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This dissertation examines how professional designers 
engage with generative artificial intelligence and how that 
engagement relates to perceived creative performance. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

• Identify how designers use AI across the creative workflow.

• Test whether AI engagement predicts creative performance.

• Examine Intention to Use AI as the mediating mechanism.

• Compare outcomes against non-AI creative work.



Prior research has not sufficiently explained how distinct 
modes of generative AI engagement shape creative 
performance in professional design practice.

RESEARCH GAP

THEORETICAL GAP
AI use is often treated as general adoption rather than 
distinct workflow modes mediated by intention.

PRACTICE GAP
Creative leaders lack evidence on when AI supports, limits, or 
changes perceived creative outcomes.



How do distinct modes of generative AI engagement relate to 
perceived creative performance in professional design practice, 
and does Intention to Use AI mediate those relationships?

RESEARCH QUESTION

KEY CONSTRUCTS CREATIVE PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES

AI-ID: AI for Ideation
AI-IT: AI for Iteration
AI-TA: AI for Task Automation

IUA: Intention to Use AI

REL-NOV: Change in Novelty
REL-USE: Change in Usefulness
REL-AQ: Change in Aesthetic Quality
REL-CS: Change in Creative Satisfaction



This study integrates Self-Determination Theory and the 
Componential Theory of Creativity to explain how generative AI 
engagement becomes meaningful for creative performance.

THEORETICAL GROUNDING

AI for IDEATION AI for ITERATION

INTENTION TO USE AI

CREATIVE PERFORMANCE

AI for TASK AUTOMATION
Generating concepts, 
references, and early 
creative directions.

Mediated by

Measured as

Refining, varying, and 
testing alternatives 
after an initial concept.

Reducing routine 
production tasks and 
repetitive workflow effort.



AI engagement becomes consequential for creative performance 
when it strengthens designers’ Intention to Use AI.
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The 19 hypotheses operationalize one mediated process model 
across three engagement modes and four creative outcomes.

HYPOTHESIS STRUCTURE

H1-H3 H4-H7 H8-H19
AI engagement 
modes positively 
predict Intention to 
Use AI.

Intention to Use AI 
positively predicts 
creative performance 
outcomes. 

Intention to Use AI  
mediates the 
relationship between 
AI engagement 
modes and creative 
performance 
outcomes. 



A cross-sectional survey of 156 professional designers tested 
AI engagement, Intention to Use AI, and perceived creative 
performance through regression and mediation analysis.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND MEASURES

• Quantitative, cross-sectional survey design
• Professional designers, n = 156
• Participants compared one AI-assisted project and one non-AI project
• AI engagement measured across ideation, iteration, and task automation
• Creative performance measured across novelty, usefulness, aesthetic quality, 
  and creative satisfaction
• Regression and mediation models used to test direct and indirect effects
• Controls: age, education, gender, AI familiarity, creative discipline, and related 
  design background variables, where applicable



Participants represented varied professional 
design backgrounds.

SAMPLE PROFILE

AGE

Gender

Design Backgrounds Work Setting

AI Use Frequency

Professional Experience

61.6% - between 25 
and 44 years old

49.4% - Male
48.1% - Female
2.5% - Non-Binary
			   Prefer 
			   Not to Say

Visual/Communication, 
UI/UX, Marketing/
Content, Brand/Identity, 
Product Design, and 
other design fields 
represented

42.9% - freelance 
26.9% - hybrid 
18.6% - in-house 
8.3% - agency/studio

58.3% - often, very 
often, or always

64.7% - 1-9 years

n=156



The analysis tested whether Intention to Use AI functions as the 
mediating mechanism between AI engagement and perceived 
creative performance.

MODEL TESTING

Measurement Direct Path Testing Mediation Testing
Reliability analyses 
assessed whether the 
multi-item construct 
scales were internally 
consistent.

Regression models 
tested whether 
AI-ID, AI-IT, and AI-TA 
predicted Intention to 
Use AI, and whether 
Intention to Use 
AI predicted each 
creative performance 
outcome.

Indirect-effect 
models tested 
whether Intention to 
Use AI carried the 
relationship between 
AI engagement 
modes and creative 
performance 
outcomes.



Internal consistency was acceptable to strong across 
the major study constructs.

MEASUREMENT QUALITY

AI for Ideation
AI for Task 
AutomationAI for Iteration Intention to Use AI

α = .899 α = .753α = .880 α = .867

Creative performance outcome scales ranged from 
acceptable to strong consistency.

The scales demonstrated sufficient reliability to 
support regression and mediation testing. 



Survey participants compared two similar design projects—one 
with AI and one without. Paired comparisons showed a nuanced 
pattern. 

AI VS. NON-AI CREATIVE PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

The comparison results do not show a uniform perceived 
advantage for AI-assisted work. Novelty and usefulness did 
not differ significantly, while aesthetic quality and creative 
satisfaction were rated lower for AI-assisted work.

Relative 
Novelty

Relative
Aesthetic Quality

Relative
Usefulness

Relative
Creative Satisfaction

Non-AI M = 4.31
AI M = 4.47
Δ = +0.162
p = .074
d = 0.144

Non-AI M = 5.91
AI M = 5.80
Δ = -0.109
p = .140
d = -0.119

Non-AI M = 6.05
AI M = 5.68
Δ = -0.374
p < .001
d = -0.335

Non-AI M = 5.96
AI M = 5.50
Δ = -0.459
p < .001
d = -0.388



A simultaneous regression tested whether the three AI 
engagement modes uniquely predicted Intention to Use AI.

AI ENGAGEMENT AS A PREDICTOR OF INTENTION

The model explained approximately 50% of the variance in 
Intention to Use AI. AI for Ideation and AI for Task Automation 
were significant unique predictors. AI for Iteration was positive 
but did not retain unique significance when modeled with the 
other engagement modes.

Model 
Fit

AI for
Iteration

AI for
Ideation

AI for 
Task Automation

R² = .501
F(3, 152) = 50.8
p < .001

β = .343
p < .001

Supported

β = .184
p = .100

Positive, 
not uniquely 
significant

β = .272
p = .003

Supported



Adjusted regression models tested whether Intention to Use AI 
predicted each perceived creative performance outcome.

INTENTION AS A PREDICTOR OF CREATIVE OUTCOMES

Intention to Use AI was a significant positive predictor across all 
four creative performance outcomes.

REL-NOV REL-AQREL-USE REL-CS

β = .405
p < .001

Positive, significant

β = .342
p = .006

Positive, significant

β = .437
p < .001

Positive, significant

β = .480
p < .001

Positive, significant



Mediation tests examined whether Intention to Use AI carried 
the relationship between AI engagement modes and perceived 
creative performance outcomes.

INDIRECT EFFECTS THROUGH INTENTION TO USE AI

The mediated process was supported for 
AI-ID and AI-TA, but not for AI-IT.

REL-NOV

AI-ID ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
X X X X
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

AI-IT

AI-TA

REL-AQREL-USE REL-CS



Six direct-path hypotheses were supported, linking AI 
engagement to intention and intention to creative outcomes.

SUPPORTED HYPOTHESES: DIRECT PATHS

H1   	 AI-ID → IUA                			  β = .343, CI [.185, .501], p < .001
H3   	 AI-TA → IUA          				    β = .272, CI [.122, .422], p < .001

H4   	 IUA → REL-NOV        			  β = .465, CI [.334, .596], p < .001
H5   	 IUA → REL-USE           		  β = .432, CI [.301, .563], p < .001
H6   	 IUA → REL-AQ            		  β = .435, CI [.303, .567], p < .001
H7   	 IUA → REL-CS             		  β = .436, CI [.296, .577], p < .001



Eight indirect-effect hypotheses were supported, all involving AI 
for Ideation or AI for Task Automation.

SUPPORTED HYPOTHESES: INDIRECT EFFECTS

H8   	 AI-ID → IUA → REL-NOV       	 β = .160, CI [.074, .245], p < .001
H10  	 AI-TA → IUA → REL-NOV      	 β = .126, CI [.045, .208], p = .004
H11  	 AI-ID → IUA → REL-USE      		 β = .148, CI [.067, .229], p < .001
H13  	 AI-TA → IUA → REL-USE      		 β = .117, CI [.045, .190], p = .002
H14  	 AI-ID → IUA → REL-AQ        		 β = .149, CI [.072, .226], p < .001
H16  	 AI-TA → IUA → REL-AQ         	 β = .118, CI [.045, .191], p = .002
H17  	 AI-ID → IUA → REL-CS         		 β = .150, CI [.066, .233], p < .001
H19  	 AI-TA → IUA → REL-CS 				   β = .119, CI [.038, .199], p = .006



Five hypotheses were not supported; all involved AI for 
Iteration, indicating that iteration did not reach statistical 
significance in the final model.

UNSUPPORTED HYPOTHESES

H2		  AI-IT → IUA                 				    β = .184, CI [-.021, .390], p = .079

H9		  AI-IT → IUA → REL-NOV			   β = .086, CI [-.012, .184], p = .093
H12		 AI-IT → IUA → REL-USE    			  β = .080, CI [-.014, .173], p = .108
H15		 AI-IT → IUA → REL-AQ     			  β = .080, CI [-.016, .176], p = .115
H18		 AI-IT → IUA → REL-CS        		  β = .080, CI [-.010, .171], p = .087

All unsupported paths had confidence intervals that included zero.



Intention to Use AI emerged as the central mechanism 
connecting AI engagement to perceived creative performance.

KEY FINDINGS

• Fourteen of 19 hypotheses were supported; the five unsupported 
  paths all involved AI for Iteration.

• AI-assisted work was not perceived as uniformly stronger than 
  comparable non-AI work.

• AI for Ideation and AI for Task Automation significantly predicted 
  Intention to Use AI.

• Intention to Use AI positively predicted all four creative outcomes.

• Mediation was supported for Ideation and Task Automation, but 
  not for Iteration.



AI engagement influences creative performance through 
designers’ Intention to Use AI.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

• Supports a mediated model of AI engagement and creative 
  performance.

• Shows that AI engagement is multidimensional rather than a 
  single adoption behavior.

• Positions Intention to Use AI as a proximal mechanism linking 
  AI workflow use to creative outcomes.



 

AI appears most useful when used purposefully, 
with human judgment guiding creative quality.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

• Designers and creative leaders should not assume AI automatically 
  improves creative work.

• Ideation and task automation may be the strongest entry points for 
  purposeful AI integration.

• AI training should focus on intentional workflow integration, 
  not only on tool exposure.

• Lower aesthetic quality and creative satisfaction ratings suggest  
  a continued need for human judgment, refinement, and creative 
  ownership.



The findings should be interpreted within the boundaries of 
the study design and measurement approach.

LIMITATIONS

• Cross-sectional design limits causal interpretation.

• Creative performance was measured through participant self-report.

• The professional design sample limits broader generalizability.

• AI tools and norms are evolving rapidly.

• AI engagement modes may overlap in actual design workflows.

These limitations define how the findings should be interpreted 
and where future research can extend the work.



 

Future studies should extend this model with stronger 
designs, external creative evaluations, and broader AI-use 
contexts.

FUTURE RESEARCH

• Longitudinal studies to examine whether AI use shapes creative 
  outcomes over time.

• Experimental or portfolio-based studies using external judges rather 
  than self-report only.

• Studies comparing different AI tools, design disciplines, and 
  organizational settings.

• Research on autonomy, creative identity, and satisfaction in AI-assisted 
  creative work.



Generative AI becomes most consequential when 
designers intend to integrate it purposefully into the 
creative process.

THANK YOU!
With much appreciation to Dr. Fred and the committee.

QUESTIONS?



During this dissertation journey, I also 
completed and published: 
Leading Creativity in the Age of AI.

The book extends the purpose of this 
research into a practical guide for 
creative leaders navigating AI-enabled 
creative work.

I WROTE A BOOK!

Hybracreate.com


