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REGULATORY FIT: HOW INDIVIDUALS PROGRESS THROUGH THE STAGES OF
THE CREATIVE PROCESS

ABSTRACT

We present a theoretical model based on regulatory fit theory to explain how individuals with

different regulatory mode orientations likely progress through a multi-stage process of creative

problem solving. We argue that the extent to which one's regulatory mode orientation fits the

activities involved in each of the process stages determines how one progresses through the

stages of the process, beginning with generation and flowing through conceptualization,

optimization, and implementation. Finally, we argue that an individual's performance in the

creative process can be improved through the blending of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation

based on the knowledge of the individual's regulatory mode orientation. Using the typology of

regulatory styles described in self-determination theory, we argue that one's regulatory mode

orientation determines the extent to which intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are required in each

of the creative process stages.
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REGULATORY FIT: HOW INDIVIDUALS PROGRESS THROUGH THE STAGES OF
THE CREATIVE PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

Due to the increasing complexity oftoday's global business environment, resulting from

continual technological advances and economic pressures stemming from growing competition,

creative performance is a crucial success factor in the 21 st century (Mumford, M.D., Reiter-

Palmon, R., Redmond, M.R. 1994; Puccio & Cabra, 2009; Runco, 2004). The need for creativity

in today's organizations is so great it has been said to have generated a "new cottage industry"

offering advice, management practices, and "silver bullet" solutions that, if implemented, will

encourage employee creativity (Mumford, 2000).

While creativity has been the subject of a wide variety of research studies, recent surveys

of creativity researchers has revealed a number of important topics that merit exploration. Runco,

Nemiro, and Walberg (1997) state that an important topic is the motivation and drive underlying

actual creative behaviors, to examine the internal drives and motivators that lead individuals

along what are often very different paths towards action (Albert & Runco, 1990).

This paper addresses this issue by approaching creativity and creative problem solving

from a self-regulatory theory perspective. Self-regulation is a motivated cognitive action process

that determines how and when individuals determine what they want or need, how they choose to

do it, and then actually do it (Higgins, Kruglanski & Pierro, 2003). As the creative process is also

an action process (Basadur, Graen & Green, 1982), the questions of what motivates and drives

individuals to (dis )engage in the various activities in the different stages of the creative process

may be answered by examining the mental activities in creative problem solving in terms of how

individuals regulate and balance the dual self-regulatory dimensions of assessment, the desire to
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ensure appropriate actions are taken, and locomotion, the desire to move, and act (Higgins et al.,

2003; Kruglanski, Higgins, Piero, Thompson, Atash, Shah, Spiegel, 2000).

The paper is structured as follows: First, we discuss creativity as a multi-stage process,

and second we discuss regulatory mode theory in detail. Third, we apply regulatory fit theory

(Higgins, 2000) to explain how the degree of fit between one's regulatory mode orientation and

the task requirements of each stage determines how one progresses through the multi-stage

creative process. Fourth, and finally, we propose that, from a multi-stage process perspective and

based on self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000), the relationship

between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and creativity is not "either-or", but rather a blend of

both if individuals are to optimally perform all of the process stages. In the stage(s) in which

individuals have a high level of regulatory fit, a high level of performance of the activities results

naturally from the activities being intrinsically motivating. In the stage(s) in which individuals

experience a low level of regulatory fit, however, extrinsic motivation is required to get them to

perform the activities at a higher level than they otherwise would if left to follow their own

interests (see the model in figure 1).

Insert figure 1 here

CREATIVITY

Creativity research is most commonly categorization using the "Four P's" typology of

creativity: Person, product, press, and process (Rhodes, 1961, 1987; Runco, 2004). The person

category focuses on personal characteristics and traits that relate to creativity, such as having
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broad interests, a high sense of creative self-efficacy, independence, and intrinsic motivation, to

name but a few (Runco, 2004). The product category focuses on the outcomes of the creative

process, measuring the factors or qualities that make a product more or less creative. Amabile's

consensual assessment technique (Amabile, 1982) and Jackson and Messick's (1964) identified

criteria of creative outcomes are frequently used to evaluate whether or not a product is creative.

The press category of creativity research is concerned with environmental factors that either

nurture or impair creative activities, such as goals, incentives (Toubia, 2006), supportive

supervision (George & Zhou, 2007), good role models, and freedom from time pressure

(Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989). Finally, the process category of research is more behavioral in

focus than personal, and emphasizes the importance of information processing activities in

systematic stages or steps (Runco, 2003).

Creativity as a Multi-Stage Process

The process approach to creativity is focused on the possibility that by explicating a

creative process, individuals may become more systematic in how they approach and work

through challenges, enabling them to increase their creative performance (Puccio & Cabra,

2009). Of the various process models of creativity that have been developed over the years (see

Kabanofand Rossiter's (1994) thorough examination for more background, as well as Mumford,

Mobley, Uhlman, Reiter-Palmon and Doares' (1991) process analytic model), we have chosen to

adopt the four-stage circular creative problem solving process model introduced by Basadur,

Graen and Wakabayashi (1990), as the basic process model for our research because it is a

parsimonious model that explicitly includes actually taking action as the final step while also

unpacking the problem finding phase into more distinct activities (Basadur et aI., 1990). It is also

recognized as the basis of the only empirically tested creativity process in using real world
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problems and participants (Kabanoff & Rossiter, 1994). Their process model, beginning with

generation and proceeding through conceptualization, optimization and finally implementation is

an extension and improvement on Basadur, Graen and Green's (1982) earlier three-phase model,

with divergent and convergent thinking taking place in each stage (see figure 1).

Insert figure 2 here

At this point, the following conceptual clarification is necessary. The concept of

creativity as a multi-stage process has been given a variety of titles in recent years, including

creative problem solving process (Basadur et al., 1982, Basadur et al., 1990; Isaksen &

Treffinger, 1985; Parnes, Noller & Biondi, 1977), applied creativity (Kabanoff and Rossiter,

1994), and as an innovation process (West, 2002). In this paper we use these terms

interchangeably as well as occasionally simplifying the terminology further by referring to the

multi-stage process as the "creative process". The reader should bear in mind that despite the

terminology used the process model we are referring to is the Basadur, Graen and Wakabayashi

(1990) model. The four stages are described as follows.

Generation

The first process stage, generation, involves physically and experientially engaging the

external environment to create new problems, opportunities, and projects possible worth

pursuing. In this stage, actual experience determines understanding, and insights emerge from

engagement with the real world (Basadur & Gelade, 2005). Generation is comprised of two

specific activities: problem finding and fact finding (Basadur, 2001; Basadur et al., 1990).

Basadur (2001) describes skilled generation activity performance as requiring individual
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initiative, an attitude of "constructive discontent" that drives the desire for continuous

improvement, and comfort with ambiguous, unstructured situations. The second activity, fact

finding, involves the deferral of judgment in order to pro actively gather potentially relevant

information pertaining to the problem, challenge or opportunity. Well executed fact finding

avoids unwarranted assumptions, seeks a wide variety of viewpoints on a situation, makes an

extended effort to surface further information, including listening to others for their versions of

the facts (Hogarth, 1980; Basadur, 2001). Fact finding is similar to what others have called

extended information search and search strategies that have been linked to improved creative

performance (cf., Mumford, Baughman & Sager, 2003). In summary, generators are described as

"proliferators of opportunities, problems, facts, and feelings ... and act as problem starters and

challenge finders (Basadur et al., 1990, 114)."

Conceptualization

The second process stage, conceptualization, involves developing understanding through

thinking, for example through analysis, pondering and theorizing. The understandings that

emerge serve to create new insights into problems, "big picture" models and explanations of

situations (Basadur & Gelade, 2005). The conceptualization stage is comprised of two specific

activities: problem definition and idea finding (Basadur, 2001; Basadur et al., 1990).

Conceptualizing means openly considering the available facts and information about a problem

and thinking of alternative, insightful ways to understand and define it, and once a problem

definition has been determined forming ideas that solve or address it (Basadur, 2001; Basadur &

Gelade, 1990). Problem definition involves asking the right question (Basadur, 2001, p64) that

enables problem solving efforts to work on a clearly posed problem, and the ability to pose the

right questions is to many the "hallmark of discovery" (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988, 160).
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Optimization

The third stage, optimization, involves appraisal and evaluation to determine the best way

forward and how to do so successfully. Optimization centers around two creative thinking

activities, the generation and application of a variety of criteria to accurately evaluate solution

alternatives, and the development of practical implementation plans. The conceptualizations and

new ideas of the second stage are examined against real world constraints in order to identify any

impractical aspects, as the solution alternatives that emerge from the conceptualization stage tend

to be poorly structured and not fully understood "as-is" (Basadur, 2001; Basadur et al., 1990;

Lonergan, Scott & Mumford, 2004; Osborn & Mumford, 2006). The evaluation process enables

the identification and refinement of viable ideas, ideas worth pursuing, and the separation of the

more viable ideas from the many poor ideas that do not have much chance of success (Dailey &

Mumford, 2006; Lonergan et al., 2004).

The second creative activity in the optimization stage is the development of

implementable action plans. Individuals engaged in creative problem solving in real-world

settings must anticipate the potential outcomes of pursing innovative solutions (Caughron &

Mumford, 2008). Kabanof and Rossiter (1994) suggest that because implementation represents a

complex, time consuming task, it demands substantial planning skills, including the ability to

imaginatively examine resource requirements demanded by selected alternatives, situational

constraints, and adaptive adjustments that might have to be made that may impact later creative

potential. Osborn and Mumford (2006) identify two important mental activities that are integral

to developing good action plans: penetration and forecasting. Penetration involves identifying

key causes, restrictions, resource requirements and contingencies, while forecasting involves the
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examination of the potential outcomes and consequences that may result if potential action steps

are actually implemented (Osborn & Mumford, 2006).

Implementation

The fourth stage, implementation, completes the creative process, and involves physically

and experientially executing plans and reacting to unforeseen circumstances to ensure that

desired solutions are put into action successfully (Basadur et al., 1990). Creative activity in this

stage consists of two activities: 1) figuring out how to get affected stakeholders to "buy-in" to

new solutions and changes, and; 2) actively experimenting with the new solutions, and

evaluating the outcomes, and making adjustments if necessary to successfully implement them.

The activities and behaviors involved in the implementation stage require the ability to think and

act quickly, as those involved in the actual implementation of creative ideas are on the "front

lines", to use a military metaphor. Those who are adept at implementation activities are said to

be individuals who tend not to worry about the conceptual underpinnings of solutions, but who

instead prefer to take solutions and "run with them" in terms of working with the solution in real

time and adapting it to make it work (Basadur et al., 1990).

Gaining acceptance, and figuring out how to develop a sense of ownership for new

solutions and changes in stakeholders requires imaginative thinking. We suggest that perhaps the

difference in opinions as to the degree of creativeness involved in implementation resides in

different conceptualizations of creative thought, the former (those who believe it is less creative)

may value creative thought that involves thoughtful incubation, whereas the latter (those who

believe implementation to require creativity) may value a more reactive style of creativity, like

the ability to perform well on divergent thinking tests (Runco, 2004).
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In summary, the four-stage creative problem solving process and the circular, continual

nature of it are illustrated in figure 2. In the following section of the paper we introduce a theory

of self-regulation, regulatory mode theory, that we argue underlies individual preferences for

specific stages of the creative process.

Insert figure 3 here

REGULATORY MODE ORIENTATION

Self-regulation is commonly conceived of as motivated cognitive process that begins

when individuals recognize a discrepancy between what they want but do not currently have,

decide what has to be done to get it, and then do it (Higgins, Kruglanski & Pierro, 2003). The

theory of regulatory mode orientation finds its origins in self-regulation theory and control

theory (Higgins et aI., 2003; Kruglanski, Higgins, Pierro, Thomspon, Atash, Shah, Spiegel,

2000), and describes the motivated cognition process of individuals as being determined by two

important functions: assessment and locomotion. Individuals assess their different goals and the

different means of pursuing them, and then individuals act or move from their current state in

pursuit of that selected goal state (Higgins et aI., 2003).

We believe that regulatory mode theory offers an important step forward in

understanding creativity as an action-focused process. A particular advantage of regulatory mode

theory in the study of the creative process is first that it theoretically does not require a person to

have an end goal in mind when initiating action (Higgins et aI., 2003). Regulatory mode theory

argues that individuals may simply have a sense that they want to leave their present states, and
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so begin movement with no goal destination in mind; they simply realize that they no longer

want to stay where they are (Higgins et al., 2003). Secondly, regulatory mode theory considers

the locomotion and assessment functions to operate more independently from each other and at a

more general level than do more traditional theories of self-regulation (Higgins et al., 2003). Of

particular interest is the notion that locomotion and assessment are by nature independent of each

other, such that individuals can be high in both, high in one and low in the other, as well as low

in both (Higgins, 2003). The following sections describe the locomotion and assessment modes

and discuss research findings that outline the characteristics of each.

Locomotion

Pierro, Kruglanski and Higgins (2006a) describe locomotion as the desire to move from

place to place, of wanting to move in an experiential or psychological sense. Kruglanksi et al.

(2000) add that in addition to the desire to move, locomotion includes committing the

psychological resources that start and maintain such movement. Furthermore, Higgins et al.

(2003) describe locomotion as movement away from a current state with no destination or

direction necessarily clearly in place in the mind. While a destination may not be clear, what is

clear to high locomotors is that they no longer want to remain in their current state, and it is

enough for high locomotors to simply act, to 'just do it" (Higgins et al., 2003). High locomotors

are suggested to be better suited to fast-paced, action-oriented environments where little time is

spent in extended deliberation (Pierro, Kruglanski & Higgins, 2006b). Listening to the opinions

of others and coordinating activities with others likely frustrate high locomotors and make them

uncomfortable due to their desire for movement, and may result in the adoption of negative work

attitudes (Pierro et al., 2006b). Research also indicates that high locomotion is positively related

to coping with change, in particular that high locomotors react more favorably to the
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opportunities present in change situations than do high assessors (Kruglanski, Pierro, Higgins &

Capozza, 2007).

Research examining the characteristics of the locomotion mode has reported the

following findings that likely relate to individual creative performance. High locomotion is

associated with increased intrinsic motivation, due to the drive for motion of high locomotors

that prevents them from being distracted or for settling for a suboptimal result, their high task

orientation, and for their lack of concern for external evaluation (Kruglanski et al., 2000; Pierro

et al., 2006a). High locomotors have also been found to be more decisive when engaged in goal-

directed action than low locomotors or high assessors, and to generate fewer alternatives and to

make selections more quickly than high assessors, perceived to be due to their strong desire to

move to action.

Assessment

Assessment is described as including the measurement of discrepancies between the

current state and a desired end state and the rate of discrepancy reduction, as well as more

generally the critical evaluation, appraisal, measurement or interpretation of some 'thing' in

relation to another (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). High assessors are considered

to be primarily interested in ensuring that the appropriate course of action is undertaken, and so

high assessors are satisfied to defer action until they are confident that they will be "doing the

right thing" (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). Assessors tend to be concerned with

questions like "What are my options? Are there any other options worth considering? Which

alternative is best? What should I do in the future? How did I do in the past? (Pierro, Leder,

Mannetti, Higgins, Kruglanski ,Aiello, 2008, 322)." The assessment orientation is concerned
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with the generation of a greater number of alternatives to consider and criteria by which to

evaluate them than is the locomotion orientation (Pierro et al., 2008).

Consistent with this view, assessment studies have found that high assessors were more

persistent than low assessors in evaluations of target individuals and developed more accurate

impressions as a result (pierro, Orehek & Kruglanski, 2009). High assessors are also more likely

to engage in counterfactual thinking and experience post -decisional regret than are high

locomotors when the outcome is negative, due to their delving more deeply into possible

alternatives that they might have done. As a result, the motivational involvement of assessors is

theorized to have little to do with physical exertion, but more so to be the appraisal and judgment

activities that accompany physical engagement (Pierro, Kruglanski & Higgins, 2006b).

Furthermore, research examining the characteristics of the assessment orientation has

found evidence that high assessors share the following characteristics. High assessment is

associated with increased extrinsic motivation, theorized to be due to their need to examine

discrepancies and compare alternatives. Pierro et al. (2006a) theorized that the comparative and

evaluative preferences of high assessors does not relate to intrinsic motivation because the high

assessment likely takes the fun, or joy, out of tasks, turning them into 'work' (Pierro, et al.,

2006a, 372). High assessors have also been found to be less decisive when engaged in goal-

directed action than low assessors or high locomotors, and to generate more alternatives and to

take longer to make selections than high locomotors, due to their greater desire to consider a

wider variety of alternatives against a larger number of criteria than do locomotors in order to

properly interpret situations and contexts (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000).

According to regulatory mode theory high levels of both locomotion and assessment are

required to achieve high levels of performance (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000).
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Pierro, Kruglanski and Higgins (2006a) found support for this view in their study ofthe

relationship between locomotion and assessment and goal attainment. The relationship between

locomotion and goal attainment was positive and significant when the assessment orientation

was also high, but insignificant when assessment was low (Pierro, Kruglanski & Higgins,

2006a). We argue that high levels of both are also required to achieve creative process

performance.

REGULATORY FIT & MOVEMENT THROUGH THE CREATIVE PROCESS

We now turn our attention to considering how individuals with such orientations might

tend to progress through the different stages of the creative process, from beginning (generation)

to end (implementation). Regulatory fit theory (Higgins, 2000) focuses on the relationship

between how one pursues a goal and one's self-regulatory orientation, and posits that high levels

of fit makes the individual "feel right" about what they are doing (Higgins, 2007), engage in it

more strongly, with an increased sense of the activity's importance (Higgins, 2002).

Regulatory fit theory argues that the perceived value of a decision is "determined not

only by the outcome of a decision but also by the way it [is] achieved (Avnet & Higgins, 2003,

525)." If a decision is made in a manner that fits the self-regulatory orientation of the individual,

the individual tends to "feel right" about the decision and places more value in it, and transfers

the value resulting from the fit to the outcome itself. Value transfer-from-fit has also been found

in activity engagement. Because regulatory fit makes individuals feel right about what they are

doing they engage in it more strongly (Higgins, 2005). Lee and Aaker studied the relationship

between regulatory fit and persuasiveness and found evidence that regulatory fit increases the
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strength of individuals' engagement in message processing activities, which Cesario, Higgins

and Scholer (2008) suggest that high degrees of fit make such messages feel safer to process.

Higgins (2005) argues that making decisions and pursuing goals are activities in their

own right, regardless of the activity, and people can be more or less engaged in them with

regulatory fit determining the perceived value and therefore the strength with which individuals

engage the activity. Higgins (2005) posits that regulatory fit makes people feel right about both

their positive and negative reactions to things, as well as how good or bad people feel about an

activity or goal, separate from the feelings associated with the perceived outcome values.

Camacho, Higgins and Lugar (2003) conducted a series of studies that examined whether value

from regulatory fit transferred to the means people used to attain their goals. The findings of the

studies included that using means that "feel right" result in people believing that what they are

doing is right. Furthermore, it resulted in evaluations that the means others were using (or

planning to use) were right or wrong (Camacho et al., 2003).

Regulatory fit theory offers a potential explanation for individual behavioral differences

identified in creativity research, the tendency of some people to actively engage in specific

creative process stage activities while minimally engaging or even skip other stages entirely

(Basadur, 2001; Redmond, Mumford & Teach, 1993; Reiter-Palmon et al., 1997). We argue that

individuals prefer to spend a majority of their time and energy in the process stage in which they

feel most comfortable and are reluctant to leave their preferred stage until they "feel ready".

Upon progressing out of their preferred stage, they will not fully engage in the next stage or

stages because those stages do not "feel right" and are considered to offer less or little value.

Basadur found that individuals tend to shortchange parts ofthe process, and/or to become

bogged down in one particular stage (Basadur, 2001). This tendency has been described as a
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matter of process skill, the vertical deferral of judgment (Basadur, 2001; Basadur & Head, 2001),

which is the ability to proceed systematically through each stage of the process instead of leaping

directly to one's preferred stage and remaining there. Those skilled in the vertical deferral of

judgment actively engage in each stage of the process, including the stages they dislike, because

they recognize the inherent value of them. The affective nature in the "feels right" aspect of

regulatory fit and the "preferences" aspect of Basadur's process skill suggests that individuals

advance through the creative process according to the degree of regulatory fit between their

regulatory orientations and the activities in each stage. If the stage's activities "feel right" then

the individual fully engages in them, but if the activities do not "feel right" then the individual

does not engage them. Once the individual enters the stage(s) with which there is a high degree

of fit, he or she tends to remain there.

Proposition 1: Individuals experience the highest degree of regulatory fit in the stage
which activities match their regulatory mode orientation.

Proposition 2: Individuals believe that the greatest "creative value" exists in the stage
which activities match their regulatory mode orientation.

Proposition 3: Individuals progress forward through the creative process stages by
minimally engage those activities that misfit with their regulatory mode orientations, both
as a means of avoiding the pain, and low perceived value, associated with performing
misfit activities, and as a means of more quickly approaching the pleasure, and perceived
higher value, of engaging in high regulatory fit activities.

Proposition 4: Individuals slow their progress through the creative process stages by
deeply engaging in high regulatory fit stages. The more deeply the activities are engaged,
the slower is the individual's progression through the process stage.

Individuals high in both locomotion and assessment, proposed to prefer the first stage,

generation, would therefore likely experience the highest degree of regulatory fit in the first

stage. These individuals are dissatisfied with the status quo and want to move, and engage in

assessment appraisal behavior's in order to get a sense of what it is they are dissatisfied with.
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This requires getting involved in many things, generators can be said to be primarily driven by

"finding new things to do", or "finding something else to do". As this kind of activity tends to be

highly ambiguous, and the outcome of the generator stage is something tangible enough to be

shared and understood by others, initiator/starters seek to discover new facts that might provide

insights leading to worthwhile things to do. There is reluctance among generators to stop

searching for possible insights that might help them encapsulate the situation properly and with

the appropriate degree of importance.

Proposition 5: High locomotion-high assessment oriented individuals progress through
the creative process by engaging in extended efforts in the first process stage, generation,
and avoiding prematurely advancing into the second stage, conceptualization, and
beyond, until they are sure they have a key insight, problem, or opportunity worth
addressing.

Individuals with assessment orientations (low in locomotion, high in assessment), favor

activities that enable them to discover "right things to do", likely tend to leapfrog to - and

become bogged down in - the second stage of the process. These individuals avoid engaging in

the high locomotion stages, generation and implementation, evidenced by leapfrogging the

generation stage and minimally engaging in the implementation stage. Assessors seek to

continually better understand, and consequently they will extend activities related to defining

problem situations and developing possible ways to address the situation "right". They are

reluctant to actually choose one (or a few) right things to do out of fear that it may not in fact be

the right thing to do, causing an avoidance of progressing into the third process stage,

optimization.

Proposition 6: Assessment (low locomotion-high assessment) individuals, oriented
towards considering "right things to do ", tend to progress through the creative process
by minimally engaging in generation stage activities in order to more quickly approach
conceptualizer activities that they perceive to promise the greatest value. They will
further extend these activities in order to avoid prematurely progressing into the third
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stage, optimization, without the best understanding of the situation and possible solutions
to it.

Assessment-oriented individuals, oriented towards "doing things right", are necessarily

avoidant of activities in the generation stage that uncover new "things" which no one knows

exactly what to do about them. This orientation causes them to naturally tend to avoid engaging

in the stages oriented towards locomotion, resulting in them likely not actively seeking to

discover new insights, but rather waiting until problems and opportunities are presented to them.

Additionally, individuals with this orientation tend to avoid the implementation stage until they

are absolutely sure that they have determined the "right way to do it", and so must first have a

clear understanding of "how" the action(s) will be done before they engage in locomotion

activities. Also, they are less interested in imaginatively thinking of the myriad possible "right

things to do", and therefore deep engagement in such activities, those found in the second stage,

conceptualization, are of little interest and are avoided.

Our proposed view of how assessment-oriented individuals progress through the creative

process is as follows. It is in the optimization stage in which they perceive the potential for

maximum value achievement, where they feel that engaging in the tasks makes the biggest

difference. Due to their desire to do things right, assessors will engage in extensive evaluations

of alternatives to ensure that the best option is selected. They will also engage in extended

planning activities to make sure that the best option is implemented successfully, without

running into any unforeseen obstacles. They are reluctant to conclude planning out of fear that

they may not have addressed all possible obstacles to successful implementation.

Proposition 7: Assessors (low locomotion-high assessment) individuals oriented towards
"doing things right" approach tend to progress quickly through the generation and
conceptualization stages to the optimization stage, in their desire to approach what
"feels right ", and tend to further extend task engagement in order to avoid prematurely
moving into the next stage, implementation, the activities of which are misfit.
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Individuals high in locomotion and low in assessment, proposed to prefer stage four,

implementation, would therefore experience the highest degree of regulatory fit in stage four.

Consequently, these individuals likely tend to leapfrog the first three stages of the process and

bog down in implementation activities. Such individuals are likely to seize on the first available

problem identification they discover and immediately attempt to solve it by implementing the

first solution they consider workable. If that solution should fail, they will persist by trying the

next available solution until one is found that works.

Proposition 8: Individuals high in locomotion and low in assessment tend to progress
through the creative process by engaging only minimally in the generation,
conceptualization, and optimization stages in order to more quickly engage in
implementation activities that "feel right" to them and promise the most creative value.

BEHAVIORAL FIT: HOW MOTIVATION CONCEPTS EXPLAIN THE
PROGRESSION THROUGH THE CREATIVE PROCESS STAGES

In this section we examine and propose how intrinsic and extrinsic motivation concepts

explain the progression through each of the stages of the creative process. We suggest that an

individual is intrinsically motivated by the activities in his/her high fit stage, but the farther away

one gets from one's high fit stage, the more amotivated they become by activities and therefore

the more extrinsic motivation is needed for performance. Conversely, the closer one gets to one's

high fit stage the more one is intrinsically motivated as the activities increase in intrinsic interest.

Deci and Ryan's (2000) self-determination theory of motivation's description of the

range of motivational styles illustrates this movement. In self-determination theory, motivation is

plotted as a continuum with complete amotivation and intrinsic motivation as polar anchors. So,

when one is in his or her high-regulatory fit process stage, one is naturally inclined to engage in

the activities and so little extrinsic motivation is required. However, as one moves away from
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one's high-fit stage, the more one encounters low regulatory-fit activities, and therefore little

intrinsic motivation to engage in them. These activities are more likely performed because of

feelings that they "should do it because it is good to do" or because they have "been told to do

it". Conversely, as one approaches one's high regulatory fit stage, the more one likely engages

activities because the activities "feel right" and they therefore "like it".

What we are suggesting is not only different from the traditional view of motivation's

role in creativity, it also is different from initial findings regarding high assessment and

locomotion orientations and intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Higgins et aI., 2003; Kruglanski

et aI., 2000; Pierro, Kruglanski, Higgins, 2006). Individuals high on locomotion have been found

to be more intrinsically motivated, while those high on assessment have been found to be more

extrinsically motivated. The rationale for these findings is that high locomotors, being driven to

action, focus on completing tasks, without focusing on external factors. High assessors, in

contrast, desiring to do the "right thing", consider external factors first and so are motivated

more by understanding the "why's" and "what-for's" behind engaging in tasks (Pierro et aI.,

2006).

Our position is that having an external perspective, considering the "why's and what

for's" are integral to creative performance in organizations. For example, the high external

concern of assessment should be considered a key factor in successful task identification by

individuals. The benefits of an external focus are an accepted aspect of creative thinking

(Mumford, 2000). Engaging with others, whether they are co-workers, suppliers, customers, or

other stakeholders, has long been considered crucial to creative problem solving (Basadur,

1994). Also, once an idea has been selected for implementation, the proposed solution has to be

"sold" to those impacted, and getting a champion on board is considered a key element in getting
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an idea implemented (Mumford, 2000). Czikszentmihalyi's (1990) system perspective describes

creative performance as an interaction of the individual, the field and the domain. First the

individual must generate something she or he considers creative, and then the field and domain

in which that individual resides must find the individual's work creative in order for the product

to in fact be creative.

Whether rewards promote or inhibit creativity in the workplace is not a new question

(Zhou and Shalley, 2008). Two extensive reviews of the organizational creativity literature

(Shalley et al., 2004; Zhou & Shalley, 2003) conclude that research results have not yet provided

clear answers to this question. Although Amabile and colleagues (e.g., Amabile, Hennessey, &

Grossman, 1986) have found evidence that contingent rewards undermine creativity, Eisenberger

and colleagues (e.g., Eisenberger & Armeli, 1997) have demonstrated that the promise of reward

can have a positive impact on creativity. Since most of the research on rewards, thus far, has

been laboratory based, the different contexts that exist in the workplace could very likely affect

the conclusions that can be drawn about the reward-creativity relationship.

Zhou and Shalley (2003) found only one workplace study of rewards and creativity, by

George and Zhou (2002), who found an interaction effect in which negative moods were

positively related to employee creativity when employees perceived that their creativity would be

rewarded and recognized and when their clarity of feelings was high. This dearth of studies in

organizational settings and the inconsistent and inconclusive results obtained in lab studies

concerning what we know about effects of reward on creativity is obviously not satisfactory and

begs for more research to illuminate the effects of reward on employees' creativity.

Amabile (1988) identifies four characteristics of models of organizational innovation.

The fourth characteristic of the model describes the influence of organizational factors on
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individual creativity. One of these organizational factors is the influence of motivation, both

intrinsic and extrinsic on creative performance. This relation has been studied for nearly half a

century, with the conventional view being that external reward reduces creativity (Eisenberger

and Anneli, 1997; Toubia, 2006). For example, in Amabile's (1988) poem writing experiment,

writers who were primed with items reflecting extrinsic motivation produced less creative poems

than writers who were not primed or primed with a questionnaire consisting of intrinsic

motivation items. A variant of this argument, sometimes left inexplicit, is that increasing

extrinsic motivation hampers creativity by reducing intrinsic motivation to an equal or even

greater extent, and this hydraulic model of the intrinsic-extrinsic motivation relationship for

creativity serves as the basis for many articles suggesting extrinsic motivation is not the route to

increasing employee creative performance (Amabile, 1987).

At the same time there is evidence which strongly points in the direction that extrinsic

rewards are beneficial for increasing creativity. In Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby and Herron's

(1996) conceptual model for the assessment of the work environment for creativity, rewards are

part of the organizational encouragement structure, one of the strongest factors positively related

to creativity in the work environment. Additionally, others, for example Eisenberger and

Rhoades (2001), have investigated the relation between extrinsic reward expectations and

creativity as a process that is mediated by intrinsic job interest motivation and perceived self-

determination.

However, what Amabile and others have demonstrated is that the inappropriate type of

motivation can hamper creativity (Amabile, 1993). Primarily this process takes place when

extrinsic motivation replaces intrinsic motivation. In this view intrinsic motivation is seen as

superior to extrinsic motivation for creating more original ideas (see e.g., Amabile 1983; Collins
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& Amabile, 1999). Based on Eisenberg's (1992) learned industriousness theory, Eisenberg &

Rhoades (2001) argue that not only the extrinsic reward per se, but the information about which

dimensions are relevant to obtain the reward, are crucial in determining if there is an incremental

effect of reward on creativity. Eisenberg & Rhoades (2001, 731) also argue that intrinsic task

interest can be strengthened by external reward "by increasing the value placed on competence

and by strengthening perceived self-determination".

We argue against the simple dichotomy of the hydraulic model of intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation (Rigby, Deci, Patrick & Ryan, 1992) relationship and posit that pre-existing intrinsic

task motivation is not only a mediator between extrinsic reward and creative performance, but

might also work as a moderator of the effect of extrinsic reward for creativity on intrinsic

motivation for a particular subtask. The latter suggests that when people are extrinsically

motivated to perform tasks they already have a pre-existing intrinsic predisposition for, creative

output can increase.

Proposition 9: Successful execution of the complete creative problem solving process
depends on both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.

According to self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000), a

person's motivation to perform a particular behavior can range on a continuum from amotivation

(unwillingness) at the low end, through external motivation (passive compliance), to intrinsic

motivation (active personal commitment) at the high end (Ryan & Deci, 2000). What determines

the individual's level of motivation is the degree to which he or she has internalized and

integrated the meaningfulness of the activity into his or her sense of self (Ryan and Deci, 2000).

Self-determination theory argues that within extrinsic motivation there is a continuum of four

distinct regulatory styles: external regulation at the low end and progressing through introjected

regulation, identified regulation through to integrated regulation at the high end (Deci & Ryan,
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2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Ryan and Deci (2000) describe each of the regulatory styles in terms

of the performance of desired behaviors. External regulation behaviors are those that are the least

autonomous, and as such they are enacted in order to satisfy an external demand or contingent

rewards. The second regulatory style, introjected regulation, are behaviors that have been only

partially internalized and are perfonned to avoid feelings of guilt or anxiety. The third regulatory

style, identified regulation, "reflects a conscious valuing of a behavioral goal or regulation, such

that the action is accepted or owned as personally important (P72)." The fourth, and closest

extrinsic regulatory style to true intrinsic motivation, is integrated regulation, which are

behaviors that have been fully internalized into the other values and needs that form the

individual's sense of self. The difference between integrated regulation and intrinsic motivation

is that the behaviors that fall within integrated regulation, though highly valued, are performed in

response to external stimuli rather than simply for personal enjoyment.

Our perspective is that when one considers the multi-stage creative process it is most

likely that each individual is naturally interested in performing some of the process behaviors but

not all of them. If true, then the creative process behaviors they prefer are done for their own

sake and any external rewards given for performance of those behaviors would add little value,

but may in fact detract from performance due to the resulting interference of the extrinsic

rewards with intrinsic enjoyment. This view, as we have stated above, is not necessarily new.

The interesting area to us is to consider the different extrinsic regulatory styles in relation to the

other creative process behaviors the individual does not find intrinsically motivating and we use

Basadur's four-stage model to illustrate our position, and discuss the process in terms of one's

preferred stage, its adjacent stages, and its opposite stage. Adjacent stages are those that either

immediately precede or follow one's preferred stage, and the opposite stage is the one stage that
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lies diametrically opposite the preferred stage. For example, if generation is the preferred stage,

implementation and conceptualization are the adjacent stages and optimization is the opposite

stage.

Proposition 10: Individuals will report the highest levels of intrinsic motivationfor the
activities in the stages they most prefer, and will report the lowest levels of intrinsic
motivation for activities in the creative process stage opposite their preferred stages.

If one considers an individual whose preferred creative process stage is the first,

generation, this individual is intrinsically motivated by the activities of this stage and performs

the requisite behaviors naturally. We suggest that some ofthe activities in the adjacent stages

share similar features with those of the generation stage. Generation and implementation

activities share a high level of locomotion, and generation and conceptualization share a high

level of assessment. Generation activities and optimization activities, on the other hand, share

little in the way of similar activities and behaviors. The regulatory mode orientations fitting these

two stages are very different. While we have illustrated our position by focusing on one person's

preference for the generation stage, our position is true for all of the stages. We therefore posit

that an individual is most intrinsically motivated in one's preferred stage, and is least

intrinsically motivated in the stage opposite one's preferred stage.

Levitt's classic article (1963; 2002) arguing that organizations do not need more idea

men but rather more implementers is a very good example of our argument. In his article, Levitt

argues that organizations are full of "idea men" who know have great ideas they vocally espouse

to anyone who will listen but who do nothing meaningful to enable their ideas to be

implemented. The dichotomous, hydraulic model of motivation suggests that managers have to

find ways to make implementation more intrinsically rewarding to these "idea men" of Levitt's,

for that is the only way to ensure that their subsequent performance will be creative. Our
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perspective, in contrast, is that these idea men may be more intrinsically motivated to activities

related to generation and conceptualization rather than the more experiential activities involved

in implementation (Basadur & Gelade, 2005; Basadur et al., 1990). Instead of expending effort

trying to figure out what might make implementation more intrinsically motivating to each of

these "idea men", we argue instead that the managers of such employees should consider them in

terms of the different regulatory styles (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000) within extrinsic

motivation to determine the extent to which the activities are likely to be integrated and

internalized by each of the employees. This understanding would then enable managers to adopt

suitable approaches and rewards that would specifically drive the men to engage in

implementation rather than to perpetuate in ideation.

Similarly to these "idea men" with a strong intrinsic preference for generating new ideas,

individuals with creative responsibilities that fit their regulatory mode orientation are

intrinsically motivated to perform them and therefore do so for their own sake. According to the

psycho economic theory of creativity, adding extrinsic rewards in this situation would likely

result in little to no improvement in one's overall creative performance, as the value of the

incremental benefits gained would not be considered worth the cost (Rubenson, 2003; Rubenson

& Runco, 1995; Runco & Rubenson, 1992).

When an individual engages in activities that sustains his or her regulatory orientation, a

regulatory fit occurs (Avnet & Higgins, 2003; Spiegel, Grant-Pillow & Higgins, 2004). We

propose that in regulatory fit situations intrinsic motivation is highest, and in these situations

activities and behaviors are undertaken out of personal enjoyment more so than in response to

any extrinsic motivators. Furthermore, the presence of extrinsic motivators in this scenario has

little to no positive impact on creative performance.
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Proposition 11: Extrinsic motivation in the form of external regulation has little impact
on increasing creative performance in individuals experiencing high regulatory fit
between their regulatory orientations and creative activities in which they are engaged.

On the other hand, in situations where a misfit exists between an individual's regulatory

orientation and the activities required for creative performance, the role of externally regulated

rewards plays an increasingly important role in creative performance as the level of regulatory

misfit rises.

Proposition 12: In situations of regulatory misfit between an individual's regulatory
orientation and the activities being performed, extrinsic motivation has a positive impact
on creative performance.

Proposition 13: When extrinsically rewarding individuals based on the final outcome of
the multi-stage creative process, the stimulating effects of the reward will align with the
stage the individual is naturally motivated to the stage he or she prefers, adding little
positive effect to the optimal performance in the combined process stages.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

We consider our paper to offer a number of theoretical implications. One contribution is

that we have outlined a new avenue for studying the role of motivation in creativity. Researchers

have called for more research examining the internal drives and motivators that lead along what

often become very different paths towards creative action (Albert & Runco, 1990). We provide

testable propositions that offer the opportunity to better understand how individuals engage in

creative problem solving based on the fit between their unique self-regulatory orientations and

the activities within each stage of the creative process. Relatedly, the affective nature associated

with regulatory fit theory, that fit makes activities and decisions "feel right" is a new research

area for creative process research, an area that has yet to be adequately explored in terms of

affect.
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We also propose that the relationship of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to creative

performance is perhaps not "either-or", but rather a combinative relationship where both are

required if one is to optimally execute the multi-stage creative process. We argue that few people

are intrinsically motivated in all of the process stages due to individuals' unique self-regulatory

orientations that make the mental activities and behaviors of some stages more appealing than

others. In these "other" stages, we propose that extrinsic motivation is required if one is to

perform the activities in these misfit stages well.
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Figure 1:
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FIGURE 2: Divergent and Convergent Creative Activity in Multi-Stage Creative Process
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Figure 3: The Complete Four-Stage Creative Problem Solving Process

Stage IV
IMPLEMENTING

Creating options in the
form of actions that get
results and gain acceptance
for implementing a change
or a new idea

Stage III
OPTIMIZING

Creating options in the
form of ways to get an idea
to work in practice and
uncovering all the factors
that go into a successful
plan for implementation.

Stage I
GENERATING

Creating options in the form
of new possibilities - new
problems that might be
solved and new
opportunities that might be
capitalized upon.

Stage II
CONCEPTUALIZING

Creating options in the form
of alternate ways to
understand and define a
problem or opportunity and
good ideas that help solve it.
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