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Creative Potential and Practised
Creativity: Identifying Untapped
Creativity in Organizations

Trudy C. DiLiello and Jeffery D. Houghton

This study examines the construct validity of creative potential and practised creativity, two
overlooked aspects of creativity that may be useful for identifying untapped creative resources
in organizations. Results of an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) utilizing structural equation modelling techniques provide some initial evi-
dence in support of the construct validity of these concepts. These findings appear to have
important managerial implications for increasing creativity and overall organizational effec-
tiveness. The results presented here also suggest some directions for future research aimed at
examining the relationships between creative potential, practised creativity and other vari-

ables of interest.

Creativity and innovation are critical com-
petencies for 2l1st-century organizations
seeking to lead or adapt to change (Amabile,
1988, Woodman, Sawyer & Griffen, 1993).
Individual creativity is often presented as an
essential component for facilitating organiza-
tional innovation (Amabile, 1988, Woodman,
Sawyer & Griffen, 1993), which generally
refers to the implementation of creative ideas
in an organizational context and is imperative
for long-term organizational success and sur-
vival (Kanter, 1983; Utterback, 1994; Amabile
et al, 1996, Tushman & O'Reilly, 1997).
However, creativity is an elusive and complex
construct that is somewhat difficult to define.
Although theorists do not entirely agree upon
a single definition, consistent concepts appear
across most existing definitions. Guilford
(1950) stated that ‘the creative person has
novel ideas” and will submit ‘uncommon, yet
acceptable, responses’ (p. 452). Likewise,
Sternberg and Lubart (1999) define creativity
as ‘the ability to produce work that is both
novel (i.e., original, unexpected) and appro-
priate (i.e., useful, adaptive concerning task
constraints)” (p. 3). Similarly, Barron and Har-
rington (1981) use the terms ‘novel’, ‘original-
ity’, and ‘far-reachingness’ in their definition
of creativity (p. 442). Finally, Martindale (1989)
suggested that creativity ‘must be original, it
must be useful or appropriate for the situation

© 2008 The Authors
Journal compilation © 2008 Blackwell Publishing

... and it must actually be put to some use’ (p.
211). Given the common themes across these
definitions, it appears that the value of creativ-
ity in organizations may relate to an ability to
harvest novel yet appropriate ideas in order
to increase organizational efficiencies, solve
complex problems and improve overall
effectiveness.

The United States Department of Defense
(DoD) is an example of an organization that
acknowledges the importance of leveraging
the creativity of workforce members in order
to transform its culture and business practices.
The DoD’s ability to fulfil its mission of avert-
ing enemy terrorization depends in large part
on the extent to which it can develop new
capabilities. The DoD has acknowledged the
importance of change within the military and
supporting organizations. Indeed, creativity
and innovation have been identified by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) as
ranking among the most effective means for
facilitating the changes necessary for maintain-
ing a competitive advantage.

In this article we examine two somewhat
overlooked aspects of creativity, creative
potential and practised creativity, that may
be useful for identifying untapped creative
resources in competitive organizations like the
DoD. Thus, the primary purpose of the present
study is to examine the construct validity of
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creative potential and practised creativity
using an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
along with a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) utilizing structural equation modelling
techniques. We will also examine the discrimi-
nant validity (e.g., Campbell & Fiske, 1959) of
these constructs relative to the similar con-
struct of organizational support for creativity.

We first review several key dimensions of
creativity before narrowing our focus to the
concepts of creative potential and practised
creativity. We then examine the construct
validity of these concepts using data gathered
within one strategic command of the DoD. We
conclude with a discussion of the implications
of our findings and make some suggestions
for future research. The current study has
the potential to serve as a catalyst for future
research examining the relationships between
creative potential, practised creativity and
other variables of interest by providing an
initial reliability assessment of items intended
to measure these constructs.

Key Creativity Dimensions

Individual creativity has been measured in
a number of different ways, ranging from
the assessment of the characteristics and per-
sonality traits of highly creative individuals to
the measurement of creative products and
achievements. A number of models based on
comprehensive reviews of creativity theory
and research have been developed that
describe individual creativity dimensions
(e.g., Amabile, 1988; Woodman & Schoenfeldt,
1989; Ford, 1996). Knowledge, divergent
thinking  (cognitive  style), personality,
autonomy and intrinsic motivation are recur-
ring factors in each of these models. In particu-
lar, research findings suggest that domain-
specific knowledge is a necessary prerequisite
for effective creative functioning (Weisberg,
1999). Essential knowledge and information
is often embedded in social networks, which
become important components in facilitating
individual creativity (Kijkuit & van den Ende,
2007; Leenders, van Engelen & Kratzer, 2007).
The knowledge aspect of creativity has been
assessed directly by measures such as intelli-
gence tests (Brown, 1989) and indirectly by
factors such as years of education (Simonton,
1992). Likewise, Hocevar and Bachelor (1989)
include divergent thinking (cognitive style) and
personality inventories as two of the eight cat-
egories they used for classifying over 100 mea-
sures of creativity. The concept of autonomy, as
it relates to creativity, has been studied prima-
rily in the context of work environment assess-
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ments (e.g., Amabile et al., 1996; Cummings &
Oldham, 1997; Shalley, Gilson & Blum, 2000).

Intrinsic motivation is another key concept
that may be related to creativity (e.g., Maslow,
1970; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Amabile et al., 1994;
Deci & Flaste, 1995; Bandura, 1997; Herzberg,
Mausner & Snyderman, 2003). Some research
has suggested that creativity may be posi-
tively related to intrinsic motivation and nega-
tively related to extrinsic motivation (e.g.,
Amabile et al., 1994). Several key factors may
influence intrinsic motivation including self-
determination (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985), com-
petence (e.g., Bandura, 1997), autonomy (e.g.,
Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Cummings &
Oldham, 1997; Shalley, Gilson & Blum, 2000),
challenge (e.g., Locke et al., 1984; Bandura,
1997; Shalley, Gilson & Blum, 2000), task
involvement (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1975;
Csikszentmihalyi, 1996) and interest (e.g.,
Bandura, 1997). Additionally, Tierney and
Farmer (2002) have suggested that creative
self-efficacy, defined as ‘the belief one has the
ability to produce creative outcomes’ (p. 1138),
is another key factor influencing intrinsic
motivation and creativity.

In contrast, certain extrinsic factors have
been posited to restrict creative performance
by undermining intrinsic motivation. These
factors include an expected evaluation
(Amabile, 1979; Shalley & Oldham, 1985;
Shalley, Oldham & Porac, 1987; Shalley, 1995),
a contracted-for reward (Amabile, Hennessey
& Grossman, 1986), restricted choice (Amabile
& Gitomer, 1984), surveillance, unrealistic
deadlines, competition (Amabile, 1982, 1985,
1988; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Shalley & Oldham,
1997) and goal setting (Shalley, Oldham &
Porac, 1987; Shalley, 1995). Of the extrinsic
motivators thought to undermine creativity,
the effects of both expected evaluation and
rewards on creativity appear to be particularly
complex. Indeed, research examining the rela-
tionship between expected evaluation and cre-
ativity has yielded somewhat inconsistent
results (Amabile, 1996). Task complexity
(Shalley & Oldham, 1985), the level of task
motivation, the amount of time spent on a cre-
ative project, the individual’s personality, the
type of pre-task activity, the individual skill
level (Amabile, 1996) and the goal-setting
method (Shalley, 1995; Shalley, Oldham &
Porac, 1987) may all affect the impact of
expected evaluation on creativity. Further-
more, research suggests that when evaluation
is work-focused, constructive, and ‘conveys
positive recognition of competence and valued
work” (Amabile, 1996, p. 152), creativity may
actually be enhanced. Much like the findings
on expected evaluation, the use of rewards
in the context of creativity has also resulted
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in inconsistent findings (Eisenberger &
Cameron, 1998). For instance, some research
suggests that competency-based rewards may
not necessarily undermine creativity because
this type of reward may be viewed as a tribute
to one’s skills and abilities rather than as an
inducement to complete the given task (e.g.,
Rosenfield, Folger & Adelman, 1980).

Research also suggests that when intrinsi-
cally motivated people are able to work in an
environment that allows them autonomy and
includes challenging activities, they are likely
to be more involved (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996;
Bandura, 1997) and more creative (Deci &
Ryan, 1985; Eisenberger, Fasolo & Davis-
LaMastro, 1990; Amabile et al., 1994; Shalley,
1995; Cummings & Oldham, 1997). In addi-
tion, people tend to produce more creative
work when they perceive encouragement
from management to solve problems creatively
(Amabile et al., 1996, Tierney & Farmer, 2004).
The work environment, as perceived by the
individuals in the workplace, is perhaps the
most critical influence in determining the ulti-
mate creativity of those individuals (Amabile,
Burnside & Gryskiewicz, 1999).

In summary, it seems fair to suggest that
creativity is more likely to occur when an indi-
vidual has certain characteristics or innate skills
and abilities (e.g., Hinton, 1970; Woodman &
Schoenfeldt, 1989; Simonton, 1992; Tierney &
Farmer, 2002), has domain specific knowledge
embedded within social networks (e.g., Weis-
berg, 1999; Kijkuit & van den Ende, 2007;
Leenders, van Engelen, & Kratzer, 2007), is
intrinsically motivated (e.g., Amabile et al.,
1994), and perceives a work environment that
supports creativity (Cummings, Hinton &
Gobdel, 1975; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffen,
1993; Amabile, 1996). In short, creativity is a
complex construct with multiple dimensions
that must be carefully assessed in order to
create a true and accurate composite of an indi-
vidual's creative capacity (cf. Woodman &
Schoenfeldt, 1989; Feldhusen & Goh, 1995).

Creative Potential and Practised
Creativity

Almost four decades ago, Hinton (1968) noted
an important distinction between creative
potential and actual creative output. Hinton
suggested that if the individual’s creative
outputisinhibited by the environment then the
individual will not be able to utilize his/her
creative potential (Scott, 1965; Hinton, 1968;
George & Zhou, 2001). Moreover, this inability
to utilize creative potential will most likely go
unnoticed because there will be nothing to
measure or observe (Hinton, 1968). Unfortu-
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nately, little attention has been paid to this dis-
tinction over the years since Hinton’s original
observations. Although Tierney and Farmer
(2002) recently presented a measure of creative
self-efficacy that assesses a portion of the dis-
tinction that Hinton identified, little or no
empirical research has examined the concepts
of creative potential and practised creativity.

Creative potential may be defined as the
creative capacity, skills and abilities that the
individual possesses (Hinton, 1968, 1970). In
contrast, practised creativity may be defined as
the perceived opportunity to utilize creativity
skills and abilities on the job (DiLiello &
Houghton, 2006). Practised creativity is differ-
ent from creative performance, which is mea-
sured externally by products or achievements
that can be assessed or observed (Hinton, 1968;
Amabile, 1996). Practised creativity is also dis-
tinct from the related concept of organizational
support for creativity, which has been defined
as ‘an organizational culture that encourages
creativity through the fair, constructive judge-
ment of ideas, reward and recognition for cre-
ative work, mechanisms for developing new
ideas, and active flow of ideas, and a shared
vision of what the organization is trying to do’
(Amabile, Burnside & Gryskiewicz, 1999,
p- 15). A number of important conditions must
be present within an organization for its work
environment to support individual creativity
(e.g., Amabile, 1988, Mumford & Gustafson,
1988; Ford, 1996) and employees with strong
creative potential are more likely to actually
practise creativity when they perceive strong
support from the organization (DiLiello &
Houghton, 2006).

When individuals in the workplace perceive
themselves as having creative potential but
do not perceive the ability to use or practise
this potential, then important untapped orga-
nizational resources may exist. Being able
to identify these untapped resources may be
especially beneficial in many organizations in
which people are continually being told to ‘do
more with less’. Among other implications, the
ability to use one’s creative skills and abilities
in the workplace may contribute to job satis-
faction and increased retention (e.g., Shalley,
Gilson & Blum, 2000). In addition, the organi-
zation reaps the benefits of the individual’'s
creative ideas, making the work environment
a fertile place to grow, learn and work.

Method

Sample and Procedure

Primary data were collected from the US
Army Contracting Agency (ACA), a strategic
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command of the United States Department of
Defense, utilizing a web-based survey. The data
were gathered as part of a larger study exam-
ining a number of creativity-related issues
within the ACA. The entire ACA workforce of
approximately 1,900 was invited to participate.
The total number of respondents to the survey
was 693, yielding a response rate of appro-
ximately 37%. This response rate was above
average compared with previous response
rates for federal employee surveys and with
response rates for e-mail surveys in general
(Sheehan, 2001). The Tailored Design Method
(Dillman, 2000) was used to deploy the online
survey. Two e-mails were sent to the ACA
workforce. The first e-mail included an
informed consent notification, the purpose of
the study, the approval and sponsorship of the
study, confidentiality statement and a link to
the online survey. The second e-mail served as a
reminder. The reminder e-mail summarized
the initial message, added a personal note and
provided a four-day extension and a link to the
online survey. A response rate check indicated a
fairly representative percentage response from
each of nine regional offices within the ACA
with no indications of any type of systematic
non-response bias. The average age of the
respondents was approximately 46 and the
average job tenure was approximately 12 years.
Sixty per cent of the respondents were female.
Cases were randomly selected and split into
two subsamples. Subsample 1 was used to
conduct an exploratory factor analysis and to
perform a reliability analysis. Subsample 2 was
used to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis
using structural equations modelling tech-
niques. List-wise deletion for missing data
resulted in final sample sizes of 327 and 335 for
subsamples 1 and 2, respectively.

Measures
Creative Potential

Six survey items were used to measure cre-
ative potential (see Table 1). Creative potential
consists in part of personal feelings regarding
the ability to be creative, what Tierney and
Farmer (2002) call creative self-efficacy. Cre-
ative self-efficacy includes feeling good at
generating novel ideas, having confidence
in one’s ability to solve problems creatively,
having the knack for developing others’ ideas,
and finding creative ways to solve problems.
Thus, items 1-4 were used with permission
from Tierney and Farmer (2002) in order to
measure the creative self-efficacy component
of creative potential. The remaining two
survey items (5 and 6) were developed to
reflect two other important aspect of creative
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potential: having the talent or expertise to do
well in one’s work and possessing the ability
to take risks by trying out new ideas (cf.
Amabile, Burnside & Gryskiewicz, 1999). All
items were measured using a five-point
Likert-type scale ranging from Strongly Agree
to Strongly Disagree.

Practised Creativity

Existing individual creativity theory was uti-
lized to operationalize the concept of practised
creativity. Based on the distinctions identified
by Hinton (1968, 1970), five survey items
(7-11) were developed that describe a variety
of opportunities in the workplace to use one’s
expertise, creativity skills and abilities (see
Table 1). All items were measured using a five-
point Likert-type scale ranging from Strongly
Agree to Strongly Disagree.

Perceived Organizational Support

Perceived organizational support was mea-
sured for the purpose of assessing the dis-
criminant validity of the practised creativity
construct. Six survey items from ‘Keys: Assess-
ing the Climate for Creativity” were used with
permission from the Center for Creative Lead-
ership (Amabile, Burnside & Gryskiewicz,
1999) to represent perceived organizational
support (see Table 1). All items were measured
using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging
from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.

Results

Exploratory Factor Analysis: Subsample 1

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with
principal components extraction and varimax
rotation was performed on the 17 items
intended to measure creative potential, prac-
tised creativity and organizational support for
creativity utilizing the data from Subsample 1.
A critical value of 0.40 was chosen as the cut-
off point in determining whether an item
defined a factor and the ‘eigenvalue greater
than one test” and the scree test were used to
define factors (Gorsuch, 1974). As anticipated,
three interpretable factors emerged as shown
in Table 1. Each of the three factors demon-
strated good scale reliability with coefficient
alphas of 0.84, 0.84 and 0.94, respectively. All
factor loadings exceeded 0.40 and all items
loaded unambiguously on the correct factors
with no cross-factor loadings greater than 0.40.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Subsample 2

In order to further assess construct validity,
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
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Table 1. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results (Subsample 1 Data)

Factor loadings

Factor 1: Creative Potential
Scale o.=0.84

1. I feel that I am good at generating novel ideas. 0.776

A

6. I feel comfortable trying out new ideas.
Factor 2: Practised Creativity
Scale o= 0.84

I have confidence in my ability to solve problems creatively. 0.842
I have a knack for further developing the ideas of others. 0.648
I am good at finding creative ways to solve problems. 0.833
I have the talent and skills to do well in my work. 0.685

0.671

7. T'have opportunities to use my creative skills and abilities at 0.700

work.

8. I am invited to submit ideas for improvements in the 0.744

workplace.

9. I have the opportunity to participate on team(s). 0.707
10. I have the freedom to decide how my job tasks get done. 0.660
11. My creative abilities are used to my full potential at work. 0.712

Factor 3: Perceived Organizational Support
Scale o.=0.94

12. People are recognized for creative work in this organization. 0.859

(KEYS-35)

13. Ideas are judged fairly in this organization. (KEYS-42) 0.852
14. People are encouraged to solve problems creatively in this 0.801

organization. (KEYS-49)

15. This organization has a good mechanism for encouraging 0.864

and developing creative ideas. (KEYS-61)

16. People are encouraged to take risks in this organization. 0.739

(KEYS-62)

17. Rewards are given for innovative and creative ideas. 0.844

Note: N =327. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser

Normalization.

performed on the data from subsample 2 uti-
lizing LISREL 8 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993).
More specifically, three competing models
were examined. Model 1 consisted of all items
loading onto a single creativity factor. Model 2
specified the loading of the first six items onto
a creative potential factor and the remaining
items, including the six perceived organiza-
tional support items, onto a second ‘organiza-
tional creativity’ factor. Model 3 contained
three factors: creative potential, practised cre-
ativity and perceived organizational support
for creativity, with individual items loading
onto the factor they are purported to measure.
An increase in fit from Models 1-3 would
provide evidence in support of the construct
validity of creative potential and practised cre-
ativity, as well as support for the discriminant
validity of practised creativity relative to per-
ceived organizational support for creativity.
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In accordance with the recommendations
of Hoyle and Panter (1995), the following fit
indexes were used to assess the fit of the three
models: chi-square (y? e.g., Bollen, 1989a),
the goodness-of-fit-index (GFI, Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1981), the non-normed fit index
(NNFI, Bentler & Bonnett, 1980), the incremen-
tal fit index (IFI, Bollen, 1989b), and the com-
parative fit index (CFI, Bentler, 1990). The use
of multiple fit indexes is generally advisable in
order to provide convergent evidence of
model fit. The values of GFI, NNFI, IFI and CFI
range from 0 to 1.0, with values closer to 1.0
indicating a well-fitting model (Bentler &
Bonnet, 1980; Hoyle & Panter, 1995).

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations
among indicator variables are presented in
Table 2. Fit indexes for the covariance structure
models tested are shown in Table 3. The one-
factor model demonstrated a fairly poor fit
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Table 3. Fit Indexes for Covariance Structure Analyses

Model X df GFI NNFI IFI CFI  x*difference df

1204.2 119  0.61 0.62 062 0.67
53447 118 0.82 0.85 087 0.87

1. One-factor model
2. Two-factor model

Model 1-2 difference 669.73 1
3. Three-factor model 280.66 116 0.92 0.94 0.95 0.95
Model 1-3 difference 253.81 2

4. Null 3389.2 136

(x? [119, N =335] =1204.2, GFI =0.61, NNFI =
0.62, IF1=0.67, CFI=0.67) The two-factor
model yielded substantially better fit than the
one-factor model (x> [118, N =2335] =534.47,
GFI =0.82, NNFI = 0.85, IFI = 0.87, CFI = 0.87),
but the three-factor model demonstrated the
best fit of the models tested (x> [116,
N =335]=280.66, GFI=0.92, NNFI=0.94,
IF1=0.95, CFI=0.95). In addition, y* differ-
ence tests (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Bollen,
1989a) indicated statistically significant x> dif-
ferences between each of the three models.
Thus, the three-factor model was retained as
the best-fitting model. The standardized solu-
tion for this model is shown in Figure 1 with
measurement error effects omitted for clarity.

Discussion

The results of the present study provide some
initial evidence supporting the construct valid-
ity of creative potential and practised creati-
vity. EFA results suggested a clear factor
structure for each construct with high factor
loadings and virtually no significant cross-
loadings for any of the items. The reliability of
the items used to measure each construct was
also quite good, with coefficient alphas of 0.84
for each of the constructs. CFA results pro-
vided additional evidence in support of the
construct validity of these concepts. A three-
factor model with factors for creative potential,
practised creativity and organizational sup-
port for creativity showed superior fit over
competing one- and two-factor models, indi-
cating reasonably effective measurement,
fairly clean factor structures and evidence of
discriminant validity.

These results suggest important implica-
tions for organizational decision makers. The
difference between creative potential and
practised creativity could represent important
untapped resources that could boost innova-
tion, productivity and job satisfaction if uti-
lized. In the past, this type of untapped
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Creative
Potential

Practised
Creativity

Perceived
Organizational
Support

Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results:
Three-Factor Model

Note: N=335. All parameter loadings were
significant at the o= 0.05 level.

creative potential was largely invisible because
there was nothing to measure aside from cre-
ative outcomes such as songs, poems, patents,
numbers of suggestions, etc. By measuring
and considering employee perceptions of their
own creative potential and practised creativity,
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organizational leaders may effectively assess
the existing creativity gap within their organi-
zation. Organizational leaders could then
utilize this information to design interventions
aimed at tapping into these dormant creative
resources, resulting in a win-win situation, in
which employees experience more freedom to
exercise their creative potential thus increas-
ing innovation, satisfaction, productivity and
organizational effectiveness.

Although the results reported here suggest
exciting implications for unleashing creative
resources, this study is nevertheless subject
to certain limitations. First, the present sam-
ple was relatively homogeneous, consisting
entirely of members of the Army Contracting
Agency within the United Stated Department
of Defense. We have argued that such as
sample is especially appropriate for creativity
research because organizations such as the
DoD take a keen interest in tapping all creative
resources available in order to sustain a com-
petitive advantage. Nevertheless, it remains to
be seen whether the concepts examined here
would demonstrate a similar degree of con-
struct validity in other samples of interest.
Second, all items were self-reported and col-
lected in a single survey at a single point
in time, thus raising concerns regarding
measurement issues such as response set
and social desirability biases. Nevertheless,
despite some inherent weaknesses, self-report
data is widely used in behavioural research,
particularly in the measurement of personality,
cognition and other unobservable behavioural
processes. In addition, studies generally
support the validity of self-reports as a substi-
tute for many types of objective and subjective
data (e.g., Crockett, Schulenberg & Petersen,
1987). Finally, although this study assessed the
construct validity of these constructs, includ-
ing an examination of discriminant validity, it
did not examine convergent validity. Conver-
gent validity occurs when scores on a given
scale designed to measure a certain construct
correlate with scores on another instrument
designed to measure the same construct (e.g.,
Campbell & Fiske, 1959). An examination
of convergent validity was impossible in the
current study because there are no other
known measurement items available for mea-
suring these constructs.

Future research should focus on the further
examination of the construct validity of these
concepts, particularly across other organiza-
tional samples of interest. Construct validation
is not something that can be accomplished
in a single study, but rather is a process
that requires an accumulation of evidence
(Messick, 1995). Future research should also
examine the relationships among creative
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potential, practised creativity and organiza-
tional support for creativity by specifically
testing the hypothesis that individuals with
strong creative potential are more likely to
practise creativity when they perceive strong
support from the organization (DiLiello &
Houghton, 2006). Such research could help to
provide a framework that would aid organiza-
tions such as the DoD in assessing and reduc-
ing the gap between creative potential and
practised creativity. By cultivating environ-
ments that support creativity, modern organi-
zations may be able to tap into heretofore idle
creative potential in order to face a wide array
of 21st-century challenges.
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