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Abstract

In this chapter, I review contemporary theories and research on creativity in
organizations. After discussing key definitional issues in this domain, I review
the contemporary scholarly literature proceeding from the most molecular of
perspectives focusing on within-individual processes to the more molar per-
spective of the collective creativity that can take place in work groups. While
the within-individual process featured most prominently in the extant litera-
ture is intrinsic motivation, after a treatment of some fundamental issues sur-
rounding the intrinsic motivation construct, I review research on conscious and
unconscious thinking and positive and negative affect as key internal processes
relevant to understanding creativity. Next, I focus on contextual influences on
creativity including safety signals, creativity prompts, supervisors, leadership,
and networks. Lastly, I focus on creativity in groups (from both an input and
a process perspective). In closing, I reiterate a recurrent theme throughout the
review. This is an exciting era for research on creativity in organizations with
many intriguing questions awaiting future scholarly inquiry.

Introduction

Creativity is being increasingly recognized as a critical means by which orga-
nizations and their members can create meaningful, lasting value for their
multiple stakeholders in today's dynamically changing environment (e.g.,
Amabile, 1988; George & Zhou, 2001, 2002). Thus, not surprisingly, popu-
lar business magazines such as Business Week, Fast Company, and Fortune
regularly have features highlighting creativity in organizations, and practitio-
ner-oriented publications such as Harvard Business Review frequently publish
articles on how and why managers often inadvertently thwart creativity and
on ways they can and should seek to promote it (e.g., Amabile, 1998; Amabile,
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Hadley, & Kramer, 2002; Florida & Goodnight, 2005). Scholarly research on
creativity in organizations, the subject of this review, is burgeoning.

Interestingly, and perhaps reflective of the nature of this elusive construct,
theorizing and research on creativity is proceeding in anything but a linear
fashion. Rather, just as new buds on a tree seem to sprout in seemingly ran-
dom directions that nonetheless might have some underlying order that could
be discerned, creativity research is developing in a variety of different promis-
ing directions that, while building from the common ground of the existing
literature, are not necessarily reflective of a unified paradigmatic thrust. This
is most likely a good thing given the very nature of creativity and given how
little we currently know about it.

Underscoring the timeliness of this topic in the minds of academics and
practitioners alike, in conducting research for this chapter, I uncovered a
remarkable number of recent reviews of the literature. For example, in the
2004 Annual Review issue of the Journal of Management, Shalley, Zhou,
and Oldham provided an extensive and comprehensive review of empirical
research on how personal and contextual characteristics, individually and in
interaction, influence creativity in organizations. Personal characteristics in
their review include the Five Factor personality traits, creative potential (as
assessed by Gough's, 1979, Greative Personality Scale [GPG]), and cognitive
style (based on Kirton's, 1976,1994, Adaptation-Innovation Theory). Gontex-
tual characteristics included job complexity, relations with supervisors and
coworkers, goals and deadlines, evaluation and reward structures, and the
physical work environment.

As another example, in Research in Personnel and Human Resource Man-
agement, Zhou and Shalley (2003) reviewed (a) theoretical frameworks
underlying creativity research such as Amabile's (1988) componential model,
interactionist perspectives (e.g.. Woodman, Sawyer, & Grifiin, 1993), and more
recent theoretical models and approaches (e.g., Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian,
1999; Ford, 1996; Mainemelis, 2001; Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003; Unsworth,
2001); (b) research design and measurement issues and challenges in creativity
research; (c) contextual antecedents of creativity; and (d) person antecedents
of creativity. Gontextual characteristics covered in their review included pro-
ductivity and creativity goals, performance evaluation and feedback, social
influence, supervisor behaviors, leadership, and job design. Person anteced-
ents include GPG, the Five Factor personality traits, and creative self-eflicacy.

Goinciding with these reviews in the management literature, the 2004
Annual Review of Psychology included a chapter on creativity by Runco. This
review focused on the person, product, press, and process of creativity (Rhodes,
1961,1987), disciplinary approaches (e.g., behavioral, biological, developmen-
tal, and organizational), and other topical areas (e.g., implicit theories of cre-
ativity, problem finding, and evolutionary approaches). Additional reviews
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pertaining to creativity have also appeared in other journals (e,g,, Anderson,
De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2004; Egan, 2005; Rank, Pace, & Frese, 2004),

The existence of these excellent, comprehensive, and relatively recent
reviews of creativity theorizing and research affords me a certain luxury in
this chapter. That is, it gives me the opportunity to focus in more depth on
the most contemporary and perhaps especially intriguing new directions that
creativity theorizing and research is taking, I will not review research that has
already heen reviewed elsewhere (e,g,, Runco, 2004; Shalley et al,, 2004; Zhou
& Shalley, 2003) unless it is particularly pertinent to set the stage for the theo-
rizing and research on which I do focus. Work reviewed in this chapter was
identified hy hoth manual and electronic searches of the scholarly literature in
management, organizational hehavior, psychology, and related disciplines.

The chapter unfolds as follows. After addressing definitional issues, I review
contemporary theorizing and research relevant to creativity in organizations
proceeding from the most molecular of approaches focused on internal pro-
cesses within individuals to the influence of contextual factors to more molar
approaches addressing creativity at a collective level within and across work
groups. Even this very crude approach to organizing the review is inherently
fuzzy, as will likely hecome clearer in the following sections. That is, consistent
with the tenets of interactionism (e,g„ Carson, 1989; George, 1992; Kenrick &
Funder, 1988; Pervin, 1985; Pervin & Lewis, 1978; Rowe, 1987), even the most
internal and molecular of processes occurs in a social and organizational con-
text that cannot be ignored and interacts with these internal processes to shape
behavior. Analogously, when considering creativity at more molar levels such
as the collective creativity that can take place in work groups, this creativity
stems, in part, from internal processes within individual group members in
the context of their group membership and interactions. Thus, an ongoing
dynamic interplay between more molecular and more molar influences on
creativity will be a unifying thread throughout the chapter.

Creativity Defined: Charting the Domain

Creativity is typically defined as the generation or production of ideas that
are both novel and useful (e,g„ Amabile, 1988, 1996; Oldham & Cummings,
1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994), Thus, to be considered creative, ideas must be both
new and seen as having the potential to create value for organizations in the
short or long run. Creativity is typically viewed as a key precursor to inno-
vation (the successful implementation of creative ideas) and is increasingly
being recognized as an important ingredient for effectiveness in all kinds of
work and organizations (e,g„ Amabile, 1988,1996; George & Zhou, 2007; Old-
ham & Cummings, 1996), Creative ideas can relate to work procedures, prod-
ucts, services, and organizing structures and can vary in terms of the degree
to which the idea reflects an incremental versus radical departure from the
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status quo (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988; Shalley et al., 2004). Creative ideas
can also vary in terms of scope or the range of their value-creating potential.
Thus, creativity occurs, for example, when a nurse develops a novel approach
to scheduling shifts in a hospital that alleviates recurring staff shortages while
affording nurses more flexibility to deal with unforeseen nonwork demands,
when an administrative assistant develops a new electronic filing system, or
when a research scientist develops a promising new drug. As vastly diflferent
as these examples of new and useful ideas are, they fall under the rubrics of
creativity.

Considering that both novelty and usefulness must be present for ideas to
be considered creative helps to distinguish what is creative from what is not
creative. Outlandish, wild ideas can be creative but they are not necessarily so;
they must also be seen as being useful in an organization or having the poten-
tial to create value to be considered creative. Novelty for novelty's sake, there-
fore, is not the same thing as creativity. Similarly, effective problem solving is
certainly useful in organizations but does not necessarily reflect creativity; in
order for problem solving to be creative, generated solutions must be novel.
Thus, creativity is not the same thing as problem solving (Runco, 2004).

Interestingly, theorizing and research on creativity tends to make the
implicit assumption that the same causal factors will operate in a similar
manner regardless of the type of creativity that occurs or that researchers
are studying, with some exceptions (e.g., Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006). Thus,
as Shalley and colleagues (2004) noted, "In the extant literature, the concept
of creativity is generally discussed as if it were a unitary construct" (p. 949).
Recently, this implicit assumption was challenged. For example, Unsworth
(2001) theorized that four types of creativity could be distinguished based
upon two dimensions: (a) whether initial engagement in idea generation is
driven internally or externally, and (b) whether the task domain or problem
type is open or closed. She theorized that causal determinants and underly-
ing processes contributing to creativity might differ depending upon the type
of creativity under consideration. As another example, Elsbach and Harga-
don suggested that one needs to take the nature of jobs and workdays into
account in understanding factors that might promote or inhibit creativity.
They theorized that, while increasing levels of autonomy and job complexity
on relatively routine jobs with predictable workdays might facilitate intrinsic
motivation and creativity, the creativity of professionals who are overworked,
face numerous time pressures, and already have high level of job complexity
on an ongoing basis might be facilitated by scheduling periods of relatively
routine "mindless" work into their workdays.

Think about the jobs and workdays of production workers, nurses, secre-
taries, teachers, physicians, lawyers, college professors, stockbrokers, adver-
tising executives, engineers, managers, and chefs. The potential for creativity
resides in each of these jobs and for each of these types of jobholders. Will the
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same causal factors and processes contribute to creativity in the same ways in
these various contexts? Clearly, this is an important issue for future theorizing
and research to address.

Another implicit assumption that seems to underlie creativity theorizing
and research is that "usefulness" as criteria for creative ideas is without con-
troversy. Clearly, organizations have multiple stakeholders whose interests are
often competing. What is useful and creates value for one stakeholder group
might harm one or more other stakeholder groups. Essentially, a "creative
idea" from the perspective of one stakeholder group might be bad decision
making from the perspective of other groups. For example, a top administra-
tor of a for-profit hospital chain might come up with new ideas for ways to
increase profitability for the chain that have implications for both patients
and staff. From the perspective of shareholders, these ideas would likely be
viewed as creative as they are new, and they may create value in terms of
increased profitability. However, these very same ideas might have negative
repercussions for both staff and patients. From the perspective of these two
stakeholder groups, the ideas are not only useless but also potentially harmful.
In this case, what is creative from one vantage point is potentially destructive
from other vantage points. Thus, perhaps more attention needs to be paid to
what is meant by "useful" in this literature and the question of "useful for
whom" needs to be addressed.

The notion of "useful for whom" actually relates to a broader observation
with regards to the creativity literature. That is, creativity is typically thought
of as an outcome (e.g., dependent variable) and attention has focused exclu-
sively on understanding what factors can promote or inhibit it. An implicit
assumption perhaps being that creativity is always "a good thing," leads to
innovation and other positive outcomes (and does not lead to negative out-
comes), and thus, attention is appropriately focused on how to facilitate it in
organizations. As Shalley and colleagues (2004) noted, however, research has
not tended to focus on the assumed benefits of creativity in organizations (or
potential unintended negative consequences of creativity), and "it is not yet
clear that boosting creativity at work will necessarily result in more inno-
vative organizations that respond effectively to dynamic market conditions"
(p. 952). Interestingly, in their review of the innovation literature, Anderson
and colleagues (2004) made the same observation and suggested that, to sig-
nificantly advance research on innovation, "it will be necessary for researchers
to reconceptualize the process as one in which innovation may be the cause
of multiple, spin-off outcome effects at different levels of analysis. That is, to
begin to treat innovation as the independent rather than dependent variable"
(p. 160). Thus, future theorizing and research might benefit from considering
creativity not only as a dependent variable but also as an independent variable
with multiple potential ramifications for organizations and their members.
For example, all organizations need some degree of predictability, control.
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and reliability. Creativity, by nature, is unpredictable, and thus has the poten-
tial to reduce levels of predictability and reliability. Anderson and colleagues
(2004) proposed a model of creativity and innovation in which some form of
distress (at the individual, group, or organizational level) is viewed as trigger-
ing creativity and innovation in a cyclical manner; perhaps, when individu-
als, groups, and organizations experience some form of distress, it signals the
need for change (and a concomitant reduction in predictability and control).

Within-Individual Internal Processes

People generate creative ideas, and thus, attention has been focused on the
internal processes that might lead to creative insights (and/or processes that
can inhibit creativity). In the organizational literature, the internal process
that has garnered perhaps the most significant attention (albeit, more often
than not, as a theoretical and unmeasured mediating process) is intrinsic
motivation (e.g., Amabile, 1988,1996; Shalley et al., 2004). Juxtaposed against
intrinsic motivation is extrinsic motivation, which is thought to be dampen-
ing of creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1988, 1996).

Intrinsic motivation stems from the work itself and positive engagement in
tasks; motivation arises and it is maintained through performing work tasks
including developing creative ideas (Amabile, 1996). Extrinsic motivation
stems from sources external to the performance of work tasks themselves such
as external pressures, job requirements, and influences from others (Amabile,
1996). The distinction between intrinsic motivation, as a facilitating internal
process for creativity, and extrinsic motivation, as an inhibiting internal pro-
cess (albeit one driven most typically by external forces), was prominently
featured in more recent reviews of the creativity literature (e.g., Shalley et
al, 2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2003), and I will not address it in depth in this
chapter.

Some observations are nonetheless in order with regards to the intrinsic-
extrinsic motivation distinction and intrinsic motivation as a key internal
process responsible for creativity. First, as Shalley and colleagues indicated in
their reviews (e.g., Shalley et al., 2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2003), very few stud-
ies directly examined to what extent intrinsic motivation is an explanatory
mediating process, and the few that directly tested this proposition yielded
inconsistent results (e.g., Amabile, 1979; Amabile, Coldfarb, & Brackfield,
1990; Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2001; Shin & Zhou, 2003). Thus, research has yet
to support consistently and rigorously the intuitively appealing premise that
intrinsic motivation underlies creativity.

Second, given the prominence of Deci and Ryan's (1985) cognitive evalu-
ation theory in explanations of how and why intrinsic motivation mediates
the effects of various factors (e.g., contextual characteristics) on creativity
(Shalley et al., 2004), recent developments in the former vein might be better
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integrated into creativity research (e.g., Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, & Leone, 1994;
Deci & Ryan, 2000; Gagne & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Third, recognition should be given to the fact that there might be very real
sources of extrinsic motivation for creativity in organizations (George, 2007).
Organizational members know that problems need to be solved, opportuni-
ties need to be taken advantage of, and their creative ideas need to be "use-
ful." All of these external pressures can motivate individuals, and they are not
clearly and necessarily negative influences on creativity.

Lastly, researchers might want to consider to what extent a singular medi-
ating process such as intrinsic motivation can account for various types of
creativity. For example, workers performing relatively routine jobs that by
most counts would not be considered intrinsically motivating can and do
nonetheless come up with creative ideas for improvements in work processes
and procedures. As another example, academics conducting research, writ-
ing, and seeking to publish scholarly journal articles are presumably often
intrinsically motivated by their work. Yet, one wonders to what extent they
would carry on these often diflicult and time-consuming activities were they
not employed by universities and expected to engage in these very activities
as part of their jobs. Glearly, these and other unanswered questions regarding
the motivation for creativity suggest that, rather than assume that intrinsic
motivation underlies creativity, researchers need to tackle this theorized link-
age more directly and in more depth.

In the remainder of this section, I focus on the ways in which the internal
processes of thinking and feeling have the potential to influence creativity in
organizations. While cognition and affect are also highly interdependent and
reciprocally related, for ease of exposition, I discuss each in turn with the fol-
lowing caveat. The literature on cognition and affect are vast, and I can by no
means attempt to do justice, in this chapter, to the many ways in which cogni-
tive and affective processes underlie creativity. I will nonetheless touch upon
certain salient developments that I hope will spur organizational scholars to
explore in more depth how the workings of the mind play out in creativity in
organizations.

Conscious and Unconscious Thinking

Given that organizations are goal driven and that the behavior of their mem-
bers is presumably purposively oriented around the ultimate achievement of
organizational goals, it is perhaps not surprising that contemporary work on
creativity in organizations emphasizes the role of the conscious mind and
conscious thought. Models of the creative process in the organizational litera-
ture have a decidedly rational flavor (e.g., Amabile, 1988). Gontextual factors
thought to be promotive of creativity presumably operate through increas-
ing employees' active engagement in their work and intrinsic motivation (e.g.,
Amabile, 1988,1996; Shalley et al., 2004). The current literature paints a picture
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in which creativity comes about by putting into place a variety of factors (e,g,,
person and contextual characteristics) that will consciously lead employees to
develop new ideas to solve problems and create new opportunities.

Such an approach seems to make all the more sense given that creativity
does entail much hard work and sustained effort over time (e,g„ Ross, 2004;
Staw, 1995), It also often requires domain-specific knowledge that is acquired
through effortful processes (e,g,, Amabile, 1988, 1996), Just as a management
scholar would be unlikely to come up with a paradigm-changing theory of
behavior in organizations without knowledge of existing work in the area,
a research scientist needs to be intimately familiar with theory and research
findings in his or her area to come up with a scientific breakthrough, and a
machinist needs to understand the functioning of mechanized parts to cre-
atively solve a recurrent breakdown in a mechanized process. Thus, the lit-
erature focuses on how to create a set of circumstances in which the kinds of
conscious thought processes that will lead to creativity will flourish.

And yet, we are all familiar with the sudden insights in the shower or on
the drive to work, how putting aside a vexing problem for a while and return-
ing to it later can lead to better insights than persistently and doggedly plug-
ging away at it, and the stories of how famous créatives seem to have arrived
at their major breakthroughs through rather unusual routes (e,g,, Adams,
2001; Burke, 1978; Claxton, 1997, 2005; Dijksterhuis & Meurs, 2006), What
these anecdotes suggest is that creativity is not just a product of conscious
thought,,,something else is going on.

This something else is often thought of in terms of the rather elusive con-
struct of incubation. Writings on incubation suggest that when trying to find
creative solutions to problems and come up with new ideas, it can be beneficial
to take a break from task-related activities (Jett & George, 2003) as during
these breaks, the mind still may be at work (without conscious awareness;
e,g,, Csikszentmihalyi & Sawyer, 1995; Leonard & Swap, 1999), Until recently,
however, understanding what might being going on during these breaks and
periods of incubation has been a challenge to isolate (Dijkesterhuis & Meurs,
2006; Olton, 1979),

One explanation for potential benefits of incubation suggests that some-
times when people are consciously working on a task, they are blocked from
considering alternative perspectives, different assumptions, or even evaluat-
ing the veracity of the information they are relying on (Dijkesterhuis & Meurs,
2006; Schooler & Melcher, 1995; Smith, 2003), That is, people consciously
approach tasks with a certain mental set of heuristics, schémas, assumptions,
and biases that can limit their creative insights. Taking a break from a task
requiring creativity or engaging in some kind of different activity may be ben-
eficial, as when people return to the focal task, they may approach it with a
different mental set and prior blocks to creative ideas might no longer exist
(Dijkesterhuis & Meurs, 2006; Schooler & Melcher, 1995; Smith, 2003), Breaks
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and time away from active engagement in a particular task allows one to
approach it anew upon returning to it and potentially from a different vantage
point or mental set from which new information and insights might come to
light. This explanation essentially suggests that incubation operates through a
passive process of freeing the mind from a given mental set through distrac-
tions or breaks (Dijkesterhuis & Meurs, 2006; Jett & George, 2003).

Interestingly, and in support of anecdotal evidence that incubation entails
something more than just a passive process of shifting mind-sets, growing
evidence suggests that during periods of incubation, a much more active pro-
cess is actually taking place (e.g., Claxton, 1997, 2005). In particular, uncon-
scious-thought theory (UTT) and supportive empirical evidence suggests that
active and beneficial "thinking" takes place during incubation, and that this
kind of thinking might not even be possible when one remains consciously
focused on a task (e.g., Dijksterhuis, 2004; Dijksterhuis & Meurs, 2006; Dijk-
sterhuis & Nordgren, 2006). Importantly, UTT has significant implications for
understanding creativity in organizations as it calls into question a theme in
the extant literature that creativity necessarily benefits from a kind of intense
and encompassing engagement in work tasks (e.g., intrinsic motivation), and
to spur creativity, we need to increase levels of task complexity and engage-
ment in work tasks. It also suggests that incubation itself might need to play a
bigger role in the scholarly literature on creativity in organizations than it has
to date (e.g., recent reviews are largely silent on this topic given the paucity of
empirical research).

According to UCT, conscious thought refers to "object-relevant or task-
relevant cognitive or affective thought processes that occur while the object
or task is the focus of one's conscious attention" (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren,
2006, p. 96). For example, when organizational members are trying to cre-
atively solve problems, think of improvements, or seize opportunities, and
they are focused on the task or problem at hand, they are engaged in conscious
thought. The scholarly literature on creativity in organizations implicitly
tends to assume that conscious thought is the precursor to creativity—only
by consciously thinking about problems and ways to improve things and only
by consciously trying to come up with new ideas for products, processes, and
procedures will creativity actually occur. Thus, to spur creativity, we should
try to promote organizational members' active engagement and involvement
in their work tasks (e.g., Amabile, 1988,1996).

In UCT, unconscious thought refers to "object-relevant or task-relevant
cognitive or affective thought processes that occur while conscious atten-
tion is directed elsewhere" (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006, p. 96). Essen-
tially, conscious thought is thinking with attention being paid to the object of
thought or the task; unconscious thought is thinking that takes place without
attention or with attention being focused on something else. UCT and sup-
portive research suggests that much thinking takes place without conscious
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awareness, that unconscious thought is actually better suited for certain kinds
of tasks, problems, and decisions (e.g., complex and difficult problems or tasks
in which much disparate information needs to be taken into account and tasks
requiring creativity), and that conscious and unconscious thought processes
work together (e.g., Dijksterhuis, 2004; Dijksterhuis & Meurs, 2006; Dijkster-
huis & Nordgren, 2006).

For example, suppose a professor has had an idea for a new theoreti-
cal approach to a substantive research area and seeks to write a conceptual,
theory-building paper. The professor has a rough, general sense of what she
wants to say and what literatures can be integrated to build the argument and
she immerses herself in reading these and related literatures. However, as she
progresses reading, a sense of frustration kicks in as she can't figure out how
to integrate the disparate approaches and themes into a coherent and com-
pelling story, and she begins to worry that she is wasting time and spinning
wheels (and, unfortunately forgetting material read early on in the process).
Nonetheless, not yet ready to give up, the professor continues to consciously
work on the idea, engages in further reading, and plays with different ways
of telling the story that still do not pass muster. While driving to pick up her
children from school, a "big-picture story" suddenly pops into her head. She
sees how these various and disparate literatures can be integrated to tell the
story she thought was there, and she has a real sense of how it all fits together
to shed new light on the substantive area (and actually how to write the paper
and tell the story). As another example, imagine a developer is trying to come
up with an initial prototype for a new concept and line of dishwashers. While
consciously working on this task, the developer identifies a number of features
of form and function and options for the line that seem viable but not terribly
exciting or unique. Not under a pressing deadline, the developer decides to put
the project aside for a while and complete other tasks with deadlines. While
putting together an unrelated PowerPoint presentation a few days later, an idea
for the prototype that combines elements of the previously identified options
in a unique manner pops into his mind. In each of these cases and countless
examples from our own experience, conscious and unconscious thought work
together. Consciously thinking about a problem, decision, or an opportunity
helps us acquire information and parameters. When the task is complex, how-
ever, integrating this information and arriving at a decision, solution, or cre-
ative idea can be difficult. UCT suggests that while not consciously thinking
about the task and directing attention elsewhere, the unconscious continues
to "think." At some point later on, the appropriate decision, solution, or cre-
ative idea seems to just pop into the decision-maker's consciousness out of the
blue (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006).

UCT and supportive empirical research suggests a number of reasons why
unconscious thought might be particularly important for creativity and why
reliance on conscious thought alone might be inferior. First, unconscious
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thought has much higher capacity than conscious thought (Dijksterhuis &
Nordgren, 2006). Conscious thought engages with only one thing at a time
and is generally limited to temporarily remembering and taking into account
approximately seven elements (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006; Miller, 1956).
In fact, the processing capacity of consciousness is just a small fraction of
the processing capacity of the mind (e.g., Dijkesterhuis, Aarts, & Smith, 2005;
Norretranders, 1998; Wilson, 2002) and the limits of consciousness for deci-
sion making on complex tasks have long been recognized in the literature
(e.g. Kahneman, 2003; Simon, 1955; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Wilson &
Schooler, 1991). Returning to our frustrated professor, when she is consciously
reading a variety of disparate literatures, she has a sense that they can be woven
together to yield new insights, yet how it is to be done alludes her. It is hard
enough to master and remember all of what she has read, yet alone integrate
and weave it together to say something new.

Second, conscious thought tends to operate in a focused, top-down manner
and rely on expectations, schémas, and preconceived notions. It tends to be
more convergent, while unconscious thought operates in a bottom-up man-
ner and tends to be more divergent (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006). Thus,
for example, when consciously thinking about the paper and ways to frame
it, none of the approaches that come to the professor's mind reflect the new
insight she believes might be there. Rather, they almost seem to be rather for-
mulaic variations on preexisting themes in the literature. Third, unconscious
thought works slowly to combine and weigh information to form a meaning-
ful and organized whole (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006). Continuing with
this running example, when engaged in unconscious thought, the professor's
mind takes the time it needs to bring together and incorporate disparate
approaches to yield an integrative story that represents a truly new approach
to the topic rather than "old wine in a new bottle." Lastly, conscious thought
can follow rules whereas unconscious thought does not follow rules and oper-
ates more in terms of estimates (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006). Thus, our
professor, when engaged in unconscious thought, can focus on the bigger pic-
ture and how all the disparate pieces come together. She does not get bogged
down in the details of how to convincingly challenge conventional wisdom in
the area.

While research in a variety of areas supports the tenets of UCT (Dijkster-
huis & Nordgren, 2006), given that it is recent and also the many complexities
of the mind that remain unanswered (e.g., how and when does thought that
is unconscious become crystallized and pop into consciousness in terms of a
decision, solution, or new idea), clearly much more research is needed in this
area. In any case, though, experimental social-psychology research tends to
support the notion that on relatively complex tasks, allowing time for uncon-
scious thought leads to better outcomes than relying exclusively on conscious
thought (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006). For example, in a series of studies.
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Dijksterhuis (2004) presented participants with complex judgment tasks in
which they had to either evaluate or choose among apartments or roommates
after being provided with information on multiple attributes of the apart-
ments or roommates in question (one alternative being relatively superior,
one alternative being relatively inferior, and an additional one or two alter-
natives being relatively neutral). After being presented with the information,
participants (a) had to immediately make their judgments (immediate condi-
tion), (b) were given some time to think about the task (conscious-thought
condition), or (c) worked on another unrelated task for the same amount of
time as in the conscious-thought condition prior to returning to the focal task
(unconscious-thought condition). Participants who were distracted from the
focal task (those in the unconscious-thought condition) performed better than
those who engaged in conscious thought about the task and those who were
given no opportunity for unconscious thought (the immediate condition).

In thinking about creativity in organizations and the kinds of tasks in
which employees are actually likely to have the opportunity to be creative
(e.g., George & Zhou, 2001), future theorizing and research should focus
on how conscious and unconscious thought, together, can lead to creative
insights. It should also consider the extent to which the creativity of overex-
tended employees performing complex tasks might actually be inhibited by
time pressures and deadlines and highly complex work, which allow little or
no time for unconscious thought.

Gonsistent with this reasoning, Elsbach and Hargadon (2006) turned tra-
ditional job design notions on their head by proposing that, for overstretched
professionals, design should focus on workdays, and in particular, scheduled
periods of "mindless" work (e.g., work that is low in both cognitive difficulty
and performance pressure, yet is necessary for effective functioning) should
be injected into workdays. As they indicated, ".. .tasks that are low in cognitive
difficulty do not require that workers come up with creative ideas on the spot.
Instead they provide the attention capacity that allows creative thinking to be
an unexpected by-product of work. That is, they let creativity happen, rather
than force it to be done" (p. 477). UGT takes this idea a step further. That is,
for professionals performing complex tasks for which creativity is desired but
often not demonstrated (Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006), scheduled periods of
mindless work might be beneficial precisely because they distract attention
away from complex problems in need of creative solutions and provide needed
time for unconscious thought. Scheduled and unscheduled breaks might serve
much the same function (Jett & George, 2003). However, for overstretched
employees with multiple time pressures, deliberately taking breaks might not
be feasible and may even seem nonsensical. Mindless work, on the other hand,
encompasses tasks that do need to be performed in organizations and is thus a
more realistic alternative to breaks.
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Similarly, Ohly, Sonnentag, and Pluntke (2006) reasoned that while routini-
zation is often thought of as detracting from creativity (e,g,. Ford & Gioia, 2000),
it may actually help to foster creativity as it can save time and free employees'
minds to think about their work and creative ideas. Essentially, when some
aspects of work are covered by routines, employees have additional cognitive
resources to think about other aspects of their work that might benefit from
creativity. In a field study of employees of a high-technology company working
in diverse functional areas and departments (e,g,, sales, marketing, production,
and R&D), the researchers found that routinization was positively associated
with self-reported creativity after controlling a number of other factors (e,g„
control variables, other work characteristics, and curvilinear time pressure).

Positive and Negative Affect

Pioneering studies conducted by Isen in the 1980s (e,g„ Isen, Daubman, &
Nowicki, 1987; Isen, Johnson, Mertz, & Robinson, 1985) prompted interest in
the link between affective states and creativity, and in particular between pos-
itive affect or mood and creativity, A somewhat coherent theme has emerged
in the literature suggesting that positive affective states or moods are con-
ducive to creativity as they promote more flexible, divergent thinking and
related cognitive processes that should facilitate the generation of new and
useful ideas (e,g„ Greene & Noice, 1988; Hirt, McDonald, & Melton, 1996;
Isen, Johnson, et al,, 1985, Isen, Daubman, et al„ 1987), Most recently, in a
longitudinal field study of professionals working on project teams, Amabile,
Barsade, Mueller, and Staw (2005) found that affective reactions characterized
by pleasantness were positively associated with creativity.

Some recent theorizing and research, however, has turned the tables in
terms of thinking more seriously about negative mood states, ways in which
they might be promotive of creativity, and how both mood states might inter-
act over time to influence creativity. For example, based on Martin and col-
leagues mood-as-input model (e,g,, Martin, Abend, Sedikides, & Green, 1977;
Martin, Achee, Ward, & Harlow, 1993; Martin, Ward, Achee, & Wyer, 1993;
Martin & Stoner, 1996), George and Zhou (2002) theorized about conditions
under which negative moods might be positively associated with creativity
(and positive moods might be negatively related to creativity).

The mood-as-input model proceeds from the fundamental premise that
moods provide people with information (e,g,. Clore, Schwarz, & Conway,
1994; Schwarz & Clore, 1988), Recognizing that the effects of mood states
are often context-dependent (e,g„ Forgas, 1995), the model suggests that the
nature and consequences of the information provided by one's current mood
state depends upon the context (Martin & Stoner, 1996), George and Zhou
(2002, p, 689) reasoned that
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people are most likely to use their mood as input to determine how well
they are doing and how much effort to exert when the context provides
cues or signals that there is an overall objective to be achieved, but while
engaged in work activities, people decide for themselves how well they
are doing on this overall objective and how much effort to exert.

Positive moods provide information or signal that all is well, good progress
has been made, and current efl'orts are sufficient (Johnson & Tversky, 1983;
Kavanagh & Bower, 1985). Alternatively, negative moods provide information
that current efforts might be insufficient and thus, lead to lower levels of confi-
dence in the progress that has been made on creative-idea generation (Martin
& Stoner, 1996; Martin et al., 1993). Thus, using their mood as input, people in
negative moods might exert high levels of effort to come up with truly creative
ideas. George and Zhou (2002) hypothesized and found that when perceived
recognition and rewards for creativity and clarity of feelings were high, nega-
tive moods were positively associated with creativity and positive moods were
negatively associated with creativity in a sample of employees in a new prod-
uct/process development center of a manufacturer.

Importantly, context-dependent effects of mood states and the mood-as-
input model do not imply that a certain mood state will always have a positive
or negative relation with an outcome or behavior such as creativity. Rather, the
effects of either mood state hinge on the context, and both have the potential
to have positive (or negative) effects on creativity.

More recently, and based again on mood-as-information theory, George
and Zhou (2007) developed a dual-tuning perspective concerning how the
combined experience of both mood states (experienced at different times)
might be facultative of creativity. That is, mood-as-information theory sug-
gests that moods exert tuning effects on cognition. In providing informa-
tion and signaling that all is well and the task environment is unproblematic,
positive moods lead to less systematic and careful information processing,
greater use of top-down simplifying strategies, heuristics, and schémas, and
also more expansive, divergent thinking (e.g.. Clore et al., 2001; Fiedler, 1988;
Kaufmann, 2003; Schwarz, 2002; Schwarz & Clore, 2003). Negative moods pro-
vide information that the task environment is problematic and thus encour-
age people to exert high levels of effort to figure out what's wrong and improve
matters (e.g., George & Zhou, 2002; Kaufmann, 2003; Martin & Stoner, 1996;
Schwarz, 2002). As such, negative moods tune cognitive processes to a bot-
tom-up, detail-oriented approach to understanding the facts at hand focused
on analyzing the realities of the current situation rather than relying on top-
down schémas and heuristics (e.g., Kaufmann, 2003; Schwarz & Clore, 2003).
Based on this reasoning, George and Zhou (2007) hypothesized and found
that in a supportive context, negative moods had the most positive relation to
creativity when positive moods were high, with creativity being the highest
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when both mood states were high and the context was supportive in a field
study of employees in an oil-field services company.

Recap: Within Individual Processes

Clearly, it is not possible to do justice to the complex array of within-individ-
ual internal processes that underlie creativity in organizations. And while, in
focusing on a diverse subset of internal processes (e.g., motivation, conscious/
unconscious thought, and affective experience), I have raised more ques-
tions than I have provided tentative answers, an interesting theme emerges
from consideration of these internal processes. That is, future theorizing and
research may benefit from considering internal processes in a dialectical fash-
ion rather than seeking to identify one process as a key facilitator of creativ-
ity and its seeming "opponent" process as a detractor (Ceorge, 2007). Rather,
seemingly opponent processes exist for a reason, and it is through their com-
plex interplay in the mind of the creator that creativity comes to fruition.

To date, theorizing and research was dominated by a quest to determine
singular internal processes responsible for creativity. Perhaps a more nuanced
and complex view of the mind is called for. Clearly, intrinsic motivation is a
good thing and one would be hard pressed to make a convincing argument
that it is not a good thing when it comes to creativity in organizations. Yet, at
the same time, extrinsic motivation is a powerful force (problems need to be
identified and solved, novel ideas need to be "useful," work serves important
economic functions in most people's multidimensional lives). Appreciating
and understanding how both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation can contrib-
ute to creativity and how it is through their complex interplay that creativ-
ity emerges might bear more fruit than positing that a singular motivational
process facilitates creativity (e.g., intrinsic motivation) and another singular,
seemingly opposing process (e.g., extrinsic motivation) detracts from it.

Similarly, one would be hard pressed to convincingly argue that conscious
thought is not necessary for creativity or that a certain rationality does not
underlie the creative process. However, "rational" models of the creative pro-
cess emphasizing conscious thought (e.g., Amabile, 1988) ignore the critical
role of unconscious thought in human endeavors in general, and in creative
endeavors, in particular (e.g., Bechara, Damasio, Tranel, & Damasio, 1997;
Claxton, 1997, 2005; Dijksterhuis, 2004; Dijksterhuis & Meurs, 2006; Dijk-
sterhuis & Nordgren, 2006). Perhaps, as Dijksterhuis and Nordgren (2006)
suggested, "Consciousness should be used to gather information and the
unconscious be used to work on it" (p. 107).

Lastly, clearly positive moods have the potential to promote creativity
through a variety of means—expansive, divergent thinking, playfulness, and
confidence (e.g.. Clore et al, 2001; Fiedler, 1988; Kaufmann, 2003; Schwarz,
2002; Schwarz & Clore, 2003). Yet, a dominant and singular focus on posi-
tive aifect as a precursor of creativity ignores the important functions that
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negative aftect serves in people's lives in general and in facilitating creativity
(e.g., Frijda, 1988; George & Zhou, 2007; Kaufman, 2003; Schwarz, 2002). For
example, when people are in negative moods, they are more likely to identify
problems and performance shortfalls in need of creative solutions, they are
more likely to push themselves to exert high levels of eft'ort to come up with
truly new and useful ideas, and they are more likely to pay attention to detail
and the facts at hand rather than rely on preexisting schémas, assumptions,
and mental sets that may be faulty or inaccurate (e.g., George & Zhou, 2002,
2007; Kaufmann, 2003; Martin & Stoner, 1996; Schwarz, 2002; Schwarz &
Clore, 2003). Mood-as-information theory, dual-tuning effects of both moods
states, and theorizing and research in diverse areas suggest that positive and
negative moods serve important functions and contribute to eft'ective func-
tioning in difterent ways (e.g., George & Zhou, 2007; Schwarz, 2002; Schwarz
& Clore, 2003). Thus, research focused on the affect-creativity link might ben-
efit from considering the combined effects of both mood states.

Contextual Influences

As mentioned earlier, Shalley and colleagues (2004) and Zhou and Shalley
(2003) reviewed theorizing and research on a variety of contextual factors
as potential facilitators or detractors of creativity in organizations (e.g., job
complexity, relations with supervisors and coworkers, goals and deadlines,
evaluation and reward structures, physical work environment, and leader-
ship). The more recent literature on contextual influences not only focuses
on some of these same kinds of contextual influences, but also branches off
in a number of intriguing directions. For ease of exposition, I have grouped
contextual influences into four main categories: (a) signals of safety, (b) cre-
ativity prompts, (c) supervisors and leaders, and (d) social networks. Before
proceeding, clearly some of these factors are not purely contextual influences.
From an interactional perspective, organizational members most likely con-
tribute often to creating the context, which, in turn, influences their behavior.
For example, the kinds of networks and network ties organizational members
develop are clearly a function, at least in part, of their personal characteristics.
And, of course, from a measurement perspective, given that self-reports of
contextual characteristics are often relied upon, the contextual characteristics
that are perceived are partially a function of the nature of the perceiver.

Signals of Safety

Creativity is often a risky endeavor for organizational members as it may entail
some kind of challenge to the status quo. Given that organizational structures
and routines are developed to enhance predictability and control, creativity
can be seen as raising levels of uncertainty and reducing predictability and
control. Creativity also can be risky as there is always an associated risk of
failure and mistakes. Generating creative ideas often means coming up with
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many ideas, some of which end up not being new and some of which are not
really useful (George & Zhou, 2007). Thus, creativity may be discouraged to
the extent that a work context signals that potential negative repercussions
might accompany creative ideas. Alternatively, creativity may be encouraged
to the extent that signals of safety are present.

One signal of safety that is of much contemporary concern in both busi-
ness and government circles is information privacy. Alge, Ballinger, Tangi-
rala, and Oakely (2006) suggested, "Information privacy entails the degree
of control that an organization affords its employees over practices relating
to collection, storage, dissemination, and use of their personal information
(including their actions and behaviors) and the extent that such practices are
perceived as legitimate" (p. 222). Alge and colleagues (2006) theorized that
information privacy enhances levels of intrinsic motivation by increasing
levels of psychological empowerment and hypothesized that information pri-
vacy would be positively associated with creativity and operate through the
mediating mechanism of psychological empowerment. They reasoned that
privacy enables employees to generate and develop ideas without fear of criti-
cal scrutiny (Westin, 1967) and also gives employees a sense of having time
to think on their own without evaluation pressure, which can foster exper-
imentation (Pedersen, 1997). Privacy also potentially entails a lack of close
monitoring, which can be detrimental for creativity (George & Zhou, 2001).
Relying on data from two field studies, Alge and colleagues (2006) found that
while psychological empowerment was positively associated with creativity
and perceived information privacy contributed to feelings of empowerment,
information privacy per se was not positively associated with creativity. Per-
haps, as these authors suggested, direct links between information privacy
and creativity may be context dependent. For example, to the extent that pri-
vacy concerns or assurances relate more directly to creative endeavors, stron-
ger relations might be uncovered. Glearly, this is an important topic for future
research given the increasing ease with which a variety of organizations are
able to gather personal information and the increasing public concerns about
the extent to which such information gathering is necessary and legitimate or
capricious and in violation of important rights to privacy.

Based on the premise that psychological safety can encourage experi-
mentation and lessen concerns about failure (Edmondson, 1999, 2003), Lee,
Edmondson, Thomke, and Worline (2004) explored to what extent inconsis-
tency among contextual conditions (normative values, instrumental rewards,
and evaluation pressures) influences experimentation, an often critical con-
tributor to creativity (Giborra, 1996; Thomke, 2003; Vincente, 1990). They
reasoned that inconsistency can reduce psychological safety because it may
increase employees' levels of uncertainty about how their actions will be per-
ceived and responded to, can be a significant source of stress, and might lead
to confusion, distrust, and potential "threat rigidity" effects (Argyris, 1990;
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Masserman, 1971; Staw, Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981), In a field and labora-
tory study, they found that when evaluation pressures were high, people facing
inconsistent values and rewards regarding experimentation had lower levels
of experimentation whereas when evaluation pressures were low, inconsistent
values and norms lead to higher levels of experimentation.

These findings suggest that future theorizing and research might benefit
from adopting what Lee and colleagues (2004) referred to as a combinational
perspective regarding contextual conditions with the potential to influence
creativity in organizations rather than following the componential perspec-
tive that is currently dominant in the literature. The combinational approach
suggests the need to look at how contextual conditions interact with each
other (e,g,, their consistency or inconsistency) while the combinational per-
spective considers independent effects with the implicit or explicit assump-
tion that such effects are additive (and not interactive). Consistent with this
reasoning, George and Zhou (2001) found that task characteristics (unclear
ends and unclear means) interacted with feedback valence and the five-factor
personality trait of openness to explain creativity—such that creativity was
highest when individuals were high on openness to experience, worked on
heuristic tasks (ends were unclear or means were unclear), and received posi-
tive feedback—than when any other combination of openness and these two
contextual factors existed. They also determined that having unsupportive
coworkers and supervisors who engaged in close monitoring interacted with
conscientiousness to explain creativity such that it was lowest when individu-
als high on conscientiousness had unsupportive coworkers (e,g,, coworkers
provided inaccurate communication, coworkers did not provide constructive
help, or coworkers provided a negative work environment) and supervisors
engaged in close monitoring than when any other combination of conscien-
tiousness and these two contextual factors existed.

Creativity Prompts

In addition to signaling that it is safe to be creative, organizational contexts can
also more directly prompt creative behavior. While prior reviews have highlighted
factors, such as creativity goals and recognition and rewards for creativity that can
prompt creativity (e,g,, Shalley et al, 2004), Unsworth, Wall, and Carter (2005) sug-
gested that the creativity requirement of a job might be a more proximal influence
on creativity. They defined creativity requirement as "the perception that one is
expected, or needs to generate work-related ideas,,„the experienced, psychologi-
cal aspect of both explicit requirements (e,g„ being told to be creative) and other
cues (e,g,, as a response to task demands)" (p, 542), In a field study of health-ser-
vice employees, they found that creativity requirement fully mediated the effects of
leadership and role requirements on creativity (assessed via self-report) and par-
tially mediated the effects of empowerment and time demands on creativity. While
Unsworth and colleagues suggested that including a creativity requirement in jobs
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in which creativity is desired may be a simpler way to encourage creativity than, for
example, other approaches such as altering job design. Lee and colleagues's (2004)
combinational perspective suggested that other contextual factors still need to be
taken into account and addressed. For example, a creativity requirement on a job
with low levels of autonomy and discretion and in which supervisors engage in
close monitoring could potentially backfire as the requirement is inconsistent with
other contextual factors linked to creativity.

Another creativity prompt (which is sometimes viewed as a creativity detractor)
is time pressure. In fact, time pressure has typically been viewed as a deterrent to
creativity because it discourages exploration and increases reliance on established
ways of doing things (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Andrews & Smith, 1996). Nonetheless,
results from prior research have tended to be weak or inconclusive (e.g., Amabile,
Gonti, Goon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Madjar & Oldham, 2006).

Baer and Oldham (2006) sought to advance our understanding of time
pressure as a potential creativity prompt and provided an explanation for
inconclusive prior research in this area in a field study of employees in a man-
ufacturer. They reasoned that one potential explanation for inconclusive prior
research findings on the time pressure-creativity link is that prior studies have
typically assessed overall time pressure experienced on a job, instead of time
pressure as it pertains to creative activities. In particular, for jobs that are not
necessarily in creative domains, employees, could, for example, not experience
time pressure on the job in terms of performing their day-to-day activities,
yet have little leftover time during the workday for creative endeavors. Hence,
they focused on time pressure specifically as it relates to not having time for
creativity-related pursuits. Additionally, they hypothesized that the relation
between creativity time pressure and creativity is curvilinear (e.g., an inverted
U) based on activation theory (Gardner & Gummings, 1988) and that open-
ness to experience and support for creativity would moderate this inverted
U relation. They did not find support for a curvilinear relation between cre-
ativity time pressure and creativity. They also did not find support for the
hypothesized moderating effects of openness to experience on this relation.
However, they did find support for a moderated curvilinear relation between
creativity time pressure and creativity (moderated by support), and in a post
hoc analysis, for a three-way interaction between curvilinear creativity time
pressure, openness to experience, and support.

Gonsistent with these results, Ohly and colleagues (2006) found a curvi-
linear relationship between time pressure and creativity after controlling for
the effects of control variables and job characteristics. Again, this hypoth-
esized relation was based on the tenets of activation theory (Gardner, 1986;
Scott, 1966), which suggests that up until some optimal point, time pressure
increases levels of activation, which allows for more cognitive resources to be
devoted to creative idea generation.



458 • The Academy of Management Annals

Supervisors and Leaders

Supervisors and leaders have long been recognized for their critical role in pro-
viding a work context that is either supportive of or discouraging of creativity
(e,g„ Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shalley et al„ 2004), and researchers have
continued to explore the ways in which managers can either encourage or thwart
creativity. In a study linking goal orientation (e,g,, mastery goal orientation and
performance-goal orientation) to performance and satisfaction via the mediat-
ing mechanism of leader-member exchange, Janssen and Van Yperen (2004)
included in the performance domain a measure of what they referred to as inno-
vative job performance. Their measure of innovative job performance (Janssen,
2000,2001) included items assessing both idea generation and items measuring
idea promotion and realization. Thus, it appears to tap into both creativity and
aspects of innovation (or the implementation of creative ideas),

Janssen and Van Yperen (2004) theorized that mastery-goal orientations
lead employees to develop high-quality relations with their supervisors,
which, in turn, positively affect behaviors and attitudes, whereas perfor-
mance-goal orientations prevent the establishment of high-quality leader-
member exchanges. In a field study of employees of a Dutch energy supply
company holding a variety of jobs in diverse functional areas, they found that
a mastery-goal orientation was positively associated with innovative job per-
formance and that leader-member exchange mediated this relation. Contrary
to their expectations, however, performance-goal orientation was not found
to be significantly associated with innovation job performance.

The role of supervisor support has also been addressed in other recent stud-
ies (e,g,, Janssen, 2005; Rice, 2006) that also support some of the ways in which
supervisors can provide a supportive work environment for creativity identi-
fied in prior research (e,g,, by providing developmental feedback; George &
Zhou, 2007), George and Zhou (2007) identified two additional ways in which
supervisors can provide a supportive environment for creativity that, while
receiving widespread attention in their respective literatures (e,g,. Bies, 2005;
Greenberg, 1993; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; McAllister, 1995; Niehoff & Moor-
man, 1993), have not previously been linked to creativity. More specifically,
they identified (a) interactional justice and (b) cognitive trust as two addi-
tional ways that supervisors can provide a supportive work context for creativ-
ity. They found that these forms of justice and trust interacted with employee
positive and negative mood to explain creativity. Perhaps when supervisors
display interactional justice and are trustworthy, they contribute to creating
a secure environment for creative idea generation and can serve as a prompt
to creativity. For example, when employees are treated with dignity, kindness,
and respect (e,g,, interactional justice is high), they may be more likely to take
the risks that accompany creativity. As another example, when employees
believe that their supervisors are knowledgeable, competent, professional.
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and dedicated (e.g., cognitive trust is high), this may prompt them to gener-
ate ideas for improvements, because they are more likely to be confident that
their supervisors can be depended upon to respond to and follow through on
creative ideas.

Glearly, supervisors and leaders play a critical role in providing a context that
encourages or stifles creativity (Shalley et al., 2004). Research also continues to
explore some of the ways in which managers can provide a supportive context
and the mechanisms through which such support operates to stimulate creativ-
ity. Yet, at the same time, one gets the sense that the literature assumes that
creativity is something that supervisors either allow and encourage or discour-
age. Perhaps this is actually the case for jobs that are not in creative domains or
do not necessarily require that employees come up with new and useful ideas
to perform effectively. However, for jobs that do require creativity, the same
supervisory behavior that potentially can encourage creativity in noncreative
jobs might actually inhibit creativity. For example, if a designer is trying to dis-
cover a new concept for a dishwasher, developmental feedback from a super-
visor might actually inhibit creativity as the feedback could potentially serve
to block or constrain the designer's creativity and lead to fixation along more
conventional and well-trodden paths (Smith, 2003). Thus, whether or not super-
visors do play a critical role in creativity might depend upon the actual nature
of jobs and work tasks and it might be the case, that on certain tasks that are by
nature creative, supervisors may be well advised to just stay out of the picture all
together. Perhaps this is the reason why some organizations in which creativity
is explicitly desired give employees specific times where they can pursue their
own ideas without having to answer questions.

Networks

Recognizing the importance of social influence from others, contemporary
research has also sought to further our understanding of how various prop-
erties and characteristics of individuals' social networks influence their cre-
ativity. In particular, Uzzi and Spiro (2005) explored how the small-world
networks of creative artists influenced the Broadway musicals they produced
(e.g., the artistic and financial performance of the musicals) from 1945 to 1989.
As these authors indicated, "a small world is a network structure that is both
highly locally clustered and has a short path length" (p. 448), conditions that
"enable the creative material in separate clusters to circulate to other clusters
as well as to gain the kind of credibility that unfamiliar material needs to be
regarded as valuable in new contexts" (p. 449). Uzzi and Spiro (2005) found
an inverted U-shape relationship between networks' small-world typologies
and the artistic and financial performance of musicals. They reasoned that
up until a certain point, small-world features are beneficial for creativity as
they facilitate the spread of information and material across clusters. How-
ever, when small worldliness becomes very high, a homogenizing effect takes
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place, which makes it more difficult to come up with novel ideas representing
a departure from preexisting mind-sets.

In a field study of researchers working in two laboratories, Perry-Smith
(2006) discovered that weak network ties were beneficial for creativity (and
strong ties were not) and that weak ties may facilitate creativity by providing
individuals with a more heterogeneous group of contacts. She also found that
closeness centrality ("the distance between an actor and all other actors in the
network," p. 88) within an organizational network interacted with ties outside
the network to explain creativity such that centrality had a positive relation
to creativity when outside ties were low. Under these conditions, individuals
in central positions might have more confidence to take risks (Perry-Smith &
Shalley, 2003) and might have access to different clusters within the network.
However, they are not distracted by having too many contacts and disparate
sources of information.

Clearly, the burgeoning interest in social networks during the past several
decades (e.g.. Brass, 1984,1995; Burt, 1992; Cranovetter, 1982), and the increas-
ing acknowledgment of the social side of creativity (e.g.. Perry-Smith, 2006;
Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003; Simonton, 1984), suggests that further research
is needed to understand the complex interrelations between social networks
and creativity. In particular, to answer the questions: Why do some individ-
uals have social networks that appear to foster creativity to a greater extent
than other individuals? Through what processes do social networks exert their
potential effects? Some, so far unexplained, causal factor might be responsible
for both the kinds of networks individuals develop over time and their levels
of creativity. For example, one might conjecture that individuals with broader,
more wide-ranging interests (or perhaps individuals high on the personality
trait of openness to experience) might develop networks with weaker ties and
might not develop networks that are overly small-worldish in typology.

Recap: Contextual Influences

Progress continues to be made in terms of identifying and understanding how
the work context can signal that it is safe to be creative, how the work con-
text can prompt creativity, and the role of supervisors and social networks in
facilitating creativity. Information privacy, a growing concern in both private
and public sectors, has the potential to signal safety as it can reduce fears con-
cerning close monitoring and critical scrutiny of time use and behavior that
may discourage employees from generating new and useful ideas (e.g., Alge
et al., 2006; Ceorge & Zhou, 2001; Pedersen, 1997; Westin, 1967). While Alge
and colleagues (2006) did not find information privacy to have a direct asso-
ciation with creativity, they did find that information privacy contributed to
feelings of psychological empowerment, and that psychological empowerment
was positively associated with creativity. Future research on information pri-
vacy and other contextual influences may be advanced by Lee and colleagues's
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(2004) proposed combinational perspective. That is, rather than assuming
that contextual factors have additive or main eflects on creativity, research-
ers should consider potential interactive effects. In particular, to the extent
that contextual factors are consistent with each other, safety may be signaled
whereas inconsistency may signal the absence of a safe environment for gen-
erating new and useful ideas (Lee et al, 2004). Thus, for example, the effects
of creativity prompts such as the creativity requirement of jobs (Unsworth et
al., 2005) might depend upon the extent to which a creativity requirement is
consistent or inconsistent with other contextual factors such as close monitor-
ing and levels of autonomy.

In an era when time pressures on many jobs seem to be exponentially
increasing, the relation between such pressures and creativity has received
increased attention in literature. While clearly much more research is needed
in this area, there is some initial support for a potential curvilinear relation
between time pressure and creativity (Baer & Oldham, 2006; Ohly et al., 2006);
however, it appears that to understand this relation, a number of additional
factors need to be taken into account such as the nature of the time pressure,
support, personality, and job characteristics (Baer & Oldham, 2006; Ohly et
al., 2006).

High-quality relations between supervisors and subordinates and super-
visor support have long been recognized as important contributors to cre-
ativity (e.g., Shalley et al., 2004). What contributes to high-quality relations
and supervisor support for creativity? Research has focused on answering this
fundamental question from the perspective of both the subordinate and the
supervisor. In particular, Janssen and Van Yperen (2004) found that subor-
dinates with mastery-goal orientations were more likely to have high-quality
relations with their supervisors which, in turn, were positively associated with
innovative job performance. From the perspective of the supervisor, George
and Zhou (2007) suggested that displaying interactional justice and being
trustworthy are important ways in which supervisors can provide a support-
ive work environment for creativity. Clearly, supervisors and subordinates
influence each other and thus, supervisor support for creativity may be par-
tially influenced by subordinates' own behavior.

Research on the relation between social networks and creativity suggests
that network characteristics that promote the sharing and spreading of het-
erogeneous information and perspectives promote creativity. In particular,
networks with a moderate small-world typology might be more advantageous
for creativity than networks with low or high degrees of small worldiness,
because they may lead to rapid sharing of information that is not homoge-
neous or redundant (Uzzi & Spiro, 2005). Similarly, weak network ties might
be advantageous for creativity because they lead to more heterogeneous con-
tacts and sources of information (Perry-Smith, 2006).
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In terms of these and other contextual characteristics, it is important for
future research not only to consider how contextual factors might interact
with each other to support or discourage creativity (Lee et al., 2004) but also
how person factors interact with the context in a multitude of ways. At a very
basic level, person factors may play a role in creating the contextual conditions
existing at any given time.

Group Creativity

In their review, Shalley and colleagues (2004) concluded that research has
tended to focus on individual creativity, with little empirical research focused
on creativity at the group or team level. This appears to continue to be true
for organizational research on group creativity. While psychologists are
intrigued by group creativity and are working to understand creativity as a
collective phenomenon (Paulus & Nijstad, 2003), organizational research has
been focused on the individual level of analysis (Shalley et al., 2004). This
is somewhat paradoxical given the increasing reliance of organizations on
flatter, more flexible, team-based structures (e.g., Applebaum & Batt, 1994;
Ilgen, 1999; Mannix & Neale, 2005), but it is perhaps understandable given
that the study of creativity in organizations is a relatively new and emerging
area of research and the very real challenges of studying creativity in ongoing
teams in organizations. Nonetheless, progress is being made in this area and
research has focused on understanding the inputs and conditions that foster
or hinder creativity in groups and the kinds of processes that take place in
groups resulting in creativity. This is reminiscent of the input-process-out-
come paradigm existing in group research (e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997).

Inputs and Conditions

Inputs and conditions for creativity in groups include both compositional and
contextual factors that presumably influence group processes in ways that can
serve to promote or hinder creativity. At a very basic level, who is in a group
influences what the group does. Conventional wisdom in the popular business
press as well as among organizational scholars suggests that groups composed
of diverse members should be more creative than more homogenous groups
because they presumably can call upon a greater diversity of knowledge, skills,
expertise, and perspectives to generate new and useful ideas (Mannix & Neale,
2005). Adopting a broad deflnition of diversity (e.g., variation arising from
any characteristic that a person can use to distinguish one group member
from another; Jackson, 1992; Williams & O'Reilly, 1998), Mannix and Neale
(2005) reviewed 50 years of research on the effects of diversity in teams and
concluded that there is

a tension between the promise and the reality of diversity in team pro-
cess and performance.. .surface-level social-category difl̂ erences such as
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race/ethnicity, gender, or age tend to be more likely than underlying
differences to have negative effects on the ability of groups to function
effectively,,,,Underlying differences, such as differences in functional
background, education or personality, are more often positively related
to performance, for example, in terms of creativity or group problem
solving, but only when the group process is carefully controlled,,,How-
ever, the actual evidence for the input—process—outcome linkage is not
as strong as one might like, (pp, 31,43)

Mannix and Neale (2005) suggested that future research in this area will ben-
efit from considering moderating factors such as contextual conditions, con-
sidering additional forms or types of diversity, and paying more attention to
theorized mediating processes,

Choi and Thompson (2005) addressed group composition vis-à-vis the
effects of membership change and the introduction of newcomers in groups.
They suggested that membership change might promote creativity in groups by
increasing task focus (e,g,, Ziller, 1965; Ziller, Behringer, & Goodchilds, 1962)
and the heterogeneity of knowledge, perspectives, and viewpoints in a group
(e,g,, Levine & Choi, 2004; Staw, 1980), and by establishing more dynamic
group processes such as minority dissent (e,g,, Nemeth, 1992; Nemeth &
Owens, 1996), In two laboratory experiments, Choi and Thompson (2005)
found that membership change resulted in groups generating ideas that were
more fluent and flexible and that the creativity of old-timers in groups was
enhanced by the introduction of newcomers.

In another laboratory experiment, Goncalo and Staw (2006) explored
to what extent groups with an individualist orientation would outperform
groups with a collectivist orientation given established links between collec-
tivism and conformity (e,g,. Bond & Smith, 1996; Kim & Markus, 1999) and
factors that may moderate the cultural orientation-creativity relation. While
they did not find a significant effect for cultural orientation, they found that
groups with an individualistic orientation that were instructed to be creative
were actually more creative than collectivist groups given the same creativity
instructions.

Croup Processes

In a qualitative study involving six professional service firms, Hargadon and
Bechky (2006) identified when interactions within groups led to "moments
of collective creativity," which they nonetheless characterized as "a rare and
fleeing phenomenon even in the most creative of organizations" (p, 494),
Essentially, they identified the kinds of interactions that yield collective cre-
ativity, the latter resulting from coming up with new ways to combine old
or existing ideas, procedures, and processes to arrive at creative solutions to
problems (e,g,, Amabile, 1988; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; Weick, 1979), When
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individuals with diverse backgrounds and experiences come together to solve
a problem creatively or develop a new product design, what is it about their
interactions that enables them to combine aspects of their differential areas
of expertise and knowledge in new ways to creatively solve a problem or come
up a new idea for a product? Based on their field data, they theorized that four
sets of interrelated behavior patterns yield moments of collective creativity: (a)
help seeking, (b) help giving, (c) reflective reframing, and (d) reinforcing.

Help seeking includes all of the activities individuals engage in to obtain
the assistance of others in solving a problem. In the organizations studied,
this appeared to be a dynamic and changing process with the result that ulti-
mately creative solutions depended upon whose help was sought to arrive at
them. Help giving, the flip side of help seeking, includes spontaneously devot-
ing attention, time, and effort to assist others and is reminiscent of treatments
of organizational citizenship behavior and related constructs such as orga-
nizational spontaneity (e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; George & Brief, 1992).
Reflective reframing "represents the mindful behavior of all participants in
an interaction, where each respectfully attends to and build upon the com-
ments and actions of others" (Hargadon & Bechky, 2006, p. 489) and seems
to represent how ideas evolve through reciprocal interactions to be truly col-
lective. Reinforcing encompasses all of the activities that echo organizational
values to encourage help seeking, help giving, and reflective reframing. In
professional service firms like those studied by Hargadon and Bechky (2006;
e.g., IDEO) such values were likely prevalent, and reinforcing perpetuated and
maintained both the values and the behaviors they encourage (e.g., help seek-
ing, help giving, and reflective reframing). Interesting questions for future
research are, (a) How can the behaviors underlying collective creativity be
encouraged in other kinds of organizations (e.g., those more bureaucratic in
nature)? and (b) How might mounting pressures in many such organizations
mitigate against collective creativity? That is, in an era of seemingly never-
ending layoffs and downsizings, overstretched employees face considerable
time pressures to accomplish increasing workloads. Under such conditions,
employees might be reluctant to seek help from others because they know that
others are also overstretched with their own work tasks. Those being asked
for help might not have the time or energy to spontaneously offer it. Reflective
reframing may be particularly likely to suffer under such conditions, as those
not specifically assigned to solve a problem in need of a creative solution might
not have the time or energy for active involvement in reframing.

Glearly, help seeking, help giving, and reflective reframing take place in an
affective context. Specifically, the moods and emotions group members expe-
rience are reciprocally related to both their thought processes and behaviors.
In fact, based on George's (1990) theorizing that affect may be a meaningful
construct at the group level of analysis, research has focused on understand-
ing the antecedents and consequences of group affective tone (e.g., Bartel
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& Saavedra, 2000; Ceorge, 1995; Crawitch, Munz, Elliot, & Mathis, 2003;
Grawitch, Munz, & Kramer, 2003; Mason & Criflin, 2003; Totterdell, Kellett,
Teuchmann, & Briner, 1998), defined as relatively consistent or homogeneous
afFective reactions within a group. An implicit, and at times explicit, assump-
tion in the literature on group affective tone is that a positive afFective tone is
functional for groups and their members (Ceorge & King, 2007).

Ceorge and King (2007) theorized that in order to understand the potential
consequences of group affective tone, researchers need to consider the kinds
of tasks and information that groups deal with. Specifically, they proposed
that for groups dealing with complex, equivocal information, problems, and
opportunities and for those who need to come up with creative solutions to
problems and responses to opportunities, a positive afFective tone may be dys-
functional and group functioning may be better served by heterogeneity in
moods states within groups (Ceorge & King, 2007; Tiedens, Sutton, & Fong,
2004).

George and King (2007) theorized that a positive afFective tone might be
dysfunctional for such groups, because it may lead to groups developing a sin-
gle shared reality (Hardin & Conley, 2000; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Levine
& Higgins, 2001) concerning goals and objectives, problems and opportuni-
ties, cause-and-efFect relations, parameters of problems, and the task envi-
ronment which, due to its shared nature and collective verification, might
come to take on a seemingly "objective" status for the group (Baron et al.,
1996; Coethals & Darley, 1977; Levine & Higgins, 2001; Sniezek, 1992). For
groups facing equivocal, dynamic, and uncertain conditions in which creative
solutions to problems and responses to opportunities are desired, multiple
shared realities rather than a single shared reality might lead to superior out-
comes. Moreover, a positive afFective tone might lead to group centrism and
an emphasis on coherence in the group (Kruglanski, Pierro, Mannetti, & De
Grada, 2006). These posited effects of a positive afFective tone were theorized
to operate through the collective effects of positive mood effects on cognition
and information processing (e.g., Abele, 1992; Fiedler, 1988, 2000; Hirt et al.,
1996; Kaufmann, 2003; Kaufmann & Vosburg, 1997; Schwarz, 2002; Vosburg,
1998a,b).

Thus, George and King (2007) proposed that for groups engaged in cre-
ative activities, and for those that need to develop creative solutions to prob-
lems and responses to opportunities, heterogeneity in aíFect within the group
rather than homogeneity (or an afFective tone) might be desired. Mood as
information theory (e.g., Schwarz, 2002; Schwarz & Clore, 1983, 1996, 2003),
and dual-tuning effects of positive and negative mood (George & Zhou, 2007),
while focused on the individual level of analysis, suggest ways in which het-
erogeneity in afFect within groups might promote creativity (George & King,
2007).
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Recap: Group Creativity

Perhaps what is most striking about the literature on group creativity is how
much we currently do not know about the creativity of ongoing groups in orga-
nizations. And, even things we thought we might have known (e.g., diversity
in groups fosters creativity) are much more nuanced than commonly thought
(Mannix & Neale, 2005). Interestingly, of the scholarly work reviewed here,
only one study actually explores creativity in ongoing groups in an organi-
zational context (Hargadon & Bechky, 2006). What does seem to be clear is
that more research is needed focusing on what actually takes place in groups
or group processes and this research needs to consider the context in which
groups function.

Conclusions

Clearly, it is an exciting time for theorizing about and researching creativity
in organizations. Not only is creativity increasingly being recognized as criti-
cal for organizational effectiveness, but also the existing literature is at a point
where there are many interesting questions in need of research to answer
them. Moreover, when one considers that many of the factors and relations
covered in this chapter have the potential to interact with each other (e.g.,
within individual affective and cognitive processes occur within collective
organizational contexts), ever more intriguing questions arise.

And yet in reviewing this literature, one might wonder to what extent the
literature on creativity is succumbing to a certain single-mindedness or rou-
tinization (Anderson et al., 2004) that, while enriching our understanding of
creativity in incremental ways, is not leading to the kinds of breakthrough
advances that are the true marks of creativity in the scholarly domain. While
perhaps a harsh overstatement, the existing literature has approached creativ-
ity in ways that do not always do justice to the very nature of creative endeav-
ors. That is, creativity, especially in complex, modern organizations, often
arises through the interaction of opposing dualities, paradoxes, or contradic-
tions (George, 2007; Runco, 1994). For example, in contrast to the somewhat
dominant focus on the importance of pleasurable intrinsic motivation in the
creativity literature, Runco (1994) suggested, "Some kind of tension must pre-
cede the intrinsic motivation that characterizes creative effort" (p. 102).

The current literature assumes that creativity is a unitary construct (Shalley
et al, 2004), that the "usefulness" condition for ideas to be considered creative
is uncontested, and that creativity is a universally desired outcome that should
be promoted. While there is merit to each of these positions, consideration of
presumably opposing perspectives suggests potentially interesting questions
for future research. Might not the nature of creativity be fundamentally dif-
ferent depending upon the nature of jobs and organizations under consider-
ation? From whose perspective are creative ideas considered useful, and when
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are useful ideas for one stakeholder group harmful for another? What are the
positive and negative consequences of creativity in organizations, and how are
they differentially borne by various stakeholder groups? For example, creativ-
ity often requires considerable hard work, effort, and sacriñces on the part
of creators, and can have both positive and negative consequences for them
personally and professionally (e.g., Janssen, 2003; Ross, 2004; Staw, 1995); per-
haps a more nuanced perspective on creativity is called for that acknowledges
not only the beneñts of creativity but also its potential hidden costs (Ross,
2004).

In terms of individual processes, perhaps rather than focusing on singu-
lar processes such as intrinsic motivation, conscious thought, and positive
affect as presumed facilitators of creativity, research should consider how
seemingly opposing processes interact to bring about creativity. How might
extrinsic pressures bring about intrinsic involvement and how does intrinsic
involvement uncover extrinsic pressures (e.g., via problem ñnding)? How do
conscious and unconscious thought work together? How are alternating expe-
riences of positive and negative affect both antecedents and consequences of
creativity?

Contextual antecedents of creativity typically are viewed as exogenous fac-
tors that can serve to promote or inhibit the generation of new and useful
ideas. Yet, perhaps these contextual antecedents are reflective of broader forces
with their own implications. If signals of safety are not present, for example,
and employees are closely monitored, perhaps this is because the presumed
need for control in an organization is higher than the desire for creativity. If
supervisors are unsupportive or if time pressures are overwhelming, perhaps
this is because supervisors do not really want or trust employees to generate
organizationally useful new ideas and real work pressures mitigate against
employees taking the time to be creative.

Essentially, there are deep-rooted paradoxes of context embedded in all
organizations, and how these play out determines the extent to which a work
context is supportive of creativity. On the one hand, organizations require pre-
dictability, control, and reliable performance and are dependent on collective
learning whereby solutions to problems become embedded in organizational
routines (or the wheel is not reinvented repeatedly in slightly different forms).
On the other hand, organizations face dynamically changing environments,
the nature of problems and opportunities change, and creative responses are
required. Understanding how work contexts can support or inhibit creativity
might be enhanced by considering the broader issue of the mechanisms by
which organizations balance competing pressures for collective learning, pre-
dictability, and control with pressures for creative responses to new problems
and opportunities and dynamically changing circumstances.

As another example, in thinking about job and workday design, clearly
autonomy, interesting work, and heuristic tasks have the potential to facilitate
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creativity; yet, so, too, does having the opportunity to think, acquire knowl-
edge and information, and process that information consciously and uncon-
sciously. While job complexity is presumed to foster creativity via intrinsic
motivation (Shalley et al,, 2004), highly complex jobs in today's economy often
result in very taxing demands on already overstretched workers who perhaps
simply do not have the time to be creative (Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006; Gini,
2001), Thus, research might benefit from considering potential paradoxical
effects of contextual factors (e,g,, job design) on creativity.

And while much research continues to focus on creativity in groups and
teams, perhaps research in this area will benefit from consideration of how
groups manage the fundamental paradox of needing both a coming together
and meeting of the minds that fosters collective endeavors and divergent opin-
ions and perspectives, meaningful dissent, and distinctive contributions that
enable the achievement of real synergies and creative approaches.

Thus, perhaps, a more nuanced approach to creativity is called for which
reflects the fundamental paradoxes surrounding this elusive construct. Now,
more than ever, we might need some big-picture thinking about creativity in
organizations. And, such thinking might only come about by considering the
very complex nature of creativity in organizations.
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