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Chapter 1 

 General Introduction  

Innovation and creativity are the driving forces behind new advancements 

and are often seen as a main cause of cultural, economic and societal change. 

These advancements usually are the result of ideas that are implemented and that 

serve some need, solve some problems, or create some value. Indeed, they have 

affected all aspects of our daily lives, ranging from retail to entertainment and from 

agriculture to how we communicate with each other. Just think, for instance, about 

how miniaturization improves data storage and cuts costs across industries. 

Another compelling example comes from Charles Hull. In 1983, he had the idea 

that three dimensional objects could be created by laying down successive layers 

of plastic that are fused together. After working on this idea for a year he created a 

3D printer that used light to build, shape and glue plastic. Nowadays, 3D Systems, 

founded by Charles Hull, is the leading company in the 3D printing industry. The 

technology has had (and still has) a profound impact on different industries. 

  Organizations with a capacity to generate and implement ideas are at the 

forefront of these transformations. These organizations have an edge over their 

competitors because they consistently generate more value for their customers. 

Organizations that fail to generate and implement ideas may miss market 

opportunities and run the risk of not being able to remain relevant in the 

marketplace. Given the dynamic nature of contemporary businesses and 

organizations, it may come as no surprise that innovation and creativity have 

become increasingly important determinants of organizational performance, 

success, and longer-term survival (Anderson, Potočnik, & Zhou, 2014). 
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Although creativity and innovation are critical for competitiveness and 

survival, organizations find it difficult to foster creativity and to be innovative 

(Kuratko, Covin, & Hornsby, 2014). Indeed, the process of generating and 

implementing ideas is complex and full of paradoxes (Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 

2011). Not surprisingly, an Accenture survey of more than 500 executives from the 

U.S., U.K., and France, revealed that 50% are not satisfied with their organization’s 

innovation processes (Koetzier & Alon, 2013). 

Given the importance and difficulty of realizing creative and innovative 

performance, research on the determinants of creativity and innovation is 

extensive. These studies found for instance that a plethora of variables like support 

for innovation, autonomy, task orientation, external communication, team 

composition, team structure, personality, motivation, culture, etc. can stimulate 

creativity and innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Axtell et al., 2000; Joo, Yang, & 

McLean, 2014; Orth & Volmer, 2017; Wu, Parker, & De Jong, 2014; Ramamoorthy, 

Flood, Slattery, & Sardessai, 2005; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013; Drach-Zahavy 

& Somech, 2001;  Kim, Hon, & Lee, 2010; De Dreu, 2010; Nijstad, De Dreu, 

Rietzschel,  & Baas, 2010; Kivimäki et al., 2000). However, it has been argued that 

leadership, more than any other factor, is essential for fostering creativity and 

innovation in organizations (Anderson et al., 2014; Shalley & Gilson, 2004; Tierney, 

2008). Indeed, research has shown that leaders play an important role in nurturing, 

developing and fostering creativity and innovation (Anderson & King, 1991, 1993). 

However, much attention has been paid to traditional broad leadership constructs 

like transformational leadership, whereas studies on narrowly specified leadership 

constructs are relatively scarce (Hughes, Lee, Tian, Newman, & Legood, 2018; Lee 
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et al., 2020; Rosing et al., 2011). Moreover, the existing research on the 

relationship between leadership and creativity and innovation oftentimes does not 

differentiate between creativity and innovation. However, as I will explain more 

elaborately below, creativity and innovation may be related, but are also markedly 

different constructs (requiring different conditions for their development). 

Accordingly, the purpose of this dissertation is to contribute to the 

leadership, creativity and innovation literature by examining how and when leaders 

can help organizations to realize their creative and innovative potential. More 

specifically, we focused on examining the role of visionary leadership, 

ambidextrous leadership and LMX in fostering creativity and innovation.1 

In the following we will outline how specific leadership types could benefit 

creativity and innovation. First, we will define creativity and innovation, and we will 

explore the relationship between these two constructs. Second, we will provide an 

overview of the extant research on the relationship between leadership as creativity 

and innovation predictor. Afterwards, we present an overview of this dissertation 

and give a preview of the specific content of each chapter.  

Creativity, Innovation and their Relationship 

Several studies have shown that the transition from creativity to later 

stages of the innovative process is complicated (e.g., Baer, 2012; Rietzschel, 

Nijstad, & Stroebe, 2006; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013). Therefore, innovation 

researchers often distinguish between ‘creativity’ and ‘innovation’ (e.g., Bledow, 

Frese, Anderson, Erez, & Farr, 2009; Hughes et al., 2018; West, 2002). Creativity 

                                                     
1 The personal pronoun “we”, instead of “I” is being used, from this point on, to express thoughts and ideas 
that were developed in collaboration with my co-authors. 
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happens in the early stages of the innovation process, while innovation happens 

later in the process (West, 2002) – creativity precedes innovation. Creativity is the 

generation of novel and useful ideas (Amabile, 1996; Litchfield, Gilson, & Gilson, 

2015; West, 2002). The goal of these ideas is to positively change products, 

processes, and services (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005). Ideas are 

considered to be novel if they suppose a significant distance from the current 

practice or knowledge base (Litchfield et al., 2015). Ideas are considered to be 

useful if they are potentially valuable for the organization (Oldham & Cummings, 

1996). Ideas that are novel but not appropriate are seen as eccentric, and ideas 

that are appropriate but not novel are considered to be mundane (De Dreu, 2010; 

Nijstad et al., 2010; Rietzschel & Ritter, 2018). However, ideas that are not 

considered creative at one point in time might be considered creative at another 

point in time and vice versa (Nijstad et al., 2010). Therefore, there are creative 

ideas and ideas whose time has not come yet.  

Creative ideas can be generated by individuals working on their own and 

by individuals interacting with others in a group (Anderson et al., 2014). Creativity, 

at the individual level, is the result of combining motivation, high domain expertise, 

high skills in creative thinking and a environment that supports creativity (Amabile, 

1983a, 1983b, 1988, 1996). Creativity, at the group level, is the result of 

aggregating individual creativity and is fostered by group processes (Pirola-Merlo & 

Mann, 2004). 
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Blockchain is a good example of what a creative idea is. In 2008 a 

developer or group of developers under the pseudonym Satoshi Nakamoto 

released a paper describing an idea for a peer-to-peer electronic transaction 

system using chained blocks of information (see: Nakamoto, 2008). The 

community of developers received this idea with enthusiasm and considered it 

highly novel (Crosby, Pattanayak, Verma, & Kalyanaraman, 2016) primarily 

because it showed a method on how to decentralize transactions by cutting out 

intermediaries. In addition, Satoshi's idea was highly feasible because anyone with 

coding skills could use this technology to build new solutions.  

Innovation is fueled by creative ideas (Amabile, 1988). Innovation is the 

implementation of creative ideas, processes, products or procedures (Amabile, 

1988; West, 2002). People and organizations engage in innovation, because they 

want to generate value such as economic benefits, personal growth, increased 

satisfaction, improved group cohesiveness, better organizational communication 

and productivity (Anderson & West, 1996; West & Hirst, 2003). Innovation at the 

individual level is determined by several factors. Recently, individual differences 

have received increasing attention. For example, previous research has shown that 

employees are more innovative when they have been trained for innovation (Sung 

& Choi, 2014), are open to experience (Yesil & Sozbilir, 2013), or they have a 

mastery orientation (Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004). Innovation at the group level is 

determined by individual inputs, group composition and group processes (West & 

Anderson, 1996; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). For example, previous 

research has shown that task characteristics and group knowledge predict group 

innovation through integrating group processes (West, 2002). Innovation usually 
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requires more than one person. That is, innovation is often seen as a sociopolitical 

process in which, in order to implement ideas, people have to gain support and 

resources from multiple stakeholders and overcome structural, personal and 

environmental barriers (Baer, 2012; Hadjimanolis, 2003; Janssen, 2001, 2005).  

The Apple Macintosh is a good example of the importance of successful 

idea implementation. In 1979, as part of an investment agreement between Xerox 

and Apple, Steve Jobs visited PARC, a Xerox company. He was given a tour of the 

company during which he was shown ideas, prototypes and discontinued products. 

There was one particular product that caught his attention: the discontinued Xerox 

Alto personal computer project. This computer had "windows", menus on the 

screen, and a "mouse". Jobs had never seen something like that before (i.e. 

previous computers needed commands to perform even the most simple of tasks). 

After he left PARC, Jobs met with his team and asked them to work on a new 

computer that included windows, menus on the screen, and a mouse. The team did 

accordingly and the result was the Apple Macintosh, one of the most iconic 

computers of all time (Hiltzik, 2000). As such, Apple innovated the industry of 

personal computers, because it successfully implemented ideas (that were not 

even Apple’s own ideas) where others failed to successfully do so. 

Innovation is a complex nonlinear process (Anderson, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 

2004; Rosing et al., 2011). However, several stages can be distinguished (Perry-

Smith & Manucci, 2017; De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010; Van der Vegt & Janssen, 

2003). For example, Perry-Smith & Manucci (2017) presented the innovation 

process as an idea journey in which ideas travel through four different stages. The 

first two stages could be said to capture creativity, and the last two innovation. The 
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first stage is idea generation, that is, the generation and selection of novel ideas. 

Next, in idea elaboration, ideas are evaluated and further refined. The third stage 

of the idea journey concerns idea championing by actively promoting ideas to 

obtain support and resources within the organization. Finally, in idea 

implementation, ideas are turned into something tangible. For the purpose of this 

dissertation, in our empirical chapters we will distinguish between creativity and 

innovation. 

Another relevant aspect of innovation is that it can range from incremental 

to radical breakthroughs (Benner & Tushman, 2003). Incremental innovations are 

characterized by small adaptations to existing practices, skills, processes, and 

structures to meet the needs of existing customers or markets (Abernathy & Clark 

1985; Benner & Tushman 2003). Radical innovation is characterized by major 

changes to products, processes, or services and is designed to meet the needs of 

new or emerging markets (Abernathy & Clark, 1985; Benner & Tushman, 2003; 

Danneels, 2002). Radical innovation requires experimentation and new knowledge 

(McGrath, 2001; Lewin, Long, & Carroll, 1999). Conversely, incremental innovation 

relies on existing knowledge and skills (McGrath, 2001; Lewin et al., 1999). 

The Relationship between Creativity and Innovation 

Creativity and innovation are different but related constructs. Innovation is 

not possible without ideas and ideas that are not implemented are useless (Levitt, 

1963). Indeed, research shows that the generation of creative ideas can be 

positively associated with innovation (e.g. Axtell et al., 2000; Baer, 2012; Clegg, 

Unsworth, Epitropaki, & Parker,  2002; Frese, Teng, & Wijnen, 1999; Hammond, 

Neff, Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 2011). For example, Clegg et al. (2002) found that 
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number of ideas was positively associated with number of ideas implemented. 

However, research has shown also that high creative performance does not 

necessarily lead to high innovative performance (Škerlavaj, Černe, & Dysvik, 2014; 

Sohn & Jung, 2010; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013), and even sometimes 

impedes innovation (Baer, 2012; Škerlavaj et al., 2014). For example, Škerlavaj et 

al. (2014), found that there is a significant curvilinear, inverted U-shaped 

relationship between creativity and innovation, and that this relationship is 

moderated by leadership. In other words, excessive idea generation (in terms of 

both number of ideas and creativity of ideas) can lead to diminished returns with 

regards to idea implementation. Clearly, the relationship between creativity and 

innovation is quite complex.  

The behaviors needed to generate ideas are different from those needed to 

implement them. Creativity requires motivation to engage in idea generation, 

cognitive skills to produce novel ideas and technical skills to evaluate ideas 

(Amabile, 1988; Staw, 1990). Innovation on the other hand, requires the ability to 

sell ideas to stakeholders and transform ideas into useful applications (Janssen, 

2001; Mainemelis, 2010). Creativity can happen at the individual and group level, 

while innovation is primarily an interindividual social and political process 

(Anderson & King, 1993; Škerlavaj et al., 2014). Moreover, creativity flourishes in a 

lenient environment, while innovation benefits from a demanding environment 

(West, 2002). 
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However, greatly complicating the matter is that existing research does not 

clearly differentiate between creativity and innovation. In some studies creativity is 

seen as an integral part of the innovation process (e.g. De Jong & Den Hartog, 

2010; Janssen, 2000; Perry-Smith & Manucci, 2017), while in others innovation is 

operationalized with non-specific measures of various items of creativity and 

innovation (e.g. Bunce & West 1995; Kao, Pai, Lin, & Zhong, 2015; Scott & Bruce, 

1994). Moreover, in a recent meta-analysis on the relationship between leadership 

and creativity and innovation (Hughes et al., 2018), it was noticed that some 

studies measured innovation using creativity scales, while others assessed 

creativity using innovation scales. In other studies, creativity literature was used to 

formulate hypotheses about innovation and vice versa. Therefore, more research 

that clearly distinguishes between creativity and innovation is needed. This 

distinction is critical to further understand how these two constructs are related and 

how they can be stimulated within organizations. 

An emerging body of work suggests that leadership, more than other 

constructs, has been identified as a critical factor in influencing creativity and 

innovation (Anderson et al., 2014; Shalley & Gilson 2004; Tierney, 2008). Most of 

the research has focused on traditional leadership constructs that, due to their 

broad nature, do not promote both creativity and innovation (Hughes et al., 2018; 

Rosing et al., 2011). Moreover, recent literature points out that our understanding 

of the relationship between leadership and creativity and innovation can be 

improved by moving away from broad to more narrowly defined leadership 

constructs (e.g., Hughes et al., 2018; Rosing et al., 2011). In the next section, we 
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elaborate on the determinant role of leadership in the creativity-innovation 

relationship, gaps in the extant literature, and we put forward our research goal. 

Leadership, Creativity and Innovation 

According to Yukl (2019) "leadership is the process of influencing others to 

understand and agree about what needs to be done and how to do it, and the 

process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish shared 

objectives" (p. 8). One way in which leaders can influence the performance of 

followers by initiating structure and providing consideration (Stogdill & Coons, 

1957). Leaders initiate structure by organizing work, defining the tasks and 

scheduling work and they provide consideration by developing an atmosphere of 

respect and trust in and with their followers (Stogdill & Coons, 1957). 

Similarly, leadership’s influence on creativity and innovation can be divided 

in two research streams. First, literature has focused on understanding leadership 

influence from the bottom up, stimulating followers to engage in creativity and 

innovation activities. Leaders can foster creativity because they energize (Atwater 

& Carmeli, 2009), empower (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009), motivate (Yidong & 

Xinxin, 2013), engage (Aryee, Walumbwa, Zhou, & Hartnell 2012) and support 

(Cheung & Wong, 2011) employees. Leaders can create the conditions for 

employees to innovate because they engage internal and external actors in the 

innovation process (Chen, Zheng, Yang, & Bai, 2016), create a climate that 

supports innovation (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003) and engage employees in their 

work (Aryee et al., 2012).  
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Second, leaders can foster creativity and innovation from the top down, 

providing followers with structure and disciplined systems to guide their creative 

and innovative efforts within a clear framework. Leaders can guide creativity efforts 

because they are in a position to provide a vision, delegate responsibilities, provide 

recognition and monitor employees (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007). Leaders 

manage innovation because they provide resources and reward employees (De 

Jong & Den Hartog, 2007), making employees feel responsible and accountable 

for the results of their work (Aryee et al., 2012). 

Indeed, leaders can influence the conditions for employees to generate 

and implement ideas, and can guide their innovative performance. Not surprisingly, 

leadership is considered crucial for influencing creativity and innovation (Anderson 

et al., 2014; Hughes et al., 2018; Shalley & Gilson 2004; Tierney, 2008). Yet, 

although the number of studies actually assessing the extent to which leadership 

has a positive effect on creativity and innovation is increasing (see Hughes et al., 

2018; Koh, Lee, & Joshi, 2019; Rosing et al., 2011; Wang, Oh, Courtright, & 

Colbert, 2011), most of these studies have focused on transformational leadership 

and show a large degree of variability in observed associations with creativity and 

innovation. For example, Hughes et al. (2018), in a meta-analysis on the 

relationship between leadership and creativity and innovation, found that the 

correlations between transformational leadership and creativity ranged from -.13 

and .68, and correlations between transformational leadership and innovation 

ranged from -.03 and .67. Similarly, Lee et al. (2020), in a meta-analysis on the 

relationship between diverse leadership constructs and creativity and innovation, 

found that the correlations between transformational leadership and creativity 
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ranged from .04 and .64, and correlations between transformational leadership and 

innovation ranged from -.02 and .54. Hughes et al. (2018) suggest that perhaps 

one reason for this variability is the aforementioned lack of differentiation between 

creativity and innovation in the existing literature. In addition, the focus on broad 

leadership constructs may have the downside that it does not provide enough 

detailed information about the specific leadership behaviors needed to foster 

creativity and innovation (Hughes et al., 2018). Transformational leadership has 

been criticized for lacking in conceptual clarity and for overlapping with other 

leadership styles (Northouse, 2013; Tejeda, Scandura, & Pillai, 2001; Tracey & 

Hinkin, 1998). Moreover, in a meta-analysis on the relationship between leadership 

and innovation (Rosing et al., 2011), it was found that extant research does not 

provide a consistent picture and that transformational leadership only predicts 

innovation under certain conditions. 

Taken together, the available research suggests that creativity and 

innovation may be better explained by focusing on less broad leadership 

constructs. Such focus on more narrow leadership constructs may lead to more 

insight for several reasons. First, previous research on the relationship between 

personality and organizational outcomes has found that narrow personality 

constructs are better predictors than broad constructs (Ashton, Jackson, 

Paunonen, Helmes, & Rothstein, 1995; Jenkins & Griffith, 2004). Similarly, Hughes 

et al. (2018) found that narrowly specified leader styles had larger effects on 

creativity and innovation than traditional leadership styles. Second, broad 

leadership constructs do not provide specific information on achieving creativity 

and innovation. These constructs were designed to assess the leader's influence 
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on day to day business activities like efficiency, repetition and risk avoidance 

(March, 1991). However, creativity and innovation are about breaking the rules, 

taking risks and challenging the future (March, 1991; Buijs, 2007; Yukl, 2008). 

Therefore, more research on specific types of leadership and their relationship with 

creativity and innovation is needed. 

Thus, despite the increasing number of studies focusing on what leaders 

can do to stimulate team creativity and innovation, more research is needed to 

offer better theoretical insight into the effects of specific leadership behaviors on 

creativity and innovation. Finally, given the lack of differentiation between creativity 

and innovation, the leadership-related specifics with regard to the transition from 

creativity to innovation also remain elusive. More research that clearly differentiates 

creativity from innovation is needed (Černe, Jaklič, & Škerlavaj, 2013; Crossan & 

Apaydin, 2010). 

The Current Dissertation  

To sum up, previous research and theory suggests that (a) leadership is 

crucially important for creativity and innovation; (b) as yet we know too little about 

the role of specific leadership styles and leader behaviors in shaping creativity and 

innovation, and (c) we know little, if anything, about the way leadership may 

differentially predict creativity and innovation. The aim of this dissertation is to start 

filling these gaps. Specifically, in this dissertation we investigate the relationship of 

three specific types of leadership with creativity and innovation, namely visionary 

leadership, ambidextrous leadership and leader-member exchange (LMX). 

Visionary leadership centers on influencing others by creating and communicating 

a compelling vision of the future (Van Knippenberg & Stam, 2014). We focused on 
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visionary leadership because visions are key drivers of change and change is 

inherent in creativity and innovation. Ambidextrous leadership is the ability to 

display both opening and closing leader behaviors (increasing or decreasing 

variance in employee behavior) in order to stimulate innovation (Rosing et al., 

2011). Ambidextrous leadership was incorporated into this project because, 

contrary to other types of leadership, it explicitly addresses the different 

requirements of creativity and innovation. LMX is defined as the quality of 

exchange between a leader and an employee and offers an alternative to 

leadership views based on leaders’ individual traits and behaviors (Graen & Uhl-

Bien, 1995; Gerstner & Day, 1997). LMX provides a different view on the 

relationship between leadership and innovation and creativity by capturing the 

relational aspect of leadership. The present dissertation examines the role that 

each of the three types of leadership plays in predicting creativity and innovation; 

and the role of leadership in the relationship between creativity and innovation. 

Overview of the Dissertation 

In all three empirical chapters of this dissertation, the relationship between 

leadership and creativity and innovation will be investigated. In the first empirical 

chapter we examine visionary leadership (Chapter 2), and we zoom in on why and 

when it can enhance team creativity and team innovation. Next, we explore how 

opening leader behaviors can boost innovation through creativity and how closing 

leader behaviors facilitate the transition from creativity to innovation (Chapter 3). 

Lastly, we investigate the relationship between LMX and innovation and assess if 

this link is a direct or indirect one, and we examine the role of creativity in 

explaining this relationship (Chapter 4). 
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Chapter 2. Envisioning Innovation: Does Visionary Leadership Engender 

Team Innovative Performance through Goal Alignment? 

In this chapter the relationship between visionary leadership and team 

creativity and team innovation is examined. It is argued that visionary leadership 

stimulates team creativity and team innovation, because visionary leadership 

promotes goal alignment amongst team members which, in turn, facilitates team 

creativity and innovation. Arguably, under visionary leadership, followers align their 

goals to the vision because they feel motivated to pursue the collective future that 

they adopt as their own (Stam, Lord, Van Knippenberg & Wisse, 2014. Indeed, 

sharing a sense of purpose has been linked to team innovation (e.g., Cardinal, 

2001; Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Rickards, Chen, & Moger, 2001). In addition, it is 

argued that communication quality strengthens the relationship between goal 

alignment and team innovation. In an experimental study (Study 2.1), we examined 

the effect of visionary leadership on team creativity and innovation through goal 

alignment. In a field study (Study 2.2), we examined the extent to which 

communication quality moderates the relationship between goal alignment and 

team creativity and team innovation. 

Chapter 3. Ambidextrous Leadership: Balancing Opening and Closing 

Behaviors to Stimulate Idea Generation and Innovation 

This chapter not only zooms in on how leadership can directly affect 

creativity and innovation, but also examines whether leadership can facilitate the 

transition from creativity to innovation. We do so by exploring the relationship 

between ambidextrous leadership (that differentiates between opening leader 

behaviors and closing leader behaviors) and innovation. Previous research has 
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successfully linked ambidextrous leadership to innovation (e.g. Rosing & Zacher, 

2017; Zacher & Rosing, 2015). However, this research has not distinguished 

between creativity and innovation. Specifically, it is predicted that opening leader 

behaviors will stimulate employee innovation by promoting employee creativity, and 

further that the relationship between employee creativity and innovation will be 

strengthened by closing leader behaviors. This hypothesis is tested in a dyad study 

to address concerns related to external validity (Study 3.1) and in an online 

experimental study (Study 3.2) to address concerns related to internal validity and 

establish causality. 

Chapter 4. Leader - Member Exchange (LMX) and Innovation: A Test of 

Competing Hypotheses 

In Chapter 4 the relationship between LMX and innovation is addressed. 

Several studies have found an effect of LMX on innovation (e.g. Janssen & Van 

Yperen, 2004; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Schermuly, Meyer, & Dämmer, 2013; Yuan & 

Woodman, 2010), while others have not (e.g. Lee, 2008; Taştan & Davoudi, 2015). 

Therefore, in this chapter we test two competing hypotheses. The first hypothesis 

is that LMX will have a direct effect on innovation. The second hypothesis is that 

LMX will have an indirect effect on employee innovation via employee creativity. In 

addition, we expect these relationships to differ between work-related and socially 

related dimensions of LMX. Our hypotheses are tested in a dyadic study (Study 

4.1) and in a two-wave field study (Study 4.2). 

By focusing on these specific leadership constructs throughout the 

dissertation, we aimed to create more insight into how and when leaders foster 

creativity and innovation. This way, we can better understand the mechanisms 
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through which creativity and innovation unfold. This will increase the likelihood that 

employees reach their creative and innovative potential; and that organizations can 

generate more value for their customers and society. 

General Discussion 

 This section summarizes and elaborates on the results of the different 

studies presented and discusses the consequences for the literatures on 

leadership, creativity and innovation. Furthermore, this section discusses 

limitations, suggestions for future research and practical implications. 

Additional Remarks 

Each chapter of this dissertation has been written as an individual paper, 

and can be read independently of the rest of the dissertation. However, as a 

consequence, there may be some overlap in theoretical reasoning and 

methodology in the chapters.  
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