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Abstract

The importance of creativity and innovation is rising and rising. Organizations are expected to keep up with the changing pace of consumer demand and need to change directions to survive. To operate creatively, both individuals and organizations need to be aware of the most important attributes that need to be developed. In this thesis, the literature will be explored to find efficient ways for individuals and organizations to cope with creativity. Along this survey, creativity will be defined from many dimensions, the individual components as well as the characteristics of the creative individual will be described, the most important practices and capabilities of organizations will be discussed and the impeding individual and organizational barriers that dampen the creative process will be highlighted. To give my research more theoretical evidence, two conceptual models regarding organizational creativity will be explained and some practical example will demonstrate how organizations nowadays and in the past have tried to cope with creativity inside their organization. The results of this thesis demonstrate that unlocking the creative potential of organizations and individuals is far from easy and complex. Together with finding a balance in the creativity stimulating resources – knowledge, intellectual abilities, thinking styles, personality, motivation and environment – and the impeding barriers to creativity, it is clear that unlocking creativity demands a huge amount of effort from every organization. In short, this thesis will guide you through the long and complicated road of individual and organizational creativity. 
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1. Introduction

1.1 Motivation for the thesis

The creation of novel and applicable ideas, creativity, and the ability to successfully implement these creative ideas to overcome obstacles and solve current problems, innovation, are nowadays, in this fiercely competitive world, considered as two very important concepts for firms to survive in the battle of competition. Or, referring to Craft (2003), “creativity is a response to the continual innovation and resourcefulness that have become necessary for economic survival”. The importance of innovation started ages ago. In entrepreneurship, economists such as Schumpeter stressed that innovation and entrepreneurship are inter-linked. For the reward of profit, entrepreneurship sets the innovation in motion. Nowadays, at the University, we even have courses about managing innovation, entrepreneurship and innovation and management of change. A lecturer once said, we have been focusing and still focus so much on innovation because it is economics in its purest form. 

But, where is the focus on creativity? In my opinion, the process of innovation is nowhere without creativity. In the courses I have followed about innovation at the University I have always considered innovation as a slightly over appreciated concept compared to creativity. In my experience, it is clear that without thinking new things (creativity), one is not able to do new things (innovation). Therefore, I would instead like to consider creativity as the foundation for innovation. In my opinion, creativity, more than innovation, can be seen as one of the main drivers behind the success of your organization. Take, for example, the process of differentiation. To make a difference, an organization needs individuals who embody the ability to create new and actionable ideas. The same for building a competitive advantage. To set yourself apart from competition you need to offer something exclusive and more valuable. Furthermore, you need to be creative to deliver your Unique Selling Proposition (USP) in an effective way to the customers. These are just a few general examples of the contributions of creativity to your organizations. 

With this thesis it will be investigated if organizations share my opinion about the importance of creativity and indeed optimize the potentials of creativity, creating efficient procedures to unlock and stimulate it. 

1.2 Problem Definition

In this thesis, the following problem will be discussed and examined. The problem can be separated into three interconnected parts. The first part of the problem has to do with the associations organizations and in particular their managers have about the concept of creativity. Where can we use creativity in our organization? How can we locate our creative individuals? These are common question concerning my problem definition. Mainly due to this, managers seem to face difficulties in accepting the contributions of creativity to their organization. 

The second part of the problem was sketched in a recent study of Amabile (1998). She examined several organizations and showed that instead of stimulating creativity, incentives of organizations turned out to kill creativity. According to Amabile, managers in fact said to respect the value of new and useful ideas, but, maximizing control, coordination and productivity, the so called business imperatives, unintentionally turned out to undermine creativity. The problems resulted more from inefficient motivational and reward incentives. Furthermore, work inside the organization was most of the time assigned to the wrong individuals. This shows that the two  first parts of my problem are very closely related to each other. Managers clearly lack understanding of which managerial practices can foster creativity and, this together with routinized behavior, leaves them unable to unlock the potentials of the creative individuals inside the organization. Therefore, solving the misunderstandings of the concept of creativity, first part of the problem, might lead to more efficient incentives inside organizations and contribute to solving the problem of the second part. 

1.3 Research Question

In line with the problem definition and the aim of the study, the following research question(s) was formulated:

-Concerning both individuals and organizations, how do we unlock and stimulate creativity in an efficient way? 

With respect to this research question, the following sub-questions will be answered:

1. How do we best define the concept of creativity?

2. Which barriers to creativity are we facing at the individual and organizational level?

3. Which incentives are nowadays, or in the past, used by organizations to stimulate creativity?

1.4 Aim of the thesis/Outline

Besides providing answers/reasons for my problem definition, this paper will describe the steps to creativity for the individual and the organization from the literature. Chapter 1 will be the introductory chapter, describing motivation, problem definition, research question, aim of the thesis and the research method that will be used.  In chapter 2,  the first objective of this thesis will be examined, which is to generate a wider understanding of the concept of creativity, for myself and the audience, to clear out all the misleading associations managers may seem to have about the concept. To start with, in chapter 2.1 definitions on creativity concerning all the dimensions that can be associated with creativity (product, process, experience, ext.) will be mentioned. Chapter 2.2 will describe which factors individuals need to develop to unlock their creative potential. This is followed by a clear description of the characteristics of the creative individual in chapter 2.3. In chapter 3, the focus will switch from individual creativity to organizational creativity. In chapter 3.1.1 the main practices and capabilities that need to be implemented to become creative according to the literature will be discussed. As in chapter 2.3 for the individual, this will be followed by a description of how the creative organization operates and is characterized in the literature in chapter 3.1.2. Unfortunately, the road to creativity for the individual as well as for the organization has shown to be complicated. Therefore, in chapter 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 the most impeding barriers to creativity in ourselves and the organization will be analyzed. In chapter 4, theory and practice will be compared. Chapter 4.1 will provide us with two conceptual frameworks regarding organizational creativity and in chapter 4.2 I will give some examples of organizations who have implemented creativity enhancing systems and describe these systems. Finally, all the information will be used to give good answers to the sub-questions (chapter 5.1) and the research question in chapter 5.2. 

1.5 Research Method

My thesis will basically use theoretical instruments. In order to answer my research question, an in-depth survey of the literature will be performed. In this survey there will be a specific focus on the contributions of the most important researchers concerning creativity. Out of these researchers, the findings of Theresa Amabile are considered to be the most important for my thesis, since her studies on creativity are partly concerned with barriers to creativity, how to overcome them and individual and organizational creativity in general. In this thesis, the findings of Amabile will be analyzed and compared with the findings of other important researchers in this domain.  For the purpose of my thesis, I will first perform an advanced search in economic and management journals referring to the findings of Theresa Amabile. This will not only provide me with her findings, I am also able to examine papers who have used contributions of Theresa Amabile and see their opinions.

2. Creativity

2.1 Creativity: Definitions

Creativity seems to be everywhere. When thinking about creativity without any restrictions or limitations, one could even define creativity as: “source for the foundation of the earth”. God tapped his creativity to construct the earth. On the other hand, the definition of creativity cannot be too limited or based on someone’s own logic (self-referential logic). Styhre and Sundgren (2005), for example, proposed that a creative product is the effect of a creative process. At this point we already have to agree with Craft (2001), suggesting that "the concept of creativity has traditionally proved an elusive one to pin down" (Craft, 2001 p.13). 

One problem that can be assigned to the lack of a single definition for creativity is the multidimensional and complex nature of the concept, described in chapter 2.1.1. Another problem in defining the concept of creativity, lies in the fact that everyone can shape it's own opinion about the relevance and implications of creativity without being wrong or explicitly right, for example the broad definition ntroduced at the beginning of this paragraph. From all this, the following question might be formed: isn't creativity defined at all? The answer has to be yes! And well by many different researchers in their own way. 

The most common used definition of creativity in the literature is: “A response will be judged as creative to the extent that (a) it is both a novel and appropriate, useful, or valuable response to the task at hand and (b) the task is heuristic rather than algorithmic” (Amabile 1996, p. 35) In this, heuristic refers to a departure from the status quo, where algorithmic means finding an answer to an already tried solution. In short, the production of a useful response, product or process to an open ended task. In this definition, Amabile associates creativity with some sort of response and she tries to incorporate the complexity or ambiguity of the concept of creativity. A response can still mean anything to everyone. In the same line of argument, Sternberg and Lubart (1999) seem to agree on the novel and appropriateness hidden inside creativity, defining creativity as: “the ability to produce work that is both novel and appropriate” (Sternberg and Lubart 1999 p. 3). Sternberg and Lubart try to narrow the concept of creativity by using work in their definition. But, still, work can be associated with a product, process, or something else. On the other hand, among others (Solomon, Powell and Gardner, 1999), seem to associate creativity with a product, something tangible, describing creativity as a creation embedded with new and useful aspects. It could be suggested that this definition of creativity is a 'product definition'. 

One definition on creativity that appeals to me, is a definition of James Adams in his book “Conceptual Blockbusting”. In this book, he defines creativity as: “Creativity has sometimes been called the combination of seemingly disparate parts into a functioning and useful whole” (Adams, 1990 p. 16). With this definition, James Adams accomplished to demonstrate that a creative individuals deals with the production of 'something' out of 'nothing'. Furthermore, James Adams achieves to formulate the dictionary's definition of creativity into a more expressing and poetic one. 

However, at this point, the described definitions were not able to satisfy me. Probably, one of the most encapsulating definitions on creativity comes from Herrmann (1996). In an attempt to give a short definition on creativity he says: “What is creativity? Among other things, it is the ability to challenge assumptions, recognize patterns, see in new ways, make new connections, take risks and seize upon change” (Herrmann, 1996 p. 245). In my opinion, this definition achieves to capture the whole identity and personality of the creative individual and in some way summarizes all the definitions mentioned in the literature. 

Due to the mentioned reasons and highlighted with several definitions, researchers still seem to be unable to construct a single definition for the concept of creativity. However, in general, researchers all seem to agree that creativity deals with 'something' new, and this 'something' that is being created has to be useful and appropriate. To conclude, we can best end this sub chapter with the following quote by Torrance, in which he states that: "some definitions are formulated in terms of a product, such as an invention or discovery; others, in terms of a process, a kind of person, or a set of conditions" (Torrance, 1971 p. 552).

2.2.1 The creative individual: components

The European Union  has decided to make 2009 Year of Creativity and Innovation, with the aim of the year being “to promote creativity for all as a driver for innovation and as a key factor for the development of personal, occupational, entrepreneurial and social competences through lifelong learning” (European Commission 2008a, 5). However, in all of her studies, Theresa Amabile has showed that the first step in maximizing creativity inside an organization is to understand the creativity of the individual and especially the underlying process. So, first the individual then the organization. For the purpose and relevance of this thesis, the complex social and mental processes related to creativity will be left out (right brain activity, lateral thinking, ext.) In this thesis, there will be an explicit focus on business creativity, which can be considered as human capital inside an organization. From this, producing appropriate and actionable ideas, or at least the will to produce and stimulate, will feed the process of innovation as well.  Thus, in this sub chapter we have to investigate on which factors determine the process of finding appropriate and actionable ideas, creativity in an business context. 

When discussing the individual determining factors for individual (business) creativity, we should distinguish between cognitive aspect and non-cognitive aspects. In short, cognitive aspects determine how the individual is processing information and knowledge to shape a creative action. Non-cognitive aspects of creativity are more concerned with the personality of the individual towards creativity. Non-cognitive aspect explain why some individuals are more able to be creative than others. This sub-chapter will mostly discuss the cognitive aspects of creativity. 

Concerning the individual factors that determine business creativity, researchers seemed to have reached a general consensus. The foundation for this was set by Theresa M. Amabile when she introduced the model of individual creativity (1983). In this model, Amabile (1983) defines three components that influence business creativity. The first one is domain-relevant skills, which include knowledge, technical skills, expertise, intelligence and talent in the particular field or domain where the individual is working. The second component is creativity-relevant processes (or creative-thinking skills). This component structures the character of the individual with respect to creativity, thus, guaranteeing an alternative, risk-taking and independent approach to problem solving and includes the individual's cognitive style. The third component is intrinsic task motivation. In order for the individual to generate ideas and examine new approaches to problems, he must have developed a specific passion and love for his work. In this, the individual is not driven by money rewards, competition or surveillance (extrinsic motivation). Intrinsic task motivation, in short, might be considered as the engine behind the human resources an individual embodies as it determines how the domain and creativity relevant skills will be used. Until then, motivation was believed to be of only moderate importance for the emergence of a creative action. Due to the study of Amabile (1983,1988) researchers accepted the critical importance of motivation for the creative individual and started to include motivation in their studies on creativity. Figure 1 below illustrates how the 3 components, according to Amabile's study, should overlap in order for creativity to occur. 

Amabile (1983,1988) showed that the component of task motivation can in fact compensate the lack of the other two components. On the other hand, domain and creativity skills cannot make up for the deficiency in intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, this motivational aspect is most affected by the environment and therefore also the easiest to stimulate out of the three. Later, in her componential theory of creativity, Amabile (1996) is adding this fourth component which influences the creative individual, the environment. However, the social environment in organizations will be discussed in chapter 3 where I will mention barriers to creativity. 

Coming back to the point made about a reached consensus. While performing a survey of the literature, the articles concerning individual or organizational creativity disposed that researchers, in most cases, refer to the model of individual creativity (Amabile, 1983) or the updated version of the model, the componential theory of creativity (Amabile, 1988), or, and, examine this model from another perspective (psychology, philosophy, ext.), placing different emphases or suggesting different mechanisms. Basically, researchers seemed to have agreed upon the standard components influencing individual creativity. 

In the same line of argument with the componential theory of Amabile (1996), or even better, suggesting different mechanisms and emphases, Sternberg and Lubart's “investment theory of creativity” (1991, 1992, 1995, 1996) introduces six interconnected factors relevant for creativity: intellectual abilities, knowledge, styles of thinking, personality, motivation and environment. The six suggested interconnected factors in the “investment theory of creativity”, on the first hand, seem to be copied from the componential theory of creativity (Amabile, 1988) with knowledge as a domain relevant skill, intellectual abilities, styles of thinking and personality as creativity relevant skills,  motivation captured from the intrinsic task motivation and environment as a influencing factor from outside. But, one small difference that must be mentioned between the two theories lies in the fact that Sternberg and Lubart (1999) proved and implemented that all the mentioned resources need to be in a proper balance and one resource factor is not able to compensate the shortage in another factor.  In theory, this implication, however, has showed to make it even more complex. The complexity of their theory is best highlighted with the example of knowledge. If an individual embodies too little knowledge of a field, he is not able to move beyond the point where the field is at that moment and contribute significantly to it. On the contrary, too much knowledge concerning the field can leave the individual strapped inside the existing logic and paradigms. This is approved by Frensch and Sternberg (1989) who state that a newcomer to the field with only moderate degree of knowledge of a field might be more efficiently in producing creative solution than an individual with extensive knowledge of field. 

In their “Handbook of creativity”, Lubart and Sternberg (1999) point out that several researcher have hypothesized that creativity occurs when all the multiple components are able to converge.  Lubart and Sternberg (1999) describe this as “confluence approaches” to creativity. In this, Sternberg and Lubart (1999) refer to, among others, the just mentioned and explained works of Amabile (1983,1988, 1996), their own contributions in “the investment theory of creativity” (Sternberg and Lubart 1991, 1992, 1995, 1996) and the study of Csikszentmihalyi (1988, 1996). 

Csikszentmihalyi (1988, 1996) seems to diverge slightly from the other two studies,   mentioning a different system approach to creativity. He defines creativity as the function and interaction of the individual, domain and the field he is operating in. According to Csikszentmihalyi (1988, 1996), the individual is absorbing information from a domain and uses his cognitive processes, personality traits and motivation to transform or extend this information into a creative opportunity. In the next stage, people who are controlling and influencing the domain, thus, the field is observing and evaluating this information in order to generate relevant and actionable ideas. The study of Csikszentmihalyi (1988,1996)  is widely accepted and Woodman and colleagues (1993) used it as a foundation for their interaction model of creativity (see chapter 4).  

2.2.2 The creative individual: Characteristics

Concerning the creative individual, the literature showed that researchers seem to agree on the common personality factors. In all the articles, people seem to refer to the same personality traits. This is best demonstrated with a sentence out of recent work of Runco (2007) in which he maintains, thus agrees on recent work, that the creative individual is encompassing the commonly agreed traits. In earlier studies, through conducting high and low creativity samples (at both everyday and eminent level)  and several correlational studies, a wide range of researchers (Amabile 1983; Foister 1969; Torrance 1993; Gough 1979) have also recognized that creative individuals are most of the time characterized by certain personality traits. Barron and Harrington (1981) said to have identified a large set of relevant personality traits in their studies, but they also mention that results on personality traits seem to be influenced by the field the individual is operating in. At the end, Barron and Harrington (1981), in their study, point out the following personal attributes that seems to be most stable across several areas: “high valuation of aesthetic qualities in experience, broad interest, attraction to complexity, high energy, independence of judgment, autonomy, intuition, self confidence, ability to resolve antinomies or to accommodate apparently opposite or conflicting traits in one's self concept”. In “the concept of Creativity”, Sternberg and Lubart (1999) further mention tolerance for ambiguity and the risk loving character of the creative individual. Woodman and Schoenfeldt (1989) have said to experience that creative people also tend to have a locus of control. In his recent study, Runco (2007) adds to this, openness to experience, sensitivity, playfulness and psychological adrogyny. 

3. The road to a creative organization 

In the last chapter serious attempts were made to define the concept of creativity, the most important factors that contribute to individual creativity were described and it was explained how the creative individual behaves and operates. For the purpose of this thesis, however,  we also have to focus on the creative organization. As having said in my motivation, nowadays, it is more and more in the best interest of organizations to locate their creative employees, unlock their potential and also stimulate their creative actions, since this can contribute to organizational innovation, increased productivity and in the end survival of the organization in this fiercely competitive world. Therefore, this chapter will first describe what organizations should do to become creative, how the creative organization is characterized in the literature and, second, explain how certain management practices can enhance organizational creativity. Unfortunately, the road to a creative organization has shown to be a long, complicated and, according to my problem definition, sometimes unsolvable one. For the purpose of my thesis, I am therefore committed to mention and also explore the obstacles or barriers to creativity, both individuals and organizations face in the process of becoming creative. 

While creativity on the individual level is studied for almost 100 years, studies and research on organizational creativity only started in the late 80's. Organizational creativity, being studied as a part of organizational behavior, slowly started to gain importance due to the emerging fiercely competitive world and it will surely receive more and more attention in the upcoming years. 

3.1.1 How to become a creative organization: management practices and other capabilities

In the search for the creative organization, in my opinion, we can learn the most from a good definition of organizational creativity. According to Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin (1993), “the creativity of an organization is a function of creativity of the individuals within the organization and a variety of social processes and contextual factors that shape the way those individuals interact and behave. Since the concept of organizational creativity has gain importance, plenty of researchers shown to be interested and started to examine the personal and contextual factors that influenced the creative individual inside the workplace (e.g., Amabile 1988, 1997; Woodman and colleagues 1993; Oldham & Cummings 1996; Shalley 1991). Looking at the definition we have to agree that creativity of the organization is not just shaped by creative abilities of the employees, it is also influenced by the organization's structure, routines and incentives, or in other words the climate or environment of the organization. Indeed, several researchers defend and investigate on the importance of a creative environment inside organizations (e.g., Amabile 1996; Turnipseed 1994; Raudsepp 1987). Amabile (1988) states that to stimulate creativity organizations must guarantee a climate that supports and contributes to the creative thinking of its employees. Researchers agree that despite of the creative individuals the organization embodies, the organizational context is very important. 

In my opinion, the process of becoming a creative organization can be enhanced by creative management practices. In the whole organization, in every department, creativity must be welcomed and encouraged. Consider an organization with the best creative employees you can imagine. They love to take risks, are willing to depart from the status quo, consider other alternatives to problems, etc. But, despite of the creative potential of the employees, the top management of the organization has decided to create a risk averse environment and loves control and predictability. The status quo has served them well over the years, so why would they change it? According to Amabile (1998), this organization will not be able to spark innovation and will only show moderate numbers on growth. My problem definition mentioned that top management most of the time follows the business imperatives – control, coordination and productivity - and neglects the stimulation of creativity in all the boundaries of their organization. In her studies, Amabile (1988, 1995, 1996) has focused on the organizational context concerning creativity and tried to discover which management practices enhance creativity inside the organization. In her article “how to kill creativity”(Amabile 1998) defends that organization should all implement 'smart management'. In this article she explains in her own words, taking the 6 practices from her studies, how managers could influence the creativity of their employees with 'smart management'.

· Challenge: According to Amabile (1998), the management practice of challenge is probably the most effectual practice at the workplace. Managers need to select those tasks that cope with the individual's creative thinking skills, domain relevant skills and (intrinsic motivation). In this, the stretch of the task is important. Challenging task (enough stretch) can enhance the individual ability of the employee while, on the other hand, boring tasks (insufficient stretch) can narrow it down. 

· Freedom (autonomy): Employees will be more creative when they experience autonomy in the process of problem solving. Or in other words, “people will be more creative if you give them freedom to decide how to climb a particular mountain” (Amabile, 1998 p. 81) Autonomy heightens creativity because it enhances the intrinsic motivation and unlocks the expertise and creative thinking skills of employees to the fullest. 

· Resources: Managers carefully need to evaluate how to set time pressures and money rewards. As with challenging tasks, managers need to find the right balance to enhance creativity. To illustrate the difficulties concerning the division of money rewards, Amabile (1998) says that “Interestingly adding more resources above a "threshold of sufficiency"does not boost creativity. Below that threshold, however, a restriction of resources can dampen creativity” (Amabile, 1998 p. 82) Remarkably, Amabile (1998) states that in some situation time pressure can have a positive influence on the creative abilities of the employees (being the first, Aids, deadlines, ext.).

· Work group features: According to Amabile (1998), creativity inside the organization can be enhanced if managers succeed to design mutually supportive groups that embody influences from several backgrounds and cultures. Inside these groups, the diversity of perspectives and focus points will guarantee a combination and combustion of revolutionary ideas. In short, mutually supportive groups are able to deliver different expertise and thinking styles to the organization. But, Amabile (1998) discovered that diversity is only the beginning in this creation and states that groups need to share 3 features. First, the challenging goals of the group must be welcomed with shared excitement. Second, the team must be mutually supportive in bad times and setbacks, that is “you do something for me, I do something for you”. And third, all members of the group must have the ability to signal and recognize the specific knowledge and influences of the other member. 

· Supervisory encouragement: To stimulate the intrinsic motivation of the employees, managers need to create an environment in which employees feel appreciated for their contribution to the organization. For employees it is most important to sense that their work matters for the organization. 

· Organizational support: The next step to organizational creativity is to support creativity throughout the whole organization. In all the competitive strategies, systems and procedures, organizational leaders must assign top priority to all the creative efforts. 

In short, the 2 main factors of Amabile's 'smart management' are: open communication in and between all levels of the organization and to stimulate the intrinsic motivation of the employees. In this, managers play a more than significant role. Managers have to find a balance between freedom and control,  stimulate employees and let them know why the tasks have to be completed (why the employee is meaningful for the organization) and destroy or diminish the barriers to creativity created in the communication process (criticism, evaluation, beliefs, ext.). Overall, Amabile (1998; Amabile et al. 2002) encourage 'smart management' inside the organization since employees are more easily being valued and recognized. 

Concerning time allocation, allocation of people (team building) and motivation, Runco (2007) is on the same line of argument as Amabile (1998), while he believes that strong deadlines can sometimes enhance the motivation of the employees, heterogeneous teams in the end produce more appropriate and actionable (more creative) results than homogeneous teams and supports that intrinsic motivation can influence the creativity of the individual and more important can be influenced by the incentives and environment of the organization. Concerning the allocation of people, Runco (2007) favors a small team over a large team, since his research has shown that large teams seem to envelop or moderate creativity compared to the smaller team, where creativity flourished. 

Schlicksupp (2004) believes that despite of the number of creative individuals inside the organization, organizational barriers will nevertheless occur. Therefore, he states that it is important for an organization to focus on creativity in an organizational context. To achieve this, Schlicksupp (2004) defends three important factors that need to be pursued: information flow, cooperation and integration. Concerning the flow of information, Schlicksupp (2004) agrees with Runco (2007) and Amabile (1998) while he defends that communication inside the organization needs to be open. He favors a work-flow that is characterized by a low degree of regularity, goal-oriented teams and 'job-rotation. Concerning integration, Schlicksupp (2004) believes that it may serve as a weapon against the killing competition and rivalry inside the organization. At last, cooperation, according to Schlicksupp (2004), contribute to the synergy of the organization and increases the efficiency of problem-solving. 

3.1.2 The creative organization: Characteristics

What are the characteristics of the creative organization? This was one of the core questions in a study of Steiner and colleagues (1965). After having defined and characterized the creative individual, among others, they investigated if the creative unit, the organization, could perhaps be associated with the same 'high' and 'low' characteristics of the creative individual.  Steiner and colleagues (1965) have tried to demonstrate that the answer to this question might be answered with a yes. The characteristics of creative organizations from their study to support this statement are highlighted below . According to Steiner and colleagues (1965), the creative organization: 


embodies idea men, encourages open channels of information using suggestion systems as brainstorming and idea units, believes in networking, 
has an heterogeneous personnel policy in which unusual types and non-specialists can be used for problem solving, evaluates ideas from an objective approach and assesses findings on their value, defends that everything should get a chance – not committed to products and policies, 
shows a decentralized and diversified setting and has the ability to absorb errors and take risks and is able to allow for innovation during routinized operations and sets creativity apart from the productive functions. 

Somewhat the same question was asked by Calvin W. Taylor, known for his numerous speeches on organizational creativity. He said to have asked himself many times if organizations should just simply copy the characteristics of the creative individual to be creative? For example, the same alertness to opportunities or openness to experience numerously shown by the creative individual. Strother (1969) supports that the characteristics of the creative individual in the end will determine how the organization is dealing with problems in an creative way. Furthermore, Strother (1969) contrasts the creative organization with the solid working organization. In contrary to the solid working organization, where productivity and efficiency is preferred to creativity, the creative organization is characterized by individuality, trial and error, high degree of randomness and significant change. Furthermore, the creative organization has to suffer from the risky business of innovation. Although the creative organization loses on productivity compared to the solid working organization and Strother (1969) hypothesizes the importance of creative organizations by asking the audience if we really should want a creative organization, in the end he defends the critical importance of the creative organization in this century by stating that: “Only organizations with a well developed capacity to change can remain in the mainstream and survive (Strother, 1969 p.11) In this, Strother (1969) favors the creative organization because of its survival value. 

3.2.1 Individual and environmental barriers to creativity

Despite of the growing importance of creativity in this fiercely competitive world and an increased focus on the stimulation of creativity inside organizations, several researchers agree on the fact that organizations still have a long way to go to foster creativity in an efficient way. In an interview with Fast Company, this statement is directly supported by Theresa Amabile saying that her research has shown that the environment inside organizations envelopes the creativity potential of the employees, mainly due to an insufficient stimulation of intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, she follows by stating that “anecdotal evidence suggests that organizations have a long way to go to remove the barriers of creativity”.1 . Overall, remarkably little is known about creativity and how to stimulate it. Why do we lack in the ability to become creative? One of the reason could be because of the barriers to creativity inside the individuals and also inside organizations. For the purpose of this chapter, barriers to creativity for managers, in my opinion, can be considered as both barriers for regular individuals (since they can be managers in the future or turn out to be managers at the moment) and also as specific managerial barriers described in the literature. At the end of this section, answers for the fact that organizations and in particular their managers still seem to be struggling with barriers to creativity and as a negative result also influence and kill the creative potential in the hearts and minds of their employees need to be given

Barriers to creativity can be considered as blockages or thresholds able to slow down the creative development of an organization and put a break on thinking and acting of the individual in a creative way. It might be said with some confidence that barriers to creativity reduce the organizational creativity. In order to identify barriers to creativity inside organizations in an efficient way, the most important factors from section 3.1.1 that have shown to contribute to organizational creativity need to be considered and repeated. Listening to this, we might say that organizations could be more creative when they achieve to remove the barriers in the minds of the individuals and create a barrier free environment, that is a creativity stimulating environment, inside their organization. Therefore, first, the literature need to be surveyed to examine psychological barriers of the individual to creativity and environmental barriers to creativity. 

Finding information from the literature concerning the barriers to creativity wasn't easy.  A huge amount of websites suggested barriers to creativity, but the amount of academic information was poor. In a wide range of articles, researchers were somehow not mentioning straightforward barriers to creativity relevant for this thesis. This feeling was confirmed by a statement in  the paper “assessing the work environment for creativity” by Amabile et al. (1996). In this paper they state that, until then, only two studies have demonstrated the obstacles to creativity (Kimberly, 1981; Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981). Overall, researchers seem to agree that there seems to be a research bias in favor of factors that enhance creativity and sadly, little research has been accomplished concerning the impediments or barriers to creativity. 

However, in a study of Nieman and Bennet (2001), several barriers to creativity that can be present in the environment were discussed and explained. In this study, Nieman and Bennet (2001) mention barriers in the social environment, the economic environment and the physical environment. In the social environment, entailing all the factors that influence the human being on a social level, creative behavior is impeded by risk aversion, an environment that is unable to recognize and stimulate new ideas and customs or beliefs of a culture within a subculture. In the economic environment, very broadly speaking, barriers to creativity could be created by the fact that policies from the government concerning macro economy of a country simply do not support new ideas and developments in products and services, there are no prospects for growth in the country, there is a lack of financial support for product development, risk taking is not a part of the culture of the country and finally new and feasible are simply not reward carefully. At last the physical environment, in this environment barriers could be caused by the distraction in the creative thinking process. Nieman and Bennet (2001) give reasons for this such as, hindering sounds, the climate and energy. Another barrier is created by conventional educational and training programs. At last, Nieman and Bennet (2001) describe the negative influence of routines on creative behavior, both in our common activities (eat, sleep, shower, ext.) and at work where the individual sometimes has to conduct the same tasks in the same context and time. The just mentioned barriers can be considered as external barriers to creativity while these barriers are caused by forces outside of us. 

Further in their paper, Niemand an Bennet (2001) also mention perceptual barriers to creativity. In contrary to environmental barriers, caused by external factors, these are more concerned with how the individual behaves towards creativity and perceives objects and figures and thus can be considered as more internal. Individuals are known to analyze problems from a narrow mindset, prejudice a problem or idea without a logical point of view and are unable to structure the problem. Another trap to creativity is created by prematurity, meaning that individuals directly trust their intuitive ability without having conducted a marketing research. 

Psychological barriers are agreed to be the most significant and prevalent barriers to creativity 2.  Schlicksupp (2004) states that psychological barriers can be divided into internal and mental barriers to creativity. Internal barriers impede the creative thought because of assertive or narrow minded thinking. In this, the individual is uncertain about the material output of the idea and starts to doubt the worth of processing it.  Mental barriers are, according to Schlicksupp (2004), the reason for perfectionism, the search for only complete answers and the lack of self confidence concerning own abilities. We can also identify some of these psychological barriers that impede creativity of managers. Strong managers or leaders are able to provide leadership and clear goals and missions for the organization. In short, managers deliver a sense of purpose and are very important for organizational creativity. For the purpose of this thesis, several managerial barriers also need to be summarized. The first barrier described is the self-imposed barrier to creativity. Although individuals seem to place this barrier on themselves, it is shown that this barrier is one of the hardest to recognize and overcome. The second barrier is again self-imposed  by managers. The conformity barrier implies that managers feel that they have to follow the existing patterns set by their colleges inside the organization. The third barrier is lack of effort in challenging the obvious. When having found an answer to a problem, most of the time the most obvious one, managers seem to be to delighted in the first place, fail to evaluate the answer and leave out to challenge the possible better solution that might be there. Lack of challenging the obvious also is a result of managers following the status quo and avoid the department of existing affairs. The fourth barrier is evaluating too quickly and can be considered as one of the reasons why potential ideas sometimes get killed before they have set a foot in the organization. Managers seem to reject their produced ideas to quickly when the idea is characterized by any kind of newness or novelty. In this situation, managers sometimes expect that ideas won't work anyway or believe that the idea is tried before. The last mentioned barrier for managers is fear of looking like a fool. The impact of this barriers is influenced by the childhood of the managers. We all dislike being laughed at and we take this memory with us when we grow up.  At the end, managers therefore seem to avoid the crazy and silly ideas. This barrier can also impact the rest of the organization when all managers are working together. 

Tan (1998) believes that the organization consists of 4 subsystems: culture, techno-structural subsystems, management and people and states that all these subsystems create barriers to creativity for the organization. The first two subsystems will be discussed in the next section. Concerning the management barriers or managerial barriers, Tan (1998) argues that several managerial barriers are caused by the leadership of management. In this study, creativity is said to be hindered if managers lead in a style that neglects risk-taking and experiments, kills ideas in a premature stage and controls feedback from the base. Concerning the barriers of individuals inside the organization, Tan (1998) states that people love the status quo and are always in search for it. While it provides the individual with certainty and predictability, the organizations suffers because people start to neglect evaluations, the sharing of new information and avoid the perspectives of others. Earlier in this section, we have seen that Schlicksupp (2004) described that due to the mental barriers individuals also avoid conflict. 

3.2.2 Organizational barriers to creativity

In the above mentioned study of Kimberly (1981), barriers to creativity such as conservatism, internal strife and rigid management structures are highlighted. In her conceptual model of creativity (1996), Amabile et al. (1996) hypothesize the negative effect of workload pressure and organizational impediments on organizational creativity. Clearly, these barriers differ from the mentioned self-imposed psychological barriers of managers as well as from the environment barriers. The just mentioned barriers can be considered as organizational barriers to creativity because they are a result of creativity destroying incentives and practices of organizations. Organizations fail to create social and contextual processes that stimulate creativity, factors that Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin (1993) in their definition consider as critical for organizational creativity. In this section, the most common organizational barriers will be investigated. 

In her article “how to kill creativity” (1998), Amabile uses her model of assessing the climate for creativity (KEYS)  (Amabile et al. 1996) to describe how, in all the organizations she has examined over the years, creativity gets destroyed most of the time and how organizations should operate instead (important for chapter 4) To start with, Amabile (1998) notes that she recognized that creativity killing behavior is seldom the result of practices of managers, instead, practices that impede creativity are most of the time caused by systematic approaches, so systematic that they are not questioned anymore. The following obstacles to creativity or organizational barriers to creativity are being described in this article by Amabile (1998): challenge, freedom, resources, work group features, supervisory encouragement and organizational support. In this section, each barrier will be described in short.

1. Challenge: Managers believe that it is time consuming to obtain relevant information about their employees and therefore fail to match good challenging tasks to the right employees. In this way, managers are not playing in on the specific expertise and creative thinking skills and thus, as a result, restrict the intrinsic motivation of their employees.

2. Freedom: Organizations clearly fail to lend employees the efficient autonomy needed to unlock their creative potential. This barrier is mainly the result of a mismanagement of freedom by managers. First, managers are not able to set clear goals and thus give their employees pointless freedom, since, they don't know which road they should take. Second, managers seem to proscribe the goals and thus only provide freedom by name and not in practice. 

3. Resources: Concerning time and money, organizations are using inefficient incentives towards creativity. Considering the time practices, organizations seem to impede creativity through tight or impossible deadlines which could result in distrust or burnouts. In short, the motivation is again enveloped. The same holds for money practices. The results of money on creativity turn out to be double edged. Low wages make employees start to search for other resources, while increasing wages above a certain threshold has shown not to increase creative productivity of employees. Managers fail to find a balance and most of the time choose for lower wages. 

4. Work group features:   This barrier is closely linked to the barrier of challenge. Again, due to a lack of understanding of his employees, managers fail to create creative teams. Instead, managers most of the time, in a hurry, create more homogeneous teams. Although problems are solved quicker, homogeneous teams are known to take the short road and share only similar information. 

5. Supervisory encouragement: This barrier is quite identical to the barrier of evaluating to quickly in the previous section. Ideas inside many organizations are not welcomed by fresh and open minds, instead they are subjected to time taking evaluation layers. Managers search for reasons not to use the introduced idea instead of investigating how the idea could be further expanded to make it more actionable and appropriate. 

6. Organizational support: Organizations fail to create an environment where creativity is supported not only at the supervisory level, but also in other departments of the organization. 

In all of these barriers, especially the intrinsic motivation of employees turns out to be killed and, since this factor has shown to be so important for creativity the overall creativity is low inside these organization. However, there seems to be hope for organizations. In her studies, as mentioned in chapter 2.1.2, Amabile showed that the intrinsic motivation of individuals is probably the most easy one to influence by an creativity enhancing environment, thus, an environment that anticipates on the individuals and their creative potential. 

As mentioned earlier, Tan (1998) believes that the organization embodies 4 subsystems – culture, techno-structural, management and people -  that all impose barriers to the organization and block creative actions of the employees. In section 3.2.1 I discussed the barriers imposed by management as well as from the people inside the organization (self imposed). Now let us consider the other two, in my opinion, organizational barriers. Since the culture of an organization can strongly affect the behavior of its employees, one of the barriers in this subsystem, according to Tan (1998), can arise when the values, beliefs and assumptions of the employees become to deeply implemented in their mindset and it is hard to change them in the case of a, until then, good performing organization. Employees that are locked inside a strong and good performing corporate culture will less easily be convinced to act creatively, that is to take a different road than before. The techno-structural subsystem of the organization includes programmes, reward systems, technology and communication systems. To demonstrate one of the potential barriers in this subsystem, Tan (1998) gives an example of a certain system that controls the actions of the employees inside the organization. Since the system is already invented, the employees will be blocked to 'think out of the box'. The same situation can occur concerning the different rules and regulations that have been set inside the organization. At a certain moment, these rules will be applied in every single situation despite of the more appropriate solutions that could have been devised. At last, Tan (1998) argues that rewards systems that operate too strictly against failure might destroy the risk loving behavior of the creative individual. 

Schlicksupp (2004) has also recognized several organizational barriers to creativity. The creative process will strongly be influenced and enveloped when the organization is characterized by bureaucracy, review boards and committees.  Furthermore, Schlicksupp (2004) believes that the organization can also be confronted by sociological barriers as tradition and criticism that impede creativity because the established assumptions inside the organization won't be easily questioned and reorganized. These arguments are somewhat in line with the barriers created by the culture of an organization in Tan's model (1998). While Amabile (1998) warns the organization to create challenging goals for the organization and describes the negative effect of the opposite, Stevens (1995) agrees, but continues to say that despite of the challenging goals, the creative process can be damaged if these goals are poorly developed and unreachable for the employees.  

To conclude this chapter we have to mention that, despite of the available remedies given in section 3.1.1, fostering creativity inside an organization  turns out to be a complicated process. First, organizations must guarantee a climate that supports and stimulate the creativity of the employees, that is, an environment or climate that welcomes and recognizes new ideas and accepts risk taking activities. Second, organizations need to cope with several self imposed psychological barriers of its managers and employees. At last, despite of the good intension of organizations to unlock creativity, organizations still seem to struggle with organizational barriers because they fail to anticipate creativity correctly. 

4. Organizational creativity: Theory and practice

In chapter 3, the long road organizations need to walk to become creative was highlighted. Along this road, the most important practices and capabilities were explained and the characteristics of the creative organization were mentioned. The road to become creative has shown to be a road of obstacles and barriers. Therefore, the psychological, environmental and organizational barriers to creativity that restrict organizations from being creative were observed. In the last part of my thesis, I want to examine if procedures and incentives of organization are efficient in practice. Therefore, two theoretical models will be compared with some practical examples that are nowadays, or in the past, used by organizations. 

4.1 Theoretical models for organizational creativity

The first model that will be explained is KEYS (Keys to organizational creativity). KEYS was developed to serve as an important instrument concerning organizational theory, research and practice. In 1988, Amabile published her componential model of creativity and innovation inside the organization. In this model, three organizational factors that include specific elements are mentioned: (1) Organizational motivation to innovation, (2) Resources and (3) Management practices (described in chapter 3.1.1.). Concerning the development of KEYS, Amabile proposed a conceptual model that is a more in-depth and specific explanation of the just mentioned componential model. 

Looking at figure 1 below, we can see that Amabile et al. (1996) use or hypothesize  'stimulant scales' that can enhance organizational creativity as well as 'obstacle scales that can impede the creativity inside the organization. The first row stands for the conceptual categories of work environment factors that influence creativity (both positive and negative). The second row depicts the KEYS environment scales and the third and last row describes the assessed outcome on creativity of the work. In the category of encouragement, Amabile et al. (1996) believe that encouragement of creative ideas  occurs at three major levels inside the organization: organizational, supervisory and work group and all the three levels have a significant positive effect on creativity. In the category of Autonomy or Freedom, the environment scale of freedom has a positive effect on creativity inside the organization. The same holds for sufficient resources and challenging work. Concerning workload pressure, Amabile et al. (1996) defend the negative effect on creativity due to unreachable deadlines and goals 3
Figure 1: The conceptual model underlying KEYS (Amabile et al. 1996)
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Concerning the last category, organizational impediments to creativity, Amabile et al. (1996) mention findings of the in chapter 3 described study of Kimberly (1981) in which internal strife, conservatism and formal management structures are believed to control the employees and thus increase the extrinsic motivation of the employees (according to Amabile's studies a negative factor for creativity). In the study of Amabile et al. (1996) they have proved that KEYS can be used in almost every organization due to its broad applicability. Furthermore, the KEYS research has shown that the work environment can be regarded as a significantly influencing factor concerning the level of creativity inside the organization. An organization can foster creativity if it pays enough attention to the environment that is created. 

The second model that will be explained is the earlier mentioned interaction model of Woodman and colleagues (1993). Together with KEYS, this model is most commonly used in the research of organizational creativity. The model of Woodman and colleagues (1993) is quite similar to the model of Amabile et al. (1996) since they have placed the same theoretical emphasis on creativity inside the organization. But, it is different because of the focus on external and intra organizational influences as well as intra individual factors in their approach. 

Demonstrated by figure 2 , we can see that, according to Woodman and colleagues (1993), organizational creativity is a function of the creative outputs of the groups (teams) and contextual influences. In this, group creativity is a function of individual creativity, the composition of the group (e.g., diversity), group characteristics (e.g., cohesiveness, size, and the processes of the group (e.g., problem-solving strategies, social information processes). In this, individual creativity is a function of antecedent conditions, cognitive style, personality, knowledge, intrinsic motivation, social influences and again contextual influences. In the interactionist model, the occurrence of creativity depends on the interaction of the individual, group and organizational characteristics. “In their model, creative persons, groups and the organization are inputs that are transformed by the creative process and situation, with the potential outcome of this transformation leading to a creative product” (Zhou & Shally, 2007 p. 13). Contextual influences show to have a significant interrelated influence on all three functions and can be regarded or seen as the influences of the culture of the organization, reward system, resource constraints and the environment outside the system. The model of Woodman and colleagues (1993) can be considered as revolutionary since they have captured and addressed the influences across different levels of analysis by adding the social influences and contextual influences.  

Figure 2: The interaction model of creativity (woodman and colleagues 1993)
4.2 Organizational creativity-enhancers in practice

After having described two conceptual frameworks concerning the stimulation of creativity inside the organization and obtained more insight information concerning the, in theory, efficient practices that need to be pursued, we are able to examine how organizations nowadays and in the past have attempted to unlock and stimulate the creativity of its individual employees.  

We have to go way back to find the first idea collection system. In 1895, John Patterson (National Cash Register) tried to tap the creativity of the employees by implementing the first sanctioned suggestion box. In that time, the suggestion box was considered to be revolutionary and counted as a major breakthrough concerning organizational creativity. The idea behind the suggestion box was simple. All the employees were asked to submit several useful ideas inside the box and the employees behind the adopted ideas were rewarded with $1. The suggestion box turned out to be efficient. Out of the 7000 submitted ideas in 1904, almost one-third was adopted and implemented inside the organization (Koellinger, 2009). Over the years, idea collection systems became more elaborated. In contrast to the common suggestion boxes, Honda of America implemented an employee-driven idea system (EDIS). The difference with the common suggestion box was that with EDIS, the originators of adopted ideas were now also responsible to lead the process from concept to implementation. So, after having suggested the idea the employee was responsible for the upcoming stages in the process. Remarkably, EDIS only rewards employees with recognition rather than monetary rewards. However, “Honda of America reports that more than 75 percent of all ideas are implemented” (Koellinger, 2009 p. 50). Another more elaborated system concerning the stimulation and tapping of individual creativity inside the organization is the employee idea system called “One great idea”, implemented by Bank One. In this system, authorized employees could gain access to the intranet of the organization. On the intranet, all the employee ideas were submitted and employees had the opportunity to interact and elaborate on the ideas of others. “One great Idea” was introduced to contribute to the creative interaction between the organizations stakeholders, since the active exchange of ideas resulted in refinement and evaluation of the ideas in the interest of all the individual's diverse needs. The just mentioned idea collection systems are still relatively easy and inexpensive. Furthermore, they only count as a first step in the process of unlocking and stimulating employee creativity. Nowadays, companies such as Intel, Motorola, 3M and Hewlett-Packard have chosen to expand the investments in creativity enhancing methods and use programs that are far from easy and inexpensive. They have started to invest in creativity training programs. “Such programs encourage managers to develop verbal and nonverbal cues that signal employees that their thinking and autonomy is respected” (Köellinger, 2009 p. 50). Furthermore, creativity training programs exercise the creative thinking style of the employees - encourages employees to develop alternative scenarios, stimulates them to analyze problems in a new way and design analogies to compare problems that share the same features-The creativity training  programs are implemented to positively influence the organizational culture and have shown to increase productive with larger numbers than monetary rewards. 

5.Conclusion and Discussion

5.1 Answers to sub-questions

At this point, enough information is gathered to give good answers to both my sub and research question. 

1. How do we best define the concept of creativity?

Concerning this question, I have to admit that researcher fail to give one single definition to the concept of creativity. As mentioned in chapter 2.1, this is due to: 1) the multidimensional nature of the concept of creativity and 2) the different emphasizes and perspectives researchers place on the concept of creativity. The reason for the lack of a single definition for creativity, in my opinion, lies in the fact that everyone can and has the ability to shape it's own opinion about the concept of creativity. Therefore, I have observed that the definitions on creativity mainly differ in the dimensions that are described by researchers. I have tried to mentioned definitions from all these dimensions. For example, Amabile (1996) believes that creativity is a novel, appropriate, useful and valuable response to a problem that is characterized by a departure from status quo. Sternberg and Lubart (1999) see creativity as the production of novel and appropriate work. Others, have achieved to capture the process that creativity goes along with, the process from 'nothing to something' (Adams, 1990) Despite of the lack of one single defintion, in my opinion we can best define creativity with the following definition: “What is creativity? Among other things, it is the ability to challenge assumptions, recognize patterns, see in new ways, make new connections, take risks and seize upon change” (Hermann, 1996 p. 245 ) 

2. Which barriers to creativity are we facing? (individual/organization)

This question needs to be separated in two parts, since we can distinguish between individual and organizational barriers to creativity. In the literature, the most common individual barriers to creativity are criticism, evaluating ideas to quickly, risk aversion, a narrow mindset, doubting the worth of processing ideas, lack of effort in challenging the obvious and a strong affection towards the status quo.

Concerning the individual barriers to creativity, Schlicksupp (2004) distinguishes between mental – perfectionism, the search for only complete answers and the lack of self confidence – and internal – assertive or narrow minded thinking – barriers to creativity. Nieman and Bennet (2001) also mention a narrow mindset concerning problem solving but consider these to be perceptual barriers to creativity. More perceptual barriers to creativity from their study are the failure to structure to problem and evaluate it from a logical point of view.

Regarding the organizational barriers to creativity, a large number of answers can be found in the study of Amabile (1998). In her research she describes how the incentives and practices of the organization can kill creativity instead of fostering it. According to Amabile (1998), the most impeding organizational barriers to creativity are the failure to match the right employees with the right tasks, failure to lend the employees an efficient amount of autonomy, tight or impossible deadlines and inefficient wage levels, homogeneous teams and a lack of both supervisory and organizational encouragement. Amabile (1998) believes that individual creativity is destroyed because organizations especially fail to stimulate the intrinsic motivation of their employees. 

Both Amabile (1998) and Tan (1998) further mention that a moderate organization with deeply implemented values, beliefs and assumptions can be considered as a threat for the creativity inside the organization, since the existing road has served them well in the past and organizations might assume that there is no need for a change. 

Although researchers have suggested several remedies to diminish the impeding effect of these barriers, researchers believe that despite of the number of individuals inside the organization, the organizational barriers will nevertheless occur. Concerning the individual barriers to creativity, researchers agree that these psychological and most of the time self-imposed barriers are the most prevalent and significant barriers to creativity.

To conclude this sub-question, we might state that the mindset of individuals together with the routinized practices of organizations will always be able to block the creative processes that could come to live, and this makes creativity even more complicated.

3. What do organizations nowadays, or in the past, do to unlock creativity?

Over the years, we might state that organizations have tried to adapt to the need of creativity for their organization. It started in 1895, when employees could submit relevant and useful ideas into the suggestion box. When ideas were adopted into the innovation process of the organization the founders were rewarded with $1. Despite of the success of the suggestion box, organizations started to improve and elaborate their idea suggestion systems slowly. Honda, implemented EDIS and choose to introduce the originators of ideas to the complex process from concept to commercialization. Remarkably, this system  was rewarding employees by recognition rather than with monetary rewards. This shows that Honda had also focused on organizational creativity research since Amabile had always defended intrinsic motivation over extrinsic motivation. Bank One introduced “one great idea” and made an open communication of ideas possible through their intranet, a network in which authorized employees could evaluate, comment and improve the ideas of others. Still, these idea suggestion systems were relatively easy and inexpensive. In the latest years, among other 3M and Motorola have further expanded their focus on creativity by introducing creativity training programs. In these trainings employees mainly exercise their creativity thinking styles and managers learn how to motivate their employees. Again these companies incorporate theoretical findings and try to implement these findings in their training. 

5.2 Answer to the research question 

Regarding to my research question, the above discussion suggest that we can gain a lof of knowledge and first have to examine and investigate on the characteristics of the creative individual. This is relevant, since managers need to motivate and stimulate those individuals with the highest creative potential. From the literature, we can say with some confidence that managers should keep their eyes open for individuals who show high valuation of aesthetic qualities in experience, broad interest, attraction to complexity, high energy, independence of judgment, autonomy, intuition and self confidence (Barron and Harrington 1981).

According to a large amount of researchers (Amabile 1983, 1988; Sternberg and Lubart  1991, 1992, 1995, 1996), the creative potential of individuals can be unlocked when individuals develop and focus on the following resources: knowledge (domain-relevant skills), intellectual abilities, styles of thinking and personality (creativity relevant skills), motivation (intrinsic motivation) and environment as an influencing factor from outside. To reach the highest creative payoff, Sternberg and Lubart (1991, 1992, 1995, 1996) suggest that all these resources need to be in a perfect balance. Amabile (1998) defends that intrinsic motivation is the most influencing factor.

Despite of the reached consensus regarding these individual factors, Sternberg and Lubart (1999) have suggested a “confluence approach” to creativity, meaning that several findings from different studies should be incorporated to find the relevant answers. 

Concerning the organization, researchers defend that organizational creativity is not just a function of the individuals inside the organization (Woodman and collegues 1993; Amabile 1988; Amabile et al. 1996), the incentives, practices and culture of the organization has shown to have a significant effect on creativity.

According to Amabile (1998), organizational creativity can flourish when organizations choose to implement ‘smart management’. ‘Smart management’ mainly focuses on open communication of ideas between all levels of the organization and stimulation of the intrinsic motivation of employees. Amabile (1998) defends that the most important practices of organizations to flourish creativity are challenging tasks, right amount of freedom, good balance of wages and reachable deadlines, heterogeneous and diverse teams and encouragement of creative ideas from supervisors and all other departments in the organization. From another perspective, Schlicksupp (2004) suggest open information, cooperation and integration to stimulate creative ideas inside the organization. 

To conclude my research question, unlocking and stimulating creativity for both the individual and the organization has shown to be a complex process. For individuals, a right balance of knowledge in the domain has to be found, creative thinking styles need to be developed and individuals need to embedded with a sufficient amount of passion for their work. We have observed that in all of these stages, individuals are confronted with self-imposed psychological barriers that block the creative process. Regarding the organization, unlocking creativity is even more dynamic and complicated, while researchers have said that despite of the number of creative individuals, organizational barriers to creativity will nevertheless occur. So, besides the focus on individuals, the organization must achieve to place creativity in an organizational context. 
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