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ABSTRACT

Using a sample of 456 supervisor-employee dyads #oorganizations, this study examined
how employees use feedback seeking as a self-tegulstrategy to manage their creative
performance. As hypothesized, employees’ cogngiyke and perceived organizational support
for creativity affected two patterns of their feadk seeking, i.e. their tendency to inquire for
feedback from various sources and their propensitynonitor their environment for indirect

feedback cues. Feedback inquiry from various ssufagher related to supervisor ratings of
employee creative performance. These results lgigihthe importance of studying employees’
self-regulatory behaviors in the creative procesd aupport the proposition that feedback
seeking is not only a strategy that facilitatesivitthal adaptation, but also an individual

resource that can help individuals to achieve creautcomes.

Keywords: self-regulation, feedback-seeking behavemployee creativity, cognitive style,

perceived organizational support for creativity.



FROM TRAIT AND CONTEXT TO CREATIVITY AT WORK: FEEDBACK-SEEKING
BEHAVIOR ASA SELF-REGULATION STRATEGY FOR CREATIVE
PERFORMANCE

“The secret to creativity is knowing how to hidengnurces. - Albert Einstein

As the above quote by Albert Einstein highlightativity is far from a solitary process.
Recent theory and research on employee creatifibyvshat creative outcomes are often the
result of employees’ social interactions, mentoniatationships and collaborations with others
(e.g. Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004rd-d.996; Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003;
Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004; Tierney & Farmer020Zhou & George, 2003). Via their
interactions, employees are exposed to new pergpgctvhich enhances their domain-relevant
knowledge and facilitates the generation of unigigas and solutions (Perry-Smith & Shalley,
2003). Not all interactions necessarily affect txgy, however. Feedback exchanges in
particular, i.e. the exchange of evaluative infaioraabout (creative) performance, impact the
creative process considerably (see Zhou, 2008 foecant review). For example, there is
convergent evidence that providing task-focuseceligmental feedback in an informative and
constructive manner stimulates employee creativityile the delivery of negative and
controlling feedback undermines employees’ cregbedormance (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Carson
& Carson, 1993; Zhou, 1998; Zhou et al., 2003).

As noted by Zhou (2008), however, studies invetiigathe role of feedback in the
creative process have tended to focus on dyadidbtexk exchanges that occur within the
immediate work context of the employee (e.g., super feedback), without considering the
multiple sources from whom individuals receive feack, both within and beyond their
immediate job context (e.g., clients, peers in otrganizations). In addition, the majority of
creativity research has conceived feedback as textofactor, i.e. as information that is in
essence available or not available to employees &halley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004; Zhou,
1998; Zhou & George, 2003). By doing so, the liiera has delineated the boundary conditions
for the effective delivery of feedback on creatiwerk, but has tended to disregard that
employees actively manage their own performancprbgctively seeking out feedback in many
ways and from a wide variety of feedback sourcege (&shford, Blatt, & VandeWalle, 2003;

VandeWalle, 2003, for recent reviews).



This self-regulation perspective, conceiving feadtbas an individual resource rather
than as a context factor has received little attanin the creativity literature. Also within the
feedback-seeking literature, no studies have eagltne role of feedback seeking in the creative
process. Indeed, despite Ashford and Cummings’J)LB8tial focus on employee proactivity in
their conceptualization of feedback seeking, thehavior has generally been depicted as a
strategy that facilitates individual adaptatiorg(eAshford & Black, 1996; Parker & Collins, in
press) rather than as an individual resource tlaat leelp individuals to achieve creative
outcomes: “The general tone of feedback-seekirgalitire has been one of seeking to survive,
to fit in, and to tailor oneself to the prevailingw held by others in the organization” (Ashford
et al., 2003, p. 794).

In response to the above issues, the present stuolges a self-regulation perspective on
creative performance by exploring the role of femakaseeking behavior in the creative process.
We develop and test a model (Figure 1) that integrand extends previous creativity research
by simultaneously considering traits and contexttdies as antecedents of creativity and by
identifying feedback-seeking behavior as an undsglymechanism through which these
antecedents affect creative performance. Spedifioak propose that the individual difference
variable of a cognitive style (Kirton, 1994) ance tbontext factor of perceived organizational
support for creativity (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Zhou &eorge, 2001) independently and
interactively affect two elements of employees’dieack-seeking behaviors, i.e., their overall
propensity to inquire for feedback from various rees and their tendency to monitor their
environment for indirect feedback cues. Employdegdback-seeking behaviors are in turn
expected to influence (supervisor ratings of) erpgéocreativity, which we define as employees’
generation of novel and useful ideas regarding wel&ted procedures and processes (Amabile,
1988; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shalley, 1991; Zif()3).



THEORY AND RESEARCH BACKGROUND

Self-Regulation for Creative Performance

In the past decade, considerable research effasts heen invested in identifying and
describing the individual and contextual factorattfacilitate and hinder creative performance.
Indeed, several literature reviews have consistectincluded that employee creativity is a
function of the employee’s individuality, of fea&sr of the context surrounding the employee,
and of the interaction between the two (Perry-Sreithl., 2003; Shalley & Zhou, 2008; Shalley
et al., 2004; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). eTmajority of work on individual
differences in creativity has focused on identifythe personality characteristics and traits that
are likely to be associated with creative outcorir@s.example, research has shown that creative
individuals tend to be more flexible in absorbinfprmation (McCrae & Costa, 1997), prefer to
solve problems in innovative ways (Kirton, 1976949 and are more open to new experiences
(Feist, 1998). Regarding the contextual factorsdiiig employee creativity, the key finding is
that managers and organizations can build workrenmients that support employee creativity
by setting creativity work goals, making creativayjob requirement, providing developmental
feedback on creative goal progress and rewardingl®mes when they achieve creative
outcomes (Amabile & Mueller, 2008; Paulus, 2008alfy, 2008; Shalley & Liu, 2007,
Tierney, 2008; West & Richter, 2008; Zhou, 2008)n€idering this impressive support for how
employee traits and managerial actions affect ey@gareativity, it is surprising that so little is
known about the actions employees take to managje dwn creative performance (Drazin,
Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999; Mumford, 2000). For exdeypa widely described, but relatively
understudied phenomenon within the creativity ditere is the notion of individual creative
cognitive processing, i.e., the cognitive and béraV process of analyzing problems, preparing
to solve issues, generating ideas and evaluategptideas (Amabile & Mueller, 2008; Drazin et
al., 1999; Drazin, Kazanjian, & Glynn, 2008). Whilee mainstream literature assumes that such
a process takes place and that employees behdyiats@mpt to produce creative outcomes,
empirically, we know little about the specific sggies employees use to manage their creative
performance and how this relates to actual cregieformance (Drazin et al., 2008; Ruscio,
Whitney, & Amabile, 1998).



The view that employees actively manage their tregterformance resonates with self-
regulation theory, a general framework that hightgindividuals’ ability to guide their own
goal-directed activities and performance, by sgttimeir own standards and monitoring their
progress toward these standards (Carver & Sch&#d]; Vohs & Baumeister, 2004). Self-
regulation theory has been applied to a varietyoojanizational phenomena, including
managerial work (Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Tsui & Ashdp 1994), employee socialization
(Ashford & Black, 1996), and employee performaneeréth & Bateman, 2006; VandeWalle,
Brown, Cron, & Slocum, 1999). On the basis of seljulation theory’s proven use for studying
organizational phenomena, we believe that it afferoa promising lens for studying employee
creativity.

One key self-regulation tactic that has been idiedtiin literature is feedback-seeking
behavior, i.e. individual's proactive search forakwative information about their performance
(e.g. Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Porath & Bateman, 200B)o elements suggest that feedback-
seeking behavior may also be central to the cregtiocess. First, research has shown that
feedback can be used as a tool to promote and rauemployee creativity (Zhou, 2008).
However, in a dynamic world of work where creagngind innovation have become a source of
competitive advantage, organizations may not alwsysble to systematically pre-define and
pre-specify the goals that employees need to aehi@ghford et al., 2003). Because of the
ambiguity accompanying creative work, evaluating ftreative) performance of employees has
become an increasingly intricate task for manag8isalley, 2008). With the exchange of
system-level feedback being somewhat constrair@thyts organizations largely depend on
employees’ self-regulation efforts to acquire fesakb (Ashford et al., 2003; Tsui & Ashford,
1994).

Second, the creative process has a marked soeaathr (Perry-Smith et al., 2003) and
individuals outside employees’ immediate work seti@re increasingly important contributors to
employees’ creative performance (Madjar, 2005; Mgdpldham, & Pratt, 2002). Given that
such external sources may not always provide feenlback spontaneously, actively seeking it
out may be the only way for employees of obtaintimg crucial external input. Hence, while
managers can use feedback as a tool to stimulatdoater employee creativity (Zhou, 2008),
the above two realities suggest that feedback sgakiay be a valuable resource for employees

in managing their own creative performance.



Feedback-Seeking Behavior and Employee Creativity

Our framework argues that two facets elements opleyees’ feedback-seeking
behaviors will be important within the creative pess, i.e., employees’ overall propensity to
inquire for feedback from various sources and themdency to monitor their environment for
indirect feedback cues.

Inquiry from various sourcegonsistent with social networks theory (Higgins &ak,
2001; Perry-Smith, 2006, 2008), we assume that @yepk self-regulate their creative
performance by seeking feedback from a variou$erathan limited set of feedback sources.
While employees’ main feedback sources tend tohle@ supervisors, employees also solicit
feedback from immediate coworkers, other orgarorati sources (e.g. peers in other
departments) and extra-organizational sources fmgrs in other organizations) (Ashford &
Tsui, 1991; Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 199¥ancouver & Morrison, 1995). So far,
researchers have focused primarily on employeesidack source preferences (e.g. Ashford &
Tsui, 1991) and on the source characteristicsitiflaience these preferences (e.g. Levy, Cober,
& Miller, 2002; Vancouver & Morrison, 1995; Williasy Miller, Steelman, & Levy, 1999). For
example, studying feedback seekers’ sources fatbBeek seeking, Ashford and Tsui (1991)
found that managers tend to seek more feedback ®apervisors than from peers and
subordinates. Exploring the underlying mechanisfritkese results in the laboratory, Vancouver
and Morrison (1995) found that several source dahtarstics, including their reward power,
accessibility and expertise, trigger feedback setkeeferences for certain sources. While these
results highlight that individuals discriminate Wween the various feedback sources, no studies
have explicitly assessed whether individuals algterdin their overall propensities to seek
feedback from the various sources and how thisceffemployee outcomes. For example, to
attain creative outcomes, employees may delibgratbbose to ask multiple sources for
feedback, rather than discriminating among thens View is consistent with theorizing within
the social networks literature that suggests th@dividuals who are connected to a diverse set of
individuals may acquire more varied input, whiclghtiresult in the generation of more creative
ideas. Accordingly, we include employees’ propgnsitinquire feedback from various sources
as a key tactic within our framework.

Feedback MonitoringTo this point, we have implied that the self-regjola of creative

performance involves that employees directly asies for feedback via the tactic of inquiry.



However, employees may also seek feedback usingr atictics, such as the tactic of
monitoring, i.e., employees’ observation of indirecies within their environment to obtain
indirect feedback about how they are doing (Ashi&r@ummings, 1981). Building on research
that has shown that individuals can increase theerall effectiveness by monitoring their
environment for indirect cues (Ashford & Tsui, 199Wve believe that this tactic may also be
valuable for employees who desire to achieve areajoals. For example, in the early stages of
the creative process, such as the incubation pgihasethe phase of reflecting on an issue until a
novel solution emerges) (Perry-Smith, 2008; Zhoal €2003), employees may believe that their
ideas need further elaboration and refinement kefuey can directly ask others for feedback on
them. Direct requests for feedback might entailgenaosts, especially when the seeker is not
(yet) performing well (Larson, 1989; Northcraft &sAford, 1990). By attending to other, more
indirect cues in their environment, individuals n@ayercome some of the potential image costs
associated with inquiring for feedback on theiraslewhile still attaining the feedback they need

to further develop them.

Innovative Orientation and Feedback-Seeking Behavior

Not all individuals may be equally motivated to dsedback seeking as a strategy to
manage their creative performance. Building on aedethat suggests that certain individuals
may be predisposed to behave creatively (see $hetllal., 2004 for a review), we expect that
employees’ tendency to seek feedback will in partdetermined by their cognitive style, i.e.,
their preferred way of gathering, structuring amglging information (Hodgkinson & Sadler-
Smith, 2003; Kirton, 1976, 1994). While debate txigbout the dimensionality of cognitive
styles (Cools & Van den Broeck, 2007; Hodgkinsornlet2003), the perspective most frequently
adopted in the creativity literature is Kirton's9@4), who uses a bipolar continuum to
distinguish between two general orientations: (h) adaptive style, characterized by a
pronounced preference for accurate informationtsfaiigures, and conventional theories and
procedures; and (2) an innovative style, charamdriby an orientation toward risk-taking,
divergent thinking and creative problem-solving. tncal work shows that a cognitive style
directly and interactively (i.e., in interactiontivicontext variables) impacts employee creativity.
For example, Tierney, Farmer and Graen (1999) fabadin addition to exerting main effects,

an innovative style interacted with employees’ higfality relationships with supervisors



(LMX) in impacting several indicators of creativerfprmance. One limitation of prior studies,
however, is that they do not examiméy cognitive styles affect creativity. Presumably,
cognitive styles affect employee creativity throutieir impact on employee behaviors that
enable creative performance. For example, indivgluath an innovative style may be better at
seeking out and combining new information, whichyrparmit them to achieve more creative
outcomes (Shalley et al., 2004).

Specifically, we expect that individuals’ cognitivatyle will affect both employees’
propensity to inquire feedback from various soureesl their tendency to monitor their
environment for indirect feedback cues. For examipjedefinition, adaptors value information
and facts and figures. Intuitively, one could exp#twat they would also value evaluative
information about their own performance and acyi\sdek it out. Adaptors, however, tend to be
more introverted than individuals with an innovatistyle (McKinnel Jacobson, 1993). Given
that adaptors tend to be more socially inhibitedeems unlikely that they would spontaneously
inquire for feedback. This does not necessarilyiynipat they would seek feedback via the tactic
of monitoring, though. Adaptors tend to value usb and impersonal information, such as
facts and figures (Kirton, 1994), while the feedbd#tat is sought via the tactic of monitoring
may be biased and inaccurate (Ashford et al., 2@8)8wn, Ganesan, & Challagalla, 2001;
Morrison & Bies, 1991). Moreover, adaptors onlyuelnd conform to others’ opinions to the
extent that they exert formal control over theirofig) goals and rewards (Houtz et al., 2003;
Isaksen, Lauer, & Wilson, 2003). This should malpesvisor feedback important to adaptors,
but decrease the importance of feedback from seusdt less formal reward power, such as
team members, peers, and extra-organizational esufthat is, while adaptors may value the
feedback that they receive from supervisors, weeeixfheir overall tendency to actively seek
feedback (both via inquiry and via monitoring) & dather limited.

Innovators, on the other hand, tend to be morereaily oriented, more aware of their
social environment and more sensitive to othershiops (Houtz et al., 2003, Isaksen et al.,
2003). Given their interpersonal orientation antknest in others’ opinions, innovators should
also be interested in how others evaluate thenadttition, rather than relying on individuals
with formal reward power, innovators tend to beependent thinkers, who prefer self-direction
based on the information they acquire from divesserces and in diverse ways (Houtz et al.,

2003; Kwang et al., 2005). Accordingly, we expdttindividuals with a more innovative style
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will be more interested in others’ feedback and tioy acquire this feedback by actively

monitoring their environment and directly askinpet for feedback. Thus:

Hypothesis 1:EEmployees’ cognitive styles will affect their gealepropensity to seek
feedback such that

la. The more individuals endorse an innovative cogaitstyle, the more they will
inquire for feedback from the various sources.

1b. The more individuals endorse an innovative cogeistyle, the more they will seek

feedback via the tactic of monitoring.

Perceived Organizational Support for Creativity and Feedback Seeking

Employees’ perceptions of the organizational canfiexcreativity may also be central to
their decision to self-regulate their creative perfance by seeking feedback. Though the
context important for feedback seeking has beeatively understudied within the feedback-
seeking literature (Ashford et al., 2003), one eahtfactor that may influence employees’
feedback-seeking behaviors (and ultimately the@atve performance), is the organizational
support for creativity that they receive. In theaview of two decades of feedback-seeking
research, Ashford et al. (2003) already alludethéopossible role of a supportive organizational
context in the feedback-seeking process. They drghat when an organizational context
supports feedback seeking, employees will expegieav negative consequences when they
directly ask for feedback. This view is empiricatlypported by research showing that supportive
contexts neutralize employees’ image concerns at@isinhg issues in organizations, a process
that also tends to entail image concerns (Ashf@athbard, Piderit & Dutton, 1998). In addition
to reducing the image costs of feedback seekinginvihe organization, however, we believe
that perceived organizational support for creativihay also stimulate employees to seek
feedback from a wider variety of feedback sour€amntexts that support creativity encourage
employees to process information from diverse sjrexplore alternatives and build informal
networks (West et al., 2008). Moreover, when thera general climate of support throughout
the organization, the organization is likely to eey that employees’ developmental needs may

not only be met by individuals within their immegiawork group (e.g., their supervisor or
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immediate coworkers), but also by individuals imest departments and even by individuals
beyond their own organization (Cole, Shaninger, &ri$, 2002).

Similarly, in addition to stimulating feedback sewkfrom diverse sources, a supportive
context may also stimulate employees to be moentaie to indirect feedback cues about their
performance. Employees working in supportive coisterend to feel that their organization
accepts employee feedback and that managemenigtioouthe organization is continuously
open and attuned to employees’ suggestions foraumgmnent (Dutton & Ashford, 1993; Zhou &
George, 2001). Employees may respond to this argianal attentiveness to feedback by being
more open to feedback themselves and by monitdhielg environment for feedback on a more
continuous basis. Indeed, research in related aeggests that employees tend to reciprocate
the presence of perceived organizational suppoergaging in continuous learning behaviors,
e.g., by participating in developmental experientlest are beneficial to the organization
(Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997), seeking organizatelevant information, learning important
work skills (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), and gimgain self-reflection (West et al., 2008).
All these elements suggest a possible role of patipe climate in the feedback-seeking
process. Accordingly:

Hypothesis 2Perceived organizational support for creativitpasitively associated with
employees’ feedback-seeking behaviors, such that:

2a. The more employees perceive organizational sugpodreativity, the more they will
inquire for feedback from the various sources.

2b. The more employees perceive organizational sugpodreativity, the more they will

seek feedback via the tactic of monitoring.

The Joint Effects of Perceived Organizational Support for Creativity and an Innovative
Style

Our framework also argues that the effect of peezkiorganizational support for
creativity on employees’ tendency to seek feedifamin various sources (and ultimately on
creative performance) is a function of the empl&yeegnitive style. Only a handful of studies
have explicitly looked at the interaction effects a cognitive style and context factors on

12



employee creativity (Baer, Oldham, & Cummings, 200&rney et al., 1999). In addition, as
pointed out by Zhou (2003), the research explopagson-context interactions has one-sidedly
focused on identifying the conditions that maximile creativity of individuals with a creative
predisposition (e.g., individuals with an innovatigognitive style) (e.g. Oldham & Cummings,
1996). Only recently, researchers have begun tangh the conditions that help individuals
with less creative predispositions (e.g., individuaith an adaptive style) to perform creatively.
For example, in one study, Tierney et al. (199@ntbthat employees with an adaptive cognitive
style were most creative when they maintained lojgahty relationships with their supervisors.
Similarly, Zhou (2003) found that the joint contrtibn of supervisor developmental feedback
and the presence of creative coworkers was strofigeremployees with less creative
personalities than for employees with a creativadigposition. While these results suggest that
employees’ personality and cognitive styles infcemow they respond to contextual factors,
these studies do not explawhy individuals with an adaptive personality were atolemprove
their creative performance under certain conditidhss conceivable that under conditions
characterized by a high support for creativity, @ypes with an adaptive cognitive style
develop behavioral strategies that help them torowg their creative performance. This
suggestion is in accordance with theorizing witthia cognitive styles literature suggesting that
individuals can learn to behave in ways that arttecoasistent with their habitual approach, i.e.,
by adopting a cognitive strategy (e.g., Sadler-Bndt Barger, 1998). That is, whereas a
cognitive style is a purely individual attributegntext factors may induce individuals to adopt
cognitive strategies that do not necessarily cpord to that cognitive style (Hayes & Allinson,
1996; Sadler-Smith & Barger, 1998).

Specifically, we propose that contexts that suppativity may encourage individuals
with an adaptive style to develop the cognitiveatetgy of feedback seeking. By seeking
feedback, individuals with an adaptive style maguae feedback that helps them to generate
more creative ideas and improve their creative goerdnce, regardless of their initial
disposition. As stated, supportive contexts magger individuals with an adaptive style to
develop such a behavioral strategy (Sadler-SmiBeag&ger, 1998).

13



Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3Cognitive styles and perceived organizational supfoo creativity interact

in impacting employees’ general tendency to seeétlfack such that:

3a. Individuals with a more adaptive cognitive styldnavperceive high support for

creativity tend to inquire more feedback from therious sources than adaptors who
perceive little support for creativity.

3b. Individuals with a more adaptive cognitive styldnavperceive high support for

creativity tend to seek more feedback via monitprihan adaptors who perceive little

support for creativity.

Feedback-Seeking Behavior and Creative Perfor mance

Building on research that has highlighted the ingare of feedback exchanges in the
creative process, the second part of our framevaogkies that individuals who actively seek
feedback will be more creative than individualshaib such tendency.

Though no studies have explicitly linked employeé=edback-seeking behaviors to
creative performance, several theories alludeitopgbssibility. For example, drawing on insights
derived from the literatures on individual cognitigOhlsson, 1992), brainstorming (Paulus,
Larey, & Dzindolet, 2001) and group diversity (Nkkn & Martins, 1996), Madjar (2005)
theorized that employees who seek information frimmividuals within and outside their
organization are more creative, because of theetyadf information and insights provided by
these sources. Also within the realm of social nekwmtheory (e.g. Perry-Smith & Shalley,
2003), empirical work shows that employees whocamenected to a diverse set of individuals
(Perry-Smith, 2006) are more creative, because déineymore likely to receive and share fresh
information.

Employees do not always need to communicate witkerst to obtain such input,
however. For example, research conducted from mlscognitive perspective has shown that
individuals can learn to think and behave creayiviey observing and monitoring creative
models (Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2001; Zhou et a002). Thus, diverse information, whether
obtained directly (e.g., via inquiry) or indirect(g.g., via monitoring) cognitively stimulates

individuals to think out-of-the-box, consider aftatives and generate more ideas (Madjar,
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2005). Building on these suggestions and on theodstrated impact of feedback on the creative

process (see Zhou, 2008 for a recent review), \petmesize:

Hypothesis 4:Employees’ feedback-seeking behavior affects suparvratings of
creativity such that:

4a. Employees feedback inquiry from various sourcepdsitively related to creative
performance.

4b. Employees monitoring of their environment for medit feedback cues is positively

related to creative performance.

The Relationship between Traitsand Context and Creative Perfor mance

We argued that cognitive styles and perceived argsional support for creativity are
directly and interactively related to employeesidency to seek feedback, which, in turn is
positively related to their creative performanceas& on previous creativity research that has
linked cognitive styles and perceived organizatiosapport for creativity to creative
performance (e.g., Bruce & Scott, 1994; Tiernewlet2002), we expect that these factors will
also have a direct impact on employees’ creativdopaance. Linking this to our four
hypotheses, we hypothesize that employees’ feedbaeking behaviors will mediate the
relationship between our independent variables nitog styles, perceived organizational
support for creativity and their interaction) amgative performance. Because we assume that
self-regulatory mechanisms other than feedback isgeknay explain the effects of these

variables on creative performance, we expect théiatien to be partial.
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Hypothesis 5:The impact of cognitive styles, perceived orgamiretl support for
creativity and their interaction on creative pemi@ance is partially mediated by
employees’ feedback-seeking behaviors.

5a. Employees’ tendency to inquire for feedback fromous sources partially mediates
the impact of a cognitive style, perceived orgainizreal support for creativity and their
interaction on creative performance.

5b. Employees’ tendency to monitor their environmeat fndirect feedback cues
partially mediates the impact of a cognitive styderceived organizational support for
creativity and their interaction on creative penfance.

METHODOLOGY

Resear ch population and sampling design

Data were collected as part of a large researcfeqron proactivity and feedback
dynamics in organizations. The sample consistetb6fsupervisor—subordinate dyads from four
consulting firms, each employing between 300 an@® &bnployees. We focused on the
knowledge workers within these firms, as behavireatvely and creating new knowledge are
key elements of knowledge workers’ jobs (Davenp2@05). Two sets of online questionnaires
were used: a subordinate survey and a survey éomtimediate supervisors of the subordinates.
For each of the organizations a sampling frame mdwkedge workers was developed in
cooperation with the human resources departmerg. SBmpling frame included information
about the employee’s work group and team supervisibe original sampling frame consisted
of 908 subordinates working for 122 managers whohesupervised 3 to 11 members.
Employees and their supervisors filled out the ranisurvey during regular working hours. To
limit the length of the supervisor survey, supewsswere asked to evaluate the creative
performance of at least three of their subordinatdsose names appeared randomly in the
survey. After three subordinates had been evalu#itedsupervisors had the option of evaluating
their other subordinates as well. 456 usable sugmrwsubordinate dyads out of 908 dyads were
returned (i.e., a 50.2% response rate), So eatitipating supervisor evaluated on average 3.73
employees. On average, the employee sample hadHeidcurrent job for 2.79 years and had

worked in their organization for 4.3 years, of whz.87 years in their current team.
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The average dyadic relationship was 2.63 yearser@gihree percent of our employee
sample was male, 76 percent worked fulltime and theerage age was 34 years. No significant
differences were observed between the four orgaoim in terms of their demographic

composition.

M easur es

Cognitive style We used a 13-item reduced version of the Kirtb®76) Adaptation-
Innovation inventory validated by Bagozzi and Fox@l995) in three different samples.
Respondents were asked to indicate on a scalengufigm 1 ¢ery hard to 5 {very easy how
difficult it would be for them maintain specificggs of innovative and adaptive behaviors. A
sample item from the scale is “Create something na&tver than improve it". Bagozzi and
Foxall's (1995) best-fitting model was a three-facstructure: sufficiency of originality,
efficiency and rule governance. Consistent withvianes creativity research (e.g., Baer et al.,
2003), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on aata yielded a single second-order factor
seint propertiesu(= .83) (2 = 59.04, df =

solution with an acceptable fit and adequate mea
62,p > .05; NNFI =.99; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .Q0)

Perceived organizational support for creativitiyerceived organizational support for
creativity was measured using four items that Zhod George’s (2001) adopted from a scale
developed by Scott and Bruce (1994) £ .85). A sample item includes “Creativity is
encouraged at [company]”.

Feedback inquiry from the various sourcddost feedback-seeking studies assess
feedback seeking from supervisors (e.g., Chen, l&mihong, 2007; Lam, Huang, & Snape,
2007) and do not distinguish between the varioedslldack sources. One notable exception is a
scale that Callister, Kramer and Turban (1999) ssthfsom Ashford’s (1986) original feedback-
seeking scales. The scale distinguishes betweeangspr feedback inquiry and coworker
feedback inquiry. Because we sought to assessdekdieeking from other sources as well (e.qg.
peers in other departments, peers in other orgamisd, we further adapted the scale so that it
also captured the other sources that employeescoresult when seeking for feedback (Miller &
Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993): supervisors, cowosk®ther organizational sources (e.g., peers

in other departments) and extra-organizationalesife.g., peers in other organizations).
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Using five-point scales ranging from heje) to 5 {ery frequently, respondents
indicated the extent to which the feedback-seelgtefements corresponded to their own
behavior. Sample items include: “How frequently gou directly ask your supervisor for
feedback about your work?” [Question repeated facheof the feedback sources], “How
frequently do you directly ask your supervisor &orinformal appraisal of your work” [Question
repeated for each of the feedback sources]. Théessaaeasuring feedback inquiry from
colleagues in other departments and from extrarozgtional sources had not been used
previously. We therefore first conducted an exgtoma factor analysis (EFA) on half of the
sample, using principal components analysis withvasimax rotation. Inspection of the
eigenvalues and screeplots suggested that fouroréacivere represented in the data,
corresponding to the four sources of feedback sgekin a next step, we conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the otherflwdlthe data and found an acceptable fit for a
single second-order factor solution, which we ladeinquiry from various sourcesyi= 47.75,
df = 50,p > .05; NNFI = .99; CFl = .99; RMSEA = .00). Thisgle second-order factor solution
supports Morrison’s (1993) claim that individuaksvke a general tendency to seek feedback from
various sources. Though we also found a similaepteble fit for a four-factor solution, we
continued using the higher order factor solutionawse our hypotheses were formulated at the
aggregate level (i.e., tendency to seek feedbawmk frarious sources). Thus, we collapsed the
dimensions of the feedback-seeking construct intoraposite of the four sources of feedback
seeking and created an index of employees’ tendensgek feedback from the various feedback
sources. This composite variable showed adequiddbiligy (o = .84).

Feedback Monitoringltems measuring feedback monitoring were adoptedh fthe
scales developed by Ashford and colleagues (Ashf®@86, Ashford & Tsui, 1991). Eight items
asked how frequently respondents observed and ameditthe behaviors of others to obtain
information about their own performanc@ample items include: “How frequently do you pay
attention to how your boss acts toward you in ofdeunderstand how he/she perceives and
evaluates your work?”; “How frequently do you comgayourself with peers in your
organization (i.e., persons at your level withire thrganization?”; “How frequently do you
compare yourself with peers in other organizati@ie.,, persons at your level within other

organizations)?” .
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An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on half of tk@mple and a CFA on the other half
of the sample revealed that one factor was repteden the data. Thus, responses to the items
were averaged for an overall score of monitoring (72).

Creative PerformanceConsistent with prior research, we used superviaings to
assess employees’ creative performance (Zhou, 14898) & George, 2001; Zhou et al., 2003).
Using 13 items, each supervisor rated the cregi@réormance of their subordinates on a scale
ranging from 1ijot at all characteristicjo 5 {very characteristic)A sample item taken from the
scale includes “Comes up with creative solutiongptoblems”. Responses to the items were
averaged for an overall score of creative perfolcegn = .84).

Controls. Prior research has shown that employees’ tendemsedk feedback largely
depends on their work experience (e.g. Ashford6188hford & Black, 1996). In keeping with
other feedback-seeking studies (e.g., VandeWaldme&an, Challagalla, & Brown, 2002), we
therefore included job tenure as a control varidbleur analyses. Consistent with previous
creativity research (e.g., Zhou & George, 2003), also controlled for three additional
demographic variables: gender, age, and positidh@rorganization. Finally, to control for the
potential effects of the organization and of th&atrenship between the supervisor and the
subordinate, we controlled for company membershig the length of the dyadic relationship

between the subordinate and his or her supenésoreported by the subordinate).

DATA ANALYSISAND RESULTS

Data Considerations and Analytical Plan

After inspecting the measurement properties of wamables, we examined several
aspects of our data. First, we ensured that thengsttons of normality, homogeneity of
variance, linearity and absence of multicollingamtere met. To deal with multicollinearity
caused by the interaction terms, all variables weesan-centered (Aiken & West, 1991).
Because of the nested structure of our data $ubordinates are nested within their supervisors,
and supervisors’ work groups are nested within miggdions) we also needed to check our data
for the potential presence of dependence and fpersisor-effects on ratings of creative
performance (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). To asslependence within our data, we followed

the procedure recommended by Lam, Huang, & Snap@/§2o conduct two series of analyses.
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In the first series of analyses, we tested our madieg a hierarchical multivariate regression
procedure in SPSS 15.0. We chose regression auetsial equation modeling (SEM) because
of the interaction term included in our model. Astad by Jaccard & Wan (1996) interactions
are intricate to estimate in SEM. Furthermore, @smeasures showed acceptable measurement
properties, we felt confident analyzing the datmgisierarchical regression (Jaccard & Wan,
1996). In the second set of analyses, we re-didattsyses using multilevel modeling (HLM
6.06) so that we could control for the effects eaubBy the different supervisors. As both series
of analyses vyielded similar results, we follow tteeommended approach to only report the
results of the regressions (Lam et al., 2007; lan\wegt, Van de Vliert, & Oosterhof; 2003).

Results

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviatiolehiligy coefficients and correlations
among the study variables.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Analyses for feedback seekirfigp test hypotheses 1 to 3, we conducted two sefies
hierarchical moderated regressions with employefe€dback-seeking behaviors as the
dependent variablésAfter having entered the control variables stepw& entered the two
hypothesized main effects (cognitive style and @&ead organizational support for creativity) in
step 2. The two-way interaction was entered in Replable 2 presents the standardized
coefficients for hypotheses 1-3.

As shown in Table 2, we found support for hypotseseand 24 Rz = .07,p < .01 for
inquiry; andA R? = .05,p < .01 for monitoring). As hypothesis 1a and 1b ssged, the more
employees endorsed an innovative cognitive styée, @ high score on cognitive style), the more
they inquired feedback from the various feedbaakaes p = .19,p < .05) and the more they
monitored their environment for indirect feedbadkes § = .11, p < .05). In support of
hypothesis 2, we found that perceived organizatisapport for creativity was positively related
to employees’ tendency to inquire for feedbgek-(.17,p < .05) and to the monitoring tactip (
=.18,p<.05).
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Hypothesis 3, predicting an interaction betweencgiged organizational support for
creativity and the employee’s cognitive style inpawting employees’ feedback-seeking
behaviors, was not supporfg@ = -.05,ns A Rz = .00,nsfor inquiry; p = -.02,ns A R = .00,ns
for monitoring).

Thus, summarizing hypotheses 1 to 3, we found é&maployees’ cognitive style and
perceived organizational support for creativity rte@ independent, rather than interactive
effects on employees’ feedback-seeking behaviors.

Feedback seeking and creative performandée then tested whether employees’
feedback-seeking behaviors related to their cregiarformance. In support of hypothesis 4a, we
found that employees with a general tendency tairegfeedback from various sources were
rated as being more creatiie .15,p < .05;A R? = .03, p < .05). Hypothesis 4b, predicting that
monitoring would also be positively associated vatipervisor ratings of creative performance,
was not supporte@ (= .06,ns A R2 =.00,ns).

Hypothesis 5 predicted that employees’ tendencgetek feedback would mediate the
relationship between the independent variablesnjtog style and perceived organizational
support for creativity) and supervisor ratings loéit creative performance. Hypothesis 5a was
tested using the mediated regression method recodedeby Baron and Kenny (1986First,
the independent variables (cognitive style and gieedd organizational support for creativity)
needed to be related to both the outcome variaidettee mediators. As Table 2 shows, the first
condition was met by the significant path coefindtge of a cognitive style and perceived
organizational support on both creative performaame feedback-seeking behavior. Moreover,
the path coefficients of the independent varialblese reduced once the mediator, i.e., feedback
inquiry was entered into the regression. Given that path coefficients were not reduced to
insignificance (which would have implied full metdan), we performed Sobel tests to test for
partial mediation. This analysis indicated thatdtesck inquiry partially carries the main effect
of cognitive style and perceived organizationalpsrp for creativity on creative performance
(Sobel z = 2.61, p<.05 and Sobel z = 2.04, p <d¥pectively), thereby confirming hypothesis
5a.

Hypothesis 5b, predicting that monitoring would tdly mediate the relationship

between the independent variables and creativenmeaihce could not be confirmed. Mediation
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requires that the mediator is significantly relatedthe outcome variable (Baron & Kenny,
1986), which was not the case for feedback seekathe tactic of monitoring.

In sum, our results show that the individual chieastic of a cognitive style and the
context factor of perceived organizational supgdort creativity shape employees’ feedback-
seeking behaviors and that particularly employed®rts to inquire for feedback from the

various feedback sources is related to their aregterformance.

Supplementary Analyses

Assessment of the structural mod@&iven that a cognitive style and perceived
organizational support for creativity did not irdet in impacting employees’ feedback-seeking
behaviors and creative performance, we used stalaguation modeling (SEM) to conduct a
supplementary analysis to test the mediated mdde| (vithout the interaction terrh) This
technique allows for a more conservative test eftthpotheses, because it explicitly corrects for
measurement error and provides explicit estimatésese parameters (Byrne, 1998).

The indicators and constructs were formed as fdldvor constructs with a higher order
factor structure, we reduced the number of paramdte be estimated following the partial
aggregation method discussed by Bagozzi and Edwtfi88). This procedure involves
averaging the responses of subsets of items magsarconstruct. Based on exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses, we formed three iattics for cognitive style (representing the
three subscales) and four indicators for employésesdiback-seeking inquiry (representing the
four sources). Because monitoring and creativeopsidnce were one-dimensional constructs
and an exploratory factor analysis would not hagemitted us to form composite indicators of
these variables we conducted an exploratory fatatyses in which we asked for a three factor
solution. The items for each factor were averagedthat we obtained three indicators for each
of these variables. Perceived organizational supfoorcreativity was measured with only 4
items, so, consistent with the total disaggregatrmdel (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998) we used the

item scores as the indicators for these constructs.
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To test our conceptual model, we followed the pdoce described by Bagozzi and
Bergami (2000). Specifically, we compared a fullgdiated model (i.e., Figure 1) to a number
of alternative models. Though the chi-square testthis baseline model (Figure 1) was
significant and thus indicated poor fig?(= 312.14, df = 96p < .05), the other fit indices
indicated that our model fitted our data well (NN¥1.93; CFl = .95; RMSEA = .06). The
significant parameter estimates for this structanaldel are reported in Figure 1. As shown in
Figure 1, the structural equation analyses supgparprevious findings that a cognitive style and
perceived organizational support for creativity anpemployees’ feedback-seeking behaviors
and that employees’ inquiry (but not monitoringsignificantly related to creative performance.

In a next step, we compared this baseline moda tumber of alternative models to
determine whether our model was sufficiently pamimus and comprehensive. Table 3 reports
the results from these analyses. First, we comp#redbaseline model to our hypothesized
model, i.e., a partially mediated model. Thus, wieeal two additional paths to the baseline
model: a direct path from cognitive style to creatiperformance and a direct path from
perceived organizational support for creativitycd@ative performance. This saturated model
fitted our data significantly bettey?(= 288.08, df = 94p > .05; NNFI = .94; CFl = .95; RMSEA
= .06;A »2 (2) = 24.06p < .01). Specifically, we found significant patheiicients from both
cognitive style and perceived organizational supjmr creativity to creative performancp €
.25, p < .05 for cognitive style, anfl = .20,p < .05for perceived organizational support for
creativity). Thus, the structural equation analysepport our previous findings that feedback
inquiry partially mediates the impact of a cogretistyle and perceived organizational support
for creativity on creative performance.

Given that we found a non-significant path from manng to creative performance in
both the baseline model and the hypothesized madelso compared these models to a model
in which we fixed the path coefficient from monitgg to creative performance to zero (i.e.,
alternative model 2 in Table 3). This model did sigiificantly change our chi-square statistic,
bolstering our previous finding that hypothesiswis not consistent with our datg € 288.77,
df = 95,p > .05; NNFI = .94; CFl = .95; RMSEA = .06;y2 (1) =.69n9).

Next, to assess whether an even more parsimoni@gglmvould fit our data equally
well, we also dropped the paths from the independanables to monitoring. This model
significantly worsened the fit of alternative mo@ef? = 315.82, df = 97p > .05; NNFI = .93;
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CFl = .94; RMSEA = .07A 2 (2) = 27.74,p <.05), indicating that this model was not
sufficiently comprehensive. In summary, the resaft®ur structural equation analysis confirm
the results from the regression analyses that bogmitive style and perceived organizational
support for creativity affect employees’ creativerfprmance and that these effects are partially
mediated by employees’ tendency to inquire for beed.

Exploratory analyses for the specific sources efilmck seekingdagozzi and Edwards
(1998) pointed out that global constructs (e.g.pleyees’ general tendency to inquire feedback
from various sources) may obscure the distinctisgeraanong sub-facets of the construct (e.g.,
the various sources of feedback seeking). For elgntpnay be that respondents discriminated
between the various sources of feedback seekingtlaidthese differences did not surface
because we only considered employees’ general &ekefeeking propensities. Because some
studies have shown that individuals discriminateveen the various feedback-seeking sources
(Ashford & Tsui, 1991; De Stobbeleir, Ashford & Barns, 2008; Vancouver et al., 1995), we
redid our analyses for hypotheses la, 2a and 3zafdr of the feedback sources separately. That
is, in addition to assessing the impact of cogaitstyle and support for creativity on general
inquiry, we assessed whether these factors diffiatgnaffected the extent to which individuals
sought feedback from each of the sources. Resuttisoanalysis showed that this was not the
case, with one exception. Specifically, individuasgnitive styles did not relate to supervisor
feedback inquiry § = .07, ng. Further examination of the data showed that tap
(operationalized at 2 SD’s under the mean of cognistyle) supervisory inquiry was not
significantly different from innovators’ (operatialized as 2 SD’s above the mean of cognitive
style) supervisor inquiry (t = 1.67). In additiongividuals with an adaptive style tended to seek
significantly more feedback from their supervidwaut from the other feedback sources (t = 1.99,
p < .05), while innovators discriminated less betw#en various sources. Thus, it appears that
adaptors did not have a general propensity to fesglback from various sources, but did engage
in supervisor feedback seeking. This finding is sstent with research showing that adaptors
tend to value the opinion of individuals with forim@ward power, while innovators tend to
value the opinion of others in general (i.e., retgss of their reward power) (Houtz et al., 2003;
Isaksen et al., 2003). However, in sum, these testster our previous suggestions that in
addition to discriminating among the feedback sesirandividuals may also exhibit general

propensities of inquiring feedback from the varisosirces.
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DISCUSSION

This study highlights that employee creativity ntiake more than selecting an employee
with a creative predisposition or building a contéhat supports creativity. Rather, our results
highlight that these factors may help individuasdevelop the self-regulatory skills needed for
achieving creative outcomes. Specifically, we fouhdt an innovative cognitive style and
perceived organizational support for creativitydda creative success and that this relationship
was partially mediated by the self-regulatory séflinquiring feedback from various sources.

Contributions.

Our findings extend previous research in at least fways. First, our findings have
implications for the literature on how creative fpemance is generated. Previous studies have
tended to focus on how managers can foster andilstienemployee creativity by, for example,
providing developmental feedback to employees (ZH®98, 2008; Zhou et al., 2003). These
models of employee creativity implicitly depict eloyees as relatively reactive agents in the
creative process. Our findings suggest that emplydso play a proactive role in the creative
process by seeking feedback on their work fromoerifeedback sources. Such results highlight
the importance of studying employees’ self-regulatbehaviors in relation to employee
creativity.

Second, our study adds to the creativity literatbyeconsidering how dispositional,
contextual and behavioral factors simultaneouslygtrdoute to creative performance. In our
process focus on creative performance, we fountfélealback-seeking behavior is an important
intervening variable in the relationship between pkryees’ cognitive style, perceived
organizational support for creativity and creatiperformance. Whereas prior work has
demonstrated the direct impact of these factorsreative performance (e.g., Baer et al., 2003;
Oldham et al., 1996; Tierney & Farmer, 2002), otwdg was one of the first to identify a
behavioral mechanism through which these factopmshemployee creativity.

By showing that individuals not only engage in sup®r feedback seeking, but seek
feedback from diverse sources, this study alsoigesvindirect support for the social network
perspective on employee creativity (e.g., PerrytBn@006, 2008; Perry-Smith et al., 2003). Our
results highlight that employees’ informal socilationships influence employee creativity and

that particularly the content of these informal@mntters is an important dimension to consider.
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Finally, our results also break exciting new groumdhe literature on feedback-seeking
behavior. This behavior has traditionally been digi as a strategy that facilitates individual
adaptation and increases person-environment fitfokd et al., 2003; Parker et al., in press). By
relating creativity-relevant individual traits andntext factors to feedback-seeking behavior and
by linking individuals’ overall propensity to ingei for feedback from various sources to
creative performance, our study results highliglatt feedback seeking is an individual resource

that can help individuals to achieve creative ontes and deviate in positive ways.

Practical implications

Our study provides some important insights for nggnaent practice as well. First, for
organizations interested in stimulating employesatvity, our results illustrate the importance
of developing work contexts that support creativis discussed by Shalley (2008), such
contexts may be developed by setting creativitylgoaaking creativity a job requirement,
providing feedback and building reward systems thatie employee creativity. Supportive
contexts may also stimulate employees to seek &aglla self-regulation tactic that proved to be
a crucial self-regulation strategy for creativefpanance within our study. In order to stimulate
feedback-seeking behavior and employee creatioryanizations may reduce or eliminate some
of the image costs associated with the inquiryesfdback by developing a general feedback
climate (Steelman, Levy, & Snell, 2004) that suppdhe spontaneous exchange of informal
feedback throughout the organization.

Our results also underscore the importance of sitimg employees to seek feedback
beyond their organization’s boundaries. By develgpa context that supports creativity,
organizations may successfully encourage their eyegls to broaden their developmental
networks and seek feedback from multiple sourabker than limiting themselves to supervisor
delivered feedback. To incorporate this valuabledBack from outside, organizations may
stimulate their employees to participate in leagniocommunities across organizational
boundaries (Nonaka, 1994; Raelin, 1997).
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From an individual perspective, our results hightithat individuals who want to achieve
creative outcomes, may do so by seeking feedbawk & wide variety of feedback sources.
Feedback seeking may not only help individualsefme their ideas and to obtain relevant new
input, but may also be a way of promoting theseasdand making them visible to others
(Ashford et al., 2003; Morrison & Bies, 1991).

Limitations and avenues for futureresearch

As with all studies, future research needs to afdaenumber of limitations of this study.
First, all data were collected using a survey madhagy, so common-method biases may have
confounded our results (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, L&ePodsakoff, 2003). However, as we
collected measures of our predictor and outcomébias from different sources, we could
reduce the effects of consistency motifs, implicgories and social desirability (Podsakoff et al.,
2003).

Second, though our main hypotheses were suppaveethund some null results as well.
For example, we found no interaction effect betwesrployees’ cognitive style and perceived
organizational support for creativity on creative¥fprmance. Given that interactions are difficult
to observe in field research (McClelland & Judd93Pour theory should be tested in the
laboratory. We also found no statistically sigrafit relationship between feedback monitoring
and creative performance. Though unexpected, thesglts do not necessarily imply that
monitoring is unimportant within the creative preseFor example, one explanation for our null
results could be that monitoring and feedback ingplay important roles at different stages in
the creative process. For example, when an idstllipremature, employees may monitor their
environment for indirect feedback cues to obtaiirst assessment of the viability of the idea.
Based on this initial indirect feedback, employessy then decide whether or not to further
pursue and refine the idea. When the employee dedtadfurther develop the idea, he or she may
then decide to directly ask others for their fe@ttbddence, rather than contributing directly to
creative performance, monitoring may help individua channel their energy toward ideas that
are worth pursuing. Testing this process view @&f ible of feedback at different stages in the
creative process using longitudinal research desiffiers a fruitful avenue for future research.
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We also wish to point out that it is not only imfont to assess how individuals’
propensity to inquire for feedback from differentividuals relates to creativity, but also how it
affects other outcome variables such as employeaghe-job-adaptability. It may be that
employees’ general tendency to seek feedback framows sources will differ depending on the
outcome under investigation. For example, when eygas use feedback seeking as a strategy
to mold themselves to the prevailing view of whahstitutes acceptable behavior within their
immediate work context, they may be better off ling themselves to feedback seeking from
sources who endorse the prevalent standards wtitlein work context (e.g. their supervisor).
Seeking feedback from a wider variety of sourceg.(@eers in other organizations) might even
have disruptive effects, because these sourcest miglvide the seeker with ideas that are
considered as deviant and inappropriate withinrtbein work context. Thus, while our results
highlight that individuals may achieve goals oftitistion and positive deviance by seeking
feedback from various sources, the effects of s@eking may take on a different pattern
depending on the outcome under investigation.

In the same vein, Grant and Ashford (2008) recestlggested that when individuals
seek feedback indiscriminately (e.g. from too manyrces) this may be detrimental for their
performance because of the energy lost on filtend irrelevant information. This view,
suggesting that only an optimal level of feedbaekking may result in positive employee
outcomes, is consistent with the information preoes literature, which posits that too much
information may distract and overwhelm individualsd negatively affect the quality of their
decisions (Eppler & Mengis, 2004). Though we founadindication of a nonlinear relationship
between employees’ feedback-seeking behaviors lagid dreative performance, this may be a
fruitful avenue for future research.

Research should also identify the mechanisms tlatenate the relationship between
employees’ feedback-seeking behaviors and crea@réormance. For example, Zhou (2008)
developed an intriguing argument that much may deépen the consistency of the feedback
provided by the various sources. Similarly, muchhaf outcomes of feedback seeking are likely
to depend on how the seeker uses the feedbackpmwe his or her (creative) performance
(Renn & Fedor, 2001).
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Finally, future research should delineate othef-regjulatory mechanisms used by
employees to manage their creative performance.ekample, VandeWalle and colleagues
(1999) found that goal-setting, effort, and plamniwere important self-regulation tactics for
sales performance. In the same vein, Porath anehizat (2006) identified proactive behavior,

emotional control and social competence as keyreglilatory skills for employees.

Conclusions

In spite of the limitations of our research, ourdst breaks new ground in the creativity
literature by highlighting individuals’ proactivele in the creative process. The results indicate
that individuals manage their own creative perfarogaby actively seeking feedback on their
work from various feedback sources. Such findingghlight the importance of studying
employees’ self-regulatory behaviors in the creafprocess and support the proposition that
feedback seeking is not only a strategy that tatds individual adaptation, but also an

individual resource that can help individuals thiage creative outcomes.
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FIGURE 1

Conceptual Model. The path coefficientsrepresent the standar dized parameter estimatesfor the mediated structural model

that wetested in SEM. Theinteraction path was not estimated using SEM.
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Figure 1 Conceptual Model. The path coefficients repreflenstandardized parameter estimates for the meelds&ructural model
that we tested in SEM. The interaction path wasestitnated using SEM.
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TABLE 1

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and intercorrelationsfor hypothesistesting

1 2 3 4 5
Mean SD

Key variables
1. Cognitive style 3.82 .61 (.83)
2. Perceived organizational support for

creativity 3.44 75 0.15* (.85)
3. Inquiry from feedback-seeking

sources 2.71 .62  0.21**  0.20** (.84)
4. Monitoring 3.50 .64 0.12* 0.20** 0.35* (.70)
5. Creative performance 3.03 .84  0.23* 0.16* 0.23* 0.10* (.84)
Note:

The diagonal values represent the alpha-reliahiligfficients.
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levelyd-tailed.

*. Correlation is significant at the .05 levela-tailed.
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TABLE 2RESULTSOF THE HIERARCHICAL MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION FOR THE MODERATED
MEDIATION MODEL FOR CREATIVE PERFORMANCE *

Creative Performance Inquiry from Various Monitoring Creative Performancy
Sources

B t B t B t B t
Control variables
Age -.19 -3.81** -.15 -3.00** -.20 -4.17%* -.16 -3.39**
Gender 12 2.49* .08 1.57 -.08 -1.72 .10 2.14*
Role -.05 -1.04 -.03 -.66 -.02 -51 -.04 -.89
Tenure -.08 -1.65 -.08 -1.77 -.04 -.88 -.07 -1.47
Dyad length .03 .64 -.08 -1.73 -.03 -.69 .06 1.22
Company_dummy1 .00 .05 -.01 -.30 .03 .53 .00 .09
Company_dummy2 .01 .29 -.01 -.39 .02 .50 .00 .04
Company_dummy3 .00 .09 .00 A1 -.03 -.65 .00 19
Main effects
Cognitive Style 21 4.63** A7 3.19* A1 2.22* 19 4.09**
POS Creativity A3 2.69** A7 3.10** .18 3.77* .10 2.18*
AR? .07 07 .05** 07**
Interaction
POS Creativity x Cognitive Style -.00 -.15 -.05 0.0 -.02 -.50 -.00 -.15
AR .00 .00 .00 .00
Mediators
Inquiry from various sources 15 3.16**
A R2 .03**
Monitoring .06 1.12
AR? .00

Note:n = 456 a. Gender (1: male; 2: female) POS CrewntiviPerceived Organizational Support for Creativi@ognitive Style: higher scores correspond to an
innovative style; lower scores correspond to arptida style b. Beta weights for control variables eeported for the final step (i.e., including thediator). *

p<.05 *p<.01

41



TABLE 3

Comparison of the basdine structural model to alter native models

¥ df Ay? Conclusion
Baseline model: mediated model (Figure 1) 312.14 96
Alternativel model 1: I-!ypothesized model 288.08 94 24 06+ Signif_icantly better fit than
POS creativity— creative performance relaxed baseline model
Cognitive style- creative performance relaxed Both paths were significant
Alternative model 2: . .
Alternative model 1 with monitoring. creative 288.77 95 69 Most parsimonious model
performance fixed to zero
Alternative model 3: 315.82 97 27.74** Significantly worse fit than

Alternative model 2 with
POS creativity- monitoring fixed to zero
Cognitive style— monitoring fixed to zero

alternative model 2.

42



Footnotes

1. Because univariate hierarchical regressions ddaketinto consideration the
correlations among the dependent variables (i.enitoring and inquiry), we also
analyzed our data using multivariate moderatedes=sgon in which we entered
employees’ feedback-seeking behaviors as the depérdriables and the control
variables, hypothesized main effects (cognitivéesaynd perceived organizational
support for creativity) and interaction term as ithdependent variables (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007). Because this additional analyselided similar results, we only
report the results of the hierarchical regressions.

2. In another study, Tierney et al. (1999) found digant relations between context
factors and a squared cognitive style term. Theluded this squared term because
regression diagnostics of the residuals suggestelinearity between a cognitive
style and supervisor ratings of creative perforneatrc our sample, however,
regression diagnostics revealed linearity in thati@nship between the independent
variables and the outcome variables, so transfoomatvere not needed.

As table 2 shows, employee’s cognitive style andgieed organizational support for
creativity did not interact in impacting varietyfimedback-seeking sources. In keeping with
prior creativity research, we also assessed tleetdimpact of the cognitive style x perceived
organizational support for creativity interactiom areative performanc@ & -.01,ns). Given
that our interaction term was neither related toeig in feedback-seeking sources, neither to
our outcome variables, we could use the Baron athi{ (1987) method. If the interaction

would have been significant, Edwards and Lamb¢&2097) approach for integrating
moderation and mediation would have been more apiate
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