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Introduction

he definition of a complex, mul-
ti-faceted phenomenon such as

creativity is a difficult task (Isaksen,

. _________________________________________________|
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Abstract

This study examined quantitatively the creativity within two
professional groupings found toward the more regulated end
of the spectrum. The work was carried out in both the
accounting and consulting domains within the Saudi Arabian
financial services sector. The professionals within the less
regulated domain (consulting) showed self-reports of more
intrinsically motivated creative behaviors, transformational
leadership, and a range of supportive team factors and less
structural constraints. The findings suggested that such
differences could not be explained by personal education/
aptitude variations, and could be a consequence of more
support for creative behaviours, a significantly different form
of transformational leadership, and also weaker structural
constraints on creativity. The work draws attention to the
wide-ranging impact of external regulation on creativity
performance. In the context of investigating creativity within
the highly regulated environments, the research established a
link between the models of Kirton (1994) and Senge
(1990), i.e. Kirton's ‘adaptive creativity’ is a concept closely
related to Senge’s 'adaptive learning’, while innovative
creativity’ is closely linked to ‘generative learning’. This
guides us to state that professionals in the more regulated
environments can be professional’ and ‘adaptive learners’
“within the task” and ’creative’ and ‘generative learners’
“around the task”’.

1987; Mackinnon, 1978; Rhodes, 1961;
Sternberg & Lubart, 1996). Amabile

defines creativity as 'the production of
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novel and useful ideas in any domain’
Amabile et al. (1996: 1155), Wood-
man et al. (1993).

Magyari-Beck (1993) suggested a
taxonomy of levels of creativity ran-
ging from individual, group, organi-
zational to cultural. Early studies
favored the individual level (Isaksen,
1987; Mackinnon, 1978; Guilford
1975), arguably still the most re-
searched level. At this level, key
themes include intrinsic motivation
(e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1996; Barron &
Harrington, 1981); and cognitive
factors (Basadur Graen and Green,
1982; Carrol 1985; Runco, 1999)
among which divergent thinking
has had special prominence (Tor-
rance, 1981).

A group of European workers has
concentrated on creativity at the level
of work teams (Hohn, 1999; Rickards
and Moger, 1999a, 1999b, 2000; West,
1990). A systemic approach at the
level of the organizational group or
domain has been proposed by Csiks-
zentmihalyi, (1988), while interest at
the societal level has also been re-
ported (Simonton, 1999). The litera-
ture reminds us that there are cultural
variations of the creative process,
person, and product across different
cultures. It has been argued that cul-
ture shapes the types of creativity and
channels it (Lubart, 1999; Raina,
1999). The literature has informed us
that multiple cultures might coexist

within a particular context, e.g. so-
ciety and organization (e.g., Sack-
mann, 1997).

Globalization and the rapid fluc-
tuation of the world markets cause a
variety of challenges in the business
world. One of the most important
challenges is ’competition” which re-
quires organizations to produce new
products and services with high qual-
ity that satisfies both old and new
clients alike. Accounting offices are
not exempt from these challenges
and are also required to be increas-
ingly more flexible. Such changes im-
pact on behaviour and performance
and require a high degree of flexibility
that allows organizations to adapt
successfully to swift changes. Merritt
and Baile (1998) noted that as busi-
nesses become more complex and
technology advances, accountants
must work more creatively.

A focus simply on individual cap-
abilities and performance might lead
to the conclusion that accounting pro-
fessionals are of a lower creativity than
professionals in other functions such
as R&D, advertising or marketing.
However, if we take a contextual view,
we should examine those features
within the environment that inhibit
individual creativity. The environmen-
tal focus would include attention to
organizational climate as indicated by
several studies (e.g., Amabile ef al.,
1996; Ekvall, 1983).
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An environmental perspective in-
dicates that perceived differences to
team climate arise from structural
features of the work, rather than the
personality of individuals. For the
purpose of this study, a proposition
was formulated that the consulting
teams would show a more positive
climate for innovation and change,
compared to non-consulting teams.
This proposition is based on the
literature review and the view that
consulting departments are less re-
stricted in various ways (for example,
by sets of professional and legal
requirements).

Creativity within Highly Regu-
lated Contexts

There is an increased need for
creative thinking, even in those pro-
fessions that rely more on convention
(i.e. regulated professions) in order to
address challenges arising from ever-
more complex and ambiguous work
challenges. In this context, regulation
refers to those prfoessions governed
by a set of rules issued by professional
bodies. This study examined creativity
within two such professional group-
ings found toward the more regulated
end of the spectrum. These were the
accounting and consulting domains
within Saudi Arabia, themselves of
differing levels of externally imposed
constraints to creative performance.

We suggest that our study has poten-
tial for extension beyond the confines
of Middle Eastern cultures, and be-
yond the professional domain of fi-
nancial managers.

Our results were derived from in-
dividuals, within work teams, and we
have utilized literature at these levels
of analysis. However, in what follows,
in light of our interest in the impact of
regulation on creative performance,
we have taken as the most significant
level of analysis as the professional
domain, which we consider the funda-
mental context to the work. To further
these ends, we explore a set of general
hypotheses, drawing on the general
theoretical base of creativity research,
together with a specific contextualiz-
ing hypothesis at the level of the
domain. The vocabulary of the do-
main is taken from the systems ap-
proach of Csikszentmihalyi (1988) to
indicate a social or professional
grouping organized around a structu-
rally codified set of standards or rules.

Creativity in Context: A Bias Towards
Stimulants of Creativity

Over the past several years, many
studies have attempted to identify
those factors that enhance creativity
within the work environment. A range
of supporting factors have been pro-
posed (Amabile et al., 1996; Amabile
1996; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; De
Bono, 1971, 1992; Adams, 1980).
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Other studies have suggested techni-
ques of Creative Problem-Solving
(CPS), pioneered by Osborn (1963),
De Bono (1971) and Parnes, Noller,
and Biondi (1977).

This bias may have ontological,
methodological and practical aspects.
One ontological and methodological
aspect lies in such questions as "'what
do researchers mean by stimulants
and barriers?’, do they consider sti-
mulants are opposed to barriers and
vice versa?’; moreover 'do they view
the absence of stimulants as barriers
and vice versa?’. The literature, un-
fortunately, has suggested no clear
answers for such significant questions.

Another possible explanation for
this bias may be attributable to one
aspect of the nature of the creativity
phenomenon. Creativity could be de-
scribed as a phenomenon that refers to
’a desired-oriented behaviour’. Thus,
it might be logical for some research-
ers to focus on what stimulates such
behaviour in different settings, espe-
cially with the use of a ’pragmatic
approach’. The pragmatic approach
concentrates mainly on understand-
ing and utilising creativity without
testing the validity of the thoughts
involved. de Bono (e.g., 1971, 1992)
is one among those who advocate this
approach, which focuses on the en-
hancement of creative skills through

training courses. Such training de-
pends heavily on applying a wide
variety of creativity techniques which
call for the investigation of what fos-
ters creativity.

Fewer empirical attempts have
sought to investigate barriers to crea-
tivity (Amabile et al., 1996; Rickards
& Jones, 1991; Witt and Beorkrem,
1989; Danzig & Nevis, 1970). Among
these, Amabile ef al. (1996) has inves-
tigated organizational impediments to
creativity within their more widely
ranging exploration of creativity sup-
ports. Danzig & Nevis (1970), and
later Rickards & Jones (1991) exam-
ined barriers at the individual level.
This study extends the few earlier
attempts by investigating some envir-
onmental barriers within a profes-
sional domain, namely workload
pressure and structural constraints.

Creativity Models Influencing
the Study

Two models influenced our study
profoundly. Amabile’s Three Compo-
nent Model of Creativity (Amabile
1983, 1996) contains three overlap-
ping components: domain-relevant
skills, creativity-relevant skills, and
intrinsic motivation. The author indi-
cates that the three components are
jointly necessary for exploring crea-
tivity in context (Amabile, 1996). An-
other model which relates leadership,
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Figure 1: The Development of HHI

team factors, and creative outputs,
has been developed by (Rickards, et
al., 2001; Rickards & Moger 1999a).
These models incorporate earlier re-
search into leadership, team perfor-
mance and group effectiveness (e.g.
Bass 1990; Mumford 2000; Mumford,
Scott, Gaddis, and Strange, 2002;
Yukl 1994). Figure 1 show factors
studied in this research and manifest
the key inter-relations between these

factors.

Creativity Defined: Routine vs.
Non-Routine Performance

In this research, creativity (i.e. the
non-routine type of performance) is
defined as the production of new and
useful ideas in any domain within a
given context (Amabile et al., 1996;
Woodman et al., 1993). In contrast,
productivity (assessment of routine
types of outputs) is seen as perfor-
mance benchmarked against required
standards (Pritchard, 1992).
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Context for Deriving the Re-
search Hypotheses

Two kinds of hypotheses were
developed. The majority (H1 to H8)
dealt with general issues derived from
the literature. However, we acknowl-
edge that the empirical bounds of our
study restrict any findings to two
rather highly regulated environments.
An additional contextualized hypoth-
esis (CH) was developed to address
our interest in the impact of regulation
on creative performance, in the two
specifically selected environments.

Literature-Derived Hypotheses
(H1-HS8)

Leadership Styles and Team Factors

The literature of creativity sug-
gests that the creative performance
of teams can be stimulated by leader-
ship intervention (Mumford & Con-
nelly, 1999; Rickards & Moger,
1999b; West, 1990). Much leadership
research has focused on transforma-
tional/transactional leadership (e.g.,
Bass & Avolio, 1993; Howell & Avo-
lio, 1993; Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978),
and their relationships with creative
outputs (e.g., Chen, 2001; Jung, 2001;
Sosik, et al., 1998). We follow Bass &
Avolio (1993) in treating transforma-
tional leadership as involving pro-
cesses which transform follower
motivation and performance, and

transactional processes as those which
require only traditional compliance
behaviors from followers. More spe-
cifically, creativity skills (fluency and
flexibility) have been more strongly
linked with transformational, than
with transactional, leadership (Jung
2001; Sosik et al., 1998). We hypothe-
sized that:

H1: Perceived creativity (as an impor-
tant output) in team outputs is more
strongly associated with transforma-
tional leadership than with transac-
tional leadership.

Many researchers have agreed that
the psychological climate of a team
plays a role in achieving its objectives,
and in its processes. (Chen, 2001;
Rickards & Moger, 1999a; Sparrow
& Gaston, 1996; Nystrom, 1990).
Rickards and Moger (1999a, 2000)
suggested seven team factors and pro-
posed that team creativity is fostered if
those factors are enhanced. These
factors can be summarized as follows:

Platform of Understanding. The
concept of a ’platform of understand-
ing’ has been used as a metaphor by
Rickards to indicate ’a process for
seeking those ideas shared by a social
group on some topic of concern to the
group’ (Rickards, 1999: 4). Such a
process is viewed as a means for the
team members to share knowledge,
beliefs, assumptions, and meanings
that contribute to the way those mem-
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bers deal with their inner world, as
well as the external environment

Shared Vision. A vision becomes
shared when it effectively converts
multiple and diverse views into a
common vision which emerges from
personal vision (Senge, 1990). Senge
(1990) argues that shared vision
powerfully joins and binds team mem-
bers with the task, since such a vision
makes them share a sense of purpose
and responsibility that motivates and
sustains team progress. It has been
argued that the exceptional team will
successfully break out of the old view
to espouse an unexpected (i.e. crea-
tive) shared vision for the future
through ’creative tension’. Creative
tension (i.e. a gap between the shared
vision and current reality) assists the
team to see a more accurate picture of
current reality as significant as a com-
pelling picture of a desired future
(Senge, 1990).

Climate. It has been argued that
climate setting is crucial for creative
behaviour (Rickards, 1990; Ekvall et
al., 1983; Napier & Gershenfeld, 1981).
Ekvall defined climate as ’an attribute
of the organization, a conglomerate of
attitudes, feelings, and behaviours
which characterize life in the organiza-
tion, and exist independently of the
perceptions and understandings of the
members of the organization’ (1996:
105). A climate would be a creative one

if it makes people trust each other so
that they can take the psychological
risk of being open and revealing their
deeper needs and fears.

Resilience. Abbey and Dickson
(1983) argue that being successful in
responding to setbacks and frustra-
tion is one significant feature of flex-
ibility. A dysfunctional team normally
considers setbacks as reasons for
scrapping the project. In addition,
Rickards (1990) argues that in the case
of facing setbacks or frustrations,
dysfunctional team members tend to
blame the person and/or situation that
put the team in difficulty.

Idea Owners. The concept of idea
ownership indicates efforts that
should be made to take care of ideas
for change, and building commitment
to the ideas in the team’s functions
(Rickards & Moger, 1999a). This con-
cept concerns formal systems and
procedures for idea generation (Ek-
vall, 1991). More specifically, idea
ownership means that the members
of a given group feel that they origin-
ally generated and developed the
ideas, processes, and procedures, and
so they have a strong commitment to
their success.

Network Activators. Numerous
studies have suggested that boundary-
spanning activities serve as very signif-
icant linking mechanisms between pro-
ject groups and external settings (e.g.,
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Kanter, 1988; Aldrich & Herker, 1977).
The special boundary roles allow the
group members to contact different
types of networks outside of the group,
and are supposed to bring intelligence
about the world beyond (Tushman,
1977). Rogers and Shoemaker (1971)
argue that ’cosmopolitan’ rather than
"local’ orientations has been identified
in several studies as a significant fea-
ture in attaining innovation. More-
over, it has been argued that the more
innovative units bring broader per-
spectives and various information
from various channels from outside
sources (Kanter, 1988).

Learning from Experience. Kolb
(1984) suggested that learning is the
process whereby knowledge is gained
by the transformation of experience
and the process that links education,
work, and personal development. Ro-
gers (1969) suggested the concept of
’openness to experience’ to stress the
significance of having both types of
experience: the internal type (learn
deeply) and the external type (learn
broadly).

Such considerations led to the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H2: The perceived creativity in team
outputs (as an important output) is
significantly positively associated with
the postulated set of key team factors.

Rickards & Moger, (1999a) ex-
tending Ekvall & Arvonen’s (1994)’s

measures of change-centered leader-
ship argued that transformational lea-
dership is a closer construct than
transactional leadership to leadership
supportive of group creativity. They
also proposed a set of supporting team
factors. We thus considered:

H3: Team factors supportive of a
creative climate will be more strongly
associated with transformational lea-
dership than with transactional lea-
dership.

Motivation

Numerous studies have suggested
that a primarily intrinsic motivation
will be more conducive to creativity
than a primarily extrinsic motivation
(Amabile 1983, 1996; Barron 1963).
Thus, we hypothesized that:

H4: The perceived creativity (as an
important output) in team outputs will
be more strongly associated with in-
trinsic motivation than with extrinsic
motivation.

Domain-relevant Skills

According to Amabile, (1996), do-
main-relevant skills are the founda-
tion of all creative work. Her model
includes domain, technical skills, and
special domain-relevant talents. This
leads us to the following hypothesis:

HS: The degree of perceived creativity
(as an important output) in team out-
puts will be significantly positively
associated with domain-relevant skills.
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Organizational Support

In this research, organizational
support was defined as the organiza-
tional structuring which encouraged
different functional units to generate,
evaluate constructively, and develop
new ideas. (Amabile et al., 1996; Kim-
berley & Evanisko, 1981). Employees
are more likely to generate creative
outputs if they are given permission to
do so by the situation, or by explicit
instructions (Parnes & Meadow, 1959;
Locke & Kirkpatrick, 1995). Thus, we
hypothesized that:

H6: The perceived creativity (as an
important output) in team outputs will
be significantly positively associated
with organizational support.

Workload Pressure

Studies of workload pressure have
come from two differing perspectives
(Hodgkinson & Sparrow, 2002). These
are the computational and interpreta-
tional perspectives. Earlier work focus-
ing on time pressures (e.g., Bowden,
1985) suggests a curvilinear relation-
ship between time pressures and indi-
vidual performance. Choo (1986, 1995)
found a similar relationship between
stress and performance, although
Gaertner and Ruhe (1981) did not find
any significant differences in determi-
nants of stress among accounting pro-
fessionals in audit, tax and consulting
departments. We are particularly con-
cerned with work pressures and crea-

tive performance (Kelly & Karau,
1993). Some workers have suggested
that reasonable workload pressure
could have a positive impact on crea-
tivity if it is perceived as a challenge
emerging from the problem itself
(Amabile, 1988). Karau and Kelly
(1992) suggested a curvilinear relation-
ship between group creativity and time
pressure. Kelly and McGrath (1985)
found that group creativity is increased
during the longer time limit. Although
accepting ambiguities in the literature,
we hypothesized that:

H7: The perceived creativity (as an

important output) in team outputs will

be negatively associated with excessive
workload pressures.

Structural Constraints

In the creative organization, it is
argued that the structure tends to be
flexible, with few rules and regulations,
loose job descriptions, and high auton-
omy (Brand 1998; Keller 1978). It was
proposed that team-level constraints
operate as a barrier to creativity:

HS8: The perceived creativity (as an
important output) in team outputs will

be significantly negatively associated
with the structural constraints.

Contextualized Hypothesis (CH)

The two contexts studied, were
both highly regulated in contrast with
the more open innovative contexts
reported in the creativity literature
such as R&D (e.g. Witt & Beorkrem,
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1989; Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1987).
However, one was considered a more
extreme case than the other. This led
to the view that both domains would
provide relationships predicated on
context, with the more regulated do-
main generally less supportive of crea-
tivity and associated factors. The
contextual hypothesis (CH) thus ex-
amines the implications of the models
underpinning the study.

CH: The less regulated context would
significantly report higher levels of
creativity, and factors supportive of
creativity and lower levels of barriers
or impediments to creativity than the
more regulated context.

Methods

Measures: Reliability and Validity

The questionnaire used in this
study consists of sixteen scales. Ten
scales are adopted from The Team
Factors Inventory (TFI, Rickards &
Moger, 1999a; Rickards & Moger,
1999b; Rickards, et al. 2001). These
scales deal with seven team factors,
two leadership sub-factors, and crea-
tive performance. These pre-existing
scales had already been well-tested for
internal reliability (Chen, 2001; Rick-
ards et al., 2001).

Six new scales were developed for
the study: intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation; domain-relevant skills;
organizational support; structural

constraints; and workload pressures.
Each of the new scales were checked
for content and face validity, fol-
lowed by a preliminary study (a
convenience sample of 80 partici-
pants working in managerial and
computer teams, see Al-Beraidi &
Rickards, 2006). Reliability was ex-
amined through factor analysis
(using principal components analysis)
was employed and the findings indi-
cated that the items of the new scales
were tapping the intended constructs
(e.g. Carmines & Zeller, 1979). In
addition, internal reliability alpha
(using Cronbach Alpha) was com-
puted for all the scales and the results
revealed good internal consistency,
ranging from 0.67-0.86. the scale of
extrinsic motivation had a lower level
of internal consistency (0.60). This
level can be acceptable for the pur-
pose of internal reliability (Nunnally,
1978). Test-retest evidence was ob-
tained from a convenience sample
(one team of 11 members) in Saudi
Arabia (the interval was six weeks).
The results showed the new scales
had good test-retest external reliabil-
ity, from 0.66-0.94 (e.g., Carmines &
Zeller, 1979). Reliability results are
shown in Table 1.

Sample

A total of 900 inventories were
distributed within thirty-four account-
ing offices, including the "Big Five", in
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Saudi Arabia (Personally in Riyadh
city, and posted, with a prepaid reply
envelope, to the offices outside this city.
The initial response rate was 25.1%
with a total of 226 questionnaires being
collected. After a series of follow-ups,
the response rate rose to 33% (n=296,
male professionals, since no female
professionals working in this profes-
sion in SA), which is considered accep-
table for such a survey (e.g. Kerlinger
1986). The response rate was 33% in
Riyadh and 23% in other cities. This
result suggested that there was no ser-
ious response bias based on the city.
The percentages of responses from the
audit, tax & zakat, and consulting
functional areas were 70.3%, 15.2%,
and 14.5% respectively. The highest
proportion in the audit functional area
can be attributed mainly to the high
proportion of audit professionals’ re-
presented in the accounting offices in
Saudi Arabia. The response rates were
33.90% and 32.05% in national and
international offices respectively.
Therefore, there was no substantial
bias due to differential sub-groups re-
sponses.

Variables

Taking into account the above
considerations, this study investigates
sixteen variables, which are as follows:

- Team factors include seven vari-
ables: platform of understanding,

shared vision, climate, resilience,
idea owners, network activators,
and learning from experience.

- Leadership includes two variables:
transformational and transac-
tional styles of leadership.

- Motivation includes two vari-
ables: intrinsic and extrinsic types
of motivation.

- Professional competence includes
one variable: domain-relevant
skills.

- Creative opportunities and barriers
include three variables: organiza-
tional support, workload pres-
sures and structural constraints.

- Team outputs include one vari-
able: creativity.

Each of the variables was processed
and measured by a five-point Likert
scale (strongly agree = 1, neutrally =3,
strongly disagree = 1) comprising three
items, using average scores of the re-
sponses. Table 2 presents the TFI
scales and a sample of its items. The
questionnaire was translated into the
Arabic language and the Arabic and
English versions were put together to
avoid semantic problems, i.e., transla-
tion problems and the kind that can
result from misunderstandings.

Results

We will report the literature-de-
rived hypotheses through correlation

148



Abdullah Al-Beraidi and Tudor Rickards

Table 2
TFI Scales
Scale Names Number of Sample Item
items
Team Factors
Platform of Understanding 3 Team members have a good understanding of

Shared Vision 3
Climate 3
Resilience 3
Idea Owners 3
Network Activators 3
Learning from Experience 3

Team Leadership
Transformational Style 3
Transactional Style 3

Team Motivation

Intrinsic Motivation 3
Extrinsic Motivation 3
Professional competence (Domain 3

Relevant Skills)

Creative opportunities and barriers

Organizational Support 3
Structural Constraints 3
Workload Pressures 3
Team QOutput Scale (Creativity) 3

their personal differences

Team members have a shared vision of the team’s
future achievements

Team members trust one another

Team members pull together to deal with unex-
pected problems

Team members care for the success of new ideas

Team members use personal contacts to help the
team in various ways

The team is good at learning from its mistakes

Team leadership tends to be inspirational

Team leadership tends to be results oriented

The team is driven by a deep interest in its work

The team works intensively because of external
request

The team members show high professional skills
required for effectiveness

The organization supports efforts to come up
with good ideas

The structure of the work inhibits team members
from expressing their creativity

Workload pressures prevent your team from pro-
ducing worthwhile ideas

The team often comes up with good ideas

and regression analyses then the con-
textualized hypothesis through the T-
test results. Correlation coefficients
(Pearson’s r) were computed for all

the questionnaire scales (see Table 1).
As noted above, the correlations
among the scales are moderately high
and this could raise the question of

149



A.J.AS, Vol. 17, No. 1

independence and structural integrity
of these scales. Thus, factor analysis
were computed and results are satis-
factory, since the results suggested
that the items of the new scales were
tapping the intended constructs (see
the Appendix). The results of correla-
tions permits initial examination of
the research hypotheses proposed.
Correlation analysis supported all
the literature-derived hypotheses
(HI1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, HS) except
H7 (the impact of excessive workload
pressure on creativity). Further sup-
port for some hypotheses was gained
from the results of the regression
analysis.

Regression Analysis

The stepwise approach is the most
advisable approach in exploratory
research, such as our study, mainly
because it is based upon mathematical
criteria rather theoretical criteria (e.g.,
Wright, 1997). Multiple regression
analysis (with the stepwise method)
was carried out to predict creativity
from all the questionnaire scales as
well as the type of functional area
(dummy variables were used less regu-
lated functional area was coded 1, and
more regulated functional area was
coded 0). The T statistic was used to
test the significance of the slope. Col-
linearity was diagnosed by examining
the tolerance statistic, which is used to
determine how much the independent

variables are linearly related to one
another. The tolerance statistic ran-
ged between 0.34-0.83 for creativity.
Thus, it can be concluded that there is
no collinearity in the model. Linearity
and homoscidasticity were also tested
for, and no serious problems found.
The assumption of independent errors
(autocorrelation of residuals) was
checked by the values of Durbin-Wat-
son which vary from 0 to 4. Itis argued
that the closer to 2 that the value s, the
better, and some argue that values less
than 1 or greater than 3 cause a
problem (Field, 2000). The values of
Durbin-Watson were 1.61 for creativ-
ity. Thus, it can be concluded that
there was no serious problem of auto-
correlation for creativity. Table 3
shows the final fit model of predictors
of creativity.

Three of the key team factors,
transformational and transactional
leadership, intrinsic motivation, orga-
nizational support, workload pres-
sure were significant positive
predictors for creativity. The three
key team factors that were significant
predictors for creativity were ’cli-
mate’, ’idea owners’, and ’learning
from experience’. The scale of struc-
tural constraints was found to be a
very significant negative predictor for
creativity. Most importantly, the re-
gression analysis suggested the less
regulated domain, i.e. consulting do-
main (through the use of dummy
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Table 3
Multiple Linear Regression: The Scales as Predictors of Creativity (n=296)

Predictors of Creativity

B B t
Constant .82
Team Factors Scales
Platform of Understanding +
Shared Vision +
Climate .16 14 3.14%*
Resilience +
Idea Owners 13 11 2.45%*
Network Activators +
Learning from Experience 12 .09 2.54%*
Team Leadership Scales
Transformational Style .14 .14 2.93%x*
Transactional Style 13 .09 2.93%%*
Team Motivation Scales
Intrinsic Motivation .10 .09 1.87*
Extrinsic Motivation +
Domain Relevant Skills +
Organizational Support 15 15 3.70%%*
Structural Constraints =32 -.34 -8.69%**
Workload pressure .05 .07 2.11%
Domains
The highly regulated domain * +
The less regulated domain 32 15 4.73%%*
R’ 77
Adjusted R? .76
F 58.57HHAE
Notes:

Stepwise method was applied as variable section.

B represents unstandardized beta coefficients. B represents standardized beta coefficients.
# represent dummy variables (the highly regulated units were coded 0 and the less regulated units 1)
*p<.05,, ¥** p<.01, ¥** p<.001, + non-significant predictor.

variables), to be a very significant
positive predictor for creativity. The
R? for the final model is 0.77 (F=
58.57, p<.001). thus, it could be
stated that the regression analysis

confirm HI, H4, H6 and HS8 as well
as HC, disconfirming H7 (H2, H3,
H5 were not tested by the regression
analysis since they were not applic-
able in its model ).
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The Consequences of Regulation the means score of the more regulated

(contextualizing hypothesis) and less regulated groupings on five of
the seven key team factors, on trans-

T-tests (shown in Table 4) were formational leadership, intrinsic and
administered to the data to test for the extrinsic motivation, structural con-
consequences of regulation. Signifi- straints, organizational support, and
cant differences were found between on reported creative outputs.

Table 4

Means and Standard Deviation for the More highly, and the Less highly
regulated domains *(n=296)

Scales The less regulated ~ The more regulated  Differences between
groups# groups# the highly and less
N=43 N=253 e
(T Test)
M SD M SD
Team Factors
Platform of Understanding 3.61 .60 3.49 .63 n.s.
Shared Vision 3.86 .58 3.63 .64 *
Climate 3.99 49 3.66 .57 ok
Resilience 3.94 .53 3.80 .54 n.s.
Idea Owners 3.86 48 3.51 .58 HrE
Network Activators 3.95 46 3.46 .59 ok
Learning from Experience 3.96 43 3.72 .61 **
Team Leadership Scales
Transformational Style 3.88 15 3.51 .67 ok
Transactional Style 3.58 48 3.46 .52 n.s.
Team Motivation
Intrinsic Motivation 4.12 .39 3.6l .59 ok
Extrinsic Motivation 3.53 43 3.76 51 K
Domain Relevant Skills 4.13 44 4.10 .55 n.s.
Organizational Support 3.75 .56 3.34 .70 ok
Structural Constraints 2.61 .54 3.45 .70 ok
Workload Pressures 3.26 .89 3.23 .81 n.s.
Team Output
Creativity 3.89 45 2.97 .65 HEE
Notes:

The highly regulated domain is the accounting functional areas (including audit and tax departments),
and the less regulated domain is the consulting functional area.

The newly developed scales were prepared for this study

*p<.05,, ¥ p<.01, *** p<.001, n.s. Non-significant.
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Discussion and Conclusions

The study confirmed broad predic-
tions derived from the literature, while
revealing the profound effect of con-
textual regulation. The eight hypoth-
eses were significantly supported with
only one exception, namely the rela-
tionship between creativity and work-
load pressure. The results provide a
well-authenticated benchmark for
further investigations within and be-
yond the financial sector. The one
disconfirmed hypothesis (regarding
work pressures) calls for further in-
vestigation. It should be pointed out
that the scale items developed for this
study may be in need of further refine-
ment (for example, in distinguishing
time pressures and work overload).
Such a study should also consider the
possibility that workload pressures
require a more sophisticated examina-
tion, allowing for the possibility of an
inverted-U relationship (e.g. Karau
and Kelly, 1992). The cultural differ-
ences must be considered as a possible
source of such finding, in terms of the
meanings and the amount of work-
load pressures.

The specific focus of the research is
the influence of regulatory structures
on creativity within a domain some-
times assumed to be impervious to
deliberate efforts by leaders to come
up with creative ideas even highly
regulated environments are open to

(admittedly restricted levels of) trans-
formational leadership, intrinsic mo-
tivation, and creative outputs.

The contextualizing hypothesis
(CH) further explored the proposed
view that systematic differences would
be found between the two highly
structured contexts. The results
(shown in Tables 3 and 4) provide
strong support for the hypothesis, and
thus for the robustness of extrapola-
tion of current theory beyond the
domains in which they had previously
been tested. They point to a profound
effect of contextual regulation.

Structurally imposed regulation
appears to be acting as a widely ran-
ging attenuating factor. Whereas the
results do not give direct evidence of
its causality, we see the most likely
process to be one in which the regula-
tory context has a restricting effect on
leadership, on previously identified
factors enabling team effectiveness,
on motivation, and (perhaps less di-
rectly) on creative outputs. Previous
empirical findings (Al-Beraidi & Rick-
ards, 2003; Hood & Koberg, 1991)
have suggested that such differences
could not be explained by personal
education/ aptitude variations, and
rather are a consequence of more
support for creative behaviours, a
significantly different form of trans-
formational leadership, and also
weaker structural constraints on crea-
tivity (Table 4).
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We argue that there are creative
possibilities in the more regulated
domain (i.e. the accounting profession
in this investigation), albeit of an
incremental kind. In this regard, we
would suggest a new approach to
Kirton’s Model (1977, 1994) in which
accounting professionals can be adap-
tively creative ’within the task’ and
innovatively creative ’around the
task’, as this is theoretically feasible
and empirically could be proved.
Although the professionals in such
domains taken as a whole would seem
to be more inclined to adaptive crea-
tivity within the task, establishing a
climate which also allows for innova-
tive outputs around the task is feasible
in principle and has the potential to
yield considerable benefits in practice.
With regard to what extent an out-
come can be counted as innovative,
the notion of big C and little ¢ (e.g.,
Stein, 1987) has to be taken into
consideration. Examples of feasible
innovative ideas around the task in-
clude finding new procedures to ac-
complish tasks, designing software
facilitating the whole set of work
procedures, finding new services, and
providing services for new customers.

In addition, these findings gain
further importance if it is interpreted
as a way in which professionals in a
highly regulated environment accom-
modate changes within their func-
tional areas. Senge (1990) highlights

the importance of a culture of ’learn-
ing organizations’ in order to achieve
a competitive advantage. According
to this model, Senge distinguishes
between two forms of learning: *adap-
tive learning’ and ’generative learn-
ing’. The first form of learning aims at
coping with changes necessary to meet
the current needs of current custo-
mers, while the second aims at creat-
ing something novel and useful
through a proactively flexible ap-
proach, thereby fulfilling the require-
ments of ’latent need’, i.e. what
customers might truly value but have
never experienced or would never
think to ask for.

The parallels between the respec-
tive models of Kirton (1994) and Senge
(1990) are now clear. Kirton’s ’adap-
tive creativity’ is a concept closely
related to Senge’s ’adaptive learning’,
while ’innovative creativity’ is closely
linked to ’generative learning’. This
can be seen as a new paradigm in the
highly regulated environment and
could be viewed as appropriate means
of change i.e. to adapt successfully to
the turbulent environments in which
they operate. In such in a paradigm,
"adaptive’ professionals approach the
problem within an established frame-
work of rules and procedures (i.c.
professional standards) in order to
generate new and useful ideas that
generally reinforce the given paradigm
of the problem, while "innovative’ and
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"generative’ professionals tend to be
more flexible to reframe the problem in
order to generate new ideas which have
more frame-breaking outcomes. This
paradigm leads us to state that profes-
sionals in the more regulated environ-
ments can be ‘professional’ and
’adaptive learner’ “‘within the task”
and ’creative’ and ’generative learner’
“around the task”. Further work ex-
ploring sense made of such constructs
by actors in different domains is a
priority for the future.

Specific features of the findings are
also of note. The leadership style in the
less regulated domain is perceived as
significantly more transformational.
However, there is no significant dif-
ference between the levels of perceived
transactional leadership across the
two domains. This adds to the grow-
ing body of research suggesting that a
transformational leadership style is an
important contributor to creative out-
puts of work groups (e.g., Jung, 2001;
Sosik et al., 1998). Furthermore, the
more regulatory domain also showed
less intrinsic motivation, and more
extrinsic motivation.

Although, the confirmation of hy-
potheses across research into creativ-
ity, leadership, team factors, and
organizational structures, the re-
searchers emphasize that the concepts
(and the chosen instrumentation)
must be translated from their primar-

ily North American and European
origins with caution because of the
cultural factor (e.g. Raina, 1999; Al-
Beraidi, 2005). Further research
should be done to explore this issue
more deeply and cover its aspects.

The exploratory nature of the re-
search in the accounting profession
and in a Non-Western country, i.e.
Saudi Arabia, may or may not prove to
be a limitation, in that we cannot assert
with confidence the extent to which the
research findings could be generalised.
Only further research can determine the
extent of this potential limitation.

The research findings have impli-
cations for training and development
of the highly regulated cultures under
increasingly turbulent environments,
and this will continue to have parti-
cular importance. This requires prac-
tical efforts to develop creative
insights into real or realistic profes-
sional issues, and to incorporate these
into developmental or tailored train-
ing programmes (e.g., Ragsdell, 2001;
Rickards & De Cock, 1994a; Kanter,
1985). Further studies are essential to
raise awareness in professional bodies,
especially those governing industries
of a highly regulated nature, of the
importance of the issues of creativity,
motivation, and leadership. Case evi-
dence from ’best-practice’ would help
challenge assumptions that such ac-
tions are impossible.
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Appendix: Results of Factor Analysis on Six New Scales (N = 80)

Results of Factor Analysis on Motivation Scales

Items Component
1 2
Extrinsic motivation-1 723 -.080
Extrinsic motivation-3 .690 .208
Extrinsic motivation-2 677 -.204
Intrinsic motivation -1 -.133 7187
Intrinsic motivation -3 .145 763
Intrinsic motivation -2 .076 489
Eigenvalue 243 1.00
Percent of cumulative variance explained 40.62 56.90

Results of Factor Analysis on Four new Scales

Items Factor Loadings
1 2 3 4
Organizational support-2 879 216 -.087 .014
Organizational support-1 .863 177 -.019 -.038
Organizational support-3 851 -.010 .024 .080
Domain-relevant skills- 3 .020 846 .089 -.015
Domain-relevant skills-2 119 823 273 .059
Domain-relevant skills-1 243 755 123 -.170
Workload pressure-1 .040 154 854 112
Workload pressure-2 .010 .165 823 .086
Workload pressure-3 -.333 148 A77 128
Structural constraints-2 -.106 -.602 .108 187
Structural constraints -3 .040 -.226 297 732
Structural constraints -1 .102 127 -.162 727
Eigenvalue 3.00 2.40 1.876 1.00
Percent of cumulative variance explained 25.03 45.03 60.51 68.81

Note:
- Each scale has three items

- Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
- Orthogonal Rotation Method (Varimax).
- The number in bold fashion indicated the salient loadings.
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English copy Lol GG (g ,AT dAus

Another Copy in Arabic FEY

Please put a circle around the appropriate
number.

Type of Team:

1. Auditing 2. Tax and Zakat 3.Consulting

Professional title in the office:

1. Accountant 2. Auditor 3. (ESenior
4. Supervisor 5. Manger 6. Partner
Academic Career:

1. Diploma 2. Bachelor 3. Master

4. PhD S. Other: .ooccoevvivieieieeeee

Place of Graduatio: ........ccceoeeviiiiiiienienieen.
Professional Career:

1. CPA 2. CMA

3. Other: e
Racial category:

1. Arabic (Saudi) 2 .Arabic (Non Saudi)

3. African 4. European 5. Asian
6. Other: ...oooiiiiiiiiiiece e

Years of experience in the profession: ..............

clll a8 Joa B e Slad

Gl g s

cliied ¥ Sy s Y daale )
(S G Ligl) 2l

ebyi A YRV S yddie L€

gelall a3l
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g\i..u.u‘.o g-.‘JJ“ ¢ E’j:“)ji Y

el 3 5 ol s

Instructions to fill in the questionnaire:

Please indicate accurately your agreement with
each statement by circling the appropriate
number code.

There is no wrong or right answer, but rather
an opinion.

Please note that:

5= totally agree, 4= agree, 3= neutral,

2 = disagree, 1 = totally disagree.

The Organization mentioned is your office.
The team mentioned is the team you are work-
ing with in your department to perform differ-
ent professional tasks.

:obaiwy e Gilaslas

de 8o JS eliBil e gaa ) SLEYL AN slas
ol 23,0 Joa 350 pdgn 3ol S
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[FEI o2l slas 38l laa Gilse
Totally Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Agree
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1 Team members trust one an- | 5 4 3 2 1 0By pguday adl slaef 35 1
other

2 Team members care for the suc- | 54 3 2 1 LEy ClA"" Gusdll eliael e 2
cess of new ideas Sasaal

3 The team members show high | 54 3 2 1 | i o A ol elac] el 3
relevant task experience re- 5oL, Jaadl £0¥ Za8dla
quired for effectiveness )

4 Team members have a good un- [ 54 3 2 1 f 3580 Jua 30,8 elacl o 4
derstanding of their personal L il
differences o

5 Team members enrich the team | 54 3 2 1 DR e el 3a,al elised ey 5
performance through outside ol La il o Lo Jlasy!

tact 22 gl
contac Ll

6 The team works intensively | 54 3 2 1 G oo S IS Gaodl Jeas 6

without external direction L
)

7 Team members have a shared [ 54 3 2 1| &8, 43, Goodll eliael elliay 7
v151'on of the teams future Godll LhELal el Jsa
achievements

8 The team is good at learning by | 5 4 3 2 1 ok e wa JKas Goall alats 8
discussing its behaviours LS sl sl

9 The team works intensively be- | 54 3 2 1 | oLl S IS 3asdl Jeas 9
cause of external Request Bl o e sl (Sels¥l)

10 | The structure of the work inhi- [ 54 3 2 1] ., 3,40 clsel s Jaall 1< 3| 10
bits team members from expres- agelad ek
sing their creativity ” i

11 Team leadership tends to be | 54 3 2 1 |53800 6 0¥ Guudl 5uld Joa3| 11
motivating ool slaey

12 | The team is productive 54321 latie Godll | 12

13 Team members pull togetherto | 54 3 2 1 o Jalall 58l slael oslaiy 13
deal with unexpected problems LAl a2 oM<l

14 | Team leadership concentrates | 54 3 2 1 el de Gadl sals <3| 14
on correcting errors syl

15 The organization evaluatesnew | 54 3 2 1| (€2, zaaall Ly sty (;_\Zu 15
ideas Supportively and fairly T ) o

Jaley far -

16 Team members are willing to | 54 3 2 1 [ Jaas 3 Gopddl slacl oy 16
take responsibility for making Al Swasdl LI Ligad L gie
new ideas work s

17 The team often comes up with | 54 3 2 1 17

good ideas
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18 Your team has too much work [543 2 113 o5y T_\A A Jee olis,s gul| 18
to do in too little time T Jls 3,

19 | Team members support one an- | 54 3 2 1 [ zaf g nay 5,80 clael wlug| 19
other

20 Team members use personal | 54 3 2 1| yLo3y Gusdll eliaci PREC I 20
contacts to help the team in ‘s Goodll Saclud Load all
various ways T )

3ok

21 The team members show high [ 54 3 2 1 |33 25,00 Goodll sliaed ey 21
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quired for effectiveness ’

22 Team members have a goodun- | 54 3 2 1 | olaladl Bl slael oju 22
derstanding of each others per- fe JS) Tead i)
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23 | The team is good at learning | 54 3 2 1 | zun 5, gums Sl o Gusdll alats 23
from its mistakes

24 | The team shows a strong sense [ 54 3 2 1 |Lss Lua Gu,dll slanel ela| 24
of challenge in its work slas ooyl Leaddl) uasll

T sl ol el (ol gaall

25 Team members have a clear | 54 3 2 1 [(Kiae Gaa 3,8 elacl elfi| 25
sense of shared purpose s

25 | Team leadership tends to bein- [ 54 3 2 1 [ Zagle 465 0¥ Goodll 50ls Juas| 26
spirational Ga,al

27 The team displays strong com- | 5 4 3 2 1 | o1, Lulle Lowilis (3850 3u,dl Lol | 27
petitive attitudes among its Sl
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28 | The structure of the workisnot [ 54 3 2 1| jlay Je aclud ¥ Jool LS5 28
open to modifications through Gl Jae sl @)ans
team involvement B N

29 Team leadership tends to be re- | 54 3 2 1 de HSAL L Baodl sald e 29
sults oriented e

G.\

30 The team produces good quality | 54 3 2 1 | e cloady claiie Gudll &b 30
of product or service for its cus- ) @ A 5¢3;J_|
tomers :

31 The team recovers well from | 543 21 SBLAYS wa laa 358 Gagn| 31
disappointments

32 | The team is creative 54321 lease Goodll aad| 32

33 | Ideas flow smoothly between le- | 54 3 2 1 [ o gl oy U pgans LKW Ga| 33
vels and units in the organization KU 3 elas sl

34 Team members are committed | 54 3 2 1 34

to make new ideas work
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35 The team members show high | 54 3 2 Lige Solgas Goodl slidel aiad 35
professional skills required for 3oL, Jandl oY L8 Ll
effectiveness ) N

36 Workload pressures do not op- | 5 4 3 2 oy a5a3 JI Jeadl bis sus Y 36
erate in a positive way that en- Lolas ;)
hances performance T :

37 The team atmosphere is warm 5432 e 8all Basdl sa sl 37
38 Team members have contacts | 5 4 3 2 Goodll e oYlasl 3osal slaed 38
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