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Co-Creation and the Impact on Radical Organizational Creativity: The 

Moderating Roles of Organizational Structure and Organizational 

Creativity Support  

 

Abstract: Organizations can benefit from generating radically new ideas 

that can lead to new products and services. Whereas previous 

organizational creativity research mainly focused on examining internal 

factors influencing organizational creativity, it largely ignored external 

factors and their fundamental impact on organizational creativity. In this 

paper, we examine the impact of co-creation on organization’s radical 

creativity. In addition, we study how internal organizational factors (i.e. 

organizational structure and organizational support for creativity) 

moderate this relationship. We do not find support for a moderating role of 

organizational structure. Moreover, whereas we expected that 

organizational creativity support would positively moderate the 

relationship between co-creation and radical creativity, we actually find a 

significant negative moderation effect. This finding suggests the existence 

of a substitutive relationship between external and internal strategies to 

boost radical organizational creativity instead of a complementary 

relationship. 

 

 

 

 

 

Key words: co-creation, radical organizational creativity, organizational 

structure, organizational support for creativity     
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Introduction 

Permanently challenged to achieve and maintain competitive advantage, 

organizations need to constantly deviate from existing practices and 

alternatives (Gilson & Madjar, 2011; Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011) and 

generate radically new ideas that can lead to new products and services 

(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014; Olszak & Kisielnicki, 2016). Organizations 

therefore need to find new ways to stimulate creativity (De Dreu, Baas, & 

Nijstad, 2008; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). Creativity is 

traditionally defined as the “generation of ideas, insights, or problem 

solutions that are new and meant to be useful” (De Dreu et al., 2008:780). 

Whereas creativity has been mainly studied at the individual (Ruscio & 

Amabile, 1999; Taggar, 2002) and team (Hoever, van Knippenberg, van 

Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012; Hulsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009) levels of 

analysis, only few scholars (Andriopoulos, 2001; Kallio, Kallio, & Blomberg, 

2015; Shahzad, Bajwa, Siddiqi, Ahmed, & Sultani, 2016; Woodman et al., 

1993) have started exploring creativity at the organizational level, showing 

how intra-organizational factors such as organizational culture, leadership 

style, physical space, and knowledge management process capabilities 

impact organizational creativity.  

Whereas (scarce) previous organizational creativity research 

(Andriopoulos, 2001; Kallio et al., 2015; Shahzad et al., 2016; Woodman et 

al., 1993) mainly focused on examining internal factors influencing 

organizational creativity, it largely ignored external factors and their 

fundamental impact on organizational creativity (Andriopoulos, 2001; 

Kallio et al., 2015; Olszak & Kisielnicki, 2016). This gap is surprising as 

numerous scholars, embracing the open innovation paradigm (Chesbrough, 

2003; Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2009), argue that external actors can 
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be important sources of valuable information that can give organizations 

inspiration for new ideas. In this paper, we therefore address this research 

gap, examining how a particular mode of collaboration with external actors 

– i.e., co-creation – influences radical organizational creativity (i.e., ideas 

that differ substantially from an organization’s existing practices and 

alternatives (Gilson & Madjar, 2011; Madjar et al., 2011)). Co-creation 

implies the active involvement of end-users1 in creating value (Grissemann 

& Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000). Previous research on the role of end-users (Bogers, 

Afuah, & Bastian, 2010; Harhoff, Henkel, & von Hippel, 2003; Franke, & 

Shah, 2003) has shown that users are likely to freely reveal information, 

which can contribute to the generation of new ideas. General Motors, for 

instance, “invited users to take existing video clips of its Chevrolet Tahoe 

SUV and insert their own words to create new versions of their ads” 

(Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, & Singh, 2010:293). However, systematic 

analyses on how and when end-user involvement stimulates organizational 

creativity are lacking. Instead, previous co-creation research (Hoyer et al., 

2010; Payne et al., 2008; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000) mainly focused on 

understanding co-creation as a process in itself (Terblanche, 2014; 

Voorberg, Bekkers, & Tummers, 2015), ignoring the actual outcomes on the 

organizational level.   

Combining insights from co-creation literature (Terblanche, 2014; 

Voorberg et al., 2015) and organizational learning literature (Levinthal & 

March, 1993; Rhee & Kim, 2015), we hypothesize that co-creation can 

                                                           
1 Co-creation refers here to the active involvement of the end-users in creating 
value and does not refer to the employee co-creation, for instance, which implies 
engaging the employees in the co-creation process before engaging the end-users 
in the co-creation process (Ramaswamy, 2009).      
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stimulate radical organizational creativity. Relying on insights from the 

organizational learning literature (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Levinthal & 

March, 1993; O'Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Rhee & Kim, 2015) and innovation 

literature (Jansen, Van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006; Mom, van den Bosch, 

& Volberda, 2009), we also hypothesize a negative moderation effect of 

mechanistic organizational structure on the relationship between co-

creation and radical organizational creativity. Moreover, following insights 

from the absorptive capacity literature (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Zahra & 

George, 2002), we hypothesize a positive moderation effect of 

organizational support for creativity on the relationship between co-

creation and radical organizational creativity.  

To investigate these hypotheses, we conducted hierarchical 

regression analyses on a final sample of 275 SMEs, situated in the region of 

Northern Netherlands. Our results show no support for the hypothesized 

negative moderation effect of mechanistic organizational structure on the 

relationship between co-creation and radical organizational creativity. 

Surprisingly, our findings show that organizational support for creativity 

negatively moderates the relationship between co-creation and radical 

organizational creativity.      

Our main findings contribute to a richer understanding of the 

drivers of radical organizational creativity (Andriopoulos, 2001; Kallio et 

al., 2015; Olszak & Kisielnicki, 2016) by showing that only when internal 

organizational support for creativity is lacking, co-creation may play an 

important role for radical organizational creativity. Instead of the expected 

complementary relationship, our findings suggest a substitutive 

relationship between internal and external strategies to boost radical 

organizational creativity (Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-McIntyre, 2003).  
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 This paper is structured as follows. First, we present existing 

research on organizational creativity and co-creation. Second, relying on 

insights from co-creation, organizational learning, innovation and 

absorptive capacity literatures, we develop our hypotheses. Subsequently, 

we present the methodology and the results of our analyses. Finally, we 

discuss our findings and elaborate on their theoretical and practical 

implications, also pointing toward future research directions. 

 

Literature Background 

Extant Literature on Organizational Creativity 

Creativity represents the “generation of ideas, insights, or problem 

solutions that are new and meant to be useful” (De Dreu et al., 2008:780). 

Although numerous scholars have conducted research on individual 

(Ruscio & Amabile, 1999; Taggar, 2002) and team creativity (Hoever et al., 

2012; Hulsheger et al., 2009), organizational creativity, which is defined as 

“the creation of valuable, potential useful ideas about new products, 

services,  procedures, or processes by individuals working together in a 

complex social system” (Woodman et al., 1993:293) has received relatively 

limited attention2. Moreover, the studies that did consider organizational 

creativity (Andriopoulos, 2001; Kallio et al., 2015; Shahzad et al., 2016; 

Woodman et al., 1993) have mainly focused on internal factors. Kallio et al., 

(2015), for instance, have found that a physical organizational environment 

(e.g., location, spatial orientation, architectonic details) has a positive effect 

                                                           
2 Organizational creativity is different from organizational innovation 
(Damanpour, 1991; Subramanian & Nilakanta, 1996). In brief, whereas 
organizational creativity refers to the generation of ideas, organizational 
innovation also refers to the implementation of the generated ideas; organizational 
innovation, however, is outside the scope of this research.      
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on organizational creativity. In addition, Shahzad et al., 2016 observed that 

a system-oriented strategy and knowledge management process 

capabilities are positively associated with organizational creativity.  

Although previous organizational creativity research 

(Andriopoulos, 2001; Kallio et al., 2015; Shahzad et al., 2016; Woodman et 

al., 1993) expanded our understanding of internal factors influencing 

organizational creativity, it largely ignored the investigation of external 

factors and their impact on organizational creativity. To address this gap, 

we aim to investigate the impact of one particular external factor, i.e., co-

creation, on radical organizational creativity; we particularly focus on 

radical organizational creativity as it may have an important contribution 

to radical innovation, change and survival (Baer, 2012; Gilson & Madjar, 

2011; Madjar et al., 2011). 

 

Co-creation: External Antecedent of Radical Organizational Creativity  

Co-creation is defined as the active involvement of end-users through 

intensive communication with the organization during the process of value 

creation (Ostrom et al., 2010; Terblanche, 2014). In today’s fast paced 

environment, co-creation is viewed as a determinant of organizational 

success (Gustafsson, Kristensson, & Witell, 2012; Magnusson, 2009). 

Previous literature on co-creation (Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; 

Terblanche, 2014; Voorberg et al., 2015) has shown that co-creation 

influences customer satisfaction, loyalty and growth in the organization’s 

operations. However, systematic reviews of the co-creation literature also 

revealed that previous research mainly focused on understanding the 

process of co-creation in itself and focused less on linking co-creation to 
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organizational outcomes such as creativity (Terblanche, 2014; Voorberg et 

al., 2015).  

We particularly focus on co-creation because, in this literature, end-

users are seen as potential sources of creative input for organizations. 

While interacting with the organization, end-users can provide 

information, suggestions and knowledge which are derived from their 

usage of the organization’s products and services (Terblanche, 2014; 

Voorberg et al., 2015).  

 

Hypotheses 

In this section, we first develop hypotheses on the direct impact of co-

creation on radical organizational creativity (Gilson & Madjar, 2011; 

Madjar et al., 2011). Subsequently, we argue why the focal firm’s level of 

mechanistic organizational structure is likely to moderate the relationship 

between co-creation and radical organizational creativity. Finally, we 

explain why organizational support for creativity is likely to moderate the 

relationship between co-creation and radical organizational creativity. 

 

Co-creation and its Impact on Radical Organizational Creativity 

Following insights from co-creation literature (Grissemann & Stokburger-

Sauer, 2012; Hoyer et al., 2010; Payne et al., 2008; Voorberg et al., 2015) 

and from organizational learning literature (Levinthal & March, 1993; Rhee 

& Kim, 2015) we argue that co-creation can stimulate radical 

organizational creativity. Research on end-user involvement (Bogers et al., 

2010; Harhoff et al., 2003; Franke, & Shah, 2003) suggests that co-creation 

can provide the organization valuable input (i.e., information) in terms of 

unexpected use of its products/services. Consider, for instance, a situation 
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in which a normal bike is used by an end-user on the beach; the end-user 

likes to cycle on the beach and therefore needs a bike suitable on the sand 

to enjoy the experience. Through actively involving such end-users3 in the 

co-creation process (Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Hoyer et al., 

2010; Payne et al., 2008; Voorberg et al., 2015), the organization can easily 

receive this kind of end-user information about unexpected use of their 

products. Organizational learning scholars (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; 

Levinthal & March, 1993; O'Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Rhee & Kim, 2015), 

have argued that this kind of input on unexpected use of products/services 

can trigger explorative learning processes at the focal organization, which 

increase the likelihood of generating radical ideas (e.g., how to create a 

sand bike) concerning organization’s products/services.   

In sum, we argue that co-creation can provide information about 

unexpected use of products/services for the organization, triggering an 

explorative learning process, which stimulates radical organizational 

creativity. We therefore hypothesize:  

 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Co-creation positively influences radical organizational 

creativity. 

 

The Moderating Role of Mechanistic Organizational Structure  

Organizations can apply different types of organizational structures, 

ranging from mechanistic structures, which are characterized by extensive 

formal control, strong emphasis on following established procedures and 

                                                           
3 End-users are knowledgeable about the existing products and services provided 
by the organization and make their information available, dependent also on the 
frequency with which they make use of these products and services (Alves, 
Fernandes, & Raposo, 2016). 
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maximizing organizational stability, to organic structures, which rely more 

on informal control mechanisms and emphasize the added value of 

adjusting procedures and management flexibility (Burns & Stalker, 1961; 

Covin & Slevin, 1988; Sine, Mitsuhashi, & Kirsch, 2006). In the innovation 

literature (Benner & Tushman, 2003; de Visser et al., 2010; Jansen et al., 

2006; Mom et al., 2009) it is emphasized that radical innovation requires a 

particular type of organizational structure. The general argument in this 

literature is that mechanistic structures facilitate exploitative learning, 

which is likely to trigger incremental innovation. At the same time, more 

organic structures stimulate explorative learning, resulting in radical 

innovation. Relying on these established insights, we expect that an 

emphasis on mechanistic organizational structures negatively moderates 

the relationship between co-creation and radical organizational creativity.   

As already mentioned, we expect that co-creation can stimulate the 

sharing of input about unexpected use of products, triggering explorative 

organizational learning processes (Levinthal & March, 1993; Rhee & Kim, 

2015) that can result into radical creativity. Based on existing insights, we 

argue that, in case of extensive mechanistic structural elements, the ability 

for such explorative learning is likely to decrease. Whereas exploration 

requires experimentation and non-routine problem solving, formal control, 

for instance, is likely to constrain such activities (He & Wong, 2004; Jansen 

et al., 2006). Moreover, a strong emphasis on complying with rules and 

procedures makes it difficult to discuss and reconsider existing work 

practices, which is also important for explorative learning. Scholars (Jansen 

et al., 2006) have therefore emphasized the benefits of more organic 

structures for exploration. As mechanistic structural elements hamper 

explorative learning, we expect that the potential breakthrough advantages 
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of co-creation are unlikely to be realized when a mechanistic organizational 

structure is present. We therefore hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): The level of mechanistic structural elements negatively 

moderates the relationship between co-creation and radical organizational 

creativity.  

 

The Moderating Role of Organizational Support for Creativity 

Nowadays organizations are increasingly stimulated to take advantage of 

knowledge and information from external sources (Ferreras-Mendez, 

Fernandez-Mesa & Alegre, 2016), like end-users. Information from end-

users about the unexpected use of products/services can be a source of 

long-term competitive advantage (Valentim, Lisboa & Franco, 2015). In the 

absorptive capacity literature (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Zahra & George, 

2002) it is emphasized that the ability of organizations to recognize the 

value of new, external information, assimilate it and exploit it is critical to 

their innovation capabilities (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Zahra and George 

(2002) make a distinction between potential absorptive capacity, the 

organization’s knowledge acquisition and assimilation capabilities, and 

realized capacity, the ability to transform and exploit the external 

knowledge. 

Following the insights of the absorptive capacity literature we 

argue that the exposure to unexpected feedback from customers will 

trigger the potential absorptive capacity of the organization and will 

provide the potential for explorative learning. According to Zahra and 

George (2002) social integration mechanisms will facilitate the transition 

from potential to realized absorptive capacity. Organizational support for 
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creativity, defined as “perceived organizational valuing of creativity” 

(Farmer et al., 2003:621), may act as such an integration mechanism 

ensuring that the explorative learning process will indeed take place, 

leading to radical organizational creativity.  We therefore hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Organizational support for creativity positively moderates 

the relationship between co-creation and radical organizational creativity.  

 

Methodology  

Data and Sample 

In order to test our hypotheses we rely on a sample of small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) from the Northern Netherlands. Our focus on SMEs was 

inspired by several calls for more research on open innovation practices 

within this particular setting (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, & West, 2006; 

Hossain, 2015). For this research we relied on the database of the Alliance 

of the Northern Netherlands, an institution that is responsible for 

coordinating subsidies in the Northern Netherlands. This database 

contained usable information on 2701 Dutch SMEs that have had contact 

with this institution. In order to minimize selection problems, 294 

additional Northern Dutch SMEs were approached via e-mail (i.e., contact 

information was identified in the ORBIS database). In total, 432 SMEs 

answered the questionnaire. Out of 432 SMEs, 9 SMEs declared having 

more than 250 employees, actually violating our definition of SME, thus, we 

deleted these 9 firms. Moreover, 148 firms had missing values or consisted 

of only one employee. We also deleted these firms from the database, 

leaving 275 SMEs in our final sample.  

 



153 

 

Measures  

Dependent variables.  

Radical organizational creativity. Relying on previous research (Farmer, 

Tierney, & Kung-McIntyre, 2003; Zhang & Bartol, 2010; Zhou & George, 

2001) we adapted the scale originally used to measure employee creativity 

and formulated the items in such a way to capture radical organizational 

creativity (i.e., ideas that differ substantially from an organization’s 

practices and alternatives). Answers were given using the following items: 

“Employees in this organization…” “…are a source of creative ideas” and 

“…propose radical new ways to do the work”). Three items were used to 

capture radical organizational creativity; answers were given using a 5-

point Likert-type scale (i.e., 1-Strongly disagree to 5-Strongly agree).  

 

Independent variables.  

Co-creation. Co-creation refers to the active involvement of end-users in 

the development of new products and services. Taking an organizational 

perspective on co-creation, we capture its perceptual dimension. Answers 

were given using the following item:  “To what extent was your 

organization in the period 2013-2015 involved in co-creation or the active 

involvement of end-users in the development of new products and services”. 

Answers were given using a 4 point Likert-type scale (i.e., 1-Not at all to 4-

Very much). 

 

Moderators.  

Level of mechanistic structural elements. Relying on insights from previous 

research (Covin & Slevin, 1988) we measured mechanistic organizational 

structure using three items. Answers were given using the following stem:  
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“For each of the following questions what best suits your organization...”. 

Answers were given using a 5-point Likert-type scale (e.g., one sample item 

is 1-“Tight formal control of most operations by means of sophisticated 

control and information systems” to 5-“Loose, informal control; heavy 

dependence on informal relations and norm of co-operation for getting work 

done”). For the sake of simplicity, the items were reverse coded such that 

value 1 becomes “low level of mechanistic organizational structure” (e.g., 

informal control, loose rules, and procedures) and value 5 becomes “high 

level of mechanistic organizational structure” (e.g., formal control, tight 

rules, and procedures).  

 

Organizational support for creativity. We measured organizational support 

for creativity using six items following Farmer et al., (2003); answers were 

given using the following stem: “In our organization…” (one sample item is 

“…the development of new ideas and concepts is stimulated”). 

 

Control variables.  

In our research we control for a series of variables which might impact 

radical organizational creativity. We control for the age of the SMEs which 

was calculated as year 2016 minus the foundation year of the SMEs. 

Additionally, we also control for the total full-time employment in year 

2015 and for the educational effects by considering the percentage of full-

time employees with higher education. Furthermore, to capture more 

modern forms of collaboration, we also control for multidisciplinary 

innovation networks and living lab by asking “To what extent was your 

organization in the period 2013-2015 associated with the following forms of 

collaboration?...”. Answers were given using a 4-point Likert-type scale (i.e., 
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1-Strongly disagree to 4-Strongly agree). Multidisciplinary innovation 

networks were measured using a single item: “Multidisciplinary innovation 

networks or collaboration with public and private partners from various 

industries” and living lab was measured using also a single item: “Living lab 

or projects involving public and private partners to work with citizens to 

develop new products and services”. We also control for intellectual 

property methods (Amara, Landry, & Traoré, 2008) by including one item 

“Does your company use the following methods of protection for innovations 

that were introduced in the 2013-2015 period?” to capture whether SMEs 

used confidentiality (i.e., “yes” received value 2 and “no” received value 1) 

as protection mechanism. Additionally, we also included the percentage of 

the internal revenue seen as an indicator of the investment in R&D 

activities.  

 

Analysis 

We purified the measurement scales by performing a confirmatory factor 

analysis for the scales with more than one item using Maximum Likelihood 

estimates in LISREL 8.8. The measurement model is presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis and AVEs 

Construct ITEM Standardized factor 
loadings 

T-value AVE 

Radical organizational creativity 
Employees in this organization, … 
…are a source of creative ideas 
…show creativity in their work 
…propose new ways to do the work 
 
Mechanistic organizational structure 
In our organization there is… 

 
 

.80 

.90 

.65 
 
 
 

 
 

14.80 
17.37 
11.48 

 
 
 

.63 
 
 
 
 
 

.67 
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…tight formal control of most 
operations by means of sophisticated 
control and information systems 
…strong emphasis on always getting 
personnel to follow the formally laid 
down procedures 
…a strong emphasis on holding fast 
to true and tried management 
principles despite any changes in 
business conditions 
 
Organizational support for creativity  
In our organization,… 
…there is a lot of support for creative 
work 
…the development of new ideas and 
concepts is stimulated 
…creative work is valued 
…we encourage employees to be 
creative 
…we expect employees to consider 
problems from different perspectives 
…we reward employees being 
creative in their job 

.76 
 
 

.86 
 
 

.82 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

.81 
 

.85 

.86 
 

.84 
 

.72 

.61 

14.09 
 
 

16.59 
 
 

15.58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15.96 
 

17.17 
17.36 

 
16.84 

 
13.56 
10.81 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

.62 

Χ2=85.69; df=51; RMSEA=.050; NFI=.98; CFI=.99; GFI=.95  
 

Our measurement model has a good fit, Χ2(51)=85.69; RMSEA=.050; 

NFI=.98; CFI=.99; GFI=.95 (Hair et al. 1998). Moreover, all AVEs are well 

above 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All factor loadings on the respective 

constructs are highly significant (p<.001), while standardized loadings of 

each item exceed 0.50. Therefore, the scales demonstrate convergent 

validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Because no interfactor correlations had 

a confidence interval containing the value of one (p<.01) and the 

multivariate Langrange test indicated that all item-level correlations 

between constructs were insignificant (Kim, Cavusgil, & Calantone, 2006), 
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we can conclude that the scales possess discriminant validity. Finally, a 

Harman’s single factor test showed a significantly worse (Δχ2=482.82; 

df=3; p<.001) single factor model. Therefore, it is unlikely that our data are 

inflated by common method bias. 

To test our hypotheses, the measure on each multiple-item scale was 

obtained by a simple average of the individual scale items.  
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Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics, the correlations and the Cronbach alphas of our study variables. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics, correlations and Cronbach alphas 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Radical Organizational  
Creativity  

3.54 0.74 
.82 

        
  

 

2. Age of the Organization 26.37 28.01 -.19** n.a. 
       

   

3. Total Full-time Employment  
2015 

24.02 35.40 
-.03 .37** n.a. 

      
  

 

4. % Full-time Employees with  
Higher Education 

47.24 35.48 .31** -.38** -.26** n.a. 
     

  
 

5. Multidisciplinary Innovation  
Networks 

1.62 1.03 
.22** -.14* .07 .31** n.a. 

    
  

 

6. Living Lab 1.19 .54 .18** -.12* -.02 .29** .59** n.a. 
   

   

7. Protection Methods –  
Confidentiality 

1.56 0.50 
-.24** .13* -.08 -.21** -.31** -.19** n.a. 

  
  

 

8. % Internal Revenue  
R&D Activities 

14.56 22.69 
.32** -.28** -.16** .54** .38** .39** -.28** n.a. 

 
  

 

9. Co-creation 1.80 1.16 .27** -.08 .04 .30** .70** .44** -.41** .32** n.a.    

10. Mechanistic organizational  
structure 

2.22 0.98 
-.30** .20** .17** -.17** -.17** -.15* .16** -.31** -.20** .86 

 

11.  Organizational support for  
creativity 

3.92 0.63 
.56** -.14* .02 .23** .30** .17** -.30** .37** .30** -.48** .90 

*p<.05; **p<.01; note that the Cronbach alphas are in italics on the diagonal.  
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As can be seen in Table 2, Cronbach alphas range from 0.82 to 0.90 suggesting 

good reliabilities (Nunnally, 1978).  Co-creation is positively correlated with 

radical organizational creativity. This also holds for organizational support for 

creativity, while a mechanistic organizational structure is negatively 

correlated with radical organizational creativity. Note also that co-creation is 

highly correlated with the participation in multidisciplinary innovation 

networks.  

This study tested the hypotheses using hierarchical ordinary least 

squares multiple regression. We first examined the main effects of the control 

variables on radical organizational creativity. Then we added the main effect 

of co-creation. Next we added the moderators to the analysis, first the 

mechanistic organizational structure and afterwards organizational support 

for creativity. Finally, we added both moderators in one overall model. 

Following the suggestions of Aiken and West (1991) and Kenny and Judd 

(1984), prior to the moderator analyses we mean-centered the variables that 

were involved in the interactions to avoid multicollinearity. The variance 

inflation factors did not exceed the value of 2,613 which is well below the cut-

off value of 10 (Hair et al., 1998).  

 

Results 

Results of the hierarchical regression are presented in Table 3 below. Model 1 

presents the effects of the control variables. From the results it can be seen 

that variables % of full-time employees with higher education and % of 

internal revenue R&D activities were positively associated with radical 

organizational creativity (B = 0.004, p < .05 and B = 0.005, p < .05, 

respectively). Confidentiality as a protection mechanism for intellectual 
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property was negatively associated with radical organizational creativity (B = 

-0.193, p < .05).  

Model 2 additionally presents the main effect of co-creation on radical 

organizational creativity. Whereas we hypothesized that co-creation positively 

impacts radical organizational creativity, the results show no support for our 

expectation (H1 is not supported).  

Model 3 shows that the interaction between co-creation and 

mechanistic organizational structure is insignificant with respect to radical 

organizational creativity (H2 is not supported). In Model 3, although not 

hypothesized, we also see a significant negative relationship between 

mechanistic organizational structure and radical organizational creativity (B = 

-0.138, p < .05).  

Surprisingly, Model 4 shows a negative interaction between co-

creation and organizational support for creativity with respect to radical 

organizational creativity (B = -.156, p < .05) (H3 is not supported). In Model 4, 

although not hypothesized, we also see a strong positive relationship between 

organizational support for creativity and radical organizational creativity (B = 

0.526, p < .001).  

Finally, Model 5 shows an insignificant interaction between co-

creation and mechanistic organizational structure with respect to radical 

organizational creativity and a significant negative interaction between co-

creation and organizational support for creativity with respect to radical 

organizational creativity (B = -0.143, p < .05). In Model 5, although not 

hypothesized, we see a strong positive relationship between organizational 

support for creativity and radical organizational creativity (B = 0.521, p < 

.001).      
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Table 3. Unstandardized estimates of hierarchical regression with dependent variable radical organizational 

creativity 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 
Age of the organization 
Total full-time employment in 2015 
% Full-time employees with higher education 
Multidisciplinary innovation networks 
Living lab 
Protection methods – confidentiality 
% Internal revenue R&D activities 
Co-creation 
Mechanistic organizational structure 
Co-creation * Mechanistic organizational structure 
Organizational support for creativity 
Co-creation * Organizational support for creativity 

-0.002 
 0.001 

   0.004* 
 0.028 
 0.027 

-0.193* 
  0.005* 

-0.002 
 0.001 

  0.003* 
-0.040 
 0.020 
-0.144 

  0.005* 
 0.101 

-0.002 
 0.002 

   0.004* 
-0.041 
 0.036 
-0.115 
 0.003 
 0.097 

 -0.138* 
 0.071 

-0.002 
 0.001 

  0.003* 
-0.063 
 0.086 
-0.014 
 0.000 

  0.101* 
 
 

      0.526*** 
 -0.156* 

-0.002 
 0.001 

  0.003* 
-0.064 
 0.089 
-0.013 
 0.000 

  0.102* 
-0.004 
 0.019 

      0.521*** 
-0.143* 

F 
R2 
Δ R2 
Adj. R2 

7.214*** 
0.159 

- 
0.137 

6.833*** 
0.170 
0.011 
0.146 

  7.321*** 
0.217 

    0.058** 
0.187 

  6.025*** 
0.378 

     0.219*** 
0.354 

 13.290*** 
0.378 

      0.219*** 
0.350 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Discussion 

Our research aimed to investigate the impact of co-creation on radical 

organizational creativity, considering the moderating roles of mechanistic 

organizational structure and organizational support for creativity. Building 

on the co-creation, innovation, organizational learning and absorptive 

capacity literatures, we formulated hypotheses and tested them on a 

sample of 275 Dutch SMEs. We did not find any main effect of co-creation 

on radical organizational creativity. Moreover, the organizational structure 

did not influence the relationship between co-creation and radical 

organizational creativity. Surprisingly, we found a negative moderation 

effect of organizational support for creativity on the relationship between 

co-creation and radical organizational creativity. Below we explain our 

findings and elaborate on their theoretical and practical implications, also 

pointing toward limitations and future research directions.     

 Although we expected co-creation to positively impact radical 

organizational creativity, we did not find support for this relationship. It 

seems that only under specific conditions, e.g., when organizational 

support for creativity is lacking, co-creation is an important external 

strategy to increase radical organizational creativity (Andriopoulos, 2001; 

Kallio et al., 2015; Olszak & Kisielnicki, 2016).  

 Unexpectedly, the organizational structure did not influence the 

relationship between co-creation and radical organizational creativity. This 

finding is in line with earlier findings of Adler and Borys (1996) and Jansen 

et al., (2006) who also found less detrimental influences of mechanistic 

structural elements on exploratory learning. Possibly, well-designed rules 

and procedures give employees the opportunity to better master their 

(explorative) activities. Moreover, more codification of new knowledge 
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may help the diffusion of this knowledge through the organization (Jansen 

et al., 2006).  

 To our surprise, we found a negative moderation effect, instead of 

the expected positive effect, of organizational support for creativity on the 

relationship between co-creation and radical organizational creativity. A 

possible explanation is that organizational support may also lead to an 

increased identification with the SME; organizational support may enhance 

the psychological linkage between the individual and the organization (Yu 

& Frenkel, 2013). The stronger the identification, the more the input about 

unexpected use of products/services will be considered as ‘not from here’. 

The stronger the identification with the SME, the less likely the unexpected 

feedback from another entity (the customer) will be examined in more 

depth to look for potential merits (Kane, 2010). In other words, 

organizational support for creativity possibly stimulates the Not-Invented-

Here syndrome (i.e., the rejection of the information received from the end-

users) (Katz & Allen, 1982), hampering the translation of user feedback on 

unexpected use into radically new ideas. 

 

Theoretical and Practical Implications  

From a theoretical perspective, we contribute to a richer understanding of 

the drivers of organizational creativity by going beyond internal 

organizational factors and considering external organizational factors for 

influencing organizational creativity.  

Although, relying on the insights from the absorptive capacity 

literature (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2010; 

Zahra & George, 2002), we expected a complementary relationship 

between co-creation and organizational support for creativity, we actually 
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observe a substitutive relationship. Specifically, we see that in the presence 

of high co-creation and high organizational support for creativity, radical 

organizational creativity suffers. In our setting, external and internal 

strategies to increase radical organizational creativity substitute each 

other. 

From a practical perspective, our findings provide interesting 

insights for owners of SMEs. Our findings indicate that they cannot 

stimulate both internal and external strategies for radical organizational 

creativity. Instead, they have to choose for one of the two, either following 

an external or an internal strategy. Specifically, our findings show that in 

interaction with co-creation, organizational support for creativity hampers 

the process of generating radical new and potential useful ideas in the 

organization.   

 

Limitations and Future Research Directions  

Our research has some limitations, which might provide interesting 

avenues for future research. A first limitation of our research refers to the 

generalizability. We focused on SMEs situated in the region of Northern 

Netherlands and this raises concerns whether our findings are 

generalizable to other regions as well. Moreover, we focused on SMEs only 

and it would be interesting, for future research, to also examine the 

relationships under investigation within larger organizations.  

A second limitation of our research refers to the fact that by 

examining the organizational structure and organizational support for 

creativity we focused on relatively formal organizational mechanisms. It 

would be interesting to also study informal mechanisms, like social control 
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(Das and Teng, 1998) for their influence on the relationship between co-

creation and radical organizational creativity.   

A third limitation of our research refers to the self-reported data. 

Although we did not find any indications of common method bias in our 

data on the basis of a Harman’s single-factor test, future research should 

focus on collecting less subjective measures of co-creation and radical 

organizational creativity to capture more objective perspectives upon these 

phenomena. For instance, the number of co-creation meetings SMEs 

organize over a period of time may provide more objective data about co-

creation in this respect.  

 

Conclusion  

Examining co-creation as an external determinant of radical organizational 

creativity, we found it has no direct impact. Looking at internal moderators, 

including organizational structure and organizational support for 

creativity, we did not find a moderating role of organizational structure. 

Surprisingly, we found a negative moderation effect of organizational 

support for creativity. These findings question the complementary 

relationship between external and internal strategies to stimulate radical 

organizational creativity. Instead, they provide first indications of a 

potential substitution effect between external and internal strategies. 

 

APPENDIX I 

Radical organizational creativity (items adapted from Farmer et al., 
2003; Zhang & Bartol, 2010; Zhou & George, 2001) 
1. Employees in this organization are a source of creative ideas. 
2. Employees in this organization show creativity in their work. 
3. Employees in this organization propose new ways to do the work. 
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Mechanistic organizational structure (Covin & Slevin, 1988) 
1. In our organization, there is tight formal control of most operations by 
means of sophisticated control and information systems. 
2. In our organization, there is trong emphasis on always getting personnel 
to follow the formally laid down procedures. 
3. In our organization, there is a strong emphasis on holding fast to true 
and tried management principles despite any changes in business 
conditions. 
 
Organizational support for creativity (Farmer et al., 2003) 
1. In our organization, there is a lot of support for creative work. 
2. In our organization, the development of new ideas and concepts is 
stimulated. 
3. In our organization, creative work is valued. 
4. In our organization, we encourage employees to be creative. 
5. In our organization, we expect employees to consider problems from 
different perspectives. 
6. In our organization, we reward employees being creative in their job. 
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