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Abstract 

 

There is a great deal of research to identity the factors that lead to the genesis of a creative idea, 

but there is relatively little research to address the question of how creativity can be maintained 

over time.  This gap is important because a highly creative idea may bring fame and fortune as 

well as frustration, unmet expectations and failed attempts to replicate success by producing poor 

imitations of one’s early work.  In other words, early creativity may cast a long, dark shadow.  In 

this chapter, we propose that early creativity may constrain future achievement through 

psychological mechanisms that fall into three broad categories, (1) cognitive, (2) affective and (3) 

social.  We then extend our analysis to the group level by investigating the effects of past success 

on group creativity.  We conclude with strategies that organizations can use to manage the 

consequences of success and continue to profit from their most creative employees. 
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Introduction 

Success has made failures of many men.   

 

 ~Cindy Adams 

  

 Most organizations, particularly those in volatile environments, recognize the need to 

stimulate creativity in their workforce because new and useful ideas can be highly profitable 

(Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2001).  It is not surprising then that employees or teams that manage to 

develop a highly creative idea are rewarded with greater pay, recognition and status (Merton, 

1968).  However, as the opening quote alludes, a highly successful creative idea may also lead to 

frustration, unmet expectations and failed attempts to replicate success by producing poor 

imitations of one’s early work.  In other words, early creativity may constrain future achievement 

as people buckle under the weight of their past success.   

 There is abundant evidence that success can stifle creativity from biographies of eminent 

novelists.  For instance, Ralph Ellison never produced another novel after the Invisible Man 

despite years of broken promises (and book contracts) that never materialized.  It would appear 

that Harper Lee did not even make such an attempt; she retired shortly after writing her Pulitzer 

Prize winning novel To Kill A Mockingbird.  This decision may have been a rational one on her 

part since even prolific writers seem to have trouble replicating early career success.  For 

example, there was a 32 year gap between Norman Mailer’s iconic first novel, The Naked and 

the Dead (1948) and his next critical and commercial hit, The Executioner’s Song (1980).  

Furthermore, the constraining effects of creativity are not restricted to writers but may be a 

consequence of success in many fields.  For instance, Art Fry, the scientist who invented the 
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Post-It Note, has also been constrained by early success as all of his subsequent inventions, such 

as the Post-It Flag, are incrementally related to the original Post-It idea. 

 Almost from the inception of research on creativity, there has been a focus on the highly 

creative individual and an attempt to identify the traits (Helson, 1996) and social contexts 

(Amabile, 1983; 1996) that give rise to creative achievement.  However, there is relatively little 

research to address the question of how creativity can be maintained once it has been achieved. 

The answer to this question may seem obvious because one might reasonably assume that the 

best predictor of future creativity is a prior record of creative achievement (Simonton, 1999).  

However, if early success in creative endeavors is indeed constraining, as the anecdotal evidence 

suggests it is, then there may be considerable implications for managing creativity in any 

organization that desires a consistent stream of original ideas.  For example, it is likely that 

people who generate a highly successful idea will more easily garner resources to continue their 

work (Merton, 1968).  However, if early success stifles creativity over time, then organizations 

may unwittingly be throwing good money after bad.   

 In this chapter, we develop a theory in which past success may constrain future 

achievement through three psychological mechanisms that can be described broadly as, (1) 

cognitive, (2) affective and (3) social.  The rest of the paper proceeds as follows.  We begin by 

reviewing recent empirical evidence to suggest that past success stifles creativity over time.  We 

then discuss the psychological mechanisms that may explain these effects.  Next we extend our 

ideas to the group level to argue that groups may also be constrained by past success, but the 

debilitating effects of success may be moderating by the attributions that groups generate to 

explain it.  Finally, we conclude by proposing strategies that organizations, mindful of the 
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constraints imposed by past success, can use to cultivate creative ideas from their most 

successful members. 

Success and creativity: Generating insights from organizational learning 

 In order for an idea to be considered creative, it must satisfy two criteria (Amabile, 1983; 

Stein, 1974).  First, the idea must be useful in the sense that it provides a solution to a problem.  

For example, the Post-it Note was a creative idea in part because it offered a solution to a 

nagging problem; Notes that were taped to a desk or computer with a conventional adhesive 

were impossible to remove without either tearing the note to pieces or leaving a stain.  However, 

the Post-it Note was creative not merely because it was useful; It also satisfied the second criteria 

of novelty.  Art Fry recognized a new use for an adhesive that everyone regarded as useless 

because it did not really stick.   

 Most research on creativity is concerned with identifying the process leading to the 

genesis of a creative idea.  For instance, current research would suggest that Art Fry’s creativity 

is due in part to his personality (Helson, 1996), his cognitive processes (Ward, 2004), his social 

networks (Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003) or other features of his social context such as the 

organizational culture of the firm in which he was employed (Flynn & Chatman, 2001).  Our aim 

is to carry this sequence one step further and ask; Whatever happened to Art Fry after he 

invented the Post-It Note?  To rephrase the issue at a more general level: Although there is a 

great deal of research to address the question of where highly creative ideas come from, there is 

less research to address the question of how past success influences subsequent creative 

endeavors.   

 We have attempted to address this gap by analyzing the effect of past success on 

creativity over time in a sample of inventors who generated patents in the hard disk drive 
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industry (Audia & Goncalo, 2007).  We found that highly successful inventors generated more 

patents than their less successful colleagues, but they generated patents that become increasingly 

incremental over time as they produced new ideas that closely resembled their earlier work.  In 

other words, much like the creative writers who were constrained by early success, inventors in 

this industry were “boxed” in by their earlier work and continued to generate patents that were 

variations on their initial patents.   

 These findings may seem puzzling in light of existing theories of creativity, especially the 

seminal research on scientific creativity which suggests that people who generate more ideas will 

also generate ideas that are more divergent and have more impact on their field (Simonton, 2004).  

An underlying assumption of that perspective is that the sheer number of ideas generated by an 

individual is positively correlated with the novelty or divergence of those ideas (Dennis, 1966; 

Simonton, 1977).  For instance, some scientists have been found to produce their most highly 

cited work during periods of peak productivity (Simonton, 1984; 1985), leading to the argument 

that quality is a probabilistic consequence of quantity (Simonton, 1997; Diehl & Stroebe, 1987).  

 The notion that past success constrains creativity over time, however, would be predicted 

by a theories of organizational learning; a theoretical framework that has not been integrated 

with the creativity literature, but is widely used to understand innovation at the organizational 

level of analysis (Audia & Goncalo, 2007).  Our ideas about the effects of past success on 

subsequent creativity were developed by integrating insights from these two streams of research 

that emerged from different fields but share several underlying assumptions.  Like the research 

on creativity, theories of organizational learning distinguish between two types of solutions that 

reflect either exploration defined as “the pursuit of new knowledge, of things that might come to 

be known” or exploitation defined as “the use and development of things already known” 
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(Levinthal & March, 1993: pg. 105).  The distinction between exploration and exploitation 

parallels the categories that researchers of creativity use to distinguish between ideas that are 

more or less creative.  For instance, like divergent creativity (e.g., Kirton, 1976; Sternberg et al., 

2003), exploration involves the search for knowledge that departs from an established direction, 

the potential generation of a completely new principle, and breaking with accepted modes of 

thought.  And, like incremental creativity, exploitation involves continuity with existing 

solutions, improvement through modification, and generating ideas within an established 

framework.  Exploration-exploitation is also similar to Guilford’s (1956) influential distinction 

between divergent thinking which reflects thinking that moves outward from a problem in many 

different directions and convergent thinking which involves thinking that moves toward a single 

solution.   

 Although the theory of exploration-exploitation is intended to explain firm-level effects, 

it is a potentially useful analogue for understanding the creative process, especially because of 

the high degree of overlap on key concepts.  However, unlike the research on creativity which 

has largely ignored the effects of success, a firm’s record of past performance is a central feature 

in theories of organizational learning. According to March (1991) and Levinthal and March 

(1993), because organizations are sensitive to the risks inherent to the search for new ideas, they 

are most likely to take the risks inherent to exploration when they are still searching for but have 

not yet found an adequate solution.  However, once a successful or adequate solution has been 

identified, they are likely to prefer exploitation over exploration because exploitation of 

knowledge that has proven to be effective guarantees more certain results and therefore reduces 

the risk that their efforts will lead to dead ends. 
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Applying this framework to creativity leads to the prediction that success in creative 

endeavors should favor creativity that results from exploitation, that is, from using new 

combinations of familiar knowledge or from refining previously used combinations.  By 

exploiting things they already know, these individuals should be more prolific in terms of the 

their ability to generate a large number of new ideas because, to the extent that people draw from 

familiar knowledge, they should be not only faster in the execution of the creative idea but also 

less likely to encounter unforeseen obstacles that can stifle the creative process.  Ideas that 

diverge from the status quo may not only turn out to be wrong, as March (1991) emphasizes, but 

may also encounter resistance because they are initially perceived as deviant (Moscovici, 1976). 

 

Proposition 1: Past success will cause people to be more prolific in terms of the number 

 of ideas they are able to generate over time.   

 

A second prediction suggested by the exploration-exploitation framework is that although 

people who experience success are more likely to generate more ideas (Simonton, 1999), these 

ideas should be increasingly incremental over time and therefore less divergent.  Every person 

working in a given field is faced with an enormous array of information that may be combined 

and recombined until a particular idea is deemed to be worthy of “selection” (Campbell, 1960; 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1999).  Novel combinations are more likely to result from what Simonton 

(1999; 2004) termed a “flat associative hierarchy” in which a given stimulus (e.g., new 

information) may trigger a wide range of potential associations between existing ideas.   

While associations between ideas may occur at random, this combinatorial process is 

subject to at least three different constraints: (1) the ideas that are considered, (2) the extent to 
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which ideas are combined in a random way, and (3) the specific criteria used to differentiate a 

creative combination from an uncreative combination (Simonton, 1999, 2004).  Drawing on this 

terminology, research on the exploration-exploitation trade-off suggests that past success may 

operate as a constraint on the process of generating new combinations by focusing an inventor’s 

attention excessively on the building blocks of creativity (e.g., ideas, knowledge) that have 

already been used in the past.  For instance, once an inventor experiences success with one idea, 

all subsequent ideas may be framed narrowly from that perspective.  

 

Proposition 2:   Past success will cause people to generate ideas that are increasingly  

                incremental over time. 

 

Creativity as a constraint: Identifying the psychological mechanisms 

Although organizational learning provides a useful framework for generating predictions 

about how past success may influence subsequent creativity over time, it does not specify the 

psychological mechanisms that may explain these effects.  Theories of organizational learning 

were developed to explain exploration at the firm level of analysis and although that research 

stream provides a logical foundation for understanding the effects of past success on creativity, it 

is at best a metaphor and not a fine-grained depiction of the psychological process itself.  In this 

section, we extend existing research by proposing potential cognitive, affective and social 

mechanisms that mediate the effects of past success on creativity over time. 

Past success and cognitive frames 

 

The constraining effects of past success may be explained, at least in part, by the 

phenomenon of cognitive framing which suggests that when people have experienced success 
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with a particular strategy, they often become narrowly focused on implementing that particular 

strategy to solve new problems (Duncker, 1945; Luchins, 1942).  This type of mental block is 

called “negative transfer” (Bartlett, 1958) and it has been found to deter the generation of novel 

solutions in a variety of situations such as negotiations over time (Bareby-Meyer, Moran & 

Unger-Aviram, 2004), factory operation after a change in accident monitoring devices (Besnard 

& Cacitti, 2005), firms acquiring targets from different industries (Finkelstein & Haleblian, 

2002), and firms changing their strategies following a radical environmental change (Audia, 

Locke, and Smith, 2000).   

Perhaps the best illustration of this mental block comes from Duncker’s (1945) series of 

classic experiments on functional fixedness. Duncker gave his subjects three cardboard boxes, 

matches, thumbtacks and candles and asked his subjects to mount the candle vertically on a 

screen to serve as a lamp.  However, half the subjects received the objects inside the cardboard 

boxes while the other half received the objects and the boxes separately.  The correct solution to 

the problem was to tack the box to the screen, use the matches to melt the wax and attach the 

candle to the box and then light the candle.  The problem was much more difficult to solve for 

those who received the objects in the boxes because they fixated on the boxes as merely 

containers and were unable to rethink the purpose of the box as a support instead of just a 

container.  In other words, the past experience of seeing a situation in a certain way constrained 

the heuristics used in the creative process by limiting subjects from generating novel solutions.       

The classic work on cognitive framing is foundational to modern theories of creative 

cognition.  According to Ward (2004), creativity results from the application of mental 

operations such as analogies to existing knowledge structures.  People store a wealth of 

information in the form of ideas or concepts and creative solutions emerge when pieces of prior 
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knowledge stored in memory are combined in a novel way (Smith, et al, 1995).  Ward (1994) 

demonstrated the constraining effects of experience on creativity in a study in which he asked 

participants to draw an alien from another planet that was “beyond their wildest imagination.”  

Instead of drawing radically different creatures, participants drew figures that conformed to the 

basic features of earth animals such as bilateral symmetry (Ward, 1994).  The constraining effect 

of past experience was also demonstrated in a brainstorming study in which subjects were asked 

to generate new ideas; half the subjects were given example to get them started and the other half 

were given no examples (Smith, Ward & Schumacher, 1993).  They found that the groups who 

were given examples generated less creative ideas than the groups who were given no examples 

because their “new” ideas followed the examples too closely (Smith et al, 1993).  These blocking 

effects may have considerable negative consequences for creative idea generation because 

people will suggest ideas that follow existing solutions too closely (Smith, 2003).  Therefore we 

predict:     

 

 Proposition 3:  A highly creative idea will constrain future creativity because all   

   subsequent ideas will be framed narrowly from the perspective of the  

   initial idea. 

 

Affective consequences of past success 

 The negative consequences of past success may have an important cognitive component; 

however, this is not to say that emotions may not also play a central role.  The experience of 

success has been shown in numerous studies to be associated with feelings of happiness that can 

carryover to different situations and last a very long time (Lyubomirsky, King & Diener, 2005).  
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In other words, success is an affectively significant event, and the emotions that emerge 

following the experience of success may in turn have an effect on creativity over time.  

Therefore, in this section, we consider how positive and negative affect may explain the 

constraining effects of success.   

 Research in both the laboratory and in field settings, has demonstrated that affect can 

have important effects on individual creative performance (Barsade & Gibson, 2007).  However, 

there are two very different perspectives on the link between affect and creativity that lead to 

competing predictions.  Some research suggests that creativity is enhanced by positive affect 

while other research suggests that creativity is enhanced by negative affect.  Because there are 

two clearly opposite predictions about the role of affect in creativity and little research to 

reconcile the two perspectives, it is possible to advance competing arguments that might be 

generated from each perspective.   

On the one hand, research has suggested that positive affect can facilitate creativity by 

enhancing cognitive and motivational processes (Hirt, Levine, McDonald, & Melton, 1997). 

Numerous studies conducted primarily by Alice Isen and her colleagues (1999a) have shown that 

positive affect induces individuals to generate more novel associations, use broader categories, 

and solve problems more creatively.  Increasing the number of available cognitive elements and 

increasing the extent that those elements are considered as relevant information to the problem 

should increase cognitive variation, which should result in increased creativity (Clore, Schwarz, 

and Conway, 1994; Frederickson, 2001).  Therefore, Isen (2001) argued that positive affect 

promotes efficient but not careless decision-making by allowing connections between ideas to be 

more accessible and visible, encouraging broad focuses on problem solving, and encouraging 

flexible thinking.   
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There is evidence that individuals are motivated to preserve positive affect and therefore 

avoid tasks that could potentially cause negative affect (Isen, 1987; Isen 2001). After the initial 

warm glow of success wears off, people might be motivated to recapture their initial levels of 

positive affect but they may encounter frustration as they attempt to generate another equally 

creative idea.  This process could lead to a downward spiral of decreasing affect which could 

simultaneous reduce creativity in two inter-related ways.  First, as people are frustrated in their 

attempts to recapture their initial levels success, the advantages of positive affect for facilitating 

problem solving and flexible thinking are less and less likely to be realized.  Second, the simplest 

way to recreate the affect associated with success might be to imitate the initial and highly 

successful idea while avoiding the exploration of newer and unrelated ideas that have an 

uncertain probability of success.  Therefore, we predict: 

 

Proposition 4:  Frustrated attempts to recreate the positive affect associated with early  

     success can lead to a downward spiral of positive affect and creativity   

     over time.      

 

On the other hand, there is also research to suggest that negative affect can facilitate 

creative performance. The notion that negative affect can stimulate creativity stems in part from 

a positive correlation found between depression and creative achievements in a study which 

examined individuals across a variety of professions (Ludwig, 1992). While other research 

supports this finding (Post, 1996), Feist (1999) noted that the association seems to be strongest in 

fields involving artistic rather than scientific creativity.  Negative affect might be valuable 

because it could act as a signal that one’s situation is unsatisfying (Martin et al., 1993). For 
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instance, Zhou and George (2001) found that negative affect stemming from dissatisfaction 

could, in certain situations, signal to an individual that change is required. This signal can 

increase employee voice behavior and increase the desire to create new solutions and methods, 

which will resolve the problem that is causing the dissatisfaction. Moreover, negative affect 

might encourage set-breaking, the ability to abandon typical cognitive processes and patterns 

(Luchins & Luchins, 1959; Zhou & George, 2001).  

From this perspective, positive affect is assumed to signal to the individual that a 

situation is satisfying or that a goal has been achieved (George & Zhou, 2002).  Therefore, initial 

success with a highly creative idea might lead to complacency and inaction (George & Zhou, 

2002) and negative affect might be necessary to signal the need to explore new solutions and 

abandon old methods for solving problems.  Therefore we predict: 

 

Proposition 5: The stifling effects of past success on creativity will be mitigated by the  

              experience of negative affect, because negative affect signals the need to      

   change direction and explore new solutions. 

 

Past success and role constraints 

 In the previous sections we argued that success constrains the way people think at a 

cognitive level insofar as success with a creative idea may lead to cognitive frames or affective 

states that hinder creative problem solving.  A limitation of this perspective is that it largely 

ignores the role of the social context and research has clearly shown that certain features of a 

person’s task environment may have important effects on creativity (Amabile, 1983; 1996; 1997).  

In this section we move beyond purely intra-psychic explanations to consider how past success 
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may also lead to the development of social roles and social networks that constrain peoples’ 

ability to see old problems from a new perspective.  In other words, it is possible that success 

may cause constraints from the “within” or one’s cognitive processes but also from “without”, in 

the form of situational constraints.  For instance, returning to the case of Art Fry, after the 

success of the Post-It note idea, he achieved a kind of notoriety that would be akin to being 

forever type-cast as the “Inventor of the Post-It Note.”  The question is whether a highly creative 

idea can create an identity that can be difficult to break out of to create something new. 

According to role theory, role identities determine a person's interpretations of the people, 

situations, and event that the individual encounters in various social situations. A role identity is 

how a specific role provides meaning or definition to one’s self (Burke & Tully, 1977). Others’ 

perceptions, self-judgment of others’ perceptions, and affect connected to that perception 

contribute to the formation of a role identity (McCall & Simmons, 1978).  For example, in 

organizations, role identities may emerge from feedback from coworkers (Woodman et al., 1993) 

and supervisors (Scott & Bruce, 1994) and can significantly influence employees’ behaviors.  

One’s role identity encourages role performances (Markus & Wurf, 1987) and role performances, 

in turn, allow individuals and their traits to be identified and categorized by others (Burke, 1991). 

Role identities can be constructed retroactively (Weick, 1995) and can be developed over time as 

the individual interprets and internalizes various inputs and role activity (Grube & Piliavin, 

2000).  

The formation of a role identity is relevant to creativity because individuals may adopt 

the behaviors and actions associated with the role identity thus constraining and restricting the 

depth and breadth of an individual’s behaviors and actions. Through feedback about the self 

from social interactions and individuals’ self-perceptions, a role identity provides an internalized 
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set of role expectations (Riley & Burke, 1995). For instance, if the individual is a teacher, the 

individual will act in accordance to the expectations of others and oneself of how a teacher 

should behave. That individual will become less willing to act in a manner that is beyond the 

established parameters of how a teacher is expected to act.  In a similar manner, if a person 

develops an identity that is strongly connected to a single creative idea, he or she might maintain 

that identity by generating subsequent ideas that are highly related.  Therefore, 

 

Proposition 6: A highly creative idea will create a related “role identity” which will in  

   turn constrain peoples’ ability to generate ideas that are inconsistent with  

   that identity. 

  

Role identities may also impose constraints through the kinds of networks that people 

form to share knowledge and information.  Not only do people try to behave in a way that is 

consistent with a role identity, but because role identities allow an individual to be easily 

categorized by others, people may seek out the focal individual to discuss related ideas, thus 

narrowing and strengthening the role identity over time.  For example, after becoming known as 

the “Inventor of the Post-It Note” people might seek out the inventor to discuss ideas related to 

adhesives or to office supplies, thus constraining his access to new sources of knowledge and 

information. 

This dynamic could be understood from the perspective of social networks.  Network ties 

can facilitate creativity if they provide people with access to novel sources of information that 

can be used to generate new ideas.  For instance, weak ties, defined as ties with comparatively 

lower levels of closeness and interaction frequency, facilitate creativity by providing diverse and 
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non-redundant information (Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003). Weaker ties allow for exposure to 

various sources of information, to domain-relevant information, and to different perspectives.  

Therefore, weak ties may facilitate the generation of alternatives and encourage autonomous 

thinking (Perry-Smith, 2006).  In contrast, a network consisting of strong ties provides a dense 

network that may allow information to flow quickly and may encourage the development of 

shared attitudes, opinions, and beliefs. Consequently, conformity may also occur, which would 

limit creativity by reducing autonomy.  A strong role identity connected with a highly creative 

idea may constrain future creativity because network ties will form to people who are interested 

in knowing about, discussing or extending one’s earlier ideas.  Therefore, 

 

Proposition 7:  A strong role identity connected to a highly creative idea will lead to the  

     formation of redundant ties that will constrain subsequent creativity. 

 

Past success and group creativity: When the effects of success depend on how you explain it 

 Up to this point, we have focused our analysis on the individual level to explain how past 

success might constrain a person’s creativity over time.  It is possible, however, that group 

creativity may also be constrained by past success.  In this section, we extend our theorizing to 

the group level to investigate the question of how past success might impact group creativity.  

Although most research on creativity has been conducted at the individual level, over the last 

decade, there has been increasing interest in creativity resulting from the collaboration of several 

people working interdependently (Sutton & Hargadon, 1996; Paulus & Yang, 2000), especially 

as organizations have moved to team-base work structures (Ilgen, 1999). The current interest in 

group creativity can be traced to Osborn’s (1953) classic book Applied Imagination in which he 
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laid out a set of specific brainstorming rules such as “do not criticize” that were intended to 

reduce evaluation apprehension (Camacho & Paulus, 1995) and make people feel more 

comfortable to share their ideas with the group. Following Osborn’s emphasis on the quantity of 

ideas surfaced during brainstorming sessions (1953), modern brainstorming studies measure 

creativity by assessing the extent to which groups are able to generate a large number of ideas 

that are different from each other (Brophy, 1998). Groups that generate a large number of ideas 

also generate more high quality ideas by building, combining, and improving upon the solutions 

suggested by other group members (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987).     

 Extrapolating directly from the individual level, we would predict that a group’s history 

of past success would also constrain their ability to generate creative solutions.  However, the 

effects of past success may be less straightforward at the group level and may depend on the 

causal attributions that groups generate to explain their past success.  Goncalo (2004) proposed a 

theoretical framework in which attributions at the group level may reflect either (a) the collective 

attributes of the group as whole or (b) the unique contributions made by individual group 

members.  This distinction draws on research that has examined attributions that are generated in 

the context of close relationships (Newman, 1981).  For instance, married couples may attribute 

causality either to each person in the relationship (e.g. you are emotional and I am stubborn) or 

to the relationship as a unit (e.g. we lost that spark we used to have).  Translated from the dyadic 

to the group level, a team may attribute causality either to the group as a whole (e.g. we are 

cohesive) or to specific individuals (e.g. Joe is punctual, Jane is knowledgeable, Jim is a good 

researcher).    

 These attributions are important because they moderate the effects of past success on 

subsequent group performance, especially creativity and the quality of group decision making 
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(Goncalo, 2004; Goncalo & Duguid, 2008).  Existing research suggests that attributions may 

influence performance through two potential mechanisms.  First, attributing success to the group 

as a whole may send a subtle but important message:  Each member’s contributions are neither 

identifiable nor separable from their teammates.  Research on social loafing suggests that people 

are less willing to exert effort on behalf of their team when they do not feel that their 

contributions to the group are identifiable (Williams, Harkins & Latane, 1981).  The temptation 

to free-ride on the efforts of others is often invoked as an explanation for the consistent finding 

that face-to-face groups generate fewer creative ideas than individuals who work alone (Diehl & 

Strobe, 1987).  In order to explore a wide range of alternatives, a group must focus their attention 

on a broad range of information (Kasof, 1997), and ultimately search for new solutions that 

extend beyond an existing train of thought (Mednick, 1962).  Groups who lack the motivation to 

search beyond the most obvious solution to a problem are unlikely to generate divergent 

solutions (Amabile, 1983).   

Second, group focused attributions may increase conformity pressure by emphasizing 

that success was caused by the collective effort of a group of individuals whose contributions 

were indistinguishable from one another.  When people are faced with a unanimous majority, 

they will often ignore the evidence of their own senses and adopt the majority position even 

when it is obviously incorrect (Asch, 1956).  This pressure to conform originates from the desire 

to be liked by others (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955) and the tendency of groups to reject those who 

do not fit (Schachter, 1951).  A long tradition of research on social influence has shown that one 

of the most powerful ways to create conformity pressure is by calling attention to what the 

majority of people are doing in a given situation (Asch, 1956; Cialdini, Reno & Kallgren, 1990).  

This principle was illustrated more recently in a series of studies showing that conformity to a 
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group norm increases substantially by simply making the norm salient to people (Cialdini, et al., 

1990).  Applied to attributions, this research suggests that explanations focused on the group as a 

whole (e.g. we are cooperative) make salient how most people behaved prior to a successful 

outcome, thus creating pressure to conform to their behavior in a subsequent setting.   

While a certain level of conformity pressure is necessary for a group to accomplish its 

goals (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996), it may cause the group to perform poorly on tasks that 

require a group to generate new and different ideas (Peterson & Nemeth, 1996).  Conformity 

pressure, by suppressing dissenting opinions, prevents people from reflecting on and possibly 

reconsidering their own views (Nemeth, 1986).  Excessive pressure toward agreement may 

prevent people from diverging from a common line of thought to consider multiple different 

perspectives on an issue (De Dreu & De Vries, 1996; Nemeth & Rogers, 1996). Consequently, 

the group tends to view a problem from only one narrow perspective and to ultimately come up 

with less divergent solutions (Schulz-Hardt, Frey, Luthgens & Moscovici, 2000).   

There is evidence from a series of experiments to support the predictions suggested by 

this attributional framework (Goncalo, 2004; Goncalo & Duguid, 2008).  In these studies, a 

group is given false feedback about their performance and they are then asked to explain, “What 

is it about (your group/the individuals in your group) that allowed you to do so well on the 

previous task.”  The groups who attributed their success to individuals generated more ideas that 

were more divergent and rated as more novel than groups who attributed their success to the 

group as a whole (Goncalo, 2004).  Individually focused attributions also caused groups to 

consider a wider range of alternatives prior to making a decision and to share more unique 

information that was then utilized to make more accurate decisions than groups that attributed 

their success to the group as a whole (Goncalo & Duguid, 2008).  Video coding of the group’s 
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process of working together provided support for the role of conformity pressure to explain the 

effects.  Individually focused attributions caused groups to express more disagreements and to 

take more time to explore divergent perspectives than group focused attributions. 

This emerging stream of research suggests that past success may also constrain creativity 

at the group level. However, this effect may depend on how groups explain the causes of their 

success. The negative consequences of success can be reversed by redirecting attributions from a 

focus on group-level explanations to a focus on the unique contributions made by individual 

group members. Attributions that link group success to individual achievement permit the 

possibility that people can stand out by making their own unique contributions (Beersma & 

DeDreu, 2005; Goncalo & Staw, 2006) thus reducing the stifling effects of conformity pressure.  

Therefore, 

  

 Proposition 8: The constraining effects of past success on group creativity are moderated  

    by causal attributions. 

          8a: Success attributed to the group as whole constrains creativity, while  

     success attributing to the individual stimulates the expression of creative  

     ideas. 

Concluding Thoughts 

In this chapter, we have proposed a view of creativity as a double-edged sword.  On the 

one hand, a highly creative idea may bring fame and fortune to the creator, but over time a highly 

creative idea may also cast a very long shadow.  While some people manage to maintain their 

creativity over time, history is littered with examples of creative people who began their careers 

in the stratosphere and ended them in the bottle.  Although there is empirical and anecdotal 
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evidence to support the view that creativity may constrain future achievement, there has been 

little research to identity the psychological mechanisms that explain these negative effects.  We 

extended current research by proposing (1) cognitive, (2) affective and (3) social processes that 

may mediate the link between past success and creativity over time. 

Given the potentially negative consequences of past success, it is important that managers 

understand how to manage their most creative employees so that they do not become boxed in by 

their own ideas.  The results of Audia and Goncalo (2007) suggest that the negative effects of 

past success, at least at the individual level, may be mitigated by encouraging collaboration.  

Collaboration may allow people to “break set” and view problems from a new perspective, 

expose people to new information that can be used to generate creative ideas.  This solution may 

also have limitations, however, if role identities based on highly creative ideas create social 

constraints that lead to collaborations between people with similar perspectives.  However, by 

understanding the mechanisms that explain the negative effects of past success, organizations 

will be in a better position to develop effective interventions and to continue to profit from their 

most creative employees. 



Creativity as a Constraint 23 

References 

 

Ahuja, G. &  Lampert, C. M. (2001). Entrepreneurship in the large corporation: A longitudinal 

study of how established firms create breakthrough inventions. Strategic Management 

Journal, 22: 521-543. 

Albaum, G. (1976). Selecting specialized creators: The independent inventor. Psychological 

 Reports, 39, 173-179. 

Allport, F.H. (1924).  Social Psychology.  Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 

Allred, K. G., Mallozzi , J. S., Matsui, F., & Raia, C. P. (1997).  The influence of anger and 

 compassion on negotiation performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

 Processes, 70, 175-187. 

Altshuller, G.S. (1984). Creativity as an exact science: The theory of the solution of inventive 

problems (Anthony Williams, Trans.). New York: Gordon and Breach. 

Alpert, M. & Raiffa, H. (1969). A progress report on the training of probability assessors. Later 

published in D. Kahneman, P. Slovic and A. Tversky (Eds.), Judgment under uncertainty: 

Heuristics and biases. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 294-305. 

Amabile, T. M. (1982). Social psychology of creativity: A consensual assessment technique. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43, 997- 1013. 

Amabile, T. (1983).  The social psychology of creativity: A componential conceptualization.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 357-376.   

Amabile, T.A. (1983).  The social psychology of creativity. New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Amabile, T.M. (1988).  A model of creativity and innovation in organizations.  In B.M. Staw & 

 L.L. Cummings (Eds.) Research in Organizational Behavior, 10, 123-167.  Greenwich 

 CT: JAI Press. 



Creativity as a Constraint 24 

Art Fry and the Invention of Post-it Notes (2005). 

 http://www.3m.com/about3M/pioneers/fry.jhtml. Retrieved July 20, 2005. 

Asch, S.E. (1952). Social Psychology. New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 

Asch, S.E. (1956). Studies on independence and conformity: A minority of one against a  

 unanimous majority. Psychological Monographs, 70, 9. 

Audia, P.G., Locke, E.A., and Smith, K.G. 2000. The paradox of success: An archival and a   

 laboratory study of strategic persistence following radical environmental change.  

 Academy of Management Journal, 43, 837-853. 

Audia, P.G., & Brion, S. 2007. Reluctant to change: Self-enhancing responses to diverging  

performance measures. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 102,  

255-269. 

Audia, P.G. & Goncalo, J.A. (2007).  Success and creativity over time: A study of inventors in  

the hard-disk drive industry. Management Science, 53, 1-15. 

Bandura, A. (1997).  Self Efficacy: The Exercise of Control.  W.H. Freeman Company:  U.S.A. 

Baron, R.M. & Kenny, D.A. (1986).  The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social  

psychological research: Conceptual strategic and statistical considerations. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173-1182. 

Barron, (1969). Creative Person and Creative Process. Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Barron, F. & Harrington, D. (1981). Creativity, intelligence and personality. Annual Review of 

 Psychology, 32, 439-476. 

Barry, B., & Oliver, R. L. (1996). Affect in dyadic negotiation: A model and propositions. 

 Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67, 127-143. 

Bartlett, F.C. (1958).  Thinking.  London: Allen & Unwin. 



Creativity as a Constraint 25 

Bareby-Meyer, Y., Moran, S., & Unger-Aviram, E. (2004).  When performance goals deter 

performance: Transfer of skills in integrative negotiations.  Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 93 (2): 142-154. 

Basadur, M. (1992). Managing creativity: A Japanese model. Academy of Management 

Executive, 6 (2), 29-41. 

Beckman, C.M, Haunschild, P.R., & Phillips, D.J. (2004). Friends or strangers? Firm-specific 

uncertainty, market uncertainty, and network partner selection. Organization Science, 15: 

259-275.  

Beersma, B. & De Dreu, C.K.W. (2005). Conflict’s consequences: Effects of social motives on  

post-negotiation creative and convergent group functioning and performance. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 358-374. 

Benner, M. J., & Tushman, M. L. (2002). Process management and technological innovation: A 

longitudinal study of the photography and paint industries. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 47: 676–706. 

Besnard, D. & Cacitti, L. (2005). Interface changes causing accidents: An empirical study of 

negative transfer. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 62 (1): 105-125. 

Blossfeld, H. P., & Rohwer, G. (1995). Techniques of Event History Modeling. Mahwah, NH: 

 Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Bradbury, T.N. & Fincham, F.D. (1990). Attributions in marriage: Review and critique.  

Psychological Bulletin, 107, 3-33. 

Brophy, D.R. (1998). Understanding, measuring and enhancing individual creative problem 

solving efforts. Creativity Research Journal, 2: 123-150. 

Brown, R.B. (1988). Group Processes: Dynamics Within and Between Groups. Blackwell  



Creativity as a Constraint 26 

Publishers. 

Burke, P. J. 1991. Identity Processes and social stress. American Sociological Review, 56: 836

 -849.  

Burke, P. J., & Tully, J. C. 1977. The measurement of role identity. Social Forces, 55: 881-897.  

Burt, R. S. (2004). Structural holes and good ideas. American Journal of Sociology, 110: 349-

 399 

Campbell, D.T. (1960). Blind variation and selective retention in creative thought as in other 

 knowledge processes. Psychological Review, 67, 380-400. 

Chatman, J.A. & Barsade, S. (1995).  Personality, culture and cooperation: Evidence from a 

 business simulation.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 40 (3): 423-443. 

Chatman, J.A., Polzer, J.T., Barsade, S.G. & Neale, M.A. (1998).  Being different yet feeling 

 similar: The influence of demographic composition and organizational culture on work 

 processes and outcomes.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 43, 749-780. 

Choi, H.S. & Thompson, L. (2005). Old wine in a new bottle: Impact of membership change on 

 group creativity. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 98, 121-132. 

Christensen, C.M. (1997).  The Innovator’s Dilemma: When New Technologies Cause Great 

 Firms to Fail.  Boston, MA:  Harvard Business School Press. 

Cialdini, R., Borden, R., Thorne, A., Walker, M., Freeman, S., and Sloan, L. (1976). Basking in 

 Reflected Glory; Three (Football) Field Studies. Journal of Personality and Social 

 Psychology, 34, 366-375. 

Cialdini, R.B., Reno, R.R. & Kallgren, C.A. (1990).  A focus theory of normative conduct: 

 Recycling the concept of norms to reduce littering in public places.  Journal of 

 Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 1015-1026. 



Creativity as a Constraint 27 

Cialdini, R. B., & Richardson, K. D. (1980). Two indirect tactics of image management: Basking 

 and blasting. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 406-415. 

Clore, G. L.,Schwarz, N., & Conway, M. (1994). Affective causes and consequences of  

social information processing. In R. S. Wyer & T. Srull (Eds.) The handbook of  

social cognition, (2nd Ed., pp. 323-417). Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

CNET NEWS.COM (Last accessed June 30, 2005).  Web address: http://news.com.com/HP-

 Compaq+A+fight+to+the+finish/2009-1001_3-852197.html 

Cohen, W. M., Nelson, R. R., & Walsh, J. P. (2000). Protecting their intellectual assets: 

Appropriability conditions and why U.S. manufacturing firms patent (or not). NBER, 

working paper 7552. 

Collins, J.C., & Porras, J.I. (1994).  Built To Last. New York, NY: Harper Business. 

Cosmides, L. & Tooby, L. (2000). Evolutionary psychology and the emotions. In M. Lewis & J. 

 M. Haviland-Jones (eds.), Handbook of emotions (2nd Ed., pp 91-115). New York, 

 Guilford. 

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1999). Implications of a systems perspective for the study of creativity. In 

 R.J. Sternberg (Ed.) Handbook of Creativity (pp. 313-338).  Cambridge  England: 

 Cambridge University Press. 

Cyert, R.M. & March J.G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:  

 Prentice Hall. 

De Dreu, C. K. W., & DeVries, N. K. (1996). Differential processing and attitude change  

following majority and minority arguments. British Journal of Social Psychology, 35, 77-

90.  



Creativity as a Constraint 28 

Dennis, W. (1966).  Creative productivity between the ages of 20 and 80 years.  Journal of 

 Gerontology, 21: 1-8. 

Deutsch, M. & Gerard, H.B. (1955). A study of normative and informational social influence  

upon individual judgment. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 195, 629-636. 

Diehl, M. & Stroebe, W. (1987).  Productivity loss in brainstorming groups: Toward the solution 

 of a riddle.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 722-735. 

Dietz-Uhler, B. & Murrell, A. (1998).Effects of social identity and threat on self-esteem and 

 group attribution. Group Dynamics, 2, 24-35. 

Duncker, K. (1945).  On problem solving.  Psychological Monographs, 58: 5, whole no. 270. 

Ernst, H., Leptien, C., & Vitt, J. (2000).  Inventors are not alike:  The distribution of patenting 

output among industrial R&D personnel.  IEEE Transactions of Engineering 

Management, 47: 184-199. 

Farmer, S. M., Tierney, P., and Kung-McIntyre, K. 2003. Employee creativity in Taiwan: an 

 application of role identity theory. Academy of Management Journal. 46 (5): 618-630.   

Feist, G.J. (1994).  Personality and working style predictors of integrative complexity: A study of 

 scientists thinking about research and teaching.  Journal of Personality and Social 

 Psychology, 3: 474-484. 

Feist, G. J. (1999). Affect in artistic and scientific creativity. In S. W. Russ (ed.), Affect, 

 Creative Experience and Psychological Adjustment: 3-18. Philadelphia:  

 Brunner/Mazel. 

Feldman, D.C. (1984). The development and enforcement of group norms. Academy of  

 Management Review, 9, 1, 47-53. 



Creativity as a Constraint 29 

Finkelstein, S. & Haleblian, J. (2002). Understanding acquisition performance: The role of 

transfer effects.  Organization Science, 13 (1): 36-47. 

Fleming, L. (2001). Recombinant uncertainty in technological search. Management Science, 47: 

117-132. 

Fletcher, G. J. O., & Fincham, F. D. (1991). Attribution process in close relationships. 

 In G.J.O. Fletcher & F.D. Fincham (Eds.), Cognition in close relationships (pp. 7-35). 

 Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum 

Flynn, F.J. & Chatman, J.A. (2001). Strong cultures and innovation: Oxymoron or opportunity?  

 In Cartwright, S. Cooper, C., Earley, C., Chatman, J., Cummings, T., Holden, N.,  

 Sparrow, P. & Starbuck, W. (Eds.). International Handbook of Organizational Culture 

 and Climate, 263-287. Sussex: John Wiley & Sons. 

Ford, C. 1996. A theory of individual creative action in multiple social domains.  Academy of 

  Management Review, 21: 1112-1142.   

Ford, D.Y. & Harris, J.J. (1992). The elusive definition of creativity. Journal of Creative  

 Behavior, 26, 186-198. 

Forgas, J. P. (2003). Affective influences on attitudes and judgments and behavior. In R. J. 

Davidson, K.R. Scherer, & H. H. Goldsmith (eds.), Handbook of Affective Sciences (pp. 596-

 18). Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Forgas, J. P. & George, J. M. (2001). Affective influences on judgments and behavior in 

 organizations; n information processing perspective Organizational Behavior and 

 uman Decision Processes. 

Forsyth, D.R. & Kelley, K.N. (1994). Attribution in groups: Estimation of personal contributions  

to collective endeavors.  Small Group Research, 25, 367-383. 



Creativity as a Constraint 30 

Forsyth, D.R. & Schlenker, B.R. (1977).  Attributing the causes of group performance: Effects of 

 performance quality, task importance, and future testing.  Journal of Personality,  45, 

 20-236. 

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psychology. American 

 Psychologist, 56: 218-226.  

Galinsky, A.D. & Kray, L.J. (2004). From thinking about what might have been to sharing what  

we know: The effects of counterfactual mindset on information sharing in groups. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 606-618. 

George, J. M., & Zhou, J. (2002). Understanding when bad moods foster creativity and good 

 nes don’t: the role of context and clarity of feelings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

 87:687 -697.  

Gilman, J.J. (1992). Inventivity: The art and science of research management. New York: Van 

 Nostrand Reinhold. 

Gioia, D.A. & Sims, H.P. (1985).  Self-serving bias and actor-observer differences in 

 organizations: An empirical analysis.  Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 15, 547-563. 

Goncalo, J.A. (2004). Past success and convergent thinking in groups: The role of group-focused 

 attributions.  European Journal of Social Psychology, 34, 385-395.   

Goncalo, J.A. (2006).  An attributional theory of convergent thinking in groups.  In K. Mark  

Weaver (Ed.) Proceedings of the Sixty-Fifth Annual Meeting of the Academy of 

Management (CD), ISSN 1543-8643. 

Goncalo, J.A. & Kandathil, G.M. (2007). Connecting group success to individual achievement:  



Creativity as a Constraint 31 

Cross-cultural attributions for group performance.  In George T. Solomon (Ed.) 

Proceedings of the Sixty Sixth Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management (CD), 

ISSN. 

Goncalo, J.A. & Staw, B.M. (2006).  Individualism-collectivism and group creativity.   

 Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 100, 96-109. 

Granovetter, M. S. 1973. The strength of weak ties.  American Journal of Sociology,  78:  

 1081-1111. 

Greve, H.R. (2003). Organizational learning from performance feedback: A behavioral  

 perspective on innovation and change. New York, NY: Cambridge University  Press. 

Grube J., & Piliavin, J. 2000. Role identity, organization experiences, and volunteer performance.

 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26:1108-1119.   

Gruenfeld, D.H., Mannix, E.A., Williams, K.Y. & Neale, M.A. (1996). Group composition and  

decision making: How member familiarity and information distribution affect process 

and performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67, 1-15. 

Gruley, B. & Smith, R. (2002). “Anatomy of a Fall: Keys to Success Left Kenneth Lay Open to  

Disaster. The Wall Street Journal.   

Guilford, J.P. (1956).  The structure of intellect.  Psychological Bulletin, 33: 267-293.   

Hackman, J.R. (1987).  The design of work teams.  In J. Lorsch (Ed.) Handbook of  

 Organizational Behavior.  Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Hagedoorn, J., & Cloodt, M. (2003). Measuring innovative performance: Is there an advantage in 

using multiple indicators? Research Policy, 32: 1365-1379 

Hall, A.T., Royle, T.M., Brymer, R.A., Perrew, P.L., Ferris, G.R. & Hochwater, W.A. (2006).  



Creativity as a Constraint 32 

Relationships between felt accountability as a stressor and strain 

reactions: The neutralizing role of autonomy across two studies. Journal of Occupational 

Health Psychology, 11, 87-99. 

Hastey, K. C., James, K., and Cropanzano, R. (2003) On the dark side of creativity in 

 organizations: Construct validation and hypotheses testing with negative and positive 

 creativity. Manuscript submitted for publication.  

Hauser, J. R. (1998). Research, development, and engineering metrics. Management Science, 44: 

 1670–1688. 

Hays, K. (2004).  “I was clueless, Lay says.”  The Gazette: Montreal, Quebec. 

He, Z.L., & Wong, P. K. (2004). Exploration vs. exploitation: An empirical test of the 

ambidexterity hypothesis. Organization Science, 15: 481-494.  

Herbig, P. & Jacobs, L. (1996). Creative problem solving styles in the U.S.A. and Japan. 

International Marketing Review, 13 (2), 63-71. 

Hersey, R. B. (1932). Rates of production and emotional state. Personnel Journal, 10, 355-364. 

Hirt, E. R., Levine, G. M.,  McDonald, H. E., & Melton, R. J. (1997). The role of mood in 

 quantitative and qualitative aspects of performance: Single or multiple mechanisms? 

 Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 33: 602-629.  

Holmqvist, M. (2004). Experiential learning processes of exploitation and exploration within and 

between organizations: An empirical study of product development. Organization 

Science, 15: 70-81. 

Houtz, J.C., Selby, E., Esquivel, G.B., Okoye, R.A., Peters, K.M. & Treffinger, D.J. (2003).  

 Creativity styles and personality type. Creativity Research Journal, 15, no. 4, 321-330. 



Creativity as a Constraint 33 

Huber, J.C. (1998). Invention and inventitivity is a random, poisson process: A potential guide to 

analysis of general creativity.  Creativity Research Journal, 11, 3, 231-241. 

Iansiti, M. (1997).  Technology Integration: Making Critical Choices in a Dynamic World. 

Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Ilgen, D.R. (1999).  Teams embedded in organizations. American Psychologist, 54, 129-138. 

Isen, A. (2001) An influence of positive affect on decision amking in complex situations: 

 Theoretical issues with practical implications. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 11, 75-

 85. 

Isen, A. (1999a). On the relationship between affect and creative problem solving. In S. W. Russ 

 (ed.), Affect, Creative Experience and Psychological Adjustment: 3-18. Philadelphia: 

 Brunner/Mazel.  

Isen, A. (1999b). Positive Affect. In T. Dagleish and M. Power (eds.), Handbook of Cognition 

 and Emotion: 521-539. New York: Wiley. 

Isen, A. M. (1987). Positive affect, cognitive processes, and social behavior. Advances in 

 Experimental Social Organizational Behavior, 13, 1-53.   

Isen, A. M., Daubman, K. A., & Nowicki, G. P. 1987. Positive affect facilitates creative  

problem solving. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 1122-1131. 

Janis, I. L. (1971). Groupthink. Psychology Today, 5, 43–44. 

Janis, I.L. (1982).  Victims of Groupthink (2
nd

 edition). Boston: Houghton-Mifflin 

Janis, I.L. & Mann, L. (1977). Decision Making. New York: Free Press 

Johns, G. (1999).  A multi-level theory of self-serving behavior in and by organizations. In B.M. 

 Staw & L.L. Cummings (Eds.) Research in Organizational Behavior, 21, 1-38. 

Jonas, E., Schulz-Hardt, S., Frey, D. & Thelen, N. (2001). Confirmation bias in sequential  



Creativity as a Constraint 34 

information search after preliminary decisions: An expansion of dissonance theoretical 

research on selective exposure to information. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 80, 557-571. 

Kanter, R.M. (1988).  When a thousand flowers bloom:  Structural, collective and social 

conditions for innovation in organizations.  In B. Staw & L.L. Cummings (Eds.), 

Research in Organizational Behavior, 10: 169-211.  Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Kasof, J. (1997).  Creativity and breadth of attention.  Creativity Research Journal, 10: 303-315. 

Kaufmann G., & Vosburg, S. K. (1997). Paradoxical effects of mood on creative problem 

 solving. Cognition and Emotion, 11: 151-170.  

Keller, R. T. & Holland, W. E. (1982). The measurement of performance among R&D 

professional employees: A longitudinal analysis. IEEE Transactions of Engineering 

Management, 29: 54-58. 

Kelley, H.H. (1971). Attributions in Social Interactions. Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press. 

Kingdon, J.W. (1967). Politicians beliefs about voters. American Political Science Review, 61, 

 137-145. 

Kirton, M. (1976). Adaptors and Innovators: A Description and Measure. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 6, (5), 622-629. 

Kirton, M.J. (1987). Adaptors and Innovators: A description and measure. Journal of Applied 

 Psychology, 61, 622-629. 

Kirton, M.J. (1994). Adaptors and Innovators: Styles of Creativity and Problem Solving.  

 New York: Routledge. 



Creativity as a Constraint 35 

Krackhardt, D. 1992. The strength of strong ties: The importance of philos in organizations. In N.

 Nohria & R. C. Eccles (eds.), Networks and organizations: Structure, form, and   

 action: 216-239. Cambridge, MA. Harvard University Press.   

Kray, L.J. & Galinsky, A.D. (2003). The debiasing effect of counterfactual mind-sets: Increasing 

the search for disconfirmatory information in groups. Organizational Behavior  and 

Human Decision Processes, 91, 69-81. 

Kuhn, T. S. (1970). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (2nd ed.). Chicago: University of 

 Chicago Press. 

Larey, T.S. & Paulus, P.B. (1999).  Group preference and convergent tendencies in small  groups: 

 A content analysis of group brainstorming performance.  Creativity Research Journal, 12, 

 175-184. 

LeBon, G. (1895). The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind.  New York: Viking. 

Lee, J., Lee, J., & Lee, H. (2003). Exploration and exploitation in the presence of network 

externalities. Management Science, 49: 553-570. 

Lerner, J. & Tetlock, P.E. (1999). Accounting for the effects of accountability. Psychological 

 Bulletin, 125, 255-275. 

Levinthal, D.A., & March, J.G. (1993). The myopia of learning. Strategic Management Journal, 

14: 95-112. 

Levitt, B. & March, J.G. (1988).  Organizational learning. In W.R. Scott & J.F. Short, Jr.  (Eds.), 

 Annual Review of Sociology, 14, 319-340. Palo Alto, CA:  Annual Reviews. 

Lewin, K. (1952). Field Theory in Social Science. New York: Harper and Row. 

Liljenquist, K.A., Galinsky, A.D. & Kray, L.J. (2004). Exploring the rabbit hole of possibilities  



Creativity as a Constraint 36 

with myself or with my group: The benefits and liabilities of activating counterfactual 

mindsets for information sharing and group coordination.  Journal of Behavioral 

Decision Making, 17, 263-279. 

Lindsley, D.H., Brass, D., & Thomas, J.B. (1995).  Efficacy performance spirals:  A multi-level 

 perspective.  Academy of Management Review, 17, 183-211. 

Locke, E., Tirnauer, D., Roberson, Q., Goldman, B. & Weldon, E. (2001). The  

 importance of the individual in an age of groupism. In M. Turner (Ed), Groups at  

 work: Advances in theory and research. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  

Lotka, A. J. (1926). The frequency distribution of scientific productivity. Journal of the 

Washington Academy of Sciences, 16: 317-323  

Lovelace, K., Shapiro, D. L., & Weingart L. R. 2001. Maximizing cross-functional new product 

 team innovativeness and constraint adherence: a conflict communications perspective.  

 Academy of Management Journal. 44: 779-793.  

Lubart, T.I. (1999). Creativity across Cultures. In R.J. Sternberg (Ed.) Handbook of Creativity,  

 339-350.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Luchins, A.S. (1942). Mechanization in problem solving.  Psychological Monographs, 54: whole 

 no. 248.   

Luchins, A. S. & Luchins, E, H. (1959). Rigidity of behavior. Eugene: University of Oregon 

 Books. 

Ludwig, A.M. (1992). Creative achievement and psychopathlogy: Comparison among 

 professions.  American Journal of Psychotherapy, 46: 330-356.  

March, J.G. & Simon, H.A. (1958).  Organizations.  New York: Wiley. 



Creativity as a Constraint 37 

March, J.G. (1991).  Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning.  Organization 

 Science, 2: 71-87. 

Markus, H., & Wurf, E. 1987. The dynamic self-concept: A social psychological  perspective. In 

M. R. Rosenzweig & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Annual review of psychology, vol. 38; 299-337. 

Palo Alto, CA: Annual Reviews.  

Martin, L. L., Ward, D. W., Achee, J. W., & Wyer, R. S. (1993). Mood as input: People have to 

 interpret the motivational implications of their moods. Journal of  Personality and 

 Social Psychology, 64: 317-326.  

Mayer, R.E. (1992). Thinking, Problem Solving, Cognition. New York, NY: Worth Publishers.  

McCall, G., & Simmons, J. L. 1978. Identities and interaction. New York: Free Press.  

McGrath, J.E. (1964). Social Psychology: A Brief Introduction. New York: Holt,  Rinehart, and 

 Winston. 

McPherson, J.H. (1963). A proposal for establishing ultimate criteria for measuring creative 

 output. In C.W. Taylor & F. Barron (Eds.), Scientific Creativity: Its Recognition and

 Development (pp. 24-29). New York: Wiley. 

Mednick, S.A. (1962). The associative basis of the creative process. Psychological Review, 69: 

230-232. 

Merton, R. K. (1968). The Matthew effect in science. Science, January 5: 56-63 

Miller, A.I. (2000). Insights of Genius: Imagery and Creativity in Science and Art. Cambridge, 

MA: MIT Press. 

Miller, D.T. & Ross, M. (1975).  Self serving biases in the attribution of causality: Fact or fiction? 

 Psychological Bulletin, 82, 213-225. 



Creativity as a Constraint 38 

Mischel, L.J. & Northcraft, G.B. (1997).  “I think we can, I think we can...”:  The Role of 

 Efficacy Beliefs in Group and Team Effectiveness.  Advances in Group Processes,14, 

 177-197. 

Morita, J. G., Lee, T. W., & Mowday, R. T. (1993). The regression-analog to survival analysis: 

A selected application to turnover research. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 1430-

1464. 

Moscovici, S. (1976).  Social Influence and Social Change. London: Academic Press 

Mumford, M.D. & Gustafson, S.B. (1988). Creativity syndrome: Integration, application and 

innovation. Psychological Bulletin, 103: 27-43. 

Mumford, M.D. (2003). Where have we been, where are we going? Taking stock of creativity 

 research. Creativity Research Journal, 15: 107-120. 

Naquin, C.E. & Tynan, R.O. (2003). The team halo effect: Why teams are not blamed for their  

failures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 332-340. 

Nelson, R.R. & Winter, S.G. (1982).  An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change.  Cambridge, 

 MA: Harvard University Press. 

Nemeth, C. J. (1986). Differential contributions of majority and minority influence.  

 Psychological Review, 93, 23-32 

Nemeth, C. (1995). Dissent as driving cognition, attitudes and judgments.  Social Cognition, 13, 

 273-291.   

Nemeth, C. (1997). Managing innovation: When less is more.  California Management 

 Review,40: 59-74. 

Nemeth, C.J. & Goncalo, J.A. (2005). Creative Collaborations From Afar: The Benefits of 

 Independent Authors.  Creativity Research Journal, 17, 1-8.  



Creativity as a Constraint 39 

Nemeth, C.J. & Rogers, JR. (1996). Dissent and the search for information. British Journal of 

Social Psychology, 25, 67-76 

Nemeth, C.J. & Staw B.M. (1989). The tradeoffs of social control and innovation in small groups 

 and organizations. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.) Advances in Experimental Social Psychology: 

 175-210. 

Nemeth, C. J., & Wachtler, J. (1983). Creative problem solving as a result of majority vs. 

 minority influence. European Journal of Social Psychology, 13, 45-55 

Newman, H.M. (1981).  Communication within ongoing intimate relationships: An attributional 

 perspective. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 7, 59-70. 

Nijstad, B.A., Stroebe, W. & Lodewijkx, H.F.M. (2002).  Cognitive stimulation and interference 

 in groups: Exposure effects in an idea generation task.  Journal of  Experimental Social 

 Psychology, 38, 535-544. 

North, N. (1991).  Floating Stock.  In W. Shortz (Ed.).  The Giant Book of Games.  100- 

102. 

O’Reilly C.A., & Chatman, J.A. (1996).  Culture as Social Control:  Corporations, Cults  

 and Commitment.  In L.L. Cummings and B.M Staw (Eds.) Research in Organizational 

 Behavior, 18. 

Osborne, A.F. (1957).  Applied Imagination.  New York: Scribner. 

Oyserman, D., Coon, H.M. & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002).  Rethinking individualism and 

 collectivism: Evaluation of theoretical assumptions and meta-analyses.  Psychological 

 Bulletin, 128, 3-72.   



Creativity as a Constraint 40 

Pakes, A., & Shankerman, M. (1984). The rate of obsolescence of patents, research gestation 

lags, and the private return to research resources. In Z. Griliches (ed.), R&D, Patents, and 

Productivity: 73–88. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press. 

Paulus, P.B. & Yang, H.C. (2000).  Idea generation in groups: A basis for creativity in 

 organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 82, 76-87. 

Perry-Smith J. E, & Shalley, C. E. 2003. The social side of creativity: a static and  dynamic 

 social  network perspective. Academy of Management Review, 28: 89-106. 

Perry-Smith J. E. 2006. Social yet creative: The role of social relationships in facilitating  

 individual creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 49, 1: 85-101.    

Peterson, R., & Nemeth, C. (1996). Focus vs. flexibility: Majority and minority influence  can 

both improve performance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 14-23. 

Peterson, R., Owens, P.M., Tetlock. P.E., Fan, E. & Martorana, P. (1998). Group dynamics in  

top management teams: Groupthink, vigilance, and alternative models of failure and 

success in organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 73, 

77-99. 

Petkus, B., Jr (1996). The creative identity: Creative behavior from the symbolic  

 interactionist perspective. Journal of Creative Behavior, 30 (3), 188-196. 

Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D.T. (1998). Attitude change: Multiple roles of persuasion variables. In 

 D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (4
th

 

 ed., Vol. 1, pp323-390). Boston: McGraw-Hill. 

Phillips, K. W. (2003). The effects of categorically based expectations on minority influence: 

The importance of congruence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 3-13. 



Creativity as a Constraint 41 

Phillips, K.W., & Loyd, D. L. (2006). When surface and deep-level diversity collide: The effects 

on dissenting group members. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 

99, 143-160. 

Phillips, K.Y., Mannix, E.A., Neale, M.A. & Gruenfeld, D.H. (2004). Diverse groups and  

information sharing: The effects of congruent ties. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 40, 497-510. 

Phillips, K.W., Northcraft, G. &  Neale, M.A. (2006). Surface-level diversity and decision-

making in groups: When does deep-level similarity help? Group Processes and 

Intergroup Relations, 9, 467-482. 

Piliavin, J. A., & Callero, P. L. 1991. Giving blood: The development of an altruistic  identity. 

 Baltimore: John Hopkins.  

Podolny, J. M., & Stuart, T. E. 1995. A role-based ecology of technological change. The  

 American Journal of Sociology, 100(5): 1224 

Post, F. (1996). Verbal creativity, depression, and alcoholism: An investigation of one 

 hundred American and British writers. British Journal of Psychiatry, 168: 545-555.  

Postmes, T., Spears, R. & Cihangir, S. (2001). Quality of group decision making and group  

norms. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 918-930. 

Proctor, T., Hua Tan, K. & Fuse, K. (2004). Cracking the incremental paradigm of Japanese 

 creativity. Creativity and Innovation Management, 13, 4, 207-215. 

Ratner, R.K., & Herbst, K.C. (2005).  When Good Decisions Have Bad Outcomes:  The Impact 

 of Affect on Switching Behavior, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision  

 Processes, 96, 23-37.   



Creativity as a Constraint 42 

Riley, A., & Burke, P. J. 1995. Identities and self-verification in the small group. Social 

 Psychology Quarterly, 58: 61-73. 

Rosenkopf, L., & Nerkar, A. (2001). Beyond local search: Boundary spanning, exploration and 

impact in the optical disk industry. Strategic Management Journal, 22: 287-306. 

Rossman, J. (1931). The Psychology of the Inventor. Washington, D.C.: Inventor Publishing 

 Company. 

Rothaermel, F.T., & Deeds, D. L. (2004). Exploration and exploitation alliances in 

biotechnology: A system of new product development. Strategic Management Journal, 

25: 201-221. 

Salancik, G.R. & Meindl, J.R. (1984).  Corporate attributions as strategic illusions of 

 management control.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 29, 238-254. 

Schachter, S. (1951). Deviation, rejection and communication. Journal of Abnormal and Social  

Psychology, 46, 190-207. 

Scholten, L., van Knippenberg, D., Nijstad, B. & De Dreu, C.K.W. (2007). Motivated  

information processing and group decision making: Effects of process accountability on 

information processing and decision quality.  Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 

43, 539-552. 

Schulz-Hardt, S., Frey, D., Luthgens, C. & Moscovici, S. (2000). Biased information processing  

search in group decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 665-

669. 

Seashore, S.E. (1954). Group Cohesiveness in the Industrial Work Group. University of  

Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, MI.  



Creativity as a Constraint 43 

Shalley, C. E., & Perry-Smith J. E. 2001. Effects of social-psychological factors on creative: the 

 role of informational and controlling expected evaluation and modeling experience. 

 Organizational and Human Decision Processes, 84: 1-22.  

Shalley, C.E., Zhou, J. & Oldham, G.R. (2004). The effects of personal and contextual 

characteristics on creativity: Where should we go from here? Journal of Management, 30 

(6), 933-958. 

Shane, S. (2000). Prior knowledge and the discovery of entrepreneurial opportunities. 

Organization Science, 11: 448-469. 

Sherif, M. (1935).  A study of some social factors in perception.  Archives of Psychology, 27 

 (187). 

Sherif, M. (1936). The Psychology of Social Norms. New York: Harper and Row. 

Simonton, D.K. (1977).  Creative productivity, age and stress: A biographical time-series 

analysis of 10 classical composers.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35: 

805-816. 

Simonton, D.K. (1984). Creativity, productivity and age: A mathematical model based ona two-

step cognitive process. Developmental Review, 4, 77-111. 

Simonton, D.K. (1985). Quality, quantity and age: The careers of 10 distinguished psychologists. 

 International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 21, 241-254. 

Simonton, D.K. (1997). Creative productivity: A predictive and explanatory model of career 

 trajectories and landmarks. Psychological Review, 104, 66-89. 

Simonton, D.K. (1999). Talent and its development: An emergenic and epigenetic model. 

 Psychological Review, 106, 435-457. 



Creativity as a Constraint 44 

Simonton, D.K. (2004). Scientific creativity as constrained stochastic behavior: The integration 

of product, person and process perspectives. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 4, 475-494. 

Smith, S.M. (2003). The constraining effects of initial ideas. In P.B. Paulus & B.A. Nijstad (Eds) 

 Creativity: Innovation Through Collaboration. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Smith, S.M., Ward, T.B. & Finke, R.A. (1995). Cognitive processes in creative contexts.  In S.M. 

 Smith, T.B. Ward, & R.A. Finke (Eds.), The creative cognition approach (pp. 1-7). 

 Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Smith, S.M., Ward, T.B. & Schumacher, J.S. (1993). Constraining effects of examples in a 

creative generation task. Memory and Cognition, 21, 837-845.   

Sommers, S, R. 2006. On racial diversity and group decision making: identifying  multiple 

 effects  of racial composition on jury deliberations. Journal of Personality and Social 

 Psychology,90: 597-612.  

Sorensen, J. (2002), The strength of corporate culture and the reliability of firm performance, 

 Administrative Science Quarterly, 77, 70-91. 

Sorensen, J., & Stuart, T. E. (2000). Aging, obsolescence, and organizational innovation. 

 Administrative Science Quarterly, 45: 81-112. 

Spoor, J. R., & Kelly, J. R. (2004). The evolutionary significance of affect in groups:  

 Communication and group bonding. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 7, 398-

 412.  

Stasser, G. & Stewart, D. (1992). Discovery of hidden profiles by decision making groups:  

Solving a problem versus making a judgment. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 57, 67-78. 



Creativity as a Constraint 45 

Stasser, G. & Titus, W. (1985).  Pooling of unshared information in group decision making: Bias 

 information sampling during discussion.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

 48, 6, 1467-1478. 

Staw, B.M. (1975).  Attribution of the “causes” of performance: A new alternative interpretation 

 of cross-sectional research in organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human 

 Performance, 13, 414 -432. 

Staw, B. M., Bell, N. E., & Clausen, J. A. 1986). The dispositional approach to job 

 satisfaction: More than a mirage but not yet an oasis. Journal of Organizational 

 Behavior, 26, 59-78. 

Staw, B.M., McKechnie, P.I. & Puffer, S.M. (1983).  The justification of organizational 

 performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28, 582-600. 

Staw, B.M. (1995). Why No One Really Wants Creativity. In Creative Action in Organizations: 

Ivory Tower Visions & Real World Voices, C.M. Ford, & D.A. Gioia (Eds.) 161-172. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Stein, M.I. (1974).  Stimulating creativity, vol. 1.  New York:  Academic Press. 

Sternberg, R.J. & Grigorenko, E.L. (1997). Are cognitive styles still in style? American 

Psychologist, 52, 7, 700-712. 

Sternberg, R.J. & Lubart, T.I. (1995). Defying the crowd: Cultivating creativity in a culture of 

 conformity. New York: Free Press. 

Sternberg, R.J., Kaufman, J.C. & Pretz, J.E. (2003). A propulsion model of creative leadership. 

 The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 455-473. 

Stewart, D.D., Billings, R.S. & Stasser, G. (1998). Accountability and the discussion of unshared  



Creativity as a Constraint 46 

critical information in decision making groups. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 69, 619-628. 

Stewart, D.D. & Stasser, G. (1995). Expert role assignment and information sampling during  

collective recall and decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 

619-628. 

Sutton, R.I. & Hargadon, A. (1996).  Brainstorming groups in context:  Effectiveness in  

a product design firm.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 41, 685-718. 

Swann, W.B., Kwan, V.S.Y., Polzer, J.T. & Milton, L.P. (2003). Fostering Group Identification  

and Creativity in Diverse Groups: The Role of Individuation and Self-verification. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 29, 1396-1406. 

Taylor, D.M. & Tyler, J.K. (1986).  Group members’ responses to group-serving  attributions for 

 success and failure. The Journal of Social Psychology, 126 , 775-781.   

Taylor, I.A. (1959). The nature of the creative process. In P. Smith (Ed.) Creativity: An 

Examination of the Creative Process. New York, NY: Hastings House Publishers. 

Taylor, S.E. (1991). Asymmetrical effects of positive and negative events: the mobilization-

 minimization hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 67-85.  

Taylor, S.E. & Brown, J.D. (1988). Illusion of well being: A social psychological perspective on  

mental health. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 193-210. 

Torrance, E.P. (1971). Stimulation, enjoyment and originality in dyadic creativity.  Journal of 

 Educational Psychology, 62, 43-48. 

Torrance, E. P., (1988). The nature of creativity as manifest in its testing.  In Sternberg, R.J. (Ed) 

 The Nature of Creativity.  UK Cambridge University Press 

Tushman, M. L., & Anderson, P. C. (1986). Technological discontinuities and organizational 



Creativity as a Constraint 47 

 environments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 31: 439–465. 

Van Swol, L.M., Savadori, L. & Sniezek, J.A. (2003). Factors that may affect the difficulty of  

uncovering hidden profiles. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 6, 285-304.  

Von Hippel, E., Thomke, S. & Sonnack, M. (1999).  Creating Breakthroughs at 3M.  Harvard 

 Business Review 77, 5, September-October, p. 47-57. 

Ward, T.B. (1994). Structured imagination: The role of conceptual structure in exemplar 

 generation. Cognitive Psychology, 27, 1-40. 

Ward, T.B. (2004). Cognition, creativity and entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 

 19, 173-188. 

Weick, K. E. 1995. Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Weiner, B. (1985).  An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emotion.   

 Psychological Review, 92, 548-573. 

Weingart, L. (1997).  How did they do that? The ways and means of studying group process.  In 

 Research in Organizational Behavior ed. by L.L. Cummings and B.M. Staw, 19:189-239. 

 Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

The Whole Story: A NOTE-able Achievement. 

 http://www.3m.com/us/office/postit/learn_history_story.jhtml Accessed 9/12/04. 

Whyte, G. (1998).  Recasting Janis’s groupthink model: The key role of collective efficacy in 

 decision fiascoes.  Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 73, 185-209. 

Williams, K., Harkins, S. & Latane, B. (1981). Identifiability as a deterrent to social loafing: 

 Two cheering experiments.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 40, 303-311. 

Wittenbaum, G.M., Hubbell, A. & Zuckerman, C. (1999). Mutual enhancement: Toward an  



Creativity as a Constraint 48 

understanding of the collective preference for shared information. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 77, 967-978. 

Wittenbaum, G.M. & Park, E.S. (2001). The collective preference for shared information.   

Current Directions in Psychological Science, 10, 72-75. 

Wittenbaum, G.M. & Stasser, G. (1996). Management of information in small groups. In J.L.  

Nye & A.M. Brower (Eds.), What’s social about social cognition? Social cognition 

research in small groups (pp. 3-28). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Woodman, R. W., Sawyer, J.E., & Griffin, R. W. (1993). Toward a theory of organizational 

 creativity. Academy of Management Review, 18: 293-321. 

Zaccaro, S.J, Peterson, C., Walker, S. (1987).  Self-serving attributions for individual and group 

 performance.  Social Psychology Quarterly, 50, 257-263. 

Zhou, J. 2003. When the presence of creative coworkers in related to creativity: Role of 

 supervisor close monitoring, developmental feedback, and creative personality. Journal 

 of Applied Psychology, 88: 413-422.  

Zhou, J., & George, J. M. (2001). When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: Encouraging the 

 expression of voice. Academy of Management Journal, 44: 682- 696.  

Zuckerman, M. (1979).  Attribution of success and failure revisited, or: the motivational bias is 

 still alive and well in attribution theory.  Journal of Personality, 47, 245-287. 

 

 


