therefore, she knew
that she would require all sitters registered on her
site to be currently enrolled college students. It was
also clear to her that, even when an agency was
involved, parents would want to interview poten-
tial sitters. When expanding her Sittercity business
into new geographical areas, Thiers generated ideas
for many different ways to entice parents to join.
She offered movie tickets for referrals, interacted
with local mothers’™ groups, went on talk shows,
and offered “SpeedSitting” events to remove the
barrier of unfamiliarity with a new sitter.

Throughout the development of her busi-
ness, Thiers generated a broad range of ideas by
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considering her complex multiple goals and, per-
haps most importantly, by keeping the perspective
of parents and the perspective of her business needs
in mind simultaneously.

Learning Behaviors That Support
Stage Three

Because the creative goal has been defined,
Stage Three is a more targeted version of the activi-
ties that occurred at Stage One; like that earlier
stage, it requires challenging assumptions and
breaking out of cognitive routines. Theories of
transformational learning (Mezirow, 1990) lend
insight into learning behaviors that reinforce the
creative behaviors of seeing multiple perspectives,
exploring new connections, and embracing com-
plexity. Transformational learning is distinct from
technical learning—the acquisition of knowledge
and skills described in Stage Two. Technical learn-
ing, although potentially challenging and fruit-
ful, occurs in known spaces in answer to technical
problems. In contrast, transformational learning,
the highest level of learning (Bateson, 2002),
occurs in response to adaptive challenges—the dif-
ficult, frustrating problems that arise from unpre-
dictable breaks in routine. Globalization provides
many examples of these dilemmas as leaders strug-
gle to understand, manage, and inspire people from
different cultures, with different values, needs,
and priorities (Molinsky, 2013). Transformational
learning in creative endeavors means seeking infor-
mation that is not only new to the problem-solver
but novel in the given setting. Adapting ideas from
a different domain is a key source of creative con-
cepts, particularly for entrepreneurial ventures.
Certainly, neither the Internet nor babysitting were
new when Thiers developed Sittercity. The creative
act lay in using the power of one to serve an unmet
need in the other.

Although Thiers worked alone at that point, this
sort of recombination can be served by engaging
multiple actors from different disciplines to work
together toward a common goal. For example, in
a study of medical teams in Helenski, Engestrom
(1999) described how personnel from different
sites, with different levels of experience and author-
ity, were able to cross boundaries to redesign the
children’s healthcare model. Individuals had to
transform how they interacted across both hori-
zontal and vertical boundaries to gain multiple
perspectives, make new connections, and embrace
the complexity of understanding the experience of
care for children within their system.



Work Environment Influences at
Stage Three

Stage Three, idea generation, involves diver-
gent thinking to produce a large number and wide
variety of candidate ideas. Intrinsic motivation is
particularly important at this stage, and extrinsic
motivation can be particularly detrimental, because
the individual problem-solver must become deeply
engaged in the problem itself, exploring the pos-
sibilities that arise from new combinations of the
knowledge elements garnered in Stage Two.

That sort of deep engagement, sometimes expe-
rienced as “fHlow” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990), is more
likely when people have work that is optimally
challenging—neither so difficult that it is com-
pletely beyond their capabilities nor so easy that
they are bored. The implication is that managers
must allow for sufficient preparation in Stage Two
(or assign creative problem-solving projects to indi-
viduals with the optimal level of existing skills) so
that the individual is able to generate truly novel
ideas that are at least potentially useful.

One of the most supportive things that man-
agers can do at this stage is, essentially, to leave
people alone. Autonomy, a sense of control over
one’s own work and one’s own ideas, is central to
the divergent-thinking mindset. Research on the
exploratory phases of innovation processes has
shown that autonomy in both goals and supervi-
sion can lead to better team outcomes (McGrath,
2001). In some cases, this can require physically
separate spaces for work. For example, Steve Jobs
famously secluded his group at Apple as it was cre-
ating the first Macintosh; he even flew a pirate flag
over the building, as a symbol of the group’s differ-
ence from the rest of the organization.

This type of autonomy allows for creative people
to feel like originators of their work (De Charms,
1968), a belief that may be particularly important
for individuals who are drawn to entrepreneurship.
Unlike more traditional organizations, entrepre-
neurial ventures involve high levels of risk, but they
often afford more freedom to explore and experi-
ment. Ideally, these opportunities will be explicitly
valued by entrepreneurial leaders. They can accom-
plish this by clearly signaling that calculated risks
are encouraged, even though failure will often result.
Entrepreneurial leaders can also seck out the “small
wins” (Amabile & Kramer, 2011) that are inherent
in creative ideas by actively recognizing elements of
ideas that could be applied to the end product, even
if the idea as a whole must be abandoned; this orien-
tation toward learning from failure is crucial.

While allowing autonomy, leaders at all levels
should be sufficiently involved to encourage the
generation of a range of new ideas, from the incre-
mental to the radical. Moreover, in contemporary
business, most problems and opportunities are suf-
ficiently complex that few of them can be solved
or pursued by lone individuals—whether entrepre-
neurs or inventors within established firms. Ideally,
the collective intelligence (Woolley, Chabris,
Pentland, Hashmi, & Malone, 2010) of committed
individuals with deep, diverse expertise will have
been leveraged to come up with ideas to the identi-
fied problem. Working autonomously does not nec-
essarily mean working alone.

To keep the engine of new ideas cranking
long enough for really good ones to emerge, there
must be an atmosphere of openness inside the
organization, whether it is a three-person startup
or a 50,000-person conglomerate. The need for
openness in innovation has even redefined the
boundaries of what it means to be a firm. Many
organizations now draw on external expertise and
knowledge to supplement existing research and
development efforts (Chesbrough, 2006; Lakhani
& Panetta, 2007). There should be mechanisms for
considering new ideas by which leaders and col-
leagues welcome new solutions and hear out new
ideas. The work environment should be such that,
although not every idea can be accepted, every idea
will be respected enough to receive a fair hearing
(Edmondson, 1999a).

To best facilitate Stage Three work, managers
should keep the emphasis on intrinsic motivation
and, to the extent possible, avoid extrinsic motiva-
tors. As damaging as an environment of harshly
critical evaluation can be at Stage Two when people
are trying to learn new knowledge and skills, it can
be even more harmful at Stage Three when people
are trying to “be creative” in the purest sense of
the word. Similarly, competition with coworkers
who could have valuable information or useful
perspectives can undermine intrinsic motivation
(Deci et al., 1981); moreover, it can cut off access
to important stimuli for idea generation. Time
pressure can operate in this fashion, too. When
people are placed under deadlines for solving com-
plex problems, they will feel controlled, and their
intrinsic motivation will be undermined (Gardner,
2012)—especially if they don’t understand and
accept the urgency of the problem. At a practi-
cal level, unrealistic deadlines don’t allow people
the time to come up with many ideas (Amabile

et al., 1976).
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Finally, Stage Three thinking is particularly
vulnerable to bureaucratic red tape and rigid
routines—which can crop up quickly even in rela-
tively young companies. Ideally, the work environ-
ment will afford people easy access to materials,
colleagues, and information that could be help-
ful in stimulating divergent thought processes
(Amabile, 1996). For example, at the renowned
design firm IDEO, people expect that they may be
called on to participate in brainstorming sessions
for projects that are well outside their usual areas
of expertise, in the hope that they may stimulate
the process through their “outsider” perspectives
(Hargadon & Sutton, 1997). Indeed, anyone in the
firm feels free to ask anyone else to participate, and
it is considered an honor to be asked.

Stage Four: Idea Evaluation and
Implementation

The fourth stage of entreprencurial creativ-
ity includes two related but distinct elements—
idea evaluation and initial idea implementation.
(Full implementation of an idea is, strictly speak-
ing, innovation, not creativity [Amabile, 1988].)
Consideration of idea implementation drives the
efforts of idea evaluation. The goal is to determine
which of the newly-generated ideas is optimally
novel and useful for implementation in the current
business environment. Often, evaluation of ideas
leads to the realization that the most novel idea
is not the best fit for the current market situation,
competitive situation, or level of resources available.
Successful entrepreneurs have often adopted a “fast
failure” approach, which gives quick and objective
feedback to allow the entrepreneur to quickly eval-
uate many ideas. It is based on a rapid prototyping
model that involves investment in trial and error.
Many ideas are tested on a small scale before fully
committing resources (McGrath, 2001).

Stage Four is the stage at which ideas become
reality, or not. Perhaps more prominently than any
other, the fourth stage of entrepreneurial creativity
is often marked by a return to earlier stages and
trying again, with new understanding and sharp-
ened criteria. The problem-solver could reconsider
ideas from Stage Three that were not pursued,
generate new ideas, back up to gather additional
information, or even return to the beginning and
re-conceptualize the problem or opportunity.

Interestingly, the evaluation of an idea’s nov-
elty is usually quite straightforward. As long as
the problem-solver prepared adequately enough, it
is fairly easy to determine how different the idea
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is from what has been done before. It is the use-
fulness aspect of creative ideas that can present a
greater analytical and practical challenge. No mat-
ter how new and potentially useful it might be, if
a creative idea cannot be implemented within the
current environment, it is simply not useful. This
is evident in ideas that are “ahead of their time,”
such as Leonardo DaVinci’s helicopter' or Charles
Babbage’s 1837 analytical machine’. Both were
amazingly well thought-out, novel ideas, but the
technology, materials, and manufacturing pro-
cesses were simply not available to bring the ideas
to fruition—that is, to render them useful.

Even when the infrastructure exists to support
a novel idea, it may not become reality because the
organization, the industry, or the world may not be
prepared to change to the degree required to adopt
the new idea. The delay in the standardized use
of seatbelts (first invented in 1885, implemented
widely in the 1960s), and the lack of adoption of
the metric system in the United States are exam-
ples of useful ideas that stalled because people
were unwilling to change their habits. As these
examples show, it is often difficult to determine
a priori whether an idea will be within a given
environment.

Desired Behaviors for Evaluation and
Implementation

The demands of the fourth stage of entrepre-
neurial creativity require, again, a somewhat dif-
ferent set of behaviors from those required at earlier
stages: realistically analyzing the potential of the
various ideas, unbiased by passion for them; com-
municating the chosen idea clearly; non-defensively
gathering feedback on the idea’s potential; and
implementing the idea with a balance of speed and
attention to crucial details (Amabile, 1996; Dyer,
Gregersen, & Christensen, 2011).

Encouraged by her SBA advisors in the summer
of 2000, Genevieve Thiers fearlessly presented her
business idea to potential investors. Unfortunately,
in her own words, she got “laughed out of the
room” (Wasserman & Gordon, 2009, p. 3). These
investors saw the idea as little more than a babysit-
ter’s club, not a serious business endeavor. However,
rather than abandon the original idea, Thiers ana-
lyzed their reactions and realized that, as older men
with grown children, they actually had less exper-
tise in this particular marketplace than she did.

The feedback from these investors did, however,
lead Thiers to non-defensively realize that she had
to figure out how to get the service up and running



without relying on investors. This led her to re-enter
the creative process at the idea-generation stage.
Choosing from the ideas thus generated, she
recruited sitters by putting up posters in local col-
leges and holding recruiting events—including one
at an all-female college that attracted 150 students.
She held focus groups with parents to figure out
their willingness to pay and, with Ratner, devel-
oped a streamlined payment transfer process.

Thiers worked tirelessly to implement her ideas
quickly and assess their success as soon as possible.
Ratner remarked that “she has limitless energy and
a total lack of fear” (Wasserman & Gordon, 2009,
p. 7). Nonetheless, Thiers also paid careful atten-
tion to details. She monitored competitors’ web-
sites and adjusted her strategy as the competitive
signals became clearer. For example, she realized
how crucial it was to have information on her web-
site about safety, parents’ primary concern when
hiring sitters.

Because she had developed a system for carefully
tracking Sittercity’s membership rates daily, Thiers
got immediate feedback on the success of the ideas
she implemented, enabling her to discard failed ones
and quickly try something new. Moreover, when
she got unexpectedly positive feedback—such as
learning that media reporters, many of whom were
mothers, loved her company—she moved quickly
to build on the new opportunity. This led Thiers to
send press releases to a wide range of media and to
enthusiastically respond to requests for interviews.

Thiers’s fast failure approach of repeated itera-
tions through problem/opportunity identification,
preparation, idea generation, and evaluation/imple-
mentation allowed her to steadily and successfully
grow Sittercity. In 2004, Time magazine named
Sittercity one of the year’s “50 Coolest Websites.”
In 2005, Sittercity received a $500,000 investment
on favorable terms. By 2006, the company had
grown to include over 100,000 sitters and 11,000
registered parents. By 2013, the company had a
presence in more than 25 major cities in the United
States and had expanded to include pet care, senior
care, housekeepers, and tutoring services.

Learning Behaviors That Support
Stage Four

The fourth stage of creativity is a culmination
of the learning and creative efforts of the earlier
stages. The more creatively the problem space was
framed, the more expertise that was developed, and
the more ideas that were generated, the better the
chances of success at the evaluation/implementation

stage. The learning behaviors at this final stage are
more directed versions of those described in earlier
stages. In particular, idea evaluation relies heavily
on seeking, listening to, and applying feedback.

Not all feedback is equally useful. In a
meta-analysis of external feedback in learning situ-
ations, Kluger and DeNisi (1998) found that feed-
back is more effective when it builds on previous
iterations and provides correct information about
the current trial (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
Feedback on iterations can make a highly complex
and challenging task more manageable because it
scaffolds the learning process as that process moves
along(Eisenhardt& Tabrizi, 1995). Itdirects the pro-
cess toward specific, challenging goals (Latham &
Yukl, 1975) without overwhelming individuals
who are in the midst of learning how to better
judge the value of each iteration. Even when these
criteria are met, seeking feedback from others can
often be difficult because individuals do not want
to appear ignorant or admit to making mistakes
(Argyris, 1976; Edmondson, 1999a). However,
feedback from experimentation—that is, concrete
feedback from the work itself—provides an objec-
tive source of learning for the problem-solver that
can be easier to accept and discuss.

At times, even concrete feedback is ignored.
Because of the effort and success experienced to
even get to Stage Four, individuals are prone to
cling to ideas that simply don’t work. The effects
of this escalation of commitment are well docu-
mented (Brockner, 1992; Sleesman, Conlon,
McNamara, & Miles, 2012; Staw & Ross, 1989) in
that, once time and resources (“sunk costs”) have
been dedicated to a given course of action, indi-
viduals are vulnerable to “throwing good money
after bad” (Staw, 1981). The result can be an irra-
tional commitment of even more resources, rather
than “cutting one’s losses” (Arkes & Blumer, 1985).
The temptation to maintain a course of action is
strong, even in the face of clear evidence that it is
a bad idea.

For these reasons, it is crucial for problem-solvers,
including entrepreneurs, to respond non-defensively
to feedback from informed others. Critical reflec-
tion on “the basic premises that underlie think-
ing” (Mezirow, 1990) has been shown to facilitate
learning from feedback (Argyris, 1976; Senge,
1990). Learning is described as a cycle of action
and reflection (Argyris, 1976; Edmondson, 1999b),
and entrepreneurial ventures, in particular, are
action-oriented. The time and space for reflection
can seem like time away from ‘real work,” but it is
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important to take that time. O’Neil and Marsick
(1994) described how, by embedding pauses for
reflection within action, managers can gain insights
into the problems and situations at hand, as well as
their own learning patterns. This type of insight is
needed at all stages of creativity, but with the high
stakes involved in this final stage, it is especially
important and useful here.

Work Environment Influences
at Stage Four

As facilitative as passionate intrinsic motivation
for the ideas can be at Stage Three, it can become
something of a handicap at Stage Four. Here, indi-
viduals who came up with ideas need to dispas-
sionately evaluate them with a critical eye, choose
the most promising from among them, and cham-
pion that idea by communicating clearly and effec-
tively with others in the organization (Battilana &
Casciaro, 2013). This requires a combination of
intrinsic and synergistic extrinsic motivation.

Certain structural elements in the work envi-
ronment support the effective evaluation and
implementation of ideas. Clearly defined task
structures and mechanisms, such as review proce-
dures (Zollo & Winter, 2002), can be detrimen-
tal at Stage Three but now become much more
appropriate. They support competent performance,
and a sense of self-efficacy that boosts synergistic
extrinsic motivation, as discussed earlier. Providing
access to information through structured knowl-
edge processes can ensure coordination of activity
and availability of critical information at the time
of need (Lee & Choi, 2003).

In all but the smallest startup organizations,
more people are involved at Stage Four than at
any of the earlier stages, to ensure that the selected
ideas are fully vetted across multiple stakehold-
ers throughout the organization. This means that
wide cooperation and collaboration, helpful at
each stage of the creative process, are essential at
this stage. Often, that collaboration must be cul-
tivated by keeping key individuals informed and
involved throughout the process. In established
organizations, these individuals may be colleagues
in marketing and manufacturing; in entrepreneur-
ial startups, they may be venture capitalists or other
investors and partners. Buy-in of key stakeholders
can make all the difference in whether promising
ideas get implemented or wither away. And cultural
norms within the organization make all the differ-
ence in determining how those individuals interact
with the idea generators (Russell & Russell, 1992).
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The most helpful organizational norms are those
that combine an openness to new ideas with an
expectation that every idea will be constructively
challenged. This means that idea evaluators should
objectively and dispassionately focus on the mer-
its of the work itself (the pros and the cons) while
avoiding harshly critical evaluation that implies
incompetence on the part of the idea generators.

In the same vein, reactions to failure can make an
important difference. Managers should expect that,
as ideas are tested, a good number of them will be
found to be infeasible (Sitkin, 1992). If the culture is
one that views such occasions as learning opportuni-
ties, rather than opportunities for blame, idea gen-
erators will maintain their motivation to cycle back
through earlier stages of the creative process—or
move on to other creative problem-solving projects,
if the decision is made to end the current project
(McGrath, 2001). And such decisions do need to be
made at times. Although it is harmful for decision
makers to be wedded to the status quo, it is equally
harmful for them to implement new ideas with
insufficient regard to the organization’s capabilities
and the realities of the marketplace.

Sufficient resources for testing and refining ideas
are essential at this stage, and organizations need
processes for securing and quickly deploying these
resources. Other work environment factors can
have a direct positive effect on intrinsic and syner-
gistic extrinsic motivation. If there is a truly urgent
need for a solution or workable idea, that realis-
tic time pressure can actually augment intrinsic
motivation—as long as the problem-solvers under-
stand the urgency and are protected from extraneous
demands so they can focus on the project (Ohly &
Fritz, 2009). Genuine urgency can lend great
meaning to the work (Amabile & Kramer, 2011).
Sometimes that urgency arises because a competi-
tor firm is attempting to create a product to capture
the same market. Although internal competition
among coworkers can undermine intrinsic moti-
vation and creativity, competition with outside
organizations can add to the cohesion and intrinsic
motivation of problem-solving teams.

Most broadly, the organizational work environ-
ment should be one where people at all levels care
about birthing and developing new ideas. Even con-
tentious debate over the novelty, feasibility, and ulti-
mate value of new ideas is preferable to bland apathy.

Future Directions
Both managers and researchers still have much
to learn about entrepreneurial creativity. Our



exploration of the process of entrepreneurial cre-
ativity suggests several avenues for future investi-
gations into how learning can serve creativity and
innovation. We believe that, just as open innova-
tion has redefined organizational boundaries,
the boundaries of workplace learning should be
expanded. The entrepreneurial stories we presented
demonstrate that new ideas and creative insights
are not bound by time or location. Because learn-
ing involves making new connections to break
from old ways of thinking, it can and does occur
both within and outside of work. In fact, the learn-
ing that occurs outside of work may be more useful
than the formal training and job development that
occurs within the constraints of the workplace.

Organizations benefit, and should therefore
support, learning outside of work, even when
it is not related to the employee’s primary work
role. Because learning outside of work is primar-
ily voluntary, autonomous, and intrinsically moti-
vated, only barriers of time and resources remain.
These are barriers that organizations are designed
to overcome. Research on non-workplace learning
that enhances performance at work can help direct
resources toward activities that naturally lever-
age intrinsic motivation in service of workplace
innovation.

Future research on the joy of achievement also
has the potential to leverage intrinsic motivation to
serve entrepreneurial efforts in startups and estab-
lished firms. Stages Two and Four of the creative
process can be arduous, often involving repeated
failure. Recent work on the power of progress,
including incremental progress (small wins)
(Amabile & Kramer, 2011), has shown that prog-
ress in meaningful work is a powerful motivator
and boosts positive affect. This means that ardu-
ous tasks can become self-motivating and satisfy-
ing if progress remains salient. Viewing creativity,
learning, and performance through the lens of the
progress principle could enlighten researchers and
managers about how to enhance both employee
work life and performance.

Other research could address environmental
conditions that target cognitive rather than moti-
vational processes. Triggering the creative process
requires some change in thinking or behavior that
allows entrepreneurs to notice things others miss
and to realize the potential of new ideas. Future
research could examine the types of triggers that
tend to spark the entrepreneurial creative process,
as well as behaviors in which entrepreneurs could
engage to be more aware of triggers. For example,

facilitated reflection has been shown to guide
people toward challenging underlying assump-
tions (Argyris, 1983; O’Neil & Marsick, 1994).
This raises research questions about the possibil-
ity for self-directed reflection that might enhance
the learning of individuals and teams and thus
enable them to more readily break out of cognitive
routines.

Individual differences may also play an impor-
tant role in the processes we have explored. Given
the strong psychological forces of cognitive rou-
tines and sunk costs, tremendous effort is required
to begin and to continue the experimental mindset
required for creative entrepreneurship. Although
confidence enhances the likelihood of tackling
transformational challenges, it may quickly lead
to overconfidence in one’s ability to evaluate the
solutions to those challenges (Judge, Erez, & Bono,
1998). Research has shown that self-efficacy may,
in fact, exacerbate the tendency to hold on to
bad ideas (Bragger, Hantula, Bragger, Kirnan, &
Kutcher, 2003; Garland, 1990). Because learning
enhances self-eflicacy and tends to embed people
in routines (at least initially), it may be impossible
to objectively evaluate one’s own work, raising the
stakes on making creativity a collaborative process.
Ideally, future research will address the under-
explored issue of self-evaluation in the creative
process.

Conclusion

Creativity is hard. But it is hard at different
points in the process for different reasons. Breaking
out of routine thinking to identify truly interest-
ing problems or opportunities requires intrinsic
motivation and creativity-relevant skills that are
supported by an open, learning-oriented mindset.
Understanding a given domain deeply and widely
requires learning domain-relevant skills that can
be supported by access to expert knowledge and
any other environmental factors that facilitate
steady, meaningful progress. Intrinsic motivation
and creativity-relevant skills are most important
when taking the risk to generate new and useful
ideas. Successfully validating a new idea and com-
municating its value depends on yet another set
of skills, including dispassionately understanding
the perspectives of stakeholders. Motivating the
appropriate behaviors at each stage of creativity
involves a nuanced understanding of the power of
both intrinsic and synergistic extrinsic motivation,
and especially how they may be used together to
reinforce rather than undermine each other. This
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understanding must then actually be applied to
the work environment, with leaders modeling the
behaviors they hope to inspire.

As difficult as it may be, creativity is also highly
rewarding. In this chapter, we deconstructed the
stages of creativity to reveal the underlying learn-
ing behaviors that support creative problem solving
and the work environments that can motivate—or
demotivate—it. By establishing these facilitating
environments, entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial
leaders in established firms can help people push
through the frustration to engage in genuine

breakthrough thinking.

Notes

1. “Leonardo da Vinci’s helicopter is a world renowned
example of his ability to think centuries ahead of his
time. It is the first known drawing of any helicopter-like
machine... The design was drawn in 1493, 450 years
earlier than an actual helicopter would take to the
air.”—Leonardo Da Vinci’s Inventions. http://www.
leonardodavincisinventions.com/inventions-for-flight/
leonardo-da-vinci-helicopter/

2. Charles Babbage developed the principle of the Analytical
Engine, which was the world’s first computer and could
be programmed to solve a wide variety of logical and
computational problems.—Charles Babbage and Henry
P. Babbage. (1889/2010). Babbage’s Calculating Engines.

England: Cambridge University Press.
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CHAPTER

Pamela Tierney

An Identity Perspective on Creative
Action in Organizations

Abstract

role identity, motivation

The chapter explores a number of ways in which the self-concept of identity holds relevance for
our understanding of creative engagement in work settings. Relying on research streams from both
social identity theory and identity theory, the chapter addresses possible implications that four
presiding identity types—personal, relational, collective, and role—may have for pertinent issues
such as creativity motivational patterns and creativity forms. In addition, the chapter considers
identity-related tenets such as multilevel effects, cross-level effects, and inclusivity as possible ways
of understanding the nuances and complexities that surround creative engagement in work settings.
The relevance of identities and identity-relevant elements for the broader constructs of innovation
and entrepreneurship are also briefly addressed.

Key Words: creativity, identity, self-concept, personal identity, relational identity, collective identity,

Introduction

It has become increasingly apparent that inno-
vation is a performance realm that can afford
organizations greater effectiveness and competi-
tiveness through the generation of novel and useful
products and processes (Baer & Oldham, 2006).
Serving as a first and necessary step in the innova-
tion process (Amabile, 1988), the topic of creativity
has generated a strong and growing field of dedi-
cated research (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004).
The story of whether and how creative behavior
emerges and is maintained in organizational con-
texts is inherently complex, and there is a need to
identify constructs that lend themselves to greater
understanding of the dynamics around creativity
in work settings.

Albert, Ashforth, and Dutton (2000) addressed
identity as a core self-concept, describing it as a
“root” and “versatile” construct that can serve as a
valuable tool for “theoretical development and rev-
elation” in relation to a number of organizational

and employee-level phenomena. Further, Drazin,
Glynn, and Kazanjian, (1999) suggested that the
concept of identity may prove useful for under-
standing the intricate patterns and levels of the
means by which employees are drawn to creative
engagement. As a construct, identity exists at mul-
tiple levels and orientations (Brewer & Gardner,
1996; Brickson, 2000). As individuals, we simul-
taneously hold multiple identities and are informed
by frames of reference evoked by these identities
(Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Drazin et al. (1999)
stated that such multiplicity and sensemaking are
critical to an adequate understanding of creative
engagement in work contexts.

The purpose of this chapter is to explore the
question: How might the self-concept of identity help
us understand the intricacies of creative engagement
in work settings? Given the complexity and per-
vasiveness of identity, the construct may provide
a natural and integrated means for understand-
ing employee’s propensity to engage in creative
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action. In particular, the chapter considers the
impact of the multilevel nature of identity in terms
of creativity-related motivation, as well as the
types of creativity that different modes of iden-
tity might initiate. The rich nature of identity as
a concept also permits some exploration of central
dynamics such as identity inclusiveness, multi-
level effects, and cross-level effects that may shed
some light on employees’ willingness to partake
in creative endeavors. The relevance of identities
and identity-relevant elements for the broader con-
structs of innovation and entrepreneurship are also

briefly addressed.

Identity and Creative Action

Notions of identity formulation stem from two
distinct streams of literature and theory, social
identity theory (cf. Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Hogg,
1996) and identity theory (cf. Burke, 1980; Stryker,
1968, 1980). Although these approaches are simi-
lar in that they focus on active self-definition and
the social nature of such definition, they rely on
different foundations for identity formulation
and maintenance (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995).
Social identity theory stems from the field of social
psychology and builds on the notion of social
classification or membership and an individual’s
associated value and significance stemming from
memberships (Tajfel, 1978). Such memberships
are self-defining in the sense that the attributes
of relevant categories are subsumed by the indi-
vidual and become part of who they are as a per-
son. Much of the focus on social identity theory
has been on intragroup and intergroup behavior
and the impact of identity on such behavior. Three
levels and forms of identity—personal, relational,
and collective—are commonly considered under
the framework of social identities that vary in
terms of their importance to the individual (Hogg
et al., 1995).

Identity theory has a sociology-based founda-
tion stemming from symbolic interactionism, a
perspective positing that social interactions give
rise to symbolic meanings which in turn influence
action (McCall & Simmons, 1978). Identity theory
focuses on a form of identity defined in terms of
specific roles, as well as the social interpretations
and meanings attached to these roles (Burke, 1991;
Stryker, 1980; 1987). Whereas the basic intent of
social identity theory is to understand group-related
behavior, the intent of identity theory is to under-
stand behavior as it relates to roles and the social
construction of those roles. Like social identity

theory, identity theory views the self as multifac-
eted, but approaches the subject in terms of the
multiple roles in which people find themselves in
the course of their life, not in terms of the multiple
social categories in which they are embedded. Like
social identity theory, identity theory recognizes a
hierarchical structure to the organization of iden-
tities in terms of their meaning to the individual.
Role identities are considered in terms of their
“salience” or importance to the individual, with
more salient identities likely to elicit the enactment
of role-appropriate behaviors that, in turn, provide
a sense of self-worth and well-being (Callero, 1985).

Both broad identity approaches recognize the
motivational nature of identity as a self-concept
and its influence on cognitive and behavioral mani-
festations. Despite their differences in nature, both
identity frames, as well as their respective identity
self-concepts, hold relevance for creativity in work
contexts. When identities become cognitively or
psychologically salient, a form of structuration is
evoked in which identity-relevant values become
evident, goals and motivations are elicited, behav-
ioral strategies are designed, and all are organized
or aligned toward behavior that is consistent with
the relevant identity (Drazin et al., 1999). Such
processes support creative engagement, and as
a result, creative performance outcomes should
emerge (Drazin et al., 1999).

Personal Identity and Creativity

The personal identity orientation perspective
focuses on how individuals see themselves in terms
of characteristics, abilities, interests, and traits that
distinguish them from other individuals (Brewer &
Gardner, 1996; Tajfel & Turner, 1985). The basis
of self-definition for a personal identity is intrap-
ersonal assessment of one’s own traits (e.g., skills,
attributes) and comparison of these traits to those
of others. Such an orientation is considered to be
the independent self. The goal in establishing a per-
sonal identity is discerning how one is unique, or
better, relative to others in the relevant social con-
text (Brewer, 1991; Flynn, 2005).

Jaussi, Randel, and Dionne (2007) suggested
that individuals can possess a creative personal
identity, representing a sense of self tied to being
a creative person in general. Their study found
that employees bringing greater cross-application
of non-work experiences to their work activities
tended to be rated higher for creative performance
when they also possessed a stronger creative per-
sonal identity. Consistent with an individualized
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identity orientation, someone with a creative per-
sonal identity would view themselves as possessing
a constellation of creativity-relevant skills, attri-
butes, and interests that define them in a unique
way as a creative individual. In addition, they
would be more likely to value creative action and to
have goals that center on creative activities.

Relational Identity and Creativity

Relational-based identity stems from “assimi-
lating with significant others” (Brewer & Gardner,
1996) and reflects those aspects of the self that are held
in common with relationship partners (Sedikides &
Brewer, 2001). In contrast to personal identity, for
which the goal is to differentiate oneself, relational
identity is about determining ways in which one
is similar to relevant individuals. The sense of self
stemming from a relational identity is referred to as
the interpersonal self (Brewer & Gardner, 1996) or
the interdependent self (Markus & Kitayama,
1991) because one’s self-definition is explicitly linked
with the relational partner. In a general sense, the val-
ues, norms, and expectations defining the relation-
ship determine whether creativity will be a behavioral
pattern in which the dyad partners engage.

In organizational contexts, sense of relational
identity often revolves around identity with one’s
supervisor (Sluss & Ashforth, 2008). A relational
construct that lends itself to both identity and
creativity concerns is leader-member exchange
(LMX), a role-based relationship between super-
visor and employee that is characterized by nego-
tiated role expectations for the dyad incumbents
(Graen & Scandura, 1987). One study (Tierney,
2005), exploring LMX and employee identity,
found that high-LMX employees possessed both a
strong relational identity with their supervisor and
a strong identity for being creative in their work
role. In addition, prior work (Dunegan, Tierney, &
Duchon, 1992) found that high-LMX employees
tend to view creativity and innovation as valued
behaviors in their work context. Combined, these
two studies suggest that because high-LM X employ-
ees consider creative behavior as a role-appropriate
behavior for their high-quality relationship, as their
identity with the relationship develops, so does
their sense that being creative is a core part of who
they are as an employee. Therefore, it is not surpris-
ing that a number of studies (e.g., Scott & Bruce,
1994; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999; Van Dyne,
Jehn, & Cummings, 2002) have linked involve-
ment in high-quality LMX dyads with a higher
incidence of employee creative performance.

Collective Identity and Creativity

Similar to relational identity, collective identity
is a form of social classification by which an indi-
vidual defines himself or herself in terms of a group
such as a team, department, or organization. The
basis for self-definition of a collective identity is
assimilation and the degree to which the individual
is similar to the target collective (Hogg & Abrams,
1993). Individuals are drawn to certain groups, or
identify with these groups, because they provide
them a means of self-enhancement and uncer-
tainty reduction (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Hogg &
Abrams, 1993). Self-enhancement is achieved
through the bolstering of self-esteem derived from
membership in a group that is positively distinct
from other groups (Haslam, Powell, & Turner,
2000; Hogg & Terry, 2000). Uncertainty reduc-
tion is achieved by establishing and validating
one’s subjective sense of self within the context
of a broader group (Hogg & Terry, 2000). When
individuals identify with a collective, they internal-
ize the goals and norms that define the collective
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989). From a creativity per-
spective, a collective identity would, in general,
prompt creativity when the collective’s goals and
behavioral expectations align with and require cre-
ative action.

A small number of studies have focused on
the relevance of collective identity for creativity.
For example, one study (Paulsen, Maldonaldo,
Callan, & Ayoko, 2009) detected that charis-
matic leaders enabled research and development
(R&D) team innovation by fostering team iden-
tity among the work group members. A series of
studies conducted by Adarves-Yorno and col-
leagues adopted a social identity perspective to
understand how collective identity influences
individuals’ judgments of creativity. Their first
two studies (Adarves-Yorno, Postmes, & Haslam,
2006, 2007) determined that when individu-
als held a salient social identity with their group,
their perception of what constituted creativity in
a product or idea tended to be more conservative
if their group was characterized by a prominent
conservatism norm. Moreover, within groups in
which social identity was strong, individual cre-
ators were received more favorably if they reflected
the group’s norm regarding creativity (e.g., more or
less conservative). A third study (Adarves-Yorno,
Haslam, & Postmes, 2008) detected a pattern con-
sistent with the in-group versus out-group dynamic
typical of the self-categorization aspect of social
identity theory whereby products generated by the
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focal group were rated as significantly more cre-
ative than the creative products of other groups if
social identity was strong.

Another study (Cohen-Meitar, Carmeli, &
Waldman, 2009) found that an employee’s sense
of identity with their organization led to higher
levels of organizational identification, which trig-
gered a greater sense of vitality, positive regard, and
organization-based self esteem, all of which linked
positively to employee creativity. A comparable
study (Hirst, van Dick, & van Knippenberg, 2009)
examining creativity and identity at the collective
level of teams determined that R&D employees
who reported a strong identification with their team
tended to put forth more creative effort and to have
higher creative performance. The authors noted that
because norms and values for creative activity are
quite high in R&D teams, employees who have an
internalized sense of identity with the team will be
more inclined to put forth the effort as a means of
contributing to the group and meeting their norma-
tive expectations. The stronger the collective iden-
tity, the more the individual will view himself or
herself as representative of the collective and will-
ingly assimilate in terms of normative behavior
(which in this case was creative behavior).

Role Identity and Creativity

The premise for the concept of role identity is that
individuals relate in varying degrees to a myriad of
roles and may use their connection with these roles
as a means of self-definition (McCall & Simmons,
1978). As with identity types based on social iden-
tity theory, the literature on role identity recognizes
the social nature of identity. The main difference
is that, unlike social identity theory identities, in
which the focal individual is directly comparing or
relating to other social entities according to their
attributes and qualities as a method of identity for-
mulation, the individual sense of identity in role
identity theory is influenced by the socially derived
roles as well as external expectations and feedback
related to those roles (Riley & Burke, 1995).

Petkus (1996) introduced the concept of role
identity in relation to creativity. He noted that
individuals experience a strong positive affect with
creative role identity in the sense that they like
to think of themselves, and like others to think
of them, in terms of fulfilling a creativity-related
role. Farmer, Tierney, and Kung-McIntyre (2003)
applied the concept of creative role identity to the
workplace, describing the self-concept as the extent
to which the role of being a creative employee is

part of an individual’s self-identity. They found,
in general, that employees with stronger creative
role identities tended to be rated higher in terms of
creative performance. Additional work (Tierney &
Farmer, 2011) found that creative role identity
influences creative self-efficacy over time such that
employees become more confident that they can be
creative in their work when they have a salient cre-
ative role identity. Another study (Wang & Cheng,
2009) found that benevolent leadership had a
positive association with creative performance for
employees with stronger creative role identities.
Janssen (2003) offered an interesting insight into
the implications of creativity-related role identity,
noting that employees holding such a strong role
identity may encounter conflict with coworkers
because they have opted to identify more with the
creative role than with their collective work group.

Identity and Motivational Patterns
for Creativity

Because sense of identity is a motivational force,
it should prove useful in understanding how vari-
ous identity types may, or may not, elicit employees’
engagement toward creative behavior. The tradi-
tional view of considering motivation has focused
on the two general forms, intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation. Intrinsic motivation is present when
people engage in a task or behavior of their own
volition because they inherently enjoy the activ-
ity and find it interesting for its own sake. In con-
trast, extrinsic motivation is at play when someone
engages in a task or behavior for external reasons.

Although intrinsic motivation, by nature, is
an autonomous state, self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1985) suggests that extrinsic moti-
vation can be differentiated into four types, which
exist along a continuum reflecting greater or lesser
degrees of external control and corresponding types
of regulation (Gagne & Deci, 2005). These forms
of extrinsic motivation vary in nature according to
the extent to which the values, attitudes, and regu-
latory structures corresponding to the focal behav-
ior are “internalized” by the employee. In identity
terms, internalization depicts the extent to which
the person assumes the identity as part of who they
are. Highly internalized identities are strong and
psychologically salient in terms of influence. The
internalization aspect, Gagne & Deci (2005) sug-
gest, is similar in that a high level of internalization
involves assumption of the attributes associated
with a certain type of task behavior (e.g., values,
attitudes) as part of who the person is.
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Gagne and Deci (2005) reported that external
regulation motivation is driven purely by exter-
nal contingencies and depicts no internalization.
Introjected regulation is considered to be a mod-
erately controlled mode of motivation in that the
individual feels pressured to engage simply because
of self-worth or ego needs but not because of any
internalization. Identified regulation is considered a
moderately autonomous motivation state in which
the person connects with the value attached to a
behavior because the value corresponds in some
manner to his or her personal goals and identities.
"The most autonomous form of extrinsic motivation
is integrated regulation, in which individuals feel
that the behavior is so integrally linked to other
aspects of their self (e.g., values, interests, identi-
ties) that they view the behavior, itself, as a core
part of who they are as a person. In addition, the
identity literature suggests a number of identifica-
tion motives (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010), as well
as motivation patterns aligned with social identity
processes (Ellemers, De Gilder, Haslam, 2004),
that may underlie whether or not an employee is
driven to be creative in his or her work.

According to Cooper and Thatcher (2010), peo-
ple with a salient personal identity or individual
orientation consider themselves “unique and differ-
ent” and, as a result, tend to engage in activities
that reflect independence and are “diverse and not
particularly mainstream” (p. 520). The case might
be made that individuals with a strong personal
identity are more motivated, in general, to seck
out creative opportunities as a means of differen-
tiating themselves. When an individual possesses
a core personal identity around creativity, a strong
motivational orientation is elicited for affirming
and validating the sense of identity as a creative
person (Jaussi et al., 2007), and an associated pat-
tern of activity should emerge that will facilitate
and ensure that successful engagement in creativity
takes place.

Using the self-determination theory motiva-
tional framework, an argument could be made for
a creative personal identity motivational pattern
for creativity that depicts both the intrinsic motiva-
tion and the integrated regulation form of extrin-
sic motivation. As noted earlier, individuals with
a strong creative personal identity should possess
skills, values, and interests that align with creativ-
ity (Jaussi et al., 2007). Holding a personal identity
elicits a strong motivation for fulfilling self-interest
(Brewer & Gardner, 1996), so it is likely that indi-
viduals with a creative personal identity will derive

a sense of inherent enjoyment and fulfillment from
conducting creativity tasks because such tasks pro-
vide a vehicle for self-expression, consistent with
intrinsic motivation. In addition, when a personal
identity is tied to creativity, the act of creativ-
ity would closely correspond to the other aspects
of the self, such as creativity-related values and
interests, such that the behavioral manifestation
of creativity would become internalized as another
corresponding facet of the self. Further, because
individuals with a personal identity orientation
seek both self-enhancement, the drive to see one-
self as superior to others (Hogg, Terry, & White
1995), and self-consistency, the drive to see oneself
as consistent across situations (Swann, Pelham &
Krull, 1989), (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010), it is
more likely that they will be motivated to main-
tain creative engagement across time, contexts, and
circumstances.

The motivation pattern for creativity among
those with a strong relational identity will be dic-
tated by the needs of the dyad and the expecta-
tions of the relational partner (Brewer & Gardner,
1996). Because engagement in targeted activities
may serve as a means of developing relationships
(Cooper & Thatcher, 2010), individuals with a
propensity to establish a relational identity may
engage in creative behavior as a means of making
themselves more attractive to potential dyad part-
ners who value creativity. In terms of established
relationships, if creative action is expected by the
dyad partner, or if engagement in creativity is
required for the welfare of the relationship, an indi-
vidual with a strong relational identity will be more
inclined to seek creative opportunities. Because
individuals with a relational orientation are driven
by motives of uncertainty reduction and person-
alized belongingness (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010),
creative engagement might be used as a means by
which they add value to the dyad and ensure their
place in the relationship. In order to understand
the creativity potential of someone with a strong
relational identity, we would need to consider the
parameters of the dyadic relationship and whether
creative action might play a role there.

From a self-determination theory perspective,
the creativity motivational pattern of someone
with a relational orientation would not be one
of intrinsic motivation, because creative engage-
ment is elicited by the needs and expectations
of the relational partner and not necessarily by
the individual’s inherent interest or enjoyment in
creative tasks. One could make an argument for
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three of the extrinsic motivation types depend-
ing on how salient the relational identity is for
the individual and the reasons underlying the
interpersonal connection. In a situation in which
the relational identity is not particularly strong
but the relationship does serve some instrumen-
tal purpose for the individual, engagement in
creative behavior would be dictated by the indi-
vidual’s offering of outcomes the partner values,
reflecting the external regulation form of extrinsic
motivation. If the individual does not necessar-
ily value creative behavior for its own sake but
creative engagement would bring about a sense
of worth or ego fulfillment in contributing to
the relationship, the extrinsic motivation form
is introjected regulation. In the case in which the
sense of relational identity is more salient and the
individual places a stronger value on the dyad’s
maintenance, if he or she believes that creativ-
ity is key to that maintenance, the motivation for
creative engagement is of the identified regula-
tion form. Although creativity is not valued for
its own sake, it is of value to the individual in
that it facilitates achievement of the critical goal
of maintaining the quality of the relationship.

Because one of the presiding goals stemming
from a relational identity orientation is to con-
tribute to the welfare of the dyad member, it also
represents prosocial motivation (Grant, 2007).
Grant (2008) acknowledged the extrinsic nature
of prosocial motivation, stating that it is driven
either by introjected regulation, whereby the indi-
vidual seeks to help others in order to “avoid guilt
and protect self-esteem,” or by identified regula-
tion driven by the desire to fulfill “core values and
identities” (p. 49).

The creativity motivational pattern for an iden-
tity with collectives, such as one’s team or organi-
zation, should parallel in some respects that of the
relational identity pattern in the sense that both are
driven by the norms and expectations of the other
(i.e., collective). On one hand, it could be argued
that a collective identity may involve the two most
extrinsically controlled modes of motivation for
creativity suggested by self-determination theory.
Given that individuals holding a salient identity
for a specific collective will follow the collective’s
norms and directives as a means of maintaining
membership, creativity motivation may be exter-
nally regulated when it is mandated by the collec-
tive as a requirement for membership. Likewise,
an argument might also be made for the inzro-
Jjected regulation form of motivation for creativity,

in which the individual internalizes the need for
creative engagement but only as a means of feel-
ing worthy to be part of the collective. Although
the latter motivation would be considered a form of
prosocial motivation, as suggested by Grant (2008),
its intent is driven by a sense of external pressure
or obligation from the collective. In these two sce-
narios, creative action is initiated and maintained
only when the collective dictates it, not because
the individual inherently values or enjoys creative
activities, nor because such activity is congruent
with a personal goal for creative achievement.

On the other hand, it may be the case that the
creativity motivation for someone with a collective
identity falls more along the lines of identified requ-
lation. Although this form of motivation involves
identifying with the value of a behavior as a means
of achieving self-goals (Gagne & Deci, 2005), if the
individual highly identifies with the collective and
the collective highly values creativity, engagement
in creativity might be congruent with permitting
the individual to achieve the valued personal goal
of being a contributing member of the collective.

Ellemers et al. (2004) also made a case for the
possibility that a collective identity may lead to the
integrated regulation mode of motivation for cre-
ativity. They suggested that as the sense of identity
with a collective becomes stronger over time, the
highly identifying individuals will begin to inter-
nalize the collective’s goals and assume them as
their own. In a case in which the collective is cre-
ativity oriented, the individual may likely feel more
volitional in terms of creative action, sensing an
autonomous and natural pursuit of creativity goals.

In addition, creative successes may enhance a
collective’s status in the broader context. Because
a goal of a collective identity is to enhance the
status of the collective as a means of enhancing
one’s own sense of esteem, identifying individu-
als may be more motivated to face creative chal-
lenges (Hirst, van Dick, et al., 2009). The degree
to which the individual has the opportunity to be
associated with a collective that is distinguished
from other collectives on relevant dimensions (e.g.,
creative performance) may also enhance the extent
to which creative activity is motivated behavior.
These two patterns of creativity motivation are also
consistent with the identification motives of uncer-
tainty reduction and depersonalized belongingness
that underlie a collectivist orientation (Cooper &
Thatcher, 2010).

Adherence to the collective’s norms and expec-
tations, for or against creative involvement, is a
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way of establishing the stability of membership
in the collective and avoiding uncertainty regard-
ing self-identity in the broader context. Unlike a
personal identity, which orients one to establish
individual uniqueness, and relational identity,
which moves one to personalized belongingness,
collective identity is associated with a drive for
depersonalized belongingness in which one seeks
to establish how one is similar to the collective
(Cooper & Thatcher, 2010). In seeking to embody
the “prototype” of the collective, individuals will
disengage from the aspects of their self that define
them as unique and embrace those personal aspects
that permit them to be seen as one with the collec-
tive (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Such a depersonaliza-
tion motive is relevant for creative engagement in
the sense that an individual who is naturally ori-
ented toward creative endeavors may disassociate
from these tendencies if the collective is not prone
to creative engagement. In contrast, someone who
is not necessarily creatively inclined may develop
values and extend efforts in this regard if they iden-
tify with a collective that has a reputation and pat-
tern of creativity.

Because role identity reflects an internalized set
of role expectations, the more psychologically cen-
tral the role, the greater will be the motivation to
engage in role-specific behaviors (Markus & Wurf,
1987). Therefore, the basic drive underlying role
identity stems from the parameters of the targeted
role and the role-specific activities that are dictated
by the role. Because role identities are informed
by both introspection and contextual feedback
(Riley & Burke, 1995), the motivational pattern
for creative engagement would be shaped by how
relevant others, as well as the individual, interpret
the role and the individual’s capacity to fulfill the
role. Petkus (1996) framed creative role identity
as a motivating drive that elicits creative role per-
formances. Farmer et al. (2003) further suggested
that because individuals for whom a creative role
identity is salient find creative activities particularly
meaningful and a central means of self-verification,
they will be more motivated to engage in creative
activities in their work.

The contextual and self-reflective bases for role
identity make for a potentially complex moti-
vational mapping for creative work. In certain
respects, the motivational pattern reflects a fair
degree of external regulation because role expecta-
tions are being determined, in part, by members
of the work context. Some of the motivation also
stems from the need to receive role support from

the individual’s social context—to have relevant
others verify and confirm for the individual that
they are, in fact, a creative worker. Such a motive
aligns with self-determination theory’s notion of
introjected regulation, whereby the motivation for
creativity is associated with ego involvement and
the employee’s need to maintain a certain level of
self-esteem and verification. On the other hand,
role identity also entails a fair amount of intro-
spection and self-input involving the individual’s
self-assessment of role-related skills, attributes,
and former modes of behavior and success. In this
regard, for individuals with a strong creative role
identity, creative engagement may be quite consis-
tent with their personal goals and values, indicative
of an identified regulation motivation mode. To the
degree that the individual has thoroughly internal-
ized the role of being a creative employee, creative
action at work may be seen as volitional and a core
part of who the person is, which would reflect an
integrated regulation form of motivation.

An interesting paradox around motivation
might exist for employees with the latter moti-
vation pattern, however. Research suggests that
the more central a creative role identity is to an
employee, the greater the employee’s interest in
protecting that identity. Farmer et al. (2003)
reported that employees with the strongest creative
role identities—the ones who were most likely to
have internalized the role of being creative as part
of their core self-concept—were the least likely
to exhibit creativity in their jobs if they felt that
such action was not valued by the work context.
They explain this counterintuitive finding by sug-
gesting that rather than permitting their creative
efforts, and by association their sense of self, to
be dismissed by the organization, strong creative
role identity employees would refrain from creative
engagement as a means to protect their self-valued
sense of identity.

Identity and Creativity Types

Consideration of identity might also be useful
in understanding the types of creativity to which
different identity forms might be drawn. Unsworth
(2001) proposed that we consider the nature of
creativity along two dimensions: (1) whether the
problem of concern has been personally discovered
(open) or has been recognized by others and pre-
sented to the individual for solving (closed), and
(2) whether creativity engagement is self-deter-
mined (internally driven) or externally imposed
(externally driven). Accordingly, combinations of
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these two elements point to four types of creativ-
ity: expected (open problem/externally driven), pro-
active (open problem/internally driven), responsive
(closed problem/externally driven), and contribu-
tory (closed problem, internally driven).

Because individuals with a salient creative
personal identity view themselves as possessing a
repertoire of creativity-related skills, values, and
personal traits (Jaussi et al., 2007), they should
seek out opportunities to innovate as a means of
self-validation. If the drive of personal identity is
to differentiate and establish oneself (Brewer &
Gardner, 1996), then those possessing a creative
personal identity might seek creativity opportu-
nities that permit them to clearly stand out from
others and establish themselves as a creative exem-
plar. As noted eatlier, relative to the other iden-
tity types, it is likely that their drive for creative
engagement is more internal because of their
underlying motive of defining themselves in terms
of creativity and also the fact that they are more
likely to seek out creative opportunities because
they enjoy them. Furthermore, since a personal
identity elicits motives to distinguish oneself from
others, efforts in these areas where the potential
to stand out as a creative contributor may be the
greatest.

If we consider Unsworth’s four creativity types,
we might say that the proactive form carries the
greatest responsibility, as well as the greatest poten-
tial for acknowledgement and validation for the
creator. Not only does this creativity type require
extending efforts to scan the environment for
potentially damaging problems that others have
yet to realize, but there is also the added respon-
sibility of generating novel solutions to those prob-
lems. Such parameters present the potential for the
greatest risk but also the greatest payoff in terms of
distinguishing oneself from others on the basis of
creativity. Therefore, it seems likely that proactive
creativity may hold great appeal for those with a
creative personal identity. Secondary to proactive
creativity, contributory creativity would be a likely
pattern as well. Although contributory creativity
entails addressing identified problems that some-
one else has discovered, the fact that one needs to
step forward and volunteer to solve the problem
when others might not be able or willing to, would
still hold appeal to those possessing a strong cre-
ative identity, because the opportunity for distin-
guishing oneself as creative is still present.

In terms of Unsworth’s typology, the driver for
creativity associated with a relational orientation

would initially seem to be external in that it is
shaped by the expectations and needs of the dyad
partner. The individual with a strong relational
identity does not necessarily have an inherent drive
to seek out creative opportunities for their own
sake or personal creative fulfillment. In this sense,
expected or responsive creativity would be likely pat-
terns to see in these relational conditions. When
the dyad partner brings general issues or specific
problems to the attention of the relational identi-
fier to be addressed, the individual would respond
as a means of serving the partner or the relation-
ship. However, it is also possible that under con-
ditions in which the dyad is compromised or in
jeopardy, the identifier may take more initiative
and voluntarily address specific problems or be
on the lookout for potential threats to resolve. In
these cases, the dyad member may assume more
engagement aligned with proactive or contributory
creativity. Furthermore, because relational identity
elicits compliance with dyad-specific roles (Sluss &
Ashforth, 2008), if one dyad member is designated
the role of innovator or creative problem-solver, we
might expect to see either proactive or contribu-
tory creativity fall within the realm of that person’s
ongoing responsibilities regardless of the needs of
the dyad.

The type of creativity for collective identity
is likely to be quite similar to that of a relational
identity, and for some of the same reasons. Because
individuals with a strong collective identity orien-
tation assimilate the goals and norms of the collec-
tive, the type of creativity produced will also be a
reflection of the creativity-related expectations and
behavioral patterns of the collective. If the pattern
in the collective is to willingly seek out new oppor-
tunities for creativity and the image of the collec-
tive is that of the innovator, individual members
holding a strong identity with that collective will
follow the path for proactive creativity. At the same
time, highly identifying members have a stake in
the survival and welfare of the collective (Brewer &
Gardner, 1996). As a result of this ongoing con-
cern, they may be inclined toward responsive and
contributory forms of creativity as well, depending
on the situation within the collective and its needs
at the time.

A role identity aligned with creativity could pose
a strong argument for engagement in all four of
Unsworth’s creativity types. If one considers oneself
to play the role of the innovative problem-solver,
and such a role therefore is a presiding occupa-
tion, than one would accept all opportunities to
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demonstrate that one is an appropriate fit for the
creative role. Additionally, because creative role
identity is both self-determined and other deter-
mined (Farmer et al., 2003), creative engagement
would be both internally and externally driven.
Because someone with a strong creative role iden-
tity would perceive providing service as an innova-
tor to be a core part of who they are, they would be
as inclined to actively seek out potential problems
to be addressed creatively as to respond to problems
brought to them by others. In this regard, we might
expect to see a creative role identity individual pro-
duce expected, proactive, responsive, and contributory
types of creativity.

Identity Multilevel and Cross-Level Effects
and Creative Action

Identity may be useful in considering cre-
ativity at multiple levels because identities have
the capacity for cross-level effects (Albert et al.,
2000). For example, if a multitude of individuals
with creativity-related personal identities coalesce
around creativity commonalities in terms of behav-
ioral patterns and outcomes, they may begin to
identify with one another as a creative team. If a
confluence of personal and team-level creative
identities are present and creative engagement is
enacted as a result, the organization may eventually
assume an identity as a creative firm. Individuals
possessing creativity-based identities at personal
and relational levels, may then develop and identity
with the organization that they see as prototypical
of themselves.

Sluss and Ashforth (2008) argued that rela-
tional identification connects person-focused and
role-focused identification. Because a salient sense
of identity tends to correlate with a strong iden-
tification with the identity target (Cohen-Mietar
et al., 2009) we could likewise surmise that some-
one with a creative personal identity orientation
who develops a relational identity with another
individual may likely assume a creative role identity
in the context of their relationship, whereby they
serve the relationship by taking on creativity chal-
lenges and responsibilities. According to Sluss and
Ashforth, “the cognitive associations between the
nested levels of self likely make it easier to seam-
lessly shift between the identities associated with
the levels” (p. 13). In this regard, we would expect
creativity-related cognitive orientations that pre-
side in creative personal identity and creative role
identity to facilitate the individual’s adoption of a
creative orientation in the relationship.

Because individuals with a dominant collective
identity tend to see themselves as prototypical of
the collective, if their collectivity target is highly
innovative, they may come to view themselves as
creative as well. Likewise, because collective iden-
tity elicits normative behavior and goals on the part
of its members, identity with a creative collective
would naturally lead to individual creative action
over time. Such a pattern of involvement would
likely lead to skill development and creative pro-
ductivity that might inform both the development
of a subsequent creative personal identity and a cre-
ative role identity.

From a level perspective, role identity is an
interesting construct in the sense that it overlaps in
certain ways with personal, relational, and collec-
tive levels of identity. Similar to personal identity,
the strength of one’s role identity is determined, in
part, by self-assessment of past performance and
self-perceptions of whether one has attributes and
capacities that align with a specific role (McCall &
Simmons, 1978; Markus & Wurf, 1987). However,
similar to dyadic and collective identities, role iden-
tity is also “socially contextualized” (Oyserman &
Packer, 1996) and can be based on perceived role-
related expectations, requirements, and feedback
from social others (Riley & Burke, 1995). Those
with strong creative role identities engage in cre-
ative acts to gain creativity “role support” from
those in their social milieu as a means of validating
that the role identity holder is in fact successfully
fulfilling the creativity-related role (Petkus, 1996).
Therefore, creative role identity can be understood
from a multilevel perspective as well. For example,
employees might play the role of creative problem-
solver in terms of their own individual work and
interpersonal interactions for the benefit of their
work team or larger collectives. So the multilevel
issue with creative role identity is, at what level does
the creative role exist and become manifest, and
from what level or levels do the roles and expecta-
tions derive or originate?

Identity Inclusiveness and Creative Action
Drazin et al. (1999) stated that, as a field, cre-
ativity research in general has failed to adequately
acknowledge the issue of “partial inclusion” and
the relevance that it holds for creative engagement.
They noted that because individuals are members
of various groups and find themselves playing vari-
ous roles, it is reasonable to assume that each of
these realms may have some degree of influence
over employees’ decisions to engage in creative
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action. Multiplicity is central to the concept of
identity (Burke, 2003): individuals simultaneously
occupy multiple identities in multiple realms, all
of which have the potential to influence their cog-
nition, motivation, and action (Ashforth, 2000;
Ashforth & Mael, 1989). As such, partial inclusion
is an inherent aspect of identity theory.

Identity is also a dynamic phenomenon in that
different identities can fluctuate over time and
events in terms of their salience for the identity
holder (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Drazin et al.
(1999) acknowledged that creative engagement in
organizations is characterized by an irregular pat-
tern of ebb and flow. The multiplicity, or partial
inclusiveness, and dynamic elements of identity
can be useful in explaining why creativity is not
a consistent response among individual employees.
Not all identities are consistent, and in the course
of daily operation individuals are placed in circum-
stances in which they may need to reconcile their
multiple identities and the demands they place
on individuals (Hogg & Terry, 2000). As certain
creativity-relevant identities become salient or more
psychologically central to an individual, we would
expect these to have more behavioral influence
than other forms of identity (Ashforth & Johnson,
2001) to the extent that creativity-related identity
enactment is inconsistent with more weakly held or
less dominant identities.

One study (Tierney et al.,, 1999) found that
employees who self-identified with personal char-
acteristics of an “adaptor” (e.g., resists change, pre-
fers routine and structure) tended to engage in high
levels of creative action when they were members
of a high LMX dyad. An identity interpretation
of this finding would suggest that as a party to a
relationship to which members strongly identify
and for which creativity is an expected role, the
employee’s relational identity prompted behavioral
engagement in areas to which their personal iden-
tity would not naturally have brought them.

Ideas for Further Consideration

Although few studies have entertained the
potential role of identity in relation to creative per-
formance, its use as an organizing framework could
guide the ongoing study of creative engagement in
a number of regards. As discussed in this chapter,
understanding of which identities employees hold,
the relative strengths of these identities, and the
identity target’s orientation on creativity could
shed light on an employee’s form of motivation for
creativity as well as the type of creative outcomes he

or she endeavors to produce. One of the basic tenets
of identity theorizing is that an individual com-
prises a multitude of different identities that reside
at different levels and with varying magnitudes
and fluctuating levels of influence for behavioral
engagement (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Inherent in
this notion is the distinct possibility that an indi-
vidual may simultaneously possess identities that
conflict with one another (Swann, 1987) in terms
of directing the employee toward, or away from,
creative engagement.

Drazin et al. (1999) pointed out that one of the
assumptions made in the ongoing field of creativity
research is that employees operate under conditions
of total inclusion, in the sense that their creative
engagement is influenced by forces at a single level
(e.g., their immediate work group). Research has
now begun to account for the multilevel nature of
creativity (e.g., Hirst, van Knippenberg, & Zhou,
2009). Future studies allowing for identity-related
notions such as multiplicity, embeddedness, and
nesting would provide the opportunity to more
realistically capture the complex positions in
which individual employees find themselves when
making decisions regarding whether or not to be
creative in their work. The degree to which held
identities align with one another and are either
in favor or against creativity could dramatically
increase or decrease the chances that creative action
will take place. Exploration into how and when
creativity-related identities align for creative action
would also be warranted, as would studies of how
employees negotiate their repertoire of identities
(cf. Swann, 1987) when they present conflicting
expectations for creativity.

Another interesting notion to consider is the
degree to which creativity may actually serve as a
basis for identity formulation. A personal identity
is informed, in part, by self-reflection and inter-
pretation of skills, behavioral patterns, and perfor-
mance (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). If an employee
observes that she seems to have command of
creativity-relevant skills and has been successful in
applying these skills towards creative outcomes, she
may develop a creative personal identity over time
and experience. An individual holding a strong cre-
ative personal identity would normally be expected
to strive to be unique and to stand alone as an
innovator. However, if that individual perceives
that another individual is similarly deposed toward
creativity and possesses the same creativity-relevant
skills, values, and attributes, she may be inclined
to gravitate toward the other person and develop a
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relational identity based on creativity-related com-
monalities and goals. Adoption of a relational iden-
tity under these circumstances might be appealing
if the individual anticipates that creativity will be
an ongoing activity in the dyad and feels that dyad
participation would augment the ability to stand
apart from others in terms of creative achievement.

Individuals are drawn to collectives that can
be instrumental in helping them achieve the sense
of self they want (Haslam et al., 2000; Hogg &
Terry, 2000). For someone with more of a cre-
ative personal identity orientation, identity with
an innovative collective might hold appeal in the
sense that the individual sees herself or himself as
prototypical of the collective. Identity with such a
collective might not only facilitate creative efforts
but also reinforce the notion that one is a creative
individual. In contrast, it has been suggested that
strong personal orientation toward creativity may
also inhibit the development of a collective identity.
Janssen, van de Vlient, and West (2004) reported
that when an individual’s innovative ideas are met
with resistance, the intragroup conflict that arises
may highlight the dissimilarities between the inno-
vator and the rest of the collective. Because similar-
ity is a foundation for identity with a collective, a
perceived lack of commonality makes it unlikely
that the innovator would develop a sense of identity
with the collective. Future research could explore
the extent to which a collective might draw or repel
the identification of individuals with strong cre-
ative personal identities, who normally would opt
to keep a separate identity from that of the collec-
tive, depending on how the collective responds to
creative activity.

People also tend to gravitate toward collec-
tives that will make them distinct and enhance
their image or sense of self (Haslam et al., 2000).
Likewise, they often choose to identify more with
a collective that is distinct from other collectives
(Ellemers et al., 2004). If we consider this from a
creativity perspective, it can be argued that a team
or organization that is known for deviating from
the status quo and being cutting-edge innovative
might hold appeal for employees seeking to dis-
tinguish themselves from other employees in the
sense that the team provides them with a means
to stand out and be esteemed. Therefore, research
could consider whether the creativity reputation of
a collective might attract members who wish to be
part of that image.

In addition, if identity is a key impetus for or
against creative activity, we need to have a better

sense of how creativity-related identities are shaped
and maintained in the work context. An important
aspect of a manager’s job in promoting creativity
is to set creative role expectations for employees
(Shalley, 2008). Prior research (e.g., Farmer et al.,
2003) suggests that relevant members of the work
context have the capacity to influence individual
employees’ sense of creative role identity through
the creativity expectations they communicate.
Therefore, another beneficial line of inquiry would
be identifying the constellation of means by which
managers can facilitate the creation and mainte-
nance of identities conducive to creative action for
their employees.

Finally, although the specific focus of this chap-
ter has been on creativity, the notion of identity
is also relevant to two other constructs to which
creativity is inexplicably linked—innovation
(Amabile, 1988) and entrepreneurship (Zhou,
2008). Creativity is a narrower concept, being the
initial idea-generation step in the broader process
of innovation that also includes behaviors such as
idea development, adoption, and implementation
(Anderson, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2004). It seems
logical that the dynamics around both personal
identity and role identity for innovation would
parallel those for creativity in the sense that indi-
viduals would determine whether they held either
a distinct constellation of characteristics, abilities,
interests, and traits or affiliation with certain roles
conducive to developing or championing others’
ideas or moving them toward practical application.
Thus, we might expect to see a host of personal and
role identities play out along the myriad of innova-
tion stages.

Advancing this notion further, we could surmise
that in order for innovation to take place, there
must be a prevalence of employees assuming per-
sonal and role identities consistent with these dif-
ferent innovation stages. Although cross-functional
teams are commonly used for innovation in organi-
zation settings, a possible identity-related challenge
for innovation is the fact that members are likely
to hold different functional identities. It has been
posited (Cheng, Sanchez-Burks, & Lee, 2008) that
when members of such teams are characterized by
identity integration, an individual attribute that
permits a person to see compatibility among mul-
tiple and disparate social identities, they can capi-
talize on the unique perspectives and knowledge
present in the team, and innovation levels should
be enhanced. Because innovation represents more
of a collective phenomenon, it is not surprising that
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research has found a connection between collective
identities and innovation activity. An interesting
example is that of emergent “innovation commu-
nities,” defined as collectives that are engaged in
open innovation practices and formed around a
particular innovation concept or project (Fichter,
2009). One of the defining characteristics of these
communities is that their members possess a strong
identity with the collective and its values and goals
around open innovation.

It has been suggested that entrepreneurs’
self-identities are an impetus for the ventures
in which they engage (Ireland & Webb, 2007).
Shepherd and Haynie (2009) noted that adoption
of an “entrepreneur identity” permits an individual
to position himself or herself as unique and distinct
from others, in line with Brewer’s (1991) notion
of personal identity. Fauchart and Gruber (2011)
reported that researchers interested in explor-
ing identity in relation to entrepreneurship have
tended to approach the topic from predominantly
a role identity perspective. For example, consistent
with the role identity tenet that individuals may
hold multiple identities corresponding to multiple
roles (Thoits, 1983), Cardon, Wincent, Singh,
and Drnovsek (2009) suggested identities related
to three specific roles central to entreprencurial
endeavors—inventor, founder, and developer. They
used a role identity foundation to explain “entre-
preneurial passion” and to convey that these role
identities each elicit role-specific passion motivating
behaviors central to that role. Founder role identity
hasalso been examined (Hoang & Gimeno, 2010) in
terms of its centrality (i.e., degree of importance
to the individual) and complexity (i.e., perceived
diversity of the role) and the extent to which these
aspects influence the ease with which a founder can
transition into critical founding activities.

Another application of role identity to entre-
preneurship (Farmer, Yao, & Kung-Mclntyre,
2011) focuses on entrepreneur identity aspiration,
defined as “a possible but unrealized future entre-
preneur self” (p. 246) and finds that the strength
of such identity aspiration predicts discovery and
exploitation behaviors among nascent entrepre-
neurs. Shepherd and Haynie (2009) explored the
concept of entrepreneurs’ “superordinate iden-
tity,” which comprises the multiple role identi-
ties entrepreneurs maintain. They proposed that
holding this more “holistic” self-identity permits
entrepreneurs to develop strategies for managing
their multiple role identities and that, as a result,
they experience greater psychological well-being.

In a move away from the role identity approach,
Fauchart and Gruber (2011) adopted the social
identity perspective to identify three types of
founder  identities—darwinian,
ian, and missionary. They discovered that each
identity type corresponded with a different social
motivation, basis of self-evaluation, and frame of
reference. They also ascertained that the founder
identity type influenced the entrepreneurial deci-
sions made related to markets served, customer
needs addressed, and resources deployed.

communitar-

Conclusion

One of the challenges of contemporary orga-
nizations is how to foster performance behaviors
that are necessary for sustenance and survival
under conditions of increasing resource scarcity,
economic uncertainty, and global complexity.
It is suggested here that creative engagement is a
necessary behavioral realm for corporate effective-
ness and that it can be understood and promoted
through the framework and basic tenets of identity.
The application of identity to creativity may pro-
vide a vehicle for better understanding the nuances
and dynamics that impede or encourage employ-
ees toward greater or less creative involvement in
the work setting. In particular, application of an
identity framework may provide insight to such
complex phenomena as emergent motivational pat-
terns for creativity, the types of creativity in which
employees opt to engage, and how employees create
in the face of multilevel identities and the degrees
of inclusiveness of these identities.
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Psychological Bricolage: Integrating Social
Identities to Produce Creative Solutions

Jeffrey Sanchez-Burks, Matthew ]. Karlesky, and Fiona Lee

Abstract

entrepreneurship are discussed.

entrepreneurship

Novel solutions are often created by combining existing but previously unrelated knowledge.
Unrelated or disparate knowledge can come from different individuals, but it can also reside within
one mind. This chapter introduces the concept of psychological bricolage, defined as the process
through which an individual integrates previously unrelated knowledge to create novel solutions. It
reviews research showing that psychological bricolage is facilitated when individuals can integrate
social identities that are often considered separate or in conflict, such as family and work identities,
or gender and professional identities. Implications for future research on ideation, innovation, and

Key Words: psychological bricolage, identity integration, identity, creativity, social identity,

Integrating Social Identities to Produce
Creative Solutions
The bricoleur creates with what ever is at hand.. . .
uniting internal and external knowledge.

—Levi-Strauss, 1962

Creative people [are] able to connect experiences
theyve had and synthesize new things.

—Steve Jobs, 1995

Before the advent of computers, secretaries
such as Bette Nesmith Graham faced an annoying
problem: correcting mistakes on an electric type-
writer that involved a tedious, multistep process
with questionable results. Bette came up with a
novel solution. The breakthrough came when she
recombined knowledge tied to her experiences as a
professional typist with knowledge tied to her expe-
riences as a painter. The creative solution involved
developing a fast-drying paint formula that could
be applied to paper and typed over. The result was a

new product, known today as Liquid Paper (Gross,
2013). This example illustrates how novel solutions
are created by making use of existing but previ-
ously unrelated ideas (Amabile, 1996; James, 1890;
Royce, 1898; Schumpeter, 1934). As noted by the
Ist-century Roman poet, Lucretius: Nil posse creari
de nilo (“It is not possible to create something from
nothing”).

Unrelated ideas can come from different minds,
providing the rationale for seeding brainstorm-
ing groups with diverse members (Osborn, 1963;
Rietzschel, Nijstad, & Stroebe, 2006; Sutton &
Hargadon, 1996). However, Graham’s story illus-
trates how disparate ideas can also reside within the
same mind (e.g., Cheng, Sanchez-Burks, & Lee,
2008; Leung, Kim, Goncalo, Ong, Qiu, Polman, &
Sanchez-Burks, 2012). The process by which indi-
viduals create novel solutions by making use of pre-
viously unrelated ideas they already possess is what
we conceptualize here as psychological bricolage.

Our term psychological bricolage draws on and
connects two parallel streams of research from dif-
ferent disciplines, starting with the seminal work
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on “social bricolage” introduced by the cultural
anthropologist Lévi-Strauss (1962) to explain how
societies create novel solutions by making use of
resources that already exist within the collective
social consciousness. The second stream is research
on “creative cognition,” an intrapsychic approach
focusing on how people cognitively engage in the
process of retrieving and recombining knowledge
sets in new ways (Finke, Ward, & Smith, 1992;
Leung, Maddux, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008). Our
term, psychological bricolage, reflects a common
underlying concern about the nature of knowledge
recombination found across current and classic
social psychological and anthropological research.

Psychological Bricolage: Sources
and Challenges

A growing stream of research on the socially
constructed and dynamic nature of people’s iden-
tities provides important insights into processes
underlying psychological bricolage. This work
reveals that one deep reservoir of unrelated ideas
is people’s collections of social identities, or social
groups by which they define themselves. Bette
Graham’s social identities, for example, included
professional typist, amateur artist, and probably
others. Each social identity is tied to experiences
in distinct social, professional, or cultural contexts,
as well as to specific knowledge (Shih, Pittinsky, &
Ambady, 1999). For example, Graham’s identity as
a typist was activated in the context of an office,
and the activation of this identity brought to the
fore her knowledge about typing. In contrast, her
identity as a painter was activated in the context
of her art studio, and in that situation her knowl-
edge about painting and design was more cogni-
tively accessible. This suggests that, to facilitate the
recombination of existing ideas in new ways, one
must understand the factors that influence how
unrelated knowledge structures are simultaneously
brought to mind and made cognitively accessible.

Inherently, psychological bricolage appears to
be a challenge because it entails bridging identi-
ties that are often considered separate or in con-
flict. 'This may include, for example, handling
segmented professional and personal identities
(Sanchez-Burks, 2002, 2005) or managing the
conflicting expectations of being a woman and
being in a male-dominated profession (Cheng
et al., 2008; Sacharin, Lee, & Gonzalez, 2009).
When people perceive conflict between different
identities, opportunities for psychological brico-
lage are diminished because the multiple identities
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are less likely to be simultaneously activated, and
the knowledge sets associated with these identities
are less likely to be made simultaneously acces-
sible. This later challenge is illustrated by an old
Mexican-American folktale describing a woman
who was trying to buy a bilingual parrot. According
to the tale, the parrot spoke Spanish if one pulled
its right leg and spoke English if one pulled its left
leg. “What happens if you pull both legs?” the
woman asked, “Will he speak Tex-Mex?” “No,” the
parrot answered, “I'll fall on my ass” (West, 1988,
cited in Benet-Martinez, Leu, Lee, & Morris,
2002). As this folktale suggests, attempts at experi-
encing or being both identities at the same time is
often seen as foolhardy, leading to a less-than-ideal
situation of being a member of neither one group
nor the other. These negative effects of belonging
to conflicting groups have been well documented
in the literature about immigrants (who belong to
different cultural/ethnic groups with incompatible
values) (e.g., Berry, 1990), women in the work force
(who belong to gender and professional groups
with competing demands) (e.g., Eagly, Makhijani,
& Klonsky, 1992; Martin & Knopoff, 1997), and
people who work in matrix organizations and
cross-functional teams (who belong to different
functional departments with contrasting priorities)
(e.g., Glynn, 2000; Hogg & Terry, 2000).

Consistent with the creative cognition approach,
which argues that the activation of conflicting iden-
tities can be beneficial for creativity, management
scholars have suggested that embracing conflicting
organizational identities can also accrue benefits.
Daft (1982), for example, proposed a “dual-core”
model for organizations, whereby they move
between two contrasting activities of innovating
and implementing (Duncan, 1976). Similarly,
Brown and Eisenhardt (1997) suggested that orga-
nizations in complex environments need to develop
structures and processes that move between the
polar states of pure chaos” and “pure structure. In a
fast-changing world, the argument goes, organiza-
tions need to be ambidextrous; that is, they must
be able to live with paradoxes in the form of inter-
nal contradictions in the organization’s culture and
structure (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1997).

This logic applies to individual organizational
members as well. McCaskey (1988) argued that, sim-
ilar to dual-core organizations, individuals in organi-
zations need to be “two-faced,” much like the ancient
Roman god, Janus, who had two faces on his head,
each facing opposite directions. Likewise, Weick
(1979) proposed that organizational members should



engage in contradictory activities such as simultane-
ously using and discrediting precedents. This notion
of “requisite variety” suggests that a highly varied
environment requires organizations and their mem-
bers to be similarly varied (Ashby, 1952).

From these various lines of research, it is clear
that the ability of organizational members to man-
age paradoxical identities may be critical when
innovation is important to an organization’s sur-
vival and growth. Yet, as we describe later, it is
not easy for individuals to successfully achieve
this competency. In this chapter, we examine how
the management of multiple, conflicting identities
affects an individual’s ability to engage in psycho-
logical bricolage and the implications of psycho-
logical bricolage for creative and entrepreneurial
endeavors. We review research on the psychologi-
cal mechanisms that facilitate or hinder the inte-
gration of conflicting identities, describe how such
mechanisms relate to creative and entrepreneurial
performance, and draw implications for organiza-
tional interventions.

Social Identities as a Resource for
Psychological Bricolage

The social identities of individuals provide a
cognitive resource for psychological bricolage in
organizations. Social identities refer to the ways in
which people define who they are based on their
memberships in different groups (Tajfel, 1981).
Racial, gender, religious, professional, community,
and organizational groups are just a few of the
many types of membership-based social identities
that have been studied in the psychological and
management literatures. Social identities have been
shown to affect how we think, what we know, and
how we perform.

Research on social identities has yielded two
critical insights with significant implications for
understanding creative and entrepreneurial perfor-
mance in organizations. First, our social identities
define the boundaries between insiders and out-
siders. Insiders, also called in-group members, are
individuals who share membership in the groups to
which we belong. For example, an engineer might
consider other engineers to be fellow insiders (i.e.,
in-group members). Outsiders, or out-group mem-
bers, are individuals who do not belong to and
may not be relevant to our immediate groups. An
engineer might consider, in particular situations,
stay-at-home mothers to be out-group members.

Second, social identities are tightly bundled
with specific knowledge sets. At any given moment,

individuals do not have access to all the knowledge
they possess. However, activation of any one social
identity can lead to better accessibility of knowledge
associated with that identity and, in turn, to bet
ter performance on tasks related to that knowledge
domain. For example, when Asian women’s cultural
identity (i.e., being Asian) is primed or made salient,
they performed better on math tests, a domain in
which Asians are stereotypically expected to excel.
In contrast, when their gender identity (i.e., being
a woman) is primed, they perform worse on math
tests, conforming to stereotypes of women as being
inferior in math (Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady,
1999). In a similar study on how people make
attributions or explanations about social events,
Chinese-American biculturals who were exposed
to Chinese cues made more situational attributions
(i.e., explained events using factors in situations
external to the actors), a prototypically Eastern attri-
butional style. In contrast, those who were exposed
to American cues made more dispositional attribu-
tions (i.e., explanations using factors internal to the
actors), a prototypically Western attributional style
(Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martinez, 2000).
These findings demonstrate that making salient
one identity facilitates the accessibility of cognitive
frameworks, knowledge, competencies, and skills
related to that identity.

In the sections that follow, we build on these
two key findings about social identities—that they
define insiders and outsiders in a particular context
and that different knowledge sets are made accessible
when they are activated—to provide better insight
into factors that facilitate and inhibit opportuni-
ties for psychological bricolage and entrepreneurial
performance. Specifically, we argue that psychologi-
cal bricolage may be more difficult for people who
perceive conflict between their different identities.
To the extent that multiple social identities are acti-
vated one at a time rather than simultaneously, it is
less likely that the different knowledge sets tied to
those identities will be made accessible simultane-
ously to enable psychological bricolage. Moreover,
individual differences in the management of social
identities affect how and when insider and outsider
knowledge sets are activated.

Psychological Management of Multiple
Identities: Identity Integration

Identity integration (II) represents one strategy
that individuals use to manage multiple social iden-
tities. II refers to people’s subjective perceptions of
compatibility between multiple social identities.
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Any one person belongs to many social groups at
the same time—for example, one can be simultane-
ously a man, a Latino, a teacher, a volleyball player,
and a Republican. Some of these identities do not
pose any conflict with one another. It is not prob-
lematic to imagine someone who is both a teacher
and a volleyball player. However, it is not infrequent
for individuals to hold identities that, on their face,
have conflicting values, norms, and expectations.
For example, a person can identify with being both
White and Black, both Republican and pro-choice,
both a female and in a male-dominated profession, or
both a New Yorker and a fan of the Boston Red Sox.

There is not a single way in which individu-
als negotiate among these conflicting identities.
Roccas and Brewer (2002) proposed four gen-
eral strategies individuals use to manage multiple
social identities: intersection (for example, our
New Yorker who is a Red Sox fan will identify only
with other New Yorkers who are also Red Sox fans),
dominance (the same person, if she has a dominant
“sports” identity, will identify with other Red Sox
fans), compartmentalization (she will identify with
either New Yorkers or Red Sox fans, depending
on external cues—e.g., the Red Sox fan identity
will be activated at a baseball game), and merger
(she will identify with New Yorkers and with Red
Sox fans). Research on immigrants has established
similar taxonomies to describe strategies individu-
als use to manage their home and host cultural
identities: assimilation (identification with only the
dominant or host culture), integration (identifica-
tion with both cultures), separation (identification
with only the ethnic or home culture), or margin-
alization (low identification with both cultures)
(Berry, 1990).

Importantly, individuals who opt to identify with
both of their conflicting identities—those who adopt
the merger or integration strategies from the taxono-
mies describe—differ in their perceptions of com-
patibility between the social groups to which they
belong (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005). IT mea-
sures the degree to which individuals perceive two
conflicting identities as compatible or as in oppo-
sition to each other (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos,
2005). Individuals with high IIperceive their two
identities as largely compatible and complementary,
but those with low II feel caught between their two
identities and prefer to keep them separate. II is
typically measured with the use of self-report scales.
A sample item might be “T feel torn between ‘Identity
A’ and ‘Identity B’ [referring to specific social groups
with which individuals identify].”

96 PSYCHOLOGICAL BRICOLAGE

Psychological research on II began with stud-
ies of biculturals, who are individuals who identify
with two cultural groups that have conflicting val-
ues (e.g., Asian-Americans). Subsequently, II has
been was extended to the examination of other
types of social identities, such as gender, race, or
professional identities (for a review, see Nguyen &
Benet-Martinez, 2013). For example, women in
male-dominated professions such as engineering
who have high II feel that their gender and profes-
sional identities blend together seamlessly, whereas
similar women with low II feel torn between these
two identities and report feeling conflicted based
on their dual membership.

Identity Integration and Creativity

Of particular importance to this chapter, II has
been shown to predict levels of innovation and
creative performance in multiple settings. A study
of academics with multidisciplinary professional
identities (e.g., someone who obtained a PhD in
one discipline but has an academic appointment in
another) found that those with high II (i.e., those
who saw their disciplinary identities as compatible)
had more publications than those with low II (i.e.,
those who perceived conflict between their disci-
plinary identities). To the extent that a successful
publication record requires both novelty (original
ideas) and integration of existing ideas (building on
ideas, theories, or evidence that already exists), this
study provides initial evidence that I may be related
to creativity (Cheng, Sanchez-Burks, & Lee, 2013).

Other research has more closely examined
how individuals with multiple cultural identities
perform on creative tasks. One study found that,
when performing a creative task that requires
cross-cultural knowledge (e.g., coming up with a
novel dish using both Asian and American ingre-
dients), Asian-American biculturals with high II
(i.e., those who perceived their Asian and American
cultural identities as compatible) developed more
dishes that were more creative—that is, more novel,
useful, and marketable to customers—than those
with low II. Importantly, biculturals with high 1I
were more creative only when the task required
knowledge from different cultures (cooking with
ingredients from both cultures). When asked to
come up with creative dishes using only Asian or
only American ingredients, there were no differ-
ences in creative performance between those with
high versus low II (Cheng et al., 2008).

In a follow-up study, Cheng et al. (2008) rep-
licated this finding with ascribed and achieved



identities focusing on female engineers as examples
of women in a male-dominated profession. Female
engineers who had high II between their gender
and their professional identity were more creative
when designing a new cell phone targeted for
women, but they did not outperform their coun-
terparts with low II when designing a cell phone
for a more general audience. These studies sug-
gest that individuals with high II are not inher-
ently more creative than those with low II. Rather,
they are more creative only when knowledge rel-
evant to the conflicting identities is required. For
Asian-Americans, this may be cooking with Asian
and American ingredients; for female engineers,
it may be designing technological products for
women. In summary, when individuals perceive
their two identities as compatible, or have high II,
they are more likely to integrate knowledge sets
that are associated with these identities, facilitating
their creative performance on tasks that draw on
those disparate knowledge sets.

Revisiting Identity Integration through
The Lens of Organizational Boundaries
and Insider/Outsider Perspectives

Thus far, we have examined the potential to
enhance creativity from the joint activation of two
or more social identities. In this section, we contex-
tualize this process. As noted earlier, psychological
bricolage is related to individuals® ability to simul-
taneously activate conflicting or unrelated social
identities and their associated knowledge struc-
tures. However, what is considered conflicting or
unrelated identities may be different in different
contexts. For example, in the context of a corporate
strategy meeting, one’s identity as a manager will be
salient, but one’s identity as Little League baseball
coach will not. The first identity as a manager is an
“insider” identity, insofar that it is highly relevant
in this context. The second identity as a baseball
coach is an “outsider” identity because it is generally
viewed as irrelevant to this particular context.

Organizational boundaries often provide the
main context to define insider and outsider iden-
tities. At a typical work setting, organizational or
professional identities are considered insider identi-
ties, whereas other identities (e.g., gender, ethnicity,
nationality) are often considered outsider identi-
ties. In work settings, knowledge and perspectives
shared by other insiders or organizational members
are activated and made more accessible, but unique
knowledge that is presumably irrelevant to the
organization is less likely to be made salient. Here,

the opportunity to bring in a novel insight arises
from drawing on one’s existing knowledge that is
not shared by other insiders within the organiza-
tion. In the following section, we elaborate on this
overarching framework to discuss how organiza-
tions can better promote the activation of outsider
identities to foster creativity.

Strategies that Facilitate (and Inhibit) the
Activation of Outsider Identities

One common way in which organizations
attempt to integrate inside and outside per-
spectives is to bring in new individuals, such as
consultants or new hires, to supplement exist-
ing members in the organization. Implicit in
this practice is the belief that insiders and out-
siders possess different knowledge sets and dif-
ferent experiences. However, the research on II
suggests that outsider perspectives do not come
exclusively from individuals outside the organiza-
tion. Rather, insiders or current members of an
organization have many outsider identities within
them. In this sense, organizations already possess
the outsider perspectives needed to facilitate cre-
ativity. Barriers to creative performance include
organizational factors that inhibit the expression
and integration of outsider identities and perspec-
tives. Some of these forces are well documented
in the research literature. For example, work on
Protestant relational ideology and professionalism
has shown that there exists a strong norm within
work contexts to suppress employees’ thoughts
about and exhibition of non-work experiences and
identities (Sanchez-Burks, 2005; Sanchez-Burks,
Neuman, Ybarra, Kopelman, Park, & Goh, 2008).
As such, non-work identities and their associated
knowledge sets are less accessible for develop-
ing solutions to workplace problems (Higgins,
1990). The challenge for organizations, therefore,
is to facilitate insiders’ abilities to engage in psy-
chological bricolage by leveraging their existing
outsider identities and bringing the associated
knowledge sets to the fore. This in turn requires
dismantling some of the long-standing beliefs
and norms that act as barriers to the activation
of non-work—related identities in the workplace.
In the next section, we outline several managerial
practices that can achieve these goals.

Making Non-Work Identities Salient
Google’s well-known management practice of

requiring engineers to spend 20% of their time

on “personal projects” is commonly considered a
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catalyst for bringing employees’ non-work identi-
ties, knowledge, skills, and competencies into the
workplace (Mediratta, 2007). Indeed, just asking
employees to discuss or think about identities out-
side their profession may be a way of making salient
these outsider identities. These activities may be
particularly useful during the ideation stage of the
creative process.

Social psychological research shows that exter-
nal cues such as perceptual stimuli (words, sounds,
pictures) are often highly effective in activating
different social identities. Simply working out
side the traditional workplace—in a coffee shop,
at home, in a park—exposes people to a myriad of
non-work—related cues and may serve to make salient
non-work identities during work. Cues such as attire
can also activate outsider identities. For example,
one study showed that asking people to wear causal
clothing while performing a task can activate
non-work—related psychological processes at work
(Sanchez-Burks, 2005). In short, relatively simple
interventions such as allowing employees more flex-
ibility in where they work or allowing more causal
work attire can attenuate the strong and pervasive
boundary between our work and non-work identities.

Other organizational artifacts can also activate
outsider identities to invigorate creativity. For exam-
ple, when Bank of America acquired MNBA, Bank
of America invested tremendous effort to retain
MNBA’s original organizational identity (Creswell &
Dash, 2005). To the surprise of many MBNA
employees, MBNA mottos reflecting their mis-
sion and culture remained on the office walls after
the merger. The post-merger organization had two
dress codes—a more formal one reflecting MBNA’s
strength in frontoffice operations, and a more
casual one reflecting Bank of America’s strength
in back-office operations. This explicit policy to
maintain an outsider organizational identity within
Bank of America enabled the post-merger Bank of
America to retain and integrate the outsider perspec-
tives, skills, and knowledge brought in by MNBA
employees. This practice of facilitating outsider per-
spectives in turn plays a critical role in enabling Bank
of America to continuously experiment and inno-
vate, a key competitive advantage for the organiza-
tion (Lee, Edmondson, Thomke, & Worline, 2004).

When Insider Identity Strength can
Inhibit Creativity

As described earlier, successful integration of
insider and outsider identities lies in part in organi-
zational members’ openness to outsider perspectives
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and ideas. Successful integration may also be a
function of employees’ perceptions of their insider
rather than outsider identities. A recent study
exploring how multicultural experiences relate to
creativity found that individuals who “glorified”
their insider identity—that is, those who viewed
their cultural in-group as superior to foreign cul-
tures or cultural out-groups—had decreased levels
of creativity after extensive multicultural expe-
riences. In contrast, individuals who were just
“attached” to their insider identity—those who
identified with their cultural in-group but did not
necessarily view it as superior to or better than cul-
tural out-groups—experienced increased levels of
creative performance after extended multicultural
experiences (Clerkin, 2013).

This finding shows that the nature of a person’s
insider identity may be an important factor that
influences his or her ability to integrate outsider
identities and engage in psychological bricolage.
Organizations need to walk a fine line between
increasing attachment to the organization among
their employees without inducing glorification.
Indeed, glorification of one’s organization—seeing
one’s in-group as superior to the out-group—can
lead to positive illusions about insiders’ perspec-
tives and negatively biased perceptions of outsid-
ers’ perspectives as inferior. This creates barriers to
psychological bricolage and highlights a possible
downside of unquestioning pursuit of higher lev-
els of organizational identity from employees. New
employees go through intensive socialization to
the organization’s culture and norms; rituals and
artifacts are introduced to reinforce and delineate a
clear boundary between inside and outside identi-
ties and perspectives. Such tactics may be effective
for building cohesion, loyalty, commitment, and
citizenship behaviors, but research suggests that
they may also reduce psychology bricolage and, in
turn, creativity.

Mere Exposure to Outsider Perspectives
Versus Integration of Identities

It is commonly assumed that exposing insid-
ers, such as organizational employees, to outsider
perspectives can increase creative performance.
For example, organizations might encourage their
employees to train outside the organization to learn
“best practices” from other organizations. However,
recent research suggests that mere exposure with-
out identification can potentially undermine effec-
tive psychological bricolage. This is supported
by studies examining the integration of multiple



cultural identities. For example, Asian-Americans
who have lived for at least 5 years in an Asian coun-
try and 5 years in the United States, and therefore
have substantial exposure to both cultures, nev-
ertheless can have low levels of II between these
cultural identities and in turn may exhibit lower
levels of creativity on tasks requiring both Asian
and American knowledge.

In addition, there are empirical data showing
that multicultural experiences alone (e.g., such as
living in many countries starting at a young age,
participating in study-abroad programs) can lead
to lower levels of flexibility and openness if expo-
sure is not accompanied by identification with the
different foreign cultural groups (Hanek, Lee, &
Brannen, in press). Presumably, being exposed to
another culture (without identification with that
foreign culture) can highlight ways in which the
foreign culture differs from one’s home culture,
and this decrease the likelihood that outsider iden-
tities or perspectives will be integrated.

Given this research, it appears that simply
introducing outsider perspectives, knowledge, and
expertise within an organization may do more harm
than good when it comes to increasing creative per-
formance. Such interventions might reinforce the
differences between outsider and insider identities,
making it more difficult for outsider perspectives
to be brought to bear on innovative endeavors. In
other words, just knowing about a different, con-
trastive perspective often makes salient the polar-
ization between the different groups and social
identities, reinforcing the belief that multiple iden-
tities and related knowledge sets are unbridgeable.

Generalized Identity Integration:
Cross-Domain Individual Difference
for Creativity?

Although we have focused thus far on how inte-
gration of insider and outsider identities supports
psychological bricolage, there may be ambiguity
about which of numerous outsider identities are
most critical for the creative task at hand. In prior
empirical research, the critical outsider identity
is often made explicit by the research design. For
example, when researchers examine how people
create innovative fusion dishes in America, we
know that an Asian culinary perspective is a use-
ful outsider perspective for this specific task. Or,
when we study how people design a new cell phone
for women, it is understood that a female perspec-
tive is a useful outsider perspective to comple-
ment the insider/engineer perspective. However,

there are many creative challenges in which it is
unclear which outside perspectives and knowledge
sets might facilitate creativity. For example, when
designing a new cell phone for an unknown or
shifting target market, it is not clear which outsider
identity should be brought to bear during the cre-
ative process.

This issue is partially addressed by emerging
research on “generalized identity integration”
(GII), an individual difference measure of how
people generally manage their multiple identities,
regardless of what those identities are (Hanek,
2013). In essence, individuals high in GII have
lowered barriers for activating any and all out-
sider identities in regard to an organizational
task. For example, when designing new cell
phones, an engineer with high GII would have
heightened access to many, if not all, of her out
sider perspectives—being a woman, a Latina,
a Buddhist, a bird watcher, and so on. Such
an engineer may show higher levels of creativ-
ity in multiple tasks, each drawing on different
outsider-related knowledge sets. Individual dif-
ferences in GII suggest the possibility that orga-
nizations need not define, a priori, the domain
of the outsider identity that is needed to increase
creative performance for any given task. This also
suggests that GII may be an important trait for
organizations to consider when recruiting for
positions that require high levels of creativity.

Lessons for Mergers and Acquisitions

The example of the merger of Bank of America
and MBNA underscores the point that bringing
in outsider perspectives (e.g., through mergers)
without retaining and integrating the associ-
ated outsider identities may do little to advance
organizational creativity and innovation. Indeed,
mergers and acquisitions are common strategies
used by business firms to bring in outsider knowl-
edge sets so as to generate innovation. The merger
of Sprint and Nextel, for example, was based on a
strategic decision to combine cell phone technol-
ogy (Sprint’s expertise) with walkie-talkie tech-
nology (Nextel’s expertise), and the acquisition of
YouTube by Google was similarly touted as a way
to combine search engine technology (Google’s
expertise) with multimedia/video material
(YouTube’s expertise). However, prior research
has provided equivocal evidence that mergers and
acquisitions successfully increase organizational
creativity and innovation. Indeed, studies have
found that mergers and acquisitions are just as
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often predictive of lower rather than higher levels
of innovation (Cassiman, Colombo, Garrone, &
Veugelers, 2005).

The II perspective suggests that one reason for
this failure: after the merger, most firms are quick
to create a new, unified “insider” organizational
identity, often at the expense of the pre-merger
“outsider” organizational identities. Employees
brought into the parent organization are often
expected to adopt the organizational identity of the
parent organization and abandon the one associ-
ated with their former organization. Unfortunately,
suppression of the outsider identity makes knowl-
edge, expertise, routines, and networks associated
with the former organizational unit inaccessible.
Ironically, this undermines the underlying ratio-
nale for the merger, which is bringing together
insider and outsider expertise and knowledge sets
(not abandoning prior expertise and knowledge). In
effect, policies that retain and integrate insider and
outsider organizational identities may be a critical
post-merger strategy that enables organizations to
reap the elusive benefits of a merger.

This idea is consistent with a study in which
multicultural employees with different cultural
identities exhibited higher global skills on/y when
the organization had a diverse rather than a uni-
fied identity (Fitzsimmons, 2011). In contrast,
when organizations embraced a singular organi-
zational identity, the various cultural skills that
multicultural employees brought with them were
dampened. Further, employees who did not iden-
tify strongly with the organization for which they
worked were better able to counter the attenuat-
ing effects of a unified organizational identity, and
their diverse skills were more likely to be employed.
It seems reasonable, therefore, to suggest that orga-
nizations that want to leverage the diverse knowl-
edge inherent in their employees’ outsider identities
need to allow for more variegated and even con-
trasting organizational identities.

Entrepreneurship and Identity Integration
Like other creative endeavors, entrepreneur-
ship entails generating and developing ideas that
are both new and useful (Ward, 2004). As such,
psychological bricolage may be a helpful frame-
work for understanding entrepreneurial behavior.
Mitchell, Busenitz, Lant, McDougall, Morse, and
Smith (2002) introduced the concept of entrepre-
neurial cognition, which focuses on “the knowledge
structures that people use to make assessments,
judgments, or decisions involving opportunity
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evaluation, venture creation, and growth” (p. 97).
We suggest that psychological bricolage may an
important mechanism that enables entrepreneur-
ial cognition. Arguably, integrating knowledge
structures related to multiple identities can enable
the conceptualization of new means, ends, or
means—ends relationships, which are defining char-
acteristics of entrepreneurial ventures (Eckhardt &
Shane, 2003).

Summary

In this chapter, we introduce the notion of
psychological bricolage to provide an overarching
framework for understanding the individual pro-
cesses underlying creativity. Recent studies have
shown that individuals who are able to integrate
multiple and conflicting social identities are better
able to bring together different sets of knowledge
to improve creative performance. These studies have
included, among other groups, people with multiple
and conflicting cultural identities and people with
multiple and conflicting gender, class, and profes-
sional identities. Psychological bricolage describes
the common experience across these samples of
managing multiple and conflicting social identities.

Our exploration of psychological bricolage leads
us to several conclusions that extend and challenge
common assumptions in theory and practice. First,
we propose that the differentiation and integration
of insider versus outsider identities provides a gen-
eral framework to understand previous research.
For example, within the United States, one’s
“insider” cultural identity means being American,
but one’s “outsider” cultural identity may refer to
being Asian. For women at work, one’s professional
identity is the “insider” identity, but one’s gender
may be seen as an “outsider” identity. Because insid-
ers and outsiders have access to different knowledge
relevant for different types of tasks and situations,
integration of insider and outsider identities is a
critical factor that engenders creativity.

Second, existing organizational research sug-
gests that organizations benefit from employees’
identifying with the organization. Organizational
identification has been shown to relate to a mul-
titude of positive outcomes, ranging from organi-
zational citizen behavior to commitment (Mael &
Ashforth, 1992; Feather & Rauter, 2004; Van
Dick, Grojean, Christ, & Wieseke, 2006). Our
discussion of psychological bricolage, particu-
larly as it relates to insider and outsider identi-
ties, suggests that a strong organizational identity
can also have downsides. Specifically, reinforcing



the insider identity of employees can weaken out-
sider identities, making the knowledge associated
with outsider identities less accessible in organiza-
tional settings. Indeed, this chapter questions the
assumption that a singular, monolithic, and stable
organizational identity is ideal and suggests strate-
gies organizations can use to blur the constraints of
insider identities and thereby facilitate their inte-
gration with outsider identities.

In conclusion, insiders seeking novel solutions
to problems can benefit from outsider perspectives,
even when they reside within one’s own mind. The
holy grail of increasing creative performance does
not necessarily lie in the development or recruit-
ment of individuals with extraordinary creative
talent; rather, it entails leveraging employees’ exist-
ing and broad repertoires of outsider identities
beyond those associated with the organization.
Organizations that can facilitate the activation
of outsider identities, and weaken the norms that
inhibit them, are better able to leverage psychologi-
cal bricolage to enable creative performance, inno-
vation, and entrepreneurship.
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CHAPTER

The Role of Antagonism in the Identities of
Professional Artistic Workers

Kimberly D. Elsbach and Alexzandra Caldwell-Wenman

Abstract

Through a review of empirical case studies, we examine the identities of professional artistic
workers (i.e., a subset of professional creative workers who perceive themselves as creators of
unique outputs that embody personal, artistic visions). To affirm their social identities at work,
professional artistic workers appear to desire and signal exclusion from normative professional
identity categories (e.g., corporate, or commercial) that they perceive as antagonistic to their
social identities. Further, they appear to consistently signal such identity antagonism, over time, to
maintain the authenticity of their social identities. These findings suggest that explicit and sustained
identity antagonism may be essential to the maintenance of artistic workers’ social identities in
professional work settings. Based on these findings, we develop a framework describing the role
of antagonism in the identities of professional artistic workers. We discuss the implications of this
framework for understanding and managing artistic workers in professional contexts.

Key Words: creative workers, artistic workers, professional identity, antagonism

Introduction

Increasingly, organizations have turned to pro-
fessional creative workers—that is, “people who add
economic value through their creativity” (Florida,
2002, p. 68)—to gain a competitive advantage in
their industries (Florida, 2002, 2005). Creative
workers are thought to be the source of innovative
ideas, which provide one of the few nonreplicable
strategic advantages a firm can attain (Amabile,
1988; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Styhre &
Eriksson, 2008). Over time, the perceived ben-
efits of creative workers have led some firms to hire
highly artistic individuals (i.e., designers, writers,
graphic artists) into traditional professional roles as
a means of promoting innovative thinking (Elsbach
& Flynn, 2013). These “professional artistic work-
ers” are the subject of this chapter.

Professional Artistic Workers
We spend a lot of time on a few great things.
Until every idea we touch enhances each

life it touches. We're engineers and artists.

Craftsmen and inventors. We sign our work.

You may rarely look at it. But you'll always

feel it. This is our signature. And it means

everything. Designed by Apple in California.
—Excerpt from newspaper advertisement, Apple Inc.,
2013

Organizational researchers have found that
some professional creative workers perceive that
they possess “artistic identities” at work (Feist,
1999; Fletcher, 1999). As suggested in the Apple
advertisement, these workers perceive themselves
as creators of unique outputs that embody personal,
artistic visions. For example, in a recent study of toy
designers, Elsbach and Flynn (2013) found that
many of these designers defined themselves as “art-
ists” who preferred to work independently on cre-
ative projects that they could own and control as a
means of fulfilling their individual artistic visions
at work (e.g., making the coolest new toy car with
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great styling and ingenious performance features).
These artistic designers contrasted with other toy
designers who self-defined as “problem-solvers” and
saw their primary creative contributions as refining
the ideas of others, adding expertise to a collabora-
tive group, or helping to mold a creative idea into a
marketable product.

In this way, self-defined artistic designers seemed
to approach their work in line with the methods
of the stereotypical creative genius—designing
with unconventionality, nonconformity, inde-
pendence, rebelliousness, and idealism (Kasof,
1995)—whereas the problem-solving designers
seemed to approach their work in line with ste-
reotypes of corporate professionals—designing
with conscientiousness, flexibility, and rationality
(Chung-Herrera & Lankau, 2005). These findings
fic with extant research that has defined the two
primary approaches to creative work as an artistic
approach, which involves independent work, uncon-
ventional thinking, and revolutionary insights, and
a problem-solving approach, which involves inte-
grating and organizing existing ideas and finding
practical solutions to creative problems (Gluck,
Ernst, & Unger, 2002; Ivcevic & Mayer, 2000).

An examination of professional artistic workers
in extant literature (discussed in more detail later)
reveals two interesting findings. First, in profes-
sional work contexts, such artistic workers appear
to suffer identity threats (i.c., instances in which
the integrity of their self-concepts is called into
question by events or actions that are at odds with
those self-concepts) more often than do creative
workers who take a problem-solving approach to
their work. Second, many of these identity threats
seem to arise out of conflicts between the norms
and expectations associated with artistic identities
and those associated with more traditional corpo-
rate or professional identities. As noted by Jeremy
Isaacs, General Director of the London Royal
Opera House—who employs numerous creative
workers to design and build sets and costumes
for opera and ballet productions,—“The problem
of employing creative people in an organisation
which in any sense is an industrial one is that their
creativity sometimes needs to be tempered to the
constraints within which the organisation is able to
work” (quoted in Fletcher, 1999, p. 68).

In the following sections, we examine these
findings in more detail and construct a frame-
work describing the identities of professional artis-
tic workers that may be useful for managers. In
general, our framework suggests that managing

professional artistic workers requires an under-
standing of the central role of antagonism (i.e., a
state in which opposing forces, such as opposing
identity norms, are at work) in the identity pro-
cesses of these workers. We begin our discussion
with a definition of antagonism and its relevance
to social identity.

Antagonism and the Identities of
Professional Artistic Workers: Insights
from Empirical Research

Social antagonism has been defined as situation
in which “an identity ‘A’ is threatened by the antag-
onistic forces of another identity, ‘anti-A’”(Trent &
Gao, 2009, p. 255). In asimilar vein, Wenger (1998)
argued that “identity is defined, in part, through
the practices we do not engage in; together, par-
ticipation and non-participation shape identity”
(quoted in Trent & Gao, 2009, p. 266). Finally,
Delbridge (1998) stated that identity construction
at work proceeds through a framework of struc-
tured antagonisms (e.g., being in control vs. com-
plying with management) that confront workers on
a daily basis.

Together, these arguments suggest that antago-
nism between “who we are” and “who we are not” is
a central and ongoing process in the development and
maintenance of social identities. As we illustrate below,
empirical research appears to support this suggestion.
Further, this research suggests that professional artistic
workers are especially likely to rely on antagonism in
the affirmation of their identities at work.

In the following sections, we use a review of
empirical case studies to first examine why antago-
nism is central to the affirmation of social identi-
ties in general, and of professional artistic workers’
identities in particular. Next, we use these empirical
studies to examine just how antagonism is used in
the affirmation of professional artistic workers’ iden-
tities by delineating the specific roles antagonism
plays in this process. We conclude by presenting a
framework that illustrates the role of antagonism in
the identities of professional artistic workers.

Why Antagonism Is Central to the
Affirmation of Professional Artistic
Workers’ Identities

The notion of antagonism in social identity
processes is not new. In particular, frameworks
of social identity have suggested that antagonism
may be central to the creation and maintenance of
many group and organizational identities (Tajfel &
1986). Further, studies

Turner, of identity

104 ANTAGONISM IN THE IDENTITIES OF PROFESSIONAL ARTISTIC WORKERS



maintenance in social groups have shown that
antagonism is often important to these processes
(Brown, Kornberger, Clegg, & Carter, 2010;
Clarke, Brown, & Hailey, 2009; Hackley & Kover,
2007; Livingtston & Haslam, 2008). This research
suggests at least two reasons why antagonism may
influence social identity affirmation in general and
the affirmation of professional artistic workers’
identities in particular.

Antagonism and identity affirmation in gen-
eral. A first reason why antagonism may be cen-
tral to identity affirmation processes in general is
that group members may want to signal exclusion
[from specific categories that are seen as antagonistic
to their social identities. In this vein, research on
social disidentification (Elsbach, 1999; Elsbach &
Bhattacharya, 2001) has shown that group mem-
bers may define who they are, in part, by signal-
ing who or what they are not. For example, Gioia,
Price, Hamilton, and Thomas (2010) described the
how such a via negativa approach—that of com-
ing to define “who we are” by first defining “who
we are not’—was an important step in the identity
formation process for a new school of information
science and technology that arose within a large
state university. They revealed how faculty and staff
of the new school spent a lot of time, early on in the
construction of their collective identity, discussing
“who we’re not.” As the Dean of the new school
noted (Gioia et al., 2010, p. 14):

The first two years were who or what we weren’t—it
was some version of identity by exclusion. We
weren’t computer science, we weren’t library science,
and we weren’t MIS. Everyone was always speaking
in the negative—in the sense of articulating to
ourselves who we aren’t, not who we are.

In this case, the members of the new school
may have been responding to implicit comparisons
between their school and other, more traditional
schools. In such contexts, if there are perceptions
of rivalry or competition between two groups (e.g.,
the new school is competing for students and fund-
ing with traditional schools), researchers have found
that there is an unconscious tendency for members
of one group to distance themselves from the other
(Spears, Gordijn, Dijksterhuis, & Stapel, 2004). As
Spears et al. (p. 605) put it, “People automatically
distance themselves from outgroup attributes when
intergroup antagonism is cued or chronic.”

This type of distancing may have been especially
likely in the study by Gioia et al. (2010) because,
as a part of a traditional university with traditional

schools of computer science and engineering, the
founders of the new school may have feared that
they would be mistakenly categorized as one of
those traditional schools. As a consequence, they
signaled that they were 7or a traditional school.

In a related manner, Clegg, Rhodes, and
Kornberger (2007) described how members of
the emerging industry of business coaching used
distinctive and opposing self-categorizations (e.g.,
“not consultants”) in defining their collective
identity. This occurred because members of busi-
ness coaching firms perceived that their firms were
often mistaken for consulting firms. As Clegg et al.
(p- 501) reported, “The coaches note some confu-
sion among their clients about the differentiation
between consulting and coaching, a distinction
that is the very stuff of their identity.”

A second reason why antagonism may be central
to general identity affirmation processes is because
group members may want to signal the authenticity
of their social identities. According to psychologists,
to be authentic, we must align our internal experi-
ences (e.g., values, beliefs, feelings) with our exter-
nal expressions (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Wood,
Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Joseph, 2008). Thus,
given that some groups are defined as the oppo-
site of others (e.g., not-for-profit), the authenticity
of these groups may involve expressed antagonism
toward their opposing groups.

In this manner, Fiol, Pratt, and O’Connor (2009)
described how the identities of some groups within
organizations (e.g., pilots vs. airline executives in an
airline company) were maintained over time through
intractable identity conflicts in which the identity of
one group was defined as the negative of the identity
of another group (e.g., pilots defined themselves as
non-management). In these cases, the authenticity or
legitimacy of one group’s identity was dependent on
its rejection of the opposing group’s identity.

In the same vein, Trent and Gao (2009)
described how second-career teachers (i.e., teachers
who had had a previous career in business, engi-
neering, or some other field) in Hong Kong defined
their unique teaching identities (“At least I'm the
type of teacher I want to be”) through their opposi-
tion to traditional teaching identities. Again, the
authenticity of these second-career teachers’ identi-
ties rested on expressing antagonism between this
identity and that of traditional teachers. As one
second-career language teacher remarked (p. 261):

I'm the opposite of the traditional Hong Kong
teacher; [who is] very strict, rigid, do past (exam)
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papers all the time. 'm seen as different. I think

I would describe my image at school as an “out-
of-the-box” teacher. I try to be more creative. I
try to be an inspirational teacher. I connect with
my students and show them how language is used
beyond the classroom and beyond the exam.

Together, these findings suggest at least two rea-
sons why antagonism may be useful for affirming
social identities in general. First, desires for exclusion
[from antagonistic categories may be a driving force
in identity affirmation for members of a collective
that is defined in opposition to those categories.
Second, group members may engage in long-term
and continuous social antagonism with an oppos-
ing group ro affirm the authenticity of their social
identities.

Antagonism and identity affirmation for pro-
fessional artistic workers. Although these roles of
antagonism in identity afirmation may occur in
other groups, we suggest that they are especially
likely to arise among groups of professional artis-
tic workers. That is, we propose that professional
artistic workers may be especially likely to feel the
need to be (1) excluded from categories they per-
ceive as antagonistic to their social identities and
(2) engaged in long-term, consistent antagonism
with opposing groups to maintain the authentic-
ity of their identities. We suggest that antagonism
plays a central role in identity affirmation for these
workers for the following reasons.

Professional artistic workers desire exclusion from
antagonistic categories. First, in their self-definitions,
professional artistic workers appear especially
likely to desire exclusion from categories that
they perceive as antagonistic to their social iden-
tities. Research on the identities of artistic work-
ers reveals that they, like members of other work
groups, define themselves according distinctive
social categorizations (see Bain, 2005; Feist, 1999;
Petkus, 1996). Yet, the specific fypes of distinctive
identity categorizations used by artistic workers
appear to be unusual because so many of them
are exclusionary categories (i.e., categories whose
core meaning is based on exclusion from another
group—such as “non-smokers”). Researchers have
found that professional artists commonly define
themselves as outsiders (Brooks & Daniluk, 1998;
Empson, 2013), non-conformists (Kasof, 1995),
non-tradtionalists (Eikhof & Haunschild, 2007),
uncollaborative (Elsbach & Flynn, 2013), and
non-managerial (Jemielniak, 2008). As one art-
ist in Brooks and Daniluk’s (1998) study noted “I

definitely view myself as an outsider. As a woman
and as an artist. I still feel that I’'m not a mainstream
operator, by choice and inclination” (p. 251).

These types of exclusionary categorizations
appear to arise, at least in part, because professional
artistic workers perceive professional characteristics
and behaviors to be impediments to creativity. As
a result, being aligned with the category of “pro-
fessional” (including its stereotypical traits) would
be a clear signal that one possesses characteristics
that are antagonistic to creativity. As Hackley and
Kover (2007, p. 70) mentioned in their study of
artistic workers in an advertising agency:

No interviewee mentioned a7y agency practice that
facilitated or supported creativity. The implication
was that creative excellence was achieved by
creatives despite agencies and clients, not because of
them. In short, “How can I be creative if I start to

think like an MBA?”

A second and related reason why professional
artistic workers may be especially likely to engage
in acts that signal exclusion from professional cat-
egorizations is that they may perceive that they are
morally superior to most other professional work-
ers. In this vein, psychologists have found that per-
ceptions of moral superiority are associated with
the acceptance of norm-breaking behavior among
group members (Iyer, Jetten, & Haslam, 2012) and
especially among creatives (Bierly, Kolodinsky, &
Charette, 2008). Thus, artistic workers who per-
ceive their group is morally superior to other groups
may be unafraid to engage in norm-breaking
behaviors (which might exclude them from seem-
ingly desirable professional categories) because they
feel that their moral superiority protects them from
any negative evaluation. In this manner, the mae-
stro in Marotto, Roos, and Victor’s (2007) study of
a professional orchestra discussed how conforming
to professional norms for politeness during rehears-
als was not necessary because getting the music
right was a more worthy cause. As he put it (p. 395):

Music isn’t just a pursuit; it’s a “sacred endeavor.”
When we enter a rehearsal, we are not in a rehearsal
hall but rather a church. . . . Our act of making
music together is not simple matter during which I
need to pay any attention to or care about niceties
toward anyone, because the stakes are too high.

A third and final reason why professional artistic
workers may be especially likely to signal exclusion
from antagonistic categorizations is that they may
be especially fearful of being mistakenly categorized
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as corporate, commercial, or customer-focused.
Such fears may arise because, simply by working in
a professional environment where concerns about
financial viability, consumer preferences, organiza-
tional status/reputation, and collegial work behav-
jor are salient and considered most important in
work decisions, artistic workers risk being aligned
with these professional characteristics.

Extant research shows that professional artis-
tic workers, in response to these fears, take great
pains to maintain antagonism between their iden-
tities and corporate categorizations to make clear
which categories they do and do not belong to. For
example, in their study of a Scandinavian architec-
tural firm, Brown et al. (2010) noted that many of
the architects bristled at the thought of being per-
ceived as service providers who merely carried out
the orders of clients. Instead, these artistic profes-
sionals claimed to take on only projects that “are
interesting to us.” As one architect noted (Brown

etal,, 2010, p. 538):

[Our firm] is definitely not a service provider. . . .

I think you are, if you are an architect, you go in
and you look at a brief and you see much more than
what you're given. And you've then got to develop,
you've got to develop that. And so someone might
come up to you and say “right, I want this house
built.” And you say, well that’s a completely missed
opportunity. What you should be doing is this.

Similarly, in their study of artistic workers in an
advertising agency, Hackley and Kover (2007, p. 68)
noted that artistic workers “carved out self-respect
by setting their values at odds with those of their
employer.” Hence, some of these workers distanced
themselves even more from the commercial ethos,
speaking repeatedly of advertising as “bullshit” and
of their preference for the superior values of art and
literature.

Professional artistic workers engage in consis-
tent antagonism to appear authentic. In addition
to expressing antagonism to signal exclusion
from undesired identity categories, we suggest
that professional artistic workers may be espe-
cially likely to engage in long-term antagonism
with opposing groups to maintain the authentic-
ity of their identities (Brooks & Daniluk, 1998;
Svejenova, 2005). This is because, in areas that lack
objective, evaluative standards—such as artistic
pursuits—authenticity is seen as critically impor-
tant in denoting the value of outputs (Peterson,
2005). Artistic workers may be strongly motivated to
maintain antagonism toward professional identity

dimensions as a means of affirming the authen-
ticity of their artistic approach to work. To signal
that their work is not contaminated by corporate
motives for marketability or commercial outputs,
artistic workers may engage in consistent claims
that “we are artists—not managers” (Brooks &
Daniluk, 1998).

The use of such consistent antagonistic claims
may be especially likely when artistic workers face
strong pressures to become more professional. As
Brown et al. (2010, p. 543) observed about many
of the artistic architects in their study: “Asserting
creativity is a constant refrain [emphasis added];
even when the architects bemoan that they are
not being creative they are positioning themselves
not in terms of who they are [in that moment] but
what they aspire to be.” Similarly, in her study of
a professional filmmaker’s struggles to preserve his
artistic identity in Hollywood, Svejenova (2005, p.
965) noted:

The very success and fame, which are usually
associated with. . . . professionalism, may distort the
interaction of the creative professional with different
audiences and make it more difficult for him or her
to continue being truthful to [his or her] own self.

Such comments illustrate the necessity for a
sustained commitment to antagonism by artistic
workers (i.e., an “us vs. them” or “hero vs. villain”
positioning between themselves and business pro-
fessionals) in order to maintain a sense of authen-
ticity or being true to oneself in their identities
(Svejenova, 2005). As Brown et al. (2010, p. 543)
put it:

While the hero is a potent trope in Western
mythology that implicates superhuman abilities, for
the junior architects at [the firm studied] the hero
role that subjects enacted preserved the fantasy of
artistic freedom in the face of bureaucratic art.

Summary. These findings and arguments
explain why antagonism may be especially impor-
tant to the identity affirmation of professional
artistic workers. Specifically, they suggest that
professional artistic workers’ identity processes rely on
salient and sustained antagonism between the defin-
ing characteristics of the identity category “artists” and
those of the opposing category “professionals” (i.e., cor-
porate or commercial). In the following sections,
we provide further evidence of the role of antago-
nism in identity affirmation by illustrating Aow
antagonism is used by professional artistic workers,
on a daily basis to maintain their identities.
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How Antagonism Is Used in the Affirmation
of Professional Artistic Workers’ Identities
Based on our review of extant research, we sug-
gest that professional artistic workers use antago-
nism in two primary ways to affirm their identities.
First, they use antagonism to signal, to others, exclu-
sion from unwanted identity categorizations. Second,
they use antagonism o signal, to themselves, authen-
ticity in their identities. To each of these ends, we

found that professional artistic workers may signal
three types of antagonism: (1) antagonism between
professional and artistic goals, (2) antagonism
between professional and artistic evaluations, and
(3) antagonism between professional and artistic
work practices. We discuss these uses and types of
antagonism next. A sampling of empirical studies
illustrating the roles of antagonism in artistic work-
ers” identity affirmation is displayed in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1 Evidence of the Role of Antagonism in Artistic Worker Identity Affirmation

Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—
Signaling Category Exclusion to Others

Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—Signaling
Authenticity to Self

Elsbach & Flynn (2013)—Qualitative study of corporate toy designers

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals
“I have been called incredibly headstrong on more
than one occasion. It’s because I am really trying to
champion something of my own and keep the idea
pure and uncompromised.” (p. 527)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work
Practices

“I find it very hard to let someone else take control of
a project that I have started working on. Once I have
an idea going, I think ’this project is mine.” (p. 527)

“Like when it comes to styling or feature help, you
know, I sometimes can be abrasive to taking help,
you know, because that’s my thing. . . because I
feel I should own that whole arena of styling on my

designs.” (p. 535)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“I look at other artists and get inspired by their style

or their quality of work and I am like I want to try to
move that bar, I want to meet that standard but yet still
make it my own style. . . and really that is my ultimate
happiness—just doing art for myself. I can draw a cool car
now and I can render it and it looks photo real and it is all
nice, and that’s what makes me happy.” (p. 528)

“[Marketing] have done things to the [X toy] line that I
absolutely would not do, and they have made it a horrible
toy. I think that toy line is going to die because they
haven’t followed the ideas I started with. Now some new
group is going to pick it up and do their own things to
it, and make it something that it’s not meant to be. I
believe I know why that toy was successful, but it’s not
my call anymore and somebody else is going to take it

in a different direction and the key ideas are going to get
diluted and lost. And it was a success in the first place
because of that singular vision that I had.” (p. 534)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work
Practices

“I don’t want to ask for help. It is just my nature to take
ownership. At the end of the day, someone has to have

the passion to make sure it is going to be done and be
accountable that it is going to be done right, and if you
don’t take ownership that is not going to happen.” (p. 528)

Beech, Gilmore, Cochrane, & Grieg (2012)—Qualitative study of professional opera house

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic
Evaluation

“It gets frustrating when you know the director has a
different opinion. . . . It’s a lot easier if everyone just
said things rather than pretending to come to some
kind of group conclusion. . . get things out in the air. . . .

be blunt.” (p. 44)

“I felt like I was being crticised for being me and
for my vision. . . . an aria I've sung for years. . . . I'd
really thought about it. . . . what I wanted.” (p. 44)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“[For one opera singer] a singing career was not simply
something she wanted to ‘achieve,” it was also something
that she felt she needed to do in order to express herself

or play out her ‘destiny’. . . . She it expressed it as follows:
‘Tdo it because I love it. . . . no other way to describe it.””
(p- 43)
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Table 7.1 Continued

Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—
Signaling Category Exclusion to Others

Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—Signaling
Authenticity to Self

Brown, Kornberger, Clegg, & Carter (2010)—Qualitative study of architects in UK firm

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals
“Yeah you do [win pitches], but at the same time that
pitch was what we wanted to do and it just happened
to coincide with what the client wanted to do. I
think that’s very much what, in competitions and
things like that, that Oban [director] goes for. It’s
very much the attitude is well we’re going to present
a project that—well, obviously we look at the brief,
but our interpretation of the brief is very much our
interpretation of the brief, it’s not the client’s. It’s not
another architect’s, it’s very much how we want to do
the project.” (Adam, associate director; p. 539)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work
Practices

“Oban, a director, stressed that any formal office
structure or defined routines would restrict creativity
and interaction, and that structures and routines (such
as job descriptions) should be kept to a minimum.” (p.

533)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“I mean at the end of the day. . . we can’t be making any
money off that project. It’s a beautiful design and the only
reason I'm pushing for it is because it’s a beautiful design,
like we absolutely, you love the architecture so you push
for it. But from a pure commercial sense it just doesn’t

make sense.” (p. 531)

“At EA staff talked about the importance of ‘design
conscience, by which they meant working on unique
and imaginative solutions to the technical problems they
faced, their fixation on experimentation and exploration,
and their lack of regard for issues of organizational

efficiency.” (p. 534)

“As Kylie [graduate architect] said: T've never associated
money with design time.” (p. 537)

Styhre & Eriksson (2008) and Styhre & Gluch (2009)—Architects in Scandinavian firm

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“I do not know how to put it, but it is a strenuous
fight to all the time defend the aesthetic and
architectural values and the details, and so forth. And
then you know that in the end, the contractor comes
with a solution that is uglier and half as expensive
and promotes the idea successfully for the client, and
then the whole concept is gone and things become,
we think, uglier.” (p.229)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“I graduated in ’86. Back then I studied art history in my
leisure time and took courses in architecture history and
architecture theory but since then things have changed.
The work is taking over more and more. I have turned
into one of those tired architects that I noticed when I
was 25 years old myself. (Architect, SAO)” (p.230)

Jemielniak (2008)—Qualitative study of software developers in corporate context

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals
“Some software engineers may dabble outside the
scope of the project if it interests them. ‘Out-of-
the-box’ software engineers are sometimes the
source of creeping requirements and technology
churn.” (p. 28)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work
Practices

“Programmers are considered the worst dressed
occupation of all industries. . . . However, casual
dress—just like bohemian negligence—could also
be an act of denouncing the form (in this case,

the managerial uniform), resistance toward the
standardization, and bracketing.” (p. 31)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals
[Q:] Do you work at home?

[A:] At home? No, definitely not. I mean, I do some
hobbyist programming, but it is something totally else.
... I move away from commercial and professional
programming, and at home I can write, hmm, let’s say a
script that generates nice color pictures. And everybody
know you can’t do this at work, nobody really needs it,
but such amateur projects give you a sense of satisfaction,
that you are doing something interesting.” (p. 26)

“A person creates beautiful code when he wants to show
‘T can do it, too!” So he writes a nice program, distributes
it as an open source project on the Internet, and people
say ‘Hey, that’s a smart guy to do something like that.
(p- 27)

>»
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Table 7.1 Continued

Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—
Signaling Category Exclusion to Others

Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—Signaling
Authenticity to Self

Hackley & Kover (2007)—Qualitative study of artistic workers in an advertising firm

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“One creative explained frankly that this is work
[that] did not ‘pander to consumers.” He wanted to
produce work that resonated with ‘people who feel
the same as [ do . . . I'm not trying to communicate
with everyone out there.”” (p. 68)

Other creatives distanced themselves even more

from the commercial ethos, speaking repeatedly of
advertising as ‘bullshit’, and of their preference for the
superior values of art and literature.” (p. 68)

“Consumers and clients respond to creativity while
creative professionals and artists understand it.
Therefore the approval of the latter is seen as more
intrinsically important.” (p. 71)

“If a creatives seems particularly close to non-creative
workers, this might be interpreted negatively by other
creatives.” (p. 71)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Evaluation
“When [approval] is obtained from non-creatives it is
often received with suspicion as a ‘sell-out’, creating a
potential tension in collegiality for creatives.” (p. 72)

“Creatives need the approval of clients and account
executives, but this kind of approval is merely necessary
to keep their jobs. The approval they seek is from peers
in advertising who share their aesthetic sense. Industry
awards are a powerful source of peer approval. . .. The
plaque or trophy affirms creative permanence.” (p. 70)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work
Practices

“Interviewees expressed a need for psychological or
physical ‘space’ to ‘free your mind’ to do their best work.
They ‘shut the door’ to their office or ‘walk around’. ‘I
prefer to work alone. . . I wantsilence. . . T always retreat
for a while to my office. . . . These creative professionals
alluded to agency structures and strictures only as things

to be resisted or evaded.” (p. 69)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“The implication was that creative excellence was
achieved by creatives despite agencies and clients, not
because of them. In short, ‘How can I be creative if I start

to think like an MBA?” (p. 70)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Evaluation
“This Interviewee, a published poet, scemed somewhat
stung by comments he reported from a previous job that
his work was a ‘little bit too sophisticated.” He sought
recourse in outside creative pursuits: poetry and prose
writing. . . . There was a sense that creatives felt that
advertising as a business could never understand their
work in the way that other creatives could” (p. 68)

“Creatives need approval, but they fear that some kinds of
peer approval (such as that from clients or senior account
directors) might be seen to threaten their professional
integrity.” (p. 71)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work Practices
“It is not merely out of perverseness that creatives resist
many aspects of the organizational discipline to which
most workers are subject. They feel that this resistance

is fundamentally necessary to the integrity of their
professional practice.” (p. 69)

“Creatives feel that their professional needs are not
circumscribed by organizational bureaucracy: they
transcend it. Interviewees . . . spoke of the importance of
‘playing’ with ideas and of ‘getting out of the agency a lot
... alot of the ideas come to us at home.”” (p. 68)

Svejenova (2005)—Qualitative study of identity conflicts of filmmaker in Hollywood

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Evaluation
“The director explained that one of the reasons for
that less favorable welcome in the USA was due to the
impression his usual viewers, the ‘modern’ audience,
had got of him becoming mainstream. According to
the director, working with more financial resources
had made his films less underground but not more
mainstream.” (p. 960)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work Practices
“In Hollywood, the power is usually not with the film
director but with the film studios, stars, and even the
unions. Such a shift in power, Almodovar himself
acknowledged, could hamper his ‘way’ of working through
sequential filming, filming at all hours, having final say

on the script and final cut of the film, deciding on posters,
campaigns, and distributors. Hence Almodovar’s reluctance
to respond favorably to offers from Hollywood, where
professional networks, chains of agents and organizational

charts could limit his freedom.” (p. 963)

(continued)
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Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation— Role of Antagonism in Identity Affirmation—Signaling
Signaling Category Exclusion to Others Authenticity to Self

Brooks & Daniluk (1998)—Qualitative study of professional women artists in varying jobs

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Goals

“A basic issue confronted by all of the women [artists] as
they forged their career paths was how to reconcile the
necessity of earning money with the pursuit of personal
and artistic freedom. Each woman made a unique
decision about this matter, but all of them ultimately
chose to give priority to freedom.” (p. 253)

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work
Practices

“I definitely view myself as an outsider. As a woman and as
an artist. [ still feel that ’'m not a mainstream operator, by
choice and inclination. But I learn things that way as well.
By being outside, you can see clearly I think.” (p. 251)

Nemiro (1997)—Qualitative study of professional artists/actors/musicians

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Evaluation

“I submerged myself so completely that I think I became
fully present, and they [the audience] didn’t matter in a
way that was different. In other words, I wasn’t playing

to them and asking them, ‘please, please like it.” [If you
focus on] I have to get this job, there’s a desperation there,
and you lose your creativity.”

Sinetar (1985)—Qualitative study of entrepreneurs in corporate environment

Antagonism Between Professional and Artistic Work Practices
One [artistic] manager . . . arrives at work early each
morning and makes coffee for everyone . . . . He then cleans
up the coffee room before the custodians can get to it. He

is oblivious to his company’s unwritten social law that says
senior executives must not engage in such activities. Thus,
he unknowingly thwarts lower level employees’ ego needs to

do a job they feel is rightly theirs.” (p. 58)

“Another creative thinker . . . upsets subordinates and
superiors alike by refusing all clerical help, including

a secretary to answer his phone and type his letters.
Instead, he scrawls all memos on yellow legal pads,
unaware that his colleagues get irritated because of this
and because they can’t get in touch with him when he’s
away from his office.” (p. 58)

“Another entrepreneur, hired to help a corporation
reconceptualize itself into new markets, spent the majority
of his first year wandering about the halls, asking people
vague, unanswerable questions. His incomprehensible
approach alarmed fellow executives; more action-oriented
business colleagues considered his constant probing a waste
of time.. . .. In time, the man successfully accomplished
what he’d been hired to do. His style of handling the
project, however, put him on thin ice even with those

who’d hired him in the first place.” (p. 59)




Using antagonism to signal, to others, exclu-
sion from unwanted identity categorizations.
Signaling exclusion from identity categorizations
that run counter to professional artistic work-
ers’ identities appears to be done primarily for the
benefit of others in the workplace (e.g., colleagues,
clients, managers). These signals help to protect
artistic workers from mistaken categorizations by
others and provide a reminder to others about the
superiority (moral and otherwise) of artistic workers
compared to other professional workers. As noted
earlier, we found three common types of antagonism
signaled to others: antagonism between professional
and artistic goals, evaluations, and processes.

Antagonism  between  professional and artistic
goals. First, we found several examples of profes-
sional artistic workers using antagonism between
their own artistic goals and the professional goals
of their employers to signal exclusion from cor-
porate or commercial categories. For instance, a
number of the architects studied by Styhre and
Gluch (2009) and by Brown et al. (2010) made it
clear that their work goals were related to achiev-
ing artistic visions rather than consumer approval.
For example, Brown et al. (p. 539) noted that one
architect’s own vision trumped that of the client:

Well, obviously we look at the brief, but our
interpretation of the brief is very much our
interpretation of the brief; it’s not the client’s. It’s
not another architect’s, it’s very much how we want
to do the project.

Similarly, Styhre and Gluch (p. 229) reported
how one architect found the goals of contractors
with whom the architects worked to be at odds
with their own artistic goals:

I do not know how to put it, but it is a strenuous
fight to all the time defend the aesthetic and
architectural values and the details, and so forth.
And then you know that in the end, the contractor
comes with a solution that is uglier and half as
expensive and promotes the idea successfully for
the client, and then the whole concept is gone and
things become, we think, uglier.

These examples also indicate a disdain for pro-
fessional goals and, as noted earlier, signal that
artistic goals are in many ways superior to those
of corporate managers. Such antagonism helps to
affirm artistic identities as not only distinct but
positively distinct from professional identities.

Antagonism  between  professional and  artistic
evaluation. Second, we found that artistic workers

often signaled antagonism between the evaluative
standards of corporate professionals and those of
artists as a means of affirming their identities. Thus,
approval and praise by “suits” and other members
of the professional category was seen as evidence
that an artistic worker has “sold out” (Hackley &
Kover, 2007). By contrast, artistic workers made it
clear that they considered evaluations from their
peers to be the only legitimate appraisals they would
recognize (Nemiro, 1997). As Hackley and Kover
explained in their study of advertising artists (p. 70):

Creatives need the approval of clients and account
executives, but this kind of approval is merely
necessary to keep their jobs. The approval they seek
is from peers in advertising who share their aesthetic
sense. Industry awards are a powerful source of peer
approval. . . . The plaque or trophy affirms creative

permanmce.

One reason that evaluative standards are a target
of antagonism for artistic workers may be that these
workers routinely receive negative feedback about
the commercial value of their work. In turn, they
may align themselves even more strongly with artis-
tic evaluative schemas as a way of protecting their
identities from such negative feedback. This notion
fits with psychological and organizational research
on individual responses to threatened identities
(Aronson, Blanton, & Cooper, 1995; Elsbach &
Kramer, 1996), which shows that, if one dimension
of a person’s social identity is threatened, that per-
son will prop up his or her identity by affirming an
alternate identity dimension. Thus, artistic workers
who are told that their work is not seen as commer-
cial enough to satisfy clients (e.g., Styhre & Gluch,
2009) may respond to this feedback by claiming
a strong affiliation with artistic evaluations (and
exclusion from more commercial evaluations).

Antagonism between professional and artistic work
practices. Finally, artistic workers appear to signal
exclusion from undesired identity categories by
using and making salient their unique work prac-
tices. In these cases, artistic workers attempt to
make clear to others in the work environment that
they are outsiders and should not be mistaken for
managers or other corporate professionals.

In his study of artistic software developers,
Jemielniak (2008, p. 31; see also Hearn, 2005;
Kawasaki, 1990; Kidder, 1981) described some of
the unique work practices of these artistic workers
as follows:

Programmers are considered the worst dressed
occupation of all industries. . . . However, casual

112 ANTAGONISM IN THE IDENTITIES OF PROFESSIONAL ARTISTIC WORKERS



dress—just like bohemian negligence—could also
be an act of denouncing the form (in this case,
the managerial uniform), resistance toward the
standardization, and bracketing.

Similarly, in their study of an advertising firm,
Hackley and Kover (2007, p. 69) described the
signals artistic workers sent about their identities
through their work practices:

Interviewees expressed a need for psychological or
physical “space” to “free your mind” to do their best
work. They “shut the door” to their office or “walk
around.” I prefer to work alone . . . T want silence
... L always retreat for a while to my office . . .”.
These creative professionals alluded to agency
structures and strictures only as things to be resisted
or evaded.

Using antagonism to signal, to oneself,
authenticity in one’s identity. While signaling
antagonism to others appears an important means
of identity affirmation for professional artistic
workers, our analysis of extant case studies suggests
that antagonism may be used, more often, as a
selfFaffirmation tactic. In particular, it appears that
artistic workers may act in ways that signal antago-
nism as a means of proving to themselves that they
are authentic in their artistic identities. We provide
examples of these self-affirming signals next.

Antagonism between professional and artistic
goals. One of the greatest hurdles faced by artistic
workers in professional or corporate environments
was staying true to their artistic ideals and visions
in work output. Numerous researchers have docu-
mented the pressures organizations place on artistic
workers to make their work more practical, com-
mercial, and inexpensive (see Fletcher, 1999). For
example, Elsbach and Flynn (2013), described how
toy designers—who often defined themselves in
terms artistic categories such as “independent,”
“idealistic,” and “rebellious” (see Bain, 2005; Feist,
1999; Jemielniak, 2008; Petkus, 1996)—were pres-
sured to incorporate the ideas of others in their toy
designs as a means of making those designs more
commercially successful. For these artistic work-
ers, being pressured to work toward more practi-
cal, commercial, and normative goals represented a
direct threat to their identities.

We suggest that artistic workers, in order to cope
with such threats, may sustain antagonism with
corporate goals as a way of signaling to themselves
that they are pursuing more idealistic (and artis-
tic) goals. That is, artistic workers may deliberately
work toward goals thatare at odds with professional

norms as a way of maintaining authenticity in their
identities. In this vein, one toy designer in Elsbach
and Flynn’s (2013) study made clear that his ideals
and goals for a specific toy design were at odds with
the current direction that the marketing depart-
ment was taking. As this designer put it (p. 534):

[They] have done things to the [X toy] line that

I absolutely would not do, and they have made it

a horrible toy. I think that toy line is going to die
because they haven’t followed the ideas I started
with. Now some new group is going to pick it

up and do their own things to it, and make it
something that it’s not meant to be. I believe I know
why that toy was successful, but it’s not my call
anymore and somebody else is going to take it in

a different direction and the key ideas are going to
get diluted and lost. And it was a success in the first

place because of that singular vision that I had.

In some cases, the very “unprofessional” nature
of their goals is what artistic workers most want
to emphasize in their work. As DeFillippi (2009,
p. 10) noted in his study of artistic media work-
ers (i.e., people working in television, film, online
media, and so on):

People who make media tend to care more about
their work than about salaries or job security. They
see their employer or company more as a vehicle

for their creative self-expression than anything

else. They are also among the workers most likely

to accept exploitive labor practices in order to get

to do what they love to do. And yet they still sell
their uncertain predicament to themselves and their
friends as incredibly cool.

In other cases, artistic workers pushed toward
less practical or less commercial goals despite their
recognition that these goals are necessary. As one
architect in the study by Brown et al. (2010, p. 531)
noted:

I mean at the end of the day . . . we can’t be making
any money off that project. It’s a beautiful design
and the only reason I'm pushing for it is because

it’s a beautiful design, like we absolutely, you love
the architecture so you push for it. But from a pure

commercial sense it just doesn’t make sense.

Antagonism between professional and artis-
tic evaluation. A second type of antagonism that
artistic workers signal to maintain authenticity in
their identities is antagonism between professional
and artistic evaluation. In these cases, artistic work-
ers may downplay or even refute the legitimacy of
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professional evaluations of their work and remind
themselves that it is the evaluation of other artists
that counts. As one advertising artist in Hackley and
Kover’s (2007, p. 71) study remarked, “Consumers
and clients respond to creativity while creative pro-
fessionals and artists understand it. Therefore the
approval of the latter is seen as more intrinsically
important.”

In addition, artistic workers may frequently
remind themselves that they are not producing
their work for the approval of consumers or other
commercial audiences. Rather, they are seeking
artistic fulfillment and approval that can come
only if they ignore these audiences. In this man-
ner, one musician in Nemiro’s study of professional
artists (1997, p. 234) claimed that her best work
occurred when she didn’t worry about audience
evaluation: “[In this instance] I submerged myself
so completely that I think I became fully present,
and they [the audience] didn’t matter in a way that
was different. In other words, I wasn’t playing to
them and asking them, ’please, please like it.”

Antagonism between professional and artis-
tic work practices. Finally, artistic workers may
engage in routine work practices that fit with and
authenticate their identities as artists. In most
cases, it appears that these work practices are not
done to purposely signal antagonism to others,
but to affirm to the artists themselves that they are
working in an authentic manner. For example, in
her 1985 description of creative workers, Sinetar
discussed several examples of work practices by
artistic types that were antagonistic to those of
more professional workers (p. 58):

[One] creative thinker. . . . upsets subordinates and
superiors alike by refusing all clerical help, including
a secretary to answer his phone and type his letters.
Instead, he scrawls all memos on yellow legal pads,
unaware that his colleagues get irritated because of
this and because they can’t get in touch with him
when he’s away from his office.

Similarly, in Elsbach and Flynn’s 2013 study
of corporate toy designers, one designer remarked
on his steadfast refusal to engage in normative col-
laboration behaviors such as asking for help from
teammates (p. 528):

I don’t want to ask for help. It is just my nature to
take ownership. At the end of the day, someone has
to have the passion to make sure it is going to be
done and be accountable that it is going to be done
right, and if you don’t take ownership that is not
going to happen.

As with the other antagonistic signals given by
artistic workers to affirm the authenticity of their
identities, these signals appear designed to con-
vince workers that although they are working in
a more professional context, their work behaviors
remain true to their artistic roots. As Hackley and
Kover (2007, p. 69) commented, “It is not merely
out of perverseness that creatives resist many
aspects of the organizational discipline to which
most workers are subject. They feel that this resis-
tance is fundamentally necessary to the integrity of
their professional practice.”

Summary. These findings suggest several ways
that antagonism may be used in the affirmation
of artistic workers’ identities in professional work
settings. Specifically, they suggest that professional
artistic workers may make claims or engage in acts
that signal to themselves and others that they are not
interested in corporate goals, evaluations, or work
practices. These tactics help professional artistic
workers to avoid being misperceived by others and
to maintain authenticity in their self-concepts.

A Framework of the Role of Antagonism
in the Identities of Professional Artistic
Workers

Together, the findings we have discussed pro-
vide a framework describing the role of antagonism
in the identities of professional artistic workers.
This framework is illustrated in Figure 7.1. In our
final discussion, we examine the implications of
this framework for theory and practice.

Discussion

Conflict and antagonism have been central
components of social identity theory from its
inception (Tafjel & Turner, 1986). Further, sub-
stantial empirical research has explored the roles of
conflict and antagonism in identity maintenance
(Clarke et al, 2009; Clegg et al., 2007). An inter-
esting aspect of this research is that a considerable
amount of it examines such conflicts in the context
of artistic work (see Table 7.1). This does not appear
to be an accident. Artistic workers seem to be dis-
proportionately represented among those who feel
that their identities are routinely threatened by
pressures to act in normatively professional ways at
work (e.g., pressures to be more pragmatic, com-
mercial, and collaborative). Artistic workers, by
their very nature, have identities defined by antago-
nism toward most professional workplace norms.

An implication of this notion is that antago-
nism should play an important role in frameworks
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Why Antagonism is Central to the
Identities of Professional Artistic Workers

Artistic workers desire exclusion from
antagonistic categories to avoid being

How Antagonism is Used to Affirm the
Identities of Professional Artistic Workers

Artistic workers signal exclusion from antagonistic
categories to others by claiming to

perceived as uncreative, morally inferior, or
corporate/commercial.

Artistic workers desire authenticity in
self-concepts to protect selves from being

- not pursue corporate goals
- not be concerned with corporate evaluations
- not follow corporate work practices

Artistic workers signal authenticity to themselves by

- fighting against corporate goals

contaminated by professional work contexts.

- discounting corporate evaluations
- engaging in non-normative work practices

Fig. 7.1 The Role of Antagonism in the Identities of Professional Creative Workers.

of artistic workers’ identities. Further, a greater
focus on the role of antagonism may improve
theoretical and practical frameworks for manag-
ing professional artistic workers in general, and it
may relate to the broader literatures on innovation
and entrepreneurship. We discuss these implica-
tions next.

Explicit Identity Antagonism and the
Management of Professional Artistic
Workers
If it is the very insecurity and isolation of cre-
ative professionals in advertising that gives
their work its resonance, then perhaps the
industry has unwittingly produced its own
optimum condition.

—Hackley & Kover, 2007, p. 75

Theoretical implications and directions for
future research. The primary theoretical insight
to come out of our review of empirical research is
that, in many cases, explicit and sustained identity
antagonism might be essential to the maintenance
of professional artistic workers’ social identities.
That is, as uncomfortable as antagonism may be,
its presence may be necessary for professional artis-
tic workers to be secure in their social identities and
productive in their creative endeavors.

This notion adds a new wrinkle to frameworks
of identity management in cases where individu-
als feel pressures to affirm multiple and competing
identities at work. Extant frameworks have sug-
gested three possible solutions to these pressures:
(1) identity integration (Gotsi, Andriopoulos,

Lewis, & Ingram, 2010), in which the individual
finds a way to combine competing identities into
a single meta-identity (e.g., “practical artist”);
(2) identity shifting (Empson, 2013; Gotsi et al.,
2010), in which the individual shifts between two
opposing identities across time and location (e.g.,
being an artist during the initial idea-generation
phase of a project and an engineer during the
implementation phase); and (3) identity separa-
tion (DeFillippi, 2009), in which the individual
maintains multiple identities in a hierarchical
fashion but removes antagonism by privileging
one over another (e.g., working for an organiza-
tion but viewing oneself as an independent con-
tractor, rather than an employee, to privilege an
identity of independence over dependence).

Our framework adds a fourth solution, which
might be labeled explicit identity antagonism. This
involves maintaining a singular identity at work
that is consistently at odds with an expected or
normative work identity. This idea recognizes that
for some artistic workers, the most effective means
of maintaining their distinctive, exclusionary, and
authentic identities is to be consistently in opposi-
tion to a normative, professional identity. Such a
solution may not be possible for most employees
(i.e., by definition, a majority of employees cannot
be non-normative). Yet, as noted in the epigraph
for this section, for highly artistic workers, it may
represent an ideal means by which to be creative in
a professional context.

The potential benefits of explicit identity antago-
nism are supported by research on identity affirma-
tion and diversity in groups (Swann, Polzer, Seyle, &
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Ko, 2004). In their study of graduate students
engaged in a group task, Swann, Kwan, Polzer,
and Milton (2003) found that group members dis-
played the most creativity when other group mem-
bers recognized their unique and individual traits
and thereby allowed them to verify their self-views.
These findings suggest that calling attention to
what is unique and different about individual
group members may be important to enhancing
both self-affirmation by those group members and
their creative performance.

Our findings suggest that explicit identity
antagonism may be one way of calling attention
to what is unique and different about profes-
sional artistic workers in corporate work settings.
Further, consistent with research on individual
responses to identity threat (Aronson et al.,
1995), our findings suggest that, if signaling
antagonism in one area (e.g., evaluation) is useful
in affirming the identities of professional artistic
workers, these workers may feel less threatened
when engaging in activities in a second area (e.g.,
pragmatic work practices) that might be incon-
sistent with their social identities. Aronson et
al. found that, when subjects in an experimen-
tal study felt threats to their self-concepts with
regard to the personality dimension of “compas-
sion” (i.e., because they wrote an essay arguing
against the expansion of services for disabled
persons), they sought feedback about themselves
that would affirm positive self-concepts with
regard to a different dimension of personality
(i.e., independence, objectivity, and sociability).
These findings suggest that individuals may seek
balance in affirming a positive self-concept and
may be willing to engage in some self-discrepant
behavior if they are given opportunities to bal-
ance that behavior with self-affirming acts.

Yet, these notions have not been tested directly.
Future research is needed to assess the validity of
these insights. In addition, research is needed to
extend our framework of identity antagonism to
more specific creative contexts. For example, we may
need to explore the role of antagonism in affirming
distinctiveness and uniqueness for creative workers
who work on teams and groups (a common work
practice in creative industries). Although it has
been shown that intragroup conflict of any type is
destructive (De Dreau & Weingart, 2003), recog-
nition of identity differences may not, necessarily,
lead to conflict. Future research might examine
how one can leverage antagonism to affirm distinc-
tiveness among artistic workers, yet avoid conflict

between these workers and others when they work
in teams or groups.

Future research may also need to examine how
to maintain antagonism in creative industries that
rely heavily on artistic workers. For example, in
filmmaking, publishing, or high fashion, some
firms or divisions within firms may find that artis-
tic workers are the norm rather than the exception.
Is it possible to signal and promote antagonism
when an opposing group is not salient? Might
artistic workers start to feel less distinctive (and
thus less affirmed) if they are surrounded mostly
by similar others?

According to social identity theory (Abrams &
Hogg, 1990), group members will be motivated
to maximize positive, intergroup distinctiveness
as a means of maintaining positive self-concepts.
This argument suggests that artistic workers will
be motivated to maintain antagonism with other
professional workers (who would be perceived as
a comparative out-group) as a means of affirm-
ing positive self-concepts. Yet, the level of positive
intergroup distinctiveness depends on the pres-
ence and salience of such comparative out-groups.
Future research may need to examine how the
ability to signal and perceive identity antagonism
is related to the presence and salience of relevant
out-groups.

Practical implications and limitations. In
addition to the theoretical implications, a strat-
egy of explicit identity antagonism may provide
an effective tool for managers of artistic workers
when the other three methods of identity manage-
ment (i.e., identity integration, identity separation,
and identity shifting) do not work. For instance,
identity integration (Gotsi et al., 2010) may not be
feasible for some highly artistic workers because
these workers’ identities were actually formed in
opposition to professional identities. That is, the
identities of some artistic workers were constructed
to be the opposite of professional identities (i.e.,
Therefore,

two opposing identities makes no logical sense.

non-commercial). combining these
Integration of professional and artistic identities
might be as difficult as integrating the identities of
smokers and non-smokers.

For different reasons, identity separation
(DeFillippi, 2009) (i.e., keeping multiple identi-
ties but prioritizing one over another) may be an
unsatisfactory solution for the management of
artistic worker identities. In these cases, the goal is
to remove antagonism by recognizing and support-
ing the superior identity (e.g., by providing creative
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workers with alternative work arrangements that
support artistic identities and remove pressures
to behave professionally). Yet, based on our argu-
ments, managers who remove antagonism from
the work environment may also remove the most
important means of affirming artistic identities.

Finally, identity shifting (Empson, 2013) may
be difficult for some highly artistic workers because
it is not easy for these workers to compartmental-
ize when they are being an artist and when they
are being a professional business person. Numerous
studies of creative and artistic workers have docu-
mented the nonlinear, all-consuming nature of
artistic and creative thinking (Fletcher, 1999;
Wallace & Gruber, 1989). It is often a process of rep-
etition, revision, and rethinking, and as Wallace &
Gruber (1989, p. 155) stated, it occurs not when
it is convenient, but at any time: “Archimedes’
famous insight occurred while he as having a
bath, Poincare’s when he was stepping onto a bus,
Kekule’s during a reverie, and Darwin’s while read-
ing ’for amusement.” As a result, it may be dif-
ficult and undesirable for artistic workers to turn
off their creative identities in order to turn on their
professional ones.

By contrast, explicit identity antagonism may be
a more effective means of affirming the identities
of artistic workers because it does not ask artistic
workers to compromise on their ideal self-concepts,
nor does it remove an essential means of identity
affirmation for these workers (i.e., sustained signals
of antagonism between professional and artistic
identities). In other words, situations that allow
explicit identity antagonism provide artistic work-
ers with greater identity affirmation: the experience
of antagonism itself provides a signal that an artist’s
distinctive traits and characteristics are recognized
(Swann et al., 2004, 2003).

Of course, there are obvious drawbacks to cre-
ating an environment that sustains constant iden-
tity antagonism. For example, disagreements about
work practices and priorities are likely to arise in
such environments. These disagreements must be
managed and prevented from turning into disrup-
tive relationship or task conflicts (De Dreau &
Weingart, 2003).

Further, attention should be paid to how pro-
fessional artistic workers are used in teams. Recent
research has shown that teams with higher levels
of team creative confidence—that is, a “shared
understanding that the team is more creative than
each team member individually” (Baer, Oldham,
Jacobsohn, & Hollingshead, 2008, p. 257)—were

more creative in their outputs than those with
lower levels of team creative confidence. Because
one of the defining dimensions of artistic identities
is a preference for independent creative work (Bain,
2005; Petkus, 1996), it would appear that the pres-
ence of professional artistic workers on creative
teams might decrease team creative confidence and
creative output. Therefore, management of teams
that contain artistic workers may require special
attention to setting expectations and getting buy-in
to the team process.

Finally, compensation and reward systems
must be adapted to allow for both highly artistic
and highly professional workers to be rewarded for
their own contributions to the organization’s suc-
cess. Artistic workers may not need or want the
same type of compensation as most professional
workers (Hargadon & Bechky, 2006), and provid-
ing unique incentives to these workers might help
to affirm their distinctive identities. Yet, differ-
ences in compensation between artistic and other
professional workers must be clearly explained and
accepted by all workers to avoid the perception that
artistic workers are getting something “special”
(Folger & Konovsky, 1989).

Linking Our Framework to Innovation and
Entrepreneurship Literatures

In addition to its implications for creativity
research, we believe our framework of the role
of antagonism in the identities of professional
artistic workers has implications for research and
theory on innovation and entrepreneurship. In
particular, because artistic workers are often part
of teams constructed to create innovative and
entreprencurial outputs, we believe our frame-
work has important implications for understand-
ing these teams.

For example, our proposals about artistic work-
ers’ need for antagonism relate to recent research
from the innovation literature on the composition
of innovative teams. Innovation researchers have
found that the most innovative teams (i.e., teams
that are able to both generate and implement new
ideas) are those that have a specific proportion of
creative personality types versus more conform-
ist personality types (Miron-Spektor, Erez, &
Naveh, 2011). Innovation was found to be most
likely when teams had a high proportion of cre-
ative members but also a moderate proportion of
conformists (i.e., members who seek consensus and
tend to comply with group rules and norms). In
these innovative teams, conformists were necessary
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to ensure group harmony and group potency
(i.e., belief in the team’s ability to accomplish its
goals)—characteristics that can be lacking when a
team is dominated by creative types.

Our framework suggests another reason why
conformists may be important on creative teams:
They help to demonstrate how artistic workers are
distinct from more typical corporate professionals.
That is, creative teams that combine artistic work-
ers with conformists highlight the contrast between
these types of professionals and help to affirm the
antagonistic nature of artistic workers’ identities.
As a result, artists do not need to engage in more
disruptive forms of antagonism (e.g., refusing to
incorporate the ideas of others into creative proj-
ects) to affirm their identities. These insights may
help innovation researchers to better explain the
effects of diverse membership on innovative teams.

In addition, our framework about antagonism
and artistic professionals’ identities relates to the
structure and functioning of entrepreneurial teams. In
particular, research on new venture teams (i.e., teams
made up of subgroups of new venture founders and
investors) suggests that divisions or faultlines (Lau &
Murnighan, 2005) may arise in these entrepreneur-
ial teams due to differences in mental models (e.g.,
schemas of what the venture should look like) and
structural characteristics (e.g., ownership share in
the venture) across subgroups. Lim, Busenitz, and
Chidambaram (2013) proposed that new venture
teams with greater faultdlines between subgroups
will experience greater relationship conflict because
members identify with their own subgroup and are
biased against members of the other subgroup. Such
conflict further affects the team by reducing knowl-
edge sharing across subgroups and, ultimately, reduc-
ing the identification of business opportunities.

Our framework adds to these insights by sug-
gesting an additional reason why faultlines may
arise in new venture teams, especially if new venture
founders perceive themselves as artistic. That is, the
need for antagonism by artistic founders may lead
them to sustain and even enlarge natural faultlines
between themselves and investors as a means of
affirming their distinctive identities. Such faultlines
may have less to do with general mental models or
structural characteristics of the new venture (as sug-
gested by Lim et al., 2013) and more to do with the
identities of the members of the new venture team.
In this way, our framework may nudge entrepre-
neurship researchers to consider the self-concepts
of team members as an important variable affecting
the functioning of new venture teams.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we propose that, for professional
artistic workers, explicit and sustained antagonism
between their identities and the identities of nor-
mative business professionals may be critical to the
affirmation of their self-concepts. This notion sepa-
rates artistic workers from other types of creative
workers, such as those focused on problem solving
(Elsbach & Flynn, 2013). From this perspective,
identity antagonism is something to be maintained
rather than avoided when managing artistic work-
ers. More importantly, this perspective suggests
that identity antagonism may be a fruitful area of
research for extending our general understanding
of creative workers in professional work settings.
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CHAPTER

8 Play, Flow, and Timelessness

Charalampos Mainemelis and Dionysios D. Dionysiou

Abstract

Over the last 3 decades, work culture has profoundly reconceptualized play as a creativity
stimulant and as a core element of workplace social life. During the early wave of this transition
in the 1980s, some organizations merely tolerated employees’ spontaneous playful behaviors,

but more recently, a growing number of organizations have deliberately institutionalized specific
forms of play as integral to their culture to enhance work practices and creativity. Organizational
research has closely followed these developments with an increasing number of studies focusing
on workplace play and two closely related concepts, flow and timelessness. This chapter reviews
the latest empirical and conceptual advancements in research about play, flow, and timelessness in

work culture

organizational settings and how they relate to creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.

Key Words: play, playfulness, flow, timelessness, creativity, innovation, entrepreneurship,

Introduction

1. I have an active fantasy life.

2. T have a very active imagination.

3. I try to keep all my thoughts directed along
realistic lines and avoid flights of fancy. [reverse
scored]

4.1 don’t like to waste my time daydreaming.
[reverse scored]

5.1 take too much time fantasizing or
daydreaming instead of working.

The five scale items listed above tap a region of
the concept of playfulness, albeit with different
intentions. The first four items appeared in Costa
and MacRae’s (1992) fantasy scale (a facet of open-
ness to experience), which has shown positive asso-
ciations with employee creativity (e.g., George &
Zhou, 2001; Taggar, 2002). The fifth item appeared
in Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) organizational
deviance scale along with other items that refer
to such negative behaviors as stealing, forging,
loafing, littering, and using illegal drugs while at

work. The sharp contrast between linking playful-
ness to creativity and to deviance highlights how
divided and perplexed contemporary work culture
is about play.

A century ago, when creativity was rarely seenasa
desirable work behavior (Davis, 1963; Kilbourne &
Woodman, 1999), organizations uniformly per-
ceived play as a feeble and illegitimate behavior
that had no place in the world of work (March,
1976; Sandelands, 1988). However, with the advent
of the knowledge economy has come a significant
re-evaluation of creativity, which is now seen as a
desirable work behavior (DeFillippi, Grabher, &
Jones, 2007; Shalley & Gilson, 2004). This, in turn,
has allowed play to slowly but vividly infiltrate the
values and practices of an increasing number of
organizations (Mainemelis & Ronson, 2006). As is
often the case in studying human behavior during
cultural transitions, play researchers have found
contrasting perceptions across work organizations,
in which play is perceived as creative, deviant, or a
mixture of both.

I21



For several decades, research on play in organiza-
tions has been limited, fragmented, and dispersed
across time and thematic areas. In recent years, many
authors have stressed the need for a more methodi-
cal and systematic examination of play behaviors in
the workplace (e.g., Mainemelis & Altman, 2010;
Mainemelis & Ronson, 2006; Sandelands, 2010;
Statler, Heracleous, & Jacobs, 2011; Statler, Roos, &
Victor, 2009). Mainemelis and Ronson (2006) pro-
posed a theory about play and creativity in organi-
zations by integrating insights from more than 150
multidisciplinary studies published before 2006. In
this chapter, we examine conceptual and empirical
contributions to the organizational literature on
play published between 2005 and 2013.

We first examine research on the global concept
of play, and we then focus on two more narrowly
defined playful experiences, being in flow and sens-
ing timelessness. Play is a very broad construct that
is manifested in multiple ways and at variable lev-
els of analysis and intensity. The constructs of flow
and timelessness, on the other hand, are two more
narrowly defined play states. Flow and timeless-
ness entail the formal elements of the global play
construct, but they also entail additional elements
known to be experienced in these two states. In
addition, unlike other forms of play that are passive
or contemplative, flow and timelessness are active,
energetic, and skill-focused play states. Between the
two constructs, flow is broader, entails more formal
elements, and has more variable levels of intensity,
whereas timelessness is more narrowly defined, has
fewer formal elements, and is experienced at the
more intense levels of the flow state.

Play

Although definitional debates about play per-
sist, the interdisciplinary literature substantially
agrees that play is not a set of activities but a way
of organizing behavior in relation to an activ-
ity. Integrating previous conceptualizations,
Mainemelis and Ronson (2006) defined play as a
behavioral orientation consisting of five qualities
that are superimposed on most human activities:

1. A threshold experience. Between-and-betwixt
convention and illusion, the inner and the outer,
the old and the new, or the true and the false, play
is accompanied by a unique threshold awareness
that sets it apart from life as usual and triggers the
willful suspension of disbelief.

2. Boundaries in time and space. Play is circum-
scribed within physical, social, and psychological
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limits in time and space. These temporal and
spatial boundaries separate play from normal
life and legitimize undesirable, unexpected, or
repressed social roles and behaviors.

3. Uncertainty—freedom constraint. Most
forms of play involve some type of uncertainty or
unresolved possibility. Play is also relatively free
from external constraints, such that participants
are allowed a considerable degree of freedom to
manipulate processes and assume new identities
and roles, while at the same time play imposes its
own internal constraints, which are determined or
voluntarily accepted by the players themselves.

4. Loose and flexible association between means
and ends. Regardless of the presence or absence
of goals and the degree of rationality that it may
or may not have, play is not motivated by the
search for efficient means to satisfy a fixed goal
in a reliable way. A defining element of play is
the flexible manner by which means and ends are
handled.

5. Positive affect. Play involves positive
affect that varies in its degree of intensity and
complexity. Play involves positive and negative
emotions, and cognitive and emotional elements,
but it generally results in some form of positive
affect, be it fun, relaxation, ecstatic joy, or
emotional relief.

The more each of these elements is present, the
more play-like the activity becomes. In its most
intense forms, play involves a circular interac-
tion among the five elements. Moreover, this set
of five elements is manifested in various forms of
play, such as solitary play and social play, free play
and structured games, as well as specific activities
aimed at inducing play (e.g., simulations, virtual-
ization, gamification, free time, crowdsourcing,
blue-sky projects). Mainemelis and Ronson (2006)
suggested that play is manifested in organizational
behavior in two general forms: as a form of engage-
ment with work tasks (playing with one’s core work)
or as a form of diversion (playing with non-work
elements in the work context). They argued that
both manifestations of play foster creativity, albeit
in different ways.

Play as engagement fosters creativity directly
by facilitating creativity-related cognitive processes
(e.g., problem framing, divergent thinking, mental
transformations, practice with alternative solutions,
evaluative ability); affective processes (e.g., affective
pleasure in facing a challenge, openness to affective
states, emotional modulation of both positive and



negative emotions, access to affect-laden thoughts);
and intrinsic task motivation. Play as engagement
also sharpens and develops domain-related and cre-
ativity skills that foster creativity (Amabile, 1996).
Diversionary play, on the other hand, facilitates
creativity indirectly by promoting psychological
adjustment (e.g., restoratory and compensatory
functions) and by shaping a supportive social con-
text (e.g., psychological safety, social networks,
culture). More recent studies (reviewed later in
this chapter) have suggested that engagement play
and diversionary play may also promote or other-
wise be related to innovation and entrepreneurship.
Last but not least, Mainemelis and Ronson (2006)
proposed that job complexity, lack of environmental
threat, and available time and space for play are key
organizational conditions for nurturing play in the
work context. Next, we examine recent research on
play as engagement and play as diversion.

Play As Engagement

Oliver and Ashley (2012) analyzed 120 inter-
views with advertising agency directors published
in The Wall Street Journal’s “Creative Leaders”
series between 1977 and 2007. They found that ad
agency directors believe that a playful work envi-
ronment is important for stimulating the creative
process, preventing burnout, and maintaining an
energy-charged social climate. In addition, Oliver

and Ashley noted (p. 340):

One difference over time is that the later interviews
suggested more tools and environmental design
factors for implementing the fun environment,
whereas the earlier interviews alluded to fun and
energy that came from people who were passionate
about work. The change in the interviews may
reflect a shift in culture or it may simply reflect a
shift in the social acceptance of actively playing
within the work environment.

Oliver and Ashley’s (2012) statement corrobo-
rates our observation that recent studies in the field
have focused less on describing the general toler-
ance that organizations increasingly show toward
play and more on analyzing specific practices that
organizations employ in an attempt to institution-
alize play. Two recent conceptual contributions to
the field stress that an important aspect of play-
ful organizational practices (e.g., virtualization,
blue-sky projects, crowdsourcing competitions,
serious play interventions, simulations, storytell-
ing) is that they delineate social forms of play, not
solitary play activities.

Sandelands (2010) observed that play is not
about individuals but about the whole of the human
community. He suggested that five mystifying ele-
ments of play—attraction, synchrony, merger,
selflessness, and unserious seriousness—conjure a
transpersonal social whole and a dynamic of creat-
ing new social forms and new social arrangements.
Statler et al. (2011) also argued that serious play
practices and interventions should be seen as col-
lective organizational practices that are induced
when the paradox of intentionality arises: “where
people engage in playful behaviors deliberately
with the intention to achieve work-related objec-
tives” (p. 237).

Andriopoulos and Gotsi (2005) examined the
functions of blue-sky projects in a product design
and engineering consultancy firm in Northern
California. Because such firms operate under con-
stant pressure to perpetually present their clients
with novel, distinctive solutions, they must, on the
one hand, imagine and define the future instead of
merely anticipating it and on the other hand, keep
the risks and failures associated with wildly imag-
ining the future internal to the organization, so
that they will have no impact on their client’s busi-
ness. The consultancy tackled this dual challenge
through so-called moonshine projects: blue-sky
projects regularly used to unleash employees’ imag-
ination and promote creative freedom—with no
design boundaries, no client specifications, no pre-
defined budgets, and no competitive products to
consider. Andriopoulos and Gotsi found that this
playful work practice enhanced creative thinking,
generated new knowledge, broke down stereotypes,
enhanced employee morale and satisfaction, and
built a visionary reputation for the organization.
According to the company’s president (p. 320):

In these Moonshine things we can take risks and
do things that our clients might never accept. You
do experimental things and you are open to failure.
Like, “Oh, well, we thought it would be a cool
thing but it’s just a failure.” We can’t do that to a
client, they come to us because they need to have a
successful product.

Andriopoulos and Gotsi (2005) observed that
blue-sky projects foster creativity but also entail
a hidden danger, because as employees become
passionately involved in them, they may start to
regard other, less playful work tasks as mundane.
Andriopoulos and Gotsi suggested that manag-
ers can prevent this problem by stressing the stra-
tegic fit and functional integration of blue-sky
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projects in the larger work context. Zhang and
Bartol (2010) found that although creative pro-
cess engagement is positively related to creative
performance, the relationship between creative
process engagement and overall job performance
has an inverted U-shaped pattern. Future research
can examine whether the hidden danger found by
Andriopoulos and Gotsi contributes to this effect.
Given that play is more likely to occur in creative
rather than mundane work tasks (Mainemelis &
Ronson, 2006), its seductive elements may lead
people to focus excessively on creative tasks and
even ignore orders to stop working on them
(Mainemelis, 2010). For example, Mainemelis and
Epitropaki (2013) wrote that during the making of
The Godfather, Francis Ford Coppola’s passion for
the most creative aspects of filmmaking resulted
in exceptionally high levels of collective creative
performance but also in missed deadlines, budget
overruns, and social havoc on the film’s set.

Free time, a legitimate proportion of employ-
ees’ work time in which they can playfully pursue
ideas of their own choice, has long been adopted by
companies such as 3M and Gore (Mainemelis &
Ronson, 2006). Iyer and Davenport (2008) noted
that in a 6-month period, the 20% discretionary
work time at Google resulted in half of all new
products and features, including Gmail, AdSense,
and Google News. However, they also observed
that some Google engineers experienced an inher-
ent pressure to invent something innovative in
their discretionary time. This is a second hidden
danger in practices that attempt to stimulate play
as engagement: They may be insufficiently shielded
from the normal managerial pressures for effi-
ciency, accountability, and control, a situation that
hinders play and may even trigger cynicism and
resentment among employees (Walker, 2011).

A useful reminder here is that play does not
reside in the practices organizations institutional-
ize in order to promote play, but rather in the inter-
subjective understandings of the individuals who
ultimately play or do not play within the time and
space delineated by these practices (Hjorth, 2005;
Mainemelis & Ronson, 2006; Sandelands, 2010).
A fruitful direction for future research is exami-
nation of the social and psychological factors that
increase or decrease the likelihood that work prac-
tices aimed at promoting play as engagement actu-
ally fulfill their mission.

In an in-depth case study, Dodgson, Gann, and
Phillips (2013) explored the introduction of play
through virtualization technologies into a large
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and historical organization at the turn of the third

millennium (pp. 1366-1367):

IBM couched its use of virtual worlds in terms

of encouraging play. This in itself was not
uncontroversial. IBM’s bureaucratic culture in

the early 1990s impeded its ability to explore new
fields and adapt . . . and such a culture would not
easily embrace playfulness. . . . Virtual worlds were
nonetheless recognized in IBM as a technology
that facilitates play, including those activities where
people experiment, explore, prototype, rehearse, and
tinker with new ideas, often in combination with
others with different skills. The company developed
a virtual world strategy document in 2007 that
acknowledged this; it referred to the importance

of collaboration, learning, and play. Through its
use, the company recognized that virtual worlds
provided a space where experimentation is relatively
quick and inexpensive and where activities are

built upon the copresence of many people from
diverse backgrounds. They also conveyed fun

and enjoyment and allowed the cocreation and
codevelopment of new ideas assisted by their visual
representation.

Among other findings, Dodgson et al. captured
three critical steps in the introduction of play at
IBM, which might generalize to some extent to
other large organizations attempting to foster play.
The first was a set of influential reports on inno-
vative developments in games which “helped elicit
senior managements endorsement for their use”
(p. 1367). The second was the growing awareness
among IBM employees that virtual worlds enhance
collaboration and innovation in novel ways. The
third was the interplay among uncertainty, free-
dom, and constraint in the evolution of virtual
worlds over time (pp. 1368—1369):

[To] overcome some of the risks involved in
exploring an unknown technology, several of
IBM'’s researchers created promotional roles,
including those of “intraverse evangelists,” who
were to promote and support the use of virtual
worlds within IBM, and “metaverse evangelists,”
who would promote virtual worlds externally; one
researcher adopted the persona of “ePredator,”
inhabiting Second Life with the goal of establishing
good behavior. This concern for appropriate
behavior led to the development of a code of
conduct and etiquette guidelines for use by all
IBM staff working in virtual worlds. As one of
the initiators of the VUC said, “The rules of play,



these are the virtual world guidelines developed by
those using the system, and the measures of value
are increase in profits, decrease in overload, and
improved employee experience.”

Crowdsourcing is another practice that has
recently been linked to play. Afuah and Tucci
(2012) suggested that, under certain conditions,
crowdsourcing offers a better alternative to dis-
tant search and creative problem solving than the
alternatives of do-it-yourself or designated con-
tracting. Gratton (2011) noted that crowdsourcing
allows organizations to expand their circle of play,
with sources of ideas that extend far beyond their
boundaries, and that play builds social connections
in highly diverse big ideas crowds. Witt, Scheiner,
and Robra-Bissantz (2011) proposed that online
idea competitions (a form of crowdsourcing) can
be enhanced by incorporating play elements. In an
exploratory study, they found that if the gamifica-
tion of idea competitions is properly planned, it
can contribute to participants task involvement,
enjoyment, and flow experiences. Their study
participants reported being immersed in the idea
competition, felt that time passed quickly, were
not easily distracted, and felt content when devel-
oping new ideas. A promising direction for future
research is the examination of whether, how, and
when play elements and playful experiences such as
flow and timelessness can improve the experiential
and practical outcomes of crowdsourcing.

Heracleous and Jacobs (2008) examined the
crafting of physical symbols during strategy team
retreats of telecommunications organizations. They
operationalized these symbol artifacts as embodied
metaphors constructed through the engagement of
the body. Unlike cognitive maps, these symbols are
tangible entities that extend into three-dimensional
space: “They are metaphors in the flesh that are
recursively and simultaneously constructed and
interpreted, embodying the blending of source and
target domains, and engendering meaning both
in their construction process and their subsequent
interpretations” (p. 313). Analyzing video data,
Heracleous and Jacobs found that these embodied
metaphors (1) prompted strategy team members to
identify general assumptions and critically reflect
on them, (2) helped participants capture intangible
elements of their collective identity, and (3) trig-
gered creative insights and potential shifts in
managerial mindsets. They also noted that, due to
their exploratory and highly divergent nature, such
forms of playful intervention are more valuable

in the early stages of strategy formation or in the
strategy review process, where creativity is more
important.

Thorsted (2013) reported that the toy maker
LEGO (from the Danish /eg gods, meaning “play
well”) uses games that create an understand-
ing of internal organizational logistics and also
strengthen corporate culture but do not neces-
sarily support creative processes. She argued that
play becomes a significant social event only when it
transforms communities of practice into commu-
nities of players characterized by autonomy, intense
personal relatedness, acceptance of ambiguity, and
suspension of normal hierarchical roles. Thorsted’s
study prompts researchers to pay close attention to
whether play directly fosters creativity, supports it
indirectly, or promotes other outcomes not related
to creativity. Two equally important issues that
merit more research in the future are the ways in
which play influences different stages of creativity
and innovation and the levels of analysis at which
play achieves its effects.

Schlachtbauer (2013) suggested that play affects
the initial development of innovation ideas, the
elaboration of these ideas into an innovation con-
cept, and the evaluation and acceptance of an
innovation concept. In a study of a German car
manufacturer, he observed that the innovation
concepts that finally made it to the company’s
management conference were not those that were
generated in brainstorming sessions; rather, they
originated from a bootlegging project that was
developed between one employee of the company
and employees of a university, “at which the idea
could evolved and mature” (p. 161). Schlachtbauer
suggested that play creates the free space that ideas
need in order to grow and become interesting inno-
vation candidates. This implies that play can aid
innovation not only in terms of idea generation but
also in terms of idea elaboration and possibly idea
evaluation and acceptance.

Similarly, in a study of radical design projects in
fire engineering, Dodgson, Gann, and Salter (2007)
found that simulation technologies fostered inno-
vation by serving as boundary objects that facili-
tate novel relations in interorganizational projects,
by enabling experimentation that would often be
physically impossible or prohibitively expensive to
undertake in reality, and also by encouraging buy-
ing in and ownership of designs in multiple parties.

Cohendet and Simon’s (2007) qualitative study
of a videogame firm in Montreal sheds light on
how play may affect creativity and innovation at
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different levels of analysis. They observed that the
specialists involved in the development of video-
games were gamers making games for gamers: For
them, playing was a means for identifying with a
community, sharing a common language, estab-
lishing a dialogue with the elusive casual gamer,
and also enhancing their personal creativity.
Product-level creativity was not an additive func-
tion of the personal creativity of specialists but
relied instead on “a subtle alchemy among com-
munities of scriptwriters, game-designers, graphic
artists, sound designers, software programmers
and even testers” (p. 591). Cohendet and Simon
found that management achieved this integration
by establishing a shared context (physical and com-
municative) that was experienced by employees as a
supportive playground for interactions and debates
about the game-in-the-making. The importance of
play as a more general cultural element present in
the firm’s work environment was also evident in
the tendency of management to encourage even
administrative and management employees to reg-
ularly play while at work.

Joseph, Tan, and Ang (2011) reported that infor-
mation technology (IT) professionals engage in
updating (staying up-to-date with the latest tech-
nologies in the IT field) as either work or play. In a
study of 181 IT professionals from 29 organizations
in Singapore, they found that perceived threat of
professional obsolescence was positively related to
updating as work and negatively related to updat-
ing as play. Updating as work was positively related
to turnover intentions, whereas updating as play
was negatively related to turnaway intentions.
Lower degrees of perceived threat enabled IT pro-
fessionals to engage in updating as play, and to
enjoy and sustain a means-oriented engagement
in updating in the long run, while also making
them less likely to consider a career change into a
non-IT profession. This finding supports the view
that lack of perceived threat in the work context is
key to enabling play as engagement and that play
as engagement fosters and is fostered by intrinsic
motivation (Mainemelis & Ronson, 2006).

Fillis and Rentschler (2010) noted that, when
interviewing entrepreneurs about their motiva-
tions concerning business development, intrinsic
motives stand out as channels of their passions
and creative endeavors. They suggested that play
is an intrinsically motivated context that channels
entrepreneurial passion toward new venture devel-
opment, unbounded searching for solutions to
emerging problems, and new strategy formulation.
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Mainemelis, Harvey, and Peters (2008) observed
that companies such as Disney, Ferrari, and
Harley-Davidson and industries such as aerospace
engineering and Silicon Valley companies “did not
start as sober and detailed business plans. These
companies and industries were all born out of the
passionate play of their founders” (p. 39). In a rich
historical account of the links between play, cre-
ativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship in Silicon

Valley, Cringley (1996) wrote (pp. 45—47):

It takes new ideas a long time to catch on—time
mainly devoted to evolving the idea into something
useful. This fact alone dumps most of the
responsibility for early technical innovation to

the hands of amateurs, who can afford to take the
time. . . . This explains why the personal computer
was invented by hobbyists. . . . Since there wasn’t a
personal computer business as such, they had little
expectation that their programming and design
efforts would lead to making a lot of money. These
folks were pursuing adventure, not business. . . .
Breakdowns were frequent, even welcome, since
they gave the enthusiast something to brag about
to friends. The test of the pioneer was how well he
did despite his technology. This explains the disdain
with which “real programmers” still often view
computers and software that are easy to use. They
interpret “ease of use” as “lack of challenge”. . . .
With few exceptions, early microcomputer software
came from the need of some user to have software
that did not yet exist. He needed it, so he invented
it. And son of a gun, bragging about the program
at his local computing club often dragged from the
membership others who needed the software, too,
wanted to buy it, and an industry was born.

In a study of 112 entrepreneurs, Kauanui,
Thomas, Sherman, Waters, and Gilea (2010) found
that entrepreneurs who viewed their businesses
within a holistic life context tended to create a
work environment that promoted play as integral
to work. These entrepreneurs’ quest for meaning in
their lives via their enterprises turned their work
into a calling, a reward in and of itself, and it was
also associated with expressed playfulness and a less
egocentric emphasis in their method of managing
goals and resources. Fillis and Rentschler (2010)
also suggested that we should pay more attention
in the future to how entrepreneurs’ values and life
orientations are translated into specific attitudes
toward play in their workplaces.

The intentional incorporation of specific
play practices in an initially small number of



organizations has gradually attracted the attention
of a growing number of organizations. For instance,
Kurt, Kurt, and Medaille (2010) noted that whereas
in the past, creativity and innovation were not seen
as important processes for libraries, today they are
considered essential for improving the user experi-
ence. Kurt et al. stated that companies with play-
ful cultures, such as Google, 37signals, IDEO, and
Pixar, inspire libraries to innovate by incorporating
play in the workplace. Considering that play is sen-
sitive to the social context in which it is enacted,
future studies should carefully identify factors that
contribute to the success and failure of the process
by which play is introduced into organizations.

In addition, considering that a growing number
of organizations are institutionalizing play, future
studies can examine how play is related to organi-
zational routines. Although early accounts of orga-
nizational routines reflected relatively unchanging,
habitual, and mindless behaviors, recent views
stress that routines do not simply re-enact the past
but entail both ostensive and performative aspects
that allow them to adapt to contexts requiring
idiosyncratic and ongoing changes (Feldman &
Pentland, 2003). Dionysiou and Tsoukas (2013)
suggested that the ostensive aspect of routines is
created from participants’ joint, intersubjective
understandings and interactions and develops
to incorporate understandings that are, to some
extent, congruent or compatible among partici-
pants and a set of mutually coherent action dis-
positions. These understandings and dispositions
enable participants to guide and coordinate their
actions in future routine performance without
completely determining them. We would expect,
therefore, that the incorporation of play can pro-
mote variation in routines and ensure that each
new routine performance will differ somewhat
from previous performances. The extant literature
suggests that in fact many play activities entail
routines or rituals that foster novel behaviors (e.g.,
Kolb & Kolb, 2010; Mainemelis & Ronson, 2006;
Smith & Stewart, 2011), and that many workplace
routines support rather than hinder creativity (e.g.,

Gilson, Mathieu, Shalley, & Ruddy, 2005).

Play As Diversion

A focal point of recent research on diversionary
play is whether and how the high-paced rhythms of
contemporary social contexts constrain play. Russ
and Dillon (2011) investigated changes in pretend
play in children during a 23-year period. Analyzing
14 studies of children ages 6 to 10 years, from

1985 to 2008, they found that, over time, imagi-
nation and comfort with play increased, negative
affect expression in play decreased, and there was
no change in the organization of the story and the
amount and range of affect expression in play. They
noted that one possible explanation for the fact
that affective and cognitive processes in play have
remained the same or improved over time is that
children are resilient and can find ways and time to
play despite the decline in their unstructured time.
Russ and Dillon’s study suggests that children’s
desire to play has not changed over time. This is
reminiscent of eatlier studies that found that adults
working in organizations that were inhospitable
to play desired and found ways to play (e.g., Roy,
1959), as well as recent studies showing that today
people spend more time at work, have less time
available for play in leisure, but also play more at
work (e.g., Hunter, Jemielniak, & Postula, 2010).

In an ethnographic study of play behaviors in
five high-tech companies in Europe and the United
States, Hunter et al. (2010) found that software
engineers who worked long hours treated their work
as play both in work and in leisure; 45% reported
that they occasionally but regularly wrote pieces of
software in leisure. In other words, during their lei-
sure time, they replicated core work behaviors for
pleasure and for no apparent commercial use. Some
engineers mentioned that while trying to create
an excellent software program in work time, they
often spent time on coding functions not specified
by the client because they found it fun and also
because it would result in more beautiful code.
Software engineers felt that long working hours
had a leisurely feel, owing to the playful environ-
ment, the exchange of stories and jokes among col-
leagues, and the fact that they took 2 hours or more
to surf the Net, play computer games, or otherwise
engage in play. They even stayed at work after hours
to play group network games. The companies pro-
vided play attractions, such as a table tennis room,
snooker and football tables, and even dance classes,
but rarely institutionalized play activities. Yet,
employees were aware that turning work into play
ultimately led them to spend more hours at work
than required. This study offers several vivid cues
for the further study of play as a core component
of occupational cultures, as a space of creative free-
dom away from hierarchical control, but also as a
form of subtle normative control.

Thorsted (2008) found that one form of play,
storytelling, promoted fun work diversions;
strengthened collective engagement; helped to
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create a shared, positive attitude toward play; and
functioned as a medium that enabled participants
(i.e., business college employees) to connect with
their personal creative sides. In a similar study in a
Danish medical company, Thorsted (2008) found
that play enabled the participants to experience flow
and helped create new social networks and chan-
nels for sharing information. An important finding
was that when the medical company tried to recre-
ate the success of the playful intervention, it had
lictle success. Thorsted cautioned companies that
play is unpredictable and cannot easily be recre-
ated by a specific formula. Mainemelis and Ronson
(20006) also stressed that play can seriously backfire
if organizations try to manipulate it. A recent study
by Andersen (2011) of a state-run public health
campaign in Denmark found that although play
was deliberately chosen as a medium, the inclusion
of various forms of scripted, one-way communi-
cation in the campaign’s content ended up either
corrupting play or triggering play that had little to
do with the campaign’s goals. Andersen concluded
(p. 407) that “the concept of play as form is so
forceful that it refuses to be a mere medium for a
state-run campaign.” Future research could focus
more sharply on the conditions that influence the
way that employees respond (individually and col-
lectively) to design work climate factors aimed at
promoting playfulness in the work context.

Some recent studies have focused on the role of
humor in social play. Korczynski (2011) suggested
that by studying humor in the context of diver-
sionary social play, we can understand peoples’
implicit lived sense of their current workplace and
their implicit vision of more ideal alternative work-
places. Reflecting on Roy’s (1959) classic study,
Korczynski noted that the deeply engrained satire,
teasing, and clowning in the machine shop studied
by Roy served, in effect, as transgressive expres-
sions of voice targeting hierarchical control rela-
tionships. In a window blinds factory in England,
Korczynski found that humor involves a creative
play with and against repetitive work structures
and expresses a sense of resistance to the perceived
forced labor process while simultaneously lubricat-
ing it. A promising direction for similar studies is
the comparative analysis of social play within cre-
ative companies such as Google and social play in
Taylorized industrial organizations.

In interviews with 87 employees in a health sys-
tems company, Lilius, Worline, Dutton, Kanov,
and Maitlis (2011) identified a practice they called
bounded playing. In bounded playing, employees
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engaged in enjoyable diversionary activities but
with an explicit awareness of their need to focus on
work. In other words, unit members had developed
mutually understood play boundaries that enabled
them to engage in routine diversionary play. An
unique finding of this study was that the display
of boundaries is playful in itself: “For example,
during water gun breaks, those who are not avail-
able open up an umbrella as a signal” (p. 884).
Lilius et al. noted that bounded playing and work-
place celebrations establish members’ informa-
tion ties, foster authentic knowledge of another,
and strengthen relationships. Social play may also
enable employees to grasp the reality of the social
context in which they attempt to make a creative
contribution, to internalize the domain’s basic
criteria for evaluating creative work, and to build
and sustain networks of information exchange,
feedback, and support (cf. Adler & Chen, 2011;
Perry-Smith, 2006).

Other researchers have focused on diversionary
play in the context of engagement with the Internet.
In an early study, Webster and Martocchio (1993)
found that playfulness in computer interactions was
positively associated with employee involvement,
positive mood, satisfaction, and learning. More
recently, Mauri, Cipresso, Balgera, Villamira, and
Riva (2011) recorded somatic activity (skin con-
ductance, blood volume pulse, respiratory activity,
electroencephalography, electromyography, and
pupil dilation) in 30 participants during a 3-minute
exposure to a slide show of natural panoramas (a
relaxation condition), a stroop and mathematical
task (stress condition), and the subject’s Facebook
account. They found that the Facebook experience
was different from both stress and relaxation on
many linear and spectral indices of somatic activ-
ity. They suggest that Facebook use can evoke a
positive valence/high arousal state, “leading to a
core flow state that might represent a key factor
able to explain why social networks are spreading
so successfully” (p. 730).

Cocker (2011) noted that many companies fire
or punish employees for engaging in workplace
Internet leisure browsing, although it is unclear
whether, how, and when Internet browsing influ-
ences work performance. He suggested that mod-
erate surfing serves as a work break that can help
restore employees’ depleted cognitive and affective
resources, offer them access to various sources of
information, and strengthen their sense of auton-
omy. In a study of 268 employees, Cocker found
that those who surfed the Internet during work



hours were significantly more productive than
those who did not. Self-reported productivity was
higher for those who surfed for shorter periods and
more frequently. Cocker found the “point of inflec-
tion” to be 12% of the employees’ work time; above
this threshold, surfing the Internet began to nega-
tively affect productivity. Future studies should try
to replicate this finding and assess performance
with non—self-report measures as well.

In addition, Trougakos, Beal, Green, and Weiss
(2008) suggested that work breaks can take the
form of chores (requiring increased behavior regu-
lation) or respites (requiring less behavioral regula-
tion). In an Experience Sampling Method (ESM)
study with 64 cheerleading instructors, Trougakos
et al. found that engaging in respite activities dur-
ing work breaks was positively related to higher lev-
els of positive emotions and lower levels of negative
emotions during these breaks, whereas engaging in
chore activities during breaks was positively related
to negative emotional experiences. People who
engaged in respite activities during the breaks also
displayed higher levels of positive affective display
after the breaks. Although respites are not necessar-
ily synonymous with diversionary play, this study’s
findings corroborate previous findings that diver-
sionary play, as a cognitive and emotional break
from core work tasks, benefits workers’ psycho-
logical adjustment at work (Elsbach & Hargadon,
2006; Mainemelis & Ronson, 20006).

Altman and Baruch (2010) stressed that, across
cultures, meals are predominantly relational events
that create, shape, transmit, and display culture.
Analyzing survey data of lunch practices in 73
organizations in the United Kingdom, they pro-
posed a group/grid model of four organizational
lunch patterns (isolates, hierarchical, individuals,
teams). Future studies can build on this model to
examine social and solitary forms of diversionary
play during lunch breaks across more and less play-
ful organizational contexts.

Although some studies have shown that diver-
sionary play blurs the boundaries between work
and non-work (e.g., Hunter et al., 2010), some have
shown that diversionary play has clear boundar-
ies that separate it from work (e.g., Cocker, 2011;
Lilius et al., 2011), and others have indicated that
the effects of diversionary play on psychological
adjustment are significantly influenced by whether
such boundaries exist (e.g., Trougakos et al,
2008). A fruitful direction for future research is
detailed examination of the personal and contex-
tual characteristics that influence the boundaries

of diversionary play, as well as the personal and
contextual characteristics that likely moderate the
effects of diversionary play on psychological adjust-
ment processes, such emotional rejuvenation and
cognitive rest.

Another set of recent studies has focused on how
play outside work hours affects the identity and
learning processes of professional workers. Kolb and
Kolb (2010) studied the emergence of a ludic learn-
ing space in a pick-up softball league: “Regardless
of the role you played in real life, a therapist, a forest
ranger, a nurse, unemployed, or a college professor,
this was time to play ball” (p. 38). The main themes
in their case study were the voluntary and enjoyable
character of social play, its autopoietic boundaries
and evolving internal structure, the celebration of
foolishness, the role of play signals, the cardinal
importance of a play community as a core motive
to play, and the inherent tension between whole-
hearted fun and the desire to win. Stressing the dia-
lectical nature of both social play and experiential
learning, Kolb and Kolb found that three elements
of a ludic space—self-directed engagement, a dual
focus on process and outcome, and novelty—are
key social context principles that facilitate deep
learning. They concluded that deep learning can be
fostered within organizations insofar as the work
context allows participants to express themselves
in authentic ways, to self-organize, and to create
boundaries for recursive, timeless play.

Future research can further illuminate how
involvement in ludic leisure-time communities is
associated with employees’ well-being and identi-
fication with their work and organization. Another
interesting variable to consider is whether one’s
ludic community involves coworkers and whether,
when, and how the diversity of ludic communi-
ties helps create and maintain social networks that
offer professionally relevant information and ideas.
Furthermore, Kolb and Kolb’s (2010) observations
about the tension between wholehearted fun and
winning during play prompts additional research
about how this tension influences the evolution of
ludic communities and the optimal or threshold
levels to ensure that the tension will not negatively
affect the unfolding of play communities over time.

Ibarra and Petriglieri (2010) observed that
people work at being certain things but play at
becoming others. They introduced the concept
of identity play as the engagement in provisional
but active trials of possible future selves. They
noted that identity work and identity play differ
in terms of purpose (behavioral goals and locus of
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evaluation), place (activity boundaries and identity
tense), and process (type of exploration and type
of commitment). Identity play generates deliberate
variation (rather than consistency) and is aimed at
creating and rehearsing future possibilities (rather
than maintaining or repairing existing identities
and integrating them with external role demands).
The authors noted that many settings outside work
(e.g., educational programs, sabbaticals, leisure
activities) offer safe havens that are particularly
conducive to triggering the transitional psycholog-
ical context for identity play. They also argued that
role transitions are a particularly useful context for
exploring identity play dynamics and moderators.

Driver (2003, p. 86) suggested that some
forms of play allow us to “alienate ourselves from
alienated experience to rediscover a more subjec-
tive and in many ways unspoiled way of experi-
encing” reality. Several diversionary play forms
offer reflective spaces where individuals can
momentarily step out of their normal role expec-
tations and consciously reflect on choices they
did not make in the process. Art, for example,
often serves as a deep language of personal and
organizational identity (Essex & Mainemelis,
2002; Hjorth, 2005). Fraiberg (2010) suggested
that imaginary poetry spaces allow writers to
address, express, and relieve workplace emotions.
She identified themes of anger, rage, and despair
in office-life poetry and suggested that through
the evoked knowledge of those poems we can cre-
ate shared understandings about such workplace
emotions and their evolution over time.

Driver (2008) noted that because the performa-
tive nature of creativity is contested and contest-
able, creativity can be understood as an imaginary
construction of the self that requires social inter-
actions for validation. The imaginary creative self
tries but often fails to produce something novel
that is validated as useful. If a playful psychologi-
cal space is available for engagement with the fail-
ure, individuals can reflect on such failures not as
disturbances to be corrected, but as powerful iden-
tity markers. According to Driver, people play out
their struggles with imaginary creative selves in the
contradictory space of knowing yourself as a cre-
ative person versus producing or being produced by
social interactions that validate and legitimize such
creative self-images. Considering that creative pro-
fessionals routinely encounter rejection and resis-
tance to their ideas (Mainemelis, 2010), we need
more research on how they actively relate to their
contested and contestable creative identities.
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Kark (2011) proposed that play spaces facilitate
the development of creative leadership. She noted
that the between-and-betwixt reality of play, in
conjunction with its boundaries in time and space,
allow professionals to experiment with, rehearse,
and develop new leadership identities as well as
conceptual and cognitive creativity-related skills.
Furthermore, the communal and social nature of
group play can facilitate the development of rela-
tional, collective, and shared leadership identities.
Kark suggested that psychological safety moder-
ates the relationship between play and creative
leadership development. To advance this stream of
research, she called for studies that identify specific
types of play that enable identity play and facilitate
the development of creative leadership identities.

De Vries (2012) described a leadership develop-
ment program built on the principles of organiza-
tional play therapy. He observed that, in comparison
to childhood play, adult play combines both pur-
poseful and playful characteristics and is a much
less overt and transparent process. He suggested
that executive development programs can function
as adult play spaces insofar as they give leaders the
opportunity to fulfill four basic play needs: for per-
sonal time and creative freedom, for make-believe
and daydreaming, for mastery, and for meaning. De
Vries stressed that the creation of a safe, transitional
play space is essential for triggering and sustaining
play in leadership development programs.

A common theme in the works of Kark (2011),
De Vries (2012), and Ibarra and Petriglieri (2010)
is that professional education contexts can offer a
safe haven where individuals can play or experi-
ment with their creative identities. Such contexts
are viable research spaces for further examining the
nature and processes of identity play. Furthermore,
considering that many authors called for research
on creative forms of leadership (e.g., Kark, 2011;
Mainemelis & Epitropaki, 2013; Mueller, Goncalo,
& Kamdar, 2011), future research could examine
how various forms or instances of play may facili-
tate the development of creative leadership identi-
ties, attitudes, and behaviors.

Flow

In a 1975 article entitled “Play and Intrinsic
Rewards,” Csikszentmihalyi used the term “flow”
to describe a playful state of total involvement with

the activity (p. 43):

“Flow” denotes the wholistic sensation present when
we act with total involvement. It is the kind of



feeling after which one nostalgically says: “that was
fun,” or “that was enjoyable.” It is the state in which
action follows upon action according to an internal
logic which seems to need no conscious intervention
on our part. We experience it as a unified flowing
from one moment to the next, in which we feel in
control of our actions, and in which there is little
distinction between self and environment; between
stimulus and response; and between past, present,
and future.”

Employing structural phenomenology, Csik-
szentmihalyi (1990) developed a theory focused
on individuals’ subjective experiences of flow
states. Engeser and Schiepe-Tiska (2012) noted
that Csikszentmihalyi’s introduction of the con-
cept of flow in his 1975 book, Beyond Boredom and
Anxiety, might be contrasted with Skinner’s 1971
book, Beyond Freedom and Dignity. All in all, flow
theory may be seen as a par excellence eudaemonic
view on human flourishing and probably the most
influential basis of the more recent field of positive

psychology.

Operationalization of Flow

Marotto, Bart, and Victor (2007) noted that all
peak performances, like flow, are peak experiences,
but the inverse is not true. Some peak experiences
(e.g., religious and mystical experiences) may be
passive and contemplative, whereas peak perfor-
mances (e.g., flow, timelessness, virtuosity) are
action-driven. Keller and Bless (2008) also stressed
that flow experiences are active, energetic, and
skill-focused. Furthermore, flow has varied levels
of intensity and ranges from microflow experiences
(e.g., daily incidents of flow such as while driving
or walking) to “extremely intense and complex flow
experiences [that] probably occur at best only a few
times in a lifetime” (Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre,
1989, p. 818).

Based on the analysis of data from several inter-
view studies, Csikszentmihalyi (1990, 1997) sug-
gested that individuals describe the flow state with
the following nine elements: working with a clear
goal in an activity, a balance between challenges
and skills, receiving immediate feedback from
the activity, the merging of action and awareness,
intense concentration on a task, a sense of height-
ened control, forgetting one’s self, forgetting time,
and an activity that becomes autotelic or an end in
and of itself.

The operationalization of these nine elements in
empirical studies has resulted in some conceprtual

ambiguity. Engeser and Schiepe-Tiska (2012)
noted that some of the nine elements may be
conditions rather than core components of flow.
Rodriguez-Sanchez, Schaufeli, Salanova, and Cifre
(2011) observed that it is difficult to discriminate
between the proximal antecedents of flow and
the flow experience itself. Csikszentmihalyi and
LeFevre (1989), for example, treated the perceived
balance between challenges and skills both as an
antecedent of flow and as the flow experience itself.
Moneta and Csikszentmihalyi (1996) used the
perceived balance between skill and challenge as
a predictor of four dimensions of optimal subjec-
tive experience: concentration, involvement, happi-
ness, and wish to do the activity. Ceja and Navarro
(2012) likewise noted that the perceived balance
between challenges and skills is a predictor of flow,
whereas the other eight elements are its dimensions.
Similarly, Baumann and Scheffer (2010) described
balance between challenges and skills, immediate
unambiguous feedback, and clear goals as condi-
tions of flow.

Rodriguez-Sanchez et al. (2011) argued that the
perceived balance between challenges and skills
and intrinsic motivation do not constitute ele-
ments of flow but are important proximal anteced-
ents of or prerequisites of flow, whereas absorption
and enjoyment are the two core elements of flow.
Csikszentmihalyi (1997) whimsically observed
that, while in flow, we are not happy, because if, for
instance, a rock climber takes time out to feel happy
while attempting a risky move, he or she may fall
off the mountain. Mainemelis (2001) proposed that
enjoyment is a proximal outcome of flow, some-
thing that individuals experience after they emerge
from the activity, whereas total immersion (absorp-
tion) in the activity is experienced only in the flow
state itself. Delle Fave and Massimini (2005) also
commented that the core and most stable element
of flow is its cognitive component, absorption.
However, Rodriguez-Sanchez et al. (2011) stated
that because flow is intensely positive in itself, even
as an a posteriori affective evaluation, the positive
affective component must be included in its defi-
nition. Similarly, Engeser and Sciepe-Tiska (2012)
observed that although immersion and the merging
of action and awareness likely represent the more
central aspects of flow, flow is a holistic sensation
and thus comprises all the other elements.

The operationalization of flow has important
implications for interpreting the findings of orga-
nizational creativity studies. Mainemelis (2001)
and Demerouti (2006) observed that among the
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nine elements of flow, several are identical or simi-
lar to the core job-motivating characteristics of
Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) job design model
(i.e., intrinsic task interest, skill variety, task iden-
tity, task significance, feedback, and autonomy).
Several studies have found that these six factors are
positively associated with employee creativity (e.g.,
Oldham & Cummings, 1996; see also Shalley,
Zhou, & Oldham, 2004). Therefore, if these six
elements are included in the operationalization
of flow, we should expect that flow will generally
be positively associated with employee creativity.
This further implies that flow research is more
likely to make distinct and novel contributions to
our understanding of individual creativity in the
workplace by operationalizing flow in terms of
other elements that have rarely attracted the atten-
tion of organizational creativity research to date
(e.g., absorption, merging of action and awareness,
transformation of time).

Patterns of Flow

In a pivotal study of flow, Csikszentmihalyi and
LeFevre (1989) followed 78 adults (managers, cleri-
cal workers, and blue-collar workers) for 1 week
using the ESM. They measured flow as the balance
between challenges and skills. They found that flow
occurred more than three times as often in work as
in leisure (54% of the time at work, 17% in leisure).
Managers spent more time in flow at work (but not
at leisure) compared with the other two groups.
Managers and blue-collar workers reported the
lowest levels of creativity during leisure nonflow.
Although motivation levels were higher in flow
than in nonflow periods, leisure responses were
always higher for motivation than work responses.
Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre (p. 821) suggested
that this is a paradox, one of “people having many
more positive feelings at work than in leisure, yet
saying that they ‘wish to be doing something else’
when they are at work, not when they are in lei-
sure.” This finding has triggered investigations of
defining and measuring flow and of examining the
affective experiences of flow.

Rodriguez-Sanchez et al. (2011) examined
daily flow patterns related to work and non-work
tasks among 40 healthy and 60 unhealthy (i.e.,
burned-out) individuals who were asked to keep a
daily diary. They operationalized and measured flow
as absorption and enjoyment using the ESM. They
found that levels of flow were higher for healthy
than non-healthy individuals, although the daily
pattern of flow did not differ between healthy and
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non-healthy individuals. Absorption was related
to work tasks, whereas enjoyment was related to
non-work tasks. In addition, lower levels of flow
were more frequent during working hours; levels of
flow tended to increase at the end of the day; and
levels of flow, particularly enjoyment, were higher
during weekends. An interesting finding of this
study was that absorption and enjoyment shared
only 36% of their variance. The authors argued
that because absorption and enjoyment are rela-
tively independent at least on the momentary level,
they may be related to, respectively, eudemonic and
hedonic perspectives of well-being. Work, in this
sense, provides challenging activities that require
concentration and promote personal growth and
eudemonic well-being. Fullagar and Kelloway
(2009) also suggested that flow is a momentary
form of eudemonic well-being.

Moneta and Csikszentmihalyi (1996) noted
that a unique feature of flow theory is that it does
not impose a maximum or equilibrium point onto
the function of flow experience. Flow experiences
are inherently unstable and fleeting and may grow
in complexity over time. Ceja and Navarro (2011)
used the ESM to capture patterns of flow experi-
ences in a sample of 60 employees. They found
that flow experiences present a high-degree of
within-individual variability. Low levels of flow
were related to a random pattern, medium levels
to a linear pattern, and high levels to a chaotic pat-
tern. Employees who showed a chaotic pattern in
their flow experiences had the highest levels of flow
in their jobs and also spent more time in the flow
state. In a closely related study, Ceja and Navarro
(2012, p. 1117) found that perceived challenge and
skill are “powerful predictors of work-related flow”
and that at different levels of challenge and skill the
dimensions of enjoyment, interest, and absorption
may present both linear and nonlinear changes.
They found that high levels of flow (characterized
by the sudden merging of action and awareness) are
marked by discontinuous and abrupt changes and
are best modeled by nonlinear (catastrophe) models
rather than traditional linear models.

Contextual Conditions of Flow
Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre (1989) found
that challenging as opposed to routine activities
contribute to flow. In an ESM study in the field
of architectural work, Fullagar and Kelloway
(2009) operationalized and measured flow as a
nine-factor construct and found that it has both
state and trait components. In their study, 74% of



the variable in flow was due to situational charac-
teristics as opposed to dispositional factors. They
found that skill variety and autonomy were sig-
nificant predictors of flow, whereas feedback, task
significance, and task identity were not. They also
found that lagged flow was a predictor of positive
mood, whereas lagged mood was not related to
subsequent flow.

Bakker (2005) found that autonomy, perfor-
mance feedback, social support, and supervisory
coaching positively related to students’ flow expe-
rience through their teachers’ experience of flow.
Demerouti (2006) found that the Motivational
Potential Score (Job Diagnostic Survey’s com-
bined index of autonomy, skill variety, task sig-
nificance, and task identity; Hackman & Oldham,
1980) has a strong positive association with flow
at work. Makikangas, Bakker, Aunola, and
Demerouti (2010) found a cyclical positive asso-
ciation between the levels of and changes in flow
and five job resources—autonomy, performance
feedback, social support, opportunities for per-
sonal development, and coaching by supervisors.
Overall, the job design characteristics of Hackman
and Oldham’s (1980) model appear to foster both
creativity (Oldham & Cummings, 1996) and flow.
Some studies reviewed later in this chapter have
suggested that flow is a mediator in the relation-
ship between these contextual characteristics and
creativity (e.g., Mainemelis, 2001; Sosik, Kahai, &
Avolio, 1999).

In an ESM study involving 58 line managers in
an elder care center and an accounting organization
in Denmark, Nielsen and Cleal (2010) found that
participants’ perceptions of the more stable char-
acteristics of their jobs (e.g., cognitive demands,
influence, role clarity) did not predict flow, whereas
engagement in three types of activities—planning,
problem solving, and evaluation—did predict
flow. Engagement in brainstorming, on the other
hand, did not predict flow. Nielsen and Cleal sug-
gested that the lack of association between flow
and brainstorming may be due to the fact that
flow entails the elements of clear goals and control
over the activity, whereas brainstorming is often
a situation in which the individual does not feel
clear on what he or she is doing, nor in control of
the situation. This explanation, however, seems to
confound the concept of clear goals and control
over an activity with that of predictable, routine,
and/or non-challenging activities. Litchfield, Fan,
and Brown (2011) found that creativity and nov-
elty are higher in brainstorming sessions when

individuals show high goal commitment to a difhi-
cult novelty goal (see also Shalley, 1991). Also, con-
sidering that other studies found that individuals
experience flow when tackling tough, ill-defined
problems (e.g., Baumann & Scheffer, 2010, 2011;
Csikszentmihalyi, 1997) and that task cues influ-
ence whether individuals will engage playfully in
the task (e.g., Sandelands, 1988), future research
can focus in greater detail on how various struc-
tural and social aspects of brainstorming influence
the likelihood of experiencing flow.

Nielsen and Cleal (2010) also found that elder
care managers experienced more flow states than
their accounting counterparts. They suggested that
the difference may be related to the fact that the
accounting managers worked in a less structured
environment and had a wider range of responsibili-
ties. Future research can investigate specific types
of activities as they relate to flow in various organi-
zational contexts.

Dispositional Influences on Flow

Eisenberger, Jones, Stinglhamber, Shanock, and
Randall (2005) observed that in Csikszentmihalyi
and LeFevre’s (1989) study, about half of the
employees expressed greater motivation in the high-
challenge/high-skill condition, whereas the other
half expressed greater motivation under the
low-skill/low-challenge  condition.  Eisenberger
et al. hypothesized that these differences are due
to dispositional differences in employees’ need
for achievement. In two field studies, they found
that workers’ need for achievement moderated the
relationship between perceived challenge and skill
and three dimensions of optimal subjective experi-
ence. Employees with a high need for achievement
showed greater positive mood, greater intrinsic
task interest, and greater organizational sponta-
neity (extra-role performance) when experiencing
the high-challenge/high-skill condition compared
with other challenge—skill combinations. In con-
trast, among employees with a low need for achieve-
ment, the high-challenge/high-skill condition was
not associated with increases in positive mood, task
interest, and organizational spontaneity.

In an attempt to operationalize autotelic per-
sonality, Baumann and Scheffer (2010, 2011) intro-
duced the achievement flow motive as the intrinsic
element of the achievement motive. They suggested
that that the achievement flow motive consists of
two functional components: see(k)ing and mas-
tering difficulty. In a mix of field and laboratory
studies, they found that the achievement flow
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motive was stable for 2 years and was related
to self-determination and efficiency at work.
Individuals with higher achievement flow motives
were more likely to become immersed in their work
tasks and to experience flow across different tasks
and situations. The direct relationship between
achievement flow motive and flow experience was
mediated by the combination of seeking difficult
behaviors (planning, analytical problem solving,
and task focus) and mastering difficulty behav-
iors (commitment, optimism, and staying power).
Baumann and Scheffer suggested that because con-
frontation with difficulty is associated with reduc-
tions in positive affect and mastering difficulty helps
restore positive affect, jointly activating or alternat-
ing between difficulty and mastery may promote
flow through affective change. Affective change,
therefore, may be more essential to flow than posi-
tive affect per se (Baumann & Scheffer, 2010).

Freitas and Higgins (2002) found that high
regulatory fit increased participants’ enjoyment
of, perceived success at, and willingness to repeat
a novel laboratory task. These effects were inde-
pendent of participants’ actual success at the task.
Other studies have found that individuals with low
self-regulatory skills or weak internal locus of con-
trol are less likely to experience flow even if task
demands are dynamically adjusted to their skill
level (Baumann & Scheffer, 2011; Keller & Bless,
2008; Keller & Blomann, 2008).

Keller and Bless (2008) tested the moderat-
ing role of the volatility—persistence component
of action-orientation in the relationship between
challenge/skills balance and intrinsic interest and
enjoyment. In two experimental studies, they
manipulated the fit between challenges and skills
by creating three distinct play modes in the Tetris
video game. In the boredom condition (skills >
challenges), the Tetris objects fell at a very slow
rate; in the overload mode (challenges > skills), the
objects fell at a very fast and increasingly faster rate;
and in the adaptive mode (challenges = skills), the
fall rate was progressively adapted to the player’s
actual performance. In comparison to individuals
in the boredom or overload conditions, participants
in the adaptive condition achieved higher game
scores, indicated that they spent less time (than the
actual time spent) playing the game, and reported
higher levels of intrinsic interest and enjoyment.
Participants in the boredom condition reported the
highest level of perceived control over the activity,
participants in the overload condition reported the
lowest level, and participants in the adaptive model
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reported a level between those two. Keller and Bless
also found that the perceived fit between challenges
and skills was higher in the adaptive mode and
that this partially mediated the effect of the con-
dition on intrinsic interest and enjoyment. Actual
performance did not mediate this relationship.
Finally, they found that action orientation moder-
ated the relationship; in other words, individuals
who scored high on action orientation experienced
higher levels of intrinsic interest and enjoyment in
the adaptive condition.

In a study with 113 employees in the
Netherlands, Demerouti (2006) modeled person-
ality not as an antecedent of flow but as a mod-
erator in the relationship between flow and job
performance. She found that flow (i.e., absorption,
enjoyment, and intrinsic motivation) was positively
associated with peer ratings of both in-role and
extra-role performance, but only for employees who
scored high on conscientiousness. Employees who
scored low on conscientiousness enjoyed flow states
as well, but their flow experiences did not translate
to tangible performance outcomes. While many
studies on flow have assessed job performance
through self-reports, Demerouti’s study is rare in
that it assessed job performance through ratings by
principal informants. We clearly need more studies
on flow that assess specifically creative performance
through supervisor ratings, peer ratings, number of
patents, and other measures beyond self-reports.

Kauanui et al. (2010) found that flow is related
to individuals’ general orientation toward life.
In a study of 112 entrepreneurs, they found that
those who experienced flow more frequently were
more spiritually connected to their business. Most
importantly, they found that the flow elements of
autotelic experience, loss of ego, focus concentra-
tion, and balance between challenges and skills
were particularly lacking for entrepreneurs with a
nonspiritual connection to their work. This finding
suggests that different elements of flow may reflect
individuals’ differential associations with a wide
range of personal and contextual factors. Kauanui
et al. also found that entrepreneurs who were spiri-
tually connected to their work and experienced
flow were more open to cultivating an organiza-
tional culture that nurtures well-being.

Outcomes of Flow

Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre (1989) found
that self-reported measures of affect, potency,
concentration, satisfaction, and motivation were
higher in flow than in non-flow in both work and



leisure and that people were more happy in lei-
sure flow and least happy in non-work flow. All
three occupational groups in their study reported
higher-than-average levels of creativity, potency,
and concentration during work flow.

Makikangas et al. (2010) found that employ-
ees’ level of exhaustion was negatively associated to
both job resources and flow. Employees with a low
level of initial exhaustion were more likely to follow
a trajectory in which both job resources and flow
were high and remained high over time, whereas
employees with high levels of initial exhaustion
were more likely to follow a trajectory of low or
decreasing job resources and flow.

Lovelace, Manz, and Alves (2007) proposed
that flow can help alleviate the negative effects of
high-strain jobs and also can promote increased
engagement. Demerouti, Bakker, Sonnentag, and
Fullagar (2012) assessed flow as absorption, enjoy-
ment, and intrinsic motivation in a diary study of
83 employees in Europe. They found that absorp-
tion was positively associated with vigor at work,
whereas intrinsic motivation was positively associ-
ated with vigor at home. Enjoyment was positively
associated with vigor and negatively associated
with exhaustion at the end of the work day when
employees had low recovery after breaks at work,
but not when they had high recovery after breaks.
Employees scoring high on enjoyment during work
experienced lower exhaustion at bedtime when
they detached from work while at home, compared
with people scoring low on detachment.

The findings of Demerouti et al. (2012) show
that in high-paced work environments, flow helps
rejuvenate depleted energy resources and has sig-
nificant spillover effects to the non-work domain.
In addition, Mainemelis and Ronson (2006) noted
that finding affective pleasure in challenge is the
hallmark of play, and of the flow state in particu-
lar, and Kark (2011) suggested that in play peo-
ple experience heightened vigor and vitality. In a
study of 128 employees, Kark and Carmeli (2009)
found that vitality was positively related to cre-
ative involvement. A promising direction for future
research is the investigation of the possibility that
high-arousal positive feelings, such as vigor and
vitality, as induced in flow, make subsequent and
sustainable positive contributions to employee cre-
ativity in high-demand jobs.

Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre (1989) found
that self-reported creativity was higher in flow than
in non-flow in both work and leisure, and that all
three occupational groups in their study reported

above-average levels of creativity during work flow.
Sosik et al. (1999) measured flow as a higher-order
construct with lower-order dimensions of intrin-
sic motivation, feedback, and concentration in
a laboratory setting. They found that in the con-
dition of anonymity, flow mediated the positive
effects of transformational leadership on creativity.
Furthermore, flow mediated the effects of transac-
tional contingent—reward leadership on creativity
irrespective of the level of anonymity. Sosik et al.
noted that anonymity likely encourages partici-
pants who are moving into a flow state to become
engrossed in the activity and to overcome their
inhibitions to offer creative input.

Gevers and Demerouti (2013) examined the
association between task absorption and creativity
over 4 weeks in a diary study of 32 IT employees
in the Netherlands. Controlling for general levels
of absorption, they found that weekly absorption
was positively related to self-reported individual
creativity across the 4 weeks.

In a rare participant observation study in a con-
servatoire orchestra, Marotto et al. (2007) investi-
gated how individual virtuosity experiences become
collective virtuosity experiences. They found that
collective virtuosity consists of engaged interaction
and deep experience at the cognitive, affective, and
social levels. The state of collective virtuosity was
actively catalyzed by the interaction of leader char-
acteristics (e.g., charisma), task characteristics (e.g.,
ennobling task), and group characteristics (e.g.,
empowerment). Furthermore, although musicians’
love for the musical tasks remained constant dur-
ing the 3-week rehearsal period, “the rare and fleet-
ing moments of group level peak performance did
not occur consistently throughout the three weeks”
(p. 400). Stressing the fleeting and fragile nature
of collective virtuosity, Marotto et al. suggested
that collective virtuosity is lost when the members’
aesthetic experience of collective performance is
distracted.

Flow appears to foster creativity and high-quality
performance. That said, we need much more empir-
ical work on the relationship between flow and cre-
ativity. In addition, future studies on flow should
assess creative performance with both self-report
measures and with non-—self-report measures of
employee creativity (cf. Ng & Feldman, 2012).

Keller and Bless (2008) and Engeser and
Schiepe-Tiska (2012) noted that flow does not nec-
essarily relate to positive ethical or prosocial behav-
jor, in part because it can become addictive (e.g.,
excessive playing of video games, gambling, flow
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in combat) and in part because it can be experi-
enced when individuals engage in antisocial activi-
ties. This applies to other forms of play as well. For
example, playing violent video games may increase
both short- and long-term aggression, especially
among men with aggressive personality traits
(Anderson & Dill, 2000). Future studies, therefore,
should also investigate the potential addictive, sub-
versive, and antisocial aspects of playful behaviors.

Timelessness

Drawing on perspectives on flow (Csik-
szentmihalyi, 1997), ecstasy (May, 1994), and sub-
jective inner duration (Bergson, 1960), Mainemelis
(2001, 2002) described timelessness as a complex
experience associated with an intense state of
consciousness in which total involvement in the
task at hand results in loss of self-consciousness
and loss of the sense of time. He conceptualized
timelessness as a higher-order factor manifested
in four dimensions: immersion in the task, time
distortion, a sense of mastery, and a sense of tran-
scendence. Mainemelis noted that timelessness is
experienced in the more complex levels of flow,
which occur less often than micro-flow experi-
ences. He also suggested that other elements of
flow (e.g., balanced between skills and challenges,
intrinsic task motivation, feedback) are proximal
contextual conditions of timelessness. He pro-
posed that timelessness is a high-quality state of
intense engagement with creative work that facili-
tates personal creativity.

In three
dents, industrial designers, and R&D employ-
ees, Mainemelis (2005) found support for the
higher-order representation of timelessness, as well

studies involving business stu-

as positive associations between timelessness and
self-reported creativity. In a nomological study in
an R&D organization sample, he found that time-
lessness was positively associated with supervisor
ratings of employee creativity. Furthermore, time-
lessness was positively associated with intrinsic task
motivation and autonomy.

In a study of 40 young professionals working
in an architectural practice, a structural engineer-
ing firm, and a construction company, Sturges
(2013) found that those who experienced work
as a resented obligation did not experience time-
lessness. In contrast, those who associated their
work with enjoyment and intrinsic rewards spent
more time at work, experienced more timelessness
(immersion and time distortion), and felt that work
time was closely linked to indulging in a passion.
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Sturges found that the experience of timelessness
was linked to creative engagement and creative
problem solving more among the architects and less
among the other professionals. A promising direc-
tion for future research, therefore, is investigation
of the occupational and environmental conditions
that foster timelessness specifically in the context
of creative engagement versus other forms of work
engagement.

Unlike other conceptualizations of flow, the
concept of timelessness draws attention to the tem-
poral dynamics that foster or hinder states of deep
immersion in creative tasks. In this vein, Bakker,
Boros, Kenis, and Oerlemans (2013) experimen-
tally manipulated time frames in a study of 267
managers working in creative project teams. Teams
working in shorter time frames had a time orien-
tation that was more focused toward the present,
were less immersed in the task, and employed a
more heuristic (versus a systematic) mode of infor-
mation processing. Bakker et al. noted that a short
time frame may lead individuals to focus on task
completion (getting the work done) rather than the
process that supports it.

Focusing on the demands of the immedi-
ate present is not synonymous with becoming
immersed in the activity. In fact, some studies have
shown that confidence in planning over long time
frames is positively associated with creativity (e.g.,
Zampetakis, Bouranta, & Moustakis, 2010). The
positive association between long time frames and
task immersion in Bakker et al’s (2013) study cor-
roborates theoretical descriptions of timelessness
(Mainemelis, 2001) and flow (Csikszentmihalyi,
1997). Mainemelis (2001) suggested that immer-
sion requires a person’s attention resources to
become fully invested in the task at hand. Short
time frames, especially tight deadlines, arouse feel-
ings of concern, stress, or anxiety, which consume
scarce attention resources and thus function as
cognitive distractions that hinder total involvement
with the activity. To further investigate this issue,
future studies can explore how affective reactions
moderate or mediate the effects of time frame on
task immersion.

Gevers and Demerouti (2013) noted that indi-
viduals have varied styles for pacing their work.
Some prefer to concentrate efforts later in task
execution (deadline-action pacing style), some pre-
fer to spread out work effort evenly (steady-action
pacing style), and others prefer to combine both
early and later effort distribution (U-shaped pac-
ing style). In a diary study with 32 IT employees in



the Netherlands, Gevers and Demerouti found that
supervisors’ temporal reminders related positively
to task absorption for individuals with a strong
preference for the deadline-action pacing style but
negatively for individuals with a strong preference
for the steady-action or the U-shaped action style.
Controlling for general levels of absorption, Gevers
and Demerouti found that weekly absorption was
consistently positively related to individual creativ-
ity across 4 weeks.

Antes and Mumford (2009) and Byrne,
Shipman, and Mumford (2010) found that time
orientation, time pressure, and forecasting have
complex interactive effects on creative processes.
Therefore, future studies on timelessness, flow, and
other playful states of intense involvement with
work tasks should carefully consider the interac-
tions between the wide range of temporal constructs
(cf. Halbesleben, Novicevic, Harvey, & Buckley,
2003), the various types of tasks, and the various
stages and processes involved in creative work.

Conclusions

While in the past research on play in organi-
zations was limited, fragmented, and dispersed, in
the last decade we have witnessed the development
of integrative conceptual frameworks as well as the
formation of research substreams, especially those
focusing on serious play and flow. Recent empiri-
cal studies have employed a wide range of meth-
ods, including survey, laboratory, ESM, interview,
ethnographic, case study, participant observation,
and action research designs. Equally encouraging
is the proliferation of critical perspectives stressing
the need for balanced analyses of the institutional-
ization of play in organizations. Considering that
play is polymorphous, complex, and elusive, meth-
odological and theoretical pluralism is important
for advancing our understanding of play at work.

Taken together, the studies reviewed in this
chapter suggest that play, flow, and timeless-
ness tend to be positively associated with creative
engagement, creative performance, innovation,
well-being, and social connection in the workplace.
That said, the field of play research and its extant
body of empirical findings are still nascent. We
need more studies, and more focused studies, on
a wide range of issues pertaining to the personal
and contextual conditions of play, flow, and time-
lessness; their associations with creativity, innova-
tion, and entrepreneurship; and their interactions
with other moderating and mediating factors in
the work environment. We also need more research

that focuses on the differences among various con-
ceptualizations of play, flow, and timelessness and
the various ways in which these three constructs
influence creativity, innovation, and entrepreneur-
ship. As the field evolves, its conceptual arguments
and empirical designs are likely to grow in accuracy
and precision, leading to more elaborate portrayals
of the intricate and complex manifestations of play
in organizational life.
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CHAPTER

Geir Kaufmann

9 The Mood and Creativity Puzzle

Abstract

suggested.

The role of mood during acts of creativity is addressed. A mainstream position, in which the
facilitating effects of positive mood on creativity is maintained, has long dominated debate

on this issue. An extensive amount of research based on both laboratory and field studies is
reviewed. Contrary to a one-dimensional view, in both streams of research a complex picture
emerges, suggesting that both positive and negative moods may contribute to creativity under
different conditions. In line with a new trend emphasizing dual routes from mood to creativity,

a dual process theory grounded in a general problem-solving perspective is developed. Here,
differential effects of positive and negative moods are prescribed for different core aspects of the
creative act. A special role for dual or mixed moods under conditions of complex creativity is also

Key Words: mood, creativity, problem solving, cognitive styles, organizational behavior

Introduction

Sizzling terms such as “affect revolution” have
been used to describe the recent upheaval in research
on the significance of affect in organizational
behavior (e.g., Brief & Weiss, 2002). According
to Barsade and Gibson (2007), traditional models
of organizational behavior that emphasize rational
agents as ideal players in the organizational theater
are seriously limiting our understanding of the life
and blood of organizational behavior, which is seen
to be “permeated by affect” (p. 36).

In a large number of studies this notion is justi-
fied by showing that affect significantly influences
important aspects of cognition and social behav-
ior, as well as having strong effects on an impres-
sive array of task and job performance features
(cf. Forgas, 2008; Forgas & Koch, 2013; George,
2008, 2011).

The relevant literature is, however, still plagued
by considerable ambiguity in the use of terms. Some
use affect and mood interchangeably (Forgas &
Koch, 2013; Isen, 1999, 2008), whereas others

distinguish carefully between affect, moods, and
feelings. Davis (2009) and Vosburg and Kaufmann
(1999) suggested that affect may best be seen as a
superordinate term comprising feelings, emotions,
and mood. Affect is here most frequently concep-
tualized in terms of core affects in the sense of
pure, dispostitional, and universal entities. Mood
is often seen as comprising more diffuse or gen-
eralized affective background states that are not
usually directed at any particular object or event,
as feelings and emotions are (e.g., Davis, 2009;
Morris, 1989). Empirical studies, particularly
in the domain of task performance, have often
focused on the dimension of mood, but in some
studies individual differences in affect dispositions
are addressed.

Creativity is another concept that is gaining
considerable momentum in the field of organi-
zational behavior. Creativity essentially involves
the development of a novel idea or solution to
a problem that has value for the individual and/
or a larger social group (Hennessey & Amabile,
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2010; Zhou & Hoever, 2014). Increasing demands
on employees to engage in complex problem solv-
ing that involves creativity coincide with, and are
compounded by, a complementary urge among
employees to work with stimulating and challeng-
ing tasks that provide intrinsic motivation and an
opportunity for self development (Zhou & Shalley,
2008, 2011). These parallel developments in the
contemporary workplace have lifted the concept of
creativity to an increasingly significant position on
the management agenda of contemporary business
organizations (Florida, 2002). In fact, recent sur-
veys among Fortune 500 executives place creativity
and innovation squarely at the top of their priority
list (e.g., Bronson & Merryman, 2010).

It is to be expected that these two new streams
of research, on affect and creativity, would inter-
face in contemporary research in organizational
behavior. This has indeed happened, as evidenced
by a long roster of research, for more than 25 years,
on the relationship between mood and creativ-
ity (Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008; cf. Frese &
Rank, 2008).

The Mainstream View

In the new perspective of understanding work
life and organizational behavior, the significance
of positive affect is strongly celebrated, and nega-
tive affect is either seen as predominantly dis-
ruptive or, at best, relegated to a more uncertain
status (Barsade & Gibson, 2007; Tsai & Chen, &
Liu, 2007).

In line with this general trend, the extant litera-
ture on mood and creativity highlights the facili-
tating effect of positive mood on various measures
of creativity (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw,
2005; Fredrickson, 2001; Fredrickson & Branigan,
2005; Hirt, 1999; Hirt, Dreyers, & McCrae, 2008;
Isen, 1997, 1999, 2008; Martin, 2000; Staw &
Barsade, 1993). The predominant explanatory
narrative behind this position is based on the
premise that positive material is more abundant,
better organized, and more extensively connected
in memory than neutral or negative material (e.g.,
Isen, 2008; Isen & Daubman, 1984).

The mood congruence principle states that posi-
tive mood triggers positive material in memory.
This mechanism is held to provide access to a
broad and diverse range of associates that allows
for the kind of increased cognitive flexibility seen
to be crucial to creativity (Ashby, Isen, & Turken,
1999; Isen, 1997, 1999, 2008; Isen, Daubman, &
Nowicki, 1987; Isen, Niedenthal, & Cantor, 1992).

142 THE MOOD AND CREATIVITY PUZZLE

A similar implication follows from Fredrickson’s
broaden-and-build theory of positive mood effects
on cognition (Fredrickson, 2001; Fredrickson &
Branigan, 2005).

Mood and Creativity in the Laboratory

Most of the extant research on the effects of
mood on creativity has been performed in a labora-
tory task context. This approach allows for fairly
precise testing of theory-derived hypotheses, and
much of the research has centered on the idea that
a positive mood is most congenial to problem solv-
ing and decision making in the context of creativity
requirements.

The Case for Positive Mood

It has indeed been found that induced positive
mood leads to more inclusive conceptual categori-
zations and more unusual associations to neutral
words and concepts (Hirt, 1999; Hirt et al., 2008;
Isen & Daubman, 1984; Isen, Johnson, Mertz, &
Robinson, 1985). In a series of four experiments,
Isen et al. (1987) demonstrated that induced posi-
tive mood enhanced performance on a number
of different creativity tasks, including an insight
problem, a categorizing task, and a remote associ-
ates task (cf. Greene & Noice, 1988). These find-
ings are consistent with results from other studies
showing positive mood to increase fluency in diver-
gent thinking tasks (Abele, 1992a, 1992b). More
recently, Phillips, Louise, Bull, Adams, and Fraser
(2002) and Hirt et al. (2008) replicated these find-
ings in a positive—neutral mood contrast. Vosburg
(1998a, 1998b) recorded mood at arrival through an
adjective checklist immediately prior to task perfor-
mance and found that positive mood facilitated and
negative mood inhibited fluency of idea production.

In a different approach, Martin, Ward, Achee,
and Wyer (1993) promoted a hedonic contin-
gency theory of mood and information processing.
A central tenet of the theory is that people strive
to uphold their positive mood and may prefer to
engage in playful creative activities as part of this
endeavor. Recently, Hirt et al. (2008) found that
induced positive mood had a facilitating effect
on various measures of divergent thinking. They
argued that the results could best be explained in
terms of a mood maintenance mechanism.

According to the cognitive tuning theory origi-
nally proposed by Schwarz (1990) and further
developed by Schwarz and Bless (1991), Clore,
Schwarz, and Conway (1994), and Schwarz and
Clore (2003), the essential function of emotional



states is to inform the individual about the state
of the current task environment (cf. Frijda, 1986,
2007). Negative mood indicates a problematic situ-
ation, whereas positive mood signals a satisfactory
state of affairs. On this theoretical premise, it was
argued that individuals in negative mood will more
likely be tuned to an analytic style of processing,
in which the situation is treated in a more cautious
and careful manner, along the lines of what Fiedler
(1988) has termed “tight” processing. In contrast,
positive mood individuals feel safe and good about
the situation and consequently are inclined to
relax on the processing requirements, in the form
of “loose” processing and simplifying heuristics
(Fiedler, 1988; Forgas, 2008). As a consequence,
they are held to be more willing to explore novel
procedures and possibilities that could increase
the likelihood of finding creative solutions. In the
evidence reviewed by Abele (1992b), Ashby et al.
(1999), Davis (2009), Kaufmann (2003), and Isen
(2008), positive mood seems to fairly consistently
yield facilitating effects on various standard indica-
tors of divergent, creative ideation under controlled
laboratory conditions.

These findings were all from studies conducted
at the micro, individual level. We may ask whether
they can be generalized to the meso, group level, at
which individuals are working together in a team
and a whole different set of dynamics is at play.
Grawitch, Munz, and Kramer (2003) addressed
this issue and examined the hypothesis that posi-
tive mood promotes cognitive flexibility in a group
dynamic context. In their study, 57 temporary
workgroups received positive, negative, or neu-
tral mood instructions, after which performance
on a creative problem-solving task that required
organized cooperation was examined. Negative
mood created a stronger relationship focus than
positive or neutral mood, in which task focus was
more prominent. It was found that positive mood
increased creative performance, particularly in the
implementation stage of the process.

In a similar study, Grawitch, Munz, Elliot, and
Mathis (2003) assessed group performance dur-
ing a brainstorming kind of idea production under
positive versus neutral mood inductions. It was
observed that positive mood increased the original-
ity of ideas. Overall, the authors considered their
findings to support the general hypothesis that
positive mood facilitates strategies that increase
engagement with the environment, in contrast to
negative mood, which tends to promote avoidance
of harmful aspects of the environment.

The Case Against Positive Mood

Despite this mainstream trend of research on
the effect of mood on creativity, it is important to
recognize that significant exceptions to this pat-
tern of findings also have been reported in the early
literature on this issue. Jausovec (1989) observed a
confusing pattern of results wherein the effect of
positive mood on creative problem-solving tasks
varied from task to task. In one task, a facilita-
tive effect of positive mood was obtained, but in
another, a detrimental effect emerged. In two other
tasks, no significant differences between positive
and neutral mood were found. These findings call
into question the robustness of the results reported
in the classical study by Isen et al. (1987), which is
frequently cited in support of the singular stance
that positive mood promotes creativity.

On an even more discordant note, Kaufmann
and Vosburg (1997) demonstrated a reversal of
the positive mood/creative problem solving effect.
In several studies, positive mood was found to
have a detrimental effect on performance com-
pared with both neutral and negative mood. On
their account, positive mood triggered a satisficing
problem-solving strategy in these tasks, in contrast
to negative mood, which promoted optimizing. In
a typical deceptive insight task, in which the indi-
vidual is lured into a faulty problem space where no
good solutions exits, positive mood may entice the
participants to opt for quasi-solutions based on pre-
vious success in similar problems. The paradoxical
results observed by Kaufmann and Vosburg (1997)
have more recently been replicated in a Web-based
study by Verleur, Verhagen, and Heuvelman (2007).

Notwithstanding the notion that positive mood
may encourage playful and loose processing, we
may also cleatly see the other side of the coin here.
This is the mechanism by which positive mood pro-
motes rapid processing based on readily available
previous experience, which is also part of the prem-
ises of the cognitive tuning model described earlier.
This orientation may run against creativity by pre-
venting people with induced positive mood from
detecting the typical impasse in these tasks, for
which familiar solutions no longer work most effec-
tively or may even be illusory and fail all together
(cf. Ash & Wiley, 2006). Detecting the impasse is a
necessary prerequisite to make the critical redefin-
ing maneuvers required to achieve entry to a new
solution space harboring high-quality, original, and
insightful solutions (see Ohlsson, 2013). On the
Kaufmann-Vosburg account, then, positive mood
could inhibit and negative mood could facilitate
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creative problem solving when the main charge is
to realize and effectively deal with the impasse of
a typical creative insight problem. By promoting
extended search beyond half-solutions, apparent
quasi-solutions, and even clear-cut non-solutions,
negative mood may increase the likelihood of strik-
ing at the key required reframing of the problem
space, eventually leading to a highly original and
insightful solution.

A key task in the creative cognition tradition
explored by Finke and Slayton (1988) and by
Finke, Ward, and Smith (1992) is the so-called
creative mental synthesis task. Here, the subject
is presented with randomly generated shapes and
alphanumeric figures, such as a line, a square, or
the capital letters L, D, or X. The task is to combine
a given number of such elements into a recogniz-
able pattern. An example of an easy task is giving
the subjects a ] and a D and asking them to com-
bine them into a meaningful figure. Most people
can easily visualize an umbrella. This kind of task
can be made very difficult by adding number of ele-
ments to three and five and can be scored on both
correspondence (i.e., how well integrated the differ-
ent constituent elements are) and originality (i.e.,
how novel and ingenious the configuration of the
elements is).

Anderson, Arlett, and Tarrant (1995) directly
investigated the effect of mood on performance in
this task by comparing the effect of induced posi-
tive, negative, and neutral mood with various indi-
cators of problem-solving performance. The Velten
mood induction procedure was employed, wherein
the subjects were given 60 statements, happy or
sad, and asked to experience each statement fully.
The results showed that positive mood had a signif-
icantly negative effect on performance, particularly
in comparison with the neutral mood condition.
The authors suggested that the detrimental effect
of positive mood occurs during the process of con-
straining the elements into a whole pattern, when
subjects prematurely settle for solutions with poor
correspondence and lower creativity.

Closely related to these findings, Gasper (2003)
observed that induced positive mood, compared
with induced negative mood, promoted the clas-
sical Einstellung effect that leads to mental fixa-
tion in problem solving under conditions in which
the problem in question can no longer be solved
by the standard rule used to solve a previous series
of similar problems. Interestingly, though, there
was a tendency for positive mood to spontaneously
favor varied solutions under more unconstrained
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conditions in which the standard and an alterna-
tive procedure were both possible options.

In support of such findings, Vosburg (1998a,
1998b) found that positive mood at arrival favored
unconstrained idea production but failed to make
a difference under constrained conditions at a later
stage in the idea production process. In line with all
of these findings, Kaufmann and Vosburg (2002)
observed a disordinal interaction in which induced
positive mood (compared with negative mood)
facilitated idea production in early, unconstrained
idea production and impeded idea production
in subsequent idea production under more con-
strained and degraded idea production conditions.

Similar findings have recently been observed
by Baas, De Dreu, and Nijstad (2011), with anger
and sadness as main contrasts. Anger promoted
idea production in the early stages, whereas sad-
ness was significantly more predictive of creativity
in the later stages of idea production. Such find-
ings are particularly interesting because they sug-
gest a steep production gradient for positive mood,
whereas negative mood seems to promote a flatter
idea production gradient. In the influential clas-
sical association theory of creativity promoted by
Mednick (1962), a steep gradient is linked to more
conventional responses in idea production, and the
flat gradient is more characteristic of a response
pattern that may more likely lead to new and origi-
nal ideas. Such findings deserves closer attention
because of the potentially important general impli-
cations for understanding the relative roles of posi-
tive and negative mood in creativity.

In a study by Akinola and Mendes (2008),
positive and negative mood were manipulated by
way of positive and negative feedback on a task
unrelated to the experimental task. Creativity was
measured through a standardized artistic collage
task developed and validated by Amabile (1982,
1996). The results showed that the negative mood
manipulation had a significant facilitating effect on
creativity.

In an original study, Hu and Yu (2011) explored
the relationship between mood and musical cre-
ativity. They developed three objective measures of
creativity in rock lyrics (e.g., the number of unique
terms in a piece of text divided by the total number
of terms) and divided the songs into positive, nega-
tive, active, and passive moods by using a standard
index (Mood Tag Dataset). A total of 2715 unique
songs were included in the dataset. The results were
strikingly clear and showed higher creativity level
in sad lyrics based on all three creativity measures.



By various comparisons, it was shown that the
most creative songs included more sad and nega-
tive lyrics, while the least creative ones were made
up of happy and positive lyrics. No effect of the
active—passive dimension was observed. This study
is, of course, limited to the specific domain of lexi-
cal creativity, but it offers an interesting new way
of studying the relationship between mood and
creativity in a squarely quantitative and objective
manner that may perhaps be transferred to other
domains of creativity.

At the level of team-based creative problem
solving, we also find results that turn against the
mainstream notion that positive mood promotes
creativity and tend to favor the opposite idea,
that under relevant conditions, a negative mood
may benefit creativity. Jones and Kelly (2009)
had three-person groups perform a creative
problem-solving task that consisted of generating
slogans for a fictitious company after receiving a
positive or a negative mood induction. Negative
mood groups outperformed the positive groups.
These effects were present only at the group level
and did not obtain at the individual level. It
seems, then, that under certain conditions, we may
observe a reversal of the posited facilitating effect
of positive mood on creativity also at the group
level. In line with the theories of Kaufmann and
Vosburg (1997) and George and Zhou (2002),
Jones and Kelly (2009) advocated an interpretation
of their findings to the effect that a negative mood
may promote an optimizing strategy and lead to
extended effort in problem solving that eventually
results in ideas of greater insight and creative qual-
ity solutions. They also presented evidence to sup-
port the idea that creativity under negative mood
conditions at the team level is mediated by persis-
tence on the slogan-generation task.

A theory that favors a facilitating role of nega-
tive mood under specified conditions during
creative problem solving holds the premise that
negative mood signals a current problematic state
of affairs. Consequently, negative mood may pro-
mote greater openness and attention to new infor-
mation that is discrepant with a conventional way
of approaching and solving the problem. This was
the leading hypothesis in a recent study of prob-
lem solving in groups conducted by Kooij-de Bode,
van Knippenberg, and van Ginkel (2010). In this
study, the influence of mood was examined under
conditions in which information was either distrib-
uted among group members or fully shared among
group members. The main finding confirmed the

hypothesis and showed that group member nega-
tive mood was associated with greater elaboration
of distributed information and higher-quality deci-
sions than was the case with positive group member
mood. Thus, negative mood may heighten sensitiv-
ity to new information that may contradict predis-
cussion preferences and premature group consensus
during group decision making. These findings are
in line with more general observations to the effect
that individuals in a negative mood conform less
to the opinion of others compared with those in a
neutral or positive mood (e.g., Tong, Tan, Latheef,
Selamat, & Tann, 2008; cf. Forgas, 2013).

From Paradox in the Laboratory
to Paradox in the Field

The findings reported previously were obtained
under rather contrived laboratory conditions and
are based on quite specific measures of creativity.
Here, it is relevant to consider the findings reported
by Friedman, Forster, and Denzler (2007) to the
effect that positive mood facilitates creative efforts
in tasks that are “fun and silly,” whereas creativ-
ity in serious and important tasks is promoted by
negative mood. What happens when we leave the
playground of the laboratory and enter the serious
arena of a real business organization? It seems that
the apparent paradox of strongly conflicting find-
ings reintroduces itself.

In a comprehensive field study, Amabile et al.
(2005) obtained evidence on creative problem solv-
ing in real worklife contexts based on both quan-
titative and qualitative longitudinal data from the
daily diaries of 222 employees in seven companies
in different industries to examine the relationship
between affect and creativity at work. The results
came down consistently on the side of the hypoth-
esis that positive affect promotes creativity at work
(cf. Binneweis & Wornlein, 2011). No support
was obtained for alternative hypotheses in favor
of negative or ambivalent affect. The effect was
straightforward with no indication of curvilinear
relationships. Time-lagged analyses also indicated
that positive affect causally preceded creativity.

A potentially important limitation of the study
lies in the ipsative measurement of affect on a
one-sided 7-point scale of pleasantness ranging
from high to low positive. In a context of testing
alternative hypotheses in an unbiased way, we
would like to see normative measures of indepen-
dent scales of positive and negative affect, which
would also enable a more direct measure of mixed
(ambivalent) mood. Such measures were obtained
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through the standard Positive and Negative Affect
Scale (PANAS) in a field study by George and
Zhou (2002) which was conducted among work-
ers in a company that manufactured helicopters.
Creativity was measured with a 13-item scale by
way of supervisor ratings.

George and Zhou (2002) operated from a
mood-as-input model in which a leading hypoth-
esis was that mood effects on creativity are contin-
gent on contextual conditions (cf. Zhou & Hoever,
2014). More specifically, they argued that mean-
ingful mood effects depend on organizational
recognition and reward for creativity, as well as
clarity of feelings (i.e., the extent to which people
experience and understand their feelings). In strik-
ing contrast to the findings reported by Amabile
et al. (2005), George and Zhou found that under
the specified contextual conditions, negative mood
was positively related to creativity when recogni-
tion for creativity and clarity of feelings were
high. Conversely, under the same parameters,
positive mood was negatively related to creativity.
The authors explained these paradoxical findings
with reference to a cognitive tuning perspective in
which negative mood signals that the status quo
is problematic and that improvements and more
effort are needed. In contrast, positive mood is
held to encourage confidence with current efforts
and to being satisfied at lower levels of creative
performance, as was also suggested by Kaufmann
and Vosburg (1997) as an explanation for their dis-
crepant laboratory findings. Interestingly, in the
study by Amabile et al., a similar observation was
made on the basis of narratives wherein the par-
ticipants, after repeated failure to solve complex
problems, reported a strong negative mood in the
form of feelings of frustration, followed by creative
thought. According to Amabile et al., (p. 396): “It
is possible that, under the state of frustration with
the task, a person might . . . allocate more time
and effort to the problem” and that this, in turn,
could “increase the likelihood of a breakthrough
on the problem.”

Such a mixed bag of findings is also obtained
from research on affect and creativity in the con-
text of entrepreneurial creativity. As pointed out by
Foo, Uy, and Baron (2009), the standard image of
an entrepreneur is one of a passionate, enthusiastic,
and persistent individual working incessantly in
the face of threats and challenges. Such an image
may easily lead one to the position that the kind
of creativity and innovation involved in entrepre-
neurial activity must be driven by positive affect.

146 THE MOOD AND CREATIVITY PUZZLE

A theory that works from this premise has been
championed by Baron (2008), who stands by the
standard conception that positive affect promotes
cognitive flexibility.

In one study, Baron and Tang (2011) obtained
data on affective dispositions, entrepreneurial cre-
ativity, firm-level innovation, and environmental
dynamism. More specifically, they proposed and
tested the hypothesis of a moderated-mediation
model of the role of affect in entrepreneurial cre-
ativity, which in turn promotes firm-level innova-
tion. This mediated effect of affect-based creativity
on innovation was further held to be moderated
by environmental dynamism (i.e., the degree of
stability and change in the environment of the
organization). In general, support was obtained for
the model. However, several shortcomings of this
study should be pointed out. Only positive affect
was measured, so no contrast between positive and
negative mood could be assessed. Creativity was
measured on a self-rated scale tapping to which
extent respondents’ own work involved new ideas,
new long-term visions, new technical applications,
risk taking, and radical new ideas. The literature on
affect and cognition is, however, replete with obser-
vations to the effect that people high on positive
mood tend to inflate their own self-image and over-
rate their performance compared with neutral- and
negative-mood individuals (e.g., Forgas & Koch,
2013). The proposed hypothesis is interesting and
important, but we need more objective and inde-
pendent data in order to subject it to a more critical
empirical test.

In the study by Foo et al. (2009), a much
stronger design was implemented. Here, the
authors assessed entrepreneurial creativity on a
within-subjects basis with an experience sampling
methodology based on cell phone wireless applica-
tion protocol (WAP) technology. On the basis of
a feeling-as-information model, these authors pro-
posed the hypothesis that negative mood may drive
creative problem solving on the immediate basis,
whereas positive affect comes to its own in creative
idea production on a more future-oriented scale.
The venture efforts of 46 entrepreneurs were mea-
sured twice daily for 24 days. The findings showed
that negative mood did indeed facilitate venture
efforts toward tasks that required immediate atten-
tion. Not expected was the finding that negative
affect also showed a lagged effect on venture efforts
on the next day. Positive affect had no relation-
ship to immediate problem solving but did predict
long-term, future-oriented ideation efforts. Thus,



positive affect seems to be more geared toward pro-
active creativity, constructing future desired states,
whereas negative affect is more adept in dealing
with reactive creativity (i.e., discrepancies in the
existing problem space). (See Kaufmann, 2004,
for a more detailed discussion of this distinction
between different forms of creativity.)

The Case from Above

We have seen that whether we approach the issue
of the relationship between mood and creativity
from the laboratory or from the field, we run into
a set of highly conflicting findings. In this kind of
situation, the temptation is great to call for some
sort of higher court decision based on a weighted
overall view of the research findings. Recently, we
have seen the publication of two meta-analyses of
the complicated pattern of results obtained in the
field. Davis (2009) concluded his meta-analysis of
the literature on the mood and creativity relation
in favor of a kind of contingency model. The facili-
tating effect on creativity of positive versus neutral
mood was affirmed, but it was held to be moder-
ated by a number of boundary conditions, such
as type of task. The contrast between positive and
negative mood was not significant.

Unfortunately, Davis’s analysis suffers from
many serious shortcomings. Inclusion criteria
were designed in such a way that several findings
favoring negative mood as facilitative and positive
mood as inhibitive of creativity were excluded. In
addition to these limitations, clear mistakes in the
classification of tasks were made. For instance,
remote associates tasks were labeled as idea pro-
duction tasks, on par with open-ended divergent
thinking tasks, rather than as insight tasks, with
one ideal, correct solution, which is the standard
way of categorizing tasks in the creativity field (e.g.,
Bowden, Jung-Beeman, Fleck, & Kounios, 2005).
Reclassification of these tasks would probably have
a significant impact on the general conclusions that
can be drawn from this meta-analysis.

The other meta-analysis was conducted by Baas
et al. (2008). This is a far more comprehensive and
inclusive analysis in which the results of the pre-
ceding 25 years of research in the field are reported
and analyzed. Although the authors affirmed the
reality of the facilitating effects of positive mood,
they also joined forces with other reviewers of the
literature (e.g., Kaufmann, 2003) to argue for a
more balanced view on the relationship between
mood and creativity. Interestingly, Baas et al. advo-
cated a dual-track model (cf. De Dreu, Baas, &

Nijstad, 2008) in which positive mood is held to
facilitate cognitive flexibility (crossing categories
in idea production). Negative mood is also seen
to hold promise as a facilitator of creativity, but
through the different route of triggering persistence
in solution search efforts within a more narrowly
and strategically defined area of the problem space.
Persistence in search of a solution is often seen as a
core requirement in creative thinking (e.g., Newell,
Shaw, & Simon, 1979). Another potentially sig-
nificant moderator of the valence effect of mood
on creativity, according to Baas et al., is level of
activation. They argued that the effects of positive
and negative mood may occur most reliably, and
perhaps only, at high activation levels.

The more specific dual-pathway suggestion (i.e.,
a flexibility route and a persistence route) is, how-
ever, open to serious criticism. In particular, the
positive mood-cognitive flexibility proposition does
not seem to stand up to scrutiny based on avail-
able empirical evidence. The hypothesis is mainly
based on consistent empirical findings to the effect
that positive mood facilitates between-category,
rather than within-category, fluency and original-
ity in idea production. The idea is that shifting cat-
egories require cognitive flexibility (cf. Nijstad, De
Dreu, Rietzschel, & Baas, 2010). As pointed out
by Ionescu (2012), however, the concept of cogni-
tive flexibility is a notoriously multifarious term
and extends far beyond this attribute. According
to lonescu, it should be seen as a more fundamen-
tal property of the cognitive system, for which
the common denominator is finding novel and
adaptable solutions to changing demands. There
were no changing demands in the tasks employed
by De Dreu and his coworkers. Shifts of category
occurred on the spontaneous discretion of the indi-
vidual and might or might not have been adaptive.

In a series of experiments by Phillips et al.
(2002) on mood and executive functions, it was
shown that positive mood significantly facilitated
aspects of ideational fluency (unusual uses of
objects) but was detrimental to shifting to a new
rule, as measured by the Stroop task of flexibility.
Even more problematic for the positive mood/cog-
nitive flexibility hypothesis are the findings cited
earlier by Gasper (2003). Here, positive mood, as
opposed to negative mood, was shown to promote
persistence and mental fixation in problem solving
under conditions in which the problem in ques-
tion could no longer be solved by the standard rule
used to solve a previous series of similar problems.
A straight generalization to the effect that positive
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mood facilitates cognitive flexibility seems to be
firmly rejected by the empirical evidence at hand.

We can now clearly see that the singular propo-
sition that positive mood facilitates creativity has
outlived its empirical usefulness. Creativity, in its
Janusian sense of delivering a product that is both
novel and appropriate, logically seems to require
a successful balancing of a highly complex set of
interrelated, sometimes opposing activities. It
should not come as a surprise that it may be tuned
by both positive and negative moods.

Mixed Mood and Creativity

So far we have considered positive and nega-
tive mood separately. But there is also the possi-
bility that a state of mixed mood may occur and
may incrementally influence creativity, particu-
larly under the condition of high-level creativity.
This has been argued in another stream of mood
and creativity research, in which vulnerability to
bipolar mood disorders is linked to elevated forms
of creativity (Jamison, 1993; Kaufman, 2014;
Kaufmann & Kaufmann, 2014a).

In a laboratory context, this issue has been
addressed in an interesting way by Fong (20006).
She argued that a mixed mood (i.e., a simultaneous
experience of both positive and negative mood) is
real and occurs fairly frequently despite our sche-
matic conceptions of mood experiences as falling
discretely into the two moods of positive and nega-
tive. (See Feldman Barrett & Russell, 1999, for a
review of this debate.)

From a cognitive tuning perspective, Fong
(2006) argued that the experience of an ambiva-
lent mood naturally will lead to the experience of
the current situation, or task at hand, as unusual,
anomalous and atypical. The implication of this
conception of the task environment is, according
to Fong, that it opens up the problem space to
allow for more unusual and incongruent associa-
tions. In two experiments, this core hypothesis was
tested by inducing positive, negative, neutral, and
mixed mood through autobiographical recall and
specially designed film clips. Creativity was mea-
sured by performance on the Remote Associates
Test. The results showed that it was indeed possible
to induce an ambivalent mood that could be distin-
guished from positive, negative, and neutral mood
states. Moreover, the ambivalent mood conditions
yielded higher creativity performance than all the
comparison mood conditions. These findings are in
line with recent observations by Rees, Rothman,
Lehavy, and Sanchez-Burks (2013) to the effect
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that induced emotional ambivalence, compared
with sadness or happiness, was observed to be an
important condition in facilitating receptivity to
alternative perspectives on the task at hand.

Such findings were also supported in a multivar-
iate study of our own (Kaufmann & Kaufmann,
2014b), which was designed to study the relation-
ships between elevated, positive mood (hypo-
mania); negative, depressed mood; and various
measures of creativity. A total of 215 participants
had a diverse range in educational background and
age, measures of depression, hypomania, and indi-
cators of creativity. These included creative accom-
plishments in everyday activities; measures of idea
production of the open-ended, divergent thinking
type; and performance on creative problem-solving
tasks requiring insight and highly original solu-
tions. An indicator of complex creativity was
designed by combining the various indicators of
creativity, and hierarchical regression analysis was
performed to examine the relationships between
the affect variables and complex creativity. The
leading hypothesis was that elevated positive mood
(hypomania) would predict the everyday creativity
of creative accomplishments and divergent think-
ing, whereas bipolarity (simultaneously high on
both negative and positive moods) would predict
performance on the complex creativity index, as
measured by an aggregate score across task cat-
egories. We found that the lowest score on the cre-
ativity index was obtained in the category of those
scoring high on negative and low on positive mood.
Elevated positive mood predicted divergent think-
ing and creative accomplishments, and, as posited,
the simultaneous combination of high negative
and high positive mood predicted complex creativ-
ity and outweighed the effect of elevated positive
mood at this level of creativity. Interestingly, those
who scored high on elevated positive mood and low
on negative-depressed mood exhibited a medium to
low performance on the complex creativity index.

The results of these studies show that mixed or
dual moods may be significantly related to high
levels of creativity, and may even, under certain
conditions, outstrip the effects of singular moods.

Dual Moods and Creativity in the Field
Findings parallel to these observations have
been obtained in natural contexts in work life
settings. In a study by George and Zhou (2007),
set in the context of a large oil field services com-
pany, positive and negative moods were assessed
by having the participants rate their moods on the



standard PANAS scale over a 1-week time frame.
Creativity was indexed by way of supervisor rat-
ings. A dual-tuning effect of mood on creativity
was obtained. Creativity was observed at its highest
level under the conditions of both high positive and
negative mood, given a supportive context for cre-
ativity (e.g., developmental feedback, interactional
justice or trust). The authors concluded by favor-
ing a dual-tuning model of the effect of mood on
creativity. Here, positive mood is seen to signal a
safe situation and to favor playfulness and a looser,
more expansive and divergent form of thinking.
Negative mood signals a problematic state of the
existing problem space and encourages extended
efforts and improvements on the existing state of
affairs that are less dependent on preexisting sche-
mas and scripts. We may readily see that both of
these processing orientations may be relevant under
the full requirements of both novelty and appropri-
ateness of a creative solution to complex, real-life
problems in a work setting.

In a recent study, To, Fisher, Ashkanasy, and
Rowe (2011) took as their point of departure the
dual-track model as originally proposed by De
Dreu et al. (2008) and examined the effect of mood
in the more complex, real-life situation of doctoral
and postdoctoral students working on their thesis.
A within-subjects experience sampling methodol-
ogy was used in which the participants frequently
reported their mood on an adapted version of the
standard PANAS scale. Creativity scores were
obtained by way of a self-report, a standardized
measure of creative process engagement (CPE),
and supervisory ratings. The results showed that
both positive and negative activating moods were
related to concurrent CPE. Deactivating positive
and negative moods were both negatively related to
CPE. Activating negative moods had a significant
lagged effect on creativity, whereas activating posi-
tive moods did not. These findings stand in direct
contradiction to the quantitative findings reported
by Amabile et al. (2005), cited earlier, and are more
in line with their qualitative observations.

In a recent study, Bledow, Rosing, and Frese
(2013) argued in favor of the view that creativ-
ity draws on both positive and negative mood.
They also criticized current perspectives on the
grounds that such views are static and do not take
into account the dynamics of shifting moods.
Specifically, they argued in favor of the view that
creativity may benefit more strongly from a condi-
tion in which a positive mood is preceded by an
episode of negative affect. The idea is that negative

mood may trigger a bottom-up mode of process-
ing and assist in detecting discrepancies and draw-
ing attention to problematic aspects of the current
situation. Positive mood may then help to broaden
and expand and explore the problem spaces tar-
geted by the preceding problem representation. In
several studies, based on both experience sampling
and experimental inductions, it was shown that the
sequence of a negative mood followed by a posi-
tive mood, termed affective shift, was particularly
beneficial for creative problem solving, especially if
the ensuing positive mood was accompanied by a
decrease in negative mood. They concluded that a
dynamic interplay of positive and negative mood
favors the implementation and coordination of
the different types of cognitive processes that are
involved in creativity.

An emphasis on dual modes of affect is also
reflected in some recent work within the domain
of strategy focusing on sensemaking processes.
Sensemaking is defined as the process in which
individuals and groups are engaged in explaining
and dealing with novel, unexpected, or confusing
events (e.g., Maitlis & Christianson, 2014), and it
has taken on increasing importance in the study of
organizations (e.g., Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). The
concept of sensemaking at the organizational level
embraces a number of events and issues within the
domain of strategic change and decision making,
and creativity and innovation is a key part of the
process. Maitlis, Vogus, and Lawrence (2013) made
the point that emotion is an underexplored aspect
of sensemaking and set the agenda for exploring
a number of relevant issues in this context. Here,
we are dealing with problem detection, search for
alternative solutions, and settling for a satisfactory
solution to a significant discrepancy. They empha-
sized the interplay between positive and negative
emotions in navigating through this complex
problem-solving cycle.

A recent development within this area is the
concept of mindful organizing, which is defined as
a “collective behavioral ability to detect and cor-
rect errors and adapt to unexpected events” (Vogus,
Rothman, Sutcliffe, and Weick, 2014). In line with
the emphasis on dual tuning in general and mixed
moods in particular, these authors emphasized
the importance of emotional ambivalence in the
sense of a simultaneous experience of positive and
negative emotions as being most conducive to the
required attitudes and kinds of processing involved
in mindful organizing. With reference to the work
of Fong (20006), cited ecarlier, they posited that
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emotional ambivalence is particularly conducive to
making people more open to alternative perspec-
tives, and this is seen to promote the kind of cogni-
tive flexibility that is needed to anticipate failures
and deal with unexpected events in the most pro-
ductive and effective way.

Coordinating the Two Streams of Research

We have now seen a converging picture emerge
from the laboratory and the field literature on the
effects of mood on creativity. In line with the more
general, recent literature on mood effects on cog-
nition (e.g., Forgas & Koch, 2013), the research
shows that both positive and negative moods may
contribute in a concerted way to influence task
performance. Positive mood seems to enhance idea
production and variation in the sense of promot-
ing cross-categorization of ideas. This is seen in a
range of tasks that include idea production, forma-
tion of remote associates, and breadth of categoriz-
ing. But there is also a place for negative mood.
This is observed in tasks that require insight and
adaptive flexibility in response to novel challenges
in the task environment in the areas of both human
resource management, strategic decision making,
and entrepreneurial activity.

Such findings are clearly in line with theories
arguing for dual pathways and dual-tuning mecha-
nisms in creative problem solving (De Dreu et al.,
2008; George & Zhou, 2007; Kaufmann, 2003;
Kaufmann & Kaufmann, 2014a). In such theo-
ries, positive mood is often seen to signal a safe
state of the current task environment and to trig-
ger a satisficing (“good enough”) orientation. On
the upside, such a relaxed attitude may lead up to
playful, loose, and unconstrained idea develop-
ment, in contrast to a more selective and analyti-
cally targeted focus favored by negative mood. On
the downside, positive mood may also encourage
a premature closure of problem-solving efforts in
which the problem-solving space is not thoroughly
examined for new and better solution possibilities.
In contrast, negative mood stimulates a lack of sat-
isfaction with the status quo or the existing state of
affairs. In this capacity, negative mood may pro-
mote an optimizing orientation that favors a persis-
tent and more constrained search for improvements
and higher-quality solutions in a more targeted area
of the problem space. Last but not least, there is
also evidence in both streams of research indicating
that mixed moods may be a distinct condition that
also can favor creativity over and above the separate
effects of positive and negative moods.
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Mapping Dual Moods onto Dual Thoughts

The findings described previously may be said
to differ quite radically from what we would expect
from the mainstream ideas that have dominated
the first generation of research on the issue of
mood effects on creativity. In fact, the findings of
the extant research at the individual, group, and
organizational levels strongly invite a new and
improved framework to understand the com-
plexities of navigating through the more general
mood-and-creativity maze described earlier. What
seems to be needed is a theory of cognitive process-
ing that allows us to translate dual tuning of moods
into dual modes of processing in a way that may
help us to resolve the apparent paradoxes of find-
ings that are consistently reported.

A theory that has generated a lot of research and
laid the ground for integrative perspectives in the field
of thinking and reasoning is the dual-process theory
of reasoning (e.g., Evans, 2008). There are many
versions of this model, in which the relative focus is
on different aspects of thinking. These theories are
often subsumed under the more general scheme of
System 1 and System 2 thinking (e.g., Kahneman,
2011; Vistfjill & Slovic, 2013). The core features of
System 1 are that it is fast, automatic (unconscious/
preconscious), implicit, heavily reliant on past experi-
ence, heuristic, associative, and intuitive, in the sense
of responding readily to hunches and impressions. In
contrast, System 2 is held to be slow, deliberate, con-
scious, explicit, analytical/logical, and systematic/
methodical and to rely on logical rules of inference.

It is often assumed, implicitly and explicitly,
that creative thinking belongs to System 1, where
loose, associative, and intuitive thinking is preva-
lent. In line with such assumptions, we see that the
bulk of the research conducted within laboratory-
based mood and creativity research has used some
sort of divergent idea production as a measure of
creativity (cf. Davis, 2009). But these are conten-
tions and operational adaptations that are highly
fallible for a number of reasons. As pointed out by
many researchers in the field, most of the thinking
that adequately, or even minimally, meets the crite-
ria for creativity needs to draw on both implicit and
explicit types of processes in order to be successful
(e.g., Allen & Thomas, 2011; Dreyfus, 2009; Hélie
& Sun, 2010). Thus, Zeng, Proctor, and Salvendy
(2011) are clearly justified in claiming that only a
half-baked measure of the driving forces behind
creative thought can be delivered by idea produc-
tion tasks of the divergent thinking type, even on
the standard of minimal construct validity!



Zeng et al. (2011) claimed that, at the least, the
two criteria of novelty and appropriateness (value)
have to be met by a valid operationalization of
creativity. In the standard tests of idea produc-
tion normally used in the field, there is a funda-
mental lack of taking into account the latter main
ingredient. Moreover, to arrive at creative solu-
tions to problems, there has to be an integration
of the processing involved in problem definition,
development of ideas, and deciding on a solution
that adequately meets the constraints of the task.
Such integrated processing may be tapped through
insight problems and indirectly captured through
measures of creative accomplishments in the field,
but it is not fully captured through the standard
idea production tasks.

The latter point is made forcibly in a new
theory of creative problem solving offered by
Hélie and Sun (2010). They distinguish between
implicitand explicit thinking processes, and place
creativity at the intersection of the integration of
the results of both implicit and explicit processes.
A significant element in their theory is the thesis
that problem spaces often are represented both at
the explicit and at the implicit level. This is a nice
adaptive feature of cognition in the sense that
redundancy and increased understanding of the
problem may be achieved through multiple repre-
sentations. In the context of creativity, however,
they highlight conditions in which implicit and
explicit thinking are discrepant and yield differ-
ent outcomes. Solving such conflicts is often cru-
cial to arriving at new and insightful solutions to
complex creative problems (cf. Allen & Thomas,
2011). Often, creativity is crucially contingent on
a reframing of the initial representation of the
problem space in such a way that access to a new
and more fruitful problem space is opened (see
Ohlsson, 2013).

Theories of the dual-process kind have largely
been developed within the reasoning tradition
dealing with various sorts of logical thinking tasks.
This is a somewhat closed task domain in which the
focus is on judgment and decision-making aspects
of task performance. Normally, the task is firmly
set, and there is little room for exploratory search
of the problem space and divergent development
of a diverse manifold of solution alternatives that
may eventually lead to new discoveries and fresh
and insightful solutions to complex problems and
new challenges. Thus, we agree with the arguments
put forward by Newell et al. (1979) in their classi-
cal analysis of the concept of creativity to the effect

that the processes of creative thinking can better
be understood from the more general perspective
of problem solving that includes, but also extends
beyond, the territory of judgment and decision
making,.

To meet these requirements, we have developed
a model that is a further development of the origi-
nal formulations suggested by Kaufmann (2003)
and may be regarded as a problem-solving variant
of a dual-process theory. The most recent version of
the model is described in detail in Kaufmann and
Kaufmann (2014a). Here, we will summarize the
main ingredients with particular reference to the
issue of mood effects on the creativity dimension of
human problem solving.

A Theory of Mood Effects on Creative
Problem Solving

A theory of mood effects on creative problem
solving needs to be anchored in a more general
theoretical perspective on the functions of emo-
tions, particularly with respect to their role in cog-
nition. In general, we agree with Frijda’s (1986)
functionalist account of emotions, where emotions
are seen as basically having a signal or heuristic
cue function (cf. Kaufmann, 2003). More specifi-
cally, we agree with the basic premise behind the
cognitive tuning theory developed by Clore et al.
(1994; see also Schwarz, 2000). Here, a positive
emotional state signals a satisfactory state in the
task environment, whereas a negative emotional
state sends the opposite message and signals that
the task environment is problematic. Thus, mood
may induce a frame of mind (cf. Morris, 1989) that
serves as a mental backdrop for choosing a particu-
lar strategy or mode of processing to deal with the
task at hand.

The principles stated earlier may now be
applied more specifically to different aspects of
problem solving, and testable hypotheses may
be derived. Various levels of abstraction may be
chosen for the development of a theory in this
field. For the present purpose, we will focus
on four general dimensions of problem solv-
ing: (1) problem perception (i.c., how the problem
is represented to the individual in general terms),
(2) solution requirements (i.e., what are the cri-
teria for an adequate solution to the problem),
(3) process (i.e., what type of processing of prob-
lem information is most adequate to deal with the
problem at hand), and (4) processing strazegy (i.e.,
what kind of general method or tactic of solving
the problem is required).
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Mood and Problem Perception

Fundamental to problem perception is the ques-
tion of whether we will or can understand the exist-
ing task environment in terms of familiar schemas
that need only modifications within a familiar
frame, or whether the current situation contains
discrepancies that requires a more fundamental
restructuring and redefinition to be handled appro-
priately. In the first case, we are talking about what
Piaget (1976) called assimilation, and in the second
we are dealing with the complementary function of
accommodation.

On cognitive tuning theory, we will expect
a positive mood to elicit the frame of the current
situation as satisfying and safe, making the problem
solver more ready to rely on an assimilative style of
problem perception and to place the problem within
the comfortable reach of previous experience. This
works well when the conditions of familiarity are
met and may result in rapid and highly effective
processing and problem solving in many cases.
If these conditions are not met, however, and the
conditions are such that a reorganizing of existing
schemata or scripts is required to meet the require-
ments for an adequate solution, it becomes neces-
sary to take a closer look at the crucial elements that
are discrepant. A System 2 type of handling now
becomes apt and may even be essential. A negative
mood may more easily provide the relevant cue for
framing the situation as problematic, uncertain,
and in need of accommodative System 2 processing
in order to move forward in the task environment.
Here, we may also add a note on what Guilford
(1967) reminded us when he pointed to the crucial
importance of problem sensitivity in creativity.

The notion that a positive mood encourages
assimilative, top-down processing whereas a nega-
tive mood more readily triggers an accommodating,
bottom-up style of thinking has been championed
by Bless and Fiedler (2006), and they reported sig-
nificant evidence in favor of such an account (see
also Forgas, 2013). Considerable creativity may
feed into assimilative efforts at finding novel appli-
cations for existing schemata (cf. Boden, 2003). It
becomes clearly wrong, however, when Bless and
Fiedler (2006) save positive mood for creativity by
linking creativity predominantly to the assimilative
style of thinking. Quite to the contrary, it should
be emphasized that accommodation was Piaget’s
preferred mechanism for creative thinking, when
a deeper and more far-reaching restructuring or
re-ordering of schemata was required (e.g., Furth,
1969, see also Kaufmann, 2004).
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Mood and Solution Requirements

A cardinal consideration in specifying the
requirements for problem solutions is found in
the distinction between optimizing and satisficing
criteria originally proposed in a seminal work by
Herbert Simon (Simon, 1956) and further devel-
oped by Simon (1977) and March (1994). At the
satisficing end of this continuum, the individual
is held to construct a simplified mental model of
the solution space and to accept the first solution
that meets the corresponding aspiration level for
an adequate solution. At the optimizing end of the
continuum, the individual attempts to perform an
exhaustive search and rational evaluation of the
expected utilities of all alternative solutions avail-
able. From the theory presented eatlier, it follows
that being in a positive mood will lead to perceiv-
ing a task as less requiring of high-quality solutions
than being in a negative mood, where a stricter
criterion for an acceptable solution is more likely
to be upheld and an extended search is required.
Positive mood is also expected to lead to a higher
level of confidence (cf. Hélie & Sun, 2010), which
may compound such satisficing effects.

Mood and Type of Process

In cognitive information processing theory,
the kind of process is often distinguished in terms
of level of processing and breadth of processing
(Anderson, 1990). Level of processing refers to the
question of whether processing occurs at a surface
level, such as the sensory level, or at a deeper level,
such as the semantic level, where information is
further processed in terms of meaning and organi-
zational structure in memory. Breadth of process-
ing refers to the distance between informational
units that are related during processing. Broad,
shallow processing is here regarded as System 1
type of processing, whereas narrow, deep process-
ing is held to be System 2. We may readily realize
that in meeting the requirements of both novelty
and appropriateness for a full-fledged creative
solution, a flexible coordination of both modes
of processing may often constitute an optimal
mindset.

As we have seen, the breadth dimension has
been particularly targeted by mood theories (e.g.,
Baas et al., 2008; Isen & Daubman, 1984; Isen
et al., 1985), and we should expect that positive
mood promotes both a higher-level and broader
information processing than negative mood. In our
theory, however, positive mood is linked to broader
information processing on the premise that positive



mood promotes a less problematic perception of the
task, leading to a relaxation of the constraints of the
processing requirements for the task in question.
Thus, positive mood may lead to a more confident,
less cautious, and more playful approach to the task
than negative mood. The upside is to expand the
problem space by extending the categorical bound-
aries of information in search for a creative solu-
tion. The downside of this attitude is that it also
may lead to a more superficial processing. More
precisely, our theory implies that positive mood
promotes broad and shallow processing, whereas
negative mood leads to more narrow but deeper
processing. Broad processing may be an advantage
in an explorative stage of a task that requires the
generation of new ideas, but it may be detrimental
when the task requires careful considerations and
deeper processing.

Mood and Processing Strategy

As stated earlier, several theorists claim that
positive mood increases the likelihood of employ-
ing heuristic-intuitive strategies, whereas negative
mood promotes the use of controlled, systematic,
and analytic information processing methods.

A hallmark of a heuristic strategy is simplifi-
cation. Analytic strategies are costly in terms of
cognitive economy, and often the problem solver
has to resort to cruder and more general strategies
in dealing with a fairly complex task. From the
proposition that positive mood encourages a per-
ception of current affairs as satisfactory and safe,
it follows that positive mood would increase the
likelihood of employing heuristic, short-cut strate-
gies, whereas negative mood should lead to more
cautious, analytic, and systematic methods of
dealing with the task at hand. With respect to cre-
ativity, however, we have also argued that System 2
includes the kind of sustained analysis of problem
spaces that resembles rumination (Kaufmann &
Kaufmann, 2014a), which also involves extensive
use of counterfactual thinking, shown to be favor-
able to creative thought (e.g., Markman, Lindberg,
Kray, & Galinsky, 2007). Interestingly, in the
context of this issue, Verhaeghen, Joormann, and
Khan (2005) reported an empirical study that
included various measures of depression (in the
past versus currently), several indicators of cre-
ativity (creative interests, creative behavior, and
creative ability), and a measure of self-reflective
rumination. The results showed that rumina-
tion is related to both depression and several
aspects of creativity. Therefore, there may be both

destructive and constructive consequences of nega-
tive mood-induced ruminations (cf. Kaufmann &
Kaufmann, 2014a).

Mixed Mood and Mixed Thought

We have now seen that there are ample grounds
to argue that creativity in most cases is not just
about taking a casual stroll in the task environ-
ment, where positive mood may assist in setting
the stage for a brainstorming kind of idea pro-
duction. This may be an important, and, indeed,
vital component of the process, but it does not
cover the whole territory to justify sweeping and
one-sided claims to the effect that “positive mood
promotes creativity” (e.g., Isen, 2008; Johnson,
Murray, Fredrickson, Youngstrom, Hinshaw, Bass,
et al., 2012). On the contrary, we have seen that
there are very good theoretical reasons to expect
that, under important conditions, negative mood
may provide the most appropriate mental frame for
choosing the kind of processing that is required to
arrive at insightful solutions to complex problems.
Importantly, under such conditions, positive mood
may be expected to have negative consequences,
in the same way as a negative mood may work
strongly against the kind of loose, icebreaker type
of processing that is often a necessary constituent
in tasks of creative thinking, particularly in the
early, lift-off, explorative stage.

The empirical evidence described and discussed
previously also shows many examples in which there
is a separate, independent effect of a mixed mood
on creativity that is incremental to the separate
effects of positive or negative mood. It is therefore
likely that a comprehensive theory of mood effects
on creativity also must provide a conceptual space
for such effects. Here, it is important to address the
question of specifically what is meant by a mixed
mood. It could encompass both successive swings
from one mood to another, which is the interpreta-
tion favored by Bledow et al. (2013), George and
Zhou (2007), and To et al. (2011), or the simulta-
neous experience of both a positive and a negative
mood, as understood by Fong (2006) and by Vogus
et al. (2014). These different versions of mixed
mood mechanisms could both be real and, indeed,
turn out to have different kinds of effect on creative
problem solving. Rapid shifts, we expect, could
lead to enhanced flexibility in shifting between dif-
ferent modes of thinking, as described in System 1
and System 2 models. A simultaneous experience of
both positive and negative mood could lead to the
perception of the existing situation as atypical and
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anomalous, which in turn may lead to opening up
the problem space to incorporate unusual associa-
tions and promote the simultaneous entertainment
of opposing ideas, which is seen as a hallmark of
high-level creativity by Rothenberg (1990) in his
theory of Janusian thinking.

Boundary Conditions of Mood Effects

A relevant but unresolved problem in mood
research is the question of how wide-reaching the
effects of mood on task performance are, compared
with the driving requirements of the task and the
more general context in which it is embedded. We
may also ask whether there are individual differ-
ences in the reliance on mood as a heuristic cue to
information processing. Is it possible, for example,
that people with an intuitive cognitive style rely
more on mood in their choice of strategy and pro-
cess than do individuals with an analytic cognitive
style, who are less affected by mood as a heuristic
cue for choice of mode of information process-
ing? These are important questions to consider,
and little is known about what the answers may
be. In a study by Kuvaas and Kaufmann (2004),
the typical and normally robust mood congruency
effect in memory and judgment was obtained only
for subjects low in need for cognition, suggest-
ing marked boundary effects for mood effects in
complex cognition. On the other hand, in a recent
series of experiments, De Vries, Holland, Corneille,
Rondeel, & Witteman (2012) obtained significant
mood effects even in a decision task with domi-
nated choices, where preferences are supposed to be
unambiguous. It was found that positive mood led
to significantly more departures from valid rules
than did negative mood.

Mood Effects and Task Constraints

So far, research indicates that mood seems to
have its strongest effect in ill-structured compared
with well-structured tasks. Degree of structure is
determined by uncertainty on the nature of one
or all of the three main ingredients of a problem
solving task (i.e. initial condition, goal condition,
and choice of operators to move from initial to
goal situation), as opposed to highly familiar tasks,
where there is a simple and direct access to a pre-
existing response. Such is the core message of the
well-known Affect Infusion Model (AIM) devel-
oped by Forgas (1995, 2008, 2013), where mood
is held to have maximal influence when open and
constructive information processing is required.
Conversely, when task requirements can be met
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with standard operations, there is no need for
affect. More research is, however, needed to vali-
date these general claims in the context of prob-
lem solving and creativity. The most significant
limitation of this model is that it does not specify
the respective roles of positive and negative moods
during constructive processing. Neither does the
theory deal with issues relating to mixed moods
and affective shifts.

Mood Effects and Feedback

In the mood-as-information and mood-as-input
models, it is generally maintained that mood pro-
vides people with information about their task
environment (Schwarz & Clore, 2003) and that
the significance of this information depends on the
contextual conditions of the task (Martin, 2000).
When we move from the constrained environ-
ment of the laboratory to creative problem solv-
ing in natural settings in the work environment,
the moderating influence of contextual factors of
mood effects on performance will naturally take on
greater significance. This point was emphasized by
George and Zhou (2002, 2007). In a series of stud-
ies, they have argued for, and shown the impor-
tance of, support from supervisors, in the form of
developmental feedback, displaying interactional
justice, and being trustworthy. It is reasonable to
expect that the potentially constructive effects of
negative mood as involved in dissatisfaction with
the status quo and expressing dissent may be sensi-
tive to this kind of supportive work climate. The
tolerance necessary for dealing with wild and
even outlandish ideas is also important, in order
to keep the problem space sufficiently open to
divergent exploration of new ideas. In support of
their dual-tuning account of mood effects on cre-
ative problem solving, George and Zhou (2007)
found that the positive effect of negative mood on
supervisor-rated creativity is most clearly observed
when leader support is high and when positive
mood is also high during the time frame provided
for mood ratings.

Conclusion

In line with this reasoning, we have seen that
in more recent theoretical accounts of creative
thinking, creativity is not placed exclusively on the
side of System 1 thinking. Rather, it is also seen to
crucially operate at the interface of System 1 and
System 2 thinking. The model developed by Hélie
and Sun (2010) is particularly interesting in the
present context. They see the crux of creativity as



the processing required when implicit and explicit
thinking entail discrepant representations of the
problem, setting the stage for a cognitive con-
flict, much like that involved in the impasse situ-
ation in insight problems. Solving such conflicts
is often crucial to arriving at new and insightful
solutions to complex creative problems (cf. Allen &
Thomas, 2011).

We have argued that the framework presented
here may serve as an integrative theory to under-
stand the kind of mood effects observed in both
laboratory and field studies of mood and creativity.
Positive and negative mood effects unfold on both
arenas in a theory-consistent way, as does mixed
mood as an experiential frame of mind for dealing
with more complex cases of creative thought. Thus,
there is also a significant place for mood volatil-
ity and mixed moods in the understanding of the
manifold of findings in both streams of research. In
this capacity, the theory may also serve as a prism
to understand some of the cognitive mechanisms
involved in the relationship between high-level
creativity and elevated frequency of mood disor-
ders, in particular under Bipolar 2 conditions (e.g.,
Kaufmann & Kaufmann, 2014a, 2014b).

References

Abele, A. (1992a). Positive and negative mood influences
on creativity: Evidence for asymmetrical effects. Polish
Psychological Bulletin, 23, 203-221.

Abele, A. (1992b). Positive versus negative mood influences on
problem solving: A review. Polish Psychological Bulletin, 23,
187-202.

Akinola, M., & Mendes, W. B. (2008). The dark side of creativ-
ity: Biological vulnerability and negative emotions lead to
greater artistic creativity. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 34, 1677-1686.

Allen, A. P., & Thomas, K. B. (2011). A dual process account of
creative thinking. Creativity Research Journal, 23, 109-118.

Amabile, T. M. (1982). Social psychology of creativity: A con-
sensual assessment technique. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 43, 997-1013.

Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press.

Amabile, T. M., Barsade, S. G., Mueller, J. S., & Staw, B. M.
(2005). Affect and creativity at work. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 50, 367-403.

Anderson, J. R. (1990). Cognitive psychology and its implications.
New York, NY: Freeman.

Anderson, R. E., Arlett, C., & Tarrant, L. (1995). Effect of
instructions and mood on creative mental synthesis. In G.
Kaufmann, T. Helstrup, & K. H. Teigen (Eds.), Problem
solving and cognitive processes (pp. 183-197). Bergen,
Germany: Fagbokforlaget.

Ash, I. K., & Wiley, J. (2006). The nature of restructuring in
insight: An individual-differences approach. Psychonomic
Bulletin and Review, 13, 66—73.

Ashby, F. G., Isen, A. M., & Turken, A. U. (1999). A neuro-
psychological theory of positive affect and its influence on
cognition. Psychological Review, 106, 529-550.

Baas, M., De Dreu, C. K. W., & Nijstad, B. A. (2008). A
meta-analysis of 25 years of mood-creativity research:
Hedonic tone, activation, or regulatory focus? Psychological
Bulletin, 6, 779-806.

Baas, M., De Dreu, C. K. W., & Nijstad, B. A. (2011). Creative
production by angry people peaks early on, decreases over
time, and is relatively unstructured. Journal of Experimental
Psychology, 47, 1107-1115.

Baron, R. A. (2008). The role of affect in the entrepreneurial
process. Academy of Management Review, 33, 328-340.
Baron, R. A., & Tang, J. (2011). The role of entrepreneurs in
firm-level innovation: Joint effects of positive affect, cre-
ativity, and environmental dynamism. Journal of Business

Venturing, 26, 49—60.

Barsade, S. G., & Gibson, D. E. (2007). Why does affect mat-
ter in organizations? Academy of Management Perspectives,
21, 36-59.

Binneweis, C., & Warnlein, S. C. (2011). What makes a cre-
ative day? A diary study on the interplay between affect,
job stressors, and job control. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 39, 589—-607.

Bledow, R., Rosing, K., & Frese, M. (2013). A dynamic per-
spective on affect and creativity. Academy of Management
Journal, 46, 554-571.

Bless, H., & Fiedler, K. (2006). Mood and the regulation
of information processing and behavior. In J. P. Forgas
(Ed.), Affect in social thinking and behavior (pp. 65—84).
New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Boden, M. A. (2003). The creative mind: Myths and mecha-
nisms, London: Routledge.

Bowden, E. M., Jung-Beeman, M., Fleck, J., & Kounios, J.
(2005). New approaches to demystifying insight. Trends in
Cognitive Science, 9, 322-328.

Brief, A. P., & Weiss, H. M. (2002). Organizational behav-
ior: Affect in the workplace. Annual Review of Psychology,
53,279-307.

Bronson, P., & Merryman, A. (2010, July 10). The creativity
crisis. Newsweek (pp. 44—49).

Clore, L., Schwarz, N., & Conway, M. 1994. Affective causes
and consequences of social information processing. In
R. S. Wyer, Jr., & T. K. Srull (Eds.), Handbook of social
cognition, Vol. I: Basic processes (2nd ed., pp. 323—417).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

M. A. (2009). Understanding the

ship between mood and creativity: A meta-analysis.

Davis, relation-
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
108, 25-38.

De Dreu, C. W., Baas, M., & Nijstad, B. A. (2008).
Hedonic tone and activation level in the mood-creativity
link: Toward a dual pathway to creativity model. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 739-756.

De Vries, M., Holland, R. W., Corneille, O., Rondeel, E., &
Witteman, C. L. M. (2012). Journal of Behavioral Decision
Making, 25, 74-81.

Dreyfus, S. E. (2009). A modern perspective on creative cog-
nition. Bulletin of Science Technology and Society, 29, 3-8.

Evans, J. St. B. T. (2008). Dual-processing accounts of rea-
soning, judgment, and social cognition. Annual Review of

Psychology, 59, 255-278.

KAUFMANN 155



Feldman Barrett, L., & Russell, J. A. (1999). The structure
of current affect: Controversies and emerging consensus.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 8, 10-14.

Fiedler, K. (1988). Emotional mood, cognitive style, and
behavior regulation. In K. Fiedler & J. Forgas (Eds.), Affect,
cognition and social behbavior (pp. 100-119). Géttingen,
Germany: Hofgrefe.

Finke, R. A., & Slayton, K. (1988). Explorations of creative
visual synthesis in mental imagery. Memory and Cognition,
21,283-293.

Finke, R. A., Ward, T. B., & Smith, S. M. (1992). Creative
cognition: Theory, research, and application. Cambridge,
MA: The MIT Press.

Florida, R. (2002). The rise of the creative class. New York,
NY: Basic Books.

Fong, C. T. (2006). The effects of emotional ambivalence on
creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 49, 1016-1030.

Foo, M. D., Uy, M. A., & Baron, R. A. (2009). How do feel-
ings influence effort: An empirical study of entrepreneurs’
affect and venture effort. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94,
1084—-1094.

Forgas, J. P. (1995). The affect infusion model (AIM).
Psychological Bulletin, 117, 39—66.

Forgas, J. P. (2008). Affect and cognition. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 3, 94-101.

Forgas, J. P. (2013). Don’t worry, be sad! On the cognitive,
motivational, and interpersonal benefits of negative mood.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22, 225-232.

Forgas, J. O., & Koch, A. S. (2013). Mood effects on cognition.
In M. D. Robinson, E. R. Watkins, & E. Harmon-Jones
(Eds.), Handbook of cognition and emotion (pp. 231-251).
New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive emotions in posi-
tive psychology: The broaden-and-build theory of positive
emotions. American Psychologist, 56, 218-226.

Fredrickson, B. L., & Branigan, C. (2005). Positive emotions
broaden the scope of attention and thought-action reper-
toires. Cognition and Emotion, 19, 313-332.

Frese, M., & Rank, ]J. (2008). The impact of emotions, mood
and other affect-related variables on creativity, innova-
tion and initiative. In N. M. Askhanasy & C. L. Cooper
(Eds.), Research companion to emotion in organizations (pp.
103-119). Northampton, MA: Edward Elger.

Friedman, R. S., Forster, J., & Denzler, M. (2007). Interactive
effects of mood and task framing on creative generation.
Creativity Research Journal, 19, 141-162.

Frijda, N. H. (1986). The laws of emotion. American
Psychologist, 43, 349-358.

Frijda, N. H. (2007). 7he laws of emotion. Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Furth, H. G. (1969). Piaget and knowledge: Theoretical founda-
tions. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago.

Gasper, K. (2003). When necessity is the mother of inven-
tion: Mood and problem solving. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 39, 248-262.

George, J. M. (2008). Creativity in organizations. In J.
P. Walsh & A. P. Brief (Eds.), 7he Academy of Management
annals (Vol. 1, pp. 439-477). New York, NY: Taylor &
Francis Group/Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

George, J. M. (2011). Dual tuning: A minimum condition
for understanding affect in organizations? Organizational

Psychology Review, 1(2), 147-164.

156 THE MOOD AND CREATIVITY PUZZLE

George, J. M., & Zhou, ]J. (2002). Understanding when bad
moods foster creativity and good ones don’t: The role of
context and clarity of feelings. Journal of Applied Psychology,
87, 687-697.

George, J. M., & Zhou, J. (2007). Dual tuning in a support-
ive context: Joint contributions of positive mood, negative
mood, and supervisory behaviors to employee creativity.
Academy of Management Journal, 50, 605-622.

Grawitch, M. J., Munz, D. C., Elliott, E. K., & Mathis, A.
(2003). Promoting creativity in temporary problem-solving
groups: The effects of positive mood and autonomy in
problem definition on idea-generating performance. Group
Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 7, 200-213.

Grawitch, M. J., Munz, D. C., & Kramer, T. J. (2003). Effect
of member mood states on creative performance in tempo-
rary work groups. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and
Practice, 7, 41-54.

Greene, T. R., & Noice, H. (1988). Influence of positive affect
upon creative thinking and problem solving in children.
Psychological Reports, 63, 895-898.

Guilford, J. P. (1967). The nature of human intelligence.
New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Hélie, S., & Sun, R. (2010). Incubation, insight, and creative
problem solving: A unified theory and a connectionist
model. Psychological Review, 117, 994-1024.

Hennessey, B. A., & Amabile, T. M. (2010). Creativity. Annual
Review of Psychology, 61, 569-598.

Hirt, E. R. (1999). Mood. In M. A. Runco & S. R. Pritzker
(Eds.), Encyclopedia of creativity (Vol. 11, pp. 241-250). San
Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Hirt, E. R., Dreyers, E. T., & McCrae, S. M. (2008). I want to
be creative: Exploring the role of hedonic contingency the-
ory in the positive mood-cognitive flexibility link. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 214-230.

Hu, X, & Yu, B. (2011, October). Exploring the relationship
between mood and creativity in rock lyrics. 12th International
Society for Music Information Retrieval Conference
(ISMIR 2011), Miami, Florida, pp. 789-794.

Ionescu, T. (2012). Exploring the nature of cognitive flexibility.
New Ideas in Psychology, 30, 190-200.

Isen, A. M. (1997). Positive affect and decision making. In
W. M. Goldstein & R. A. Hogarth (Eds.), Research on
Judgment and decision making (pp. 509-534). New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Isen, A. M. (1999). On the relationship between affect and
creative problem solving. In S.W. Russ (Ed.), Affect, cre-
ative experience and psychological adjustments (pp. 3-17).
Philadelphia, PA: Brunner/Mazel.

Isen, A. M. (2008). Some ways in which positive affect influ-
ences decision making and problem solving. In M. Lewis,
J. M. Haviland-Jones, & L. F. Barrett (Eds.), Handbook of
emotions (pp. 548-573). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Isen, A. M., & Daubman, K. A. (1984). The influence of
affect on categorization. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 52, 1122-1131.

Isen, A. M., Daubman, K. A., & Nowicki, G. P. (1987).
Positive affect facilitates creative problem solving. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 1122-1131.

Isen, A. M., Johnson, M. M. S., Mertz, E., & Robinson, G.
(1985). The influence of positive affect on the unusual-
ness of word associations. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 48, 1413-1426.



Isen, A. M., Niedenthal, P., & Cantor, N. (1992). An influence
of positive affect on social categorization. Motivation and
Emotion, 16, 65-78.

Jamison, K. R. (1993). Touched with fire: Manic-depressive ill-
ness and the artistic temperament. New York, NY: Free Press.

Jausovec, N. (1989). Affect in analogical transfer. Creativiry
Research Journal, 2, 255-266.

Johnson, S. L., Murray, G., Fredrickson, B., Youngstrom, E. A.,
Hinshaw, S., Bass, J. M., Deckersbach, T., et al. (2012).
The effect of emotion inductions on creative thinking.
Creativity and bipolar disorder: Touched by fire or burning
with questions? Clinical Psychology Review, 32, 1-12.

Jones, E. E., & Kelly, J. R. (2009). No pains, no gains: Negative
mood leads to process gains in idea-generating groups.
Group Dynamics: Theory, Research and Practice, 13, 75—-88.

Kahneman, D. (2011). 7hinking, fast and slow. New York,
NY: Farrar, Strauss and Giroux.

Kaufman, J. (2014). Mental disorders and creativity. New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Kaufmann, G. (2003). The effect of mood on creativity in the
innovative process. In L. Shavinina (Ed.), International hand-
book on innovation (pp. 191-203). New York, NY: Erlbaum.

Kaufmann, G. (2004). Two kinds of creativity: But which
ones? Creativity and Innovation Management, 13, 154-165.

Kaufmann, G. & Kaufmann, A. (2014a). When good is bad
and bad is good. In J. Kaufman (Ed.), Mental disorders and
creativity. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Kaufmann, G., & Kaufmann, A. (2014b). Bipolarity adds to
hypomania in predicting complex creativity. Unpublished
manuscript.

Kaufmann, G., & Vosburg, S. K. (1997.) “Paradoxical” mood
effects on creative problem solving. Cognition and Emotion,
11, 151-170.

Kaufmann, G., & Vosburg, S. K. (2002). The effects of mood
on ecarly and late idea production. Creativity Research
Journal, 14, 317-330.

Kooij-de Bode, van Knippenberg, D., & van Ginkel, W. P.
(2010). Good effects of bad feelings: Negative affectivity
and group decision-making. British Journal of Management,
21, 375-392.

Kuvaas, B., & Kaufmann, G. (2004). Impact of mood, framing
and need for cognition on decision makers” recall and con-
fidence. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 17, 59-74.

Maitlis, S., & Christianson, M. (2014). Sense making in orga-
nizations. The Academy of Management Annals, 8, 57-125.

Maitlis, S., Vogus, T. J., & Lawrence, T. B. (2013). Sensemaking
and emotion in organizations. Organizational Psychology
Review, 3, 222-247.

March, J. (1994). A primer of decision making. New York,
NY: Simon & Schuster.

Markman, K. D., Lindberg, M. J., Kray, L. J., & Galinsky,
A. D. (2007). Implications of counterfactual structure
for creative generation and analytical problem-solving.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 312-324.

Martin, L. L. (2000). Moods do not convey informa-
tion: Moods in context do. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.), Feeling and
thinking: The role of affect in social cognition (pp. 153-177).
New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Martin, L. L., Ward, D. W., Achee, J. W., & Wyer, R. S.
(1993). Mood as input: People have to interpret the moti-
vational implications of their moods. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 64, 317-326.

Mednick, S. A. (1962). The associative basis of the creative pro-
cess. Psychological Review, 69, 220-232.

Morris, W. N. (1989). Mood: The frame of mind. New York,
NY: Springer.

Newell, A., Shaw, J. C., & Simon, H. A. (1979). The pro-
cesses of creative thinking. In H. A. Simon (Ed.), Models
of thought (Vol. 1, pp. 144-174). New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Nijstad, B. A., De Dreu, C. K. W., Rietzschel, E. F., & Baas, M.
(2010). The dual pathway to creativity model: Creative ide-
ation as a function of flexibility and persistence. European
Review of Social Psychology, 21, 34-77.

Obhlsson, S. (2013). Deep learning: How the mind overrides expe-
rience. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Phillips, L. H., Louise, H., Bull, R., Adams, E., & Fraser, L.
(2002). Positive mood and executive function: Evidence
from Stroop tasks. Emotion, 2, 12-22.

Piaget, J. (1976). Piaget’s theory. In B. Inhelder & H.
H. Chipman (Eds.), Piaget and his school: A reader in devel-
opmental psychology (pp. 11-24). New York, NY: Springer.

Rees, L., Rothman, N. B., Lehavy, R., & Sanchez-Burks, J.
(2013). The ambivalent mind can be a wise mind: Emotional
ambivalence increases judgment accuracy. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 49, 360-367.

Rothenberg, A. (1990). Creativity and madness: New find-
ings and old stereotypes. Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins
University Press.

Schwarz, N. (1990). Feelings as information: Informational
and motivational functions of affective states. In E.
T. Higgins & R. Sorrentino (Eds.), Handbook of motiva-
tion and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (Vol. 2, pp.
527-561). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Schwarz, N. (2000). Emotion, cognition and decision making.
Cognition and Emotion, 14, 433—440.

Schwarz, N., & Bless, H. (1991). Happy and mindless, but sad
and smart? The impact of affective states on analytic rea-
soning. In J. Forgas (Ed.), Emotion and social judgment (pp.
55-71). Oxford: Pergamon.

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (2003). Mood as informa-
tion: 20 years later. Psychological Inquiry, 14, 296-303.
Simon, H. A. (1956). Rational choice and the structure of the

environment. Psychological Review, 63, 129-138.

Simon, H. A. (1977). The new science of management decision.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Simon, H. A. 1979. Models of thought. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Staw, B.M., & Barsade, S. G. (1993). Affectand managerial perfor-
mance: A test of the sadder- but-wiser vs. happier-and-smarter
hypotheses. Administrative Science Quarterly, 3, 304-331.

To, M. L., Fisher, C. D., Ashkanasy, N. M., & Rowe, P. A.
(2011). Within-person relationships between mood and
creativity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 599—612.

Tong, E. M. W,, Tan, C. R. M., Latheef, M. F. B., Selamat,
M. F. B., & Tann, D. K. B. (2008). Conformity: Mood
matters. European Journal of Social Psychology, 38, 601-611.

Tsai, W. C., Chen, C. C., & Liu, H. L. (2007). Test of a model
linking employee positive moods and task performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1570-1583.

Vistfjill, D., & Slovic, P. (2013). Cognition and emotion in judg-
mentand decision making. In M. D. Robinson, E. R. Watkins,
& E. Harmon-Jones (Eds.), Handbook of cognition and emotion
(pp- 252-271). New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

KAUFMANN 157



Verhaeghen, P., Joormann, J., & Khan, R. (2005). Why we sing
the blues: The relation between self-reflective rumination,
mood and creativity. Emotion, 5, 226-232.

Verleur, R., Verhagen, P. W., & Heuvelman, A. (2007). Can
mood-inducing videos affect problem solving in a web-based
environment? British Journal of Technology, 38, 1010-1019.

Vogus, T.J., Rothman, N. B., Sutcliffe, K. M., & Weick, K. E.
(2014). The affective foundations of high-reliability orga-
nizing. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35, 592-596.

Vosburg, S. K. (1998a). The effects of positive and negative
mood on divergent-thinking performance. Creativity
Research Journal, 11, 165-172.

Vosburg, S. K. (1998b). Mood and the quantity and quality of
ideas. Creativity Research Journal, 11, 315-324.

Vosburg, S. K., & Kaufmann, G. (1999). In S. W. Russ (Ed.),
Affect, creative experience and psychological adjustments (pp.
19-39). Philadelphia, PA: Brunner/Mazel.

158 THE MOOD AND CREATIVITY PUZZLE

Weick, K. E., & Sutcliffe, K. M. (2007). Managing the unex-
pected: Resilient performance in an age of uncertainty (2nd
ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Zeng, L., Proctor, R. W., & Salvendy, G. (2011). Can tradi-
tional divergent thinking tests be trusted in measuring
and predicting real-world creativity? Creativity Research
Journal, 23, 24-37.

Zhou, J., & Hoever, 1. ]. (2014). Research on workplace creativ-
ity: A review and redirection. 7he Annual Review of Organiza-
tional Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1, 11.1-11.27.

Zhou, J., & Shalley, C. E. (2008). Handbook of organizational
creativity. New York, NY: Wiley.

Zhou, J., & Shalley, C. E. (2011). Deepening our understand-
ing of creativity in the workplace: A review of different
approaches to creativity research. In S. Zedeck (Ed.). APA
handbook of industrial and organizational psychology (Vol.
1, pp. 275-302).



CHAPTER

10

Xiao-Ping Chen, Dong Liu, and Wei He*

Does Passion Fuel Entrepreneurship
and Job Creativity? A Review and
Preview of Passion Research

Abstract

entrepreneurial passion

The notion of passion has received increasing attention from management scholars in the last
decade. One particularly intriguing question is whether passion fosters entrepreneurship and job
creativity. This chapter provides a detailed review of the passion literature and then highlights the
definitions, antecedents, and outcomes of entrepreneurial passion and passion for work. The review
reveals important research gaps that need urgent scholarly attention. Specific suggestions that will
be instrumental in carrying out future research to study the role of passion in entrepreneurship and
creativity are offered. Research on passion provides a promising avenue to generate novel and useful
knowledge for advancing management theories and improving managerial practices.

Key Words: entrepreneurship, creativity, passion for work, harmonious passion, obsessive passion,

Introduction

Passion, a word that is often reserved for
love and artistic work, has received increasing
attention from management scholars in the last
decade (e.g., Baron & Hannan, 2002; Baum &
Locke, 2004; Cardon, 2008; Cardon, Wincent,
Singh, & Drnovsek, 2009; Chen, Yao, & Kotha,
2009; Forest, Mageau, Crevier-Braud, Bergeron,
Dubreuil, & Lavigne, 2012; Forest, Mageau,
Sarrazin, & Morin, 2011; Liu, Chen, & Yao, 2011;
Murnieks, Mosakowski, & Cardon, 2014). As an
important ingredient of motivation, passion is theo-
rized to trigger meaningful workplace outcomes
(Cardon et al., 2009; Liu et al., 2011). In work and
organizational settings, passion has been linked to
entrepreneurship (Chen et al.,, 2009) and to cre-
ativity (Liu et al., 2011). Although organizational
research on passion is prosperous, numerous issues

regarding the conceptualization, measurement, and
analysis of passion need to be addressed in future
research. In this chapter, we provide a comprehen-
sive and critical review of the existing passion litera-
ture by summarizing research progress, identifying
research voids, and proposing directions for future
research in the realm of work and organizations.
To thoroughly review the current state of the
scholarship on passion, we searched multiple data-
bases, including APA PsychNET, Business Source
Complete, Google Scholar, ISI Web of Knowledge,
LexisNexis, Proquest, PsychInfo, and Scopus. In
the sections that follow, drawing on the findings
from this comprehensive literature review, we first
theorize about passion and elaborate on its core
attributes. We then discuss the existing psycho-
logical measures of passion. Next, we discuss the
antecedents and consequences of passion with a

*The three authors contributed equally to the article and are listed alphabetically.
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particular focus on entrepreneurship and creativ-
ity in organizational settings. Finally, we outline an
agenda for future research on passion.

Definitions of Passion and Its Dualistic
Model

Although scholars in different disciplines (e.g.,
philosophy, politics, social psychology, manage-
ment) have defined passion in different ways (see
Table 10.1 for a summary), these definitions have
overlapped in identifying three core attributes:

1. Passion is accompanied by intense positive
feelings.

2. Passion regulates individual behavioral
tendencies.

3. Passion is a target-specific construct.

The emphasis on positive feelings in defining
passion dates back to the philosophers’ classic
view that passion is always associated with intense
emotions that are positive and overpowering,
arousing individual energy and desires (Rony,
1990). According to the psychological research
on affect (e.g., Russell, 2003; Schwarz & Clore,
2007), passion can be understood as involving
consciously experienced positive and activated
emotions, such as excitement, elation, and joy. As
shown in Table 10.1, in characterizing passion,
scholars have either described general affective
expressions, such as “intense positive feeling”
(Cardon et al., 2009), or used specific emotional
experiences such as love, like, enthusiasm, joy,
zeal, and desire (e.g., Baum & Locke, 2004;
Cardon, Zietsma, Saparito, Matherne, & Davis,
2005; Smilor, 1997).

The second attribute commonly articulated
by scholars in their definitions of passion is that
people are motivated to act in a certain way when
experiencing passion. For example, in the defini-
tion put forth by Vallerand, Blanchard, Mageau,
Koestner, Ratelle, Léonard, et al. (2003), passion
is characterized as a motivational construct con-
taining not only affective but also cognitive and
behavioral components (i.c., investing time and
energy). Similar theoretical emphasis on the moti-
vational nature of passion has appeared in other
studies as well. Some researchers defined passion
as an implicit energy, drive, or force (e.g., Bierly,
Kessler, & Christensen, 2000; Bird, 1989; Chen
etal., 2009; Murnieks et al., 2014). Others depicted
passionate individuals’ deep engagement in activi-
ties as representing part of their personal identity
(Cardon et al., 2009).

The target-specific nature of passion is its third
attribute (Chen et al., 2009; Murnieks et al., 2014).
A specific activity is not only the origin of one’s
affective experiences but also the target toward
which one is motivated to exert persistent effort.
Without a clear target, it is unlikely for individu-
als to generate passion. Our literature review indi-
cates three broad clusters of target activities that
have been studied in passion research. The first
cluster centers on general activities, mostly ama-
teur activities, such as gambling (e.g., Mageau,
Vallerand, Rousseau, Ratelle, & Provencher, 2005),
physical activities (Rousseau & Vallerand, 2008),
music (Bonneville-Roussy, Lavigne, & Vallerand,
2011), and Internet and online games (Wang &
Chu, 2007). The second cluster focuses on entre-
preneurial passion, namely entrepreneurs’ passion
toward creating and building ventures (e.g., Cardon
et al., 2009; Chen et al., 2009). The third cluster
investigates employees” passion for work, including
teachers’ passion toward teaching (Carbonneau,
Vallerand, Fernet, & Guay, 2008), nurses’ passion
toward health care (Vallerand, Paquet, Philippe,
& Charest, 2010), coaches’ passion toward coach-
ing athletes (Lafrenitre, Jowett, Vallerand, &
Carbonneau, 2011), and employees’ passion for work
in organizational settings (e.g., Liu et al., 2011).

Taking these findings together, we propose that
passion can be theorized as a motivational hybrid
involving an individual’s positive affective experience
and intense behavioral tendency to engage in, sustain,
and identify with a given activity. Among the litera-
ture we have reviewed (see Table 10.1), it seems that
the majority of studies of passion (21 out of 32) have
adopted Vallerand et al’s (2003) dualistic model. We
therefore will describe this model in detail and the
relevant research findings testing this model.

The Dualistic Model of Passion

Treating passion as a motivational construct,
Vallerand et al. (2003) developed a dualistic model
of passion, defining passion as “a strong inclina-
tion toward an activity that people like, that they
find important, and in which they invest time and
energy” (p. 757). The central tenet of the dualis-
tic model of passion is that passion has the effect
of a double-edged sword, such that some people
intrinsically enjoy activities and have autonomy in
deciding whether or not to engage in these activi-
ties, while others are enforced to continue the
activities due to external regulations. To differenti-
ate between these two types of passion, Vallerand
et al. (2003) proposed the concepts of harmonious
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Table 10.1 A Review of Contemporary Literature on Passion

Authors Definition of Passion Research Attributes Main Findings
Affect Motivation Domain Type Focus

Baron & Hannan  Love Identification with ~ Entrepreneurial Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Founders’ passion is associated with lowest

(2002) the company passion likelihood of organizational failure.

Baum & Locke Love, attachment, — Passion for work Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Passion indirectly facilitates venture growth

(2004) and longing through communicated vision, goals, and
self-efficacy.

Baum etal. (2001) Love — Passion for work Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Passion indirectly facilitates venture growth
through competency, motivation, and
competitive strategy.

Bélanger et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. General activity Empirical- Outcome Obsessive passion predicts greater alternative goal

(2013) (2003) (2003) experiment suppression than harmonious passion does.

Bierly et al. (2000) — The drive to Passion for work Theoretical Outcome Passion makes people feel pride, commitment,

overcome barriers empowerment, energy, and work is meaningful;
and initiate change passion triggers motivation and innovation.

Bird (1989) Emotional spirit Energy and drive  Entrepreneurial Empirical-survey ~ Outcome Passion increases entrepreneurs’ persistence and

passion motivation, internalizes ventures’ development
as personal events.

Bonneville-Roussy ~ Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Music Empirical-survey = Outcome Harmonious passion predicts the use of

et al. (2011) (2003) (2003) mastery goals, which leads to deliberate practice
and performance, whereas obsessive passion
predicts approach and avoidance goals, which
are negatively related to performance. Only
harmonious passion is a positive predictor of
subjective well-being.

Carbonneau etal.  Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Passion for Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Harmonious passion increases work satisfaction

(2008) (2003) (2003) teaching and decreases burnout symptoms, whereas

obsessive passion is not related to these
outcomes. Both types of passion increase
teacher-perceived adaptive student behavior.

(continued)



Table 10.1 Continued

Authors Definition of Passion Research Attributes Main Findings
Affect Motivation Domain Type Focus

Cardon (2008) A positive and — Entrepreneurial Theoretical Outcome Entrepreneurial passion leads to employee
enduring feeling passion passion via the mediating mechanisms of

emotional mimicry and social comparison.

Cardon et al. Positive feeling Identity meaning ~ Entrepreneurial Theoretical Outcome Entrepreneurial passion has positive effects on

(2009) and salience passion entrepreneurial behaviors and effectiveness.

both directly and indirectly. via goal-related
cognitions.

Chen etal. (2009)  Affective Cognitive passion: ~ Entrepreneurial Empirical- Outcome An entrepreneur’s cognitive passion rather
passion: Intense Preparedness passion experiment and than affective passion has a significantly
affective state survey positive effect on venture capitalists’ funding

decisions.

Forest et al. (2012)  Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Passion for work Empirical—- Antecedent and Increases in the use of signature strengths
(2003) (2003) experiment + outcome reported by participants from the

longitudinal experimental group were related to increases
survey in harmonious passion, which in turn led to
higher levels of well-being.

Forest et al. (2011)  Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Passion for work Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Harmonious passion was associated positively
(2003) (2003) with mental health, flow, vitality, and affective

commitment, partly mediated by satisfaction
of the basic psychological needs of autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. Obsessive
passion directly and negatively predicted
mental health and weakly but positively
predicted autotelic experience.

Lafreniére et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Passion for Empirical-survey ~ Outcome Harmonious and obsessive passion for

(2011) (2003) (2003) coaching coaching are associated with coaches’

autonomy-supportive and controlling
behaviors, respectively. The former leads to
high quality of coach—athlete relationships.




Liu et al. (2011) Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Passion for work Empirical-survey ~ Antecedent and Harmonious passion for work mediates the
(2003) (2003) outcome effects of organizational autonomy support

and individual autonomy orientation on
employee work creativity.

Luh & Lu (2012)  Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Design activities Empirical-survey ~ Antecedent and Harmonious passion is positively related to

(2003) (2003) outcome creative achievement, but obsessive passion is

not. Harmonious passion plays a mediating
role between innovative cognitive style and
creative achievement.

Mageau et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Card game Empirical-survey ~ Contingency For people who have an obsessive passion,

(2011) (2003) (2003) the more they report experiencing self-esteem
fluctuations that covary with their
performances in their passionate activity, the
greater is the impact of performance on their
state self-esteem.

Mageau et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. General activity Empirical-survey ~ Antecedent Identification with the activity, activity

(2009) (2003) (2003) specialization, parents’ activity valuation, and
autonomy predict the development of passion.

Mageau et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Gambling Empirical-survey ~ Outcome Harmonious passion is associated with

(2005) (2003) (2003) affective and cognitive outcomes, whereas
obsessive passion is related to negative
consequences. Type of gambling moderates
the effects of both harmonious and obsessive
passion.

Murnieks et al. Positively valenced Intensity of the Entrepreneurial Empirical-survey ~ Antecedent and Entrepreneurial identity centrality is

(2014) inclinations force passion outcome a precursor of entrepreneurs’ passion.

Entrepreneurial passion is positively
associated with entrepreneurial self-efficacy
and behavior.

(continued)



Table 10.1 Continued

Authors Definition of Passion Research Attributes Main Findings
Affect Motivation Domain Type Focus

Philippe et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. General activity Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Harmonious passion is positively related to

(2010) (2003) (2003) and work the quality of interpersonal relationships
within the context of the passionate activity
via positive emotions, whereas obsessive
passion is negatively related to interpersonal
relationships via the mediator of negative
emotions.

Philippe et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. General activity Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Harmonious passion toward an activity

(2009) (2003) (2003) contributes significantly to both hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being.

Ratelle et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Gambling Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Obsessive passion for gambling is associated

(2004) (2003) (2003) with poor vitality and concentration in daily
tasks, as well as negative mood, negative
emotions, and problem gambling.

Rousseau & Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Physical activity Empirical-survey = Outcome Harmonious passion is positively related to

Vallerand (2008) (2003) (2003) subjective well-being of older adults via the
positive affect experienced during activity
engagement, whereas obsessive passion is
negatively related to subjective well-being.

Rousseau et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Gambling Empirical-survey ~ Scale development The gambling passion scale is a useful and

(2002) (2003) (2003) valid scale for research on gambling.

Séguin-Levesque  Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Internet Empirical-survey = Outcome Harmonious passion and obsessive

et al. (2003) (2003) (2003) passion toward the Internet are associated
with positive and negative interpersonal
relationships, respectively.

Shane et al. (2003)  Selfish love — Passion for work Theoretical Outcome Passion facilitates entrepreneurial motivation

(opportunity recognition, idea development,
and execution)




Smilor (1997) Enthusiasm, joy Persistent desire to  Entrepreneurial Theoretical Antecedent Passion comes from one’s pursuit of purpose
and zeal succeed passion and emerges when one has freedom and the

chance to pursue one’s dream.

Thorgren & Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Entrepreneurial Empirical-survey ~ Outcome Via role conflict, harmonious passion has

Wincent (2013) (2003) (2003) passion an indirect positive relationship on role
opportunity search, whereas obsessive passion
has an indirect negative relationship on role
opportunity search.

Vallerand et al. An inclination Invest time and General activity Empirical-survey =~ Construct, scale Harmonious passion promotes healthy

(2003) toward an activity  energy development, adaptation, whereas obsessive passion

that people like outcome thwarts it by causing negative affect and rigid

persistence.

Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Passion for work Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Harmonious passion decreases burnout by

(2010) (2003) (2003) (nurses) increasing work satisfaction and decreasing
conflict, whereas obsessive passion increases
conflict.

Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Dramaticartand ~ Empirical-survey =~ Outcome Harmonious passion is positively related to

(2007) (2003) (2003) psychology class performance via deliberate practice and is
positively related to subjective well-being.
Obsessive passion is either unrelated or
negatively related to subjective well-being.

Wang & Chu Vallerand et al. Vallerand et al. Online games Empirical-survey = Outcome Obsessive passion leads to addiction to online

(2007) (2003) (2003) computer games, whereas harmonious passion

does not.




passion versus obsessive passion. Harmonious passion
refers to an autonomous internalization that moti-
vates individuals to engage in a preferable activ-
ity, whereas obsessive passion refers to an enforced
internalization that leads individuals to engage in a
preferable activity with external pressure.

The dualistic model of passion is developed on
the basis of the self-determination theory (SDT;
Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT delineates the determin-
ing process of intrinsic motivation with an empha-
sis on the importance of satisfying human needs
for autonomy (the freedom of choice to engage
in activities) and needs for relatedness and com-
petence. In particular, SDT suggests five types of
motivation that vary in degree of autonomy (from
high to low): intrinsic, integrated extrinsic, identi-
fied extrinsic, introjected extrinsic, and externally
regulated (i.e., extrinsic) motivation.

Consistent with this differentiation in individ-
ual feelings of autonomy, Vallerand et al. (2003)
suggested that when people engage in activities and
pursuits that are inherently enjoyable or aligned
with their personal identity, they feel they have
chosen these endeavors, and this sense of choice,
coupled with enjoyment or alignment, underpins
harmonious passion. In contrast, obsessive passion
emerges when people feel forced to undertake some
activities due to external regulations without inter-
nalizing them into their identity.

Measures of Harmonious and
Obsessive Passion

Vallerand et al. (2003) first developed and
validated the harmonious—obsessive passion scale,
which has been prevalently used by later research-
ers. There are 14 items in this passion scale, with
7 items measuring each type. The satisfactory
reliability and discriminant validity of this scale
were not only demonstrated in Vallerand’s origi-
nal work, but have also been illustrated in studies
that were conducted in various cultural contexts
(e.g., Liu et al., 2011, in China; Luh & Lu, 2012,
in Taiwan; Thorgren & Wincent, 2013, in Sweden;
Vallerand et al., 2010, in Canada). Furthermore,
based on this general passion scale, researchers have
developed specific passion scales for certain activi-
ties, such as the passion scale for gambling (Ratelle,
Vallerand, Mageau, Rousseau, & Provencher,
2004; Rousseau, Vallerand, Ratelle, Mageau, &
Provencher, 2002) and the passion scale for online
games (Wang & Chu, 2007).

Marsh and colleagues (2013) systematically
evaluated the construct validity of this two-factor

passion scale and substantiated its qualified psy-
chometric attributes. Specifically, using an archival
dataset of the passion scale responses consisting of
19 independent samples (a combination of pub-
lished and unpublished data), they demonstrated
that this scale has a sound factor structure, good
internal consistency, and robust construct validity.
Moreover, tests of measurement invariance sup-
ported the complete equivalence of this two-factor
model over different languages (French vs. English),
passion activity clusters (leisure, sport, social, work,
and education), and gender (male and female).

In addition to measuring harmonious and obses-
sive passion using Vallerand et al’s (2003) scale,
Bélanger, Lafreniére, Vallerand, and Kruglanski
(2013) created protocols to prime participants for
either harmonious or obsessive passion in one of
their experimental studies. Specifically, to induce
harmonious passion, the authors asked participants
to write, as vividly as possible, about a time at which
their favorite activity was harmonized with other
facets of themselves and enabled them to enjoy a
variety of experiences. For priming obsessive pas-
sion, participants were asked to write, as vividly
as possible, about a time at which they could not
control an urge to complete their favorite activity
and felt this task was the only pursuit they enjoyed.

While both the passion scale and situational
priming are successful in assessing the extent to
which individuals are passionate toward a cer-
tain activity, these two methods have different
assumptions concerning the nature of passion.
Comparatively, it will be appropriate for scholars
to use Vallerand et al.’s (2003) passion scale if their
conceptual assumption of passion is a dispositional
attribute of individuals, being relatively stable
across different situations or contexts. On the other
hand, the experimental manipulation (priming) of
passion is suitable when researchers conceptualize
passion as a dynamic construct that is influenced
by various situational factors and internal condi-
tions. These two conceptualizations of passion
are not contradictory. Rather, they are consistent
with the notion that psychological constructs can
be alternatively seen and measured either as stable
individual differences or as expressions of situ-
ational forces (Higgins, 1998).

Antecedents of Harmonious and
Obsessive Passion

We summarize the overall key findings of the
studies adopting the dualistic model of passion in
Figure 10.1.
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- Individual autonomy
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Identity
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Preference for activity
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Dualistic Model of Passion

Physiological/
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- Exhaustion and burnout

- Subjective well-being
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- Role conflict and goal
shielding

- Goal orientation

Emotional Outcomes

- Positive emotions
- Negative emotions

Behavioral Outcomes

- Deliberate practice

- Addiction to activity
- Task performance

- Creativity

Fig. 10.1 A Summary of Research Findings on the Dualistic Model of Passion.

One assumption drawn from SDT is that per-
ceived autonomy during one’s engagement in an
activity is a crucial factor in determining whether
the harmonious or obsessive passion will be culti-
vated. According to Mageau and colleagues (2009),
when individuals feel they are granted autonomy
to complete a task, they are more likely to expe-
rience harmonious rather than obsessive passion.
Empirical studies have illustrated this assertion
in different contexts. For example, Mageau et al.
(2009) demonstrated that children were more
likely to experience harmonious rather than obses-
sive passion toward activities if they were given
choices from adults. They also found that parents
who highly value their children’s activity (exter-
nal pressure) tend to foster a more obsessive than
harmonious passion. In the organizational con-
text, research has shown that employees are more
likely to experience harmonious passion when they
have strong autonomy orientation and/or receive
autonomy support from the organization (Liu
etal., 2011).

Passion can also be developed when individu-
als are strongly engaged in and feel personally con-
nected with the activity (i.e., enbanced identity). In
addition to revealing the significant effect of auton-
omy on harmonious passion, Mageau et al. (2009,
Study 3) found that for teenagers who were in the
very first steps of activity involvement, deriving a
sense of identity from the activity and preference
for activity specialization both led to the develop-
ment of harmonious and obsessive passion months
later, but the development of obsessive passion was

found to be stronger compared with the develop-
ment of harmonious passion. Their findings are
intriguing because they imply that identity may
cultivate harmonious and obsessive passion. The
significant influence of identity on one’s develop-
ment of passion was also found in Murnieks et al’s
(2014) study. Specifically, those authors docu-
mented that identity centrality, which refers to the
relative importance an individual places on a focal
identity compared with other identities, was a sig-
nificant precursor of passion.

In a longitudinal study, Forest et al. (2012)
revealed an interesting finding that the emphasis
of one’s personal strengths facilitated the generation
of harmonious passion. Specifically, they manipu-
lated individual use of signature strengths at work
through an intervention whereby participants were
asked to complete a survey that identified five of
their key strengths, encouraged to utilize two of
their strengths in ways they had not done before,
and then told to imagine the benefits they would
have if they utilized these strengths. Results showed
that the increasing use of signature strengths was
positively related to the increase in harmonious
passion. This finding suggests that the fulfillment
of personal need for competence may be another piv-
otal source of passion, in addition to autonomy and
identity.

In sum, three major insights emerge regard-
ing the antecedents of harmonious and obsessive
passion. First, harmonious passion can be culti-
vated when individuals are autonomous in pursu-
ing activities or receiving autonomy support from
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higher-level agents (e.g., authority and organiza-
tion), whereas obsessive passion is likely formed
when individuals are externally controlled in
continuing the activities. Second, an activity that
is in alignment with personal identity may pro-
mote both harmonious and obsessive passion, but
the promotion of obsessive passion is likely to be
stronger. Third, strengthened individual percep-
tion of competence is associated with increased
passion, particularly harmonious passion. These
insights are consistent with the central argu-
ments of SDT that highlight the fulfillment of
three basic human needs (i.e., autonomy, related-
ness, and competence) in fostering one’s intrinsic
motivation.

Consequences of Harmonious and
Obsessive Passion

With respect to the research on the conse-
quences of harmonious and obsessive passion, most
scholarly attention has been devoted to exploring
and comparing the differential effects of harmo-
nious and obsessive passion on individuals’ emo-
tional, psychological/physiological, and behavioral
outcomes. Consistent with Vallerand et al.’s (2003)
original reasoning that harmonious passion is asso-
ciated with the experience of positive affect and the
absence of negative affect, whereas the opposite
is true for obsessive passion, subsequent research
has documented convergent findings that harmo-
nious passion contributes to individuals’ positive
emotions while obsessive passion leads to some
negative emotions (Mageau et al., 2005; Philippe,
Vallerand, Houlfort, Lavigne, & Donahue, 2010;
Ratelle et al., 2004).

For example, in analyzing individual outcomes
of passion toward gambling, Mageau et al. (2005)
found that during the engagement in gambling,
harmonious passion was positively related to indi-
vidual feelings of amusement, fun, and general
positive emotions (e.g., “I feel cheerful”) but nega-
tively related to feelings of guilt. Obsessive passion,
on the other hand, was found to have significant
positive relationships with feelings of guilt, anxi-
ety, and other general negative emotions (e.g., “I
feel unhappy”) but had significant negative rela-
tionships with positive affective outcomes in terms
of feelings of amusement and fun, as well as other
general positive emotions. Moreover, harmonious
passion and obsessive passion were found to be sig-
nificantly related to general positive and negative
emotions, respectively, even after controlling for
engagement in gambling activities.

Individuals’ psychological and physiological
outcomes associated with the two types of pas-
sion have attracted much attention from scholars
as well. In general, harmonious passion has been
demonstrated to be associated with positive out
comes, such as increased subjective well-being and
mental health (Forest et al., 2011; Rousseau &
Vallerand, 2008; Vallerand, Salvy, Mageau, Elliot,
Denis, Grouzet, et al., 2007), increased work sat-
isfaction and affective commitment (Carbonneau
etal., 2008; Forest et al., 2011), enhanced interper-
sonal relationship (Lafreniere et al., 2011; Philippe
et al., 2010), decreased exhaustion and burnout
(Carbonneau et al., 2008; Vallerand et al., 2010),
less role conflict (Thorgren & Wincent, 2013), and
less goal shielding (Bélanger et al., 2013). However,
these studies have also shown that obsessive pas-
sion was either unrelated or negatively related to
those positive consequences (see the review by
Vallerand, 2008).

Scholars have also examined the behavioral out-
comes of passion. Taking the research on gambling
as an example, studies have shown that obsessive,
rather than harmonious, passion toward gambling
often culminates in problem gambling (Philippe &
Vallerand, 2007; Ratelle et al., 2004). Likewise, in
their examination of passion toward online games,
Wang and Chu (2007) revealed that obsessive pas-
sion was related to addiction, but harmonious pas-
sion was not.

Research has also supported the assumption
that harmonious passion, instead of obsessive pas-
sion, facilitates persistence and performance. For
example, Forest et al. (2011) found that only har-
monious passion was associated positively with
three elements of flow (i.e., concentration, control,
and autotelic experience), a sign that individu-
als feel immersed in their activity. Vallerand et al.
(2007) demonstrated that harmonious passion had
a positive effect on motivation (deliberate practice),
which in turn increased performance. However,
although obsessive passion was found to have an
indirectly positive effect on performance via moti-
vation in Study 1, this effect was insignificant in
Study 2. Similar findings were reported in a study
by Bonneville-Roussy et al. (2011) of a group of
expert musicians: it was harmonious rather than
obsessive passion that had a positive relationship
with the attainment of an elite level of performance.

Taking these research findings together, we
conclude that both harmonious and obsessive
passion can drive individual attention and moti-
vation to the focal activities they are engaged in.
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However, positive emotions, psychological and
physiological reactions, and behavioral outcomes
likely result from harmonious passion, whereas
negative outcomes (e.g., internal struggling) follow
when the passion is obsessive. Because passion is
a target-specific construct, in the next session, we
will discuss how the passion construct, and harmo-
nious and obsessive passion in particular, are mani-
fested and function in the entreprencurial and the
general organizational context.

Entrepreneurial Passion

Although abundant passion research has been
conducted in social psychology, especially in rela-
tion to harmonious and obsessive passion, research
on entrepreneurial passion is still in its early
stage. An interesting observation on the existing
research in entrepreneurial passion is that it has
not yet adopted the dualistic model (Vallerand
et al., 2003). Nevertheless, entrepreneurial pas-
sion studies have adopted a similar definition of
passion and regard entrepreneurial passion as a
mix of positive affect and motivational force that
is beneficial to venture-related activities. We sum-
marize the existing research frameworks in the
field of entrepreneurial passion in Figure 10.2.
Next, we will highlight several noteworthy theo-
retical and empirical advances that have deepened
our understanding toward the theory of entrepre-
neurial passion and investigate its antecedents and
consequences.

Early entrepreneurship research tended to
consider passion a component of leader personal-
ity traits. For instance, Baum and his colleagues
(Baum & Locke, 2004; Baum, Locke, & Smith,
2001) conceptualized passion as one critical com-
ponent of a CEO’s individual traits, reflective of

Entrepreneurial

love, affective attachment to, and longing for work.
Their empirical findings showed that CEOs’ traits
had an indirect effect on the objectively measured
growth of ventures via a variety of mechanisms,
including psychological (e.g., self-efficacy and
motivation), behavioral (e.g., goals and communi-
cated vision), and strategic (e.g., competitive strat-
egy) conduits.

Diverging from the trait perspective on passion,
Chen et al. (2009) took a motivational approach
to investigating how entrepreneurial passion affects
venture capitalists’ funding decisions. The major
contributions of this study are twofold. First,
these authors conceptually distinguished the affec-
tive component from the cognitive component of
entrepreneurial passion and named them passion
and preparedness, respectively. Second, they devel-
oped a scale of perceived passion and preparedness
that further demonstrated the conceprual differ-
ence between the affective and cognitive compo-
nents of passion in a venture-funding context. The
reliability and validity of this scale were robustly
illustrated via multiple approaches (qualitative,
experimental, and field studies) used in the study.
The most intriguing and counterintuitive finding
was that only the cognitive aspect, rather than
the affective component, of entrepreneurial pas-
sion was a significant and positive predictor of
venture capitalists’ decisions to fund ventures. To
sum up, Chen et als study provided a novel way
of analyzing the effect of entrepreneurial passion
on venture-related consequences by demonstrating
the differential influences of affective and cognitive
components of passion.

The theoretical work of Cardon et al. (2009)
also has prominent implications for understand-
ing the nature of entrepreneurial passion and the

Determinants . Mechanisms Outcomes
Passion
Entrepreneurial
Effectiveness
Affective Goal-Related
Component Cognitions \
Entrepreneurial Entrepreneurial
Identity Behaviors
Cognitive Entrepreneurial /
Component Self-Efficacy
Employee
Outcomes

Fig. 10.2 A Summary of the Existing Research Frameworks on Entrepreneurial Passion.
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mechanisms through which it influences entrepre-
neurial behaviors (e.g., creative problem solving,
persistence, absorption), which eventually influence
entrepreneurial effectiveness (e.g., opportunity rec-
ognition, venture creation, venture growth). These
authors did not conceptually differentiate the affec-
tive component from the cognitive component of
entrepreneurial passion, but they drew on the affect
and identity literatures and defined entrepreneurial
passion as “consciously accessible, intense positive
feelings experienced by engagement in entrepre-
neurial activities associated with roles that are
meaningful and salient to the self-identity of the
entrepreneur” (Cardon et al., 2009, p. 517). This
definition underscores the critical elements of affect
and identity in defining entrepreneurial passion.

In particular, Cardon et al. (2009) highlighted
the importance of entreprencurial role identity,
arguing that the effects of entrepreneurial passion
on different aspects of entrepreneurial effectiveness
are contingent on the nature of the entrepreneurial
role identity that is activated. The authors conceptu-
alized three different entrepreneurial role identities
in accordance with the three major venture-related
activities: inventor identity with opportunity recog-
nition, founder identity with venture creation, and
developer identity with venture growth. Based on
this conceptual differentiation, they proposed that
entrepreneurial passion is most likely to enhance a
certain aspect of entrepreneurial effectiveness only
when the corresponding role identity is activated
and dominant. Meanwhile, they also cautioned
against the potential obsessive passion that could
rise from these role identities.

Besides role identity, Cardon et al. (2009) also
theorized that the affective component is important
in defining entrepreneurial passion. Specifically,
they suggested that passion is accompanied by
positive affect, which could have a significant
direct or indirect effect on individual behaviors
via enhanced motivation, according to the affect
and motivation literatures (Fredrickson, 1998; Seo,
Barrett, & Bartunek, 2004).

Interestingly, Cardon et al. (2009) pointed
out that although, in general, passion is benefi-
cial to entrepreneurial behaviors, too much pas-
sion could have an adverse effect on entrepreneurs’
creative problem solving, a typical entrepreneur-
ial behavior. This proposed inverted-U relation-
ship between entrepreneurial passion and creative
problem solving was based in part on the dualistic
model of passion (Vallerand et al., 2003). That is,
obsessive passion (i.e., extremely intense passion)

may cause a rigid rather than flexible manner of
engagement in venture-related activities, thereby
decreasing the likelihood of suggesting creative
solutions. According to this counterintuitive yet
reasonable proposition, it should be worthwhile to
directly incorporate the dualistic model of passion
into entrepreneurial passion research in future
studies.

Thorgren and Wincent’s (2013) study provides a
good example for this extension. Using a sample of
Swedish owner-managers who had developed new
ventures for at least 2 years, the authors found that
harmonious passion toward running a business has
an indirect positive relationship with role opportu-
nity search through the mediator of role conflict,
whereas obsessive passion has an indirect negative
relationship with role opportunity search.

A recent empirical study conducted by Murnieks
et al. (2014) has mapped a more comprehensive
picture regarding entrepreneurial passion. Using a
longitudinal survey with a population of entrepre-
neurs in a large metropolitan area in the midwest-
ern part of the United States, the authors not only
demonstrated a mediating role of entrepreneurial
self-efficacy in the positive relationship between
entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial behav-
ior but also illustrated that entrepreneurial iden-
tity centrality, which reflects the extent to which
an individual places importance on entrepreneur-
ial identity compared with other identities, was a
significant precursor of entrepreneurial passion.
The demonstrated theoretical path from entrepre-
neurial identity to entrepreneurial passion, then to
entrepreneurial self-identity, and finally to entre-
preneurial behavior is consistent with the research
findings regarding the dualistic model of passion
(see Figure 10.1). As such, the study by Murnieks
et al. (2014) provides support for the utility of the
dualistic model of passion in entrepreneurship
research.

Instead of looking at how entrepreneurial pas-
sion affects entrepreneurs’ venture-related behav-
iors and effectiveness, Cardon (2008) theorized
a conceptual framework of passion contagion to
illustrate how entrepreneurial passion is trans-
formed into employee passion, which was defined
as a combination of employees’ positive and intense
feelings (affective component) with their percep-
tions of organizational meaningfulness (cognitive
component). Cardon postulated that emotional
mimicry and social comparison are likely the two
fundamental mechanisms underlying the process
of passion contagion.
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Moreover, Cardon put forward an interesting
proposition that entrepreneurs who experience
passion are likely to show transformational lead-
ership to their employees, and this, in turn, may
enhance the social comparison process of passion
contagion. These propositions regarding passion
contagion are insightful because they provide a
third-party perspective to investigate the conse-
quences of entrepreneurial passion and build the
theoretical link between entrepreneurial passion
and leadership style.

Passion and Job Creativity

Very limited research has been conducted to
examine employees’ passion for work in the context
of work and organizations. In particular, research-
ers are yet to sufficiently delve into the organiza-
tional context and establish a solid nomological
framework concerning the relationship between
employees’ passion for work and their job creativ-
ity. To date, most of the passion research done in
the workplace continues to draw on the dualistic
model of passion (e.g., Carbonneau et al., 2008;
Vallerand et al., 2010). Scholars have compared
the influence of harmonious passion for work with
that of obsessive passion for work on employee out-
comes across a variety of occupations. For example,
Forest et al. (2011) surveyed 439 French-speaking
employees from a large service company in Canada
about their feelings of passion toward work and a
few outputs at work and found that harmonious
passion for work was positively related to individ-
ual mental health, flow, vitality, and affective com-
mitment, and these relationships were partially
mediated by the fulfillment of individual basic
psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness, supporting the basic reasoning derived
from SDT. Conversely, they found that obsessive
passion for work had a direct and negative effect
on individual mental health and a positive effect on
autotelic experience.

Although passion has been theorized as an
important catalyst for job creativity by scholars
from diverse areas (e.g., Amabile & Fisher, 2009;
Bierly et al., 2000; Goldberg, 1986), few studies
have empirically examined this relationship. One
indirect piece of evidence came from Elsbach and
Kramer’s (2003) qualitative study of Hollywood
pitch meetings. These authors documented how
studio executives and producers engaged in proto-
type matching to assess the creative potential of rel-
atively unknown screenwriters (pitchers). Through
analyzing the field observation notes, they found

that within the first few minutes of a pitch, produc-
ers quickly categorized the pitcher into a preexist-
ing prototype, such as “artist,” or “storyteller,” that
belonged to a creative category, or “journeyman,”
that belonged to an uncreative category. More
interestingly, one of the most important attributes
the studio executives used in identifying the cre-
ative prototypes was passion. In all forms of their
data (interviews, observations, and archives), the
actributes that led to a match with the creative pro-
totypes all included the word “passionate,” whereas
for the uncreative prototypes, that word was not
mentioned. These findings suggest that being
judged as passionate or not is directly related to the
perception of creativity.

A direct test of the passion—creativity rela-
tionship was conducted by Liu et al. (2011), who
provided supporting empirical evidence that
employees” harmonious passion for work can sig-
nificantly foster their job creativity. These authors
drew on SDT and established a multilevel model
that highlighted the pivotal role of harmonious
passion for work in transforming organizational
autonomy support and individual autonomy orien-
tation into job creativity. Through two field studies,
they revealed several convergent findings that pro-
vided useful insights. First, they demonstrated that
autonomy support from a higher organizational
level compensated for the effect of autonomy sup-
port from a lower organizational level or individual
autonomy orientation on employees’ harmonious
passion. This research finding has broadened the
current knowledge that autonomy is a vital element
for cultivating passion, because autonomy support
from different organizational levels interacts with
individual autonomy orientation to influence one’s
harmonious passion. Second, employees’ harmo-
nious passion mediated the interactive effects of
autonomy support from different organizational
levels with individual autonomy orientation on job
creativity.

The most intriguing finding of this paper is the
compensation effect of the organizational context
in promoting job creativity. That is, those who are
naturally more autonomy oriented are more pas-
sionate about their work and thus more creative in
doing their job, regardless of what organizational
context they are in. On the other hand, for those
who are low in autonomy orientation, the orga-
nizational context in terms of autonomy support
makes a significant difference in evoking the pas-
sion for work that enhances job creativity. These

findings add valuable knowledge to the underlying
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motivational mechanisms by which environmental
stimuli and personal dispositions affect employee
job creativity.

Directions for Future Research

From the review we have presented, it is evi-
dent that significant progress has been made in
conceptualizing passion and examining its ante-
cedents and consequences in various domains.
On the other hand, substantive knowledge gaps
remain in understanding what entrepreneurial pas-
sion and passion for work are and how they can
be transformed into a variety of entreprencurial
outcomes and workplace effectiveness. In this sec-
tion, we identify the theoretical and empirical gaps
and provide specific suggestions on how to further
organizational research on the role of passion in
entrepreneurship and creativity.

Theoretical Gaps and Future Directions

The research frameworks shown in Figures 10.1
and 10.2 capture the current state of affairs regard-
ing the theoretical work on passion for work and
entrepreneurial passion, respectively. We observe
two major gaps in the frameworks. The first is that
the occupational context has not been fully inte-
grated in theorizing the construct of passion for
work. The second is the absence of levels in build-
ing the theory of entrepreneur passion.

As discussed earlier, passion is a target-specific
construct; however, in theorizing passion for work,
similar definitions (i.e., those of Vallerand et al.,
2003; see Table 10.1) have been used in the various
occupations being studied. Although some aspects
of passion might be contextfree, others may be
context-dependent. For example, the manifestation
of passion for coaching could be very different from
passion for playing games on the Internet, which
would also be different from passion for nursing.
With regard to contextualizing the passion con-
struct, we advocate the approach that has been
taken in conceptualizing entrepreneurial passion.

In considering the context of business-plan
competition, Chen et al. (2009) defined “entrepre-
neurial passion” as an entrepreneur’s intense affec-
tive state accompanied by cognitive and behavioral
manifestations of high personal value. The high
personal value here refers to the business venture
that might be established after receiving funding
from the venture capitalist. Cardon et al. (2009)
defined entrepreneurial passion as a result of the
engagement in activities that confirm a salient
entrepreneur identity, which is composed of three

types of role identities related to being an entrepre-
neur: an inventor identity, a founder identity, and a
developer identity. We strongly encourage research-
ers to take the occupational context into consider-
ation in conceptualizing passion for work.

The failure to include multilevel factors in
the theory of entrepreneurial passion is another
major weakness of this line of research. The cur-
rent research mainly focuses on the individual-level
antecedents and consequences, missing a great
opportunity to study this phenomenon in a broader
context that can be more dynamic and meaningful.
In addition to conceptualizing individual charac-
teristics (e.g., identity) as precursors of entrepre-
neur passion, contextual factors such as a vibrant
economic condition or a national or organizational
culture that values individuality and uniqueness, a
strong social norm that promotes a spirit of entre-
preneurship (e.g., Silicon Valley), or a leadership
approach that delegates and empowers people
could all foster passion to be entrepreneurial.

Meanwhile, a person’s current state of affairs or
newly encountered events could also trigger pas-
sion for entrepreneurial activities. For example,
when the company a person is working for is going
bankrupt, or when the skill set a person has is not
wanted by the companies one is interested in join-
ing, or when a brilliant new idea a person devel-
oped has not been adopted by the company he
or she is working for, the frustrations induced as
a result could fuel the passion to start one’s own
business.

With regard to consequences, although the
current empirical work focuses on entrepreneur-
ial behaviors, it will be worthwhile to include
venture-level outcomes such as venture creation
and venture growth (Cardon et al, 2009). In par-
ticular, is entrepreneurial passion related to the
likelihood of venture survival and success (e.g., rev-
enue, profit, return on equity)? What about devel-
opment of new products, services, technologies or
general competitiveness in the market? It will also
be worthwhile to include downward influences in
the model
passion influences other employees’ emotion and

for instance, how entrepreneurial

cognition about the venture, and how these emo-
tions and cognitions influence their passion for
work and job creativity.

Considering the close and complex inter-
personal interactions among employees in new
ventures that are generally small with little
organizational hierarchy, it will be conducive
to test Cardon’s (2008) theoretical model of
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entrepreneurial passion contagion. Researchers
can explore the cascading effect of a founding
CEO’s entrepreneurial passion on subordinates’
entrepreneurial passion (vertical contagion), or
they can examine how a founding team member’s
entrepreneurial passion may be shared by his or
her teammates (horizontal contagion). Based on
the rationale of passion contagion and multi-
level theories, another meaningful extension is to
investigate entrepreneurial passion at some higher
organizational levels, such as developing theoreti-
cal models of passion climate in teams, depart-
ments, and organizations. Including multilevel
variables in the model will significantly enrich the
current theory of entrepreneur passion.

In addition, we may also elevate the construct
of passion for work to the group level, and expand
Liu et al’s (2011) work on individual creativity to
study the link between team passion for work and
team creativity. Through social interactions and
role modeling, team members may develop col-
lective passion toward teamwork, which may not
only motivate individual members to be creative
but accentuate the team’s overall creativity. It will
also be meaningful to look at other outputs caused
by employee passion for work:

for example,
whether employees’ passion for work will ignite the
pro-social fire or generate more extra-role behav-
iors, such as organizational citizenship behavior,
taking charge, or voice. According to the dualistic
model of passion and Liu et al’s finding, we can
expect that harmonious passion for work may sig-
nificantly increase both in-role performance and
extra-role behavior, whereas obsessive passion for
work may have positive effects only on one’s moti-
vation and in-role activities.

Empirical Gaps and Future Directions

From the literature we reviewed in this chapter,
it is clear that the empirical work on entrepreneur-
ial passion and passion for work is still scarce. We
have identified two areas that hold great promise
for future research. One is scale development, and
the other is the testing of multilevel theories of
entrepreneurial passion.

In the majority of the research conducted so far,
the scale used to measure passion for work was a
more or less modified version of Vallerand et al.’s
(2003) harmonious and obsessive passion scale,
which was designed to measure passion for gen-
eral activities. Although the modified versions to
measure passion for specific activities such as work,
coaching, nursing, gambling, or gaming (e.g.,

Lafreniere et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2011; Vallerand
et al., 2010) have demonstrated adequate reli-
abilities and validities, this scale might not be
the one that accurately captures entrepreneurial
passion. First, the entrepreneurial context itself is
different from normal work settings where one’s
job assignment and job description are clearly
defined. Entrepreneurial work involves more mov-
ing parts than regular jobs, such as coming up
with ideas about new products/services, identify-
ing market opportunities for these products/ser-
vices, and maneuvering resources to implement
them (Cardon, et al., 2009). Second, entrepreneurs
need to interact with a greater variety of people
than those who have a regular job. They not only
need to work with people within the company, but
they also need to interact with venture capitalists,
suppliers, vendors, in some cases government offi-
cials, and so on. Third, the job responsibility for
entrepreneurs is much broader than for regular job
holders. They oversee the entire operation of the
venture, from research and development to produc-
tion, marketing, and sales. They are accountable for
all the people working in the venture, and they are
also responsible for the welfare of their own family.
As a result, entrepreneurial passion is distinct from
the general passion for work.

So far there has not been any progress in
developing a valid scale to measure entrepreneur-
ial passion. The closest attempt might be the one
measuring perceived entrepreneurial passion (Chen
et al., 2009), but that scale adopted an observer
point of view. To capture the emotional and cog-
nitive states entrepreneurs experience when they
are passionate, we need to get inside their head
and heart. Future research should adopt qualita-
tive approaches (e.g., interviews, case studies, focus
groups) to discover the not easily observable attri-
butes of passion and develop a psychometrically
sound measure to accurately capture the distinct
characteristics of entrepreneurial passion.

Relatedly, although the measure of harmonious
passion for work used by Liu et al. (2011) has shown
desirable psychometric properties and has been sig-
nificantly related to job creativity, the approaches
or scales to measure creativity and innovation may
need improvement. In studies that adopt experi-
mental methods to study creativity, researchers
have used the Remote Association Test (RAT) to
measure divergent and creative thinking by testing
the ability of individuals to identify associations
between words that are not normally associated
(Fong, 2006; Mednick, 1962). Individuals who
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score higher on the RAT are using their associative
abilities to perform better at a creative task. RAT is
one of the most commonly used measures of cre-
ativity and has been demonstrated to correlate with
supervisor ratings of creativity (Mednick, 1963).
On the other hand, RAT is a relatively remote mea-
sure of creativity because it is not creativity itself,
which is defined as novel and useful ideas related
to a specific target or problem (Fong, 2006). We
therefore encourage more efforts to be made in
developing target-specific or task-specific creativity
measures to capture the nuances involved in differ-
ent experimental tasks.

In field studies, the most widely used measure
of creativity is George and Zhou’s (2001) 13-item
scale, which has demonstrated solid psycho-
metric properties such as reliability and validity
across samples from different cultures (Montag,
Maertz, & Baer, 2012). The strength of this scale
is that it captures the meaning of creativity at an
abstract level, and the items are general enough to
be applied to a variety of organizational contexts.
On the other hand, it may not be able to reflect the
specific or unique features of creativity for different
settings. For example, the manifestation of creativ-
ity for doctors and nurses might be very different
from that for teachers and students, and the mean-
ing of creative behavior in the research and devel-
opment office might be very different from that
for people who work on the assembly line. More
refined and context-specific measures of creativity
may be desirable when we pursue more in-depth
understandings of human creativity.

As mentioned earlier, in addition to scale devel-
opment, it will be fruitful for future research to
empirically examine multilevel factors that could
influence the strength of entrepreneurial passion.
These include the national, societal, and local
environments (e.g., policies, regulations, infra-
structure); the subjective culture (e.g., values,
norms, beliefs); and individual characteristics (e.g.,
personal identity, autonomy orientation). Future
research can also explore the multilevel conse-
quences of entrepreneurial passion. These include
venture-level objective outcomes (e.g., return on
equity, market share, new product development)
and subjective outcomes (e.g., passion climate, iden-
tity with the venture, commitment to the venture).
They can also include individual-level outcomes
such as entrepreneurs’ behaviors, top management
team members’ engagement and commitment, and
employees’ identification with the venture and job
creativity.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we conducted a comprehensive
and critical review of the research on passion in the
last decade or so, with an emphasis on entrepre-
neurial passion and passion for work. Our review
indicates that the dualistic model of passion seems
to dominate the passion for work research but the
contextualization of the passion construct in this
area (e.g., studying the relationship between pas-
sion and creativity at multiple organizational lev-
els) is lacking. On the other hand, the research on
entrepreneurial passion is still nascent, and there is
great room for future scholars to make theoretical
and empirical contributions.
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Creativity in Teams: A Key Building Block

for Innovation and Entrepreneurship

Lucy L. Gilson, Hyoun Sook Lim, Robert C. Litchfield, and Paul W. Gilson

Abstract

Teams are assumed to be good for creativity, yet research in this arena remains limited. This
chapter examines the definition of team creativity and reviews the literature using Rhodes’ Four-
P’s framework: person(s), process, press, and product. Regarding person(s), differences between
the composition and compilation approaches used to examine team creativity are described. Next,
the chapter discusses how team creativity has been studied as a process and how other team
processes affect creativity. For the press perspective, work suggesting that the environment (press)
serves to moderate many of the relationships with team creativity is reviewed. Lastly for product,

it is proposed that although creativity is often conceptualized as an outcome, more detailed
consideration is needed at the team level. The chapter closes with a discussion of the importance of
team creativity to entrepreneurship and a call to action for future scholars.

Key Words: team creativity, team creative processes, team creative outcomes, Four P’s, creativity

Introduction

Creativity in teams is a topic that has long been
discussed, debated, and deliberated in the aca-
demic and practitioner literatures (e.g., Agrell &
Gustafson, 1996; Osborn, 1963; Paulus & Nijstad,
2003; Sternberg, 1999; West, 2002). This is
hardly surprising given that working in teams has
been found to be advantageous for creative tasks
(Paulus, Larey, & Ortega, 1995) or when a creative
solution is the desired outcome (Hargadon, 2002;
Perry-Smith, 2006). In fact, it often seems that
everyone has an opinion regarding team creativity:

The director and the other creative leaders of a
production do not come up with all the ideas on
their own; rather, every single member of the 200-
to 250-person production group makes suggestions.
Catmull (2008)

Our experience tells us that although individual
creativity can be unpredictable and uncontrollable,
collective creativity can be managed.

Brown and Anthony (2011)

Creating new, value-added ideas is what teams

do best.
Miller (2012)

Although creativity is often considered a trait of
the privileged few, any individual or team can
become more creative—better able to generate
the breakthroughs that stimulate growth and
performance.

Capozzi, Dye, and Howe (2011)

Most of us now work in teams, in offices without
walls, for managers who prize people skills above
all. Lone geniuses are out. Collaboration is in.
Cain (2012)

What these quotes imply is a shared belief in
the value of team creativity. It is surprising, there-
fore, that although team creativity is frequently
discussed, it remains an area in need of detailed
empirical research and longitudinal analysis
(George, 2007; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, &
Gilson, 2008).
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In their review of the creativity literature,
Shalley, Zhou, and Oldham (2004) concluded
that creativity research has predominantly been
conducted at the individual level, leading them
to propose that more attention should be directed
toward team creativity. In the decade since their
review was published, it appears that not much has
substantially changed. A simple count of team cre-
ativity studies published between 2005 and 2013
in management and psychology journals in the
Web of Science database' revealed that of the 58
articles on team creativity, only 38 were empiri-
cal, whereas of the 196 articles on individual-level
creativity, only 97 were empirical. (See Appendix
1 for a list of the journals used for publication
counts.) In contrast, searching only for the term
“teams” using the same database revealed 1,029
articles and for the term innovation, a staggering
4,774; we did not check how many of each these
were empirical.?

What these somewhat anecdotal findings
all suggest is that there remains a need for more
research on team creativity. Accordingly, much of
this chapter focuses on future research directions
to set the stage for more work in this area. To bet-
ter understand creativity in teams, this chapter is
structured as follows. First, we review definitions
of team creativity and consider the distinction
between team creativity as a process and as an
outcome. Next, we introduce Rhodes’ (1961) clas-
sic Four P’s framework as the organizing mecha-
nism for a selective review of some of the current
research on team creativity to illustrate what has
been done in each of the areas. The goal here is to
highlight inconsistent findings, describe gaps, and
delineate areas in need of further consideration.
‘We then use the same framework to offer a future
research agenda in the area of team creativity. The
chapter concludes with an integration of team cre-
ativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.

Definitions of Team Creativity

Over the last two decades, across organizational
types, size, location, and industry, teams are being
increasingly deployed and retained as a means to
increase organizational productivity, competitive-
ness, and innovation (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997;
Ilgen, 1999; Mathieu et al., 2008; McGrath, 1997).
Although a great deal of research has examined
team inputs, processes, and outcomes (see Mathieu
et al., 2008; Mathieu & Gilson, 2012 for reviews),
less is known about team creativity (George, 2007;
Shalley et al., 2004).
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In trying to understand why team creativity
may not have received as much research atten-
tion as other constructs, one reason that springs to
mind is the complexity and multifaceted nature of
its very definition. What is team creativity? More
specifically, is zeam creativity best defined as the
sanctioned display of individual creativity within a
team context and in support of team goals, or is it
something more? Put differently, is creativity always
or almost always a fundamentally individual-level
phenomenon (Glynn, 1996; Woodman, Sawyer, &
Grifhin, 1993), or can the locus of some substantial
aspect of creativity in organizations be character-
ized at the group level? If the latter, can individ-
ual models of creativity simply be extended to the
group level with little or no modification (e.g.,
Amabile, 1988), or does team creativity require its
own body of theory (e.g., Hargadon & Bechky,
2006)? In this chapter, we propose that the answers
to these questions might depend on what aspect of
creativity one is discussing.

Most of the organizational literature con-
cerned with creativity theorizes the phenomenon
in terms of outcomes, often called creative prod-
ucts, that are “novel, potentially useful ideas”
(Shalley et al., 2004, p. 934). However, creativ-
ity and other effectiveness outcomes are also rec-
ognized to arise as the result of distinct creative
processes. Such processes are often proposed as
a separate and distinct, but necessary, first step
toward innovation (Amabile, 1988), although
creative processes can also be nested at various
time points within larger innovation projects
(Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999). In other
words, team creativity encompasses both the pro-
cesses of developing novel and useful ideas and
new and appropriate outcomes that can be lever-
aged toward innovation.

Teasing these concepts apart, we can define
team creative processes as a collective phenomenon
that encompasses the “doing” by which members
behaviorally, cognitively, and emotionally define
problems, generate ideas, and attempt new ways of
going about their work (Gilson & Shalley, 2004).
Given that creativity is defined as a purposeful phe-
nomenon in organizations (Amabile, 1988; Ford,
1996; Glynn, 1996), individual engagement in cre-
ativity is a prerequisite for team creative processes
(Drazin et al., 1999) even though such engagement
may not be sufficient for team creative processes to
emerge. For instance, individuals must try to gen-
erate ideas in order for a team to generate ideas,
but an individual’s efforts are no guarantee that a



team will agree that idea generation is warranted
at a given time (Ford & Sullivan, 2004). Creative
processes can be applied to routine or creative work
because the focus is on the steps used by the team
rather than the output associated with said steps.
For instance, a team that collectively identifies
problems, generates ideas, and tries out new solu-
tions only to select an off-the-shelf remedy for a
problem may not have a creative outcome but will
have engaged in creative processes that may serve to
enhance their performance.

In contrast, team creativity as an outcome is the
creativity rating (novelty and usefulness) of some-
thing produced by the team (Amabile, 1988; Ford,
1996). In other words, ideas can be rated as creative,
as can plans, designs, budgets, and products. Here
the focus is on whether the team output itself is cre-
ative regardless of the type of work (be it advertising
campaigns or orchestral compositions). The defini-
tion of creativity as purposeful means that creative
processes are often considered necessary precondi-
tions for creative outcomes. That said, assessments of
work products are, of course, sometimes conducted
without knowledge of the processes that went into
making them. Hence, it can be difficult to claim
that the rating of an outcome as creative always gives
definitive knowledge about the process that came
before. At the team level in particular, the pres-
ence of individual creative processes might lead to
team-level creative outcomes in some instances even
in the absence of team creative processes. For exam-
ple, team-level processes related to creativity have
sometimes been found to be irrelevant to whether a
team’s output was rated as creative (see Taggar, 2002,
Footnote 3). Indeed, although the generalizability of
many aspects of the findings from the brainstorm-
ing literature to organizational environments is open
to criticism (Litchfield, 2008; Sutton & Hargadon,
1996), one robust finding is that so-called nominal
groups, which merely aggregate individuals’ contri-
butions, consistently lead to group-level ideas that
are more creative than those of interacting groups
(Mullen, Johnson, & Salas, 1991).

Extant Team Creativity Literature

In this section, we consider team creative pro-
cesses and outcomes in more detail using Rhodes’
(1961) classic Four P’s framework. Our goal
here is not to produce a comprehensive review
(for such reviews, see Paulus & Nijstad, 2003;
Reiter-Palmon, Wigert, & de Vreede, 2012);
rather, we will highlight what we view as interest-
ing intersections between the creativity and team

literatures. More importantly, our goal is to use this
section as the foundation to identify areas still in
need of research attention and future directions in
this field of inquiry.

Four P’s Framework of Creativity
in Teams: Person(s), Process, Press, and
Products

Although there are several commonly used cre-
ativity frameworks (i.e., Amabile, 1983, 1988; Ford,
1996; Rhodes, 1961; Woodman et al., 1993), for this
chapter we chose Rhodes” Four P’s because it pro-
vides an integrated approach within which to review
the extant literature on team creativity and propose
avenues for future research. Based on more than 40
definitions of creativity (struggles with the defini-
tion of creativity are not new!) from various research
streams, Rhodes defined creativity as a prism that
is made up of four strands that “overlap and inter-
twine” (p. 307). He described them as follows;

One of these strands pertains essentially to the
person as a human being. Another strand pertains
to the mental processes that are operative in creating
ideas. A third strand pertains to the influence of the
ecological press on the person and upon his mental
processes. And the fourth strand pertains to ideas.
Ideas are usually expressed in the form of either
language or craft and this is what we call product.
Hereafter, I shall refer to these strands as the Four
P’s of creativity, i.e., (1) person(s), (2) process, (3)
press, (4) products.

In chis framework, the person(s) component
focuses on characteristics and properties of peo-
ple who are more likely to be creative than oth-
ers (i.e., intellect, temperament, traits, attitudes,
self-concept, values). This perspective is similar to
Amabile’s (1983) componential model in which
she proposes that individual domain and creativ-
ity-relevant skills interact with intrinsic motiva-
tion to produce creativity. Likewise, research
by Jabri (1991) and Kirton (1976) on cognitive
style, by Gough (1979) on creative personality,
and by Tierney and Farmer (2002) on creative
self-efficacy have all proposed and found that
there are individual characteristics of a person(s)
that are more likely to result in their being cre-
ative. Therefore, we review, at the team level,
how person(s) characteristics play out when indi-
viduals work together. In other words, how does
the combination of individual characteristics
in a team affect creative processes and creative
outcomes?
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The process perspective focuses on engagement in
the steps or stages associated with creativity, espe-
cially cognitive processes. Rhodes (1961) conceptual-
ized process as thinking, communication, learning,
and incubation—something that can be taught.
Ford’s (1996) theory of creative action specifically
defines engagement in creative acts regardless of cre-
ative outcomes, and thus the behaviors rather than
personal characteristics that can result in creativity.
Similarly, work by Amabile (1983) has delineated
the different stages necessary for creativity: problem
identification, preparation, idea generation, and idea
validation. Within team contexts, processes are what
converts inputs into outcomes—the “how” things
get done. Much of the team creativity literature has
proposed various processes (e.g., Reiter-Palmon,
Herman, & Yammarino, 2008; Sawyer & DeZutter,
2009) that either help or hinder a team in producing
creative outcomes.

The press perspective considers creativity as
a result of the interaction between people and
their work context or environment. Included
in the press dimension are environmental fac-
tors such as relationships with supervisors and
coworkers (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shin&
Zhou, 2007), the team climate (Edmondson,
1999; Kessel, Kratzer, & Schultz, 2012; Tsai, Chi,
Grandey, & Fung, 2012), as well as the work con-
text (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Shalley, Gilson, & Blum,
2009; Zhou& George, 2001). This perspective
maps closely to work by Woodman and colleagues
(1993), who proposed an interactionist perspective
that addresses the importance of considering social
factors (e.g., leader, coworkers) and contextual fac-
tors (e.g., organizational characteristics, culture) in
conjunction with those of the person or individual
to better understand the drivers of creativity.

Lastly, the product perspective of creativity refers to
the outcomes or artifacts that are produced, and this
is the conceptualization of creativity that has received
the most research consideration. Here, the focus of
Rhodes’ (1961) work was on creative outcomes or the
rating of outputs, ranging from ideas to archeological
artifacts, with regard to creativity. Although Rhodes
separated product into its own stream, the product
perspective on creativity is considered to a certain
degree in most organizational literature as the depen-
dent variable or outcome. For example, Amabile
(1982, p. 1001) assessed creativity as a product based
on the consensual definition of creativity:

A product or response is creative to the extent that

appropriate observers independently agree it is
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creative. Appropriate observers are those familiar
with the domain in which the product was created
or the response articulated. Thus, creativity can be
regarded as the quality of products or responses
judged to be creative by appropriate observers, and
it can also be regarded as the process by which
something so judged is produced.

Building on Amabile’s (1982) view of creativ-
ity as a subjective assessment of products, Ford
(1996) specified the concept of the creative prod-
uct as “a domain-specific, subjective judgment of
the novelty and value of an outcome of a particular
action” (p. 1115). Similarly, Woodman et al. (1993)
emphasized the importance of construct valid-
ity issues in creativity measurement and proposed
that creativity researchers should choose appropri-
ate measures in order to accurately capture their
theoretical frameworks of interest. Although most
frameworks emphasize the importance of creativity
as an outcome or product, the production of cre-
ative products itself has received only limited atten-
tion in the team literature. In fact, a recent review
of team effectiveness by Mathieu and Gilson (2012,
p- 910) stated that team effectiveness itself remains
the Achilles’ heel of team research and that,

...in the teams research arena, the focus to date
has predominantly been on who is a member of
the team, how they work together, and what they
do to perform their work—hence, the construct
of performance has been “less systematically

addressed”

(Illgen, 1999, p. 131)

Team Creativity From a Person(s)
Perspective

Team research has long considered team
member attributes as a critical compositional
input in team effectiveness models (i.e., Cohen &
Bailey, 1997; Hackman & Morris, 1975; Ilgen,
Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). Similarly,
team creativity research also has focused on vari-
ous team member characteristics, including sur-
face- and deep-level characteristics, job-related
attributes, and personality (see Reiter-Palmon et
al., 2012, for a review). In aggregating individ-
ual-level attributes to the team level, researchers
rely on two different methodological approaches:
composition and compilation (Kozlowski & Klein,
2000; Mathieu et al., 2008). In composition
models, team-level attributes represent the means
or variances of individuals™ attributes in a team,



assuming that individuals are presumed to be
comparable and weighted equally in the con-
struction of the team-level construct. In contrast,
compilation models reflect complex combina-
tions of diverse individual-level attributes. As
classic inputs into team input-process-output
(IPO) models, one would expect that composi-
tion variables would likely be considered primar-
ily in terms of their impact on team creativity as a
process. However, this is not the way the literature
has unfolded. Instead, team creativity research
has tended to consider the effects of composition
variables on team creativity as an outcome, either
directly or in combination with one or more con-
textual or traditional team process variables in an
interactionist paradigm.

Composition models of person(s) attributes.
To date, the majority of team creativity research
has used composition models to consider the rela-
tionship between person(s) characteristics and
team creativity. Furthermore, the preponderance
of research has sought to link personality to team
creativity. This makes sense given the stability
of these dimensions and their prevalence in the
broader team and creativity literatures. Within the
team creativity literature, work by Baer, Oldham,
Jacobsohn, and Hollingshead (2008) examined
the personality mix (across people and traits)
that is necessary for group creative outcomes on
an idea-generation task. This work found that for
teams with high levels of creative confidence, team
creativity increased quadratically when members
had high levels of extraversion, high openness to
experience, and low conscientiousness. However,
having members with a high level of neuroticism
and a low level of agreeableness did not influ-
ence creativity. On a similar note, Somech and
Drach-Zahavy (2013) explored the relationship
between creative personality and creative ideas
generated by teams. Based on data from 110 pri-
mary care teams in a large health maintenance
organization in Israel, they found that teams with
higher average levels of creative personality gener-
ated more creative outcomes (ideas).

Another well-studied person(s)-level input to
team creativity falls under the broader heading of
diversity. The prevailing assumption is that team
creativity will benefit by broadening the knowledge
pool with regard to demographic or job-related
attributes. However, whereas interest in the effects
of member diversity on team creativity is not new,
it is interesting to note what diversity characteris-
tics have been considered. As the recent review by

Reiter-Palmon et al. (2012, p. 297) illustrates, the
findings are often mixed and inconclusive:

Paletz, Peng, Erez, and Maslach (2004) reported no
differences in creativity between ethnically diverse
and ethnically homogenous teams, and McLeod

et al. (1996) found ethnic diversity to hinder team
creativity. Choi (2007) found that groups that were
diverse in terms of gender were less creative, whereas
groups with age diversity were more creative.
Curseu (2010) found that team diversity (defined as
gender, age, and national diversity combined) was
moderately and positively related to the creativity
of team output. Adding to the complexity, Baer

et al. (2008) found that demographic diversity was
negatively related to team creativity in an initial
task, but not in a later task.

The recent work by Somech and Drach-Zahavy
(2013) examined, in addition to creative personal-
ity, the effects of demographic diversity (i.e., gender
and education) and functional diversity (i.e., orga-
nizational roles embodied in the team) on team
creativity and found that functional diversity was
positively related to team creative outcomes, yet
demographic diversity was unrelated to creativ-
ity. Another work on diversity and team creativ-
ity examined this relationship in a virtual setting
(Martins & Shalley, 2011). Using a sample of MBA
student teams working on a virtual team project
as part of their class curriculum, they found that
demographic differences (i.e., race, sex, age, and
nationality) provided a varied set of associations
with team creativity as an outcome. Specifically,
although differences in age, sex, and race were
not directly related to team creativity, nationality
diversity had a strong negative direct effect on team
creativity, especially when there was a larger differ-
ence in technical experience between virtual col-
laborators. Difference in age was positively related
to team creative performance when there was high
establishment of rapport or more equal participa-
tion by collaborators, yet negatively related to team
creative performance when there was high process
conflict or a larger difference in technical experi-
ence between team members.

Taken together, what these findings suggest is
that person(s) characteristics on their own are not
enough to reliably affect team creativity. However,
when diversity is examined in conjunction with
team context or processes (discussed in more detail
later), some of the results are quite interesting.
For instance, Shin and Zhou (2007) examined
the relationship between diversity in educational
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specialization and team creativity outcomes with
leadership as a moderator and team creative effi-
cacy as a mediator. Using data from 75 research
and development (R&D) teams in 44 Korean com-
panies across various industries, they found that
diversity in educational specialization was posi-
tively related to team creativity when transforma-
tional leadership was high. Although this work did
not directly hypothesize the relationship between
demographic diversity and team creativity, the
results suggest that none of the demographic
measures (i.e., age, gender, team tenure, educa-
tional specialization) was directly related to team
creativity. Similarly, Hoever, Van Knippenberg,
Van Ginkel, and Barkema (2012) examined the
relationship between diversity in perspectives and
knowledge on team creativity outcomes as moder-
ated by the effect of perspective taking. The results
of this laboratory experiment demonstrated that
diversity in perspectives and knowledge and per-
spective taking did not have significant associations
with team creativity. However, more diverse teams
generated more creative ideas when perspective
taking was high because perspective taking enabled
the teams to elaborate and integrate each other’s
ideas and inputs.

Beyond the Big Five personality dimensions and
traditional diversity measures, there are a few stud-
ies that have focused on other person(s) attributes in
teams, such as value orientation, self/social orienta-
tion, narcissism, domain-relevant skills, prior task
experience, cognitive style, and knowledge stock.
Several studies also have examined team mem-
ber experiences and prior job-related knowledge
and expertise. For example, Gilson and Shalley
(2004) found that moderate amounts of tenure are
positively associated with team creative processes.
With regard to prior experience, Gino, Argote,
Miron-Spektor, and Todorova (2010) examined
the effects of different types of prior experience on
team creative outcomes using a series of origami
tasks in a laboratory setting. The results suggested
that, when compared to indirect task experience,
direct task experience leads to higher levels of team
creativity.

In a study by Sung and Choi (2012) using data
from sales teams in Korea, team knowledge utiliza-
tion, but not team knowledge stock, was positively
related to team creative outcomes. This finding, like
several of the previous ones discussed, suggests that
what is important is not what the team possesses
with regard to person(s) but rather how the attri-
butes are used. This is the rationale proposed in the
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categorization—elaboration model, which argues
that information processing and elaboration are
necessary to turn team member attributes (diver-
sity) into creative outcomes (Van Knippenberg, De
Dreu, & Homan, 2004). (This line of thinking is
discussed in more detail later.)

Team creativity, as both a process and an out
come, also was found to be related to narcissism
(Goncalo, Flynn, & Kim, 2010). In a study in
which student teams were asked to generate novel
and useful plans that an organization could imple-
ment, team creativity was measured both as a
process (systematic thinking) and as an outcome
(a solution that was characteristically novel). The
result showed that the relationships were curvilin-
ear at the team level, suggesting that having more
narcissistic members was better for team creative
process and for team creative outcomes, but only
to a point, after which having too many narcissists
in fact lessened both creative processes and creative
outcomes.

In a study of individualistic versus collective val-
ues and the creativity of team outcomes, Goncalo
and Staw (2006) demonstrated that teams that
held more individualistic rather than collectivist
values, and who were instructed to be creative, gen-
erated more novel ideas, more unique ideas, and a
greater range of ideas (flexibility); they also were
better able to choose a single, most novel idea from
among the ideas they generated. Similarly, research
has found that teams whose members have a
pro-self rather than a pro-social orientation gener-
ated more original ideas when working on creative
tasks (Beersma & De Dreu, 2005). The explanation
offered here is that pro-self individuals compare
their outcomes to those of others in their group and
are motivated to come up with more ideas regard-
less of the consequences this might have on others.

Finally, two studies by Kurtzberg (2005) found
that diversity in cognitive style was beneficial for
producing many ideas in an experimental setting
yet was detrimental for members’ perceptions of
creative performance (i.c., affect and self-rated cre-
ativity) in a field setting. These findings seem to
imply that team creativity in a field setting may
require more complicated team member interac-
tion (including team dynamics and work processes)
compared with the interaction levels necessary
within typical laboratory settings.

Our review suggests that although several stud-
ies on team creativity have looked at person(s) char-
acteristics using composition models, it is difficult
to tie them all together and draw a set of coherent



conclusions. To make matters even more complex,
researchers in recent years have started considering
person(s) characteristics using compilation models.
Some of their findings are discussed in the next
section.

Compilation models of person(s) attri-
butes. Whereas composition models share the
variance among team members by looking at
averages and how the mix affects outcomes, com-
pilation models embrace the more nuanced com-
plex combinations of individual-level attributes.
Compilation models suggest that team creativity
may be influenced by a team’s having just one
or a few individuals with high or low levels on
specific characteristics. This way of looking at
individual-level attributes in a team setting is
interesting because there are many instances in
which one team member’s ideas are needed as the
seed for a project that the team will subsequently
develop (Morley & Silver, 1977). For example,
research examining string quartets has found
that the second violinist plays a critical role with
regard to how creative ideas are brought forward
and selected (Murnighan & Conlon, 1991). This
finding posits that the significant factor is not
how the team scores on an attribute, but rather
the importance of having one person possessing
critical attributes or playing a key role. However,
the role of lead creator can be a tricky given that
highly creative individuals are often labeled as
“deviant” (Moscovici, 1976), eccentric, sensitive,
self-confident, introverted, and intuitive (Gough,
1979; Guilford, 1959; MacKinnon, 1962, 1975).
Therefore, the characteristics necessary for team
creativity may not be high levels of individual
creativity per se, and highly creative individuals
may not make the best team members.

Work by Schilpzand, Herold, and Shalley (2011)
examined the effect of personality (openness to
experiences) on team creative outcomes by employ-
ing both a composition approach (i.e., average and
standard deviation) and a compilation approach
(i.e., maximum and minimum score). More specifi-
cally, in their study of 31 graduate student teams
performing a project in their innovation manage-
ment class, they found that whereas diversity on
openness to experience was significantly related to
team creativity, the average measure of team mem-
bers’ openness to experience was not (composition).
Further, having one or more members of the team
who were assessed as very low on openness (compi-
lation) was actually most desirable when it came to
generating creative ideas.

Similarly, Robert and Cheung (2010) looked
at the relationship between personality and prod-
uct creativity using both average scores of consci-
entiousness (composition) and minimum score
of conscientiousness (compilation). They found
that the higher the team members’ conscientious-
ness, the lower the team’s creative performance.
However, teams with one or more members who
were very low on conscientiousness actually gener-
ated more creative outcomes.

Like personality, diversity has been exam-
ined using both a composition and a compilation
approach. Curseu (2010) examined the effects of
different types of diversity on team creativity using
two different conceptualizations of diversity (i.e.,
diversity as disparity and diversity as variety; for a
more detailed review, see Harrison & Klein, 2007).
Based on data from a cross-sectional study of 60
student teams working on a website design task,
they found that diversity as disparity was negatively
related to team creativity outcomes, yet diversity
as variety was positively related to the creativity
of team products. Results of this study support
Harrison and Klein’s proposition that diversity
as variety promotes team creativity as the pool of
knowledge within the team increases and broadens,
but diversity as disparity hinders team creativity
because of process losses from unevenly distributed
resources in the team. These findings suggest that
diversity can be both beneficial and detrimental to
team creativity depending on the way in which it
is conceptually defined or aligned with an appro-
priate operationalization. This finding further sup-
ports the importance of conceptualizing team-level
constructs using different methodologies to more
clearly unpack the effects of individual-level attri-
butes on team-level creativity.

Overall, research from the person(s) perspective
suggests two different things. First, when consid-
ering individual-level attributes at the team level,
the compilation approach has the potential to
add detailed explanatory power beyond the find-
ings explained by the composition model. Second,
the results may on the surface appear counterin-
tuitive in that they suggest team creativity may be
enhanced by having a member who is less creative,
rather than, or as a well as, one highly creative
genius. These findings push us to rethink how per-
sonal characteristics of team members influence
team creativity and what gets lost in the simple
aggregation of member attributes. Also, these
findings suggest the need to examine the key role
that less creative individuals might play in team
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contexts. The natural inclination is to focus on the
more creative team members, but what this body
of work seems to suggest is that in some instances,
for team creativity, less may be more. Further,
work in the creative industries has revealed that
highly creative individuals are often ostracized or
marginalized (Gilson, in press), drawing further
into question their role, the role of less creative
team members and of team member(s) who can
draw out the specific contributions of others (per-
haps akin to a second violinist), and the key role
that team processes and context play in moderat-
ing the person(s) effects.

Team Creativity From a Process
Perspective

Rhodes’ (1961) definition of the creative pro-
cess states that it comprises four stages: (1) iden-
tifying a problem or opportunity, (2) gathering
information and resources, (3) generating ideas,
and (4) evaluating, modifying, and selecting
ideas. Despite the prevalence of multistage creativ-
ity models (e.g., Amabile, 1983; Reiter-Palmon &
Illies, 2004; Rietzschel, De Dreu,& Nijstad,
2009), most empirical studies have examined the
idea-generation process, which is closely tied to
brainstorming (Osborn, 1957). With regard to
group brainstorming, the vast majority of studies
have found that group interaction is detrimental
to the generation of creative ideas (e.g., Diehl&
Stroebe, 1987; Larson, 2010; Mullen et al., 1991).

A review by Paulus (2000) identified a num-
ber of factors that inhibit (i.e., social anxiety,
social loafing, illusion of productivity, match-
ing, downward comparison, production blocking,
task-irrelevant behaviors, and cognitive load) and
promote (i.e., competition/accountability, upward
comparison/goals, novel association/priming,
attention, conflicts, heterogeneity/complementar-
ity, divergent style, and incubation) idea genera-
tion in teams, but the overall message of laboratory
brainstorming research suggests that group interac-
tion rarely benefits the generation of creative ideas.
The amount of field research on brainstorming
is so small that it is impossible to draw any firm
conclusions about group processes for creativity in
this idea-generation paradigm, but researchers do
seem to agree that adopting a rigorous process for
structuring idea generation is likely to be beneficial
(Litchfield, 2013).

Whereas most studies on team creativity have
examined antecedents to creative outcomes, a few
have sought to tease out factors that influence a
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team to engage in the creative process. For instance,
Taggar (2002) showed that team creativity-relevant
processes at the individual level were positively
related to extraversion, conscientiousness, and
agreeableness. At the team level, creativity-relevant
processes influenced team creative outcomes and
moderated the effect of aggregated individual cre-
ativity on team creativity. This interaction result
suggests that team creativity is highest when both
aggregated individual creativity and team creativ-
ity-relevant processes are high, yet the effect is neu-
tralized when team creativity-relevant processes are
low, supporting the importance of creativity as a
team process. Nemiro (2002) examined team cre-
ative processes in virtual team settings. Based on
interviews with team members from nine partici-
pating teams, she also identified four stages of the
creative process—idea generation, development,
finalization/closure, and evaluation—and found
that different stages of team creative processes were
influenced by different communication methods
and work design approaches.

Using creative processes as the dependent vari-
able, Gilson and Shalley (2004) found that teams
engaged in more creative process when (1) their
jobs required creativity, (2) their tasks were highly
interdependent, (3) goals were shared among the
members, (4) members actively participated in
problem solving, (5) the team climate was sup-
portive of creativity, (6) members had a moderate
amount of organizational tenure, and (7) members
spent time socializing with each other. Sawyer and
DeZutter (2009) examined team creative processes
in a theater group using an interaction analysis—
defined by Jordan and Henderson (1995) as “video-
taping collaborations over time, and documenting
the step-by-step emergence of cognition from the
contributions of each group member’—to exam-
ine the real-time process of creativity. By analyzing
a series of five theater performances developed in
rehearsal, they concluded that, in a theater setting,
creative processes are distributive, meaning that
they emerge from a “situation where collaborating
groups of individuals collectively generate a shared
creative product” (p. 82). Similarly, when review-
ing the history of The Beatles, Clydesdale (2006)
concluded that the success of the band was not a
result of creative genius but could rather be attrib-
uted to creative processes. Further, the band’s cre-
ative processes were enhanced by competition both
internal and external to their team.

When creative processes were considered as
a predictor of team outcomes, Gilson, Mathieu,



Shalley, and Ruddy (2005) found that team cre-
ative processes were positively related to team
performance but unrelated to customer satisfac-
tion. However, team creative process did have a
positive influenced on customer satisfaction when
work standardization was high. These results sug-
gest that team engagement in creative processes
by themselves may not always be sufficient to
result in the desired outcome—in other words,
other team processes need to be considered in the
equation.

This discussion on creative processes is rela-
tively short because there is limited work that
has considered team creativity as a process in the
management field. However, there is considerable
research that has considered how other team pro-
cesses affect team creativity as an outcome. This is
not surprising, given (1) the mixed results at the
person(s) level discussed previously and (2) the fact
that within the team literature, processes are the
integral mechanism through which inputs affect
outcomes.

In the team literature, processes describe how
team inputs—individual, team, and organiza-
tional factors that enable and constrain members’
interactions—are transformed into outcomes.
Consequently, processes play a central role in most
team effectiveness models (e.g., Gist, Locke, &
Taylor, 1987; Guzzo& Shea, 1992; Hackman,
1983). Team processes are described as member
interactions and actions that unfold over time and
are directed toward task accomplishment (Marks,
Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). Processes have been
further delineated into three types: transition,
action, and interpersonal. Transition processes are
those in which members focus on activities such as
mission analysis and planning, goal specification,
and strategy formulation. During action processes,
members concentrate on task accomplishments,
monitoring progress and systems, coordinating
work, and monitoring and backing-up their fellow
members. Lastly, interpersonal processes deal with
interactions among members on a personal level,
such as conflict management, motivation and con-
fidence building, and affect management. In the
following section, we will briefly review some of
the current research on team processes and creativ-
ity using the Marks et al. (2001) conceptualization
of processes.

Transition processes and creativity. Of the
three primary transition processes (i.e., mission
analysis and planning, goal specification, and strat-
egy formulation), goal specification has been the

one most integrated into the team creativity litera-
ture. Findings here suggest that having a shared
goal is beneficial to team creativity (Gilson&
Shalley, 2004). Research by Mitchell, Nicholas,
and Boyle (2009) found support for the posi-
tive effect of shared goals on new-idea generation
(labeled as knowledge creation), arguing that coop-
eration goals allow team members to discuss their
different perspectives and opinions more freely,
increase their motivation to listen to others’ argu-
ments, and engage them more thoroughly in team
decision making. However, the effects of shared
goals of cooperation on new-idea generation were
mediated by open-mindedness norms and compre-
hensiveness in the group decision-making process.

Although both the aforementioned studies sup-
port the link between shared goals and creativity,
neither addresses the content of the goals, lead-
ing us to question whether all goals are beneficial
for team creativity. This question has yet to be
answered by empirical research, but research at the
individual level suggests that goal content can be
influential in creative production (Litchfield, 2008;
Litchfield, Fan,& Brown, 2011; Shalley, 1991,
1995). At the team level, although the relation-
ship was not explicitly tested, Mitchell et al. (2009)
argued that competitive goals would decrease team
creativity because competitive goals might lead
team members not to interact with certain other
team members or to reject others’ opinions (i.e.,
closed-minded approaches). However, Sutton and
Hargadon (1996) found that competition among
engineers at the design firm IDEO resulted in “sta-
tus auctions” that may have spurred employees to
take group idea generation more seriously, possibly
leading to improved creativity.

Loosely related to shared goals are studies that
have examined shared team cognition as a medi-
ating mechanism. Team cognition can be concep-
tualized as shared mental models and transactive
memory systems. Although both constructs are
premised on the sharedness of knowledge among
team members, shared mental models are defined
as team members’ shared, organized understand-
ing and mental representation of knowledge or
beliefs about key elements of the relevant perfor-
mance environment (Klimoski& Mohammed,
1994), whereas transactive memory systems are
defined as team members’ shared awareness of who
knows what (Moreland, 1999). A major difference
between these two constructs is based on whether
knowledge is held in common by team members or
distributed among them.
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Over the last decade, both shared mental mod-
els and transactive memory systems have been
examined in the team literature (DeChurch &
Mesmer-Magnus, 2010), yet these ideas have
been considered in conjunction with creativity in
only a couple of studies. For instance, Mumford,
Feldman, Hein, and Nagao (2001) found that
shared mental models caused teams to produce cre-
ative solutions as well as a larger number of viable
alternative solutions. Gino et al. (2010) found that
transactive memory systems were positively associ-
ated with team creative outcomes and fully medi-
ated the effect of direct task experience on team
creativity. This limited attention suggests that there
is a great deal of future opportunity to consider
how shared mental models and transactive memory
systems, separately and in combination with one
another, influence team creativity.

Action processes and creativity. Knowledge
sharing, knowledge utilization, and communi-
cation are a few of the action processes most fre-
quently examined in the team creativity literature.
Zhang, Tsui, and Wang (2011) examined knowl-
edge sharing, which they defined as sharing of
task-relevant information, knowledge, and sugges-
tions among team members (see also Srivastava,
Bartol, & Locke, 2006). With regard to team
creativity, they proposed and demonstrated that
knowledge sharing helps individuals gain access to
non-redundant information, thus leading to higher
team creative performance.

Similar yet distinct from knowledge sharing,
knowledge utilization also has been found to be
positively related to team creativity as an outcome.
Work by Sung and Choi (2012) showed that whereas
knowledge utilization positively affected team cre-
ativity, knowledge stock did not. This finding sug-
gests that mere possession of knowledge among
team members may not be sufficient for teams to
be creative; rather, knowledge and expertise need
to be activated and used during decision-making
processes. Gilson, Lim, Luciano, and Choi (2013)
examined the cross-level effects of tenure diversity
and knowledge sharing on individual knowledge
and creativity. They found that there was no sig-
nificant relationship between tenure diversity and
individual knowledge, but tenure diversity became
negatively related to individual knowledge when
knowledge sharing was low. These findings start to
shed some light on the mixed person(s) findings dis-
cussed previously in that they suggest that action
processes may play a key role in enabling team cre-
ative outcomes.
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Two investigations of communication and
creativity have examined how different types of
communication processes affect team creativ-
ity. Leenders, Van Engelen, and Kratzer (2007)
distinguished  four different
characteristics—subgroups, frequency of commu-
nication, disagreement, and centralization of com-
munication, and examined their effects on team
creative performance (measured as generation of
new ideas, methods, approaches, inventions, and
applications). Their findings demonstrated a dif-
ferentiated pattern of results based on the commu-
nication characteristic. Specifically, team creativity
decreased when communication was conducted

communication

within subgroups or was centralized via a cer-
tain member. Communication frequency had an
inverted U-shaped effect on team creativity, mean-
ing that, in order to be creative, modest levels of
communication frequency were most desirable.
These results parallel those from the brainstorming
literature, where it has been found that teams are
likely to generate more creative ideas when indi-
viduals engage in a task in isolation rather than as
a group.

Another study by Giambatista and Bhappu
(2010) compared different means of communica-
tion (i.e., computer-mediated communication,
face-to-face communication, and nominal group
technique) as moderators of the effects of diver-
sity on team creativity. The results of two stud-
ies using undergraduate students showed that the
relationship between personality diversity and
creative performance differed based on the com-
munication channel. Specifically, in study 2, both
ethnic and agreeableness diversity were negatively
related to creativity performance in teams using
face-to-face communication channels, whereas
diversity on the openness characteristic was posi-
tively related to creative performance when teams
used computer-mediated communication. Taken
together, these studies suggest that creative out-
come can be affected by team action processes, but
there is not enough replication and extension for
clear patterns of relationships to have emerged.

Interpersonal processes and creativity.
Conflict is probably the most studied team process
in the creativity literature. With regard to conflict,
it is almost universally believed that it is benefi-
cial for creativity, but only up until a certain point
(curvilinear), and only when the conflict revolves
around the task. In a study of 71 project teams in
a Chinese information technology (IT) company,
Farh, Lee, and Farh (2010) found that team creative



output was highest when task conflict was at mod-
erate levels. In addition, the curvilinear effect was
strongest during the early stage of a team’s life cycle
but not significant at the later stages.

Similarly, Chen (2006), using two samples (one
from service-driven project teams and the other
from technology-driven project teams), found that
the effects of conflict on team creative outcomes
were different depending on the types of proj-
ect team and the stage of the project life cycle.
Specifically, in service-driven project teams, inter-
personal conflict was negatively related to team cre-
ative outcomes, whereas task conflict was not. On
the contrary, in technology-driven project teams,
task conflict was positively related to team creativ-
ity but interpersonal conflict was not. Furthermore,
team creativity in service-driven teams was lowest
when both task and interpersonal conflict were
high at later stages (e.g., testing phase), whereas
team creativity in technology-driven teams was
highest when both task and interpersonal conflict
were high at early stages (e.g., design phase).

In contrast to the studies detailed earlier, others
have considered conflict in several different ways;
for instance, Jehn, Rispens, and Thatcher (2010)
explored the effect of team conflict asymmetry
on team creative outcome after controlling for the
average levels of team conflict. These results demon-
strated that task conflict asymmetry (defined as the
degree to which members differ in their perception
of the level of conflict in their team) was negatively
related to team creative outcomes, yet relationship
conflict asymmetry was not significantly related
to team creativity. Similarly, Kratzer, Leenders,
and Van Engelen (2006) examined the relation-
ship between team polarity (defined as the level of
disagreement among the team members) and cre-
ativity. Using data from 51 innovation teams from
various companies, they showed that team polar-
ity had a negative relationship with team creative
performance under conditions of low product and
process change but an inverted U-shaped relation-
ship under conditions of high product and process
change. Furthermore, the relationship also differed
depending on the phase of the innovation activity.
More specifically, team polarity had an inverted
U-shaped relationship with team creativity during
the conceptualization phase but a negative relation-
ship during the commercialization phase.

These findings, taken together, suggest that
the relationship between interpersonal processes
and team creativity is different at different points
in time, suggesting that the role of time may need

further consideration in team creativity research
(see Gilson, Litchfield, & Gilson, in press).

Other interpersonal process constructs that
have received considerable attention are team cre-
ative efficacy and cohesion. Derived from self-effi-
cacy theory (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1982), team
efficacy is defined as team’s shared belief in its abil-
ity to perform in a particular situation (Bandura,
1997). A study by Zhang et al. (2011) found that
collective efficacy positively related to team creative
performance and mediated the effect of different
types of leaderships on team creativity. However,
more recently, researchers have started to consider
creative efficacy at the team level in terms of “team
members’ shared beliefs in their teams’ capabili-
ties of producing creative ideas” (Shin& Zhou,
2007, p. 1712). In a follow-up to Shin and Zhou’s
study (described earlier), Zhang, Chen, and Kwan
(2010) used longitudinal data from R&D teams in
Chinese IT companies and found that team cre-
ative efficacy mediated the relationship between
empowering leadership and team creative out-
comes, especially when task complexity was high.

Cohesion is a team-level conceptualization
of a psychological bond that has been defined in
many ways, ranging from attraction to the group,
to commitment to the group, to pride in the
group (Hiilsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009).
Cobhesion has been shown to increase team per-
formance and effectiveness (Kozlowski& Bell,
2003). At least some form of cohesion has gener-
ally found to be beneficial to creativity and inno-
vation in teams (Hiilsheger et al., 2009), but the
lack of theoretical consistency about what it is, and
how it works, remains a contributing factor to at
least some mixed findings. For instance, Jaussi and
Dionne (2003) found that cohesion could be posi-
tively related to team creative performance when
teams had a high level of intrinsic motivation for
creativity, whereas cohesion was negatively related
to team creative performance under conditions of
low intrinsic motivation for creativity. This result
is intriguing and suggests the need for further
work to explore other possible boundary condi-
tions (e.g., press or environment) under which
cohesion might be beneficial to team creativity. To
further muddy the cohesion conversation, Marks
et al. (2001) argued that cohesion is not a process
but rather a team emergent state. They proposed
that emergent states are cognitive, motivational, or
affective states that do not involve member interac-
tion but also can mediate the team input—outcome
relationship.
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Team Creativity From a Press Perspective

In his 1961 work, Rhodes used the term press to
describe the relationship between people and their
environment and to emphasize the importance
of context in advancing creativity research. The
interactionist perspective of creativity put forth
by Woodman et al. (1993) proposes that complex
social settings at multiple levels need to be included
in creativity research. In this theoretical work,
the authors argued that the interactions between
person(s) and situation exist at every level (i.e.,
team, organization) and, as such, team creativity
is a function of the interplay between group com-
position or characteristics, processes, and context.
In the review by Shalley et al. (2004), several con-
textual antecedents were discussed as important for
individual creativity, but nothing was mentioned
with regard to team creativity.

Context is a critical component in most team
effectiveness models; it is suggested that teams are
nested within larger entities, which in turn influ-
ence how they behave and perform (e.g., Cohen &
Bailey, 1997; Ilgen et al., 2005; Mathieu et al.,
2008). Contexts can further be delineated depend-
ing on the level where they reside. For example,
Zellmer-Bruhn and Gibson (2006) differentiated
between a micro-context, which is tailored to spe-
cific team needs including leadership, climate, and
relationships among coworkers and supervisors, and
a macro-context that is related to the larger organi-
zational environment and can consist of organiza-
tional culture, climate, and reward systems, as well
as the larger environment outside the organization.
Another way of conceptualizing this divide is that
micro-contexts refer to characteristics that vary
between teams (i.e., team-level constructs), whereas
macro-contexts refer to characteristics that do not
vary between teams but rather between higher-level
units such as departments, organizations, and the
work environment.

In addition to work context (both micro and
macro), it has been argued that teams behave and
perform based on their temporal contexts (McGrath,
Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000). However, the temporal
aspects of context have received scant attention in
the creativity literature (Gilson et al., in press), as
well as in organizational behavior research in gen-
eral (Ancona, Goodman, Lawrence, & Tushman,
2001; Shipp, Edwards, & Lambert, 2009). Next,
we will review empirical works on the influence
of these three aspects of context (micro-, macro-,
and temporal) on team creativity before moving to
Rhodes’ final “P” for product.
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Micro-contexts. The most frequently stud-
ied micro-context in the team creativity litera-
ture is leadership. The effects of leadership have
been considered in different samples, with dif-
ferent dependent variables, across various con-
ceptualizations of leadership, and with different
moderators and mediators. For example, Shin
and Zhou (2007) examined the moderating role
of transformational leadership on the relation-
ship between educational specialization hetero-
geneity and creative outcomes. The correlation
between transformational leadership and team
creativity was significantly positive (r = .28),
and transformational leadership boosted the
positive relationship between a team’s educa-
tional specialization heterogeneity and creative
performance as mediated by team creative effi-
cacy. Also examining transformational lead-
ership, Wang and Zhu (2011) found it to be
positively related to team creative performance
through team creative identity. Lastly, Zhang
et al. (2011) found transformational leadership
to have a positive effect on team creative perfor-
mance and to be mediated by both knowledge
sharing and collective efficacy. Interestingly,
these authors further found that the nega-
tive relationship between authoritarian leader-
ship and team creativity also was mediated by
knowledge sharing and collective efficacy. Their
findings suggest that members’ behavioral and
attitudinal responses are influenced differently
depending on leadership style.

Moving to empowering leadership, in a longitu-
dinal study, Zhang et al. (2010) reported that the
positive relationship with creative performance was
mediated by team learning behavior and team cre-
ative efficacy. What is consistent among these stud-
ies is that they all found that at the team level, the
leadership—creativity relationship was significantly
influenced by team processes and emergent states.
In particular, it appears that team creative efficacy
consistently plays an important role.

At the micro-context level, task complex-
ity (Zhang et al, 2010), conformity pressure
(Goncalo & Duguid, 2012), team climate for cre-
ativity (Gilson & Shalley, 2004), and relationships
with coworkers and supervisors (Wang & Hong,
2010) have each been examined in concert with
team creativity. For example, the study by Zhang et
al. previously mentioned with regard to leadership,
also reported that team task complexity moder-
ated the mediating effects of team learning behav-
ior and team creative efficacy on the relationship



between empowering leadership and team creative
performance. Specifically, when team tasks were
more complex, empowering leadership was more
positively related to team learning and team cre-
ative efficacy, in turn leading to higher creative
performance.

Goncalo and Duguid (2012) investigated the
joint effects of conformity pressure, norm content,
and group personality composition on the num-
ber of ideas generated (creative outputs) in order
to understand the boundary conditions (press)
under which conformity pressure can either stifle
or boost team creative outcomes. In a series of labo-
ratory experiments, the researchers manipulated
conformity pressure (high vs. low level) as well as
norm content (individualistic vs. collective) and
found that (1) teams generated less creative ideas
when conformity pressure was high, (2) teams with
highly creative people generated more creative ideas
when conformity pressure was low, and (3) teams
with less creative people generated more creative
ideas when norm content was individualistic and
conformity pressure was high. These finding pro-
vide interesting insight into some of the previous
discussions on person(s) and suggest that, although
conformity pressure alone can negatively influence
team creativity, when applied to teams of individ-
ualistic, less creative individuals, it can in fact be
beneficial for their creative performance.

Moving to team climate, Gilson and Shalley
(2004) examined the effect of a team’s supportive
climate on team creative process. They argued that
team members were more likely to feel comfortable
tasking risks and exchanging information when
the team’s climate was supportive of creativity, and
they found that teams who reported their climates
to be more supportive also were more engaged in
creative processes. Finally, Wang & Hong (2010)
considered the effects of both supervisory support
and work group support on team creative outcome.
Analyzing a sample of MBA students in China,
they found that team creativity was positively
influenced by both supervisory support and work
group support. Further, they found that psycholog-
ical safety (measured at the team level) mediated
both the supervisory support—team creativity and
work group support—team creativity relationships.
Together, these finding lend support to the impor-
tance of team climate as a critical contextual factor
necessary for team creativity.

Macro-contexts. At the more macro level, orga-
nizational and environment factors such as psycho-
logical safety (Kessel et al., 2012), organizational

support and control (Tu, 2009), organizational
culture (Barczak, Lassk, & Mulki, 2010), and envi-
ronmental uncertainty (Sung& Choi, 2012) have
all been considered in the team creativity literature.
Similar to the positive effect of psychological safety
on individual creativicy (Amabile, Conti, Coon,
Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon,
& Ziv 2010), Kessel et al. found a positive relation-
ship between psychological safety and team creative
performance. Likewise, for organizational support
and control, team-level results also have been found to
mirror those at the individual level. For instance, Tu
found that in new-product development teams, orga-
nizational support and control moderated the rela-
tionship between a team’s negative affective tone and
team creative performance. More specifically, nega-
tive affective tone was positively related to team cre-
ative performance when organizational support was
high and organizational control was low. However,
neither organizational support nor organizational
control moderated the relationship between positive
affective tone and team creative performance. These
findings suggest that under certain circumstances, a
negative team affect tone can be harnessed and result
in the generation of creative outcomes (ideas).

Still at the macro level, in a study on collabora-
tive organizational culture—a culture that values
teamwork, respect and empowerment, communi-
cation, risk, and diversity (Lopez, Montes Peon, &
Vazquez Ordas, 2004)—Barczak et al. (2010)
found that collaborative culture positively influ-
enced team creative performance. Although this
result seems to straddle both press and process, it
seems to imply that encouraging team members
to share information and to cooperate with one
another may occur at the organizational rather
than the more traditional team level of analysis.

Lastly, Sung and Choi (2012) considered
environmental-level factors as moderators of the
relationship between team knowledge manage-
ment (i.e., knowledge stock and knowledge utiliza-
tion) and team creativity. Their data revealed that
the positive relationship between knowledge utili-
zation and team creative performance was stronger
when the business environment was unpredictable
and unfamiliar (i.e., high level of environmental
uncertainty). These results suggest that the factors
of person(s) and processes can be exacerbated by
the macro-context, and here the authors reported
that what team members know (knowledge stock)
and how it is used (knowledge utilization) are more
critical for team creativity when teams face an
unpredictable, uncertain environment.
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Temporal contexts. The last press category
we consider is the temporal context. The impor-
tance of considering time in creativity research
has started to generate some traction at all lev-
els of analysis (see Gilson et al., in press). Within
the team literature, time has predominantly been
examined as it relates to the life cycle of a project
(Ford & Sullivan, 2004). For example, longitu-
dinal work by Gilson and Madjar (2011) found
that team members were more likely to engage
in radical creativity during the earlier phases of a
project and more likely to engage in incremental
creativity during the later stages. In addition, Farh
et al. (2010) found that the curvilinear relation-
ship between task conflict and creativity is evident
only in early phases of a team’s project life cycle.
This suggests that early in a project, moderate lev-
els of conflict are beneficial for creative outcomes
because they result in ideas’ being valued, dis-
cussed, and incorporated.

Contrary to the usual assumption that prema-
ture evaluation can harm creativity, in an inductive
qualitative study of collective engagement in health
care policy groups in the United Kingdom, Harvey
and Kou (2013), found that evaluation-centered
group processes can still produce creative engage-
ment. These findings propose that ongoing or
concurrent idea evaluation, rather than stifling
idea generation, helps groups stay focused on their
goals, incorporate feedback, harness group member
diversity, and improve the creative output. (For a
similar view, see Nemeth, Personnaz, Personnaz, &
Goncalo, 2004).

Within the team creativity literature, it appears
that time has been considered solely as it relates to
the team project and has yet to be considered as a
person(s)-level characteristic (i.e., time orientation
of team members). Later in this chapter, areas for
future research with regard to time context will be
discussed, but first we move to the last of Rhodes’
P’s—product.

Team Creativity From a Product
Perspective

Rhodes (1961) named creativity as a product
when an idea becomes embodied into any kind
of tangible form. The organizational creativity
literature defines creative products as ideas that
are judged to be both novel and useful by some
authority (Amabile, 1988). At the individual level
of analysis, most creativity research has examined
creative outcomes as rated by subject matter experts
(Amabile, 1996), supervisors or other authoritative
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groups (Oldham & Cummings, 1996), or objective
measures such as research reports (e.g., Tierney,
Farmer, & Graen, 1999). Similarly, team creativity
research has examined products produced by teams
using ratings made by experts (Baer et al., 2008;
Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013; Taggar, 2002),
managers (Farh et al., 2010), or other trained raters
(Hoever et al., 2012). However, even though most
creativity measures in organizational contexts are
perhaps best characterized as outcome measures,
only some of this research has examined specific
creative products.

Another common strategy for studies of both
individual and team creativity is to use retrospec-
tive supervisory measures of the general tendencies
of a team that, although ostensibly regarded as out-
comes, arguably confound product, person(s), and
process. For instance, Shin and Zhou (2007) had
supervisors of R&D teams rate them and compare
them with other teams for “How well does your
team produce new ideas?” and “How useful are
those ideas?” (p. 1714). Here, the referent for these
items is other feams rather than ideas, suggesting
a team rather than a product perspective even as
the items themselves emphasize ideas (although not
specific ideas).

Another example is found in a recent paper by
Jia, Shaw, Tsui, and Park (2014), who measured
team creativity using items including measures of
the extent to which a group “is a good role model
for creativity” and “seeks new ideas and ways to
solve problems” (p. 22). The first of these items
again seems to take a team perspective, whereas the
second suggests a process perspective. Jia et al. also
included in their measure an item about the extent
to which a group “generates ground-breaking ideas
related to the field,” suggesting a product perspec-
tive. The point of highlighting these measurement
strategies is that it is not always clear when an out-
come measure of team creativity should be con-
sidered synonymous with a team creative product
measure.

An example that might serve as a partial model
for measuring team creative output as a prod-
uct in an organizational survey study is found in
the work of Farh and colleagues (2010). In this
work, the authors sought to measure creativity in
project teams within a highly creative company.
Recognizing that project teams surveyed at any
given point in time would likely be at different
stages of their project life cycle, they identified the
project stage for each team and then had manag-
ers rate the team’s creative output for that specific



stage. Managers indicated the degree to which the
team’s output was “creative” as well as “original
and practical.” However, this study also included
a team perspective through the addition of a third
item concerned with the degree to which the out-
put demonstrates the team’s creative capability.

Another significant issue in the output versus
product question is the confounding of creativity
with quantity. Some team creativity studies have
combined the number of creative products gener-
ated with the rated creativity of those products to
form either independent or composite output mea-
sures (Pearsall, Ellis, & Evans, 2008; Somech &
Drach-Zahavy, 2013). For instance, Somech and
Drach-Zahavy calculated a team’s creative output
as “the product of the number of ideas and the aver-
age score for creativity” (p. 11). Although the num-
ber of creative products, outcomes, or ideas has
long been recognized as an indicator of the creative
ability of an individual, in which case it is called
Sfluency (Guilford, 1957), the amount of products
generated by definition cannot be a part of the
creativity of any individual product (for discus-
sion, see Litchfield et al., 2011; Nijstad, De Dreu,
Rietzschel, & Baas, 2010).

Taken together, team studies suggest that
although most common definitions of organiza-
tional creativity reference the product perspective
(Amabile, 1988, 1996; Ford, 1996; George, 2007;
Shalley et al., 2004), “pure” measures of creative
products seem to be relatively rare—especially in
field research. The unified perspective on creativity
suggests that this may not be a problem if the goal is
to study creativity as an overall construct (Rhodes,
1961; Runco, 2004). However, the importance
accorded to defining creativity from a product per-
spective in the organizational creativity literature
is incommensurate with its empirical treatment in
team creativity research to date. Because the devel-
opment of team creative capabilities, processes,
and outcomes might each be valued outcomes in
organizational contexts, it is important to consider
whether these should begin to be more explicitly
separated in future research.

Future Directions in Team
Creativity Research

‘Thus far, we have reviewed much of the cur-
rent organizational team creativity research using
Rhodes” (1961) Four P’s framework. Within this
review, we have sought to highlight where the bulk
of the extant research resides. Furthermore, in
each subsection we have grouped work according

to methodology, types of variables, and relevant
theoretical frameworks from the team literature.
In doing so, patterns and inconsistencies are both
highlighted. In the following section, our focus
shifts away from what we “know” to what we
“don’t know.” Here, we highlight areas that, based
on our review, are in need of future theoretical and
empirical consideration. In doing so, we hope to
lay out a research agenda that will be helpful to
scholars in this arena. We again loosely arrange this
section using the Four P’s framework, although we
acknowledge that there is a fair amount of concep-
tual crossover between the various sections.

To start the discourse on future directions, we
want to return to the definition of team creativ-
ity along with construct conceptualization and
measurement. Given the range of definitions used,
we implore future scholars to define up front what
they mean when they use the term team creativ-
ity. Is team creativity (1) a process that teams use
to generate outcomes, creative or otherwise? (2) the
creative rating of a product produced by a team?
or (3) a referent regarding how creative a team is
in comparisons to other teams? We propose that
all these conceptualizations are valid and warrant
additional consideration, but in order for this line
of inquiry to advance, it is imperative that scholar-
ship be comparable across studies, and this needs
to start with a clearly defined conceptualization
of team creativity that then fits with the measure-
ment of the construct. In other words, research
needs to specify whether creative person(s), prod-
ucts, processes, or situations are being investigated,
and in doing so, ensure that appropriate measures
for the proposed constructs are being employed
(Woodman et al., 1993).

Almost all team-level studies consider creativity
as an outcome. This is particularly interesting given
the importance of processes in the team literature.
Therefore, team creative processes are in need of a
great deal more careful theorizing and empirical
research attention. In addition, are team creative
processes commensurate with creative outcomes?
That is, should they be conceptualized and mea-
sured as the engagement in novel and useful means
of doing work? Evidence is increasing that creative
outcomes might be arrayed along a continuum
ranging from incremental to radical (Gilson, Lim,
D’Innocenzo, & Moye, 2012; Gilson& Madjar,
2011; Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011)—TIs the
same true for engagement in creative processes?
Furthermore, does “useful” mean the same at the
process and product levels? To discuss some of
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these issues in more detail, the next section pro-
poses areas for future research using Rhodes” Four
P’s framework.

Person(s)

Rhodes’ (1961) “P” for person(s) is probably the
area where the most team-level creativity research
has been conducted (as evidenced by our current
review). However, despite the amount of work,
consistent findings and relationships are yet to
emerge. In part, this might be attributed to the
methodological issues discussed, with some studies
considering the average effects of person(s) charac-
teristics (composition) while others examine more
nuanced variance (compilation). In addition, most
team creativity research proposes to examine the
effects of person(s) attributes on creative outcomes.
The team literature has long worked within an
IPO framework, suggesting that the relationship
between inputs (i.e., person(s) attributes) and team
outcomes (creativity and other outputs) are medi-
ated by team processes. However, team research
has not considered team creativity as a process,
and therefore the mediation effects remain unex-
plored. Moving forward, work is needed to address
whether team creative processes mediate the rela-
tionship between person(s) attributes and measures
of team effectiveness (Mathieu & Gilson, 2012) as
well as creativity as an outcome.

As mentioned earlier, a possible reason why
person(s)-level findings are inconsistent is the way
in which individual-level attributes are aggregated
to represent team-level attributes. Most studies on
team creativity have focused on the composition
approach; however, a limitation of this approach
is that each individual’s attributes are presumed
to be weighted equally in representing team-level
attributes. With regard to creativity, this might be
particularly problematic, because work at the indi-
vidual level has long found that individuals differ in
their creative ability (Sternberg, 1988) or character-
istics that facilitate creativity (Jabri, 1991). Teams
are generally considered to be more than just a
sum of their individual parts, so future research on
team creativity from a person(s) perspective should
consider person(s) attributes at the team level using
both a composition and a compilation approach in
a more comprehensive IPO framework.

Although the compilation approach is more com-
mon in the team literature and has started to receive
attention in team creativity research (Curseu, 2010;
Robert& Cheung, 2010; Schilpzand et al., 2011),
more of this type of work is needed, particularly
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across contexts and projects. All of the studies to
date have looked at different person(s) attributes,
such as conscientiousness (Robert& Cheung,
2010), openness to experience (Schilpzand et al.,
2011), and diversity (Curseu, 2010), and to some
degree, the implications across studies are consis-
tent: The effects of person(s) attributes on team
creativity can be more clearly understood when
person(s) characteristics are not averaged. In other
words, a certain member’s personality (or other actri-
butes) may be more influencial in explaining team
creativity (Robert & Cheung, 2010; Schilpzand
et al., 2011). This becomes particularly interesting
when we start to think about new team contexts.
For example, what happens in virtual teams where
members are brought together because of a specific
expertise? What mix of person(s)-level attributes
are most desirable when creativity is added into the
mix? Further, what happens if team members rotate
on and off a team depending on the stage of the
project or the requirements of the task—Are there
some individuals who, because of their unique attri-
butes, whether or not they are releant to the task,
need to be kept on the team to ensure that the team
is creative?

Although we acknowledge that it is hard to pub-
lish, the team creativity literature at the person(s)
level is in great need of replication and extension.
Studies have considered different attributes and
how their association with creativity is mediated
and moderated by a different set of processes and
emergent states. What is now needed is some sort
of consolidation to advance our understanding of
how members’ characteristics can influence team
creativity (processes and outcomes).

Processes

In the section on team creative processes, we
reviewed studies that considered the relationship
between team processes and creativity using Marks
etal. (2001) categorization. However, creativity as a
process is not addressed within that framework. As
detailed previously, creative processes are described
as a collective phenomenon in which members
behaviorally, cognitively, and emotionally define
problems, generate ideas, and attempt new ways of
going about their work (Gilson & Shalley, 2004).
Accordingly, team creative processes involve the
sharing of ideas that stimulate associations and
result in identifying problems, linking ideas from
multiple sources, constructively dialoguing pos-
sible solutions, and generating novel and useful
suggestions for outcomes (Taggar, 2002; Torrance,



1988). This definition in and of itself is multifac-
eted, hence it can be argued that while creative
processes are a distinct process, there is also con-
ceptual overlap with both transition and action
processes—this would not be surprising given that
team processes have an average correlation of r =
.83; (LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul,
2008).

Transition processes involve planning and
deciding how work should be organized. As such,
a part of this process should involve thinking dif-
ferently (creatively) about how and when differ-
ent parts of a task are handed off between team
members. For example, are the components of a
task always completed and passed off, once com-
pleted, in a sequential manner? What would hap-
pen if tasks were rotated back and forth between
members regardless of whether a specific piece of
work had been finished? Research on polychronic-
ity and creativity has found that individuals dif-
fer with regard to their preferences for handling
more than one task at the same time (Madjar &
Oldham, 2006). However, the number of creative
ideas generated at the individual level did not
differ between rotation and sequential task con-
ditions. That said, individuals who scored more
highly on a polychronic measure generated more
creative ideas when they rotated through tasks,
whereas more monochronic individuals were
more creative when they completed tasks in a
sequential manner. How would these individual
process preferences play out in a team setting?
How do other team transition processes (e.g.,
mission analysis and planning, goal specification,
strategy formulation) and creative processes inter-
act to affect team effectiveness?

If transition processes are thought of as the
planning phase, action processes can be conceptu-
alized as the doing phase. Here again, creative pro-
cesses should play a critical role. The question is not
whether new approaches to a task are encouraged
(transition); rather, are new methods employed or
used to complete a task? Are ideas played with, risks
taken, outside input sought, linkages made where
none were previously considered? Although there
are times when teams need to perform their work
in a very standardized or procedural way, there also
may be times when accomplishing a task means
breaking with tradition, taking a step away from
the status quo, and doing things that at the time
may not seem completely appropriate or necessary.
How do these two similar yet different processes
work together? Research by Gilson et al. (2005)

found that standardization and creative processes
worked in concert with one another to influence
team performance and customer satisfaction. This
work further showed that standardization was dis-
tinct from creative process, but standardization
is only one category of action processes. How do
team creative processes influence and interact with
other action processes (e.g., knowledge sharing,
knowledge utilization, communication)?

Moving forward, disentangling the relation-
ships among transition, action, interpersonal,
and creative processes is an area greatly in need of
theoretical and empirical consideration. Are cre-
ative processes a fourth type of team process, or
are they a component part of the others? Instead
of looking at creative processes as parts of tran-
sition and action processes, an alternative way of
looking at creative processes is to consider them as
distinct. Independently from the team literature,
creativity theories have identified several stages or
processes including problem identification, infor-
mation search and preparation, idea generation,
idea evaluation, and selection (Amabile, 1983;
Reiter-Palmon et al., 2008). Generally, the first
three stages are considered as the idea-generation
process, and the last stage is considered as the
idea-evaluation/selection process. Because idea
generation and idea selection require individuals
to engage in different thinking styles (i.e., diver-
gent vs. convergent style, respectively), the team-
level inputs necessary for the idea-generation
process may differ from those that will best facili-
tate the idea-evaluation/selection process. Recent
book chapters by Reiter-Palmon et al. (2008) and
Shalley (2008) have proposed several team cogni-
tions, inputs, and processes that should influence
team creative processes differently.

It is also interesting to note that whereas team
creative processes are most often studied as a
dependent variable, with the inherent assump-
tion that they will lead to a number of positive
outcomes—particularly innovation (Gilson, 2008;
Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Shalley et al., 2004), tran-
sition and action processes are usually considered as
mediators in team IPO models (Hackman, 1983;
Mathieu et al., 2008). With this in mind, a number
of interesting questions emerge as to how creativity
as a process would play out in the more traditional
IPO framework. Whereas it can be argued that, to
some extent, planning and doing are necessary pro-
cesses for all team tasks, would creative processes
work in the same way? Do all team members need
to be involved in creative processes?
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Recent work on shared leadership has argued for
the importance of having multiple team members
exerting influence on their fellow teammates in
order to realize team objectives (Carson, Tesluk, &
Marrone, 2007; Pearce& Sims, 2002). In this
stream of work, it has been argued that having
different team members assume responsibility for
various aspects of the team task and process can
be an effective strategy (Carson et al.). Should a
team member be responsible for the creative pro-
cess? What are the outcomes influenced by team
creative process? And, are there any conditions that
promote or inhibit the effect of team creative pro-
cess on team outcomes?

Teams may engage in creative processes regard-
less of whether the outcome itself is creative; there-
fore, the effect of team creative processes may not
always be beneficial for creativity as an outcome
but may facilitate other facets of effectiveness
(Mathieu & Gilson, 2012). For example, Zhang
and Bartol (2010) found that individual perfor-
mance was highest when an individual’s engage-
ment in creative process was at the modest level.
Gino and Ariely (2012) found a dark side of cre-
ativity, revealing that creativity led individuals
to more frequently engage in dishonest behavior.
However, both of these findings are at the indi-
vidual level. It would be interesting to extend this
work to the team level and examine whether the
results are similar.

Press

Despite the large volume of research aimed at
specifying aspects of creative environments, many
directions in the micro, macro, and temporal envi-
ronments remain underexplored, particularly with
regard to team creativity. In terms of micro-context,
a glaring research need concerns the relationships
among coworkers. (This line of inquiry might also
be considered under the heading of interpersonal
processes.) When do relationships, and what sorts
of relationships, between coworkers foster pro-
ductive climates for team creativity? Further, are
coworker relationships those that exist between
team members or between teams? Although
research has examined how processes related to
relationships such as communication can foster
team creativity, and the role of conflict has received
a great deal of attention, little or no research has
directly addressed the strength of relationships in
terms of environmental constraints. Relationships
among coworkers also can be considered as a
more macro-context level: Different departments
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or organizations may focus more heavily on these
types of relationships and, in some cases, try to
foster certain types of working relationships (ami-
cable or competitive) between team members and
between teams.

The situation is better for leadership, espe-
cially when it is considered as a process variable.
However, one might still examine leadership from
a press perspective by considering such questions
as boundary conditions or positive effects of sup-
port or assigned goals for team creativity. On the
macro-context side, reward systems are emerging
as a potentially interesting aspect of individual
creativity and are a topic that has been debated
for years (Byron & Khazanchi, 2012). Yet, so far,
reward systems have not received detailed attention
in the domain of team creativity. This may be a
particularly important gap because there are many
acknowledged complexities in developing effec-
tive team-based reward systems (Aime, Meyer, &
Humphrey, 2010). Given that rewards seem to
exhibit persistent positive effects on creativity in
individuals (Byron & Khazanchi), but rewards can
have differential effects on incremental and radical
creativity (Gilson & Madjar, 2011); future research
might examine how incentives can be structured to
affect team creativity.

Oneother particularly interesting macro-context
factor is creative culture. There are many indica-
tions that the ways in which organizations send
messages about what they value and norms for
expected behavior can affect creativity (e.g., Ford,
1996; Mainemelis, 2010; Woodman et al., 1993),
and at least some work suggests that this also
affects team creativity (e.g., Sutton& Hargadon,
1996). Cultural studies of team creativity are par-
ticularly demanding to conduct because they seem
to implicate research across multiple organiza-
tions with identifiably different cultural profiles.
Yet, given the widespread belief that cultures such
as those of Bell Labs, Xerox PARC, Apple under
Steve Jobs, and Google have been influential in
fostering innovation, future research might seek
out examples regarding what specific aspects of
said cultures enable team creativity and subsequent
innovation. Ideally, future research also might seek
to move away from merely studying outstand-
ing examples of innovative cultures and pursue a
broader range of questions about cultural variables
that may negatively affect team creativity. Here,
cross-organizational studies that examine the cre-
ative industries (Gilson, in press) compared with
other types of work environments may provide



some good insight into not only stages of project
cycles but the larger organizational culture, cli-
mate, leadership, and environment.

Product

Future research on team creative products
might benefit from further clarification of the com-
ponent terms team and product. With regard to the
former, a potentially interesting question for team
creativity scholars is whether an idea from a team
member, unmodified by the team, can qualify as
a team-level creative product merely through the
act of having been voiced within and blessed by
a team. We imagine that for many research pur-
poses this approach may be completely appropriate.
Nevertheless, such an approach might be inappro-
priate for some research questions. For instance,
imagine a hypothetical researcher who is interested
in the degree to which creative team products that
arise from acts of collective creativity (Hargadon &
Bechky, 2006) are more likely to be implemented
than those that reflect unmodified acceptance of
individual creative ideas. In such a project, it might
be important to differentiate team creative prod-
ucts that arise from each type of process and to
measure their creativity independently in order to
compare their subsequent implementation while
controlling for the creativity of the ideas. Future
research is needed to understand whether dis-
tinguishing between such types of creative team
products makes a difference within creativity and
innovation processes.

Future researchers might also add value by
being clear about the difference between products
and outcomes, and by measuring consistently with
their chosen theoretical perspective. Although the
Four P’s framework itself seems to license creativ-
ity measures that confound various aspects of the
construct, organizational creativity research has
been specific about theorizing a privileged position
for the creative product (Amabile, 1988; George,
2007; Shalley et al., 2004). Accordingly, we gen-
erally do not think that organizational creativity
research is likely to be best served by, say, mix-
ing measures of the outcome of developing cre-
ative capability with measures of the creativity of
a team’s ideas to measure creativity—just as team
scholars do not seem to advocate that measures of
capability and performance should be mixed to
investigate team performance. Rather, our view is
that for most research purposes in the organization
sciences, these might be separate though possibly
related variables of interest. What this means for

the substantial body of research that does not track
specific creative products is that a great deal of
work on measure development is needed. Earlier,
we pointed to two items used by Farh et al. (2010)
as a possible starting point. Perhaps items reflecting
the degree to which ideas are “novel and useful”
and “ordinary and of limited value” (reverse coded)
might be added and tested to develop a reasonable
multi-item measure of the creativity of a team’s
products. Future research is needed to determine
the value of such proposals.

Integrating Team Creativity
into Entrepreneurship and Innovation
Entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship is a microcosm of many of
the situations described thus far in the chapter.
Creativity is regarded as an essential element nec-
essary for entrepreneurship (Amabile, 1997; Ward,
2004; Zhou, 2008), as is the entrepreneurial team
(Chowdhury, 2005; Francis& Sandberg, 2000;
Higashide & Birley, 2002). It is therefore surpris-
ing that very little research has been constructed
at the intersection of the two. What role does team
creativity play in determining the success of the
entrepreneurial venture?

Ending this chapter with a discussion on entre-
preneurship is particularly appropriate given that
creativity and entrepreneurship are inexorably
linked in the extant literature (Fillis & Rentschler,
2010). The role of creativity in entrepreneurship has
been applied to three distinct areas: (1) the process
of opportunity recognition (Heinonen, Hytti, &
Stenholm, 2011; Hills, Shrader,& Lumpkin,
1999), (2) the development of the opportunity
into a product (Baron & Tang, 2011), and (3) the
innovative steps necessary to develop the new ven-
ture from product to profitable business. The first
two areas require that creative skills be employed
to generate ideas and search for solutions that will
eventually result in the development of a product,
but all three areas require creativity in the devel-
opment of processes—Whether we are talking
about leveraging creative processes or processes in
general is a question that remains to be examined.
However, this description of three areas involving
creativity in entrepreneurship is somewhat arbi-
trary. For example, Dimov (2007) expanded the
first area of opportunity recognition into two sub-
dimensions: the formation of the original idea and
the development of that idea into an opportunity.
Suffice is to say that creativity is part of all steps in
the creation of new ventures. So, where does the
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notion of the team or, more specifically, team cre-
ativity come into play?

The creative aspects of entrepreneurship can
further be considered within the framework of
Rhodes Four P’s. For instance, there is a consid-
erable body of research that has investigated what
attributes of the entrepreneur lead to greater lev-
els of creativity (Ciavarella, Buchholtz, Riordan,
Gatewood & Stokes, 2004; Krueger, Reilly,&
Carsrud, 2000; Rauch & Frese, 2000). Process has
been investigated through the lens of opportunity
recognition (Hills et al., 1999). The concept of
product in entrepreneurship is complicated because
of the distinction between idea and opportunity
(McMullen & Shepherd, 2006), although oppor-
tunities are generated from ideas and not all ideas
lead to opportunities. Finally, the concept of press
in the context of entrepreneurship is inexorably
linked to the social setting in which the entrepre-
neur develops her or his opportunities (Gemmell,
Boland & Kolb, 2012).

What is not addressed in the prior paragraph,
however, is that the definition of team in entre-
preneurship is not straightforward. Ideas and
opportunities are frequently generated by teams,
and entrepreneurial ventures are often started by
teams, but due to resource constraints, these teams
are often composed of members who are outside
of the company (Dimov, 2007), and these relation-
ships can be thought of as an extension of the tra-
ditional concept of the team. There also is a strand
of entrepreneurial research that has focused on the
necessity of social networks to the success of new
ventures (Gemmell et al., 2012); this too is consid-
ered within the broader definition of teams in the
entrepreneurial setting.

There is a considerable body of research examin-
ing the importance of teams in entrepreneurship.
For example, Kamm, Shuman, Seeger, and Nurick
(1990) proposed a research agenda for investigating
all aspects of entrepreneurial teams. Interestingly
for the conversation here, the role played by teams
in the creative processes of the new venture was not
included in their agenda. Much of the research into
entreprencurial teams has examined the effectiveness
of the teams (Watson, Ponthieu, & Critelli, 1995).
Because a great deal of the work of entrepreneurial
teams requires creativity, much of this research is
implictly investigating teams and creativity. There
are articles that consider the role of entrepreneur-
ial teams on the creative aspects of new ventures
(Harper, 2008; West, 2007), but these are few and
far between. Therefore, questions arise, such as,
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Do the person(s) characterstics described within
the team creativity literature play out in the same
manner in an entrepreneurial context? With entre-
preneurship, timing is critical (Srivastava& Lee,
2005); for example, ideas that are held for too long
can miss the window of opportunity with regard
to starting a business. Research on team creativ-
ity suggests that creativity is often most critical in
the earlier phases of a project (Ford& Sullivan,
2004): Are entrepreneurial ventures the same as a
project, and by extension, is team creativity more
critical at some junctures than at others?

Given that the types of opportunity vary
depending on the degree of novelty (Amabile,
1997; Cliff, Jennings, & Greenwood, 2006), we
propose that certain antecedents will facilitate
entrepreneurs or entrepreneurial teams in recog-
nizing more creative opportunities rather than
imitative opportunities. Because the creativity lit-
erature has provided a well-grounded framework
and findings of the potential antecedents on cre-
ativity (e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1996; Shalley et al.,
2004), integrating insights from this literature into
the opportunity recognition literature contributes
to the further theoretical development of entrepre-
neurship by enabling us to understand what makes
some entrepreneurial teams better able recognize
creative opportunities. However, is this a creative
process or a product question? And again, what is
the definition of team applied?

Thus, there appears to be a significant gap in our
understanding of entreprencurial teams and cre-
ativity. Future research should be directed toward
examing some of the following questions: What are
the attributes of entrepreneurial teams that lead to
success in the recognition of opportunities and the
development of these opportunites into a successful
venture? How does the entrepreneurial team’s net-
works affect the recognition of opportunites?

One of the most important directions for
future research in entrepreneurship might be to
study the process of the entrepreneurial opportu-
nity (Eckhardt& Shane, 2003) as it separates the
field of entrepreneurship from other fields such
as strategic management, economics, and other
social sciences (Venkataraman, 1997). Surprisingly
little is known about the role of teams within this
question. For example, opening a franchise of an
existing business in a different region is an imi-
tative opportunity because it does not require a
high level of novelty. On the other hand, coming
up with a “new-to-the-world product or service, a
pure invention” is a creative opportunity because



it requires a significant level of novelty. Do teams
play a different role depending on the level of nov-
elty of an opportunity? Are team members more
necessary for something that is more established
or something that is more novel? Given the central
importance of frame-breaking opportunities to the
theory of opportunity recognition, it is appropri-
ate for investigators to disentangle the role of teams
in both creative and imitative opportunities. Thus,
the question of why some entrepreneurs, not oth-
ers, recognize creative opportunities should also
be considered at the team level in order to bet-
ter understand creativity in the entrepreneurial
context.

Innovation

Innovation has been defined as the implemen-
tation of new products or services that help meet
organizational goals with regard to financial per-
formance, customer satisfaction, and efficient
delivery. In the creativity literature, innovation is
positioned as a separate and distinct step that fol-
lows the development of novel and useful ideas
and solutions (i.e., creativity) (Amabile, 1988). In
contrast, within the innovation literature, creativ-
ity is more often positioned as a subprocess or an
early stage of innovation (Anderson, De Dreu, &
Nijstad, 2004). In other words, creativity and inno-
vation are subsumed into one definition (Hiilsheger
etal., 2009; West & Farr, 1990). For example, Yuan
and Woodman (2010, p. 324) stated that “creative
behaviors can be considered as one type of innova-
tive behavior because innovative behaviors include
not only generating novel ideas by oneself but
also adopting others’ ideas....[C]reative behavior
concerns new idea generation, whereas innovative
behavior includes both generation and implemen-
tation.” However, unlike creativity, innovation
follows a more “efficiency-oriented perspective”
(Yuan & Woodman) that focuses on what is novel
but also rational. For innovation, the efficiency or
rational component is in effect a gauge of appro-
priateness or practicality that helps minimize fool-
ishness (Litchfield, 2008; West, 2002). With this
lens in place, the role of team becomes even more
critical. Previously, we discussed the role of team
in creative processes and creative outcomes; when
the discussion shifts to innovation, is the role of the
team the same? How should a team be conceptual-
ized and formed, and what processes will help facil-
itate the implementation of novel and useful ideas?

Although it is outside of the scope of this chap-
ter, we propose that many of the team attributes

(person(s), process, press, and product) that are
desirable for creativity may not work in the same
way with innovation. For instance, the team com-
position most desirable for creativity may not be
the same as that which is best suited for imple-
mentation. Baer and colleagues (2008) found that
team demographic diversity was negatively related
to creativity on an initial task but not later in the
task; could this be because at the later stages, the
task takes on an implementation rather than a
creativity focus? Future work is needed to teases
apart the role of team in creativity and innovation.
Organizations may need to have different teams in
place depending on what is being considered. Thus,
from a research perspective, looking at these highly
related constructs in concert with one another is a
needed step forward.

Conclusion

The goal of this chapter has been to discuss
some of the current team creativity research and,
in doing so, to highlight that this is an area that
remains in need of theoretical and empirical con-
sideration. Given the calls to action that took place
almost a decade ago, it was surprising to us that
more work has not been conducted in this arena. In
part, we argue this can be attributed to a great deal
of construct confusion and lack of clarity regarding
what we mean when we talk about team creativity.
We hope that in using Rhodes’ Four P’s framework
we have been able to lay out an agenda for future
research and that 10 years from now, chapter writ-
ers will be struggling to decide which works to
include in their reviews.
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CHAPTER

12

Social Networks, Creativity, and
Entrepreneurship

Jill Perry-Smith and Pier Vittorio Mannucci

Abstract

The “lone genius” view is no longer the sole paradigm used to understand creativity, consistent
with the highly collaborative environments in which many entrepreneurs and workers operate.
This chapter reviews the body of research that views creativity through a social network lens to
fully understand the social aspects of creativity. First is a discussion of why understanding creativity
from a social network perspective is important for all organizations and is particularly relevant

to the study of entrepreneurship. Then creativity and social network research is categorized into
relational and structural perspectives, with the former emphasizing tie strength and other aspects
of relationship quality and the latter emphasizing local and global network structure. Consistencies
and inconsistencies are highlighted, and some of the contingencies that scholars have identified are
reviewed. The chapter concludes by suggesting avenues for future research that can potentially

resolve some of the existing contradictions.

Key Words: creativity, innovation, social networks, entrepreneurship, relationships

Introduction

Why are some people more creative than others?
Consider eminent creatives in art or science such
as Vincent Van Gogh or Albert Einstein. Curiosity
abounds about why these individuals were so cre-
ative and how they were able to alter fields and
prompt new ways of doing things. A similar curi-
osity surrounds highly successful entreprenecurs
who changed markets and fields by virtue of their
creativity and drive. Steve Jobs, founder of Apple,
is an interesting example. Widely thought to be a
visionary and a technological genius, his life and
discovery process have been studied with great
interest (e.g., Isaacson, 2013). One approach to
understand the creativity of these notables and, by
extension, their creative albeit less groundbreak-
ing counterparts, is to assume that it is something
about the person that drives his or her creativity—
in other words, that the relevant explanatory fac-
tors are intraindividual. Perhaps they are born
with the innate tendency toward creativity or the

requisite  personality characteristics (McCrae,
1987; Simonton, 1999). An implicit assumption
of the personality view is that individuals can be
highly creative on their own, and that creativity is
the purview of the lone genius.

However, the lone genius view of creativity is
inconsistent with how many people work and
may also be inconsistent with the entrepreneurial
process. Given greater complexity and specializa-
tion, prospective entrepreneurs may need to inter-
act with a variety of others to generate, refine,
and implement their ideas. Coinciding with this
reality, the idea that creativity is a social process
is well-accepted wisdom in some circles (Amabile,
1983; Simonton, 1984; Woodman, Sawyer, &
Griflin, 1993). The general notion is that inter-
acting with others helps with the generation of
ideas. For example, research on the creativity of
teams is based on the premise that exchanging
ideas with others stimulates novel ideas (Taylor &
Greve, 2006; Woodman et al., 1993). In addition,
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relationships with certain important others, such as
leaders, have been studied. For example, individu-
als with leaders who support and encourage creativ-
ity feel more capable of creative work and are more
creative (Tierney & Farmer, 2004, 2011; Tierney,
Farmer & Graen, 1999). Similarly, assessments of
what is and is not creative have been described as
being socially determined and a function of what
is accepted by the field rather than a matter of fact
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1999). All of this important
work suggests that in addition to a personality view
of creativity, a social view of creativity is a highly
relevant approach to answering the question of why
some people are more creative than others. That is,
an individual’s social context may contribute to his
or her creativity or lack thereof.

In particular, there has been steady growth in
research applying a social network perspective to
the study of creativity. This research extends the
general view that creativity is a social process to a
more social-centric view in which relationships are
primary and the complexity of the social context is
captured. Importantly, this approach crosses disci-
plinary perspectives because at the heart of a social
network perspective of creativity is a multilevel
view involving social psychology and relationships
between people, as well as sociology and patterns
of relationships via networks. Interestingly, for
those who study social networks first and spe-
cific outcomes as a more secondary concern, the
role of social context is assumed and personal-
ity is minimized. For example, in contrast to the
person-centric perspective of psychologists, Brass
(1995), in one of the early creativity pieces to focus
decisively on social networks, quipped via the title
of his chapter, “Creativity: It Is All in Your Social
Network.” Since that publication and other early
assessments of creativity as a general social process,
the role of social context has been clarified, but at
the same time, areas of inconsistency have emerged.

The purpose of this chapter is to review the body
of research emphasizing a social network view of
creativity. We disentangle the literature by separat-
ing studies according to two dimensions of social
capital, relational and structural (Nahapiet&
Ghoshal, 1998), and we highlight consistencies
and inconsistencies worthy of further study. Other
reviews of social networks (e.g., Kilduff & Brass,
2010) have summarized the field from the perspec-
tive of networks, with the outcomes of networks
being secondary. Importantly, we see creativ-
ity as not just another outcome of networks but
rather as a unique outcome with distinct inputs,

processes, and contextual needs. Social psychologi-
cal approaches to creativity are premised on this
perspective (see Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004,
for a review). Thus, a review of network research
specific to creativity is warranted.

Our approach has the potential to inform the
creativity, innovation, and social network lit-
eratures and, in addition, should be particularly
informative for the entrepreneurship literature,
given the combined importance of creative thought
(Ward, 2004) and social embeddedness (Hoang &
Antoncic, 2003) for entrepreneurs. Our review
proceeds as follows: first, we provide an overview
of relevant aspects of the creativity, social net
works, and entrepreneurship literatures to ground
our review. Then, we review relevant research and
classify results into relational and structural char-
acteristics of the social context. Finally, we offer
possibilities for future research.

An Overview of Creativity, Social Context,
and Entrepreneurship

The development of an entrepreneurial new
idea, like other creative ideas, traverses across two
stages. First, one must come up with a viable and
novel idea. The identification of an opportunity
worth pursuing is the first stage of any entrepre-
neurial activity (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006).
During this phase, entrepreneurs scan the envi-
ronment for unanswered needs and unexploited
resources, trying to identify entrepreneurial oppor-
tunities. Entrepreneurial opportunities are those
situations in which new products or services can
be introduced and sold in a profitable way (Casson,
1982). Alcthough economically viable opportunities
can be seen as objective phenomena, their recogni-
tion and identification is largely a subjective pro-
cess, depending on individuals’ cognitive abilities
and private information (Shane & Venkataraman,
2000). The information necessary to recognize
an opportunity is not widely distributed across
the population (Hayek, 1945). As a consequence,
people who obtain timely and better information
about misallocated resources or new discoveries
can elaborate better solutions to catch the opportu-
nity and exploit it (Schumpeter, 1934).

Information, however, is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for identifying an opportu-
nity: individuals need also to possess the ability to
make new connections and create new means-ends
relationships. Individuals vary in their ability to
combine existing concepts into new ideas (Ward,
Smith, & Vaid, 1997), and this leads to a great
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differentiation in the ability to identify entrepre-
neurial opportunities. Research has shown that
successful entrepreneurs are more likely to sece
opportunities where others see risks (McMullen &
Shepherd, 2006; Sarasvathy, Simon, & Lave,
1998), and they are more likely to avoid counter-
factual thinking (Baron, 2000).

Subsequent to idea generation, one must gain
support for the idea and successfully implement
it. This stage is typically captured by studies of
innovation and networks (e.g., Rodan & Galunic,
2004), and it overlaps with the resource mobili-
zation and new venture creation phases of the
entrepreneurship process. After discovering an
opportunity, a potential entrepreneur must decide
to pursue it. To do so, he or she needs to mobilize
the resources necessary to create the new venture
(Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). These resources
can be economic, in terms of financial capital,
or social, in terms of support, championing, and
help-giving. Resources can be owned by the entre-
preneur herself (Evans & Leighton, 1989), but
more often they are obtained by external resource
providers.

Whereas economic resources are necessary to
start the new venture and pursue the identified
opportunity, social resources have an important
signaling function for potential investors. In the
uncertain and dynamic conditions under which
entrepreneurial and creative activity occurs,
resource holders are likely to seek information
that helps them gauge the underlying potential
of a venture or an idea. Prospective entrepreneurs
and creators seek legitimacy to reduce this per-
ceived risk by associating with, or gaining explicit
certification from, well-regarded individuals and
organizations (Hoang & Antoncic, 2003). This
function underlines the importance of social
networks in this phase. Aldrich and Zimmer
(1986) reviewed research findings that showed
that being connected to others willing to provide
resources enhanced the probability of opportu-
nity exploitation.

Although gaining support for one’s idea, selling
its virtues to a broader audience, and ultimately
gaining both resources and legitimacy credits are
critical for implementation, we primarily empha-
size social networks and generative creativity.
Consistent with the creativity literature, we empha-
size the generation and development of the idea,
solution, or process devoid of any social or political
process associated with gaining acceptance for the
idea or implementing it. By generation, we do not

mean generation in the brainstorming sense, which
involves coming up with lots of ideas, some of which
are