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Abstract 

 

Creativity is a major source of competitive advantage and a crucial key for 

organizational success and survival. The ability to achieve competitive advantage 

largely depends on the way the organization exploits and uses its available resources. 

Among many resources within an organization, employees’ unique skills and creative 

abilities are key resources. The term 'creativity' is not easily defined, which is evident 

by the various different definitions of the term, and also varies depending on the subject 

area. This is also one of the reasons why leaders avoid bringing forth creativity, because 

of its ambiguous character, it is considered to be too elusive and intangible to pin down, 

in other words unmanageable. Consequently, this causes uncertainty among leaders 

which makes them repellent to stimulating creativity. However, this does not exclude 

the fact that the importance of leadership not has been given sufficient attention. Several 

researches indicate that leadership actually plays a key role in stimulating creativity by 

its impact on organization climate. Therefore, the question raised in this study is how 

leadership can stimulate a creative organizational climate for employees. 

 

In this study a literature review has been made where relevant theory has been included 

in the theoretical chapter. The theory is based primarily on Amabile's ‘The KEYS model’ 

combined with Ekvall's ‘Ten dimensions’. The two theories are analyzed together and 

supplemented with other theories where factors are either retained or omitted. Each 

respective theoretical position makes an important contribution to the understanding of 

creativity stimulation, from which a conceptual model has been designed. The 

methodological approach used within this study has been abduction. With a focus on 

qualitative research as an approach, an operationalization was created and also used 

during the semi-structured interviews. For this study three different company leaders 

(two HR-leaders and one innovation leader) have been interviewed. 

 

The factors that indicate a positive impact on creativity are idea support, risk-taking, 

playfulness and humor, feedback, rewards and emotional safety. This has been 

confirmed by the arguments stated in the theory as well as empirical findings. Other 

factors such as independence, sufficient time, necessary resources, amount of challenges 

and strictness show a pending impact, meaning that the factor requires a balance in 

order to avoid inhibiting creativity. Amount of challenges and strictness were originally 

assigned positive and negative impact, but as now have been assigned pending impact 

depending on how the theory compared to the empirical findings has been addressed to 

them. Finally, the negative related factor, conflicts, has been omitted as the factor did 

not turn out to contribute to a creative climate. Based on this analysis, a model has been 

created with the intention to fulfil the purpose of this study as it shows how leaders can 

stimulate creativity by reproducing the factors contributing to creativity. 
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1 Introduction 
 

This chapter provides an insight into the background discussion along with problem analysis.  

The research question, along with the study’s purpose, is presented at the end of the chapter.  
  

 

1.1 Background 
Creativity is a major source of competitive advantage and one of the major keys for 

organizational success and survival. Therefore, the ability to achieve competitive 

advantages largely depends on the way the organization exploits and uses its available 

resources (Egbu, 2004). Among many resources within an organization, Amabile 

(1996a) points out that employees’ unique skills and creative abilities have slowly 

emerged as key resources. Researches argue that individuals are prime movers of 

knowledge creation within organizations, which Nonaka (1994) highlights as a main 

source for creation of creativity. Therefore, organizations are more dependent on the 

employees’ creative abilities than their tangible assets (Amabile, 1996). Williams 

(2006) claims that knowledge within the brains of employees might be the most 

untapped and ignored resource in organizations. Thus, creativity has to be nurtured in 

order to unlock, access and utilize this resource. This means that organizations' ability to 

leverage the strengths of its employees has been crucial to achieve sustainable long-term 

competitive advantage (Egbu, 2004). It is therefore no longer enough to only rely on a 

few creative people in management departments, on the contrary organizations' need to 

exploit individuals' ideas to a greater degree (Amabile, 1996a; Egbu, 2004; Ekvall, 

1996). 

 

Shalley and Gilson (2004) add that creativity developed by the employees will generate 

in new and useful ideas for organizational success. Qu, Janssen and Shi (2017) claim 

that stimulating employee creativity should be a key goal to achieve in all organizations. 

Over the past 30 years, an expanding body of literature has documented the importance 

of leadership and its support for creating and stimulating creativity (Mumford, Scott, 

Gaddis & Strange, 2002). Despite this, Qu et al. (2017) claim that most organizations do 

not entirely utilize employee creativity. As Amabile (1996a) argues, leaders cannot 

force creativity among employees, but they can, however, affect the organizational 

creativity by stimulating a creative organizational climate. Therefore, a creative 

organizational climate is highly dependent on the leadership and its ability to encourage 

and support the employees' creative commitment (Yukl, 2010; Amabile, 1996a). But 

how exactly can leadership stimulate a creative organizational climate for employees? 

 

 

 

1.2 Problem analysis 

Amabile (1996a) argues that the term 'creativity' can have different meanings depending 

on how you perceive it, and is therefore not always easily grasped or defined. However, 

this does not stop researchers from defining the term. According to Ericsson (2010), 
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‘creativity’ could be seen as a social construction and therefore might be constructed in 

different ways, at different times, in different places. Therefore, due to its diversity of  

objective and subjective meanings, the discussion of the term ‘creativity’ remains 

ambiguous. For instance, Klemm (2017) describes creativity as ideas and novelty. He 

highlights that if an organization lacks in a consistent flow of new ideas, that the old 

ideas, carrying on the present work, are at risk of being obsolete before the work is even 

completed. Similarly, Amabile (1996b) agrees and further explains, besides the fact that 

creativity is the production of novel and useful ideas in any field, that the creative 

achievement somehow has to be different, meaning the idea is somehow unique. 

However, it cannot only be different for the difference's sake, it must be useful in 

practice and provide value. Amabile (1996a) and Shalley and Gilson (2004) both argue 

that the process of creation may be dependent on the field in question and therefore 

causes diversity in defining the concept. Apart from the definitions of the term, Shalley 

and Gilson (2004) claim that if creativity is not to be noticed and stimulated, the 

organization performance and future survival may not be as successful as planned.  

 

It can be seen from the above analysis that the term of creativity is not dealt with easily 

and requires active work and understanding. This is also one of the reasons why leaders 

avoid bringing forth creativity, because of its ambiguous character, it is considered to be 

too elusive and intangible to pin down, in other words unmanageable (Amabile & 

Khaire, 2008). Consequently, this causes uncertainty among leaders which makes them 

repellent to stimulating creativity (Amabile, 1996b). However, this does not exclude the 

fact that leadership, that supports creativity, has not been given sufficient attention. 

Several researches indicate that leadership actually plays a key role in stimulating 

creativity by its impact on organization climate (Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta & Kramer, 

2004; Byrne, Mumford, Barrett, & Vessey, 2009).  

 

Among researches that state there is a correlation between leadership and creativity, it is 

stated that there is an essential role in how leaders conduct and act, since leadership 

behavior affects the climate that encourages and develops creativity in individuals as 

well as groups within the organization (Amabile et al., 2004; Denti & Hemlin, 2013; 

Puccio, Mance & Zacko-Smith, 2013; Ekvall, 1996). According to Puccio et al. (2013) 

there is a constant change, along with it new ideas and needs, and therefore it is 

essential that leaders know how to manage this change and resolve the complicated 

problems approaching. Puccio et al. (2013) continues explaining that these problems 

cannot, and should not, try to be solved solely by a leader. Instead, leaders should aim at 

stimulating creative thinking, creating space for new perspectives, ideas, views and 

opinions that can come together and enrich the process of achieving organizational 

goals. 

 

Amabile and Khaire (2008), Shalley and Gilson (2004), along with Klemm (2017), 

agree on that leaders have a crucial role in stimulating creativity among employees and 

that it depends on to which extend leaders can wear the right "glasses" in order to see 

and identify creative tendencies among employees. Klemm (2017) accentuates the 
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importance of leaderships' role in creativity and that leaders actually have a greater 

impact on the creative process than they think. In addition, by the ability to understand  
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creativity and its indications, leaders can raise awareness among its employees so that 
they understand that everybody has, to some extent, a creative part within that can be 

used and stimulated under right circumstances (Amabile, 1996b; Klemm, 2017). In 
summary, the discussion shows that creativity is essential, but that leaders tend to avoid 

it while clear indications advocate that leaders should work with this. 
 
 

1.3 Research question 
How can leadership stimulate a creative organizational climate for employees? 

 

 

1.4 Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to create a model for how leaders can stimulate creativity. 
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2 Theoretical framework 
 

This chapter introduces the study’s theoretical framework and aims to provide the reader with 

an insight into the different existing theories, related to the study, regarding leadership and 

creativity. In the beginning Amabile's (1996b) ‘Three Component model of creativity’ will be 

presented, followed by Amabile et al. (1996) ‘The KEYS model’ with elements of Ekvall´s 

(1996) ‘Ten dimensions’. The first theory breaks down the component of creativity while the 

second describes the creative climate within organizations’. The two theories, Amabile et al. 

(1996) ‘KEYS model’ and Ekvall's (1996) “Ten dimensions”, are analyzed together and 

supplemented with other theories in which factors are either retained or omitted. Each 

respective theoretical position makes an important contribution to the understanding of 

creativity stimulation.  

 

 

2.1 The three compontent model of creativity  
As previously explained, creativity can have several meanings depending on the field 

and context. However, Amabile (1996b) has developed a model of creativity composed 

of all the factors that influences and builds up the concept of creativity. The model is 

called ‘The Three component model of creativity’ where the components Expertise, 

Creativity Skills and Task Motivation is of greatest importance regarding the 

individual's ability to creative action. The level of Expertise and Creative Skills shapes 

and constitutes the individual's ability to creative action within a particular field. 

Expertise is primarily about the individual's knowledge, special abilities and technical 

skills within a specific field, while Creative Skills is the component that affects creative 

achievements. The third and last component, which Amabile (1996b) highlights as the 

most important of them all, is the individual's motivation for a particular task.  

 

Amabile (1996b) and Roßnagel (2017) explains that there are two types of motivation, 

Extrinsic motivation and Intrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is driven by the need 

to accomplish some goal that is apart from the work itself, as in achieving a promised 

reward, finishing before deadline or simply winning a competition. The intrinsic 

motivation is primarily driven by the individual's personal interest, dedication and 

curiosity for a particular task. It also makes individual's finish tasks at their own will, 

not only to satisfy the demands and expectations in the environment that drives the 

external motivation. Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby and Herron (1996) together with 

Roßnagel (2017) also highlight that individuals tend to be most creative as in interest, 

enjoyment, satisfaction and challenges while intrinsically motivated. The intrinsic 

motivation is the main factor that is crucial for creative action and accomplishment, and 

proven to have the greatest impact on an individual's creativity, among the three 

components (Amabile, 1996b). It is therefore essential that leaders take these three 

qualities into consideration, in their employees, in order to promote creativity. 

According to Amabile (1996b) leaders can affect all three components, however, the 

influence on individuals' motivation regarding tasks is what shows direct results. 
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Figure 1: The 3 Component Model of Creativity (Amabile, 1996b). 

 
 

 

2.2 The creative climate 
According to Amabile (1996b) the organizational climate can influence both the level 

and the frequency of creative behavior. In relation to this, Amabile has created, together 

with other researchers (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996), the ‘KEYS 

model’ which aims to demonstrate the organizational climate's impact on individuals' 

creative achievements in an organization. In addition to individuals' intrinsic 

motivation, the actual perception of the organizational climate is just as crucial to the 

ability for creative action. The model is based on a number of conceptual factors 

regarding the organizational climate, so called KEYS (Amabile et al., 1996). These are 

considered to have a direct impact on creativity and should therefore be taken into 

consideration by organizations aiming to increase their level of creativity, productivity 

and competitiveness. In other words, the purpose of the ‘KEYS model’ is to provide 

users with a tool to analyze to which extend an organization's climate stimulates 

creative work and behavior. Below an illustration of the model will be presented (figure 

2) as well as a description of the crucial factors in the ‘KEYS model’.  
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Figure 2: Factors affecting creativity positively (+) as well as negatively (-). Simplified version 

from Amabile et al.  (1996).  
 

 

2.2.1 Encouragement of creativity  

The most discussed factor is encouragement of creativity, which according to Amabile 

et al. (1996) takes place in three levels within an organization, namely Organizational 

Encouragement, Supervisory Encouragement as well as Work Group Supports. 

Organizational Encouragement is related to the importance of idea support in 

organizations, in other words the way new ideas are treated. An organization with an 

idea supportive climate, characterizes an atmosphere that is constructive and positive. 

Ideas and suggestions are received in an attentive and kind way by leaders, as well as 

other employees. The result of a climate where people listen carefully and encourage 

each other creates space for possibilities and trying new things (Ekvall, 1996). Along 

with listening and encouraging comes discussions and debating, which Ekvall (1996) 

identifies as a factor that affects creativity. Ekvall (1996) claims that in an organization 

climate where debating is encouraged and voices are heard, employees tend to share and 

put forward ideas in greater occurrence. Likewise, Csikszentmihalyi (1997) explains 

that employees need to access employees with different competencies and skills in order 

to be able to pursue creative stimulation. 

 

Another factor related to Organizational Encouragement, that Amabile et al. (1996) 

highlights, is to which extent organizations' encourage risk-taking and novel thinking in 

order to increase employees' opportunities to new creative ideas. This is something 
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Ekvall (1996) also identifies and refers to risk -taking as a climate factor that affects 

creativity in organizations. He also defines risk-taking as the tolerance of uncertainty 

within organizations'. Ekvall (1996) argues that in a risk-taking environment employees 

feel like they are given more space to “gamble” on their ideas, which results in more 

willingness to convey the ideas forward. However, Ekvall (1996) believes that 

employees usually avoid taking risks, and therefore relates risk-taking to how 

supportive the leader is. In other words, support regarding risk-taking is considered to 

be more crucial than encouragement for risk-taking. This because leaders showing 

support and daring to take risks also increases employees' willingness to take risks 

(Ekvall, 1996).  

 

An additional factor that can be classified under Organizational Encouragement is 

Playfulness and Humor, assessed by Ekvall (1996), which has an important effect on 

the creative work climate. This factor is however not included by Amabile (1996a) and 

therefore deviate from Amabile's model. Ekvall (1996) explains that playfulness and 

humor is the ease and spontaneity that is exhibit.  Lin, Lin, Chen and Teng (2010) claim 

that playfulness has a positive influence on the employee creativity. By maintaining a 

joyful atmosphere, the occurrence of creativity is more likely to occur due to the 

contribution of a relaxed environment (Lin et al., 2010). Ekvall (1996) continuous 

explaining that an organization with obtained playfulness characterizes with a relaxed 

atmosphere with jokes and laughter. An organization where the atmosphere is 

characterized by gravity and seriousness, the ability to provide creativity among the 

employees are less likely to occur (Ekvall, 1996). The playful climate tends to facilitate 

and entail better performance of the daily work. Lin et al. (2010) state that playfulness 

in the workplace is easily achieved through the maintenance of playful activities, in 

which the employees feel involved with joy and relief.  

 

Supervisory Encouragement has to do with leaders encouraging employees by clearly 

communicating the goals and clarifying problems. Shalley and Gilson (2004), Yukl 

(2010) along with Amabile (1996a), agrees and considers that leaders' should aim at 

encouraging and supporting employees' in order to stimulate a work climate for 

creativity, rather than maintaining a controlling environment. Likewise, George and 

Zhou (2001) claim that if leaders were to be supportive, the occurrences of creative 

thinking would be more likely to be apparent. Amabile et al. (1996) also suggests that 

leaders should be supportive and give positive feedback to increase the creative 

performance and motivation. Leaders being supportive and providing feedback is of 

outmost importance since employees need to be judged and evaluated in a fair way. 

This is important since feedback on ideas are most likely to occur, and if the feedback is 

negative criticism it inhibits the creative ability (Amabile et al., 1996; Shalley & Gilson, 

2004).  

 

The organization should also recognize and pay attention to individuals who achieve 

creative achievements by rewarding and praising them (Amabile et al., 1996). At the 

same time, Amabile (1996a) points out that it is mainly the intrinsic motivation that 

promotes creativity, rather than the expectation to receive rewards. Eisenberger and 
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Armeli (1997) along with Shalley and Gilson (2004) further explains that rewards are 

not necessarily bad for creativity. At the same time, they highlight the importance of, 

when distributing rewards, two essential factors that leaders should be aware of. Firstly, 

the type of behavior being rewarded and secondly, how the reward is distributed to the 

employee(s). Eisenberger and Armeli (1997) suggest that rewards should be used in 

order to mediate important information to employees, and therefore emphasizes the 

importance of the informational factor of rewarding, as they claim that it is linked to 

both creativity and motivation. Thus, rewards are desired and should be given in form 

of recognition of individuals' skills and creative commitment and performance 

(Eisenberger & Armeli, 1997; Yukl, 2010; Amabile, 1996a). This type of reward 

stimulates creative behavior in a positive manner (Eisenberger & Armeli, 1997).  

 

The third level in Encouragement of Creativity is, according to Amabile et al. (1996), 

Work Group Support. Amabile et al. (1996) emphasize that encouragement and 

constructive feedback, among members of the working group, affects the stimulation of 

creativity. A creative workgroup will consist of members with different skills and 

experiences that are open to new ideas, but at the same time working together towards 

the same goal. In such a group, a wide variety of unusual ideas often occur due to the 

ability to see solutions from a variety of perspectives (Amabile et al., 1996). However, 

several authors, (Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Ford, 1996), indicate that it is ultimately the 

leader that has the ability to stimulate the employees´ creativity by behaving and 

conducting in a certain way, meaning that the group itself is less likely to achieve as 

high creativity as when the leader is around supporting the employees and engaging in 

their work. Williams (2006) agrees that leadership support is especially important and 

adds that employees are more likely to live up to the leader’s expectations, as the leader 

is seen as an authority figure and has crucial impact on employees' motivation. 

 
2.2.2 Autonomy or freedom 

Amabile et al. (1996) explains that Autonomy or Freedom is when individuals and 

teams, in their day-to-day work, are allowed to control and take their own initiative in 

how they wish to achieve their working goals. Likewise, Ekvall (1996) describes the 

factor ‘freedom’ as the independence of behavior exerted by the organization's 

employees. When individuals experience the feeling of control and ownership over their 

own work and ideas, their ability to perform and think creatively tend to increase, rather 

than working under strict circumstances controlled by leaders (Amabile et al., 1996). 

Ekvall (1996) claims that employees, in an organization with an appealing climate of 

freedom, are given independency to define most of their own work. In this environment, 

employees make encounters and give and receive information, as well as discuss 

problems and alternatives. Ekvall (1996) emphasizes that, in a climate characterized by 

such freedom, employees are more willing to plan and take initiatives differently. 

However, Zybartaitė and Dzemyda (2014) argue that freedom should only be allowed to 

some extent, such as being able to choose what type of activities they want to be a part 

of. Furthermore, leaders should be careful with giving freedom for every task, since it 

will lead to greater risk and may distract employees from the main organization goal 

(Zybartaitė & Dzemyda, 2014).  
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Another factor related to Autonomy or Freedom, which Amabile et al. (1996) has not 

mentioned in their model, is the relation with trust when giving employees freedom of 

any kind. Ekvall (1996) however, mentions this and identifies Trust and Openness as an 

important factor related to freedom and the amount of independence employees are 

given in their daily work. Highlighting the importance of Emotional Safety in 

relationships Ekvall (1996), along with Williams (2006) and Amabile (1996b), claims 

that trust is positively correlated to the creativity in organizations. An organization with 

high trust makes employees more keen on producing and presenting ideas and opinions. 

Also, an open and straightforward communication sends initiatives to employees to 

work without fear of being ridiculed in case of failure (Ekvall, 1996). Williams (2006) 

also mentions trust and openness as an important factor in building strong bonds 

between employees and the leader. Both Williams (2006) and Amabile (1996b) agree 

that this kind of trustful relationships has positively effect on creativity in the work 

climate. If trust is missing, the atmosphere is characterized with suspiciousness where 

employees are afraid of being exploited and robbed of ideas (Ekvall, 1996).  

 

2.2.3 Resources 

Resources have a direct impact on the creativity level of a project, since factors as 

limited time and resources affects individuals' ability to perform in their work. Amabile 

et al. (1996) argue that the experience of lacking resources affects employees' 

experience regarding a certain task or project. Likewise, Amabile and Gryskiewicz 

(1987) argue that a resource commonly mentioned for stimulating creativity is 

Sufficient Time. That is, time for thinking creatively in order to explore different ideas 

and perspectives. According to Ekvall (1996), the amount of the time employees are 

given for elaborating new ideas, referred to as idea time, is identified as a factor that 

affects the creative climate in organizations. An organization that is high in this 

dimension contributes possibilities to discuss and test impulses and fresh ideas, 

although they are not planned or included in the task. However, a negative aspect of 

time pressure contributes that individuals tend to think less creatively under time 

pressure which inhibit their creative ability (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Ekvall, 1996).  

 

Shalley and Gilson (2004) argue, in addition to Sufficient Time, that sufficient Material 

Resources is needed in order to stimulate creativity. Csikszentmihalyi (1997) states that 

leaders should provide reasonable amount of Material Resources, since sufficient 

resources can make the employees too comfortable and inhibit creativity. A certain lack 

of Material Resources will stretch the thinking of the employees into new solutions and 

methods for doing their work and thereof stimulate creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). 

Shalley and Gilson (2004), Csikszentmihalyi (1997) along with Amabile and 

Gryskiewicz (1987) agree that leaders face a challenge, or a complex role, by providing 

the right balance regarding the amount of Time and Material Resources. Too much time 

causes a decrease in motivation, likewise an excess of resources may inhibit the need to 

search for new ways to perform.  
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2.2.4 Pressures 

Pressures is, according to Amabile et al. (1996), about the Amount of Challenge 

occurring in the daily work. When individuals experience challenging tasks in their 

work it increases motivation and commitment. Ekvall (1996) claims that an 

organization consisting of a highly challenging climate increases and stimulates the 

employees' intrinsic motivation. The challenging climate also provides commitment and 

meaningfulness to employees' and their work. If low Amount of Challenges occur, it is 

common that employees experience a lack of interest for the organization with an 

overall feeling of indifference and estrangement (Ekvall, 1996). Also, excessive 

challenges and workload, that the individual considers to be unmanageable, inhibits 

employees creative thinking. Ekvall (1996) claims that in organizations with high 

dynamic climate there is a lot of eventfulness of life in the organization, which is why 

Ekvall (1996) include it in his factors affecting creativity. As new things are happening 

all the time, this organizational climate is in constant full speed (Ekvall, 1996). 

However, Amabile et al. (1996) argue that High Pace climate can result in a negative 

outcome, in which Workload can cause physical and mental stresses. It is therefore 

important that employees are assigned tasks that are allocated to their capabilities 

(Amabile et al., 1996).  

 
2.2.5 Organizational impediments to creativity 

Amabile et al. (1996) claim that internal conflicts, conservatism and a strict controlling 

organizational structure are identified as organizational impediments to creativity as 

these are considered to be some of the causes that inhibits creative thinking. Under these 

circumstances, the individual perceives the organizational climate as controlling, which 

Amabile et al. (1996) describes has a decreasing effect on the intrinsic motivation that is 

crucial to creativity. In addition, Ekvall (1996) also identifies conflicts as a negatively 

correlated factor that affects creativity in organizations. In an organization with high 

level of conflicts such as gossip, personal conflicts, and people backstabbing each other 

are common. Groups and individuals shows dislike against each other, and the climate 

can be perceived or characterized as “warfare” (Ekvall, 1996).  
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3 Conceptual model 
 

This chapter demonstrates a conceptual model based on the theoretical framework. The model 

reflects how all factors have been mastered by each author included in this study, in which each 

factor has been given a certain impact on creativity based on the introduced arguments.  
 

Below is a compiled model (see figure 3) showing different factors, which according to 

theories are considered to be of importance when stimulating creativity. Based on the 

theoretical basis, we have compiled the most crucial factors in our own illustratio n 

below, inspired by both Amabile et al. (1996) and Ekvall (1996), but have also been 

strengthened by other theories regarding factors that affects creativity. To show how the 

different factors affect creativity, three different symbols in the shape of circles have 

been used in different colors, green, yellow and red. Green color indicates a positive 

impact on creativity, while yellow color indicates a “pending” impact, meaning that 

depending on the leader’s actions, the impact on creativity may vary. An example of 

this is the factor Sufficient Time in the sub-concept Time which has a yellow circle. 

This means that leaders’ have to balance the amount of time employees are given, since 

too much time causes a decrease in motivation (which is strongly correlated with 

creativity), while a lack of time inhibits the creative ability. Therefore, the assignment 

of the yellow circle, since leaders have to provide a balance regarding the amount of 

sufficient time. Lastly we have the red circle, indicating a negative impact on creativity. 

In other words, the negative impact inhibits creativity and should preferably be avoided, 

if aiming to stimulate creativity among employees.  

 

Following, a model description is explained accordingly to the discussed theoretical 

framework. The four factors idea support, debate, risk-taking and playfulness and 

humor, are argued to have a positive impact on creativity. Csikszentmihalyi (1997) 

agrees with Ekvall (1996) that idea support and debate is characterizes an atmosphere 

that is constructive and positive in which the people listen carefully and encourage each 

other creates space for new possibilities.  Amabile et al. (1996) highlights that 

organization that encourages risk-taking and novel thinking increase employees' 

opportunities to be creative. Ekvall (1996) agrees and explains that risk-taking is related 

to how supportive the leader is, in other words, leaders showing support and daring to 

take risks also increases employees' willingness to take risks. Based on the above 

claimed, the factors idea support, debate along with risk-taking are found having a 

positive impact on creativity. Playfulness and humor is however not included by 

Amabile (1996a), but who’s Ekvall (1996) explains being of importance for stimulating 

creativity since the occurrence of creativity is more likely to occur due to the 

contribution of a relaxed environment. Lin et al. (2010) agreed to this assertion and 

further state that the playful climate tends to facilitate and entail better performance of 

the daily work, which is easily achieved through the maintenance of playful activities in 

which the employees feel involved with joy and relief. According to the previously, 

playfulness and humor is suggested to have a positive impact on creativity, as illustrated 

in the conceptual model. 
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Supervisory encouragement is according to Shalley and Gilson (2004), Yukl (2010) 

along with Amabile (1996a) has a positive impact on creativity, meaning that leaders' 

should aim at encouraging and supporting employees' in order to stimulate a work 

climate for creativity. Likewise, George and Zhou (2001) claim that if leaders were to 

be supportive by giving feedback, the occurrences of creative thinking would be more 

likely to be apparent since feedback tend, according to Amabile et al. (1996) to increase 

the creative performance and motivation. Reward is also considered to have positive 

impact on creativity in terms of recognition and paying attention. Amabile (1996a), 

Eisenberger and Armeli (1997) along with Shalley and Gilson (2004) emphasize the 

importance of the informational factor of rewarding, as they claim that it is linked to 

both creativity and motivation. Thus, rewards are desired and should be given in form 

of recognition of individuals' skills and creative commitment and performance 

(Eisenberger & Armeli, 1997; Yukl, 2010; Amabile, 1996a). On basis of what is stated 

above, both the factors feedback and reward are reproduced in the model having 

positive impact on creativity. 

 

The third level in encouragement of creativity, work group support was argued by 

Amabile et al. (1996) having a positive impact on creativity, but as noted, the factor 

work group support is treating the workgroup itself. Williams (2006) adds that a 

workgroup by itself are less likely to stimulate creativity without the leaders. Likewise, 

Shalley and Gilson (2004) along with Ford (1996) indicate that it is ultimately the 

leader that has the ability to stimulate the employees´ creativity by behaving and 

conducting in a certain way, meaning that the group itself is less likely to achieve as 

high creativity as when the leader is around supporting the employees and engaging in 

their work. Hence, and accordingly to the argued assertions, the factor work group 

support was not included in the ‘conceptual model’ considering that the purpose of this 

study is focused on how the leader can stimulate creative climate in the organization and 

not how the work group itself can afford that by themselves.   

  

Amabile et al. (1996) along with Ekvall (1996) believe that in an organization with an 

appealing climate of freedom where independency is given to the employees, the 

individuals experience the feeling of control and ownership over their own work and 

ideas in which their ability to perform and think creatively tend to increase. Ekvall 

(1996) emphasizes that, in a climate characterized by such freedom, employees are 

more willing to plan and take initiatives differently. However, on basis on the 

argumentation of Zybartaitė and Dzemyda (2014) that freedom should only be allowed 

to some extent since it will lead to greater risk and may distract employees from the 

main organization goal, the factor independency is given a pending impact on creativity. 

 

Another factor related to freedom, which Amabile et al. (1996) has not mentioned in 

their model, but which Ekvall (1996) considers being of importance, is the relation with 

trust when giving employees freedom of any kind. Ekvall (1996) identifies trust and 

openness as an important factor related to freedom and the amount of independence 

employees are given in their daily work. Both Williams (2006) and Amabile (1996b) 
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agree that trustful relationships perceived due to the emotional safety has positively 

effect on creativity in the work climate since high trust makes employees keener on 

producing and presenting ideas and opinions. Likewise, Ekvall (1996) claims that if 

trust is missing, the atmosphere would be characterized with suspiciousness where 

employees are afraid of being exploited and robbed of ideas. Thus, the factor trust and 

openness was included in the ‘conceptual model’ as a new factor positively affecting 

creativity. 

  

Shalley and Gilson (2004), Csikszentmihalyi (1997) along with Amabile and 

Gryskiewicz (1987) agree that leaders should provide the right balance regarding the 

amount of Time and material resources. This since too much time causes a decrease in 

motivation, likewise an excess of resources may inhibit the need to search for new ways 

to perform. Csikszentmihalyi (1997) states that certain lack of material resources will 

stretch the thinking of the employees into new solutions and methods.  Hence, the 

factors sufficient time and necessary material resources is needed to be in balance in 

order to contribute to creativity, as illustrated with a pending impact in the ‘conceptual 

model’. 

  

The pressures contributed to the challenges are found to either have positive or negative 

impact on creativity depending on the amount of it. As Ekvall (1996) states, the 

challenging climate provides commitment and meaningfulness to employees' and their 

work, in contrary, low amount of it would make the employees to experience lack of 

interest for the organization. In summary, Ekvall (1996) claims challenging work have a 

positive impact on creativity since it challenges the employees and increases their 

intrinsic motivation. On the other hand, Amabile et al. (1996) believe excessive 

workload being unmanageable and inhibits employees´ creative thinking, in which the 

workload pressure entails physical and mental stresses. Thus, challenging work is 

reproduced in the model having a positive impact on creativity while workload pressure 

is associated with a negative impact on creativity. 

  

Strict controlling as well as internal conflicts has been found by Amabile et al. (1996) 

along with Ekvall (1996) as negatively correlated with creativity stimulation and 

assumed being organizational impediments. This statement is based on the fact that 

internal conflict and strict controlling inhibits creative thinking and thus, decreases 

effect on the intrinsic motivation. Based on the above argumentation, the factors 

strictness and conflicts is given a negative impact on creativity. 
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Figure 3: Creativity Climate Model 1.0 
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4 Research methodology 
 

This chapter aims to present the practical methodology used in this study. Firstly, the 

theoretical data collection, including source criticism, is presented. Secondly, the research 

approach will be presented as well as the study´s empirical data collection. This chapter will 

also introduce the underlying operationalization for the study, followed by a discussion 

regarding research ethics at the end of the chapter. 
 

 

4.1 Approach for theoretical collection 

The literature collection has been conducted per OneSearch, Business Source Premier 

and Thesaurus through Linnaeus University. Keywords used in the literature and article 

search included creativity, creative environment, creative climate, leadership style and 

leadership behavior. The theoretical selection has its basis on academic articles 

published by The Leadership Quarterly, Research in organizational behavior, Academy 

of Management Journal, European journal of work and organizational psychology, 

Journal of Applied Psychology and Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. The 

sample of the theory selection is based on its relevance to the purpose of this study, in 

which references were used continuous comparison in order to provide a deeper 

understanding of the research question.  

 

4.1.1 Credibility of sources 

Credibility of sources aims to review and evaluate the source material collected 

(Bryman & Bell, 2013), therefore we have criticized the included sources, reflected by a 

discussion that will follow. We have utilized articles which are journals and peer 

review, as we also did use well-known authors that was continuously referred to from 

other scientific articles. We are aware that some sources used in this study are old, such 

as Amabile and Gryskiewicz (1987), Amabile (1988), Amabile (1996a, 1996b) and 

Ekvall (1996), but explain and emphasize that these sources are referred to from almost 

all of the other articles used regarding the topics “creativity and leadership”. In this 

sense, we chose to base our study on the source of origin, but chose to also supplement 

and analyze further with newer sources.  

 

The selection of the used articles is based on their fit with the study’s purpose. 

Additionally, we focused on several articles in order to create a deeper understanding of 

multiple perspectives for the subjects in question, such as Journal of Applied 

Psychology, European journal of work and organizational psychology, Creativity and 

Innovation Management, Academy of Management Journal, The Leadership Quarterly 

and International Conference on Management of Innovation & Technology. However, 

our study provides high levels of authenticity since there was a continuously use and 

comparison of the sources. We also want to point out that Amabile, as an author, has 

written several articles within the subject “creativity”, which makes it understandable 

why she frequently keeps appearing in other scientific articles and papers. Bryman and 

Bell (2013) explain that a theoretical saturation is achieved in conjunction with an 

identified recurring pattern during the theoretical collection.  
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Williams (2006) refers to Amabile (1996) and Amabile and Gryskiewicz (1987). 

George and Zhou (2001) also refer to Amabile (1996). Shalley and Gilson (2004) also 

refer to Amabile (1996), Mumford, Scott, Gaddis and Strange (2002) and 

Csikszentmihalyi (1997). Lastly Herman, Saltzman and Kenexa (2009) refer to Shalley 

and Gilson (2004) and George and Zhou (2001). Other articles in the subject area also 

refer to authors we already included and used. Hence, we feel an achieved theoretical 

saturation, where continued research would not add any more value to the subject. 

 

4.2 Operationalization 

Bryman and Bell (2013) state that operationalization is about to transform an abstract 

theory into measurable factors in order to explore different angles when convert the 

theory into a number of questions. The operationalization has its basis on the theoretical 

data collected, which further breaks down the theory into concepts and finally leads to 

several questions. Those questions will be asked to the chosen population when 

collecting empirical data. Bryman and Bell (2013) emphasize that these questions 

should measure the targeted concept that is considered to be measured. In Appendix A, 

the operationalization table is presented. The selected concepts is a reflection of the 

theoretical collection and relate to the purpose, where following concepts is 

operationalized.  

 

    Concept           Sub-concept                  Item                               Reference  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

Encouragement 

of Creativity  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Organizational 

encouragement 

 

Idea support 
Amabile et al. (1996), 

Ekvall (1996) 

 

Debate 
Amabile (1996a), 

Ekvall (1996) 

 

Risk-taking 
Amabile et al. (1996), 

Ekvall (1996) 

Playfulness and humor Ekvall (1996), Lin, Lin, Chen & 

Teng (2010) 

 
 
 
 

Supervisory  

encouragement 

 

Feedback 
Amabile (1996a), Shalley & 

Gilson (2004), Yukl (2010), 

George & Zhou (2001) 

 

Rewards 
Amabile et al. (1996), Shalley & 

Gilson (2004), Eisenberger & 

Armeli (1997) 

 
 

 

Autonomy or 

Freedom  

 

Freedom  
 

Independency  
Amabile (1996a), Ekvall (1996), 

Zybartaité & Dzemyda (2014) 

 

Trust and openness 
 

Emotional safety  
Amabile & Gryskiewicz (1987), 

Ekvall (1996), Csikszentmihalyi 

(1997) 
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Resources 

 

Time  
 

Sufficient time  
Shalley & Gilson (2004), 

Csikszentmihalyi (1997), Amabile 

& Gryskiewicz (1987) 

 

Material resources  
 

Necessary resources  
Amabile et al. (1996), 

Ekvall (1996) 

 
 
 

Pressures 

 

Challenging work  
 

Amount of challenges  
Amabile et al. (1996), 

Ekvall (1996) 

Workload pressures Work pace Amabile et al. (1996) 

 

Organizational 

Impediments to 

Creativity  

 

Conservative and 

controlling 

 

Strictness  
 

Ekvall (1996) 

Conflicts  Personal conflicts  Williams (2006), Amabile (1996a), 

Ekvall (1996) 

Figure 4: Operationalization chart 

 

4.3 Approach for empirical data collection 
 

4.3.1 Qualitative approach 

This study aims to provide an understanding of how organizational leaders can 

stimulate creativity among employees. Additionally, the study is interested in a 

contextual understanding. Therefore, a qualitative approach has been used which 

Bryman and Bell (2013) emphasize how individuals perceive and interpret their social 

reality by focusing on meaning expressed through words generated by the data 

collection. As qualitative researchers seek proximity and are present during the research 

process (Bryman & Bell, 2013), the empirical data collection of the study has been 

preceded by qualitative interviews.  

 

The methodological approach used within this study has been abduction. As qualitative 

research refers to a particular type of explanation model to draw conclusions about the 

research results, abduction is claimed be a beneficial model as it is a mix of both a 

deductive and an inductive approach (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Using the abductive 

approach the research has moved back and forth between the empirical and theoretical 

framework, which further contributed to receiving expanded knowledge and new 

understandings in relation to already established theory (Bryman & Bell, 2013). 

 

4.3.2 Sampling 

The selection of the participants has been based on a non-probability selection, which 

according to Bryman and Bell (2013) mean that a non-random selection has be made. In 

this study the selection was based on three companies advocating or claiming, via their 

websites or in Public Relation Material, to be promoting creativity either by 

organizational climate or leadership. The participants have been people with high-

ranking roles that influence the organization and affect the organization as a whole, but 

also the employees' everyday work.  
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The following companies were chosen in accordance with the following requirements: 
 

 At least 30 employees, at maximum 200 employees. 

 Shows signs of creativity thinking by mentioning creativity on the website or 

other social media. 

 The interview should be conducted with a person who holds a leader 

position.  
 

The above requirements have been fulfilled by the following companies: 

 

Company 1 [Accounting & IT industry]:   

Company 1 works within accounting industry. Company 1 claims to work in a creative 

environment where they grow, claiming that they could not have been that successful 

without the involvement of their employees. The Company has pronounced to actively 

work and take advantage of internal skills and ideas. With the desire to interview a high-

ranking person in the organization, the HR-leader in the organization was chosen as a 

respondent.   

 

Company 2 [Engineering & production industry]:  

Company 2’s work-area involves producing components for particle collection and 

filtration. Leadership stimulating creativity is described highly essential by the 

company, where the company’s latest annual report specifically highlights creativeness. 

The company is also highlighted by Teknikföretagen, one of Sweden's largest employer 

organizations for engineering industries, to work with leadership stimulating creativity 

as a strategy for survival and competitiveness. The company’s HR-leader was chosen as 

a respondent. 

 

Company 3 [Architect & IT industry]:   

Company 3 works with Architect and IT, whose vision is to always be enhanced and 

driven by passion. Company 3 claims a high desire to stimulate creativity and 

innovation as each employee participates in the creation of new company themes. As 

the HR-leader in Company 3 could not partake in an interview, due to lack of time, the 

innovation manager was recommended and thus, is the respondent for this company.  

 
4.3.3 Semi-structured interview 

When collecting empirical data, interviews were held using a semi-structured method. 

As Bryman and Bell (2013) explain the method, the interviews were focused on specific 

themes. With the theme ‘creativity’ in focus, prearranged concepts were formulated 

from which the respondents were asked to define as well as describe how they relate to 

them. The use of a semi-structured method resulted in the ability to receive more 

qualitative information from the interviews while it opened up for asking spontaneous 

and supplementary questions. The ability to customize supplementary questions to the 

unique respondent also enhanced the quality of the interviews (Bryman & Bell, 2013).  

 

In order to stimulate a more relaxed dialogue during the empirical collection, a few 

open questions were used which the respondents could freely reply. This gave the 
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respondents’ the opportunity to answer in their own terms, furthermore supplementary 

questions were formulated depending on the respondent's answers (Bryman & Bell, 

2013). In addition, we could receive broad and qualitative information without leading 

the respondent in a specific direction. The reason to the use of semi-structured interview 

as a method, was to provide space and possibility of new interpretations of the concepts. 

During the interviews we intentionally avoided using the term ‘creativity’ in order to 

not guide or control the participants into a certain direction. Despite this, we ended the 

interviews by ask the participants define ’creativity’ with their own words in order to 

see if their interpretations are consistent with the theoretical descriptions.  

 

4.3.4 Interpretation of collected material 

Since the purpose of this study concerns creativity and leaders influence on the creative 

climate, the empirical collection cannot be deviant and thus, analytical induction was 

not considered applicable. Instead, the study followed the process that Bryman 

and Bell (2013) describe as approaches to grounded theory. Grounded theory is a 

strategy for qualitative data analysis whose process consists of four different phases: 

theoretical selection, coding, theoretical saturation and continuous comparison 

(Bryman & Bell, 2013). We began to formulate a general issue and then problematized 

on the topic. After identifying the general issue, we searched for theoretical material 

from which several theoretical terms have been identified. During the interviews two of 

us took notes in order not to lose any information, since we decided not to record the 

interviews because of the risk of feeling uncomfortable during the conversation. On the 

other hand, one of us was the interviewer and had the main focus on the respondent. 

This to assure that the respondent had a main person in contact with whom a fluent 

conversation was made. However, there were times where some of us, besides the main 

interviewer, added some questions in order to participate in the conversation with 

different questionnaire styles, as it is claimed to be of value (Bryman & Bell, 2013). 

After completing the empirical collection, we encoded the data where data has been 

broken down and constitutes a theoretical meaning in order to interpret the collected 

data and generate in different terms (Bryman & Bell, 2013).  

 

We have been switching back and forth between these four steps during the collection 

of new data in connection with coding of previous data (Bryman & Bell, 2013). New 

themes were added in line with the analysis, in which different themes identified in the 

data were placed under respective category. We have also done a continuously 

comparison between the steps in order to achieve a theoretical saturation, which is a 

phase where we believed that generation of new data will not appear to generate any 

new information (Bryman & Bell, 2013).  

 

4.4 Research quality 

In order to assure the credibility and authenticity of the research, the research design, its 

implementation and the effectiveness of the methods is clearly described in the 

framework of the research methodology (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Based on the study's 

research question, we carefully investigated in companies that were found stated 

working with stimulating creativity within the organization. After careful selection, 
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based on this criteria, these companies were then contacted to be informed about the 

research and reached out to via email or phone for interviews.  

 

The interviews were conducted with people in different leader roles from three different 

companies, in order to receive a variety of possible perspectives. As the research does 

not focus on one specific company, the research's findings can be transmitted to other 

organizations with similar context (Bryman & Bell, 2013). Also, this provides fair 

image as a it allows more and stronger conclusions to be drawn (Bryman & Bell, 2013), 

which promotes a better understanding of how leaders work to stimulate a creative 

organizational climate for employees. Although the study has been written in English, 

the interviews were held in Swedish. Bearing in mind the risk of translating errors, 

during the interpretation of collected empirical material, respondent validation has been 

used in the study's research process. In other words, we submitted the translated 

framework from the interviews to the respective respondent where we received 

confirmation that we translated their opinion correctly without changing its meaning. 

This aimed to ensure that we had perceived the correct image of the reality (Bryman & 

Bell, 2013). The study has also, during the research process, been reviewed by study 

colleagues within a number of occasions, which Bryman and Bell (2013) consider 

useful for assessing the quality of the chosen procedures. This is considered to have led 

to discussions that were crucial to the result and reliability of the study. 

 

4.5 Ethical considerations 

In order to ensure not causing any harm to the respondents, whether physical or mental, 

at work or at private level (Bryman & Bell, 2013), this study has taken offense in 

ethical awareness. Ethical considerations have been taken into account based on the 

four ethical research principles information requirement, consent requirement, utility 

requirement and confidentiality requirement (Vetenskapsrådet, 2002; Bryman & Bell, 

2013).  

 

Before the interviews were held, the respondents were informed about the purpose and 

the approach of the study, as well as what their role in the study. The information aimed 

to provide a deeper understanding of the study and thus fulfils the ethical information 

requirement. As the consent requirement is important for the ethical correctness of the 

study (Bryman & Bell, 2013), the respondents have been given the opportunity to 

participate voluntarily and informed them that they may choose to cancel their 

respondents even during the study. 

 

The study has taken into account the utility requirement. The utility requirement means, 

according to Vetenskapsrådet (2002), that the collected data should only be used in 

accordance with the purpose of the study. In view of the confidentiality requirement, 

the participants in the study have been anonymous (Vetenskapsrådet, 2002) and 

therefore the companies has been assigned fictitious names such as Company 1, 

Company 2 and Company 3. The purpose of the anonymity basis on the desire to make 

the respondents able to express unpopular opinions and not to be restrained. In addition, 

we realized that disclosure of their personal names were not bring any benefit to the 
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study. Hence, names and other characteristics that may be related to any respondent 

have been excluded, since the presentation of any sensitive information may increase 

the risk of anonymity being lost (Bryman & Bell, 2013).  
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5 Empirical research 
 

This chapter aims to provide the empirical material collected through the interviews. The 

structure of this chapter aims to follow the structure of the operationalization, which is the same 

structure seen in the theoretical framework. In the beginning, a presentation of each company’s 

definition of creativity is presented, despite the fact that the question was asked at the end of the 

interviews. The reason for this is to provide the reader with an understanding of how each 

company perceives creativity, which in turn provides a clearer input on further reading of the 

empirical chapter. 
 

 

5.1 Defining creativity 
Company 1 describes creativity as simplicity in combination with some extent of 

systematic/structured working. They also explain that creativity is something that has to 

emerge naturally through social discussions. Company 2, on the other hand, defines 

creativity as the ability to create solutions that generates forward motion. The essential 

part of creativity is, according to Company 2, the dynamics of people within the 

organization, as they believe different encounter between educations and professional 

skills stimulates creativity. Company 3 considers creativity as the generation of new and 

original ideas. Company 3 also links creativity to the ability to see things differently and 

dare to think "unrealistically". They view creativity as something intangible that 

requires mental analysis. 

 

5.2 Encouragement of creativity 

 
5.2.1 Organizational encouragement 

All three companies agreed that organizational encouragement is of importance and that 

leaders, as well as employees, have an impact on this. Company 1 and Company 3 

mentions support for ideas as one crucial factor when discussing organizational 

encouragement. Company 1 continues explaining that creativity and innovation are 

central parts of the organization's company development and therefore, a lot of energy is 

consumed on these factors. This is something that Company 3 also expressed, a strong 

focus on creativity and innovation, and pointed out that they have well-defined 

processes for transforming ideas into finished product or services.  

 

“Coming up with ideas to us means the opportunity to give oxygen to the company 

 plan and explore new possibilities.” (Company 3, 2017-05-10) 

 

Company 2, on the other hand, referred to organizational encouragement as the feeling 

of security towards leadership and the organization. They also added that they actively 

work with the relation between employees and leaders in order to "ease the mood" and 

let go of tensions.  

 

“The encounter between people, with various competences and professional skills, 

creates a dynamism that plays a huge role in the organization.” (Company 2, 2017-05-

08) 
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Company 3 touches, similar factors as Company 1, the importance of creating an ideal 

atmosphere and further adds that they work with workshops in order to achieve this. 

Company 3 believes that workshops stimulate idea creation which is essential for the 

organization’s daily work and therefore a cornerstone in organizational encouragement.  

 

Company 1 mentions that they have a strong focus on idea generation and new thinking. 

They aim to maintain a climate where employees are encouraged to talk to leaders and 

dare to come up with ideas and suggestions. Company 1 does this by focusing on 

openness and informal/spontaneous communication and, by making sure that employees 

feel like their ideas are received and given feedback on.  

 

“Ideas emerge from dialogue and discussion between employees in the company.” 

(Company 1, 2017-05-03) 

 

All three companies highlight dialogue and discussion as vital in order to catch up 

useful perspectives and ideas that can lead to company development. Company 1 argues 

that discussions should be seen as “refreshing that leads things forward”, and that it 

therefore needs to occur in the organization on a daily basis. Company 2 states that 

discussion are important in order to receive insights in individuals´ perspectives. 

Company 3 believes that encouraging discussion enables the ability to develop new 

thinking and problem solving within the organization. 

 

Furthermore, regarding the discussion about organizational encouragement, risk-taking 

was brought up by Company 1 and Company 3 as an important factor that allows 

employees’ to be encouraged and contribute to the organizational development. 

Company 1 consider themselves being risk-taking t a certain extent, adding to the 

context that they still have responsibility to nurture the shareholder´s reliability. 

However, Company 1 believes that they are still quite willing to deal with new things 

and take risks, meaning that taking risks are inevitable and almost mandatory in order to 

grow and develop in an organization. 

  

Likewise, Company 3 highlights the importance of risk-taking as they consider it having 

a crucial impact on the organization's ability to develop and stay competitive, since 

avoiding new things and approaches could inhibit a possible creative development. 

Company 2 also believes that risk-taking is important in order to develop the company 

and more likely stay competitive, however, they do not consider it to be crucial, in their 

case, since they are quite established in the market.  

 

In terms of organizational encouragement, Company 1 continues adding that they 

believe in maintaining an environment which stimulates cooperation and innovation. As 

openness and playfulness are keywords of the organization, they argue that environment 

related to the design of the building has an important role in encouraging employees 

within their daily work. Company 1 believes that the interior and design in the building 
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should be designed in way to provide and generate a playful climate in the workplace. 

Brightness and a lot of open areas is believed enable meaningful integration. Company 

1 also adds that they always try to make it fun at work.  

 

“Everything does not always have to be so serious.” (Company 1, 2017-05-03) 

 

In order to achieve playfulness within the daily work, Company 1 explains that they 

organize joint activities such as after-work, kickoffs, bowling, gym and parties, a few 

times a year. They claim that such activities aim to bring positive energy to employees’, 

important energy that are considered influence the organization’s creativeness. 

Company 2 mentions Humor as an essential factor for encouraging the employees into 

the organization. Company 2 believes that humor contributes to a good atmosphere and 

mentions that space for fun does exist and further explains that an opportunity to 

exchange ideas and have fun is also obtained through the many fairs they are a part of. 

 

Unlike the above, Company 3 mentions ‘passion’ as an important factor for 

organizational encouraging. Company 3 states that their goal is to carry out their tasks 

with passion, which they claim try to maintain by integrating all employees within the 

organization. In addition, these integration occasions tend to create a community of 

humor while being of inspirational kind, of which they call these for inspiration's 

activities. As mentioned, Company 3 does not mention playfulness, but inspiration. 

Inspirational activities aim at integrating employees and changing potential ideas. 

 
5.2.2 Supervisory encouragement 

All three companies clearly point out feedback when talking about Supervisory 

Encouragement, making it a strong common denominator among all companies. 

Company 1 describes trust, feedback and nurturing of relations as important factors in 

Supervisory Encouragement, while Company 2 touches confident leadership related to 

clear communication and constructive criticism. Company 3, on the other hand, refers 

to Supervisory Encouragement as the involvement of mutual feedback and clear 

guidance. 

 

Feedback is given spontaneously within the organization, according to Company 1, in 

order to stimulate the daily work and make it function according to the organizational 

goals. On the other hand, Company 2 describes encouragement of employees, through 

Supervisory Encouragement, by pointing out the vital leader role to immediately notice 

and convey constructive criticism to employees for immediate effect. Company 2 

considers this as a support to make employees more confident in their own skin by 

making them see constructive criticism as something positive. They also believe it is 

important to maintain a climate where constructive criticism is allowed and where 

people feel comfortable sharing this. Most importantly is the leader's way of 

communicating and conveying constructive  criticism to employees in a proper manner. 
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Company 1 also mentions, regarding Supervisory Encouragement, that they strive for 

mutual feedback, and further explains that the organization maintains this through 

monthly meetings "one on one", between employees and their respective department 

leader. During these meetings, using feedback as a method, they try to preserve or pay 

attention to a desired behavior, or to change an unwanted behavior. Company 3, using a 

similar approach to Company 1, adds that a good moment for the leader to highlight 

potential ideas or raise awareness around undesired behavior is when leader and 

employee are resonating. 

 

“It's the leader's responsibility to ensures that all employees feel needed as well as 

receive the attention they deserve.” (Company 1, 2017-05-03) 

 

Company 1 also mentions inner and outer motivation as important factors, and 

emphasizes the importance of confirmation and attention. They believe it is crucial for 

Supervisory Encouragement to engage in motivating employees and support them to 

find meaning in their daily work. Company 1 claims that inner motivation tends to make 

individuals perform in addition to their duties and give them commitment and pride to 

fulfill duties. Company 1 claims that they try to work with promoting the intrinsic 

willingness, or inner motivation, to increase performance among employees, this in 

order to create an environment where employees are more involved and aim at joint 

development. Company 1 believes external motivation to be of importance as well, but 

that this usually includes monetary rewards, which is something they do not believe 

enhances performance directly. Company 1 explains that it can be harmful for the 

organization to use monetary rewards as a sole type of reward. Company 1 means that 

monetary methods will generate in selfish work habits since everyone aims to receive 

their own reward. A further consequence of this can be that ideas remain locked inside 

the employees and are not exposed or discussed in groups.  

 

Company 2 highlights that if a leader does not take responsibility and ensure a mutual 

relationship with employees, by paying attention, providing feedback, motivating and 

rewarding, it can result in a nonfunctioning climate for all individuals within the 

organization. 

 

Company 3 notes that they encourage their leaders to notice original ideas from 

employees by letting them meet and present the assignment to the board members. 

Company 3 also notes that they try to ensure that the leaders promotes a good team 

spirit where the team feels comfortable sharing thoughts together, but also daring to 

reward and encourage each other for good work. 

 

5.3 Autonomy or freedom 
All three companies describe freedom by using the term ‘independency’ and the feeling 

of confidence in the daily work, with other words, the ability to feel confidence to act 

“on one's own”. The importance of trust was also highlighted as a crucial part in gaining 

confidence, in order to further achieve independency. The three companies state that 
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they put in efforts to encourage independent work, although Company 1 and Company 

2 both add that it has to be within the company strategy and goals. In addition, 

Company 1 points out the importance of support and assistance from the leader. In order 

to feel confident to work independently, employees’ must feel secure in the daily work, 

since insecurity could inhibit the positive effects of independency and cause “a feeling 

of being thrown to the wolves". Company 1 therefore points out the leader’s important 

role to encourage independent work, and also at the same time be involved in the 

process in order to give feedback.  

 

“It is important to socially support independent work.” (Company 1, 2017-05-03) 

 

Likewise, Company 2 states that they have noticed positive effects when promoting 

more space for independency. As employees have been given trust to act “on their own” 

in their daily work, Company 2 claims that they have been noticed being more creative 

and forward ideas and problem solutions. Company 2 explains that they wants to make 

sure that the employees are aware of the fact that they can influence the organization, 

something that they believe they can mediate by giving the employees trust to be 

independent. Company 3 agrees, stating the following:  

 

“It's about creating a climate where the individual feel trusted, regardless position 

within the organization.” (Company 3, 2017-05-10) 

 

5.4 Resources 

Company 1 describes ‘resources’ as buildings, machinery, premises, technology, time, 

skills, money and even computer programs. Company 3 defines it equally, and also 

expresses the importance of the competences as a vital resource. Company 3 explains 

that they believe in the inherent power of the individual and that these competencies are 

crucial for how the other resources are used. All three companies state that resources 

need to be available in order to manage their daily operations. Company 2 claims that 

material resources have to be available because any lack of these resources will affect 

production and thus adversely affect the organization’s overall work.  

 

However, Company 1 along with Company 3, both argue that it may be useful and of 

advantage to not always have everything available in front of them. Company 1 

explains it as the positive effect of being a little uncomfortable, which further can 

induce new perspectives and alternative ways of doing thing. Company 3 argues for its 

useful advantage as they mean that it forces development of new ideas in order to 

continue complete the task. Company 1 explains that the most important resource is 

having the right competences available. Company 1 points out that right competences 

must be available in order to develop, since right competence provides possibilitie s as 

new inputs and ideas that can be valuable to the organization. They believe that 

different competencies complement each other and emerge in new solutions and 

proposals even if other material resources are lacking. Along with competences as an 
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important resource, time is also mentioned as an important resource by all the three 

companies. 

  

“We always try to use our time efficiently and continuously seek new solutions. In the 

end, success takes an investment in time.” (Company 2, 2017-05-08) 

  

Company 2 admits that they do not expose any planned time to discuss ideas, but they 

mean that they spontaneously, and as a routine, evaluate customer orders after delivery, 

so called briefing. In other words, take time to evaluate already completed work with a 

view to suggesting what can be done better next time. Company 3 claims that the 

opportunity to think and exchange different perspectives is obtained by the employees' 

participation in each project. This due to new solutions requires different skills, which 

enables through integrating the different competences in order to make the best possible 

performance. Furthermore, Company 3 explains that they spend lot of time on 

unplanned tasks that spontaneously emerge and must be prioritized. Company 1, on the 

other hand, argues that time is constant, highlighting that it all comes down to how it is 

used.  

 

“It is all about prioritizing time, prioritizing tasks that will support work  strategy and 

future company development.” (Company 1, 2017-05-03) 

 

Company 1 means that the time is consumed constantly at an uneven rate, some days 

they have a lot and other days less. Therefore, it is important to adjust and keep up with 

the pace. The result of poor time utilization will be a stressed work rate with 

accompanying irritations. 

 

5.5 Pressures 

Company 1 and Company 3 both refer to ‘pressures’ as something that more or less 

forces the organization in the direction to be “a little better” all the time. Moreover, 

Company 2 argues that pressure is the key to not risk being stuck in old processes and 

habits, but constantly develop the organization. Company 1 points out challenges in the 

daily work as highly importantly within the ability to motivate the employees to 

perform. Company 1 therefore states that the amount of challenges is important in order 

to stimulate the organizational climate where new ideas and company developments can 

grow. Company 2 also highlights challenges as a factor related to pressures. Besides 

being of value for the company ability to “push a little bit more”, it is described as an 

important factor in an individual's development. However, Company 1 believes that the 

challenges should neither be too difficult nor too simple, but assign sufficient amount of 

challenge to the respective employee or department according to their competencies. 

Company 2 further claims that they do not believe in continuous challenges, meaning 

there should also be times where the amount of challenges are low in order to sink into 

your work tasks and focus on a different level. Too many challenges could result in 

frustration which eventually results in employees´ performance falling.  
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However, Company 1 and Company 3 argue that the amount of challenges still have to 

be balanced, meaning that too much or too little challenges will have a crucial impact on 

the daily work. Both companies believe that challenging work contributes to a work 

climate where employees are more stimulated to be independent and think in new and 

own terms, while too many challenges can affect the individual’s motivation to be 

creative. Likewise, Company 2 highlights that even if the quantity of challenging work  

creates a spirit of constant development, it also affects the time employees are given to 

really focus on every single challenge. All three companies argue that the amount of 

challenges more and less have a vital impact on the workload, highlighting that they 

both therefore have to be balanced. 

 

“The higher amount of challenges, the higher workload pressure. The higher workload 

pressures, the less time and space for creativity.” (Company 3, 2017-05-10) 

 

Company 3 states that workload pressure is a consequence of high challenging work. 

This because employees are not given enough prerequisites to reflect and come up with 

useful new ideas. Company 3 explains that in such a situation, employees tend to finish 

tasks quickly and move on to the next one, instead of focusing and completing tasks 

thoroughly. Company 3 further describes that this has a negative impact on employees’ 

willingness to take time to forward their perspectives and produce new ideas. However, 

all three companies agree that low workload also has a negative impact on the 

organizational climate and therefore requires a balanced pressure of workload. 

 

5.6 Organizational impediments to creativity 
When the concept ‘organizational impediments’ was brought up, Company 3 begins by 

explaining that since they consider it highly important to make every individual’s voice 

heard, a situation that does not provide this could be a barrier for future company 

development. Considering this, Company 3 mentions locked position as possible 

organizational impediments, meaning that employees focus solely on their own 

perspectives without being responsive to other opinions.  

 

Company 2 also mentions that problem and hassle is undesirable in the workplace, as 

they consider them possible organizational impediments since they consume valuable 

time. Furthermore, Company 2 explains that problems between the people in the 

organization would impede understanding of other people's views.  

 

On the other hand, the term ‘controlling supervisor’ was highlighted by Company 1 and 

Company 3, as they believe it inhibits organizational development. Company 3 also 

highlights the term ‘dictatorial leader’, and describes this as leaders not providing room 

for others to influence the work. However, Company 3 highlights that major conflicts 

do not occur within their organization and is something they try to avoid by carefully 

listening to each other. Company 3 believes that strong teamwork has resulted in 

complete elimination of major conflicts. Some minor conflict occurs, but Company 3 

refers to them as discussions.  

 



  
 

30 
 

“Leadership is influential.” (Company 3, 2017-05-10) 

 

Company 3 points out that, if the leader is too controlling, it will affect the culture 

where the employees in different positions are also controlling the ones below. 

Company 1 does not consider themselves to be controlling and means that each 

individual in the organization has individual goals that goes in line with the 

organizational goal. According to Company 1 they are responsible for the organization 

to operate well as they have many shareholders and customers investing in them. 

However, they do not see themselves as strict controlling.  Company 1 believes they 

have ample room for proposals and actively work to promote independence, although a 

bit of difficult today when new employees are constantly employed. 

  

“A balance is desired, not too strict, but not too easy, the most important thing is that 

the organization's goals are met, beyond that, I leave room for independency within the 

daily work.” (Company 1, 2017-05-03) 

 

Company 3 explains that they are a little more controlling with the new employees, as 

they lack knowledge about the organization unlike the other employees. Company 3 

further claims that they constantly strive to provide space for self-employed work while 

trying to guide in the right direction. 
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6 Analysis 
 

In this chapter the theoretical framework is compared and discussed in relation to the empirical 
findings. This in order to analyze the concepts and argue for their relevance or irrelevance, not 
only according to the authors, but also in connection with the aim of this study. Lastly, a final 
model is presented summarizing the analysis´ different components. 
 

 

6.1 Encouragement of creativity 

 
6.1.1 Organizational encouragement 

Amabile et al. (1996) explain that idea support in organizations, in other words the way 

new ideas are treated, is important. Also an organization with an idea supportive 

climate, characterizes an atmosphere that is constructive and positive. Both Company 1 

and Company 3 mention support for ideas as one crucial factor when discussing 

organizational encouragement. Company 1 clarifies a strong focus on idea generation 

and new thinking. Furthermore, Company 1 explains that creativity and innovation are 

central parts of the organization's company development and therefore, a lot of energy is 

consumed on these factors. Company 3 shares the same thoughts as Company 1 

regarding creativity and innovation, indicating on a common denominator, but also adds 

that that they have well-defined processes for transforming ideas into finished product 

or services. In a climate where creativity and innovation is taken into consideration, 

ideas and suggestions tend to be received in an attentive and kind way by leaders, as 

well as other employees, according to Amabile et al. (1996). Company 3 also adds that 

coming up with ideas means the opportunity to give oxygen to the company plan and 

explore new possibilities.  

  

Company 2, on the other hand, state a different approach to organizational 

encouragement as they referred to it as the feeling of security towards leadership and the 

organization. Ekvall (1996) adds that the result of a climate where people listen 

carefully and encourage each other creates space for possibilities and trying new things. 

Out of the three companies, however, Company 2 was the organization that mentioned 

creativity or innovation the least, and instead saw human resources as a critical factor 

for any type of development. They also added that they actively work with the relation 

between employees and leaders in order to "ease the mood" and let go of tensions. This 

is something Csikszentmihalyi (1997) mentions and explains that employees need to 

access employees with different competencies and skills in order to be able to pursue 

creative stimulation.  

 

Company 2 claims that the encounter between people, with various competences and 

professional skills, creates a dynamism that plays a huge role in the organization. 

Company 1 agrees, to some extent, and states that ideas emerge from dialogue and 

discussion between employees in the company. Company 3, however, mentions the 

importance of creating an ideal atmosphere and further adds that they work with 

workshops in order to achieve this. Company 3 believes that workshops stimulate idea 

creation which is essential for the organization’s daily work and therefore a cornerstone 



  
 

32 
 

in organizational encouragement. This can be related to Ekvall’s (1996) expression 

where he claims that discussions and debating is important factors in listening and 

encouraging, and also affects the creative ability. Ekvall (1996) claims that in an 

organization climate where debating is encouraged and voices are heard, employees 

tend to share and put forward ideas in greater occurrence. In relation to Ekvall’s (1996) 

statement, Company 1 argues that discussions should be seen as “refreshing that leads 

things forward”, and that it therefore needs to occur in the organization on a daily basis. 

Company 1 aims to maintain a climate where employees are encouraged to talk to 

leaders and dare to come up with ideas and suggestions. This is done by focusing on 

openness and informal/spontaneous communication and, by making sure that employees 

feel like their ideas are received and given feedback on. Moreover, Company 2 states 

that discussions are important in order to receive insights in individuals´ perspectives. 

Besides this, Company 3 believes that encouraging discussion enables the ability to 

develop new thinking and problem solving within the organization. 

 

Amabile et al. (1996) also highlights organizations’ way of encouraging risk-taking and 

novel thinking, as a way of increasing employees' creativity and making them come up 

with new creative ideas. Risk-taking was brought up by Company 1 and Company 3 as 

an important factor that allows employees’ to be encouraged and contribute to the 

organizational development. Company 1 consider themselves as risk-taking to a certain 

extent, adding to the context that they still have responsibility to nurture the 

shareholder´s reliability. However, Company 1 believes that they are still quite willing 

to deal with new things and take risks, meaning that taking risks are inevitable and 

almost mandatory in order to grow and develop in an organization. Likewise, Company 

3 highlights the importance of risk-taking as they consider it having a crucial impact on 

the organization's ability to develop and stay competitive, since avoiding new things and 

approaches could inhibit a possible creative development. 

  

Ekvall (1996) defines risk-taking as the tolerance of uncertainty within organizations'. 

Ekvall (1996) argues that employees, in a risk-taking environment, feel like they are 

given more space to “gamble” on their ideas, which results in more willingness to 

convey the ideas forward. Company 2 agrees, to some extent, with Ekvall’s (1996) 

statement that employees should somehow be encouraged to take risks, but only within 

the organization's framework. They also agree that risk-taking is important in order to 

develop the company and more likely stay competitive, however, they do not consider it 

to be crucial factor, in their case, since they are quite established in their market. Ekvall 

(1996) highlights the fact that neglecting risk-taking is common in reality and relates 

this with how supportive the leader is. In other words, support regarding risk-taking is 

considered to be more crucial than encouragement for risk-taking. This because leaders 

showing support and daring to take risks also increases employees' willingness to take 

risks (Ekvall, 1996).  

 

Playfulness and humor is added by Ekvall (1996) as an essential factor that contributes 

to a creative climate. However, this factor is not mentioned by Amabile (1996a), but is 

clearly brought up by Ekvall (1996) along with Lin et al. (2010) as having a positive 
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influence on employees’ creativity. Likewise, Company 1 and Company 3 also show 

confirmation of this statement and the positive impact that playfulness entails. Ekvall 

(1996) explains that playfulness and humor exhibits ease and spontaneity, which 

Company 1 highlights by stating that everything does not always have to be so serious. 

Hence, this factor is considered to contribute to benefits as it opens up for an 

increasingly relaxed atmosphere. This could be an explanation to why Company 1 has 

chosen openness and playfulness as keywords of the organization, stating that the 

building of their organization is constructed and built accordingly to those keywords. 

That means, the design within the building has an underlying meaning to be of ‘open 

area’. This means fewer walls, in order to create a playful climate in the workplace in 

which everyone can see each other. A connection can be drawn when stating the 

foregoing, which shows that open areas contribute to integration of the employees and 

thus, is linked to why Company 1, Company 3 and Lin et al. (2010) believe in 

playfulness as a factor stimulating creativity.  

 

However, Company 1’s description does not resemble the description of Ekvall (1996) 

and Lin et al. (2010), which shows that the term can be interpreted differently, but at the 

same time maintain the same meaning as it creates a playful atmosphere. Company 2 

emphasizes the importance of playfulness by explaining that humor contributes to a 

good atmosphere and mentions that space for fun does exist, while ideas can be 

exchanged. Company 1 agrees with Company 2 and adds that they always try to make it 

fun at work. Which is also observed in the statements of Ekvall (1996) and Lin et al. 

(2010) as they highlight the importance of creativity occurrence as being more likely to 

occur due to the contribution of an environment characterized with a relaxed 

atmosphere with jokes and laughter.  

 

In addition, Company 3 mentions ‘passion’ as an important factor for organizational 

encouragement, yet another interpretation of how the employees could be encouraged 

and driven to work while enjoying their time. Despite the fact that the term playfulness 

was not mentioned by Company 3, still there is a clear indication of the desire to have 

the employees enjoying their time at work, which in other words is what playfulness 

tends to contribute. Moreover, Company 3 states that their goal is to carry out their tasks 

with passion, claiming that this could be maintained by integrating all employees within 

the organization, through which they call inspirational activities, that tend to create a 

community of humor while being of inspirational kind. As previously noted, integration 

has been linked to ‘open area’ by Company 1 in order to contribute to playfulness, 

something that is expressed in other words by Company 3, but still can be seen bearing 

the same meaning as the previous. In the pursuit of maintaining playful climate in the 

workplace, Lin et al. (2010) believe in proving playful activities in which the employees 

feel involved with joy and relief to further be creative. This is something that Company 

1 seem to be aware of as they organize joint activities such as after-work, kickoffs, 

bowling, gym and parties that aim to bring positive energy to employees in a desire to 

stimulate a creative climate and further their creative ability. 

 



  
 

34 
 

6.1.2 Supervisory encouragement 

Amabile (1996a) explains supervisory encouragement as leaders encouraging 

subordinates by clearly communicating the goals and clarifying problems. This is 

something Company 2 mentions by explaining that they believe the most important part 

of supervisory encouragement is the leader's way of communicating clearly and being 

able to, in that process, provide constructive criticism. In addition, Company 3 also 

mentions clear guidance as important which is related to Amabile’s (1996a) statement 

“communicating goals and clarifying problems”. Amabile et al. (1996) suggests that 

leaders should be supportive and provide feedback to increase the creative performance 

and motivation. Company 1 does this through trust and nurturing of relations, while 

Company 3 does it through mutual feedback. In Company 1’s case, feedback is given 

spontaneously within the organization in order to stimulate the daily work and make it 

function according to the organizational goals. Company 2, on the other hand, points 

out the vital role leaders’ have to immediately notice and convey constructive criticism 

to employees for immediate effect. Company 2 considers this to be supportive, making 

employees more confident in their own skin and comfortable in seeing constructive 

criticism as something positive. However, Amabile et al. (1996) and Shalley and Gilson 

(2004) highlight the risk of conveying criticism negatively by pointing out that this 

potentially could inhibit creativity. Despite this Company 2 also believes it is important 

to maintain a climate where constructive criticism is allowed and where people feel 

comfortable sharing this. Company 2 adds that most importantly is the leader's way of 

communicating and conveying constructive criticism to employees in a proper manner.  

This could also be related to Amabile et al. (1996) and Shalley and Gilson (2004) where 

they mention that it is of outmost importance that employees are judged and evaluated 

in a fair way, which could be done through constructive criticism. 

 

Shalley and Gilson (2004), Yukl (2010) and Amabile (1996a) says that leaders' should 

aim at encouraging and supporting employees' in order to stimulate a work climate for 

creativity. Company 1 describes mutual feedback as a way of supporting employees and 

acts on this by providing monthly meetings "one on one", between employees and their 

respective department leader. Company 1 also highlights that they, during these 

meeting, use feedback to either preserve or pay attention to a desired behavior, or to 

change an unwanted behavior. Company 3 mentions, in addition to this, that they 

believe it is important to, during individual meetings between employee and leader, pay 

attention to potential ideas or raise awareness around undesired behavior. Amabile et al. 

(1996) mentions, together with Shalley and Gilson (2004) that ideas emerge in 

organizations’ and therefore leaders should be prepared to respond to these without 

inhibiting the creative ability among employees. Approaches that Company 1 and 

Company 3 mention can be some ways of supervisory encouragement.    

 

According to Amabile et al. (1996) organizations should also recognize and pay 

attention to individuals who achieve creative achievements by rewarding and praising 

them. Company 1 mentions inner and outer motivation as important factors in praising 

and rewarding employees, and emphasizes the importance of confirmation and 

attention. They believe it is crucial for supervisory encouragement to engage in 
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motivating employees and support them to find meaning in their daily work. Company 

1 claims that inner motivation tends to make individuals perform, in addition to their 

duties, and give them commitment and pride to fulfill duties. Eisenberger and Armeli 

(1997), Yukl (2010) and Amabile (1996a) claim that rewards are desired and should be 

given in form of recognition of individuals' skills and creative commitment and 

performance. Company 3 also notes that they try to ensure that leaders promote good 

team spirit where the team feels comfortable sharing thoughts together, but also daring 

to reward and encourage each other for good work. According to Eisenberger and 

Armeli (1997) this type of rewarding stimulates creative behavior in a positive manner. 

  

Company 1, on the other hand, claims that they work with promoting the intrinsic 

willingness, or inner motivation, to increase performance among employees, this in 

order to create an environment where employees are more involved and aim at joint 

development. Company 1 believes external motivation to be of importance as well, but 

that this usually includes monetary rewards, which is something they do not believe 

enhances performance directly. This is something Amabile (1996a) points out as well 

and claims that it is mainly the intrinsic motivation that promotes creativity, rather than 

the expectation to receive rewards (extrinsic motivation). Company 1 explains that it 

can be harmful for the organization to use monetary rewards as a sole type of reward, 

since it tends to generate in selfish work habits where everyone aims to receive their 

own reward. A further consequence of this, according to Company 1, can be that 

valuable ideas remain locked inside the employees and are not exposed or discussed in 

groups.  

 

However, Eisenberger and Armeli (1997) and Shalley and Gilson (2004) note that 

rewards are not necessarily bad for creativity, but highlights at the same time the 

importance of, when distributing rewards, the type of behavior being rewarded and how 

the reward is distributed to the employee(s). On another note, Company 2 mentions that 

if a leader does not take responsibility and ensure a mutual relationship with employees, 

by paying attention, providing feedback, motivating and rewarding, it can result in a 

nonfunctioning climate for all individuals within the organization. Eisenberger and 

Armeli (1997) agree to some extent, and suggest that rewards should be used in order to 

mediate important information to employees and therefore emphasizes the importance 

of the informational factor of rewarding, as they claim that it is linked to both creativity 

and motivation. Related to this is Company 3’s way of encouraging leaders notices 

original ideas from employees by letting them meet and present the assignment to the 

board members. 

 

6.2 Autonomy or freedom 

The leaders in all three companies use similar descriptions to freedom as Amabile et al. 

(1996) and Ekvall (1996) mentions, using the term ‘independency’, along with the 

feeling of confidence in being allowed to act “on your own” in the daily work. The fact 

that all three companies agreed with the foregoing, is the awareness that freedom is an 

important part in the workplace in order for the employee to be willing to develop their 

performance.  
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All three companies state that they put in efforts to encourage independent work, 

arguing that while doing this they have noticed positive effects on participation in the 

company’s development. When promoting more space for independency within the 

daily work, the companies state that the employees have been more willing to forward 

their perspective, as well as an increased ability to be creative in terms of coming up 

with new ideas. As previously noted, the improved willingness of the employees is 

confirmed being affected by the given independency. However, both Company 1 and 

Company 2 point out that although independency is important to encourage, it still has 

to be within the company strategy and goals as it otherwise could inhibit the company's 

daily operation and management. This is something that Company 1 has been clear 

about and clearly demonstrated that they do not give such freedom that may risk to not 

align with the company´ goals and, because of this, a balanced distribution of freedom 

is what indirectly is desired. To provide freedom, to a certain extent, is also mentioned 

by Zybartaitė and Dzemyda (2014) and further consistent with the claiming’s Company 

1 and Company 2 as they believe leaders should be careful in giving too much freedom 

since it will lead to greater risk and may distract employees from the main organization 

goal. 

 

Considering that all three companies highlighted trust as a crucial factor in order to 

make the employees feel confident and allowed to be independent, it could be regarded 

as a confirmation of Ekvall’s (1996) statement that trust is vital when stimulating 

creativity. In order to feel confident to work independently, Company 1 points out that 

their employees must feel secure in their daily work, highlighting that insecurity could 

inhibit employees´ willingness to participate in company development. Furthermore, 

Company 1 points out the leader as an important role in mediating the feeling of trust 

and encourage independent work. The leaderships´ vital involvement in stimulating 

creativity is something that Williams (2006) explains by stating that an organization 

influenced with high trust, often results in employees being more willing to produce 

ideas and opinions and bringing these forward. Ekvall (1996) claims, similar to 

Company 1’s statement, that when employees are given trust to be independent, they are 

more willing to make encounters, as well as to plan and take initiatives differently. This 

is something that Company 2 also highlights by explaining that as employees within the 

organization have been given more trust to act independently in their daily work, more 

creativity, ideas and problem solutions have been noticed. The foregoing explanation 

supports the statement of Amabile et al. (1996), arguing that individuals´ creative 

thinking increases as they experience the feeling of control and ownership over their 

own work.  

 

Based on what has been stated previously, a link can be identified between the 

distribution of independent work, and the amount of trust that employees’ experience 

the leader has on them. Meaning that self-reliant work contributes to employees’ feeling 

trustworthy and thus, engages more in the organization's operation. Furthermore, there 

is a clear indication that it is the leader who can affect the distribution of trust with its 

role of distributing independent work and making employees to feel trustworthy. 
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Moreover, Company 2 explains the importance to ensure that the employees are aware 

of the fact that they can influence the organization, something that they believe can be 

mediated by providing the employees trust to be independent. As social support is 

described by the companies to have an impact on trust and openness within the 

organization, Williams’s (2006) statement regarding that trust and openness is vital 

when building strong bonds between employees and the leader can also be seen as a 

social support. Company 3 claims that it is important for the leader to create a work 

climate where the individual feels trusted, regardless of position within the organization. 

This allows individuals to be involved in the company development and bring forth 

ideas and opinions with an overall equal respect. Moreover, an open and straightforward 

communication is mentioned by Ekvall (1996) to send initiatives to employees' which 

provides a workplace free from fear of being ridiculed in case of failure. Company 2 

and Company 3 both argue that these kind of trustful relationships has positively effect 

on creativity in the work climate, a statement that is also supported by Williams (2006) 

and Amabile (1996b).   

 

6.3 Resources 
As Csikszentmihalyi (1997) states, all three companies also point out that it is the 

leader’s responsibility to provide the employees with reasonable amount of material 

resources. Amabile and Gryskiewicz (1987), along with Shalley and Gilson (2004), 

argue that leaders face big challenges when trying to provide the right balance regarding 

the amount of material resources. Even though the companies highlight that the 

experience of lacking resources will have impact on how the employees manage their 

daily operations, and thus adversely negatively affect organization’s ability to develop. 

Company 1 and Company 2 argue that it may be useful and of advantage to not always 

have everything available in front of them. As Amabile et al. (1996) state that sufficient 

resources can make the employees too comfortable and inhibit creativity, this is 

something that the companies could be seen agree with since the claim that being a little 

uncomfortable can induce new perspectives and alternative ways of doing things. 

Similar, Csikszentmihalyi (1997) argues that a certain lack of material resources will 

stretch the thinking of the employees into new solutions and stimulate creativity.  

 

However, Company 1 and 2 claim something which was not mentioned by the theory, 

namely that the most important resource is having the right competences available. 

They both point out that right competences must be available in order to develop, since 

the right competence provides possibilities like new inputs and ideas that can be 

valuable to the organization. Company 1 argues that different competencies 

complement each other and emerge in new solutions and proposals, even if other 

material resources are lacking, while Company 2 claims that different encounter 

between educations and professional skills stimulates creativity. Company 1 and 

Company 2 both argue that competence is a vital resource, without mentioning the 

importance of material resources. This could relate to the companies´ way of defining 

‘creativity’ and how it is explored, as they both consider creativity to emerge through 

social discussions and integration. Thus, a potential correlation may be found between 
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the way of defining ‘creativity’ and what resources they argue crucial to further be able 

to explore and stimulate it.  

 

In addition to material resources, as well as right competence, the companies all state 

time is an important resource. Similar to how Shalley and Gilson (2004) claim that 

sufficient time is needed in order to stimulate creativity, Company 2 also argues that 

time should be used efficiently in order to continuously seek new solutions, highlighting 

that success takes an investment in time. According to Ekvall (1996), the amount of the 

time employees are given for elaborating new ideas, is identified as a factor that highly 

affects creativity climate in organizations. Company 1 mentions that they maintain, 

through smaller group discussions once a month, time that is set of in order to stimulate 

different perspectives to create new ideas. To set up time, with a main purpose of 

exploring different ideas and perspectives, is argued by Amabile and Gryskiewicz 

(1987) as important in order to stimulate creative thinking. However, Company 2 

explains that they do not distribute any planned time to discuss ideas, but add that they 

spontaneously take time to evaluate already completed work. Moreover, Company 3 

highlights that it is due to the opportunity to think, and spontaneous exchange different 

perspectives and competences, that new ideas and solutions emerge. Therefore, the 

companies, along with Csikszentmihalyi (1997) and Ekvall (1996), all seem to agree 

that an organization that invests in time contributes with possibilities to discuss novel 

ideas, although they are not planned or included in the ordinary work task.  

  

The leaders of all three companies agree that the aspect of time is vital factor when it 

comes to the ability to stimulate creative thinking. Csikszentmihalyi (1997), along with 

Ekvall (1996), argue that a negative aspect of time pressure contributes that individuals 

tend to think less creatively under time pressure which inhibit their creative ability. At 

the same time, Amabile and Gryskiewicz (1987) highlights that too much time causes a 

decrease in motivation. More likely, similar to the statement of a necessary balance 

regarding material recourses, the companies argue that the amount of time need to be 

given in the right balance. Company 1 states that time is consumed constantly at an 

uneven rate, some days they have a lot and other days less. It is therefore important to 

adjust the time and keep the pace at a manageable rate. With regard to what has 

previously been noted, a connection can be identified regarding the amount of both time 

and material resources. The connection indicates that an abundance or deficiency of 

these factors causes negative consequences, hence, a balanced amount is desired. 

 

6.4 Pressures 
According to Amabile et al. (1996), pressures are about the amount of challenges 

occurring in the daily work, which has been emphasized by Company 1 to be significant 

in order to motivate the employees to perform and, furthermore stimulate the 

organizational climate where new ideas continuously appear. Company 2 claims that 

perceived pressure, due to higher challenges, will push employees to develop and is 

therefore of value for their development. Amabile et al. (1996) along with Ekvall (1996) 

agree with the assertion that challenging tasks increases employees’ intrinsic motivation 
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in which Ekvall (1996) adds that the challenging climate provides commitment and 

meaningfulness to employees' and their work.  

 

On basis of the foregoing, it is clear that pressure is positively related to better 

performance in the daily work as it motivates the employees while it also contributes to 

the emergence of new ideas. However, pressure has also been negatively related to the 

producing of new ideas as excessive challenges will bring higher workload pressure on 

the employees. This is further explained by Company 3 claiming that workload pressure 

is a consequence of high challenging work, meaning that employees' will focus on 

finishing tasks quickly and moving on to the next one, instead of reflecting and 

prioritizing current tasks which could generate in new useful ideas. Company 2 

somewhat agrees to Company 3’s statement and mentions that they do not believe in 

continuous challenges, meaning there should also be times where the amount of 

challenges are low in order to sink into your work tasks and focus on a different level.   

 

Company 3 claims that this adversely affects employees’ willingness to take time to 

forward their perspectives and produce new ideas. Ekvall (1996) agrees and claims that 

excessive challenges and workload, that the individual considers to be unmanageable, 

inhibits employees creative thinking. Company 3 also points out that higher amount of 

challenges contributes to higher workload pressure, which further will lead to less time 

and space for creativity. Also, Company 1 believes that challenges should neither be too 

difficult nor too simple, instead leaders should assign sufficient amount of challenge to 

the respective employee or department according to their competencies and capabilities 

(Amabile et al., 1996). 

 

Ekvall (1996) claims that there is, in organizations with high dynamic climate, a lot of 

eventfulness of life in the organization, meaning that new things are happening all the 

time and that the organizational climate is in constant full speed. However, Amabile et 

al. (1996) argue that high pace climate can result in a negative outcome, in which 

workload can cause physical and mental stress, yet another consequence of what 

excessive challenges and high workload pressure may cause, which Company 2 also 

agrees with. Company 2 states that too many challenges could result in frustration 

which eventually results in employees’ performance falling, a statement which Ekvall 

(1996) agrees with and adds that if low amount of challenges occur, it is common that 

employees experience a lack of interest for the organization with an overall feeling of 

indifference and alienation. However, all three companies agree that low workload 

pressure also has a negative impact on the organizational climate, which clearly shows 

that neither too high nor too low pressure is desirable. Likewise, Amabile et al. (1996) 

and Ekvall (1996) meaning that a balanced amount of challenges and thus pressure of 

workload is required since balanced pressure of challenges has a positive impact on the 

individual’s motivation to be creative. 

 

6.5 Organizational impediments to creativity 
Amabile et al. (1996) claim that internal conflicts and a strict controlling organizational 

structure is identified as organizational impediments to creativity. However, all three 
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companies mentioned different organizational impediments, of which conflicts were 

included by Company 2 and Company 3, meaning that conflicts were undesirable in the 

workplace and, at the same time, occurred rarely. Ekvall (1996) also believes conflicts 

to be undesirable and thus has been identified as a negatively correlated factor that 

affects creativity in organizations. Conflicts were also closely related to that employees 

lose their commitment to others which further is claimed to impede the creativity 

stimulation. Company 3 believes that conflicts cause people to be locked to their 

opinions and avoid listening and understanding the opinions of others. Company 2 

agrees and mention that they prevent this from happening by making sure that everyone 

is listening to each other and strives for mutual understanding. This argument is 

consistent with the argument of Ekvall (1996), stating that in an organization with high 

level of conflicts where individuals show dislike against each other in which the climate 

can be perceived or characterized as “warfare”. As noted, Ekvall (1996) relates conflicts 

with an atmosphere similar to a warfare, which is a clear indication that it is highly 

undesirable with conflicts. Company 3 adds that conflicts have been eliminated within 

their organization and that only disagreements occur, but they do not perceive this to be 

conflicts of any kind. 

  

However, conflicts were not mentioned by Company 1, besides ‘controlling leader’, 

which was identified as an organizational impediment to continued development. 

Company 1 and Company 3 claim that controlling leaders will not leave room for 

employees to think on their own which, furthermore, results in not providing employees 

the possibility to participate and influence organizational work. Under these 

circumstances, the individual perceives the organizational climate as controlling, which 

Amabile et al. (1996) describes has a decreasing effect on the intrinsic motivation that is 

crucial to creativity. This indicates a consciousness, regarding Company 1 and 

Company 3, as they deliberately argue for the consequences a controlling leader can 

cause. However, both companies still note that their organizational climate is somewhat 

controlling. Company 1 and Company 3 acknowledge that they are not strictly 

controlling, but a little controlling. This in order to guide employees in the right 

direction where their individual goals are reached in line with the organizational goals. 

As noted, all three companies, likewise Amabile et al. (1996) and Ekvall (1996), agree 

that controlling environment has a negative impact on the organization, but still believe 

that a balanced control should be maintained within the organization to help the 

employees in the right direction as they leave room for independent work. 

 

6.6 Defining creativity 
Company 1 describes creativity as simplicity in combination with some extent of 

systematic/structured working. They also explain that creativity is something that has to 

emerge naturally through social discussions. Company 1 also mentions motivation in 

relation to creativity and demonstrates knowledge regarding the term and its 

stimulation. Company 2, on the other hand, defines creativity as the ability to create 

solutions that generates forward motion. The essential part of creativity is, according to 

Company 2, the dynamics of people within the organization, as they believe different 

encounter between educations and professional skills stimulates creativity. Unlike 



  
 

41 
 

Company 1, Company 2 is more on the collective side of creativity, highlighting groups 

and interactions, while Company 1 indicates awareness regarding the actual individual. 

Company 3 considers creativity as the generation of new and original ideas. Company 3 

also links creativity to the ability to see things differently and dare to think 

"unrealistically". They view creativity as something intangible that requires mental 

analysis.   

 

Company 1 is the only organization that mentions Amabile's (1996b) statement 

regarding “the three component model”, that motivation is directly related to motivation 

where intrinsic motivation is one of the biggest impact areas to stimulate creativity. 

Company 1 mentions, and shows awareness, regarding motivational factors as extrinsic 

and intrinsic motivation. They believe more in stimulating the intrinsic motivation 

rather than the extrinsic. This is also noticed by Amabile (1996b) and Roßnagel (2017) 

as they explain that extrinsic motivation is driven by the need to accomplish some goal 

that is apart from the work itself, as in achieving a promised reward, finishing before 

deadline or simply winning a competition. While the intrinsic motivation is primarily 

driven by the individual's personal interest, dedication and curiosity for a particular task. 

It also makes individuals finish tasks at their own will, not only to satisfy the demands 

and expectations in the environment that drives the external motivation. Company 1 

distances from monetary rewards which is a part of the extrinsic motivation as they 

believe it does not provide the same performance as when you stimulate the intrinsic 

motivation. According to Amabile (1996b) the intrinsic motivation is the main factor 

that is crucial for creative action and accomplishment, and proven to have the greatest 

impact on an individual's creativity. 
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7 Final model 
 

This chapter will present the final model, a model that emerged through analysis of the 

theoretical conceptual model in relation to the collected empirical material. The final model is 

compiled and presented in figure 4 showing the factors which, after analysis, were chosen to be 

maintained. However, some factors were omitted or also revalued where their influence on 

creativity has changed as they did not prove to be of equal importance for stimulating a creative 

climate within organizations. The different symbols in the shape of circles are still used in order 

to display the influence on creativity brought along with the factors. First, the description of the 

model will be reproduced, where the model will be illustrated in the end. The model reflects the 

factors which, through the analysis, are considered to be creativity stimulating. 
 

 

In first model, Conceptual model (figure 3), three different colors have been used since 

the model reproduced positive, negative and pending impacts, unlike the final model, 

where only two colors have been used. The negative impact (red circles) have been 

either reassessed to other impacts, with support of the empirical material, or excluded in 

the Final Model (figure 4). The reason for the exclusion of this impact is explained 

when the concerned factor related to the negative impact is mentioned, later in this 

chapter.  

 

Below, a model description is explained according to the analysis of the theoretical 

conceptual model in relation to the collected empirical material. All the four factors, 

idea support, debate, risk-taking and playfulness and humor, have been argued to still 

have a positive impact on creativity. However, when the companies reflected around the 

idea support factor, the debate factor naturally emerged into the discussion. It became 

clear that a big part of idea support revolved around the occurrence of debates. Debate is 

one of the triggering factors in conjunction with idea support since the existence of 

ideas, and support for these, is based on discussions and interactions between 

individuals. The factors feedback, rewards, independence and trust and openness retain 

their original influence, this since the empirical findings did not argue differently, but 

confirmed the theoretical discussion in the conceptual model. This means that feedback, 

rewards and trust and openness still have a positive impact on creativity while 

independence is still pending.   

 

The pressures contributed to the challenges are found to either have positive or negative 

impact on creativity depending on its amount. Therefore, amount of challenges has had 

a positive impact on creativity and thus, was assigned a green circle in the conceptual 

model while workload pressure was given a red circle as it negatively affected 

creativity. Ekvall (1996) claims that challenging work have a positive impact on 

creativity since it challenges the employees and increases their intrinsic motivation. 

However, the empirical findings indicate that a balanced amount of challenges is 

desired, and thus, a balanced pressure of workload is required. This because neither an 

excess nor a deficit of challenges is found to contribute to creativity. As Ekvall (1996) 

states, the challenging climate provides commitment and meaningfulness to employees' 

and their work. Ekvall (1996) agrees and claims that excessive challenges and 
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workload, that the individual considers to be unmanageable, inhibits employees creative 

thinking. The foregoing assertion is found to be consistent with the claiming’s of 

Amabile et al. (1996) along with Company 2 when mentioning that physical and mental 

stress is a consequence following high workload pressure. Furthermore, Ekvall (1996) 

claims that low amount of challenges and workload pressure would make the employees 

experience a lack of interest for the organization, which strengthens the claiming’s of 

Company 3, indicating that neither too high nor too low pressure is desirable. Thus, 

workload pressure and amount of challenging work have been found to treat the same 

area, which the empirical findings have confirmed. Hence, these two factors, which 

formerly were assigned positive and negative impact, is reproduced in the ‘final model’ 

under the name amount of challenges and is associated with a pending impact on 

creativity.  

 

Strictness as well as internal conflicts has been found by Amabile et al. (1996) and 

Ekvall (1996) as negative correlated to creativity stimulation. The difference between 

these is that strictness have been argued by Amabile et al. (1996) and Ekvall (1996) as 

having a negative impact on creativity. This is why strictness has been assigned a red 

circle in the ‘conceptual model’, as it has a decreasing effect on the intrinsic motivation 

and thus creativity. However, the collected empirical material indicates that strictness 

contributes to creativity if provided in a balance. Company 1 and Company 3 agreed 

that controlling environment has a negative impact on the organization, but still believe 

that a balanced control should be maintained within the organization to help the 

employees in the right direction as they leave room for independent work. Thus, 

strictness has been assigned a pending impact in comparison with previous negative 

impact. As previously mentioned, conflicts proved to be negatively related to creativity 

through empirical support, by Company 2 and Company 3, meaning that conflicts are 

undesirable in the workplace as they rarely occur, leaving no major attention to the 

factor. Conflicts were also closely related to employees losing their commitment to 

others, which further is consistent with the claiming’s of Ekvall (1996) and Amabile et 

al. (1996), as conflicts impede stimulation of creativity. Consequently, and as 

previously supported by empirical findings, conflicts are omitted from the ‘final model’. 
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Figure 5: Creativity Climate Model (2.0) 
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8 Conclusion 
 

This chapter intends to show a result for accomplished purpose. The conclusion is based on the 

analysis of this study which derived from the theoretical framework and empirical findings. 

After the conclusion, suggestions for further research will be presented. 
 

 

By creating a model (figure 4 previous chapter) the purpose of the study has been 

achieved. A model for how leaders can stimulate a creative organizational climate for 

employees has been created, where different factors indicate different effects on 

creativity. The factors presented in the model are factors that stimulate creativity in the 

work environment. To begin with, in order to support a creative climate, the leader 

should support the ideas of the employees, which is positively related to creativity 

stimulation. This is possible by maintaining an atmosphere in which people discuss, 

listen carefully and encourage each other. The leader should also enable risk-taking in 

order to provide space for new ways of executing work tasks. Furthermore, the climate 

should be characterized with playfulness and humor, which can be maintained by either 

an open work environment, that promotes continuous meetings between employees, or 

by providing a relaxed atmosphere with jokes and laughter. 

 

Feedback is also a crucial factor when supporting employees and their creative abilities. 

This since feedback contributes to recognition and attention towards the employees, 

which also is of importance for supporting the ideas and behaviors of the employees. 

Further, reward is also linked to recognition since it is more valuable to recognize the 

employees’ commitments, rather than rewarding them with monetary rewards. 

Moreover, in addition to rewards, emotional safety is also an essential factor affecting 

creativity positively. Emotional safety in relationships is of importance, which is 

enabled through a maintenance of trust, which makes employees more keen on 

producing and presenting ideas and opinions. Openness, along with trust, is also an 

significant factor in building strong bonds between employees and the leader. 

An open and straightforward communication sends initiatives to employees' to work 

without the fear of being ridiculed in case of failure. 

 

As the foregoing factors contribute with positive impact to a creative climate, other 

factors have a pending impact, meaning that an abundance or deficiency of these factors 

generate negative effects on creativity. Negative effects on creativity tends to cause 

irregularities among employees’, leaving no time for their creativity to emerge. These 

factors, that require a balance, are independency, time, necessary resources, amount of 

challenges and strictness. Independency, which includes freedom, plays a major role in 

creativity stimulation. It enables employees to plan and structure their own time, but 

also helps them make independent decisions. However, the space for independent work 

should be reasonable and not exaggerated as it can easily result in a negative effect and 

inhibit creativity. Likewise, strictness contributes to creativity if it was to be provided in 

a balance. A strict controlling organizational climate has a decreasing effect on the 

intrinsic motivation, which is crucial to creativity. Thus, some control is needed in order 
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to guide the employees within the organizational framework and keep them in line with 

the common goals.  

 

In order to stimulate creativity, leaders should provide the right balance regarding the 

amount of time and necessary resources. Too much time causes a decrease in 

motivation, on the other hand, lack of time may cause pressure and stress. Likewise, an 

abundance of resources may inhibit the need to search for new ways to perform, 

whereas a lack of resources entails employees´ inability to complete their daily work. 

Last but not least, challenging work is also desirable in balance, this since an excess of 

challenging work leads to high workload pressure. Furthermore, this causes physical 

and mental stress which inhibits the employees creative thinking. On the other hand, 

low amount of challenges and workload pressure would make the employees experience 

lack of interest for the organization. Hence, a balanced distribution of challenging work 

will contribute to a creative climate in which employees´ ability to be creative appear. 
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9 Further research 

It would be interesting to further investigate the model created in this study and apply it 

on different companies. The option to research creativity in different industries is also 

available as this will provide an insight into potential differences between different 

industries and their way of stimulating creativity. This is also considered of value since 

an observation has been noted in this study, concerning Company 1 and Company 3, as 

they had relatively similar definitions and ways of stimulating creativity. Based on the 

fact that the companies derive from the same industry, namely IT industry, it can be 

noted that IT companies are more engaged in creativity stimulation. However, a 

conclusion cannot be drawn as we have a small foundation to support our thoughts. 

Therefore, it could be an option to further investigate whether a pattern can be identified 

in different industries and how their perception and work methods are regarding 

creativity. 

 

Moreover, within the chosen theory of creativity and leadership, there is space for more 

aspects to be observed. As this study aimed to provide an understanding of how leaders 

can stimulate a creative organizational climate for the employees, a leadership 

perspective has been taken in consideration. Given that creativity is difficult to define 

and varies from field to field, one can most certainly conclude that this study only 

concerns a specific part of the area around creativity and leadership. Hence, further 

research, regarding the perspective of the employees and how they might perceive a 

creative climate, would be interesting. Also, since the leader has a crucial role in 

stimulating creativity, a research regarding different leadership styles and their effect on 

creativity, would be an interesting aspect to research further.  
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