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A B S T R AC T Numerous studies that have demonstrated interaction effects

between individual and contextual factors suggest the potential

positive effect of congruent personal and environmental character-

istics on creativity. None of the prior studies, however, has explicitly

and systematically tested the formal theory of person–environment

fit in the context of creativity. This study examined the effects of 

two versions of person–environment fit (supplies–values and

demands–abilities fit) on creative behavior and context satisfaction.

The results, based on longitudinal data collected from management

students and their instructors, showed that creative behavior was

almost exclusively predicted by personal characteristics (desire for

creative climate, actual creative abilities), whereas context satis-

faction was strongly influenced by environmental characteristics

(current creative climate, required creative abilities). The present

results indicate a potential division of roles between personal and

environmental characteristics with respect to affective and behavioral

outcomes. Implications for research and practice are discussed.
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Introduction

Creativity is becoming a core competency for employees and is encouraged
in most contemporary organizations (Amabile, 1996). Although creativity
can be observed at various levels of analysis including the individual, group,
and organizational levels (Woodman et al., 1993), the ultimate source of
creativity lies in individuals. Creativity at the higher levels of analysis (e.g.
team creativity, organizational innovation) depends on the integration of
individual creative potentials through synergistic interactive processes (‘team
creativity-relevant processes,’ Taggar, 2002). Scholars of creativity have
identified a host of individual characteristics associated with creative
behavior, such as personality traits and motivation (Amabile, 1996; Gough,
1979), as well as environmental factors such as challenging work, freedom,
sufficient resources, time for ideation, playfulness/humor, and support for
ideas (Amabile et al., 1996; Isaksen et al., 2001; Tierney et al., 1999).

Like all other human behavior, creative behavior is certainly a function
of both person and context (Woodman et al., 1993), and our understanding
of the creative process is greatly improved by examining both individual and
contextual variables (Kristof, 1996). Several recent studies have identified
personal and contextual predictors of creativity, and theorized and empiri-
cally tested interrelationships between them. Most studies in this stream of
research have confirmed interaction effects involving personal and contex-
tual variables (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Zhou & George, 2001),
although some studies have reported mediational relationships between them
(Scott & Bruce, 1994).

The interactions between personal and environmental factors reported
in existing studies implicitly suggest that congruence between person and
environment on relevant dimensions positively influences creative behavior.
For example, a fit between leader and follower motivation (i.e. intrinsic moti-
vation) was found to increase creative behavior (Tierney et al., 1999). These
studies suggest that compatibility between person and environment is a
critical condition for enhanced creativity. Given this line of thought, it seems
reasonable to use the perspective of person–environment fit in creativity
research. Thus far, only a small number of studies has explicitly adopted the
formal theory of person–environment (P–E) fit in the domain of creativity
(Livingstone et al., 1997; Puccio et al., 2000). These studies, however, have
failed to comprehensively test the effects of different versions of P–E fit on
individual creativity, and thus our understanding in this area is still quite
limited.

The present study extends the literature on creativity and P–E fit in two
important ways. First, it examines the effects of two different versions of P–E
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fit (supplies–values fit and demands–abilities fit; Edwards, 1996) on creative
behavior. Although Livingstone et al.’s (1997) study examined both versions
of fit in the context of creativity, their dependent variables were limited to a
set of affective variables (job satisfaction, strain, commitment) rather than
creativity itself. Puccio et al. (2000) included creative performance as the
outcome variable. However, in their study, the nature of the P–E fit construct
(i.e. fit between ideal way of operation and required way of operation) was
conceptually ambiguous and at best limited to only one aspect of fit (corre-
sponding most closely to supplies–values fit). We therefore still do not know
how the two versions of P–E fit are related to individual creativity. This study
will provide preliminary answers to these relationships.

Second, this study also expands the P–E fit literature by testing poten-
tially differentiated effects of the two types of P–E fit on affective and behav-
ioral outcomes. Previous empirical studies have largely limited their
investigation to the effects of P–E fit on affective outcomes such as job satis-
faction, task strain, and commitment (Edwards, 1996; Kristof, 1996). The
lack of studies integrating behavioral outcomes precludes a comprehensive
understanding of how different versions of P–E fit influence various aspects
of human behavior. This study will reveal how the two types of fit differen-
tially influence affective and behavioral outcomes in the domain of creativity.
Later I develop hypotheses linking the two versions of fit with two outcomes:
creative behavior and context satisfaction. The hypotheses are then empiri-
cally tested through the analysis of longitudinal data collected from
management students and their instructors.

The present study

Scholars of P–E fit have identified two types of fit between people and their
environment (Kristof, 1996). The first type is supplies–values fit (S–V fit),
which is present when the environment supplies attributes that are desired
or valued by a person (Edwards, 1996). This type of fit is supplementary in
the sense that person and environment possess fundamentally similar charac-
teristics in terms of values or goals (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). The
second type of fit is demands–abilities fit (D–A fit), which occurs when people
have skills, knowledge, and other resources that are required by their
environment (Edwards, 1996). This fit is complementary in the sense that a
person supplies resources demanded by his/her environment (Muchinsky &
Monahan, 1987). These two types of fit address different aspects of P–E fit
that are characterized by distinct contents and functions linking person and
environment. The present study examines how these two versions of P–E fit
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predict affective and behavioral outcomes. Specifically, I propose that
creative behavior will be promoted when individuals’ creativity-related needs
are met by the environment (supplies–values fit), and when they possess
abilities that are sufficient to meet the situational demand for creativity
(demands–abilities fit). In addition, drawing on Choi’s (in press) study, I also
propose that these two types of fit may have differential impacts on behav-
ioral (creative behavior, in this study) and affective (context satisfaction)
outcomes.

Effects of supplies–values fit on creative behavior and context
satisfaction

In line with the conceptual definition of S–V fit presented earlier, in the
current study, S–V fit is operationalized as the compatibility between desired
climate for creativity (values) and current climate for creativity (supplies).
Although researchers have attended to various environmental aspects includ-
ing physical characteristics of the workplace, organizational structure and
policy, and job characteristics (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Stokols et al.,
2002), climate for creativity, particularly psychological climate as perceived
by individuals, has most often been examined as a critical social context that
supports creativity (e.g. Amabile et al., 1996; Isaksen et al., 2001; Scott &
Bruce, 1994; Stokols et al., 2002). Desired climate for creativity reflects a
person’s need for a social environment that promotes creativity (e.g. through
challenge, mutual trust, free flow of ideas, encouragement from leaders and
peers, N.R. Anderson & West, 1998). Current climate for creativity refers
to a person’s cognitive representations of the present environment with
respect to creativity-promoting social characteristics such as encouragement
of creativity from peers and leaders (Schneider & Reichers, 1983). Thus, S–V
fit for creative climate is high when the environment provides a level of
creativity-promoting climate that corresponds to the degree of value that a
person places on it.

It is expected that supplies and values of creative climate are optimally
related to creative behavior (optimal fit, Edwards, 1996): creative behavior
will increase as the supply of creativity encouraging climate increases to the
amount of creative climate desired, and then decreases as any additional
supply of encouraging climate exceeds the desired amount. Many empirical
studies have shown that social support and stimulation from leaders and peers
have moderate, but significant, positive effects on individual creativity
(Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney et al., 1999). An
excessively supportive and stimulating situation beyond an individual’s
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desires, however, might operate as external distraction that reduces time for
reflection and deliberation, and thereby begins to exert a negative impact on
creative behavior (cf. ‘interference,’ Edwards, 1996). For example, if a person
needs a quiet work environment for in-depth analysis and creative thinking,
continuous ‘stimulation’ and support from friendly and outgoing colleagues
are more likely to reduce her creative performance than to promote it. An
oversupply of creative climate beyond the desired level, therefore, could
actually decrease creative behavior. I also expect that creative behavior will
be higher when both desired and current climate for creativity are high
(high–high fit) than when both are low (low–low fit) because in the latter situ-
ation both personal needs and environmental support for creativity are weak.

Hypothesis 1a: Creative behavior will increase as current creative
climate approaches the level of desired creative climate, and decrease
as current creative climate exceeds the level of desired creative climate.

Hypothesis 1b: Creative behavior will be higher when desired and
current creative climate are both high than when they are both low.

I expect a similar pattern of relationship between S–V fit for creativity and
the present affective outcome: context satisfaction will be higher when the
environment supplies a level of creativity encouraging climate that corre-
sponds to the level of creative climate desired. In addition, high–high S–V fit
will be related to greater context satisfaction than low–low S–V fit, because
in the former case the environment offers a great deal of something a person
values.

Hypothesis 2a: Context satisfaction will increase as current creative
climate approaches the level of desired creative climate, and decrease
as current creative climate exceeds the level of desired creative climate.

Hypothesis 2b: Context satisfaction will be higher when the desired
and current levels of creative climate are both high than when they are
both low.

Effects of demands–abilities fit on creative behavior and
context satisfaction

Based on its conceptual definition, demands–abilities (D–A) fit is opera-
tionalized as the compatibility between creative abilities required by the
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environment and creative abilities actually possessed by a person. Unlike S–V
fit, I predict that D–A fit for creative abilities is asymptotically related to
creative behavior (Edwards, 1996): creative behavior will increase as creative
abilities possessed by an individual approaches the level of demand for
creative abilities, but remain constant as actual creative abilities exceeds the
contextual demand. Individuals are apt to increase their creative behavior to
meet the demands from the environment as long as they can fulfill them.
However, given that most social situations are highly capable of shaping indi-
vidual attitudes and behavior (cf. strong situation, Davis-Blake & Pfeffer,
1989), when individuals have more than sufficient creative abilities, they may
regulate their creative behavior level based on environmental demands,
resulting in only partial utilization of their abilities. Although people are
motivated to perform a behavior that they can do well based on their abilities
(Vroom, 1964), they may perform the behavior only up to the level
demanded by the situation (cf. asymptotic fit, Edwards, 1996).

Hypothesis 3: Creative behavior will increase as actual creative abilities
approach the level of required creative abilities, and remain stable as
actual creative abilities exceed the level of required creative abilities.

To conceptualize the relationship between D–A fit and context satisfaction,
I draw on Livingstone et al.’s argument (1997) and predict that context satis-
faction will be high when the level of creative abilities demanded by the
environment corresponds with the actual level of creative abilities held by a
person (optimal fit). Both ‘under-demand’ and ‘over-demand’ situations will
result in lower levels of context satisfaction by either under-utilization of an
individual’s capacities or the imposition of an unattainable task goal (Living-
stone et al., 1997). Moreover, individuals will be more satisfied when the
environment demands a great deal of creative abilities and they have a great
deal to offer, than when the environment demands little and they do not have
much to provide.

Hypothesis 4a: Context satisfaction will increase as required creative
abilities approach actual creative abilities, and decrease as required
creative abilities exceed actual creative abilities.

Hypothesis 4b: Context satisfaction will be higher when demand for
and the actual level of creative abilities are both high than when they
are both low.
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Method

Data collection procedure and participants

The data for the present study were collected from undergraduate manage-
ment students enrolled in an introductory course in organizational behavior
at a North American business school. Participation was voluntary and
rewarded with gift certificates offered through a draw. The course involved
a total of 28 instructors teaching 430 students comprising 14 sections (each
section was taught by two instructors, average class size = 31). All instruc-
tors had participated in intensive instructional training sessions that empha-
sized learning through experience and reflection, which occurred over a
period of 3 months. The classes met twice a week for 2-hour sessions during
the 13-week semester. Throughout the semester, less than a quarter of class
time was spent on lecture. The majority of class time was devoted to discus-
sions, exercises, and other activities designed for experiential learning. For
this reason, the course required intense student participation, and instructors
encouraged students to offer examples, personal points of view, and inter-
esting questions for discussion.

Participating students completed survey questionnaires at the eighth
week (T1) and the twelfth week (T2) of the semester. The instructors offered
their evaluation of each student’s creative behavior at the twelfth week (T2).
Of the 430 students, 344 (response rate = 80.0 percent) completed the T1
questionnaire and 297 (response rate = 69.1 percent) completed both T1 and
T2 questionnaires. Thus, when students’ responses at T2 were used as the
outcome variable, the sample size was 297. When instructors’ ratings were
the outcome, the sample size was 344. The present sample was 51.9 percent
female. The average age and year of study at the university were 19.8 years
and 2.1 (1 = Freshman, 2 = Sophomore, 3 = Junior, 4 = Senior), respectively.

Measures

The measures assessing S–V fit in creative climate and D–A fit in creative
abilities were completed by students at T1. The dependent variables (creative
behavior and context satisfaction) were assessed at T2; creative behavior was
rated by the students themselves and by the instructors. Course satisfaction
as a measure of context satisfaction was self-reported by students. The items
used to measure each construct are described later. Each scale included
multiple items and showed acceptable internal consistency. A 7-point Likert-
type scale was used as the response format for all items.
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Desired and current climate for creativity (T1)

Assessing S–V fit in creative climate involved comparing the current climate
for creativity with the climate desired by participants. To make this compari-
son valid, I developed a commensurate measure for these two constructs
(Edwards, 1996; Kristof, 1996). Specifically, I used the same 8-item measure
to assess current climate (� = .83) and desired climate (� = .72) for creativity.
These climate items were developed by adapting items from the Creative
Environment Scale (Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989). Example items included
‘The class is filled with a lively and active flow of ideas,’ ‘The class activities
are challenging and involving,’ and ‘Instructors recognize students’ creative
behavior.’ Participants were instructed to rate these eight climate statements
with regard to (i) the extent to which they wanted these conditions in this
particular class (desired climate) and (ii) the extent to which these conditions
were actually present in the class (current climate).

Required and actual creative abilities (T1)

Assessment of D–A fit in creative abilities involved a comparison of the levels
of required and actual creative abilities. Adapting the items of creativity
developed by Zhou and George (2001), a 5-item index was developed to
assess creative abilities, including items such as ‘generating new ideas,’
‘offering alternative explanations of a given phenomena,’ and ‘presenting
creative solutions for a given problem.’ Participants rated these ability state-
ments twice, once for the extent to which each ability was required in the
class (required abilities, � = .75) and again for the extent to which they
currently possessed each ability (actual abilities, � = .73).

Self-rated creative behavior (T2)

At the end of the semester (T2), students were asked to rate their own
creative behavior during the class. Drawing on existing measures of creative
or innovative behavior (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994),
I constructed a 3-item measure (� = .83) that reflected potential forms of
creative behavior given the structure and content of the class. The three items
comprising this scale were ‘In this class, I raised interesting issues and chal-
lenging questions for discussion,’ ‘I supplied new ideas and differing perspec-
tives to the class,’ and ‘In this class, I actively listened to others and integrated
their ideas to offer creative solutions.’ The content of these items closely
corresponded to the existing measures in its focus on generation of new and
useful ideas, perspectives, or solutions.
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Instructor-rated creative behavior (T2)

At the end of the semester, each of the two instructors responsible for the
same class independently evaluated their students’ level of creative behavior
on a 7-point scale (1 = ‘very little,’ 7 = ‘quite a lot’). In the evaluation sheet
prepared for instructors, creativity was defined as ‘The extent to which this
particular student (1) is open to and actively listens to others’ ideas; (2)
generates and presents new/fresh ideas, alternative explanations, different
perspectives, or other creative solutions; and (3) integrates multiple perspec-
tives or combines ideas or materials from different modules in a constructive
manner.’ This explanation was prepared to cover a similar conceptual
domain that was assessed in the items used in the self-rated creative behavior
scale. The inter-rater agreement of the two instructors’ ratings of creative
behavior was acceptable (effective reliability of judges = .70, see Rosenthal
& Rosnow, 1991), and the two instructors’ ratings were averaged to create
a mean instructor rating for each student.

Course satisfaction (T2)

Participants’ satisfaction with the course was measured at the end of the
semester using a 5-item scale (� = .80) that assessed their satisfaction with
different aspects of the course including course content, classmates, and instruc-
tors as well as their overall satisfaction. This scale included items such as ‘I am
willing to take a course similar to this one in the future,’ ‘I am satisfied with my
classmates,’ and ‘Instructors did an excellent job in leading this course.’

Results

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and correlations among the
study variables. Prior to hypothesis testing, I conducted a confirmatory factor
analysis of the present measures using EQS (Bentler, 1995) and examined the
psychometric properties of these measures following J.C. Anderson and
Gerbing’s procedure (1988). The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the
seven latent factors indicated by 34 items resulted in a marginally acceptable
model fit to the data (�2(506) = 1012.05, p < .001; CFI7 = .85,
RMSEA = .06). However, all measurement items were significantly loaded to
their respective latent factors (all p < .001, but one), indicating convergent
validity of the measures. Moreover, no confidence intervals of covariances
among the latent factors (phi) included a value of one (all p < .001), indi-
cating discriminant validity of the present measures.
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Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Current Climate 5.83 .77 –
2. Desired Climate 6.09 .70 .47*** –
3. Required Abilities 5.27 .93 .49*** .31*** –
4. Actual Abilities 5.17 .79 .22*** .37*** .31*** –
5. Self-Rated Creative Behavior 5.00 1.21 .18** .23*** .16** .36*** –
6. Instructor-Rated Creative Behavior 4.39 1.61 .08 .16** .04 .19*** .35*** –
7. Course Satisfaction 5.76 1.01 .37*** .24*** .25*** .05 .27*** .21*** –

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
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Analytic strategy: combining polynomial regression analysis and
hierarchical linear modeling

For hypothesis testing, I conducted polynomial regression analyses to
examine the distinct contributions of the personal and environmental charac-
teristics to the outcome variables (Edwards, 1996). Specifically, I tested two
regression equations in a hierarchical manner, one for testing linear effects,
and another for curvilinear effects. In the following example, I entered
desired climate (DC) and current climate (CC) into equations predicting
creative behavior (CB):

CB = b0 + b1DC + b2CC

CB = b0 + b1DC + b2CC + b3DC2 + b4DC*CC + b5DC2

If the second equation fails to significantly increase the explained variance,
it is assumed that curvilinear effects are not present. With no curvilinear
effect, the interpretation of the results is straightforward. However, interpre-
tation would become more complicated if the three quadratic terms added
to the second equation significantly increased the explained variance, indi-
cating the presence of curvilinear effects. In this case, for a better interpre-
tation of the results, the data points will be plotted on a three-dimensional
response surface mapping the distribution of the three variables involved.
This spatial mapping visualizes the observed pattern and facilitates interpre-
tation of the results (Edwards, 1996).

In the present empirical context, which includes data from 14 sections,
using ordinary least square (OLS) regressions for polynomial regressions
might result in a biased estimation of coefficients. This is because it is likely
that students from the same section share environmental perceptions, and
thus their attitudes and behavior might be different from students in other
sections, which presents the problem of interdependent observations 
(Van Yperen et al., 1999). In prior studies, this problem has often been dealt
with by including dummy variables, although it has often been ignored,
especially when the data were collected from a significant number of social
units (e.g. more than 10 organizations). In the present data, the results of
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicate that the variance shared
among students from the same section was statistically significant for two of
the three outcome variables (instructor-rated creativity and course satis-
faction). To address the issue of significant shared variance in outcomes
among students from the same section, I adopted multivariate hierarchical
linear modeling (HLM; Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) as an analytic tool for
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conducting polynomial regression analyses. HLM is designed to analyze hier-
archically nested data by estimating individual- and group-level variance
simultaneously. This multilevel decomposition of variance provides statisti-
cally less biased test results than ordinary least-square regression analysis (for
more information, see Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). Later, I present two sets
of polynomial regression analyses using HLM for S–V fit and D–A fit separ-
ately.

S–V fit in creative climate

Regarding S–V fit, I hypothesized that congruent levels of desired and current
creative climate will be related to increased creative behavior and context
satisfaction (i.e. optimal fit relationships). To test this hypothesis, I examined
the linear and curvilinear effects of desired and current creative climate on
the outcomes. In the present polynomial regression analyses, predictors were
scale-centered in order to reduce multicollinearity. The first model of each
set of polynomial regressions is a null model, containing no predictors. This
model discomposes the total variance of the outcomes into two sources:
within and between groups. Variance partitioning results indicate that only
2.1 percent (.0260/[1.2356 + .0260]) of total variance in self-rated creative
behavior could be attributed to between-group differences, which was
marginally significant (p < .10). For instructor-rated creative behavior and
course satisfaction, however, group-level variance accounted for 17.4 and
14.2 percent of the total variance, respectively, and both were statistically
significant (p < .001). In the present analyses, HLM was adopted as a tool
for controlling for potential group-level covariations, rather than to test the
effect of group-level predictors. Therefore, the following discussion of results
is limited to the individual-level effects of predictors and their explanatory
power indicated by a reduction in individual-level variance (sigma squared,
�2), which corresponds to R2 in OLS (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). Similar
to unstandardized regression coefficients (bs), the coefficients appearing in
Table 2 (s, individual-level coefficients of HLM analysis) can be interpreted
as the magnitude of the effect of the predictor on the outcome, controlling
for its group-level variation.

In terms of linear relationships, the creative behavior measures from
both the self and instructors were significantly influenced by desired climate
(� = .25 and .42, respectively, both p < .01), but not by current climate. On
the contrary, course satisfaction was significantly associated with current
climate (� = .22, p < .01), but not with desired climate. This pattern suggests
a possibility that behavioral and affective outcomes are each influenced by
different aspects of S–V fit.
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Table 2 Polynomial regression analysis using hierarchical linear modeling

Dependent Variable Self-Rated Creative Behavior Instructor-Rated Creative Behavior Course Satisfaction

Model Null Linear Curvilinear Null Linear Curvilinear Null Linear Curvilinear

1. S–V Fit in Creative Climate
Current Climate .09 .00 –.10 –.27 .22** .23
Desired Climate .25** .04 .42** 1.26** .12 .13
Current Climate2 –.10 .05 .01
Current Climate * Desired Climate .19* –.01 –.02
Desired Climate2 –.02 .20*** .01

Individual-Level Variance (�2) 1.2356 1.1950 1.1929 2.0921 2.0336 2.0054 .7877 .7451 .7510
Change in Variance (��2) .0406 .0021 .0585 .0282 .0426 N/A
Proportion of Explained Variance (3.3%) (.2%) (2.8%) (1.4%) (5.4%) N/A
Group-Level Variance (�) .0260 .0274 .0275 .4408 .4430 .4440 .1307 .1326 .1324

2. D–A Fit in Creative Abilities
Required Abilities .08 .10 –.04 –.35* .20** .16
Actual Abilities .38*** .26* .43*** .63*** –.02 –.10
Required Abilities2 –.06 .10 –.02
Required Abilities * Actual Abilities .08 .11 .07
Actual Abilities2 .03 –.17* .00

Individual-Level Variance (�2) 1.2356 1.1354 1.1373 2.0921 1.9911 1.9742 .7877 .7588 .7594
Change in Variance (��2) .1002 N/A .1010 .0169 .0289 N/A
Proportion of Explained Variance (8.1%) N/A (4.8%) (.9%) (3.7%) N/A
Group-Level Variance (�) .0260 .0294 .0293 .4408 .4445 .4451 .1307 .1326 .1320

Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients computed at the individual level of analysis, controlled for the group-level variation of the dependent variable.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
N/A, not applicable.

0
1
 
0
4
4
3
0
8
 
(
d
s
)
 
 
2
1
/
5
/
0
4
 
 
9
:
1
1
 
a
m
 
 
P
a
g
e
 
5
4
3



In terms of curvilinear effects, the interaction term of desired and
current climate significantly predicted self-rated creative behavior (� = .19,
p < .05). The square term of desired climate was significantly related to
instructor rated creative behavior (� = .20, p < .001). To better interpret the
relationships between S–V fit and the three outcomes, the data were mapped
on a three-dimensional space, as displayed in Figure 1. Plot A in Figure 1
shows a pattern consistent with Hypotheses 1a and 1b: (i) creative behavior
increased as current climate approached desired climate, but declined as
current climate exceeded desired climate; and (ii) creative behavior was
higher when current and desired climate were both high. Although there was
a slight curvature, plot B reverberates the results of the HLM analysis in that
instructor-rated creative behavior was exclusively predicted by desired
creative climate. Plot C shows a strong linear effect of current climate on
course satisfaction along with a relatively weaker effect of desired climate.

In summary, the results provide mixed support for Hypotheses 1a and
1b: the hypothesized optimal fit relationship was observed in self-rated
creative behavior, but not in instructor-rated creative behavior. The optimal
fit relationship was not found in relation to course satisfaction (Hypothesis
2a not supported), but as hypothesized in Hypothesis 2b, course satisfaction
was higher when desired and current climate were both high than when they
were both low.

D–A fit in creative abilities

Regarding D–A fit, I hypothesized that creative behavior will be monotoni-
cally related to both required and actual creative abilities, whereas an
optimal fit effect will be present for context satisfaction. The second row of
Table 2 reports the results of polynomial regression analyses for testing these
D–A fit hypotheses. The creative behavior measures reported by both
students and instructors were influenced only by actual abilities (� = .38 and
.43, respectively, both p < .001), whereas course satisfaction was predicted
only by required abilities (� = .20, p < .01). These patterns only partially
support the hypothesized monotonic fit relationship between D–A fit and
creative behavior and optimal fit relationship between D–A fit and context
satisfaction. However, similar to the results of S–V fit, the results indicate the
possibility that affective and behavioral outcomes might be driven by
different aspects of D–A fit.

In terms of curvilinear relationships, only the effect of the square term
of actual abilities on instructor-rated creative behavior turned out to be
significant. The results of three-dimensional mapping of the relationships
involving D–A fit (plots D, E, and F in Figure 1) illustrate the strong linear
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effects of actual creative abilities on self-rated and instructor-rated creative
behavior, and the moderate linear relationship between required creative
abilities and course satisfaction.

Discussion

Drawing on the person–environment fit perspective, this study examined
how creative behavior of individuals is influenced by S–V and D–A fit. In
addition, it simultaneously investigated affective and behavioral outcomes,
comparing their distinct relationships with the two versions of P–E fit. As
hypothesized, the relationship between S–V fit and self-rated creative
behavior was reflective of the optimal fit model (see plot A). Also, partially
supporting the hypotheses, the two different measures of creative behavior
were monotonically related to actual creative abilities (see plots D and E).
The present findings contribute to both the creativity and the P–E fit litera-
ture by providing a clearer understanding of how two different versions of
P–E fit influence creative behavior, and how they are differentially related to
affective and behavioral outcomes.

Choi Person–environment fit and creative behavior 5 4 5

Figure 1 Response surfaces of two versions of P–E fit
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The literature has thus far offered very limited information regarding
the relationship between P–E fit and creative behavior, let alone behavior in
general. Numerous prior studies have demonstrated interaction effects
between personal and contextual variables on creative performance (e.g.
Oldham & Cummings, 1996), suggesting a positive effect of ‘matching’
personal and environmental characteristics. These studies, however, were not
designed to explicitly test the formal theory of P–E fit in the context of
creativity, and in most cases focused only on the S–V aspect of fit. Living-
stone et al. (1997) operationalized S–V and D–A versions of fit in relation
to creativity, but they did not include creativity as an outcome. Puccio et al.’s
(2000) study looked at the effect of ‘Demands–Values’ fit on creativity (‘the
type of person the respondent was required to be at work’ versus ‘how he
or she would like to be in his or her ideal job’), an operationalization which
precluded any comparison of their results with prior P–E fit studies based on
either S–V or D–A versions of fit. The current study is the first attempt to
systematically test the effects of both versions of fit on creative behavior.

Distinct roles of personal and environmental characteristics

Although the data support some of the fit hypotheses, a more striking and
consistent pattern emerging from the present data was that affective and
behavioral outcomes were influenced by different sets of variables that were
mutually exclusive, rather than by either optimal or asymptotic fit relation-
ships between person and environment. This unexpected, but quite intrigu-
ing, finding can be summarized as follows: (i) both creative behavior
measures (self-reported and instructor-reported) were significantly influenced
only by desired creative climate (values) and actual creative abilities
(abilities); and (ii) the present affective outcome (course satisfaction) was
strongly predicted by current creative climate (supplies) and required creative
abilities (demands). This pattern raises an interesting question regarding the
roles of personal and environmental factors with respect to attitudes and
behavior of individuals.

The pattern observed in this study suggests that behavioral outcomes
(creative behavior) are more strongly influenced by personal characteristics
(values and abilities), whereas affective outcomes (context satisfaction) are
more closely aligned with environmental characteristics (supplies and
demands). The former finding is particularly surprising in the context of
creative behavior because many prior studies that have investigated contex-
tual predictors of individual creativity have found that supportive climate
(supplies) and challenging tasks (demands) have significant effects on creative
behavior (e.g. Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989; Oldham & Cummings, 1996).
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Apparently, the present findings cannot be directly compared to these
previous results because the present research design, which involves commen-
surate measurement of conceptually comparable personal and environmental
variables, addresses fundamentally different research questions than those
addressed by prior studies, which compare relatively unrelated personal and
contextual variables (e.g. self-efficacy and top management openness).
Nevertheless, the consistent weak or insignificant impact of environmental
factors on creative behavior merits some further discussion and potential
reconciliation.

One possible reason for the insignificant role of environment in creative
behavior might lie in the fact that the present research setting was relatively
homogeneous – all classes were structured in a similar way and all instruc-
tors were trained to encourage creativity during class. The present data,
therefore, may represent only a limited environmental scope in terms of
supplies and demands related to creativity. This possible restriction of scope
of environmental variables might reduce their explanatory power. Another
potential reason lies in the situation strength of the current empirical setting.
As documented by Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989), individual dispositions
are more pronounced and more likely to affect behavior when people are in
weak situations than in strong situations. It is possible that for the present
sample of students, the present research setting was only one of many courses
they were enrolled in and the classroom setting may comprise a fairly weak
situation for them. Particularly, given that their final grade was largely deter-
mined by their performance on examinations and written assignments, they
might not have been overly concerned about classroom participation. Given
these alternative explanations, we need to be cautious about interpreting the
present findings. Despite these other possibilities, the contrasting relational
patterns between the two versions of fit (S–V and D–A) and the two types
of outcomes (behavioral and affective) were quite consistent and beg further
research attention.

Livingstone et al.’s (1997) study, in fact, showed a pattern similar to
the one found in this study with respect to affective outcomes. Of the 14
polynomial regression equations predicting three affective outcomes,
environmental factors (supplies or demands) turned out to be a significant
predictor in 13 equations, but personal characteristics (values or abilities)
were significant in only one equation. These authors thus concluded that ‘the
most impressive influence on strain, job satisfaction, performance, and
commitment was the environmental influence; particularly supplies for
creativity. These results underscore the importance of focusing on the
environment in future studies’ (Livingstone et al., 1997: 139–40). The
present findings, however, indicate that Livingstone et al.’s conclusion
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emphasizing the role of the environment is valid only for affective outcomes,
and that personal characteristics may play a critical role in behavioral
outcomes such as creative behavior, but not in affective outcomes. These
complementary findings clearly demonstrate the importance of creating and
testing a fully specified model without excluding key variables.

The current results, along with prior studies (Choi, in press; Living-
stone et al., 1997), clearly illustrate the need to rethink the concept of P–E
fit and its expected relationships with various outcomes. It is possible that
the underlying dynamics involving the person and the environment may vary
depending on their content domains (values versus abilities), their relative
levels (high versus low), their implications for the outcomes in question
(positive, neutral, negative), and potential organizational influences on their
relationship with the outcomes (presence of global moderating variables).
These possibilities suggest fruitful venues for further conceptual and empiri-
cal effort.

Limitations, implications, and future directions

Although several features of the present research design, such as longitudinal
data collection and the use of multiple external raters, improve the internal
validity of the findings, we should be cautious about generalizing the present
findings to other settings, particularly the workplace. It is quite plausible that
organizational settings are ‘stronger’ situations than the current educational
setting, because individuals may experience more intensive social norms and
have a greater personal stake in the workplace (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989).
It is likely that different social settings generate different person–environment
dynamics. Therefore, although the present findings offer some insights
consistent with the patterns observed in business organizations (Choi, in
press; Livingstone et al., 1997), they are only indicative of potential patterns
that might occur in other social settings. Thus, a natural extension of the
present study would be to test the effects of S–V and D–A fit on affective,
behavioral, and performance outcomes in various social settings. In addition,
given the above-mentioned possibility of range restriction of environmental
supplies and demands in the current empirical setting, an experimental study
in which environmental characteristics could be manipulated to increase their
variation would be a promising approach to examine whether a similar
pattern can be obtained in less restricted environmental settings.

With the concern of limited external validity in mind, the present study
provides several practical suggestions for instructors as well as managers.
The pattern reported here indicates that creative behavior can be largely
driven by individual characteristics pertinent to creativity (such as values and
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abilities) with the environment exerting a relatively small influence. This
pattern might be more pronounced when the context comprises a weak situ-
ation in which people do not share clear behavioral expectations (Davis-
Blake & Pfeffer, 1989) or where people are not motivated to comply to
environmental demands. Given that the current workplace is often charac-
terized by increasing levels of empowerment and temporary relationships
such as virtual collaboration, employees’ creative performance will be more
strongly determined by their voluntary contributions as a manifestation of
their inherent values and abilities. Under these temporal and tenuous
organizational situations, therefore, identifying individuals with adequate
levels of creative values and skills might be crucial to produce creative
solutions.

Once employees are assigned to tasks that require substantial
creativity, in addition to creating social and physical environments that
promote creativity, an attempt to directly enhance creative abilities through
various forms of creativity training (e.g. divergent thinking, using heuristic
tools, see Smith, 1998) may be an effective way to increase creative behavior.
Creativity training or modeling of creative behavior by managers seems to
increase creative behavior through increased efficacy related to creativity
(Tierney & Farmer, 2002). Similarly, in a classroom setting, modeling
creative behavior by instructors and introducing strategies for creative
thinking may effectively promote students’ creative contributions by 
enhancing their creative abilities and efficacy beliefs regarding creative
behavior.

A typical expectation in the P–E fit literature is that a fit between
comparable dimensions of person and environment will lead to favorable
individual outcomes (e.g. high job satisfaction, low job strain). The present
results, however, indicate that in some cases individual outcomes are
predominantly determined by either a personal characteristic or an environ-
mental factor. Furthermore, recent empirical evidence in the literature
(including this study) indicates a possibility that supplies and demands from
the environment are responsible for individuals’ affective reactions to it,
whereas values and abilities of individuals tend to determine their actual
behavior or performance. Revealing the most significant factor (person or
context) contributing to the target outcomes (e.g. organizational commit-
ment, job satisfaction, creative performance, innovation use, OCB) will lead
to a more efficient allocation of limited organizational resources by inform-
ing managers of the most powerful leverage points for effecting desired
changes in individuals. In this regard, the present findings indicate that inter-
ventions should be specifically tailored to their target outcomes (i.e. changing
attitudes or behavior).
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The present study indicates several directions for further theoretical
and empirical efforts to clarify the person–environment dynamics with
respect to various areas of human behavior. First, it is possible that the effects
of S–V or D–A versions of fit on creative behavior can be mediated by
immediate psychological predecessors of creativity such as creative self-
efficacy, context satisfaction, psychological safety or feeling of security,
perceived freedom, and a boosted sense of efficacy (general or creativity-
specific) based on the belief that the context matches one’s own desires, style,
and abilities (Tierney & Farmer, 2002). Identifying mediating mechanisms
between person–environment fit constructs and behavioral outcomes would
be an interesting research agenda for the future. Second, person–environment
relationships are not static, but rather dynamic, and they can be better under-
stood by examining their mutual influence patterns over time using a longi-
tudinal research design. It is very likely that a person may shift his/her desire
or values regarding creativity according to the context or vice versa. Examin-
ing this time-dependent fluctuation of corresponding personal and environ-
mental factors and the process of obtaining the person–environment
equilibrium may lead to intriguing findings. Third, and related to the second
point, the idea of ‘stretch’ may provide an alternative perspective for under-
standing person–environment dynamics, enriching our conceptualization
based on fit (Edwards, 1996). For example, people may be more strongly
motivated by situations in which they need to put in extra effort to meet
demands or change the situation so that it better serves their needs. Appar-
ently, the exact amount of either positive or negative gap between corre-
sponding personal and environmental attributes under which people can still
maintain mental resiliency and actually perform better poses an intriguing,
but challenging, agenda for further research efforts.
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