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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter outlines a dissertation that integrated the 

creativity and person-environment fit literatures into a new theoretical 

framework. The framework provides needed insight into the role of 

creativity in employee well-being and effectiveness. From this 

integration, a model was developed that will facilitate the examination 

of the relationship between individual and organizational "fit" along 

the dimension of creativity and the outcomes of strain, job 

satisfaction, and performance. This introductory chapter will begin 

with a summary of the research problem. Theoretical and practical 

implications of the project will then be described. Following an 

outline of the dissertation objectives, the theoretical background for 

the dissertation will be presented and the new model introduced. 

The Research Problem 

Modern organizations face a wide variety of problems. One of 

these problems is that organizations must learn to deal with the many 

social and technological changes that require creative and innovative 

responses (West & Farr, 1990). As Gareth Morgan said in his book Riding 

the Waves of Change, 

We live in times of change. And the complexity of this change 
is as likely to increase as to decrease in the years ahead. 

1 



Numerous technological, social, and information revolutions are 
combining to create a degree of flux that often challenges the 
fundamental assumptions on which organizations and their managers 
have learned to operate. Managers of the future will have to 
ride this turbulence with increasing skill, and many important 
c?mpetencies will be required. (Morgan, 1988, p. 1) 

One of the competencies outlined by Morgan to deal with change is 

the need to promote creativity. Other writers have pointed out that 

American government and industr~ may be becoming too inflexible and too 

risk averse. To garner the benefits of economic growth it will be 

necessary to manage creatively and innovatively (Kozmetsky, 1988). 

Creativity is one resource that will help organizations gain a 

competitive advantage (Albrecht & Albrecht, 1987). 

A second problem facing organizations is that they must manage 

and encourage creativity and innovation without detriment to individual 

well-being and effectiveness (West & Farr, 1990). The cost of 

dysfunctions associated with role-based job stress are estimated at 

2 

between seventy-five and ninety billion dollars annually (Kemery, 

Mossholder, & Bedeian, 1987). Not only is stress at work critical in 

terms of employee health and well-being, but it is also related to 

productivity, employee satisfaction, and performance (Ganster, Mayes, 

Sime & Tharp, 1982; Quick & Quick, 1984). According to Bhagat, McQuaid, 

Lindholm and Segovis (1985), employees are averse to ,high levels of job 

stress; therefore, they will try to avoid it either psychologically or 

physically. High levels of work stress have been demonstrated to be 

associated with lower job satisfaction, reduced productivity, increased 

physical illness, ,and increased psychological impairments such as 

depression, sleep disturbances, and anxiety (Cooper & Marshall, 1976; 

French & Caplan, 1972; Margolis, Kroas, & Quinn, 1974). 
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One factor of importance in organizations' attempts to manage 

these two problems is an understanding of the "fit" (.i.e., congruence 

between person and environment components) between individual's creative 

preferences and abilities and creative characteristics and demands of 

the environment. In a study of m.embers of the British Institute of 

Management, when managers' work preferences for creativity were compared 

with opportunities from the environment to "fit" those preferences, a 

misfit discouraged creativity and created a stressful situation 

(Nicholson & West, 1988). 

Interestingly, there has been a lack of theory to guide the 

examination of the association between person-environment fit (alortg the 

dimension of creativity) and individual outcomes. Interactional 

psychology models that examine the interactions between personal 

characteristics and situational characteristics have been developed to 

explain the relationship between individual and environmental influences 

on creative behavior and on individual stress in organizations; yet no 

single model has integrated these two concepts. 'The purpose of this 

dissertation is to develop'and test a model integrating the literature 

on creativity and the person-environment fit literature. This endeavor 

has important theoretical and practical implications for the 

relationship between creativity and employee well-being and 

effectiveness. 

Implications for Theory 

Development of a model integrating the work from person

environment fit and creativity has important theoretical implications. 

A number of studies have examined the impact of strain on creativity and 



4 

found that high levels of strain had a negative affect on creative 

performance (Belcher, 1975; Fleisher, 1964; Hadley, 1967; Martindale & 

Greenough, 1973; Suedfeld & Vernon, 1965). However, theory and research 

have not addressed the relationship between creative fit and strain or 

more specifically, the influence of the "fit" between the creative 

climate of the organiz~tion and the' creativity of the individual on the 

outcomes of strain, performance and job satisfaction·.' The model 

developed for this study is a framework for examining the relationship 

between creative "fit" -and these outcomes. 

A study will be conducted to empirically test the hy~otheses 

derived from the model in order to clarify the relationship between 

creative "fit" and strain, job satisfaction, and performance. In 

addition, the study will rectify some of the methodological problems 

with past creativity and person-environment fit studies. 

Implications for Practice 

In addition to the theoretical importance of this study, there are 

also a number of practical benefits that can be derived. A clearer 
I 

understanding of the individual,and organizational components of 

creativity and how they interact will give insight into how.to encourage 

creative behaviors. Enhanced creativity is-important because of the 

role creativity plays in economic growth; advances in knowledge in 

education, medicine, science, and psychology; and bringing about 

institutional change that can deal with problems of societal inequality 

(Farr & West, 1990). According to Zaltman, Duncan, and Holbek (1973) 

"the importance of new ideas cannot be overstated. Ideas and their 

manifestations as practices or products are at the core of social 
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change." Thus, there is an important social implication for the study's 

results. 

Knowledge about the role of creative "fit" in the outcomes of 

strain, performance and job satisfaction has important implications for 

organizations as well. Results of this study can help in the 

development of guidelines for·or'ganizational selection and job design 

practices that will improve employee well-being and reduce strain 

through improved person-environment fit. 

Selection guidelines can improve P-E fit by providing information 

on how best to match the person's creative abilities to the job 

requirements as 'well as how best to match an individual's creative needs 

with a job that meets those needs. A study of person-environment fit 

also has implications for job design because P-E fit can be improved by 

changing the environment to fit the person. If a "misfit" occurs 

between components of the individual's creativity and the creative 

components of their environment., it may be necessary to redesign 

components of the environment to improve "fit". The current research 

can help provide guidelines for job redesign that improve "fit". 

Dissertation Objectives 

This study will examine creativity within the framework of a 

person-environment fit model. The new model derived from the 

theoretical integration will address the relationship between individual 

and organizational "fit" regarding creativity: and the outcome variables 

of individual strain, job satisfaction, and performance. Specific 

objectives include determining if the "fit" between components of the 

creative climate and components of individual creativity is related to 



individual strain, job satisfaction and performance, determining which 

version of fit (supply-value or demand-ability) is most important in 

explaining outcomes, and determining the relative importance of 

subjective versus objective "fit" of creative components in explaining 

strain, job satisfaction and performance. 

Overview of the Literature 

The model developed for this project has its theoretical roots in 

the interactional psychology literature. More specifically, it uses a 

person-environment fit paradigm in a d?main' setttng of creativity. In 

this section, each of these three literatures will be briefly reviewed 

in order to provide a framework for the Model of Creative Fit to be 

outlined subsequently. Detailed analysis of the component models and 

the newly developed model will be presented in the next chapter. 

Interactional Psychology 

"Interactional psychology is an approach to the study and 

explanation of behavior that emphasizes a continuous and 

multidirectional interaction between person characteristics and 

situation characteristics" (Terborg, 1981, p. 569). The interactional 

approach to studying human behavior has a long history. Lewin (1936) 

stated, "Every scientific psychology must take into account whole 

situations, i.e., the state of both person and environment" (p.l2). 

Murray (1938) also stressed the need to examine behavior as an outcome 

of the relationship between the person and the environment. 

6 
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Recent approaches to interactional psychology were summarized 

by Terborg (1981). Terborg indicated that individual and situational 

factors have continuous and multidirectional influences on each other 

and must both be considered in theories of behavior. As part of the 

interactional viewpoint, the pe~son is seen as fitting into and 

interacting with the environment rather than acting independently of the 

environment. In other words, the person can influence the environment 

and the environment can influence the person (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 

1989; Mitchell & James, 1989). 

This approach, commonly referred to as person-environment fit, 

has been utilized in a wide variety of theories over the years. "Fit" 

theories have been developed to study careers (Holland, 1985; Super, 

1957), job characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Kulik, Oldham 

& Hackman, 1987), organizational climate (Joyce & Slocum, 1984), work 

adjustment (Lofquist & Davis, 1969), personnel selection (Schneider, 

1978; Smith & Robertson, 1989), and organizational design (Nadler & 

Tushman, 1988). Researchers on stress and creativity have also 

emphasized the need to develop an approach that takes an interactional 

perspective (Amabile, 1988; Endler & Edwards, 1982; Mumford & Gustafson, 

1988; Staw, 1984). 

Several researchers indicate that individual characteristics 

related to stress cannot be understood without also examining the work 

environment in which the behavior occurs (Kahn, Hein, House, Kasl, & 

McLean, 1982; Magnusson, 1982; Staw, 1984). Of particular interest in 

the study of stress is the "fit" between characteristics of the person 

and characteristics of the environment. It was suggested that the 

ability of environmental stressors to predict strain is improved when 
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goodness of fit with individual characteristics is considered (Kahn et 

al., 1982) and that strain is reduced when there is a good fit between 

the individual and his(her environment (Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, 

& Pinneau, 1980). The study of stress from an interactional, person

environment fit perspective provides a better understanding of the 

contribution of individual and organizational factors to strain as well 

as the contribution to strain that occurs due to the interaction between 

those components. 

Similar concerns about the need to integrate individual and 

organizational components have been expressed in regard to the study of 

creativity. According to Amabile (1983a), research is needed on the 

interaction of enviro,nmental factors, personality characteristics, and 

cognitive ability in explaining creativity. Staw (1984) also 

expressed the need for theory and research to examine how individual, 

group, and organizational level factors interact to influence 

creativity. Further, it has been suggested that the ability to 

translate creative ideas into action requires an understanding of both 

individual and situational attributes (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). 

"Fit" between the individual and the environment has been 

mentioned as an important component of creativity. The Center for 

Creative Leadership proposed that organizations can improve their 

employees' creativity by shaping a work climate that increases the 

employee's intrinsic motivation to engage in a task (Burnside, 1990). 

Research indicated that a match between characteristics of the 

individual and characteristics of the work environments are factors 

necessary in promoting creativity (Amabile, 1983a) and that individuals 

who are encouraged to be creative at work have higher levels of job 



9 

satisfaction and are more satisfied and more fulfilled than individuals 

with fewer opportunities for creativity (Broadbent, 1987; Nicholson & 

West, 1988). Studying creativity within a person-environment framework 

allows the examination of the relative contribution of the 

organizational context (situation) and the person to the prediction of 

individual performance, attitudes, and welt-being. Interactional models 

developed in the stress and creativity literatures will serve as the 

cornerstones of the Model of Creative Fit developed for this study. 

Person-Environment Fit Model of Stress 

A model was developed by French and his colleagues at the 

University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research that predicts 

strain based on a person-environment fit framework. According to this 

framework, measures of the person's characteristics (e.g. needs, values, 

and abilities relevant to the work place) predict strain based on the 

individual's preferences and measures of the environment (e.g. physical, 

family, and social environments) predict strain stemming from 

environmental characteristics. Measures of person-environment fit 

predict strain based on the differences found between characteristics in 

an individual's environment and the individual's preferences for those 

characteristics (Caplan et al., 1980). Fit is petermined by examining 

differences in person and environment components measured on the same 

conceptual dimension. The model proposes that any difference in person 

and environment scores will lead to strain (French et al., 1974). 

A person-environment approach to stress is important because it 

examines the interactive effect of person and environment components as 

well as the independent contributions of the person and the environment 
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to strain as suggested by the interactional psychology perspective. The 

utility of person-environment fit theory is its ability to account for 

variance in strain that cannot be predicted by linear relationships with 

solely the person or environment component measures (Harrison, 1978). 

Componential Model of Organizational Innovation 

A model was developed by Amabile that utilizes a person-situation 

interaction.approach to the study of creativity and innovation in 

organizations. According to this untested model, the organizational 

innovation process consists of an individual element and an 

organizational element. The individual component of creativity 

parallels the organizational component of innovation. The model 

indicates that individual creativity is enhanced by self-motivation and 

that an organization needs a basic orientation toward innovation. In 

addition, the individual must have knowledge and technical skill 

relevant to their specific work environment and the organization must 

provide resources for work in that environment. Finally, an individual 

needs skills in creative thinking such as cognitive styles favoring new 

~ ·' I 

perspectives, the ability to apply heuristics, and skill in breaking 

perceptual sets while the organization needs to utilize management 

skills and styles conducive to individual creativity. Creativity is 

proposed to be greatest when individual and organizational elements 

conducive to creativity are present (Amabile, 1988). Amabile's model is 

significant because it is one of the first to outline parallel 

components at the individual and organizational levels that are related 

to creativity. 
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Model of Creative Fit 

The model designed for this study to explain the relationship 

between creative "fit" and the outcomes of strain, job satisfaction and 

performance takes an interactional psychology approach and is based on 

integration of the Person-Environment Fit Model of Stress and the 

Componential Model of Organizational Innovation reviewed above. This 

model is outlined in Figure 1. The basic premise of the Model of 

Creative Fit-is that the better the "fit" between the individual and the 

creative climate of the organization, the lower strain will be and the 

higher performance and job satisfaction will be. 

Insert figure 1 about here 

Amabile's (1988) conceptualization of individual and 

organizational elements of creativity will be utilized as the basis for 

developing person and environment components that explain the outcome 

variables. Interactions occur between components of the environment and 

components of the person. These interactions indicate the level of 

person-environment fit and are derived from the person-environment fit 

model of stress developed by French and his colleagues (Caplan et al., 

1980: French, Rogers, & Cobb, 1974; Harrison, 1976). The level of 

person-environment fit is related to the outcomes of interest: strain, 

job satisfaction, and·performance. 



12 

Summary 

This chapter briefly described a Model of Creative Fit that 

will be used as the mechanism for examining the relationships between 

"fit" at work and the outcomes of performance, job satisfaction, and 

strain, with creativity serving as the dimension on which fit may 

differ. A detailed description of the model and hypotheses derived from 

the model will be presented in Chapter II. Chapter III will outline the 

study methodology while Chapter IV will present the results of the study 

conducted to test the model. Finally, Chapter V will present a 

discussion of the results as well as conclusions drawn from that 

discussion. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter presents the conceptual framework to be used in 

the dissertation. The framework integrates the models of creativity and 

person-environment fit that were ,briefly reviewed in Chapter I into a 

novel framework. The new Model of Creative Fit defines the relationship 

between individual and organizational "fit" regarding creativity and the 

outcome variables of individual strain, job satisfaction and 

performance. Following a review of the literature underlying the new 

framework, research hypotheses are developed based on the model. 

The literature review begins with a summary of the research on 

the Person-Environment Fit Model of Stress developed by French and his 

colleagues, which is one cornerstone of the new model. Components of 

the P-E fit model are outlined, research evidence regarding the model is 

reviewed, and criticisms of the theory, the model, and its 

operationalization are presented. Second, a brief review of the 

literature on creativity is. presented to illustrate the need to take an 

interactional approach to the study of creativity. Amabile's 

Componential Model of Organizational Innovation, which is the second 

cornerstone of the new model, is then outlined and critiqued as a method 

for examining individual and organizational components of creativity. 

13 



Finally, the Model of Creative Fit will be described and hypotheses 

based on the newly developed model is presented. 

Person-Environment Fit Theory of Stress 

14 

The P-E Fit Model of,Stress is based on the early work of Lewin 

(1936) and Murray (1938). The model predicts strain from the 

discrepancy between characteristics in a person's environment and 

his/her preferences for those characteristics. The present study uses 

the model, developed by French and his colleagues (Caplan et al, 1980; 

French et al., 1974; Harrison, 1976), as a framework for examining 

creativity. Therefore, an understanding of this model is necessary to 

understand the Model of Creative Fit. Prior to a review of this model, 

however, definitions of stress and strain are presented. 

Stress 

A wide variety of definitions of stress have been proposed over 

the years. Early definiti~ns of stress include Cannon's (1935) work 

which describes stress as stimuli that disrupt an individual's normal 

internal environment and Selye's (1956) work which proposes that stress 

is the nonspecific response of the body to any demand placed upon it. 

More recent definitions of stress include stress as an external force 

operating on a system, be it an organization or a person (Hall & 

Mansfield, 1971); stress as anything that causes an alteration of 

psychological homeostatic processes (Burchfield, 1979); and stress as a 

result of change, uncertainty, or imbalance between the demands made on 

individuals and their ability to respond to them (Matteson & Ivancevich, 

1987). 



Of particular interest for this study is the concept of job or 

occupational stress. Beehr and Newman (1978) defined job stress as a 

situation in which job-related factors interact with the individual to 

change his(her psychological or physiological condition in a way that 

requires the person to deviate from ?ormal levels of functioning. 

15 

Cooper and Marshall (1976) indicated that occupational stress involves 

negative environmental forces that are associated with a particular job 

while Caplan et al. (1980) defined job stress as "any characteristics of 

the job environment which pose ~ threat to the individual. Two types of 

job stress may ~hreaten the person: either demands,which he may not be 

able to meet or insufficient supplies to meet his needs" (Caplan et al., 

1980, p. 3). Each of these definitions of job stress includes 

components of the individual inte~acting with components of the 

environment to produce stress. This interactional perspective on stress 

was clearly articulated by French et al. (1974) in the definition of 

stress that will be utilized in this,study. They define stress as a 

misfit between a person's skills and abilities and demands of the job 

and a misfit in terms of a person's needs being met by the job 

environment. This definition was chosen because it includes both 

individual and organizational qualities as elements of stress. In 

addition, it provides a basis for understanding why person and 

environment factors are related to stress (i.e., because of a misfit 

between them). 

Strain 

Strain has been defined as the degree of physiological, 
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psychological, and/or behavioral deviation from an individual's normal 

functioning resulting from a stressful event or series of events (Caplan 

et al., 1980; Quick & Quick, 1984; Taylor & Cangemi, 1988). Strain can 

be manifested in psychological (e.g., anxiety, depression, low self

esteem), physiological (e.g., cardiovascular disease, headaches, 

fatigue), or behavioral disorders (e.g., drug abuse, eating disorders, 

aggression) (Brief, Schuler & Van Sell, 1981). 

Components of P-E Fit Model 

Figure 2 outlines the primary components of the P-E Fit Model of 

Stress. In examining these components, it is important to differentiate 

between the person and the environment and between objective and 

subjective views of the person and the environment, and to describe the 

relationship between P-E fit and strain. 

Insert figure 2 about here 

Objective Environment. The objective environment exists 

independent of biases introduced by the person's perception of it 

(Caplan, 1983). Included in the objective environment are the family, 

physical, _and social worlds to which the individual is exposed 

(Harrison, 1978). Objective measures of the environment might include 

organizational records on work load and job complexity. 

Subjective Environment. The subjective environment is the 

person's perception of the objective environment and includes the biases 

inherent in those perceptions (Caplan, 1983). The perceptions are 



17 

inferred, and exist within the person as a result of their appraisal of 

the objective environment (Caplan et al., 1980). The environment, both 

objective and subjective, of interest in this study is the individual's 

work environment. 

Objective Person. The objective person refers to 

characteristics of the person as he/she really is (i.e., free of the 

individual's self-perceptions). These characteristics are viewed as 

relatively enduring and include the person's needs, values and abilities 

(Harrison, 1978). Measures of the objective person often consist of 

intelligence and/or abilities tests (French et al., 1982). 

Subjective Person. The subjective person represents the 

individual's perceptions of his/her own objective characteristics (i.e. 

perceptions of their needs, values, and abilities). The subjective 

person is represented by the individual's self-concept or self-identity 

(Harrison, 1978). This study is concerned with objective and subjective 

characteristics of the person related to creativity in the workplace. 

Fit refers to the degree of similarity or compatibility between 

individual and situational characteristics (Harrison, 1976). Based on 

these four components of the P-E fit model, fit can be determined 

objectively or subjectively. 

Objective Person-Environment Fit. Objective person-environment 

fit is the fit between the objective person and the objective 

environment (Harrison, 1978). It is the fit between components of the 

person and the environment free from the biases of the individual's 

perceptions of self or environment. 



18 

Subjective Person-Environment Fit. Subjective person-environment 

fit is the fit between the subjective environment and the subjective 

person (Harrison, 1978). Therefore, subjective P-E fit includes the 

biases inherant in the individual's perceptions of self and environment. 

Within objective or subjective person-environment fit, two subsets 

of fit exist between the individual and the environment. Demand-ability 

fit exists to the extent that a person's skills and abilities meet the 

demands of the environment. Supply-value fit exists to the extent that 

the person's values are supplied by the environment (Cox & Mackay, 

1981). For example, a~ individual with a high need for autonomy would 

experience supply-value fit if the organization gave him/her freedom to 

do his/her job without strict supervision. When either type of misfit 

occurs, the individual is threatened and stress results (Harrison, 

1978). Figure 3 outlines the dimensions along which P-E fit should be 

examined. 

Insert figure 3 about here 

Relationship Between P-E Fit and Stress. Many stress researchers 

indicate that arousal or stimulation is a factor in stress and 

subsequent health strain (Lazarus, 1966; Mason, 1975; Quick & Quick, 

1984). In addition, the motivational impact of the relationship between 

the person and the environment has been emphasized by Lewin (1951) and 

Murray (1938). Motivational theory normally identifies goals 

(individual and/or organizational) that the person attempts to attain. 

If those goals are not attained, individual well-being may be 
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threatened. The concept of "fit" between person and environment factors 

underlies these perspectives. Stress·can be conceived of as the tension 

that exists when the environment does not facilitate the achievement of 

goals that the individual seeks (Harrison, 1978). Therefore, the 

concepts of stress and person-environment fit can be conceptualized and 

operationalized in comparable terms as they are in the P-E Fit Model. 

Relationship Between P-E Fit and Strain.' As articulated above, 

job stress results from a misfit between a person's skills and abilities 

and demands of the job and/or a misfit in terms of a person's needs 

being met by the job environment. Therefore, when there is poor P-E fit 

and related job stress, strain can occur. According to the P-E fit 

model, strain should increase as P-E fit reflects increased inability of 

supplies to meet values or individual' abilities to meet environmental 

demands (Harrison, 1978), or vice versa. 

Figure 4 illustrates the three basic relationships that may occur 

in P-E fit. The horizontal axis represents P-E fit. The numbers on the 

scale represent discrepancies between environment (supplies, demands) 

and person (values, abilities), scores -on a dimension. The vertical axis 

represents any strain resulting'from sustained motive arousal. The zero 

point indicates the point at which person and environment scores are 

equal. Negative scores indicate that the person score is greater than 

the environment score and positive scores indicate that the environment 

score is larger than the person score (Harrison, 1985). 

Insert figure 4 about here 
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The solid line in the figure indicates the reduction in strain 

that occurs as supplies or demands of the environment increase to the 

point that they match the individual's values or ability level. Curve A 

illustrates a U-shaped relationship. A U-shaped relationship between 

strain and P-E fit occurs when excesses or deficits of environmental 

characteristics produce more strain than when,person and environment 

components are equal (Harrison, 1985). For example, when considering 

the dimension of autonomy, strain should be high when an individual has 

less autonomy than desired. Strain will decrease as opportunities for 

autonomy increase to the desired level. Individuals experiencing more 

autonomy than is desired, may feel a lack of direction resulting in an 

increase in strain. 

Curve B represents an asymptotic relationship between P-E fit and 

strain. An asymptotic relationship occurs when an excess of personal 

characteristics, but not a deficit, or an exces's of environmental 

characteristics, but not a deficit, leads to strain (Caplan, 1983). 

Individuals with a high need for self-control may experience strain if 

given too few opportunities to participate in decision-making. Strain 

is reduced if the deficit is reduced. There may, however, be little 

additional reduction in the level of strain once the acceptable level of 

participation is achieved. 

Curve C represents a linear relationship between P-E fit and 

strain. In this case, the amount of one P-E fit element relative to the 

other has a linear impact on strain (Caplan, 1983). For example, an 

individual receiving a lower income than needed and valued will 

experience strain. Additional income above the expected level allows 

the individual to purchase more than expected, thus reducing strain 
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below its perfect fit level. Other relationships are possible, but the 

three presented here are the most frequently occurring. 

The U-shaped and asymptotic relationships outlined above cannot be 

predicted by measures of the person or the environment alone or by 

additive combinations of the two components. Therefore, P-E fit theory 

is supported if curvilinear relationships are found between P-E fit and 

strain because curvilinear relationships indicate that P-E fit accounts 

for variance in strain which cannot be predicted by linear combinations 

of P and E components alone (Harrison, 1978). In order to fully 

understand the relationship between P-E fit and strain it is also 

important to have an understanding of the method normally used to 

measure P-E fit. 

Measuring Person-Environment Fit 

The most common method for determining P-E fit scores is to 

calculate the difference between the environment score and the person 

score by subtracting one score from the other. To utilize this method 

and to make an accurate comparison between person and environment 

factors, it is essential that both objective and subjective components 

of the environment and the person be measured commensurately (French et 

al., 1974). 

In order to have commensurate measures, pairs of items are 

utilized to test for P-E fit. One item in the pair is a person item and 

the other is an environment item. Individuals are asked to rate the 

extent to which a characteristic is present on the job and the amount of 

that characteristics they would prefer to have on the job (Caplan, 1983; 

Caplan et al., 1980). The difference score between the person and 
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environment components is then calculated. A value of zero indicates a 

perfect fit; a negative discrepancy between the scores indicates that 

the environment provides less of the characteristic than the person 

wants; and a positive discrepancy indicates that the environment 

requires more of the characteristic than the person wants to give. 

Strain should increase when positive or negative discrepancies occur 

(Caplan et al., 1980). 

A number of criticisms of this method for measuring P-E fit have 

been articulated. They will be outlined with other criticisms of the 

model following a review of research testing the Person-Environment Fit 

Model of Stress. 

Research on the P-E Fit Model of Stress 

Several studies have been conducted to test the Person

Environment Fit Model of Stress. Most of these studies have been 

conducted by researchers at the Institute for Social Research at the 

University of Michigan. Two of the earliest studies were conducted by 

French (1973) and House (1972) with similar results. French (1973), in 

studies conducted at Goddard Space Flight Center and Kennedy Space 

Center, found that P-E fit measured along dimensions of job stress (role 

ambiguity, subjective work load, participation, responsibility, 

underload, etc.) showed significant relationships between P-E fit and 

job satisfaction and that poor' fit was associated with high job-related 

threat. Many of the relationships between goodness of fit along the job 

stress dimensions and psychological strain (job satisfaction, anxiety, 

depression, job-related threat, etc.) were curvilinear and the lowest 

strain occurred where P-E fit was perfect. 
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House (1972) examined fit in relationship to job satisfaction. Of 

the eighteen motivational fit dimensions (these included both extrinsic 

and intrinsic motivations such as motivation to approach money and to 

avoid lack/loss of money, motivation to approach prestige and to avoid 

lack/loss of prestige, motivation for.affiliation, motivation for 

authority, motivation to approach self-development, etc.) examined in 

the study, sixteen were related tq job satisfaction .. Five of the 

sixteen accounted for variance in job satisfaction above that accounted 

for by person and environment components alone. The increase in 

variance was small (1.2%-2.7%), but this was due to the fact that the 

relationships were asymptotic in shape (e.g. an excess of a 

characteristic, but not a deficit, leads to strain). 

A number of additional studies were conducted on a group of 

respondents from 23 different occupations by Harrison and his colleagues 

(Caplan et al:, 1980; French et al., 1982; Harrison, 1976, 1978). 

Relatively strong correlations were found between measures of "work role 

fit" and various affective outcomes such as job dissatisfaction, 

workload dissatisfaction, and boredom. In particular, French et al. 

(1982) attempted to test the causal path predicted by P-E fit theory. 

They used more than fifty factors including environmental and personal 

characteristics and P-E fit dimensions to predict eighteen strains. P-E 

fit measures were found to be significant, independent predictors of 

strains. French et al. (1974) and Harrison (1978) also found that the 

degree of fit between characteristics of the person and demands of their 

work environment predicted physical and mental health. These results 

indicate that the ability to predict strain was improved when the "fit" 

between the individual and the environment was considered. 
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Specifically, Harrison (1976) found twenty-seven significant 

relationships between strain (defined as deviation from normal 

psychological, physiological or behavioral responses in the person) and 

measures of the person, the environment or P-E fit on the dimensions of 

work load, responsibility for other people, and role ambiguity. In 

eighteen of the twenty-seven relationships, P-E fit accounted for 

variance in strain above that accounted for by linear relationships with 

person and environment components. 

More recent studies by Harrison, Moss, Dielman, Horvath and Harlan 

(1987) and Caplan et al. (1985) also provide support for the ability of 

P-E fit theory to explain additional variance -in strain. Harrison et 

al. (1987) examined the relationship between P-E fit theory and strain 

in a random sample of residents of a county in Michigan. Measures of 

poor fit on work demands had stronger relationships with strain than did 

levels of preferences concerning work demands and actual levels of the 

demands. Specifically, poor fits on work load, job complexity, and job 

competition were related to job dissatisfaction (r=.24, p<.Ol; r=.26, 

p<.Ol; r=.lO, p<.OS, respectively) while increased misfit on job 

complexity was associated with higher levels of irritation (r=.l3; 

p<.Ol) and depression (r=.l4; p<.Ol). Including the interaction due to 

poor fit to the measures of environment and person components generally 

doubled the explained variation in strain over that explained by the 

linear relationship between person and environment measures. However, 

the pattern was not consistent across all dimensions of job demands and 

strains. Thus, measures of P-E fit had. additional explanatory power 

over measures of the person or the environment alone. 
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The Caplan et al. (1985) study examined P-E fit over time in a 

sample of university students. The study included cognitive fit (e.g., 

meeting demands for intelligence, good memory) and motivational fit 

(e.g., being able to muster the effort) and found both to be strong 

predictors of strain. Cognitive fit was the strongest predictor of 

strain. 

Other studies have applied the P-E fit theory to Holland's model 

of career choice (Furnham & Schaeffer, 1984); to the Contingency Model 

of Leadership (Chemers, Hayes, Rhodewalt, & Wysocki, 1985); and to 

political action in organizations (Mayes & Ganster, 1988). These 

studies provided clear support for the P-E fit model of job stress. A 

better match between individual and environmental components was related 

to lower levels of job strain, fewer health problems and less political 

action. In addition, an extensive review of person-environment fit 

studies indicated that across a multiplicity of measures, samples, job 

content areas, and operationalizations, P-E fit demonstrated the 

anticipated relationship with outcomes (Edwards, 1991). 

Another study was less supportive of the P-E fit model. Blau 

(1981) found limited justification for the hypothesized relationships 

between job stress and job strains (job dissatisfaction and ineffective 

job performance) within the French P-E fit model. Blau's sample 

consisted of bus operators within a midwestern transit authority who 

were administered questionnaires at their bus station. Misfit was 

measured along three stress factor dimensions: 1) physical danger 

2) passenger/intracompany concerns 3) scheduling/assistance concerns. 

Only the passenger/intracompany stress factor was significantly related 

to poor job performance (r=.20; p<.Ol). Stronger support was found for 

/ 
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the relationship between job stress and job dissatisfaction. The 

passenger/intracompany stress factor (r=.SO; p<.Ol) and the 

scheduling/assistance stress factor (r-.39; p<.Ol) were both 

significantly related to job dissatisfaction. Based on the results of 

this study, Blau (1981) called into question the validity of P-E fit 

theory, but suggested that these results may have been due to common 

method variance. He recommended that future research utilize objective 

measures of P-E fit job stress such as archival records or observational 

ratings. 

These findings indicate non-linear relationships between 

dimensions of P-E'fit and strain as predicted by P-E fit theory. P-E 

fit measures can account for variance in strain beyond that predicted by 

person or environment factors alone. However, the amount of additional 

variance explained is small (between three and six percent) and a number 

of other theoretical and methodological problems with person-environment 

fit have been suggested. 

Limitations of Person-Environment Fit Theory 

A number of limitations to the P-E fit model have been expressed 

over the years as the model has been developed and tested. The 

criticisms fall into three primary categories: 1) theoretical issues 

2) operationaliz~tion and measurement of the constructs and 3) 

calculation of fit scores. Specific concerns within each of these areas 

will be reviewed. 

Theoretical Issues 

Three basic theoretical issues related to person-environment fit 

I 
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theory have arisen. First, there is debate over the version of P-E fit 

to measure. The second issue concerns the appropriate form of P-E fit 

to use and the third issue relates to the selection of person and 

environment characteristics to study. 

P-E Fit Version. Two versions of fit were outlined above: 

supply-value (S-V) fit anddemand-ability (D-A) fit. Supply-value fit 

refers to the fit between environmental supplies and individual values 

and needs, while demand-ability fit is the fit between individual 

abilities and environm'ental demands for those abilities. These two 

types of fit are distinct versions of P-E fit; however, most studies of 

P-E fit ignore or minimize this difference (Edwards, 1991; Edwards & 

Cooper, 1990). In many cases, S-V fit is assumed to be dependent on D-A 

fit, but this dependence has received little empirical scrutiny. In 

fact, theoretical and empirical evidence seems to suggest that 

relationships with outcomes may be different depending on whether S-V or 

D-A fit is measured. S-V fit appears to be related to dissatisfaction 

(Locke, 1969, 1976) and negative affect (Diener & Emmons, 1984). D-A 

fit, in contrast, seems to be.more closely related to changes in 

performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Naylor, Pritchard & Ilgen, 1980; 

Porter & Lawler, 1968). A clear understanding of the relationship 

between S-V and D-A fit requires the simultaneous measurement of both 

concepts. 

P-E Fit Form. Edwards and Cooper (1990) outlined three primary 

forms of fit that have been used to examine P-E fit. The discrepancy 

form indicates that strain increases as the difference between 

environment and individual characteristics increases. It is typically 
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operationalized as the difference between commensurate P and E 

components. This is the most common operationalization of fit. In the 

interaction form, strain occurs when environment and person 

characteristics are combined. The interaction form is operationalized 

as the product of commensurate P and E components. Finally, the 

proportional form indicates that strain increases as the proportion of 

person requirements fulfilled by the environment becomes lower. This 

final form is operationalized by examining P-E fit as the ratio of 

commensurate P and E measures. 

A review of P-E fit studies in~icated that researchers have 

assumed these three forms to be compatible with each other; however, 

they represent different theoretical positions and should not be 

considered equivalent (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). Thus, the form of P-E 

fit to utilize in a study should depend on the theoretical assumptions 

underlying the relationship between person and environment components in 

the study. 

Selection of P and E Characteristics. A final theoretical issue 

related to P-E fit theory is the method for selecting person and 

environment characteristics to study. P-E fit theory does not identify 

specific job demands or motives to be studied (Harrison, 1987). Because 

of this, little uniformity exists as to the person and environment 

components to be investigated. However, this does broaden the spectrum 

of topics to which the theory can be applied and forces the investigator 

to select demands or motives that appear to be most relevant to the 

situation being studiedy 
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At least five issues arise when discussing the operationalization 

and measurement of components of the P-E fit model: 1) objective 

versus subjective assessment; 2) use of commensurate units; 3) framing 

or reference criteria; 4) selecting response units, and; 5) number of 

dimensions to study. 

Objective Versus Subjective Assessment. Few examinations of P-E 

fit have used measures of the objective environment and even fewer have 

tried to measure characteristics of the per~on objectively. French et 

al. (1974) attempted to measure objective and subjective components of 

the person and the environment in a study of fit along ten dimensions 

expected to be important to high school boys. Objective measures 

included standardized tests and teacher ratings while subjective 

measures were derived from questionnaires filled out by the subjects. 

Results indicated that the objective measures were only weakly related 

to subjective measures. Several other studies (French and Caplan, 1972; 

Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Kraut, 1966) suggested that the subjective 

environment has a stronger relationship with strain than the objective 

environment, but the issue,has not been examined in enough studies to 

draw definate conclusions. 

As early as 1968, Pervin recommended collecting both objective and 

subjective data when possible in order to determine which type of data 

was more useful. Until researchers know conclusively how subjective and 

objective measures are related, it is critical to distinguish between 

them and measure both concepts (Caplan, 1987). It is possible that many 
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explained by the differences in objective and subjective measurement 

(Blau, 1981; Kulka, 1979). 
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Use of Commensurate Units. P-E fit theory, as developed by French 

and his colleagues, is designed to use commensurate measures of person 

and environment components. Commensurate measures have been used 

because fit emphasizes the match between individual and environmental 

variables reflecting the same theoretical dimension (Edwards & Cooper, 

1990). Chatman (1989) stressed the importance of conceptualizing and 

measuring persons and situations in commensurate terms. In particular, 

this technique allows the quantitative comparison of person and 

environment factors. Chatman (1990) also indicated that a failure to 

use commensurate measures limits the development of a coherent theory of 

P-E interactions and makes it difficult to determine the real impact of 

P-E effects. Edwards (1991) suggested that commensurate outcome 

measures,be used because fit regarding specific job content dimensions 

should only influence outcomes associated with that dimension. 

Framing or Reference Criteria.' The framing or reference criteria 

problem results from a lack of clarity on how to frame the questions 

about person and environment components to best assess P-E fit. In 

other words, when referring to the environmental component, should the 

statement ask how much opportunity there is to participate or how much 

participation is required? For the person component, the question is 

whether to assess preferences, needs, ideal desires or minimally 

acceptable desires (Caplan, 1983). Measures of environmental supplies 

normally ask how much of an attribute is present, while environmental 
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demand questions ask for the level of demand associated with the 

attribute. Two approaches are often used for studying individual 

values: if the discrepancy form of fit is of interest, desired levels 

of attributes are elicited while the importance of attributes is 

measured for interactive forms of- fit. Pe.rsonal abilities are measured 

most directly by requesting self-assessments of ability. Indirect 

indicators of ability such as education level may also be used as less 

explicit assessments of the construct (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). Because 

of the lack of research comparing alternative frames, most researchers 

depend on theory to specify the appropriate frame that will represent 

the point at which 'the individual will no.t encounter strain (Harrison, 

1976). 

Selecting Response Units. The selection of response units is a 

problem in the operationalization and measurement of P-E fit because 

scales often involve relative.judgments (Caplan, 1983). What is 

considered "high" by one person may not be viewed as "high" by someone 

else. Even when a Likert-type scale is used, the intervals between 

scale points may not be considered the same by differ~nt respondents. 

Therefore, methods should be used that capture the relevance of 

individual differences (Chatman, 1989). 

In addition, contamination may occur when a person's environment 

respons~ affects their person response or when their person response 

affects their environment response (Harrison, 1976, 1985). This problem 

exists when a scale taps more than one construct. The best method for 

avoiding the problem of contamination is to use specific rather than 

relative response scales (Caplan, 1983). 
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Number of Fit Dimensions. Edwards and Cooper (1990) reviewed 

studies utilizing a person-environment fit approach to stress and found 

that most researchers measured fit along a limited number of dimensions 

(i.e., one to eight dimensions). This examination of a limited number 

of fit dimensions may omit relevant precursors of strain and limit 

information about P-E fit as a general construct. Edwards and Cooper 

(1990) recommend that comprehensive measures of the person and the 

environment be utilized to examine fit to deal with this limitation of 

previous studies. Specifically, they indicate that the Work Values 

Inventory (Super, 1970) has been used to derive fit along fifteen 

dimensions of job satisfaction and that other studies have effectively 

utilized interviews with employees to identify dimensions along which 

comprehensive fit indices can be developed. 

Problems With The Calculation of P-E Fit Scores 

The majority of studies testing the P-E fit model calculate P-E 

fit scores by computing the difference between the person score and the 

environmental score. This approach is intuitively appealing and has 

been used in a myriad of studies relating fit scores to outcome 

variables (Kulka, 1975). However, the use of discrepancy scores for 

operationalizing P-E fit has been criticized. 

Most critics argue that difference scores have limitations that 

can lead to erroneous conclusions. Among these limitations are scaling 

problems such as the assumption of interval scaling (Cronbach, 1958; 

French, Rodgers, & Cobb, 1974), problems in determining similarities in 

profiles based on difference scores (Nunnally, 1978), and attenuation of 

the relationship between the difference score and the dependent variable 
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(Edwards & Cooper, 1990). Difference scores also discard information on 

the absolute level of person and environment measures that could help in 

understanding the effects of fit (Edwards, 1991). 

Other criticisms focus on statistical weaknesses of difference 

scores. It has been pointed out that there are concerns with 

unreliability, regression toward tha mean and a variety of other 

artifacts because the relationships comprising the difference scores can 

be depicted as exact mathematical functions of the correlations and 

variances of their components (Blau & Duncan, 1967; Bohrnstedt, 1969; 

Rice, McFarlin, & Bennet, 1989). In particular, Cronbach & Furby (1970) 

indicate that difference scores can magnify unreliability of the score's 

components, thus reducing the predictive power of P-E fit. In addition, 

difference scores are simply a linea~ combination of their compone~ts. 

Therefore, they can never have more predictive power than the combined 

effect of those components. In fact, most cases will provide less 

predictive power (Edwards, 1991; Edwards & Cooper, 1990). According to 

Harrison (1976), in order to. a avoid some of these problems, it is 

important for researchers to examine their data to determine if 1) 

scores on one dimension are consistently higher than scores on the other 

dimension; 2) either component, has a small variance; and 3) the 

component scores are highly correlat'ed. 

Because of these criticisms, it has been recommended that the use 

of difference scores be discontinued in favor of a multivariate approach 

that uses person and environment variables separately in the analysis 

(Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Edwards, 1991; Edwards & Cooper, 1990). This 

multivariate method permits the examination of complex relationships 

between the two variables and allows hypotheses about the discrepancy 
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form of fit to be tested by entering component scores together into a 

regression equation and examining their joint contribution to predicting 

strain. 

The person-environment fit model serves as one cornerstone for the 

Model of Creative Fit. The ability of the Model of Creative Fit to deal 

with the limitations of P-E,Fit' ~eo~y will be discussed later in this 

chapter. First, however, the literature'on creativity will be reviewed 

since creativity is the dimension albhg which perso~-environment fit 

will be examined in this study. 

Creativity 

One deficiency of P-E fit theory is that it provides no 

guidelines for selecting characteristics of the person and the 

environment to measure. This study ~xamines the role of creative "fit" 

in strain, job satisfaction, and performance. The purpose of this 

section is to define creativity and to outline the person and 

environment components of creativity. 

Creativity Definition 

Creativity, like str~ss, is a term that has been defined in a wide 

variety of ways over the years. Definitions of creativity have 

generally taken one of four approaches. Creativity has been viewed (1) 

in terms of the environment which stimulates and sustains the creative 

process; (2) in terms of the products or outputs of the creative 

process; (3) in terms of the internal, unobservable process of 

creativity itself, and (4) in terms of the characteristics of the 

individual that relate to creativity (Taylor, 1988). 
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Specific definitions include creativity as "the constellation of 

personality and intellect shown by individuals who, when given a measure 

of free rein, spend significant amounts of time engaged in the creative 

process" (Findlay & Lumsden, 1988); creativity as "the process of 

bringing something new into being" (Hausman, 1979); creativity as the 

"emergence in action of a novel relational product, growing out of the 

uniqueness of the individual on the one hand, and the materials, events, 

people, or circumstances of his life on the other" (Rogers, 1954); 

creativity as "novelty that is useful" (Stein, 1974); and creativity as 

"the production of novel and useful ideas by an individual or small 

group of individuals working together" (Amabile, 1988). These last 

three definitions support the vie'l/ of most theorists and researchers 

that creativity is the development of a product or idea. According to 

Bailin (1984), the only reliable indicator of creativity is the 

production of a valuable product. 

These product/idea definitions of creativity are based on the 

ultimate outcome of the creative process, but do not include influences 

upon that creative process. Understanding the process is important 

because it is only through knowledge of the creative process and the 

factors influencing that process that we learn how to facilitate 

creativity. Various factors have been proposed that can influence the 

creative process including an individual's ability to develop 

understandings, identify facts, apply multiple understandings and 

reorganize facts. In addition, it has been proposed that the 

organizational climate can inhibit or enhance creativity (Mumford & 

Gustafson, 1988; Woodman & Schoenfeldt, 1990). Amabile (1988) presented 

individual and organizational influences on the creative process that 
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include most of these factors. These variables are presented in Figure 

5. At both the individual and organizational levels, Amabile proposed a 

resources component that includes the organization's task domain 

resources and the individual's domain-relevant skills; a techniques 

component which includes individual,'creativity-relevant skills and 

organizational skills in innovation management; and a motivation 

component that includes the organization's motivation to innovate and 

the individual's intrinsic'motivation to do the task. 

Insert figure 5 about here 

Based on the product definitions of creativity and this summary of 

influences on the creative process, the following definition has been 

developed for this research project: Creativity is a process influenced 

by individual and organizational level factors that results in the 

production of novel and useful ideas and/or products. This definition 

was chosen because it is a comprehensive definition of creativity. It 

includes influences on the creative process which must be understood in 

order to encourage creativity as well as the outcomes of the process 

which are essential in determining the success of the creative process. 

Personal Elements in Creativity 

Over the years, a vast array of stu~ies have focused on 

the role of individual characteristics in creativity. Most of this 

research has examined individual characteristics from one of two 

perspectives: 1) the role of individual cognitive processes in 



creativity, or 2) the role of individual difference variables in 

creativity. 
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Individual Cognitive Processes. According to Mumford and 

Gustafson, "the individual's ability to integrate, reorganize, or 

restructure existing understandings may play an important role in 

generating major contributions or ~ew schemata of use in solving a 

variety of problems". (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988, p. 30). Albrecht and 

Albrecht (1987) referred to, this as mental flexibility, option thinking, 

big-picture thinking, or intellectual courage. ·The individual's ability 

to reorganize cognitive structures has been studied in relationship to 

intelligence, divergent thinking, associational processes and 

unconscious processes. 

Much of the research relating creativity to intelligence has been 

based on Guilford's Structure of Intellect Model (Guilford, 1967) and 

Cattell's alternative model of fluid and crystallized intelligence 

(Cattell, 1971). Gu1lford's model has been criticized on both technical 

and conceptual grounds, but has inspired a variety of other tests such 

as an auditory abilities test to relate creativity to intelligence 

(Barron & Harrington, 1981). A study of Cattell's model found moderate 

positive relation~ between indexes of intelligence and creativity among 

professionals, artists,and scientists (Cattell, 1971). Other studies 

have also found support for a relationship between intelligence and 

creativity in those same occupations (Bachtold & Werner, 1973; Gough, 

1976; Helson & Crutchfield, 1970)., 
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Studies of non-professional samples have found results different 

from those reported above. Most relationships found in these studies 

between intelligence and creative achievement were nonsignificant or 

weakly positive (Friederickson & Ward, 1978; Hocevar, 1980; Milgram, 

Yitzhak, & Milgram, 1977). These findings would be expected based on 

Guilford's (1967) triangularity hypothesis that creativity and 
I 

intelligence are correlated most highly in the lower two thirds of the 

population in terms of intelligence. 

An individual's capacity for divergent thinking has also been 

widely studied as an important factor in creativity. Divergent thinking 

involves the individual's ability to generate multiple potential 

solutions to a problem and is normally measured by asking an individual 

to generate as many solutions as possible to an open-ended stimulus 

problem (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). 

In a review of the literature on divergent thinking, Barron & 

Harrington (1981) found over seventy studies with positive and 

statistically significant relationships between scores on divergent 

thinking tests and creativity indexes. In spite of these findings, a 

number of criticisms have been voiced over the use of divergent thinking 

tests (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). First, performance on divergent 

thinking measures has been found to be influenced by instructional set, 

suggesting that it may be a situationally specific construct (Owen & 

Baum, 1985). In addition, divergent thinking sc'ores may be biased by 

test anxiety, response set, and weak reliability of procedures for 

scoring (Romaniuk & Romaniuk, 1981). Also, divergent thinking tests may 

not capture the intended construct because they focus on a solution to 

which a problem must be attached. In reality, most individuals are 
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faced with a problem to solve rather than with a solution (Owen & Baum, 

1985). A final criticism of divergent thinking relates to the role of 

intelligence in divergent thinking (Barron & Harrington, 1981). Few 

studies have gathered data appropriate to determining whether divergent 

thinking measures explain anyvarianc~ in creativity beyond that 

measured by intelligence'. Until studies of this nature are conducted, 

it will be difficult to fully understand the relationship between 

divergent thinking and creativity. 

In addition to divergent-thinking abilities, associational or 

analogical abilities have been studied as important components of 

creativity. Several studies have found moderate positive relationships 

between associational abilities and creative achievement (Mednick & 

Mednick, 1967; Mendelsohn, 1976; Sobel, 1978). However, there has been 

disagreement over the role of remote associations in creativity. 

Perkins (1983) examined 'experimental and archival data and 

concluded that analogies or remote associations seldom led to discovery 

and were used infrequently in problem solving. Poze (1983), on the 

other hand, stresses the utility of analogy or association in problem 

solving. He indicates that associations work best on problems in which 

information cannot be obtained ,from an, analysis of the problem. Poze 

(1988) also argues that the connection between the subject and the 

analogue must be evaluated and it must be done within the context 

intended for analogy to be useful to creativity. 

Closely related to the idea of remote associations is the use of 

metaphors and imagery in creative acts. Several researchers have 

examined the relationship between images and metaphors in problem 

solving, but no definite relationships have been found (Harrington, 
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1981; Kogan, Connor, Gross, & Fava, 1980). It does appear, however, 

that images and metaphors have potential for improving creativity 

because they provide unique ways to apply understandings (Mumford & 

Gustafson, 1988). 

A final cognitive process related tq creativity involves 

unconscious processes such as dreams, insight or intuition. The use of 
' 

unconscious material may provide information that can help redefine 

conscious understandings in a way that can contribute to_creativity 

(Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). Much of the research on unconscious 

processes has focused on dreams. In a study of high school students, 

Domino (1982) found that creative students were more likely to view 

their dreams as significant than non-creative students. A later study 

compared dream content of individuals in professions presumed to be 

creative (e.g. architects, writers, musicians, sculptors, & research 

scientists) with those in professions presumed to be low in creativity 

(e.g. police officers & accountants) (Sladeczek & Domino, 1985). Dreams 

of individuals from the creative professions were more unrealistic, more 

visual, and less plausible than those from members of less creative 

professions. Sladeczek and Domino (1985) concluded that the primary 

process involved in dreaming is essential to creative thinking because 

it allows one to restructure understandings. 

Individual Differences. A wide variety of studies have 

examined the association of personality characteristics with creative 

achievement in a number of occupational fields. ·Studies have been 

conducted in art (Amos, 1978; Bachtold & Werner, 1973; Barron, 1972; 

Gotz & Gotz, 1979), music (Khatena, 1971), science and technology 



41 

(Chambers, 1964; MacKinnon, 1962; Gough, 1979), and literature (Helson, 

1977; Korb & Frankiewicz, 1979; Schaefer & Anastasi, 1968). In general, 

these occupational studies found a set of relatively stable personality 

characteristics that were related to creativity across fields. These 

characteristics include intellectual and.artistic values, breadth of 

interests, attraction to complexity, high energy, a concern with work 

and achievement, ~ndependence of judgement, autonomy, intuition, self

confidence, ability to tolerate, and resolve conflict, and a creative 

self-image (Barrqn & Harrington, 1981). Other studies have found 

additional pe,rsonality variables related. to creativity including 

capacity for status, social presence, self-acceptance, flexibility 

(Parloff, 1966), .high ego strength, aggressiveness, independence, poise 

(Alderfer, 1976), empathy (Weiss, 1981), tolerance for ambiguity, 

intrinsic motivation, risk-taking, and desire for recognition 

(Sternberg, 1988). 

Mumford and Gustafson (1988) indicate that these individual 

characteristics contribute to creativity because they allow the 

individual 1) to have multiple understandings (i.e., different methods 

of examining issues) available, 2) to be willing to use a variety of 

understandings, 3) to be sensitive to inconsistent information, and 4) 

to be willing to resolve facts that conflict. In addition, 

characteristics such as autonomy, risk-taking, self-confidence, and 

aggressiveness may provide individuals with a greater ability to 

translate their ideas into action (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). 

This brief review of the literature provides insight into the 

person component of creativity. The component includes both cognitive 

process variables and individual difference variables. A model designed 



to examine creative person-environment fit should, therefore, include 

individual characteristics such as those described above. 

Creativity and the Environment 
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Another approach to the study of creativity has focused on 

conditions of the environment that are' related to creativity. One of 

the most critical factors in the environment is the level of support for 

individual's innovative actions (West, 1989; West & Farr, 1989). This 

support involves not only .clear communication and affective support, but 

also the distribution of valued outcomes. 

The importance of organizational support and communication in 

innovation and creativity has been noted by a number of researchers. 

Thistlewaite (1963) and Knapp (1963), in studies of university research 

environments, both found that a warm, supportive and flexible but 

demanding environment was related ~o scientific productivity. Pelz 

(1956) found that climates which encouraged autonomy, interaction and 

production of knowledge enhanced the creative acts of scientists. High 

correlations between individuals' perceptions of support, trust, 

communication, freedom, a~d goal clarity and scientific achievement have 

also been found in a number of studies (Ellison, James, & Carron, 1970; 

Ellison, James, McDonald, Fox & Taylor, 1968). In addition, research 

has shown that social support from superiors was predictive of 

innovation (attempts to introduce better ways of doing things) among 

nurses (West, 1989). 

Also suggested as important to innovation and creativity is 

supportive and constructive feedback from peers and superiors in the 

workplace (Amabile, 1984). Supportive feedback builds efficacy 
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regarding innovation (Farr' & Ford, 1990). These findings indicate that 

an organization can encourage innovation and creativity by supporting 

activities required for the development and implementation of new ideas 

and by accepting and recognizing creative efforts (Mumford & Gustafson, 

1988). 

Rewards or incentives have also been found to influence creative 

behavior. -Research by Torrance (1965) and Harrington (1981) found that 

monetary incentives improv~d performance on divergent thinking tests. 

However, oth~r studies have found detrimental effects of rewards on 

creativity. 

Cox, Nash, and Ash (1976) examined the effect of a promise for 

extra credit on the creativity of a task in college students. Rewards, 

in the form of grade incentives, we+e found to be associated with 

deflated scores on the creative task. Other studies have found that 

extrinsic rewards and motivators may reduce risk taking, set breaking, 

and exploration (Amabile, 1983a) and that predefined reward contracts 

can decrease creativity while unexpected rewards do not affect 

creativity (Amabile, Hennes,sey, & Grossman, 1986). Specifically, 

Amabile et al. (1986) found that explicitly contracting to do an 

activity to obtain a reward led'to lower levels of creativity than 

contracting to do the activity for no reward, just being presented with 

the task, or being presented with the task and receiving the reward 

subsequently. In addition, Kanter (1983) found that traditional, 

material rewards were not major influences on innovative activity in her 

study of innovative companies. 
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Therefore, formal organizational rewards should not be contingent 

only on the generation of creative ideas or outcomes. This type of 

reward contingency may actually be detrimental to creative behavior 

(Amabile, 1988). Rather, a reward system should be characterized by 

recognition and equitable reward for creative behaviors (regardless of 

the outcomes) particularly in the exploration stages of the creative 

process (Abbey & Dickson, 1983; Lind & Mumford, 1987). 

In addition to organizational support, communication and reward 

systems, other organizational factors have been suggested as influences 

on the creative process. Participative decision-making has been found 

to encourage innovation by increasing the belief that the new idea will 

be accepted (Kanter, 1983; King & West, 1987; Peters & Waterman, 1982). 

The structure of the organization may also affect innovation and 

creativity. Rigidly hierarchial organizations tend to stifle 

creativity, while more flexible structures that encourage autonomy and 

interdependence also encourage ~reativity (Kanter, 1983; Lovelace, 

1986). 

In summary, the studies reviewed indicate that individual 

creativity can be enhanced through the use of organizational support, 

open communication, appropriate reward systems, participative decision

making, and a flexible structure .. These factors provide support for 

including an environmental component of creativity in a model of 

creative person-environment fit. 

It is tempting to examine creativity based on individual or 

environmental factors .~lone because of simplicity. To focus on one 

approach over the other; however, it would be necessary to assume that 

the other approach made no contribution to understanding creativity. 
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The previous review has indicated that bo~h person and environment 

characteristics have been found to be significantly associated with 

creativity. According to Woodman and Schoenfeldt (1989, p. 80) 

"combining personality, cognitive, and social psychology explanations of 

individual differences in creative behavior could serve to improve our 

ability to unders.tand creative person,s, . processes and products." 

Therefore, creative behavior is likely to be determined by an 

interaction between characteristics of the fndividual and 

characteristics of the environment (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). One 

model designed to take an interactional approach innovation is Amabile's 

Componential Model of Organizational Innovation (Amabile, 1988). This 

model is presented in Figure 6. 

Insert figure 6 about here 

Componential Model of Organizational Innovation 

Because the focus of research on creativity has examined 

personality characteristics, cognitive abilities or the social 

environment independent of the other factors, there has been 

fragmentation in the development of creativity theory (Amabile, 1983b). 

The purpose of this section is to outline a model of organizational 

innovation developed by Amabile that integrates the dispositional, 

cognitive and social factors that determine creativity. A review of 

each component of the model and how they interact, a review of research 

related to the model, and a discussion of the model's strengths and 



weaknesses will be followed by an outline of how the model will be 

utilized in the Model of Creative Fit. 

Model of Individual Creativity 
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The lower half of the Model. of Organizational Innovation outlined 

in Figure 6 is actually a model of individual creativity. Amabile 

developed this portion of the model initially and then integrated it 

into the overall model of organizational innovation. Following a review 

of individual factors that influence creativity, the steps in the 

individual creative process will be outlined. 

Factors Influencin~ Individual Creativity. The components of the 

model of individual creativity were developed from several qualitative 

studies done by Amabil~ and her colleagues. More rigorous research has 

been conducted on an inventory designed to measure the work climate as 

outlined in this model. Research on the inventory will be reviewed 

during the discussion of the methodology for the current project in 

Chapter III. 

Interview studies were conducted with R&D scientists from over 

twenty corporations, marketing and development employees of a large 

bank, and marketing and sales employees of a major railroad (Amabile, 

1988; Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1987). The studies were designed to 

determine personal and environmental influences on creativity. 

Interviewees were asked to describe two events from their work 

experience. One event was to be an example of high creativity. The 

individual did not have to be a key figure in the story, but they were 

asked for as many details as they could remember about the event and the 



environment surrounding the event. The second event was to be an 

example of low creativity. It was hoped that the critical incident 

method would limit statements about personal beliefs related to 

creativity (Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1987). 
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A content analysis was done on transcripts of the tape-recorded 

interviews. Personal factors related to creativity fell into two major 

categories .that were ordered by frequency: 1) personal qualities 

promoting creativity; and 2) personal qualities inhibiting creativity. 

In all three occupational groups, ten factors emerged as 

individual qualities promoting creativity and five factors emerged as 

inhibiting creativity. The individual qualities promoting creativity 

included: 1) various personality·traits: persistence, curiosity, 

energy, intellectual honesty; 2) self-motivation: being self-driven, 

enthusiastic, attracted-by challe~ge; 3) special cognitive abilities: 

talents in problem solving, general, .problem solving abilities; 4) risk

orientation: oriented toward taking risks and doing things differently; 

5) expertise in the area: talent, experience, acquired knowledge in 

the field; 6) qualities of the group: synergy from intellectual, 

personal, and social qualities of group members; 7) diverse experience: 

broad general knowledge, experience in many domains; 8) social skill: 

good rapport with others, being a good listener and team player, 

broadminded; 9) brilliance: high level of general intelligence; and 

10) naivete: not biased by preconception or old ways of doing things 

(Amabile, 1988). 

Qualities of individuals that inhibit creativity included: 

1) unmotivation: lack of motivation for work; 2) unskilled: lack of 

ability or experience; 3) inflexible: set in one's ways, opinionated; 
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4) externally motivated: motivated by money, recognition or other 

factors outside of the work itself; and 5), socially unskilled: lack of 

social skills, poor team player. These qualities were merged into the 

individual components influencing creativity outlined in the 

Componential Model of Organizational Innovation and described in Figure 

5 (i.e., domain relevant skills, creativity-relevant skills and task 

motivation). 

Stages in the Individual Creative Process. The process of 

individual creativity is outlined as a five stage sequence. Although 

the present study will not examine the stages in the creative process, 

they are important in order to fully understand Amabile,'s work and 

intent. The first stage is presentation of the task or problem. The 

second stage involves gathering infQrmation relevant to the problem. 

During the third stage of the creative process, ideas or products are 

produced. Ideas are checked against task criteria during the fourth 

step. The final step of the individual creativity process involves the 

decision that must be made based on step four. The process is 

terminated if there is complete success or complete failure in 

accomplishing the original goal. If there is some progress toward the 

goal then the process returns to stage one and the steps are repeated 

(Amabile, 1988). 

According to the model outlined above, the level of creative 

production depends on the levels of the individual factors related to 

creativity. The greater the presence of the individual factors, the 

more creative the person is proposed to be. This model of individual 

creativity in turn influences innovation at the organizational level. 
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Model of Organizational Innovation 

The Componential Model of Organizational Innovation is a model of 

the innovation process within an organization. It includes the model of 

individual creativity as an influence on the innovation process. This 

section will outline the factors influencing organizational innovation, 

the stages in the organizational innovation process, and the 

intersection between individual creativity and organizational 

innovation. 

Factors Influencing Organizational Innovation. Qualities of the 

environment that influence creativity were also derived from the 

qualitative studies done by Amabile and her colleagues which were 

described above. As with the individual characteristics, two major 

categories of environment factors were found to influence the innovation 

process: 1) environmental qualities promoting creativity, and 

2) environmental qualities inhibiting creativity. 

Nine qualities promoting creativity and nine qualities inhibiting 

creativity were found. Those factors promoting creativity were: 1) 

freedom: a sense of control over one's work, operational autonomy; 2) 

good project management: a manager who is a good role model, is 

enthusiastic, communicates well; 3) sufficient resources: access to 

needed resources; 4) encouragement: enthusiasm for ideas from 

management, lack of threatening evaluations; 5) various organizational 

characteristics: climate of cooperation and collaboration, atmosphere 

where innovation is prized; 6) recognition: sense that creative work 

will be recognized and rewarded; 7) sufficient time: time to think 

creatively and to explore different perspective; 8) challenge: 



intriguing and important task; and 9) pressure: sense of urgency due 

to competition from other organizations. 

Environmental characteristics inhibiting creativity included: 
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1) various organizational characteristics: red tape, inappropriate 

reward system, lack of coop·eration; 2) constraint: lack of freedom, 

lack of control over work; 3) organizational disinterest: lack of 

organizational support and interest; 4) poor project management: 

manager with poor technical and communication skills; 5) evaluation: 

unrealistic expectations, inequitable evaluation and feedback; 6) 

insufficient resources: lack of facilities, equipment, materials, 

funds, or people; 7) time pressure: insufficient time to think 

creatively, too great a work load; 8) overemphasis on status quo: 

unwillingness to take risks; and 9) competition: interpersonal or 

intergroup competition. These characteristics comprise the components 

outlined to influence organizational innovation in the Componential 

Model of Organizational Innovation that are described in Figure 5 (i.e., 

resources in the task domain, skills in innovation management and 

motivation to innovate). 

Stages in the Organizational Innovation Process. As in the model 

of individual creativity, there are five stages in the organizational 

innovation process. Again, this sequence does not have direct 

application to the present study but is important in understanding 

Amabile's model. During stage one, the mission statement for the 

organization is developed that sets the agenda for the process. Stage 

two involves gathering resources to meet the goals stated in step one, 

establishing a work context, and carrying out market research. Ideas 
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are produced in stage three. It is in this stage that the influence of 

the model of individual creativity occurs. This intersection between 

individual and organizational components will be discussed in the next 

section. During stage four ideas are tested and implemented. Outcomes 

are assessed during stage five of the organizational innovation process. 

As in the individual creative process, complete success or failure in 

the process-normally leads to termination of the process. Limited 

progress will probably return the process to stage ~wo in an attempt to 

completely resolve the issue of ,co~cern (Amabile, 1983b). 

Intersection of Individual an~ Organizational Components. It 

should be noted that the components of in~ividual creativity parallel 

the components of organizational innovation. For both the organization 

and the individual, a minimum level of the individual and organizational 

factors outlined above are necessary for innovation or creativity. The 

higher the level of the factors, the greater will be potential 

individual creativity or organizational innovation (Amabile, 1988). 

As illustrated in Figure 6, individual creativity has its 

influence on organizational ·innovation during the idea production stage. 

Not only do individual factors influence organizational innovation at 

this stage, but organizational factors influence individual creativity. 

For example, an individual's skills can be developed through training or 

information from the organization's resources. Skills in creativity can 

also be enhanced by acceptance and encouragement from the organization. 

Finally, an individual's intrinsic motivation can be influenced by the 

organization. Anything an organization can' do to encourage an 

individual's interest in a task or project can improve intrinsic 
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organization or encouragement from lower level management. 

Strengths and Limitations of the Model 
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The Componential Model of Organizational Innovation is one of the 

first developed to integrate individual and environmental components in 

the study of creativity. There are 'a ntimber of 'strengths and weaknesses 

associated with the model and underlying theory. 

Model st'rengths. The primary strength of, this model is its 

attempt to unify creativity theory and research on cognitive processes, 

personal characteristics, and social influences into a comprehensive 

model of creativity. By doing this, the theory integrates the classes 

of factors that have previously been shown to be associated with 

creativity. In addition, the model outlines the steps in the creativity 

and innovation processes and presents the various influences the primary 

components of creativity and innovation will have on those steps. A 

final benefit of the componential framework is its proposal that the 

primary components will exert reciprocal influence (Amabile, 1988). 

This is one of the first models to suggest ari interactional approach to 

the study of creativity. 

Model Limitations. The primary limitation of this model is that 

it is an exploratory, descriptive model. Elements included in the 

components of the model were included based on theory and logic, but 

they must be clearly delineated and refined with extensive research. 

While preliminary research has been supportive of the components, it has 

been qualitative in nature and was limited to developing elements within 
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the model. At this time, no research has examined the reciprocal 

influence between the components or examined how these components 

influence stages in the processes of innovation and creativity. In 

addition, the components of creativity have not been examined for their 

potential influence on outcomes other :than creative production. Before 

extensive research can be done on th,e ,niodel, however, it will be 

necessary to develop valid and reliable measures of the components. 

The componential model of organizationa~ innoyation serves as the 

second cornerstone for the Model of Creative Fit. It provides the 

theoretical foundation for the perso~ and environment dimensions of 

creativity that are of interest for this study. The next section 

outlines the integration of the Componential Model of Organizational 

Innovation and the Person-Environment Fit Model of Stress into the Model 

of Creative Fit. 

Model of Creative Fit 

The Model of Creative Fit was briefly outlined in Chapter I and 

is illustrated in Figure 1. A more d~tailed analysis of the model will 

now be presented which includes a description of each component of the 

model. Proposed relationships between the model's components will be 

outlined in the hypotheses section. 

Environment Factors 

The first component of the Model of Creative Fit consists of 

environmental factors proposed to be related· no creativity. Included as 

components of the organizational environment are supplies for creativity 

and demands for creativity. This will allow the examination of creative 
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person-environment fit from both a supply-value perspective and a 

demand-ability perspective. Supplies for creativity include factors 

drawn from Amabile's Componential Model of Organizational Innovation 

that have been found t'o be related to creativity such: as encouragement, 

support, and lack of impediments. Demands the organization places on 

the individual for creativity also originate from Amabile's model and 
' -,.,_ 

include the demands that individuals be intrinsically motivated and that 

they be able to develop new ideas and products (Amabile, 1988). Both 

subjective and objective measures of these ~proponents will be utilized 

in order to explore the relationship between objective and subjective 

measures of the environment. 

Person Factors 

Person factors to be examined are also derived from Amabile's 

model of creativity. As indicated in the review of Amabile's model, the 

person factors correspond to the environment factors, thus allowing a 

comparison of person-environment, fit along the dimension of creativity. 

Subjective and objecti~e measures of the person factors will also be 

collected. In order to examine supply-value and demand-ability fit, 

person factors will also be examined from a values perspective (i.e., 

how much creativity a person desires) and an abilities perspective 

(i.e., how much creative ability the person brings to the workplace). 

Figure 3 summarizes the di~ensions along which the person and the 

environment factors will be examined for this study. 

Person-Environment Fit/Job Stress 

Person-environment fit and job stress will be conceptualized and 



55 

operationalized in equivalent terms in the Model of Creative Fit as they 

were in the P-E Fit Model. Person-environment fit will be measured both 

objectively and subjectively in the Model of Creative Fit. Objective 

P-E fit refers to the fit between the objective person and the objective 

environment (i.e., fit independent of the person's perceptions) along 

the dimension of creativity. Subjective P-E fit refers to the fit 

between the subjective person and the subjec·tive environment (i.e., fit 

subject to the person's perceptions) along the dimension of creativity. 

Supply-value fit an~ demand-ability fit will be examined as subsets of 

objective and subJective fit. Supply-value fit for this model refers to 

the extent to which the job environment provides supplies that match the 

individual's creative needs. Demand-ability fit examines the extent to 

which the person's creative abili·ties match the creative requirements of 

the job. 

Outcomes 

Three outcomes will be examined in this particular study: strain, 

job satisfaction and performance. Each of these organizationally 

relevant outcomes has been found to be associated with work-related 

stress (Brief et al., J981; Eulberg, Weekley, & Bhagat, 1988; Quick & 

Quick, 1984). 

Strain. As previously indicated, strain is the degree of 

physiological, psychological, and/or behavioral deviation from an 

individual's normal functioning resulting from a stressful event or 

series of events (Caplan, 1975; Quick & Quick, 1984; Taylor & Cangemi, 

1988). Strain is of particular interest in this study because person-



environment fit theory predicts strain based on the degree of fit 

between individual and organizational characteristics. 
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Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction is "a pleasurable or positive 

emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job or job 

experiences." (Locke, 1976, p. 1300). According to Brief et al. (1981), 

job satisfaction is the best validated psychological outcome of job 

stress. Relatively strong associations between measures of "fit" and 

job satisfaction.have also been found (French et al., 1982; Harrison, 

1976; House, 1972). 

Performance. Job performance refers to an individual's success at 

meeting existing role requirements (Miner & Brewer, 1976). These 

requirements may be set explicitly or implicitly and the variables that 

constitute performance differ from job to job. In most cases, poor 

performance occurs due to an interaction between characteristics of the 

person and aspects of the work environment (Miner & Brewer, 1976). One 

of the consequences of mismanaged stress in organizations is poor job 

performance (Quick & Quick, 1984). In addition, performance has been 

found to be positively related:to "fit" (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Naylor, 

Pritchard & Ilgen, 1980; Porter & Lawler, 1968). This particular study 

will examine overall job performance as well as creative performance on 

the job. 

Addressing Limitations of the P-E Fit 

and Componential M~dels 

By integrating the individual-level and organizational-level 
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influences on the creative process into the Model of Creative Fit, this 

study will address some of the concerns expressed previously with the 

P-E fit model of stress and the Componential Model of Organizational 

Innovation. 

P-E Fit Limitations Addressed 

A number of the limitations of the person-environment fit model 

that were outlined previously can be minimized in this study. One 

criticism of P-E fit theory is the poor distinction'made between supply

value fit and demand-ability fit. This study is designed to examine 

both versions of fit as they relate to creativity. Examination of both 

concepts should increase understanding about the relationship between 

the two versions a$ well as their effects on well-being and performance. 

A second theoretical'criticism has focused on unclear delineation in 

studies as to the form ,of fit being examined. Because of its basis in 

French's P-E fit theory of stress, the Model of Creative Fit will 

examine the discrepancy form of fit between the person and the 

environment. According to the discrepancy form, outcomes become more 

negative as environment characteristics deviate from person 

characteristics (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). Another criticism of P-E fit 

centers-on the theory's lack of guidelines for selecting' person and 

environment characteristics to measure. Because of the present study's 

focus on P-E creative fit, it is clear that the P and E components being 

examined should be derived from the creativity literature. Amabile 

(1988) has developed a theoretical framework that outlines person and 

organization factors influencing creativity. Therefore, her factors 
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were included as the person and environment components of the Model of 

Creative Fit. 

Additional criticism of P-E fit theory focuses on 

operationalization and measurement of the constructs. As outlined 

above, the Model of Creative Fit is designed to examine both subjective 
, ' ~ ~ 

and objective components of the 'indivi'dual and hisjher creative 

environment. This study will collect both subjective and objective data 

in _order to examine the relationship between the objective and 

subjective components as well as the impact of e,ach of these components 

on the outcomes,of interest. 

Commensurate measures will be used to measure a subset of the 

components of interest in the Model of Creative Fit. This will 

facilitate direct comparisons between person and environment components. 

It is infeasible, however, to employ commensurate measures for all eight 

measurement dimensions outlined in Figure 3. In particular, subjective 

measures are necessary to tap personal values and abilities as well as 

organizational supplies and demands. Utilizing commensurate measures on 

all four factors would lead to high levels of respondent sensitization 

to the measures and common method variance. In some cases, the need to 

obtain objective measures overrides the ability to utilize commensurate 

measures. The advantages of commensurate measures have been clearly 

articulated; however, their emphasis in previous studies has prevented a 

complete examination of all components of the person-environment fit 

model. By combining commensurate and non-commensurate measures in this 

study, a better understanding of P-E fit theory as it relates to 

creativity can be developed which in turn will enhance the development 

of more precise measures of the constructs of interest in the future. 
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Problems with determining the correct reference criteria and 

with the selection of response units should be alleviated to some extent 

by the tools selected to measure elements in the Model of Creative Fit. 

In particular, an inventory for measuring the creative organizational 

environment will be 'outlined in Chapter III that will clarify the 

appropriate .frame to use in ope:J::"ati'onali~ing the Model of Creative Fit. 

Little research has examined person and environment components of 

creativity. Therefore, there are few well developed measurement tools 

for examining creative person-environment fit .. This study should serve 

as a building block for the development of more extensive measures of 

creative person-environment fit. 

A final criticism of P-E fit theory relates to the use of 

difference scores for operationali'zing P-E fit. Because of the problems. 

with difference score analysis, it has been proposed that the 

discrepancy form of .fit can be studied by examining the joint 

contribution in predicting strain of component scores entered together 

(Edwards & Cooper, 1990). 'The precise method for doing this will be 

outlined in Chapter III. 

Componential Model Limitations Addressed 

Integrating the components influencing ~reative behavior into a 

person-environment fit framework also addresses some of the problems 

with the Componential Model that were outlined above. First, the 

person-environment fit framework is designed to examine the independent 

and joint influences of eleme'nts of the person and elements of the 

environment. It is proposed in the componential model of creativity 

that there is reciprocal influence between individual and organizational 



components, but this proposal has never been examined. The new 

framework allows this issue to be addressed. 
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According to the Model of Creative Fit, the level of person

environment fit between the components of creativity is associated with 

the outcomes of strain, job satisfaction, and performance. Thus, the 

influence of the creative components is examined in regard to outcomes 

other than creative products or ideas. 

The final limitation of the Componential Model to be addressed in 

this study relates to measurement of.the components. Valid and reliable 

measures of all of the model's components need to be developed. An 

inventory has been generated for examining the organizational elements; 

however, limited work has been done on developing measures of the 

individual components. This study will investigate the available 

inventory further as well as develop measures for the individual 

components of creativity. 

Hypotheses, and Research Question 

The Model of Creative Fit suggests that a fit on dimensions of 

creativity is related to the outcomes of strain, job satisfaction, and 

performance. The objective of this section is to develop a set of 

hypotheses and research questions specifying the relationship between 

creative P-E fit and the outcomes of interest. 

The following three hypotheses examine the relationship between 

P-E fit and the outcomes of interest. As far back as Lewin (1936) and 

Murray (1938) it has been suggested that individual and situational 

components together explain human behavior better than either component 

alone. Interactional psychologists today also support this view 
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(Chatman, 1989; Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989; Terborg, 1981). A number 

of studies have found that P-E fit measures explain significant 

additional variance (approximately 3-6%) in outcomes over that explained 

by the components individually (Caplan et al., 1980; Harrison, 1976; 

Harrison et al., 1987; Hous~, 1912; Kulka, 1976). 

Amabile (1983b, 1988) also indicated that creativity should be 

best understood by taking a social-psychology or person-environment 

perspective. According,to her model, components influencing 

organizational innovation directly affect individual components of the 

creative process. Thus, outcomes of the creative process cannot be 

understood or predicted without examining the reciprocal influence of 

organizational and individual fa~tors. 

Hypothesis 1 

Person-environment fit between individual creativity and the 

creative environment will be causally related to strain after 

controlling for person and environment components. 

a) Subjective supply~value fit will be causally related to strain 
after controlling for person .and environment components. 

b) Subjective demand-ability fit will be causally related to 
strain after controlling for person and environment components. 

c) Objective supply-value fit will be causally related to strain 
after controlling for person and environment components. 

d) Objective demand-ability fit will be causally related to 
strain after controlling for person and environment compon~nts. 

Hypothesis 1 is based on the premise of the person-environment fit 

theory of stress that measures of person-environment fit predict strain 

based on the differences found between characteristics in an 

individual's environment and the individual's preferences for those 
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characteristics (Caplan et al., 1980). As noted earlier, a number of 

studies have supported this basic premise (Caplan et al., 1980; 

Harrison, 1976; House, 1972; Kulka, 1976). In general, these studies 

have found that person-environment fit explains significant additional 

variance of three to six percent.: over the variance explained by the 

person or environment c6mponE7nts independently. 

In particular; when ~-V discrepancies occur, negative affect and 

dissatisfaction have been found (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). D-A fit has 

not been found to be as closely assoc,iated with well-being; however, it 

may have an association when meeting environmental demands is valued by 

or is of importance to the indiyidual (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). 

Support for this hypothesis has also been found in a study of 

creativity at work. Nicholson and West (1988) found that lack of 

overall fit between an individual's work preferences for creativity and 

the creative climate of the organization was related to individuals' 

perceptions of the situation 'as stressful. 

Hypothesis 2 

Person-environment fit: between individual creativity and the 

creative environment will be c~usally related to job satisfaction after 

controlling for ·person and environment components. 

a) Subjective supply-value fit will be causally related to job 
satisfaction after controlling for person and environment 
components. 

b) Subjective demand-ability fit will be causally related to job 
satisfaction after controlling for person and environment 
components. 

c) Objective supply-value fit will be causally related to job 
satisfaction after controlling for person and environment 
components. 



d) Objective demand-ability fit will be causally related to job 
satisfaction after controlling for person and environment 
components. 

63 

Fit between the individual and the environment is associated with 

job satisfaction because the situation permits individuals to engage in 

tasks they enjoy and are capable of d~ing.(Furnham & Schaeffer, 1984). 

Research has also found support for the ability of discrepancies between 

job experiences and desired levels of those experiences to explain and' 

predict job satisfaction (Rice, Bennett, & McFarlin, l989). 

In addition, research on the person-environment fit model is 

supportive of this hypothesis. Stu~ies conducted with space center 

employees, working adults from 'a variety of professions, blue collar and 

white collar workers, and workers from fifty-two companies in five 

countries all found P-E fit to be positively associated with job 

satisfaction (Caplan et al., 1980; French, 1973; Furnham & Schaeffer, 

1984; Tannenbaum & Kuleck, 1978). Harrison et al. (1987) also found 

that poor fit on work demands related to increased job dissatisfaction. 

In regard to specific versions of fit, Locke (1969, 1976) found that S-V 

misfit was related to dissatisfaction and Edwards and Cooper (1990) 

indicated that D-A misfit may influence job satisfaction indirectly 

through its impact on S-V fit. Further, Nicholson & West (1988) 

established that individuals who utilized their creative abilities at 

work were more satisfied, happier, and more fulfilled than those with 

fewer opportunities for creativity. ' 

Hypothesis 3 

Person-environment fit between individual creativity and the 



creative environment will be causally related to performance after 

controlling for person and environment components. 

a) Subjective supply-value fit will be causally related to 
performance after controlling for person and environment 
components. 

b) Subjective demand-ability· fit will be causally related to 
performance after controlling for person and environment 
components. 

' 
c) Objective supply-value 'fit will be causally related to 
performance after controlling for person and environment 
components .. 

d)· Objective demand-ability fit will be causally related to 
performance after controlling .for person. and environment 
components. 
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Research provides preliminary support for the relationship between 

performance and S-V and D-A fit. An excess of environmental demands 

over individual abilities was found to be associated with poorer 

performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Naylor, Pritchard & Ilgen, 1980; 

Porter & Lawler, 1968), but there is little evidence in P-E fit research 

at this point to suggest a relationship between S-V fit and performance 

(Greene, 1972; Schwab & CUmmings, 1970; Edwards & Cooper, 1990). 

However, Mumford & Gustafson (1988) indicated that the organizational 

environment facilitates creativi.ty by encouraging actions required for 

creativity while accepting and recognizing creative efforts. This 

suggests that S-V fit should be related to'creative'performar1ce. 

Amabile (1988) also indicated that the existence of organizational 

conditions that facilitate individual creativity and organizational 

innovation should improve creative performance and that a match between 

individual and organizational characteristics is a factor necessary for 

'high creativity. 



65 

Research Question 

Are subjective or objective measures of individual creativity and 

the creative environment more closely related to strain, job 

satisfaction, and,performance? 

It is often assumed that ,~ubjective measures of the environment 

and the p~rson accurately reflect the objective·person and environment 

because subj ec'tive measures are derived from people,, s perceptions of the 

objective environment or person. Previous'research suggests that the 
' ' ' 

subjective environment is a better predictor of stress than the 

objective environment (Frankenhauser, 1980; French & Caplan, 1972; 

Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Kraut, 1966). These studies indicate that 

individual's perceptions of stressors intervene between objective 

stressors and the outcomes of those stressors. Therefore, subjective 

components should be better predictors of outcomes than objective 

components. However, because only a limited number of studies have been 

done in this area, no definitive conclusions can be drawn about the 

relationship between objective' and subjective measures of the person and 

the environment (Caplan et' al.,, 1980). 

Kulka (1979) has also suggested that by examining objective and 

subjective measures of envifonment and person components, many of the 

inconsistencies found in person-environment fit models can be explained. 

A comparison of the relationship between objective·and subjective 

measures as well as an analysis of the relative explanatory power of 

objective and subjective components is a first step in that direction. 



Summary 

The Model of Creative Fit has been developed to explain the 

relationship between individual and organizational "fit" regarding 

creativity and individual strain, job satisfaction, and performance. 
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The model remedies a number of the limitations associated with models 

developed in the person-environment fit literature and in the individual 

creativity literature. The following chapter will outline a study 

designed to test the hypotheses and research question derived from the 

Model of Creative Fit. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the research study that 

examined the relationship between individual and organizational "fit" 

along the dimensions of creativity and the outcomes of strain, job 

satisfaction, and performance as outlined in ~he Model of Creative Fit. 

Following a description of the organizational setting in which the 

research was conducted and the sample, operationalizations of the 

constructs will,be presented. Finally, data collection procedures will 

be outlined and data analysis techniques explained. 

The Research Setting 

A medium-sized manufacturing company in the midwest was selected 

as the site for this study. The c;ompany employed appr,oximately eight 

hundred individuals and manufactures boat and automobile engines. 

Employees from the manufacturing area and support services area (i.e., 

sales, human resource~, engineering, etc.) were included in the study. 

The Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of one hundred forty three 

employees. Ninety-four of those surveyed were from manufacturing 

departments and forty-nine were from support services departments. 

Average age of the respondents was 38.3 years and their average tenure 
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with the organization was 9.75 years. The sample included ninety-five 

men and forty-eight women. A power analysis is presented in the Data 

Analysis section of this chapter and a copy of the human subjects 

research approval form is included in Appendix A. 

Operationalizations of the Constructs 

The independent variables that were operationalized to examine 

the Model of Creative Fit included subjective and objective person 

values and abilities and subjective and objective environment supplies 

and demands. Figure 7 summarizes the measures used to operationalize 

the independent variables. The th.ree dependent variables included in 

this study were strain, job satisfaction, and performance. Figure 8 

outlines the methods used to operationalize the dependent variables. 

Insert figures 7 and 8 about here 

Independent Variables 
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Subjective Values. Subjective values, which consist of an 

individual's self-assessment of hisjher values, were measured by the 

Work Environment Inventory (WEI) developed by Amabile and her colleagues 

at the Center for Creative Leadership (Amabile, Gryskiewicz, Burnside, & 

Koester, 1990). The i?ventory was designed to examine factors in an 

individual's work environment most likely to influence the expression 

and development of creative ideas. Because of this, the WEI is valuable 

for examining the effects of the work environment on creativity 

(Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin, 1992). A pilot study examined eight of 
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the ten scales developed for the WEI for possible use in this study. 

The scales included in the pilot study measured freedom, challenging 

work, sufficient resources, supervisory encouragement, work group 

supports, organizational encouragement, organizational impediments, and 

workload pressure. The first six scales describe stimulants to 

creativity.and included items such as "there is free and open 

communication within my work group"' and "new ideas are encouraged in 

this organization." The last two scales describe obstacles to 

creativity and include items such as'"people ~re too critical of new 

ideas in this organization" and "I have too much work to do in too 

little time." The 66 items that comprise the eight scales were 

originally scored on a four point response scale. The inventory was 

scored on a seven point scale anchored by "never true of my work 

environment" (1) and "always true of my work environment" (7) for this 

project in order to maintain consistency across scales (See Appendix B). 

The WEI was chosen to measure subjective values because of its 

conceptual basis in Amabile's ,Componential Model of Organizational 
'•' 

Innovation (Amabile, 1988), one of the cornerstones of the Model of 

'. Creative Fit. The WEI has been found to be internally consistent 

with acceptable levels of test-retest reliability. Psychometric 

analysis of the WEI has been conducted with a va~iety of,professional 

and functional groups within fourteen different organizations. The 

total sample size for the psychometric analysis was 1,863. Cronbach's 

alpha for the eight scales ranged from .69 for Freedom to .92 for 

Supervisory Encouragement. These reliabilities are deemed acceptable 

for exploratory research according to Nunnally (1978), who suggests the 

criterion of .70 or greater for newly developed measures and for 
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exploratory research. Own scale/other scale correlational analyses were 

also performed. No single item correlated with another scale more· 

highly than it did with its own scale. Factor analysis of the scale 

items indicated that no items loaded substantially onto more than one 

scale. A subset of the original sample was used to examine test-retest 

reliability. Each scale's test~tetest reliability exceeded .70 (Amabile 

et al., 1990). 

The WEI has also been ex~mined for.its ability ·to discriminate 

between work environments with respect to the_presence of stimulants and 

obstacles to creativity. A univariate analysis of variance indicated 

overall group effects and significant differences between pairs of 

groups on each scale. All F-values were significant at the p<.OOOl 

level, thus providing prelimina~y support for the discriminant validity 

of the WEI (Amabile, 1990). 

There is also evidence for the concurrent validity of the 

WEI. The eight scales from the WEI were correlated with the creativity 

outcome scale from the WEI. Twenty of sixty-six single environment 

items correlated at least .40 (these were significant beyond the .0001 

level) with creativity. In addition, a separate instrument designed to 

measure the creativity of specific projects was used in a subset of the 

overall sample. The independent measure of creativity correlated 

significantly with the Challenging Work and Supervisory Encouragement 

scales of the WEI, thereby providing preliminary support for the 

concurrent validity of these scales (Amabile et al., 1990). 

According to Edwards and Cooper (1990)', when measuring an 

individual's values using the discrepancy form of fit the questions 

should focus on the desired level of the attributes. The WEI was 



originally designed to assess the current work environment of the 

organization rather than the desired or ideal work environment. 
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However, a subset of the total sample of individuals examined by Amabile 

et al. (1990) completed the questionnaire under two different 

instructional sets (i.e., current vs. ideal environments). Means were 

significantly different on all eight scales between the two 

instructional sets (all differences were significant by 2-tailed 

t-tests at p < .006) (Amabile et al., 1990). These results indicate 

that the WEI can discriminate between perceptions of actual (i.e. 

organizational supplies ) and ideal (i.e. individual values) work 

environments. Therefore, the WEI.was utilized to measure subjective 

values by using an instructional set that requested a description of the 

individual's desired work environment for promoting creativity. 

Objective Values. Unbiased, objective measures of a person's 

values are difficult to obtain; consequently, few person-environment fit 

studies have included objective measures. One study which attempted to 

compare objective and subjective evaluations examined fit along ten 

dimensions expected to be important to high school boys. Standardized 

tests and teacher ratings were used for objective measures and self

report questionnaires completed by high school boys were used for 

subjective measures. However, the objective and subjective measures 

were only weakly related (French et al., 1974). 

In the current study, supervisors whose employees participated 

in the study completed a Work Environment Inventory for a "typical 

employee" in their department. The instructional set asked the 

supervisor to describe a "typical employee's" desired work environment 
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for fostering creativity. Supervisor ratings of a "typical employee's" 

values should be more efficient and effective than having every 

supervisor fill out the WEI on each employee. Some supervisors would be 

required to complete multiple questionnaires, presenting time problems. 

In addition, supervisors may not know each employee well enough to 

determine their individual yalues regarding a creative work environment. 

Finally, after ~ompleting the WEI several times, supervisors would 

become sensitized to the instrument, which could diminish their 

objectivity and bias their responses. The "typical employee" response 

strategy was used to overcome these potential problems. 

Twenty-seven supervisors participated in the study. Sixteen 

represented the manufacturing area while eleven were from the support 

services area. All but one of the supervisors were men. The 

supervisors' average tenure with the organization was 11.94 years, their 

average tenure as a supervisor was 3.20 years and their average age was 

40.3 years. 

Subjective Abilities. Measurement of subjective abilities in this 

study of person-environment fit were self-assessments of an individual's 

creative abilities. Two scales were pretested for their ability to tap 

individual creative abilities. 

Intrinsic motivation was measured using a scale developed 

by Warr, Cook and Wall (1979). The measure was designed to examine "the 

degree to which a person wants to work well in his or her job in order 

to achieve intrinsic satisfaction" (Warr et al., p. 133, 1979). The 

scale consists of six items with a seven-point response scale anchored 

by 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. Sample items in the 
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scale include "I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this 

job well" and "I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively." The 

initial examination of the scale obtained alpha coefficients of .82 in 

two different samples of blue-collar workers (N = 200, N = 390), a test

retest correlation after six months of .65, loadings on a single factor 

for all scale items, and factorial independence of all scale items from 

other measures used in the study (Warr et al., 1979). Thus, the scale 

exhibited acceptable reliability and discriminant validity as a measure 

of intrinsic motivation. 

The Innovativeness Scale, developed by Hurt, Joseph, and Cook 

(1977), was used as a self-report measure of innovativeness. The scale 

was originally developed to include twenty items. Reliabilities for the 

twenty-item scale range from .87 to .94 (Hurt et al., 1977; Goldsmith, 

1986) with all twenty items loading onto one factor. In addition, the 

unidimensionality and reliability of the scale has been replicated in a 

variety of populations that differed in age and socioeconomic status 

suggesting that the scale has predictive validity across populations 

(Trocki & Hurt, 1976). Hurt et al. (1977) recommend the use of the ten 

items with the highest item-total correlations as a short form of the 

Innovativeness Scale. The internal reliability of the short form is .89 

and its correlation with the long form is .92. Responses for the scale 

were scored from 7 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree and the 

scale includes items such as "I find it stimulating to be original in my 

thinking and behavior." The short form of the Innovativeness scale was 

pretested for use in this study. See Appendix B for the items in these 

scales. 
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Objective Abilities. Objective abilities were assessed using 

supervisor ratings. The supervisors were asked to complete an 

evaluation for each of their subordinates who participated in the study. 

The questionnaire consisted of the same scales used by employees to 

assess their subjective abilitie~. 

Subjective Supplies. The Work Environment Inventory was used to 

assess subjective supplies. Proper measurement of,subjective supplies 

determines how much of the attribute is perceived to be present (Edwards 

& Cooper, 1990). The original instructional set for the WEI asked 

respondents to answer the questions in terms of the feeling or 

impression they most often have about their current work environment. 

Thus, the WEI is a measure of perceptions of environment supplies. 

Reliability and validity evidence for the questionnaire was presented 

earlier in the chapter. 

Objective Supplies. In order to operationalize objective 

supplies, archival data from company and department records was used. 

Data gathered from the archives tapped supplies provided by the 

organization that are conducive to or encourage creativity as outlined 

in the Model of Creative Fit. Therefore, the following information was 

collected: organization mission statements; area goals and objectives; 

information on training programs, production systems, data systems, 

financial resources and reward systems; procedure manuals; and 

organizational charts. 

Mission statements were specifically mentioned by Amabile (1988) 

as a means for determining an organization's view of innovation. 

Information regarding the format, content and goals of training 
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programs, production systems, data systems, and financial resources were 

used to examine resources provided by the organization. Records in 

these areas provided information on the human, physical, informational, 

and financial resources available that are essential to creative 

production (Amapile, 1988). Finally, an examination of reward systems, 

procedure manuals, and organizational charts provided insight into, 

departmental skills in managing creativity. Examination of reward 

systems provided insight into whether creative efforts were encouraged 

and rewarded. In addition, information on the"organization's goal 

setting and performance feedback processes was gathered through a review 

of the reward system. By reviewing the length and complexity of 

department procedure manuals, data was collected on the overall 

complexity and formalization of the department and its communication 

processes. In addition, organizational charts were used to discern a 

department's norms and expectations with regard to complexity and 

formalization (Price & Mueller, 1986). Communication, complexity, and 

formalization are important, according to Amabile (1988), because open 

communication systems and the absence of formal, complex management 

structures are conductve to creativity. 

The archival data for each area was summarized and presented to a 

panel of eight experts in organizational behavior and creativity. 

Included in the panel were four practicing managers and four 

academicians who were experts on creativity in organizations. The 

practicing managers had an average of 11.75 years of experience in 

business and industry while the academicians had an average of 13 years 

of academic experience. The panel of experts reviewed the archival data 

and completed a set of short indices developed by the author that 



assessed environmental supplies for creativity (See Appendix B). The 

instructional set asked the experts to assess the current work 

environment of each area of the organization based on the information 

presented to them from the company and area records. 
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Subjective Demands. SubJective demands were assessed through 

respondent self-report. Respondents rated their perceptions of the 

level of demands placed on them by a particular attribute in their work 

environment. The scales outlined above to measure person abilities were 

used with a different instructional set to measure subjective demands. 

For this assessment, respondents were asked to rate each statement based 

on how much of each demand their work environment placed on them. For 

example, individuals were asked if their work environment demanded that 

they try to think of ways of doing their job effectively or if it 

demanded that they.take pride in doing their job as well as they can. 

Objective Demands. An objective measure of environment demands 

must tap demands the department pla~ed on individuals for creative 

output. To accomplish this, ·archival data was collected and then rated 

by the same panel of experts that rated objective supplies. Included in 

the archival data were organization mission statements, departmental 

goals and objectives and performance appraisal criteria. Experts 

evaluated objective demands using scales developed by the author to 

measure each component of environmental demands (See Appendix B). 

Included in these scales were statements such as "the department demands 

that individuals have an intrinsic interest in their job", "this 

department requires its employees to have high levels of technical 

skills" and "this department demands that its employees have the ability 



to develop novel ideas." These brief measures provided a general 

assessment of objective demands. 

Dependent Variables 
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Strain. A thirteen item version of House and Rizzo's (1972) 

Anxiety-Stress Questionnaire was used as the measure of strain. The 

scale is divided into three sub-scales which measure 1) job-induced 

tension, 2) somatic tension, and 3) general fatig~e and uneasiness. In 

a study of managers, scientists and engineers, the Anxiety-Stress 

Questionnaire had a Spearman-Brown internal reliability coefficient of 

0.89 (Miles & Perreault, 1976). In addition, Miles (1975) found a test

retest correlation after four months of 0.79. The scale was scored on a 

seven point response scale. Items in the subscales included "my job 

tends to directly affect my health", "I sometimes feel weak all over", 

and "I do not have very good health." 

Job Satisfaction. Two scales were used to examine job 

satisfaction. General job satisfaction was measured using 

Hackman and Oldham's (1975) scale. Facets of job satisfaction were 

tapped with a short version ~f Smith, Kendall and Hulin's (1969) Job 

Descriptive Index that was developed by Gregson (1987). 

The General Job Satisfaction scale, a component of the Job 

Diagnostic Survey, is a general measure of "the degree to which the 

employee is satisfied and happy with the job" (Hackman & Oldham, 1975; 

p. 162). The five-item scale utilized a se~en-point response dimension 

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree and included items such 

as "generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job" (See Appendix 



B). Internal consistency reliabilities (Spearman-Brown, Cronbach's 

alpha, and unspecified) are generally above 0.74. The scale also 

exhibits criterion-related validity. Significant correlations were 

found between general job satisfaction and scales of specific 

satisfactions (Cook, Hepworth, Wall & Warr, 1981). 
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The seventy-two item Job Descrip~ive In~ex (JDI) is one of the 

most widely used measures of job satisfaction in organizational 

research. The index examined five fa~ets of job satisfaction: work on 

the present job, present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision 

on the present job, and people on the present job and was developed by 

Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969). Gregson (1987) developed a short form 

of the JDI that utilized the six highest loading items for each facet 

from Smith et al., (1969). The. thirty items in the short form loaded 

into the same factors as they did in Smith, Kendall, and Hulin's (1969) 

original study. Crqnbach's alpha for the short version ranged from .84 

for the work and coworkers subscales to .90 for the promotions subscale. 

For this study, the short form was scored from 1: strongly agree to 7: 

strongly disagree. 

Performance. Two measures of performance were used as outcome 

variables: overall job performance and creative job performance. 

Supervisors were asked to rate employees' overall and creative job 

performance. A three item measure of overall performance develqped by 

Hackman and Lawler (1971) was used that examines quality, quantity and 

over-all performance. A four item measure of creative performance was 

adapted from Amabile (1990) and included items such as "this employee is 

creative" and "this employee comes up with novel and useful ideas and 
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products for the organization." The measures of the dependent variables 

are presented in Appendix B. The scales used to measure strain and job 

satisfaction were included in the pilot study that follows . 

. Pilot Study 

Prior to administrat.ion of the questionnaire, pretests were 

performed on all scales modified for this stu~y. Changes in the scales 

needed to ensure reliability and validity were made following the 

pretest. The pretest was conducted with a convenience sample of 35 men 

and 43 women from across a variety of organizations and occupations. 

All of the respondents had college degrees and were employed full time. 

The pilot survey and its coding scheme are attached in Appendix C. 

Factor analysis and reliability analysis were performed on the 

pretest data to determine which scale items might be discarded while 

maintaining the reliability and validity of the measures. A principle 

components analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the items 

used to measure supplies, values, demands and abilities because this 

method of factor analysis extracts more variance from each factor than 

would the loadings obtained f~om other methods of factoring (Nunnally, 

1978). The purpose of the factor analysis was to identify commensurate 

scales to measure supplies and values and commensurate scales to measure 

demands and abilities. Therefore, the 66 items measuring supplies and 

the 66 items measuring values were each forced to load on a single 

factor. The sixteen items outlined to measure demands and the sixteen 

items outlined to measure abilities were each forced to load on a single 

factor solution, as well. 
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The 66-item Work Environment Inventory, which was used to measure 

supplies and values, was reduced to 30 items based on the factor 

analysis. Items were retained that had factor loadings greater than .30 

on both the supplies and values measures simultaneously since factor 

loadings of at least .30 are considered significant for samples of fifty 

or larger (Hair, Anderson & TathUm, 1987). Taple I presents the factor 

loadings of the items retained for the supplies measure while Table II 

presents the loadings of those same items'for the·values scale. 

Following factor analysis of the sixteen items originally selected to 

measure demands and abilities, the final measure for demands and 

abilities was reduced to eight items. Factor loadings of the items 

retained for the demands measure are presented in Table III and the 

factor loadings of those same items for the abilities scale are 

presented in Table IV. 

Insert tables I, II, III, and IV about here 

Reliability analysis was also performed on the modified scales and 

on the measures of the dependent variables to ensure that reliability 

was maintained following the reduction in the number of scale items and 

changes to the scales' response modes and instructional sets. The 

reliability results of this pilot study are displayed in Table V. All 

of the reliabilities for the modified scales were above .80 with the 

exception of the abilities scale which had a coefficient alpha of .70. 

These reliabilities are at acceptable levels for exploratory research 

(Nunnally, 1978). 
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Insert table V about here 

Data Collection Procedures 

Data was collected from four different sources. Subjective 

values, abilities, supplies and demands were assessed using a 

questionnaire completed by each employee. The questionnaire contained 

135 items and took roughly twenty minutes to complete. Included in the 

questionnaire were two versions of the WEI; two versions of the 

Intrinsic Work Motivation and Innovativeness scales; the outcome 

measures; and demographic questions. Demographic data collected 

included education level, age, sex, job title and tenure with the 

organization. The employee questionnaire and its coding scheme is 

presented in Appendix D. Objective values were tapped by a 

questionnaire administered to the supervisors of the employees 

participating in the study. The 30 item survey took less than ten 

minutes to complete. A questionnaire was also administered to the 

supervisor of each employee to measure objective abilities. This 

questionnaire included the Intrinsic Task Motivation and Innovativeness 

scales as well as measures of overall and creative performance. It took 

approximately five minutes to complete. The survey and coding scheme 

for the supervisor surveys are found in Appendix E. Finally, expert 

ratings of archival data were used to examine objective supplies and 

objective demands for each area. After reviewing the archival data, 

each expert completed a questionnaire that included the newly developed 

scales to measure objective supplies and objective demands (See Appendix 



F). Less than one hour was required to review the archival data and 

complete the questionnaires on each area of the organization. 
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The survey instrument was administered to employees and 

supervisors on-site over a three day period. The researcher met 

individually with each supervisor to explain the surveys. In addition, 

a cover letter was included with the supervisors' surveys that provided 

instructions for completing the questionnaires (See Appendix E). The 

supervisors completed t~e information and returned it directly to the 

researcher or mailed it to the researcher in self-addressed stamped 

envelopes that had been provided in order to maintain anonymity and 

confidentiality. The researcher also met individually or in small 

groups with the employees in a room that the company had set up for the 

research. The employees were given release time from their work and 

could participate in the study at any time during the three day period 

that was convenient for them. The script of instructions covered with 

the employees is include~ in Appendix D. Employees completed the 

surveys and turned them in directly to the researcher before returning 

to work. This ensured anonymfty and confidentiality. 

Archival data was collected with the help of the company's 

Director of Human Resources. The director collected the material 

requested for the study and provided it to the researcher while she was 

on-site collecting the employee and supervisor data. The archival data 

was summarized and presented to each member of the expert panel along 

with a questionnaire to be completed for each area of the company. A 

cover letter explaining the contents of the packet and giving 

instructions for completing the survey were also given to each expert. 

A copy of the cover letter is included in Appendix F. The experts' 
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questionnaires and data packets were either mailed to the experts or 

hand delivered. Self-addressed, stamped envelopes were provided for the 

return of the questionnaires. 

Data Analysis Techniques 

Because of the limitations pf discrepancy scores in the 

measurement of person-environment fit, a multivariate method recommended 

by Cronbach and Furby (1970) and Edwards and Cooper (1990) was used to 

test the hypotheses (the difference score technique was.also utilized 

for comparative purposes). Prior to the discussion of the multivariate 

method, the plan for analyzing the data in this study will be outlined. 

Following a review of the multivariate approach to measuring P-E Fit and 

a discussion of its ability to deal with criticisms of the 

difference score approach, the power analysis for this study will be 

presented. 

Data Analysis Plan 

Scale items were intermingled during construction of the 

questionnaire to minimize response bias. Preliminary data analysis 

began with summary descriptive statistics including frequencies, means 

and standard deviations. Factor analysis was used to determine if scale 

items loaded significantly on only a single factor and to determine 

factorial independence of all scale items from other measures used in 

the study. These analyses helped determine the discriminant validity of 

the scales. Internal consistency reliability of the scales was 

determined using Cronbach's alpha. Interrater reliability of the expert 

and supervisor ratings was calculated using a technique described by 
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Shrout and Fleiss (1979) that utiliz~s intraclass correlations to 

determine interrater reliability. Reliability for expert ratings was 

calculated using a two way random effects model for mean ratings while 

the reliability for supervisor ratings was calculated using Shrout and 

Fleiss' (1979) one way random effects model for mean ratings. The 

individual contribution of P,erson and environment components in 

explaining the outcomes was also explored. Simple regression was used 

to examine· the variance in the outcomes explained by the person and 

environment components as single predictors. Type III sums of squares 

were also calculated to determine if any additional variance in the 

outcomes was explained by the person or the environment component if it 

was assumed to enter the regression equation last. Finally, the 

hypotheses were tested using the-multivariate approach outlined 

subsequently. 

Multivariate P-E Fit 

The multivariate method examines the discrepancy form of P-E fit 

by entering component scores together and estimating their joint 

contribution in predicting the outcomes of interest. The following 

regression equation, presented by Edwards and Cooper (1990), was used to 

examine person-environment fit from a multivariate perspective: 

(1) 

Using Equation 1, linear, U-shaped, and asymptotic relationships between 

P-E fit and the outcomes of interest can be identified while avoiding 

many of the drawbacks of difference scores. The actual analysis of 

Equation 1 was done hierarchically. P and E components were entered in 

the first stage of the hierarchical analysis. During the second stage 



of the analysis the interaction term (P*E) and the higher order terms 

were entered (P2 and E2) as a block. 
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The higher order terms were entered in a block with the 

interaction term because a linear X linear (P*E) trend may be found 

when, in reality, a higher order trend explains better the relationship 

between the dependent variable and the_ independent variables. 

Therefore, Lubinsky and HUmphreys (1990) recommend evaluating the linear 

X linear (P*E) interaction in competition with the squared terms (P2 and 

E2) by entering them concurrently in hierarchical stepwise fashion after 

the linear terms (P and E) have been entered. This methodology allows 

the data to determine the precise functional relationship responsible 

for any additional explained variance. Thus, more accurate 

interpretations of the data should ~esult (Lubinsky & Humphreys, 1990). 

P and E component signs in the equation refer to the first stage of the 

analysis, while signs on the higher-order terms refer to the second 

stage of the hierarchical analysis (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). 1 

Table VI outlines the expected pattern of regression coefficients 

for Equation 1 associated,with the different shaped relationships 

possible between P-E fit and the outcomes being examined. Table entries 

indicate the sign of coefficients expected to be significant in a given 

situation. Therefore, a linear relationship is demonstrated by 

significant coefficients for P and E only. AU-shaped relationship is 

indicated by significant coefficients for P2, P*E, and/or E2. Finally, 

an asymptotic relationship has significant coefficients for all five 

variables in Equation 1 (Edwards & Cooper, 1990). The multivariate 

method of analysis was facilitated by using three-dimensional plots to 

examine the relationship between the P and E components and outcomes. A 
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three-dimensional view of fit expands the view of fit from a set of 

constraints on the relationship between the person, the environment, and 

outcomes, to any situation in which the person and environment are 

jointly related to outcomes (Edwards, 1991). 

Insert tableYI about here 

This regression equation and three-dimensional analysis 

facilitated the examination o'f the three hypotheses outl,ined in Chapter 

II. Equation 1 was designed to directly test the three hypotheses which 

indicated that P-E fit would be causally related to the outcome 

variables after controlling for the person or environment components. 

Comparing the results of Equatio:n 1 .with the results of an analysis with 

P and E components entered alone will provide the necessary information 

to determine if P-E fit explains variance above that explained by 

component analysis. These h~otheses would be supported if non-linear 

relationships were found between P-E fit and the outcomes. Non-linear 

relationships exist if the change in R-square is significant between 

step one and step two of the hierarchical regression. The significance 

of the change in R-square was tested using Cohen and Cohen's (1983) 

general F test for an increment. Equation 1 provided information on the 

direction of the relationships as well as giving insight into the shape 

and magnitude of the relationships. Examination of shape and magnitude 

constitutes an exploratory aim of the study. This information will add 

significantly to the understanding of person-environment fit along the 

dimension of creativity. 



The research question examined the relative power of 

subjective versus objective measures in explaining the outcome 

variables. Correlations and t-tests provided insight into the 

relationships between objective and subjective measures. Forward 

stepwise regression was used to ,examine the relative explanatory power 

of objective versus subjective mea~~res in explaining the outcome 

variables. 

Overcoming Deficiencies in Difference Scores 
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The use of a multivariate, three dimensional method for analyzing 

P-E fit overcomes limitations of P-E fit outlined in Chapter II because 

it maintains the integrity of the person and environment components as 

separate constructs (Edwards, 1991). Predictive power is also increased 

using the multivariate· approach because the multivariate approach allows 

coefficients on P and E to take on whatever values maximize the amount 

of variance explained by the equation. Difference score analysis in 

contrast, restricts the regression coefficients of component variables. 

In addition, non-linear ielationships can be examined using the 

multivariate approach without relying on mathematical transformations of 

difference scores which tend to be flawed because they restrict the 

direction and magnitude of the regression coefficients (Edwards & 

Cooper, 1990). The multivariate approach to examining person

environment fit appears to have several advantages over the differences 

score approach; however, the multivariate approach is in early stages of 

development and little work has been done to compare it to the 

difference score approach. Therefore, both analysis techniques (i.e., 
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multivariate and difference score) were conducted on the data for this 

study for comparative purposes. 

Power Analysis 

The power analysis for this study was carried out using the steps 

outlined by Cohen and Cohen (1983) for determining power in regression 

analysis with multiple independent variables.' Assuming power= .90, R2 

= . 15, alpha = . OS, and- the maximum number of indep,endent variables,.= 8 
' 't- ' -

(i.e. there would be 8 independent variables ·ff·,;~oj"~ct'i:\r.~ .. -and subjective 
- ' ',('oo;r I• l'' 11 '•' 1 

,, 

measures of both the person 'and environment components of supply-value 

fit and demand-ability fit were entered into the regression equation 

simultaneously), a minimum sample size of 117 would be needed. As 

previously indicated, the sample size for this study was 143 which meets 

the requirements of this power analysis. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter ~resents the results of the research study presented 

in Chapter III. The ch(ip.ter contains five sect;ons 1) preliminary data 

analysis and descriptive statistics; 2) examination of the 

relationships between person-environment,fit and strain; 3) examination 

of the relationships between person-environme~t fit and job satisfaction 

4) examination of the relationships between person-environment fit"and 

performance; and· 5) examination of the relationships between the 

subjective and objective measures and the outcome variables. Following 

a restatement of each hypothesis or research question, results will be 

presented that indicate the degree to which the research question or 

hypothesis was supported. 

Preliminary Data Analysis 

Prior to examination of the research question and hypotheses, 

preliminary data analysis·was conducted on the study scales. The 

preliminary analysis included factor analysis of scale items, 

reliabilities and summary statistics on the scales and examination of 

correlations between scales. Preliminary analysis of the scales derived 

from the employee and supervisor surveys will be reviewed first because 

scales from those surveys contained the same items. Scales utilized in 
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the expert survey will then be examined. Finally, results of the simple 

regression and the Type III sums of squares examining the linear 

relationship between the person and environment components and the 

outcomes will be presented. 

Results of the principle components analysis of the subjective 

supply, subjective value, and objectiV,e value scales are presented in 

Table VIL The table presents th~ one factor solution derived for each 

scale. All 30 items had factor loadings· above .30 on all three scales 

with the exceptidn of items 8 (there is free and open communication 

within my work group), 10 (overall, the people in this organization have 

a shared "vision" of where we are going and what we are trying to do), 

12 (performance evaluation in this organization is fair), 14 (there is 

an open atmosphere in this organization), and 25 (my supervisor values 

individual contributions to projects) which loaded above .30 on two of 

the three scales and' item 5 (in my work group, people are willing to 

help each other) which loaded above .30 on the objective value scale. 

All three scales had eigenvalues above 10. These eigenvalues are high, 

suggesting that additional factors might be present. However, this 

research is exploratory and represents some of the initial work in 

creative person-environment fit. Therefore, the intent of this study is 

to examine broader, macro-level variables in order to gai~ a preliminary 

understanding of commensurate person and environment factors related to 

creativity. Chapter V will outline suggestions for future research 

aimed at developing more specific factors 'associated with creative 

person-environment fit. 
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Insert table VII about here 

Table VIII outlines the results of the factor analysis for the 

scales designed to measure subjective demands, subjective abilities and 

objective abilities. Initially, the eight items making up each of these 

scales were forced to load onto one factor. The results in Table VIII 

indicate that all eight items loaded above .50 on the subjective demands 

and objective demands scales; however, the subjective abilities scale 

appeared to measure two different concepts. Therefore, the three scales 

were reanalyzed using a two-factor solution. The results of the two

factor analysis are also presented in Table VIII and clearly indicate 

that for all three scales a two-factor solution was preferable to the 

one-factor solution. Items loading on the first factor measure demands 

and abilities for innovativeness and those loading on the second factor 

measure intrinsic motivation. Therefore, subjective abilities, 

subjective demands, and objective abilities were divided into two scales 

(i.e., innovativeness and intrinsic motivation) to examine the research 

question and hypotheses. These results are logical since scales for 

innovativeness and intrinsic motivation were originally combined in an 

attempt to develop one scale that could be used to measure both demands 

and abilities. 

Insert table VIII about here 

Summary statistics and reliabilities for all independent and 

dependent variable scales derived from the employee and supervisor 
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surveys are presented in Table IX. The internal consistency 

reliabilities of all scales were above .70 which is acceptable for 

exploratory research (Nunnally, 1978). I,nterrater reliability for the 

supervisors' ratings of objective values was .81 (p<.05). Examination 

of the scale means indicates that employees rated their values and 

abilities for creativity higher than they rated the organization's 

supplies and demands for creativity (the differences were all 

significant at the .01 level) and that employees place great value on a 

creative environment and believe they are intrinsically motivated and 

creative (i.e., all averages were above 5 on a 7 point scale). Means 

for the outcome variables ranged between 3 and 5 on a 7 point scale with 

the exception of overall performance which had an average of 5.85. 

Consequently, employees are moderately satisfied, experience average 

levels of strain and are perceived by their supervisors as good 

performers who are moderately creative. 

Insert table IX about here 

Correlations were computed between all scales and with the 

demographic variables. These correlations are displayed in Table X. 

All six job satisfaction scales were significantly related to each other 

except for coworker satisfaction and pay satisfaction which were 

unrelated. The overall and creative performance scales were also 

significantly related. The employee's demographic variables were 

significantly related to several of the dependent variables (i.e., 

educational level was significantly related to satisfaction with 

coworkers and creative performance; age was related to general job 
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satisfaction and satisfaction with work and pay; sex was related to 

creative performance and satisfaction with supervisor, and; tenure with 

the organization was related to overall performance). Therefore, the 

demographic variables were controlled in the first step of the 

hierarchical regression analysis used to examine the hypotheses. 

Insert table X about here 

There were also a number of significant correlations between the 

outcome variables and the independent variables as well as significant 

correlations between the independent variables. The significant 

correlations between the independent variables that were analyzed 

together in the regression analysis were of particular concern because 

of the potential for multicollinearity. Specifically, subjective 

supplies and subjective values were significantly correlated (r=.SO; 

p<.Ol), subjective demands for intrinsic motivation were significantly 

correlated with subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation (r=.20; 

p<.OS) and subjective demands for innovativeness were significantly 

related to subjective abilities for innovativeness (r=.23; p<.Ol). 

However, Cohen and Cohen (1983) indicate that using hierarchical 

regression analysis can help deal with the problems of multicollinearity 

because this technique separates out the unique contributions made by 

the variables. Since hierarchical regression will be used in this 

study, the chance of multicollinearity should be reduced. In addition, 

the smaller the standard error of the regression coefficient, the less 

likely it is that multicollinearity problems exist (Dillon & Goldstein, 

1984; Hair, Anderson & Tathum, 1987). A review of the regression 



analysis for this study indicated that the standard errors of the 

regression coefficients were under .20 in all cases, again suggesting 

that multicollinearity should not have a significant impact on the 

analysis. 
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Measures of objective supplies and objective demands were derived 

from the expert's surveys. Th.e, items making up the objective· supplies 

scale were factor analyzed tp determine which items would load onto one 

factor to measure objective supplies. R,esults of the factor analysis 

are presented in Table XI. After the init,ial analysis, i terns 5, 6, 7 

and 8 were eliminated because of their low' factor loadings. In the 

subsequent factor analysis, the remaining ten items all had factor 

loadings above .so: 

-- ... -- ----- -,------------- ... -----

Insert table XI about here 

Because subjective demands and abilities and objective abilities 

were split into two scales, innovativeness and intrinsic motivation, the 

objective demands items were e~amined to determine if they would load 

onto two similar factors. Initial loadings of ,the objective demand 

items onto one and two factor solutions indicated that items 3 and 4 

were dissimilar to the other items' in the scale (see Table XII). These 

two items were removed and the subsequent two factor solution clearly 

delineated two unique factors. Items '1, 2 and 5 were closely associated 

with demands for intrinsic motivation while items 6 through 9 related to 

demands for innovativeness. 
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Insert table XII about here 

Summary statistics and coefficient alphas for each of the 

objective supplies and objective demands scales are presented in Table 

VII. The reliabilities of'the three scales are above .80. Interrater 

reliabilities were also determined for each of the scales but were below 

.40 for each scale. These findings suggest that there was little 

agreement between the experts on the organization's demands and supplies 
' ' 

for creativity. 

Because the experts' ratings of objective supplies and objective 

demands focused on areas of the company, it was essential to the 

analysis that there be variance between the two areas of the company on 

those two measures. A lack of variance in the scores would result in 

biased estimates of the parameters and a regression model that was not 

full rank. T-tests were run to determine if the ratings, of objective 

supplies and objective demands were significantly different between the 

,manufacturing and support services areas of the company. Results of the 

t-tests are presented in.Table XIII. These results clearly indicate 

that there were no significant differences between the ratings of 

supplies and demands between the two areas of the organization. The 

decision to use hierarchical regression analysis to examine the 

hypotheses was predicated on the belief that there would be perceived 

differences between the two areas of the company by the experts. 

Therefore, the lack of variance between areas of the company made it 

impossible to run the analysis necessary to test the hypotheses related 

to objective supplies and objective demands. A discussion of why this 
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problem occurred and how it can be alleviated in future research will be 

examined in Chapter V. 

Insert table XIII about here 

Results of the simple regression analysis and the type III sums of 

squares are ~resented in Table XIV. In the regression analysis, the 

person and the environment variables w~re entered as single predictors 

to determine their independent 'contribution to explaining the outcome 

variable. For the type III sums of squares analysis, subjective 

supplies and subjective values were entered together, demands for 

intrinsic motivation and abilities for intrinsic motivation were entered 

together and demands for innovativeness and abilities for innovativeness 

were entered together. 

Insert table XIV about here 

The type III sums of, squa~es for subjective supplies was 

significant for all nine outcome variables. Subjective values did not 

explain additional variance in any of the outcomes when entered last in 

the equation above that explained by subjective supplies. Both demands 

for intrinsic motivation and abilities for intrinsic motivation had 

significant type III sums of squares for job satisfaction, satisfaction 

with promotion and satisfaction with work. Demands for intrinsic 

motivation explained significant variance in satisfaction with 

supervisor (F=l3.90; p, .01), satisfaction with pay (F=7.74; p<.Ol) and 

satisfaction with coworkers (F=l5.18; p<.Ol) when entered after 
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abilities for intrinsic motivation. Abilities for intrinsic motivation 

(F=3.94; p<.OS) explained significant variance in strain when entered 

subsequent to demands for intrinsic motivation. Both demands and 

abilities for innovativeness had significant type III sums of squares 

for job satisfaction. Finally, 'demands for innovativeness explained 

significant variance in strain (~~9.83; p<.Ol), satisfaction with 

promotion (F=l2. 26; p<. 01), satisfac'tion with supervisor (F=7. 64; 

p<.Ol), satisfaction with work (F=7.02; p<.Ol), and satisfaction with 

pay (F-14.50; p<.Ol) when entered after abilities for intrinsic 

motivation. 

In summary, there were only four instances in the twenty-seven 

examined where both the person and the environment component explained 

significant variance in outcomes when entered last in the regression 

equation (i.e., demands for intrinsic motivation and abilities for 

intrinsic motivation with strain; demands for innovativeness and 

abilities for innovativeness with strain; demands for intrinsic 

motivation and abilities for intrinsic motivation with satisfaction with 

promotion; and demands for intrinsic motivation and abilities for 

intrinsic motivation with satisfaction with work). It is important to 

note at this point that the relationships examined with the type III 

sums of squares were linear relationships between the person and 

environment components 'and the outcome variables. The following 

hypothesis tests will determine if there are any significant non-linear 

relationships between the person and environment components beyond the 

linear relationships exhibited in the simple regression and type III 

sums of squares analysis. 



Relationships Between Person-Environment Fit 

and Strain 
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Hypothesis 1 stated that person-environment fit between individual 

creativity and the creative environment would be ca~sally related to 

strain after controlling for person and environment components. Four 

sub-hypotheses were examine,d directly. The regression analysis using 

the ,demographic variables did not·explain significant variance in 

strain, therefore demographic variables were'omitted from the final test 

of the hypotheses. Table XV presents the results -of the regression, 

an~lysis for Hypothesis 1. 2 

Hypothesis la: 

Insert table XV about here 

Subjective supply-value fit will be causally related 

to strain after controlling for person and environment 

components. 

Hypothesis la was not supBorted. 

Hypothesis lb: Subjective demand-ability fit will be causally related 

to strain after controlling for person and environment 

components. 

Hypothesis lb was supported for intrinsic motivation and 

innovativeness. Person-environment fit between intrinsic motivation 

demands and abilities explained more variance in strain than demands or 

abilities alone. Variance explained increased by 8% to 12% (F=4.05; 

p<.Ol) with the addition of the fit terms. Significant coefficients 

included intrinsic motivation abilities (b=-.21; p<.05) and the squared 
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intrinsic motivation abilities term (b-.15; p<.05). Figure 9 presents 

the three dimensional graph that illustrates the relationship between 

intrinsic motivation demand-ability fit and strain. The addition of the 

higher order terms to the model examining the relationship between 

innovativeness demands and abilities and strain increased R-square by 6% 

to 15% (F=3.09; p<.05). Significant coefficients in the model included 

demands for innovativeness (b=-. :20; p<. 01) and the interaction of 

innovativeness demands and abifities (b=-.13; p<.Ol). The saddle shaped 

graph of this relationship is presented in Figure 10 and indicates that 

strain is lowest when demands and abilities for innovativeness are 

approximately equal and either very high or very low. 

Hypothesis lc: 

Hypothesis ld: 

Insert figures 9 and 10 about here 

Objective supply-value fit will be causally related to 

strain after controlling for person and environment 

components·. 

Objective demand-ability fit will be causally related 

to strain after controlling for person and environment 

components . · 

Neither Hypothesis lc or Hypothesis ld could be tested because 

there was· no variance between areas on the e'xpert ra,tings of objective 

supplies or objective demands. 

Relationships Between Person-Environment Fit 

and Job Satisfaction 

Hypothesis 2 stated that person-environment fit between individual 
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creativity and the creative environment would be causally related to job 

satisfaction after controlling for person and environment components. 

Six types of job satisfaction (i.e., general job satisfaction, 

promotion, supervisor, work, pay and coworker satisfaction) were 

examined for each of the four sub-hypotheses. Work satisfaction was 

significantly influenced by the demographic variables, therefore the 

demographic variables were included in the analysis of work 

satisfaction. Results of the analysis are presented in Table XV. 

Hypothesis 2a: Subjective supply-yalue fit will be causally related 

to job satisfaction after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Hypothesis 2a was supported for general job satisfaction. The 

addition of the squared and interaction terms increased R-square from 

.30 to .34 (F=2.56; p<.lO) indicating that the fit between subjective 

supplies and values explained more variance in general job satisfaction 

than either component alone. Significant coefficients in this model 

included subjective supplies (b=.89; p<.Ol), subjective supplies squared 

(b=-.27; p<.OS), the interacti~n term (b=.64; p<.OS), and subjective 

values squared (b=-.32; p<.lO). Inspection of Figure 11 suggests that 

this relationship can be represented by an inverted asymmetric parabolic 

surface which indicates that job satisfaction is highest·when supplies 

and values are high and approximately equal. 

Insert figure 11 about here 

Hypothesis 2a was supported for satisfaction with promotion. 

Explained variance increased from .29 to .33 (F=2.52; p<.lO) with the 
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inclusion of the non-linear components of subjective supplies and values 

for creativity. Significant coefficients included subjective supplies 

(b=.96; p<.Ol) and the interaction between subjective supplies and 

subjective values (b=.64; p<.Ol). Figure 12 depicts the relationship 

between supply-value fit and promotion satisfaction graphically. This 

graph indicates that satisfaction with promotion is highest where 

supplies and values are approximately equal, but that satisfaction with 

promotion is higher when both values and supplies are high than when 

both are low. 

Insert figure. 12 about here 

Hypothesis 2a was not supported for satisfaction with supervisor. 

work. pay or coworkers. 

Hypothesis 2b: Subjective demand-ability fit will be causally related 

to job satisfaction after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Hypothesis 2b was not supported for intrinsic motivation demand-

ability fit for any facet of job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 2b was supported for innovativeness demand-ability fit 

for general job satisfaction and satisfaction with promotion, 

supervisor. pay and coworkers. Explained variance in general job 

satisfaction was increased from 8% to 14% (F=2.60; p<.lO) with the 

inclusion of the non-linear components of innovativeness demands and 

abilities. Significant coefficients incl~ded innovativeness demands 

(b=.26; p<.Ol) and the innovativeness demand-ability interaction (b=.l7; 

p<.Ol). Figure 13 depicts this relationship three-dimensionally. The 
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addition of the non-linear terms increased explained variance from 8% to 

14% (F=3.42; p<.05) for satisfaction with promotion. Innovativeness 

demands (b=.32; p<.Ol) and the interaction of innovativeness demands and 

abilities (b=.l9; p<.Ol) were the only significant coefficients. The 

relationship between innovativeness demand-ability fit and satisfaction 

with promotion is illustrated in Figure 14. Explained variance in 

satisfaction with supervisor increased from 6% to 18% with the addition 

of the fit component. This increase was significant at the .01 level. 

Innovativeness, demands (b=.23; p<.Ol), innovativeness demands squared 

(b=.l5; p<.Ol) and the interaction of innovativeness demands and 

abilities (b=.l9; p<.Ol) were all significantly and positively related 

to satisfaction with supervisor. Thls relationship is exhibited 

graphically in Figure 15. 

Insert figures 13; 14, and 15 about here 

Coefficients significant in explaining satisfaction with pay 

included innovativeness demands (b=.33; p<.Ol) and the squared terms for 

both innovativeness demands (b=.l3; p<.05) and innovativeness abilities 

(b=-.14; p<.lO). R-square increased by .04 (F=2.33; p<.lO) to .14 for 

satisfaction with pay with the addition of the curvilinear components. 

The graphic depiction of the relationship between innovativeness demand

ability fit and satisfaction with pay is exhibited in Figure 16. For 

satisfaction with coworkers, the linear terms did not explain 

significant variance. However, the overall model, which also included 

the higher order and interaction predictors, was significant at the .05 

level (F=2.28). Only the interaction between innovativeness demands and 
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abilities had a significant regression coefficient (b=.lS; p<.OS). 

Figure 17 presents the three-dimensional graph of this relationship. A 

review of each graph related to hypothesis 2b illustrates that the 

facets of job satisfaction were highest when demands and abilities were 

equivalent and that the'facets of job satisfaction were higher when 

demands and abilities were high than when both were low. 

Insert figures 16 and 17 about here 
' e 

Hypothesis 2b was not supported for innovativeness demand-

ability fit for work satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 2c: Objective supply-value fit will be causally related to 

job satisfaction after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Hypothesis 2d: Objective demand-ability fit will be causally related 

to job satisfaction after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Neither hypothesis could be tested because there was no variance 

between areas on the expert ratings of objective supplies and objective 

demands. 

Relationships Between Person-Environment Fit 

and Performance 

Hypothesis 3 stated that person-environment fit between individual 

creativity and the creative environment would be causally related to 

performance after controlling for person or environment components. 

Four related sub-hypotheses were tested to examine both overall and 
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creative performance. The demographic variables were included as the 

first step of the regression analysis for creative performance because 

they explained significant variance in that outcome variable. Results 

of the analysis are presented in Table XV. 

Hypothesis 3a: Subjective s~pply-value fit will be causally related 

to performance after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Hypothesis 3a was not supported for overall performance. 

Hypothesis 3a was supported for creative performance. In addition 

to the significant amount of variance in creative performance explained 

by the demographic variables, the linear components of subjective 

supplies and values explained 9% (F=4.86; p<.Ol) of the variance and the 

non-linear components explained 8% (F=4.93; p<.Ol) of the variance. 

Significant coefficients were obtained for subjective supplies (b=.37; 

p<.Ol), the squared component of subjective supplies (b=-.23; p<.OS) and 

the interaction between subjective supplies and values (b=-.72; p<.Ol). 

Figure 18 illustrates that creative performance was highest when 

supplies and values were about,equal and creative performance was higher 

when supplies and values were high than when they were low. 

Hypothesis 3b: 

Insert figure 18 about here 

Subjective demand-ability fit will be causally related 

to performance after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Hypothesis 3b was not supported for overall or creative 

performance for either intrinsic motivation demands and abilities or 
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innovativeness demands and abilities. 

Hypothesis 3c: 

Hypothesis 3d: 

Objective supply-value fit will be causally related.to 

performance after controlling for person and 

environment components. 

Objective demand-ability fit will be causally related 

to performance after controlling for person and 

environment co,mponents. 

Neith~r hypothesis could be tested because there was no variance 

between areas on the expert ratings of objective supplies and objective 

demands. 

Relationships Between Subjective and Objective Measures 

and Outcome Variables 

The research question examined the relative ability of subjective 

and objective measures of individual creativity and the work environment 

to explain individual outcqmes: The outcomes examined include strain, 

job satisfaction and performance. 

Research Question: Are subjective or objective measures of 

individual creativity and the creative 

environment more closely related to strain, job 

satisfaction, and performance? 

The relationships between objective and subjective measures of 

each scale (i.e., supplies, values, intrinsic motivation and 

innovativeness) were examined using correlations and paired comparisons 

of their means. The results, presented in Table XVI, indicated that the 

objective and subjective measures of each scale were highly correlated 

with the exception of the demands for intrinsic motivation and the 



106 

demands for innovativeness scales. The paired comparisons indicate, 

however, that although the measures were highly correlated, the means of 

all of the subjective measures were significantly higher than the means 

of the objective measures (p<.Ol for each comparison). 

Insert table XVI about here 

Forward stepwise regression was utilized to determine the relative 

explanatory ability of objective and subjective measures in explaining 

the outcomes. Comparisons could only be made between objective and 

subjective values and objective and subjective abilities for intrinsic 

motivation and innovativeness because of the lack of variance in the 

objective measures of values and demands for intrinsic motivation and 

innovativeness. 

The results of the stepwise regression examining the relationships 

between the dependent variables. and objective and subjective measures of 

the independent variables are presented in Table XVII. Subjective 

values entered into the stepwise regression before objective values for 

all of the dependent variables. The coefficient for subjective values 

was also significant in all of the models at the .05 level with the 

exception of satisfaction with pay and creative performance. Variance 

explained by subjective values ranged from 7% for coworker satisfaction 

to 4% for general job satisfaction and overall performance. 

-------------------------------' 

Insert table XVII about here 



107 

For objective and subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation, a 

variety of relationships were found with the dependent variables. 

Subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation were significantly related 

to strain (b=-.23; p<.OS). Objective abilities for intrinsic motivation 

were not significant. 

Objective abilities for intrinsic motivation entered in the first 

step of the analysis for satisfaction with supervisor (b=.33; p<.OS), 

satisfaction with pay (b=.24; p<.lO), satisfaction with coworker (b=.33; 

p<.OS), overall performance (b=.~3; p<.Ol) and creative performance 

(b=.33; p<.Ol). The relationships between objective abilities for 

intrinsic motivation and both overall and creative performance were 

particularly interesting because objective abilities for intrinsic 

motivation explained 51% and 22% of the variance in those outcomes, 

respectively. Subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation were not a 

significant predictor of any of these outcomes. 

Both objective and subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation 

were significant in explaining general job satisfaction, satisfaction 

with work, and satisfaction with promotion. For general job 

satisfaction, subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation were 

included in the first step of the analysis (b=.58; p<.Ol). Objective 

abilities for intrinsic motivation entered in the second stage of the 

analysis and were significant in explaining general job satisfaction 

(b=.30; p<.OS). The overall model explained 19% (F=l5.40; p<.Ol) of the 

variance in general job satisfaction. Subjective abilities for 

intrinsic motivation also entered in the first step of the regression 

with satisfaction with work (b=.81; p<.Ol). Objective abilities for 

intrinsic motivation entered the regression with a significant 
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coefficient in the second step of the analysis (b=.33; p<.Ol) and 

increased R-square from .30 to .35 (F=9.94; p<.Ol). Objective abilities 

for intrinsic motivation were most closely related to satisfaction with 

promotion, entering in the first step of the analysis (b=.67; p<.Ol). 

Abilities for intrinsic motivation were also significant in explaining 

satisfaction with promotion with a regression coefficient of .34 

(p<.OS). R-square for the model was .16 (F=l4.16; p<.Ol). 

Overall performance was the only outcome significantly related to 

both objective and subjective abilities for innovativeness. Objective 

abilities for innovativeness entered the equation first (b=.29; p<.Ol), 

however, subjective abilities for innovativeness were significant in the 

second step of the analysis (b=-.10; p<.OS). R-square increased from 

.27 to .29 (F=4.41; p<.OS) with .the addition of subjective abilities for 

innovativeness. 

Objective abilities for innovativeness were significant in 

explaining strain (b=-.11; p<.lO), general job satisfaction (b=.21; 

p<.Ol), satisfaction with promotion (b=.27; p<.Ol), satisfaction with 

supervisor (b=.l4; p<.lO), satisfaction with work (b=.27; p<.Ol), 

satisfaction with pay (b=.l7; p<.OS), satisfaction with coworkers 

(b=.l4; p<.lO) and creative performance (b=.40; p<.Ol). R-square was 

.10 or below for all of the outcome variables except creative 

performance. Objective abilities for innovativeness explained 38% of 

the variance in creative performance (F=85.32; p<.Ol). Subjective 

abilities for innovativeness were not significant in explaining any of 

the outcomes. 

In summary, the hypothesis tests indicate that both intrinsic 

motivation and innovativeness demand-ability fit were significant in 
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explaining individual strain. General job satisfaction was explained by 

subjective supply-value fit and innovativeness demand-ability fit. For 

the facets of job satisfaction, innovativeness demand-ability fit 

explained significant variance in satisfaction with promotion, 

supervisor, pay and coworkers. S~bjective supply-value fit was also 

significant in explaining satisfaction with promotion. Only subjective 

supply-value fit explained significant variance in creative performance. 

The results related to the research question indicate that 

subjective measures of individuals' values were more closely associated 

with the study outcome variables than objective measures of values 

although the variance explained in most cases was relatively small. 

Subjective abilities for intrinsic motivation were better predictors of 

strain while both objective and subjective measures of abilities for 

intrinsic motivation explained general job satisfaction and satisfaction 

with work and promotion. Only the objective measures of intrinsic 

motivation abilities were significant in explaining satisfaction with 

supervisor, pay, coworkers and overall and creative performance. 

Finally, significant variance" in general job satisfaction and overall 

and creative performance was also explained by objective measures of 

abilities for innovativeness. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

A person-environment fit model of creativity was developed 

and tested. The purpose of this chapter is to interpret the results of 

the data analysis and draw conclusions about. the Model of Creative Fit. 

In addition, implications of the research for management practice will 

be examined. Finally, limitations of this study and suggestions for 

future research on person-environment fit and creativity will be 

discussed. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

The discussion of the results will focus on three issues: 

1) Is the concept of creative fit important? 2) If creative fit is a 

useful concept, what kind of fit (supply-value or demand-ability) should 

be examined? and 3) Should both objective and subjective measures of 

the person and environment variables be examined? 

Is the concept of creative fit important? The finding that ten of 

the twenty-seven fit relationships .examined in this~ study were 

statistically significant illustrates the need to examine the 

multidirectional influence that occurs between individual and 

organizational components of creativity rather than examining the two 

components independently. A closer examination of the variance 

explained by these models indicates the practical as well as statistical 

110 



111 

significance of these findings. Previous person-environment fit 

research has found that "fit" increased the variance explained by three 

to six percent (Caplan et al., 1980; Harrison, 1976; Harrison et al., 

1987; Ho~se, 1972; Kulka, 1976); whereas, this study indicates that four 

to twelve percent more variance in the outcomes was explained by 

creative fit than by the linear components qf the person and environment 

alone. For example, only 6% of supervisor satisfaction was explained by 

the linear components of organizational demands for innovation and 

individual abilities for innovation. By including the fit component 

(i.e., the squared and interaction t~rms), variance explained in 

supervisor satisfaction increased to 18%. The inclusion of the fit 

components also increased the overall model R-square to .29 or greater 

for the relationship between supply-value fit and creative performance 

(R2=.29), supply-value fit and promotion satisfaction (R2=.33) and 

supply-value fit and job satisfaction (R2=.34). These results suggest 

that the concept of creative fit is important in explaining strain, job 

satisfaction and performance. 

If only the relative effects of the person and environment 

components had been examined,, one would assume that only the person or 

environment component was important because twenty-three of the twenty

seven relationships examined in the type III sums of s~uares analysis 

indicated that only the person or only the environment component 

explained significant variance in strain, job satisfaction and 

performance. However, the fit analysis, which included the interaction 

between the person 'and environment components, clearly indicated that 

non-linear components of the person and environment factors explained 

variance in the outcomes beyond that explained by the linear components 
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of those factors examined in the type III sums of squares. In other 

words, the relationships between person and environment components and 

strain, job satisfaction and performance had shape and curvature; that 

is, they were not all simple linear relationships. These results 

reinforce the findings of Newton and Keenon (1990) who found, in a 

longitudinal study of the situational and dispositional influences on 

job attitudes and affect of engineers, that it was inappropriate to 

examine only the relative influence of dispositional and situational 

factors because much of the variance explained by these factors 

originated from their interactive rather than additive effects. 

Therefore, future theory development and research should continue to 

emphasize the importance of taking a person-environment fit perspective 

when examining c'reativity. 

If creative fit is a useful concept. what kind of fit (supply

value or demand-ability) should be examined? Based on the results of 

this study, both supply-value fit and demand-ability fit were important 

in understanding individual outcomes in organizations as was suggested 

by Edwards and Cooper (1990). However, the relationship between each 

type of fit and the outcomes.in this study differed. Innovativeness 

demand-ability fit was significantly related to strain while supply

value fit was associated with creative performance. Both innovativeness 

demand-ability fit and supply-value fit explained significant variance 

in job satisfaction. In other words, when workers perceived themselves 

as being creative and the company demanded that they be creative, 

individuals experienced less strain and were more satisfied with all 

aspects of their job. When the environment was as supportive as workers 



wanted it to be, employees were more satisfied and performed more 

creatively. 
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These findings agree with previous studies by Locke (1969, 1976) 

and Rice, Bennett and McFarland (1989) that found that job satisfaction 

was associated with supply-value fit. The results of the present study 

also indicated that supply-value fit was positively related to creative 

performance. This finding differs from those of Green (1972) and Schwab 

and Cummings (1970) which suggest that performance is unlikely to be 

influenced by supply-value fit,' The seemingly conflicting results may 

have occurred because creative supply-value fit was examined in the 

present study rather than a general measure of supply-value fit. Since 

creative supply-value fit was related to creative performance but not 

overall performance, supply-value fit may be able to explain performance 

if the supplies and values being measured focus on the specific type of 

performance that is of interest. This supports Edwards' (1991) 

contention that fit related to particular job content dimensions should 

only influence outcomes ~elated-to that dimension and the work of 

Amabile (1988) which indicated that an organization environment 

facilitating creativity would improve creative performance. Contrary to 

Edwards and Cooper's (1990) proposal, demand-ability fit rather than 

supply-value fit was related to strain. For this sample, employees' 

experienced more strain when they could not meet the organization's 

demands or when their abilities were not used to their fullest rather 

than when the company did not provide an environment conducive to 

creativity. 

The shapes of the relationships that were found between the person 

and environment components and the outcomes can shed considerable light 
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upon the relationships between these variables. Two basic shapes best 

illustrate the relationships that were found. The significant 

relationships between the fit components and job satisfaction and 

creative performance had shapes similar to that exhibited in Figure 12. 

This inverted, asymptotic form illustrates that creative performance and 

facets of job satisfaction were higher when the organization provided an 

environment conducive to creativity and when employees desired a 

creative environment (i.e., the person and environment components were 

approximately equal) as well as when the organization required its 

employees to be creative and when the employees had the ability to be 

creative. These outcomes were highest when the organization's supplies 

for creativity and the individual's values for a creative environment 

were both high rather than low and when the organization's demands that 

employees be creative and the employees' abilities to be creative were 

both high rather than low. The saddle shaped graph in Figure 10 

illustrates the relationship between strain and innovativeness demand-

ability fit. As in Figure 12, outcomes were more positive (i.e., strain 

was lower) when the environment and person components (i.e., 

innovativeness demands and abilities) were approximately equal and were 

most positive when both were high rather than low. Howeve.r, in Figure 

10, strain was also low when demands and abilities for innovativeness 

were both low and approximately equal. 

Therefore, to have satisfied, creative employees who experience 

low levels of stress, both person (i.e., values for a creative 
r 

environment and abilities to be creativity) and environment factors 

(i.e., supplies for creativity and demands that employees be creative) 

related to creativity should be high and approximately equal. An excess 



of either component inhibits positive outcomes for the individual. 

These results indicate that both supply-value and demand-ability fit 

need to be examined because of their unique relationships with 

individual outcomes. 
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Should both objective and subjective measures of the person and 

environment variables be-examined? ·To answer this question, the 

relationship between objective and subjective measures needs to be 

reviewed as does the relative explanatory power of objective and 

subjective measures. Analysis of the relationship between objective and 

subjective measures of the independent variables indicated that the 

subjective ratings were significantly higher in.value than the objective 

ratings of the same constructs. Objective values were measured using 

supervisors' ratings while subjective measures consisted of employees' 

ratings. Apparently, supervisors did not realize how important it was 

to subordinates that their creative efforts received support and 

encouragement from the organization. Supervisor ratings also served as 

the objective measures of intrinsic motivation and innovativeness 

abilities. Employees rated their abilities higher than did their 

supervisors. Since research has found that the "average" employee will 

rate his performance near the seventy-fifth percentile, this is not an 

unexpected result (Robbins, 1989). 

Expert ratings were used to measure supplies provided by the 

organization to support creativity and demands placed on employees by 

the organizati~n to be intrinsically motivated and creative. Subjective 

measures of these variables may have been higher than objective measures 

for two reasons. First, employees may have perceived the demands placed 

on them by the organization as being more rigorous than did the experts 



116 

because the employees were the ones actually experiencing the demands. 

Second, experts based their ratings on archival information provided by 

the company. Organizational supplies for creativity included factors 

like supervisor encouragement and work group support. These components 

of supplies for creativity may not have been adequately captured in the 

archival data pre~ented to the experts. Further discussion of the 

limitations ·of the experts' ratings will be presented iri the final 

section of this chapter. The fact that subjective ratings were higher 

than objective ratings does not, by itself, answer the question of 

whether objective or subjective measures should be examined. However, 

when this information is viewed in light of the findings related to the 

relative explanatory power of objective and subjective measures, insight 

is provided into which measures should be examined. 
-, 

Self report (subjective) measures were important in explaining 

strain and job satisfaction while supervisor ratings (objective) were 

significantly related to performance and job satisfaction. The less a 

person valued a creative environment the more strain they experienced 

and the less satisfied they were with their job. Strain was also higher 

for employees who did not feel they were intrinsically motivated. 

Therefore, in order to manage individual strain and job satisfaction, it 

is important to understand how people perceive the organization's values 

related to creativity. It is also important in managing strain to 

understand how people view their own intrinsic motivation. These 

findings support previous research that indicated that subjective 

measures of the environment should be stronger'predictors of strain than 

objective measures because individual's perceptions of stressors 
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intervenes between objective stressors and the outcomes of those 

stressors (French & Caplan, 1972; Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Kraut, 1966). 

The results also indicate that supervisor ratings of individual's 

intrinsic motivation and innovativeness were more closely associated 

with performance measures and job satisfaction than self-ratings of 

those abilities. These objective r~tings were significantly lower than 

the employees' ratings of their own abilities. Employees believed that 

they had more ability than their supervisors believed that they had, but 

it was the supervisors' ratings that influenced performance and job 

satisfaction most directly. 

The relationship with performance is logical since, in addition to 

rating individual's abilities, supervisors also rated individual 

performance. Therefore, a supervisor's ratings of an individual's 

abilities would be expected to be closely associated with the 

supervisor's rating of the employee's performance. This finding also 

strengthens Amabile's (1983b) contention that intrinsic motivation and 

abilities to be innovative are related to creative performance. These 

findings are particularly important because the supervisor ratings of 

employees' intrinsic motivation explained 51% of the variance in overall 

performance and 22% of the variance in creative performance. Supervisor 

ratings of employees' innovativeness explained 27% of the variance in 

overall performance and 38% of the variance in creative performance. It 

is possible that supervisor response bias could have inflated the 

relationships found here since supervisors rated both performance and 

abilities. A suggestion for dealing with this issue is presented in the 

final section of this chapter. 
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The significant relationship between supervisor ratings of 

employees' abilities and job satisfaction suggests that a supervisor's 

views of employees' abilities are more important to employee job 

satisfaction than self perceptions of abilities. Supervisor's ratings 

of employees' intrinsic motivation were positively related to 

satisfactions associated with interpersonal relationships (i.e., 

satisfaction with supervisors and c~workers) while supervisor ratings of 

employees', innovativeness were related to factors more closely 

associated with the context of the work (i.e., .satisfaction with work 

and promotion). This provides additional support for Edwards' (1991) 

proposal that specific job content dimensions should only influence 

outcomes associated with that dimension. 

Theory and research needs to continue to examine both objective 

and subjective measures of creative fit because objective measures were 

the best predictors of performance, subjective measures were the best 

predictors of strain and both objective and subjective measures were 

predictive of job satisfaction. In addition, the disparity between 

objective and subjective measures indicated that supervisors' and 

employees' perceptions differed. Further theory development and 

research should focus on why the differences in ratings occurred and how 

those differences might influence outcomes.' 

In summary, three basic contributions to the study of creativity 

arise from this study. First, there is value in studying creativity 

from a person-environment fit perspective. Amabile (1988) suggested 

that person and environment components were important in examining 

creativity, but this study is one of the first to empirically examine 

the joint influence of individual and organizational components of 
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creativity on individual outcomes. Second, when examining creative fit, 

both supply-value and demand-ability versions of fit should be utilized 

because each version is related to different outcomes. This finding 

provides empirical support for Edwards and Cooper's (1990) proposal that 

both versions of fit should be examined in any study of fit. Finally, 

both objective and subjective measures of fit components should be 

included when examining creative fit because objective and subjective 

ratings have unique relationships with individual outcomes. 

Contributions to Management Practice 

Much research has been done on creativity; however, the results 

have not always been translated into useful guidelines for 

implementation in an organizational setting. Although this study is 

exploratory in nature, the results do provide some suggestions for 

promoting creativity in organizations. It is hoped that the following 

recommendations will help bridge the gap between research and practice. 

These recommendations focus on the need to develop programs at both the 

individual and organizational level to encourage creativity and enhance 

individual well-being and effect'iveness. 

Organizational Level Guidelines 

In order to improve individual well-being and effectiveness, this 

study indicates that it is important at th'e organizational level to 

focus on providing an environm~nt that is challenging and stimulating 

while also affording opportunities for individuals and groups to be 

creative. To provide a challenging and stimulating work environment 

that shows employees that the organization values and demands 
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creativity, organizations should focus on providing encouragement for 

their employees. Creativity should be rewarded and encouraged, 

performance evaluation should be fair, and open communication and the 

willingness to accept new ideas should be encouraged. This general 

framework provides preliminary guidance for the development of programs 

that can facilitate creativity and enhance e'mployee well-being. 

Developing an appropriate:program of rewards and recognition and 

implementing an effective performance appraisal system can facilitate 

the development of an environment conducive to creativity. An 

organization's reward and recognition system should be designed to 

promote creative endeavors and accomplishments. Developing a fund which 

is used to support new ideas and programs would clearly indicate to 

employees that the 'organization values creativity and will support 

creative efforts. Because of the importance of intrinsic motivation in 

creativity, the reward system should also include as one of its elements 

recognition for creative efforts and accomplishments as well as added 

freedom and discr_etion to be creative. Encouragement from the 

employee's work group and supervisor is also an important aspect of a 

work environment conducive to creativity. This encouragement may come 

in the form of open lines of communication or in openness to new ideas 

and new ways of doing_ things. Staff meetings designed to promote 

brainstorming and idea generation without fear of criticism can also 

enhance feelings of work group and supervisor support. 

It is also important to employee well-being and effectiveness that 

the organization expects its employees to be innovative. A reward 

system, as discussed previously, is one way to emphasize to employees 

the importance of creativity to the organization. In addition, 



121 

performance appraisal systems should support and encourage idea 

generation and creative performance. Individuals should be evaluated on 

their creative inputs to the organization and they should be given 

adequate feedback on what is expected of them and where improvements are 

needed. These evaluations and the,subsequent feedback process should be 

done in a supportive and positive enviro~ent to reinforce for the 

employee that the organization and their supervisor champion their 

efforts to be creative. 

Individual Level Guidelines 

Based on the results of this study, it appears that employees are 

more satisfied and more productive when they value an environment 

conducive to creativity and when th~y have the ability to be creative. 

Employees who value a creative environment are those who feel that open 

communication and freedom are important. They also want to receive 

feedback on their work and they want their supervisor to show confidence 

in their abilities. Finally, employees who value a creative environment 

want to be rewarded for their creativity and trusted by the 

organization. It is also important, according to the results of this 

study, that employees are creative. Therefore, organizations shou~d 

develop methods for improving the creative abilities of their employees. 

These general conclusions lead to several p~tential programs for 

developing more satisfied and more productive workers. 

At the individual level, organizations should concentrate on 

developing a selection process that will bring people into the 

organization who want a creative work environment and on implementing 

training and development programs that will improve individual's skills 
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in creativity. Selection processes that provide a realistic job preview 

of the creative climate of the organization to job candidates should 

help match the individual's desires for a job with the organization's 

climate. The more accurate the information, the more likely it is that 

individuals who do not desire a creative work environment will choose 

not to be a part of the organiz~tion. The selection process could also 

include structured interviews requiring candidates to respond to 

hypothetical, job-related-circumstances or that ask candidates to 

provide personal job-related examples. This would provide information 

on the candidates' abilities to be creative as well as on their values 

for a creative work environment. Assessment centers or work simulations 

would also prov~de valuable insight into candidates' values and 

abilities. These techniques are expensive and time consuming, however. 

Finally, personality tests and tests of skills related to creativity are 

available that can help screen candidates' creative abilities and 

desires. 

Training and development programs can also be implemented that 

facilitate the development of employees' creative skills. According to 

Farr (1990), programs designed to increase individual creativity and 

innovation in organizations should focus on four factors. First, 

individual's efficacy beliefs concerning creativity and innovation need 

to be increased. Feedback from peers, supervisor's and others in the 

work environment can facilitate this process by emphasizing the value of 

the employee's contributions. Second, people need to be aware of the 

need for change. This awareness can be facilitated by developing each 

individual's ability to recognize potential problem areas that require 

creative solutions. Third, Farr (1990) indicated that individuals need 
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to perceive that there will be a payoff for change. Positive feedback 

from peers and supervisor's can provide reinforcement for creative 

behaviors as can the added challenge and enrichment provided by a job 

that requires the use of creativ.e abilities. Finally, individuals need 

to develop the capacity to generate new and useful ideas. Training in 

brainstorming, analogy development, divergent thinking and group problem 

solving can assist in this area. 

These suggestions provide some guidance for organizations 

interested in developing a work environment that promotes creativity 

while also maximizing individual outcomes. It is important to remember 

that organizational and individual level factors must be developed 

jointly to improve creativity and individual outcomes. Focusing on only 

the organization or only the individual may lead to lower levels of 

performance and job satisfaction and higher levels of strain. 

Study Limitations and Directions for 

Future Research 

The present research on the Model of Creative Fit found support 

for the need to examine creative fit. However, there are a number of 

limitations to this study that should be addressed in order to provide 

guidelines for future research in this area. General limitations of the 

study are addressed followed by more specific,discussions of issues 

related to the examination of supply-value and demand-ability fit, 

objective and subjective measures, and the multivariate method used to 

measure fit. 

The sample for ~his study consisted of employees of a 

manufacturing facility with relatively low levels of education. 
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Research across a variety of organizational settings including those 

with more highly educated, professional employees and employees in 

service oriented organizations will be important to determine the 

generalizability of these findings to other settings. Outcomes other 

than strain, job satisfaction and performance may also be related to 

creative fit. Commitment to the organization and job involvement may be 

influenced by how well an individual's values for a creative environment 

match the supplies for' creativity provided by the organization or how 

well an individual's abilities match with the organization's demands. 

Performance measures for this study focused on individual level 

performance. It is reasonable to assume, however, that·the "creative 

fit" between the individual and t,he organization may influence 

organizational level outcomes a~ well. The relationship between 

creative person-environment fit and cost savings, profits, stock prices 

or number of patents could be examined to determine the role of "fit" in 

organizational level outcomes. 

Because this study is one of the first to include both supply

value and demand-ability fit, the scales used in this study were first 

attempts at examining supplies and values for creativity and demands and 

abilities for creativity. Therefore, additional research is needed on 

these scales to ensure their reliability and validity for this type of 

research. A finer grained approach to examining supplies and values for 

creativity would also be useful. Supplies and values were examined from 

a broad perspective for this study because of its exploratory nature. 

Future research should examine the usefulness of breaking down the 

supplies and values scales into subscales so that specific elements of 

supplies and values can be examined independently. Stronger 



relationships might be found, particularly with the facets of job 

satisfaction. 
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As previously indicated, supply-value fit was most closely 

associated with job satisfaction and creative performance while demand

ability·. fit was related to strain and job. satisfaction. Because of the 

unique relationships found in this study between each type of fit and 

the outcomes, there is a continued need to examine both perspectives of 

fit to gain a clear understanding, of the role of creative person

environment fit in explaining individual outcomes. Additional research 

needs to be done in this area to verify the consistency of the 

relationships between the two versions of fit and outcomes. 

Further examination of both objective and subjective measures of 

the fit components is also merited based on the results of this study. 

Although there are a number of limitations to the objective analysis 

that was done in this study, it appears that objective measures may 

provide insight into individual outcomes, particularly performance and 

creativity, that is unavailable through employee self-report. The 

limitations of the objective measures in this study provide guidance for 

future research. First, the lack of variance across the organizational 

environment prevented a "fit" analysis using the objective measures. It 

appears, however, that this concern was due to the nature of the 

organization in which this study was conducted and could be alleviated 

in future research. The company used in this study was relatively 

small and, although it was initially expected that the support services 

and manufacturing areas would have unique cultures, it turned out that a 

single corporate culture (pertaining to creativity) pervaded all areas 

of the organization. 
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To ensure adequate variance in the environment, future studies 

should be done in larger, more diverse organizations or across 

organizations. Within organization studies cou'ld be done with 

departments that are in different physical locations or that have little 

interaction with each other. It would be less likely that the same 

culture would pervade departments wi'th minimal contact. A larger 

company would also have more diversity in its departments. The 

organizatio~ used in this study was a subsidiary o~ a larger national 

company. Most of the marketing and research and development work was 

carried out at the' home office'rathei than at the subsidiary where the 

study was conduct~d. A site which included divisions doing original, 

creative work such as marketing and research and de,velopment would be 

more likely to exhibit variance 'in creativity across those dep~rtments. 

Finally, preliminary research should be done prior to the study to 

determine if there are differences across departments. This preliminary 

investigation might include interviews with supervisors and employees in 

each department to determine if creative expectations and skills are 

different across departments. 

Studies conducted across organizations could also ensure that the 

corporate cultures of the organizations were indeed different. It would 

be much mo~e likely that yariance w~uld occur in the creative climate of 

different organizations than within the same organization. However, it 

would still be important to obtain background information on the 

organizations to ensure that variance existed. In addition to 

interviews with supervisors and employees in the organization, 

information on the creative climate of the organization could be 



obtained through annual reports, industry analyses and reports in the 

popular press. 
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A second concern with the objective measures is that the experts 

may not have had adequate information to accurately assess the 

environment's supplies and demands for creativity. If expert ratings 

are used in future research as an objective measure of the 

organizational environment, additional material such as job 

descriptions, budgets and detailed information on the organization's 

objectives and policies should be included. Experts could also 

interview employees, supervisors, and top management in the organization 

to obtain more detailed information on the organization's creative 

environment. Finally, coworker ratings of employee's values, abilities 

and performance could be used as, a'supplement to supervisor ratings in 

order to overcome the problems of supervisor response bias. These 

alternative objective ratings could help clarify the relationship 

between performance and objective measures of abilities for intrinsic 

motivation and innovativeness'. 

The use of Edwards and Cooper's (1990) multivariate method for 

examining person-environment fit added considerable insight into the 

relationship between creative person-environment fit and the outcomes of 

interest. Results from this study support this technique as a useful 

tool for examining the joint relationship between person and environment 

components. This analysis not only showed the magnitude of the 

relationship between the three dimensions, but also provided information 

on the shape of that relationship. The ability to interpret the 

magnitude and shape of these relationships was enhanced by the use of 

three dimensional graphs. Continued research needs to be done on this 
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technique to determine its relative value in examining P-E fit compared 

to other techniques such as the discrepancy approach, the absolute value 

approach and the ratio approach. 

In conclusion, this study provides preliminary support for the 

need to examine creativity from a person-environment fit perspective. 

It also illustrates the need to examine supplies and values for 

creativity and demands and abilities for creativity because of their 

unique relationships with outcomes such as strain, job satisfaction and 

performance. Finally, the value in examining both objective and 

subjective measures of the person and environment components and of 

taking a multivariate approach to P-E fit was underscored. Further 

research in this area should improve our understanding of how to 

encourage creativity while improving employee well-being and 

effectiveness. 



ENDNOTES 

1The analysis ~as also run,using a three step hierarchical 

analysis in order to separate the influence of the squared and 

interaction terms. The results of the two and three step hierarchical 

analyses compared favorably. Because the results were comparable and 

because of Lubinsky and Humphreys' (1990) arguments in favor of using a 

two step approach, only the results of the two step hierarchical 

analysis were reported. The comparative three step analysis is 

available from the author upon request. 

2The analysis for the study was done, for comparative purposes, 

using both the multivariate approach and by substituting the absolute 

value of the difference score (P-E) for the interaction term (P*E) in 

Equation 1. The pattern of results using the difference score approach 

was similar to that using the interaction term. Because of the 

similarity in results between the two approaches, and because the 

multivariate approach overcomes several of the deficiencies in 

difference scores, only the results of the analysis using the 

interaction term were reported in Chapter IV. Results of the difference 

score analysis are available from the author. 
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The Work Environment Inventory 

Freedom 
I have the freedom to decide how I am going to carry out my projects. 
In my daily work environment, I feel a sense of control over my own work 

and my own ideas. 
I do not have the freedom to decide what projects I am going to do (R). 
I feel considerable pressure to meet someone else's specifications in 

how I do my work (R). 

Challenging Work 
I feel challenged by the work I am currently doing. 
I feel that I am working on important projects. 
The tasks in my work are challenging. 
The tasks in my work call out the best in me. 
The organization has an urgent need for successful completion of the 

work I am now doing. 

Sufficient Resources 
Generally I can get the resources I need ;or my work. 
The facilities I need for my work are readily available to me. 
I have trouble getting the materials I need to do my work (R). 
The information I need for my work is easily obtainable. 
I can get all the data I need to carry out my projects successfully. 
The budget for my project(s) is generally adequate. 

Supervisory Encouragement 
My supervisor serves as a good work model. 
My supervisor does not communicate well with our work group (R). 
My supervisor has poor interpersonal skills (R). 
My supervisor is open to new ideas. 
My supervisor supports my work group within the organization. 
My supervisor's expectations for my project(s) are unclear (R). 
My supervisor shows. confidence in our work group. 
My supervisor plans poorly (R). 
My supervisor values individual contributions to project(s). 
I get constructive feedback about my work. 
My supervisor clearly sets overall goals for me. 

Work Group Supports 
There is free and open communication within my work group. 
In my work group, people are willing to help each other. 
People in my work group are open to new ideas. 
There is a feeling of.trust among the people I work with most closely. 
My co-workers and I make a good team. 
The people in my work group are committed to our work. 
Within my work group, we challenge each other's ideas in a constructive 

way. 
There is a good blend of skills in my work gro~p. 
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Organizational Encouragement 
People are encouraged to solve problems creatively in this organization. 
New ideas are encouraged in this organization. 
Ideas are judged fairly in this organization. 
People are recognized for creative work in this organization. 
There is an open atmosphere in this organization. 
This organization has good mechanism for encouraging and developing 

creative ideas. 
People in this organization can express unusual ideas without the fear 

of being called stupid. 
People are rewarded for creative work ~n this organization. 
In this organization, there is a lively and active flow of ideas. 
overall, the people in this organization have shared "vision" of where 

we are going and what we. are trying to do. 
People are encouraged to take risks in this organization. 
In this organization top management expects that people will do creative 

work. 
Failure is acceptable in this 9rganization, if the effort on the project 

was good. . 
I feel that top management. is e'nthusiastic about my project(s). 
Performance evaluation in this organization is, fair. 

Organizational Impediments 
There are many political problems in this organization. 
People are too critical of new ideas in this organization. 
There is destructive competition within this organization. 
Destructive criticism is a problem in this organization. 
People in this organization are very concerned about protecting their 

territory. . 
People in this organization feel pressure to produce anything 

acceptable, even if quality is lacking. 
Top management does not want to take risks in this organization. 
There is much emphasis in this organization on doing things the way we 

have always done them. 
Procedures and structures are too formal in this organization. 
People are quite concerned abo~t negative criticism of their work in 

this organization. 
This organization is strictly controlled by upper management. 
Other areas of the organization hinder my project(s). 

Workload Pressure 
I have too much work to do in too little time. 
I have sufficient time to do my project(s) (R). 
I feel a sense of time pressure in my work. 
There are unrealistic expectations for what people can achieve in this 

organization. 
There are too many distractions from project work in this organization. 

Intrinsic Job Motivation 

I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well. 
My opinion of myself goes down when I do this job badly. 
I take pride in doing my job as well as I can. 
I feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual standard. 
I like to look back on the day's work with a .sense of a job well done. 
I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively. 



Innovativeness Scale 

I am generally cautious about accepting new ideas (R). 
I rarely trust new ideas until I can see whether the vast majority of 

people around me accept them (R). 
I am aware that I am usually one of the last people in my group to 

accept something new (R). 
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I am reluctant about adopting new ways of doing things until I see them 
working for people around me (R). 

I find it stimulating to be original in my thinking and behavior. 
I tend to feel that the old way of living and doing things is the best 

way (R). 
I am challenged by ambiguities and unsolved problems. 
I must see other people using new. innovations before I will consider 

them (R). 
I am challenged by unanswered ~estions. 
I often find myself skeptical of new ideas (R). 

Anxiety-Stress Questionnaire 

Job-Induced Tension 
My job tends to directly affect my health. 
I work under a great deal of tension. 
I have felt fidgety or nervous as a result of my job. 
If I had a different job, my health would probably improve. 
Problems associated with my job have kept me awake at night. 
I have felt nervous before attending meetings in the company. 
I- often "take my job home with me" in the sense that I think about it 

when doing other things. 

Somatic Tension 
I am often bothered by acid indigestion or heartburn. 
I sometimes feel weak all over. 
I have had trouble getting to sleep or staying asleep. 
I get irritated or annoyed over the way things are going. 
I may now have an ulcer but I am not sure of it. 

General Fatigue and Uneasiness 
I would consider myself in good or excellent health (R). 
I would consider myself in fair health (R). 
I do not have very good health. 
I wake up with stiffness or aching in joints or muscles. 
I seem to tire quickly. 

General Job Satisfaction 

Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job. 
I frequently think of quitting this job (R). 
I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 
Most people on this job are very satisfied with the job. 
People on this job often think of quitting (R). 

Job Descriptive Index 

Promotions 
There are good opportunities for advancement at my firm. 
There is a good chance for promotions at my firm. 
Opportunities are somewhat limited at my firm (R). 
My job is a dead-end job (R). 
Promotions are based on ability at my firm. 
My firm has an unfair promotion policy (R). 



Supervision 
My supervisors are quick tempered (R). 
My supervisors are impolite (R). 
My supervisors are annoying (R). 
My supervisors are stubborn (R). 
My supervisors are hard to please (R). 
My supervisors are tactful. 

Work 
My work is satisfying. 
My work gives me,a sense of accomplishment. 
My work is challenging. 
My work is boring (R)~ 
My work is good. 
My work is tiresome (R). 

Pay 
I am underpaid (R). 
My pay is less than I deserve (R). 
My pay is bad (R). 
I am highly paid. 
My income is' adequat'e for normal expenses. 
My income is barely enough to live on (R). 

Coworkers 
My coworkers are ,stupid (R). 
My coworkers are slow (R). 
My coworkers are lazy (R). 
My coworkers are intelligent. 
My coworkers are boring (R). 
It is easy to make enemies of my coworkers (R). 

Overall Performance 

This employee produces high quality work. 
This employee produces a high quantity of work. 
Overall, this employee's performance is effective. 

, Creative p'erformance 

This employee is innovative. 
This employee is very creative in their work. 
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This employee comes up with novel and useful ideas and products for the 
organization. 

This employee is creative. 



The department 
The department 
The department 

Supplement~l Scales for Experts 

Objective Supplies 

places value on innovation in general. 
has an orientation toward risk. 
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takes pride in its members and what they are capable of 
doing. 

The department has an offensive strategy.of taking the lead toward the 
future.· 

The department has people with strong skills and abilities in the task 
domain. 

The department has ample.funds allopated to this wprk domain. 
Material resources in this department are sufficient. 
This department has relevant person~el training available. 
There is an open communication system in this department. 
There are equitable and generous rewards and recognition for creativity 

in this department. · 
The management structure in this department is formal and complex 
There is an absence of unnecessary layers of hierarchy in this 

Management in this department is participative and collaborative. 

(R) • 
depart 
ment. 

This department uses frequent, constructive, and supportive feedback on 
work efforts. 

Objective Demands 

The department demands that individuals have a positive attitude toward 
their job. 

The department demands that individuals have an intrinsic interest in 
their job. 

This department requires that its employees have great a deal of factual 
knowledge about the domain in question 

This department requires its employees to have high levels of technical 
skills. 

This department requires special talents .on the part of its employees 
that are not necessary in other departments. 

This department demands that'its employees have high levels of formal 
education. 

This department demands that its employees have the ability to take new 
perspectives on problems. 

This department requires that individuals pursue their work 
energetically and persistently. _ 

This department demands that its employees have the ability to develop 
novel ideas. 

(R) signifies reverse scoring on this item. 
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SUR.VEY 

If you have already taken this survey, do not fill it out again. If you have not, please 
answer the following questions to the best of your ability. It is extremely important that 
you answer all of the questions, so that the research results will be complete. All of your 
responses will be kept confidential and the data will be reported in aggregation only. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

I. For each of the following questions, please respond twice. For the first response scale 
answer the question in terms of how often you feel it is true about your current work 
enyironment. For the second response scale· answer the question in terms of how often it 
would be true in your desired or ideal work enyironment. Circle the number of the response 
moat appropriate for each statement. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

1 - Never true of your current/desired work environment. 
2 - Almost never true ,of your current/desired work environment. 
3 - Sometimes true of your current/desired work environment. 
4 • True as often as it is not true of your current/desired work environment. 
5 - Often true of your current/desired work environment. 
6- Almost always true of your current/desired wor~·environment. 
7 - Always true of your current/desired work environment. 

I have the freedom to decide how I. am 
going to carry out my proJects . . . . l 
I feel that I am working on important 1 projects .....•..••..... 
I have too much work to do in too little 
time . . . • . • . . • 1 
This or~anization is strictly controlled 
DY upper management 1 
My cowor~rs and I make a good team 1 
The tasks in my work are chall~nging 1 
In this organization~ there is a lively 1 and active flow of iG~as . • . . . • • . 

~rs~~e:V~s~r.c~e~r~y.s~t~ ~v~r~17 ~o~l~ 1 
There is much emP,hasis in this ' 
organi;ation on ooing things the way we 
have a.l.ways done them ... 
I have sufficient time to do my 
project(s) ••.•.••.... 

1 

l 

Current Desired 
Enyirqnment Environment 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 
6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

1 2 

l 2 

l 2 

l 2 
1 2 
l 2 

l 2 

l 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 
I feel cousiderable uressure tQ meet 
someone else's speci~ cations in how I 
do my work • • • • • . • • • • . • • 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. 

13. 

hOverall,hthe peo~le in this organization 
ave a s ared "vision• of wher~ we are 

going and what we are trying to do • • l 
There is a feelipg of trust a~ong the 1 the people I work with most closely , 

2 3 

2 3 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 
14. People in this organization are very 

concerned about protecting their 
territory • 

15. There are too many distractions 
from proJect work in this organization 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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II. For each of the following statements, please respond twice. For the first response 
scale describe the extent to which you agree or disagree that the statement applies to you. 
For the second response scale, describe the extent to which you agree or disagree that the 
organization expects this of you. 

For example: For the statement "I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this 
job well", the first response (self rating) should indicate your agreement or disagreement 
that you feel personal satisfaction when you do this job well. The second response 
(organizational expectations) should indicate your agreement or disagreement that the 
organization expects you to feel personal satisfaction when you do this job well. 

l. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8, 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

.. 
" :. .. • .... 
"' >. 

~ 
0 .. ... 
"' 

~e:mi§:~;ra:l~ :a~t:o~s.a~o~t.a:c:p7i~g. 1 

Problems here are easy to solve once ~ou 
understand the varipus consequences o~ 1 your actions, a ski~l I have acquired . 
No one knows this job better than I do . l 
Ihfeel a sense of perspnal satisfaction 
w en I do th4s job wel~ ........ 1 

I rarely trust new ideas until I can see 
whether the vast ma1ority of people 
around me accept them . . . . . . . . . 1 

My opinion of myself goes down when I do 1 this JOb badly ••...•..•... 
Considerin~ Ehe time spent op the 1ob, I 1 fee~ thorouguly familiar witn my t~sks . 
I am aware that I am usually one of the 
last people in my group to accept 1 something new . • . • . • • . • . . . , 
If anyone here can find the answer, I'm 
the one • . . . . . • • . • . • . . . . 1 
Ifam reluctant about adoptin~new waY$ 
o doing things until 1 see ~em working 
for people around me , . . . . . • , . . 1 

I ~:~e ~r:d: :n.d~i~g-~ ~o~ ~s.w:l: ~s. 1 

This 1ob is manageable and any problems 1 tend to be optimally solved . . . . . . 
I fipd it stimul•tin~ to be original in 1 my thinking and beha9ior . . • . • . . . 
I feel unhappy when my work 1s not up to 1 my usual s tanaa.rd • • • • . • , • . • • 
I tend to feel that the old way of 
living and doing things is the best way l 
I do not know as much as my predecessor 
did concerning this job ..... , . l 
I am challen~ed by ambiguities and 1 unsolved pro~lems . . , . , . . . . . . 

Self 
RW.n& 

2 3 

2 3 
2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

.. .. .. .. 
< 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

" :: 
"' < 

i 
~ .. 
"' 
7 

7 
7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

.. 
~ .. 
" ... 
"' 10. ... 
:f 
0 .. ... 
"' 

Organizational 
Expectations 

.. :: .. • .. 
Q 

: :: .. .. : -;, . ... ...... "' .. 

.. :.. ~ .. .... 
~< 

.. >. .... ... .... .. 
£Q ~ .... ... 
110 ... zz .. 

.. 
u .. .. 
< 
>. ... 

.. :f 
~ ~ 
: :;! 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
l 2 3 4 s 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 67 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 

I have felt fidgety or nervous as, a re~ult of my job 
My work is challenging • • 
My pay is bad • • • • • • ,, • 
I have had trouble getting to sleep or staying asleep 
My coworkers are lazy • • 
Most people on this,job are very satisfied with_the job 
My job is a dead• end job 
I do not have very good health 
My supervisors are stubborn • • 
My work is bo:r;ing • , 
If I had a different job, my heal~h woul~ probably improve 
I am highly paid ·• , • • • ·• , • ' ' 
My coworkers are intelligent • • 
I get irritated or annoyed over the 'way thing~ are going 
Promotions are based 'on ability at my firm • • 
My supervisors are hard to please • . .. 
I wake up with stiffness or aching in joints or muscles 
My work is good • • • • • • 
My income is adequate for normal expenses • 
Problems associated with my job have kept me awake at night 
My coworkers are boring , " • • 
People on this job often think of quitting 
My firm has an unfair promotion policy 
I may now have an ulcer but I am not sure of it 
My supervisors are tactful 
My work-is tiresome • 
I seem to tire quickly 
My income is barely enough to live on 
I have felt nervous before attending meetings in the company 
It is easy to make enemies of my coworkers 
I often •take my job home with me• in the sense that I think 
about it when doin~ other things 

• • 
ill • . ... .. 
i ~ ~ e : :; .. .. ... "' .. .. 
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• 
} 

1 2,3 4 5 6 7 
l 2 3 4 s 6 7 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1234567 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 
l 2 3 4 s 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 
l 2 3 4 s 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

IV. For each of the following ~uestions, please respond twice. For the first response 
scale answer the question in te~s of how often you feel it is true about your cu;renh work 
environment, For the second response scale answer the question in terms of how often it 
would be true in your desired or ideal work environment. Circle the number of the response 
most appropriate for each statement. 

1 - Never true of your ~urrent/desired work environment. 
2 • Almost never true of your current/desired work environment. 
3 - Sometimes true of your current/desired work environment. 
4 • True as often as it is not true of your current/desired work environment. 
S • Often true of your current/desired work environment. 
6 • Almost always true of your current/desired work environment. 
7 - Always true of your current/desi.red work environment. 



v. Which of the following best describes your highest level of education? 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

less than high school diploma 
high school graduate 
some college/specialized training 
bachelor's degree 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

some graduate school 
masters degree 
earned doctorate 

What is your current age? years 

What is your sex? male 

What is your current annual household income? 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

less than $10,000 
$10,001 
$20,001 
$30,001 
$40,001 
$50,001 

- 20,000 
30,000 
40,000 
50,000 
60,000 

What is your employment status? 

( ) full time 
( ) part time 
( ) unemployed 

What is your current job title? 

In what department do you work?· 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

female 

$60,001 - 70,000 
$70,001 - 80,000 
$80,001 - 90,000 
$90,001 - 100,000 
over $100,000 

What type of organization do you work for (i.e. telecommunications, bank, etc.) 

How many years have your worked with this organization? 
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. It is with the cooperation of 
people such as you that we can learn more about how to help organizations improve 
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Subjective Values and Subjective Supplies (Sections I and IV) 

Work Environment Inventory 
Freedom 
Challenging Work 
Sufficient Resources 
Supervisory Encouragement 

Work Group Supports· 
Organizational Encouragement 

Organizational Impediments 

Workload Pressure 

1, 42, 2l(R), ll(R) 
48, 2, 6, 34, 36 
30, 24, 56(R), 64, SO, 44 
25, 52(R), 19(R), 63, 47, 
31(R), 55, 3S(R), 57, 48, 8 
s~. 27, 23, 13, s, s1, 17, 39 
45, 16, 40, 33, 38, 54, 49, 
46, 7, 12, 55, 26, 43, 57, 20 
22, 58, 18, 66, 14, 37, 41, 9, 
28, 32, 4, 65 
3, lO(R), 61, 29, 15 

Subjective Abilities and Subjective Demands (Section II) 

Intrinsic Job Motivation 
Sense of Competence 

Task Knowledge/Problem 
Confidence 

Innovativeness Scale 

Outcome Variables (Section III) 

Anxiety-Stress Questionnaire 
Job-Induced Tension 
Somatic Tension 

Solving 

General Fatigue & Uneasiness 
Job Descriptive Index 

Promotions 
Supervision 

Work 
Pay 

Coworkers 

General Job Satisfaction 

4, 6' 11, 14, 18, 22 

2, 7' 12, 19, 21, 24 
3' 9, 16(R) 
l(R), S(R), 8(R), lO(R), 13, 
15 (R), 17, 20(R), 23, 25(R) 

2, 12, 22, 32, 41, so, 52 
5, 15, 25, 35, 45 
8(R), 19(R), 29, 38, 48 

3, 11, 20(R), 28(R), 36, 44(R) 
4(R), 13(R), 21(R), 30(R), 
37(R), 46 
6, 14, 23, 31(R), 39, 47(R) 
7(R), 16(R), 24(R), 33, 40, 
49(R) 
lO(R), 17(R), 26(R), 34, 
42 (R), 51 (R) 
1, 9(R), 18, 27, 43(R) 

(R) signifies reverse scoring on these items. 
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SCRIPT FOR EMPLOYEE MEETINGS 

Good Morning (or afternoon). My name is Linda Livingstone. 
I am really glad to have the opportunity to meet with you 
for a few minutes today. I appreciate you taking the time 
to participate in this research. The research that I am 
doing is designed to find out what is satisfying to 
employees in their work environment. Mercruiser has shown a 
great deal of interest in this issue by agreeing to 
participate in this research. 

Before~ explaining more about the survey you are going to 
complete, I want to tell you a little bit about myself. I 
am completing my Ph.D. at 'Oklahoma State and began a new job 
this fall with Baylor University ±n Waco, TX as a member of 
their faculty. 

The survey you are to complete asks you questions about 
yourself and about your work environment. Please answer the 
questions as honestly and thoroughly.as you can. There are 
questions on the front and back of each sheet, so be sure 
and complete both sides of each page. I realize that some 
of the questions may seem redundant or repetitive. Please 
answer all of the questions, however, so that I can get a 
complete picture of what you think. 

As soon as you have completed the survey, please make sure 
your name is on the front page and turn it in directly to 
me. I will immediately place the surveys in my case and 
take them back to the university for tabulation. After the 
results have been input into the computer, the o~iginal 
surveys will be destroyed. It will be impossible to 
identify your individual responses. The responses will be 
tabulated and provided to.Mercruiser in aggregate form. 
Your responses are completely confidential. 

I know that completing a survey like this takes valuable 
~ime away from your work. However, your assistance will 
help us learn more about how to help organizations improve. 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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NAME 

SURVEY 

Please answer the followmg questions to the best of your ability. It is extremely important that you answer all of the questtons, 
so that the research results wtll be complete. All of your responses wtll be kept confidential and the data wtll be reported m 
aggregation only. Thank you for your cooperauon. 

I. For each of the followmg questtons, please respond tWice. For the first response scale answer the question m terms of how 
often you feel1t is true about your current work env1ronment at Mercrwser. For the second response scale answer the question 
1n terms of how often 1t would be true m your des1red or 1deal work enVIronment. C"li'Cle the number of the response most 
appropnate for each statement. 

1 = Never true of your current/desired work enVIrOnment. 
2 = Almost never true of your current/desu:ed work envtrOnment. 
3 = Somettmes true of your current/desJ.Ied work environment. 
4 = True as often as 1t is not true of your current/desJ.Ied work environment. 
5 = Often true of your current/des1red work enVIrOnment. 
6 = Almost always true of your current/desired work envirOnment. 
7 = Always true of your currentldesu:ed work environment. 

MercruJSer' s Current Your Destred 
Environment EnVIronment 

1. My coworkers and I make a good team 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. In this orgamzatton, there lS a lively and active flow 
of ideas 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Overall, the people in this orgamzation have a shared 
"vis1on • of where we are gomg and what we are 
trymg to do 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. There is a feeling of tnJSt among the people I work 
with most closely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. People in this organization are very concerned about 
protecnng thetr terntory 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. New 1deas are encouraged in this organizanon 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Within my work group, we challenge each other's 
ideas m a constructive way 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. My superv1sor has poor mterpersonal skills 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Performance evaluation in thiS orgamzauon 1s faJ.r 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. There are many political problems 1n this orgamzatlon 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. People m my work group are open to new 1deas 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. My superv1sor serves as a good work model 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. In my work group, people are wdling to help each 
other 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. My supervisor's expectations for my proJect(s) are 
unclear 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7 



15. People are recognized for creanve work in' this 
orgamzanon 

16. There is an open atmosphere m this organizanon 

17. There IS a good blend of slcills in my work group 

18. People are encouraged to solve problems creanvely 
in this organization 

19. People are rewarded for creative work in this 
orgamzanon 

20. My supervisor supports my work group Within the 
orgamzanon 

21. The people m my work group are com=tted to our 
work 

22. I get constructive feedback about my work 

23. This organization has a good mechamsm for 
encouragmg and developmg creative ideas 

24. I feel that top management IS, enthusiasnc about my 
project(s) 

25. People are too cntical of new 1deas m this 
orgamzanon 

26. There IS free and open commumcanon Within my 
work group 

27. My supervisor shows confidence In my work group 

28. My supervisor values indiVIdual contnbutions to 
projects 

29. My supervisor is open to new ideas 

30. Destructive cntic1sm IS a problem In this 
orgamzation 

Mercn~Iser's Current 
Environment 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 ,5 6 7 

1 2 ~ 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

234567 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

a .. 
w 

j 

Your Desired 
Environment 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 S' 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
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II. For each of the followmg statements, please respond twu:e. For the fust response scale descnbe the extent to which you 
agree or disagree that the statement applies to you. For the second response scale, descnbe the extent to which you agree or 
disagree that MercruiSer expects this of you. 

For example: For the statement "I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well", the first response (selfrattng) 
should indicate your agreement or disagreement that Ym! feel personal satlSfacnon when you do this jOb well. The second 
response (Mercrwser' s expectaUons) should indicate your agreement or disagreement that Mercrujser expects you to feel personal 
satiSfaction when you do this job well. 

• :: .. • • .. 
a 

""' • ... • .. .. 
" .. 
0 • .. .: ... .. "' 

1. I feel a sense of personal satiSfaction when I do this 
job well 2 

2. I rarely trust new ideas unttl I can sec whether the 
vast majonty of people around me accept them 1 2 

3. I am reluctant about adopnng new ways of doing 
things unttl I see them working for people around me 2 

4. I take pride in doing my job as well as I can 2 

s. I tend to feel that the old way of living and doing 
things ts the best way 1 2 

6. I like to look: back: on the day's worlc wtth a sense 
of a jOb well done 2 

7. I must sec other people usmg new mnovattons before 
I Will constder them 2 

8. I often find myself sk:epttcal of new tdeas 2 

Self 
BAtigg 

• • .. .. • • • •• .. .... 
a .... .... ,.. • ... ... 
oi -... ~ :: ... .... ... eo .. ...... 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

• • .. 
"' < 

""' ... 
oi ... • .. • - .. - .. .. .. 

5 6 

s 6 

5 6 

5 6 

s 6 

5 6 

s 6 

5 6 

• • .. 
• "' • • .. . .. .. 
< a 

""' ""' ... ... .. .. 
" " 0 0 .. .. 
oi .. .. .. 

7 1 

7 1 

7 1 

7 1 

7 1 

7 

7 1 

7 1 

Mercruiscr' s 
Expectations 

• • .. 
"' • • • • .: • • .. .... "' a - < < .. • ""' 

.. 
""' • ... .. . ... .. .. - oi .. -;. ~ ... • .. :: .: .. .. .. ... 80 -a .. ...... .. 

2 3 4 s 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 s 

2 3 4 s 

2 3 4 5 

• • .. .. 
c 

""' ... .. • " • 0 .. .. .. ... 
c .. 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 
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m. Please respond to the followiDg 1tems by mdicat!ng your degree of agreement or disagreement. 

• • • • .. .. • • .. .. 
• • • • • .: .: •• .. .. .... .. .. 
"' "' -,< < < .. ,., • ,., .. ,., ,., .. • .. ... .. .. .. .. - .. .. .. • .. .. .. f. -5" f. 0 • • 0 .. • .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. •o .. .. .. .. "' .. = .. < VI 

1. GenCially speaking, I am very sausfied With this JOb 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. My job tends to directly affect my health 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. There arc good opportunities for advancement at my firm 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. My supervisors arc quick tempered J 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I am often bothered by acid indigesnon or heartburn 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. My work is satisfying 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I am underpaid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I would cons!Cicr myself in good or excellent health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I frequently think of qu1ttmg this job 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. My coworkers arc stt!pid 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. There is a good chance for promottons at my firm 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I worlc under a great deal of tens1on . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. My SUperviSOrs arc impolite 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. My work gives me a sense of accomplishment 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. I sometimes feel weak all over 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. My pay is less than I deserve 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. My coworkers arc slow 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. I am genCially satisfied With. the kind of work I do in this job 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. I would consider myself in fair health 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Opportumties arc somewhat lim1ted at my firm 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. My supervisors arc annoy1ng 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. I have felt fidgety or nervous as a result of my JOb 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. My worlc is challenging 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. My pay is bad 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. I have had trouble getting to sleep or staylDg asleep 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. My coworkers arc lazy 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27 Most people on this JOb are very satisfied wuh the JOb 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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• • • • .. t. • • .. 
• • • • • 
.: .: •• .. .. ... .. .. 
A A - ~ ~ ..... ,.. • ,.. • ,.. ,.. .. • .. ... .. .. .. .. .. - .. .. 
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28. My job is a dead-end job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. I do not have very good health 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. My supervisors an= stubbom 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

31. My work is boring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. If I had a different job, my health would probably unprove 1 2, 3 4 5 6 7 

33. I am highly paid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

34. My coworkers an= intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. I get imtated or IIIU10yed over the way things an= gomg 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. Promotions an= based on ability at my firm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. My SUperviSOrs an= hard to please 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. I wake up with stiffness or aching m JOints or muscles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. My work is good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

40. My income is adequate for normal expenses 2 3 4 5 6 7 

41. Problems associated with my job have kept me awake at mght 2 3 4 5 6 7 

42. My coWorkers an= bonng 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

43. People on this job often think of qmtting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. My firm has an unfair promonon policy 2 3 4 5 6 7 

45. I may now have an ulcer but I am not sure of it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

46. My SUpervtSOrs an= tactful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

47. My work IS tiresome 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

48. I seem to are quickly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

49. My 1ucome is buely enough to live on 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

50. I have felt nervous before attending mcenngs 1n the company 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

51. It is easy to make enemies of my coworkers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

52. I often "take nzJob home wtth me" in the sense that I think 
about 1t when 1ng other thmgs 2 3 4 s 6 7 



IV. Which of the followmg best descnbes your highest level of educatJ.on? 

() 
() 
() 
() 

less than high school diploma 
high school graduate 
some collegelspecmlized tr.wung 
bachelor's degree 

What is your current age? years 

What is your sex? () male () female 

What IS your employment status? 

() some graduate school 
( ) masters degree 
( ) earned doctorate 

() full time () part time ( ) unemployed 

What is your current JOb title? 

In what department do you work? 

How many years have your worked Wlth thiS orgamzatton? 

What Is your immediate supervtsor's name? 

172 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. It is Wlth the cooperation of people such as you that we can learn more 
about how to help orgamzattons li!lprove. 
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CODING FOR EMPLOYEE SURVEY 

Subjective Values and Subjective Supplies (Section I) 

Work Environment Inventory 

Supervisory Encouragement 

Work Group Supports 
Organizational Encouragement 

Organizational Impediments 

8(R), 12, 14(R), 20, 22, 27, 
28, 29 
1, 4, 7, 11, 13, 17, 21, 26 
2, 3, 6, 9, 15, 16, 18, 19, 23, 
24 
s, 10, 25, 30 

Subjective Abilities and Subjective Demands (Section II) 

Intrinsic Job Motivation 

Innovativeness Scale 

Outcome Variables (Section III) 

Anxiety-Stress Questionnaire 

Job-Induced Tension 
Somatic Tension 
General Fatigue & Uneasiness 

Job Descriptive Index 

Promotions 
Supervision 

Work 
Pay 

Coworkers 

General Job Satisfaction 

1, 4, 6 

2(R), 3(R), S(R), 7{R), 8(R) 

2, 12, 22, 32, 41, 50, 52 
5, 15, 25, 35, 45 
8(R), 19{R), 29, 38, 48 

3, 11, 20(R), 28{R), 36, 44{R) 
4(R), 13{R), 21(R), 30(R), 
37(R), 46 
6, 14, 
7 {R), 
49{R) 
10 {R), 
Sl(R) 

23, 31(R), 39, 47(R) 
16(R), 24(R), 33, 40, 

17(R), 26{R), 34, 42(R), 

1, 9(R), 18, 27, 43(R) 

(R) signifies reverse scoring on these items. 
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SUPERVISOR SURVEYS AND CODING SHEET 
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[]]§00 

Oklahorna State University 
COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Dear Supervisor: 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078-0555 
BUSINESS 201 

405-744-5064 
FAX 405-744-5180 

In order to understand better the role of an individual's work environment in their well
being and effectiveness, I am conducting a research study. This effort is part of my 
dissertation research and is being conducted at through the consent of 

Management. Supervisors in several dep~nts of the company are being 
asked to participate in the survey. I would appreciate your contribution to this research 
by completing the attached questionnaires (Supervisor's Survey I and Supervisor's Survey 
II). 

A copy of Supervisor's Survey I should be completed on each of your employees that is 
participating in this study. In addition, it is important that you also complete one copy of 
Supervisor's Survey II. Please answer the-questions on each survey honestly and 
thoroughly. Please complete Supervisor's Survey II at this time. You may also take time 
now to complete Survey I on each employee. If it is not convenient to complete your 
employees' ratings at this time, please do so this week and return the surveys to me in the 
attached, self-addressed, stamped envelope. If you have any questions about the surveys. 
I can be reached at (817)755-2261 (work) or (817)752-2256 (home). 

The survey responses will be tabulated and provided to in aggregate form. 
No individual responses will be identified. Be assured that your responses are 
completely confidentral. Your conscientious attention to this survey will help us learn 
more about how to help organizations improve. Thank you for taking the time to 
complete these surveys. , 

Sincerely, 

Linda Parrack Livingstone 
Department of Management 
College of Business Admmistrauon 

I 
A 
Jl rr 

l"'r:~.l~'=:'ll~l*,. i ,_,_. '-· ~· :--
1890 •1990 

Celebrating tre Past P•eoanng for the Future 
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NAME OF EMPLOYEE BEING RATED -------------------------------------------------------
NAME OF SUPERVISOR DOING THE RATING 

DEPARTMENT NAME -------------------------------------------------------------------
SUPERVISOR'S SURVEY I 

Please answer the following questions to the beat of your ability as they apply to each 
employee that you supervise. It l.B extremely important that you answer all of the questl.ons, 
so that the research results will be complete. All of your responses w1.ll be kept 
confidential and the data will be reported in aggreqation only. Thank you for your 
cooperatl.on. 

Rate the extent to which you aqree or disagree that this statement applies to thl.s employee • 

l. 

2. 

3. 

They rarely trust new ideas until they can see 
whether the vast majority of people around them 
accept them • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

They feel a sense of personal satisfaction when 
they do thl.s job well • • • • • • • • • • • • 

They are reluctant about adopting new ways of doing 
things until they see them working for people around 
them ••••••••••• 

4. They take pride in doing their job as well as they 
can ••• 

5. They tend to feel that the old way of living and 
doing things l.S the bast way • • • • • 

6. They like to look back on the day's work with a 
sanae of a job well done • • • • • • • • • • • • 

7. They must sea other people using new innovations 
before they will consl.der them 

8. They often find themselves skeptical of new ideas 

9. This employee is innovative 

10. This employee produces hl.gh quality wo;k 

ll. This employee is very creative in their work 

12. This employee produces a high, quantity of work 

13. This employee comas up with novel and useful ideas 
and products for the organl.zation • • • • • • • • 

14. overall, this employee's performance is effective 

lS. This employee is creative •••••••••••• 

• • 
~ • • ... .. 
"" ... 
! .. 
"' 

• 
~ • • ... .. • • • ..... 

t: ~ 
COl 

• >to .. >to . ... ....... 
: i ¥ i . ... ......... 
:::=:=:= 

• :: .. 
c 

• • : 
i .. .. 
"' 

l 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1234567 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. I realize it takes valuable t1.me away 
from other thl.ngs you could be do1.ng. However, l.t l.S w1.th the cooperatl.on of people such as 
you that we can learn mora about how to help organl.zatl.ons improve. 



CODING FOR SUPERVISOR'S SURVEY I 

Objective Abilities 

Intrinsic Job Motivation 2, 4, 6 

177 

Innovativeness Scale 1(R), 3(R), S(R), 7(R), 8(R) 

Outcome variables 

Performance 

Overall Job Performance 

Creative Job Performance 

10, 12, 14 

9, 11~ 13, 15 

(R) signifies reverse scoring on these items. 
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NAME 

SUPERVISOR '·S SURVEY II 

Please answer the follow~ng questions to the best of your ability from the perspect~ve of a 
"TYPICAL EMPLOYEE" in your department. It is extremely important that you answer all of 
the quest~ons, so that the research results will be complete. All of your responses w~ll 
be kept confidential and the data w~ll be reported to your organ~zation ~n aggregation 
only. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Answer each the ·following questions in·terms of how, often it would be true in a "TYPICAL 
EMPLOYEE'S" desired or ideal work environment. Circle the number of the response most 
appropr~ate for each statement. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

16. 

l Never true of their desired work environment. 
2 s Almost never true of the~r· des~red work env~ronment. 
3 a Sometimes true of the~r desired work environment. 
4 • True as often as it is not. true of their desired work environment. 
5 Often true of the~r desired work environment. 
6 = Almost always true of the~r des~red work environment. 
7 s Always true of the~r desired work enviro~ent. 

My coworkers and I make a good team 

In this organization, there is a lively and active 
flow of ideas . . . . . . . . ,. . 
Overall, the people in this organization have a 
shared "vision• of where we are going and what we 
are trying to do • • • • • • • • • '• • 

There is a feeling of trust among the people I 
work with most closely • • • • • • • • • • • 

People in this 'organization are very concerned 
about protecting the~ terr~tory ' • • • • • 

New ideas are encouraged in this organization 

Within my work group, we challenge each other's 
ideas in a construct~ve way 

My superv~sor has poor interpersonal skills 

Performance evaluation in this organization is 
fa~r • • • • .. • 

There are many political problems in this 
organization • • 

People in my work group are open to new ideas 

My supervisor serves as' a good work model 

In my work group, people are willing to help each 
other • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

My supervisor's expectations for my project(s) are 
unclear • • • • • 

People are recogn~;ed for creative work in this 
organ~zat~on • • • • • • • 

There ~s an open atmosphere ~n th~s organLzation 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

'1234567 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



17. There is a good blend ot skills in my work group • 

18. People are encouraged to solve problems creatively 
in this organization • • 

19. People are rewarded for creative work in this 
organJ.zation • • • • 

20. My supervl.sor supports my work groupcwithin the 
organJ.zation • • • • 

21. The people in my work group are committed to our 
work • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

22. I get constructive feedback about my work 

23. This organization has a good mechanism for 
encouraging and developing creative idea~ 

. '• . 

24. I feel that top management is enthusiastic about 
my pro:~ect ( s) • • • • • • 

25. People are too crJ.tical of new ideas in this 
organJ.zation • • • • • 

26. There is free and open communication within my 
work group • • • • • • • • • • • 

27, My supervisor shows confidence in my work group 

28. My supervisor values individual contributions to 
projects • • • • 

29. My supervisor is open to new ideas 

30. Destructive criticism is a problem in this 
organization • • • • • 

31. How long have you worked for this organization? 

• a ... .. 
I 

. 
~ 

t: .. . 
> . z 

~ 

! 
< 

~ ... . 
~ . 
a 
0 .. 

. .. . .. , . .. .... ... 
01.1 

0 .. .. ·. ... , ..... .... 
! .. ... 
c: 
~ ... 
0 

• ~ .. .. . 
; 
'< 

1 2 J 4 s 6 7 

1 2 J 4 5 6 7 

1 2 J 4 s -6 7 

1 2 J 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

l 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

l 2 3 4 s 6 7 

l 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1234567 

l 2 3 4 s 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 J 4 s 6 7 

years 

32. How many years have you worked in this department? ----------- years 

33. What l.S the name of your department? 

34. How many years have you been a supervisor in this department? years 

35. How many years have you worked in this industry? years 

36. What is your current age? years 

37. What is your sex? Male ) Female 

38. Which of the tollowl.ng best describes your highest level of education? 

less than high school diploma 
high school graduate 
some collegefspecJ.alized traJ.ning 
bachelor's degree 

)- some graduate school 
) master's degree 
) earned doctorate 

179 
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Please rank your employees based on the~r level of performance in the space prov~ded below. 
The employee w~th the h~ghest level of performance should be ranked number l. Include all 
employees ~n the ranking for which you completed the Superv~sor's Survey I. If you have more 
than 15 employees to rank, please add addit~onal lines. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

15) 

How are financ~al and other resources made available to employees in your department for the 
development of new ~deas and proJects? 

What process ~s used ~n your department for accepting and ~plement~ng employee suggest~ons? 

Thank you for tak~ng the t~e to complete this survey. I real~ze ~t takes valuable t~me away 
from other th~ngs you could be do~ng. However, ~t ~s w~th the cooperat~on of people such as 
you that we can learn more about how to help organ~zat~ons ~prove. 
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CODING FOR SUPERVISOR'S SURVEY II 

Objective Values 

Work Environment Inventory 

Supervisory Encouragement 

Work Group Supports 

Organizational Encouragement 

Organization~! Impediments 

8(R), 12, 14(R), 20, 22, 27, 
28, 29 

1, 4, 7, 11, 13, 17, 21, 26 

2, 3, 6, 9, 15, 16, 18, 19, 23, 
24 

5, 10, 25, 30 

(R) signifies reverse scoring on these items. 
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BAYLOR 
R -\ Y L ll R L' \J I V E R S f T 't 

December 20. 1991 

Dear Expert: 

Thank you for agreemg to serve as a member of the expert panel for my dissertallon research. Your 
expenence and background wtll contnbute sigruficantly to the finished product. My research is designed 
to cxamme the role of an mdiv1dual's work envlfOrunent in their well-being and effectiveness. In 
partiCUlar. I am mterested m examining the orgamzation's creative envirorunent. For the purposes of this 
study. crcauvuy has been defined as a process influenced by individual and organizational factors 
re~ulting in the production of novel and useful ideas and/or products. 

Enclosed is a summary of information that was collected from the organization where the study was 
conducted. The mformauon provided is lengthy, but I have attempted to organize It in a way that makes 
1t eru.y for you to get a sense of the mformauon that is available. Three categories of information are 
provtdcd. First. general informauon on the enure organization is provided. Second there is a section of 
mfonnauon about Support Servtces departments m the organization. Finally, infonnation is provtded on 
Manufactunng departments m the organization. Please review the data and then complete the two 
survey:-. that have been mcluded. A separate survey should be completed on the Support Services 
Department rutd on the Manufactunng Department. If you have any questions about the summarized 
mfonnauon or about the survey, please contact me at (817)755-2261 (work) or (817) 752-2256 (home). 

I have enclosed a self-addressed strunpcd envelope that you can use to return the surveys. You do not 
need to return the packet of intormauon. If it ts more converuent. you can FAX me the completed 
surveys. My FAX number ts 817-755-2421. 

Your responses w11l be tabulated and provtded to' the ()rganizauon in 'aggregate form. No mdiyidual 
rc:ipon-.c:. w11l be 1dent1fied. Be assured that your responses are completely confidential. Your 
con!-ctcnuous attent1on to the surveys wdl help us learn more about how to help orgaruzations improve. 
Thank you for taking the time to ass1st wtth this project. 

Sinccrdy, 

~-· 

LmdaParrnck Uvmgst~ 
Ass1stant Professor 

'-1.; '- K-'-. \IER "CHCJOL OF Rl'SJ:·<ESS 
,~ _;. -, I r::' ...,.... r: - - ' .. ~ ' ... , 



184 

EXPERT SURVEY 

Based on your analysis of the archival data, rate the degree to which you agree or disagree 
w~th each of these statements regarding the department's current work environment • 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
a. 
9. 
10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

The department places value on innovation in general • • 
The department has an orienta~ion toward risk 
The department takes pride in its members and what they 
are capable of doing • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
The department has an offensive strategy of taking the 
lead toward the future • • • • • • • • • • • 
The department has people with strong skills and 
abilities in the task domain • • • • • • • • • • • 
The department has ample funds allocated to this work 
domain • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , • • • 
Material resources in this department are sufficient • 
This department has relevant personnel 'training available 
There is an open communication system in this-department 
There are equitable and generous rewards and recognition 
for creativity in this department • • • • • • • • • • • 
The management structure in this department is formal and 
complex • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
There is an absence of unnecessary layers of hierarchy 
in this department • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Management in this department is participative and 
collaborative • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
This department uses frequent, co~structive, and 
supportive feedback on work efforts 
The department demands that individuals have a positive 
attitude toward their job • • • • • • • • • 
The department demands that individuals have an 
intrinsic interest in their job • • • • • • 
This department requires that its employees have a great 
deal of factual knowledge about the domain in question • 
This department requires its employees to have a high 
level of technical skills • • : • • • • • • • • • • 
This department requires special talents on the part of 
its employees that are not necessary in other 
departments • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
This department demands that its employees have high 
levels of formal education • , • • • • • • • • • • • • 
This department demands that its employees have the 
ability to taka new perspectivas on problems • • 
This department requires that individuals pursue their 
work energetically and persistently • • • • • 
This department demands that its employees have the 
ability to develop novel ideas • • • • • • • • 

How many years of work experience do you have in business/industry? 

How many years of work exper~ence do you have ~n academics? 
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CODING FOR EXPERT'S SURVEY 

Objective Supplies 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11(R), 12, 13, 14 

Objective Demands 

15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 

(R) signifies reverse scoring on these items. 
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TABLE I 

PILOT STUDY FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: SUPPLY VARIABLES 

Factor Loading 
Item Supplies 

My coworkers and I make a good team .667 

There is a feeling of trust among the 
people I work with most closely .648 

Within my work group, we challenge each 
other's ideas in a constructive way .703 

People in my work group are open to new 
ideas .792 

In my work group, people are willing to 
help each other .669 

There is a good blend of skills in my 
work group .712 

The people in my work group are 
committed to our work .716 

There is free and open communication 
within my work group .776 

In this organization, there is a lively 
and active flow of ideas .750 

Overall, the people in this organization 
have a shared "vision" of where we are 
going and what we are trying to do .652 

There is destructive competi,tion within 
this organization • 796 

Performance evaluation in this 
organization is fair .612 

People are recognized for creative work 
in this organization • 752 

There is an open atmosphere in this 
organization .788 

People are encouraged to solve problems 
creatively in this organization · .764 
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TABLE I (Continued) 

Item 

People are rewarded for creative work in 
this organization 

This organization has a good mechanism 
for encouraging and developing creative 
ideas 

I feel that top management is 
enthusiastic about my project(s) 

My supervisor 'has poor interpersonal 
skills 

My supervisor serves as a good work model 

My supervisor's expectations for my 
project(s) are unclear 

My supervisor supports my work group 
within the organization 

I get constructive feedback about my work 

My supervisor shows confidence in my work 
group 

My supervisor values individual 
contributions to projects 

My supervisor is open to, new ideas 

People in tnis organization are very 
concerned about protecting their 
territory 

There are many political prob'!ems in 
this organization 

People are too critical of new ideas in 
this organization 

Destructive criticism is a problem in 
this organization 

Eigenvalue 

Factor Loading 
supplies 

.761 

.736 

.650 

.605 

.801 

.465 

.742 

.640 

• 771 

.748 

.707 

-.484 

-.611 

-.525 

-.592 

14.436 
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TABLE II 

PILOT STUDY FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: 

Item 

My coworkers and I make a good team 

There is a feeling of trust amo~g the 
people I work with most closely 

Within my work group, we challenge each 
other's ideas in a constructive way 

People in my work group are open to new 
ideas 

In my work group, people are willing to 
help each other 

There is a good blend of skills in my 
work group 

The people in my work group are 
committed to our work 

There is free and open communication 
within my work group 

In this organization, there is a lively 
and active flow of ideas 

Overall, the people in this organization 
have a shared "vision" of where we are 
going and what we are trying to do 

There is destructive competition within 
this organization 

Performance evaluation in this 
organization is fair 

People are recognized for creative work 
in this organization 

There is an open atmosphere in this 
organization 

People are encouraged to solve problems 
creatively in this organization 

VALUE VARIABLES 

Factor Loading 
Values 

.394 

.449 

.553 

.562 

.602 

.514 

.759 

.689 

.363 

.458 

.626 

.586 

.773 

.449 

.465 
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TABLE II (Continued) 

Item 

People are rewarded for creative work in 
this organization 

This organization has a good mechanism 
for encouraging ~nd developing creative 
ideas 

I feel that top management is 
enthusiastic about my project(s) 

My supervisor has poor interpersonal 
skills 

My supervisor serves as a good work model 

My supervisor's expectations for my 
project(s) are unclear 

My supervisor supports my work group 
within the organization 

I get constructive feedback about my work 

My supervisor shows confidence ih my work 
group 

My supervisor values individual 
contributions to projects 

My supervisor is open to new ideas 

People in this organization are very 
concerned about protecting their 
territory 

There are many political problems in 
this organization 

People are too critical of new ideas in 
this organization 

Destructive criticism is a problem in 
this organization 

Eigenvalue 

Factor Loading 
Values 

.526 

.679 

.564 

.492 

.662 

.405 

.490 

.596 

.660 

.621 

.600 

-.442 

-.663 

-.346 

-.376 

9.319 
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TABLE III 

PILOT STUDY FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: DEMAND VARIABLES 

Factor Loading 
Item Demands 

I feel a sense of personal satisfaction 
when I do this job well .463 

I take pride in doing my job as well as 
I can .626 

I like to look back on the day's work 
with a sense of a job well done .534 

I rarely trust new ideas until I can see 
whether the vast majority of people 
around me accept them .645 

I am reluctant about adopting new ways 
of doing things until I see them working 
for people around me .782 

I tend to feel that the old way of 
living and doing things is the best way .651 

I must see other people using new 
innovations before I will consider them .784 

I often find myself skeptical of new 
ideas .717 

Eigenvalue 3.472 
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TABLE IV 

PILOT STUDY FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: 

Item 

I feel a sense of personal satisfaction 
when I do this job well 

I take pride in doing my job as well' as 
I can 

I like to look back on the day's work 
with a sense of a job well done 

I rarely trust new ideas until I· can see 
whether the vast majority of people 
around me accept them 

I am reluctant about adopting new ways 
of doing things until I see them working 
for people around me 

I tend to feel that the old way 9f 
living and doing things is the best way 

I must see other people using new 
innovations before I will consider them 

I often find myself skeptical of new 
ideas 

Eigenvalue 

ABILITY VARIABLES 

Factor Loading 
Abilities 

-.203 

-.137 

-.208 

.752 

.861 

.771 

.890 

.835 

3.494 
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TABLE V 

PILOT STUDY RELIABILITIES AND SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Coefficient 
Scale # Items Mean Std. Dev. Alpha 

Supplies 30 4.50 .88 .92 

Values 30 5.81 .32 .86 

Demands 8 5:14 .87 .81 

Abilities 8 5.65 .72 .70 

Strain 17 3.35 .92 .84 

Job Satisfaction 5 4.47 1.41 .86 

Promotion 6 3.97 1.53 .88 

Supervisor 6 4.87 1.44 .90 

Work 6 5.04 1.18 .84 

Pay 6 3.82 1.32 .86 

Coworkers 6 5.44 1.17 .89 



TABLE VI 

PATTERN OF COEFFICIENTS FOR RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN P-E FIT AND OUTCOMES 

Form of Relationship p E p2 P*E 

Positive Linear 
Negative Linear 
U-Shaped 
Inverted U-Shaped 
Positive Asymptotica 
Negative Asymptotic 
Positive Inverted Asymptotic 
Negative Inverted Asymptotic 

+ 

0 
0 
+ 

+ 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 

+ 

0 0 
0 0 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
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E2 

0 
0 
+ 

+ 
+ 

aFor the asymptotic forms, the term 'positive' indicates that the outcome 
increases (at an increasing rate) as P increases and E decreases, whereas 
the term 'negative' indicates that the outcome decreases (at a decreasing 
rate) as P increases and E decreases, 

From: Edwards, J. R., & Cooper, c. L. (1990). The person-environment fit 
approach to stress: Recurring problems and some suggested s.olutions. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior,.ll, 293-307. 



TABLE VII 

FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: SUBJECTIVE SUPPLIES, 
SUBJECTIVE VALUES AND OBJECTIVE VALUES 

195 

Factor Loading 

Subjective Subjective Objective 
Item Supplies Values Values 

1. My coworkers and I make a good team .61 

2. There is a feeling of trust.among the 
people I work with most.closely .63 

3. Within my work group, we challenge each 
other's ideas in a constructive way .4a 

4. People in my work group are open to new 
ideas .61 

5. In my work group, people are willing to 
help each other -.13 

6. There is a good blend of skills in my 
work group .63 

7. The people in my work group are 
committed to our work .60 

a. There is free and open communication 
within my work group .37 

9. In this organization, there is a lively 
and active flow of ideas .66 

10. Overall, the people' in this organization 
have a shared "vision" of where we are 
going and what we a're trying to do -.22 

11. There is destructive competition within 
this organization .60 

12. Performance evaluation in this 
organization is fair .63 

13. People are recognized for creative work 
in this organization .63 

14. There is an open atmosphere in this 
organization .34 

15. People are encouraged to solve problems 
creatively in this organization .67 

16. People are rewarded for creative work 
in this organization .73 

17. This organization has a good mechanism 
for encouraging and developing creative 
ideas .62 

.7a .6a 

.76 .77 

.74 • 77 

.74 .75 

-.24 -.7a 

.60 .ao 

.70 .ao 

.26 .4a 

.79 .7a 

-.41 -.4a 

.76 .as 

.72 .17 

.ao .70 

.21 .36 

.66 .a6 

.70 .a6 

.70 .54 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Factor Loading 

Subjective Subjective Objective 
Item Supplies Values Values 

18. I feel that top management is 
enthusiastic about'my project(s) .69 

19. My supervisor has poor interpersonal 
skills .72 

20. My supervisor serves as a good work 
model .67 

21. My supervisor's expectations _for my 
project(s) are'unclear .67 

22. My supervisor supports my w~rk group, 
within the organization .71 

23. I get constructive feedback about my 
work .73 

24. My supervisor shows confidence in my 
work group .69 

25. My supervisor values individual 
contributions to projects -.39 

26. My supervisor is open to new ideas .63 

27. People in this organization are very 
concerned about protecting their 
territory .72 

28. There are many political problems in 
this organization .68 

29. People are too critical of new ideas 
in this organization .58 

30. Destructive criticism is a problem in 
this organization' -.43 

Eigenvalue 10.87 

.76 .82 

.82 .87 

.78 .73 

.71 .65 

.82 .69 

.84 .87 

.77 .76 

-.24 -.43 

.78 .75 

.69 .66 

.72 .62 

.51 .56 

-.39 -.72 

13.69 14.89 



TABLE VIII 

FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: SUBJECTIVE DEMANDS, SUBJECTIVE ABILITIES 
AND OBJECTIVE ABILITIES 

Subjective Demands Subjective Abilities 

Item 
1 Factor 2 Factor 
Solution Solution 

1 Factor 
Solution 

2 Factor 
Solution 

1. I feel a sense of personal 
satisfaction when I do this job well .52 .12 .18 .08 .00 .90 

2. I take pride in doing my job as well 
as I can .62 .76 -.05 .76 .76 .00 

3. I like to look back on the day's work 
with a sense of a job well done .68 .79 .02 .83 .83 .03 

4. I rarely trust new ideas until I can 
see whether the,vast majority of people 
around me accept them .49 .06 .83 .08 .01 .84 

5. I am reluctant about adopting new ways 
of doing things until I see them working 
for people around me .61 • 62 .16 .69 • 70 -. 04 

6. I tend to feel that the old way of 
living and doing things is the best way .55 .13 .84 .10 .03 ;n 

7. I must see other people using new 
innovations before I will consider them .79 .76 .28 .82 .81 .07 

a. I often find myself skeptical of new 
ideas .73 .78 .13 • 77 .77 .00 

Eigenvalue 3.21 2.80 2.15 3.02 3.01 2.11 ----

Objective Abilities 

1 Factor 
Solution 

.70 

.86 

.86 

• 68 

.76 

.63 

.86 

.85 

4.88 

2 Factor 
Solution 

.28 .85 

.87 .25 

.89 .23 

.23 .89 

.82 .13 

.16 .90 

.90 .19 

.81 .31 

3.86 2.58 ----
1-' 

\.0 
-...J 
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TABLE IX 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND COEFFICIENT ALPHAS 
FOR STUDY VARIABLES 

Coeffic~ent 
Scale # Items Mean Std. Dev. Alpha 

Subjective Supplies 30 4.40 .so .90 

Subjective Values 30 5.6S .63 .ss 
Subjective Demands 
for Intrinsic 
Motivation 3 5.46 1.13 .7S 

Subjective Abilities 
for Intrinsic 
Motivation 3 6.2S • 7S: • 77 

Subjective Demands 
for Innovativeness 5 4.66 1.2S .so 

Subjective Abilities 
for Innovativeness 5 5.31 1.1S .S3 

Objective Supplies 10 3.S1 .01 .94 

Objective Values 30 5.05 .64 .91 

Objective Demands 
for Intrinsic 
Motivation 3 4.40 .20 .so 

Objective Abilities 
for Intrinsic 
Motivation 3 5.93 .76 .S9 

Objective Demands 
for Innovativeness 4 4.15 .12 .ss 

Objective Abilities 
for Innovativeness 5 4.62 1.39 .93 

Strain 17 3.35 .96 .S7 

Job Satisfaction 5· 4.40 1.20 .7S 

Promotion Satisfaction 6 3.29 1.39 .S9 

Supervisor 
Satisfaction 6 5.03 1.26 .ss 

Work Satisfaction 6 4.76 1.15 .S1 

Pay Satisfaction 6 3.42 1.33 .ss 

Coworker Satisfaction 6 5.07 1.20 .S9 

Overall Performance 3 5.S5 .7S .S2 

Creative Performance 4 3.93 .S9 .94 
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TABLE X 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS FOR STUDY VARIABLES 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Strain 

2. Promotion 
Satisfaction -.24*** 

3. Supervisor 
Satisfaction -.31*** .43*** 

4. Work Satisfaction -.35*~* .62*** .30*** 

5. Pay Satisfaction -.19** .42*** .29*** .32*** 

6. Coworker Satisfaction -.25*** .36*** .42*** .38*** .12 

7. Job Satisfaction -.48*** .63*** .43*** .73*** .41*** 

8. Overall Performance -.17** .32*** .33*** .30*** .24*** 

9. Creative Perfofmance -.17** .24*** .15* .29*** .20** 

10. Education .00 .06 .03 .13 .08 

11. Age -.12 .13 .06 .25** .17** 

12. Sex a .04 -.12 .17** .03 .00 

13. Organizational 
Tenure -.07 .03 .05 .12 .09 

14. Area of Company b -.09 .35*** .11 .39*** .15* 

15. Subjective Supplies -.32*** .54*** .48*** .46*** .27*** 

16. Subjective Values -.25*** .25*** .25*** .24*** .09 

17. Subjective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation -.12 .43*** .32*** .38*** .22*** 

18. Subjective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation -.19** .26*** .17** ~55*** -.02 

19. Subjective Demands 
for Innovativeness -.28*** .27*** .25*** .23*** .29*** 

20. Subjective Abilities 
for Innovativeness -.14* .oo .11 .07 -.04 

21. Objective Values -.14* .17** .11 .14 .08 

22. Objective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation -.13 .37*** .32*** .34*** .14* 

23. Objective Abilities 
for Innovativeness -.16* .27*** .15* .32*** .18** 
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TABLE X (Continued) 

Variables 6 7 8 9 10 

6. Coworker Satisfaction 

7. Job Satisfaction .34*** 

8. Overall Performance .21** .31*** 

9. Creative Performance .16* .27*** .63*** 

10. Education .23*** .02 .03 .21** 

11. Age .14 .21** -.07 -.10 .01 

12. Sex a -.08 .03 .oo -.22** -.28*** 

13. Organizational 
Tenure .00 .07 -.18** -.13 -.15* 

14. Area of Company b .33*** .22*** .10 .12 .35*** 

15. Subjective Supplies .52*** .54*** .37*** .31*** .09 

16. Subjective Values .26*** .19** .21** .15* .18** 

17. Subjective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation .32*** .41*** .14* .12 -.03 

18. Subjective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation .07 .38*** .12 .04 -.03 

19. Subjective Demands 
for Innovativeness .14* .24*** -.03 -.as -.05 

20. Subjective Abilities 
for Innovativeness .10 -.08 -.04 .as .16* 

21. Objective Values .04 .03 .03 .12 .OS 

22. Objective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation .21** .24*** .72*** .47*** .04 

23. Objective Abilities 
for Innovativeness .16* .28*** .52*** .61*** .14 
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TABLE X (Continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 

11. Age 

12. Sex a .01 

13. Organizational 
Tenure .20** .11 

14. Area of Company b .09 -.04 -.05 

15. Subjective Supplies .09 .00 -.01 .32*** 

16. Subjective Values .10 -.01 -.02 .31*** .50*** 

17. Subjective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation .03 .03 .10 .13 .48*** 

18. Subjective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation .14* .22*** .00 .20** .28*** 

19. Subjective Demands 
for Innovativeness .08 .15* .11 .10 .30*** 

20. Subjective Abilities 
for Innovativeness -.02 .04 -.04 .09 .01 

21. Objective Values .03 .02 .12 .31*** .16* 

22. Objective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation .03 .04 -.11 .26*** .41*** 

23. Objective Abilities 
for Innovativeness -.13 -.08 -.07 .11 .33*** 
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TABLE X (Continued) 

Variables 16 17 18 19 20 

16. Subjective Values 

17. Subjective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation .12 

18. Subjective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation .35*** .20** 

19. Subjective Demands 
for Innovativeness .22*** .26*** .16* 

20. Subjective Abilities 
for Innovativeness .24*** -.01 .03 .23*** 

21. Objective Values .27*** .08 -.07 .08 .32*** 

22. Objective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation .23*** .21** .23*** -.03 -.02 

23. Objective Abilities 
for Innovativeness .15* .12 .16* -.05 .20** 



TABLE X (Continued) 

Variables 

21. Objective Values 

22. Objective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation 

23. Objective Abilities 
for Innovativeness 

21 22 

.19** 

.15* .47*** 

203 

23 

* p < .10 
** p < .05 
*** p < .01 
~ales were coded as 1 and females were coded as 2 for the sex variable. 
The manufacturing area was coded as 1 and the support services area was 

coded as 2. 
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TABLE XI 

FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: OBJECTIVE SUPPLIES 

Item 

1. The department places value on 
innovation in general. 

2. The department has an 
orientation toward risk. 

3. The department takes pride in 
its members and what they are 
capable of doing. 

4. The department has an offensive 
strategy of taking the lead 
toward the future. 

5. The department has people with 
strong skills and abilities in 
the task domain. 

6. The department has ample funds 
allocated to this work domain. 

7. Material resources in this 
department are sufficient. 

8. This department has relevant 
personnel training available. 

9. There is an open communication 
system in this department. 

10. There are equitable and generous 
rewards and recognition for 

Initial Factor 
Loadings 

.94 

.93 

.83 

.95 

.17 

.00 

.27 

.11 

.82 

creativity in this department. .71 

11. The managment structure in this 
department is formal and complex. .74 

12. There is an absence of unnecessary 
layers of hierarchy in this 
department. .89 

13. Management in this department is 
participative and collaborative. .67 

14. This department uses frequent, 
constructive feedback on work 
efforts. .49 

Eigenvalue 6.63 

Factor Loadings 
After Item Removal 

.94 

.92 

.81 

.94 

.83 

.72 

.73 

~9 

.70 

.51 

6.54 



TABLE XII 

FACTOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY: OBJECTIVE DEMANDS 

Initial One Inital Two Two Factor Loadings 
Item Factor Loadings Factor Loadings After Item Removal 

1. The department demands that individuals 
have a positive attitude toward their job. .83 .81 .15 .47 .73 

2. The department demands that individuals 
have an intrinsic interest in their job. • 70 .63 .41 .19 .87 

3. This department requires that its 
employees have a great deal of factual 
knowledge about the domain in question. .05 -.12 .80 

4. This department requires its employees 
to have a high level of technical skills. .23 .05 .88 

5. This department requires special talents 
on the part of its employees that are 
not necessary in other departments. • 62 .52 .51 .09 .84 

6. This department demands that its employees 
have high levels of formal education. .66 • 72 -.21 .85 .04 

7. This department demands that its 
employees have the ability to take new 
perspectives on problems. .80 .81 .02 .88 .19 

8. This department requires that individuals 
pursue their work energetically and 
persistently. .82 .79 .21 .79 .30 

9. This department demands that its employees 
have the ability to develop novel ideas. .89 .94 -.17 .78 .48 

Eigenvalues 4.14 4.04 1.99 2.98 2.36 N 
0 
l...n 



TABLE XIII 

T-TESTS BETWEEN THE MANUFACTURING AND SUPPORT SERVICES AREAS FOR 
OBJECTIVE SUPPLIES AND OBJECTIVE DEMANDS 

Focal Variables 

Objective Supplies 

Manufacturing Area 
Support•Services Area 

Objective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation 

Manufacturing Area 
Support Services Area 

Objective Demands for 
Innovativeness 

Manufacturing Area 
Support Services Area 

* p < .10 
** p < .OS 
*** p < .01 

Mean 

3.82 
3.80 

4.54 
4.13 

4.06 
4.31 

T-Value 

.021 

.877 

.385 
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TABLE XIV 

SIMPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS AND TYPE THREE SUMS OF SQUARES 

Regression Model 

Strain 

Subjective Supplies 
Subjective Values 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Demands for Innovativeness 
Abilities for Innovativeness 

Job Satisfaction 

Subjective Supplies 
Subjective Values 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Demands for Innovativeness 
Abilities for Innovativeness 

Satisfaction w/ Promotion 

Subjective Supplies 
Subjective Values 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Demands for Innovativeness 
Abilities for Innovativeness 

Satisfaction w/ Supervisor 

Subjective Supplies 
Subjective Values 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Abilities for Intr~nsic 
Motivation 

Demands for Innovativeness 
Abilities for Innovativeness 

.10 

.06 

.• 02 

.03 

.08 

.02 

.29 

.04 

.17 

.16 

.06 

.01 

.29 

.06 

.18 

.07 

.08 

.oo 

.23 

.06 

.11 

.03 

.06 

F 

16. 21-*** 
9.44*** 

2.17 

5.03*** 

12.02*** 
3.01* 

58.97*** 
5.35** 

27.92*** 

23.93*** 

8.72*** 
.80 

57.57*** 
9.06*** 

31. 70*** 

10.62*** 

11. 52*** 
.00 

41.78*** 
9.32*** 

16.64*** 

4.35** 

9.13*** 

Type III SS 

6. 77 
1.44 

1.01 

3.55 

8.47 
.87 

54.38 
1.69 

23.10 

18.98 

14.47 
3.75 

63.22 
.18 

40.25 

9.08 

22.11 
1.38 

37.79 
.04 

19.86 

2.73 

11.58 

F 

8.11*** 
1. 73 

1.12 

3.94** 

9.83*** 
1.01 

53.57*** 
1.67 

21. 38*** 

17.57*** 

10.76*** 
2.78* 

45.44*** 
.13 

26.20*** 

5.91** 

12.26*** 
.76 

30.27*** 
.03 

13.90*** 

1.91 

7.64*** 
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TABLE XIV (Continued) 

Regression Model R2a F Type III ss F 

Satisfaction w/ Work 

Subjective Supplies .22 38.74*** 30.07 28.39*** 
Subjective Values .06 8.44*** .01 .01 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation 0.14 23.32*** 13.87 16.50*** 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation .30 '• 6l.S8*** 44.51 52.95*** 

Demands for Innovativeness .OS 7.76*** 8.98 7.02*** 
Abilities for Innovativeness ·.oo .00 .06 .04 

Satisfaction w/ Pay 

Subjective Supplies .07 11.1S*** 16.97 10.30*** 
Subjective Values .01 1.14 .68 .41 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation .OS 7.18*** 13.07 7.74*** 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation .oo .00 1.08 .64 

Demands for Innovativeness .08 12.76*** 28.39 14.50*** 
Abilities for Innovativeness .00 .00 3.08 1.91 

Satisfaction w/ Coworkers 

Subjective Supplies .27 51.96*** 41.71 38.88*** 
Subjective Values .07 10.02*** .00 .oo 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation .10 16.09*** 20.00 1S.l8*** 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation .01 .74 .01 .01 

Demands for Innovativeness .02 2.96 3.07 2.1S 
Abilities for Innovativeness .01 l.S7 1.10 .77 

OVerall Performance 

Subjective Supplies .14 22.93*** 8.42 16.00*** 
Subjective Values .04 6.19*** .04 .08 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation .02 2.7S* 1.18 1.98 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation .01 1.91 • 69 1.16 

Demands for Innovativeness .co .00 .03 .04 
Abilities for Innovativeness .00 .00 .13 .21 



TABLE XIV (Continued) 

Regression Model 

Creative Performance 

Subjective Supplies 
Subjective Values 

Demands for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Abilities for Intrinsic 
Motivation 

Demands for Innovativeness 
Abilities for Innovativeness 

.10 
•02 

.01 

~00 

.oo 

.00 

F 

15.00*** 
3.18•-

2.06 

.00 

.00 

.oo 
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Type III SS F 

8.42 11.49*** 
.01 .01 

1.47 1.84 

.04 .as 

.41 .so 

.43 .53 

a Represents variance explained when the variable is entered as a single 
predictor of the outcome variable. 



TABLE XV 

RESULTS OF HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

Step One Results 
a. 

Regress1on Model p E R2 F p2 E2 

Stra1n 

Supply-Value F1t -.18 -.32*** .11 9.01*** -. 34*** .06 

Intr1ns1c Mot1vation 
Demand-Ab11ity Fit -.21*** -.08 .04 3.08** .15*** -.07 

Innovation Demand-
Ability F1t -.07 - .20*"'* .08 6.52*** .02 -.05" 

Job Sat1sfaction 

Supply-Value F1t -.20 .89*** .30 30.46*** '-.32* -'.27** 

Intrins1c Mot1vation 
Demand-Ab11ity F1t .48*** .37*** .26 24.38*** -.02 .02 

Innovat1on Demand-
Abihty F1t -.14* .26*** .08 5.81*** -.06 -.01 

Promot1on Sat1sfaction 

Supply-Value F1t -.07 .96*** .29 28.67*** -.26 .05 

Intrins1c Mot1vation 
Demand-Ab11ity F1t .33** .48*** .22 19.35*** -.15* .09 

Innovation Demand-
Abihty Fit -.09 .32*** .08 6.13*** -.10 .07 

Step Two Results 
b 

PxE R2 

-.28 .04 

-.08 - .08 

-.13*** .o6 

.64*** .04 

.05 .00 

.17*** .06 

.64** .04 

.02 .03 

.19*** .06 

F 
Mo~l 

R 

1.88 .15 

4.05*** .12 

3. 09**, .14 

2.56* .34 

.26 

2.60* .14 

2.52* .33 

1.95 .25 

3.42** .14 

Model 
F 

4.79*** 

3.75*** 

4.60*** 

14.14*** 

9.72*** 

4.17*** 

13.36*** 

9.09*** 

4.64*** 

N 
1-' 

0 



TABLE XV (Continued) 

step One Results a. Step Two Results~ 

2 p2 E2 2 M~l Model 
Regression Model p E R F PxE AR F R F 

Supervisor Satisfaction 

Supply-Value Fit .03 • 75"*** .:23 20.76*** .01 -.02 .42 .03 1.98 .26 9.69*** 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Demand-Ability Fit .18 .34*** .12 9.33**" -.06 .05 -.08 .01 .31 .13 3.88""" 

Innovation Demand-
Ability Fit .06 .23*"" .06 4.80""* -.07 .15""" .19**" .1_2 6.40""" .18 5.98"** 

Work Satisfaction 

Supply-Value Fit .02 .70*** .23 15.66*** -.12 -.09 .28 .01 .41 .38° 6.00*** 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Demand-Ability Fit .69*** .28*** .32 39.26*** .01 -.02 .03 .oo .46° 8.55*** 

Innovation Demand-
Ability Fit .06 .19** .05 4.08** -.07 -.04 .11* .03 1.83 .23° 2.88*** 

Pay Satisfaction 

Supply-Value Fit -.13 .50*** .08 5.76*** -.29 -.31** .73** .04 1.96 .12 3.54*** 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Demand-Ability Fit -.11 .27*** .05 3.90*" -.04 .02 -.07 .00 .05 1.59 

Innovation Demand-
Ability Fit -.13 .33"** .10 7 .38**" -.14" .13** .oo .04 2.33* .14 4.41*** 



TABLE XV (Continued) 

Step One Results~ Step TWo Results}> 

Regression Model 

Coworker Satisfaction 

Supply-Value Fit 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Demand-Ability Fit 

Innovation Demand
Ability Fit 

Overall Performance 

Supply-Value Fit 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Demand-Ability Fit 

Innovation Demand
Ability Fit 

Creative Performance 

Supply-Value Fit 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Demand-Ability Fit 

Innovation Demand
Ability Fit 

* p < .10 
p < .05 

::* p < .01 

** 

p E 

.00 • 78*** 

-.01 .34***' 

.08 .12 

.03 .35*** 

.09 .08 

-.03 -.01 

-.07 .37*** 

.10 .10 

.00 .00 

R2 F PxE 

.27 25.80*** .06 -.16 .38 

.10 8.00*** -.04 .oo -.11 

.03 1.86 -.08 .02 .15** 

.14 11.43*** -.11 -.08 .38* 

.03 1.96 -.01 .02 -.03 

.oo .01 .04 .02 

.09 4.86*** -.13 -.23** .72*** 

.03 2.07 .01 .03 -.02 

.00 -.01 .01 .08 

1> Step one results are main effects from the P and E components entered together. 2 2 
~Step two results are from the P/E fit terms (the interaction, P*E and the higher order terms, P and E ). 

Includes variance explained by the demographic variables controlled in the initial step of the analysis. 

.03 

.01 

.05 

.03 

.00 

.01 

.08 

.00 

.02 

F 

1.89 

.31 

2.52* 

1.54 

.51 

4.93*** 

1.00 

~el 
R 

.30 

.11 

.08 

.17 

.03 

.01 

~ 
.14 

Model 
F 

11.64**" 

3.36*** 

2.28*** 

5.52**" 

.83 

.36 

3.96*** 

1.65* 

1.54 

N 
1-' 

N 



TABLE XVI 

CORRELATIONS AND PAIRED COMPARISONS BETWEEN 
OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE MEASURES 

Focal Variables 

Objective Supplies 
Subjective Supplies 

Objective Values 
Subjective Values 

Objective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation. 

Subjective Demands for 
Intrinsic Motivation 

Objective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation 

Subjective Abilities for 
Intrinsic Motivation 

Objective Demands for 
Innovativeness 

Subjective Demands for 
Innovativeness 

Objective Abilities for 
Innovativeness 

Subjective Abilities for 
Innovativeness 

* p < .10 
** p < .OS 
*** p < .01 

Mean 

3-.81 
4.40 

5.05 
5.68 

4.40 

5 • .46 

5.93 

6.28 

4.15 

4.66 

4.62 

5.31 

T-Value 

8.81*** 

10.79*** 

10.83*** 

4.45*** 

4.78*** 

5.04*** 
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Correlation 

-.36*** 

.27*** 

-.16* 

.23*** 

.06 

.20** 



TABLE XVII 

RESULTS OF FORWARD STEPWISE REGRESSION COMPARING OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE MEASURES 

Variable Entering in 1st Step Variables Entering in 2nd Step 

Objective Subjective 
R2 

Objective Subjective 2 M~l Model 
Regression Model Measure Measure Measure ··Measure 6R F R F 

StraJ.n 

Values -.JB**" .06 9.44*** -.12 -.J5*** .01 .64 .07 5.1J*** 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities -.2J** .OJ 5.03** -.12 -.20* .01 1.26 .04 3.15** 

InnovatJ.veness 
Abilities -.11* .OJ J. 76* -.10 -.10 .01 1.9J .04 2.67* 

Job Satisfaction 

Values .J6** .04 5.J5** .04 5.J5** 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities .56*** .15 2J.93*** .JO** .51*** .04 6.01** .19 15.40*** 

Innovativeness 
Abilities .21*** .06 6.94*** .2J*** -.1J .02 2.JB .OB 5.70*** 

Promotion Satisfaction 

Values .54*** .06 9.06*** .26 .47** .01 1.69 .07 5.50*** 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities .67*** .1J 21.67*** .59*** .J4** .OJ 5. 72** .16 14.16*** 

Innovativeness 
Abilities .27*** .07 10.66*** .26*** -.07 .oo .07 5.57*** 



Variable Entering in 

Objective Subjective 
Regression Model Measure Measure 

SupervJ.sor Satisfaction 

Values .50*"" 

IntrinsJ.c Motivation 
Abilities .52*** 

Innovativeness 
Abilities .14" 

Work Satisfaction 

Values .43*"* 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities .81*"" 

Innovativeness 
Abilities .27*"" 

Pay Satisfaction 

Values .19 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities .24" 

Innovativeness 
Abilities .17** 

TABLE XVII (Continued) 

1st Step Variables Entering in 2nd Step 

R2 
Objective Subjective 2 

F Measure Measure 6R F 

.06 9.32*** 

.10 15. 65* *" .48**" .17 .01 1.65 

.02 3.23* .12 .09 .01 1.09 

.06 8.44""" .15 .39"* .01 .88 

.30 61.58**" .33*** • 74**" .05 9.94**" 

.10 16.19*"" 

.01 1.14 

.02 2.81" 

.03 4.83*" .19*" -.09 .01 .88 

Mo~l 
R 

.06 

.11 

.03 

.07 

.35 

.10 

.01 

.02 

.04 

Model 
F 

9.32*** 

8.68"*" 

2.16 

4.66** 

37. 71*** 

16.19**" 

1.14 

2.81* 

2.85* 

N 
...... 
1..11 



Regression Model 

Coworker Satisfaction 

Values 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities 

Innovativeness 
Abilities 

OVerall Performance 

Values 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities 

Innovativeness 
Abilities 

Creative Performance 

Values 

Intrinsic Motivation 
Abilities 

Innovativeness 

• 
•• 
*** 

Abilities 

p < .10 
p < .05 
p < .01 

Variable Enterin2 in 

Objective Subjective 
Measure Measure 

.49*** 

.JJ** 

.14* 

.25** 

.7J*** 

.29*** 

.21* 

.5-5*** 

.40*** 

TABLE XVII (Continued) 

1st step Variables Entering in 2nd Step 

R2 
Objective Subjective 2 M~l Model 

F Measure Measure4R F R F 

.07 10.02*** .07 10.02*** 

.04 6.26** -.04 6.26** 

.OJ J.80* .1J* .08 .01 .80 -.04 2.JO 

.04 6.19** .o~ 6.19** 

.51 147.98*** .74*** -.05 .00 .51 74.28*** 

.27 52.69*** .J1*** -.10** .02 4.41"* .29 29.19*** 

.02 J.18* .1J .18 .01 1.05 .OJ 2.12 

.22 40.6J*** .57*** -.08 .00 .22 20.7J*** 

.J8 85.J2*** .40*** -.06 .01 1.20 .J9 4J.J2*** 



l 
'' 

APPENDIX H 

FIGURES 

217 



ENVIRONMENT FACTORS 

1) Supplies for 
Creativity 

2) Demands for 
Creativity 

I 
l 

Creative 
P-E 
Fit 

r 
I 

PERSON FACTORS 

1) Values for 
Creativity 

2) Abilities for 
Creativity 

, 

Figure 1. Model of Creative Fit 
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Figure 2. Person-Environment Fit Model of Stress 
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PERSON 

VALUES 

Objective 
Person 
Values 

Subjective 
Person 
Values 

ENVIRONMENT 

ABILITIES SUPPLIES DEMANDS 

Objective Objective Objective 
Person Environment Environment 

Abilities Supplies Demands 

Subjective Subjective 
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Person Environment Environment 
Abilities Supplies J;)emands 

Figure 3. Measurement Dimensions 
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Figure 4. Hypothetical Shapes of P-E Fit 



INDIVIDUAL INFLUENCES 
DOMAIN-RELEVANT SKILLS CREATIVITY-RELEVANT SKILLS TASK MOTIVATION 

In~l:U.Qfl§: In~lydes: In~lyge§: 
Knowledge about the domain Appropriate cognitive Attitudes toward the task 
Technical skills cStyle Self-perceptions of work 
Special domain-relevant Knowledge of heuristics motivation 
talent for generating novel 

- ideas 
Conducive work style 

De:gend§ On: De:genQ.§ On: De:oend:2 On: 
Cognitive abilities Training Initial level of intrinsic 
Perceptual & motor skills Experience motivation for task 
Formal & informal Personality traits Presence/absence of 
education extrinsic constraints 

Ab:i,ii'ty to cognitively 
minimize extrinsic 
constraints 

ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCES 
RESOURCES IN TASK DOMAIN SKILLS IN INNOVATION MOTIVATION TO INNOVATE 

MANAGEMENT 
In~l:U.Qfl§: In~lUQf::§: Include§: 

People Management skills & styles Basic orientation of the 
Funds conducive to individual orga-nization to innovate 
Material resources creativity and Orientation toward risk 
Systems of production organizational innovation Corporate vision 
Market research resources Balance between freedom & Organizational climate 
Personnel training constraint toward innovation 
Data bases of related Feedback 

information Communication 

Figure 5. Influences on Creativity N 
N 
N 
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PERSON 

VALUES ABILITIES 

Scale: Scale: 
Work Environment Inv. Intrinsic Task 
(Amabile et al. I 1990) Motivation 

(Warr et al. I 1979) 

Innovat1veness Scale 
(Hurt et al. I 1977) 

Resgondents: Resgondents: 
Supervisors 1n each Supervisor of each 
department subordinate 

Scale: Scale: 
Work Environment Inv. Intr1nsic Task 
(Amabile et al. 1 1990) Motivat1on 

(Warr I et al. I 1979) 

Innovat1veness 
(Hurt et al. I 1977) 

Resgondents: Resgondents: 
Employees Employees 

Figure 7. Summary of Measures: 

ENVIRONMENT 

SUPPLIES DEMANDS 

Scale: Scale: 
Motivat1on to Innovate Intrinsic Mot1vation 
Task-Domain Resources Task-Relevant Skills 
Innovation Management Creativity-Relevant 
Skills Skills 

(Author Developed) (Author Developed) 

Resgondents: .. Resgondents: 
A panel of 4 creativity A panel of 4 creativ1ty 

experts and 4 managers experts and 4 managers 

Scale: Scale: 
Work Env1ronment Inv. Intr1nsic Task 
(Amabile et al. I 1990) Motivation 

(Warr et al. I 1979) 

Innovativeness 
(Hurt et al. I 1977) 

Resgondents: Resgondents: 
Employees Employees 

Person and Environment Components 

N 
N 
+:-



STRAIN 

Scale: 

Anxiety-Stress 
Questionnaire 

(Miles, 1975) 

Respondents: 

Employees 

JOB SATISFACTION 

Scale: 

General Job Satisfaction 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975) 

Job Descriptive Index 
(Smith, Kendall & Hulin, 
1969; modified by 
Gregson, 1987) 

Respondents: 

Employees 
0 

PERFORMANCE 

Scale: 

Overall Performance 
,(Hackman & Lawler, 1971) 

·cr~ative Performance 
(Adapted from Amabile, 
1990) 

Respondents :. 

Supervisors 

Figure 8. Summary of Measures: Dependent V0riables 
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Figure 9. Intrinsic Motivation Demand -
Ability Fit and Strain 
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Figure 10. Jnnovativeness Demand - Ability Fit and 
Strain 
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Figure 11. Supply-Value Fit and General Job 
Satisfaction 
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Figure 12. Supply-Value Fit and Satisfaction 
With Promotion 
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Figure 13. lnnovativeness Demand - Ability Fit and 
General Job Satisfaction 
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Figure 14. lnnovativeness Demand - Ability Fit and 
Satisfaction With Promotion 
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Figure 15. lnnovatlveness Demand - Ability Fit and 
Satisfaction With Supervisor 
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Figure 16. lnnovativeness Demand-Ability Fit and 
Satisfaction With Pay 
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Figure 17. lnnovativeness Demand - Ability Fit and 
Satisfaction with Coworkers 
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