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As a group, social psychologists have been highly successful in
demonstrating how to undermine intrinsic motivation. The first published
investigations designed to consider this issue (Deci, 1971; Deci, 1972; Lepper,
Greene & Nisbett, 1973) often involved a one-sessicn procedure. Experimental
subjects generally worked for one hour at a task such as the Soma or
hidden-figures puzzles under some condition of reward, feedback, or constraint,
vhereas contrec’ subjects performed in the absence of such constraints. In
order to obta a the deperndent measure of intrinsic motivation, the experimenter
then left the subject for a period of 8 to 10 m.autes under some credible
pretext, such as needing to use the computer or having to get additional
evaluation forms. The experimenter’s absence created the free~choice period in
which subjects were alone and had nc extrinsic reasons for vorking on the
activity. Because subjects were unawvare that they were being observed, and
because they had a variety of interesting things to do, the time they spent
with the target activity was used as the measure of their intrinsic motivation.

Employing this and similar paradigms, researchers have successfully
demonstrated the overjustification effect: offering a reward for an enjoyable
behavior can decrease the liklihood that that behavior will be performed under
subsequent nonrewarded conditions. As explained by self-perception theory
(Bem, 1972), subjects do not begin a task with a clear awareness of their own
motivational orientation. As a result, those who perform an activity in the
presence of some salient extrinsic contingency infer that their participation
wvas motivated only by that constraint and nct by their own interest. In other
vords, these subjects come to see themselves as extrinsically motivated. (For
related explanations see also Deci, 1975; Deci & Ryan, 1980; Kelley, 1973.)

A number of investigations have been carried out to investigete this
phenomenon. Monetary rewards have received the greatest amount o. attention,
and the results are clear. The experience of performing a task for money
gignificantly decreases subjects’ intrinsic motivation for that activity

" (Calder & Staw, 1975; Deci, 1972; Pinder, 1976; Pritchard, 1976). Yet,

monetary payment is not the only type of reward that has been observed to have
such deleterious effects. A wide variety of reward forms have now been tested,
with everything from good-player awvards to marshmallcws producing the expected
decrements in intrinsic motivation (Greene & Lepper, 1974; Kernoodle-Loveland & |
Olley, 1979; Herackiewicz, 1979; Ross, 1979). In fact, a situation devised by |
Lepper, Sagotsky, Dafoe and Greene (1982) demonstrates that one activity
presented as a means to doing another activity will undermine subsequent
intrinsic motivation, regardless of which activity was the means and which was
the end. These researchers found that, regardless of the specific task used,
intrinsic motivation was undermined for the task that had heen presented as the
means.

These studies and others like them illustrate houw expected rewards can
undermine subjects’ motivation. The evidence is most convincing, even
overvhelming. (For in-depth i1esviews of this literature see Rates, 1979;
Condry, 1977; Deci & Ryan, 13980; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Kruglansl.i, 1978.) The
fundamentali question that has guided our own program af research is whether
these same factors can also affect subjects’ creativaity. While relatively few
other investigators have addressed this problem directly, there has bheen
research on aspects of performance related to creativity.

Studies in this group have relied on a modified version of the standard
overjustification paradigm (Deci, 1972) with one important distinction. kere,
in addition to intrinsic motivation, qualitative aspects of subject performance
are also assessed. In an investigation of the effect of reward on children’s
artistic creativity, Lepper, Greene and Nisbett (1973) found that, for
preschoolers who initially displayed a high level of intrinsic interest in
drawing with magic markers, working for an exrected *Good Player Avard"
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decreased their interest in the task. When compared with an unexpected reward
group and a control (no-reward) group, the subjects who had made their drawings
in order to receive a good player award spent significantly less time using the
markers during free-play periods, and this decrement in inturest persisted for
at least a week beyond the initial experimental gession. Furthermore, the
globaily assgessed "guality" (as rated by teachers) of drawings made by children
expecting a reward was lower than that of the unexpected reward or control
groups. Similar results have alsc been reported by Greene and Lepper (1974)
and Kernoodle-Loveland and Olley (1979).

Employing a very different experimental task, Garbarino (1975) asked fifth-
and sixth-grade girls to teach a matching task to girls in the first- and
second-grade. The older children vho served as tsachers were either promised a
revard (a free movie ticket) or were told nothine¢ of reward. Two raters then
obgerved the tutoring sm=ssions and made independent assessments across an
.especially broad range of qualitative performance dimensions. These dependent
variables inc.uded: the tutors’ use of evaluation, hints, and demands; the
learners’ performance; the emotional tone of the interaction, including
irstances of laughter between the children during a session; and the efficiency
of the tutoring (. "arning per unit of time spent).

Overall, rewarde. tutors conducted sessicns that were high-pressured and
buisiness-like, whil- non-rewarded tutors held sessions that were relaxed yet
highly efficient. T e subjective ratings made by the two observers
characterized the rewarded sessions as tense and hostile, and the nonrewarded
sessions as warm and relaxed. In addition, the rewarded sessions were marked
by more demands from the tutors, more negative evaluative statements by the
tutors, less laughter, and poorer learning by the younger students.

Final.y, Pittman and his colleagues (Pittman, Emery & Boggiano, 1982) found
that nonrewarded subjects showed a strong subsequent preference for complex
versions of a game, whereas rewarded subjects chose simpler versions. And
Shapira (1976) reported that subjects expecting payment for success chose to
work on relatively easy puzzles, whereas subjects expecting no payment
preferred much more challenging ones. Each of these investigations points to
the same conclusion: for subjects who initially display a high level of
interest in a task, working for an expected reward decreases their motivation,
undermines the globally assessed quality of their performance, and makes them
much less likely to take risks or to approach a task with a
playful/experimental attitude.

Creativity appears tc result from just this sort of of rigk-taking and
uninhibited exploratior (Amabile, 1983; Barron, 1968; Campbell, 1960;
Crutchfield, i962; Dansky & Silverman, 1975; Lieberman, 1965S; Stein, 1974).

For this reason, a number of recent studies have focused specifically on the
effect of reward on creat.ve aspects of subjects’ performance. One of the
earliest investigations of this type was conceived by Kruglanski et al. (1971).
Israeli high school students who either had or had not been promised a revard
(a tour of The Tel Aviv University psychology department) were given two
open-anded creativity tasks. These tasks, adapted from Barron (1968), required
subjectn to list as many titles as possible for a literary paragraph, and to
use as many vords as possible from a S50-word list in writing their own story.

Originality ratings of these p: di'cts were made by two independent judges
with good interjudge reliability, and a clear and statigtically sigrificant
superiority of nonrewarded subjects emerged. In addition, nearly significant
differences were found between the two groups on two intrinsic measures:
subjects’ expressed enjoyment of the activities and their willingness to
volunteer for further participation.

In one of nur own investigations of the effect of reward (Amabile, Hennegsey
& Grossman, 1986, Study 1), children were given the opportunity to play with a
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Polaroid camera before completing the target task. 1In other words, children
assigned to the reward condition promised to do the target activity in order tou
first have a chance to use the camera. Children in the no-reward condition
wvere s8irply allowed to use th2 camera and then presented with the target task;
there was no contingency established between the two. Subjects’ levels of
intrinsi= interest were assessed through self-report and behavioral observation
during a free-play period.

In order to examine the impact of reward expectation on children’s verbal
creativity, the elementary school subjects in this study were asked to tell a
story to acompany a set of illustrations in a book with no words. They did
this by saying "one thing" about each page into a tape recorder. Like all the
Creativity tasks used in our research, this story-telling activity was
specifically designed with two goals in mind. First, it was necess~>y that the
importance of individual differences in domain-relevant gkills be minimized
since these could lead to high variability in baseline performance. In the
s8torytelling tasgsk, for example, differences in child.'en’s verbal fluency were
minimized by restricting their responses to one sentence per page. Seccnd, in
order to be appropriate fo-° testing hypotheses about creativity, the task huad
to allow for a wide variety of responses. In other words, the target activity
had to be an open-ended one (see Amabile, 1982b; McGraw, 1978).

At the beginning of the experimental session, children in grades 1 through S
were given the opportunity to take two picturee with an instant camera. In
order to first have a chance to use the camera, subjects in the reward
conaition promised to later tell the story. So that this contingency would be
especially salient, children in this condition were asked to write their names
on a piece of paper, a contract also signed by the experimenter. Subjects in
the no-reward condition simply took the pictures and then told the story; there
was no contingency established between the two tasks. In an application of the
consensual creativity assessment technique (Amabile, 1982b), elementary school

" teachers familiar with children’s writing later rated the stories for
creativity, with a high level of interjudge reliability. Results indicated
that, overall, chilidren in the no-reward conditions told more creative stories
than did children in the reward conditions. This main effect of reward was, in
fact, statistically significant.

This egtudy contributes significantly to our understanding of the undermining
effect of reward. It is important that this undermining effect occurs even
when nonrewardnd subjects also experience the "reward” and even when the reward
is delivered before the target activity. The only difference in the
experiences of the rewarded and nonrewarded children in thig paradigm was their
perception of the reward as contingent or not contingent upon the target
activity. It appears that the perception of a tack as the means to an end 1is
the crucial element for creativity decrements in task engagement.

Ancther of our inveatigations (Amabile, 1982a) also examined the effect of
expected reward; but in this case the experimental task involved artistic
creativity, and the reward was introduced in a competitive setting

(incorporating an evaluative element). Girls whose ages ranged from 7 to 11
years made paper collages during one of two parties held in the common room of
their apartment complex. Subjects in the experimental group competed for

prizes, whereas those in the control group expected that the prizes would he
raffled off. Artist-judges later rated each collage on creativity, with a high
interjudge reiiability. The control group was judged gignificantly higher than
the experimental group on creativity of collages.

Taken together, these invest’.gations lend strong support to what we have
termed the intrinsic motivation principle of creativity: intrinsic motivation
is conducive to creativity, whereas extrinsic motivation is detrimental
(Amabile, 1983a). Like the early overjustification researchers, we have taken
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vhat might be termed a negative approach. We have been succz2ssful in
specifying conditions that will undermine subject intrinsic motivation; and in
addition, we have found that reductions in intrinsic motivaton are accompanied
by reductions in creativity of performance. Yet in our attempt to demonstrate
a definitive link between creativity and intrinsic motivation, it is just as
important to demorngtrate that creativity will be maintained when intrinsic
motivation is maintained as it is to demonstrate that creativity will be
undermined when intrinsic motivatiun is undermined. Practically, when the
areas of parenting and classroom instruction are considered, it is probatly
even more important to do so.

In A recent study, we adopted this more rositivte approach as we set out to
determine whether special training sessions designed to directly address
motivational orientation could "immunize®” children against the usually
deleterious effects of reward on intrinsic motivation and creativity of
performance. In this 2 X 2 (Intrinsic Motivation Training v3. Contrel X No
Reward vs. Reward) factorial design, presentation of reward as completely
crossed with type ¢f training received. Only these subjects .ho hac been
specifically instructed in ways to overcome the usual deleterious effects of
extrinsic constraints were expected to maintain an intrinsic motivational
orientation in the face of expected reward and, as a consequence, it was
predicted that they would evidence no reduction in creativity. Those assigned
to the control condition who did not receive intrinsic motivation training were
espected o experience the usual motivational decrements and lowered
creativity of performance.

Method

Subjects. The subjects in this study were 68 students from Grades 3. 4, and
S at a parochial school in eastern Massachusetts. Their ages ranged from 7 to
11 years. Students were individually asked to participate after consent was
received from their parents. Subjects were randomly assigned to one of four
conditions: intrinsic motivation training/reward, intrinsic motivation
training/no reward, control/reward, control/no reward. All training periods
were run by the same female experimenter. A second female experimenter
conducted the creativity assessment sessions.

Procedure

Training sessions. In the crucial intrinsic motivation training condition,
subjects were shown videotapes depicting twvwo attractive ll-year-old children
talking with an adult about various aspects of their schoolwork. The scripts
for these tapes had been specifically cesigned so that the boy and girl on the
tape would serve as models of highly intrinsicelly motivated individuals.
There were two primary messages conveyed by these intrinsic-motivation training
tapes. QOur first goal was to get the children to focus on intrinsic reasons
for doing work in school and to concentrate on “hoge aspects for maximal
enjoyment. The following is an example of a tape segment that addressee this
igsue: '

Adult: Tommy, of all the things your teacher gives
you to do in school, think about the one thing you
like to do best and tell me about it.

Tommy: Well, I like social mtudies the best. I
like learning akout how other people live in
different parts of the world. It’s also fun
because you get to do lots of projects and reports.
I like doing projects because you can learn a 1ot
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about something on your own. I work hard on my
projects and when I come up with good ideas, I feel
good. When you are working on something that you
thought of, and thrat'’s int
more fun to do.
Adult: So, one of the reasons you like social
studies so much is kecause vou get to learn about
things on your own. And it makes you feel good
when you do things for yourself; it makes it more
interesting. That’s great!

The second issue addressed in the intrinsic-motivation training tapes was

the practice of cognitively «istancing onese¢lf from socially-imposed extrinsic

s

- < 47
erasting to you, it’'s

constraints - focusing instead on the inherently enjoyable aspects of a task in
an effort to maintain intrinsic motivation in the face of such factors as
reward or evaluation. An example:

Adult: It sounds like both of you do the work in
school because you iike it, but what about getting
good grades from your teacher or presents from your
parents for doing well. Do you think about those
things?

Tommy: Well, I like to get good grades, and when I
bring home a good report card, my parents always
give me money. But that’s not what’s really
important. I like to learn a lot. There are a lot
of things that interest me, and I want to learn
about them, 8o I work hard because I enjoy it.
Sarah: Sometimes when I know my teacher is going
to give me a grace on something I am doing, I think
about that. But then I remember that it’s more
important that I like what I’m doing, that I really
enjoy it, and then I don’t think abecut grades as
much.

Adult: That’s good. Both of you like to get good
grades, but you both know that what’s really
important is how you feel about your work, and that
you enjoy what you are doing.

In small groups of three to five members, subjects met with the experimenter
for two 20-minute training periods on twe congecutive days. Each
intrinsic-motivation truining session consisted of showing segments of the |
videotape, interspersed with directed dircussion. During these discussions, |
the children were asked to relate what they had seen on the tape, to answer for |
themselves the questions the adult had posed, and to give their own reaction to |
the content of Tommy’s and Sarah’s responses. Throughout, the experimenter
offered interpretations of the tape and the cnildren’s commentary, and shared
her nwn ideas, all with the aiw of making them more aware of intrinsic
motivation and methods of coping with extrinsic constraints. At the close of
each of these brief meetings, the children were asked to complete a series of
short exercises in which they indicated their prueference for a variety of
school activities and described their feelings when perfurming their favorite
tasks.

Subjects assigned to the control group also met in small groups over a 2 day
period for the purpose of viewing videotapes. In this case, however, the
discussion centered around their favorite things - foods, movies, animals, etc.
The exercise sheets that followed also asked about favorite things such as
musical groups and seasons of the year. In summary, then, all subjects
participated in some form of group activity. All met with the experimenter,

7 o
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sav videotupes, completed short written exercimes, and participated in group
discussions. What differentiated the conditions was the focus of these
sessions: intrinsic motivation or igssues irrelevant to intrinsic motivation.

Cregtivity tasks. After the training sessions had been campleted. wach
child met individually with a different experimenter for testing. (The
children’s teachers and the experimenters were careful tp avoid mentioning any
connection between the training and testing sessions, and denied a connectior
if any of the children inquired.) The Harter Scale of Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic
Orientation in the Claassroom (Harter, 1981) was administered, and two
dimensions of clessroom motivation were assessed. These twvo dimensions, each
having an intringic and an extrinsic pole, were: (1) Curiousity/Interest va.
Pleasing the Teacher/Getting Good Grades and (2) Independent Mastery vs.
Dependence on the Teacher.

After this administration, a reward manipulation was introduced. Following
a procedure used in an earlier study (Amabile, Hennessey & Grossman, 1986,
Study 1), half of the children in each of the three training conditions wvere
told that they could take two pictures with an inatant camera only if they
promiged to later tell a story for the experimenter. ' In this way, the use of
the camera vas established as a task-contingent reward. In order to make this
contingency especially salient, the experimenter had the children write OK and
8ign their name on a piece of paper that read, " I will tell the story if
Barbara will let me take 2 pictures with camera." The experimenter also aigned
this agreement, and then it was placed at the corner of the testing table in
full sight of the subject for the duration of the session.

For the remaining children, in the no-reward conditions, this picture-taking
vas presented simply as the first in a series of "things to do". Rather than
have the children bring their pictures back to the classroom, the experimenter
kept all photos in a large "School Pictures" album threoughout the duration of
the study. In this way, we controlled for children coming into the experiment
vith clear and salient expectations about the rewards th2y were to receive.

The major dependent measure, creativity on a storytelling activity, also
paralleled that employed in a previous investigation (Amabile, Hennessey &
Grossman, 1986, Study 1). In order to appropriately assess the effeats of
revard and previous training experience on creativity, it wvas necessary that
this activity not depend on special skille that would increase the probability
of large individual differences in basline performance. In other vords, every
effort waa made to choose a task that minimized varigbility in performance due
to individual differences in skill, because this factor could mask experimental
effects in this a study of social amd environmenta. influences on creativity
(see Amabile, 1982a). :

Children were asked to make up a brief story to accompany a fairly
open-ended set of pictures in a book with no words. After looking through the
illustrations once, subjects went through the book a second time maying "one
thing" about each page. During the completion of this task, which was
specifically designed not to depend heavily on verbal fluency, the axperimenter
sat vith the child for the purpose of turning pages and cperating a tape
recorder. No comments or other attempts at interaction were made.

egsul

Three elementary school teacher-judges rated each of the 68 stories on
creativity. Theas® subjective asseasments of creativity were obtained following
procedures cutlined by Amabile (1982a). Reliability was high (.80), and a sum
over all judges’ ratings was computed for each product. There were no effects
of children’s age or sex on this creativity measure, and no intaractions with
the independent variables.
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) Story creativity means revealed thet children exposed to intrinsic

motivation training and offered a reward for their performance produced more
creative stories than children in any of the other design groups, M = 55.33
{vith the lowest possible score being U and the highest possible score being
60). Storiea produced by subjects in the no-reward/intrinsic motivation
training condition were judged to be the leact creative, M = 32.30. Products
produced by the revard.control and no-revard/control groups were intermediate:
M = 38.19 and M = 47.59 respectively. A 2 X 2 (Revard X Training) analysis of
variance (ANOVA) on the creativity ratings failed to reveal a significant
effect for either training, F(1, 64) = 0.939, p<.501, or for reward, F(1l, 64) =
1.428, p<.236. A significant Reward X Training interaction, however, was
observed, F(l, 64) = 7.379, p<.008. By paired comparisons, the
no-revard/intrinsic motivation group was judged significantly lover in
creativity than the reward/inirinsic motivation group. %£(36) = 2.18, p<.036,
and the no-rewvard/intrinsic motivation group was judged significantly lower in
creativity than the no-rewvard/control group, &(36) = -2,05, p<.047.

Differences wvere also found between the scores on the Harter Curiousity
Scele for children in the two treatment conditions. Children receiving
intrinsic motivation training scored higher than aubjects in the control
condition: M = 3.34 and M = 3.01 respectively.

scu o

The results of our training study are at the same time extremely exciting
and somevhat puzzling. Howv can we explain the fact that those children who had
received intrinsic-motivation training exhibited higher creativity when
revarded than when not rewarded? Perhaps the ansver lies in their
interpretation of the revard manipulation and story-telling activity. Perhaps
our intrinsic-motivation training sessions had caused thege young subjects to
perceive their situation differently in mome crucial way than did the control
group.

Thia possibility is, in fact, not without both theoretical and empirical
support. In their recent book Intringic Motivation and Self-determination in
Humgn Behavijor (1985), Edvard Deci and Richard Ryan observe that previous
regearch has tended to focus primarily upon the outward experimental evants
themselvea: the presence or absence of surveillance and the nature of the
revard structure, for example, and their gverage effects on people’s motivation
and related variables such Aas creativity (p 87). It im the belief of Deci and
Ryan howvever, that the impact of an event on motivational processes is
determined, not by the objective characteristics of the event, but rather by
"its psychological meaning for the individual® (p. 85).

According to their cognitive evaluaticn theory, all external events can be
vieved ag either informational, controlling, or amotivating. An environmental
event that is perceived as controlling is one that is interpreted by the
perceiver as pressure to attain a given behavioral outcome - preasure that is
interpreted to induce or coerce the recipient to perform in a specific manner.
When this aspect is salient, the perception of an external locus of causality
is facilitated, and intrinsic motivation tends to be undermined. An
environmental event that is perceived as informational is one that provides the
recipient with behaviorally relevant information in the absence of pressure to
attain a particular outcome. A salient informational event increases intrinsic
motivation if it eignifies competence and decreases intrinsic motivation if it
eignifies incompetence. Finally, according to cognitive evaluation theory, it
is also sometimes possible to classify some events as internally amutivating.
These would be events occuring within a person, such as self-deprecation or
hopelessness, that signify his inability to master certain situations. Whether
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an event will be perceived as informational, controlling, or amotivating, Deci.
and Ryan believe, is an issue of the relat‘ve salience of these three aspects
for the perceiver, and is affected by his or her mensitivities and past
experiences as well as by the actual configuration of the event itself (p. 85).

How might this analyais be applied to the specific case of our intrinsic-
motivetion training group? The measage conveyed by our videotapes and guided
discussions was that external rewvards such as receiving good grades or money
from parents were nice, but vhat was really important was that one truly enjoy
vhat one is doing. In essence, what we had attempted, and evidently
accomplished, was to develop a salient intrinsic orientation, or a more solidly
internal locus of coatrol, in our subjects. Thus, while the nontrained
subjects perceived the rewvard manipulation as strongly controlling, the trained
dubjects most likely did not.

In our study, we attempted to creatz individual differences in motivational
orientation between subjects. Other researchers have taken the route of
examining differences that already exist. In one of the few investigations
that have examined differences in the perceiver as a possible mediator of the
effects of extrinsic constraints on intrinsic motivation, Lonky and Reihman
(1980) studied the impact of verbal praise on the in“rinsic motivation of
children scoring high and lowv on internal locus of control. They found that
vhen children high on internal locus of control were praised, they showed an
increase in intrinsic motivation over pre-treatment assessments; but children
scoring at the low end of the internal locus scale showed a decrease .n
intrinsic motivation levels after being praised. These authora conclude that
persons high on interral locus of control believe themselves to be mare in
control of outcomes and are more likely to interpret revards and communications
as informational, wvhereas persons lov on internal control will be more likely
to interpret these same elements as contro.ling.

Another study with a focus on individual differences was carried out by
Boggiano and Barrett (1984). In this investigation, the effects of positive
and negative feedback on the intrinsic motivation and performance of children
vho differred in their initial motivational orientation were assesgsed. It was
found that success feedback increased the intrinsic motivation of intrinaically
oriented children, but not that of extrinsically oriented children. Negative
feedback Also was observed to significantly increase the motivation of the
intrinsically oriented subjects. For this group, it vas apparently viewed as a
challenge. However, for the extrinsically oriented children, the same negative
massage seemed to represent evidence of their incompetence, decreasing their
intrinsic motivation even further and creating feelings of amotivatior: and
helplessneas.

In summary, the research outlined above demonstrates that characteristics of
the perceiver (or recipient) of an environmental constraint, such a2 reward,
have a great deal to do with how that constraint is received anc interpreted.
As Deci and Ryan point out, most situations are ambiguous enough that the
relative salience of informational, controlling, and amotivational aspects of a
situation can be unique for each individual. The same event can be perceived
very differently, depending upon the orientations of the persong involved. It
wvould seem that, in our training study, the intrinsic-motivation training
sessions sufficiently altered the children’s perceptions of the reward
manipulation so as to counteract the usual undermining effects on motivation
and creativity. Rather than passively receive the parameters of the reward
situation, these children seem to have actively constructed them. They geem
to have tailored the environment to meet their needs. (Interestingly, this same
ability to shape one’as environment is something that Sternberg (1985) has
linked to gifted individuals.)

What we are really addressing here are questions that go far beyond the
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specific case of our intrinsic-motivation training sessions to the broader
issue of ‘ndividual differences in general. This is a relatively new area for
our own (and otheras’) theorizing and research on the link between environmental
conditions, motivation, and creativity. Up until thias point, we have heen
primg ily concerned with global effects- with the general effects of extrinsic
constraint on motivation and creativity acroass a variety of situations and
subject populations. Qurs has been a hydrsulic model, not unlike that used by
most early intrinsic motivation theorists (e.g., Lepper & Greene, 1978):
intrinsic motivation is conducive to creativity, and extrinsic motivation is
detrimental; as extrinsic ccnstraints increase, intrinsic motivation and
creativity must decrease. Yet, as our own research and that of others has
b2gun to demonstrate, perhaps this formula does not accurately describe all
situations. Perhaps, under certain circumstances or with certain individuals,
intrinsic and extrinsic forces can combine in an additive fashion. Certainly,
this appears to be vhat happened in the training study. Rather than detract
from the children’s performance, the off-r of reward actually augmented the
curiousity and the creativity of performance of the intrinsic-motivation group.
Apart from the internal-external locus of control cdistinction and the related
intrinsic-extrinsic orientation distinction, might there be other naturally
occuring individual differences that would make some people less vulnerable to
the negative effects of extrinsic constraint on their intrinsic motivaticn and
creativity?

OQur observationa of and interviws with people in the work place lead us to
believe that this is so. In & recent interview study (Amabile & Gryskiewicz,
in press), we discovered that Research and Development acientists working
vithin the same laboratory sometimes percieved the same extrinsic constraints
quite differently. There are two interesting subgroups in the sample,
exemplifying opposite extremes arcund the ugual "modal® regponse to
constraints: those vho feel constantly suppressed by the constraints in their
environment, and those who have gsomehow managed to rise sbove these constraints
(or at least manage to viev them in a perspective that does not interfere with
creative production). Although we do not nave detailed individual-difference
measures on these scientists, ve can speculate on wvhat might be the crucial
distinguishing characteristics betveen these two types of workers.

One dimension thet may be relevant is that of self-esteem. In fact, an
examination of the literature reveals that this personality construct may play
a significant role wvhere intrinsic motisation and creativity are concerned. A
study conducted by Deci, Nezlek and Sheinman (1981) revealed, for example, that
children 4ia public school classrooms run by teachers wvho were oriented toward
supporting autonomy had higher gelf-esteem and more intrinsic motivation than
children assigned to classrooms where teachers were oriented toward controlling
behavior. Similar findings were also reported by Harter (1982). Ryan and
Grolnick (1984) also found strong positive correlations between intrinsic
motivatlion and self-esteem in children, while Deci and Ryan (1985) preaented
data indicating that "strong and stable self-esteem seems to emanate from a
strong sense of melf, which motivationally means intrinsic motivation and more
integrated internalization of extrinsic motivation® (p. 142). The more
internalized one’s extrinsic motivation, the more it is likely to contribute to
a gense of pomitive self-esteen.

The evidence doze not stop here. As early as the 198%0’g, researchers were
pointing to the tendency of creative individuals to display strong
self-acceptance and positive self-evaluation behavior (e.g., Fromm, 1959;
Guilford, 1950); while in a detailed treatise on the antecedents of
self-eateem, Coopersmith (1967) observes:

There thus appears to be an underlying gimilarity
in the processes involved in creative innovetion
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and social independence, with common traits and
postures required for expression of bcth behaviors.
The difference is one of product ~ literary,
musical, artistic, theoretical products on the one
hand, opinions on the other - rather than one of
process. In both instances the individual must
believe that his perceptions are meaningful and
valid and be willing to rely upon his own
interpretations. He must trust himself
sufficiently that even when persons express
opiniona counter to his own he can proceed on the
basis of his own perceptions and convictions.

{(p. S58)

The importance of gelf-esteem for creative
expression appears to be almost beyond disproof.
Without a high regard for himself the individual
wvho is8 working in the frontiers of his field cannot
trust himself to discriminate between the trivial
and the significant. Without trust in his own
povers the person seeking improved solutions or
alternative theories has no besis for
distinguishing the significant and profound
innovation from on2 that is merely different...An
essential component of the creative process,
vhether it be analysis, synthesis, or the
development of a new perspective or more
comprehengive theory, is the conviction that one’s
Judgment in interpreting the events is to be
trusted. (p. 59)

Despite this conviction that self-esteem is an essential prerequisite for
creative expression, Coopersmith could find no studies that directly
investigated this relationship. Recognizing this gap in the literature, he set
out on his own t~ test this hypothesis and administered three tests to a group
of adolescents: Inugual Uses, Circles, and Drawv a Person (Torrance, 1966).
His results were especially revealing. Groups high in subjective self-esteem
performed in the most creative fashion on all three batteries, while groups low
in self-esteem were significantly less original and innovating. Coopersmith
obgerved these differences across the variety of conceptual, linguistic, and
artistic skills required in the geveral tasks and suggested that this
consistency indicates that persons high in gelf-esteem are likely to be more
assertive, independent, and creative than persons with lowver self-esteem - the
conclusion being that individuals with high gself-esteem listen to themselves
more and are far more likely to trust their own judgments and reactions
(Coopersmith, 1967).

In a 3imilar investigation conducted by Garwood (1964), these predicted
relationahips between personality factors and creativity were again examined -
this time within a population of young scientists. Using the Self-Acceptance
scale of the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) am an index of
self-eateem, creative subjects were observed, as a group, to gcore
significantly higher than their not-so-creative colleagues.

While both of these investigations are highly suggestive, they offer only
Obgervational evidence of the connection between creative expression and high
levels of gelf-esteem. Equally essential to the support of this relationship
is data of a more experimental nature. If it could be shown, for example, that
interventions designed to increase subjects’ creativity can also have a
positive effect on their self-esteem, or that conditions affecting self-esteem
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also affect creativity, our case would be strengthened cc:isiderably. Three
recent studies accemplish thim end.

The firat (Stasinos, 1984) employed a Pretest-Posttest Contro. Group
design. As a pretest, the verbal and figural subtests from the Torrance Tests
of C-eative Thinking (TTCT) (1968 revised) and two self-esteem instruments
designed by Coopersmith (1967) were first administered to a group of 90 middle
and upper school mentally handicapped Greek children. Subjects assigned to the
treatment condition then received 16 weeks expomure to the Markl, New
Directions in Creativity (NDC) Program ( see Renzulli, 1973). Subjects
asgigned to the control group classes continued regular activities during this
time. At the en! of this training period, the same examinations and
instruments used in pretesting were again employed. Analyses of variance
yielded the predicted rosults. As a result of their training, the experimental
group scored significantly higher than did the control group on S of the 7
indiceas of creativity employed. In addition, the two groups differed greatly
in terms of subjective self-esteem measures, with the experimental group
attaining the higher score, probably as a result of the creativity training
program.

Taking a very different approach, Brockner and Hulton (1978) also present
strong evidence of a substantial link between creativity and high levels of
self-esteem. Recognizing a suggestion in the literature that persons low in
self-esteem (lov SE’s) are more self-conscious than high self-esteem persons
(aigh SE’s) (see Ickes, Wicklund & Ferris, 1973; Turpzr, Scheier, Carver &
Icker, 1978), the; went on to predict that it is self-consciousness that can
impair task parformance. It was reasoned that if low SE’s could be lead to
focue their attention away from themselves and onto the task, performance would
improve relative to high SE’s. Subjects high and lov in chronic self-esteem
performed a concept formation task under three conditions: 1) in the presence
of an audience, where self-focused attention 1is presumed to be high; 2) in a
control group, in vhich attention was not manipulated; and 3) with instructions
to concentrate diligently on the task itmelf. In this a 2 x 3 between-subjects
factorial design, a significant effect was, in fact, obtained. Low SE'’s
performed worse than high SE’s in the aucience condition, no differently in the
control condition, and better than the high ..’s wvhen ingtructed to concentrate
on the task. Brockner and Hulton conclude that the attentional state of low
self-esteem persons makes them more susceptible or prone to be adversely
affected by certain environmental factors. In the face of failure, for
example, they suggest that persons wvith lov self-esteem will become preoccupied
with the self’s deficiencies. 1In a related study, Cheek & Stahl (1986) found
that the poetry-writing creativity of nonshy women was unaffected by expected
external evaluation, but the creativity of shy women was significantly lower
under evaluation than under nonevaivation conditionsa.

Thaese resulta on the link between performance, environmental conditicns, and
self-esteem (or the related dimensions of self-consciousn®ss and shyness)
clearly suggest a m~diation mechanism: environmental conditions such as
expected evaluation can be perceived quite differently by persons who vary in
self-esteem and, as a result, these environmental conditions can have quite
disparate effects® on the creativity of persons who differ along this dimensicn.

Beyond whatever might be said about self-esteem as a mediator between
environment, motivation, and creativity, this line of inquiry suggeats a new
approach to creativity research in general. For most of the past four decades,
creativity rasearchers have focused almost exclus.ively on individual
differences - the qualities of talent, experience, and perzonality that
distinguioh highly creative persons from their less creative peers. Our own
research, and that of a few colleagues, has taken the quite different approach
of examining t'ie influence of social.’environmental factors on intrineic
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motivation and creativity. Both separate lines of inquiry have produced
interesting and useful information; both have contributed to theory and
practice. But, as is clear from our own recent research and the work on
individual difference mediatora of mocial effecta, hoth lines
incomplete. .

There is no doubt that personal qualities of ability and personality have a
great impnul on creative behavior. There is no doubt that msalient factors of
extrinsic constraint in the social ervironment can have a consiatently negative
impact on the intrinsic motivation and creativity of most peoplz2 nmosmt =f the
time. What we must nov develop are research paradigms acknovledging that
neither class of factors, by itself, can carry the day. Fluctuations in any
individual’s level of creative output must be examined in light of
eavironmental influences on motivation, and envircnmental effects must be
examined in light of individual person’s perceptions of these influences. Only
then cen the "conditions of creativity®" be understood as complex interactions
betwveen and among both internal and external conditiona. We believe that this
is the crucial next stap.

of in
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