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Abstract
Research examining the compatibility between people and their work environment has been prevalent in the work behavior literature. Despite its rich history, questions remain as to the factors influencing, and the outcomes of, the fit between subordinates, supervisors, and goals. In the present effort, undergraduates completed a creative problem-solving task with the resulting plans being appraised for quality, originality, elegance, affective reaction, and specificity. Three manipulations were used: 1) task instructions framed in the style of a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic (CIP) leader, 2) presentation of a creativity or performance goal, and 3) description of a crisis or non-crisis situation. Moreover, participants’ CIP leadership style preference was measured. It was found that certain pairings of leadership style, followers’ leader preference, goal type and crisis situation influenced creative problem-solving performance. The implications of these observations for understanding CIP leadership as well as person-supervisor, supervisor-goal, and person-goal fit are discussed.
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          There is no question as to the profound impact that leaders have on organizations and society as a whole. When one thinks of outstanding leadership, one considers the vast influence that individuals, such as Winston Churchill and Franklin D. Roosevelt, have had on our lives (Mumford, 2006).  To date, the majority of research involving outstanding leadership has focused primarily on charismatic leadership (e.g. Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 1998; House, 1977) and transformational leadership (e.g. Bass & Avolio, 1990).  The findings from these studies have shown that the future-oriented vision articulated by charismatic and transformational leaders often have a substantial impact on leader and follower performance (de Hoogh, den Hartog, & Koopman, 2004; Hunt, 1999; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Despite these compelling results, the question arises as to whether there are other leadership styles that are just as effective.
	Indeed, other leadership scholars have suggested that alternative pathways to outstanding leadership exist. In a study of business leaders, Collins (2001) found most hold more pragmatic, problem-solving styles as opposed to charismatic styles. Moreover, Hunt and Ropo (1995) found that leader success was largely attributable to skill at identifying and structuring solutions to complex problems.  Along similar lines, a few scholars have suggested that the positive impact charismatic and transformational leaders have evidenced do not hold across all situations (Hunt, Boal, & Dodge, 1999; Khurana, 2002; Pasternack & O’Toole, 2002).   
Mumford and colleagues (Mumford, 2006; Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001; Strange & Mumford, 2002) have argued that, in addition to charismatic leadership, at least two other pathways to outstanding leadership exist – ideological and pragmatic leadership. Central to Mumford’s (2006) charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic (CIP) model of leadership is the contention that these leaders differ in the nature, content, and structure of the prescriptive mental models they apply during sensemaking (Mumford, Scott, & Hunter, 2006).  The central purpose of the present effort was to build on the empirical evidence of these three distinct pathways to outstanding leadership by examining how the fit between these leadership styles, followers, and goals impact creative performance.
[bookmark: _Toc450647631]CIP Leadership 
	Building on Weber’s (1924) management authority theory, Mumford, Scott, and Hunter (2006) argued that the differences between charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership styles are most pronounced during times of crises where they must engage in complex thinking. In other words, leaders must engage in sensemaking (Weick, 1995) to address the ambiguous, high stakes nature of crisis events by creating a cognitive framework to direct problem-solving activities.  This is accomplished by building a prescriptive mental model that represents an idealized image of how a social system could be (Mumford, 2006). The CIP model of leadership states that these three leadership styles are distinguishable based on seven features of their prescriptive mental models. Table 1 illustrates these differences, which are discussed in more detail below.  
[bookmark: _Toc450647632]Charismatic Leaders 
Similar to Conger & Kanungo’s (1988) theory of charismatic leadership, charismatic leaders in the CIP model also stress a vision for the future.  This future time frame will induce greater flexibility, however, this will result in prescriptive mental models that lack clarity.  The experiences that charismatic leaders use to articulate their visions are most often positive.  By using positive experiences, charismatic leaders will apply causes, as opposed to goals, when formulating their prescriptive mental models which allows them to operate as change agents (Strange & Mumford, 2002).  With regard to the nature and number of outcomes sought, charismatic leaders will use multiple positive goals.  This provides the ability to shift and propose goals that are likely to have a broad appeal.  Furthermore, by constructing models based on external demands, charismatic leaders are well positioned to deal with broad social crises. When addressing such crises, charismatic leaders, due to their use of positive models, are likely to stress the importance of people as central causal entities and thus are focused on motivating followers.  Finally, by seeing people as the locus of causation, charismatic leaders will tend to view the causes of the situation under his or her control. 
[bookmark: _Toc450647633]Ideological Leaders 
In contrast to charismatic leaders, ideological leaders stress a vision oriented towards an idealized past (Strange & Mumford, 2002).  This past orientation limits flexibility characterizing ideological leaders as rigid in their beliefs and values. Ideological leaders will use this idealized past to demonstrate failures in the present system.  In other words, they will often use negative experiences when constructing their prescriptive mental models. Through their use of negative experiences, ideological leaders will use a limited number of transcendent goals – goals aimed at resolving the failures of the current system.  The use of a limited number of transcendent goals produces an influential image of a leader who is consistent and full of integrity given how little they will depart from their goals. Moreover, this focus on a small number of transcendent goals leads ideological leaders to be internally focused with regard to their model construction and evaluated against their deeply held beliefs and values (Bedell-Avers, Hunter, Angie, & Vert, 2006).  Although this inwardly focused model will unlikely have broad appeal, it may prove especially powerful for those who do find it attractive by imposing personal meaning on events and providing a sense of identity. Unlike charismatic leaders, ideological leaders are likely to see situations as key causal forces. Given their belief that causes are under the control of external forces, ideological leaders will not view causes as within their control.  
[bookmark: _Toc450647634] Pragmatic Leaders 
Rather than focus on the future or past, pragmatic leaders focus on the known elements of the present to guide their sensemaking (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). This allows for flexibility in model construction while providing a much clearer model than charismatic leaders. By being focused on solving the present problem, pragmatic leaders will use both negative and positive experiences allowing them to promptly, and effectively, cut to the matter at hand. Similarly, pragmatic leaders will view the nature and number of goals sought as malleable and variable, being determined by the demands of the situation. As with charismatic leaders, pragmatic leaders will construct their prescriptive mental models based on external pressures making them well positioned to deal with crises arising from broad social forces. In regard to their locus of causation, pragmatic leaders, due to their synergistic style of addressing problems, will focus on how the situation effects people and their behavior (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001).  This synergistic style also extends to how they view the controllability of causation. Pragmatic leaders will view causes as varying based on their potential for control. By virtue of identifying and selecting a limited number of key causes viewed to be controllable, and their focus on solving the problem at hand, pragmatic leaders are capable of effectively inducing change. However, compared to charismatic and ideological leaders, pragmatic leaders are at a relative disadvantage with regard to motivating followers.     
[bookmark: _Toc450647635]CIP Leadership and Crises
	As stated above, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders are held to emerge during times of crisis. In addition to the differences in their prescriptive mental models, Mumford’s (2006) CIP model of leadership holds that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders differ in a number of other ways during crisis situations. These differences in how CIP leaders emerge, interact, and perform during times of crises suggest a complex set of interactions between leadership style and the situation. 
In fact, using a framework proposed by Hunter, Cushenbery, Thoroughgood, Johnson, and Ligon (2011), Mumford, Partlow, and Medeiros (2013) described these leader-situation interactions between CIP leaders and crises. They argued that leader stylistic effects (e.g. outcomes sought, targets of influence, locus of causation) and crisis specific effects (e.g. resolution time frame, contagion, disruption by crisis) contributed to differences in CIP leaders’ approach to, and performance during, crisis situations. These differences between leadership style and crisis specific effects are highlighted below.
[bookmark: _Toc450647636]Leadership style effects 
Based on Mumford’s (2006) CIP model, charismatic leaders are held to emerge and perform well under situations characterized by order and complex structure where crisis events unfold over time. If the vision made by the charismatic leader is inconsistent with the demands made by the crisis situation, the inflexibility on the part of charismatic leaders will lead to poor performance. Ideological leaders, on the other hand, are held to emerge and perform well under crisis conditions marked by chaos – where the path to crisis resolution is uncertain and the past provides an effective framework for handling the crisis. Therefore, if the causes of the crisis cannot be removed vis-à-vis a return to a past ideal, an ideological leader’s vision will prove to be ineffective. Conversely, pragmatic leaders are held to emerge and perform well under stable, localized conditions where the crisis can be resolved through technical expertise. If, however, the crisis cannot be resolved through technical analysis, or if followers and elites disagree about desirable outcomes, a pragmatic leader is likely to be ineffective (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). Additionally, it is important to emphasize that not all leaders seek the same outcomes in crisis situations. Charismatics seek to exploit crises to achieve their vision, ideologues seek to use crises to educate followers on the failures of the current social system, and pragmatics seek to resolve crises (Mumford, Partlow, & Medeiros, 2013). Thus, it is clear that the stylistic differences between CIP leaders affects how they emerge, perform, and respond to crises.       
[bookmark: _Toc450647637]	Crisis situation effects 
In addition to the leadership style effects, it is also important to note the demands placed on leaders by the crises themselves. For example, crises are highly disruptive to organizational functioning (Weick, 1995) and can significantly influence leader behavior (Bligh, Kohles, & Meindl, 2004), follower confidence in the leader (Hunt, Boal, & Dodge, 1999), organizational commitment (Halverson, Holladay, Kazma, & Quinones, 2004), organizational performance (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996), and the leader’s impact on group performance (Mumford, Friedrich, Caughron, & Byrne, 2007). These observations suggest that CIP leaders will behave differently based on certain features of crisis situations.
	Accordingly, Mumford, Partlow, and Medeiros (2013) argued that a number of crisis specific elements will inhibit effective performance by CIP leaders. Charismatic leaders will prove unsuccessful when their vision is unsuited to the demands of the crisis situation. Poor performance on the part of ideological leaders will occur when their vision of a past ideal is incompatible for addressing the present crisis. Conversely, pragmatic leaders will prove ineffective when there is elite disengagement. Taken together, these observations suggest both leadership style and crisis specific elements impact the emergence and performance of CIP leaders. 
[bookmark: _Toc450647638]	Research on CIP leader-situation effects
Although much of the research cited thus far on Mumford’s (2006) CIP model of leadership has been based on the examination of outstanding leaders, other research has also investigated these effects with more “typical” leaders. Using a sample of undergraduate students, Bedell-Avers, Hunter, and Mumford (2008) investigated the differences in problem-solving approaches. After completing a measure categorizing each participant as a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic leader, participants were presented with four leadership problems drawn from either a school or social domain along with two different contexts. Consistent with Mumford’s (2006) CIP model, Bedell-Avers et al. (2008) found that the three leadership types did not differ with regard to overall performance as measured by solution quality and originality. Specific conditions, however, were found to differentially influence leader performance. Charismatic leaders performed best under conditions allowing for more flexibility in their approach, ideological leaders succeeded when designated leader, and pragmatics were found to be adaptable problem solvers performing consistently across all conditions.
	In another study using undergraduates, Hunter, Bedell-Avers, and Mumford (2009) investigated how complexity and problem framing influenced performance. Results showed that charismatic leaders, although performing well in several conditions, had difficulty in a highly complex context where a future-orientation was not an effective means of problem-solving. Conversely, ideological leaders succeeded in complex situations where their beliefs and values were relevant for addressing the crisis but had difficulty in situations that conflicted with the same beliefs and values. Replicating the findings of Bedell-Avers et al. (2008), pragmatics were found to be relatively consistent across all conditions.
	More recently, Lovelace and Hunter (2013) investigated the impact that CIP leaders have on subordinates’ creativity. Undergraduate students completed three creativity tasks each representing a different stage of the creative process – early-, middle-, and late-stage. Results showed that charismatic leaders performed better than ideological and pragmatic leaders on a middle-stage task requiring idea generation and idea evaluation. Additionally, higher levels of stress negatively affected solution quality, but not originality. Moreover, pragmatic leaders were the least affected by stress.
Taken together, these experimental studies provide further support for Mumford’s (2006) CIP model of leadership. More questions, however, still remain. Specifically, what factors might be causing the performance differences observed in previous studies?  
	One possible explanation is that crisis situations affect the amount of detail, or specificity, leaders apply to solve problems. In fact, under conditions of threat, peoples’ range of information processing tends to narrow (Jackson & Dutton, 1988). This suggests that, by narrowing the range of focus to a limited number of elements, the level of detail people use to respond to threats may increase. Given the performance differences observed between CIP leaders, it is likely that the crisis situation is having a different effect on each leaders’ range of processing, and thus amount of specificity they apply to a given problem. 
The observed decreases in charismatic leader performance occurring in stressful (Lovelace & Hunter, 2013) and ambiguous (Pasternick & O’Toole, 2002) situations may be due to the incompatibility between charismatic leaders’ thinking preference and the effects of the situation. That is, during a high crisis situation, the narrowing of information processing forces charismatic leaders to be specific, which goes against their penchant for thinking broadly into the future (Conger & Kunungo, 1988; Mumford, 2006), thus negatively affecting their performance. Conversely, ideological leaders, given their rigid thinking and unwillingness to compromise (Bedell-Avers et al., 2006), are likely to be less affected than charismatic leaders with regard to the amount of detail they use in the face of a crisis. Similarly, given their focus on solving the problem at hand (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001) and consistency across stressful situations (Bedell-Avers, Hunter, & Mumford, 2008; Hunter, Bedell-Avers, & Mumford, 2009; Lovelace & Hunter, 2013), pragmatic leaders are likely to maintain a high level of detail regardless of the situation. These observations lead to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Charismatic leaders will produce plans of greater specificity but lower quality, originality, elegance, and affective reaction under conditions of high crisis than low crisis while ideological and pragmatic leaders will maintain their level of quality, originality, elegance, affective reaction and specificity across crisis conditions.

[bookmark: _Toc450647639]Person-Supervisor Fit
	Another potential explanation for the observed performance differences between charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in times of crisis is in regard to how well the followers fit the leadership style.  One of the four demarcations for assessing how fit with various aspects of the work environment influences attitudes and behaviors is person-supervisor fit (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Person-supervisor fit has been depicted as leader-follower value congruence (Kim & Kim, 2013; Krishnan, 2002), leader-follower personality congruence (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2002), and leader-follower mental model congruence (McIntosh, Mulhearn, & Mumford, in press). In a meta-analysis, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) found person-supervisor fit to be positively related to employee job satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, and the quality of the relationship with the leader. These outcomes, under the right conditions, can lead to improved performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001). Moreover, perceptions of person-supervisor fit have been found to positively relate to organizational commitment (Van Vianen, Shen, & Chuang, 2011) and supervisor ratings of subordinate performance (Turban & Jones, 1988). Additionally, McIntosh, Mulhearn, and Mumford (in press) found that the presentation of alternative mental models negatively impacted performance suggesting followers will perform best when their mental models are similar to their leaders’.  
	These studies point to an additional area worth investigating with regard to Mumford’s (2006) CIP leadership model. Specifically, when followers are matched with a leader who has a similar leadership style to their own, the result is likely to be a shared understanding and value of the causes and goals leading to improved performance. On the other hand, low performance may occur when the styles between leaders and followers are dissimilar thus disrupting complex cognition (Friedrich & Mumford, 2009).  Taken together, these observations of person-supervisor fit and the CIP leadership model lead to our second hypothesis:   
 
Hypothesis 2: Matched leadership styles between leaders and followers will result in plans evidencing higher quality, originality, and elegance along with greater affective reaction and specificity as opposed to when the leadership styles do not match.

[bookmark: _Toc450647640]Supervisor-Goal Fit
	When faced with crises, followers will look to the leader to guide the group’s response to the crisis (Klein, 1976), which often results in leaders becoming more directive and goal-oriented (Mulder, Ritsema van Eck, & de Jong, 1970). Moreover, goals have been found to influence performance through four mechanisms: 1) focusing attention, 2) increasing effort, 3) creating persistence, and 4) leading individuals to develop task-relevant cognitive strategies (Locke & Latham, 2002). Thus, goals may be an especially effective tool for leaders to use in guiding followers through crises by mitigating the anxiety-producing effects of crisis situations.
	   As described in the prior sections, CIP leaders differ with regard to the outcomes, or goals, that they seek to attain in times of crises. Charismatic leaders seek multiple positive goals, ideological leaders seek a limited number of transcendent goals, while pragmatic leaders will see goals as malleable and dictated by the demands of the situation. Less is understood, however, about how the content of the goals articulated by these leaders affect follower performance. In fact, on a broader level, less is known about the general relationship between leadership style and goals (Piccolo & Buengeler, 2013).
	One area that has begun to receive more attention in the goal setting literature is how goals impact creative performance (Shalley & Koseoglu, 2013). Creative efforts, in turn, are commonly laden with crisis events (Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999) and an organization’s ability to respond to crises is in part attributable to its support for creativity (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). Moreover, given the complex and ambiguous nature of crisis situations, creativity is a necessary cognitive resource for effective leadership (Mumford & Friedrich, 2008). Therefore, examining how performance is impacted by creativity goals set by different leader styles in times of crisis is invaluable.
	Studies of how goals impact creative performance have often investigated differences between a creativity goal – individual’s output should be novel and appropriate – or a productivity goal – individual’s output should be efficient (Carson & Carson, 1993; Madjar & Shalley, 2008; Shalley, 1991). Generally, these studies found that creative performance improves when participants were provided a creativity goal and declines when provided a productivity goal while efficiency improved when participants were provided a productivity goal and declined when provided a creativity goal.
	This broaches the question as to whether creativity or performance goals are best articulated by charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic leaders and in what situations. Because these leadership styles differ with regard to the visions they articulate (Mumford, 2006), it would seem plausible that follower performance will be best under conditions where their individual task goal is in congruence to the leader’s articulated vision. In fact, performance appears to improve when there is goal congruence, or a lack of goal conflict, between an individual and the organization (Young & Smith, 2013). Given the broad focus, search for multiple outcomes, and relative vagueness of their visions, charismatic leaders are likely to yield better follower performance when they set a creativity goal due to the ill-defined nature of creative problems which can be solved in multiple ways (Mumford & Gustafson, 2007). On the other hand, by virtue of their inflexible and deeply held values embedded within their visions, ideological leaders are likely to yield better follower performance when they set a performance goal by allowing followers to apply an idealized past to a known standard. Similarly, due to their emphasis of focusing on the problem at hand, pragmatic leaders are likely to yield better follower performance when providing a performance goal. The nature of creativity goals is likely to encourage open-ended thinking (De Dreu, Baas, & Nijstad, 2012) which would run counter to a pragmatic leader’s emphasis of focusing on the present problem. These observations lead to our third hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Charismatic leaders who set a creativity goal as opposed to a performance goal, while ideological and pragmatic leaders who set a performance goal as opposed to a creativity goal, will result in follower plans evidencing higher quality, originality, and elegance along with greater affective reaction and specificity.

[bookmark: _Toc450647641]Person-Goal Fit
	Examining the person-supervisor and supervisor-goal fit prompts a third area to investigate how fit impacts performance. Specifically, the fit between a follower’s leadership style preference and the goal they are given – person-goal fit. Earlier, it was hypothesized that charismatic leaders articulating a creativity goal, while ideological and pragmatic leaders articulating a performance goal, would lead to better follower performance. Although it would seem straightforward to extend this hypothesis to the relationship between a follower’s style and goal, the present study will make a different prediction.
	  It would be inappropriate to assume that setting a goal for followers is the same thing as receiving a goal from a leader. Both involve distinct activities including the expectation that followers are to attain the goal given to them by their leader while leaders are not often expected to attain the goal they provided to followers (e.g. Fleishman, 1953; House, 1971; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996). The likelihood of a follower attaining a given goal is influenced by four moderators and four mediators (Latham & Arshoff, 2015; Locke & Latham, 1990, 2013). The four moderators are ability, resources, feedback, and goal commitment while the four mediators are goal specificity, effort, persistence, and planning. Given the differences described thus far between CIP leadership styles, it would seem plausible for followers who differ based on their preferred CIP leadership style to be differentially affected by the goals they received due to these mediators and moderators.
More specifically, followers who prefer charismatic leaders, charismatic followers, may benefit from the more detailed, structured focus that a performance goal would provide given their broad focus on the future and desire for multiple outcomes. On the other hand, the performance of followers who prefer ideological leaders, ideological followers, may decrease when given a creativity goal by requiring them to think about deviating from their idealized past which would go against their uncompromising nature. Finally, followers who prefer pragmatic leaders, pragmatic followers, are already focused on solving the problem at hand thus providing them with a creativity goal may influence them to think about alternative solutions providing a richer technical analysis of the present problem. Thus, our fourth and final hypothesis:
 
Hypothesis 4: Charismatic and ideological followers who receive a performance goal as opposed to a creativity goal, while pragmatic followers who receive a creativity goal as opposed to a performance goal, will result in plans evidencing higher quality, originality, and elegance along with greater affective reaction and specificity.

[bookmark: _Toc450647642]Method
[bookmark: _Toc450647643]Sample
	The sample that was used to test these hypotheses were 246 undergraduates attending a large southwestern university.  The 97 males and 148 females, and one unidentified person, who participated in this study were recruited from undergraduate psychology classes providing course credit, or extra credit, for their participation.  Those seeking credit reviewed a departmental website providing brief descriptions of available studies and chose in which studies they wished to participate.  The average age of those who agreed to participate was 19 years old.  Their scores on college entrance tests (e.g. SAT, ACT) were a quarter of a standard deviation above the national averages for freshman entering four-year colleges.  These demographic characteristics are typical of the undergraduate population at this university.  
[bookmark: _Toc450647644]General Procedures
	  Participants were recruited to take part in what was claimed to be a study examining the strategies people use in developing sophisticated plans of action.  During the first half hour of this two-hour study, participants were asked to complete a set of timed covariate control measures assessing intelligence and divergent thinking.  Next, participants were allotted 45 minutes to complete a creative problem-solving task adapted from Hester et al. (2012).  During the last 45 minutes of the study, participants were asked to complete a demographic form as well as a set of untimed covariate control measures.
	In this creative problem-solving task, participants were asked to assume the role of marketing director for an advertising firm, Kramer Marketing Agency, while under the leadership of the firm’s president, William Kramer.  Participants were then told that their main task was to create a new marketing campaign for ABC Inc.’s new root beer and provided a description of ABC Inc. and its history.  Subsequently, they were presented with further information surrounding the marketing campaign they were to create.  Specifically, this information stated that ABC Inc.’s drinks were viewed as “grandpa’s favorite soda” and that the company had been losing market share.  As a result, ABC Inc. was developing new products.  One of these new products was a highly caffeinated root beer called Big Impact.  Thus, participants were told that they were responsible for developing a successful marketing campaign for Big Impact.  After reading through this material, participants were presented with information in the format of an “email” indicating that their firm was selected by ABC Inc. given Kramer Marketing Agency’s experience and reputation.  Next, participants were asked to formulate a marketing plan for ABC Inc.’s new product – Big Impact root beer.
	The marketing plans to be produced for Big Impact root beer were to be two to three handwritten pages.  The descriptions of the marketing plans produced by participants were to be assessed for a number of variables.  Specifically, judges were asked to evaluate the plans for creativity – quality, originality, and elegance – based on the findings of Besemer and O’Quin (1998) and Christiaans (2002).  Judges were also asked to evaluate the plans for how emotionally evocative the plans were, termed affective reaction, based on the findings obtained by Shipman, Byrne, and Mumford (2010).  Furthermore, judges appraised the plans for how detailed they were, termed specificity.  These appraisals of the marketing plans’ quality, originality, elegance, affective reaction, and specificity served as the central dependent variables in the present effort.  
	Before working on their marketing plans, but after the introductory material describing ABC Inc. and the problem they face, participants were presented with a series of emails.  These emails provided the means for embedding the manipulations.  The first email presented participants with instructions from Kramer Marketing Agency’s president, William Kramer, in the style of a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic leader.  These instructions were adapted from Hunter, Bedell, and Mumford (2009) and varied based on the seven theoretical mental-model differences between CIP leaders (Mumford, 2006).  The second email presented one of two project goals from Mr. Kramer – a creativity goal or a performance goal.  The final manipulation varied the severity of the situation by presenting half of the participants with a third email describing a crisis while the other half received no additional email. 
[bookmark: _Toc450647645]Covariates
[bookmark: _Toc450647646]Intelligence
Prior research has shown that intelligence, divergent thinking, and expertise are critical elements in creative problem solving (Vincent, Decker, & Mumford, 2002). Thus, to assess intelligence, participants were asked to complete the Employee Aptitude Survey (EAS).  The 30 items included in this test presented four or five factual statements.  Using these statements, people reason whether a conclusion is true, false, or unknowable and have five minutes to complete all 30 items.  This measure produces test-retest reliability coefficients above .80.  Evidence for the construct and predictive validity of this measure has been provided by Grimsley, Ruch, Warren, and Ford (1985) and Ruch and Ruch (1980).
[bookmark: _Toc450647647]Divergent thinking 
To assess divergent thinking, Merrifield, Guildford, Christensen, and Frick’s (1962) Consequences Test was used.  On this measure, people are presented with five improbable situations (e.g. what would happen if human life continued without death?  What would happen if everyone lost the ability to use their arms and legs?).  For each situation, people are asked to generate as many consequences that they can think of in two minutes.  When scored for fluency, the number of consequences generated per question, and flexibility, the average number of categorical shifts per question, this measure produces internal consistency coefficients in the .70s.  Guilford (1966), Merrifield, Guilford, Christensen, and Frick (1962) and Mumford, Marks, Connelly, Zaccaro, and Johnson (1998) have provided evidence pertaining to the construct validity of this measure.  
[bookmark: _Toc450647648]Expertise
Expertise was measured using a background data, or life history, measure of marketing expertise (Mumford, Barrett, & Hester, 2012).  Originally developed by Lonergan, Scott, and Mumford (2004), this measure presents people with questions regarding their interest or involvement with marketing issues.  The six questions include “How often do you think about current advertisement and marketing trends?” and “How confident are you that you know the issues and concepts used by advertisers and marketers?”  This measure produces internal consistency coefficients above .80.  Hester et al. (2012) and Lonergan, Scott, and Mumford (2004) have provided evidence pertaining to the construct validity of this measure.  
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Since the creative problem-solving task used in the present effort required the formation of a plan, participants were asked to complete Marta, Leritz, and Mumford’s (2005) measure of planning skills.  This measure presents a series of half page business cases.  After reading through these cases, participants are asked five planning questions based on the information presented (e.g. what are the future implications of the company’s decisions?  What outside factors must the company consider when trying to establish a course of action?).  After each question is a list of six to twelve response options of which people are asked to select three or four of the best answers.  These responses are scored for effective execution of planning skills. This measure produces split-half reliability coefficients above .70. Marta, Leritz, and Mumford (2005) have provided evidence bearing on the construct validity of this scale.
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Participants were also asked to complete a measure of motivation for completing complex cognitive tasks such as the one administered in the present effort.  This measure, Cacioppo and Petty’s (1982) Need for Cognition scale, is an 18 item self-report inventory that presents a series of behavioral statements asking people to indicate, on a five-point scale, their engagement with cognitively demanding tasks.  Example items include “I would prefer complex to simple problems” and “I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours.”  The resulting scale produces internal consistency coefficients above .80.  Cacioppo and Petty (1982) provide evidence bearing on the construct validity for this measure.  
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To provide a general assessment of personality, participants were asked to complete Goldberg’s (1972) Adjective Checklist.  This measure produces scales measuring extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness.  These five constructs are measured by presenting people with 100 adjectives (e.g. irritable, organized, talkative) where they indicate on a nine-point scale how accurate each of adjectives are in describing them on a general basis and compared to others of a similar age and gender.  Each of the resulting scales for measuring these five constructs of personality produce internal consistency coefficients above .80.  Goldberg (1972) has provided evidence bearing on the construct validity for these scales of personality traits.
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Lastly, because the present effort gave participants a goal, the final task participants were asked to complete was Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, and Wright’s (1988) self-report measure of goal commitment.  This measure presents people with four questions asking them to indicate, on a five-point scale, how much they agree with a statement in regard to the goal they received.  Example items include “It was hard to take this goal seriously” and “Quite frankly, I didn’t care if I achieved this goal or not.”  These questions yielded internal consistency coefficients above .70.  Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, and Wright (1988) have provided evidence bearing on the construct validity of this measure.  
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The central task participants were asked to complete was creating a marketing campaign for a high-energy root beer.  Before beginning work on this task, participants were presented with a summary of the client’s, ABC Inc., history.  This summary stated that ABC Inc. was founded in St. Louis, Missouri in 1919 to create a substitute beverage during the era of Prohibition.  The firm’s trademark was purchased by Eastern Bottling Company at the end of Prohibition.  Then in the late 1930s it was sold to the Lexington Bottling Company where the popular soda received continued success for twenty years.  After World War II, however, its popularity and distribution decreased.  In 1980, the trademark was sold to the Palmer Company which later merged with Thirsty Beverages resulting in increased popularity and eventually distribution throughout the United States.  Ultimately, Thirsty/Palmer Beverages Incorporated was acquired by the Clayworth-Hollingberry Beverage Company of London, England.  
Following this history summary, the current situation was described.  It was noted that ABC Inc. root beer had maintained its original, old fashioned taste.  However, ABC Inc. has again been facing hard times due to the fiercely competitive soda market.  Recent market polling revealed that a) ABC Inc. was viewed as “grandpa’s favorite soda,” b) most people rarely bought root beer and usually only to make root beer floats, and c) most people stated that they are not particular about which brand of root beer they purchase to make floats.  Therefore, Derek Grey, the Vice President of Sales at Clayworth-Hollingberry Beverage Company, has contacted your advertising agency for help with marketing a new product.                   
           Participants were told they were working for Kramer Marketing Agency as Director of Marketing, reporting to William Kramer – the firm’s president.  William Kramer stated that Derek Grey had requested the firm’s assistance in developing a marketing plan for a highly caffeinated root beer called “Big Impact.” They were selected because of their substantial experience and reputation for outstanding work in the field of marketing.  William Kramer has asked you to formulate a two to three-page handwritten plan in which you describe your marketing strategy for the Clayworth-Hollingberry Beverage Company’s new product – Big Impact root beer.  Additionally, participants were asked to include a number of elements including target market, medium (magazines, TV, billboards, etc.), and advertisement content.  Lastly, participants were asked to be detailed and reflect on the prior emails they received to guide their planning. 
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	The present study employed a fully crossed, between-subjects design where participants were randomly assigned to experimental conditions.  The first three manipulations occurred through a series of emails sent by Kramer Marketing Agency’s president, William Kramer, before participants began work on creating their marketing plan. The fourth independent variable, follower style, grouped participants based on their scores of a preferred leadership style measure completed following the main task.
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The first manipulation, adapted from Hunter, Bedell-Avers, and Mumford (2009), presented participants with instructions from William Kramer regarding how they are to approach this marketing problem.  Although all participants were given the task of producing an effective marketing campaign, the mental model framework for the three different leadership styles varied by condition.  More specifically, these variations were modeled after the seven differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in their prescriptive mental models (Mumford, 2006).  For example, one difference between these leaders’ prescriptive mental models is in regard to the types of experiences used.  Charismatic leaders use positive experiences thus, in the charismatic leader style condition, William Kramer stated, “I believe that by drawing on your previous successes…” Conversely, ideological leaders use negative experiences thus, in the ideological leader style condition, William Kramer stated, “I believe that by examining and considering previous failed attempts…” Pragmatic leaders, on the other hand, will use both positive and negative experiences thus, in the pragmatic leader style condition, William Kramer stated, “…draw on your previous experiences, both good and bad…” Figure 1 illustrates the three leader style conditions.
	After reading their assigned leader style condition email, participants were asked to provide written responses to three questions: 1) is there a general trend that you can identify with Mr. Kramer’s direction, 2) which features do you find to be particularly important with regard to Mr. Kramer’s direction, and 3) what are the key strengths and weaknesses of Mr. Kramer’s direction. The participants’ written answers to these three questions were intended to insure active processing of the leadership style presented.    
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In the second email from William Kramer, participants received either a creativity goal or a performance goal from William Kramer.  In both conditions, William Kramer begins by stating, “It is imperative that we hold a competitive advantage over our rival advertising companies.” In the creativity goal condition, William Kramer continues by stating, “Therefore, your primary goal for this project is to create a marketing plan that will improve Kramer Marketing Agency’s reputation for creativity and innovation thus improving our competitive advantage.”  Conversely, in the performance goal condition, William Kramer states, “Therefore, your primary goal for this project is to create a marketing plan that will increase the profitability of Kramer Marketing Agency thus improving our competitive advantage.” 
	After reading through their assigned goal condition email, participants were again asked to provide written responses to three questions: 1) what is your project goal that Mr. Kramer assigned to you, 2) what are the key strengths and weaknesses of following such a goal, and 3) how well does Mr. Kramer’s project goal align with your personal goal for the present task. The participants’ written answers to these three questions were, again, intended to insure active processing of the presented goal.    
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The third variable that was manipulated varied the severity and stressfulness of the situation.  In the high crisis condition, participants received an email from William Kramer saying that he has spoken with Derek Grey who informed him that ABC Inc. has been dissatisfied with the last two marketing proposals. Derek Grey is giving the agency one last opportunity. If this latest plan does not meet ABC Inc.’s approval, then they will take their business elsewhere — to a competing ad agency. William Kramer finishes this email by stating, “Therefore, it is of the extreme importance that they approve your next campaign proposal so our agency does not lose our highest profile client and, in doing so, tarnish your reputation as a marketing director.” Conversely, in the low crisis condition, participants were provided no such information regarding this being their last opportunity to provide an approvable marketing plan for ABC Inc.
	After those in the high crisis condition read this email, or after those in the low crisis condition completed the three project goal questions, all participants were once again asked to provide handwritten responses.  The three questions participants were asked this time were: 1) would you say the “stakes are high” for your present role as Marketing Director – why or why not, 2) What are the potential outcomes if you are able to produce an acceptable marketing campaign, and 3) What are the potential outcomes if you are unable to produce an acceptable marketing campaign.  These questions were intended to insure active processing of the relative crisis that participants faced.
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Following the presentation of the above three manipulations, and immediately following the completion of their handwritten marketing plans, participants completed a measure to assess their leadership style. This measure, developed by Bedall-Avers, Hunter, and Mumford (2008), evaluates people’s preferred leadership style with the assumption that people are most like those leaders that are similar to themselves (LeBreton, Barksdale, Robin, & James, 2007; Mumford, Connelly, Helton, & Osburn, 2002).  More specifically, each person receives three scores indicating the degree to which they exhibit charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership styles (Mumford, 2006).  On this measure, people are presented with three paragraphs per question where each paragraph describes the behavior of a charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leader drawn from historical sources.  For each of the ipsative measure’s twelve questions, people read through the three paragraphs and select the leader description that is most like them.  When scored, the resulting scales for this measure produces internal consistency coefficients in the .70s.  Bedell-Avers, Hunter, and Mumford (2008) have provided evidence bearing on the construct validity of this measure of preferred leadership styles.
	Thus, the follower style variable was defined based on the scores of Bedall-Avers, Hunter, and Mumford’s (2008) measure of leadership style.  Specifically, those who most frequently preferred the charismatic leader were categorized as a charismatic follower, those who most frequently preferred the ideological leader were categorized as an ideological follower, and those who most frequently preferred the pragmatic leader were categorized as a pragmatic follower.  If, however, participants’ scores indicated an equal preference between two or three of the leader types, they were categorized as undifferentiated.         
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	Five dependent variables were measured to evaluate the effects of leader style, project goal, crisis situation, and follower style.  Three of the dependent variables were used to assess the creative performance of the participant’s marketing plans – quality, originality, and elegance (Besemer & O’Quinn, 1999; Christiaans, 2002).  In keeping with the observations of prior studies (e.g. Scott, Lonergan, & Mumford, 2005; Vessey, Barrett, & Mumford, 2012), quality was defined as a complete, coherent, and useful plan, originality as an unexpected and clever plan, and elegance as being a refined plan where the parts flow together seamlessly.  Plans were also appraised with regard to affective reaction – the extent to which observers of the marketing plan would find it emotionally evocative and attractive (Strange and Mumford, 2005). Additionally, plans were appraised for specificity defined as the extent to which the participant provided detailed descriptions of their plan that can be clearly visualized.  
All five of the dependent variables were evaluated using benchmark rating scales. Benchmark rating scales were used to evaluate these elements of the participants’ marketing plans based on the findings of Redmond, Teach, and Mumford (1993).  They found that referencing exemplar solutions to appraise complex products evidenced higher reliability and validity.  To develop these ratings scales, a sample of 40 marketing plans were randomly selected.  Three judges were asked to rate each participant’s marketing plan for each of the five dependent variables, using the operational definitions described above, on a five-point scale.  The marketing plans that produced mean ratings with low standard deviations, across the three judges, near the high, medium, and low points were selected to form scale anchors.  Figure 2 illustrates the quality, originality, and elegance scale anchors while Figure 3 illustrates the affective reaction, and specificity scale anchors.  
	Before applying these scale anchors in evaluating the dependent variables, judges, undergraduate students who had worked in a leadership and creativity research lab for at least two semesters, completed a 10-hour training program. In this training program, judges were familiarized with the rating scales, the operational definitions underlying the scale’s construction, and how the qualities might be presented in the plans provided. Next, judges were asked to apply these ratings scales to a sample of marketing plans.  As a means of creating a shared mental model of the rating scales, judges met to discuss the similarities and discrepancies in their ratings across this sample of marketing plans.  These meetings continued with new samples until the judges reached a consensus concerning the central attributes surrounding each of the dependent variables.  Following this training, the interrater agreement coefficients obtained for quality, originality, and elegance were .78, .74, and .72, respectively.  For affective reaction and specificity, the interrater agreement coefficients were .71 and .77, respectively. These estimates meet the standards for acceptable agreement (Kline, 1999).
	Table 2 presents the correlations among these rating scales producing evidence for the construct validity of these appraisals.  Analogous to the findings of other studies (e.g. Scott, Lonergan, & Mumford, 2005; Medeiros, Partlow, & Mumford, 2014), quality and originality were strongly positively related (r = .70), quality and elegance were strongly related (r = .79), and originality and elegance were less strongly related (r = .61).  In accordance to the findings of Partlow, Medeiros, and Mumford (2015), affective reaction was found to have weaker relationships with quality (r = .53), originality (r = .59), and elegance (r = .52). As may be expected, specificity, the amount of plan detail, was found to be related to quality (r = .76), originality (r = .77), and elegance (r = .71), but less related to affective reaction (r = .60). Furthermore, inspection of the correlations of these rating scales with the covariate controls provided more evidence of their construct validity.  Flexibility was found to be the most strongly related to originality (r = .25) and least with affective reaction (r = .20).  Also, goal commitment was found to be positively related to quality (r = .16), originality (r = .20), elegance (r = .17), affective reaction (r = .19) and specificity (r = .19).
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An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to assess the effects of the leader style, project goal, crisis situation, and follower style conditions on the quality, originality, elegance, affective reaction, and specificity in the solutions to the marketing problem.  For all analyses, a covariate control was retained only if it was significant at the .05 level.  Separate analyses were conducted for each of the five dependent variables.
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The results obtained in the ANCOVA for quality of the marketing plans can be found in Table 3.  As can be seen, flexibility (F(1, 245) = 8.76, p ≤ .01), planning skills (F(1, 245) = 4.48, p ≤ .05), and need for cognition (F(1, 245) = 11.53, p ≤ .01) were found to be statistically significant covariates. As may be expected, flexibility, planning skills, and need for cognition were positively related to the production of high quality marketing plans.  More centrally, a marginally significant interaction (F(2, 245) = 2.57, p = .08) between leader style and project goal was found.  Inspection of the cell means indicate that higher quality plans were produced when a charismatic leader gave a creativity goal (M = 2.96, SE = .12) as opposed to a performance goal (M = 2.64, SE = .12), and when a pragmatic leader gave a performance goal (M = 3.11, SE = .10) as opposed to a creativity goal (M = 2.89, SE = .13). Thus, providing initial support for Hypothesis 3. Somewhat contradicting Hypothesis 3, ideological leaders produced follower plans of slightly higher quality when giving a creativity goal (M = 3.01, SE = .10) than a performance goal (M = 2.98, SE = .12). Interpretation of this finding, however, should be made cautiously given the small difference as well as the findings obtained for other dependent variables. 
A significant interaction (F(3, 245) = 4.35, p ≤ .05) was also found between project goal and follower style. The cell means showed charismatic and ideological followers produced plans evidencing higher quality when given a performance goal (M = 3.00, SE = .14; M = 3.07, SE = .11) than when given a creativity goal (M = 2.98, SE = .16; M = 2.63, SE = .12).  Conversely, pragmatic followers produced higher quality plans when given a creativity goal (M = 3.07, SE = .10) as opposed to a performance goal (M =2.89, SE = .09).  Thus providing support for Hypotheses 4. 
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	Table 3 presents the ANCOVA results obtained for the originality of marketing plans.  Flexibility (F(1, 245) = 12.15, p ≤ .01), leader positions held (F(1, 245) = 3.89, p ≤.05), planning skills (F(1, 245) = 4.27, p ≤ .05), and goal commitment (F(1, 245) = 7.34, p ≤ .01) proved to be positively related to the production of more original plans.  More centrally, a marginally significant interaction (F(6, 245) = 1.96, p = .07) between leader style and follower style was found.  Inspection of the cell means showed that charismatic followers produced their most original plans when paired with an ideological leader (M = 3.32, SE = .19) than when paired with a charismatic (M = 2.94, SE = .24) or pragmatic (M = 2.89, SE = .19) leader. Ideological followers also produced their most original plans when led by an ideological leader (M = 3.11, SE = .15) than when paired with a charismatic (M = 2.78, SE = .14) or pragmatic (M = 2.69, SE = .18) leader.  Conversely, pragmatic followers produced their most original plans when led by a pragmatic leader (M = 3.09, SE = .13) than when led by a charismatic (M = 2.97, SE = .13) or ideological (M = 2.78, SE = .15) leader.  With the exception of charismatic followers, these findings provide partial support for Hypothesis 2.
	Additionally, a significant interaction (F(3, 245) = 3.56, p ≤ .05) was found between project goal and follower style.  Examination of the cell means indicate that charismatic and ideological followers produce more original plans when given a performance goal (M = 3.27, SE = .16; M = 2.96, SE = .12) than when given a creativity goal (M = 2.82, SE = .18; M = 2.76, SE = .14).  On the other hand, pragmatic followers produce more original plans when given a creativity goal (M = 3.07, SE = .11) than when given a performance goal (M = 2.82, SE = .19).  These findings provide support for Hypothesis 4.
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	The ANCOVA results for the elegance of marketing plans is presented in Table 3.  Flexibility (F(1, 245) = 4.61, p ≤ .05) and need for cognition (F(1, 245) = 9.74, p ≤ .01) both proved to be positively and significantly related to elegance. Of particular interest, a marginally significant interaction (F(2, 245) = 2.83, p = .06) was found between leader style and project goal.  In support of Hypothesis 3, the most elegant plans where produced when a charismatic leader set a creativity goal (M = 2.88, SE = .11) as opposed to a performance goal (M = 2.62, SE = .11) and when a pragmatic leader set a performance goal (M = 2.92, SE = .09) as opposed to a creativity goal (M = 2.66, SE = .12). The plans produced from those with an ideological leader were slightly more elegant when given a performance goal (M = 2.80, SE = .12) than when given a creativity goal (M = 2.76, SE = .09). 
Moreover, a significant interaction (F(3, 245) = 2.96, p ≤ .05) was found between project goal and follower style.  Specifically, charismatic and ideological followers produced more elegant plans when provided a performance goal (M = 3.01, SE = .15; M = 3.00, SE = .12) than when provided a creativity goal (M = 2.79, SE = .1; M = 2.65, SE = .13).  Conversely, pragmatic followers produced more elegant plans when given a creativity goal (M = 3.01, SE = .11) than when given a performance goal (M = 2.86, SE = .10).  These results provide further support for Hypothesis 4.
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Table 4 presents the ANCOVA results for the affective reaction of the participants’ marketing plans.  Flexibility (F(1, 245) = 10.24, p ≤ .01) and goal commitment (F(1, 245) = 8.50, p ≤ .01) were found to be significant covariates positively related to the production of plans evidencing high affective reaction.  More centrally, a significant interaction (F(2, 245) = 4.12, p ≤ .05) was found between leader style and goal.  It was found that plans of greater affective reaction were produced when a charismatic leader set a creativity goal (M = 2.66, SE = .13) as opposed to a performance goal (M = 2.32, SE = .11).  On the other hand, ideological and pragmatic leaders who set a performance goal (M = 2.61, SE = .13; M = 2.61, SE = .11) produced plans evidencing greater affection reaction than when setting a creativity goal (M = 2.37, SE = .11; M = 2.31, SE = .14). These results provide support for Hypothesis 3. 
Moreover, a marginally significant three-way interaction (F(6, 245) = 1.88, p = .09) was obtained between leader style, goal, and follower leader style.  It was found that charismatic followers produced plans with greater affective reaction when led by a charismatic leader who gave a creativity goal (M = 2.88, SE = .36) and produced plans with their least affective reaction when led by a pragmatic leader who gave a creativity goal (M = 2.19, SE = .28).  Ideological followers were found to produce plans with greater affective reaction when led by a pragmatic leader who gave a performance goal (M = 2.73, SE = .15), however, produced plans with the least affective reaction when led by a pragmatic leader who gave a creativity goal (M = 1.78, SE = .27).  Pragmatic followers, on the other hand, produced plans evidencing greater affective reaction when given a creativity goal by a pragmatic leader (M = 2.73, SE = .15) and produced plans of their least affective reaction when given a creativity goal by an ideological leader (M = 2.23, SE = .20). These mixed results indicate that it is unclear whether it is better to have person-supervisor, supervisor-goal, or person-goal fit especially in light of there being no other significant three-way interaction across all dependent variables. 
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Table 4 presents the results obtained in the ANCOVA investigating the effects of the conditions on plan specificity.  It was found that flexibility (F(1, 245) = 9.32, p ≤ .01), goal commitment (F(1, 245) = 6.04, p ≤ .01), and planning skills (F(1, 245) = 9.54, p ≤ .01), were all significant covariates.  Flexibility, goal commitment, and planning skills were all positively related to the production of marketing plans evidencing greater specificity.                                  
	Five significant interactions were obtained with regard to plan specificity.  First, a significant interaction (F(2, 245) = 3.63, p ≤ .05) between leader style and project goal was found.  More specific plans were produced when a charismatic leader provided a creativity goal (M = 3.05, SE = .13) as opposed to a performance goal (M = 2.66, SE = .13).  Conversely, when a pragmatic leader provided a performance goal (M = 3.07, SE = .11) as opposed to a creativity goal (M = 2.77, SE = .15) more specific plans were produced. These results lend support for Hypothesis 3.  
Second, a significant interaction (F(6, 245) = 3.08, p ≤ .05) was obtained between leader style and follower style.  Charismatic followers were most specific under a charismatic leader (M = 3.08, SE = .24) but least specific under a pragmatic leader (M = 2.60, SE = .18), ideological followers were most specific under an ideological leader (M = 3.16, SE = .15) but least specific under a pragmatic leader (M = 2.60, SE = .17), and pragmatic followers were most specific under a pragmatic leader (M = 3.20, SE = .12) but least specific under an ideological leader (M = 2.78, SE = .14). Thus providing support for Hypothesis 2.  
Thirdly, a marginally significant interaction (F(1, 245) = 3.05, p = .08) was found between project goal and crisis.  When given a creativity goal, participant plans were found to be more specific under conditions of a high crisis (M = 3.05, SE = .11) than low crisis (M = 2.79, SE = .10), however, when given a performance goal, participant plans were found to be more specific under conditions of a low crisis (M = 2.95, SE = .11) than a high crisis (M = 2.84, SE = .10). Fourth, a significant interaction (F(3, 245) = 3.32, p ≤ .05) was found between project goal and follower style.  In support of Hypothesis 4, charismatic and ideological followers produced more specific plans when given a performance goal (M = 3.01, SE = .15; M = 3.00, SE = .12) than when given a creativity goal (M = 2.79, SE = .18; M = 2.65, SE = .13) while pragmatic followers were more specific when given a creativity goal (M = 3.01, SE = .11) than when given a performance goal (M = 2.86, SE = .10).  
Most importantly, a significant interaction (F(3, 245) = 2.58, p ≤ .05) was found between crisis and follower style. Charismatic and pragmatic followers were found to be more specific during times of high crisis (M = 3.16, SE = .18; M = 3.04, SE = .10) than in times of low crisis (M = 2.64, SE = .16; M = 2.83, SE = .11).  Ideological followers, on the other hand, were found to maintain their level of specificity across low crisis (M = 2.85, SE = .12) and high crisis (M = 2.81, SE = .13) situations. With the exception of pragmatic followers being more specific in times of high crisis, these results provide some support for Hypothesis 1. It is important to note, however, that no other significant interaction was found between follower style and crisis condition indicating that, for quality, originality, elegance, and affective reaction, CIP leaders perform similarly across situations when completing this study’s marketing task.  
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Before turning to the broader implications of the present study, some limitations should be noted.  First, this study was based on a classic experimental paradigm using undergraduate students in a laboratory setting.  Even though expertise was controlled for, this broaches the question as to whether these findings can be generalized to experienced leaders with high levels of expertise (Ericsson & Moxley, 2012). Although the marketing task administered in the present study was reasonably realistic, the problems presented to those actually working in advertising are most likely to be much more complex and difficult.
	Second, this study focused solely on creative problem-solving in the business domain of marketing. This raises the question as to whether similar effects would have been observed in other domains such as politics or education (Baer, 2012).  Given the nature of the task, however, it was not possible to examine these effects across various domains.  Doing so would have placed undue demands on participants. 
	Third, the present study examined the effects of only three leadership styles.  Although charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders are encountered in real world settings (Mumford, 2006), a number of other leadership styles also exist.  These include the charismatic leadership from a different paradigm (Conger & Kanungo, 1998), transformational and transactional leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1990), autocratic, democratic, and laissez faire leadership (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1938), and servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1977).  Thus, other leadership styles, such as the ones indicated above, might elicit different effects with regard to performance on a marketing task.  Similarly, participants received one goal – either a broad creativity goal or a broad performance goal.  Varying the goal specificity and difficulty (Locke & Latham, 1990), number of goals received (Madjar & Shalley, 2008), including a learning goal (Winters & Latham, 1996), or incorporating a timeframe (Latham & Seijts, 1999) might exert different effects on creative problem-solving.
	Fourth, the leadership style manipulation also has some shortcomings. Because the manipulations were presented via text, certain aspects of the CIP leadership styles may not have been fully experienced by the participants. For example, charismatic and ideological leaders’ use of emotional appeals may be more apparent when articulated in person than when written in an email. Moreover, Mumford’s (2006) CIP model of leadership states that pragmatic leaders gain influence by building up their reputation as effective problem-solvers over time. The emails presented in this study did not explicitly establish the pragmatic leaders as being reputable problem-solvers suggesting that this element of pragmatic leadership was not involved in the present effort (Lovelace & Hunter, 2013). Even despite this limitation specific to certain elements of the CIP theory, participants demonstrated that they were able to distinguish between the attributes of the three leadership styles via text.   
	Finally, echoing the words of Hunter, Bedell-Avers, and Mumford (2009), a caveat should be noted with regard to the CIP leadership style measure employed in this study. The ipsative nature of this measure made it appropriate to only categorize participants into preferred leadership types (Baron, 1996) meaning that continuous scores of the three leadership styles could not be obtained. Thus, it is possible that a non-ipsative, normative measure would produce stronger results by providing a greater indication of a participant’s preferred leadership style. That withstanding, this measure has demonstrated adequate validity (Bedell-Avers, Hunter, & Mumford, 2008) and to date remains to be the only practical measure of CIP leadership.  
	Even bearing these limitations in mind, we believe the findings emerging from the present effort have some noteworthy implications. Our first hypothesis predicted that when faced with a crisis condition, charismatic leaders will be more specific but perform worse than when not faced with a crisis condition while ideological and pragmatic will maintain their performance across situations. The results found some support for this hypothesis. Charismatic leaders were found to produce more specific plans when faced with a crisis suggesting a potential cause for the performance differences observed across certain situations (Bedell-Avers, Hunter, & Mumford, 2008; Hunter, Bedell-Avers, & Mumford, 2009; Lovelace & Hunter, 2013). Because charismatic leaders are capable of opportunistically adapting their strategy for vision attainment (Fiol, Harris, & House, 1999), the demands placed on them by the crisis situation compels them to change their thinking pattern from unconstrained (Mumford, 2006) to specific. As expected, ideological leaders’ plan specificity was found to be stable across situations. Their inflexibility (Strange & Mumford, 2002), even in the face of a crisis, holds true with regard to the amount of specificity they apply when formulating plans. Conversely, and contradicting our hypothesis, pragmatic leaders were found to be more specific in times of crisis. One possible explanation is that their strength of being able to adapt to the situation (Mumford, Scott, & Hunter, 2006) allows for pragmatic leaders to be impacted by the situation (i.e. more specific) and still maintain their level of performance. 
	Furthermore, even though the interactional effect of the crisis situation and CIP leadership style influenced specificity, it did not impact any other dependent variable. This is consistent with the CIP leadership model’s fundamental principle of there being multiple pathways to effective leadership (Mumford, 2006). Whether specificity is by itself a desired outcome remains to be determined. Rather than causing performance differences in crisis situations, specificity may actually be another crisis-specific effect on CIP leaders explaining how the different leadership style deal with the crisis situation (Mumford, Partlow, & Medeiros, 2013). 
	Although neither leader style nor follower style were found to impact performance by themselves, each were found to interact with other variables, including with one another. Our second hypothesis held that matching followers and leaders based on leadership style would yield better performance than when the styles were dissimilar. Some support was found for this hypothesis. Matching followers to leaders with similar leadership styles resulted in more specific plans. Moreover, plans of greater originality were produced when ideological and pragmatic followers were matched to leaders with their same leadership style. Thus, these findings suggest that leaders must stay within their preferred leadership style when problem-solving to avoid cognitive load (McIntosh, Mulhearn, & Mumford, in press). Contradicting this pattern, however, charismatic followers were more original when matched with an ideological leader. One reason for this contradiction may be that ideological leaders act as a necessary constraint to charismatic followers’ broad thinking leading to more focused, and original, problem-solving solutions (Medeiros, Partlow, & Mumford, 2014). Conversely, the problem framing of ideological and pragmatic leaders may already impose the requisite amount of constraints for followers of the same leadership style. 
	These findings, however, appear to contradict those made by Hunter, Bedell-Avers, and Mumford (2009) who found no performance-fit relationship between CIP leadership style and CIP-framed situations (e.g. a charismatic leader in a charismatic framed situation). In fact, they found that performance was most optimal under conditions where there was a mismatch between CIP leadership style and CIP-framed situation. With a few exceptions (e.g. Theodore Roosevelt an ideological leader), Mumford (2006) found that certain leader types emerged from certain domains. Specifically, charismatic leaders tend to emerge in politics, ideological leaders tend to emerge in social justice domains, and pragmatics tend to emerge in business settings.
Moreover, Bedell-Avers et al. (2008) found that CIP leaders performed differently across school and social domains where the relative benefit of the leadership style was heightened when they were working in domains appropriate for the model being applied. Rather than using a school or social domain, the present effort employed a marketing task from the business domain. Thus, having a fit between leader and follower styles may be more critical when working in a business domain than a school or social domain. Furthermore, complementarity as opposed to similarity between leaders and followers may be more desirable for certain outcomes, tasks, domains, or traits (Kristof-Brown, Barrick, & Stevens, 2005). Taken together, these observations, including those of the present effort, suggests that further research is needed examining how the task and domain impacts the CIP person-supervisor fit and performance relationship.      
	In keeping with the investigation of the performance-fit relationship, our third hypothesis held that this would extend to goals – supervisor-goal fit. More specifically, it was hypothesized that performance would be best when charismatic leaders provided creativity goals while ideological and pragmatic leaders provided performance goals. Compelling support for this hypothesis emerged from this study. When the hypothesized pairings of CIP leader style and goals occurred, plans were found to evidence higher elegance, affective reaction, and specificity as well as higher quality for charismatic and pragmatic leader-goal pairings. Thus, it appears critical for leaders to set goals that are in congruence with their articulated vision. 
	Similarly, our fourth and final hypothesis held that there would be a performance-fit relationship between CIP followers and goals – person-goal fit. Strong support was also found for this hypothesis. Providing charismatic and ideological followers with a performance goal, and pragmatic followers with a creativity goal, produced plans evidencing higher quality, originality, elegance, and specificity. Thus, it appears that one’s preferred leadership style, or one’s problem solving approach, has a strong influence as to the effect that goals can have on performance. This suggests that leaders should adapt goals to fit the problem-solving styles of their subordinates in order to maximize the goal’s effectiveness. Furthermore, it suggests that the improved performance observed when matching the styles of leaders and followers may be in part due to a shared understanding, commitment, and approach to the problem at hand. 
	The supervisor-goal and person-goal fit findings have some noteworthy implications. Leaders and organizations should provide goals that work in conjunction with the vision or mission they articulate. However, leaders and organizations should not expect the same goals to work at lower levels without intermediary leaders translating the higher level goals to fit the styles of their subordinates. Furthermore, goal setting should not be the sole focus of leaders, as was the case in the present study, rather they should also ensure that employees are committed to attaining goals (Porter & Latham, 2013). Additionally, the role of middle managers is primarily to supplement structure and develop ways to implement the goals established at higher levels (Katz & Kahn, 1978) and when implementing goals, leaders must clarify and remove obstacles that prevent goal attainment for subordinates (House, 1971). The findings stemming from the present effort suggests that one way to clarify goals and remove obstacles to goal attainment is to ensure the proper fit between the person’s problem-solving style and goal type. Moreover, these findings lend support to the notion that leaders should allow followers to participate in setting their own goals (Erez & Canfer, 1983; Heslin & Caprar, 2013; Scully, Kirkpatrick, & Locke, 1995; Sue-Chan & Ong, 2002). Further research is needed to investigate how supervisor-goal and person-goal fit affects the relationship between goals and performance, including its impact on the moderators (e.g. goal commitment) and mediators (e.g. effort) of goal effectiveness (Locke & Latham, 1990, 2013).
	Another noteworthy finding stemming from the present study was the lack of a main effect found for project goal across all dependent variables. Prior studies would suggest that those given a creativity goal would be more creative than those given a performance goal (Carson & Carson, 1993; Shalley, 1991). Oldham and Baer (2012), however, contend that the results coming from the few studies on the relationship between goals and individual creative performance are actually mixed (Carson & Carson, 1993; Madjar & Shalley, 2008; Shalley, 1991, 1995). Oldham and Baer (2012) suggest that the results may depend on how involved the individual is in creating the goal (Erez & Kanfer, 1983) and other individual differences including learning goal orientation (VandeWalle, 1997). An additional explanation may be that the leaders in the present study provided no guidance for how to attain the goal. Had the leaders in the present effort provided strategies (Kane, Zaccaro, Tremble, & Masuda, 2001; Mumford & Norris, 1999), or a plan (Latham & Arshoff, 2015), to attain a creativity goal, it is likely that greater creative performance would have been observed compared to the plans produced from a performance goal. Thus, future research should examine how the use of planning and strategies influences the relationship between creativity goals and creative performance.    
	The findings coming out of the present effort point to a number of other areas for future research not yet mentioned. The present study only provided one goal to participants, however, Mumford’s (2006) CIP model of leadership contends that charismatic leaders use multiple positive goals, ideological leaders use a limited number of transcendent goals, and pragmatic leaders view goals as malleable. Although studies of multiple goals exist (Madjar & Shalley, 2008; Sun & Frese, 2013), research on CIP leadership has yet to experimentally test this component of the model. Goal commitment within the CIP model of leadership would also serve as a worthwhile area of research. Transformational leaders are able to foster job performance through their ability to encourage commitment to organizational goals (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). The effect that ideological and pragmatic leaders have on goal commitment, however, remains to be determined. Finally, future research should take a closer look at specificity within the CIP leader-performance framework, including as a potential mediating variable given its strong correlation with other dependent variables. We hope that the present study provides an impetus for further research along these lines.
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Table 1

Differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders’ prescriptive mental models

Charismatic Tdeological Pragmatic
Time frame Future Past Present
Type of experience used Positive Negative Both
Nature of outcomes sought Positive Transcendent Malleable
Number of outcomes sought Multiple Few Variable
Focus in model construction External Internal External
Locus of causation People Situations Interactive
Controllability of causation High Low. Selective

Note: Table taken from Mumford (2006), pg. 33
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Table 2

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of study variables
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9 Planning Skills 578 296 16 A5 a1 09 197 02 247 07 100

10 Need for Cognition 326 070 27 ;T 2T a8 4T 01 16 57 16 100

11 Goal Commitment 321 16 20 47T 9" 49T o4 -10 12 05 257 100

12 Marketing Expertise 247 084 06 07 07 10 00 i1 .15 10 10 15 347 100

13 Extraversion 11726 2320 04 05 .02 -05 -03 08 -09 277 -1 27 13 18" 100

14 Agrecableness 14100 1817 09 02 07 00 -04 S0 18T 05 12 07 01

15 Conscientiousness 13049 1802 09 -0 07 00 -02 07 2T o 2t o -3

16 Emotional Stability 0758 2114 02 -07 06 -05 -07 -08 05 00 -0 15 -04 -12 100

17 Openness 13216 1765 137 a3 08 03 07 07 05 197 06 487 13 197 08 100

“Note: *Correlation is sigaificant at the 0.0 level (2-tailed). **Correlation i sigaificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3

Effects of leader style, goals, crisis, and follower style on solution quality, originality, and elegance

Quality Ori Elegance
F @ » ” F df P ” F a 4 n”

Covariates

Flexibility 876 1,245 00 043 1216 1,245 00 060 461 1,245 03 023

Planning skills 448 1245 04 023 427 1245 04 022

Need for cognition 1155 1,245 00 056 974 1,245 0 048

Goal commitment 734 1245 01 037

Leader positions held 389 1245 05 020

Main Effects

Leader s 197 2245 14 020 020 2,245 2 002 008 2,245 92 001

Goal 02 1,245 64 001 005 1,245 2 000 003 1,245 85 000

Crisis 009 1245 76 000 030 1,245 58 002 004 1,245 34 000

Follower style 064 3245 59 010 083 3245 43 o13 031 L 245 82 005

Two-way interactions

Leader style by goal 257 2,245 08 026 162 2,245 20 017 285 2,245 06 028

Leader 048 2245 62 005 140 2,245 25 o014 040 2,245 67 004

Leader style by follower style 178 6245 11 052 196 6245 .07 058 167 6,245 13 049

Goal by crisis 042 1245 52 002 088 1245 35 005 106 1,245 30 005

Goal by follower style 435 3245 01 063 356 3,245 2 053 296 3,245 03 044

Cisis by follower style 047 3245 0 007 077 3245 51 o012 088 3,245 45 o013

Three-way interactions

Leader style by goal by crisis 023 2245 79 002 052 2,245 59 005 104 2,245 36 o1l

Leader style by goal by follower style 082 6,245 55 025 123 6245 29 037 048 6,245 82 015

Leader style by crisis by followerstyle 073 6,245 62 022 062 6245 2 019 087 6,245 52 026

Goal by crisis by follower style 110 3245 35 017 121 3245 31 019 110 3,245 35 017

Four-way interactions

Leader style by goal by crisis by s o s o s )

llower 1e 134 6245 24 040 049 6245 82 015 103 6245 %0 031

Note: F indicates F ratio, df indicates degrees of freedom, p indicates significance level, n? indicates ETA squared effect size estimate. Covariates were retained if p <05
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Table 4
Effecs o leader ste, goal, erisi. and fllowr sty on solution affeciv reaction and specifty

Affective Reaction
F d P ” F s
Covariates
Flexibility 1024 1,245 00 050 932 1245 00 046
Goal commitment 850 1,245 .00 2 604 1245 01 030
Planning Skills 954 1245 00 047
Main Effects
Leader style 004 2245 96 000 031 2245 T3 003
Goal 048 1245 49 002 005 1,245 2 000
Crisis 001 1245 92 000 055 1245 46 003
Follower style 186 3245 14 08 042 325 T 007
Two-way interactions
Leader a2 2245 @ 04 363 2245 03 036
Leader 150 2,245 2 015 135 2245 26 014
Leader style by follower style 109 6245 37 032 308 6245 o1 087
Goal by crisis 008 1245 77 000 305 1245 08 015
Goal by follower style 174 3245 16 026 332 3,245 2 049
Cisis by follower style 164 3245 18 025 258 3,245 05 038
Three-way interactions
Leader style by goal by crisis 041 2245 67 004 021 2245 81 002
Leader style by goal by follower style 188 6,245 09 055 149 6245 18 044
Leader style by crisis by follower style 126 6,245 2 037 143 6245 20 042
Goal by crisis by follower style 113 3245 34 o017 079 3245 50 o012
Four-way interactions
Leader style by goal by crisis by
Sollower style 043 6245 86 013 037 6245 90 o1

Note: F indicates F ratio, df indicates degrees of frecdom, p indicates significance level, v? indicates ETA squared effect size
estimate. Covariates were retained if p < 05
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Figure 1

Leadership style conditions

Charismatic

‘There is an opportunity to make a substantial, important, and necessary improvement to the firm
Specifically, it appears critical to increase the number of clients and improve our marketing campaigns. T
believe that by drawing on your previous successes, you will be able to develop a new vision to accomplish an
effective marketing campaign for ABC Inc.'s new product. Moreover, T believe that, by making use of the
talented individuals around you, you can definitely achieve great success. It is important to keep in mind,
however, that realizing your new vision of producing a successful marketing campaign for ABC Inc. must not
‘hamper the achievement of other firm goals ~ I expect your new vision to allow for success in all other
‘marketing campaigns as well

Tdeological

‘The firm’s marketing performance has substantially declined over the years and is now poor in
‘comparison to our competitors. Something must be done to achieve the successes once enjoyed in the past. T
believe that by examining and considering previous failed attempts it may be possible to determine what could
be done to help overcome such failures and arrive at a place of true marketing achievement I believe that by
focusing on prior mistakes that have been made here and developing new goals based on your beliefs and
values, it may be possible, although difficult, to correct such errors and help improve the marketing
performance at our firm. Additionally, T am aware that there are certainly other aspects of ABC Inc. to be aware
of, but it is important to focus on the most critical features of ABC Inc.'s new product that will ultimately help
restore marketing success to the firm

Pragmatic

‘The marketing performance at our firm is average compared to our competitors and thus must be
improved. It is essential, however, that past errors and mistakes are forgotten and that your focus is placed on
solving the marketing problem at hand. To begin to solve this problem, it s critical that you draw on your
previous experiences, both good and bad, to help guide the improvement of marketing performance. T believe
that by using the talented individuals around you and placing them in situations where they can succeed, you
will be able to solve these marketing concerns. It is important to keep in mind, however, that solving this
problem must not get in the way of other firm issues ~ I expect you to make decisions necessary to handle these
additional problems if they arise.
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Figure 2: Quality, originality, and elegance rating scales

Scale Quality Originality Elegance

Sy plan a5 & Marketing Diector fo s company has mazy | Firt o start off we need to make sore hat we are making | Tvwould Tie o Fnd th tarpeted audieace, which are e
part. T plan to come up it  fon and creative botte label to | the product appealing to ur target avdience, the teens, | kids, young adults, aad adult. T would i to see
atach tothe new product. With this, people will be more We need to match the product up with some actvity like | competition up around the school o getthem more
laterested in somethiag new aad frech s opposed to a boring old | casual hanging out with fieads st the pool. Throwa | interactive in the campaign. Heay advertisethe contest

1 | bottle design. T plan to use this design on billboards and commercial of kids having fun like they do having anice | on social media. Which can that much money pay 2
commercials o getthe ook and word out. By puttia this design | Big Tmpact Root Beer. Make the kidsIook lie the party | famovs person t endorse the product, znd faally give
in magazines and billboards,to wil catch people’satention. 1 | woulditbe the same withont the drine i the hand. away free buttons,t-shirts, aud headbands fo people 0
also plan to make diffeent sized bottes to keep it id fiendly wear.
and accessile to al ages.
“The main goal of this project 1 aot oy to make 3 soccessol | The swategy we would use for s clieat will be et hire | The campaign should focos o s long history i
campaign, but o increase the profit of Kramer Marketing ‘go0d-looking girsto g0 o big events sud e people | Americs, surviviag siace 1919. tshovld target ol
agency. Inorder o incresse profitfor Kramer, I need to have s | free Big Ipact root beercaus to everyone. As other | Americans through a patriotic campaiga. The most used
‘00d idea for the beverage company's new product so that other | people see everyone holding those cans, people will want. | medium should be TV and magazines. Ads should
Clents waat tohice . The idea i to have group braistorming | 1oty it We would ten vse TV advertising with fanny | consist of a themne of how we are Americaas, thovgh e
o worl out dtails since M. Kramer wants it t be group effort. | comumercials. People wil ajoy al ofthe commercials we | were once small in aombers and size we made a "Big
My plan thovgh s o change it up aad target the younger do and will waat oty this root beer. Commercial would | Tpact'. Sometimes the smallest stats mke the reatest
‘generaton instead of i being known as “Grandpa' favorite | be a itle similar to Red Bull's. e would also make a | impact! With a slogan ike "smll stat, Big Tmpact!
soda” T think kids ar the omes o target since they have an big impact rot beer song taat sticks to everyone's head | Amerieds drink since 1919!" what ele s likely to o

3| ivenceon what aduts buy, and thin it s mlikely for aduts | and everyone would be singing it andpeopl hat hear | oyalfans ofth competitors thana call o patitim?

to drinlk much pop valess its around the house because their
children wanted t. Advertising would be new and exciting and
ids would think it is fun. Bright colors and fun font to atiract
the eye. Since it i called Big Impact and is highly caffeinated
ou could use superheroes on the labels to attract kids and infer
hat it makes you ""super””. I think for advertising you could
‘make commercials following cartoons so it catches children's
eye, and even put the ad on comic books instead of magazines. I
think it would be easy to generate a new target market fo malke it
successful

for the first time would want to try it. With all these
‘methods, we will make sure e can beat our competitors
‘and other marketing rivals.

Giving it 2n image of being American increases the
Hielihood of it lasting 2 long time.
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Figure 2 Continued: Quality, originality, and elegance rating scales

Scale Quality Originality Elegance
“The goal 1 o make rootbeer more ppeAlaE 108 “They shovld advertise a slogan of “or the mormal | America s iled wih highly active people who
Jounger target masket, while alo keeping previous person o make s big impact " They need to geta | don'thave the time to st down and make a 0ot
drilcers ofroot ber. This can be done by embracing the | noml looking guy who firt has an average day, | beer float whenever they so plesse. However,
¥classic™ value to roo beer. It was mentioned that root | cycle through his day. In  raaing city, he getson a | Americaus do love thei country and traditional
beer was oaly used for lots, but that people buy chesp | bus and does 3 -5 ob in his cubicle with coffee, | things such s th taste of root beer. The way we
soda for flats. The iconic root beer foat should be then takes the bus back home where he watches | wil ell “Big Tmpact” i to market the high
advertised with Big lmpact A catchy phrase s basketbal. Lets say the commercial cycles through | caffeine of this product hat wil uel the hard
necessary, e "Eperience the impactthat the improved, | the average day ike 3 times. The 4t time however | working American spiit, but will also market the
clasic Big Ipact s on your flost!"™ It should be his coworker comes up to i sayiag that the great pride of tadition and hove the great taste of
advertised on TV commercils on channels thatteens | vending machine sccidentally gave him zn extra | root beer and the energy from caffene helping
watch. Money should notbe speat on magazines because | can. He says thanks and takes a gulp. Music tats | fuel American people t a bight fture withont
most people do not read magazines to find soda ads. | playiag, huseyes diate  bit it zooms inon his | forgetting thei roots. The biggest market will be
People do ot waat o be ourdated, but "cassic® is excited face aud he stats furiously typing on the | tothe working class Americaus, aad s wide range
emmbraced. There shovld also be ads thatsay “the same | computer. He looks a the clock, 10:30. He types | of ages tha include 15-65. Younger adults will be
oot beer you have always loved..” so that you domot | fastr,Iooks at th clock, 10:32. He yells done. | advertised to throvgh highly actve aud nvolved
ose customers becanuse they thik the product has Grabs his coat and briefcase and runs outthe ofic. | ataites such as Russel Wilson. This willinclude
changed too much. It needs to become  given that Big | Ruas to the buss where the bus driver is being | hin marketing ko it helps i stey energized oft
Topact i the soda for flosts like Oreo is mils avorite | taken offin a sretcher onto an ambulance. Then a | the feld in his busy ife The market of cids i
coolkie". The colors should be changed and designed to | ot actres i business ative yells out “who will | school will slo be reached aad wil have an

5 | make the drink more appealing. One ideawould be the | drive the bus now?” The average joe smiles, grabs | emphasis on helping students stay alert so that

classic turquoise and pink of the 50's. Instead of trying to
£id root beer of ts history, embrace it. The driaik should
‘become more readily available. This can be done by
putting it in vending machines, schools, major suppliers
ke Target and Walmart, and even places that embrace
the vintage value like Cracker Barrel. The high caffeine
is not necessarily appealing to everyone... except college
students. The stereatype of drinking soda/coffee to stay
‘awake to study for finals should be exemplified. The
‘product should be advertised arouad college campuses in
May or November (Finals Time). Posters can be put up
around campus.

the wheel and races through the city, he stops at
Madison Square Garden, he rams the bus into the
stadivm and ges off the bus and sits courtside with
Carmelo Anthony. Melo nods and the average Joe
hands him a Big Impact and says try some. Ends in
big white letters saying "for the normal person to
‘make a Big Impact”. It sounds ridiculous, but that's
what gets people watching. On billboards and
‘magazines it should be the average joe guy flying
fFa road on the bus w/ big impact drink in one
hand and the wheel in the other. Maybe have Melo
in the back with the passengers. It sounds good to

they can get good grades, and earn scholarships.
We will advertize to them through academic
websites such as sparknotes.com. We will also
seach out o students in school by visiting
universities and high schools giving out free “Big
Impacts” betuween classes to help them feel the big
impact with their schoolwork. We will reach the.
working adults of America through the advertising
they get while on the go, such as Pandora music
ads and magazines they might see at coffee shops
o doctor's offices. To reach the elderly we will
have TV commercials that play during the day and
are old fashioned and say things like “Big Impact
helps me keep up with my grandchildren, so 1
never miss 2 moment.” Advertising in unique
ways to the different age groups is going to sell
this product and doing 20 in 2 manner that caters
to the hard work ethic of Americans and the

strong traditions.
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Figure 3: Affective reaction and specificity rating scales

Scale Affective Reaction

Specificity

“Th First step will be o e a good ad 50 people wil ee 2 perfect product
“The price should not be expeasive, but the qualicy is good. Since the reputation
1| is important, proficient people will supervise the shooting of the ad. Putting

ads i successfol magazines. Focusing on the big market to atrac ots of
people

‘Most of the emphasis of the new marketing program will be fo show that it i a new drial,
‘make it cool and aim it at children. Use TV mostly. Create a commercial that would
influence kids to want to drink one root beer.

‘Something st be done t 1ot the customers know that tis & not their
‘randpals root beer. Target market for a highly-caffeinated root beer would be
college students and on the go business professionals. Reaching these
customers s best done online, s few on the g0 people watch television. I
swould suggest Facebook and twitter ads that include a erandpa with the old
product being outshined by  young attractive person drinking a brightly-
3 | colored "Big Impact" drink. I would go more the coffee approach of
advertising giving a person energy as opposed to 2 great taste campaign. I
propose tast testing booths be brought o college campuses so that students
are hooded, and ifthe product i well received, people will become loyal fans
of the product. I would also advertise at high-energy sporting events such s
Sootball and basketball games, aad perkaps sponsor some exlreme sporting
events like Red Bull does.

We will target a younger audience at first by showing adverlisements on cartoon
channels. We will make  character who will represent the company and will aftract the
kids. Such as a rabbit, jag, wolf. The kids will see the animal and be atiracted to i,
begging the parents to purchase our drink. On the box we will put certain nutritional
‘bemefits of our soda, maybe some vitamins or minerals, that may afiract the parents
thinking it's 2 healthy choice. We will use billboards for the audience to see our animal
advertise our drink. A slogan will represent our company and the kids will instantly be
attracted to our beverage. The parents will buy their kids the soda and ultimately try it
themselves, hooking them and ultimately becoming a drink that the entire family loves
‘and looks forward to drinking. We targeted the children firs to hook their pareats on the
drink. If we complete this, z00n our company will finish with income and drink: sales.

"My plan for the Big Impact campaiga is to show that bis driak i not old and
outdated but s instead cool and masculine. The primary audience will be males
Srom high school up to young adults in their 20's. The medium will be over TV
during a sporting event such as the NFL or college football game. First, you
will see a stadium in the distance on a dark rainy night. You will hear chants of
"Beer! Beer! Beer!" The camera will zoom in as the chant gefs louder.
Differeat angles will be shot of the dark stadium until you are inside looking at
a lively student section. They chant in 2 heroic camera shot. Finally, the team
comes out with the word "Beer on their jerseys and the game begins. There is
one slow-mo tackle by 2 Beer defensive player and then the announcer says
5 | "Thstwas one Big Impact!” A Beer player scoops up the fombled football snd
scores a touchdown. He is lifted up by his teammates and shown drinking Big
Impact. The final slogan is "For a Big Impact, Root, Beer.” And to end it
shows a picture of the product and says "Big Impact Root Beer'. THE END!

Ttink that the target audience should be college students 2ad even high school students.
College students would like that it is highly caffeinated, which should be the key selling
‘point because college students are constantly staying up all night studying or hanging out
with friends, leaving them exhausted for class. I think the best way to advertise would be
on TV or ads on YouTubewebsites like that. Students use technology all the time, z0 1
think it would be more beneficial to use commercials and ads on TV/computers than it
would in magazines or billboards. Also, last year I went to SMU and during finals week
they had Red Bull girls giving out free Red Bulls o anyone that was in the library. This
happened late at night. I think this was a VERY good marketing strategy because it
targeted the audience of college students which are the people most likely to drink the
drink. Also, they came out at 2 time that the stadents would be tired from studying, so it
showed how it energized you and that you could keep studying because of this drink. 1
think this would be a great strategy to do at many universities to get the hype up about
this super caffeinated root beer. I think what should be advertized about the drink should
Gefinitely have that it is very caffeinated. I think his would be a good selling poiat to
target our audience of students. Also, there could be a slogan. It could maybe be like even
though it a grandpa's drink, it gives you the opposite energy than if you were 2 grandpa?
Being a "grandpa's drink” could be used to our advantage. On the ad should be a picture.
of the bottle or logo so people know what is being advertised. I think word of mouth is
big deal, 301 think when this root beer is launched, it should be during finals week and
they should make a big deal out of it and give free foot beers to studying people 2nd s0
‘people will start talking about itin the back with the passengers. It sounds 200d to me.





