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This article systematically reviews and integrates empirical research that has examined the personal and contextual characteristics that enhance or stiﬂe employee creativity in the workplace.
Based on our review, we discuss possible determinants of employee creativity that have received
little research attention, describe several areas where substantial challenges and unanswered
questions remain, present a number of new research directions for theory building, and identify
methodological improvements needed in future studies of creativity in organizations.
© 2004 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Considerable evidence now suggests that employee creativity can substantially contribute
to organizational innovation, effectiveness, and survival (Amabile, 1996; Nonaka, 1991).
When employees exhibit creativity at work, they produce novel, potentially useful ideas
about organizational products, practices, services or procedures (Shalley & Gilson, 2004).
The presence of these creative ideas increases the likelihood that other employees will
apply the ideas in their own work, further develop the ideas, and then transfer them to
other individuals in the organization for their own use and development. It is the use and
development of creative ideas that allows the organization to adjust to shifting market
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conditions, respond to opportunities, and thereby, to adapt, grow and compete (Nonaka,
1991; Oldham, 2002).
Given the potential significance of employee creativity, it is not surprising that a number
of recent empirical studies have examined the personal and contextual factors that enhance
or restrict it (e.g., Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta & Kramer, 2004; Rodan & Galunic, 2004;
Tierney & Farmer, 2002; Zhou, 2003). The purpose of this article is to review and integrate
the results of this literature. Since most of the earlier research has addressed the determinants
of creativity exhibited by individual employees, this will be the emphasis of our review. We
provide a synthesis of what we currently know about creativity, and then suggest a number
of new directions for creativity research.

Background
Over the past two decades, most theorists have defined creativity as the development of
ideas about products, practices, services or procedures that are (a) novel and (b) potentially
useful to the organization (see Amabile, 1996; Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Ideas are considered
novel if they are unique relative to other ideas currently available in the organization.
Ideas are considered useful if they have the potential for direct or indirect value to the
organization, in either the short- or long-term. Given this definition, creativity could range
from suggestions for incremental adaptations in procedures to radical, major breakthroughs
in the development of new products (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). The definition makes
no assumptions about the relative value of incremental vs. radical ideas, and it may be that
in some circumstances management might consider incremental ideas desirable, whereas in
other circumstances more radical ideas might be valued. Finally, our definition assumes that
creative ideas may be generated by employees in any job and at any level of the organization
(Madjar, Oldham & Pratt, 2002; Shalley, Gilson & Blum, 2000).
Most studies have measured creativity using ratings by individuals who are believed to
have advanced knowledge within the domain of interest. Specifically, laboratory studies
have generally used expert judges to rate the creativity of ideas produced by research
participants (e.g., Shalley, 1995; Zhou, 1998). By contrast, most field studies have relied
upon supervisors to judge an employee’s creativity (e.g., George & Zhou, 2001; Tierney
& Farmer, 2002). Additionally, some field studies have included objective measures that
may reflect creativity, such as, patent disclosures, technical reports, and ideas submitted
to suggestion programs (e.g., Frese, Teng & Wijnen, 1999; Oldham & Cummings, 1996;
Tierney, Farmer & Graen, 1999).
It is important to distinguish creativity from innovation. Creativity refers to the development of novel, potentially useful ideas. Although employees might share these ideas with
others, only when the ideas are successfully implemented at the organization or unit level
would they be considered innovation (Amabile, 1996; Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). Therefore, creativity might best be conceptualized as a first step that is necessary for subsequent
innovation (West & Farr, 1990). In this article, we focus exclusively on creativity.
Finally, we limit our review to published studies that (a) have included measures of creativity that match our definition (novel, potentially useful ideas), (b) have used samples
from normal, adult populations, and (c) assessed variables that have clear implications for
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organizations. Personal or contextual factors are included in our review if they have been
examined in a minimum of three published research investigations. In conducting our review, in order to be comprehensive in our coverage of the creativity literature, we searched
PsychInfo and major journals in the field (e.g., Academy of Management Journal, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Management, Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, and Personnel Psychology).

Employee Creativity: An Organizing Framework
Our framework argues that creativity is a function of the employee’s personal characteristics, the characteristics of the context in which he or she works, and also the interactions
among these characteristics. The argument that personal and contextual characteristics interact with one another essentially asserts that certain contexts “match” individuals’ personal characteristics and that this match results in high levels of employee creativity. This
framework is derived from earlier theory on creativity that has emphasized the importance
of person-context interactions (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993),
and from the broader literature on person-environment fit (e.g., Kristof, 1996; Schneider,
1987).
The personal characteristics described in our review include personality and cognitive
style dimensions that have received substantial attention in the creativity literature. Both
sets of characteristics are expected to affect individuals’ creativity by influencing the extent
to which they apply various strategies that may facilitate creative idea production. For
example, individuals with certain personality characteristics may be especially effective at
recognizing problems or at combining new information, which may enable them to produce
more creative work. Thus, our review includes the studies that have examined the direct
effects of personality and cognitive style variables on the creativity individuals’ exhibit at
work.
We broadly define contextual characteristics as dimensions of the work environment that
potentially influence an employee’s creativity but that are not part of the individual. As such,
characteristics of the job, work setting, and relationships with coworkers and supervisors
would all be considered contextual factors. Drawing on early theory and research (e.g.,
Amabile, 1996; Deci & Ryan, 1985), we posit that each contextual characteristic affects
creativity via its effects on employees’ “intrinsic motivation” to perform a work assignment.
Intrinsic motivation refers to the extent to which an individual is excited about a work
activity and engages in it for the sake of the activity itself (Utman, 1997). Scholars have
long argued that individuals are likely to be most creative when they experience high levels
of intrinsic motivation (see Amabile, 1996) since such motivation increases their tendency
to be curious, cognitively flexible, risk taking, and persistent in the face of barriers (Utman,
1997; Zhou & Shalley, 2003) all of which should facilitate the development of creative
ideas.
The expected effects of contextual characteristics on intrinsic motivation can be explained
using Cognitive Evaluation Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985). This theory posits that all contextual factors have two aspects: informational and controlling. The relative salience of
these aspects determines whether a contextual factor has positive or negative effects on
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intrinsic motivation. When the controlling aspect is more salient, individuals perceive that
their thoughts, feelings, or actions are being constrained by the contextual factor itself and
feel that they are no longer the origin of their own thoughts or actions. As a result, intrinsic
motivation should diminish, and individuals would be expected to exhibit low levels of
creativity. By contrast, when the informational aspect of a contextual factor is more salient,
individuals perceive that the factor exerts little external pressure to achieve things in prescribed ways and provides relevant information about their personal competence. In this
situation, individuals should feel supported and encouraged, resulting in enhanced intrinsic
motivation and subsequent creativity.
Finally, our framework argues that to more fully understand creativity it is necessary to
consider both interactions between personal and contextual characteristics and interactions
among different contextual characteristics. Thus, in addition, to reviewing studies that have
examined the direct effects of contextual and personal characteristics on creativity, we also
review those that have examined the possibility that these contextual characteristics interact
with one another to affect individuals’ creative accomplishments. The argument for addressing person-context interactions is that individuals with certain personal characteristics
are most likely to value the rewards and opportunities provided by particular contextual factors and, as a result, exhibit higher creativity when they are present. Further, the argument
that contextual characteristics might interact with one another is that employees may be
more likely to attend to or appreciate the qualities of one contextual variable when another
contextual factor is simultaneously present.

The Impact of Personal Characteristics on Creativity
A large body of literature has examined the possibility that creativity is affected by a
variety of individual difference characteristics (e.g., demographic and biographic variables)
(Rodan & Galunic, 2004; Schaefer, 1969; Tierney & Farmer, 2002). Our review focuses on
those characteristics that have received the most research attention—namely, individuals’
personalities and cognitive styles.
Personality
Much of the early work examining the effects of personality used either Gough’s (1979)
Creative Personality Scale (CPS) or measures of one or more dimensions associated with
the Five Factor Model of personality (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1992). The CPS measure
is intended to provide an index of an individual’s overall creative potential. Those who
score high on the measure are expected to approach problems with broad interests that
enable them to recognize divergent information and opinions (Barron & Harrington, 1981).
In addition, these individuals are thought to possess the self-confidence and tolerance for
ambiguity to be patient with competing views, and to persist in developing their own original
ideas.
Results of previous studies provide some support for the expected positive relation
between CPS and creativity (Feist, 1998, 1999; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Zhou &
Oldham, 2001). For example, Gough (1979) found positive, significant correlations between

Downloaded from http://jom.sagepub.com at SAGE Publications on December 2, 2009

C.E. Shalley et al. / Journal of Management 2004 30(6) 933–958

937

the CPS and creativity ratings for 10 of 12 groups of individuals (e.g., architects and
scientists).
All of the FFM dimensions (i.e., neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness to experience) have several components but research has found that
they hang together as five relatively stable factors (see Feist, 1998). Studies that have
examined the FFM dimensions have demonstrated that each is connected to individuals’ creativity. However, the FFM dimension that has been most consistently related to
creativity is openness to experience (Feist, 1998, 1999). Individuals high on the openness dimension are those who are broad minded, curious, and untraditional. By contrast,
those low on openness tend to be conventional, unartistic, and unanalytical. Moreover,
McCrae and Costa (1997) argue that open individuals are both more flexible in absorbing information and combining new and unrelated information, and also have a higher
need to seek out unfamiliar situations that allow for greater access to new experiences and
perspectives.
As indicated above, results of earlier studies show that openness to experience generally
relates positively to creativity across a variety of domains (Feist, 1998). For example, a
recent study of creativity in organizations showed a positive, significant correlation between
openness to experience and creativity as rated by managers (Scratchley & Hakstian, 2000).
Research has also shown that measures of openness correlate positively with CPS (McCrae,
1987; Piedmont, McCrae & Costa, 1991).
Cognitive Style
Early theory suggests that individuals’ cognitive style might have a direct effect on their
creativity (Amabile, 1996; Woodman et al., 1993). The approach to understanding and
measuring cognitive style that has received the most attention in the literature is based
on Kirton’s (1976, 1994) Adaption-Innovation Theory. This theory posits that individuals
have a natural orientation or a preferred means of creative problem solving. Specifically,
Kirton proposes a bipolar continuum of cognitive styles with adaptors and innovators being
located at opposite ends. Individuals with an adaptive cognitive style (adaptors) tend to
operate within given paradigms and procedures without questioning their validity, whereas
those with an innovative style (innovators) tend to be more willing to take the risk of
violating the agreed-upon way of doing things in order to develop problem solutions that
are qualitatively different from previous ones.
A number of investigations have examined the relation between individuals’ cognitive
style and creative outcomes (see Kirton, 1994; Masten & Caldwell-Colbert, 1987). Results
suggest that individuals with an innovative style tend to be more creative than those with an
adaptive style (e.g., Keller, 1986; Lowe & Taylor, 1986). For example, Tierney et al. (1999)
showed that an innovative cognitive style was predictive of two indicators of employee
creativity (supervisory ratings and number of research reports).
Although a few previous studies have shown significant relations among measures of
cognitive style and personality (see Kirton, 1994; Kwang & Rodrigues, 2002), previous
research has not examined whether cognitive style and personality make independent contributions to creativity or whether they interact with one another to affect individuals’
creative responses. This is a potentially fruitful topic for future research that would allow
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us to determine if individuals with particular personality profiles are most creative if they
also possess a certain cognitive style.

The Impact of Contextual Characteristics on Creativity
Next, we review those contextual characteristics that have received attention in the literature, and explain how each characteristic might affect creativity based on the intrinsic motivation perspective described earlier. The characteristics we examine here are (a)
job complexity; (b) relationship with supervisors; (c) relationship with coworkers; (d) rewards; (e) evaluation; (f) time deadlines and goals; and (g) spatial configurations of work
settings.
Job Complexity
The design of jobs has long been considered an important contributor to employee creativity (West & Farr, 1990). When individuals work on complex jobs (i.e., those characterized by high levels of autonomy, feedback, significance, identity and variety) (Hackman &
Oldham, 1980) they are likely to experience high levels of intrinsic motivation and to respond to this motivation by developing creative ideas. Specifically, complex jobs should
enhance individuals’ excitement about their work activities and their interest in completing
these activities, and this excitement should foster creativity.
Previous studies provide results that are generally consistent with these arguments (e.g.,
Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989; Farmer, Tierney & Kung-McIntyre, 2003; Oldham &
Cummings, 1996). For example, Tierney and Farmer (2002, 2004) showed positive, significant relations between supervisory ratings of creativity and objective measures of employees’ job complexity derived from the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (Roos & Treiman,
1980). Also, Hatcher, Ross and Collins (1989) found significant relations between employee self-reports of job complexity and the number of creative ideas they submitted to an
organization suggestion program.
Relationship with Supervisors
Numerous studies have examined relations between a supervisor’s leadership style and
employee creativity. Following the intrinsic motivation perspective, supportive leadership styles are expected to boost intrinsic motivation, whereas those that are controlling in nature are expected to diminish intrinsic motivation and creativity (Deci & Ryan,
1985). When supervisors are supportive they show concern for employees’ feelings, provide nonjudgmental, informational feedback about their work, and encourage them to
voice their own concerns (Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989). By contrast, controlling supervisors closely monitor employee behavior, make decisions without involving employees, and generally demand that employees follow strict rules and guidelines (Deci et al.,
1989).
Although a few studies have failed to show significant relations between supervisory support and employee creativity (e.g., George & Zhou, 2001; Zhou, 2003), the vast majority of
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earlier studies provide substantial support for the expected relations between supportive and
controlling leadership styles and creativity (e.g., Amabile & Conti, 1999; Amabile et al.,
1996, 2004; Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989; Andrews & Farris, 1967; Madjar et al., 2002;
Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Tierney & Farmer, 2002, 2004; Zhou
& George, 2003). For example, Frese et al. (1999) demonstrated that the more supervisors
encouraged employees, the more creative ideas they submitted to the organization’s suggestion program. Shin and Zhou (2003) found positive relations between “transformational”
leadership (i.e., providing intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and inspirational motivation) and creativity measures. Stahl and Koser (1978) found negative
relations between supervisors’ controlling behavior and R&D scientists’ creative output.
Similarly, George and Zhou (2001) and Zhou (2003) showed that controlling behavior
(i.e., close monitoring) on the part of supervisors was negatively related to employee
creativity.
Relationship with Coworkers
Just as supportive, noncontrolling supervisory behavior is expected to boost employees’
intrinsic motivation and creativity, analogous behaviors on the part of employees’ coworkers
are expected to have similar effects. That is, employees are expected to exhibit high levels of
creativity when their coworkers are nurturing and supportive, since such behavior enhances
intrinsic motivation. Conversely, nonsupportive, competitive coworkers should undermine
intrinsic motivation and lower creativity.
Previous research provides only mixed support for these arguments (Amabile &
Gryskiewicz, 1989; Cummings & Oldham, 1997; Madjar et al., 2002; McGlynn, Gibbs
& Roberts, 1982; Torrance, 1965). For example, Amabile et al. (1996) found that individuals in work teams were more creative when their coworkers were supportive and encouraging. Similarly, Zhou and George (2001) showed positive, significant relations between
employee creativity and coworker support and informational feedback. However, other
studies failed to support these arguments. George and Zhou (2001) found nonsignificant
relations between employee creativity and the extent to which coworkers provided constructive “helping” at work or inaccurate communication. Van Dyne, Jehn and Cummings
(2002) found a nonsignificant relation between creativity and “work strain” (i.e., the extent
to which the employee argued with members of his or her work group and experienced
conflict with them). Finally, Shalley and Oldham (1997) showed that individuals in competition with others generated ideas higher in overall creativity than those who were not in
competition.
Rewards
Although the effect of contingent rewards (e.g., monetary incentives and recognition) on
individuals’ creativity has received much research attention (Amabile, 1996; Eisenberger,
1992), there is little agreement among scholars concerning the likely direction of the effects of such rewards. That is, some authors argue that contingent rewards serve to control
individuals’ behavior, thereby resulting in diminished intrinsic motivation and creativity
(Amabile, 1996). Others argue that such rewards boost creativity because rewards have
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informational value and recognize individuals’ personal competencies (Eisenberger, 1992;
Eisenberger & Armeli, 1997).
Early empirical research has done little to sort out which of these positions is valid, and
support has been found for both positions (e.g., Amabile, Hennessey & Grossman, 1986;
George & Zhou, 2002). For example, Eisenberger and Rhoades (2001) showed that story
titles produced by college students who were promised money were significantly more
creative than the titles of students not promised rewards. Conversely, Kruglanski, Friedman
and Zeevi (1971) showed that college students not promised a reward exhibited higher
creativity on two tasks than those who were promised rewards.
Evaluation
A number of early studies examined the effects of anticipated evaluation of an individual’s work on the creativity of that work (Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Most of this earlier work
focused on the effects of an anticipated judgmental evaluation that is, an evaluation that
critically assessed the creativity of an individual’s work and contrasted it to some standard
(Oldham, 2002). A smaller set of studies examined the effects of an anticipated developmental evaluation (i.e., an evaluation that is nonjudgmental and intended to facilitate the
development of an individual’s skills) (Shalley, 1995). Following the intrinsic motivation
perspective, it is expected that individuals would experience judgmental evaluations as controlling. Consequently, they should focus their attentions on the evaluation rather than on
their work activities; this would result in lowered intrinsic motivation and subsequently
lower creativity. Conversely, individuals should experience developmental evaluations as
supportive and informational, and therefore exhibit higher creativity.
Previous studies provide results that are generally consistent with the argument that
creativity is lower when individuals expect their work to be critically judged. Moreover,
these effects tend to emerge regardless of the source that is expected to conduct the evaluation
(e.g., experimenters, experts, computers, or the individual him/herself) (Bartis, Szymanski &
Harkins, 1988; Cheek & Stahl, 1986; Szymanski & Harkins, 1992). For example, Amabile
(1979) showed that individuals who expected their artwork to be critically evaluated by
experts submitted less creative work than individuals in no-evaluation conditions. Likewise,
Amabile, Goldfarb and Brackfield (1990) showed that the creativity of poems and collages
was significantly lower among individuals expecting a judgmental evaluation of their work
than of those expecting no critical evaluation.
Studies that focused on the effects of developmental evaluation typically produced results showing its positive effect on creativity (Shalley, 1995; Zhou & Oldham, 2001). For
example, Shalley and Perry-Smith (2001) demonstrated that the creativity of individuals
who anticipated a judgmental evaluation was significantly lower than those expecting a
developmental evaluation (i.e., experts would review individuals’ work and provide suggestions for alternative approaches to be considered in the future). In addition, Zhou (1998)
demonstrated that evaluative feedback on a preliminary task that was delivered in a developmental, informational style (i.e., “You did very well. Congratulations! Keep up the good
work.”) yielded higher creativity on a subsequent task than early task feedback provided in
a controlling fashion (i.e., “You did very well, just as you should. But remember, you must
keep your creativity at this level so that we can use your data”).
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Time Deadlines and Goals
The presence of time deadlines or production goals has often been mentioned as a possible
constraint on creativity (see Amabile, 1996). When tight deadlines or production goals are
present, individuals are expected to feel pressured to meet these deadlines or goals, resulting
in lowered intrinsic motivation and creativity (Amabile, Hadley & Kramer, 2002).
Previous studies provide only mixed results for these expected effects (e.g., Amabile et
al., 1996; Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989; Carson & Carson, 1993; Shalley, 1995; Soriano de
Alencar & Bruno-Faria, 1997). For example, Shalley (1991) found that creativity was low
when individuals were given either a “do-your-best” or difficult productivity goal. Andrews
and Smith (1996) showed a negative relation between experienced time pressure and the
creativity of ideas produced by marketing professionals. However, Andrews and Farris
(1972) found positive, significant relations between scientists’ experienced time pressure
and their creativity. Finally, Kelly and McGrath (1985) found that products generated by
individuals working under a 10-minute time limit were less creative than those working
under a 20-minute limit.
There is some evidence that the presence of a different type of goal a creativity goal
(e.g., 90% of the ideas you generate should be creative) might have positive effects on
employee creativity and mitigate the effects of production goals (Carson & Carson, 1993;
Shalley, 1995). For example, Shalley (1991) showed that individuals assigned to both “doyour-best” and difficult productivity goal conditions exhibited higher creativity if either a
do-your-best or difficult creativity goal also was assigned. It may be that a creativity goal
causes individuals to focus their attention on the task itself, and allows them to disregard
the pressure from a production goal or deadline.
Spatial Conﬁguration of Work Settings
A few studies have examined the possibility that dimensions of a setting’s spatial configuration (e.g., number of physical boundaries present in the setting, distance between
individuals in the setting, and the overall density of the setting [i.e., number of individuals per unit of space]) might have a substantial impact on individuals’ creativity (Aiello,
DeRisi, Epstein & Karlin, 1977; Shalley & Oldham, 1997). Early work established that
individuals who worked in dense settings with few boundaries experienced more unwanted
or unexpected interpersonal intrusions, which then affected their attitudes and behaviors
(Oldham, Cummings & Zhou, 1995; Sundstrom, 1986). It may also be that the unexpected
interruptions present in dense settings distract individuals’ attention from the work itself,
lowering their intrinsic motivation and thereby diminishing creativity.
Results of earlier research provide some support for this position. For example, Aiello
et al. (1977) showed that individuals working in low spatial density areas exhibited higher
performance on a creativity task than individuals in higher density areas. An interview study
by Soriano de Alencar and Bruno-Faria (1997) found that employees mentioned “inadequate
physical environment” (i.e., lack of space and presence of noise) as a factor that inhibited
their creativity. Finally, Shalley and Oldham (1997) showed that when competitors were
present, individuals who worked in a room without physical boundaries exhibited lower
creativity than those who worked in a room with boundaries.
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Conclusions: Contexts and Creativity
Our review suggests that several contextual characteristics have consistent, significant
effects on individuals’ creativity and that the direction of these effects is in line with the
intrinsic motivation perspective. Specifically, individuals tend to exhibit high creativity
when: their jobs are complex, their supervisors engage in supportive, noncontrolling behaviors, their work is evaluated in a developmental, nonjudgmental fashion, and their setting’s configuration restricts unwanted intrusions. However, the picture is less clear with
regard to the effects on creativity of other characteristics reviewed. Although some studies
suggest that individuals exhibit high creativity when coworkers are supportive, contingent financial rewards are absent, and few time deadlines or production goals are present,
other studies show that these characteristics have either nonsignificant effects or significant effects that are opposite in direction of those expected by the intrinsic motivation
perspective.
There are several possible explanations for these inconsistent results. First, it is possible that contextual characteristics differ in the extent to which they provide clear and
salient informational or controlling cues to individuals. That is, it may be that contextual
characteristics shown to have generally consistent effects on creativity (e.g., job complexity) provide less ambiguous cues about an individual’s personal competencies than do
those shown to have inconsistent effects (e.g., contingent rewards). Second, based on the
person-context interaction perspective discussed earlier, it may be that the effect of a given
contextual characteristic on creativity is a function of the employee’s personal characteristics (e.g., personality). For example, individuals with certain personalities may respond
negatively to contingent rewards, whereas individuals with different personality profiles
might respond quite positively, thereby explaining the inconsistent effects of this contextual dimension described earlier. Finally, it may be that the mixed results are a function
of the presence (or absence) of multiple, competing contextual conditions. For example,
it may be that the controlling aspect of time deadlines is highly salient when a second
contextual factor is present, resulting in lowered creativity. However, when this second factor is absent, the controlling aspect might be less salient and time deadlines have weaker
effects.
The latter two explanations for the inconsistent results involving contextual characteristics
and creativity essentially argue that contextual characteristics may interact with individuals’
personal characteristics or with other contextual characteristics to affect creativity. Both of
these possibilities are examined in the section below. Specifically, in this section we examine
the literature that has investigated the extent to which personal and contextual characteristics
interact with one another to affect employee creativity. In addition, we review the few
studies that have examined the effects of interactions involving two or more contextual
characteristics.

Interactions Among Personal and Contextual Characteristics
A few studies have examined the possibility that contextual factors interact with either
individual’s personality or with their cognitive styles. Most of the work addressing employee
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personality has focused on the CPS or on openness to experience (George & Zhou, 2001;
Oldham & Cummings, 1996). The authors of these studies argued that those who score high
on CPS or openness value contextual conditions that support creativity (e.g., supportive
supervision) and respond to these conditions by exhibiting high creativity. Conversely,
those who score lower on openness or CPS tend to devalue these conditions and respond
less positively to them.
Results provide mixed support for these arguments. For example, Oldham and
Cummings (1996) found that high CPS employees, who worked on complex jobs, and
were supervised in a supportive, noncontrolling fashion, had the highest numbers of patent
disclosures and high creativity ratings. Similarly, Zhou and Oldham (2001) showed that
individuals who were high on CPS and expected a developmental assessment of their work
had the highest creativity. George and Zhou (2001) showed that individuals who were
open to experience responded positively when they received positive supervisor feedback
and had flexibility in their work roles. However, two studies showed that CPS had moderating effects different than expected. Zhou (2003) found that employees with low CPS
exhibited higher creativity when creative coworkers were present and supervisory behavior
was noncontrolling than when creative coworkers were present and supervisors engaged
in controlling behavior. Madjar et al. (2002) found that CPS did not moderate the relation
between supervisor/coworker support and creativity, but that it did influence relations involving support from family/friends. Those with low CPS responded most positively to this
support.
Only two studies have examined interactions between cognitive style and contextual
conditions and both showed that style had significant moderating effects. Tierney et al.
(1999) found that employees’ with an adaptive cognitive style produced the greatest
number of invention disclosure forms when they had supportive, high-quality relationships with their supervisors. Baer, Oldham and Cummings (2003) found a positive relation between contingent rewards and creativity for employees with an adaptive style
who worked on simple jobs. Those with an innovative style in complex jobs were generally unaffected by extrinsic rewards. Finally, those in the adaptive style/complex job
or innovative style/simple job conditions exhibited lower creativity as extrinsic rewards
increased.
In addition to studies that have examined interactions among personal and contextual
characteristics, a few studies have examined interactions between one or more of the contextual characteristics reviewed (e.g., Baer et al., 2003; Shalley, 1991; Van Dyne et al.,
2002). For example, Shalley and Oldham (1997) argued that expected negative effects of
competition on creativity depended upon whether competitors were visible, since their visibility might increase the salience of the competition’s controlling aspect. Results provided
some support for this argument by showing that individuals who competed with others
present in the same room exhibited lower creativity when these others were visible vs. in
conditions in which they were not visible. Zhou (2003) showed that both noncontrolling
and supportive behavior on the part of supervisors had stronger, positive effects on creativity when coworkers were present in the work unit who exhibited high creativity. These
results may indicate that the informational aspect of supervisory behavior was more salient
when creative coworkers were present because such behavior provided individuals a clear
roadmap to achieve the creativity they observed in others.
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The studies reviewed above suggest that inconsistent context-creativity relations might
be explained by considering other contextual conditions. It is also possible that the effects
of contextual characteristics shown to have consistent effects on creativity might be further amplified by simultaneously considering other contextual conditions. For example, it
may be that the informational properties of a characteristic such as job complexity will
become even more salient when a second contextual characteristic is present that reinforces
these informational properties. A few studies have examined this possibility and provide
results consistent with this argument (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shalley & Perry-Smith,
2001). For example, Zhou (1998) examined interactions between feedback style (informational and controlling) and feedback type (positive and negative). Results demonstrated
that positive feedback delivered in an informational style produced the highest creativity and negative feedback provided in a controlling style the lowest. Likewise, Shalley
(1995) found that creativity was highest when individuals had a creativity goal, worked
alone in a private room, and anticipated receiving a developmental evaluation of their
work.
In summary, results suggest that employees’ personality and cognitive style do influence
the way they respond to contextual factors. Also, different contextual characteristics have
been found to interact with one another in influencing employee creativity. However, more
research is needed. First, since previous research focused on only a limited number of contextual factors (e.g., supervisory style), work is needed to examine whether other conditions
(e.g., judgmental evaluation) interact with personality or cognitive style variables. Second,
work is needed to sort out the seemingly conflicting results obtained for the CPS and openness to experience personality measures. Perhaps including direct measures of employee
values and assessing the extent to which contextual factors actually provide support and
competence information to employees would allow us to better understand these conflicting
results. Third, research is needed that examines the effects of personal characteristics not
discussed in this article. For example, employees’ “growth need strength” has been shown
to moderate the effects of complex jobs on employee outcomes such as performance and job
satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). It may be that it also influences employees’ creative responses to complex jobs. Also, further studies are needed that examine interactions
among multiple contextual characteristics. For example, do job complexity, supervisory
support and spatial configuration measures interact with one another to affect creativity?
And do other conditions affect the way individuals respond to contextual characteristics
discussed above? For example, it may be that contingent, extrinsic rewards have strong
negative effects on creativity only when organizational norms are present that suggest that
such rewards are inappropriate (see Staw, Calder, Hess & Sandelands, 1980). Finally, work is
needed to examine the joint moderating effects of individual characteristics (e.g., cognitive
style and personality) on relations between employee creativity and a variety of contextual
conditions.

New Directions in Creativity Research
In this section we discuss a number of new directions for creativity research. Unlike much
of the research reviewed, many of these new directions take very different approaches to
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understanding creativity that are not directly related to the person, context, and interactionist
perspective that has served to organize our literature review. All, we believe, hold substantial
promise for future research.
Intrinsic Motivation as a Mediator
We argued throughout this article that contextual conditions influence creativity via their
effects on employees’ intrinsic motivation. Although this perspective has often been discussed in the literature (see Amabile, 1996), few studies have directly tested it. That is,
many of the studies reviewed provide results consistent with the argument that contextual
factors affect creativity via their effects on individuals’ intrinsic motivation, yet few studies actually measured intrinsic motivation and tested whether it empirically mediates the
context-creativity relation (Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Moreover, the studies that have examined the mediating role of intrinsic motivation provide results that are rather inconsistent
(e.g., Amabile, 1979; Amabile et al., 1990). For example, Shin and Zhou (2003) found
that a measure of intrinsic motivation only partially mediated the relation between transformational leadership and creativity. In addition, Shalley and Perry-Smith (2001) found no
significant mediation for intrinsic motivation in the relation between expected evaluation
and creativity.
One explanation for these relatively weak mediating effects involves the measures of
intrinsic motivation used in the previous investigations. It may be that the questionnaire
measures that have been used to tap the intrinsic motivation construct are inadequate and that
alternative measures should be developed and tested. Another possibility is that contextual
characteristics do not affect creativity via intrinsic motivation but rather via alternative
mediating conditions. One such mediator, employee positive mood states, is discussed
below. Finally, it could be that high intrinsic motivation is important for creativity but that it
needs to exist along with other intervening variables to have a significant effect on creativity.
Research is now needed to investigate these possibilities by including a variety of measures
of intrinsic motivation and other potential mediators, and contrasting the extent to which
they explain relations between contextual conditions and creativity.
Mood States
Researchers and theorists have begun to examine the possible effects of employees’
mood states on their creativity (see Isen, 1999; Madjar et al., 2002). Moods are pervasive
generalized affective states that are relatively transient in nature, are experienced over the
short run, fluctuate, and may be affected by contextual factors (George & Brief, 1992).
Previous work suggests that mood consists of two separate dimensions: positive (emotions
ranging from high to low levels of excitation and elatedness) and negative (feelings of
distress and fear) (Burke et al., 1989).
Much of the prior work in this area focused on positive mood. It suggests that when
individuals experience positive moods, their cognitive or motivational processes are enhanced and their creative thinking and problem solving skills are facilitated (Hirt, Levine,
McDonald & Melton, 1997). Isen (1999) argued that when individuals experience positive
moods, they make more connections between divergent materials, use broader categories,
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and see more associations among stimuli. As a result, individuals may be more likely to
recognize a problem and to integrate a variety of resources, resulting in higher creativity.
Moreover, it has been suggested that positive mood mediates the relation between contextual factors and creativity (Madjar & Oldham, 2002; Madjar et al., 2002). For example, a
field study showed that positive mood mediated relations between supervisor and coworker
support and employees’ creativity (Madjar et al., 2002).
A few studies suggest that even negative mood may play a role in employee creativity
(e.g., George & Zhou, 2002; Kaufmann & Vosburg, 1997). For example, Zhou and George
(2001) theorized that under certain conditions, negative job affect (i.e., job dissatisfaction)
might be positively related to employee creativity. They argued that negative job affect or
moods do not automatically lead to creativity; rather their impact is context dependent.
When negative job affect signals that the status quo is no longer acceptable, under certain
conditions (e.g., high continuance commitment and useful feedback from coworkers), it will
trigger employees’ desire to voice—to come up with new ways of doing things, thereby
facilitating creativity. Results of their study supported this perspective. Further, George
and Zhou (2002) found that under certain conditions (i.e., high perceived recognition and
rewards for creativity and clarity of feelings), negative moods foster creativity and positive
ones do not.
More research is now needed to examine the effects of positive and negative mood
states on employees’ creativity. As noted above, this work should compare and contrast the
mediating effects of positive mood with that of intrinsic motivation. Research also should
attempt to identify the entire set of conditions that need to be present if negative moods are
to boost employee creativity.
Self-efﬁcacy and Creative Role Identity
Researchers have begun to examine how individuals’ views of themselves might translate to creativity. For example, Redmond, Mumford and Teach (1993) demonstrated that
individuals’ self-efficacy (i.e., the extent that individuals’ believe they have the ability
to accomplish task specific goals and objectives) (Bandura, 1977) was positively related
to their creativity. Recently, Tierney and Farmer (2002, 2004) extended this work and
developed the construct of “creative self-efficacy” (i.e., extent to which employees believe they have the ability to produce creative outcomes). In two field studies, results
showed that creative self-efficacy was positively related to creativity, above and beyond
contributions of general job self-efficacy. Additionally, Farmer et al. (2003) examined
relations between creativity and creative role identity (i.e., whether an individual views
him- or herself as a creative person). Results showed that creative role identity was predicted by self-views of creative behaviors, coworker creativity expectations, and high
levels of exposure to US culture, with the highest creativity occurring when employees
had a strong creative role identity and perceived that their organization valued creative
work.
More work is now needed to further examine the effects of employees’ self-views on
their creativity. This research might include more established measures of personality and
cognitive style to determine if creative efficacy contributes to creativity above and beyond
these other measures. Finally, work is needed to determine if these two concepts have similar
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effects across all contextual conditions, or if effects are stronger in some contexts than in
others.
Creative Role Models
A few recent studies have examined the effects of the presence of “creative role models” (e.g., coworkers or supervisors engaged in creative activities) on employee creativity
(Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2001; Zhou, 2003). Using social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986)
to develop a social learning perspective, Shalley and Perry-Smith (2001) hypothesized and
found that observing creative models allows individuals to acquire relevant strategies and
approaches that enables them to exhibit higher creativity in their own work. Possessing
creativity-relevant skills and strategies increases the likelihood that one identifies the right
problem, generates a variety of ideas, and uses appropriate standards to evaluate and refine
the ideas. Observing creative model’s behavior patterns, modes of thought, and standards
of work may facilitate the observer’s acquisition of creativity-relevant skills and strategies,
thus promoting creativity.
Recent research supports this perspective. In two field studies, Zhou (2003) showed
that the presence of creative coworkers had positive effects on creativity when supervisors
engaged in either noncontrolling or supportive behavior, and that this effect was stronger for
employees with low CPS. Research is now needed to determine the specific strategies and
approaches individuals acquire when they are exposed to creative models, and the extent to
which these strategies become a permanent part of their repertoire after exposure.
Creative Process
As described earlier, most of the research has defined creativity as an outcome (i.e., novel,
potentially useful ideas). However, several scholars (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Drazin
et al., 1999; Mainemelis, 2001; Mumford, 2000) have suggested that there is value in understanding the way in which individuals come to develop creative ideas. For example,
they may link ideas from multiple sources, delve into unknown areas to find better or
unique approaches to a problem, or seek out novel ways of performing a task. Considerable theoretical work (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Stein, 1967) has suggested that the creative
process involves several stages, including (1) identifying a problem/opportunity, (2) gathering information or resources, (3) generating ideas and (4) evaluating, modifying, and
communicating ideas. A number of studies have specifically focused on examining various cognitive processes or skills involved in creative problem solving (see Reiter-Palmon
& Illies, 2004 for a review). Some of the skills examined in these studies include problem
finding, problem construction, combination, generation of alternatives, and idea evaluation, that are part of the creative process (e.g., Mumford, Baughman, Maher, Costanza &
Supinski, 1997; Reiter-Palmon, Mumford, Boes & Runco, 1997; Vincent, Decker &
Mumford, 2002). Some recent empirical research has focused more on examining employees overall engagement in creative processes at work (e.g., Gilson, Mathieu, Shalley &
Ruddy, in press; Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Kazanjian, Drazin & Glynn, 2000).
Research is now needed that focuses on the different stages of creativity and what personal
and contextual characteristics may be most desirable at each stage. For example, it may
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be that individuals who are high on openness to experience are most likely to generate
creative ideas, while those who are extraverted are most likely to communicate these ideas
to colleagues. If this were the case, it would suggest the profile of an employee likely to pass
through the appropriate stages and produce creative work namely, individuals who were
both open and extraverted. Or, it may be that individuals exhibit high levels of creativity
when the context facilitates both idea generation (e.g., via a formal program that recognizes
new ideas) and idea communication (e.g., via the absence of external evaluation). Thus,
understanding the process and stages of creativity may suggest an emphasis on certain
personal and contextual characteristics and a de-emphasis on others.
Creativity in International Contexts
The vast majority of the studies that we have reviewed examined the effects of personal
and contextual characteristics on the creativity of employees who worked in organizations
located in the US or other “Western” nations. Yet, earlier theoretical and empirical work
suggests that individuals from non-Western cultures may respond differently to organizational conditions than those from Western nations (Anderson, De Dreu & Nijstad, 2004;
England & Harpaz, 1990).
A recent study by Shin and Zhou (2003) suggests that there may be value in considering
the international context in which creative work is produced. This study examined whether
the cultural value of “conservation” (i.e., one favors propriety and harmony in interpersonal
and group relations) (Schwartz, 1992) moderated the relation between transformational
leadership and creativity. Using a sample of employees from organizations in Korea, they
showed that transformational leadership had a stronger, positive relation to creativity for
employees high on conservation (i.e., valuing tradition, conformity, and security) than for
those low on conservation, suggesting that employees high on conservation were more
willing to accept their leaders’ influence and exhibited greater creativity in response to this
influence. One interesting implication of their study is that the meaning and function of
conservation may be different in Korea than in Western societies. Since Korean employees
may focus on acting according to their social roles, conforming to expectations, and on
maintaining good relationships with their superiors (Cha, 1994), employees high on conservation may be more willing to accept their leaders’ suggestions for using other types of
strategies which might enable them to exhibit higher creativity. That is, when their leaders
exhibit transformational leadership, employees high on conservation readily accept such
influences by becoming more excited and motivated to be creative.
These results highlight the need to conduct cross-cultural creativity studies. For example,
research is needed that examines whether conservation values differ by country and whether
conservation moderates the effects of contextual conditions for employees from US firms.
Also, research that identifies what personal and contextual conditions are most relevant
to individuals in different cultures is warranted. For example, different cognitive styles
may be preferable for different cultures. Also, the importance of creative role identity
across different cultures remains to be examined. The aforementioned Farmer et al. (2003)
investigation examined creative role identity in Taiwan, which has a more collectivistic
culture. If this concept were examined in an individualistic culture, such as the US, it may
have different effects on employees’ creativity.
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Social Networks
Most of the research reviewed here has examined the effects of contextual characteristics
that are associated with the organization or setting in which the employee works. However, early research established that conditions outside of the employees’ department or
the boundaries of the organization can influence individuals’ responses in the workplace
(Oldham, 2002). Recently, attention has focused on how formal and informal social interactions with others who are not necessarily directly connected to an employee’s job (e.g.,
in their professional or social network) may have an impact on their creativity (e.g., Madjar
et al., 2002; Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003).
Using concepts from social network theory, Perry-Smith and Shalley (2003) argued that
“weaker ties” (i.e., more distant relationships, such as acquaintances or distant colleagues)
might be more beneficial for creativity than stronger ties (i.e., good friends or close relationships) because novel, nonredundant information from diverse social circles is more likely
to be communicated through weak ties. Such information should help inform the ideas,
processes and procedures employees in weak-tie networks develop at work. Perry-Smith
and Shalley also argued that individuals’ positions in their own network, as well as the connections they have outside their network, could influence their creativity. Specifically, they
proposed that employees in peripheral positions with many connections outside their network would be exposed to new ideas and perspectives that contribute to their own creative
ideas.
Research is now needed to test these propositions, as well as examining how location in
networks may be associated with the personal and contextual conditions described in our
review. For example, are certain personalities more likely to have strong or weak ties? Do
individuals with different personalities or cognitive styles respond differently to network positions and exhibit different levels of creativity as a function of the network position–person
match?
Different Types of Creativity
Throughout this paper, and in the extant literature, the concept of creativity is generally
discussed as if it were a unitary construct. However, as stated earlier in our definition of
creativity, it is recognized that creative ideas can range from minor adaptations to radical
breakthroughs (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988).
In a recent conceptual piece, Unsworth (2001) argued that the common definition used
for creativity implies that creativity is really only one construct without considering the
type of idea, why it was generated, or how the process began. She developed a matrix of
four creativity types that varied on two dimensions: what was the driver for the engagement
(external or internal) and what was the problem type (open or closed). Open ideas are those
ideas that are discovered by the individual, while closed ideas are presented to the individual. The four creativity types are: responsive (closed, external), expected (open, external),
contributory (closed, internal), and proactive (open, internal). Unsworth argued that there
might be differences in processes and predictors for each of these types of creativity. For
example, she suggested that internally driven ideas might need to be “sold” more to evaluators in order to make sure they are not dismissed, since they may not be recognized as
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needed at that time. Research is now needed that empirically tests these ideas. For example,
do certain personal or contextual factors have differential effects depending on the type of
creativity examined?
The Measurement of Creativity
As discussed earlier, most previous studies have measured creativity using ratings provided by other individuals. In particular, laboratory studies have used the consensual assessment technique (Amabile, 1996) in which two or more expert judges rate the overall
creativity of each solution or product generated by a research participant. Such an approach
allows for an evaluation of the inter-judge reliability of creativity ratings. If these ratings
achieve acceptable levels of reliability, a creativity score is then computed as an average
of the creativity ratings for each individual across the generated solutions (e.g., Shalley &
Perry-Smith, 2001; Zhou, 1998).
An alternative approach that has been less widely used is to have multiple judges evaluate
the two components of creativity originality and usefulness. If the judges’ ratings of these
two constructs are reliable, separate originality and usefulness scores are computed for each
participant by averaging each of the ratings, respectively. Then, a composite creativity index
is formed for each participant by combining the originality and usefulness scores (Zhou &
Oldham, 2001). Although both of the above approaches provide creativity measures that
are consistent with the definition of creativity, future research needs to examine the relative
effectiveness of these two approaches. In addition, research is needed that examines the
extent to which expert ratings converge with self-ratings of creativity made by the research
participants themselves.
A different approach has been followed in field studies of creativity. In most of these studies, a single supervisor has rated each employee’s overall creativity using one of three scales:
(a) Oldham and Cummings’ (1996) 3-item scale; (b) Tierney and colleagues’ (1999) 9-item
scale; or (c) George and Zhou’s (2001) 13-item scale (e.g., Madjar et al., 2002; Tierney
& Farmer, 2004). Systematic research is now needed to evaluate the relative strengths and
weaknesses of these different scales in terms of their ability to accurately and reliably assess creativity. Moreover, future field studies should include evaluations of each employee’s
creativity by multiple judges (e.g., coworkers, other supervisors, and self) in order to assess
inter-rater reliability.
In addition, although many field studies have found similar results involving supervisory
ratings and objective measures of employee creativity, some studies have found varying
results, and still others have found that results vary depending on what particular objective
measures are used (e.g., Tierney et al., 1999). For example, in an examination of the relations
between several indicators of employee creativity and measures of job complexity and
leadership style, Oldham and Cummings (1996) found similar results for patent disclosures
and supervisory ratings of creativity. However, a different pattern of results emerged for
the number of ideas contributed to the organization’s suggestion program. These results
suggest that for certain jobs or in certain organizations, different measures of creativity
converge, while in other kinds of jobs and in other organizations, different measures tap
different types or dimensions of creativity. More research is needed to examine utilities of
subjective vs. objective measures of creativity, and among different objective measures.
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Finally, as mentioned earlier, the creativity literature has primarily focused on creative outcomes. As researchers turn more attention to studying the creative process
itself, valid and reliable process measures need to be developed (Gilson et al., in
press).
Team Creativity
As our review highlights, most earlier research has focused on antecedents of individual employee creativity. However, teams are increasingly responsible for work performed
in organizations (Sundstrom, 1999). Thus, it is important to address the conditions that
contribute to the creativity of teams. To date, little empirical work has been conducted on
this topic, although there is a large body of work on group brainstorming, team innovation, and performance on tasks requiring creative solutions that can provide some insights
(see Paulus, 2000; Polzer, Milton & Swann, 2002; Sosik, Avolio & Kahai, 1998; Sutton &
Hargadon, 1996; West & Farr, 1990).
In general, the few studies that have focused on team creativity (e.g., Gilson & Shalley,
2004; Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004; Taggar, 2001, 2002) have followed an input-processoutcome model that is dominant in research on teams (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997). For
example, a few studies have focused on how team processes impact team creativity (e.g.,
Nemiro, 2002). Leenders, van Engelen and Kratzer (2003) found that for new product
development teams a moderate frequency of communication was best for creativity. This
allowed team members to share their ideas and have a constructive dialogue, while (a)
not becoming distracted by the amount of information exchanged and (b) still having the
cognitive ability to focus on the value of that information. Furthermore, they found that
a low level of communication centralization was best for team creativity because ideas
were not being filtered through just one or two of the members. Instead the majority of
team members were aware of the different opinions being shared and no one member was
dominating the creative process.
Taggar (2002) investigated the interaction between team members’ individual disposition
to be creative (e.g., cognitive ability, openness to experience, and conscientiousness) and
team creativity relevant processes (e.g., involving others, addressing conflict, and effective communication) on the creativity of products produced by college student teams. He
found the highest creativity occurred in teams that had creative members and high levels of
creativity-relevant processes. When groups had a low incidence of team creativity-relevant
processes, this neutralized the effect of having highly creative members, while having groups
with less creative members neutralized the effects of high levels of team creativity relevant
processes.
Gilson and Shalley (2004) studied antecedents to teams engaging in creative processes
by examining task design features, attitudes toward team activities, and team characteristics
and interactions. They found that more creative teams were those that perceived that they
were working on jobs with high task interdependence and that their tasks required high
levels of creativity. Also, teams high on shared goals, that valued participative problem
solving, and had a climate supportive of creativity were more creative. Finally, members of
the more creative teams had moderate amounts of tenure and spent more time socializing
with each other, inside and outside of work.
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More research is now needed on team creativity. For example, previous studies have
demonstrated that team personality composition (e.g., extraversion, openness to experience,
conscientiousness) has a significant impact on team performance on creative problemsolving tasks (e.g., Barry & Stewart, 1997; McCrae, 1987). Research is now needed to
determine which personality dimensions are particularly relevant to team creativity and
what percentage of team members should score high on such dimensions if creativity is
to be maximized. For example, is it desirable for all members of a team to score high on
openness to experience, or might it be preferable to have a few members of each team score
high on each of the FFM personality dimensions?
Previous research also has shown that demographic diversity might contribute to performance on problem solving tasks by increasing constructive conflict and the number of
unique ideas that are brought to bear on the tasks (see Milliken, Bartel & Kurtzberg, 2003).
Work is now needed to investigate the effects of diversity on the creativity of products
generated by teams. For example, what particular demographic characteristics are most relevant, and is more diversity on each likely to boost team creativity? Work is also needed to
understand the processes (e.g., Gilson & Shalley, 2004) that may help convert personality
and demographic diversity to creativity in teams. Finally, research is needed that examines
the processes that may be appropriate for different stages of a team’s life cycle. For example,
Ford and Sullivan (2004) argue that the value of novel proposals changes at different stages
of a project team’s life cycle.

Conclusion
Throughout this article we have discussed creativity as though it were a desirable outcome
that had many benefits for organizations (e.g., transferring ideas to other employees for their
own use and serving as raw material for later organizational innovations). However, few
studies have systematically investigated these potential benefits, and it is not yet clear that
boosting creativity at work will necessarily result in more innovative organizations that
respond effectively to dynamic market conditions. Research is needed that addresses these
issues. For example, research is needed that investigates the nature of creative ideas (e.g.,
radical vs. incremental) that are most likely to be implemented at the organization level.
Also work is needed that examines the organizational conditions and managerial activities
that facilitate the conversion of ideas into actual innovations in the organization.
In addition to research on the creativity-innovation connection, work is needed to determine if there are negative, unintended consequences of creativity that offset any possible
benefits. Few studies have directly examined this possibility, yet it is reasonable to expect
that the production of creative ideas may have unintended effects on other employees or
processes in the organization (Janssen, Van der Vliert & West, 2004). For example, it is
conceivable that a creative idea developed by one employee may involve changes in work
processes that, if implemented, could result in fewer opportunities for other employees in
the organization. Or, individuals might expend so much energy developing new ideas that
they have little energy remaining for completing their normal, day-to-day assignments. Similarly, when ideas are transferred or made available to other employees, these ideas might
distract the attention of the other employees causing them to attend less to their regular
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duties than to the ideas they are considering. Hopefully, long-term, longitudinal studies
will allow us to determine the benefits and costs of creativity for the organization and its
employees.
Also, little research has focused on what happens once creative ideas or solutions are generated or under what conditions individuals choose to try to be creative. For example, Ford
(1996) suggested that creative and habitual actions are competing behavioral options for an
individual. Research is needed to understand more fully under what conditions individuals
choose to take creative action rather than sticking to more routine behaviors. In addition,
since creativity involves the development of novel and useful ideas, how does being creative
at work relate to other aspects of performance that may be more related to reducing variation
in behaviors across employees? A recent study has begun to address this issue and found
that despite the seemingly contradictory nature of using creative vs. standardized procedures, they actually had complementary effects on performance and customer satisfaction
(Gilson et al., in press). In addition, research has not focused on determining under what
conditions creative ideas are more likely to be recognized and valued, and when they are
overlooked or ignored. For example, creativity’s success has been proposed to depend on
the capabilities, pressures, resources, and sociotechnical system in which employees work
(e.g., Csikszentmihalyi, 1999; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis & Strange, 2002).
Finally, expanding the range of personal and contextual variables examined that might
affect the incidence of creativity at work would be beneficial for a better understanding of
the antecedents of creativity. As we hope our review highlights, there is now a need for the
development of a more comprehensive model of employee creativity that incorporates both
what we already know about creativity at work, as well as the new directions discussed.
Research of this type should allow us to have a better understanding of employee creativity,
the overall value of creativity, and the organizational resources that should be devoted to
managing it.
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