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Abstract: Even if creativity is an essential part of innovative work, surprisingly 

little is known about the creativity of employee-experts and entrepreneur-

experts. Awareness of the motivations that enhance creativity are important for 

any innovative company, because entrepreneurial motivations are likely to drive 

innovative individuals’ creativity and performance. We take the entrepreneurial 

motivation dimensions of achievement, materialism, flexibility and power into 

examination. We argue that there are differences in the motivations of employee-

experts and entrepreneur-experts in relation to their creative performance. We 

use survey data from 423 expert respondents to analyse the relationships between 

these different motivations and creative performance. Our results indicate that 

there are both similarities and differences between the employee-experts and 

entrepreneur-experts in terms of their drivers of creativity. Entrepreneur 

creativity is driven by the motivations of materialism, achievement and power; 

for entrepreneurs, flexibility is not important. Meanwhile, employee-expert 

creativity is driven by achievement and power motivations; for this group, both 

flexibility and materialism are not important. 

Keywords: Expert work; Experts; Motivation; Employee; Entrepreneur; 

Creativity; Performance; Achievement; Materialism; Flexibility; Power.   
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1 Introduction 
 

Around ten years ago, creativity in business was not a common topic in scholarly writing. 

However, creativity in addition to innovation is now a topic that needs to be taken seriously. 

Creativity does not only refer to people who have been traditionally considered creative 

such as artists but can also be attributed to other people, e.g., academic experts are required 

to be creative. Creativity, defined as creative performance behaviour (Montag et al., 2012), 

concerns an individual’s activities that generate novel and even outstanding ideas and 

solutions for emerging problems, capture opportunities, and take risks to demonstrate 

originality in one’s work (Tierney and Farmer, 2002; Tierney, Farmer and Graen, 1999; 

Amabile, 1996, 1997). Creativity, exemplified by creative contributions, is important for 

employees themselves, not to mention their organizations. Creativity is especially critical 

when the primary tasks of an individual concern innovation, research, new product 

development (R&D) and design. Additionally, creative employees produce value also for 

organisations where creativity is not directly required (Eisenberger and Aselage, 2009).  

There is wide agreement that both individual attributes and contextual aspects impact 

individual creativity (Oldham and Cummings, 1996; Amabile, 1996, Shalley and Gilson, 

2004; Egan, 2005; Liu et al., 2016; Dul, Ceylan and Jaspers, 2011). Motivations are the 

most studied individual factors in relation to creativity. Intrinsic motivation refers to an 

individual’s deep interest, enjoyment and passion in the task or broader work, while an 

extrinsically motivated individual is driven by external stimuli, that is, rewards, goals, 

reputation and recognition (Ryan and Deci, 2000). Where intrinsic motivation is identified 

as the key driver of individual creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996; Amabile, 1988; Tierney 

and Farmer, 2002), there are mixed results in terms of extrinsic motivation: some extrinsic 

motivations may undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan, 2002), but both types of 

motivation can also support each other (Thomas, 2000). Studies on creativity motivation 

suggest that different types of motivation beyond intrinsic motivation interact with personal 

and contextual factors to impact creativity (Deci and Ryan, 1985; Liu et al., 2016). Recent 

studies (e.g., Jayawarna et al., 2012) indicate that various combinations of motivations 

drive entrepreneurs’ performance. All in all, there are fewer studies, if any, that examine 

these different motivations, specifically in relation to expert creativity.  

We identified three major research gaps in current understanding. First, surprisingly 

little attention is paid to the factors that drive experts’ and entrepreneurs’ creativity (Liu et 

al., 2016), even though creativity is essential in knowledge work (Dul et al., 2011) and 

entrepreneurial processes (Chen and Yang, 2009; Mambula and Sawyer, 2004; Pretorius, 

Millard and Kruger, 2005; Zhou, 2008). Some scholars consider entrepreneurship to be a 

form of creativity, which displays creative entrepreneurial activity, that is, the generation 

and implementation of novel, useful ideas to profit a business (Ardichvili et al., 2003; 

Ward, 2004; Amabile, 1997; Dayan et al., 2013, Chen and Yang, 2009). Thus, it is likely 

that the same motivations drive both entrepreneurial creativity and performance. However, 

few studies, if any, have linked entrepreneurial motivations and entrepreneurs’ creativity. 

Second, while previous studies have examined the impact of motivation and innovativeness 

on work performance in general (often in terms of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation), they 

have not systematically evaluated different types of motivations such as the drive for 

achievement, flexibility or power, which might affect an individual’s creative performance. 

Third, the number of independent experts working as freelancers, self-employed 

entrepreneurs or both is increasing, and it is likely that various motivations in addition to 

intrinsic motivation drive these independent experts’ creativity. Past research shows that 



 

individuals vary in their level (amount) of motivation and type of motivation (Ryan and 

Deci, 2000) and that motivations also drive career choice (Feldman and Bolino, 2000; 

Schein, 1978, 1990; Jayawarna et al., 2013). It is therefore important to shed light on the 

types of motivations that drive the creative performance of highly educated experts in the 

contemporary economy.  

We rely on the assumption that highly educated experts (whether they work as 

employees or as entrepreneurs) are increasingly required to work with an entrepreneurial 

attitude in the contemporary environment; we therefore examine the effect of 

entrepreneurial motivations on expert creativity. For that purpose, we take entrepreneurial 

motivation, with the dimensions of achievement, materialism, flexibility and power 

(Jayawarna et al., 2011), as the starting point in our examination. We define entrepreneur-

experts as those who do not earn a wage or salary but gain their income using their 

profession at their own risk and for themselves, whereas employee-experts, in this paper, 

are those who earn a wage or salary (Parker, 2004). In addition, we argue, that there could 

be differences in how employee-experts1 and entrepreneur-experts2 are motivated in terms 

of creative performance. We therefore pose the following research questions: What are the 

effects of the entrepreneurial motivations of achievement, materialism, flexibility and 

power on expert creativity? and Are there differences between employee- and 

entrepreneur-experts in terms of the motivation-creative performance relationship? To 

answer these questions, we first conducted a literature review and then formulated 

hypotheses before empirically testing the hypotheses with data collected from 425 expert 

respondents via a web-based survey. 

 

2 Expert motivation and creativity  
 

Experts are highly educated people whose work involves a large amount of knowledge-

intensive aspects. The knowledge-intensive nature of expert work is grounded by 

autonomy, complex problem solving, knowledge creation and continuous development, 

which collectively result in creativity, invention and innovation. In this sense, expert work 

is grounded to great extent by entrepreneurial characteristics. Thus, certain kinds of aspects 

motivate and drive expert work. In the following section, we examine achievement, 

materialism, flexibility and power to explore potential relationships between these 

motivations and expert creativity.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 An employee-expert works for a company or other organisation on a fixed-term contract or 

permanent contract and to whom labour legislation is employed where applicable.  
2 An entrepreneur-expert includes may be an entrepreneur that employs other employees, self-

employment employed or working as an independent consultant or service provider independently 

with different partners and customers. 
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Achievement and materialism 

 

The motivation of achievement reflects a need for self-actualization and is grounded in 

intrinsic interest towards personal achievement, the work itself, responsibility, personal 

growth and development (Hertzberg, 1974). An individual’s intrinsic interest indicates   

enjoyment of work that makes a significant contribution to one’s creativity for its own sake 

(Shalley et al., 2004). As building high-level expertise demands extensive time and effort, 

experts tend to be self-motivated and driven by intrinsic curiosity (Amabile, 1993; 

Andreeva et al., 2006) and the related promise of their sense of achievement and curiosity 

being fulfilled. Achievement motivation refers to the willingness to take risks and generate 

novel ideas in order to be successful (James and Mazerolle, 2002), as well as using one’s 

problem solving abilities, which is likely to lead to even higher levels of creative 

performance. Hence, achievement-oriented individuals prefer novel solutions and may 

even see inappropriate known solutions as opportunities to come up with something new 

and challenging (James and Mazerolle, 2002). Where creative solutions are often less 

favourable for individuals due to their higher risks (Mueller et al., 2012), achievement-

motivated individuals, however, tend to see the risks of creative solutions as positive 

challenges (Shalley, 1995).  

Materialism can be seen as similar to the well-known concept of extrinsic motivation. 

Whereas intrinsic motivation refers to an individual’s internal desire to engage in a task for 

its own value, extrinsic motivation refers to a desire stemming from an outside stimulus 

such as tangible outcomes (Dubini, 1989), including wealth (Birley and Westhead, 1994), 

financial success or a good job (An et al., 2016; Ryan and Deci, 2000; Carter et al., 2003). 

Building on Maslow’s Hierarchy of Human Needs (Maslow, 1943), Inglehart posited that 

while everyone seeks freedom and autonomy, the highest value is placed on the most urgent 

needs. This is why in socioeconomic environments with low material sustenance and 

physical security, people are likely to prefer materialistic values. On the other hand, if 

materialistic goals have been fulfilled, “postmaterialist” values such as autonomy will be 

focused on (Inglehart, 1990). The relationship between socioeconomic conditions and 

priorities in values is not, however, obvious. The “socialization” hypothesis (Inglehart, 

1990) suggests that values do not change very much after an individual has reached 

adulthood (Rokeach, 1973). 

In previous research, the relationship between experts’ extrinsic motivation 

(materialism) and creative performance is not clear (An et al., 2016). Researchers have 

raised concerns over the negative effects of materialism on creative performance by 

minimizing the importance of intrinsic interest and creativity (Eisenberger and Aselage, 

2009), yet materialism, as extrinsic motivation, may also have an improving effect when 

extrinsic rewards are linked to the quality of the end result (An et al., 2016; Eisenberger 

and Aselage, 2009, Eisenberger et al., 1999; Eisenberger and Rhoades, 2001).  

 

Based on the context presented above, we hypothesise the following:  

 

H1: Achievement motivation is related to experts’ creativity. 

H2: Materialism motivation is related to experts’ creativity. 

 



 

Flexibility 

 

The dimension of flexibility, which refers to an entrepreneur’s desire to arrange one’s own 

work, combine work and family life and control one’s time and independence (Jayawarna, 

2013), is grounded in Dubini’s (1989) “freedom” factor and Carter et al.’s (2003) work on 

“independence”. Carter et al. (2003, p. 14) described independence as an “individual’s 

desire for freedom, control, and flexibility in the use of one’s time”. In short, flexibility as 

a motivation dimension could be described as an expert’s motivation to conduct his/her 

work in the way that best suits his/her task and extra-work life.   

Some studies link flexibility-related motivation to creativity. Scholars such as Shalley 

(1991, 1995), Oldham and Cummings (1996) and Amabile (1996) have stated that working 

environments that provide freedom are important for employees’ creativity and their 

creative performance. Work environments managed by superiors who are supportive and 

not overly controlling—and therefore enhance experts’ flexibility and independence—

foster creativity (Oldham and Cummings, 1996). Leadership has been deemed less 

necessary in knowledge-intensive expert organisations because these experts tend to be 

more intrinsically than extrinsically motivated, and leadership relates more to extrinsic that 

intrinsic factors (Goodall and Bäker, 2015). However, recent studies on leaders’ roles in 

organisational performance suggest that they have considerable influence in organisations 

such as universities, research institutes, and hospitals and that experts and professionals 

desire leadership by other experts and professionals with a deep understanding of the 

business of the organisation (Goodall and Bäker, 2015). Understanding the culture and 

value system of expert-employees, including their incentives and motivations, likely helps 

leaders create the right kinds of conditions for these employees. Such conditions, we 

believe, include an appreciation of flexibility as a motivating factor that will enhance the 

creativity of these experts.  

Entrepreneur-experts, on the other hand, are self-employed and self-led (self-

organised) and more or less able to determine their own work-life balance and maintain 

independence while still carrying the entire responsibility of a business in the absence of 

superiors. This refers also to freelancers and other types of independent expert workers in 

the modern economy. In this regard, we hypothesise the following: 

 

H3: Flexibility motivation is related to experts’ creativity. 

 

Power  

 

The concept of power refers to autonomy, that is, one’s desire to make decisions, have the 

freedom to adapt his or her own approaches to work and be “one’s own boss”. In other 

words, power is one’s “desire for controlling situations by being the ‘leader’” (Jayawarna, 

et al., 2013, 43). In this sense, autonomy is displayed by an individual leading and 

organising his or her own work; these are key characteristics of any expert, as well as 

entrepreneurial work. Previous studies by several scholars (Bucher and Stelling, 1969; 

Goodall and Bäker, 2015; Robertson and Hammersley, 2000; Robertson and Swan 2003) 

confirm that autonomy is important for knowledge workers. People with a high need for 

autonomy prefer doing self-directed work, are less likely to take others’ opinions and rules 
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into account and like to make decisions alone (Pritchard and Karasick, 1973). When 

comparing employee-experts to entrepreneur-experts, business ownership provides 

individuals more freedom to organise their work and personal life. Baum et al. (1993) 

pointed out that theories on entrepreneurship demonstrate that entrepreneurship as a work 

role is driven by the need to be autonomous from group pressure when allocating human 

and capital resources. 

Research on the relationship between power motivation and creativity is inconsistent. 

Some studies show that power is related to creativity (Galinsky et al., 2008), while others 

note the opposite (Kuhl and Katzen, 2008). It could be that powerful experts take more 

risks and are free from the influence of others and therefore end up being more creative. 

Without power, one might feel as if risk-taking is pointless and could therefore be more 

reluctant to take risks. The effect on creativity would likely be negative in this scenario. As 

Sligte et al. (2011) suggest, stability/instability could affect the power-creativity 

relationship. In an unstable situation, experts with less power could be more creative 

because they may be better able to see the chances of reward in the form of increased 

power. Powerful people, on the other hand, may show more tendency toward creativity in 

the presence of stability than in situations where their position is not stable and risk-taking 

is discouraged (Sligte et al., 2011). Based on this reasoning, it can be argued that if power 

motivates an expert, creativity likely increases, especially in the presence of stable 

conditions. We think this hypothesis could be especially true in the case of employee-

experts who may feel that they can only win by demonstrating creativity. We believe the 

hypothesis can also hold in the case of entrepreneur-experts, even if they may naturally 

hold more power and responsibility. On the other hand, entrepreneur-experts are driven 

towards risk-taking in any case, and therefore, we believe their power motivation is related 

to creativity, as well.  

Literature on entrepreneurial creativity shows that entrepreneurs need to make fast, 

situational and creative decisions to capture opportunities and utilise scarce resources 

(Timmons, 1999), which requires the appropriate power to make decisions. Thus, the 

power to organise and make decisions displays entrepreneurs’ creativity (Ardichvili et al., 

2003), that is, the creative solutions generated to achieve goals. It can be argued that the 

desire to make decisions and lead (power motivation) affects expert creativity.  

Therefore, we propose the following: 

 

H4: Power motivation is related to experts’ creativity.   

4 Methods 

Data collection  

 

Our analysis is based on survey data from respondents who are highly-educated Finnish 

experts and members of the trade union Academic Engineers and Architects in Finland 

(TEK). In Finland, academic engineers and architects graduate from the same institutions 

with approximately the same scope of studies in European Credit Transfer and 

Accumulation System (ECTS). The dataset was collected via a web-based questionnaire in 

spring 2016. The sample consists of respondents from experts across different companies 



 

and organizations and involve also independent entrepreneurs (company information was 

not collected in the survey in adherence to the principles of TEK). Because each respondent 

is an individual member of TEK, we treat them here as individual experts regardless of 

their work context.  

Altogether, 4940 questionnaires were sent, and we received 425 responses, 

representing a response rate of 8.6%. The final sample consists of 423 expert respondents, 

as two responses were removed due to incomplete answers. Of the respondents, 55.8% (N 

= 236) were employee-experts, 24.8% (N = 105) were entrepreneur-experts, and 19.5% (N 

= 82) were classified as “other respondents” (including academic engineering students (N 

= 24), unemployed experts (N = 26), retired experts (N = 27) and experts who are stay-at-

home parents (N = 5). Of the respondents, 26.7% (N = 112) were female, and 73.3% (N = 

310) were male. The age distribution of the respondents was as follows: 13.2% (N = 56) 

were under 29 years old, 20.3% (N = 86) were between 30 and 39, 26.2% (N = 111) were 

between 40 and 49, 21.3% (N = 90) were between 50 and 59 and 18.9% (N = 80) were 

over 60. In terms of educational attainment, the distribution of the respondents was as 

follows: 2.8% (N = 12) were students, 3.1% (N = 13) had a bachelor’s as their highest 

degree, 78.5% (N = 332) had a master’s as their highest degree, 15.1% (N = 64) had 

doctorates and 0.5% (N = 2) had other levels of educational attainment.   

Measures  

 

The measured constructs were multi-item constructs, and they were captured by a seven-

point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The constructs were adopted 

from existing scales in the extant literature and are presented in Appendix I. 

Individual creativity was measured with six items adapted from a study by Tierney, 

Farmer and Graen (1999). Self-reporting is the most relevant method of measurement in 

this study because the individuals themselves are in the best position to evaluate their 

creative behaviour (Shalley et. al., 2009; Conway and Lance, 2010). However, to test the 

common method bias likely present in self-reported measures, we used Harman’s one-

factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and found that the largest factor accounted for 34.59%. 

This indicated that common method bias was not a concern.   

Scales for the motivations of achievement, flexibility, materialism and power were 

adapted from the study by Jayawarna et al. (2011). Each motivation variable consisted of 

three items.   
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5 Analysis and findings  

 

A proposed theoretical model concerning the connections between the motivations 

(achievement, flexibility, materialism and power) of expert creativity was empirically 

tested with Partial Least Square (PLS) SEM analysis. The PLS SEM analysis was used to 

estimate the hypothesised causal relationships between the variables. 

Measurement model  

 

Composite reliability values of the constructs varied between 0.75 – 0.91, all of which are 

above the suggested value of 0.70 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Hair et al., 2011) and 

demonstrate high levels of internal consistency reliability (Table 1).  

Construct reliability (CR) and convergent validity of the constructs represent internal 

consistency. The construct reliability of the all the constructs showed a high reliability 

(value above the threshold 0.70). For convergent validity, first, the average variance 

extracted (AVE) value of each construct should exceed the cut-off (0.50); the AVE values 

of the constructs varied between 0.51 – 0.73 (Table 1). Second, the outer loadings of each 

item should exceed the cut-off (0.60). We accepted one individual indicator with loading 

of 0.56 on the materialism scale because the scale was equal with the Jayawarna et al. 

(2013) scale. This is in line with Barclay et al. (1995) and Hair et al. (2011) who suggest 

that lower single indicator loadings could be acceptable if composite reliability is high 

enough (in this case, composite reliability of the materialism construct is 0.75).    

 

 

Table 1 Construct statistics 

 

Construct Mean SD AVE 

Composite 

reliability 

 

Item loadings 

Creativity 5.0307 0.93473 0.63 0.91 
 

0.74-0.84 

Materialism 5.3117 0.88214 0.51 0.75 
 

0.56-0.91 

Achievement 5.1245 0.90737 0.54 0.78 
 

0.69-0.79 

Flexibility 5.7037 0.81847 0.60 0.81 
 

0.64-0.90 

Power 5.2931 1.01786 0.73 0.89 
 

0.84-0.87 
 

 

. 

 

 

To assess discriminant validity, we compared the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell and 

Larcker, 1981) with cross loadings by comparing the square root of the AVE (on the 

diagonal in Table 2) with the correlations between the latent constructs. All the square root 

values of AVE were higher than the correlations between latent constructs, and the 

discriminant validity is confirmed (Hair et al., 2011). Furthermore, all the items loaded 

highest on the proposed construct, which indicates discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2011). 

 
 



 

Table 2 Correlation matrix   

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Creativity    0.79        

2. Materialism 0.32**   0.71       

3. Achievement 0.50** 0.38**   0.73      

4. Flexibility 0.22** 0.42**   0.33**   0.77     

5. Power 0.46** 0.53**   0.52** 0.54**    0.85    

6. Education 0.21** 0.12*   0.08 0.21**    0.12*   1.00   

7. Gender 0.16** -0.03   0.04 -0.06   -0.02  -0.13**   1.00  

8. Age 0.15**  0.03   0.20** 0.13**  0.13**   0.29** 0.19** 1.00 

 

   Note1: **) correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed),    

                 *) correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)  

   Note2: The square root of the construct’s AVE value is presented on the diagonal (in bold). 

    

To assess the model’s predictive accuracy (R²) and the significance of the structural paths, 

we conducted the PLS Bootstrapping procedure. The results of that procedure are discussed 

in the following section.    

 

Results 
 

When testing the hypothesised model with the full dataset (N = 423), the model was able 

to explain 36.6% of the variance in expert creativity. The results show (Table 3) that the 

motivation constructs of materialism (extrinsic motivation) (H1: β = 0.014; p < 0.025), 

achievement (intrinsic motivation) (H2: β = 0.347; p < 0.005) and power (H4: β = 0.250; 

p < 0.005) all had a positive and significant impact on expert creativity. However, 

flexibility (H3: β = -0.097; p < 0.05) had a negative and significant impact on expert 

creativity. Regarding the control variables, education (β = 0.187, p < 0.005) and gender (β 

= 0.184, p < 0.005) had a positive and strong impact on expert creativity, whereas age (β = 

-0.019) was non-significant.  

After analysing the data as one collective sample, we compared the results of 

employees-experts (N = 236) with entrepreneur-experts (N = 105) in order to gain more 

insights on possible differences between the motivations of highly-educated experts whose 

career choices differed in terms of employment vs. entrepreneurship. 

While testing the hypothesised model with the entrepreneur dataset (N = 105) the 

model was able to explain 37.9% of the variance in entrepreneur-expert creativity. The 

results (Table 3) show that materialism (H1: β = 0.200; p < 0.01), achievement (H2: β = 

0.262; p < 0.005) and power (H4: β = 0.154; p < 0.05) all had a positive and significant 

impact on entrepreneur creativity. In contrast, the impact of flexibility (H3: β = 0.038) was 

non-significant. Of the control variables, education (β = 0.247; p < 0.005) and gender (β = 

0.266; p < 0.005) were significant, whereas age was non-significant (β = -0.086).  
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Table 3 Testing the model    

 

All experts  (N=423; R² = 0.366) Path coefficient T Statistics 

 

Sig.  

H1 Materialism -> Creativity 0.1042 2.08 ** 0.025 

H2 Achievement -> Creativity 0.3472 7.07 *** 0.005 

H3 Flexibility -> Creativity  -0.0965 1.86 * 0.05 

H4 Power -> Creativity  0.2495 4.13 *** 0.005 

     

Education -> Creativity 0.187 4.82 ** 0.005 

Gender -> Creativity 0.1837 4.61 ** 0.005 

Age -> Creativity -0.019 0.45   

    
 

Entrepreneur-experts (N=105; R² = 0.379) Path coefficient T Statistics 
 

H1 Materialism -> Creativity 0.1995 2.37 ** 0.01 

H2 Achievement -> Creativity 0.2617 2.83 *** 0.005 

H3 Flexibility -> Creativity  0.0375 0.41   

H4 Power -> Creativity  0.1542 1.75 * 0.05 

     

Education -> Creativity 0.2467 3.10 *** 0.005 

Gender -> Creativity 0.2663 3.31 *** 0.005 

Age -> Creativity -0.0963 1.07   

    
 

Employee-experts  (N=236; R² = 0.376) Path coefficient T Statistics 
 

H1 Materialism -> Creativity 0.0992 1.34   

H2 Achievement -> Creativity 0.3969 6.07 *** 0.005 

H3 Flexibility -> Creativity  -0.1166 1.55   

H4 Power -> Creativity  0.2286 2.40 ** 0.025 

     

Education -> Creativity 0.2018 3.42 *** 0.005 

Gender -> Creativity 0.1684 3.07 *** 0.005 

Age -> Creativity 0.0081 0.16   

    
 

 

 

Finally, we tested the model with the employee dataset (N = 236). The model was able 

to explain 37.6% of the variance in employee-expert creativity (Table 3). More specifically, 

achievement (H2: β = 0.397; p < 0.005) and power (H4: β = 0.229; p < 0.025) had a positive 

and significant impact on employee-expert creativity. In contrast, the motivations of 

materialism (H1: β = 0.099; p < 0.1) and flexibility (H3: β = -0.117; p < 0.1) were non-

significant. Of the control variables, education (β = 0.202; p < 0.005) and gender (β = 

0.168; p < 0.005) were significant, whereas age was non-significant (β = -0.008).  

 



 

6 Discussion and contribution 

The effect of motivations on expert creativity in general 

 

In this study, we examined the impact of four dimensions of entrepreneurial motivations 

on creativity: achievement, materialism, flexibility and power. Additionally, we examined 

the motivation-creativity relationship amongst two groups: employee-experts and 

entrepreneur-experts. First, we found that the motivations of materialism, achievement, and 

power are important and contribute to expert creativity in our collective sample. These 

findings align with previous studies showing that both intrinsic (achievement) and extrinsic 

(materialism) motivations drive expert creativity. Although intrinsic motivation is seen as 

a key driver of individual creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1998; Amabile, 1988; Tierney and 

Farmer, 2002), extrinsic motivation is also important for individual creativity (Deci and 

Ryan, 1985; Liu et al., 2016). Furthermore, our results add to current understanding by 

showing that entrepreneurial motivations are related to expert creativity, a field still 

relatively under researched. Additionally, we found that the motivation of flexibility is 

important for experts in general, as well, but it contributes negatively to expert creativity. 

This was somewhat surprising as flexibility refers to one’s interest in organising one’s own 

work, that is, one’s desire to have freedom and autonomy to make decisions regarding 

one’s own work. One explanation for this negative relationship could be that, given the 

general sample included students, retired experts and unemployed experts, too much 

freedom directs a relatively large amount of time and focus on organising time spent away 

from the creative work. This could also hint that inexperience (in students, for example) 

determines a need for control or being in a situation where one might otherwise call for 

incentives and the organising of one’s own time (amongst retired experts and unemployed 

experts, for example). Too much time and flexibility can also become a “block to 

creativity”. There might also be individual differences between drivers of creativity, and it 

might be that highly intrinsically motivated experts are less willing to spend time 

organising and prefer to use their time on “what really matters”.   

Similarities and differences between entrepreneur-experts and employee-experts 

in terms of their motivations 

 

A closer look at employee-experts and entrepreneur-experts revealed both similarities and 

differences in terms of their creativity drivers. Entrepreneur-expert creativity was driven 

by the motivations of materialism, achievement and power, whereas flexibility was not 

important. In contrast, employee-expert creativity was driven by achievement and power 

motivations, whereas flexibility and materialism were not important.  

All in all, the motivations of achievement and power were common for both groups. 

However, the impact of achievement motivation on creativity was much stronger among 

employee-experts compared to the entrepreneur-experts. In addition, the expert groups 

differed in terms of materialism motivation, which had an impact on entrepreneur-expert 

creativity but not on employee-expert creativity. This finding may also explain the 

difference in achievement motivation, namely highly intrinsically motivated employee-

experts might be less driven by materialism, whereas materialism (extrinsic) motivation 

may be highly important for entrepreneur-expert creativity because this creative activity 

could be the only source of household income and could therefore be a necessity, in a sense. 
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Consequently, this finding refers to past research, namely the scholarly discussion on 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. Our study adds to current understanding by showing 

that both extrinsic and intrinsic motivations are important and contribute to entrepreneur-

expert creativity.  

The finding that the motivation of power was important for both expert groups’ 

creativity was in line with previous studies (Bucher and Stelling, 1969; Goodall and Bäker, 

2015; Robertson and Hammersley, 2000; Robertson and Swan, 2003). This motivation 

seemed to be more important for employee-experts than for entrepreneur-experts, which 

implies that experts employed by organisations may feel their situation to be stable enough 

to allow for the risk taking required in creative activities (Sligte et al., 2011), whereas 

entrepreneur-experts could be less encouraged to take major risks. However, as stated 

above, entrepreneurship always involves risk-taking and require decision-making power 

(Ardichvili et al., 2003); this can aid in our understanding of the positive impact of the 

motivation of power in both groups of experts.  

Contribution   

 

The outcomes of this study show that various motivations contribute to expert creativity. 

While previous studies on creativity motivation have shown that different types of 

motivations interact with personal and contextual factors to impact creativity (Deci and 

Ryan, 1985; Liu et al., 2016) and that they can also support each other (Thomas, 2000), we 

demonstrate that various entrepreneurial motivations contribute to expert creativity.  

In the contemporary work environment, organisational aspects are becoming blurred 

and are even disappearing as an increasing number of experts are self-employed or self-

organised in organisations. Consequently, “the greatest contribution to creativity may be 

expected from people who have reached the self-actualization stage (and their lower) needs 

are already met” (Maslow, 1954; Brennan and Dooley, 2005). However, there is a need for 

future studies that identify the motivations that drive experts and analyse the interactions 

and mechanisms through which these motivations impact employee-/entrepreneur-expert 

creativity.  

Our study contributes to understanding of expert motivation by proposing a dynamic 

relationship between motivation types and the creative performance of individuals. The 

effect of entrepreneur motivation on creativity has thus far not been sufficiently examined, 

and our research provides new insights on this relationship by examining highly educated 

experts in technology and by comparing entrepreneurs with those employed by companies 

in terms of their motivation-creativity relationships. We also add to the growing discussion 

on individual-level issues in innovation management, where research has started to pay 

more and more attention only rather recently (Frishammar et al., 2015; Hannah and 

Robertson, 2015; Ritala et al., 2015). 

The present study makes two theoretical contributions. First, as far as we know, this is 

the first study that builds a link between entrepreneurial motivations and creativity. 

Previous studies on individual creativity have focussed on individual intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations (Deci and Ryan, 1985; Amabile, 1996; Liu et al., 2016), showing that creative 

individuals (including experts) are intrinsically motivated (Csikszentmihalyi, 1998, 

Amabile, 1988; Tierney and Farmer, 2002). In line with this, studies on entrepreneurial 

creativity have used a similar set of motivations (e.g., Amabile, 1997). We contribute to 

the identified research gap on entrepreneurial creativity (Liu et al., 2016) by proposing a 

novel research design and presenting empirical evidence that entrepreneurial motivations 



 

of materialism, achievement and power are important and contribute to entrepreneurs’ 

creativity. Second, our results add to the current understanding of expert (knowledge 

worker) creativity (e.g., Liu et al., 2016) by showing that the entrepreneurial motivations 

of achievement and power also drive the creative performance of employee-experts. Thus, 

there are both similarities and differences in terms of the motivations of knowledge-

intensive expert work and entrepreneurship. The major difference is that materialism is not 

an important motivation for employee-expert creativity, but it is important for 

entrepreneur-expert creativity.   

A practical implication of the outcomes of this study is that organisations aiming to 

utilise the creativity of highly educated experts, either internal experts or external self-

employed experts, need to pay attention to the aspects that motivate these experts to 

demonstrate their creativity. Stimulating and challenging work motivates experts to 

achieve and put effort into reaching solutions that are not necessarily the most obvious 

ones. As companies in knowledge-intensive industries, and especially in the field of 

technology, are highly dependent on their employees’ creativity and ability to innovate, it 

is important for managers to know how certain motivations affect experts’ creative 

performance. From an innovation management point of view, identifying which 

motivational factors benefit an individual’s creative performance should be of benefit, as 

this information can help management to enhance creativity, as well as prepare for different 

kinds of employee-related innovation risks, for example, by adjusting an HRM system to 

support the motivation of employees or entrepreneurs, as contributing external experts. 

Our study has certain limitations. First, our focus was on the entrepreneurial 

motivations of achievement, materialism, power and flexibility, and our study did not 

consider nor test the specific concept of intrinsic motivation, identified as a key driver of 

individual creativity, although achievement motivation is similar to this concept 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1996, Amabile, 1988; Tierney and Farmer, 2002). In future studies, 

intrinsic motivation should be tested in parallel to entrepreneurial motivations in the 

research design. Another limitation of this study is that we studied the direct impact of 

entrepreneurial motivation on expert creativity, even though previous studies have shown 

mixed results regarding the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations (Deci and Ryan, 

2002; Thomas, 2000). Thus, future studies should examine the mediating and moderating 

relations between motivations on expert creativity. This was noted also by Liu et al. (2016). 

Furthermore, our study focussed on motivations and ignored the possible effects of 

personal and contextual factors that may interact with motivations (Deci and Ryan, 1985; 

Liu et al., 2016). Other issues that could affect the findings regarding materialism 

motivation are household income and duration of entrepreneurship, which could be 

controlled in further studies. For example, students might be more motivated by 

materialism due to their limited income while completing their studies. Also, entrepreneurs 

earlier in their careers may be more motivated by materialism. In our study, we did not pay 

attention to skills and abilities, which most likely play mediating or moderating roles in the 

motivation-creativity relationship. Future studies should also consider these interactions in 

their research design. Additionally, there might be differences between the characteristics, 

motivation and behaviour of engineers and architects, who were analysed collectively in 

this study. These differences should be considered in future studies. Although the education 

of engineers and architects differs to some extent, our interest was on all members of the 

union. Moreover, we did not control for the content of the union members’ current jobs, 

and it is very likely that these experts (architects and engineers) work in a wide range of 

fields and positions, even those that might be atypical for their educational background.  
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