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1 Preface

During our master's studies at the Norwegian Schobl Economics and Business
Administration our main focus has been on humaowe® management. A series of courses
have covered a broad range of subjects withinfibid. One course, that had a great impact
on us, was “creative idea management at work.” Heeewere introduced to the rather
abstract and to some extent new field of resealsbugh practical assignments and
theoretical lectures. This inspired us to choosatority as a topic in our own master thesis.
More specifically, we wanted to look at evaluat@fndeas, and investigate which underlying

factors that might influence the evaluative proesss the spirit of Marc Runco.

The whole process was started by collecting dataotw analysis. Marit Rinnan and the
municipal of Bergen as well as Birthe Kaafjord Larand Anne Horne at the evening courses
at NHH were all welcoming and open when we needégests for our research. We are truly

grateful for their help.

The work on a master’s thesis has many stageaslbben frustrating at times, but most of all
it has been both interesting and educational. Rately, we had the reassurance of helpful
advisors that have provided us with support anditinp times of need. Mark Runco has
contributed not only as a solid advisor, but also/ed as an inspiration for our work. At the
same time we would like to thank Geir Kaufmann liss guidance. We would also like to

thank them both for the independence we were givear work.



2 Executive summary

During the past decades, researchers have incgbasieen interested iareativity as a field
of study. Many models and theories emphasizevadéuationof creative ideas, but this subset
of creativity research is still understudied andyed fully understood. Common for creativity
and evaluation research is the fact that both egphalividual, group, leadershipand more

aggregated levelef the two processes.

By testing individual factors againstaluative accuracgf popularandoriginal ideas among
business peopleve found that the attitudereference for ideatiomvas negatively correlated
to popular evaluative skills, whilgreference for premature closuveas negatively correlated
to both evaluations of popular and original idddgational fluencyvas significantly related
to evaluative accuracy, but only with evaluativecimacy of popular ideasWorking
experiencewas close to uncorrelated with evaluative accurasyereas a negative
relationship was found betwedeadership experiencand evaluative accuracy of popular
ideas. Our final finding was tha&ducational lengttpositively and significantly correlated

with evaluative accuracy of popular ideas.
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Introduction

Change has become part of our everyday life. W rfiew fashion trends every season, new
technology outdoes old ones, and customers demuanpudes solutions to everyday problems.
We live in a materialistic society, where we alw&ysk for better products and an almost
effortless solution to our problems. Organizatidmsve to answer these demands and
expectations from the customers. In some industhisshas led to fierce competition and a
threatening environment. Only the best organizatianll survive. What then makes one
organization better than another? Here, in th@sdn of continuous change, an organizations
ability to adapt to the changes and to satisfyausts’ needs is of great importance. One way
to handle this problem is to emphasize ideation.

Divergent thinking or ideation may produce new gldaut as stated by researchers such as
Charles and Runco (2000-2001:418) the ideas mitddk“the appropriateness of truly
creative ideas and solutions”. How well the idess evaluated affects the actual success of
the ideas when implemented. It influences whiclagdare acted upon in the organization and
which projects get support. The significance of ¢valuative aspect throughout the creative
process should also be clear when we consideiothes fon useful, adaptable and appropriate
ideas in the creativity literature. Evaluation déas, consequently, is of great importance for

an organization as well as the individual.

The above are some of the reasons why we have rcleysduation of creative ideas as the
main focus of this paper. By examining some persattabutes and individual factors, we
want to see how these influence the accurate ft=tion of original (statistically rare) and
popular (statistically common) ideas. Before wespre our study and findings, we provide a
short overview of literature on creativity, andthe same time we relate it to studies of

evaluation in the creative context.



4.4 Problem statement

Despite the relative importance of the evaluativeponent to creative solutions, only a few
studies have been conducted within this field seeech. We wanted to build on the success
of Runco and Smith (1992), Runco and Vega (1998)@marles and Runco (2000-2001) who
all made great contributions to the study of eviidunaand take a closer look at the evaluative
factor of creativity. We therefore decided to looko how accurately original and popular
ideas are evaluated by employees. Accurate evatuadiffects not only employee’s
willingness to contribute, but more importantlaftects what ideas are acted upon and what
ideas are rejected.

We wanted to look further into the study of evallmtaccuracy. By evaluative accuracy we
think of ability to successfully identify origingbtatistically rare) and popular (statistically
common) ideas. In this context we believe that ha#hsonal factors, e.g. attitudes, and job
factors e.g. working experience, influence the eatve process. This led us to the following

general research problem:

How do personal- and job factors predict evaluatieeuracy?

4.5 Approach

Due to the comparatively little literature availabbithin the field of evaluation, both in the
context of research and theories, we decided t& biothe theory in a more explorative
manner. Some general theory is included to giveigite for our hypotheses and to look at

evaluation of creative ideas in context.

To help answer the research problem above we desela set of hypotheses. These explored
specific relationships toward our two dependentaldes evaluative accuracy of popular and
original ideas. The independent variables we wattddke a closer look at were divided into
personal and job factors, and the aim was to iflettie relationship between the different
factors and evaluative accuracy. We had to limiselves to some individual factors because
of lack of time and resources. Since we did nothewpiric data to rely on when it came to



all our hypotheses we based some of them on owerstathding of the concepts and the more
general literature on creativity and evaluationteDwere collected through a number of
guestionnaires, divergent thinking tasks and evaodorms given to 70 participants, all of

which were currently active in business. Beforespreting our research method and results in
detail, we provide a short review of literature mpativity and look at how these areas relate

to evaluation of creative ideas.

5 Literature review

The literature review is presented in general terfige reason for this is that it provides
insight into the context in which our study is memed, and serves as a theoretical
background for our research problem and hypothdsser on, when we present our own
research the discussion will be based on theondsogher findings from this section of the

paper.

5.1 Definitions

The key words for this paper aceeativity and evaluation as well asnter/ intrapersonal
evaluationandpopular ideaslt is important for the reader to understandrtteaning of these
terms. In addition, different researchers talk albfierent meanings and aspects when they
refer to the concepts. We will briefly present soofig¢he points of view, and choose which

interpretation we will use throughout this paper.

5.1.1 Creativity

Many definitions of creativity exist. The concemishmany dimensions, and the definitions
emphasize different aspects of it. However, atreegs level there seem to be agreement that
a truly creative solution has to be batfiginal anduseful Researchers have also emphasized
the need for realization of the idea, containinged@ment of evaluation and elaboration.
Although there seem to be agreement about the tyofgelginality) component of creativity,
there is some disagreement about the meaning afathespt. Some researchers argue that a

truly novel idea is one that is new to the worltlisTkind of objective novelty is what Boden



(1994) calls historical creativity. Another view tisat the novelty component is fulfilled as
long as the idea is new to the person who comesitlpit, according to Boden, this kind of
psychological creativity is sufficient. KaufmanrO(:9) makes a clearer distinction between
creativity and innovation, but he too argues tadtfedor subjective novelty as sufficient to
most of the needs involved in the scientific pursdiicreativity.” Even more important to our
paper is the discussion on appropriateness, beausdeation is necessary to identify the
useful ideas. An idea is useful if it is workabléhen reviewing art, it may be difficult, if not
impossible, to decide the usefulness of the pikcthese situations it may be more suitable to

evaluate if the art is valuable or appropriate.

Amabile (1992) includes a third element in her wiébn; the nature of the task. There is no
room for creativity in algorithmic tasks, where ith@xists only one correct answer, and when
the way of getting this answer is straightforwakthabile suggests that the task needs to be
heuristic for solutions to be creative, it has éodpen-ended and both the paths and solutions
chosen may differ. In our research the participan¢ésasked to perform a series of divergent
thinking tasks. These tasks are highly open-endsly, the imagination sets boundaries for
the quantity and quality of the solutions. The nataf the divergent thinking tasks will be

presented in more detail in the methodology seaidhis paper.

Kaufmann (2004) identifies two types of novelty gibte for creative solutions, the task itself
may be novel and/or the solution may be novel. Tdescribed in his model of two faces of
creativity. Different situations call for differettpes of problem solving and creativity. When
both the task and the solution is familiar theraasneed to be creative, and one can rely on
routine problem solving. This is in a way similarAmabile’s algorithmic tasks. Sometimes,
however we may find better ways of handling a mttask. One becomes aware of
drawbacks in the existing method of doing thingd ameks better solutions. This is called
proactive creativity. In the third scenario an eftaution is transformed into a novel task by
intelligent adaption. The final scenario in the elby-creativity taxonomy is where both the
task and the solution are novel. Often this categothought to be the one that requires most
creativity. However, in this kind of creativity, éhproblem is given, while in proactive

creativity, the problem has to be discovered a$ agethe solution to the problem.

In organizations it is likely that ideas will beadwated as creative if they are both novel and

appropriate. When evaluating ideas, an idea magee®m as novel when it is new to the

10



organization. However, for the organization, ivé&y important that the idea actually solves a
problem, that it is appropriate and useful. Kaufm&2004) explains how creativity may have
both novel problems and novel solutions. This mayehessential implications for evaluation
of an idea. It may be that solutions to old proldeare more appreciated. Here, the problem is
already accepted and the need for a solution argehes recognized. Consequently ideas that
may help solve the problem are valued and may bkiated as creative in the sense that it is
perceived as novel and appropriate.

Evaluating solutions to new problems directly inngd evaluating first the problem, then the
solution. This two-stage evaluation process maydrg complex. One has to consider new
and unknown aspects to both the problem and thatigol It is in these situations truly
creative ideas may come into existence, but evalyahese ideas might be increasingly
difficult.

Although it may be difficult to assess whether @®ai is novel, because people have different
views and experiences, it is even more difficulet@luate the usefulness of a problem or a
solution. In organizations it is possible that usedss is valued more than novelty, because it
is usefulness that makes processes within the mafgon work. Problems with accurate

evaluation of creative ideas may cause employeesippress creative thought and instead
look for only useful solutions. Even so, it may that organizations that enhance creative
thinking and look for both new problems and newusohs are better off in the competitive

market.

One organization that has benefited from its cveaémployees is 3M. They consider the
impact of creative ideas to be so conductive fag trganization that they direct their
employees to spend 10-15 per cent of their workmuyirs on creative thoughts and
developing new ideas (project management lectl@85R The idea behind this strategy is
that the time and resources provided by the org#oiz will result in valuable insight,

improvements, products and processes. Here, théogegs are not afraid of coming up with
seemingly “crazy” ideas or solutions, because ithigalued. Original ideas are getting fair

treatment and evaluation.

For the purpose of this paper we have chosen Maxiis (1962: 485) definition of

creativity.
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It involves a response or an idea that is novedtoleast statistically infrequent. But novelty afginality of
thought of action, while a necessary aspect oftistiga is not sufficient. If a response is to lalaim to being a
part of the creative process, it must to some éxtenadaptable to, or of, reality. It must servestive a
problem, fit a situation or accomplish some receghbie goal. And, thirdly, true creativeness inveha
sustaining of the original insight, an evaluatiord @&laboration of it, a developing of it to thelfiCreativity,
from this point of view, is a process extended imet and characterized by originality, adaptiveness]

realization

This is a comprehensive definition that includddhake imperative aspects of creativity. It is
especially useful for us because it can be usedrdégss of domain and because it
acknowledges the possibility of private creativatycreativity within a population, looking at

statistical infrequency rather than absolute ngyelt

5.1.2 Evaluation

Evaluative accuracy has been recognized long age &n important factor when it comes to
creativity. As early as 1959 Guilford included exation as one of the basic dimensions in his
structure-of-intellect-model (SOI). He defined esatlon as “reaching decisions as to the
accuracy, goodness, suitability, or workabilityioformation” (Guilford, 1959:470). Indeed,
an important aspect of the creative product or idets appropriateness or usefulness. Useful
or appropriate implies a fit, only found and recagd when evaluating the potentially
creative outcome. Therefore, evaluative accuracgulsh be taken into account when
businesses try to increase the creative outcontieeafemployees. Some have suggested that
evaluation is one of the stages in the creativege®, others that evaluation is involved in
most of the faces of the ideational process (Ruadhand, 1994). Brainstorming (Osborn,
1953) is one example of a theory which recommenhds ¢valuation should be conducted
only within certain parts of the creative proce3se has to separate idea generation and idea
evaluation during the problem solving process. @&al(1926) is another, looking at
evaluation as the™stage of the creative process, the verificatiagest The research on this

has been mostly unsupportive.

Houtz et al. (1979) found that it was difficult postpone judgment and that creative problem
solvers are likely to monitor their progress in leaive and metacognitive ways throughout

the creative process. Looking at psychoeconomiarthevhere time and resources spent on
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gaining knowledge and experience are seen as meess, we can find a similar explanation.
“It is misleading and infeasible to actually postpojudgment, given that judgment is an
integral part of ideation and divergent thinkingisl what keeps ideation from being entirely
unreasonable” (Rubenson & Runco, 1995:11). Guil{d@b7) also suggests that evaluation
was conducted throughout the stages of creativakittg and problem solving. Another
important fact is that evaluation should not befgsed with similar concepts. Evaluation has
previously been used as a synonym to critical thopk(Feldhusen & Eng Goh, 1995).
Research seems to indicate, however, that the tevaliatinct (Runco & Smith, 1992). This

will be further discussed when we cover the areatefligence.

Evaluative accuracy should be viewed as one of nelas and attitudes required for
creativity. Research suggests that more complextidimaensional models of creativity will
be more realistic. Therefore we will try to finchkis to areas such as attitudes, knowledge,

motivation and leadership when we look at eval@asiecuracy.

In this paper evaluation will be seen as judgmBatticipants in our study are to judge ideas
and try to identify which ideas are creative, artiich ideas are not. In our hypotheses the
term evaluative accuracy will be used and undedstthe ability to successfully identify
original and non-original ideas. The participanés’aluations are objectively identified as
right or wrong. In this context it seems approgridb define evaluation, or active
convergence, as “the application of judgment to ¢lkeerated options to select the most

significant options” (Basadur, Runco & Vega 200@)0

5.1.3 Popular ideas and inter/ intrapersonal evaluation

We will also include a short explanation of what thisnk of when we use the terms popular
ideas and inter/ intrapersonal evaluation. Thigieeds incorporated to ease the reading of
the rest of the thesis.

In this context the termopular ideassignify ideas that are statistically common. Wigeren

divergent thinking tasks popular ideas are ideas tbspondents frequently mention. It has
been used the same way previously in the work efcRwand Smith (1992), Runco and Vega
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(1990) and Charles and Runco (2000-2001), amongr&tiPopularity is antithetical to
originality and can be more easily operationali@@dnco & Smith, 1992).

Interpersonal evaluatioms the evaluation of other people’s ideas. Exaspleinterpersonal
evaluation are the work of art critics or a leadahoice between different ideas put forth by
subordinateslntrapersonal evaluations a person’s evaluation of his or her own idddss
kind of evaluation is conducted constantly whenasing which ideas to share with co-
workers or which ideas an individual want to pursire our research we will focus on

interpersonal evaluative skill, given our focusemaluation in a business setting.

5.2 Perspectives

The creativity research is best understood by demnisig various perspectives. When studying
creativity, and consequently also evaluation, theoi@e of perspective influences
measurements, methods and how the results candeestood. We will therefore in the next

section provide a short overview of the variousspectives.

5.2.1 Person, process, product, press

A common way of classifying the research is inte tategories of person, process, product
and press (Runco, 2004). Tipersoncategory emphasizes personal characteristics eof th
creative person. This includes both personality ads usually found in creative people.
Mumford et al. (2002) characterize creative pe@sehaving great expertise, achievement
motivation, autonomy, openness, flexibility, cogret complexity, self-confidence,
dominance and introversion. In addition this catggmkes a closer look at creativity by
looking at what motivates creative people. Amalfil€92) argues that creative solutions
occur more often when people are intrinsically weted. Intrinsic motivation is inhibited by

external factors such as rewards, time limits, @atabn etc. (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
This position may also be taken when studying eatadan. For example, studies have found

that traditional measures of intelligence, sucts@d-scores and grade point average, are not

related to evaluative accuracy (Runco & Smith, 3992
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It is difficult to discuss evaluation without takindea generation into consideration. In this
sense, it is quite handy that the next categorgredtivity is theprocessof coming up with
novel ideas. It takes a closer look at the behaViaspect of creativity, and the different
stages of creativity. There exist many process isoafecreativity and most of them include
an evaluative aspect. One that is widely used esdlld theory of preparation, incubation,
illumination and verification stage. In the contexktthis paper, it is the last stage that is most
interesting. This stage involves evaluating, testand implementation of the idea, and
making sure that it is useful. Verification, or &wation, as referred to here, involves
identifying strengths and weaknesses with the idd#lajn all evaluating appropriateness.
Earlier in the paper we explained the conflictingyw among researchers when it comes to the
evaluation activity in the creative process. Evatais thought of as an activity or stage
separated from the rest of the stages, or as antydchat takes place at every stage of the
process. The latter one has won the most suppatt,irb the preparation, incubation,
illumination, verification theory, it seems thatadwation is performed in only the last stage of
the model.

Runco & Chand (1994) have presented another thecyeative processes, the two tiered
model of creativity. This theory will be describadfurther detail below. One of the main
differences is that this second model includes vatibnal influences of the individual. In

addition this model emphasizes the importance afuating throughout the whole process.

No activity is separated from another, instead tiagg place simultaneously.

Creativity research is often vemyroductoriented and the focus is on the results of the
creative efforts. Sometimes numbers of products nseasure of how creative a person is. In
this case it is important to remember that quansitpot dependent on a person’s creative
ability, rather his or her productivity. To be effee is not the same as being creative. A
product is creative if it is able to impress a dfiead audience. This category is particularly

important in the evaluative context. Here, an ite&een as creative if it is evaluated as
creative by a qualified audience. It is possiblat tihe audience’s personal traits, experience

and other characteristics influence which ideasaacepted as creative.

The last approach to studying creativitypigss This is the situational aspects of creativity.
Structure, climate and relationships in an orgdmmamay influence creative processes.

Research in this area concentrates on inhibitorcreftivity in an organization. Both

15



creativity and evaluation may be affected by foareple time constrains, surroundings and

situational pressure.

In addition to the four P’s, Simonton (1990) adgedsuasionas an important element when
it comes to creativity. The ability a person hapéosuade others of the value of ones ideas,
might be the factor that separates the successiul the not so successful ideas. When
persuading others, one actually changes an evakigtmigment of an idea. One tries to
influence the evaluator to believe that an ideandwsiabout both novel and appropriate

elements.

5.2.2 Disciplines

All research on creativity can not be put into pleeson, product, process, press categories. To
cover the whole range of dimensions and themesemed to the field we need to consider
studies within more disciplines, such as behavjotailological, clinical, cognitive,
historiometric, organizational, psychometric, andial perspectives (Runco, 2004). We will

briefly discuss some of these perspectives below.

Cognitive research has emphasized basic cognitiveepses such as memory, attention and
knowledge, and on tactics and strategies connewatigfdl producing creative solutions.
Economic theories discuss the importance of sooim@mic status and the costs of creative
efforts. Research within the organizational perspeds “intended to forward knowledge
about creativity in organizations... resources andormamy seem to be relevant to
organizational creativity” (Runco, 2004:671). Irethocial research one has been interested in
social processes within the family, educationatisgs$, teams and within the organization.
“The categories of research... suggest that in maayswreativity research has broadened its
scope in the past 20 years,” (Runco, 2004:673).

5.2.3 The two-tiered model

The two-tiered model, as mentioned before, is apmrmantial model of creativity (Runco &

Chand, 1994), and falls under the process catedoiiustrates the relationship between
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individual characteristics, motivation and knowledgnd the creative process from problem
finding through ideation to evaluation and is im#d to take a closer look at how the
evaluative elements fit into the creative procéssur study we identify levels of experience
(knowledge) and creativity and then look at howsthéndividual factors might influence
evaluative accuracy. The two-tiered model incluahesy of the aspects we are interested in,
shows a possible relationship between these vasalbdnd describes how they might
influence each other. We decided to include thisiehon our paper, not only to give an
example of a model developed in the process pergpebut also because of the interesting
factors included in the model. In addition this rabdives useful insights to our discussion
later in the paper. Most importantly, however, ttmgdel illustrates how evaluation occurs at
every stage of the creativity process.

A creative process often begins by identifying andstructing a problem. We recognize that
we have a problem on our hands, or a challengehtsto be overcome. An example of this
could be a plant manager who finds certain prosetstake too long. The second step in the
problem finding stage is to define the problemotigh definitions and redefinitions we
change the problem. An identified problem as defiire a particular way may not have a
solution. The problem, however, is still there. 8yanging perspective we can arrive at a
problem definition that is workable, in the serfsat it leads to a solution.

The next stage is the ideation phase, where sokitio the problem are generated. Ideation
can vary in terms of fluency, originality and flesity. Fluency tells us about the productivity
of the individual, how many ideas he or she is ablecome up with. The ideas tell us
something about possible solutions and optionsiénproblem solving process. Ideas vary in
their originality. Some ideas are more unique andsual than others. Individuals who
produce such novel ideas often see the problem #iffierent perspectives or are able to see
connections in what appears to be quite differieinigls. Originality is necessary for creativity,
but it is not enough. The idea also has to be usefhave value. Flexible solutions are the

result of looking at the problem from different #wy

The final stage of the two-tiered model, evaluatisnthe most relevant one in the present
context. The relevant ideas are examined for iengfths and weaknesses and for their
appropriateness. In the discussion it may be usefuse such strategies as playing the devil's

advocacy to ensure critical thinking. In additionelement of creative thinking is necessary.
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Original ideas are encouraged, but such ideas eatifficult to evaluate. By using creative
thinking the individual can recognize potentiabimginal ideas. Since this aspect of creativity
is most relevant to the empirical issue at stake,hge have devoted a whole section in our

paper to the problems concerning evaluation oftsre#leas.

On the account of the two tired model, the creapikecess is influenced by the individuals’
motivation and knowledge. Both intrinsic and exdrmmotivations are included in the model.
The knowledge needed in the process of creatigityath declarative and procedural. Later
on, in this paper we will present more theory ortiwation, knowledge and other individual

traits and characteristics that influence creadive evaluative potential.

This model is relevant in the context of evaluati@mtause it stresses the fact that evaluation
is essential to creativity. Without evaluation anght come up with inappropriate problems
and waste time on unproductive ideation. The orggtiprocess is not complete until
evaluation has taken place. The figure below shibesnodel.

Knowledge Motivation

Declarative

Problem |4 Ideation 4| Evaluation
Finding

Fig. 1. Two-tier model of creative thinking. The three boxes on the
primary tier each represent sets of skills. Problem finding represents
problem identification, problem definition, and so on. Ideation represents
ideational fluency, originality, and flexibility. Evaluation represents
valuation and critical evaluation. Additional compoenents and details are
given in the text.

Figure 1: The two-tier model of creative thinking
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5.3 The Psychoeconomic Approach to Creativity

Rubenson and Runco (1992) suggested that the toétwyman capital could be used also in
the area of creative potential. We have chosemdtude this theory because it has the
advantage of generality and implications that cdaddclosely connected to evaluation. The
implications also have the benefit of being empifictestable. In addition, the theory links
two areas of interest to us, economy and creatiElgments from the model have also
provided imperative insights when formulating amguing for our hypotheses and bettered
our understanding of the role of knowledge and stwents. The theory can also be of great
importance because it is logical, concrete, haseatgleal of explanatory power and because
it has “proven consistent with a great deal of erogi evidence on creative performance”
(Rubenson and Runco: 4, 1995). The predictions hef psychoeconomic approach to
creativity will be further discussed underneath diféerent sections of individual creativity

and leadership.

The theory of human capital, most clearly articedaby Becker (1975) is widely used to
enable managers to make better personnel decisSibistheory applies to the acquisition of
skills/ investments in human capital. The framewisrkhe same as in the theory of physical
capital, but it analyzes people and skills in stebchachines and plants. If the costs are lower
than the benefits of buying a machine, the theoegipts that you should buy it. In the same
way, the human capital theory tells you whether whwuld continue in school, or start
working, whether a company should invest in onjtietraining, and how much it should
invest. The cost normally consists of opportunidgtc(forgone income, time etc.), and the
direct costs (books, tuition). The decision is alependent on the net present value of the
flow of additional revenues generated by your itwvest. This implies that you also have to
look at the expected benefits of the investmerd, the interest rate. One of the advantages of
the human capital model is that it allows for indual differences. One person might value a
dollar today a lot more that a dollar tomorrow \ehdithers might differentiate less. The costs
of going to school might be different because sdeaen with less effort than others. The
human capital theory is often associated with memyetalculations, but the theory also

allows for non-pecuniary benefits.
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The implications and testability of the hypothesesived from the human capital theory,
gives us a reason to analyze creative potentidlinvithe same framework. Rubenson and
Runco (1992) emphasize that creative potential @edtive behavior should be considered
one component of an individual’'s human capital. ©pémal level of investment in creative
potential is the rate of investment where the nmaigbenefit of the last unit acquired is equal
to the marginal cost (Rubenson and Runco, 1992¢. ddsts and benefits of activities to
increase your creative potential could be monetarynon-monetary in nature. The
opportunity cost of the investment is often asgedavith time or the forgone opportunity to
do something else. Direct costs are quite simidldahé ones described in the section above and
again the interest rate is dependent on how muephivan individual puts on money today.
Individuals also encounter psychic costs; the coslisdiffer from individual to individual.
The benefits could be personal or tied to a jolwilt vary dependent on for example age,
occupation, interests and former investments iatore potential. The latter implies that the
first active investment you undertake might be meatuable than the last. This is often
referred to as diminishing marginal benefits in #s®nomic literature. The psychoeconomic
theory acknowledges the possibility of diminishmgrginal benefit, but it is not dependent

on it.

Rubenson and Runco (1992) looked at the implicatiminthe theory both on an individual
basis and in an aggregate supply/ demand perspediey also look at the implications for
groups (Rubenson & Runco, 1995) considering the tfeat a lot of contemporary creative
work is undergone in a group setting. The implmasi for groups will not be examined in
great detail because our research will be condumtedn individual level. We will focus on
the predictions that are of importance to our wamkevaluation. For a group to be successful
the individuals need to be able to differentiateneen appropriate and non-appropriate ideas.
Rubenson and Runco imply that experience is a Bapgsprerequisite for evaluative
accuracy. Experience can contribute to an individwbility to come up with new ideas and
recognize the ideas that are worth pursuing. Unfately, because of the sizeable investment
experts have made to obtain knowledge within adfie¢hey tend to become somewhat
inflexible. “The expert may reject new data or oggpnities, or anything that is contrary to his
or her investment, even if objectively they seeneta in a useful direction” (Runco, 1994).
This could have great significance when we look@w experts evaluate creative ideas. An
expert might have an incentive not to pursue aleiagdea.The reason for this is that a large

investment leaves a person with a lot to loosenéwa perspective replaced the one they have
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invested in. This is in accordance to what has lfeend in research on knowledge. A lot of

knowledge within a field leads to a resistance tolwhange.

Expertise is closely related to age, because istak few years to obtain the amount of
knowledge needed to become an expert. This doampbt that all older adults are inflexible
when they choose which ideas are viable, but thatetis a reason for a tendency toward
rigidity when you have invested in knowledge throogt your life. Flexibility is one of the
factors contributing to divergent thinking and at@ddipn. Looking back at the chapter on
evaluation and knowledge, we found that knowledgs @& prerequisite for good judgments.

This leads us to a possible trade-off situationveeh necessary knowledge and flexibility.

Structure imposed by organizers can be of greatoitapce to creative work. The

“Psychoeconomic theory leads to the prediction thate is an optimal amount of structure
which facilitates creative thinking and creativecleanges” (Rubenson & Runco 1995:13).
Important factors in this sense are tension and tionstraints which can influence judgment

and ideation. We will take a closer look at thes&drs when looking at method.

6 Individual creativity

The literature on creativity is meant to be a stgrpoint to our discussion about evaluation.
As we have seen, evaluation can be consideredada in the creative process and it is all
interconnected. We therefore need to take a closérat some aspects of creativity to get a
better understanding of evaluation. When studyimgtivity at the individual level there are
several factors to consider. Helson (1988:29) emplhow studies have been focused on the
“identification of creative persons and in the agpitialization, description and measurement
of cognitive- motivational structures charactedstf these individuals.” The interesting
guestion is why some people show exceptional areadbilities and where this creativity
comes from. One can also ask oneself if every penss creative potential. In the following
chapters we will address these questions and tryingh traits and characteristics that

characterize creative individuals.

Our main focus is to look at how the same traitd aharacteristics relate to evaluative

accuracy. At times it has been difficult findindeneant information on the relationship, given
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the relative little research on evaluation. Nevelghs, we will explore the possibility that
some attributes are related to evaluative poten8ame of the theory in this section is
important for our discussion because it is closgynected to the areas we explore in our
research. It is also necessary to include somergenieeory to justify our choice of

hypotheses and independent variables.

We have chosen to discuss personal factors thatamé to investigate in our own study. The
reason for the literature review is to provide #dyeunderstanding of the context our study is
a part of. It is important to look at the creatipeblem solving process as a whole to
understand the role and impact of evaluation. fBogors we have chosen to focus on are
knowledge, intelligence, cognition, personality, tmation, attitudes and creative potential.
Knowledge, cognition, attitudes, intelligence amgedgent thinking/ creative potential are all
factors that will be included in our investigatiorhe sections on personality and motivation
are included to give a more comprehensive pictfirhe creative problem solving process

and because these are areas we touch in on insousdion.

6.1 Knowledge

In our own study we have several factors that atated to knowledge. The predictor
variables working experience, leadership experiemzt education all reflect the knowledge
gained through experiences of the participants. Wé®e some hypotheses regarding
experience and evaluative potential, and in thesawiag for the hypotheses and in the

explanation of the results, we use insight gaitedugh the review of knowledge literature.

Two different opinions exist concerning creativitgd knowledge. One group of researchers
relies on the foundation view. Gardner (1993) idtrced the 10-year-rule, where he claimed
that it takes a person about ten years to beconexj@ert in a field. Researchers in favor of
this view argue that during these ten years omedsipied with deliberate practice to develop
an understanding of the field or domain. Thereraeay examples of “geniuses” that have
spent many years of practicing and trial and ebefore they became truly creative and
produced new and interesting material. It is pdesithat knowledge gained through

experience leads to better understanding and hbeter evaluative potential. Practice and

experience gives a better understanding of thel@gmub related to the field and possible
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solutions. Perhaps people with experience areylikelmake better decisions as to which
ideas are good and worth pursuing. More researchecessary to get a comprehensive
understanding of how knowledge is used in credtiuging.

The second view is the tension view, where it iBelbed that there is a right amount of
knowledge that is optimal in creative efforts. Te dreative one needs some knowledge that
serves as building blocks. It is impossible to mative and to come up with new and useful
solutions and ideas if one is not familiar with theanain and has some knowledge about how
things work within the particular field. But if thiknowledge is too strong it may lead to
inertia and reliance on past experience. This magen creative thought and consequently
lead to non-creative solutions. One example of¢his be found in the studies of Smith et al.
(1993), where the results of the research waspbaple who were shown possible solutions
to a problem came up with similar solutions whengasple who weren’t exposed to possible
solutions produced more creative solutions with raewl different attributes. Findings like
this have led some researchers to believe thatctinmection between knowledge and

creativity can be shown graphical as an inverteshbpe.

In the section on psychoeconomic approach to eigative mentioned that knowledge or
experience was of great importance also when wie &dhe evaluation of ideas. A person
with a lot of experience can be prone to evalua¢eideas that have led to success in the past
favorably. This could affect the choice of ideawdods ideas that lack the novelty-element.
On the other hand, a person that has a great deatperience identifying creative ideas
should have an advantage over the ones with lgssriexnce. We will take a closer look at
this aspect under evaluation and leadership, cerisgl the importance of identification of

valuable ideas for leaders. The final choice ofohdeas to pursue is often left to leaders.

Sternberg and O’Hara (2004) also recognize thatvledge can be a “double-edged sword”.
Knowledge is a necessary prerequisite for enhancemihin a field, because one has to
know about other ideas to know if a new idea igaict novel. Unfortunately, there is also
research that suggest that knowledge impede citgatbecause “the individual can become
so used to seeing things in a certain way thatrtehe starts to have trouble seeing them, or
even imagining them, in any other way” (Sternber@&ara (2004:256).
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Koehler and Harvey (2004) emphasize the positifeces of knowledge on evaluation. They

look at the importance of contextual variables whkealuating ideas and alternatives. As an
example they suggest that employees may place kkesweue on a salary of $40,000 if your

colleagues earn more, than they would a salary36fd00 where your colleagues earn less.
Direct evaluation between the two alternatives, éwsv, leads to the first salary being

preferred over the latter. The implication of thesaluability effects is that attributes that are
difficult to assess on its own are easier to evalwden comparing them to related attributes.
Evaluation of one idea may also differ as the fragnof the idea differ. General knowledge

can thus by means of comparison contribute to bettaluation. This is in accordance to

Sternberg and O’Hara (2004).

The investment in increased knowledge can be nfadegdh training of a person’s evaluative
ability and creative potential. Not that much reskahas been conducted within the area of
evaluation and knowledge, but Runco & Basadur skogsame findings of interest in their
research on management and training in 1993. Tlkegsaed the evaluative skill of 35
managers using open ended, work related taskspdtieipants were asked to score their
own answers/ ideas from entirely unoriginal (Lhighly original (7). Two of the tasks were
administered before training, two of them afternBw and Basadur (1993:170) wrote that
“the most important result of this investigationsathat training had a significant impact on
the evaluative abilities of the managers. In féog, impact of training was apparent in that
managers improved both their accuracy at idengfyiriginal ideas (i.e the number of correct
ratings increased) and their accuracy in identgyumoriginal ideas (i.e the number of
incorrect ratings decreased)”. The training coneldictovered different elements of the
creative process, looking at both the apprehenaiwh understanding of knowledge. The
investigation showed that training focusing on aptete creative problem solving process
could have a significant effect on evaluative sKilis leads to the prediction that knowledge
on creativity is important to the correct iden@ion of ideas. It is further recognized by
Bailin (1991:123) in that “The process of executioxolves testing ideas, evaluating them,
dealing with and learning from surprises and urdeem consequences and developments, and

making changes in the original plan or idea basedluat is learnt”.

24



6.2 Intelligence

Intelligence is included in the paper because i$ &arelevant subject of research for our
paper. The theory below serves as grounds for looice of hypotheses and what factors to
include in our analyses. The subject is also closslhted to knowledge. This can be shown
by presenting one definition of intelligence. Itigence is the “ability to purposively adapt to,
shape and select environments” (Sternberg & O’HaB®9). This requires, among other
things, knowledge about the environment. In creaéwndeavors intelligence is often seen as
an important factor. Just as there exist diffexeeivs on the importance of knowledge in the
creative process, there are several opinions abeutelevance of intelligence in regard to
creativity. The most common view today is that tvéy and intelligence share some
similarities, but in some ways they differ (the dapping view). Sternberg and O’Hara
(1999) argue that synthetic, analytical and prat@spects of intelligence taken together may

lead to creative thought.

Studies examining correlations between IQ and wsigateport different results. Correlations

vary from low to moderate. “The correlation depemdgart upon what aspects of creativity
and intelligence are being measured and how thep@ng measured, as well as in what field
the creativity is manifested” (Sternberg & O’Hafl®99:262). A main conclusion seems to
be, however, that the intelligence of creative peop above average, but when IQ is above

120 creativity and intelligence are only weaklynot at all correlated.

Both Sternberg and Guilford argue that standard & not adequate to tell whether a person
is intelligent or not. IQ tests report only of aflyilto acquire book learning, and in many cases
this is not enough to be successful. Conventiamtalligence tests also give little opportunity
to solve problems in creative ways. “Most of ouolgem solving in everyday life involves
creative thinking. Yet in our educational practices tend to emphasize teaching students
how to find conventional answers,” (Guilford, 196&§ternberg and Guilford extend the
concept of intelligence to involve something mdmnart plain book learning skills, there are
practical aspects to it, and different persons teaye different strengths and weaknesses and
still receive the same IQ scores. Different persamasjust better equipped in different tasks or

situations.
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Guilford (1968) also included an evaluative aspedtis structure of the intellect model (SOI)
under the dimension operation. This dimension iteraonnected to the content and the
product-dimensions and should be viewed as a whaéany of the elements of the model
were not measured by the typical intelligence-tesiggesting that the creative elements are

not to be confused with convergent thinking.

“Creativity seems to involve synthetic, analytiGahd practical aspects of intelligence,”
(Sternberg & O’Hara, 2004:269). They suggest timat should be using synthetic intelligence
to come up with new and interesting ideas, by gdiagond the given, but one has to use
analytical intelligence to analyze and evaluates¢hieeas. “If a given idea is worth pursuing,
analytical ability can further be used to evaluateengths and weaknesses of the idea”
(Sternberg & O’Hara, 2004:256). By analytical ihgdnce we mean the subset of
intelligence that is in part measured by traditicesats of intelligence. This is an interesting
view that might contribute to a better understagdai our aim to look at creativity and
evaluation at the same time. It seems SternbergQihiara, in the intelligence context,
recognizes the importance of both creativity an@l@ation. Unfortunately, not enough
research has been conducted within the field @lligence and creativity to confirm such a
view. Even so, a realistic theory of intelligend®sld include elements that contribute to
coming up with new ideas as well as the evaluationsefulness or the value of these ideas.
Understanding intelligence in the creativity/evailoma context is best done when considering
a mix of different intelligences at the same tinibe most creative persons will have the
“right” mixture of these intelligences, but Sternfpand O’Hara (2004) also suggest that there
is a possibility for cooperation between individiabith different amounts of synthetic,
analytical and practical intelligence.

Some studies are performed to explore the reldtipnsetween evaluation and intelligence.
Runco and Smith (1992) included a measure of etratugkill as Guilford defined it in his
structure of the intellect (SlI). In addition, thagministered a measure of inter- and intra-
evaluative accuracy looking at both popular (stisaly common) and original (statistically
rare) ideas. They found that all the measures afuative accuracy were unrelated to the
SOl-scores and grade point average. This demoedgtthe fact that evaluative accuracy was
unrelated to traditional measures of critical andwergent thinking (Runco & Smith, 1992).

With that it demonstrates that one should difféaetatbetween the use of the terms critical/
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convergent thinking and evaluation. Today theseoften used interchangeably. In addition,
grade point average is often tied to analyticatlligence, as described by Sternberg and
O’Hara (2004). The fact that grade point averageni®lated to evaluative accuracy suggests
that evaluation goes beyond analytical intelligerfé@e nonsignificant correlations between
the SOI scores and the scores from the evaluadsiestsupport the discriminant validity of
the latter, and they suggest that the evaluatiade#s (for creativity) may not depend on the
skills assessed by the more traditional measuresrittal thinking (Runco & Smith,
1992:12).

6.3 Cognition

In our study we do not attempt to measure cognitegacities. The lack of present research
within the subject made the assessment complexer@iess, mental processes and the use
of diverse strategies may help explain differenoesvaluative accuracy that become visible
in our research results. We have therefore incliadetiapter on the subject in our literature

review to look at possible connections between huoagnition and evaluation.

Ward et al (1999) claim “that a) the hallmark ofmative human cognition is its generative
capacity to move beyond discrete stored experigngeshe processes that underlie this
generativity are open to rigorous experimental gtigation, and c) creative accomplishments,
from the most mundane to the most extraordinarg, l@sed on those ordinary mental
processes, that at least in principle, are obs&vabased on these assumptions they form the
creative cognition approach to the theme of cragtiihe fact that people differ in their
ability to generate creative ideas and solutiongxplained by “variations in the use of
specifiable processes or combinations of procedbes,intensity of application of such
processes, the richness or flexibility of storedyrabve structures to which processes are
applied, the capacity of memory systems, and okmewn and observable fundamental

cognitive principles.”
Finke (1992) also tried to explain human creativiigsed on mental operations. A

combination of generative and exploratory procebsads to creative thinking. By using ones

memory, associations, combinations, analogicalkthghand other generative strategies one
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can come up with new insight. The exploratory psses consist of search and evaluation of

ideas.

Several cognitive factors may influence creativautiht. Insight, partly based on unconscious
thought processes, is believed to be such a fadfi@tacognition is the process where people
consciously perform such control and surveillaneer @wn thoughts. Other mental processes
may be extending familiar concepts by adding nawetisions to familiar idea or conceptual

combinations where two different concepts are takegether to give a new understanding.

Over we have discussed the impact of recently atetd/ knowledge and how this may

influence creative thought and actually limit theaich for possible solutions. Researchers
also emphasize attention and memory in relatiaccogmitive aspects of creativity.

Little literature is to be found on the relatiorshetween cognition and evaluation. It is
possible that memory and associations influencéuatian in a similar way as knowledge.
Metacognition may improve ability to actively keap open mind when evaluating. Groborz
and Necka (2003) found that cognitive control akowmore accurate evaluation of other
people’s ideas, but only in the case of participavith a particular cognitive processing style.
Runco and Smith (1992) mentioned the importancestodtegies and knowledge in the
evaluation of ideas. Earlier research has discavénat there is a difference between the
evaluation of popular and original ideas, Runco Snath (1992) suggest that this could be
because the strategies used may differ. When awajuaopular ideas the assessor could use
their knowledge of other ideational options theyénthought ofRunco and Smith (1992: 12)
also suggested possible strategies to be usedhdoevaluation of unique ideas: “One such
strategy is to simply estimate how many other imlials would think of the same idea. If
one's estimate is that not many others would tlohkhat particular idea, a reasonable

evaluation would be that it is an original idea”.
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6.4 Personality

Many scientists have tried to identify certain tgaihat characterize creative persons. Feist
(1999) asked the question “Where does creativitpedrom?” and came up with a list of
attributes that he found to be important for creatartists and scientists. The attempt to
compare different sorts of creative people ledhe tollowing concluding remark (Feist,
1999:289): “certain personality traits consisterdtyvary with creativity, yet there are some
domain specificities.” Our study is performed ibwsiness setting, where the participants are
employed in both the public and private sector.abidition measurement of leadership
experience in our participants allows for explaratiof the leader experience- evaluation
relationship. The range of this paper did not allssmo incorporate personality in our study,
but when reading creativity literature personal#ytoo big of a subject to be excluded from

our paper.

The work of creative people is challenging in mamgys, and it is therefore likely that
particular traits are of importance. For one, tlegknis related to a lot of political efforts and
often requires people to be persuasive and peamsidteaddition persistence, self-esteem and
self efficacy are important. The matter of expertis been mentioned earlier in this paper.
At the same time they need to be curious, flex@sld open enough with regards to methods
and solutions. Mumford (2002) also mentions creatpeoples need for autonomy and
dominance and that they sometimes are on the movert side of the scale. Helson (1988)
characterizes creative people by independenceuseress, low conformity, self-sufficiency

and experimentation.

Other traits that have been explored in relatiooremativity are heredity and age. As people
get older it is more difficult to be creative wheew learning and unlearning is needed. This
may be explained by psycoeconomic theory as destrarlier in the paper. The theory of

age has been supported, challenged and extendedrNat vi har med alder?

Very little research is done to find personalitgits that are related to evaluative skills.
Despite this we decided to include it in the litara review. Personality is what lies to
ground for our every action and it is of great impoce for behavior. When faced with
complex and difficult creative tasks it is importda use analytical and evaluative skills to
differ between good and bad decisions and solutivhsnford et al. (2002:711) claim that
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“creative people, while open and curious, willtiates, display a harsh, evaluative orientation
with respect to their own work and that of otherBeérsonality will therefore be a very
interesting topic of further research within theeldi of creative evaluation and is

interconnected to the factors we will focus on um study,

6.5 Motivation

We will only briefly mention a few important pointghen it comes to motivation, given that
it is not investigated in our study. Even thoughwae saw in the two tiered model of creative
thinking, motivation plays a role when it comesaoquiring knowledge, coming up with

problems, ideas and evaluating ideas. People’sngiless to contribute to the evaluative
elements depends on their motivation. Motivatioaréfiore needs to be considered when

looking at how other factors relate to evaluation.

Amabile (1992) claims that a high level of motieeatiis required to be creative. Creative
people are genuinely interested in their work; thehow a great degree of personal
involvement, and even love of their work. Some arthat being creative in their work fulfills

the top level of Maslow’s hierarchy of motivatisself actualization. The creative aspects of

the work, enables the people to achieve satisfatigyond what's expected.

Not only intrinsic motivation s creative thoughty Bewarding creative efforts, variation and
insight one can get people to break free from thsural way of thinking and spend time on
bringing new ways of thinking and hopefully new amgproved solutions on the table. There
is one drawback with rewards, however. Overjusttfan occurs when persons exposed to the
opportunity of being paid to do something starhkimg of the work as something one has to
do to get paid, and forgets the intrinsic motivatidhis is may decrease the likelihood of

creative thought.

Both rewards and intrinsic motivation makes peopigest in creative potential and
competencies. They spend time and effort on enhgnoieativity and on coming up with
creative insight. The problem is when so much gnexgut into some idea, that one becomes
defensive and insecure when criticized. After invm@gsso much in the work they have more
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to loose, and loose the flexibility that’'s importan creative work. This may also influence

evaluation of ideas in a way to protect own invesita.

6.6 Attitudes

Attitudes are of great importance to this papere Tihk to evaluative accuracy has already
been established by other researchers. In our pepare going to build on their work, but in
a different setting. In this section we explain tt@ncept of attitudes and present some

findings of the previous research.

Attitudes are “evaluative statements- either falbitwaor unfavorable- concerning objects,
people or events. They reflect how one feels alsoatething” (Robbins, 2005). Attitudes
consist of a cognitive, an emotional and a behalimymponent. Little research has examined
whether certain attitudes will be more productiaethie creative process and in evaluation
phase. More general research however, provideghihabout the concept. Specific attitudes
influence the individuals in specific situationsdaoased on observable attitudes in a human
being it is possible to make predictions about hHbis individual will respond to certain

stimulus.

If theory of attitudes are general, then we cantlay certain attitudes will be favorable when
coming up with creative ideas and when evaluatagps. Some attitudes, “preference for
premature closure” and “preference for ideationiehbeen found to be related to creativity.
(Runco & Basadur, 1993), but other studies havefawotd a significant correlation between
preference for ideation and divergent thinking lss(Runco & Smith, 1992). Looking at the
literature, preference for avoidim@yemature closure seems to be the most impotiahglso
the preference for active divergence played a r8leth these attitudes enhanced the
likelihood of performing ideation and evaluationhbgior. Only individuals that have
attitudes in favor of such processes are likelpgdorm them. This concept also applies for
training of creative processes. It is not enouglrao individuals or to teach them how to
perform creative thinking efficient, one has to mpa the individuals’ attitudes in order to
change their behavior and their final results. @ias, Runco & Vega, 2000). This study also
found that encouraging active divergence resultsmore ideas being generated, while

encouraging avoidance of premature convergences leaddeas being evaluated in greater
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detail. In sum, better understanding of the twiuatés led to generation of more, better ideas.
In addition Basadur and Hausdorf (1995) found thaluing new ideas,” “creative individual
stereotypes” and “too busy for new ideas” also jgtexteativity.

Only persons with attitudes in favor of an evakmprocess are likely to perform evaluative
activities. This is in line with the thinking of Badur and Finkbeiner (1985), “unless the
ideation-evaluation process is accepted attitujingden the process will not likely occur” (in
Basadur, Runco & Vega, 2000: 82). If feelings afcdimfort and waste of time are associated
with evaluative efforts, then attitudinal theorigsuld predict that the activity would not be
emphasized. Basadur, Runco and Vega (2000) alsowtired that the two attitudes were
connected in that the avoidance of premature etratuavas a prerequisite for higher levels of

active divergence.

Research on evaluative accuracy and attitudesg uken Basadur 14-item attitude inventory
showed that there was a significant negative mahip between ideational preference and
the popular (statistically frequent) evaluativerec(Runco & Smith 1992). After a creativity
training program, Runco and Basadur (1993) alsadatnat evaluative skill was negatively

related to preference for active divergence.

6.7 Creative potential/ Divergent thinking

Creativity is one of the main topics of our papsraawhole, but also in our own research.
Creativity is difficult to assess, but divergenini#ting-tasks have been used to look at creative
potential. Before presenting our own results, wentwa look at findings linking creative
potential and evaluative accuracy. These will besented in some detail, given the

importance as foundation for our hypotheses.

Divergent thinking tests are often used to assesstige potential. They are normally scored
in three different ways, trying to get a more coet@lpicture of personal creativity. Ideational
fluency measures the number of ideas producedtiaded originality measures how rare an
idea is and creative flexibility refers to the #bilto look at problems from different

perspectives and consequently come up with idedsgfarent categories.
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Research has shown a relationship between diverdpamiting and evaluative accuracy.
Runco and Basadur (1990) found that originality #néncy were significantly associated
with evaluative scores, and in the same year Ramtb Vega found a positive correlation
between divergent thinking scores and evaluatieeracy. Runco and Basadur (1990) found
that it was possible to enhance ideational skilld avaluative accuracy through training

programs.

Studies concerning the relationship have concestdrain both intrapersonal evaluative
accuracy and interpersonal evaluative accuracy,hamnd this is related to creativity. There
exist evidence of significant correlations betweatrapersonal evaluative accuracy and
divergent thinking (Runco & Smith, 1992). Interpmral scores were not significant. They
also found that “individuals who are accurate iaithudgments about ideas given by other
people tended to be accurate in judgments aboutdahve ideas” (Runco & Smith, 1992: 9).

The same study concluded that people were moreatean judging uniqueness of own ideas
and more accurate in judging popularity of otheogle’s ideas. Attention, knowledge and

strategy are helpful concepts in trying to expthiese differences.

Runco and Smith tested both intrapersonal andpeatsonal evaluative skill in 1992 and
predicted a significant difference in evaluativewacy between the two. This time they
worked with college students in stead of managemehave seen above. Some individuals
consistently showed more accurately in their idieatiion of popular, unique, inter and
intrapersonal ideas than others. The result oMABIOVAs was none the less that there was
a significant difference between the inter- inteagmnal evaluative score. Other important
findings were that a larger percentage of the idease identified correctly in the
interpersonal evaluation than the intrapersonakr&hwas also a difference between the

number of original and popular ideas identified.

Charles and Runco (2000-2001) did a similar stuily %17 elementary school children. Two
divergent tasks were administered orally and theas no time limit. The tasks were scored
on fluency, flexibility, originality and cuing (sdag based on whether or not the idea given
exists in the immediate environment). In additimne of the tasks was scored on
appropriateness. Three judges were used for thik.wd of the types of scoring listed above

will be discussed in more detail when we look at@un method.
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The children were also asked to rate the origipalitthe ideas. Three highly original ideas
(given by less that 1% of the sample), three mddBrariginal ideas (given by between 4
and 7 % of the sample) and three common ideasrn{diyemore than 10% of the sample)
were selected for the children to evaluate. Eadld ahias then asked to guess how many
children gave the different ideas. Care was takearnsure that the children understood the
task and that they felt that it was a game, naséa 1n addition to originality evaluation, the
children were asked to rate the ideas accordinbdw preferences. The three judges mostly
agreed on the appropriateness of the differentstemd none of the ideas presented were to
be found in the child’'s immediate environment. Théddren were then asked to rate the ideas

from “very bad” to “very good” and explain why theglected the rating.

A significant positive correlation was found betweage and evaluations and age and
preference for appropriateness. Gender on the dihed was unrelated to evaluative
accuracy. Thus, from the third to the fifth grade tchildren would be more inclined to
consider which ideas other children would come uth vand which ideas they consider
appropriate. They also found signs that older cbildvere motivated to give a large number

of ideas, increasing their fluency score more thairr originality score.

6.8 Leadership

Till now, we have concentrated on individual creiyi Now we turn to a more aggregated
level of creativity, and look at how leaders mayluence the creative and evaluative
processes in the organization. Our research indkatgership experience as one of the main
predictor variables, so it would be interesting ook at some theory about the relationship
between leadership and creativity and leadershipeaaluation before we go on to present

our own study.

The term leadership has been defined in numeroys,veecording to which aspects of the
phenomenon the researcher was interested in. Téan¢homg most of the definitions agree on
is that it “involves a process whereby intentioinfluence is exerted by one person over other
people to guide, structure, and facilitate actgtiand relationships in a group or

organization” (Yukl, 2002:3). In the context of atirity we can suggest that we want a leader
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to use influence to facilitate problem finding, aien and evaluation (according to the two

tiered model of the creative process, Runco anch@HEQ93).

Leadership has been an underestimated factor iordsivity literature, which has focused
on the individual and his or her need for autonoRgsearch suggests that the role of the
leader is of great importance for creative perfaroga Leadership is among other things one
of the important variables when we try to creapsychological climate that supports creative
thought. Some creative leadership researchers foaused on the similarities between the
creative person and the effective leader. “Thouwyh Writers in the field of leadership make
explicit reference to the study of creativity, t@rent body of leadership literature reflects a
strong conceptual relationship” (Puccio, 20@hers have focused more on what leaders can

do to enhance individual creativity.

In his review of the literature, Mumford et al. @0707) arrived at two important
conclusions. The first one being that “leaderslap,least certain types of leadership, is
apparently related to creativity and innovations‘neal world” settings”, second that “the
influence tactics used by leaders apparently affecple’s willingness to engage in, and the

success of, creative ventures”.

Creativity is a complex process, relying on intemected factors such as motivation,
personality and knowledge. Collaboration is oftexessary to fulfill the need for expertise,
but the creative person normally lacks some ofctieacteristics you need to become a good
manager. They want autonomy and achievement, natempand affiliation. All of this
supports the need for leadership. The nature aftiweework and the fact that creativity can
be highly time-/ resource consuming, sets credeaeership apart from leadership in other
domains. There is also an ongoing struggle witmnogeganization between the need for
efficiency and effectiveness. The leader of creatrentures should therefore be persuasive

and take organizational and customer context iotoant.

Even though there are domain differences amondivegaeople and creative work, Mumford
et al. (2002) found important similarities acrossméins. He concluded that there are
sufficient similarities among creative efforts toa us to talk about leadership as a general
phenomenon. This gives us the opportunity to lobla anore general theory for creative

leadership, even if you should always have crasdd iontent differences in mind.
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“As the field of creativity matures there has baegrowing recognition that creative behavior
emerges from the interaction among the domainsc(eative person, creative process, the
environment and the creative product)” (Puccio, D0When one looks at creative
leadership different aspects of creativity must dmnsidered. “Creative leadership, like
creative achievement, must be understood in a lengli framework” (Czikzentmihalyi
2004). Looking at the literature Mumford (2002) mauthat leading people consisted of
providing support, freedom, intellectual stimulatiand getting them involved. Leading the
work is described as inducing structure throughpouexpectations and feedback, project
selection, diversity and contact. Given the unaetyeof creative work, it is important not to
punish the employees for failure. In addition teative people and creative work, Mumford

(2002) looked at some of the implications of orgational influences.

The leader’'s characteristics are of great impodgawben it comes to managing creative
people. Especially important are technical expertsd creative problem solving skills.
Leaders of creative organizations cannot simplieegtinto secure isolation of administration,
but must instead play an active part in acquirimgrimation (Hurley 2003). Mumford et al.

(2002) explains the importance of leader knowleddk the fact that creative people need to
feel professional identification with their leader.

In this setting we will emphasise Mumford’s secangblanation, a cognitive one. “Leaders
must evaluate the ideas of creative people. Gifienlk defined nature of creative work and
the novelty evident in all creative problem solagpit may be difficult, if not impossible, to
evaluate ideas and provide feedback to followerdasrthat matter, other managers, when
leaders lack expertise and creative problem solskilds” (Mumford et al., 2002). Styhre and
Sundgren (2005) has a similar explanation; “it snagement that decide what is creative or
not, make a decision about “how much creativitygythbelieve satisfies the need for the
organization to renew its products or service pdidf. It might be simpler to evaluate other
people’s ideas because one idea might be clos¢éh&r things a person can think of. This
might lead to the misconception that the new idearioriginal, even if that is not true. A
leader has the possibility to look at the idea frivm outside. Research confirms that people
identify original and popular ideas more often wtibay assess other people’s ideas “The
highest percentage of correct identifications wars ifiterpersonal evaluations” (Runco &
Smith, 1992). Charles and Runco (2000-2001) suggistt the ability to evaluate other
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people’s ideas can develop earlier than the skileded to objectively evaluate ones own

ideas.

Some research has been conducted in the field alb&ion of ideas. Runco and Basadur
(1993) found that enhancing creativity through niragg had a significant impact on the
evaluative accuracy of the managers. In anotheerpdunco and Smith (1992) found that
there was a significant correlation between intrepeal evaluative accuracy and divergent
thinking. Charles and Runco (2000-2001) conductesimilar research on %, 4" and %'
grades. In this instant evaluative scores werer@lated to divergent thinking scordzarris
(1972) found that the more creative individualseverore likely to communicate with leaders
“when seeking evaluative feedback about projectkveard its implication and when initially

defining, or constructing a problem. (in Mumforda¢é2002).

The importance of the leader’s evaluative skillugher emphasized when you look at other
parts of their job. An important area of respongibifor most leaders is choosing and
evaluating projects. “Project selection not onlgapes the work to be done, it also develops
the competencies needed for future work and estadithe framework around which people
will interact.” (Mumford, 2002). The leader’s alylito select projects can act as a structuring
element, and help the idea generation later as.dlso important for the communication and
development of expertise within the group. They al® often responsible for politics,
namely selling the idea to the rest of the orgdmma This entails an impetus on sense
making activities toward employees as well as otthepartments, managers etc. Being a
leader, you also need to have a lot of knowledgritathe organizational context. This is an
important factor when assessing which ideas toypuasid not to pursuit. In addition, leaders
can help avoid premature rejection of viable id@esadur & Finkbeiner, 1985)his attitude
can be offset with training, exposure to creatifferes and with the leader’s persuasive skills.
The leader should in this sense encourage opetmessv approaches.

In conclusion, we see that leadership and evaluasi@losely connected given the difficulty
employees can have when trying to judge their a@as and projects. The leader is therefore
often responsible for the final choice of whichadeo pursue, preferably interacting with the
employee. Most leaders of creative ventures spersllsstantial portion of their time

evaluating ideas and choosing projects. This gilkem potentially valuable experience with
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the evaluation of creative ideas, and tells us hmoportant it is that leaders are good at the

identification of viable ideas.

7 Measurement

In the previous section we focused on generalklitee about creativity and evaluation. This
general theory serves as the background of ourrpapd provides a clearer picture of the
setting in which our study is a part of. Evaluatmfrcreative ideas is the theme of this paper.
There is not yet much research on this, and comselyuit is difficult to show relationships

between the different elements of creativity andl@ation. Nevertheless, in the last section
we tried to provide a short overview of this resbaor covered the literature more broadly to

get a more explorative view of the subject.

7.1 Measuring creativity

Now we move on to a new section of the paper, acserelated to measurement of creativity
and evaluation. This is also presented in generaid, but it additionally explains some of the
problems we had to consider and choices we hadatewhen performing our research. As
Runco and Smith (1992:13) mentions “it would behhygunrealistic to think that evaluative
skill is an isolated skill. Evaluative skill isgtione of the skills (and attitudes) necessary for
creativity”. We therefore found it imperative to ves some subjects connected to the
measurement of creativity, focusing on the elemeamsvant to assess in our own research,
namely divergent thinking, attitudes and evalua@eeuracy. In addition to these areas we

will also measure some demographic elements.

We want to assess creativity, previously definedGegativity, from this point of view, is a

process extended in time and characterized by nality, adaptiveness, and realization”
(MacKinnon, 1962: 458). There are a few challengken trying to operationalize creativity.

Creativity is a multifaceted activity and one hadriclude areas such as cognitive activities,
personality factors and critical thinking when asseg it (Feldhusen & Goh, 1995). The
complexity of the phenomenon has also led to agdesament on what to include in the
definition of creativity, and the definitions caredmme comprehensive and difficult to

operationalize. This has led to the existence ofdheds of creativity tests, most of them only
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measuring a fraction of the actual content of cvégt Considering this fact, one should use a

combination of different approaches to get a malestic view of the concept.

The different perspectives to creativity, like $teucture that divides creativity research into
press, product, person and process (Rhodes 1963/1%hd disciplinary emphasis
(behavioral, cognitive, biology etc.) generally ulfferent measures to assess creativity. To
take an example, focus on the creative person @mpiiat you asses the individual differences
in certain traits and people’s capacity to engagsome cognitive processes. This is normally
done by using personality inventories like the Atljee Check List, or tests of cognitive
capacities like the Remote Associates Test (Medrii®k2). The creative product approach
focuses on the productivity of eminent individualthe focus on productivity has the
advantage of being objective; the products viewed umquestionably original and useful.
“The problem with the approach is that it oftenomfs us only about productivity and not
about creativity” (Runco, 2004). The focus on emineadividuals also limits generalizations
to the rest of the population.

One should also bear in mind that “measuring orégtin isolation from other psychological
and contextual variables is problematic” (Kerr &gBardi, 2003: 160) and that the use of
multiple measures will give you a more accuratallteacey (1989) suggests the use of
different assessment approaches, such as testemtigsng DT-tests or remote associate tests)
and non-test approaches that are personality (ergopality inventories, demographic
guestions) or product oriented (e.g Creative Prodmalysis Matrix). Unfortunately, using a
variety of measures entails that each respondefit wge a lot of time filling out
guestionnaires, limiting the number of respondeviliing to participate. In the next section a
few different areas of research will be presentdng with the tests within the different

areas. Advantages and limitations to each methclso be briefly discussed.

7.1.1 Measuring divergent thinking

The wordreference dictionary (2006) defines divatgainking as “out-of-the-box thinking-
thinking that moves away in diverging directionsaoto involve a variety of aspects and
which sometimes lead to novel ideas and solutiassgciated with creativityThe last point

is of importance. Divergent thinking is associateith, rather than the same as creativity.
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Guilford (1968) talks of divergent production agdducing a number of different ideas in
response to certain given information” (Guilfor@®68). Tests based on divergent production
are widely used to measure creative potentiak Itmportant to use these test with a bit of
caution, as “Divergent thinking is not synonymoughvereative thinking, but it does reflect
the ability to generate ideas and thus may plagraral role.” (Charles and Runco, 2000-
2001: 418). DT-tests have also been criticizednior being able to predict future creative
behavior. Despite these facts, extensive reseastbéen conducted looking at the divergent
thinking tests, especially the Torrance Test ofafive Thinking, and the results have been
mostly supporting. This is further enhanced if yook at the appropriate limitations of the
method and use it in combination with other measu@ven the relative importance of DT-
tests, we will consider these in a bit more detail

The Guilford battery

Guilford created a test based on his Structurenefimtellect model (SI) (Guilford 1968). It
consisted of ten different tests. These tests aergknt production of: 1) semantic units, 2)
semantic classes, 3) semantic relations, 4) semagsitems, 5) semantic implications, 6)
figural units 7) figural classes 8) figural systeBjsfigural transformations and 10) figural
implications. Half of the tests are verbal (semgntnd the other half is nonverbal (figural).
Even do the test has undergone widespread reséastih lacks the validity and reliability of
the Torrance tests (Kerr & Gagliardi, 2003).

The test is normally scored dlmencywhich means the number of ideas given anglinality.
Guilford’s rationale for the emphasis on fluencysveabelief that the speed of idea generation
tells us something about the individual's creapegential. All other things being the same, a
person who comes up with more ideas will probaldynhore creative. Simonton (2004)
argued that high speed would lead to a larger pbadleas, and therefore contribute to the
production of more original ideas. Mumford also ramkledges the importance of speed, but
he suggests “that the study of speed should bettiespecific processes, or key mental

operations, involved in peoples’ creative probleshasg efforts” (Mumford, 2000-2001)

The Torrance Test of Creative Thinking

The Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (TTCT) ie thost used and the most researched test
to measure creative potential. TTCT also contaothk erbal and nonverbal tasks. The test is
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scored on fluency, originality and flexibility (ndrar of categories of ideas). The nonverbal

version is also scored on elaboration.

Research shows that the Torrance Test of Creathiekihg measures something that
“distinct from academic aptitude/ achievement” ardat “divergent thinking is
multidimensional” (Clapham, 2004). The verbal ahd figural TTCT are only moderately
intercorrelated and principal components analysigions that verbal and figural divergent
thinking are two separate factors. The TTCT denratstmoderate to high test- retest
reliability, but as for so many other tests witkiie area of creativity, the predictive validity is
somewhat weak. This is something that can be skd for tests within the area of
intelligence. Research has showed that correlatidrtween TTCT-scores and
accomplishments in adulthood sometimes are hidien that of intelligence in predicting
adult achievement. The tests ability to assesdipah@erformance in areas requiring a great

deal of technical knowledge has also been questifiisiao & Liang, 2003).

Wallach and Kogan Creativity Tests

Wallach and Kogan (1965) based their divergentkihgrtests on their study of the effects of
testing conditions. They allowed for a more playdplproach to the assessment of creative
potential. The Wallach and Kogan Creativity Teds aonsist of both figural and verbal
assignments. The tests has the advantage of beihgegarded among creativity researchers

in addition to consistent results indicating goelilability and validity (Cheng et al., 2004)

Scoring divergent thinking tests
The divergent thinking tasks are normally scoredamtors such as fluency, originality and

flexibility. Fluencyis the most widely used factor for scoring DT-tadk$s a measure of the
number of ideas a respondent gives. Research daghes ideational fluency is a relevant
factor to consider in that “the more solutions d¢desed, the more likely some will be
creative” (Amabile & Collins, 2004). There is maagreement thabriginality is a facet of
creativity. Almost all of the definitions of crewitly include some word for original. An idea/
product need to be for example uncommon/ unusudfjue or new to the world. The
operational definition is normally based on statatinfrequency within a population. This is
the objective score, but subjective scores are somag used as well. Expert judges could be
used to assess originality, subjectively. Reseamnhthe use of judges shows cultural
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differences in evaluation in that there was a greednsensus among Chinese than American

judges of artwork, and that American judges usedtst standard, Sternberg (2001).

Flexibility is a measure of the number of categories usesiniti used as often as fluency and
originality because of problems with subjectivitydategorization and the fact that flexibility
in some instances has correlated strongly withnfiye Runco (1991) emphasizes the
importance of considering flexibility when you maesideation “it increases the universe of
possible ideational classes, and thereby increteeprobability of finding a divergent or
truly creative idea”. In addition to these measudegrgent thinking tests are sometimes
scored omappropriatenesas well. This is normally done by the use of ekpaiges. If the
authors score the data themselves you risk that daa affect the outcome. Depending on

task, domain experts might be the best choice.

7.1.1.1Testing conditions

To what degree a DT-task should be related to aopé& job or something else familiar is
another important discussion. Mednick (1968) hblt tThe greater the number of instances
in which an individual has solved problems withagivmaterials in a certain matter, the less is
the likelihood of his attaining a creative solutiasing these materials”. Figural tasks seem to
have the advantage of being more unfamiliar tostitgects, and might feel a bit more game-
like. In the same way, if a job-related task isegivthe respondents could be looking for a
right answer, or use previously successful tagticstead of serendipity, trial and error or on
the spot associations. Runco, Dow and Smith (2006hd that a person’s result on a
divergent thinking task can be significantly rethte the knowledge a person has within the
domain of the task. To avoid bias it is therefamgortant that all respondents have got
approximately the same amount of knowledge on dbgest of the test. If this is not possible,
unfamiliar tasks should be given or tasks thatless realistic.

One should also consider the effect of time com#san respondents. It has been suggested
that the more original/ creative ideas often cotats in a divergent thinking session. Resent
research showed that time constraints could has® ¢¢ an effect on divergent thinking

results than previously anticipated. “Overall, Hmalyses provide surprisingly little evidence
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of a relation between time on task and either ideat behavior or DT” (Plucker, Runco &
Lim, 2006:55).

7.1.1.2Research on the DT-tests

The TTCT is the most widely researched DT-test, that results have been somewhat
varying. It is especially within the area of prddie validity the tests have found little
support. Parker (1980) found no reliable predictodnater nonacademic achievement and
Kanter (1984) found that the TTCT was ineffectiveen it came to the identification of
creative artists and scientists (from Feldhusen éh,GL995). It has also been claimed that

divergent thinking tests suffer from experientieldo(Runco, Dow & Smith (2006).

The weak predictive validity of the DT-tests colie a result of poor methodology and the
reliance on quantitative outcome measures, likenity. Torrence (1978) suggests that you
should use fluency, originality and flexibility, ing only one of the variables could lead you
to underestimate or overestimate creative poterffrain Runco, 1991). This is further
enhanced by statement such as “one index alone maesonvey all of the information
contained in divergent thinking test scores” (Runt891). Lacking discriminant validity
among the attributes has led to attempts to firadiisg methods based on a more holistic
measure. Proposed methods entail the use of ektetperts. This could further enhance the
ecological validity, but suffers from problems cenung subjective measures. Tests of
creativity have been criticized for exactly thekad objectivity in its measures. This has been
solved by looking at the product rather than theative process. Methods such as counting
patents have been used, but the products pateaéednot be creative in the sense valuable or
appropriate. In resent years, advances have bede wizen it comes to statistical analysis of
the results of divergent thinking tests. This hpsreed up for the use of DT-tests to assess

creative potential in an objective manner.

It is important to keep in mind that divergent #ing tests are more likely to assess creative
potential rather than the actual use of this paéeriDivergent thinking is just one component
of creativity” (Runco, 1991). As we have seen, méagtors interplay to predict creative
outcome. Guilford (1968), mentions that the usdath divergent thinking and convergent

production is essential for creativity. Other ex#spare the connection to knowledge,
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context, environmental variables, attitude and waion. One also has to consider the
instructions given to respondents when divergemtkihg tests are administered. Research
shows that instructions to come up with creativevéh and worthwhile) uses in stead of as
many ideas as possible can have positive effecth@mumber of creative ideas produced
(Harrington, 1975). If you take all of these things account, divergent thinking tests can

give you valuable information about the potentaaldreative thinking.

To get a better understanding of how an individgah go from potential to creative

productivity we should use DT-tests in combinatigith attitude, interest and personality
guestionnaires, since “A valid assessment proceghoald consider both cognitive and
personality components” (Kerr & Gagliardi, 20038)6Feldhusen and Goh (1995) conclude
that real life creativity is complex and that “ringle test will measure it”.

7.2 Attitude measures

As mentioned, attitude has not been researchedgxety in the context of creativity. None
the less, Basadur and Hausdorf (19f&)nd that “employee attitudes toward creativity ca
indicate their potential for behaving in a creatim@nner”. In addition, “attitudes and
personality, like divergent thinking, are obserealdnd measurable” (Kerr & Gagliardi,
2003). Some of these inventories also have an gayarover the DT-tests because relatively

easy to administer and score.

Basadur has focused on the two ideation attitudgzreference for active divergence and
tendency for premature convergence. Studies hawalfthe measures of these attitudes to be
reliable and valid (Basadur & Finkbeiner, 1985).

7.3 Measuring different aspect of evaluation

The evaluative aspects of creativity have been uredsin different ways. Some have used
judges and a more subjective way to assess ewaiuathile others have used a more
objective method. Especially within the area ofleafive accuracy work has been done to
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provide a method of measurement that is reliableé @aalid. The focus here is on the
identification of ideas that are original (measureg the objective standard statistical
infrequency within a population) and popular (sté¢ally common). We will elaborate on the

different types of assessments under the sectionethodology.

8 Research problem, model and hypotheses

By now, we have presented theory we find relevamiur research. First we presented general
theory about creativity and than we tried to comneto the field we were most interested in,
namely evaluation. The last section of the theagsentation provided a short overview of
research methods available for analyzing both ei@n and our predictor variables. The rest
of the paper will concentrate on our research. /giing through the literature we found
some aspects of the field where there were relgtittle research. The next chapters will
explain the focus of our research; present methisdsl and provide results and discussions

about our findings.

8.1 Gap in the literature

Quite a few researchers have identified evaluaBan important subject of research. Charles
and Runco (2003: 418) points to the fact that aigio divergent thinking is important,
“divergence alone will not lead to much”. Purelyeligent ideas can be quite bizarre. If they

are being produced to find a solution to some @wblthey might very well be irrelevant”.

Although evaluation has been identified as an ingmrpart of coming up with original and
appropriate ideas or products, it has been an tatddr subject of research. To take an
example, West et al. (2004) suggests that evaluatiodeas has not been as prioritized as it
should be, given the relative importance. They fdéet there is a lack of a proper
operationalization of the degree of innovativend$ss confirms the tendency we have seen
throughout the literature review. Researchers gdiyeacknowledge the importance of the

subject and an evaluative component is includetierdifferent models of creativity. Still, we
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struggled to find a comprehensive body of resedéwoking into factors that can influence

evaluative ability.

In addition, Mumford (2002) identified evaluatiothes as one of the most important aspects
of creative leadership. Still few studies have beenducted within the area. Runco and
Basadur (1993) looked at a training program fom@&thagers. They identified improvements
in intrapersonal evaluative accuracy in responsthé¢otraining. In our study we wanted to
build on this research by including some resporslenth leadership experience and some
that had no such experience. In this way we coesdifsthe two groups differ in the way they
evaluate ideas. The effect of leadership experiemcevaluative accuracy has not previously
been considered in the research literature. Wefagllis on the interpersonal factors in stead
of the intrapersonal, considering the importancthefleader’s ability to evaluate the ideas of

subordinates and co-workers.

The review of research within the field of evaloatshows that quite a few of the studies has
been conducted with students or children as respuad Our focus will therefore be on
people that are active in business, but differ he type of job they are currently in,
educational level, job experience and age. The maens will be on the possible link
between experience and evaluative accuracy. Sweghesationships between the two factors
have been mentioned in the psychoeconomic approacteativity, but we did not find any
research on the subject. It is an interesting aBezause knowledge might be a requisite for

good judgments, but it can also lead to a degréeedness.

Finally, only a few researchers have covered tlea af creativity and attitudes. We want to
take a closer look at that relationship betweetudtts and evaluative accuracy in the creative
context. Available research on both attitudes aadlérship in association with evaluation
tend to have been conducted in a training setiiggre the aim is to observe attitudes and
leaders’ creative and evaluative abilities aftez thaining program. Our intention was to

perform similar tests, but in a non-training comtex
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8.2 Research problem

The starting point for our research is thus the mgafhe literature regarding the effect of

leadership and work experience on evaluation ohsdeeadership experience and working
experience were grouped, and together with educahiey constitute job- and educational

factors that may influence evaluative skills. Irdéidn, we wanted to take a closer look at the
effects of attitude and creative ability on evalwat which were grouped together in personal
factors. Previous research has primarily concesdran pupils or students and teachers. Our
approach was a bit different, in that it providemWwledge about working professionals and
leaders. We want to examine different charactessf the participants and further to explore
if some of the differences explain evaluative aacyr This leads us to the following research

guestion:

How do personal and job factors predict evaluateeuracy?

The purpose of this paper is to explore underlyatgors that affect our dependent variables
evaluative accuracy of popular and original idéd®e independent/ predictor variables are
divided into two groups. The first one, personaltdas include creative ability and attitudes.
We could have operated with a bigger range of &g here, including factors such as
intelligence, personality and age, but chose tatloarselves for a number of reasons. As
mentioned, earlier research, Runco and Smith (1882)d that measures of intelligence and
critical thinking did not correlate with evaluatiaecuracy. Adding too many factors into a
regression will lead to methodological problemgeesally when the number of respondents
is few, intelligence was thus eliminated. The adstiation of personality and motivational
inventories was unfortunately not possible becaigéme constraints. Age is included as a
moderator variable, to see if it affects the relaship between working experience and
evaluative accuracy, hypothesizing that age islate@ to evaluative accuracy.

We chose to include attitudes because it seemé@ omewhat understudied and of great
interest to us. It also seemed likely that the tttitudes would affect evaluative accuracy.
Creative potential was included because it wasetya®lated to our field of interest, and had

lead to interesting findings in a non businessregtt
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The second group of predictor variables, job factmicluded variables that were closely
connected to the line of work the respondents werédgain we were faced with the choice
of a limited range of all possible factors. Reviegvihe literature we decided that leadership
experience would provide new insights to the fidid.addition, we wanted to look at the

related field of working experience and educatidradkground as part of our research.

8.3 Research model

We have developed a model that illustrates thetiogiships we want to explore. The

independent variables are divided into two groupse consisting of personal factors and
another one consisting of job factors. Previousaesh has identified two attitudes that
influence the ability to accurately classify idedsperson with the attitude preference for
ideation (active divergence) would prefer novel asleand solutions, take multiple

perspectives in problem solving and look for combius improvements, while a person with
the attitude preferences for premature closurenfptere convergence) would look for flaws
in ideas, eliminate seemingly bad ideas from caaraiibn, dislike mistakes and optimize on
one solution (Basadur, Graen & Scandura, 1986)crggtive potential we think of fluency,

flexibility and originality scores as describedlearin this paper. The job category consists of

working experience, leadership experience and eiumed background.

Our model indicates that all of the factors infloerevaluative accuracy of the evaluator. In
this paper we will include two dependent variableamely the correct identification of

popular and original ideas. Popular ideas are ideasare statistically common (given by
many of the respondents), while original ideasideas that are statistically rare (given by
only one or two of our respondents). The two ar@suesd objectively, by looking at the

number of ideas a person correctly identified agimmal and popular.
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Personal Factors:
- Attitudes
- Creative

potential

- (Age) Evaluative accuracy o
popular ideas

Job Factors: Evaluative accuracy of
- Leadership original ideas
- Working
experience
- Educational
lengtt

Predictor variables Dependent variables

Figure 2: Research model

8.4 Hypotheses

To answer our research problem we have develosad af hypotheses based on the model
presented above. The hypotheses serve as mearssdssahe relationships between the
variables. Since creative potential and evaluaticeuracy is an area that has not been
explored in that many research papers, the hypeshess to be deducted from a combination
of the research that has already been conductedeaedrch/ theories from all the areas we

have covered in the literature review.

Personal factors

The first hypothesis concerns the relationship kbetwattitudes and evaluative accuracy. It is
likely that persons with different attitudes ancekfprences towards creativity differ in their
evaluation of ideas. Only a few studies have exarhithis relationship, and most of them
report results only on one of the relevant attitudg a time. Earlier research on the
relationship between ideational preference and lpopavaluative score has shown a
significant and negative relationship (Runco & 3mitl992). After creativity training
program Runco and Basadur (1993) also found thaluative skill was negatively related to

preference for active divergence. This leads tdpothesis:
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H1) The attitude “preference for ideation” will beegatively correlated with accurate

evaluation of popular ideas in a sample of businessple.

H2) The attitude “preference for ideation” will beegatively correlated with accurate

evaluation of original ideas in a sample of busgpsople.

It has been quite difficult identifying researchathprovides evidence of a significant
relationship between preference for premature ctosnd evaluative accuracy. Our next
hypothesis is therefore based on the discussiom fohapter 6.6 in this paper, about
evaluation and attitudes. We stated that a peisamlikely to perform an activity he or she
has no interest in, or has a negative attitude ridsvaPreference for premature closure has a
negative tone to it, which indicates that persoitb this attitude are likely to find flaws when
evaluating. This may lead to cutting off ideas t®mon, which in turn may affect the

evaluative accuracy.

H3) The attitude “preference for premature closumill be negatively correlated with

accurate evaluation of popular ideas in a sampleusginess people.

H4) The attitude “preference for premature closur@iill be negatively correlated with

accurate evaluation of original ideas in a sampldosiness people.

Second we want to consider the relationship betwerative potential and evaluative
accuracy. Runco and Smith (1992) found a significanrelation between both intrapersonal
and interpersonal evaluation and divergent thinkBmme differences in evaluation occurred,;
“Examinees were significantly more accurate whealating the uniqueness rather than the
popularity of their own ideas, but significantly recaccurate when evaluating the popularity
rather than the uniqueness of ideas given by athanford (2002) provides an explanation
for this. Although it is given in the context ofalgership, it may be generalized to apply for
the whole population: “Given the ill defined natwkcreative work and the novelty evident
in all creative problem solutions, it may be diffic if not impossible, to evaluate ideas and
provide feedback to followers or, for that mattaher managers, when leaders lack expertise

and creative problem solving skills”.
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On a more intuitive level one could also argue thiagén evaluating one rely on own ideas and
compare ideas generated by others with own ideas.likely that a majority of the ideas

evaluators will generate themselves are populat,that they would recognize similar ideas

and thus categorize them as popular. When evafuatéas one often turns to oneself as point
of reference. If the evaluator is likely to genertlhe same or similar ideas, then he or she
realizes that it is likely that also others willnme up with it. Hence, one compares the ideas
evaluated with ideas one would suggest oneselfalex ideational fluency is described as
the ability to generate several ideas, people vdoeive high scores on this factor have a
broader basis for comparison when evaluating. Tdmaes process may take place when
evaluating original ideas. If the ideas evaluatesl reot ideas the evaluator would come up
with, then he or she may recognize the newnesseoitea and consequently identify it as an

original idea.

Based on the findings of Runco and Smith (1992) amnthe reasoning above we suggest the
two following hypotheses.

H5) Ideational fluency will be positively correlatevith accurate evaluation of popular ideas

in a sample of business people.

H6) Ideational fluency will be positively correlatavith accurate evaluation of original ideas

in a sample of business people.

Runco and Vega (1990) also found a positive relatiqp between divergent thinking scores
and evaluative accuracy. Research shows that ‘iices of ideational skill (originality and
fluency) were significantly associated with the tearrect-identification evaluative scores”,
but it was the originality score that explained mos the variance. Our participants are
judging ideas given by others, and despite findinggcating difficulty in identifying original

ideas given by others, we rely on the findings im&éb and Vega.

Again, we can argue that the evaluators compaasidealuated with boundaries of their own
minds. An evaluator that is likely to generate salveriginal ideas to a problem may also be
able to recognize originality in ideas given byesth Even more importantly, ideas beyond

the evaluator’s idea generation are likely to beemily identified as original.
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H7) Ideational originality will be positively corfated with accurate evaluation of popular

ideas in a sample of business people.

H8) Ideational originality will be positively cortated with accurate evaluation of original

ideas in a sample of business people.

Job factors

We also wanted to look more directly at the relsiip between work experience and
evaluation.Kagel and Levin (1986) argue that “the processngroving judgement will
occur naturally as individuals receive feedbacktledir past decisions” (from Bazerman,
2002).Runco and Vega (1990) found that parents with nebrielren were more accurate in
their evaluation of children’s ideas. It seems tthe experience they gained through the
upbringing of their children had a positive effect their evaluative ability. Mumford (2002)
also made the prediction that expertise was a quéesite for evaluative ability “it may be
difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate ideas wheaders lack expertise”.

As time passes employees get more experience irwdnkplace, one develops a better
understanding of the business and ability to geearaw ideas and decide which ideas are
worth pursuing may increase. Time and effort spenthis may be looked at as investments.
As suggested by psychoeconomic theory (Rubensomgc® 1995) there is a danger that a
large investment in such experience is related degree of inflexibility. The fear of having
to admit that the investment is outdated or irrefevfor performance may lead to a limited
search for new solutions or blocking of informatibiat is in great contrast to own experience
and expertise. This could have great significanéerwwe look at how experts evaluate
creative ideas. An expert might have an incentiveta pursue a viable idea. Our prediction
is that inflexibility, as described in psycoeconontiheory more than offset the increased
possibilities expertise gives to make better judgine

H9) Working experience will be negatively correthteith accurate evaluation of popular

ideas in a sample of business people.

H10) Working experience will be negatively corretatwith accurate evaluation of original

ideas in a sample of business people.
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The next job factor we want to consider is leadgrséxperience. Managers of large
organizations improved their evaluative skills aféethree day training program (Runco &
Basadur, 1990). This research does not tell ushamyiabout differences in evaluative skills
between leaders and non-leaders. By exploring ext hypothesis we would like to say
something about this relationship. Often leaderrganizations are both older and more
experienced than their employees. As opposed tdogegs much of the leaders’ attention is
directed at observing and evaluating others idBagcoeconomic theory is consequently of
less importance in this case. In addition lead@bs often involve more evaluation and
decision making. According to Robbins (2005) “ageraleaders spend 32% of their time on
traditional management characterized by decisiorkimya planning and controlling.

Following a learning-by-doing perspective, this majluence leaders’ ability to more

accurately identify popular and original ideas.sTleiads us to the following hypothesis:

H11) Leadership experience will be positively ctated with accurate evaluation of popular
ideas in a sample of business people.

H12) Leadership experience will be positively ctated with accurate evaluation of original

ideas in a sample of business people.

The final set of hypotheses concern education. fdasis poorly examined in the context of
creativity and evaluative skills. Runco and Smi#992) among others, has performed
research among students, but this implies thatfalie participants were still in school, and at
the same level of education. These findings wilt be helpful in the shaping of our

hypotheses, because we want to identify if theeeaany differences in evaluative accuracy

between those with longer educations and thoseamiyrone or a few years of education.

Instead we once more turn to more intuitive expiana. Along with education comes
expertise and knowledge. The more years of edutatie more one learns academically.
Often years of education also add to ones stanaeakertness. Education provides examples,
ideas and philosophies developed by others, andequently educated people are more
likely to know which ideas are corresponding to there traditional line of thinking, and
which ideas have novel elements attached to ith\Waucation one is also forced to asking

guestions and to do some critical thinking. Thisyraéso lead to a better understanding of
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what it takes for ideas to be common or rare. Bamedhis we proposed the following

hypotheses:

H13) Educational length will be positively corredat with accurate evaluation of popular

ideas in a sample of business people.

H14) Educational length will be positively corretat with accurate evaluation of original

ideas in a sample of business people.

9 Methodology

This section provides a description of our apprdacanswer the hypotheses. It describes our

method for collecting data and which methods wel useanalyze it.

The objective of our research was to better undedsthe evaluative skills of corporate
employees. To be able to check our hypotheses, précipants were measured on
demographical variables, attitudes, creativity avdluative skills. We were allowed to
administer our questionnaires at an evening coatrske Norwegian school of Business and
Administration Management. This allowed us a widage of different occupations and
educational backgrounds with age ranging from 19%@. In addition we got a chance to
conduct the research on employees in Bergen Cityn€ltd the Municipality of Bergen. For
the students of the evening courses we first mehtbnce to conduct a typical creativity test,
the divergent thinking test, and to get informataiout the participants’ backgrounds. Then,
after evaluating the data we had gathered, we Ime@t tonce more and asked them to perform
another test, to identify their evaluative skillfhe same procedure was used in the

Municipality of Bergen

9.1.1 Participants/ subjects

The participants (N=70) were employees in both ghblic and private sector in Bergen.
Participants from the evening courses varied thestmdien it came to age, educational

background and working experience and in this gnwagound employees in both the private
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and the public sector. In the Municipality of Bemgee also had participants with different
backgrounds and that were employed in differentadepents, with different types of
positions. Taken together, 79.4 percent of ouri@pents were working in the public sector.
The participants varied in their level of responigiband the leader activities they performed
in their work. The male-female ratio was 28.8 pat@gainst 71.2 percent. The group’s grade
point average from high school was 4.4. This iseehat higher than the population average
that is closer to 3. A few of the respondents halg a high school diploma, but on average
the group had 4 years of higher education and wia$ie respondents had a master’s degree.
43.8 percent of the respondents had leadershiprierpe in some degree, and 28.8 percent
had a leadership title. The average respondentlea@n years of work experience and there
was a standard deviation of 8.

education leadership experience

Percent
Percent

T
bachelor master no yes

education leadership experience

Figure 3: Demographics

9.1.2 Instruments

As we saw in the section on measurements one sleounklder the use of multiple measures
to assess creativity. In our study we had to baahe need for data on several variables
against the possibility of boredom and a low pgétion rate. We knew that if the time it
took to complete the questionnaires was too longpitld limit our chance to use respondent
from the evening courses at NHH. Therefore we chiosese three divergent thinking tasks,
with a five minute time limit on each to test. Twyges of verbal Wallach-Kogan Creativity
tests were used namely instances and uses. Trewas& as follows: 1. Name all the strong
things you can think of and 2. Tell me all the éiffint ways you can use a brick. In addition,
we chose a problem divergent thinking. This wadgtecloser to real life: 3. Name all the

problems you can think of that we did not have B@rg ago. In the choice of DT-task, we
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looked at the trade-off situation between advargagésadvantages with realistic or more
playful assignments. The more “realistic tasks rhigeh more constrained than the standard
tasks, such as Instances and Uses” (Runco, 199iybu are to use realistic tasks, it would
be beneficiary to administer some standard tas&s fo acquaint the respondents with the use
of more unusual responsésiven the limited amount of time we had availatdethe DT-
tasks this was unfeasible. Also, the group vanethe types of professions, the industry they
worked in and job assignments, making it diffictdtfind realistic tasks that were equally
familiar to them all. The use of realistic tasksilcbtherefore lead to experiential bias (Runco,
Dow & Smith, 2006). We wanted to focus on how warid leadership experience influenced
general evaluative accuracy, not only within a domall of these facts lead to the use of two
standardized fairly playful DT-tasks, and one peofd-task that gave the respondents more of

a chance to use their work experience no mattet whassignments they had.

To score the divergent thinking tests we made mdexof all the ideas given and the number
of distinct ideas was counted to make up the ideatifluency-score for each person on each
task. To assess originality we scored the ideagsponse to unusualness and uniqueness.
They were given two points for ideas in which thegre alone on and one point for ideas that
they shared with another respondent. Finally,cdhs were put into different categories, and
based on the number of categories one person leas ith, we found their ideational
flexibility. Because of the subjectivity involved hen scoring flexibility each of us
categorized the first 20 participant’s ideas indejsatly. We agreed on close to 90% of the
categorization for the different tasks. An averagere was calculated on each task when it
came to fluency, originality and flexibility. Alhe scores were then weighted according to the
average score on each task, giving the respondsctra of one on ideational fluency if they
gave the average number of ideas during the fiveutes. A grand total was calculated by

adding up the scores from all the tests.

The Basadur 14-item Ideation-Evaluation PrefereSwae (Basadur & Finkbeiner, 1985) was
used to assess attitudes related to creativity.pfbeedure of this test is that the participants
give responses to a number of statements, raterg tin a five-point Likert scale from totally
disagree to totally agree. Based on this we weirdédntify two attitudes related to creativity
and evaluation. These were preference for activergence and preference for premature
convergence. To make sure there were no problertts tve language we translated the

guestionnaire into Norwegian. We also checkedefriteaning of the questions remained the

56



same by having it translated back to English. Bseani the possibility for detrimental effects

of expected evaluation on intrinsic motivation, trespondents were not told about the
evaluative part of the study at this stage. Theerdjgnt thinking tasks were also presented
more as a game than as a test, insuring the resptethat there were no wrong answers and
that there would be no grading. Subject numberewesed throughout the study to assure

anonymity. They were also told to work alone ortladl tasks and questionnaires.

On the basis of the ideational originality scoras, evaluation form was composed. We
randomly picked 8 ideas from the original ideas r{titmed by less than 3 percent), 8
intermediately common ideas (mentioned by 7-13g@)cand 8 popular ideas (mentioned by
more than 20 percent) from each of the divergeinkihg tasks. Random number table was
used to decide on the order the ideas were pras@mntdhe respondents were instructed to
rate the ideas from 1 to 7, giving a low score (2)oto the ideas they did not find original,

the middle numbers (3, 4 or 5) to the ideas they found to be somewhat original and a high
score (6 or 7) to the ideas they found original. &raluative scale consisting of all three
categories would in all probability wind up witHaw reliability score because there are three
correct options for the intermediately common iddag only two for popular and original

ideas. For this paper we will concentrate on the@mon and original ideas given these two
categories relevance to creativity. The participamere told to use the entire scale and to
answer individually. The evaluation form was scoobgectively by how many ideas that was
correctly identified among the highly original idedunique ideas evaluation score) and
among the popular ideas (normal ideas evaluatioregcCorrectly identified ideas among the

intermediately common ideas were also recognized.

All the above questionnaires were assessed fanaiteonsistency. Analyses were conducted
for the different evaluative scores, for the twotadle scales and for the divergent thinking
scales. Reliability was confirmed by a Cronbachigh& coefficient of .739 on the divergent
thinking fluency-scale (Cronbach, 1951). Cronbachlpha for ideational originality was
only .390 and ideational flexibility .477. The lo@ronbach Alpha scores for originality and
flexibility will be taken into account in the reswdection below. For the total evaluation scale
the reported Cronbach’s Alpha was .581 when evialuaif unique and popular/normal ideas
was included (N=57). Intermediately common-itemsvatd the highest item-total correlation
with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .683, but as expectedititermediately common scale decreased

the reliability of the total evaluation scale leaglito an Alpha of only .229. We therefore
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chose to eliminate the intermediately common itérom the total evaluation scale. Runco
and Basadur (1990) have also used an evaluatite smasisting of rare/ original (statistically
infrequent) and common/ popular (statistically freqt) ideas. The internal consistency of the
evaluation scale is further confirmed by Runco Badadur (1993:168) in that “the evaluative
measure has been used previously with parentddeaccollege students, and children, and
seems to be reliable”. Attitudes were divided itv@ scales, one for preference for ideation
and one for preference for premature closure. Gxomls Alpha was reported of .533 and
.796. It is possible that the weak result regardimg preference for ideation scale can be
explained by the low number of items about thidipalar attitude in the test. According to
Runco and Smith (1992) the preference for ideatibawed internal consistency in their
research with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .65. The défgrinventories will be displayed in the

appendix.

9.1.3 Procedure

First, all our participants answered some geneualstions about demographical variables
such as age, educational background, working expesi etc. These questions were all
presented to them in the format showed in the agipenumber 4). Second, the participants
were asked to fill in the Basadur Ideation-EvaloatPreference Scale. At the same session
the participants were given a standard creatiésy.tThey got three divergent thinking tasks
in the above mentioned order and were given fiveuteis on each of them to come up with as
many ideas as possible. The participation in thdystvas optional, but no-one chose not to

take partin it.

The divergent thinking tests were scored for flyerriginality and flexibility. Based on the
results of these tests we identified creative idaasrage ideas and non-creative ideas. ldeas
within the different categories were randomly chose make out the evaluation form. This
was administered the second time we met. The paatits were instructed to grade each idea
according to how creative they thought it was. Ténmsbled us to identify the participants’
abilities to recognize original ideas by calculgtimow many ideas they rated accurately in

each category.
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9.1.4 Design and analyses

Our research problem is a causal one, giving uschiméce between a number of possible
designs. Cross-sectional or correlational reseatebign is often used because of the
simplicity and the fact that it requires less reseuthan for example time series designs.
Because of the limited amount of time and monegp@ated with a master’s thesis we chose
a simple cross-sectional design. This entail thastnof the data are collected at one point in
time. This again necessitates a close look at pesearch and theory to assess the cause and

effect relationship.

The group of respondents have been chosen so ¢habwld have a higher fraction of leaders
and people with leadership experience then we wibue were looking at the population as
a whole. In addition to our independent variables gathered data on age, so as to control for
potential effect of this factor on the other indegent variables. This is not included in our

hypotheses, but will be included in the analyses.

10 Results

This chapter provides the results of our analysisvall as some rationale for the choice of

statistical technique.

10.1 Statistical technique and checking for assumptions

A one way analysis of variance (Anova) was usefinid out if the respondents from NHH
and the Muncipal of Bergen differed in their evaivm accuracy. No significant difference
between the groups was found F (1, 58) = .000,9.@ith a group mean of .3315 at NHH
and .3318 in the Municipal of Bergen, leading teeay small mean differenceo¢o3). The
Levene test of the assumption of equal variancevshiat this assumption has not been
violated, p=.779. We will therefore for the resttbe result section not separate the data

collected at the Muncipal of Bergen and NHH.
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ANOVA

total evaluation, minus medium

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square | F p (sig)
Between Groups | ,000 1 ,000 ,000 ,994
Within Groups 1,241 58 ,021
Total 1,241 59

Table 1: Anova

Twelve of the respondents at the first sessionkNnd the Muncipal of Bergen was not
present when we came back to gather data on ewedwstcuracy and one person came a bit
late to the first session and did not have timeédahe first divergent thinking task and fill out
the demographic questions. That left us with an fN6'® when performing the multiple

regression.

To test the hypotheses we used a standard mutigleession. Evaluation of popular and
original ideas was used as dependent variabléuggs, ideational fluency and originality,
educational length, age, leadership and workingeegpce was included in the analysis.
Multiple regression permits us to test for spurimss. Age was thus included, to check if it

changed the relationship between the other independriables and evaluation.

In total, 33% of the original ideas were correatlgntified, while 35% of the popular ideas
were correctly identified.

Throughout the study we have attempted to eliminhee number of possible predictive
factors by looking at prior research. Factors tieate been entirely unrelated to evaluation in
earlier studies (such as grade point average)are ¢liminated. There are two important
reasons for this. The first one is that gatheriagadon a high number of variables could
possibly limit the number of respondents prepacegdrticipate in the research. The second
reason has to do with the possibility of inflatitype one errors and of an increase in type 2
errors when multicollinearity becomes large. Colemd Cohen (1983) concluded that
“reducing the complexity of the investigation bymmiizing the number of predictors is likely

to result in more meaningful and comprehensiblaltgs(from Grimm & Yarnold, 1995).
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Multiple regression analyses assume that the depnvariable is interval or ratio-scaled, an
assumption which is not violated in this case simgedependent variable, evaluation, can be
reported on a ratio scale. The advantages of ugiggession are the greater sensitivity and
power inherent in the use of parametric statistaralyses. Nunnally (1978) and Labowitz
(1972) claim that the advantages might more thésebthe disadvantages by using multiple
regression even when the variables fall betweemalr@nd interval scales, as it often does

when you measure factors such as attitudes.

“Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) provide a formula f@iculating sample size requirements,

taking into account the number of independent Wemthat you wish to use: N > 50 + 8m

(Where m = number of independent variables)” (P&ll2003). In our regression we operate
with six independent variables, ideational prefesgnpreference for premature closure,
fluency, originality, working experience, leadegshexperience age and education. One
should also consider the effect size when choosioy many respondents needed. The
“weaker the assumed relationship, the more obsensbre needed to demonstrate statistical

conclusion validity” (Ghauri & Grgnhaug, 2002).

In general, correlations between the independenahlas are not high enough to suggest
problems with multicollinearity. This is further mirmed by tolerance values that are quite
respectable, above .7. The exception is fluency andinality and age and working
experience. As expected, correlation between tfeeters is present, originality/ fluency r =
.635 and age/ job experience r=.501. Multicollimtgas quite common in the social sciences,
considering the fact that non-experimental datauassl (Lewis-Beck, 1980). Unfortunately it
can lead to a number of problems, both technicaily when it comes to the interpretation of
the estimates. The technical problems occur ifittercorrelation is quite high. Looking at
the literature, we have seen several suggestiona tmaximum correlation between
independent factors. Palant (2003) mentions tleabivariate correlation should not exceed .9
whereas Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) suggest aibieacorrelation of .7 as a limit. Grimm
and Yarnold (1995) concludes that “most investigat@ould probably agree that correlations
of r>.8 between predictors should be considered yeoblematic”. In our case, with a
bivariate correlation of .635, we therefore conelulat we do not violate the assumptions of
multiple regression, in the form of ordinary leasjuares. Only in the case of perfect
correlation between two independent variables etigl be no mathematical solution. If the

correlation is not perfect, but still high like aur case, it would lead to larger standard errors
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of the estimates. This will further lead to largemfidence intervals and the probability of

getting a significant result decreases.

Practically, multicollinearity can lead to diffiaylwhen interpreting the results. It is hard to
say which of the predictor variables accounts far variance. Multiple regression can not
make the distinction between the variables wheninkercorrelation is high, leading to a

reliance on theoretical reasoning of the results.

Despite the problems with multicollinearity, we sledo include both the variables as is often
recommended. Eliminating a variable that correlateth one of the other independent
variables, will naturally lead to an increase ocréase in the estimate of prediction and will
also influence the standard error of the estinigterefore “it may be that the best thing to do
is simply to realize that multicollinearity is pee¢ and be aware of its consequences”
(William, 2006). One suggestion is to include bofhthe factors in the original regression,
but look at the effects of eliminating one of themhe interpretation effects of
multicollinearity will be discussed in further deétahen we look at the model as a whole and
the relationship between divergent thinking/ creapotential and evaluative accuracy. The

effect of adding age into the equation will be dsed at the end of the result-section.

The Normal Probability Plot, as presented in tiyaries below, indicates no serious deviations
from normality for the residuals. The Scatter P3bbws an acceptable distribution of the
standardized residuals. No outliers (as definedlalgachnick & Fidell, 1996) seem to be

present in the Scatter Plot.
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We chose to use the exclude cases listwise opti@nwt came to missing values, leaving us
with those respondents that had answered the questor all variables included in the

analyses.
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Multiple regression with the evaluation of uniquieas as dependent variable reported an R
square of .357 and an adjusted R Square of .218 sfdndard error of estimate is .14. The
model reaches statistical significance at the ®9éllwith F (8, 37) = 2,565, p = .025.

Model Summary, evaluation of unique ideas

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model | R R Square | Square the Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 ,597(a) ,357 ,218 ,14281 2,442

a Predictors: (Constant), Originality total, working experience, education, Preference for ideation, leadership
experience, Tendency for prem. and critical evaluation, age, Fluency total
b Dependent Variable: total evaluation, unique

Table 2: Regression Model summary, evaluation afusideas

The standard multiple regression with evaluatiomafmal/ popular ideas as the dependent
variable had a sample multiple correlation coedfitiof R = .750, representing the overall fit
of the model in the current population. This pa®s an R of .563, representing how much
of the variance in evaluative accuracy of normabglithat is accounted for using the model in
the present sample. The adjustedislRsomewhat lover =.469. In this case the standemt

of the estimate is .12. Anova shows that the mailiate model explains significantly more of
the variance in the dependent variable than a medelInone of these predictor variables F
(8, 37) =5.961 p =.000.

Model Summary, evaluation of normal ideas

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model | R R Square | Square the Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 ,750(a) ,563 ,469 ,11927 1,794

a Predictors: (Constant), Originality total, working experience, education, Preference for ideation, leadership
experience, Tendency for prem. and critical evaluation, age, Fluency total
b Dependent Variable: total evaluation, normal

Table 3: Regression Model summary, evaluation ofrad/ popular ideas

In any statistic test there is a trade off situatb@tween the probability of type 1 and type 2
errors. Type 1 error represents the likelihoodeéating the null hypothesis when it is, in

fact, true. Type 2 error is the likelihood of kespithe null hypothesis when it is false. The
chance of type 1 error is determined by the alivatifor each hypothesis. In this case we
will use an alpha-level of p<.05*, which is the igglly used. Five percent will then represent
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the possibility of rejecting the Hvhen this is in fact true. We will also indicaténen the
p<.01** and p< .001***

10.2 Evaluating the predictor variables

Two standard multiple regressions were conductedxfmore the relationship between the
predictor variables and evaluative accuracy. ldeali fluency and originality, the two

different attitudes (preference for premature dlesand preference for ideation), leadership
experience, working experience, age and educatias wncluded in the analysis as
independent/ predictor variables. Evaluative aaouraf unusual and popular ideas was

included as the dependent/ criterion variables.

Evaluative accuracy of popular/ normal ideas

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p (=
Coefficients Sig.)

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1,272 ,190 6,679 ,000

education ,072 ,026 ,316 2,737 ,009

age ,001 ,002 ,077 ,5689 ,5660

working experience ,000 ,003 ,008 ,061 ,952

leadership experience -, 104 ,038 -,316 -2,714 ,010

Preference for | 132 034 - 467 3,845 000

ideation

Tendency for prem. | )33 025 -,684 -5,286 ,000

and critical evaluation

Fluency total -,264 ,093 -,491 -2,845 ,007

Originality total ,048 ,053 , 137 ,910 ,369

a Dependent Variable: total evaluation, normal

Table 4: Regression, all independent variableduatian of normal/ popular ideas

Evaluative accuracy of unusual/ original ideas

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p
Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) ,832 ,228 3,648 ,001
education -,010 ,031 -,044 -,311 , 758
age ,002 ,003 124 ,780 441
working experience -,001 ,003 -,073 -, 447 ,658
leadership experience ,052 ,046 ,159 1,128 ,267
Preference for | _ 007 041 -026 176 861
ideation
Tendency for prem. | 4.9 ,030 -,623 -3,965 ,000
and critical evaluation
Fluency total -,208 111 -,392 -1,872 ,069
Originality total ,013 ,063 ,038 ,207 ,837

a Dependent Variable: total evaluation, unique

Table 5: Regression, all independent variabledpatian of original ideas
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10.2.1 The relationship between attitudes and evaluative accuracy

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
Evaluation of popular ideas:
Preference for | 132 034 - 467 3,845 000
ideation

Tendency for prem.

. . -,133 ,025 -,684 -5,286 ,000
and critical evaluation

Evaluation of original ideas:

Preference for | o007 041 -,026 -176 861
ideation
Tendency for prem. | ;44 030 -623 -3,965 ,000

and critical evaluation

Table 6: Regression, attitudes as independentblasaevaluation of original and popular ideas

H1) The attitude “preference for ideation” will beegatively correlated with accurate

evaluation of popular ideas in a sample of busirEssple.

A significant relationship was indicated (p = .0089tween preference for ideation and
evaluative accuracy of normal/ popular ideas. Timeans that we can reject the null
hypotheses, that the corresponding population ketaqual to zero both at the five

percentages and the one percentage level. Indbis we found that preference for ideation is
negatively correlated with evaluation, with a stamlized beta coefficient of - .467 and

unstandardized B =.-.132 with the estimated stahdeor, SE=.034. The standard error is a

measure of sampling error or “the average deviatiom sample estimate from the true value
of the population parameter across all possibldaansamples of size N” (Jaccard, Turissi &
Wan, 1990).

The unstandardized coefficient reflects that thaleative accuracy of popular ideas is going
to change -.132 units with a one unit change ifigpeace for ideation, holding all the other
predictive variables included in the analysis canstThis measure will often be problematic
when trying to determine the relative importanceath independent variable in determining
evaluation. In some cases the measurement unitschreomparable. Standardization would
then be preferable. Standardization is done by eximg the scores into standard deviation
units from the mean. The standardized partial slegt@nate (Beta) of -.467 indicates the
average standard deviation change in evaluatioth{gncase the evaluation of popular ideas)
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associated with a one standard deviation change Again, the other independent variables
are held constant. The standardized partial slgpenate allows for the comparison of the
effect of preference for ideation with the effettlee other independent variables.

H2) The attitude “preference for ideation” will beegatively correlated with accurate

evaluation of original ideas in a sample of busgpsople.

The same was not found looking at the evaluativeir@cy of original ideas, in this case the
relationship was far from significant, with p=.86fd a standardized beta of -.026. B= -.007,
SE=.041. A simple linear regression using preferdiocedeation and evaluation of original
ideas provided a positive beta of .22.

H3) The attitude “preference for premature closur@iill be negatively correlated with

accurate evaluation of popular ideas in a sampleusginess people.

The variable that made the strongest unique cauioib to explaining the variation in the

dependent variable evaluative accuracy of popudaas was the attitude preference for
premature closure. In this case the standardizéa dmefficient was -.684. Preference for
premature closure was significantly related to eate accuracy (p = .000), accurate

identification of ideas decreased as the impattisfattitude increased (B=-133, SE.025).

H4) The attitude “preference for premature closur@ill be negatively correlated with
accurate evaluation of original ideas in a sampldosiness people.

As hypothesised, preference for premature closlwas &also negatively correlated with the
evaluative accuracy of original ideas (standardibetia of -.623, p=.000). The attitude

explained the most of the variance in the evaleatiecuracy also when it came to the
identification of original ideas (B=-.119, SE=.030)

10.2.2 The relationship between creative potential and evaluative accuracy

The same multiple regressions were used to evaltlae hypotheses concerning the

relationship between divergent thinking fluencyligorality and evaluation. As mentioned,
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originality correlated positively with fluency r 835. This is a factor that we have to consider

in the interpretation of the results.

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized T p
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

Evaluation of popular ideas:

Fluency total -,264 ,093 -,491 -2,845 ,007
Originality total ,048 ,053 ,137 ,910 ,369
Evaluation of original ideas:

Fluency total -,208 111 -,392 -1,872 ,069
Originality total ,013 ,063 ,038 ,207 ,837

Table 7: Regression, divergent thinking as indepahdariable, evaluation of original and popularad

H5) Ideational fluency will be positively correlatevith accurate evaluation of popular ideas

in a sample of business people.

A significant relationship between fluency and ewative accuracy of popular ideas was
found. The two correlated negatively, standardiketh of -.491, meaning that a change of
one standard unit of ideational fluency will resirit a change of -.491 standard unit of
evaluative accuracy of popular ideas. The relabigng(p<.01) is thus of substantial

magnitude. We found a significant increase in estahe accuracy as ideational fluency
decreased (B =-.264, $E.093).

H6) Ideational fluency will be positively correlatavith accurate evaluation of original ideas

in a sample of business people.

The relationship between fluency and evaluativeugsmy of original ideas was not quite as
strong and with a slightly larger standard errothe estimate. In total, it was only close to
significant at the 5% level with a p=.069. Again feend a negative beta value (standardized
beta = -.366, B=-.208, $E.111).

H7) Ideational originality will be positively corfated with accurate evaluation of popular

ideas in a sample of business people

The relationship between ideational originality awhluation was not significant (p = .369)
and is described with a standardized beta of .B37048 and Sg= .053.
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H8) Ideational originality will be positively corlated with accurate evaluation of original
ideas in a sample of business people

The multiple regression does not show a significalattionship between ideational originality
and the evaluation of original ideas p=.837 andddedized beta =.038, B = .013 and,SE
=.063.

10.2.2.1 The effect of eliminating originality as a predicta variable

The multicollinearity between fluency and origitglcan lead to a few problems in terms of
interpretation. We wanted to take a look at theeaffof removing originality from the
regression. We were especially interested in hovehmiti alters the relationship between
fluency and evaluation of popular and original slelut also wanted to see if the findings
changes when it comes to any of the other variahl@sking back at the Cronbach’s alphas,
this was only .39 for the originality score. Thésnormally considered as too low, a factor that
must be considered in the analyses. For thesengase wanted to take a closer look at what
happens when you take originality out of the regjms

In our case we had an r of .635 between originaitg fluency. An r=.6 gives a 20 %
increase in standard error of estimate of predicéind an r of .7 gives an increase of 40% in
the standard error (Skog, 2004). Intercorrelatiam thus lead to type 2 errors, in that
coefficients will have to be larger in order todiatistically significant. It will also be diffictl

to determine the relative significance of the twaotbrs, because we have few observations

were one predictor is present and the other onetis

If we choose to eliminate originality from the mplé regression using identification of
popular ideas as the independent variable, we earttat R will only decrease by .006. R
squared adjusted on the other hand increases wheaiwinate originality because we have
one less independent variable and because originglhighly correlated with fluency, thus
adding to the standard error of the estimate.
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Model Summary with ideational originality, evaluative accuracy of popular ideas

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model | R R Square | Square the Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,750(a) ,563 ,469 ,11927 1,794

Model Summary without ideational originality, evaluative accuracy of popular ideas

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model | R R Square | Square the Estimate | Durbin-Watson
1 ,744(a) ,553 471 , 11900 1,743

Table 8: Model summary when eliminating originaligwaluation of popular ideas

Not including originality in the multiple regressiavill influence the fluency coefficient and
standard error. As expected, the standard errothefpartial coefficient decreases (SE
decreases from .093 to .069) because we eliminfet@r that correlates highly with fluency.

The patrtial slope itself is altered from -.264 1i207 leading to a Standarized Beta of -.386 in

stead of -.491.

Evaluative accuracy of popular/ normal ideas

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized T p
Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1,272 ,190 6,679 ,000
Education ,072 ,026 ,316 2,737 ,009
Age ,001 ,002 ,077 ,589 ,560
working experience ,000 ,003 ,008 ,061 ,952
leadership experience -, 104 ,038 -,316 -2,714 ,010
Preference for | 132 034 467 -3,845 000
ideation
Tendency for prem. | )33 025 -,684 -5,286 ,000
and critical evaluation
Fluency total -,264 ,093 -,491 -2,845 ,007
Originality total ,048 ,053 , 137 ,910 ,369
a Dependent Variable: total evaluation, normal
Evaluative accuracy of popular/ normal ideas withoriginality
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1,270 ,190 6,684 ,000
Education ,072 ,026 ,315 2,736 ,009
Age ,001 ,002 ,076 ,583 ,563
Working experience ,000 ,002 -,026 -,204 ,839
leadership experience -,106 ,038 -,322 -2,772 ,009
Preference for | 135 034 -478 -3,963 000
ideation
Tendency for prem. | ;45 025 669 5,224 000
And critical evaluation
Fluency total -,207 ,069 -,386 -3,022 ,004

a Dependent Variable: total evaluation, normal

Table 9: Coefficients when eliminating originaligyaluation of popular ideas
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The elimination of originality only alters the parater estimates of the other predictor
variables marginally and it does not affect whiectbrs significantly relate to evaluative
accuracy of popular ideas. The standard error akiwg experience decreases from .003 till
.002 and the standardized beta alters from .0080@6, but the factor is still far from
significant (p=.839).

Eliminating originality when looking at the evaliat of original ideas will leave R

practically unchanged. Adjusted R Squared is thesurprisingly higher in the model without
originality (.237 in stead of .218).

Model Summary with ideational originality, evaluative accuracy of original ideas

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model | R R Square | Square the Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 ,597(a) ,357 ,218 , 14281 2,442

a Predictors: (Constant), Originality total, working experience, education, Preference for ideation, leadership
experience, Tendency for prem. and critical evaluation, age, Fluency total
b Dependent Variable: total evaluation, unique

Model Summary without ideational originality, evaluative accuracy of original ideas

Adjusted R | Std. Error of
Model | R R Square | Square the Estimate

1 ,597(a) ,356 ,237 ,14100

a Predictors: (Constant), age, Tendency for prem. and critical evaluation, leadership experience, education,
Preference for ideation, Fluency total, working experience
b Dependent Variable: total evaluation, unique

Table 10: Model summary when eliminating origingligvaluation of original ideas

Naturally, it is fluency that will be most signifintly affected. In this case, the partial
coefficient, B, will change from -.208 till -.198tandard error of the coefficient will decrease
from .111 to .081. The elimination of originalityilileave fluency significant (p=.023 in
stead of p=.069). It is not surprising that inchgla variable that is highly correlated into the
analysis can lead to the fact that none of themsigsificant. This is because the high
intercorrelation makes the parameter estimatesrbecmreliable and we get a larger standard

error.

Eliminating a factor that should have been includell lead to dependency between the
residual and the dependent variable. One of thengstsons of regression is thus violated.
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Lewis-Beck (1980) suggests that the estimation seeond model, eliminating the other
correlating independent variable, will provide ywith a bit of extra information about the
damage done by specification error.

We have therefore eliminated fluency in a secondetdeaving education, age, working and
leadership experience, preference for ideationcaidal evaluation, as well as originality as
predictive variables. Eliminating fluency will dease the R to .684 for the evaluation of
popular ideas and adjusted R squared to .369. @ity is not significant, p=.223, with a
negative B =-.053, SE = .043. With identificatiohasiginal ideas as the dependent variable
R decreases to .544 (from .597) and adjusted Rregiecreases to .166. Anova shows that
the model as a whole is still significantly bettgrpredicting the variation in evaluation of
original ideas than a model without the currenepehdent variables with an p=.048 slightly

smaller than an alpha of .05.

The estimated partial slopes of the other indepeindariables are virtually unchanged and

the same predictive variables are significant aleen eliminating fluency.

10.2.3 The relationship between working experience and evaluative accuracy

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p
Coefficients
B | Std. Error Beta
Evaluation of popular ideas:
working experience | ,000 | ,003 | ,008 | 061 | 952 |
Evaluation of original ideas:
working experience | -001 | ,003 | -073 | -447 | ,658 |

Table 11: Regression, working experience as inddgrgrnvariable, evaluation of original and poputids

H9) Working experience will be negatively correthteith accurate identification of popular
ideas in a sample of business people.

The analysis showed that working experience waslat®d to evaluative accuracy of popular
ideas (p = .952, standardized beta = .061, B=.@30®3).
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H10) Working experience will be negatively correthtwith accurate identification of

original ideas in a sample of business people.

Working experience is not significantly relatedth@ accurate identification of original ideas
p =.658 and standardized beta -.073.

10.2.4 The relationship between leadership experience and evaluative

accuracy
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p
Coefficients
B | Std. Error Beta

Evaluation of popular ideas:

leadership experience | -,104 | 038 | -316 | -2,714 | ,010 |
Evaluation of original ideas:

leadership experience | ,052 | 046 | 159 | 1,128 | 267 |

Table 12: Regression, leadership experience apémikent variable, evaluation of original and popidaas

H11) Leadership experience will be positively ctated with accurate identification of

popular ideas in a sample of business people.
Leadership experience is significantly relatedualeative accuracy of popular ideas (p =.01).
Somewhat surprisingly the two correlate negativelith a standardized beta of -.316, B=-

.104, SE=.038.

H12) Leadership experience will be positively ctated with accurate identification of

original ideas in a sample of business people.

Leadership experience showed no significant relatigp with evaluative accuracy of unique
ideas (p = .267, Standardized Beta =.159, B=.068~346).

10.2.5 The relationship between education and evaluative accuracy

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
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Evaluation of popular ideas:

Education | 072 | 026 | 316 | 2,737 | ,009 |
Evaluation of original ideas:
Education | -,010 | ,031 | -,044 | -311 | 758 |

Table 13: Regression, educational experience &parient variable, evaluation of original and papideas

H13) Educational length will be positively corredat with accurate evaluation of popular

ideas in a sample of business people.

Educational length was positively correlated witiewrate identification of popular ideas with
p=.009< alpha of .05, and the standardized coefiidBeta = .316.

H14) Educational length will be positively correddt with accurate identification of original

ideas in a sample of business people.

Education is not significantly related to the ewdion of original ideas p=.758 and B=-.010.

10.2.6 The effect of age

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t p
Coefficients
B | Std. Error Beta
Evaluation of popular ideas:
Age | 001 | ,002 | 077 | 589 | 560 |
Evaluation of original ideas:
Age | ,002 | ,003 | 124 | 780 | 441 |

Table 14: Regression, including age as an indepgndeiable, evaluation of original and popularade

We hypothesized that age would moderate the effeetorking experience and leadership
experience on evaluation. Age has therefore bedudad in the multiple regresion. This will

improve the overall model only slightly, with andguared change of .004 for popular ideas
and an R squared change of .011 for the identificadf original ideas. As we can see by the
table above, age is not significantly related te #tcurate evaluation of popular or original

ideas.
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When looking at the accurate evaluation of popudaas, including age will decrease the
standardized beta of working experience from .@208, neither is significant. The effect of
leadership experience on evaluation is almost urgdth by the inclusion of age, suggesting
that age does not moderate the relationship betwheznwo. Correlation between age and

leadership experience is only moderate r=.151.

The same results are found when considering evatuat original ideas.

11 Discussion

The results indicated support for some of our higps¢s while others were not supported.
This chapter provides some possible explanationsofw findings and we suggest a few
implications. We will throughout this section focas what we consider the most important

findings.

The respondents correctly identified more of eattters popular (35%) than original ideas
(32%). This is in accordance with the findings affRo and Smith (1992).

11.1The relationship between attitudes and evaluative accuracy

11.1.1 The effect of preference for ideation on evaluative accuracy

The results suggest that there is a negative aggwtibetween preference for ideation and
evaluative accuracy. Individuals who get a highre@mn preference for ideation are less likely
to evaluate popular ideas accurately. This isne With our hypothesis and consistent with
the findings of Runco and Smith (1992).

Runco and Basadur (1991) found increases in titadstactive divergence after training and
that the attitude preference for active divergealmmg with the CPSP Implementor score
(creative problem solving profile), and the fluentotal all moderated the relationship
between pre- and post- evaluative scores. Preferdoc active divergence showed no

significant relationship with evaluative skill beéotreatment, but after training a negative
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correlation was significant. Their investigationffelied from ours in that it measured
intrapersonal evaluative accuracy, while we haweided on the evaluation of other people’s
ideas.

In our case, we looked at respondents currentiyeaat business with or without leadership
experience. Controlling for the effect of workingdaleadership experience we can still see a
significant negative relationship between prefeeerfor ideation and evaluation of non-
original ideas. Our study was also conducted oetsifl a training-setting, leading to the
prediction that there is a significant negativaatienship between the attitude preference for

ideation and evaluation of popular ideas regarddssaining.

People who get a high score on preference forimieatem to be more accepting to the idea
generating elements of the creative process. If itteation-evaluation process is not
acknowledged attitudinally then it is unlikely thdeation and evaluation occurs within the
different elements. Basadur et al. (2000), claiat thfferent ratios of ideation and evaluation
might be optimal in different phases of the creafivocess for different fields. In our case we
made up the problems for the respondents andéet tjo through an ideational phase were
they came up with new ideas as well as an evakigthase were they judged other peoples
ideas. In the evaluation phase the ideas were sesbd®/ an objective standard (statistical
frequency) and the ideas rated were unoriginaloonmon. Given these facts, it is possible
that the evaluation of the uncreative or non-oagjideas was an unfavorable setting for those

with a high ratio of ideation/ preference for ideat

Our finding might have one new and interesting iogilon. It could favor the use of teams
consisting of individuals with different levels tiie attitude preference for ideation when
going through a creative process. In their resedRtinco and Basadur (1990) altered the
attitudes of the respondents by training. It see®sf preference for ideation might be
constructive in some phases of the creative protegsot all of them, supporting the use of

teams in stead of modifications in attitudes.

Based on our findings our conclusion is that pegfee for ideation, irrespective of training,
decreases the likelihood of accurately identifypogular ideas.
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When it comes to the evaluationariginal ideas, no relationship with preference for ideatio
was confirmed. It seems as the association bettteewvariables are almost non-existing. Our
second hypothesis, that there would be a negaélaionship, was not confirmed by the

regression analysis. Again, our findings were me hith those of Runco and Smith (1992).

It is interesting to see that the results for papand original ideas are different. Runco and
Smith (1992) suggest that we can find the explanatihen you look at the strategies used for
the evaluation. It is possible that a person ch®tseompare popular ideas to ones own, but
it is difficult to use this criterion to differemiie original ideas. Another suggested strategy is
to estimate how many others are likely to come ith the idea. The strategies used and the
effectiveness of those strategies might be affeloyea persons attitudes.

Preference for ideation correlated negatively \ligh accurate identification of popular ideas.
The attitude might influence a person towards taxed criterions of popularity. It is for
example possible that a persons who prefer noagltl creativity look for original elements
in all ideas. Preference for innovation also inesiVooking for continuous improvements in
ideas and solutions, which in turn may lead to itentification of creative potential even
when the idea is in fact not original. People wieb & high score on preference for ideation
try to think of highly original ideas and might thbbe unable to see ideas that are similar to
their own as unoriginal. All in all, those who gehigh score on the attitude preference for
ideation might actively look for creative potential ideas and hence systematically gives

popular ideas better scores than they deserve.

A different strategy might be enforced when tryingdentify original ideas. When evaluating
original ideas one does not have the opportunitgdmpare with ones own. A suggested
strategy in that case is to estimate how many geapght have provided that particular
answer. It is likely that those who get a high #imase who get a lower score on preference
for ideation use approximately the same strateggentify original ideas and that the attitude
does not influence the effectiveness of the styasggnificantly. A person getting a high or a
low score on preference for ideation will have shene prerequisite for solving the evaluative

tasks, leading to small differences in evaluativeuaacy.

Different strategies when identifying original apdpular ideas could be the reason why

preference for ideation has a negative effect @luative accuracy of popular ideas and no
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effect on the identification of original ideas. $hinterpretation has to be checked carefully
against other possible interpretations in a moggegmental setting, but if true, one should
focus on giving people realistic strategies to tdgndeas as original or not. Another way to
help the evaluative elements throughout the cregirocess could be the use of teams who
can contribute with different levels of prefererfoe ideation and different strategies for

evaluative accuracy.

11.1.2 The effect of preference for premature closure on evaluative accuracy

As we suggested in our hypotheses it seems aseienence for premature closure is
negatively related to evaluative accuracy. Bothamauation of popular ideas and evaluation
of original ideas tend to be less accurate whes dliitude manifests itself. We based our
hypotheses on some reasoning in regards to theerdoof the attitude, along with prior

research conducted within this field. It is likelyat people eager to get finished with the
evaluation in a hurry has a higher probability aikimg mistakes in their judgments. This is
likely to result in imperfect evaluation of bothpadar and original ideas. When evaluating
original ideas it is also possible that insteadbraising good ideas, they look for flaws and

shortcomings that in their eyes reduce the originaf the ideas.

Our findings confirm that of earlier research ie field also when the respondents are active
in business and regardless of training. Runco aashé&ur (1993) focused on avoidance of the
attitude preference for premature closure to bdtterevaluative accuracy. Their research
showed that such avoidance could be achieved thréwagning in the complete creative

process. In this case, avoiding the attitude le¢ada greater acceptance of the evaluative
process. Basadur et al. (2000) mentions this aaneptas a prerequisite for the ideation-

evaluation process to occur and especially foett@uative elements.

In conclusion, it seems that both preference feain and preference for premature closure
decrease the likelihood of correct evaluation ipuainess setting. Organizations that want to
foster accurate identification of popular and oradiideas should therefore focus on the
avoidance of preference for premature closure tilvawmaining and hiring. Preference for

ideation, although negatively correlated with ew#ike accuracy of popular ideas, has the
potential to have a positive effect on other vddaapsuch as ideational fluency. One should

78



therefore not decrease the preference for activergiéence. This supports the use of teams

consisting of members with different attitudinaéfarences.

11.1.3 The relationship between creative potential and evaluative accuracy

Before we consider the effect of ideational ori¢iigaand fluency on evaluative accuracy, it is
important to take a look at the correlation betweeginality and fluency. We have chosen to
include both variables in the regression becausg feem to measure two rather distinct
areas of creative potential. It is therefore prédahat we can get more information when
including them both in the regression. As mentigniechas been suggested that a larger
number of ideas (ideational fluency) will lead téaeger number of original ideas (measured
by ideational originality). Research has been sohatvgupportive of this thought and it is
normal that the two correlates moderately to higfilyis moderate intercorrelation was also

found in our study.

11.1.4 The effect of ideational fluency on evaluative accuracy

In this case we found that there was a significeegative relationship between fluency and
evaluative accuracy of popular ideas. Our findisggnd in contrast to those of Runco and
Smith (1992), Basadur et al. (2000) and Runco aashBur (1993) who all discovered that an
increase in ideational fluency would lead to anrease in evaluative accuracy of popular
ideas. There is none the less one important difteren their studies and our. Basadur et al.
(2000) and Runco and Basadur (1993) only measutegpersonal evaluation and Runco and
Smith (1992) found that interpersonal evaluativeuaacy was unrelated to divergent
thinking. Studies on evaluative accuracy have foumerpersonal and intrapersonal skills to
be distinct (Charles and Runco, 2000-2001; Runad &mith, 1992). This is significant
because the two evaluative skills lead to the uksalifferent perspectives, knowledge,
information and strategies. In the case of intrapeal ideas you have more information on
how the idea manifested itself. For interpersodabhs you have the advantage of being an
observer, looking at the idea from the outside,ymut loose the information about where the
idea originated.
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There was also a negative relationship betweeniaded fluency and evaluative accuracy of
original ideas, again opposite of our initial hypedis. An increase in ideational fluency is
related to less accurate evaluation of originah&gdd he tendency, however, is not significant,
although close. As we saw in the result sectiomiekting originality will leave fluency

significant, because it decreases the standard efrine estimate. We can say nothing for
certain on the relationship between fluency anduatave accuracy of original ideas, but only
consider possible explanations for the negativeetation. Further research is needed to

verify the relationship.

As mentioned in the section on attitudes, peopadikely to rely on strategies to help them to
evaluate other people’s ideas. One strategy poiatedoy Runco and Smith (1992) is the
comparison people make between their own ideastla@ddeas they are to evaluate. If
evaluators compare ideas evaluated with their @leas, then higher fluency can lead to less
stringent demands for what an original idea is bseapeople want to consider their own
ideas as more original than they in fact are. Inhsoases the result will be a negative
relationship, as in our case. Rubenson and Rut@@?j suggested in connection with their
psychoeconomic theory that a person could haverastienal investment in their own ideas.
This could lead to a misjudgement of ideas thatsarelar to ones own and quite subjective
evaluations. Someone who comes up with a lot adgdmight have ideas that are related to

most of the ones being judged and this might imftgethe evaluation negatively.

11.1.5 The effect of ideational originality on evaluative accuracy

We did find a positive correlation between divertgdnnking originality and popular and
original ideas. The relationship was not significamdicating that we can not conclude on the
association between ideational originality and aatai evaluation of popular and original
ideas. Because of multicolinearity it is still defilt to say that ideational originality does not
affect evaluative accuracy, at least for populaagl Multicollinearity will in this case lead to
an approximately 30% larger standard error of estgnmaking it difficult to provide a
significant finding. We also had a very low reli#lyi score when it came to ideational

originality. The findings on originality should ttefore not be emphasized greatly.
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Prior research by Runco and Vega (1990) found étetionship to be positive, ideational
originality led to more accurate evaluation of bptpular and original ideas. In our reasoning
for the hypothesis we argued that people generatiagy original ideas themselves may be
better at recognizing original idea given by otheks in the case of fluency, evaluators
compare ideas evaluated with the boundaries of tvan minds. Our participants are judging
ideas given by others. Previous research indichtisulty in identifying original ideas given
by others. It is possible that this difficulty nmlizes positive effects coming from own

originality or from other sources.

11.1.6 The relationship between working experience and evaluative accuracy

We suggested that working experience would havegative effect on evaluative accuracy of
both original and popular ideas, but no significeglationship between working experience
and accurate evaluation of popular ideas manifeissetf. The standardized beta value was
positive, but quite small, leaving the factor faorh significantly related to the accurate
evaluation of popular ideas. The same thing goethirelationship between experience and
accurate evaluation of original ideas. In this cémetendency would be negative, but again
the beta value was too low and the level of sigaifce too high to make us read something

into it.

The lack of correlation between the variables cdiddexplained in a number of ways. Maybe
work experience in fact does not affect evaluateeuracy of other people’s ideas. That
could be possible if the job done does not entailrhuch experience with the evaluation of
interpersonal ideas. In our case leadership expezies checked for and as Mumford (2002)
points out, leaders are likely to get more know-tban others within the field of evaluation

because this is an important part of their job.

It might be that there are both negative and pas#iffects of work experience on evaluative
accuracy. Runco and Vega (1990) provided a findemglaining a positive relationship

between experience and evaluative accuracy, whsggeconomic theory stressed the
prospective effects of inflexibility leading to aegliction of a negative relationship between
experience and both evaluative scores. All inth#, effect of the two can be small or none-

existent.
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The reason for the lack of correlation could alsodtatistical. Only 57 respondents were
included in our final analysis. We had a range afupations and the number of years people
had been active in business varied greatly. Noeeldhs, all of our participants had some
degree of work experience, making it difficult taysf there could be a difference between

people with or without work experience.

The psychoeconomic theory bases its inflexibilijppbthesis on the fact that the person has
something to loose by choosing and implementingoaginal idea. In our case, the
respondents had to be allowed anonymity, and teasidvould not be implemented. It is
therefore likely that they didn’t feel that theydhmuch to loose. This could also be a factor
that interplayed so as to leave the work experidactor unrelated to evaluation of both

original and popular ideas.

The lack of significance may also be a result eftifpe of divergent thinking tasks used. The
more playful task could have been exchanged fokstdbat were more relevant to the
respondent’s professions. With the current tagdks, experience gained through their work
might not have given them an advantage or a disddga when performing the present
exercises. Our respondents also had a wide vafadifferent professions ranging from shop
assistant, construction manager and lawyer to hefadesign for an international car
manufacturer and leadership positions for compaaies departmentsnaking it difficult to
give everyone tasks that were equally familiar. yrDow and Smith (2006) found that
divergent thinking scores were dependent on howavpérson knows a certain domain. This
could also be the case for evaluation. It might tbat knowledge gained from work
experience is domain specific rather than gené&tatk will limit the value of moving people
from one area of business to another, because aweuaccuracy will not necessarily
improve if the new domain is not well known. It inimong other things favor people with a
great deal of relevant domain specific knowledgehi& case of recruitment, especially for
jobs consisting of a great deal of idea evaluatinis the case for leaders. This would be an

interesting subject for further research.
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11.1.7 The relationship between leadership experience and evaluative accuracy

A significant fraction of a leaders work consistscboosing between different ideas. This led
us to expect a positive relationship between ledderand evaluative accuracy of both
popular and original ideas. Neither of these hyps#is was confirmed. On the contrary, an
interesting finding was the tendency for leadersbyperience resulting in less accurate
evaluation of popular ideas than no leader expeeieAs we see, leadership experience was

in fact negatively correlated with accurate evabrabf popular ideas

The tendency for leader experience to result is é&xurate evaluating of popular ideas came
as a surprise to us. Most of the argumentationofar hypothesis is also found in the
argumentation for our hypotheses about working e&pee and evaluative accuracy. We
found it even more likely that people with leadgoskxperience benefited from previous
experience with choosing ideas. We therefore sugdethat leadership experience would
have a positive effect on accurate evaluation. n dontrary it seems that persons with

leadership experience actually are less accuragm whaluating popular ideas.

We will attempt to present some possible explanatior this finding. There is little research
and literature to rely on.. We will therefore like emphasize the fact that these are only

possible explanations, and not a complete lisiogGble solutions.

One possible hypothesis can be derived from psyeuwsuic theory. It is possible that
throughout their career they feel that they hawested so much time and effort in their
workplace that they are unwilling to accept new svay thinking. The fact that they are in
leader positions also suggests that they have beeressful in their previous actions, and
perhaps believe that this formula will lead to ®ssxcalso in the future. Investments and
positive feedback may lead to inflexibility andailihg to understand that renewal and new

channels of thoughts.
Again the divergent thinking tasks can have ancefba the result, suggesting that knowledge

gained through leadership experience might notridmrie positively to evaluative accuracy in

general. Rather that the advantage leadership iexggermight be domain specific.
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Creativity and originality have traditionally noéén as valued in organizations as it ought to.
If it is true that leaders tend to rely on theipexence, they may disregard new impulses
emphasizing creative thought, due to inflexibilég described in psycoeconomic theory, or
because they fail to see the importance of ihéfytare not interested in originality in ideas, it
may be difficult to evaluate ideas accurately. @oald argue that if leaders are likely to
value more traditional ideas, it may be temptingth@m to provide popular ideas with higher
scores than they deserve. This may be an atteng#fémd own opinion and investments, or
just a result of the fact that similar ideas haeerbevaluated positively in the past, and that

leaders believe that this is in fact the correotsdor those ideas.

The relationship between leadership experiencetla@devaluation of original ideas was as
hypothesized positive, but this relationship was quite significant. It is hard to say for
certain why this factor did not turn out to be $figant, but a likely explanation is a statistical
one. Considering that we had so few responderasiiriinal analysis the correlation needs to
be rather high to get a significant result. Leadgrexperience was also operationalized as a
dichotomized variable, considering the difficulty icategorizing levels of leadership
experience. Unfortunately, you loose quite a binédrmation in this process. This could also
help explain why we did not get a significant fingi We will look at reasons why it is likely
that the positive correlation could be realistieaBng in mind that we do not have a
significant result, the relationship between leatgr experience and evaluation of original

ideas should be further researched to see if @gestions could be confirmed.

With his work on creative leadership, Mumford (2p@&scovered that one of the leader’s
most important responsibilities was the evaluatibrother people’s ideas and that a lot of
time was spent on this subject. Recognizing origing only an element in the evaluative
process, but it is a first step towards discoverdens that are worth pursuing in a business
setting. It is therefore likely that people withatkership experience consider this element
when evaluating ideas, contributing to their knalgie on the subject. An idea that is useful,
but not original, would probably be of little value the organization, giving leaders an

incentive to judge ideas based on their newness.

In our study we have measured something quite @ind what Mumford (2002) have
concluded that leaders do on a regular basis, ryathel participants’ ability to correctly

identify other people’s ideas as original. Leadgrsbxperience is therefore likely to
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contribute to knowledge on the identification oigamal ideas as well as understanding on the
subject. When faced with a task frequently it isoahatural to try out different strategies.
Leadership experience might therefore contributeetaluative accuracy in that repeated
experience gives way for more successful strategjites use of strategies has been mentioned

several times, because it is closely linked to wat@le accuracy.

11.1.8 The relationship between educational length and evaluative accuracy

The hypothesis that educational length would hapesitive effect on evaluative accuracy of

popular ideas was supported. Educational lengtindged, associated with more accurate
evaluation of popular ideas. It could be argued tha better educated one is, in terms of
years of education, the better an understandingyetseeabout what constitutes a popular idea.
This in turn leads to enhanced likelihood of carrdentification of popular ideas.

We argued that knowledge, expertise and attentioewaluation gained through education
form a better basis when evaluating popular idéadact this turned out to be a sound
assumption, as the findings confirm a positivetretship. It is possible that the ones that are
better educated are better equipped to think ofl gh@tegies to help them evaluate the ideas.
They might be able to distance themselves more firain own ideas and consider the ideas

on their own. This could improve the evaluationgnimgking them less subjective.

A person’s level of education is normally assodateth their level of intelligence. As
mentioned in our literature review Runco and Snit92) found that evaluative accuracy
was independent of traditional measures of inteflige. To be certain that intelligence was in
fact not the actual reason that education wasipelitrelated to evaluation we included grad
point average in our research. Including it in theltiple regression did not alter the
relationship between education and evaluative acyuof popular ideas, confirming the work
of Runco and Smith (1992). Grade point average masincluded in our final multiple
regression because quite a few people found it mfurtable to answer a question about
grades and some did not remember exactly whatghaite point average was.

The relationship between educational length andrrate evaluation of original ideas turned

out not to be significant. Actually the tendencypoded a reverse sign; where educational
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length led to less accurate evaluation of origidaas, but so small that we can not read

anything into it.

Again it is interesting to see that the resultsdifierent for the identification of popular and
original ideas, supporting the suggestion that [geoge different strategies to evaluate the
two and different skills, attributes and attitudee needed. This tendency was also found in
the research of Runco and Smith (1992).

12 Conclusion and suggestions for further research

In line with the results of Basadur, Runco and V&§200), we found that the identification of
original and non-original ideas required differeskills and attitudes. This is an interesting
point because it emphasises the importance of ype of task being evaluated when
considering the skills and attitudes necessary. fHoe that different situations calls for
different skills and attitudes favor the use ofmisavhen going through the evaluative phase
as well as the rest of the creative process. Thatierty literature, and evaluation is not an
exception, has so far focused the most on the ishag. Our results might call for more
research looking into the use of team for the oregirocess, especially when it comes to the
evaluative phase. This is further enhanced by dloe that there was a negative relationship
between coming up with ideas and evaluating acelyralt is therefore likely that any one
individual would struggle if they were to go thrdudpoth the ideational and evaluative
activities alone. In this context, it would also bderesting to see how accurately an
individual will evaluate his own ideas as opposedothers people’s ideas in a business

setting.

Working on our thesis we have read a lot of lit@@ton creativity in general as well as
evaluation. Going through the existing researclstiick us how often evaluation was
mentioned as an essential factor when it comegdativity and how few researchers had
actually examined this factor more closely. Althbuglmost every model of creativity

incorporates some sort of evaluative activity, moich had actually been written to cover this
subject. Our own contribution is to expand thisspective, and to investigate how personal

and job factors were related to evaluation of eveaideas. Given the importance of this
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element and the absence of a full body of resewaitiin this field, much more should be

done to explore evaluation.

More focus on evaluation may improve our understandf the models, and also be helpful
in situations where evaluation of creative effost® of importance, whether it is inside
organizations or not. Since we found meaningful paténtially important relationships, we
will suggest that it may be profitable for furthe¥search to look more closely into the
relationship between different personality traited asituational factors that may influence
evaluative accuracy. In creative thinking severaits have been found to have an effect on
the process, such as independence, seriousness,cdavormity, self-sufficiency and
experimentation, persistence, self confidence @te. findings also seem to confirm that it
might be interesting, independent of creativity, idlentify traits that enhance or inhibit
evaluative accuracy. Our findings also suggest tterte may be some dynamic interactions
and trade offs between creative potential and ewiake accuracy, and hence it might be
interesting to identify traits that enhance botbative potential and evaluative accuracy and
creative ideas, in order to gain a more preciseMenige of the dynamics between ideation

and evaluation.

In psychoeconomic theory (Rubenson & Runco, 1982)relation between knowledge and
evaluation is discussed. Apart from that, the difiere on cognition and motivation in the
evaluative context of creativity seems almost nwistent. In order to comprehend the areas
concerning evaluation, it is of importance thatth#se potential relationships are explored.
With our research we tried to improve the undeitam of experience with work, education
and leadership, creative potential and attitudesvaluative activities. The relationship
between motivation and evaluation was not const@meour research and it would be an
interesting area for further research. One suggess to look at the possible interactions
between intrinsic/ extrinsic motivation and evaloat Another important possibility is to take
a closer look at how people think and what kindtodtegies they use to evaluate ideas. In this

way one might identify potentially effective appcbas.

In our research we have focused on the two beswkrand studied attitudes in the creative
context. It would be interesting to see if there ather attitudes that may influence evaluative
accuracy more vigorously than these two. BasaddrHausdorf (1995) found three attitudes

that predict creativity; “valuing new ideas,” “ctee individual stereotypes” and “too busy
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for new ideas.” One possibility would be to examihéhese attitudes also play influential
roles in evaluative activities. Looking back, on@ncalso see that most of our variables
correlated negatively with evaluative accuracy.sltpossible that variables undermining
creativity might be more influential than the onlesding to it. This would be a very

important and interesting topic for further reséarc

Also organizational differences may have an eféecevaluative accuracy of individuals. We
looked at working experience and leadership expeeiePrevious research on leadership has
focused on training and then looked for improversentinter and intra evaluative accuracy.
Our participants evaluated ideas given by othetshis was performed without any foregoing
training session. Given the importance of evalumtinmdgment and decision making in
leader’s work it may be interesting to see if lgaddiffer in their accuracy when evaluating

other’s ideas and their own ideas.

Achieving a more coherent view of the creative pascis difficult and assessing it is no less
challenging. Feldhusen and Goh (1995) conclude “fodther research is needed to clarify
how measures of creativity can be combined to deaicomposite picture of creative capacity
in individuals”. Measuring creativity or creativeotgntial is thus difficult, leading to
challenges also in the context of evaluation. Existesearch on evaluation in the present
status of creativity field is limited, and seem®pyp organized. There is thus a need a more
integrated and coherent view on the subject wigceigation of what kinds of processes,
elements and factors that are important for theiacselecting and evaluating ideas that are

worth while pursuing for innovative purposes.

Causal research will always lead to challenges valedermining the relationship between the
included factors and in determining what factorgmihave been omitted. The statistical
methods only specify that there is a relationshagi, the direction of this and therefore stress
that you have the opportunity to look at prior the® and research. Evaluation has been an
underrated subject of research and it was diffimufind enough literature to support some of
our hypotheses. We only offer these results agtigrtat the present state. The results of our
cross-sectional study should be further supporsadgucontrolled, experimental studies with

a larger number of respondents.
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13 Summing up

We started off this section of the paper by preagra gap in the literature. Evaluation is an
understudied field of research and subjects suclpeasonality, attitudes and leadership
experience are hardly mentioned. In the end, thanly a small contribution to the field, but

still, a starting point for further research.

The most salient findings are that the attitudefguesice for ideation was negatively
correlated to popular evaluative skills, while gute®ce for premature closure was negatively
correlated to both evaluations of popular and odbiideas. Of the creativity factors,
ideational fluency was significantly related to kesdive accuracy, but only with evaluative
accuracy of popular ideas. Working experience wasecto uncorrelated with evaluative
accuracy, whereas a negative relationship was fdwetdreen leadership experience and
evaluative accuracy of popular ideas. Our finadiiiy was that educational length was
positively correlated with evaluative accuracy applar ideas. The table below shows a

simple summary of the relevant relationships.

Significant correlations Evaluative  accuracy |dvaluative accuracy  af
popular ideas original ideas

Preference for ideation X (-)

Preference for closure X () X ()

Ideational fluency X ()

Ideational originality

Working experience

Leadership experience X (-)

Education X (+)

Table 15: Summary of results

Some interesting findings have manifested themsediw®ughout our study, some consistent
with previous research, and some inconsistent. ifydies that the field is very complex and

that different processes and abilities are needéiffierent situations.
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Quite a few of our results showed that the idesdiion of original and non-original ideas
required different skills and attitudes. It seemde differences when evaluating own ideas
and the ideas of others, due to underlying prosgssgéormation and assumptions. The
differences have implications for both the underdilag and measurement of creativity as a
concept. Within the field of psychometric measureitibeory there is a discussion regarding
reflective and formative measurements. By reflectmeasurements one thinks of the
measurements to be an indicator of an underlying @mncept, both operationally and
conceptually. The different results may indicatat tbreativity is a meaningful concept, but
not fully operational. The best way to deal withmitty be to use formative measurements,

where the indicators may be both correlated andwelated.

The differences also have practical implicationgfebent individuals are good at different
stages of the creative process. It may be so thaeoffs have to be made, that a person good
at one stage has to trade off abilities in anotltege, making the person worse off in this
stage. One example may be a person good at thegelearation stage, but not on the
evaluation stage, or vice versa (Runco & Chand4199nce more, the best approach to the

creative process may be through teams.
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15 Appendix A

1) Divergent thinking tasks

1. Skriv opp s3@ mange sterke
B ting du kan

Tilgjengelig tid 5 minutter

(Name all the strong things you can think of irefminutes)

2. Skriv opp ting man kan
W bruke en murstein til

Tilgjengelig tid 5 minutter
(Name all the different ways you can use a brick)

3. Skriv opp problemer vi kan ha i
&r 2005, som folk ikke hadde for
M 50-100 &r siden.

Tilgjengelig tid 5 minutter

(Name all the problems you can think of that wertitl have 50 years ago)
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2) Basadur measure

Answer each with one of the following:
a = totally DISAGREE

b = mostly disagree

¢ = neutral

d = mostly agree

e = totally AGREE

1. | feel that people at work ought to be encoudageshare altheir ideas, because you
never know when a crazy-sounding one might turnobe best.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

2. One new idea is worth ten old ones.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C (neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

3. | like to listen to other people's crazy ideass even the wackiest often leads to the
best solution.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree) € (neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

4, | should do some prejudgment of my ideas bdfdhag them to others.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

5. We should cut off ideas when they get ridiculand get on with it.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree) € (neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

6. | feel that all ideas should be given equal tand listened to with an open mind
regardless of how zany they seem to be.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

7. The best way to generate new ideas is to listethers then tailgate or add on.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C (neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

8. Quality is a lot more important than quantitygenerating ideas.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

9. A group must be focused and on track to prodvar¢hwhile ideas.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree) € (neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally

AGREE)

10. Lost of time can be wasted on wild ideas.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally
AGREE)
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11. Judgment is necessary during idea generatiendore that only quality ideas are
developed.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally
AGREE)

12. You need to be able to recognize and elimiwdttideas during idea generation.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree) € (neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally
AGREE)
13. | think everyone should say whatever popstinir head whenever possible.
a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally
AGREE)

14.1 wish people would think about whether or not deai is practical before they open
their mouth.

a (totally DISAGREE) b (mostly disagree)  C(neutral) d (mostly agree) e (totally
AGREE)
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3) Evalueringsskjema/ evaluative tasks

Pa de fglgende tre sidene vil det bli presenterekke ideer fra de forskjellige divergent
thinking-oppgavene dere fikk ved forrige samlingr®skal na sette karakter/ score pa disse
ideene (mellom 1 og 7). Gi hgye tall (6 og 7) &lmest kreative ideene og gi lav score (1 og
2) til de minst kreative ideene. Gi de midterstietes (3,4 og 5) til de ideene som bare er litt
kreative. Prav a bruke hele skalaen og rate enasidmngen, ikke bla tilbake.

Sterke ting

Ideer: Karakter/ Score (fra 1 til 7):

Opplevelser

Alkohol

Lut

Plumbo

Karisma

Kjeerlighet

Tarzan

Tau

Stal

Sol

Naturkrefter

Kroppsbygger

Kommunikasjon

Livet

Vilie

Mat

Storm

Tro

Kryptonitt

Wire

Personlighet

Chili

Reaksjoner

Traktor
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Bruksomrader for en murstein

Ideer: Karakter/ score (fral-7)

Bokstatte

Kunst

Bremsekloss

Bygge kirke

Sla

Bygge mur

Lysestake

Darstopper

Kaste

Tyngde

Bygge grill

Bygge bar

Knekke ngtter

Gryteunderlag

Lodd

Bygge peis

Brolegging

Samtalepartner

Stable

Sta pa

Mosaikk

Knuse

Dominobrikker

Leke
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Problemer i 2005 som vi ikke hadde for 50 eller 108r siden

Ideer

Karakter/ score (fra 1 til 7)

Oljefondet

Mosjon

Databriller

Motepress

Informasjon

Parkering

Skillsmisse

Terror

Krangel om fjernkontrollen

Milje

Karrierejag

Teknisk

For mange utenlandske spillere pa Brann

Tid

Sykdommer

Bensinpris

Barnepass

Likestilling

Familie

Alderdom

Tatt i promilletest

Overvaking

Data

Jobhbtrivsel
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4) Demografiske variabler/ Demographic Variables

Kjgnn: Alder:

Utdannelse!/ tittel/ skole

Utdanningslengde i ar

Arbeidsgiver

Ar | nveerende stilling

Ar arbeidserfaring totalt

Naveerende stilling

Gjennomsnittskarakter videregaende skole

Har du lederansvar i din naveerende stilling? Ja/ Ne
Har du hatt lederansvar i tidligere stilling? N
Antall &r ledererfaring
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