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RESEARCH NOTE

Boredom in the Creative Studio

Mario Vafeas

University of the West of England, Bristol, UK

ABSTRACT
Despite its high incidence in the workplace, boredom is yet to be examined in the context of
the creative studio. This concern is particularly pertinent because creative personality types are
reported to be more boredom prone than others and because, in general, boredom is nega-
tively associated with motivation, a key determinant of creativity and workplace performance.
Using control-value theory (CVT) and based on interviews with more than 30 creatives, this art-
icle reveals situational antecedents, with their associated control and value appraisals, which
lead to creatives becoming bored. Poor briefing, lack of autonomy, and insufficient feedback
lead to low control appraisals, while repetition and task-identity incongruence result in low
value appraisals. The article examines the consequences of boredom both in terms of individ-
ual (reduced or diverted effort) and social (asocial or antisocial) behavior. It also recommends
strategies for suppressing the emergence of boredom in the studio.

We speak of all sorts of terrible things that happen to
people, but we rarely speak about one of the most
terrible of all; that is, being bored. (Fromm 1997, p. 118)

Despite being a common emotion in the workplace,
boredom—an aversive state of wanting but being
unable to engage in satisfying activity—is poorly under-
stood and worthy of further research (Raffaelli, Mills,
and Christoff 2018). In advertising literature, emotions
have been studied in relation to advertising appeals
(Poels and Dewitte 2019), advertising outcome variables
(e.g., Eisend 2017), and relational bonds between clients
and their advertising agencies (e.g., Chu et al. 2019).
Boredom itself has been studied in connection with
advertising repetition (e.g., Schmidt and Eisend 2015).
However, as a workplace phenomenon in the creative
industries, boredom has been largely ignored. This fact
is surprising given its negative impact on motivation
(Mael and Jex 2015). Motivation determines the inten-
sity, direction, and duration of work-related behavior
and is important because it has a positive impact on
creativity (Amabile and Pratt 2016).

Based on interviews with more than 30 creatives, the
aim of this research is to explore the antecedents and
impact of boredom in the creative studio and identify
strategies to alleviate it. While there is a limited number
of studies investigating the impact of boredom on

creativity, a search of the literature suggests this is the
first study of boredom in a real-world creative context.
Previous studies recruited participants from the general
population (Mann and Cadman 2014) or from students
(Gasper and Middlewood 2014). Given that boredom
proneness varies by personality type, and creativity is
associated with specific personality variables (Hunter
et al. 2016), conducting research with creatives them-
selves may reveal new insights. Furthermore, these pre-
dominantly laboratory-based studies induce boredom in
participants and then switch them to a new task before
measuring creativity. The relief experienced by switching
to a new task will likely have a positive impact on motiv-
ation and performance; these previous studies are not
measuring the experience and impact of boredom during
a tedious task. The only study (Haager, Kuhbander, and
Pekrun 2018) to explore creativity in the context of task-
induced boredom also recruits participants from the stu-
dent population. Regarding research setting, research
into boredom in a natural work environment will com-
plement laboratory-based experiments. While the latter
offer a high degree of control, the setting is artificial.
Research in a work setting means participants are
engaged in activities as normal in a real-world context
(Fine and Elsbach 2000). An additional advantage is the
longevity of the boredom experience. Participants in a
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laboratory experiment will be aware that their boredom
will be transient. Workplace boredom, on the other
hand, has the potential to be long term with no antici-
pated relief.

The study is justified because, despite its potential
to diminish motivation and creativity, boredom has
escaped attention in the context of workplaces where
creativity is an integral part of people’s jobs. This
study employs control-value theory (CVT) (Pekrun
2006) as its theoretical framework. CVT proposes that
an individual’s motivation and behavior are influenced
by positive or negative emotions that result from an
assessment of personal control over, and perceived
value of, activities and outcomes.

There follows a review of literature on the dimen-
sions, causes, and consequences of boredom and a
description of CVT. The research method is outlined,
and it is followed by study findings. The article con-
cludes with a discussion of the findings and practi-
tioner implications.

Literature

Boredom

Although definitions of workplace boredom vary, there is
agreement on several fundamentals. State, as opposed to
chronic, boredom is situation specific and transient
(Fisher 1993). It is an unpleasant and dissatisfying experi-
ence and considered an affective state of low arousal
(Eastwood et al. 2012), although in some instances suffer-
ers of boredom experience high arousal such as frustra-
tion (Merrifield and Danckert 2014). There are cognitive
components too, such as lack of interest in an activity
and mind wandering (Smallwood and Schooler 2015).

There are several potential causes of boredom
including routine, constraint, and excessive or insuffi-
cient challenge (Cummings, Gao, and Thornburg
2016; Niemiec and Ryan 2009). Consequences of bore-
dom include a lack of engagement, reduced task per-
formance, and a greater propensity to make mistakes
(Camacho-Morles et al. 2021).

Control-Value Theory

CVT (Pekrun 2006) provides an appropriate framework
with which to explore boredom. What distinguishes
CVT from its close relative self-determination theory
(SDT) (Ryan and Deci 2000) is its focus on emotions,
their antecedents, and their impact on competency-
based and achievement-related activities and outcomes.
SDT has been used extensively to study the relationship
between motivation and creativity (see Liu et al. 2016).
However, unlike CVT, which acknowledges the interplay

between emotions and motivation, SDT is seldom used
to study the impact of emotions on motivation and per-
formance (see Sutter-Brandenberger, Hagenauer, and
Hascher 2018). Given that CVT is the dominant frame-
work for studying emotions in achievement settings,
with empirical evidence to support the directional link
between environmental antecedents, cognitive appraisals,
emotions, and performance (Buhr, Daniels, and Goegan
2019), it is more likely than other theories of motivation
to increase understanding of the impact of boredom, a
negative emotion, on creative performance.

CVT argues that, on the basis of cognitive apprais-
als of an activity and/or its outcome, individuals
experience emotions that are positive or negative, acti-
vating or deactivating. Emotions influence motivation,
which impacts performance. There are two types of
appraisals: control and value.

Control comprises expectancies and attributions.
Expectancy is the extent to which the individual can
exert influence over an activity, while attribution is the
retrospective appraisal of the causes of an outcome
(Pekrun 2006). Besides control, individuals appraise the
intrinsic and extrinsic value of an activity or outcome.
Intrinsic value derives from activities that are inherently
satisfying, while extrinsic value describes outcomes that
have instrumental usefulness (Ryan and Deci 2000).
Positive emotions should maximize, and negative emo-
tions reduce, motivation and performance (Tze, Daniels,
and Klassen 2016). Based on these theories, three
research questions are presented:

RQ1: What control and value appraisals lead to task-
related boredom in the real-world context of a cre-
ative workplace?

RQ2: What are the consequences of task-related bore-
dom in the real-world context of a creative workplace?

RQ3: How can leaders of creative studios suppress or
mitigate boredom?

Method

Data Collection and Analysis

Given the purpose of the research was exploratory, the
author adopted a qualitative approach. Using member
lists from U.K. trade organizations, the author identi-
fied and contacted 75 agencies with 20 or more
employees. Agencies of this size were more likely to
work with an extensive client list and have a diverse set
of experiences. A total of 16 agencies agreed to partici-
pate. Although precise terminology varied, each was a
full-service/integrated communications agency. There
were 32 individual participants, with two creatives from
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each agency. Interviewing stopped after 32 interviews
because the researcher judged data saturation had been
reached and that further interviews would be unlikely
to reveal additional insights. The stopping criterion was
four consecutive interviews with no new ideas or
themes (see Francis et al. 2010). In terms of participant
industry experience, the minimum was 10 years and
the maximum was 34 years. Agency size ranged from
25 to 65 employees. Contextual information for the
participants is contained in Table 1. Interviews were
conducted June to September 2020 using Microsoft
Teams.

Interviews were one-on-one and semistructured.
The interview protocol covered the incidence and
identification of boredom, antecedents, consequences,
and mitigation strategies. Interviews were audio
recorded and transcribed. Average interview duration
was 58minutes.

Data analysis, using NVivo 12, started with the
author attaching descriptive codes to units of text in
each transcript. In the interests of internal reliability,
an experienced researcher-colleague also coded six
transcripts. Evaluation of intercoder agreement, using
Perreault and Leigh’s (1989) measure for two judges,
produced a coefficient of 0.84, which was deemed
acceptable and confirmation of reliability (see Rust

and Cooil 1994). Once coding was complete, first-
order codes were abstracted to the categorical themes
of control and value. For example, being “spoon-fed”
solutions by the client was abstracted to [lack of] con-
trol. Meaningless work was abstracted to [lack of]
intrinsic value. Having nothing significant to show for
time spent on a task was abstracted to [lack of] extrin-
sic value. Experiences of monotony, tedium, and, of
course, boredom were abstracted to boredom.
Consequences of boredom were categorized as indi-
vidual behaviors related to effort and social behaviors
related to interactions with colleagues.

Regarding validity, the researcher conducted pilot
interviews with two senior industry practitioners to
check clarity and relevance. Study participants were
invited to review their respective transcripts. Four
accepted the offer and confirmed their transcripts were
accurate reflections of what they had said. Once ana-
lyzed, the author shared data from the whole sample
with all participants, asking if the summary reflected
their experiences. Ten participants responded. Nothing
in their responses necessitated a reinterpretation. Finally,
the author shared the findings, in a workshop, with
industry practitioners. Of the 28 that attended, 11 had
participated in the study. The remaining 17 attendees
shared similar characteristics (role, seniority, and agency

Table 1. Contextual information for research participants.
Participant
(Pseudonym) Role Years in Industry

Agency:
A1 to A16

Agency: Number of
Employees (Approx.)

Abigail AD 21 A3 65
Andy CD 34 A1 25
Anthony GD 12 A16 30
Celine CD 11 A12 35
Christine CD 14 A5 35
Claire GD 11 A15 30
Clive CD 17 A16 30
David GD 13 A1 25
Duncan CD 20 A10 20
Emma CD 22 A13 45
Gillian GD 15 A11 25
Harry AD 20 A9 60
James GD 11 A14 35
Jill AD 15 A6 50
Joe GD 10 A12 35
Leo CD 12 A3 65
Matt AD 13 A8 55
Maurice CW 20 A13 45
Michelle GD 12 A10 20
Mike CD 25 A7 40
Nancy CD 27 A11 25
Nick GD 20 A6 50
Pam CW 12 A7 40
Paul GD 14 A2 25
Sarah CD 22 A9 60
Scott AD 16 A4 35
Steve CD 30 A8 55
Teresa CW 11 A4 35
Tim AD 20 A15 30
Tom CD 15 A14 35
Vanessa CD 14 A2 25
Vicky GD 10 A5 35

Note. AD¼ art director; CD¼ creative director; CW¼ copywriter; GD¼ graphic designer.
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profile) with the participants. The event confirmed that
data analysis and interpretation were credible and trans-
ferable beyond the sample, and no new theoretical
insight was generated.

Findings

The findings are structured according to control and
value appraisals and their respective antecedents and
consequences. Strategies to mitigate the emergence of
boredom are addressed. Figure 1 displays antecedents,
control-value appraisals, emotions, and consequences
identified in the research.

Control Appraisals

Three situational factors had an impact on control
appraisals: quality of task briefing, level of task autonomy,
and the quality of performance feedback. When appraised
unfavorably, they induced boredom and reduced motiv-
ation to invest cognitive resources in a task.

Task Briefing
Poor quality task briefing by clients leads creatives to
conclude there is insufficient control to produce an
effective outcome:

We frequently find that clients can’t articulate what
they want. You can’t solve a problem when you don’t
know what it is you are meant to be solving. You end
up with totally bored and disengaged creatives. (Emma,
creative director)

The brief is like a fishing net. There are more holes
than material. We have to decode and clarify what
they are asking for, but the client gets resentful and
says, “You’re supposed to be helping me.” It’s
frustrating and has a negative impact on enthusiasm
and energy levels. (Joe, graphic designer)

Whereas the literature suggests that low outcome
expectancy is often associated with task difficulty (e.g.,
Wigfield and Eccles 2000), in these examples it is the
result of ambiguous task briefing. The anticipated fail-
ure to achieve a satisfactory outcome is attributed to
shortcomings in the client’s instruction, leading to dis-
engagement and reduced effort.

Participants highlighted the mitigating effects of a
good client relationship. It gives them confidence to
query and clarify the brief. Improvements in the qual-
ity of the brief enhance the perceived level of control
and increase engagement.

Task Autonomy
Lack of task autonomy was a second cause of low control
appraisal. Creatives are constrained by an overly pre-
scriptive brief, leading to the loss of a sense of agency:

Sometimes the decisions are made for you. You’re
spoon-fed everything. If you’re not given the freedom
to be creative, you get bored. The enthusiasm goes, and
your heart’s not in it. You’re no longer proud of it,
because you no longer own it. (Andy, creative director)

It’s a sad place to be when they say, “Just do it.” You
end up disillusioned and then bored by the whole
experience. (Nick, graphic designer)

Figure 1. Control-value appraisals and consequences.
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Lack of autonomy is demoralizing because it
reduces ownership (Amabile 1997). The result is a
desire to finish the task quickly and with minimal
effort. The perception of constraint is also evident
when client and creative have different aspirations:
“We want the client to go further, but they don’t have
the same fire in their belly. They can’t see that the
only way to look different in the category is to
embrace risk” (Celine, creative director).

Performance Feedback
Poor quality performance feedback from the client
was the third antecedent of perceived lack of control.
There were two elements: infrequent feedback and
lack of transparency. Infrequent feedback means there
is a lack of understanding of what represents a suc-
cessful outcome:

How can you do well if you aren’t told the impact of
what you are doing? You end up working blind,
hoping it’s working . . . but you quickly lose interest.
It’s demotivating. (Leo, creative director)

You’re far more likely to put effort into impressing
the client if you feel like your work is appreciated.
When they say nothing, you think, “Why bother?”
(Vicky, graphic designer)

A lack of transparency as to why work has received
poor feedback undermines subsequent task motivation
(compare Daniels 2020). Duncan, a creative director,
said, “Boredom is a consequence of being told ‘That’s
not good enough,’ but not being told why. The desire
to please dissipates.”

To mitigate the lack of feedback, some made an
effort within the agency to recognize achievements:
“Whatever the achievement, celebrate it, even the dull
stuff, the non-award-winning stuff. You show people
there’s value in it. If they get respect, they put more
effort in” (Harry, art director).

Value Appraisals

Task Challenge
The extent to which a task was challenging or meaning-
ful influenced value perceptions. There were two ele-
ments to task challenge: repetition and identity threat.
Repetitive work leads to boredom and reduced
motivation:

Change and challenge keep us going. Everyone wants to
work on an exciting pitch. People get bored with stuff
that’s been around for a while. (Nancy, creative director)

When creatives are asked to dedicate their lives to
one client and one brief, year after year, they just

regurgitate the same stuff, and it gets very boring.
(Scott, art director)

Feeling underchallenged leads to the perception that
there is little intrinsic value in the task, resulting in
boredom (Van Tilburg and Igou 2012). A range of
terms was used to describe repetitive work, including
churn, and template, work. The work is also considered
to be of no extrinsic value to the individual in terms of
career development. Ironically, as Clive, a creative dir-
ector, noted, jobs such as these often generate substan-
tial revenue for the agency: “I call these meat-and-
potato jobs. They’re the ones that keep the agency
going.” Furthermore, agencies can fall into the trap of
assigning the same task to the same person because the
individual, who is intimately acquainted with the job, is
likely to be more efficient than a newcomer to the job.
Abigail, an art director, cautioned, “There’s a balance
to be struck between exploiting the knowledge that’s
built up about the client in certain individuals and
mixing things up to get a fresh perspective and give
individuals a break from the routine.”

The issue of underchallenging work is related to work
identity or the meanings that individuals attach to them-
selves (Gergen 1991). Several participants identified two
personality types, variously called “climbers and camp-
ers” or “hunters and farmers.” The climbers/hunters
have a strong sense of identity and a clear idea of the
type of work that nurtures their identity. They see no
value in repetitive and underchallenging work and con-
sider it an identity threat: “The climbers know what they
want in life. They love creating big ideas. The mundane
is for someone else. Give them the wrong job and you
can see their boredom, their physical agitation” (Steve,
creative director). When climbers appraise an identity-
implicating task to be of low value, their emotional and
behavioral responses are negative (compare Bataille and
Vough 2022). Matt, an art director, agreed: “When I
look at my team, we have hunters and farmers. The
hunters are fantastic at coming up with initial concepts,
big ideas. But as soon as you ask them to work on some-
thing that’s been done before, they’re bored.”

Task Meaningfulness
In addition to cognitive challenge, value is assessed by
task meaningfulness, or the relevance of the task con-
text. Person-context incongruence leads to a low value
appraisal:

I did some work for an adoption agency. I had a real
desire to produce a great outcome. On the other
hand, when it’s something I can’t connect with, like
we had a client in the defense sector, I soon get
bored. (Gillian, graphic designer)
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One of our clients is in the financial services sector. I
worked on a thirty-two-page brochure on mergers
and acquisitions. It meant nothing to me. There’s no
satisfaction in the work. It was so incredibly tedious.
(David, graphic designer)

While in the majority of instances, repetitive and/or
incongruent work leads to low value appraisals, some
highlighted the mitigating effect of a good client rela-
tionship: “If there’s a good relationship, then no mat-
ter how mundane the work, or how many times they
ask you to move a comma and then an hour later
move it back again, you’ll do it, because you love the
client” (Anthony, graphic designer).

Regarding the interaction between control and
value appraisals, the findings suggest that even when
levels of control are high, boredom will still occur if
the value appraisal is low:

There are some projects where we already know the
coordinates. We’ve worked on it for the last five years.
We know the brand, what works, and what the client
likes. There’s no challenge. We become stale, bored,
and the result is monotone. (Mike, creative director)

Despite clarity of task briefing and performance
feedback (high control), the lack of challenge (low
value) leads to boredom. Although literature on the
interactive effects of control and value antecedents is
limited, this finding is in line with evidence that sug-
gests boredom can emerge under both high and low
control conditions if value appraisal is low (see Tam
et al. 2021).

With regard to managing boredom from low value
appraisals, Tom, a creative director, reminds the team
of the importance of even mundane work: “Every job
is a gift. However mundane, it pays our wages, so we
can’t be complacent.” Christine, a creative director,
who associated boredom with the danger of appearing
complacent, stressed the need to look for incremental
improvements in repetitive work: “We need to be
thinking, ‘It’s good, but how can we make it better?’”
Vanessa, also a creative director, prefers to highlight
the significance of the work for the client:

Instead of saying, “The client needs a PowerPoint
presentation,” provide some context so they
understand the impact their work will have. Tell them
the client will be standing in front of three hundred
of the most influential financiers in the U.K.

Consequences

This study identified both low- and high-activation
boredom (Eastwood et al. 2012). Low-activation bore-
dom has a negative impact on intensity and duration

of effort, leading to substandard performance (Harju
and Hakanen 2016). As Andy, a creative director, put
it, “Copy, paste, bang, done. It’s about minimum
effort. There’s no motivation to do more.” A second
consequence is the diversion of attention to a simul-
taneous, irrelevant activity, leading to reduced creativ-
ity or error:

If I listen to music, I can let it wash over me. But if
I’m listening, for example, to an audio book, my
brain has to imagine the characters and the
environment. I’m using the creative part of my brain,
which should be focused on my work, to paint a
picture of the story in my head. (Jill, art director)

They think to themselves, “This is fine. I’ve done this
so many times before; I’ll learn French while I’m
doing this.” Well, it’s not fine. They’re not giving it
one hundred percent attention. We end up with lots
of silly mistakes. (Tom, creative director)

That said, distraction was not always premeditated
and could simply be a result of mind wandering:

When I’m bored, I do the job, but when I get to the
end I have little recollection of having done it. I’ve
been thinking about other stuff, like what I’m going
to have for dinner. That’s when error creeps in.
(Emma, creative director)

Boredom has the potential to affect others. When
individuals seek distraction from boring tasks and iso-
late themselves in their own private world, their aso-
cial behavior has an adverse impact on the social
environment and team performance:

They don their headphones at nine a.m. and take them
off at five p.m. There’s no point them being in the studio.
The studio feeds off banter and noise. It stimulates the
creative mind and creates a dynamic in the studio. People
who disconnect do nothing to build a vibrant and
creative environment. (Steve, creative director)

High-activation boredom, on the other hand, resulted
in disruptive antisocial behavior. This was visible in the
climbers or hunters whose identity is threatened:

Ask them to do the wrong job and their boredom
and frustration becomes very evident. It cascades
down to the juniors in the team. It’s pervasive and
you can feel productivity across the team begin to
slide. (Mike, creative director)

If you take one of the firestarters, one of the highly
creative designers, and put them on a mundane task,
it will be painful for you, for them, and for the whole
studio. They will kick, scream, and pull their hair out.
(Sarah, creative director)

While it is possible for professionals to restructure
identity over time, most will resist work that does not
fit their self-definition (Chen and Reay 2021).
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Discussion

Given boredom’s ubiquity, it is surprising it has been
ignored in the context of the creative industries. Perhaps
this is because boredom usually results in low-activation
behavior, which is harder to discern than, for example,
anxiety or stress. However, given its counterproductive
consequences, it deserves attention.

This study contributes to the literature on affect
and creativity. Previous studies acknowledge that posi-
tive affect increases cognitive flexibility and, by impli-
cation, negative affect has the opposite result
(compare Amabile and Pratt 2016). However, studies
that specifically focus on boredom’s impact on creativ-
ity are sparse. Those that do so use samples from the
general population or students, rather than from those
whose job it is to be creative every day. Furthermore,
with few exceptions (see Haager, Kuhbander, and
Pekrun 2018), existing studies explore consequences
as a result of lab-induced boredom rather than real-
world, task-related boredom.

This study shows how unfavorable appraisals of
control and value lead to boredom. Of the situational
antecedents of boredom revealed in this study, con-
straint, repetition, and lack of meaning feature in pre-
vious studies (compare Daschmann, Goetz, and
Stupnisky 2014). Poor-quality task briefing and per-
formance feedback from the client, which prompted
low control appraisals, and identity threat, which
prompted low value appraisal, have not previously
been associated with boredom. Given the impact of
the client’s brief and feedback on agency output, it is
not surprising that when these are of poor quality,
control appraisals will be low and interest in a task
will diminish. Regarding identity threat, climbers or
hunters position themselves at the top of the agency’s
creative hierarchy and attach no value to mundane
work. It bores them and imperils their status (see
Sveningsson and Alvesson 2003).

Regarding the consequences of boredom, a reduc-
tion in task-related attention, with negative conse-
quences for output quality, has been identified in
other settings (e.g., Pekrun et al. 2010). However, the
negative impact of individual boredom on the wider
team is, to the best of the author’s knowledge, new.
Regarding asocial behavior, which is a lack of engage-
ment in citizenship behavior, there is no suggestion of
malice. Individuals seek diversion from monotony by
immersing themselves in another world; in doing so,
however, they shirk their responsibility to nurture
organizational culture. More pernicious is boredom
that emanates from the allocation of an identity-
threatening task, leading to antisocial behavior.

Some studies suggest boredom can positively influ-
ence creative performance (Gasper and Middlewood
2014; Mann and Cadman 2014). The explanation for
these conflicting findings may lie in the research set-
ting and the longevity of the boredom experience.
Participants in laboratory-based experiments are aware
their artificially induced boredom will be short-lived.
In contrast, in a workplace setting, a creative’s job
may have become routine, with no intrinsic or instru-
mental value. There is no anticipated relief from what
has most likely become chronic boredom. This differ-
ence in findings highlights the knowledge contribution
that can emerge from a field study as opposed to a
laboratory experiment.

Research sample and setting may explain the pre-
sent study’s finding of an association between bore-
dom and identity threat. First, self-perceived expertise
will probably be stronger among agency creatives
than, for example, students. Second, an artificial
laboratory-based experiment is unlikely to trigger con-
cerns about identity threat. The significance of
research setting (laboratory versus naturalistic) is sup-
ported by previous studies that highlight the influence
it can have on boredom intensity (e.g., De Wijk et al.
2019). Ulimately, given the inevitable strengths and
weaknesses of individual research methods, the
advancement of our understanding of boredom bene-
fits from a range of approaches.

Managerial Implications

Several options are available to mitigate boredom. Job
rotation can refresh cognitive engagement leading to
performance improvements when an individual
resumes the original task. That said, boredom prone-
ness varies. Some personality types prefer predictabil-
ity to novelty and may experience anxiety when
moved out of their comfort zone.

Job rotation may be impractical in small agencies.
In this case, reframing an old problem to change the
range of possible solutions and increase task engage-
ment may be more relevant. By challenging the per-
ception that problem boundaries and solutions are
predetermined, there is scope to recast the problem
and explore new solutions.

Highlighting the prosocial contribution of a task
can increase value perceptions. Furthermore, peer
appreciation leads to positive affect, enhancing an
individual’s motivation. Employees are more likely to
find meaning in their work when they are reminded
of the value of the outcome to the agency, client, or
end user (compare Gauri et al. 2021).
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Although clients might argue that the emotions of
the creative team are not their concern, they should be
cognizant of the impact their actions have on agency
output. A high-quality brief, creative autonomy, and
regular and transparent feedback will enhance a crea-
tive’s sense of control over a job. These are areas where
agencies can help clients. For example, offering to
cocraft the brief with clients who are increasingly time
poor will produce a better-quality document.
Alternatively, furnishing the client with a briefing tem-
plate will help clients understand what a good brief
looks like (Vafeas 2021).

The power of relational goodwill to counteract
boredom and maintain engagement, even during
mundane tasks, is striking. It underlines the import-
ance of nurturing the client–agency relationship for
mutual benefit. Literature on leader–member
exchanges supports the view that member (i.e.,
agency) performance is positively related to liking the
leader (i.e., the client) and is manifested through extra
effort (compare Dulebohn, Wu, and Liao 2017).

Limitations and Future Research

Participants were senior creatives with a minimum
10 years in the industry. Future studies could seek the
views of those newer to the profession to explore the
extent to which boredom is influenced by longevity in
the industry or other demographic characteristics.
Future research could explore differences in the ante-
cedents and consequences of transitory versus pro-
longed boredom. Routine exposure to tasks that are
perceived to be of low value could lead to chronic
boredom. Excessive boredom has implications for per-
formance, staff turnover, and well-being.

Future studies could also explore the predictors
and impact of a wider variety of emotions. This could
include negative emotions, such as frustration and
anger, but also positive emotions, such as contentment
and pride. There is scope for research into the inter-
active effects of situational antecedents. Findings in
this study suggest value appraisals override those of
control. But is there a tipping point where this effect
no longer holds? Laboratory-based experiments have
sometimes shown that, after a period of engagement
in a boring task, participants display heightened cre-
ativity in new tasks. To what extent does this hold in
practice? Finally, after a period of intense creativity, is
boredom an opportunity to recharge cognitive resour-
ces? Research could also investigate the extent to
which this feeling is prevalent.
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