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Abstract 

 

Starting from the framework of person-environment fit, a model describing the process 

of how creativity emerges in the workplace was created. In the first part of the thesis possible 

antecedents of creativity are examined. The environmental antecedents used are the work 

demands. The examined person antecedents are self-control and self-regulation. In the second 

part of the thesis, action-state orientation is added to the model to additionally explain individual 

differences of how the antecedents influence creativity. An experience sampling study with 228 

employees in different professions was used to test the model. The hypothesized direct positive 

effects of work demands, self-control and self-regulation on creativity were supported. Moreover, 

a stronger relation between work demands and creativity was observed for action-oriented 

employees. Third, action-oriented employees showed higher self-control when confronted with 

work demands. Results also showed that there was a mediation of self-control for the relation 

between work demands and creativity for action-oriented individuals. The nature of this mediation 

suggests that self-control is a mixed blessing for the creativity of action-oriented individuals. 

 

Vanuit het kader van person-environment fit werd een model gecreëerd dat het proces 

beschrijft van hoe creativiteit in de werkplek ontstaat. In deel één van deze thesis worden de 

mogelijke antecedenten van creativiteit onderzocht. De bestudeerde omgevingsantecedenten zijn 

de werk eisen. De onderzochte persoonsgerelateerde antecedenten zijn zelf-controle en zelf-

regulatie. In het tweede deel van deze thesis wordt action-state oriëntatie aan het model 

toegevoegd om additionele individuele verschillen te verklaren van de effecten van de 

antecedenten op creativiteit. Door middel van een experience sampling studie werden 228 

werknemers uit verschillende beroepen verzameld om het model te testen. Ondersteuning werd 

gevonden voor de directe positieve effecten van werk eisen, zelf-controle en zelf-regulatie op 

creativiteit. Ook werd er een sterkere relatie gevonden tussen werk eisen en creativiteit voor 

actiegeoriënteerde werknemers. Ten derde uitten actiegeoriënteerde werknemers meer zelf-

controle wanneer zij geconfronteerd worden met werk eisen. Daarnaast werd er nog een mediatie 

van zelf-controle aangetoond tussen werk eisen en creativiteit voor actiegeoriënteerde individuen. 

De mediatie toonde ook dat de zelf-controle die actiegeoriënteerde werknemers uitten, een 

gemengde zegen is die te wijten is aan de geobserveerde negatieve interactie tussen zelf-controle 

en creativiteit voor actiegeoriënteerde werknemers. 
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Introduction 

 

In this study I take a well-known theoretical framework and apply it in a novel 

way. Person-environment fit (P-E fit) is a theoretical framework that has been used in 

various studies in the past 100 years. The theory states that the congruence between 

individual characteristics (e.g. needs, abilities or values) and environmental 

characteristics (e.g. job supplies, job demands or organizational values) is an important 

predictor of attitudes and behaviors such as satisfaction, commitment, and turnover 

(Shipp & Jansen, 2011; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Here I will take 

a new approach. By using an experience sample method, I can examine the dynamic 

aspects of the work environment. Different variables are measured at different moments 

in the workday. As a result, an unique view of the fit between personality and work 

characteristics will be created. With this method I will be able to look at the fit between 

the work characteristics and personality, and their effect on different outcome variables 

on a day to day basis.  

In contrast to most person-environment fit studies which look at effects on job 

satisfaction, I examine creativity as the outcome of the fit. The reason why I present 

creativity as an outcome of fit is because of the importance of creativity in the work 

environment. Florida (2002) even proclaimed that creativity is the most important 

economic resource for organizations of the 21th century. Recently, the European Union 

exclaimed 2009 as the ‘European year of creativity and innovation’. This accelerated the 

research on creativity and resulted in various studies which show the importance of 

creativity in different aspects of life and work. A very recent study of Paprika and Nagy 

(2012) even showed that 90% of the questioned HR-managers found creativity important 

to very important when they assessed fresh graduates. This means that organizations are 

aware and acknowledge that creativity is a core competence for organizational and social 

success. Now that the value of creativity is recognized by organizations, further research 

is necessary on the process of creativity in interaction with environment variables and 

personality dispositions (Amabile, 1983). 

In the first part of this thesis I am going to explore three different characteristics 

which should influence creativity. I examine the environment characteristic of work 

demands and the dynamic person characteristics of self-control and self-regulation. In the 
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second part, I expand the model of how stable personality traits interact with the 

characteristics mentioned in the first part of this thesis. I will look into the interactions 

between the dynamic characteristics and the stable action-state orientation trait. Action-

state orientation will be added as an additional personality difference variable which can 

influence the previous described process of demands, self-control/self-regulation and 

creativity. The degree of action-state orientation will influence the reaction to 

environment characteristics (work demands) on one hand, but also the person 

characteristics (self-control and self-regulation) on the other hand. I believe that this 

model is able to shed light on the complex process of creative behaviors in the workplace. 

The process can change depending on the degree in which someone is action or state 

oriented. I add action-state orientation to the model because of its close relation with the 

volitional strategies (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). Self-regulation, self-control, action-

orientation and state-orientation are related concepts in the theory of volition and need to 

be considered all together. The second reason refers to the assumption that being a state-

oriented person often has a negative connotation (Kuhl, 1994a; Koole, Kuhl, Jostmann. 

& Vohs, 2003). But if a discovery can be made that there is fit with positive outcomes for 

the state-oriented employees, the negative connotations can be diminished.  

The need to study these relations is supported by three reasons. The first reason 

relates to person-environment (P-E) fit literature. The personality variables of the 

volitional theory of Kuhl (1994a) have to my knowledge never been used in relation to 

person-environment fit and creativity. These personality variables are interesting to look 

at because they can form a bridge between the gap of choice and action (Kuhl, 1981, 

1984, Kuhl & Beckmann, 1985). It can explain why people do not act as intended based 

on whether or not someone is capable to use the volitional strategy and/or their action-

state orientation (Kuhl, 1994a). Second, in the light of the theory of volition, situational 

factors are not extensively studied. The situational variable studied in this thesis are the 

work demands someone has in his job. The third and final reason why this study is 

conducted, is of a more practical nature. Finding a fit results in better outcomes for the 

employer and the organization. The improvement in understating how creativity is 

influenced, is important for organizations that want to enhance creativity in their 

employees. With this knowledge, shaping the situation in a way that it facilitates creativity 

depending on the individual differences in the employees, can create more opportunities 
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for creative behaviors in organizations. In other research, therapy is often recommended 

for state-oriented people as the only solution to achieve positive outcomes (Kaschel & 

Kuhl, 2004). If a fit is found, it would be feasible to look at the possible changes one 

could make in the environment to generate more creativity behaviors instead of trying to 

change personalities. It is more favorable for the employer to change the environment of 

an individual than wanting to change the personalities of their employees. 

In summary, this research has the following aims: (1) reveal what influences 

creativity in the workplace; (2) investigate the effect on creativity that can be generated 

from a fit; (3) specify the fit between the work demands and self-regulation/self-control 

with action-state orientation. 

 

Person-environment fit 

 

Interest in personality has been around for ages. In 200 B.C. Hippocrates 

developed a categorization of personality based on the excess of one of four bodily fluids, 

corresponding to their character. He created four personalities, termed ‘humors’. 

Following, many other personality theories were developed. The need for personality 

description remains an interest for many researchers today. Because of the central position 

work takes in the life of every human being, the need to link work characteristics with 

personality is a logic consequence. This line of research is usually traced back to Parsons 

(1909). He discussed the link between the characteristics of an individual and his or her 

vocational choice. In the following years, the idea of matching an individual’s personality 

with his/her environment flourished. In the following hundreds years, extensive research 

was conducted. A variety of dimensions were operationalized on the subject of person-

environment fit such as skills, needs, preferences, values, personality traits, goals and 

attitudes (Kristof-Brown, Zimmermann & Johnson, 2005). It was used in the areas of 

selection (Schmidt, Hunter, Outerbridge & Goff, 1988), job satisfaction (Locke, 1984; 

the Job Characteristics Model, Hackman & Oldham, 1980), organizational entry and 

socialization (Premack & Wanous, 1985), and job stress (Caplan,1987). 

Person-environment fit has been researched at various levels in the work 

environment (Kristof, 1996; Yang, Levine, Smith, Ispas, Rossi, 2008). I will use the same 
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subdivision noted in a meta-analysis by Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) to give a short 

understanding of the width and depth of person-environment research. 

Person-vocation fit. One of the most known theories is located at this level of fit. 

Holland’s theory of vocational fit (Holland, 1985) developed six personality types which 

were matched with different occupational environments. It states that there are different 

types of personalities, which prefer different kinds of occupational environments. For 

example, realistic types are shy, genuine, persistent, stable, conforming and practical. 

Therefore they prefer physical activities that require skill, strength and coordination 

(Robbins, Judge & Campbell, 2010). 

Person-job fit. Different from person-vocation fit, person-job fit is a more narrow 

concept. It is the conceptualization of the relationship between personality variables and 

the more specific tasks that an individual has to perform (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).  

Person-organization fit. In person-organization fit there is an emphasis on the 

relation between characteristics of the individual and the kind of organization they work 

in . It is stated that matching a personality with the overall organizational culture is 

important and generates job satisfaction, commitment to the organization and low 

turnover (Robbins, et al., 2010).  

Person-group fit. Person-group fit studies the interpersonal compatibility between 

individuals and their work groups (Judge & Ferris, 1992, Kristof, 1996, Werbel & 

Gilliand, 1999). When the group members show similarities, research noticed positive 

effects on group decision making (e.g. Klimoski & Jones, 1995). In contrast, other 

research showed that when there is a diverse composition of knowledge, skills and 

abilities of members, the group is more effective (e.g. Shaw, 1981). Even though some 

research has been done, this study field has many uncharted areas and should be the 

subject of further research (Kristof-Borwn et al., 2005). 

Person-supervisor fit. In research of person-supervisor fit, the personality 

characteristics of the supervisor represents the environment. Within this group, relations 

between supervisor-subordinates personalities (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2002); leader-

follower congruence (Colbert, 2004; Krishnan, 2002) and manager-employee goal 

congruence (Witt, 1998) are studied (Kristof-Borwn et al., 2005). 

Person-environment interactions. Person-environment interaction studies can be 

divided in two categories. In a first possible interaction, situations are moderators in the 
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personality-outcome relations. In the second category, personality is used as the 

moderator.  

This is the perspective I will use in this thesis. Personality will enhance the relation 

between environmental factors and a possible outcome, like job satisfaction or as is the 

case in this thesis, creativity.  

 

Creativity 

 

Creativity is defined as the development of ideas about products, practices, 

services or procedures that are novel and potentially useful to the organization (Amabile, 

1996; Zhou & Shalley, 2003). This is different from innovation, because only when an 

idea is implemented in an organization, one can talk of innovation (Amabile, 1996; 

Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). Innovation is often viewed as crucial for the long-term 

survival of organizations (e.g. Amabile, 1988; Ancona & Caldwell, 1987; Kanter, 1988; 

Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Shalley, 1995; Van de Ven, 1986; West & Farr, 1989,1990; 

Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993). Because creativity is the first step of innovation 

(West & Farr, 1990), being creative is an essential ability in the modern workplace. Next 

to the importance of creativity for innovation, creativity is important for solving everyday 

work problems. Creative individuals will generate quantitatively and qualitatively more 

ideas to solve a problem (Groborz & Necka, 2003). The reason why we use creativity as 

the outcome of interest is this necessity of creativity in today’s work environment. 

Looking into the process leading to creativity and the characteristics that can influence 

this process and the possible interactions with personality, will contribute to the practical 

implementations of enhancing creativity in the work environment.  

Creativity research can be divided in three research categories (Livingstone, 

Nelson & Barr, 1997). The first category focuses on individual characteristics. In this 

category, the majority of the research is conducted. Two streams of research can be 

distinguished. The first perspective considers the relation between cognitive abilities and 

creativity. Research showed that intelligence and divergent thinking are both known for 

enhancing an individual’s creativity (Batchtold & Werner, 1973; Cattell, 1971; Gough, 

1979; Helson & Crutchfield, 1970; Barron & Harrington, 1981; Mumford & Gustafson, 

1988). The second stream of research focused on personality characteristics. Self-
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confidence, flexibility, aggressiveness, attraction to complexity, risk-taking, a desire for 

recognition, high energy, intuition and creative self-image are found to be associated with 

creativity (Barron & Harrington, 1981).  

The second category of creativity research focuses on the influence of 

organizational characteristics or contextual characteristic. They are dimensions of the 

work environment that potentially influence an employee’s creativity but they are not part 

of the individual (Shalley, Zhou & Oldham, 2004). Frequently used characteristics are 

job complexity (West & Farr, 1990), relationship with supervisor (Mumford & Gustafson, 

1988), relationship with coworkers, rewards (Amabile, 1996; Eisenberger, 1992), 

evaluation (Zhou & Shalley, 2003), time deadlines and goals (Amabile, 1996), spatial 

configurations of work setting (Aiello, DeRisi, Epstein & Karlin, 1977; Shalley & 

Oldham, 1997), flexible structure (Kanter, 1983), adequate resources (Amabile, 1988; 

Farr & Ford, 1990) and enriched jobs (Livingstone, Nelson & Barr, 1997).  

The last category integrates the first two categories and looks at the interaction of 

individual and organizational characteristics and its effect on creativity. This framework 

corresponds to the person-environment fit framework (Shalley et al., 2004). Livingstone 

et al. (1997) refer to this framework with the concept of creativity-fit. This is the 

framework I will apply in this research. The considered contextual characteristic are the 

dynamic work demands an individual has in his job. The considered individual 

characteristics are the dynamic personal abilities of self-regulation and self-control. These 

characteristics and their relation with creativity will be discussed in the next section.  

 

Work demands 

 

In the following section, I will discuss work demands as a situational characteristic 

of the work context and its effect on creativity. This is important because previous 

research has not paid enough attention to the environmental factors that can have an effect 

on creativity (Livingstone et al., 1997). Work demands can be considered as an 

overarching term for psychological stressors at work such as time pressure and heavy 

work load (Fox, Dwyer & Ganster, 1993; Karasek, 1979). A situation is perceived as 

highly demanding when there is a discrepancy between the current situation and the 

pursued goals (Bledow, 2009). When thinking about a highly demanding work context, a 
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direct association may be immediately made with negative outcomes in health and well-

being. But research shows us that this perspective might be one sided. Several positive 

outcomes have been discovered for highly demanding situations. This positive 

connotation of high demanding work started with the job demands-control model of 

Karasek (1979), that provided a theoretical framework for the impact of work demands 

on various job-related outcomes. The model argues that a fit is needed between the 

demands of a job and the degree of control someone has in their job to generate beneficial 

outcomes. It points out that when job demands are high, positive outcomes can be 

generated if there is an increasing level of job control (Janssen, 2000). This line of 

thinking can be extended to the idea that a fit between work demands and person 

characteristics will also generate those positive outcomes. 

When looking at the effects of work demands on creativity, mixed results 

emerged. Amabile (1996) showed that time deadlines and production goals have a 

constraining effect on creativity, whereas others showed that demanding, threatening or 

conflict-related situations produce creative state of minds (e.g. Riley & Gabora, 2012; 

Akinola, Mendes, 2008). This research showed that the effects of stressors like work 

demands are not straightforward. That can be explained by the dual dimensionality of 

work stressors (Webster, Beehr & Christiansen, 2010). Stressors can be divided into 

hindrances and challenges (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling & Boudreau 2000). Hindrance 

stressors will pose a threat to reaching one’s goals (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). In contrast, 

challenge stressors may facilitate goal achievement (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Evidence 

suggests that work demands are challenge-related stressors and are positively related to 

performance (LePine et al.,2005; Lin, Siu, Shi and Bai, 2009). Based on these 

assumptions one can anticipate that perceiving demands as challenges, is positive related 

to creativity in a work situation (Ohly, & Fritz, 2010). Because of the evidence that work 

demands are mostly perceived as challenge-related stressors, I anticipate a positive 

relation between work demands and creativity 

  

H1: There is a positive relation between work demands and creativity 
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Self-control and self-regulation 

 

Having a high demanding work environment is not sufficient to generate creative 

behavior. As most human behavior, creativity is function of both the context and the 

person (Choi, 2004; Woodman et al., 1993). Showing self-control and self-regulatory 

behaviors will generate additional beneficial conditions for creativity.  I will elaborate on 

the theoretical concepts self-regulation and self-control as dynamic intra-individual 

regulatory processes and their impact on creativity. Both concepts are part of the theory 

of volition (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998; Kuhl & Goschke, 1994). The two most important 

tasks of volition are maintaining one’s goals (self-control) and maintaining the integrity 

of one’s self (self-regulation). Both concepts can be defined by the central coordination 

of processing across a variety of psychological subsystems (e.g. explicit and implicit 

cognition, emotion, motivation and arousal) (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). Self-control and 

self-regulation are dynamic volitional competences that will help an individual to 

overcome certain difficulties. When someone is confronted with a frustrating situation, 

the volitional competences are activated to effectively deal with the situation.  

Self-control is the control over the self by the self (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). 

Self-control includes the overriding or inhibiting of competing urges, behaviors or desires 

(Barkley, 1997; Baumeister, Heatheron & Tice, 1994; Shalice & Burgess, 1993). Having 

self-control gives a person the chance of improving the fit between the self and the 

environment by altering the self to fit the world (Tangney, Baumeister & Boone, 2004; 

Rothbaum, Weisz & Snyder, 1982). Researchers like Kehr, Bles and Rosenstiel (1999) 

and Kuhl and Fuhrmann (1998) described self-control as a self-disciplined authoritarian 

style which helps to solve conflicts in the action process. It is the ability of an individual 

to maintain goals while suppressing (attractive) alternatives. When individuals have high 

self-control, they are capable of pursuing goals with high priority even if they are not 

embedded in their personal need structure. They are with other words capable of pursuing 

goals that are imposed from others (Kehr et al., 1999). Being able to do this has proven 

to have its benefits. Tangney et al., 2004 conducted a study that summarizes the benefits 

of self-control. They related self-control to health benefits like less binge eating and 

alcohol abuse. Other relations are found with better adjustment (fewer reports of 

psychopathology, higher self-esteem, better relationships and interpersonal skills, secure 
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attachment, and more optimal emotional responses (Tangneyet al., 2004). Even task 

performance is related to self-control. Individuals high in self-control tend to achieve 

higher grade point averages (Tangney et al., 2004). But being capable of self-control has 

a downside. It has been stated that excessive self-control contains many risks to one’s 

health and well-being (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). This is referred to as ‘over-control’ and 

implies a persistent activation of negative emotions resulting in impaired access to self-

representations (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). But, research of Tanhney et al. (2004) failed 

to indicate any negative effects of over-control. Even though there is a possible downside 

to having self-control, one cannot forget the adaptive aspects of a moderate and temporary 

form of self-control.  

 Having self-control is also an important component to generate creative behaviors. 

First, having self-control will affect the ability on initiating spontaneous new experiences 

(Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). Having self-control will help people to change their habits 

and it gives courage and ability to try new things. The second way that self-control 

influences creativity can be explained by two different sub-facets of self-control. 

Cognitive self-control assesses planning behavior and the degree of thinking things 

through. Many research have confirmed the importance of controlled cognitive processes 

for creativity. Groborz and Necka (2003) showed the importance for focused mental 

efforts to enhance creative behaviors. Also, the idea that creative behaviors can only exist 

when there is persistence in pursuing it, is not farfetched (Feist, 1999). Even biological 

evidence indicates that creative individuals will use the cognitive control circuits more 

often (Miller & Cohen, 2001). Impulse control, the second sub-facet of self-control, 

relates to the ability to effectively down-regulate negative affect and shifting to a more 

positive state. This has been related to higher creativity in research of Bledow (2009). 

Being able to control impulses will help in the affective shift process which is related to 

creative behavior (Bledow, 2009). Thus, a positive relation is expected between self-

control and creativity through to moving away from habits, trough the effects of cognitive 

self-control and the effects of controlling impulses. 

 

H2: There is a positive relation between self-control and creativity 
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The second volitional process, self-regulation is often called the ‘self-

maintenance’ system. Because of this system people are able to maintain actions which 

are in line with their integrated self. It is a democratic style of control (Kehr et al., 1999) 

and gives an individual the ability to form goals in accordance with his or her individual 

need structure. When operating in this self-regulatory mode, individuals will be able to 

finish a task more quickly, monitor intentions, plan specific actions and initiate them at 

the right time and in suitable situations (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). With other words, they 

are acting in a more flexible and context-specific way (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). The 

ability to react in a flexible way has been related to innovation and creativity in the past 

by researchers like Barron and Harrington (1981) and Georgsdottir and Getz (2004). 

Another way how self-regulation facilitates creativity is through the process of intrinsic 

motivation. Intrinsic motivation refers to the extent to which an individual is excited about 

a work activity and engages in it for the sake of the activity itself (Utman, 1997). When 

goals are in line with one’s integrated self, a higher motivation is achieved because of the 

personal relevance of the goals. This is parallel with the cognitive evaluation theory, a 

sub-theory within the self-determination theory of Deci & Ryan (1985). It states that 

individuals need to experience their behavior as relevant for the self. In this way they gain 

intrinsic motivation and are more determined to accomplish their goals. Scholars have 

long argued that individuals are likely to be most creative when they experience high 

levels of intrinsic motivation (Amabile, 1996), since such motivation increases their 

tendency to be curious, cognitively flexible, risk taking and persistent in the face of 

barriers (Utman, 1997; Zhou & Shalley, 2003), all of which should facilitate the 

development of creative ideas. There is thus a positive relation between intrinsic 

motivation and creativity (Shalley et al.; 2004).  

 Different than the traditional perceptions on motivation, Kuhl (2000) gives a 

functional explanation on motivation. Everyone has an implicit self-representation, 

consisting of the representation of one’s needs, values, feelings, preferences and action 

alternatives (Kuhl, 2000; Kuhl & Baumann, 2002). The basis of the self-representation 

lies in a high-level intuitive-holistic processing forms (Kuhl, 2000). Previous research 

showed that this intuitive processing is faster, integrates more information and is more 

flexible (Kuhl, 1998) and showed relations between those intuitive processes and creative 

behavior (Barron & Harrington, 1981). Self-regulation facilitates the access to the 
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implicit self-representations and activates the intuitive processes. Access to this implicit 

self-system enables self-determined action in the same sense described in the self-

determination theory (Kuhl, 2000). Thus, self-regulation can be related to creativity 

through the process of intrinsic motivation. 

 

H3: There is a positive relation between self-regulation and creativity 

Below, an overview of the three previously mentioned hypotheses is given. 

Figure 1. Overview of the proposed relationships between work demands, self-control and 

self-regulation on creativity. 
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Personality: Action and state orientation and creativity 

 

In this part of the thesis, I am adding the stable personality trait of action-state 

orientation to the proposed relations above. I propose action-state orientation as an extra 

explanatory mechanism which will influence the reaction to the previously mentioned 

dynamic characteristics. Action-state orientation is, as self-control and self-regulation, 

part of the theory of volition developed by Kuhl (1994a). The theory of action-state 

orientation is an elaborate theory which contains various proximal and distal antecedents 

(e.g. under-stimulation and boredom) and consequences of human behavior (e.g. 

procrastination and rumination) (see Kuhl 1994a).  

Kuhl (1994a) stated that there are two dimensions that can be distinguished within 

the concepts of action-state orientation. It has been stated that people who are state-

oriented score higher on both dimensions and both dimensions are thus correlated 

(Bledow, 2009). First there is the dimension of hesitation. This dimension relates to the 

ability to restore positive affect in order to initiate action (Kuhl, 1994a). When individuals 

score high on hesitation, they have difficulties to self-regulate positive affect and it 

becomes more difficult for them to start an action or a task (Kuhl, 1994a). When 

individuals score low on the hesitation dimension, they have no difficulty to initiate a 

task, even if this task is very boring or demanding (Kuhl, 1994a). The second dimension, 

the preoccupation dimension, describes the ability to cope with negative affect (Kuhl, 

1994a). People who score high on this dimension, lack the ability to down-regulate 

negative feelings and often ruminate about those negative feelings (Kuhl, 1994a). In this 

thesis, only the hesitation dimension is taken into account.  

In general, action-orientation is seen as desirable (Kuhl, 1994a) Many researches 

have proven positive benefits generated from action-oriented individuals. It has been said 

that they complete more tasks, meet deadlines more easily and produce higher quality 

outputs (Diefendorff, Hall, Lord & Strean, 2000). As a reaction to this feeling of 

preference of action-oriented personalities, Koole, Kuhl, Jostmann & Vohs (2003) 

revealed some interesting relations in which state-oriented individuals can perform as 

well as or even better than action-oriented individuals. This research shows us the power 

of a fit between the environment and personality. 
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Research on creativity within the action-state literature is very rare. There is no 

advantage for either one of the orientations for creativity. The relation of creativity and 

action-state orientation was previously reviewed in a study of Bledow (2009) which 

exposes the benefits of fit on creativity. It confirms the relation between individual 

differences in action-state orientation and affect regulation (e.g. Baumann & Kuhl, 2002; 

Kuhl, 1994b). On the hesitation dimension, Bledow (2009) states that action-oriented 

individuals (low hesitation) implicitly generate positive affect under demanding 

conditions. In contrast state-oriented individuals (high hesitation) are indecisive and find 

it difficult to start acting when demands are high, due to their impaired ability to self-

generate positive affect.  

As noted before, action-state orientation and self-regulation/self-control are all 

part of the same theory of volition. Where self-regulation and self-control are dynamic 

competences of an individuals. Action-state orientation is the stable individual difference, 

which will activate or inhibit the access to those competences (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). 

In general, action-oriented individuals will achieve higher levels of self-control and self-

regulation (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). 

 

Work demands and hesitation 

 

Within the theory of volition, the hesitation dimension is referred to as the 

demand-related dimension of action-state orientation (Kuhl, 1994c). This is the reason 

why I only consider the hesitation dimension in this study. It thus seems that a relation 

exists between action-state orientation and the work demands. In previous research, 

positive relations of the work demands on performance (LePine, Podsakoff & LePine, 

2005) and on job-related attitudes (Podsakoff, LePine & LePine, 2007) were supported. 

But contradictive empirical support  for the positive effects of work demands exists within 

the job-demands-control model exists (Fletcher & Jones, 1993, Wall, Eelen & Bertelson, 

1996). Therefore, based on the suggestion of Janssen (2000) to look at other psychological 

factors, including personality variables can help determine if work demands can have 

positive benefits. To address those mixed results, adding the stable trait of action-state 

orientation to the model can account for the variations in the results. As stated before, 

work demands are challenge-related stressors which explains their positive effects on 
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creativity. But perceiving stressors as challenges is an interpretation made by each 

individual (Webster et al., 2010). Webster et al. (2010) stated that some individuals are 

consistently more likely to perceive stressors as challenges. Research on action-state 

orientation observed that action-oriented individuals see demands more likely as 

challenging, whereas state-oriented individuals see a demanding challenge as stressful 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lepine et al., 2005). Also, action-oriented individuals are 

better in effective down-regulation of negative affect. This ability will results in a more 

effective goal-pursuit (Kazén, Kaschel & Kuhl, 2008). As a consequence, action-oriented 

individuals mobilize more cognitive resources and that contributes to creativity. 

When integrating these assumptions, I hypothesize a moderating effect of action-

state orientation. Based on the fact that action-oriented people are more likely to perceive 

the work demands as challenges and the more effective goal pursuit, the relation will be 

more positive for action-oriented individuals. 

 

H4: Action-state orientation has a moderating effect on the relation between 

demands and creativity. The relation between demands and creativity is more 

positive for action-oriented individuals than for state-oriented individuals. 

 

Self-control and self-regulation  

 

Within the theory of volition, there is a clear relation between the concepts of self-

regulation and self-control with action-state orientation (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). While 

self-control and self-regulation are dynamic strategies in how people can deal with 

frustrating situations, the degree in which one is action-oriented will decide whether or 

not the strategies will be activated. I have already described the relation of the self-

regulation and self-control concepts with creativity at the beginning of this thesis. Now I 

will elaborate how the stable personality trait of action-state orientation influences the 

reaction to the dynamic person characteristics of self-control and what the how self-

control relates to work demands. Why self-regulation is not considered in relation with 

action-state orientation and work demands is explained further. 

There is a close relation between work demands and self-control. Kuhl and 

Fuhrmann (1998) have stated that all situational conditions that reduce positive or 
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produce negative affect such as time pressure, are antecedents of goal-oriented behavior, 

e.g. self-control. In other words, self-control is activated when an individual is confronted 

with a frustrating situation. When people are exposed to work demands, they will initiate 

self-control to effectively deal with those demands. As mentioned before, self-control 

seems to be more prevalent with action oriented individuals (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). 

Action oriented individuals seem to have more cognitive control under high demanding 

situations than state-oriented individuals (Jostmann & Koole, 2007). This can be 

explained by results by Bledow (2009). He stated that action-oriented individuals have 

the ability to generate positive affect even when work demands are high. Having high 

self-control includes planning, initiating, monitoring intention control, strategic intention 

control, over-control and impulse control (Kehr et al., 1999). Those concepts are closely 

related to the ‘personality of an action-oriented employee’ who has no difficulties to 

initiate an action or task even if this task is boring and the ability to down-regulate 

negative affect (Kuhl, 1994a). Kuhl & Fuhrmann (1998) also noted that state-oriented 

individuals will inhibit both volitional competences of self-regulation and self-control. 

This means that they will not activate self-control and fail to deal with the frustrating 

situation. Action-oriented individuals will not only show higher levels of self-control in 

general. They will activate the mode of self-control when confronted with high work 

demands and thereby become more creative.  

 

H5: Self-control mediates the relation between demands and creativity, which is 

moderated by action-state orientation. For action-oriented individuals, the 

relation between work demands and creativity is mediated by self-control. 

Self-regulation will help individuals to form goals in accordance with their own 

personal needs (Kehr et al., 1999). As with self-control, it has been stated that action-

oriented individuals will activate more self-regulatory behaviors in general (Kuhl & 

Fuhrmann, 1998). Based on literature search, I found no clear relations for work demands 

and self-regulation. Even though self-regulation is important for creativity, through that 

process of intrinsic motivation, there are no clear indications why self-regulation will be 

activated through work demands. There is evidence in the literature that work demands 

can impede self-regulation through processes of undermining autonomous self-

regulation, through the reaction of choking under pressure and through the limited energy 
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resources (Koole, Jostmann & Baumann, 2012). At the same time, evidence of the 

positive effects of work demands on self-regulation also exists. Those positive and 

negative effects of work demands on self-regulation will balance each other out and this 

is why no hypothesis will be formed. 

 

A schematic illustration of the expected relations of hypothesis 5 and 6 is given below. 

 

Figure 2. Overview of the proposed relations between work demands, self-control, 

creativity and action-state orientation. 
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Method 

 

An experience sample study was conducted to test the previously developed 

hypotheses. Except for action-state orientation, all variables were measured on a day to 

day basis. This enabled the examination of the dynamics of the variables of interest and 

the ability to get a better understanding of the fluctuations in creativity individuals 

experience in their jobs. When variables are measured on a day to day basis, one can 

better understand the processes underlying stable individual differences, such as action-

state orientation,  

The importance of this day-level measurement for creativity is pointed out in the 

study of Ohly and Fritz (2010). First, when measuring creativity daily, a better 

understanding of the situations that lead to creativity can be obtained. Second, a 

distinction can be made between the factors that facilitate or impair creativity on a daily 

basis and those factors that facilitate or impair creativity in the long term. Third, it results 

into a more correct measurement of creativity because one does not rely on the capacity 

of the individual to recall their behavior over a longer period of time.  

 

Participants and procedure  

 

In order to test the hypotheses, a diverse sample was needed. The sample needed 

to be as heterogeneous as possible because of the intention to make statements about the 

working population in general. In order to accomplish this, as many organizations as 

possible were contacted and asked to participate in this research. To ensure the diversity, 

organizations in both the public and the private sector were contacted. The first contact 

consisted of a general invitation to participate in this study. In the invitation an 

explanation about what was expected from the participants was formulated. To collect as 

many data as possible, they were kindly asked to send the invitation to their employees, 

colleagues, friends and family. If there was a positive response, a more detailed email 

was sent with the procedures of the research. Participants received a first email with the 

link for the general questionnaire. The individuals could complete this questionnaire at a 

time that suited them best. The general questionnaire measured various personality and 

demographic variables. On the same day they received a second email with three links, 
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one for the morning questionnaire, one for the questionnaire at noon and one for the 

evening questionnaire. The daily questionnaires started on Monday of the next week. 

They had to be completed for a minimum of three whole days and a maximum of five 

days. The questionnaire was formulated in Dutch and all the questionnaires had to be 

completed online. During the collection of the data I noticed that some participants did 

not have easy access to the internet during their work day. Because of the possible bias 

this could have on the data, I created paper versions of the daily questionnaires. The 

completion of one questionnaire (morning, noon or evening) did not take longer than five 

minutes, so at the end of the day only fifteen minutes of the workday were disturbed by 

the questionnaires. The general questionnaire that assessed personality and demographic 

variables, could only be answered through the online link. This would not create bias, 

because it could be completed whenever the participant had time and access to the 

internet. It could even be completed at home. 81% of the questionnaires were completed 

online, whereas 17.8% were filled in with pen and paper. A very small group (1.2%) 

combined both mediums. Examples of the online questionnaire and the paper and pencil 

questionnaire are presented in the appendix. 

Eventually 263 participants participated in the study. Because of the reliance on 

within-person variability, a minimum of three day participation of the daily questionnaire 

was required. Participants who did not meet these requirements were excluded and in that 

way I obtained a sample of 228 participants who completed three to five working days. 

The age of the participants ranged from 21 to 63, with an average of 36.8 years (SD = 

11.88). 54.6% of the participants were women. The majority (74.8%) of the participants 

had a higher education degree (44.3% = non-university; 30.5 = university) and 26.9% of 

the participants currently have a leadership position in their jobs. The current tenure on 

the job has a range of 0 to 38 (M = 9.8; SD = 10.11). Tenure in the organization has the 

same range (0 to 38) but has a higher average of 11.2 (SD = 10.14). Most of the 

participants work in small to medium-sized organizations (75.4%), consisting of less than 

250 employees. 17.2% of the participants works in micro businesses (< 10 employees), 

25% works in a small organization (< 50 employees) and with 33.2% works in medium-

sized enterprises (50 – 250 employees). 24.6% works in large companies with more than 

250 employees. 
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Measures 

 

Demographic variables. The demographic variables measured in this research 

were: age, gender, occupation, size of organization, sector of organization, seniority in 

organization and seniority in function, education and whether the function is a manager 

function.  

Action-state orientation. To measure action-state orientation I used the Dutch 

ACS scale. The ACS scale is a forced choice self-report measure developed by Kuhl 

(1985). The scores of the participants were constructed on a continuum, so all the 

individuals had a degree in which they were action or state-oriented. The translation of 

Koole’s AOT and AOD subscales was used. The AOD subscale represents the hesitation 

dimension. It represents the capacity to initiate goal-directed behaviors under demanding 

situation (Jostmann, Koole., Van der Wulp, & Fockenberg, 2005). The AOT scale 

represents the preoccupation dimension with the ability to react goal-directed in 

threatening situations. Through the items, we asked about the reaction of the participant 

in different stressful situations (Jostmann et al., 2005). The questionnaire exists of four 

pages with each six items. The participants were asked to choose the response closest to 

their reaction in a particular situation. The first two pages question the AOT scale 

(Cronbach’s α of .75). An example is: ‘When I lose something valuable and I can’t find 

it, I (a) found it difficult to think about something else, or (b) I put it out of my mind after 

a while. The last two pages question the AOD scale (Cronbach’s α of .69) with items such 

as: ‘When I know I have to finish something soon, I (a) have to push myself to begin or 

(b) found it easy to finish. Because the Cronbach’s α for the AOD scale is only .69, two 

items (items 8 and 11) were excluded from the scale, resulting in a new scale AOD, with 

a Cronbach α of .75. 

Work demands. The work demands of the job were measured in the morning and 

noon questionnaires. Measuring work demands in the morning gives an idea of how 

demanding people think their job will be each day before they start working. . There were 

seven items which represent a broad range of work demands. The items were measured 

on a Likert scale of one to five. Two items were developed by Bledow (2010): ‘I have not 

advanced my work as far as I should have’ and ‘To reach my work goals, I have to work 

hard today’ (quantitative demands). Five more items were developed based on Specter & 
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Jex (1998) and Van Yperen & Snijders (2000): ‘My tasks are complex, exhausting or 

new’ (qualitative demands), ‘I deal with troublesome situations that involve others 

(colleagues, customers, …)’ (social demands), ‘My tasks are challenging me’ and ‘My 

tasks appeal to my personal skills’ (challenging demands) and, finally, ‘I have to work 

faster than usual to finish my job’ (time pressure). At noon, participants were asked again 

about their perceived work demands for the rest of the workday. In the analysis the effects 

of the work demands measured on T2 were also explored because of the possible changes 

in the perceived demands. The Cronbach’s α calculations revealed values of .80 (T1) and 

.77 (T2) when all measures of work demands were included. Based on the factor analysis, 

the item of social demands was removed due to low factor loading. This resulted in a new 

scale with Cronbach α of .80 (T1) and .76 (T2).  

Self-control. To measure self-control, seven items from the Volitional 

Components Inventory (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998) were translated to Dutch. To ensure 

the content of the items they were translated back to English and the content of the items 

were compared. The items can be divided into three categories. First there is cognitive 

self-control (Cronbach α .73), measured by items such as ‘I have a detailed plan of what 

I do and when’, ‘I look at the details of a task before starting it’ and ‘I have a plan of how 

I will work’. The second category is failure control (Cronbach α .77), measured by the 

items ‘I imagine how bad I would feel if I wouldn’t finish a task on time’ and ‘My fear 

for failure pushes me to work hard.’ The last category is impulse control (Cronbach α .79) 

and is measured by the items ‘I can suppress anything that distracts me from my work’ 

and ‘I am capable to resist sudden impulses’. Cronbach’s α calculations revealed values 

of .72 for all categories combined. Based on factor analysis and theoretical considerations 

conclusions could be made that the failure control items were distinct from the other 

items. Therefore, failure control was removed out of the self-control scale. A new scale 

consisting of the five items of the cognitive self-control and impulse control items was 

constructed. The Cronbach α of the new self-control scale is .73. 

Self-regulation. Self-regulation was also measured through items derived from the 

Volitional Components Inventory (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). Like self-control, the six 

items that were used to assess self-regulation were translated to Dutch and then translated 

to English and back to ensure correct translation of the content. Two categories can be 

distinguished from the items. The first, self-determination (Cronbach α .76), is measured 
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by three items: ‘I do almost everything because I want to do it’, ‘I can make peace with 

myself’ and ‘I can identify myself with what I’m doing’. Second, positive self-motivation 

(Cronbach α .77) was measured by the items: ‘I am capable to focus on the positive 

aspects of my work’, ‘I know how I can motivate myself when my morale is low’ and ‘I 

know how to make a boring task more interesting’. The measurement of self-regulation 

revealed a Cronbach α of .82.  

Creativity. Creativity was measured in the questionnaire at the end of each day, 

asking participants about how creative they had been during their workday. Six items of 

Tieny, Farmer and Grean (1999) were used and translated items to Dutch. Participants 

answered the six items on a five-point likert scale. The items were: ‘I generated novel, 

but operable work-related ideas’, ‘I served as a good role model for creativity’, ‘I 

demonstrated originality in my work’, ‘I found new uses for existing methods or 

equipment’s’, ‘I solved problems that had caused other difficulties’ and ‘I tried out new 

ideas and approaches to problems’. Analyses revealed a Cronbach α of .90. 

  

Analyses 

 

To test the hypotheses, multilevel modeling (HLM 6, Raudenbush, Bryk, & 

Congdon, 2004) was used. Because the daily repeating measures are nested within 

persons, a two-level model was created with the repeatedly measured predictors work 

demands, self-regulation and self-control on the situation level and the stable individual 

difference predictor, action-state orientation on the personal level. Through this method 

one can take into account intra-individual variability as well as individual variability 

between persons. To help the investigation of the moderating effect of action-state 

orientation on the relation between the predictor and the outcome, cross-level analysis 

was used. Based on research of Enders & Tofighi (2007) the situational level predictors 

were centered around the mean of each person for the analysis of cross-level moderation 

(Hypotheses 4 and 5). The predictors on the situation level explain within-person variance 

and the predictors on the person level refer to between-person variance. 

To test the first three hypotheses, four different models were created. The outcome 

variable in all four models is creativity. In model 1a, only work demands measured in the 

morning were added as predictor variable. In the second model, 1b, the work demands 
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measured at noon were added. To test the second hypothesis, self-control was added in 

model 1c. In model 1d, self-regulation was the last predictor added.  

In the second part of the analysis, the moderator and mediator hypothesis are 

tested. To test hypothesis 4, two models were calculated with creativity as outcome 

variable. Model 2a is constructed with work demands measured in the morning as 

predictor. Action-state orientation is added to the second level of the model to test for 

interactions. In model 2b, the same arrangement is used as in 2a, but with work demands 

measured at noon as the predictor variable. Model 2c tests the moderation of action-state 

orientation and the mediation analysis of self-control postulated in hypothesis 5. Here 

self-control is used as the dependent variable. Work demands measured in the morning 

are the predictor variable. Action-state orientation is again added at the second level of 

the model. Last, a complete model is constructed containing work demands in the 

morning and at noon, self-control and self-regulation as level-one predictors, action-state 

orientation as a level-two predictor and creativity as the outcome variable.  

Results 

 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and intercorrelations of all 

variables. Correlation below the diagonal are situation-level correlations. Correlations 

above the diagonal are person-level correlations. As suggested by the volitional theory, 

self-control and self-regulation are distinct but positively related constructs (r = .28, p < 

0.01). No relation between work demands and self-regulation was found which supports 

our assumptions.  

Table 2 presents the four models constructed to test the first three hypotheses. All 

four models represent hierarchical linear models in which creativity was the dependent 

variable. In the first model, work demands measured in the morning were entered in the 

model. In the second model, work demands at noon were added. The third model 

additionally included self-control. Last, self-regulation was entered.  

The first hypothesis stated that work demands are positively related to creativity. 

All four models show positive relations between the work demands and creativity. Work 

demands are significantly related to creativity when measured in the morning (model 1a; 

γ = 0.14, p = .01). When work demands measured at noon are entered in the second model, 
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the relation remains significant for the work demands in the morning (model 1b; γ = 0.12, 

p < .01). Thus, hypothesis 1 can be confirmed: there is a positive relation between work 

demands and creativity. 

The second hypothesis proposed a positive relation between self-control and 

creativity. Self-control was added to models 1c and 1d and a significant relation can be 

observed in both models. Looking at model 1c, a significant positive relation between 

self-control and creativity is observed (model 1c; γ = 0.21, p < .01). When self-regulation 

is added in model 1d, the relation between self-control and creativity remains significant 

(model 1d; γ = 0.13, p < .01). This means hypothesis 2 can be confirmed. 

The third hypothesis predicted a positive relation between self-regulation and 

creativity. Looking at model 1d, the predicted positive relation occurred (model 1d; γ = 

0.24, p < .01). Thus, hypothesis 3 is also confirmed. 

Model 1d includes all variables presented in the first three hypotheses. Here 

positive relations between all variables (work demands, self-control and self-regulation) 

and creativity remain.  

To summarize, all three hypotheses are represented in figure 3 in which the clear 

relation with creativity is shown. A positive relation between the environment 

characteristic of work demands and creativity occurred. The dynamic person 

characteristics self-control and self-regulation are also positively related to creativity. 

This means that both the environment and personality variables influence creativity. 
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Table 1: Means (M), standard deviations (SD) and intercorrelations of all variables 

 

 

 

 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Situation-level variables           

1. Creativity 2.86 0.76 - .06 .03 .19** .18**    

Morning measurement           

2. Work Demands 2.92 0.67 .29** - .25** -.01 .04    

Noon measurement           

3. Work Demands 2.95 0.63 .33** .85** - -.12** .03    

4. Self-control 3.27 0.60 .10 -.01 -.06 - .28**    

5. Self-regulation 3.73 0.52 .26** .06 -.02 .37** -    

Person-level variables           

6. Hesitation a 0.72 0.24 .32 .03 -.02 .24 .37* -   

7. Age 37.14 11.94 .07 -.18 -.36* .26 .17 .34* -  

8. Gender 1.45 0.50 .45** .11 .17 -.29 -.04 .25 -.10 - 

Note. Correlations below the diagonal represent the person level (N=228). In order to calculate person-level correlation for variables that were measured at the 

situation level, values were aggregated across days. Correlations above the diagonal represent the situation level (N=969). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 

level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). a Variables are coded such that high values indicate action-orientation and low values state-

orientation 

 



26 
 

Table 2. Hierarchical linear models with creativity as dependent variable 

Independent Variables Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c Model 1d 

Situation-level     

 Intercept 2.87** (0.04) 2.87** (0.04) 2.87** (0.04) 2.87** (0.04) 

Morning     

 Work Demands 0.14** (0.04) 0.12** (0.04) 0.11* (0.04) 0.11* (0.04) 

Noon     

 Work Demands  0.08T (0.05) 0.09T (0.05) 0.12* (0.05) 

 Self-control   0.21** (0.05) 0.13** (0.05) 

 Self-regulation    0.24** (0.05) 

Model R² 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.12 

 

Note. Creativity is the dependent variable. The values are unstandardized parameter estimates for regression weights (y). Standard errors are indicated in parenthesis.   

N = 966 observations are nested in 227 individuals. R² = Within-person variance explained in creativity by the variables in the model. T p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. 

(two-sided test of significance) 
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Figure 3. Graphical representation of hypothesis 1 through 3 with creativity as outcome. Figures are based on model 1d 
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Next, action-state orientation is added to the models to examine the effect of 

individual trait differences on the reaction to the dynamic characteristics of work demands 

and self-control. Models 2a through 2d are postulated to test those effects. Results are 

shown in table 3. Models 2a, 2b and 2d have creativity as the dependent variable. Within 

model 2c, self-control is the outcome variable to test the moderation of action-state 

orientation on the relation between work demands and self-control postulated in 

hypothesis 5. 

Hypothesis 4 posits that the relation between work demands and creativity is 

moderated by action-state orientation in a way that it is more positive for action-oriented 

employees. Model 2a shows a positive but non-significant interaction of the hesitation 

dimension and work demands measured at the beginning of the workday. The second 

model, model 2b, tests the same hypothesis but with the demands measured at noon. Here 

a significant cross-level moderation between the work demands and creativity (model 2b; 

γ = 0.47, p < .05) is observed. Figure 4 shows the moderation of action-orientation on the 

relation between work demands and creativity. This model can confirm hypothesis 4. 

Figure 4. Graphical representation of hypothesis 4. Figure is based on model 2b 

 

 

2,7

2,75

2,8

2,85

2,9

2,95

3

Low Work

demands

High Work

demands

C
re

a
ti

v
it

y

Low Action Orientation

High Action Orientation

Action-

orientation

State-

orientation



29 
 

The last hypothesis states that the relation between work demands and creativity 

is mediated by self-control and that the relation between work demands and self-control 

is in its turn moderated by action-state orientation. We tested this hypothesis in two steps. 

First, to test if mediation occurs as proposed in hypothesis 5, model 2d was compared 

with a model without the expected mediation variable self-control. A comparison of 

results showed that the coefficient of the relation between work demands and creativity 

was lower when self-control was added to the model. Thus, self-control mediates the 

relation between work demands and creativity. Second, when looking at model 2c, in 

which self-control is the dependent variable, there is a significant positive interaction 

between the hesitation dimension and work demands (model 2c; γ = 0.35, p < .05). This 

confirms the moderation of action-state orientation on the relation between work demands 

and self-control. In figure 5, the moderation of action-state orientation between work 

demands and self-control is illustrated. 

 

Figure 5. Graphical representation of hypothesis 5. Figure is based on model 2c 
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interesting observation can be made. Here a significant negative effect (model 2d; γ = - 

0.49, p < .05) occurred. This relation is illustrated in figure 6 below. The relationship 

between self-control and creativity was more positive for state-oriented individuals then 

for action-oriented individuals. It shows that when self-control is high, it is more 

beneficial for creative behavior to be state-oriented then action-oriented. 

 

Figure 6. Graphical representation of the interaction between self-control and 

action-state orientation on creativity. Figure is based on model 2d 

 

2,5

2,6

2,7

2,8

2,9

3

3,1

Low Self-control High Self-control

C
re

a
ti

v
it

y

State-

orientation 

Action-

orientation 



31 
 

Table 3 . Hierarchical linear models with creativity (2a, 2b and 2d) as dependent variable.  

Model 2c: Hierarchical  linear model with self-control as dependent variable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Creativity is the dependent variable in model 2a, 2b and 2d. Self-control is the dependent variable in model 2c. The values are unstandardized parameter estimates        

for  regression weights (y). Standard errors are indicated in parenthesis. N = 966 observations are nested in 227 individuals. R² = Within-person variance explained in              

creativity/self-control by the variables in the model. T p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. (two-sided test of significance) 

Independent Variables Model 2a Model 2b Model 2c Model 2d 

Situation level     

 Intercept 2.87** (0.05) 2.87** (0.05) 3.27** (0.03) 2.87** (0.05) 

Morning     

 Work Demands 0.07 (0.05)  0.04 (0.04) 
0.09* (0.05) 

Noon     

 Work Demands  0.02 (0.05)  0.02 (0.05) 

 Self-control    0.19** (0.06) 

 Self-regulation    0.18** (0.06) 

Person-level     

 Hesitation -0.00 (0.19) 0.05 (0.19) 0.68** (0.14) 0.00 (0.19) 

Person * Situation (cross-level)     

 Hesitation * Demands T1 0.14 (0.19)  0.35* (0.15)  

 Hesitation * Demands T2  0.47* (0.22)  0.46* (0.21) 

 Hesitation * Self-control    -0.49* (0.22) 

Model R² 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.14 
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Discussion 

On the basis of the person-environment fit literature, a model to understand how 

creative behavior at work can be achieved, was created. The first part of this thesis aimed 

to determine relations between various dynamic characteristics and their effects on 

creativity. I looked at the environment variable, work demands, and the person variables, 

self-control and self-regulation. The second part of the thesis added action-state 

orientation to the model to give additional explanations of how people differ in when they 

are creative. This stable personality trait influences the reaction to the dynamic 

characteristics. In this part I used action-state orientation as a moderator that influences 

the relation between work demands and creativity and the relation between work demands 

and self-control. Also, the notion of self-control is given the role of mediator between 

work demands and creativity. This is done to create a comprehensive model which grasps 

the complex aspects of the process of creativity. 

This thesis aims at three goals: (1) determine what influences creativity in the 

workplace; (2) investigate the effect on creativity that can be generated from a fit. (3) 

specify the fit between the work demands and self-regulation/self-control with action-

state orientation. 

The first goal of this thesis can be addressed by the first three hypotheses. I 

predicted a positive relation between the three postulated characteristics of work 

demands, self-control and self-regulation on creativity. All three hypotheses were 

confirmed by the data. This means creativity is influenced by the dynamic characteristics 

of both the environment and the person. In the first place the positive relation between 

work demands and creativity is confirmed. This shows consistency with the postulation 

of Karasek and Theorell (1990) that an active learning mechanism is activated when job 

demands are high and as a consequence individuals can produce more innovative 

behavior. This result is also in accordance with research of Amabile (1996) that 

previously showed benefits of work demands on creativity. Previous research already 

showed positive effects from high demands based on the job demands-control model. 

This research was restricted to the fit between two environment characteristics, job 

demands and job control. Few researches did introduce personality variables which can 

influence this relation. Next, the positive relation between self-control and creativity 

shows compatibility with the notion that self-control helps individuals to abandon habits 
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and initiate new experiences (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998), controls cognitive processes 

which enhance creativity (Groborz & Necka, 2003) and monitors impulses that down-

regulate negative affect (Bledow, 2009). Last, the relation between self-regulation and 

creativity also occurred as predicted. Having goals that are in line with the integrated self, 

seem to have benefits for creativity. This agrees with the proven benefits of intrinsic 

motivation on creativity (Shalley, Zhou & Oldham, 2004).  

In the second part of this thesis, I predicted moderator effects of action-state 

orientation. First I looked into if the relation between work demands and creativity is 

different depending on the degree of action-state orientation. The results confirmed this 

hypothesis in which the relation is stronger for action-oriented employees. This 

corresponds to the second goal of this thesis by showing a first benefit of fit on creativity. 

Work demands will result in creativity especially for action-oriented individuals. These 

results replicate the findings in research of Bledow (2009). Note that the positive findings 

only resulted when the work demands at noon were entered in the model. This can be due 

to the changes in perceived demands one can have during the workday or due to the wrong 

perception of the expected demands before starting the actual work. It thus seems that the 

stable personality trait of being action-oriented influences the reaction to the dynamic 

work demands in a positive way so that action-oriented individuals will generate more 

creative behaviors. 

The last hypothesis consisted of two parts. First , self-control was expected to 

mediate the relation between work demands and creativity. This hypothesis refers to the 

last aim of this thesis and wants to outline the possible interactions and connections 

between the work demands, self-control and action-state orientation and their effects on 

creativity. Comparing model 2d with a model without the possible mediator self-control, 

the mediation role of self-control was confirmed for action-oriented employees. This 

shows that for action-oriented individuals, creative behavior is influenced by work 

demands through the notion of self-control. The second part of the hypothesis expected a 

moderation of action-state orientation between work demands and self-control. The 

postulated moderation of action-state orientation between work demands and self-control 

was confirmed by the data. Action-oriented employees tend to have higher degrees of 

self-control when work demands are high. This can be explained by the fact that self-

control and action-state orientation are both part of the theory of volition (Kuhl & 
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Fuhrmann, 1998). Within the theory of volition, it has been stated that action-oriented 

individuals tend to activate higher levels of self-control when confronted with high work 

demands (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998). Thus, the stable trait of action-state orientation does 

not only influence the perception of work demands as challenges. It also influences the 

coping mechanism for dealing with those work demands. 

When looking at the mediation of self-control, a surprising effect emerged. A 

negative interaction is observed between self-control and action-state orientation on 

creativity. This shows a negative effect of action-orientated individuals on creativity. It 

can be explained by the over-control effect mentioned in the beginning of this thesis. As 

suggested by Kuhl & Fuhrmann (1998), this shows the possibility that high work demands 

will activate high levels of self-control, especially for action-oriented individuals. An 

explanation can be found in the fact that action-oriented individuals are really focused on 

their task and are not easily distracted. They will focus on and plan the task to the extent 

that there is no room for creativity. They close their minds to everything not related to the 

task. This is in line with previous researches that have suggested that in order to be able 

to be creative, mindless tasks are needed. They provide critical opportunities for reflection 

and reinvigoration and have the possibility ‘to wonder off’ (Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006). 

 

Limitations and further research 

 

Although this research generated some interesting results and insights in the 

process of being creative, some limitations can be registered. First, there was the issue of 

data collection. The questionnaire had to be completed three times a day for a whole 

workweek. This was a problem for many people. In the first place because the availability 

to the internet was not equal for every participant. The problem was handled by creating 

paper questionnaires which were manually entered in the dataset. Because of this, 

professions such as nurses and people who were often ‘on the road’ could also be 

included. Second, many participants had no strong motivation to commit to the 

questionnaire and to follow the rules meticulously. Due to this, participants who did not 

even fill in a whole day had to be excluded. A possible solution for these problems is to 

enhance awareness of the benefits this study can bring to an organization. One can do this 
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by working closer with management delegates of organizations which can better enhance 

employee’s motivation and dedication to participate to the study. Even though these 

problems were encountered while collecting the data, we still achieved a diverse sample 

of 228 employees out of various organizations and professions. 

That brings us to the second limitation. Because of the varied sample, professions 

in which there is no possibility to engage in creative behavior could be included. Further 

research could benefit from focusing on professions which require high levels of 

creativity such as graphic designers, marketing managers or architects. 

The third limitation of this study was that the use of the work demands variable, 

measured at the beginning of the workday. The work demands were assessed even before 

starting work. This is problematic because work demands can change during the day and 

a wrong interpretation of the work demands can also be made. For example, participants 

who thought they had three or four simple tasks to do, indicated a low demanding 

workday. But by the time they had started their work and had read their emails, their 

supervisor could have given them extra tasks, that lead to a high demanding workday. 

Based on research of Niessen, Sonnentag and Sach (2012), assessing the morning 

questionnaires after two hours into the actual work could be better than assessing work 

characteristics before starting the actual work. 

Last, we cannot forget that personality also can influence the type of environment 

individuals seek (e.g. Barrick, Mount & Gupta, 2003; Judge & Cable, 1997; de Fruyt & 

Mervielde, 1996). Based on Holland’s vocational theory (1959) personality and 

vocational choice have often been linked and the possibility that action-oriented 

individuals actively look for jobs with high work demands cannot be excluded.  

This research did show the complex interaction between self-control and action-

state orientation. I advise further researchers to investigate this deeper and look at the 

possibilities to counter the negative effect of self-control on creativity for action-oriented 

employees. Furthermore, research needs to be conducted on the possible interaction of 

self-regulation with environmental characteristics and action-state orientation.  
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Practical implications 

 

Resulting from this research, some important practical implications can be made. 

First, Kaschel and Kuhl (2004) recommended therapy for state-oriented individuals so 

they could change their maladaptive self-regulatory style. This thesis shows that the 

benefits for action-oriented individuals cannot be generalized. The therapy that Kaschel 

and Kuhl (2004) suggest to improve outcomes, is not the only way to achieve success in 

organizations. I suggested, based on the concept of fit, that changing the situational 

characteristics to match the personality of an employee is another possibility to enhance 

creativity in organizations.  

To generate creative behavior from employees, adapting the situation to the degree 

of action or state-orientation could be beneficial for both the action-oriented and the state-

oriented employees. This research suggests that this may not be as simple as initially 

assumed. The data first show benefits for action-oriented employees with high work 

demands. But the effect of being action-oriented on self-control diminishes those positive 

effects. This shows that supervisors need to be careful when working with action-oriented 

employees. They cannot expect that an action-oriented individual will be creative when 

they are overwhelmed by high work demands. It seems that a balance between high work 

demands and some mindless work that Elsbach and Hargadon (2006) suggest, could be 

the way to organize work. Employees need simple, easily mastered, but necessary tasks 

to be able to generate creativity. This shows that it is important to always have the goals 

of the organization or the task in mind. If creative behaviors are needed and the employee 

is action-oriented, some mindless work need to be added to the workday. When no 

creative behaviors are needed and the employee is action-oriented, they will probably 

perform well with high work demands. 

The last implication considers self-regulation as an important variable in the 

enhancement of creative behavior. The data showed that having goals that are congruent 

with personal needs will enhance creative behavior. This effect can be created in 

organizations through giving employees the possibility to create their own goals. This 

already is an important component for self-managed teams. 
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Conclusion 

 

This thesis revealed an interesting model of creative behavior in the work 

environment. Three different antecedents for creativity have been discovered. A work 

environment consisting of high work demands positively influences creative behavior. 

Next to the work demands, the two dynamic person characteristics of self-control and 

self-regulation are beneficial for creative behavior. Being creative is, in other words, in 

function of both the context and the person. These antecedents and their relation to 

creativity are on their turn different depending on the stable personality trait of action-

state orientation. This shows the complexity of the creative process. Being action-oriented 

results in four important effects on the relations between the antecedents and creativity. 

First, it strengthens the relation between work demands and creativity. This shows the 

benefit of being action-oriented when confronted with work demands. Second, self-

control mediates the relation between the work demands and creativity for action-oriented 

individuals. Thus, when confronted with work demands, the sense of self-control will be 

higher and this influences creativity. The mediation showed two additional moderation 

of action-state orientation. The mediation showed in the first place that high work 

demands will lead to high self-control especially for action-oriented individuals as 

predicted. Second, it also revealed that the influence of self-control on creativity is 

negatively moderated by action-state orientation. This exploratory result was surprising. 

It seems that having high levels of self-control is a mixed blessing for action-oriented 

individuals when creative behavior is needed. 
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Appendix 1 

Example of a page from the online experience sampling questionnaire, representing the work demands scale at T1 
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Appendix 2 

Example of a page from the online experience sampling questionnaire, representing the self-control scale at T2 
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Appendix 3 

Example of a page from the paper and pencil experience sampling questionnaire, 

representing the morning questionnaire. 

 

Goedemorgen en welkom bij de eerste bevraging van uw werkdag. Bij voorkeur 

beantwoordt u de volgende stellingen van zodra u op uw werkplaats aankomt, dus voor 

u begint met uw werk. We vragen dit omdat het belangrijk is te weten met welk gevoel u 

aan uw werkdag begint. Er zijn geen juiste of foute antwoorden, dus volg uw eerste idee. 

Het invullen duurt ongeveer 7 minuten.  

 

Alvast bedankt voor de medewerking en veel succes. 

 

De volgende vragenlijst bevat een aantal woorden die verschillende gevoelens en emoties 

beschrijven.  

(1 = helemaal niet, 2 = een beetje, 3 = neutraal, 4 = redelijk veel, 5 = extreem veel) 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 

geschrokken 
     

schuldig 
     

benauwd 
     

bang 
     

zenuwachtig 
     

vijandig 
     

overstuur 
     

kwaad 
     

droevig 
     

opgewekt 
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geïnteresseerd 
     

sterk 
     

actief 
     

vol inspiratie 
     

alert 
     

ontspannen 
     

      

De volgende stellingen gaan over specifieke kenmerken van uw taken van vandaag. 

Vandaag... (1 = helemaal niet akkoord, 2 = niet akkoord, 3 = neutraal, 4 = akkoord, 5 = 

helemaal akkoord) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

... heb ik een gedetailleerd beeld van mijn werkagenda. 
     

... weet ik precies in wat voor situaties ik zal terecht komen. 
     

... zijn de opdrachten waaraan ik zal werken tot in het kleinste detail 

gepland. 
     

... heb ik een zekere mate van zelfstandigheid in het maken van 

beslissingen. 
     

... kan ik beslissen over de volgorde waarin de taken in mijn baan 

uitgevoerd worden. 
     

... beschik ik over een aanzienlijke onafhankelijkheid en vrijheid in hoe ik 

mijn werk doe. 

 

     

      

De onderstaande stellingen gaan na wie uw taken op het werk bepaalt.  

Vandaag... (1 = helemaal niet akkoord, 2 = niet akkoord, 3 = neutraal, 4 = akkoord, 5 = helemaal 

akkoord) 

  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

... heb ik werkdoelen die door anderen zijn bepaald. 
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... zijn de doelen die ik nastreef, nuttiger voor anderen dan voor mij. 
     

... is wat ik doe, bepaald door anderen. 
     

 

Hieronder volgen drie stellingen over de impact van die u op anderen kan hebben door uw 

werk van vandaag. 

Vandaag... (1 = helemaal niet akkoord, 2 = niet akkoord, 3 = neutraal, 4 = akkoord, 5 = helemaal 

akkoord) 

  1 2 3 4 5 

... ben ik mij erg bewust van de positieve impact die mijn werk op anderen 

zal hebben. 
     

... ben ik mij erg bewust van van de manieren waarop mijn werk anderen 

ten goede komt. 
     

... is mijn baan op zich erg betekenisvol en belangrijk in het grotere geheel. 
     

      

De volgende stellingen gaan over wat uw werk vandaag voor u betekent. 

 Vandaag... (1 = helemaal niet akkoord, 2 = niet akkoord, 3 = neutraal, 4 = akkoord, 5 = helemaal 

akkoord) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

... is het werk dat ik doe erg belangrijk voor mij. 
     

... zal het werk dat ik doe me helpen mijn doelen te bereiken. 
     

      

Met de volgende stellingen willen we nagaan in welke mate u denkt dat uw werk vandaag 

veeleisend en uitdagend zal zijn. 

 Vandaag... (1 = helemaal niet akkoord, 2 = niet akkoord, 3 = neutraal, 4 = akkoord, 5 = helemaal 

akkoord) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

... sta ik eigenlijk al achter op schema. 
     

... zal ik hard moeten werken om mijn werkdoelen te bereiken. 
     

... zullen mijn taken complex, vermoeiend of nieuw zijn. 
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... zal ik te maken hebben met lastige situaties waar anderen bij betrokken 

zijn (collega's, klanten, ...). 
     

... zullen mijn taken een uitdaging vormen voor mij. 
     

... zullen mijn taken beroep doen op mijn persoonlijke vaardigheden. 
     

... zal ik sneller dan gewoonlijk moeten werken om mijn werk af te krijgen. 
     

      

De volgende stellingen gaan over hoe u zich vandaag voelt ten opzichte van uw werktaken. 

Vandaag... (1 = helemaal niet akkoord, 2 = niet akkoord, 3 = neutraal, 4 = akkoord, 5 = helemaal 

akkoord) 

  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

… schat ik mijn bekwaamheid om succesvol om te gaan met de opdrachten 

van de komende dag hoog in. 
     

... heb ik er vertrouwen in dat ik nieuwe taken aankan indien ik ermee 

geconfronteerd word. 
     

... zal ik, als ik iets wil bereiken, tegenslagen de baas kunnen zonder mijn 

doel te moeten opgeven. 
     

... zal ik mijn taken kunnen oplossen als ik er de nodige moeite voor doe. 
     

... zal het mij lukken om vast te houden aan mijn plannen en mijn doelen te 

bereiken. 
     

 

Dat was het voor deze ochtend.  

Bedankt en veel succes met uw werk! 

 

 


