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General Discussion 

 

The general aim of this dissertation has been to enrich the understanding 

of the phenomenon of creativity at different levels of analysis, i.e., 

individual, team, organizational. In order to address our general aim we 

conducted four empirical studies relying on both experiments and surveys. 

In this final chapter, we first provide an overview of the findings for each 

empirical study. Subsequently, we elaborate on the main contributions to 

(1) cognitive styles research and (2) organizational creativity research. For 

each research stream, we specifically focus on the main theoretical 

contributions as well as on future research steps.  

 

Overview of the Findings  

In this section we provide an overview of the findings for each empirical 

study. In our first two empirical studies we addressed the impact of 

cognitive styles on individual and team creativity. In our last two empirical 

studies we addressed the impact of internal (i.e., R&D workforce 

composition) and external drivers (i.e., co-creation) on organizational 

creativity.  

In our first empirical study (chapter 2), we looked at the impact of 

cognitive styles (i.e., the way people perceive, organize and process 

information (Epstein, 2003; Pacini & Epstein, 1999)) on individual 

creativity. Specifically, we empirically examined the extent to which 

particular activated combinations of experiential (i.e., which is fast, 

autonomous, intuitive) and rational (i.e., which is slow, deliberative, 

analytic) cognitive styles influenced individual creativity (Epstein, 2003; 

Epstein & Meier, 1989). Our findings showed that (i) a combination of a 
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high experiential and a high rational cognitive style lead to less fluency and 

less flexibility than a combination of a high experiential and a low rational 

cognitive style; and (ii) a combination of a high experiential and a low 

rational cognitive style lead to more fluency and more flexibility than a 

combination of a low experiential and a high rational cognitive style.  

In our second empirical study (chapter 3), we looked at the impact 

of team experiential cognitive style on team performance. Specifically, we 

empirically examined the impact of the environmental cues (i.e., rational or 

experiential cues displayed or absent in the workplace setting where teams 

are situated) on the relationship between team experiential cognitive style 

and team performance (i.e., ability to conduct a creativity task). Our 

findings showed that when teams work in an environment where no cues 

are introduced, there is a positive impact of teams’ experiential cognitive 

style on team performance. When either experiential or rational cues are 

introduced, the relationship between team experiential cognitive style and 

team performance becomes insignificant. 

In our third empirical study (chapter 4), we looked at the impact of 

internal factors on organizational creativity. Specifically, we empirically 

examined the relationship between R&D workforce faultline strength (i.e., 

the degree of both internal- and cross-subgroup alignment) and SME 

technological invention (i.e., the act of creating new technologies). We also 

considered the moderating impact of firm size on this relationship. 

Although we did not find a significant main effect of faultlines strength on 

technological invention, our findings showed that, for relatively small firms, 

there was a significant negative relationship between faultline strength and 

technological invention. Specifically, as the size of SME firms increased, the 

significant negative relationship disappeared.  
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In our fourth empirical study (chapter 5), we looked at the impact 

of external factors on organizational creativity. Specifically, we empirically 

examined the impact of co-creation, as a particular mode of collaboration 

with external actors (Voorberg, Bekkers, & Tummers, 2015), on the ability 

of organizations to come up with radically new ideas or ideas that differ 

substantially from an organization’s existing practices and alternatives 

(Gilson & Madjar, 2011; Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011). We also 

considered the moderating impact of organizational structure and 

organizational support for creativity. Our findings showed 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 showed that 

organizational support for creativity negatively moderated the relationship 

between co-creation and radical organizational creativity, while we 

expected an opposite effect.     

In sum, our findings provide interesting insights to understand the 

phenomenon of creativity by making use of different theoretical 

frameworks, methodological approaches and different levels of analysis 

(i.e., individual, team, organizational). In the next section, we elaborate on 

the main contributions to (1) cognitive styles research and (2) 

organizational creativity research.  

 

Contributions to the Cognitive Style Research 

In this section we discuss the main theoretical contributions to cognitive 

style research, proposing future steps to advance research in this direction. 

Based on our findings, we make two main theoretical contributions to the 

cognitive style research.  
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First, we provided empirical evidence for the destructive interaction 

between experiential and rational cognitive styles. Our findings suggest 

that a combined activation of a high experiential and a high rational 

cognitive style points to a conflict between the heart (i.e., experiential 

cognitive style) and the head (i.e., rational cognitive style) with harmful 

impact on individual creativity (chapter 2). We achieved this through 

actually testing the core of the dual process theory (Epstein, 2003; Epstein, 

1985) by investigating, unlike previous research, the two cognitive styles in 

combination. These findings are theoretically important because different 

literature streams, relying on cognitive experiential self-theory (Epstein, 

2003) and the dual process theory (De Neys & Glumicic, 2008; Sloman, 

1996), provided different theoretical arguments on the interaction 

between the two cognitive styles (i.e., either a constructive or a destructive 

interaction).  

Second, we empirically showed that the workplace setting has an 

essential impact on the relationship between team experiential cognitive 

style and team’s ability to conduct a creativity task. Our findings suggest 

that teams with high experiential cognitive style, exposed to the 

experiential cues, devoted more cognitive energy to scrutinize them 

(Mantel & Kellaris, 2003) (chapter 3). This paper also points to the 

relevance of resource-matching theory (Anand & Sternthal, 1989; Mantel & 

Kellaris, 2003) as an interesting perspective to theorize how workplace 

setting and the related environmental cues change the performance 

implications of cognitive styles.  

Based on our findings, we formulate three future research directions. 

First, we encourage cognitive style researchers to identify other reliable 

(either subtle or strong) manipulations of cognitive styles. Whereas we 
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activated individuals’ combined cognitive styles by means of a bogus 

Personalised Personality Profile, we observed during our research process 

that it is very difficult to manipulate such a subtle construct. Additionally, 

searching the literature (Haidt, 2001; Maas & van den Bos, 2009), we did 

not find clear evidence on how to manipulate such unobservable individual 

characteristics. Manipulating cognitive styles definitely remains a future 

challenge to be embraced by researchers. To smoothen future research 

efforts, we suggest, for instance, to activate/manipulate the cognitive styles 

of individuals by telling them that they are about to collaborate with a 

partner having an experiential and/or rational cognitive style. In other 

words, it would be motivating to understand individuals’ 

creative/collaborative potential by anticipating a future collaboration with 

a partner having a particular cognitive style. In line with these thoughts, it 

would be recommended to also adopt a smart manipulation check strategy 

using, for instance, items/pictures/statements. Unlike previous 

manipulation checks (Dane, Baer, Pratt, & Oldham, 2011), 

pictures/statements might help to thoroughly check the activation of 

individuals’ experiential and/or rational cognitive styles, while avoiding to 

fall into the trap of checking whether merely the experimental instructions 

were followed accurately.  

Second, future research should also focus on researching the 

interaction between cognitive style traits (i.e., measured constructs) 

(Pacini & Epstein, 1999) and cognitive style states (i.e., 

activated/manipulated constructs) (Hsee & Rottenstreich, 2004). Whereas 

managerial cognitive style scholars (Cools, Armstrong, & Verbrigghe, 2013; 

Pacini & Epstein, 1999) have strongly focused on measuring cognitive 

styles traits, psychology-oriented scholars (Godek & Murray, 2008; Hsee & 
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Rottenstreich, 2004) have been focused on activating cognitive style states. 

Through considering the interaction between cognitive style traits and 

cognitive style states, researchers can provide richer insights into how 

different cognitive style dimension influence creativity.  

Third, focusing on the implementation rather than on the mere 

generation of ideas may be an interesting avenue for future research. 

Whereas we only focused on the ability of individuals and teams to 

generate ideas, innovation research (Sarooghi, Libaers, & Burkemper, 

2015) points to the necessity of implementation of the ideas into new 

products/services. It would be, for instance, empirically attractive to 

investigate the impact of cognitive styles on the implementation of ideas. 

Another option would be to consider the generation of ideas and the 

implementation of ideas as two sequential stages in a research design.  

 

Contributions to the Organizational Creativity Research 

In this section we discuss the main theoretical contributions to the 

organizational creativity research, proposing future steps to advance 

research in this direction and also highlighting the main practical 

implications. Based on our findings, we make two main theoretical 

contributions to the organizational creativity research. 

 In contrast to most creativity research, which has focused on the 

individual and team level of analysis, we conducted two studies, which 

aimed to increase our understanding of organizational creativity. The 

findings of these two studies provide evidence that both internal and 

external factors can drive organizational creativity. In Chapter 4, for 

instance, we identified R&D workforce faultline strength as an important 

internal driver of organizational creativity. In Chapter 5, we point to 
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collaboration with external partners by means of co-creation as a potential 

driver of organizational creativity, However, this last chapter also 

illuminates that the impact of this external driver depends on the extent of 

organizational support for creativity. This implies that our findings point to 

the importance and relevance of studying interactions between internal 

and external factors to increase our theoretical understanding of 

organizational creativity.   

Based on our findings, we formulate three future research directions. 

First, we encourage organizational creativity researchers to explore the 

interaction between internal and external organizational drivers of 

creativity. As we discussed in the prior paragraph, we found first 

indications that the extent to which external factors can influence 

organizational creativity will depend on how the organization is internally 

staffed and structured. Further exploring such interactions therefore seems 

to be a very fruitful avenue for future research. 

Second, a valuable recommendation for future research would be to 

identify an objective measure of organizational creativity. Whereas 

technological invention (i.e., number of patents seen as an indication of 

organizational creativity) (chapter 4) and radical organizational creativity 

(i.e., self-perception about the ideas that differ substantially from an 

organization’s existing practices and alternatives (Gilson & Madjar, 2011; 

Madjar et al., 2011)) are not measures free from limitations, future 

research may focus on discovering novel ways on how to objectively 

measure organizational creativity. Organizational creativity researchers 

may, for instance, delve into the outputs of an idea management system 

implemented at the organizational level; this may be an increasingly 
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strategic challenge towards identifying objective measures of 

organizational creativity.  

Third, another thought provoking avenue for future research would 

be to examine how creativity at the individual level and team level can 

impact organizational creativity. Researchers embracing these research 

endeavours might explore various micro-level theories of creative 

behaviour and meso-level theories of group creativity (George, 2007; 

Hennessey & Amabile, 2010) and their connections with the organizational 

creativity theories (Andriopoulos, 2001; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 

1993). Interesting findings may emerge from these research directions, 

which might have essential implications for policy makers as, according to 

the European Commission, there is still a need to understand how 

organizations can become more creative.           

 

General Conclusion  

To sum up, our research makes an interesting contribution to existing 

creativity research by further exploiting the established literature stream 

on the impact of cognitive styles on individual and team creativity and by 

starting the exploration of internal and external drivers of organizational 

creativity. We hope that our insights can motivate academic scholars to 

continue examining creativity at multiple levels of analysis in different 

types of organizational settings. We also hope that our findings can help 

managers in increasing the creativity within their organizations.   
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