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CMMBO/IM BAagu Ha poboyomy micui:
BM/IMB HA KPeaTUBHICTb AK MiKponigcTaBy
AWHaMiYHUX 34i6HOCTel dipmm

TFalia Amiamom*, MoxanHec Kpicmian I edikelt
t€gponelicokull yHigepcumem BiadpiHd,
®pankpypm-Ha-Odepi,

Himeubka suwja wiko/sa meHedwmeHmy i npasd,
[aline6poHH, HimeuyuHa

#KoHcy/16maHm 3 iHHOBaAYilt Ma oyugposysaHHs,
BepniH, HimeyyuHa

MeTa pocnigkeHHA - npoaHanizyBaTM po/ab apTedakTis B
CTBOPEHHi KpeaTMBHOCTI Ta iHHOBALiMHOCTI AK MikponigcTas
AMHAMIYHKX 34i6HOCTEN.

[Auzaiin/MeTtoa/Migxia Aoc/igkeHHA. /[laHe  KOHLenTya/bHe
AOC/AXKEHHA Hali/leHe Ha BM3HAYeHHA K/OYOBMX acrekTiB
po60o40oro NpocTopy AK AeMOHCTpaLil BAagH, @ TakoX {HLIMX
CUMMBO/IIB B/1IAAM, 3 TOYKM 30py iX BM/MBY Ha KpeaTWBHICTb i
MO/IMBOrO BI/IMBY Ha AMHAMIYHI 34aTHOCTI pipmu.

Pesy/ibTatu. 3po6/1eHO TMpuMyLLeHHdA, WO KpeaTUBHICTb, AKa
BBAYKAETbCA OCHOBOK iHHOBALMHOCTI, — 6a30BWi i oAMH 3
HalBaX/MBIWMX  enemeHTiB  (MiKpomigcTaB)  AMHAMIYHUMX
3paibHOCTE. BoHa HeobxigHa asnA Toro, wWo6 BUCTOATU Yy
KOHKYPEHTHili 60poTbbi, A/1A CTBOPEHHA eBO/OLiMHOI i
niANPUEMHULBKOT NPUAATHOCTI Gipmu.

MpaKkTMyHe 3Ha4yeHHA AOoCligXKeHHA. He AMBAAYMCL Ha Te, LWO
BMN/MB i€papxii i cMMBOAIB Bragu Ha edeKTUBHICTE ¢ipm
Heo/AHOPa3oBO MPOaHa/i30BaHO, Ki/bKICTb A0C/iAXeHb NpO
BM/IMB pobouoro npocropy (AK CMMBOAY
BHYTPILUHbOOPraHi3ayiMHoi B/agu) Ha KpeaTWBHICTb BKpan
Masa. PoKycyBaHHA Ha apTedaKkTax MoXKe A40noMorTu pipmam
NPOABUTU KPEATUBHICTb i TakMM YMHOM 36i/blUMTU piBeHb
iHHOBaLMHOCTI Ta AMHaMi4HKX 3ai6HOCTEN dipmu.

OpwriHanbHicTb/LliHHicTb/HayKkoBa HOBM3Ha AOC/iAKEHHA.
Y MiH/MBOMY r/106a/1bHOMY Hi3HEC-0TOYEHHI HafABHICTb CTiMKOT
KOHKYPEHTHOI nepeBarn BMMAara€ HaABHOCTI YHiKa/bHUX,
BaXKMX [0 BiATBOPeHHA AMHaMiYHMX 3gibHOCTEN. AHani3
MiKpOnigCTaB AMHAMIYHUX 34i6HOCTEN 3a3BMYalt NPOBOANUTLCA
/MLLE HA OAMH PiBeHb rAnbLLe, HAaNpWK/AAg, Ha PiBHI KOHLenLil
KpeaTMBHOCTI Ta iHHOBaUiMHOCTI. Y pociigxeHHi 3pobneHo
neplwnii  KpOK B LbOMY HamnpAMKy, MNpoaHaiizoBaHO
apTedakTy, Lo BN/MBAIOTb HA 3ragaHi KOHLenLi, a TaKoX iHLLi
MiKponigcTaBu.

Tun cTaTTi — TeopeTuyHa.

Kaouosi  crosa:  auHamiuHi 3pi6HOCTI; MikponigcTasu;
KpeaTMBHiCTb; BUPOOHMYI NPUMILL,EHHSA; CUMBO/W BAAAM.

CMMBO/IbI B/IaCTU Ha paboyem mecTe:
B/IMSIHWE HA KPEAaTUBHOCTb Kak MMKPOOCHOBaH1e
AVHaMUYeCKMX cnocobHoCTeNn pupmbl

Tatia A/wuamouu*, Moxannec KpucmuaH I edukelt
tEgponetickuli yHugepcumem BuadpuHad,
®paHkpypm-Ha-Odepe,

Hemeykas 8blcwids WKo/1d MmeHed»mMeHmad u npasd,
XalinbbpoHH, l'epmaHus

#KOHCY/1bmaHm no UHHOBALUSM U OUUPPOBLIBAHULD,
BepauH, l'epmarus

Llenb uccaegoBaHuA — NpoaHa/nM3MpoOBaTb Po/ib apTedakToB B
CO3/,aHMM  KPeaTMBHOCTM U MHHOBALMOHHOCTM  KaK
MUWKPOOCHOBaHMI AMHAMUYECKMX CMOCOBHOCTEN.

Av3aiin/MeTtoa/Mogxoa uccaeaoBaHus. [laHHOe KOHLeNnTyabHoe
UCC/leq0BaHKe  Halle/eHO Ha  OrfpegesieHue  K/4eBblX
acnekToB paboyero NpoCTpaHCTBa Kak AEeMOHCTpaL MW BAacTy,
a TaKXKe APyrMx CMMBO/IOB B/AaCTW, C TOYKU 3PEHWA UX
B/MAHWA Ha KpeaTMBHOCTb W BO3MOMKHOrO B/IMAHUA Ha
AVHaMUYecKKne CrnocobHOCTU GUPMBI.

Pesy/ibTathl. CgenaHo MNpeano/ioXKeHne, YTO KpeaTUBHOCTb,
KOTOpasA CYMTaeTCA OCHOBOW MHHOBALMOHHOCTH, — 6a30BbIN U
OAMH U3 CaMbIX BaHbIX 3/1eMEHTOB (MUKPOOCHOBAHMUIA)
AVHAMUYeCKUx crnocobHocTeir. OHa Heobxoguma Ans TOro,
4YTOObI BBICTOATb B KOHKYpPEHTHOM 6Gopbbe, aAnA co3gaHuA
3BO/IIOLMOHHOM U MpeAnpUHUMATE/NIbCKOM  MPUrOAHOCTU
dupmbl.

MpaKTuyeckoe 3HaueHMe UCC/iefoBaHUA. HecMoTpAa Ha TO, 4TO
B/IMAHWE MEepapXui U CMMBO/IOB B/ACTU Ha 3PPeKTUBHOCTb
$UpM ObI/I0 HEOAHOKPATHO MPOaHa/M3UPOBaHO, KONMYECTBO
Ucc/1eqoBaHuii 0 BAMAHMKM  pabovero npoctpaHcTBa (Kak
CMMBO/Ia BHYTPUOPraHU3aLMOHHOM BAacTH) Ha KPeaTUBHOCTb
KpaiiHe mazno. PoKycuMpoBaHue Ha apTedakTax MOXKeT NoOMoYb
dupmMam npoABUTb KPeaTUBHOCTb W TakMMm obpasom
YBE/IMYNTb YPOBEHb WHHOBALMOHHOCTU U  AMHAMUHYECKMX
cnocobHocTel Gpupmbl.

OpuruHasbHOCTb/LleHHOCTb/HayyHas HOBM3Ha  UCC/€40BaHUA.
B 6bIcTpO  MeHsAOWEMcA  /106a/1bHOM — BU3HEC-OKPYXKeHUU
Ha/MiMe  yCTOWHYMBOrO  KOHKYPEHTHOrO  MpeumyliecTBa
TpebyeT Ha/M4MA YHMKa/bHbIX, TPYAHbIX K BOCCO3/aHUIO
AVHAMUYECKMX  CMOCOBHOCTeN. AHaZAM3  MMKPOOCHOBAHMM
AVHAMUYECKUX CMOCOBHOCTEN OBbIMHO MPOU3BOAWTCA /LB
Ha OAMH ypOBeHb r/ybie, Hanpumvep, Ha ypOBHe KOHLienuuit
KpeaTUBHOCTU U MHHOBALMOHHOCTU. B MUcciegoBaHuM caenaH
elle MepBbli War B 3TOM Hanpas/e€HWM, NPOaHa/IM3MPOBAHbI
apTedaKTbl, BAUAIOLWME HA YNIOMAHYTbIE KOHLIeNUUK, a Takxke
npoyre MUKPOOCHOBaHUA.

Tun cTaTbu — TeOPETUYECKAA.

Karouesble cr108a: guHamuueckme cnocobHOCTH; MUKPOOCHOBAHUS;
KpeaTUBHOCTb; pabouee NpoCTPaHCTBO; CUMBO/Ibl BAACTH.
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Introduction

believed to be a cornerstone of successful, long-term activity

of a firm or organization in the market place, also described
as sustained competitive advantage (Teece, 2007). Creativity (i.e.,
the production of ideas that are both novel and useful in any
domain; Woodman et al., 1993; Amabile, et. al., 1996) as underlying
component, represents a critical strategic aspect, given the need
for organizations to be innovative in order to maintain an
achieved market position or to outcompete competitors
(Amabile, et al., 1996).

:: he competence to innovate and bring innovation forward is

It is suggested that innovation itself is a dynamic capability,
necessary for organizations to sustain competitive advantage
long-term (e.g. Lawson & Samson, 2001; O'Connor, 2008).
Creativity, being a constituting aspect of innovation, can
reasonably be conceived as an important element of dynamic
capabilities, crucial for their development and evolution in a fast-
moving, complex and competitive business environment (Lawson
& Samson, 2001; Teece, 2007; O'Connor, 2008). Microfoundations
within the stream of dynamic capabilities should help to better
understand, or at least, to better analyze the underlying
mechanisms of competitive advantage and, as Felin et al. (2012)
state, support ‘“... the reproduction and management of
collective constructs such as routines and capabilities” (p. 1352).
We propose therefore that creativity may be a microfoundation
to dynamic capabilities.

Regarding creativity as microfoundation, the spaces in which
creative activities take place represent an important aspect in the
innovation process of the organization, too (Moultri et al., 2007).
For instance, the workspace supports creative activities through
the provision of appropriate resources, work facilities and the
possibility to enable different working modes
(Moultri et al., 2007).

Although some scholars are paying increasing attention to the
physical environment in which creative activities take place (e.g.,
Dul & Ceylan, 2011), research investigating critical aspects and
implications of the physical workspace in supporting (or
hindering) creativity is still rather limited (Peters, 1992; Moultri
etal, 2007). Furthermore, little research has investigated the
effects of power symbols in workspace design on creativity.

Power and power hierarchies are so pervasive in regulating and
shaping relationships among individuals that they appear to be
distinctive features of social organizations (Fiske, 1992; Bogodistov
& Botts, 2016). Identifying key aspects of the physical environment
symbolizing power and clarifying their effects on creativity may
reveal new directions for future research in the fields of creativity,
dynamic capabilities and space management.

Research Question

symbols and other artefacts impact dynamic capabilities of a

:: he research question of this paper is, thus: ,,How can power
firm?“

Method

his paper mainly draws on psychology, architecture, and
innovation literature and aims at providing insights on the

process of creative performance and the effects of power
symbols via the office space.

Results

Power, creativity, and the role of the physical
space

Power and its effects

to influence others. Power can belong to someone holding a

high position within a group or an organization or to
someone in possession of valuable resources, such as knowledge
and/or expertise (French, & Raven, 1958; Yukl, & Falbe, 1991; Lee, &
Tiedens, 2002). Power hierarchies are a central and distinguishing
aspect of social organizations (Sligte, et al., 2011). Possession and
manifestation of power fundamentally influence individuals’
information-processing and behavioral tendencies (Fiske, 1993;
Keltner, et al., 2003).

:: ccording to Bacharach and Lawler (1981), power is the ability

Several studies have investigated the relationship between power
and creative performance leading to mixed findings: on the one
hand, some demonstrated that power leads to higher creativity
(Smith, & Trope, 2006; Calinsky, et al., 2008), on the other hand, such
effects are questioned (e.g.: Kuh,| & Kazen, 2008; Glenday, 2011).

Despite of the growing literature investigating the impact of the
work space and its infrastructure on creative performance (e.g.
Moultrie, et al., 2007), research exploring the role of physical
spaces in emphasizing and symbolizing power hierarchies, and the
resulting effects on employee’s creativity are still scarce.

The physical space and its dimensions

the office space plays a role in influencing employees’

feelings, behaviors, and perceptions (Morrow & McElroy,
1981; Marans & Spreckelmeyer, 1982; Parker, 1994; Sommer, 2002).
Furthermore, Sommer (2002) argued that the same space could
convey different meanings, implications and enable different
working modes for the specific individual.

:: cademic research has recognized that the configuration of

An extensive body of literature has investigated the impact of
physical space on employees’ experiences at work (e.g.: Gifford,
et al., 2000; Rafaeli, & Pratt, 2005), which can be summarized as
three concurrent but independent dimensions to shape the
interaction between the physical space and the individual (Vilnai-
Yavetz, et al., 2005). The first dimension —instrumentality- defines
the degree of wusabilty and human factor engineering
(Nielsen, 1994), and explains the extent to which physical artifacts
support or hamper the performance of a desired activity (Howell,
1994). The second dimension —aesthetics- generally defined as a
cognitive process resulting in an emotion (Leder, et al., 2004), in
this context relates to specifically and harmoniously formed
shapes and designed environments. This dimension can register
and lead to significantly different reactions on people’s emotions
and perceptions (Maslow, & Mintz, 1956). Although aesthetics
cannot be dissociated from organizational goals (Strati, 1992), it is
claimed to be independent of instrumentality (Berleant, 1988). The
third and last dimension -symbolism- defines the associations
elicited by the space, and denotes the subjective meaning of the
built environment (Hatch, 1997).

Symbolism  reflects a process of interpretation and
intellectualization of an environmental experience.
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Symbolism is conceptually separate from aesthetics and
instrumentality. For instance, a chair, independently from its degree
of functionality and aesthetic, may or may not symbolize power, or
prestige, depending on the associations it triggers (Rafaeli, &
Worline, 2000). While architects and builders create the physical
space in accordance to aesthetic canons and attempting to
maximize its degree of functionality, the subjective meaning of the
environment is related to the perceptions and the process of use of
its users. Therefore, the physical space is the objective, and the
perceived space is the subjective dimension of the same space
(Kristensen, 2004).

Synthesizing a wide-ranging body of literature on the symbolic role
of space and architecture, Mazumdar, & Mazumdar (1997) identified
and categorized three relevant aspects. Firstly, social scientists
explain that architecture symbolically expresses social and cultural
phenomena. The physical space, its location as well as the use of the
rooms and its artifacts are rich of symbols expressing gender roles,
identity, social position, and social change (Rapoport, 1980;
Lawrence, 1988; Hummon, 1989). Secondly, the physical space is
symbolic to the culture that builds, designs, and experiences it. As
various features of a space are symbolic of the cognitive schema of
the people using it (Fiske, 1993), the built environment can be
understood as “an expression of culturally shared mental structures
and processes” (Lawrence, & Low, 1990, p.466). Lastly, space and
architecture can be means of nonverbal communication conveying
and transferring ideas and meanings among members of a culture
(Rapoport, 1980). Overall, literature suggests a strong connection
between the culture, its development and the physical environment
in that it shapes the understanding, perception and meaning of
(work) space.

Power, office design, and creativity

Office design and architecture as power symbols

individuals, cities and nations (Vale, 2014). Pfeffer (1992)

pointed out that symbols are important to the dynamics of
power relationships as social actors to support and maintain their
power position can appropriate them. Among the symbols of
power and authority, Pfeffer not only mentioned high salaries,
expense accounts, titles (e.g. General, Doctor, Professor, etc.), but
specific architectural configurations of the office design and space
privileges (i.e., executive dining room privileges, reserved parking
spaces and the location, size and decor of one’s office design).
Therefore, office configurations and interior arrangements appear
to carry on relevant information related to the power structures of
an organization.

:: rchitecture has served to define relationships among

The growing importance of creativity, conceived as a crucial aspect
for a firm's ongoing competitive advantage and a microfoundation
of dynamic capabilities, has led to increased academic attention to
the topic. Currently, a stream of the literature on creativity is
investigating the role and implications of the physical work
environment in supporting creativity and innovation (e.g.: Amabile
1988; Amabile, et al., 1996). Nevertheless, to date little research has
addressed the effects of power symbols in workspace
configurations on creativity. This paper, therefore, presents some
key aspects symbolizing power in the physical work environment
and explain their effects in fostering or hindering creativity.

Power symbols in office design and their effects on
creativity

sikszentmihalyi (1996) pointed to the physical space as
affecting people's emotional well-being, which in turn appears

to be crucial for creative work. Clarifying the connection
between space and creative activities, Kristensen (2004) argued that
creativity always takes place in a physical context, i.e. a confined
space that affects the flow of sensory experiences, the proximity
among individuals, the channel of information and the availability of
knowledge tools. Literature on the topics of architecture, office

design, and space management (e.g. Pfeffer 1992; Stegmeier, 2008)
pointed out aspects of the workspace, which can be used to
symbolize power, i.e. floor plans and configurations, office size,
office location, and interior design.

An essential spatial issue relates to the floor plan, or configuration
of the physical work environment. Ching (2006) suggested that such
configurations can be linear, central, or radial, cluster, and grid.
Linear spaces, generally characterized by long corridors, symbolize
hierarchically structured organizations. They may appear well
ordered, but hinder the information flow into the system, which
instead is optimized in circular structures (Kristensen, 2004).
Centralized or radial shapes often have a center, where communal
tools and relevant information are stored and made accessible.
Lastly, clusters or grids allow focusing on the specific requirements
of tools, e.g. visual or prototyping material (Kristensen, 2004). To
foster creativity, a space should enable dynamism and freedom
(Ekvall, 1997) for example through intensive exchanges and
collaborations among employees of different levels and
departments. Open-plan spaces and ease of access to resources are
important aspects related to the perceived freedom of the physical
environment. Implications on this first dimension show that space
configurations that symbolize power hierarchies have a counter
effect on creativity.

Further dimensions often used to symbolize power are the size and
the location of the office. These dimensions do not appear to affect
the creative process within the organization. Counter effects on
creativity in respect to these aspects connect to other factors such as
organizational culture and leadership behaviors. For instance,
Stegmeier (2008) explains that staff members typically mirror the
actions of their leaders. Accordingly, by staying confined in their
offices, leaders show a behavior that stands in contrast with the
principles of teamwork and collaboration, critical features to carry on
creative activities. Therefore, office location and size as symbols of
power hierarchies might not directly affect creativity, but considering
these aspects in combination with other organizational factors such
as culture, corporate values, and leadership behaviors, may lead to
significant impacts on creativity. Furthermore, interior decor serves
as factor to distinguish among different power levels in the
organization (Pfeffer, 1992). Differentiation related to the interior
design of areas dedicated to managers and staff members does not
seem to impact on the creative potential of people as long as the
spaces dedicated to creative activities and group meetings also
present flexible furniture, natural elements (e.g. plants) and enable
bright lighting conditions and fresh air flow (McCoy, & Evans, 2002).

Conclusions and Discussion

uilding on the view that dynamic capabilities are related to
organizational processes, systems, and structures (Teece,

2007), this paper seeks to summarize findings from previous
research conducted on the topics of power and creativity. We
attempt to highlight aspects of the workspace and its
management, impacting creativity, a critical microfoundation of
dynamic capabilities. Examining the way power symbols in the
physical work environment affect creative output, this paper
proposes that aspects such as space configurations and interior
decor can have an effect on creativity. Whereas office location
and size may have indirect effects on creativity, it ought to be
investigated in combination with aspects such as organizational
culture, leadership behaviors and corporate values.

This first conceptual paper opens an avenue for future research
and could be used as a basis for a wider research, investigating
the process of space use to symbolize power and its effect on
creativity as a microfoundation of dynamic capabilities of the firm.
Additional studies are necessary to test and empirically determine
the extent to which identified power symbols in the physical
space play a role in affecting the creative activities within the
organization. Future research might want to assess to what
extent the physical space impacts on creativity and has
implications for the development and renewal of dynamic
capabilities.
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