Organizational Learning Mechanisms and Creative Climate:
Insights from an Italian Fashion Design Company

Abstract

This paper investigates the relationship between different types of organizational learning
mechanisms and creative climate. In the context of an action research study, this paper
focuses on insights from a survey that was administered to all the employees of the Product
Design and Development unit of the company. The results indicate that the three different
types of organizational learning mechanisms considered in the study (cognitive, structural and
procedural mechanisms) are associated with creative climate. The results generate new
scientific knowledge about the understanding of the role of organizational learning
mechanisms and provide specific recommendations for organizations that aim to enhance
creative climate.
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Introduction

Creativity is crucial for sustaining competitiveness (e.g. Epstein et al., 2013; Caniéls et al.,
2014). The intensity of today’s global economy requires an increased pace of creativity
carried out in short time-cycles (Cirella and Shani, 2012; Sundgren and Styhre, 2003). To
what extent creativity can be conceived as an organizational attribute is still under debate and,
in particular, organizational scholars argue that analysing creativity at an individual level does
not address either the nature or the complexity of creativity within organizations (Amabile,
1983). Most creative ideas within organizations are the outcome of exchange in a collective
space, when interaction triggers ideas through collaboration, dialogue and debate (Catmull,
2008). Under the organizational creativity perspective (Woodman et al., 1993), creativity in
organizations relies on a creative climate (Styhre and Sundgren, 2005).

Learning and creative climate are crucial for the establishment of mental models of creativity
(Lozano, 2014) and creative climate can be enhanced by organizational learning mechanisms
(Cirella and Shani, 2012). Moreover, the relationship between organizational learning
mechanisms and creative climate seems relevant to innovation, considering that both learning
and creative climate in organizations contributed to 58.5% of the explanation of the observed
variances in the innovation construct (Ismail, 2005). As such, different types of organizational
learning mechanisms (Popper and Lipshitz, 1998) need to be tested to investigate their
potential impact on creative climate. Such new insights can also guide managerial actions
around the design of organizational learning mechanisms (Mitki et al., 2008) to foster
creativity.

The aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between different types of
organizational learning mechanisms and creative climate. Despite the increased attention
given to this focus and challenge (e.g. Catmull, 2008), scientific literature has yet to

demonstrate the empirical link between organizational learning mechanisms and creative



climate. Building on literature relating to organizational learning mechanisms and creative
climate, this study analyses the effect of different organizational learning mechanisms on

creative climate and generates new scientific insights.

Literature review and hypotheses development

In this part, we will review the key features of creative climate, with a critical analysis of the
most relevant frameworks. Next, we will review the key features of organizational learning
mechanisms, defining what they are and examining the empirical research about the role of

organizational learning mechanisms. Finally, we advance the study’s research hypotheses.

Creative Climate: Key Features

Creativity, defined as the ability to generate novel ideas that are useful at a given moment, is
considered to be the source of new and competitive ideas, through which an organization
positions itself in its environment (van Woerkum et al., 2007). At the most basic level,
creative climate refers to a climate that adds value and enhances creativity within an
organization, where “climate” is an attribute of the organization and refers to a set of attitudes,
feelings and types of behaviour that emerge on a daily and collective basis within the
organizational environment (Ekvall, 1996). It follows that a climate that promotes
organizational creativity (e.g. allowing a collective expression of different viewpoints) is
defined as a creative climate, or climate for creativity (e.g. Amabile et al., 1996; Ekvall and
Ryhammar, 1999). Empirical literature supports the relationship between climate and
creativity (Goncalo and Duguid, 2012; Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2013; Mathisen et al.,

2004; Isaken and Lauer, 2002; Anderson and West, 1998; Amabile et al., 1996).



Organizational literature has developed relevant frameworks for capturing the creative
climate. Ekvall (1996) developed one of the most widely used models for measuring creative
climate, which includes different aspects and, specifically, challenge (caring about one’s work
and taking pride and ownership in what is done), freedom (to try new ways to get the work
done), idea support (listening to each other and encouraging each other’s ideas),
trust/openness (feeling comfortable in discussing one’s own ideas with others),
dynamism/liveliness (e.g. the organization is an exciting place in which to work),
playfulness/humour (e.g. joking in a good-natured way and enjoying the work), debates
(discussing each other’s ideas and ways of accomplishing activities within the organization),
conflicts (constructively addressed and quickly resolved), risk taking (being able to take risks
on new initiatives and put ideas into action) and ample idea time (to discuss, develop and
initiate new ideas in the organization).

Creative climate seems to be the product of many encounters that mould a particularly rich
experience inherited from a social environment (Goudsblom, 2001). In particular, the
literature suggests that creative climate is embedded within the organizational work
environment. The componential model of creativity and innovation in organizations
(Amabile, 1988; Amabile et al., 1996; Amabile, 1997) is a seminal work that analyses the role
of an organizational work environment in influencing creative behaviour (of both individuals
and teams). The model identifies five environmental components that affect creativity:
encouragement of creativity, autonomy or freedom, resources, pressures and organizational
obstacles to creativity. Amabile et al. (1996) discuss the factors perceived as stimulants or
obstacles to creativity in organizational work environments. Some components stimulate
creativity (namely, encouragement from the organization and/or supervisors, workgroup
support, adequate resources and challenging work), while others hinder it (namely,

organizational obstacles and workload pressure). Based on the reciprocal similarities, the two



works of Ekvall and Amabile seem mutually reinforcing (Moultrie and Young, 2009). In
particular, the review of the literature in Moultrie and Young (2009) demonstrates that the
different specific studies in the field seem to support the general findings on organizational
creativity. In this relatively solid context, recent literature is addressing new perspectives (e.g.
the creative leadership perspective, in Sternberg et al., 2004) for enhancing creativity in
organizations. Between them, the organizational learning perspective seems promising,
because some evidences suggest that the evolving nature of the work system has an impact on
creativity (Burnside, 1990; Katz and Allen, 1985; Rubinstein and Woodman, 1984). For
example, Van Woerkum and Aarts (2007) suggest that creativity within an organization can
be promoted through planning and designing for new conceptual spaces and Napier and
Nilsson (2006) suggest that, in some kind of firms, the development of new specific

capabilities is required for the creative leap.

Organizational Learning Mechanisms: Key Features

The capacity to learn is crucial because, through the process of creating new knowledge from
prior knowledge, behaviour may change, respond to the changing environment and enhance
performance (Slater and Narver, 1995). An organization can establish mechanisms to help the
members of the organization gather and apply knowledge-related resources effectively
(Popper and Lipshitz, 2000 and 1998). Research shows that managers and leaders need to
make some design choices about the nature of organizational learning mechanisms (Shani and
Docherty, 2003). Popper and Lipshitz’s work is the first attempt to give clarity to the nature of
organizational learning mechanisms on a number of points. Indeed, they provided the first
comprehensive definition of organizational learning mechanisms, defined as institutionalized
arrangements that allow organizations to systematically collect, analyse, store, retrieve and

use information that is relevant to the performance of the organization and its members



(Popper and Lipshitz, 2000 and 1998; Lipshitz et al., 1996). Following this definition, Shani
and Docherty (2003 and 2008) advanced a comprehensive theoretical framework of
organizational learning mechanisms. Building upon their conceptual classification, we can
group organizational learning mechanisms into three broad categories, namely cognitive,
structural and procedural mechanisms.

Cognitive mechanisms support learning, providing the language, concepts, symbols, theories,
frameworks and values for thinking, reasoning and understanding learning issues that are
consistent with the organization’s strategy. Oliver and Jacobs (2007) refer to dialogue-
intensive processes - as a means to share mental models and create a common language
within teams to encourage learning.

Structural mechanisms concern the organizational, physical, technical and work system
infrastructures that encourage learning. These mechanisms enable the collaboration and
debate required for the collective learning of new practices to take place (Chaharbaghi and
Cripps, 2007). In particular, structural mechanisms encourage virtual contact between
members, stimulating the collective development of new insights or providing access to
useful documents. In addition, the organization’s physical structure may promote learning, by
assisting spontaneous contact between members of different units and allowing knowledge to
be exchanged. Literature highlights that structural mechanisms include a wide variety of
different elements. For example, they include the entities that act as enablers in accessing
information, such as colleagues, suitable organizational spaces, centres of competency,
functions that support learning (i.e. coaches) and programmes. Furthermore, structural
mechanisms include the flows of information within the company as well as those outside the
organization’s boundaries, for example with suppliers and clients.

Procedural mechanisms include the rules, routines, methods and tools that can be

institutionalized within the organization to promote and support learning (Pavlovsky et al.,



2001). Scanning the literature, “democratic dialogues” (Gustavsen, 2001), work-based
dialogue (Bjerlov and Docherty, 2006) and de-briefing procedures (Lipshitz et al., 2002) are
examples of the methods that have been applied successfully, allowing participants to learn
systematically from each other’s experience through reflection and by encoding new
knowledge in new procedures.

Organizational learning mechanisms play a critical role in organizations (Beer, 2011). The
fundamental assumption about organizational learning mechanisms is that the capability to
learn does not arise from the actions currently being carried out within the organization, but
must be actively designed, by formulating and implementing specific organizational learning
mechanisms. In particular, the literature suggests that organizational learning mechanisms
seem to have positive tangible effects on organizational performance (Fredberg, 2011). For
example, Obloj and Sengul (2012) underline that organizational learning mechanisms can
positively influence the evolution of an incentive system within an organization and the
division of value between its economic players. Oliver (2009) and Mitki et al. (1997) claim
that organizational learning mechanisms can support continuous improvement, allowing the
organization to collect, analyse, store, disseminate and use relevant information. Moreover,
building on Shani and Docherty’s (2003) classification of organizational learning
mechanisms, Mitki et al. (2008) provide a practical example of the usefulness of
organizational learning mechanisms in organizations: cognitive mechanisms promote a sense
of urgency and set the overall goals; structural mechanisms have a huge impact on the
coordination and the continuous promotion of learning; procedural mechanisms support the
initiatives by introducing protocols and establishing methods. Finally, Chou and Wang (2003)
demonstrate that the effect of organizational learning mechanisms is positively related to the

creation of new knowledge. Our review of the literature suggests that limited studies to date



have examined the nature, critical role and interplay between organizational learning

mechanisms and creative climate.

Organizational Learning Mechanisms and Creative Climate: The Development of Hypotheses
The above literature review highlights that the relationships between organizational learning
mechanisms and creative climate is relevant and that new knowledge can be created about the
antecedents of creative climate in terms of organizational learning mechanisms. In fact, they
seem to have a relevant role in the challenge of creativity in organizations because
organizational learning mechanisms include some perceptions, actions, and artefacts
(implemented or existing) that are required for building a climate that employees can felt as
creative (e.g. Van Woerkum and Aarts, 2007; Napier and Nilsson, 2006). In the following
paragraphs, we advance three hypotheses together with a specific knowledge creation process
to test their validity (in the next section).

Building upon the literature, we consider three types of organizational learning mechanisms,
namely cognitive mechanisms, structural mechanisms and procedural mechanisms.

The cognitive mechanisms mainly refer to a shared understanding of strategy, vision and
values of the organization, a common language and an emphasis on a culture of dialogue and
learning (Mitki and Herstein, 2011). For example, a shared revision of the mission statement
is a possible cognitive mechanism. In particular, literature suggests that creative climate can
be enhanced by providing a clear and shared cognitive vision (Lund Stetler and Magnusson,
2015), promoting dialogue (Sundgren et al., 2005) and sharing strong common values
(Holmquist, 2007) that are consistent examples of cognitive mechanisms. Antonacopoulou
and Gabriel (2001) also argue that learning associated with organization-wide processes (e.g.
a common language) can stimulate creativity. We assume that the reason for this relationship

may be that values have the ability to guide creative efforts. This is coherent with the idea that



value-focused thinking is a factor closely connected to creative climate (Keeney, 1992). This
seems to suggest that this type of organizational learning mechanisms is associated with

creative climate. Our first hypothesis is:

Hypothesis I: the cognitive mechanisms are positively related to creative climate.

The structural mechanisms refer to different types of structures and platforms that allow
working together, sharing information, integrating knowledge, participating in organization-
wide projects, encouraging learning and growth (Shani and Docherty, 2008). Creative climate
is characterized by the presence of shared information and open communication (De Salvo,
1999), therefore different studies suggest that creativity in organization can be promoted
adopting different structural mechanisms. For example, beneficial results are promoted by
providing platform for collaboration and communication (Sonnenburg, 2004), such as intranet
systems, blogs, and social media tools, and providing an appropriate physical and social work
environment (Epstein et al., 2013), such as spaces and protected time for socialization and
meetings, continuous improvement teams, and communication channels. In fact, different
experiences of participation in decision making and teamwork seem related to creative
climate (Cirella et al., 2014; Schadur et al., 1999). In line with previous studies (e.g. Caniéls
et al., 2014; Kanter, 1988), we assume that structures for sharing information, physical spaces
and resources, and availability of prompt support are associated with an emergent climate

conducive to creativity. Indeed, we propose:

Hypothesis 2: the structural mechanisms are positively related to creative climate.



The procedural mechanisms are related to methods, routines and tools that promote and
support learning, such as resource planning, review practices and evaluation criteria (Mitki
and Herstein, 2011). We advance the idea that this type of organizational learning
mechanisms is positively related to creative climate, as, indeed, few scholars have proposed
that some procedural mechanisms can enhance creative climate, concerning in particular
systematic planning activities (van Woerkum et al., 2007), collaborative routines (Napier and
Nilsson, 2006), feedback and recognition (Epstein et al., 2013) and reward systems (Tidd et
al., 1997). For example, these mechanisms include systematic and standard operating
briefings (e.g. a 30 minute briefing of an employee to colleagues after the return from a fair
visit to convey what he/she learned from the visitors), post-project review procedures, and
specific assessment tools. We assume that procedural mechanisms are important ways to
share knowledge in a systematic way and define processes and goals towards producing a

specific creative output (Bennis and Biederman, 1997). Accordingly, our third hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 3: the procedural mechanisms are positively related to creative climate.

Methodology

Research process and protocol

This study was rooted in an action research process that adopted a truly collaborative
orientation in order to achieve rigorous and significant results (Pasmore et al., 2008;
Rapoport, 1970). In terms of protocol, the case selection was purposive, as the researchers
specifically searched for an organization that was dealing with the challenge of creativity. The

nature of and the ongoing challenges in the fashion design industry (e.g. the number of
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projects/collections per year; the continuous creativity required) made such a choice of
industry coherent with our research (Swan et al., 2010) within the context of creative
industries (e.g. Moultrie and Young, 2009; Banks et al., 2002). We approached the company -
one of the top five designers of premium silk products for high-end fashion labels and with
over 100 years of history - and they agreed to work with us. Our early conversations with the
CEO and his executive team led to the joint decision that an action research process, with in
particular a collaborative orientation (Shani et al., 2008) and an insider/outsider team
(Bartunek, 2008), was the best solution to act as the engine for a more rigorous and relevant
research (e.g. Elerud-Tryde and Hooge, 2014). Our initial meetings with the CEO and senior
management indicated that encouraging learning and enhancing creativity would address an
area of major ongoing challenges and concern. The company targets the market segment for
premium silk products - a niche in which a creative climate is a key success factor. In this
context, we explored the role of organizational learning mechanisms and their effect on
enhancing creative climate. The study was led by a joint research team, consisting of three
company people and three academics. The joint research team explored different
methodological alternatives for achieving the objectives of the research and, following
consultations with the management, decided to prepare and carry out a survey — to gain a
better insight into the issues and collect evidence of the links between the concepts (Forza,
2002). This is something that makes this research process unique, because, within an action
research framework, the methods in play were quantitative, and the joint research team
specifically contributed to the design and distribution of the questionnaire, and to analysing

and interpreting the data that had been collected.

Procedure and sample
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Data was collected using a survey sent to all the personnel of the “Product Design and
Development” unit. In the Design unit, people work with a specific client on a collection. The
questionnaire was sent by email, together with a covering note from the CEO, to all the
personnel of the Design unit. The recipients were asked to print a hard copy of the
questionnaire and complete it. Two academics from the joint research team were available all
day at a specified office in the company, to answer questions, clarify doubts and collect the
hard-copies of the questionnaire. After an e-mail reminder, an 80.8% response rate was
achieved. This high response rate ensured that there were a number of responses for each
different role, allowing for generalization at the design unit level. The final sample consisted

of a total of 80 respondents.

Measures

The items were measured on a 6-point Likert scale. The survey questionnaire was reviewed
during a number of successive joint research team meetings: the lexicon was refined and
adapted to the specific context, and the items better defined so that they could be more easily
understood and interpreted by the respondents. The survey questionnaire was pilot-tested on
three organizational members in order to verify its adequacy. The items listed below were

used for the purposes of this specific study.

Organizational Learning Mechanisms. The items included in the survey were chosen
according to previous research (Mitki and Herstein, 2011; Shani and Docherty, 2008; Garvin
et al., 2008; Mitki et al., 2007; Armstrong and Foley, 2003; Roth, 2002; Popper and Lipshitz,
2000), ensuring that the elements selected were reliable and building a new protocol based on
these previous studies. For this study, 15 items are used to measure the three organizational
learning mechanisms categories (cognitive, procedural and structural mechanisms)

accordingly to the established theory (Mitki and Herstein, 2011; Shani and Docherty, 2008).
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A confirmatory factor analysis discriminates the three organizational learning mechanisms
(Table 1):

e cognitive mechanisms: five items are used to measure the cognitive mechanisms.
These include clarity of the strategy, connection between strategy and everyday
actions, coherency between strategy and training, and a culture that encourages
learning and sharing of a common language. The alpha coefficient for this measure is
.85.

e structural mechanisms: five items are used to measure structural mechanisms. These
includes sharing information between colleagues, knowing who does what,
participating in teamwork and in continuous improvement processes, having a clearly
designated reference for support and encouragement. The alpha coefficient for this
measure is .75.

e procedural mechanisms: five items are used to measure the procedural mechanisms.
These includes the initial estimation and knowledge of resources and objectives,
sharing the control and evaluation criteria, adopting midway reviews, post-project
reviews and routines for a systematic use of company archives. The alpha coefficient
for this measure is .82.

Creative Climate. The variables included in the survey were based on Ekvall’s Creative
Climate Questionnaire (1996) as one of the most generally agreeable models on creative
climate (Moultrie and Young, 2009). The alpha coefficient for this measure is .79.

Control variables. The size of the work unit was not included as a control variable because it
is similar for any collection. Measures of age, job title (role), previous experience at other
companies, seniority within the company and employment contracts were initially included as
control variables; however, since no relationship was found between them and other variables,

these controls were then not included when testing the hypotheses.
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Insert Table 1 about here

Results

This section will focus on the analysis of the data related to the three hypotheses. Table 2
shows the mean, standard deviation and correlation between the organizational learning
mechanisms and creative climate. Linear regression was used to analyse the data and our
results are given in Table 3. The model with cognitive mechanisms and creative climate (R-
squared = .219, Adj. R-squared =.207, p = .000) indicates a significant positive relationship
(B=.468,t=4.298, p <.001). The model with structural mechanisms and creative climate
(R-squared = .467, Adj. R-squared = .458, p = .000) indicates a significant positive
relationship (B = .683, t =7.597, p <.001). The model with procedural mechanisms and
creative climate (R-squared = .418, Adj. R-squared = .409, p = .000) indicates a significant

positive relationship (f = .646, t = 7.085, p <.001).

Insert Table 2 about here, and

Insert Table 3 about here

Discussion

Our study found a confirmation to our three hypotheses, which demonstrated that the three

types of organizational learning mechanisms are associated with creative climate. This finding
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contributes to the development of new knowledge in different ways. It contributes towards a
better understanding of creative climate, because it confirms that: (i) creativity is not (only)
about “creative individuals”, but is an organizational competence that can be improved upon
or hindered by organizational learning mechanisms, and (ii) creativity is not a “romantic
inspiration”, but a process that is based on learning, which can be planned, institutionalized,
formalized and designed with organizational learning mechanisms — coherently with the
suggested notion of collective creativity-by-design (Cirella and Shani, 2012).

Based on the positively significant results, the organizational learning mechanisms approach
seems highly valuable to study creative climate. Indeed, we found an empirical support for the
argument that practices and actions aimed to learn are associated with more creative climate
(Sundgren et al., 2005; Rasmussen, 2014). In particular, our contribution is related to the
adoption of the three types of organizational learning mechanisms. This perspective seems
particularly sensible, since the results of this study complement and extend initial results
concerning the potential role of a learning orientation in the creative climate field (e.g. Barrett
et al., 2012; Hong et al., 2014).

In particular, the relationship between cognitive mechanisms and creative climate underlines
that a creative climate may be seen as a system of shared meanings and values held by
members that distinguishes the organization from other organizations (Sundgren et al., 2005;
Schein, 1985). In line with Sundgren et al. (2005), this result also suggests that dialogue-
intense activities support value-focused thinking, that is a factor closely connected to creative
climate (Keeney, 1992). Although the cognitive level includes less visible mechanisms, the
organization should be able to concretely provide a consistent cognitive mind-set that includes
general company style, common ways of doing things and shared values (Malnight, 2001).
The relationship between structural mechanisms and creative climate suggests the importance

of structures in which creativity can evolve in processes whereby actors reciprocally and
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continually influence each other (Ford, 2002 and 1996). Therefore, relevant structural
mechanisms include mechanisms that act as enablers to access information and integrate
knowledge (Enberg, 2006; Gustavsen, 2001), such as sharing information between colleagues,
knowing who does what, participating in continuous improvement, and having a clearly
designated reference for support and encouragement, e.g. the presence of a coach (Swart and
Harcup, 2013). Moreover, structural mechanisms are also a platform for debate, that is
opposing ideas in a productive manner, and debate is commonly associated with creative
climate, as many different points of view can be exchanged, understood and appreciated
(Isaksen and Ekvall, 2010).

The relationship between procedural mechanisms and creative climate is consistent with the
idea that organizations can develop and use routines and methods to strengthen their creativity
(Napier et al., 2006). The combined routines and methods that occur within a group of people
as they work to achieve a specific creative outcome seem to support creativity (Napier et al.,
2006). The knowledge generated with procedural mechanisms can allow an organization to
codify experiences in order to support creativity (Nelson and Winter, 1982).

The holistic nature of the different types of organizational learning mechanisms can set the
stage for the development of creativity within organizations, involving skills, knowledge,
routines, structures and processes, norms and values (Sundgren et al., 2005). In this sense,
creative climate is the outcome of various knowledge processes that use each different type of
organizational learning mechanisms (Catmull, 2008).

As a final point of discussion, the present study was embedded in an action research process,
following, in particular, a collaborative orientation (Shani et al., 2012), in line with recent
collaborative studies in this field (e.g. Elerud-Tryde and Hooge, 2014). As such, the research
process was designed, carried out and managed in a collaborative manner. The process meets

the research requirements of rigorous, relevant and reflective science (Pasmore et al., 2008).
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In terms of rigor, the process was data-driven and co-evaluated. It was data-driven because it
involved developing research tools (our survey) designed to support a data-driven analysis
and because, in the process, the raw data was compiled to provide an accurate interpretation
of the data, such that a holistic understanding of the phenomena under study could be
generated. It was co-evaluated because of the collaborative interpretation of the data used to
determine our findings. Looking at the reflective aspect, the process was based on past
research/theory, recognizing and building upon the work of others. In particular, (i) data was
collected and clustered according to the research needs highlighted by extant literature, (ii) an
in-depth literature review was carried out, combining and analysing the literature on
organizational learning mechanisms and creative climate, and (iii) specific reflection
processes were put in place so that the creation of meaning and sense making could take
place, generating specific management implications and identifying actions for improvement
within the company. Lastly, the process led to significant findings, because the goals and
design were co-determined so as to be conceived and aligned with the aspects that leaders and
other stakeholders care the most about. The active, systematic, and continuous, participation
of the organizational members resulted in an of high-quality learning in the organization

(Hernes and Irgens, 2013; Ben-Horin Naot et al., 2004; Raelin, 1999).

Conclusions

This paper investigated the relationship between the different types of organizational learning
mechanisms and creative climate. In doing so, the study can be valuable to practitioners and
scholars. The main implication involves the role of the organizational learning mechanisms,
in that they constitute a tool that companies can take into consideration when designing

organizational learning mechanisms within the organization for enhancing creative climate.
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Indeed, the three types tested in this study can be a guiding format when designing a tapestry
of organizational learning mechanisms and integrating them, helping “not to forget” any
possible contribution to develop learning mechanisms for enhancing creative climate. This
represents a specific management-related implication for companies that aim to develop
creativity as a support to their competitive advantage.

The complexity of the relationships suggest that there is also need for further research, in
order to highlight the specific role of these relationships. In our study, there is a limitation
concerning the actual case subject of our research; future studies might focus on other kinds
of companies in terms of size and how change is oriented, or relating to other countries or
industries, in order to test the contextual conditions under which a creative climate can be
developed by the organizational learning mechanisms. Future studies might explore the role
of the context in determining what specific organizational learning mechanisms play a
stronger or lesser role in their relationship with creative climate. Another area of limitations
and future research regards the particular model that was tested, which could be extended in
different possible directions. A first direction can take into account, over and above
organizational learning mechanisms, other predictors of creative climate found in previous
studies (e.g. Ekvall, 1997), in order to compare the variance explained by “traditional”
predictors of creative climate with the variance explained by organizational learning
mechanisms. A second direction of development for the proposed model could explore other
organizational creativity dimensions, such as the number of new patents generated by the
company, or the level of creativity involved in new products, as assessed by a panel of experts
(e.g. Girotra et al., 2010). Accordingly, a third direction for further development of the model
could explore the entire “value chain” of organizational creativity, testing not only the impact
of organizational learning mechanisms on creative climate, but also verifying the impact of

creative climate on organizational performance (e.g. Zampetakis et al., 2014; Cokpekin and
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Knudsen, 2012). Lastly, a fourth direction can look at the development of a measurement
scale for organizational learning mechanisms, to test the reliability and validity of the scale of
the present study, and so provide future research on organizational learning mechanisms with

a robust measurement basis.

19



References

Amabile T. (1983) The social psychology of creativity. Springer-Verlag New Y ork.

Amabile T. (1988) A model of creativity and innovation in organizations. In Staw B and Cummings LL
(eds) Research in Organizational Behavior. Greenwich CT: JAI Press, pp. 123-67.

Amabile T. (1996) Creativity in Context 2nd ed. Westview Press: Boulder CO.
Amabile T. (1997) Motivating Creativity in Organisations. California Management Review, 40, 39-58.

Amabile T., Conti R., Coon H., Lazenby J. and Herron M. (1996) Assessing the Work Environment for
Creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 5, 1154-1184.

Anderson N.R. and West M.A. (1998) Measuring climate for work group innovation: development and
validation of the team climate inventory. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 19, 235-258.

Antonacopoulou E.P. and Gabriel Y. (2001) Emotion learning and organizational change towards an
integration of psychoanalytic and other perspectives. Journal of Organizational Change Management,
14, 5, 435-51.

Armstrong A. and Foley P. (2003) Foundations for a learning organization: organization learning
Mechanisms. The Learning Organization, 10, 2, 74-82.

Banks M., Calvey D., Owen J. and Russell D. (2002) Where the Art is: Defining and Managing
Creativity in New Media SMEs, Creativity and Innovation Management, 11, 255-64.

Barrett H., Balloun J.L. and Weinstein A. (2012) Creative climate: A critical success factor for 21st
century organisations. International Journal of Business Innovation and Research, 6,2,202-219.

Bartunek J. (2008) Insider/Outsider Team Research: The Development of the Approach and Its
Meanings. In Shani A.B.(R.), Mohrman S., Pasmore W.A., Stymne B. and Adler N. (Eds) Handbook of
Collaborative Management Research. Thousand Oaks CA: SAGE.

Beer M. (2011) Developing an effective organization: Intervention method, empirical evidence, and
theory. Research in organizational change and development, 19, 1-54.

Ben-Horin Naot Y., Lipshitz R. and Popper M. (2004) Discerning the Quality of Organizational
Learning. Management Learning, 35, 4, 451-472.

Bennis W. and Biederman P.W. (1997) Organizing Genius: The Secrets of Creative Collaboration.
Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA.

Bjerlov M. and Docherty P. (2006) Collective reflection under ambiguity. In Boud D., Cressey P. and
Docherty P. (Eds) Productive reflection at work: learning for changing organizations. Routledge.

Burnside R.M. (1990) Improving corporate climates for creativity. In West M.A. and Farr J.L.
Innovation and creativity at work. Wiley Chichester, pp. 265-284.

Caniéls M. C., De Stobbeleir K. and De Clippeleer 1. (2014) The antecedents of creativity revisited: A
process perspective. Creativity and Innovation Management, 23, 2, 96-110.

Catmull E. (2008) Collective creativity. Harvard Business Review, 86, 9, 65-72.

20



Chaharbaghi K. and Cripps S. (2007) Collective Creativity: Wisdom or Oxymoron?. Journal of
European Industry Training, 31, 626-638.

Chou S. and Wang S. (2003) Quantifying ‘ba’: an Investigation of the Variables that are Pertinent to
Knowledge Creation. Journal of Information Science, 29, 3.

Cirella S. and Shani A.B.(R.) (2012) Collective Creativity-By-Design: Learning from an Italian Fashion
Design Company. Irish Journal of Management, 32, 1, 53-76.

Cirella S., Radaelli G. and Shani A.B.(R.) (2014). Team creativity: A complex adaptive perspective.
Management Research Review, 37, 7, 590-614.

Cokpekin, O. and Knudsen, M. P. (2012) Does organizing for creativity really lead to innovation?.
Creativity and Innovation Management, 21, 3, 304-314.

De Salvo T. (1999) Unleash the Creativity in Your Organization. HR Magazine, 44, 154—64.

Ekvall G. (1996) Organizational climate for creativity and innovation. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 5, 1, 105-123.

Ekvall G. (1997) Organisational Conditions and Levels of Creativity. Creativity and Innovation
Management, 6, 195-205.

Ekvall G. and Ryhammar L. (1999) The creative climate: Its determinants and effects at a Swedish.
University Creativity Research Journal, 12,4, 303-310.

Elerud-Tryde A. and Hooge S. (2014) Beyond the Generation of Ideas: Virtual Idea Campaigns to Spur
Creativity and Innovation. Creativity and Innovation Management, 23, 3, 290-302.

Enberg C., Lindkvist L. and Tell F. (2006) Exploring the Dynamics of Knowledge Integration: Acting
and Interacting in Project Teams. Management Learning, 37, 2, 143-165.

Epstein R., Kaminaka K., Phan V. and Uda R. (2013) How is Creativity Best Managed? Some Empirical
and Theoretical Guidelines. Creativity and Innovation Management, 22, 4, 359-374.

Ford C.M. (1996) A theory of individual creative action in multiple social domains. Academy of
Management Review, 21, 1112-42.

Ford C.M. (2002) The futurity of decisions as a facilitator of organizational creativity and change.
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 15, 6, 635-646.

Forza C. (2002) Survey research in operations management: a process-based perspective. International
Journal of Operations and Production Management, 22,2, 152-194.

Fredberg T., Norrgren F. and Shani A.B.(R.) (2011) Developing and sustaining change capability via
learning mechanisms: A longitudinal perspective on transformation. In Woodman R., Pasmore W.,
Shani A.B.(R.) (Eds) (2011) Research in Organizational Change and Development, Vol. 19, Bingley
UK: Emerald Publications, pp. 117-161.

Garvin D.A., Edmondson A.C. and Gino F. (2008) Is yours a learning organization?. Harvard Business
Review, 86, 3, 109-16.

Girotra K., Terwiesch C. and Ulrich K.T. (2010) Idea Generation and the Quality of the Best Idea.
Management Science, 56, 591-605.

21



Goncalo J.A. and Duguid M.M. (2012) Follow the Crowd in a New Direction: when conformity pressure
facilitates group creativity and when it does not. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 118, 1, 14-23.

Goudsblom J. (2001) Stof waar honger uit ontstond Over evolutie en sociale processen (Dust Out of
which Hunger has been Arisen About Evolution and Social Processes). Amsterdam: Meulenhoff.

Gustavsen B. (2001) Theory and Practice: the Mediating Discourse. In Reason P and Bradbury H (Eds)
Handbook of action research, Thousand Oaks CA:SAGE.

Hernes T. and Irgens E.J. (2013) Keeping things mindfully on track: Organizational learning under
continuity. Management Learning, 44, 3, 253-266.

Holmquist M. (2007) Managing Project Transformation in a Complex Context. Creativity and
Innovation Management, 16, 1, 46-52.

Hong H.Y., Chang Y.H. and Chai C.S. (2014) Fostering a collaborative and creative climate in a college
class through idea-centered knowledge-building. Instructional Science, 42, 3, 389-407.

Isaksen S.G. and Ekvall G. (2010). Managing for Innovation: The Two Faces of Tension in Creative
Climates. Creativity and Innovation Management, 19, 2, 73-88.

Isaksen S.G. and Lauer K. (2002) The Climate for Creativity and Change in Teams. Creativity and
Innovation Management, 11, 1, 74-86.

Ismail M. (2005) Creative climate and learning organization factors: their contribution towards
innovation. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 26, 7/8, 639-654.

Kanter R. (1988) When a Thousand Flowers Bloom. In Staw B.M. and Cummings L.L. (eds.), Research
in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 10. JAI Press, Greenwich, CT, pp. 169-211.

Katz R. and Allen T. (1985) Project performance and locus of influence in the RandD matrix. Academy
of Management Journal, 28, 67-87.

Keeney R. (1992) Value-focused thinking: A Path to Creative Decision making. Harvard University
Press, London.

Lipshitz R., Popper M. and Friedman V.J. (2002) A Multifaceted Model of Organizational Learning 7The
Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 38, 1,78-98.

Lipshitz R., Popper M. and Oz S. (1996) Building Learning Organizations: The Design and
Implementation of Organizational Learning Mechanisms The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science,
32,3, 292-305.

Lozano R. (2014) Creativity and Organizational Learning as Means to Foster Sustainability. Sustainable
Development, 22, 205-216.

Lund Stetler K. and Magnusson M. (2015) Exploring the Tension between Clarity and Ambiguity in
Goal Setting for Innovation. Creativity and Innovation Management.

Malnight T.W. (2001) Emerging structural patterns within multinational corporations: toward process-
based structures. Academy of Management Review, 44, 6, 1187-1210.

Mathisen G., Einarsen S., Jorstad K. and Brennick K.S. (2004) Climate for work group creativity and

innovation: Norwegian validation of the team climate inventory. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology,
45, 383-392.

22



Mitki Y., Herstein R. and Jaffe E.D. (2007) Learning mechanisms for designing corporate identity in
the banking industry International Journal of Bank Marketing, 25, 7, 452-468.

Mitki Y., Shani A.B.(R.) and Meiri Z. (1997) Organizational learning mechanisms and continuous
improvement: A longitudinal study. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 10, 5, 426-446.

Mitki Y., Shani A.B.(R.) and Stjernberg T. (2008) Leadership development and learning mechanisms
System transformation as a balancing act. Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 29, 1,
68-84.

Mitki, Y. and Herstein, R. (2011) From crisis to success: three case studies in organizational learning.
The Learning Organization, 18, 6, 454-467.

Moultrie J. and Young A. (2009) Exploratory study of organizational creativity in creative
organizations. Creativity and Innovation Management, 18, 4, 299-314.

Napier N. and Nilsson M. (2006) The Development of Creative Capabilities In and Out of Creative
Organisations: Three Case Studies. Creativity and Innovation Management, 15, 268—78

Nelson R.R. and Winter S.G. (1982) An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change. Belknap
Press/Harvard University Press, Cambridge MA.

Obloj T. and Sengul M. (2012) Incentive Life-cycles: Learning and the Division of Value in Firms
Administrative Science Quarterly, 57, 2, 305-347.

Oliver D. and Jacobs C. (2007) Developing guiding principles: An organizational learning perspective.
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 20, 6, 813-828.

Oliver J. (2009) Continuous improvement: role of organizational learning mechanisms. International
Journal of Quality and Reliability Management, 26, 6, 546-563.

Pasmore W.A., Stymne B., Shani A.B.(R.), Mohrman S.A. and Adler N. (2008) The Promise of
Collaborative Management Research. In Shani A.B.(R.), Mohrman S., Pasmore W.A., Stymne B. and
Adler N. (Eds) Handbook of Collaborative Management Research, Thousand Oaks CA:SAGE.
Pavlovsky P., Forslin J. and Reinhardt R. (2001) Practices and tools of organizational learning. In
Dierkes M., Berthoin Antal A., Child J. and Nonaka 1. (Eds) Handbook of organizational learning and
knowledge, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Popper M. and Lipshitz R. (1998) Organizational Learning Mechanisms: A Cultural and Structural
Approach to Organizational Learning. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 34, 161-179.

Popper M. and Lipshitz R. (2000) Organizational Learning Mechanisms Culture and Feasibility.
Management Learning, 31,2, 181-196.

Raelin J. (1999) Preface: Research and Action Learning. Management Learning, 30, 2, 115-125
Rapoport A. (1970) Three Dilemmas in Action Research. Human Relations, 23, 499-513.

Rasmussen C.C. (2014) Intangible resources as drivers of high growth. International Journal of
Innovation Management, 18, 4, 1450021.

Roth J. (2002) Knowledge Unplugged. Fenix Research Program.

Rubinstein D. and Woodman R.W. (1984) Spiderman and the Burma Raiders: Collateral organization
theory in action. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 20, 1-21.

23



Schadur M., Kienzle R. and Rodwell J. (1999) The Relationship Between Organizational Climate and
Employee Perceptions of Involvement. Group & Organization Management, 24, 4, 479-503.

Schein E.H. (1985) Organizational Culture and Leadership. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco.

Shani A.B.(R.) and Docherty P. (2003) Learning by design: Building sustainable organizations. Oxford:
Blackwell Publishing.

Shani A.B.(R.) and Docherty P. (2008) Learning by design: Key mechanisms in organization
development. In Cummings T. (Eds) Handbook of Organizational Change and Development, Thousand
Oaks CA: SAGE.

Shani A.B.(R.), Coghlan D., and Cirella S., (2012) Action research and collaborative management
research: More than meets the eye?. International Journal of Action Research, 8, 1, 45-67.

Shani A.B.(R.), Mohrman S., Pasmore W.A., Stymne B. and Adler N. (Eds) (2008) Handbook of
Collaborative Management Research. Thousand Oaks CA: SAGE.

Slater S. and Narver J. (1995) Market orientation and the learning organization. Journal of Marketing,
59, 3, 63-74.

Somech A. and Drach-Zahavy A. (2013) Translating Team Creativity to Innovation Implementation:
The Role of Team Composition and Climate for Innovation. Journal of Management, 39, 3, 684-708.

Sonnenburg S. (2004) Creativity in Communication: A Theoretical Framework for Collaborative
Product Creation. Creativity and Innovation Management, 13, 254-62.

Sternberg R., Kaufman J.C. and Pretz J.E. (2004) A Propulsion Model of Creative Leadership. Creativity
and Innovation Management, 13, 145-53.

Styhre A. and Sundgren M. (2005) Managing creativity in organizations. London: Palgrave.

Sundgren M. and Styhre A. (2003) Creativity—a volatile key of success? Creativity in new drug
development. Creativity and Innovation Management, 12, 3, 145-161.

Sundgren M., Selart M., Ingelgard A. and Bengtson C. (2005) Dialogue-Based Evaluation as a Creative
Climate Indicator: Evidence from the Pharmaceutical Industry. Creativity and Innovation Management,

14,1, 84-98.

Sundgren M.., Dimenis E., Gustafsson J.-E. and Selart M. (2005) Drivers of organizational creativity:
a path model of creative climate in pharmaceutical R&D. R&D Management, 35, 4, 359-374.

Swan J., Scarbrough H. and Newell S. (2010) Why don’t (or do) organizations learn from projects?.
Management Learning, 41, 3, 325-344.

Swart J. and Harcup J. (2013) ‘If I learn do we learn?’: The link between executive coaching and
organizational learning. Management Learning, 44, 4, 337-354.

Tidd J., Bessant J. and Pavitt K. (1997) Managing Innovation. Wiley, New York.

Van Woerkum C.M.J., Aarts M.N.C. and De Grip K. (2007) Creativity planning and organizational
change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 20, 6, 847-865.

Woodman R.W., Sawyer J.E. and Griffin R.-W. (1993) Toward a theory of organizational creativity.
Academy of Management Review, 18,293-321.

24



Zampetakis L.A., Gruys M.L. and Dewett T. (2014) Ideas and Implementation: The Effective
Implementation of Novel Marketing Programmes in Small- to Medium-Sized Greek Firms. Creativity
and Innovation Management, 23,2, 168—182.

25



Table 1. Items about Organizational Learning Mechanisms

Cognitive Mechanisms

Clarity of strategy

Connection strategy-activities
Coherence strategy-training
Learning encouragement culture

Sharing of common language

Structural Mechanisms

Information between colleagues
Knowledge of who does what
Participation in teamwork
Continuous improvement

Reference for having support

Procedural Mechanisms

Knowledge of resources and objectives
Knowledge of controlling criteria
Midway reviews

Post-project reviews

Routines about use of archives

Table 2. Organizational Learning Mechanisms and Creative Climate: Descriptive Statistics

and Correlation Coefficients

M SD 1 2 3

1 Cognitive Mechanisms 3.016 927 -

2 Structural Mechanisms 3.357 .903 ST -

3 Procedural Mechanisms 3.400 1.062 357 .645%* -

4 Creative Climate 3.694 177 A468%* .683%* .646%*

*#p<.01

Table 3. Regressions Results
R-squared Adj. R-squared  Significance Predictor Beta

Regression 1 219 207 .000 Cognitive Mechanisms 468%*
Regression 2 467 458 .000 Structural Mechanisms 683%*
Regression 3 418 409 .000 Procedural Mechanisms 646%*
*¥p< 001
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