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Summary
The objec�ve of this thesis is to research whether the concept of crea�ve capital theory could be 
transferred from the urban level to the organisa�onal level. The concept of crea�ve capital has been 
a buzzword in urban research, but not in organisa�onal research. This lead us to repeat the words 
of DreamWorks’ famous cartoon character Donkey: ‘Are we there yet?’. Our main ques�on was ‘Can 
crea�ve capital actually exist in organisa�ons?’. If crea�ve capital can exist in organisa�ons, we wanted 
to ask two addi�onal ques�ons: ‘how can organisa�ons acquire crea�ve capital?’ and ‘Which urban 
level factors affect successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital?’ 
We tried to answer these ques�ons by using a literature review that covered three online databases. 
This procedure created a sample of 93 ar�cles that represented research on crea�ve capital on both 
the urban and the organisa�onal level.

The current literature on crea�ve capital was found to have spurred three main lines of research. These 
three lines of research covered: Florida’s (2002c) crea�ve class; policies on a�rac�ng the crea�ve 
class; and research that studied the effect of urban diversity and urban tolerance on urban economic 
performance. None of these lines of research actually involved studying crea�ve capital. Thus, it was 
concluded that research on urban crea�ve capital had developed into research on urban crea�ve capital 
holders, rather than urban crea�ve capital itself. Research on organisa�onal crea�ve capital was found 
to be almost non-existent. We also concluded that urban crea�ve capital was sparsely defined. Theories 
on urban crea�ve capital were found to be underdeveloped. Research on urban crea�ve capital holders 
showed a wide variety of empirical findings on the urban level with li�le theore�cal development. It 
is concluded that both crea�ve capital theory and theory on crea�ve capital holders are in need of 
further theorising.
Based on a number of implicit defini�ons given in the ar�cles from our literature review sample, we 
defined urban level crea�ve capital as the aggregated crea�ve ability of an area. Using the literature from 
our literature review we then defined organisa�onal crea�ve capital as an organisa�on’s aggregated 
crea�ve ability, that is embedded in the individual employees and teams of the organisa�on. We then 
con�nued by providing a conceptual dis�nc�on between organisa�onal crea�ve capital, organisa�onal 
human capital and organisa�onal social capital. Our next step, was to present a first conceptual model 
that includes organisa�onal crea�ve capital. This model indicates how organisa�ons can accumulate 
their crea�ve capital and how the applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital is affected by factors 
that come from the organisa�on’s urban area.
Organisa�ons can accumulate their crea�ve capital by conduc�ng a make, buy or ally decision. This 
decision allows organisa�onal representa�ves to make  trade-offs between the different methods of 
accumula�ng crea�ve capital. Organisa�ons can buy crea�ve capital by hiring individual employees from 
outside the organisa�on that have a proven crea�ve ability. Organisa�ons can make crea�ve capital by 
providing crea�vity training or by crea�ng jobs in which employees can interact, communicate and 
work in teams. Organisa�ons can also decide to go into an alliance with other organisa�ons to acquire 
their crea�ve ability for some �me in exchange for another capacity of the organisa�on.
Our literature review iden�fied three urban factors that influence the successful applica�on of 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital. These were: the spread of entrepreneurial norms and values in areas, 
diversity of knowledge and experience in an area and many weak �es in an area.

We have a�empted to transfer crea�ve capital into a new domain; future researchers should try to 
empirically validate its existence. Our answer to the ques�on of Donkey we posed at the outset of our 
paper, is therefore that crea�ve capital needs more scien�fic a�en�on or to answer in the style of the 
movie, we recapitulate Shrek’s answer to Donkey’s ques�on: ‘No, we are not there yet!’ 
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Organisa�onal Crea�ve Capital:
are we there yet?

Sean Straatman

Introduc�on
The term ‘crea�ve capital’ has been an important discussion topic for explaining economic growth in 
urban literature (cf. Florida, 2004b; Glaeser, 2005; Peck, 2005; Marlet & van Woerkens, 2007; Florida, 
Mellander & Stolarick, 2008; Petrov, 2008; Mok, 2009; Batabyal & Nijkamp, 2010, 2011). The debate 
within this literature has centered on the ques�on how this ‘urban crea�ve capital’ should be measured 
and accumulated (e.g. Florida, 2004b; Florida et al., 2008; Asheim & Hansen, 2009; Mok, 2009; Ren�row, 
Mellander & Florida, 2009). This debate pays special a�en�on to Florida’s (2002c, 2005) crea�ve class. 
This crea�ve class is a list of occupa�ons that have and use crea�ve capital (Florida, 2002c). However, 
through this focus research on urban crea�ve capital has stopped asking fundamental ques�ons such 
as: ‘does urban crea�ve capital actually exist?’ and: ‘how can urban crea�ve capital itself support 
economic performance?’.
The currently most cited idea on urban crea�ve capital is that “regional economic growth is powered 
by crea�ve people, who prefer places that are diverse, tolerant and open to new ideas” (Florida, 2002c, 
p. 249). This would mean that urban crea�ve capital can be interpreted as an area’s group of crea�ve 
people. Areas that have more crea�ve people could then be expected to outperform areas with fewer 
crea�ve people (Florida, 2002c, 2004a; Lee, Florida & Acs, 2004; Stolarick & Florida, 2006; Florida, 
2008).
We expect that organisa�ons should play an important role in this debate. As those are places 
where crea�ve people work together to create economic value for the organisa�on they are in. The 
performance of these organisa�ons influences the area’s economic performance. Thus it seems 
reasonable to expect that organisa�ons in areas with more urban crea�ve capital are more successful 
than organisa�ons in areas with less urban crea�ve capital. Moreover, those organisa�ons themselves 
may have more ‘organisa�onal crea�ve capital’.
Organisa�onal crea�ve capital has been defined as: “an arsenal of crea�ve thinkers whose ideas can 
be turned into valuable products and services” (Florida & Goodnight, 2005, p. 125). In this form it 
should arouse organisa�onal scholars’ a�en�on. But apart from this defini�on there has not been 
another published a�empt of defining crea�ve capital for the organisa�onal level. So does this mean 
the defini�on given by Florida and Goodnight is good enough? To put it in the words of DreamWorks’ 
famous cartoon character Donkey: ‘Are we there yet?’ or does it mean that organisa�onal scholars do 
not see anything new in crea�ve capital?

Our objec�ve is to explore crea�ve capital and see if it is conceptually possible to iden�fy crea�ve 
capital in organisa�ons. We a�empt to answer three basic ques�ons about crea�ve capital. To answer 
these ques�ons, first we will present the results of a literature review on crea�ve capital. This literature 
review also provides an introduc�on into crea�ve capital research for readers that are not familiar with 
crea�ve capital. We then define organisa�onal crea�ve capital and present a conceptual model on 
how organisa�onal crea�ve capital acts in organisa�ons. The three ques�ons we aim to answer serve 
to explore the applicability of crea�ve capital in organisa�ons. Our first ques�on was: ’Can crea�ve 
capital actually exist in organisa�ons?’. If this ques�on rendered a posi�ve answer, we then set out to 
answer the second and third ques�on. The second ques�on is: ‘How can organisa�ons acquire crea�ve 
capital?’. Our third and final ques�on was: ‘Which urban level factors affect successful applica�on of 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital?’. By answering these ques�ons we hope to s�mulate future research 
on organisa�onal crea�ve capital.

Reviewing Crea�ve Capital Literature: Methodology
Sample crea�on
We used three search engines to iden�fy literature on crea�ve capital: SciVers Scopus database, 
Thomson Reuter’s Web of Science database and Google’s Google Scholar.
We carried out two searches in SciVerse Scopus database and two in Thomson Reuter’s Web of Science 
database. First, we looked for ar�cles containing “crea�ve capital” in the �tle, in its abstract or as 
keywords. The publica�on date range was limited to the period of 2002 (the year Florida coined the 
term crea�ve capital) un�l May 2011. This search rendered fi�een ar�cles. Three of these ar�cles 
men�oned ”crea�ve capital theory” in their abstract. We also included Florida’s no�on of the crea�ve 
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class and performed a second search. We used the same databases and �me period, but changed the 
query into “crea�ve class” AND “theory”. As a result, twenty-six unique ar�cles were added to our 
sample.
To make sure that nothing was overlooked, we used Google’s Google Scholar. Just typing “crea�ve 
capital” in Google Scholar renders over 1700 results. We thus specified the search query. , Limi�ng 
the publica�on date range between 2002 and 2011 and confining the journal of publica�on’s name 
to include one of the following keywords: ’administra�ve‘, ’business‘, ’capital‘, ’crea�ve‘, ’crea�vity‘, 
’econometric‘, ’economic‘, ’economy‘, ’geographic‘, ’geography‘, ’innova�on‘, ’innova�ve‘, ’management’, 
’managerial‘, ’organiza�on‘, ’organiza�onal‘ or ’urban‘. To limit the search to sources that were related 
to urban and managerial science, these keywords for the journal of publica�on’s name were chosen; as 
we thought that those are most in line with studying urban crea�ve capital and organisa�onal crea�ve 
capital. This addi�on generated fi�y-six results. A�er manually scanning all these results, we excluded 
all results that were not published in a peer-reviewed journal or already found with the previous search 
queries. This resulted in forty-three ar�cles that we added to our sample. Of these forty-three ar�cles 
eighteen included the “crea�ve capital theory” combina�on.
Finally, one addi�onal search was done using SciVerse Scopus database for all relevant ar�cles, reviews 
and short surveys published by Richard Florida in the period a�er the launch of his 2002 book. Major 
changes in his work signify important developments with regard to crea�ve capital theory, for example 
the altera�on in a�en�on from his crea�vity index to his crea�ve class measure. This final query yielded 
another thirteen ar�cles to be included in the sample, bringing the amount of ar�cles in our sample to 
ninety-seven.

Sample analysis procedure
We started the analysis by dividing the ar�cles in groups based upon their journal of publica�on. 
This dis�nc�on illustrates which literature streams have contributed most to the development of 
crea�ve capital theory. There were four possible categories: A) Urban and Geographical journals; B) 
Organisa�onal, Managerial and Business journals; C) Economic and Econometric journals; and D) Other 
types of journals. The journals not familiar to us were iden�fied using SciVers Scopus’ descrip�on of 
the journal to place it in one of the categories. Our analysis concentrates on the ar�cles from the first 
three groups, as these groups focus on subjects that relate to either urban research or organisa�onal 
research. We did not exclude findings from the final group beforehand, as this would have introduced 
a small bias into our analysis.

We then read the abstract, introduc�on and conclusion of the ar�cles and summarised each ar�cle 
in two hundred words or less. If these parts were not enough to create such a summary we read the 
en�re ar�cle. The summaries contained the shortest possible descrip�on of the ar�cles.
The summaries would be used in a similar way as induc�ve content analysis with an open coding 
approach. They were used to create groups of different ar�cles that had a similar aim and level of 
analysis. We used this procedure to dis�nguish between different sorts of crea�ve capital theory 
development. This procedure allowed us to make dis�nc�ons, for example between empirical tes�ng 
of crea�ve capital theory and conceptual development of crea�ve capital. We did not define the groups 
a priori, because earlier literature reviews on crea�ve capital were not available. Thus, this meant that 
grouping prescrip�ons were not readily available. Addi�onally, our aim is to explore and develop theory, 
so an induc�ve approach towards the crea�on of these groups is desirable (Lynn, 1994; Kondracki, 
Wellman & Amundson, 2002).
If the groups we ini�ally iden�fied contained more than fi�een ar�cles and covered at least two different 
sorts of contribu�ons to their respec�ve fields, we reread the summaries of the ar�cles in that specific 
group, and then repeated the coding procedure. This was done to iden�fy relevant sets of ar�cles that 
could be used to formulate proposi�ons on crea�ve capital at the organisa�onal level.
During the wri�ng process of the summaries, four ar�cles were found to not make any contribu�on to 
crea�ve capital. We deleted these ar�cles from our sample. Our final sample thus contained ninety-
three ar�cles.

Reviewing Crea�ve Capital Literature: Analysis and Results
The predominant part of our sample stems from urban and geographical journals (57/93). The 
economic and econometric journals (10/93) as well as the organisa�onal, managerial and business 
journals (11/93) were far less represented in our sample. We found eighteen ar�cles that could be 
used to create a defini�on of urban crea�ve capital. From these eighteen, nine came from urban and 
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geographical journals and six stemmed from an organisa�onal, managerial or business journal. The final 
three relevant ar�cles came from the ‘other journals’ group. The reason we report this categorisa�on, 
is to illustrate the fact that very few ar�cles actually defined crea�ve capital and theorised about it.
This finding illustrates the necessity for more conceptual work on crea�ve capital in general. It also 
shows that the organisa�onal, business and managerial literature makes a rela�vely larger contribu�on 
to theorising about crea�ve capital. The explana�on for this difference is that that urban literature has 
concentrated on Florida’s crea�ve class, which is a list of occupa�ons that use an area’s crea�ve capital 
(Florida, 2002c). Organisa�onal literature focuses on organisa�onal crea�vity research, which is much 
closer related to crea�ve capital. An exhaus�ve list of all the journals that were used is provided as 
appendix 1. 

Reviewing earlier defini�ons of crea�ve capital
There are two things that stand out with regard to a defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital. The 
first is that most papers in our sample concentrate on the holders of crea�ve capital, rather than 
on crea�ve capital itself. This is not surprising as the majority of the papers in our sample comes 
from urban or economic literature. Subjects in urban and economic studies o�en encompass large 
popula�ons. Ge�ng representa�ve samples and measuring effects in these popula�ons requires a lot 
of funding and �me. As a result, urban and economic studies tend to rely on distant measures, e.g. the 
crea�ve class measure, rather than more proximal measures of crea�ve capital. Unfortunately, the use 
of the crea�ve class measures in our sample prevented authors from theorising about crea�ve capital 
itself. Instead, the use of the crea�ve class measures indicates an impetus for theorising about crea�ve 
capital holders. Although our sample is mostly concerned with crea�ve capital holders, we do not see 
this as an immediate problem. We think that this research s�ll contributes to our understanding of 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital. Theorising about factors that a�ract crea�ve capital holders may very 
well turn out to be useful to explain factors that are suppor�ve to successful applica�on of crea�ve 
capital in organisa�ons.

The second thing that stands out regarding a defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital is that  the 
papers that did provide some sort of defini�on of crea�ve capital, followed Florida’s (2005) defini�on 
of urban crea�ve capital. As a result, our sample provided almost no sugges�ons towards defining 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital. An excep�on is the ar�cle by Florida and Goodnight (2005), whose 
defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital was presented at the start of this paper.
The ar�cles in our sample that provided some sort of defini�on of crea�ve capital usually only gave 
an implicit defini�on of crea�ve capital, one that did not relate to the organisa�onal level. Most of 
these implicit defini�ons of crea�ve capital were related to the defini�on of crea�ve capital used in 
Florida’s second book: The flight of the crea�ve class (i.e. Florida, 2005). He defined urban crea�ve 
capital as the intrinsically human ability to create new ideas, new technologies, new business models, 
new cultural forms, and whole new industries that really ma�er. Examples of such implicit defini�ons 
include descrip�ons such as ‘the urban area’s crea�ve capacity’ (e.g. Boschma & Fritsch, 2009), ‘the 
crea�ve ability of the workforce’ (Petrov, 2008), ‘crea�ve human capital’ (e.g. Lopes, da Palma & Pina e 
Cunha, 2011) or as ‘an area’s crea�ve talent’ (Benne�, 2010).
The defini�ons of crea�ve capital seem closer related to human capital. Urban human capital is seen 
as the amount of formally recognised educa�on the inhabitants of an area have received (Hoyman 
& Faricy, 2009). Organisa�onal human capital can be viewed as the collec�on of Knowledge, Skills, 
Abili�es and Other characteris�cs (KSAOs) embedded in employees (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).
Defining crea�ve capital at the urban level as, for example the crea�ve ability of the workforce may 
be different from human capital at the urban level, because crea�vity is not commonly measured 
using formal educa�on. However, on the organisa�onal level a defini�on that refers to an ability of the 
workforce needs careful dis�nc�on from human capital. This raises ques�ons whether human capital 
is conceptually dis�nct from crea�ve capital. In addi�on, the defini�on given by Florida and Goodnight 
is quite close to the organisa�onal human capital defini�on, as it only talks of crea�ve individuals.

Reviewing developments in crea�ve capital theory
Our ini�al coding procedure yielded four dis�nct groups of ar�cles. We labelled these groups as 
‘Poli�cal scholars’, ‘Crea�ve Class scholars’, ‘Urban Diversity scholars’ and ‘Other scholars’. The amount 
of ar�cles in the sample is presented in figure 1. A full overview of the results we obtained through our 
literature review is provided as appendix 2. We will limit ourselves to findings that poten�ally relate to 
urban or organisa�onal crea�ve capital.



Master thesis Sean Straatman

page 9

This first grouping procedure shows that research on crea�ve capital has been done along three major 
lines of inquiry. The first follows Florida’s sugges�on of the crea�ve class and is represented in the 
‘Crea�ve Class scholars’ group. This research concentrates on the holders of crea�ve capital at the 
urban level and stems from Florida’s crea�ve class. It deals with dis�nguishing the crea�ve class from 
urban human capital and researching whether the crea�ve class has an independent effect on urban 
economic performance.
The second line of research adheres to Florida’s proposi�on that urban ameni�es and bohemians can 
be used as quality of place indicators that a�ract crea�ve capital holders to a region. It is represented 
in our sample by the ‘Poli�cal scholars’ group. This research concentrates on urban policies that aim 
at making areas a�rac�ve to crea�ve capital holders or on policies suppor�ng the development of the 
area’s crea�ve and cultural sector.
The third line of research has developed on the rela�on between urban diversity and tolerance and 
its effect on urban economic performance. This line comes from Florida’s sugges�on that areas need 
a certain amount of diversity,  which allows successful applica�on of crea�ve capital. This final line of 
research is represented in our sample as the ‘Urban Diversity scholars’ group.

Figure 1: Overview of the different groups created from our sample

We will start our discussion with the Other scholars and Poli�cal scholars group, because it could not 
be related to urban crea�ve capital, and then con�nue to discuss the main findings that can be related 
to urban crea�ve capital. We will finish with a brief discussion of how research on urban crea�ve capital 
has developed.

Relevant findings by the Other scholars
The group of ar�cles belonging to the Other scholars was a collec�on of all  ar�cles that could not 
be placed in any of the other three groups. A number of the ar�cles in this group contribute to 
understanding crea�ve capital by discussing possible dis�nc�ons between human capital and crea�ve 
capital (Florida, 2004b; Batabyal & Nijkamp, 2010, 2011). Others  iden�fied factors on the firm level that 
may affect organisa�onal crea�ve performance (Self, Bandow & Schraeder, 2010), such as leadership 
characteris�cs (Rego, Sousa, Pina e Cunha, Correira & Saur-Amaral, 2007), team trust (Barczak, Lassk & 
Mulki, 2010), organisa�onal social capital (Florida, Cushing & Gates, 2002) or job characteris�cs (Wong 
& Ladkin, 2008). Some used crea�ve capital as an important factor that allows knowledge transfer in 
organisa�ons (Parent, Roy & St-Jacques, 2007; Cri�enden & Cri�enden, 2008).

SAMPLE

Poli�cal scholars

       (n = 33)

Crea�ve Class
     scholars

      (n = 29)

Other scholars

       (n = 18)

Urban Diversity
scholars

(n = 13)
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This group contributes a number of factors that have also been found or theorised to relate to 
organisa�onal crea�ve performance by affec�ng an individual’s and team’s crea�ve ability (e.g. 
Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993; Taggar, 2002; Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Most findings  do not 
contribute to our aim of exploring urban and organisa�onal crea�ve capital. That is, they either assume 
that crea�ve capital is the same as human capital (e.g. Batabyal & Nijkamp, 2010) or concentrate on 
a different level of analysis (e.g. Barczak et al., 2010). We will therefore not discuss the findings from 
this group.

Relevant findings by the Poli�cal scholars
The ar�cles in this group concentrated on what local authori�es should do to a�ract and retain crea�ve 
capital holders. These ar�cles used Florida’s 3T’s of economic growth and quality of place indicators 
such as urban ameni�es as policy prescrip�ons for a�rac�ng crea�ve capital holders.  Following Florida’s 
3T’s of economic development policy aims to a�ract crea�ve capital holders by crea�ng an area that 
has the Talent, Technology and Tolerance crea�ve capital holders need for producing economic value.
As this group was large enough the coding was repeated. Four types of ar�cles could be dis�nguished 
based upon the way they used the 3T’s of economic growth and quality of place indicators. These 
ar�cles were labelled as ‘followers’, ‘opponents’, ‘developers’ and ‘adaptors’. The followers generally 
tested these policies and reported successful outcomes. The opponents advised against such a policy 
or noted difficul�es with the policy. Adaptors used Florida’s prescrip�on for quality of place indicators 
and tested them in other countries. These tests lead to adap�on of these quality of place indicators and 
prescrip�ons. Finally, developers  used Florida’s sugges�on to emphasise policies that were aimed at 
a�rac�ng crea�ve industries and policies that aimed to promote cultural ameni�es in an area.
Earlier research has indicated that models for public policy differ from private strategic management 
(Ring & Perry, 1985). In addi�on, part of what is found in this group supplements findings from the 
Floridian scholars and the Crea�ve Class scholars. The majority of the ar�cles in this group does not 
iden�fy urban factors that may contribute to organisa�onal level crea�ve capital. Nor do they discuss 
a poten�al defini�on of crea�ve capital at the urban or organisa�onal level. We therefore exclude the 
ar�cles from this group from further analysis.

Relevant findings by the Urban Diversity scholars
The Urban Diversity scholars described the rela�on between tolerance, urban diversity and urban 
economic performance. The connec�on between these findings and crea�ve capital is Florida’s original 
idea on the crea�ve class. He states that the crea�ve class prefers places that are diverse and tolerant 
(Florida, 2002c). On the urban level of analysis Florida uses the presence of bohemians and gays in an 
area to demonstrate this tolerance and urban diversity. The main argument here is that the presence 
of gays and bohemians signifies the existence of underlying (societal) mechanisms that allow for easier 
sharing of knowledge (Florida, 2002a) or the crea�on of knowledge spill over (Florida, 2008).
The research from the authors in this group indicates that measures of diversity have a posi�ve effect on 
employment growth in English ci�es (Lee, 2011b) and relate to concentra�ons of talented individuals 
in certain areas (Florida, 2002b). Florida’s idea of concentra�ng on the presence of gays and bohemians 
does not appear to fully explain how diversity affects economic development in an area (Thomas & 
Darnton, 2006). Theorising about diversity should therefore not confine  to only the presence of gays 
and bohemians in an area, when it comes to theorising about diversity.
The majority of the ar�cles in this group concentrates on theorising about tolerance using diversity as an 
explana�on for the success of such tolerance. In contrast, our sample shows rela�vely li�le theorising 
about the role of urban crea�ve capital in the rela�on between urban diversity and urban economic 
performance. We expected research that combined urban diversity with urban crea�ve capital to 
explain urban economic performance, but we found the opposite. This strikes us as odd, because it is 
generally acknowledged that diversity of KSAOs benefits crea�vity in organisa�ons (e.g. Amabile, 1997; 
1998) and urban crea�ve performance (Lorenz & Lundvall, 2011). Below we will therefore propose that 
urban diversity can lead to diversity of KSAOs in an organisa�on which posi�vely affects organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital.
Our sample does illustrate another effect of tolerance on urban economic performance. The idea 
underlying this effect is that urban diversity indicates societal mechanisms allowing knowledge sharing 
and knowledge spill over that foster economic performance (Florida, 2008). The most important 
illustra�on of tolerance as a societal mechanism that fosters urban economic performance comes from 
Florida, Cushing and Gates (2002) and Boschma and Fritsch (2009). Boschma and Fritsch (2009) found 
that the crea�ve class concentrates in areas that have an open and tolerant climate. This indicates 
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that crea�ve capital holders prefer open and tolerant areas. Florida et al. (2002) discussed how such 
tolerance should be interpreted in terms of the strength weak �es theory (Granove�er, 1973) at the 
urban level. They suggest that the strength of these �es would benefit innova�on and thus the crea�ve 
performance in that area (de Jong & den Hartog, 2010). Tolerance is indicated by weak �e strength 
in an area (Florida et al., 2002). We will follow Florida et al.’s sugges�on to interpret this tolerance in 
terms of the strength of �es in an urban area and we will develop the idea of tolerance in an area into 
a proposi�on that combines the strength of �es in an area with successful applica�on of organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital.

Findings from the Crea�ve Class scholars
The Crea�ve Class scholars group concentrated on the crea�ve class in an area. The crea�ve class is 
a list of occupa�ons that may not relate directly to the amount of urban crea�ve capital in an area, 
because the crea�ve class cannot capture crea�ve capital that is embedded in occupa�ons that do not 
belong to the crea�ve class. In addi�on, the crea�ve class does not specify anything about the amount 
of crea�ve capital embedded in the occupa�ons in the crea�ve class.
The findings in this group are nevertheless s�ll valuable because they capture informa�on on some of 
an area’s crea�ve capital holders. Thus, theorising about crea�ve capital holders should not exclude 
the factors that a�ract the crea�ve class a priori . It is for this reason that we discuss the findings from 
the Crea�ve Class scholars.
Since the group of Crea�ve Class scholars in our sample showed at least two different possible 
dis�nc�ons and was large enough we analysed the ar�cles in this group again. We found that the 
ar�cles had a different view of the crea�ve class. We iden�fied these differences along two dimensions. 
The first dimension dis�nguished between a ‘sta�c’ and a ‘dynamic’ view of the crea�ve class. This 
dimension indicates the characteris�cs of the crea�ve class could change. The second dimension was 
the amount of variables that were studied in the ar�cle. We found a ‘narrow’ – ‘broad’ dis�nc�on for 
this dimension. Ar�cles using a narrow scope were only concerned with the crea�ve class. Ar�cles on 
the broad side of this dimension considered mul�ple variables in their analysis. 
The three boxes in figure 2, map these dis�nc�ons. The ver�cal side displays the narrow – broad 
dis�nc�on and the horizontal side represents the sta�c – dynamic dis�nc�on. The boxes represent 
the three labels that are matched to these dimensions. Each label describes one of the views on the 
crea�ve class.

Figure 2: Map of the views on the crea�ve class used by the Crea�ve Class scholars

The first view on the crea�ve class is the Specific view. The specific view had a narrow scope and a sta�c 
view of the crea�ve class. This view was used in our sample to research two things: the work ethos of 
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the crea�ve class and factors that a�racted crea�ve class members. The most important finding is that 
crea�ve class members are not a�racted by quality of place factors per se. Migra�on of crea�ve class 
members was found to be more dependent on business climate than on people climate (e.g. Andersen, 
Bugge, Hansen, Isaksen & Raunio, 2010). Business climate factors are for instance labour protec�on 
and labour ins�tu�ons. People climate includes quality of place factors such as urban ameni�es and 
societal tolerance. 
The second view of the crea�ve class is the Contextual view. Ar�cles that used this view concentrated 
on the occupa�ons in the crea�ve class, the factors that a�ract the crea�ve class to an area and the 
difference between the crea�ve class and human capital. Contrary to the Specific view, this view was 
broader in its scope and more dynamic in its assump�ons about these factors and occupa�ons. Typically, 
ar�cles assumed that the factors a�rac�ng the crea�ve class were context specific. The reason for 
this context-specificity is that the crea�ve class was developed for metropolitan areas in the United 
States (Petrov, 2007). In addi�on, the occupa�ons in the crea�ve class have different contribu�ons 
to economic performance indicators (e.g. Krätke, 2010). The Contextual view can also be used to 
discuss and test the difference between human capital and crea�ve class (e.g. Marlet & van Woerkens, 
2007; Hoyman & Faricy, 2009). This has produced mixed results. Marlet and van Woerkens (2007) 
found that the crea�ve class measure outperforms human capital measures to predict employment 
growth in a sample of Dutch ci�es. Hoyman and Faricy (2009) found no effect of the crea�ve class 
measure in a model that uses crea�ve class, social capital and human capital to predict wages, growth 
of wages and job growth in a sample of US metropolitan sta�s�cal areas (MSA). Others (e.g. Florida, 
Mellander & Stolarick, 2010) used structural equa�on modelling and path analysis techniques to find 
that human capital and crea�ve class follow different paths to influence urban economic performance. 
The main reason for this difference is that urban human capital measures and the crea�ve class are 
highly correlated (Glaeser, 2005), but follow separate paths to explain indicators of urban economic 
performance (Florida et al., 2010). Addi�onally, the occupa�ons listed in the crea�ve class, require 
more educa�on which allows these two measures to correlate.
The final view is the Result view. Ar�cles that used this view have a sta�c view of the crea�ve class and 
a broad scope in their research. The Result view rendered three main findings from our sample. The 
first finding is that the crea�ve class has a rela�on to the entrepreneurial context of an area, the second 
finding is that a number of ar�cles find a rela�on between the crea�ve class and indicators of urban 
economic performance, the third finding is that some of our ar�cles do not find a rela�on between the 
crea�ve class and indicators of urban economic performance. The entrepreneurial context is defined 
as the amount of self-employment and start ups in an area (McGranahan, Wojan & Lambert, 2011). 
Crea�ve class and entrepreneurial context are necessary factors for successful innova�on in an area 
(Wojan & McGranahan, 2007). An entrepreneurial context signifies a type of business climate that can be 
used by the crea�ve class to s�mulate economic performance (Wojan, Lambert & McGranahan, 2007). 
Thus, these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial context of an area can create a business climate 
that influences the rela�on between urban crea�ve capital and the area’s economic performance. The 
second and third finding that can be derived through this view seem to give contradictory messages 
about the value of the crea�ve class. This contradic�on needs some addi�onal explana�on. Rausch and 
Negrey (2006) conclude that their “results raise ques�ons whether the concentra�on of the crea�ve 
class in an MSA acts as an economic engine” (p. 473). In the same study they do find that tolerance and 
diversity do have an effect on urban economic performance. Thus, it can be concluded that tolerance 
and diversity alone may be insufficient to predict urban economic performance. Other researchers 
subscribe to such an explana�on, as they iden�fied that the crea�ve class does not have an effect on 
all sorts of indicators of urban economic performance, but operates through specific paths (Florida et 
al., 2010).

The Crea�ve Class scholars group can be used to suggest ini�al evidence of a rela�on between urban 
crea�ve capital and urban economic performance. It also iden�fies one addi�onal urban factor that 
can be related to organisa�onal crea�ve capital.
The ar�cles that use the Result view come closest to tes�ng whether the concept of urban crea�ve 
capital drives urban economic performance. Results from this group indicate the basis of a rela�on 
between an area’s crea�ve class and the area’s economic performance. This finding could prove to be 
the first preliminary evidence of the existence of crea�ve capital at the urban level.
Ar�cles that used the other two views present two important issues that need considera�on in rela�on 
to a�rac�ng crea�ve capital to an area. The first issue is that researchers and prac��oners have to 
realise that the success of a�rac�ng crea�ve capital holders to a certain area is dependent on business 
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climate factors such as varie�es of capitalism (as defined by Hall & Soskice, 2001), labour market and 
labour ins�tu�ons (Asheim, 2009), quality of human capital in an area (Petrov, 2008) or na�onal culture 
(Tsirogianni, 2011). This means that crea�ve capital holders may not be a�racted by the same climate 
factors in all countries. Therefore, a�rac�ng crea�ve class members does not have a ‘one size fits all’ 
solu�on. Crea�ve capital holders carefully consider both business and people climate factors (Hansen 
& Niedomysl, 2009). The second issue is that crea�ve capital holders are a�racted by the same urban 
factors that a�ract organisa�ons to a certain area. This means that factors such as business climate have 
an effect on the amount of available crea�ve capital that organisa�ons have at their disposal. Thus, 
local business climate factors also affect the amount of crea�ve capital that an organisa�on can a�ain 
from the area it is in. Our literature review indicates that such a business climate can be dis�nguished 
in different ways. Following the connec�on between crea�ve class and entrepreneurial context (e.g. 
McGranahan et al., 2011) we choose to characterise a business climate in terms of its entrepreneurial 
context. We will elaborate on this in our proposi�ons.

Crea�ve capital theory: its current status
We started this literature review with the aim to review developments in crea�ve capital literature; we 
will now discuss the findings with regard to crea�ve capital theory. Our sample illustrates that research 
on crea�ve capital has developed in direc�ons that only par�ally relate to the original concept. As a 
result, there is very li�le known about the concept itself. This development can be explained by the 
observa�on that the majority of our ar�cles only pay a�en�on to crea�ve capital holders. Theorising 
about urban crea�ve capital has been transformed into theorising about crea�ve capital holders. Even 
more surprising, research on organisa�onal crea�ve capital is almost non-existent.
Theory on urban crea�ve capital can therefore be characterised as underdeveloped and it is in need of 
theore�cal and empirical research. Theorising on urban crea�ve capital could, be done on the rela�on 
between urban crea�ve capital and urban economic performance. This rela�on is supported in urban 
literature, but only by authors who see crea�ve capital as part of  human capital (e.g. Glaeser, 2005). 
The necessity for theorising about the rela�on between urban crea�ve capital and urban economic 
performance can be emphasised by some of the empirical research in our sample (e.g. Marlet & van 
Woerkens, 2007). As they find that the crea�ve class can have an effect on indicators of urban economic 
performance.
Therefore, we suggest that research on urban crea�ve capital is incomplete, rather than incorrect. 
Our main reason for sugges�ng this is that most research on our sample has used the crea�ve class in 
stead of real crea�ve capital measures. We have provided a number of reasons that make the crea�ve 
class too distant from urban crea�ve capital. Thus, we do not encourage future researchers to use the 
crea�ve class as a measure of urban crea�ve capital. We acknowledge that research on the crea�ve 
class can s�ll provide preliminary evidence of an effect of crea�ve capital holders on indicators of urban 
economic performance (e.g. Marlet & van Woerkens, 2007; Florida et al., 2010). But, we also think 
that future research should verify these findings by using more proximal measures of urban crea�ve 
capital.

Defining Organisa�onal Crea�ve Capital
Our literature review shows that there are two ways to define urban crea�ve capital. The first possibility 
is to define it as a group of occupa�ons in an area. This line of thinking stems from Florida’s crea�ve 
class idea, by assuming that urban crea�ve capital is used in certain occupa�ons. As We shall not follow 
this line of thinking for the reasons we gave earlier.
The second possibility to define urban crea�ve capital is to concentrate on the aggregated crea�ve 
ability of the workforce in that area. The crea�ve ability is here defined as the ability of an en�ty to 
combine concepts, knowledge, experience or ideas that were previously unrelated into new ideas that 
can be translated into something of value for the area (Vartanian, Mar�ndale, & Ma�hews, 2009; Baer, 
2010). These new ideas can be used in the innova�on process to produce new products, services and 
improve exis�ng processes, prac�ces or strategies (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). The produc�on of new 
products and services is done by an individual or a team in an organisa�on (e.g. Woodman et al., 1993). 
Thus, we define urban crea�ve capital as an area’s aggregated crea�ve ability, which is embedded in 
the area’s organisa�ons.
We can now define organisa�onal crea�ve capital; in order to do this we first define the ‘outcome’ of 
this type of capital: organisa�onal crea�vity. Organisa�onal crea�vity is “the crea�on of a valuable, 
useful new product, service, idea, procedure or process by individuals working together in a complex 
social system” (Woodman et al., 1993, p. 293). Organisa�onal crea�vity is a func�on of individuals and 
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teams that use their crea�ve ability and work together in a complex social environment. This defini�on 
of organisa�onal crea�vity separates two key components that together cause organisa�onal crea�vity. 
The first is the organisa�on’s aggregated crea�ve ability and the second is a contextual influence on this 
crea�ve ability.

This brings us to the defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital: the aggregated crea�ve ability of the 
organisa�on, embedded in the individual employees and teams of employees. It is this crea�ve capital 
that interacts with the organisa�on’s social environment to create organisa�onal crea�ve performance, 
such as organisa�onal crea�vity. This new defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital differs from the 
a�empt by Florida and Goodnight (2005), because it does not limit crea�ve capital to individuals in an 
organisa�on.
Defining organisa�onal crea�ve capital as the aggregated crea�ve ability of individuals and teams 
puts organisa�onal crea�ve capital very close to the common defini�on of organisa�onal human 
capital. This defini�on is: the collec�on of Knowledge, Skills, Abili�es and Other characteris�cs (KSAOs) 
embedded in employees (Wright, Dunford, & Snell, 2001; Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011). However, there 
is an important difference between human capital and crea�ve capital in organisa�ons. Crea�ve capital 
is formed by the crea�ve ability of individuals and teams. Team crea�vity is commonly considered 
to be more than the simple addi�on of the crea�ve skills of individual team members (Taggar, 2002; 
Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004; Moultrie & Young, 2009; Bissola & Imperatori, 2011). This means that if 
we aggregate the crea�ve ability of teams and individuals in an organisa�on we will find more than the 
simple summa�on of the crea�ve abili�es that are embedded in the individual employees. 
We have now dis�nguished organisa�onal crea�ve capital from organisa�onal human capital. But we 
have not yet proposed how organisa�onal crea�ve capital can be found or measured. Based on our 
defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital, we propose that

Proposi�on 1: An organisa�on’s crea�ve capital can be measured by the aggregated crea�ve ability of 
an organisa�on’s employees and teams

Our defini�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital implies that organisa�ons can have access to crea�ve 
capital through their employees and teams. This means that organisa�ons will accumulate their 
crea�ve capital in a manner that is similar to the accumula�on of human capital. Human capital is 
commonly accumulated by making a ‘make’ or ‘buy’ decision (Miles & Snow, 1984) or through the 
crea�on of alliances specifically aimed at increasing an organisa�on’s set of available KSAOs (Nordhaug 
& Gronhaug, 1994). This make, buy or ally decision1 allows organisa�ons to decide whether it wants to 
accumulate needed KSAOs by hiring employees that have new KSAOs, through training procedures that 
are meant to increase the KSAOs of the organisa�on’s employees or through strategic alliances that 
bring together KSAOs from different organisa�ons.
Because organisa�onal crea�ve capital is embedded in the employees and teams of an organisa�on, a 
similar mechanism can be expected for the accumula�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital. This means 
that we can apply the make, buy or ally decision on human capital to the accumula�on of organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital.
The first mechanism to increase organisa�onal crea�ve capital is to buy addi�onal crea�ve capital. This 
buying process is straigh�orward. An urban area has its own stock of crea�ve capital. Organisa�ons can 
a�ract crea�ve capital from their area by adap�ng the recruitment and selec�on process. The crea�ve 
ability can be used during the recruitment process as one of the desired abili�es that applicants will 
need in their future jobs. When an appropriate applicant is hired, the organisa�on’s crea�ve capital is 
enlarged. Alterna�vely, organisa�ons may also a�empt to hire crea�ve capital from other areas. This 
does not only increase the organisa�on’s crea�ve capital, but also the urban crea�ve capital of the area 
the organisa�on is in.
Organisa�ons will consider making crea�ve capital by providing training to individual employees or 
teams of employees (Perry-Smith, 2006). Research on the effect of crea�vity training has iden�fied 
different ways where through crea�vity training can affect crea�vity. Training can increase intrinsic 
mo�va�on through for example crea�ve self-efficacy (e.g. Mathisen & Bronnick, 2009; Yang & Cheng, 
2009) or by training supervisors and group members to be mutually suppor�ve (Diliello, Houghton & 
Dawley, 2011). Other researchers find that crea�vity training increases exper�se and knowledge (Yang 
& Cheng, 2009) and promotes crea�ve problem solving skills and divergent thinking abili�es (Wang & 
Horng, 2002; Sternberg, 2006). Thus, training prac�ces can have a posi�ve impact on all three the parts 
that make up crea�vity (e.g. Amabile, 1988; Amabile, Con�, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996). 
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Organisa�ons have another method which can make organisa�onal crea�ve capital: job design. Job 
design is a prac�ce that can increase mo�va�on of employees (Humprey, Nahrgang & Morgeson, 2007; 
Oldham & Hackman, 2010), for example by providing an appropriate amount of task autonomy (Parker, 
Williams & Turner, 2006). Job design can also prescribe social support and task interdependence, which 
facilitate interac�on among tasks and workers (Morgeson & Humprey, 2006; Humprey et al., 2007). 
It is this interac�on that allows employees to exchange exper�se (Amabile, 1998; Paulus, 2000). The 
interac�on component of job design can also create jobs that require team work. The interac�on in 
such team work has been shown to increase the team’s crea�ve ability (Paulus, 2000; Lim & Choi, 
2009). Thus, we expect that the crea�ve ability of an organisa�on increases if jobs are designed in such 
a way that employees cooperate and interact to produce crea�ve outcomes.
Finally, organisa�ons can decide to increase their crea�ve capital by going into alliances. Alliances 
create benefits that are greater than the sum of all benefits the involved individual firms can achieve 
(Nordhaug & Gronhaug, 1994). This means that the organisa�onal crea�ve capital that is derived 
through an alliance between two or more firms should be a greater amount of crea�ve capital than the 
firms can achieve individually. Alliances can also create benefits that organisa�ons cannot achieve by 
themselves. An illustra�on of this is the alliance between large firms and small entrepreneurial firms 
(Alvarez & Barney, 2001). Large firms go into strategic alliances to accumulate innova�ve ideas from 
entrepreneurial firms. Entrepreneurial firms go into strategic alliances with these large firms as they 
have large scale produc�on possibili�es and distribu�on networks. The entrepreneurial firm needs 
these resources to decrease its own produc�on and distribu�on costs. Looking at these alliances through 
the lens of crea�ve capital it can be said that the large firm increases its crea�ve capital through the 
alliance, whereas the smaller firm increases suppor�ve contextual factors for its own crea�ve capital.
An organisa�on’s make, buy or ally decision on crea�ve capital will depend on the costs and future 
consequences of each op�on (e.g. Williamson, 1975; Geyskens, Steenkamp & Kumar, 2006). Differences 
in these costs can then determine which op�on or combina�on of op�ons an organisa�on may 
chose (Williamson, 1975; Geyskens et al., 2006). Such differences may occur as a result of specific 
characteris�cs of the accumula�on mechanism or uncertainty resul�ng from the accumula�on 
mechanism (Williamson, 1975).
We will provide an illustra�on of these differences. A specific characteris�c of allying crea�ve capital, 
is that the alliance creates crea�ve capital that has not been available to the organisa�on beforehand. 
In turn, the organisa�on encounters costs that it has not incurred earlier, because it needs to invest 
extra �me to coordinate the interac�ons that result from the alliance. These costs may not occur if the 
organisa�on had chooses to buy or make its crea�ve capital.
The decision on how to accumulate organisa�onal crea�ve capital differs from the decision on the 
accumula�on of human capital. Human capital theory assumes that not all sorts of human capital 
are valuable to the organisa�on and unique by their nature (Lepak & Snell, 1999). The crea�ve ability 
itself is unique by its very nature, because it is meant to produce new ideas (Vartanian, Mar�ndale & 
Ma�hews, 2009) another person or organisa�on will have to use the exact same ability to produce 
a similar idea. Crea�vity is also clearly something of value for organisa�ons, because it can be used 
during the innova�on process (e.g. Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). Consequently, organisa�ons do not have 
to make a trade-off between these dimensions to decide how to accumulate organisa�onal crea�ve 
capital. Thus, we propose that

Proposi�on 2a: Organisa�onal crea�ve capital can be bought through recruitment prac�ces
Proposi�on 2b: Organisa�onal crea�ve capital can be made through training prac�ces
Proposi�on 2c: Organisa�onal crea�ve capital can be made through job design prac�ces
Proposi�on 2d: Organisa�onal crea�ve capital can be accumulated through alliances
Proposi�on 2e: Organisa�ons face trade-offs between buying, making or allying organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital

A First Conceptual Model of Organisa�onal Crea�ve Capital: Organisa�onal Crea�ve Capital and the 
Urban Context
There remains one ques�on that we need to answer and that is how organisa�onal crea�ve capital can 
benefit from its urban context. We expect urban economic performance and organisa�onal economic 
performance to be related, because the aggrega�on of the performance of individual organisa�ons in 
an area forms the area’s economic performance.
Organisa�onal crea�vity theory proposes that the crea�ve ability of individuals and teams in an 
organisa�on interact with the organisa�on’s complex social environment to produce crea�ve outcomes 
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(Woodman et al., 1993). If we extrapolate this idea it seems reasonable to expect that urban context 
interacts with urban crea�ve capital to create urban economic performance. This urban context also 
influences the rela�on between organisa�onal crea�ve capital and organisa�onal crea�vity (Woodman 
et al., 1993). Thus, we expect that organisa�ons are places that bring urban crea�ve capital and 
suppor�ve urban context together to create their own economic performance. More specifically, urban 
climate represents a number of factors that allow successful organisa�onal crea�ve performance. 
Therefore, we suggest that urban context can affect the rela�on between organisa�onal crea�ve 
capital and organisa�onal crea�ve performance. Research on organisa�onal crea�ve performance is 
only star�ng to acknowledge the influence of urban factors, it has concentrated on factors such as 
labour market mobility, unemployment security or na�onal systems of educa�on and training (e.g. 
Lorenz & Lundvall, 2011).
We propose that organisa�onal crea�ve capital and urban science can contribute to research on 
organisa�onal crea�ve performance. To do so we use the three urban context factors that we 
have found in our literature review. These factors were: tolerance, urban diversity and an area’s 
entrepreneurial context. To s�mulate research on the rela�on between organisa�onal crea�ve capital 
and its urban context we will explore these three factors in rela�on to organisa�onal crea�ve capital 
and organisa�onal crea�vity. At the end of this sec�on we will combine these three urban factors 
with organisa�onal crea�ve capital and an organisa�on’s crea�ve performance to present the first 
conceptual model that includes organisa�onal crea�ve capital.

One set of ar�cles from our literature review (Lee et al., 2004; Wojan et al., 2007; McGranahan et al., 
2011; Piergiovanni, Carree & Santarelli, forthcoming) studied the effect of the entrepreneurial context 
of an area on the area’s crea�ve capital holders and the area’s economic performance. Entrepreneurial 
context is the number of start-ups and the percentage of self-employment in a given area. It was 
found to be an antecedent of urban economic performance. Entrepreneurial context was also found to 
interact with the percentage of an area’s workforce that uses its crea�ve ability (Wojan & McGranahan, 
2007). A combina�on of entrepreneurial context and crea�ve workers fosters growth in the number of 
establishments and employment and urban economic performance (McGranahan et al., 2011).
We proposed that an entrepreneurial context signifies whether an area has a business climate that 
is favourable for entrepreneurs. With favourable we mean an entrepreneurial business climate that 
contains resources and social infrastructures that are beneficial for start-ups and self-employed (Lee et 
al., 2004). These resources may come in the form of sufficient crea�ve capital, but also in the form of 
financial capital, adequate tax rates, human capital or entrepreneurial zones (Lee et al., 2004). According 
to Lee et al. (2004) the social infrastructures that allow for entrepreneurial ac�vity are crea�vity and 
diversity. Diversity because it signifies that an area has entry barriers that are lower than neighbouring 
areas, thus allowing the entry of more knowledge and experience. To prevent circular reasoning, 
we choose not to follow Lee, et al. in defining crea�vity as a social infrastructure that benefits the 
entrepreneurial context.
Instead, we will use another form of social infrastructure that also allows for a favourable entrepreneurial 
context. An area’s set of norms and values is such a societal mechanism that benefits organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital. If an area has a good entrepreneurial context, it means that the area will also has a set 
of entrepreneurial norms and values that allows for these self-employed and start-ups to be successful. 
These entrepreneurial norms and values affect the norms and values of organisa�ons in an area, 
because they signify that an area has an entrepreneurial a�tude that is reflected in the employees 
of the organisa�ons in the area (Beugelsdijk & Noorderhaven, 2004). These organisa�onal norms and 
values are then transferred to new employees that are brought into the organisa�on, through the 
organisa�onal socialisa�on process (Fang, Duffy & Shaw, 2011). These organisa�onal norms and values 
can than support the crea�ve ability of a teams and individual workers, by crea�ng trust (Westlund & 
Adam, 2010).
Research on entrepreneurial ac�vity supports our choice for entrepreneurial norms and values (e.g. 
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Beugelsdijk & Noorderhaven, 2004). It has shown that a favourable entrepreneurial 
a�tude in an area increases the area’s economic performance, because the “value pa�erns conducive 
to entrepreneurship may increase the start-up rate of new firms [and] intrapreneurial ac�vi�es may 
yield efficiency advantages within exis�ng firms” (Beugelsdijk & Noorderhaven, 2004, p. 202). Risk 
taking is an important part of this entrepreneurial a�tude (e.g. Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Beugelsdijk 
& Noorderhaven, 2004) and thus part of the value pa�erns in an area that has much entrepreneurial 
ac�vity.
Areas with a favourable entrepreneurial climate will also have many inhabitants that have a favourable 
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entrepreneurial a�tude. Thus, we can expect the value pa�erns of the majority of inhabitants in the 
area to allow for risk taking and entrepreneurial ac�vity. Crea�ve capital holders will benefit from these 
value pa�erns, as they will have more colleagues that allow them to take risk and propose ideas with 
uncertain value.
In addi�on, the posi�ve a�tudes towards risk and uncertainty can foster mutual trust, because when 
the team includes many team members that have appropriate sets of norms and values, mutual trust is 
fostered as the norms and values of the organisa�on create team norms and values that organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital holders find important. It is this mutual trust that posi�vely influences successful usage 
of crea�ve capital in organisa�ons, as it affects the organisa�onal climate and mo�va�on needed 
for individuals to use their crea�ve abili�es (Ekvall, 1996; Amabile, 1997). Trust also s�mulates the 
interac�on among individuals, and it is this interac�on that s�mulates successful crea�ve outcomes 
(Stolarick & Florida, 2006).
We expect that the value of this entrepreneurial a�tude increases if it is found in many of the individual 
inhabitants’ sets of norms and values. Therefore, we propose that areas with many individual inhabitants 
with an entrepreneurial a�tude and corresponding sets of norms and values will provide an impetus 
to organisa�onal crea�ve capital. 
Our literature review sample also associated the entrepreneurial context with the average size of 
organisa�ons in an area, as some propose that a high entrepreneurial context has more smaller sized 
firms that allow for more interac�on among people (Wojan et al., 2007; McGranahan et al., 2011). 
The main argument is that smaller firm-size is associated with of the crea�on of a social milieu that 
fosters mutual trust (Wojan et al., 2007). However, the effect of an area’s set of entrepreneurial norms 
and values that s�mulate mutual trust should not be limited to small organisa�ons alone. Larger 
organisa�ons can also create social se�ngs that can foster mutual trust, such as the use of job design 
prac�ces to create small teams to conduct crea�ve tasks.
If entrepreneurial norms and values are available in many inhabitants’ sets of norms and values in area, 
the chances of it being aligned with organisa�onal crea�ve capital will increase. This, in turn, benefits 
organisa�onal crea�ve performance of the organisa�on, as the entrepreneurial a�tude s�mulates 
crea�ve capital holders in an organisa�on. Conversely, if the area’s set of norms and values rejects risk 
taking and uncertainty, it is very probable that interac�on with crea�ve capital holders will be much 
more difficult. Thus we propose that 

Proposi�on 3a: Successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital benefits from urban areas that 
are characterised by many inhabitants with entrepreneurial norms and values
Proposi�on 3b: Successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital suffers from urban areas that 
are characterised as having only a few inhabitants with entrepreneurial norms and values

The second urban is urban diversity and low entry barriers for KSAOs. Urban diversity was found to be 
a driver of urban economic performance (Thomas & Darnton, 2006; Chen, 2011), it was also found to 
coincide with a crea�ve climate in an area (Lee et al., 2004). The main reason for these findings is that 
urban diversity signifies a diversity of people in an area. We suggest that this urban diversity may be 
caused by entry barriers that are lower in the area when these barriers are compared to barriers of 
other areas. These lower entry barriers will allow different people to enter the area, these people can 
then bring diversity of knowledge and experience into the area.
This argument stems with research on urban human capital and with research on crea�vity. Human 
capital theorists propose that areas with a high diversity of KSAOs will prosper (e.g. Glaeser, 2005). 
Research that uses Amabile’s defini�on of crea�vity proposes that diversity of knowledge is used 
in combina�on with employee mo�va�on and crea�ve ability (e.g. Amabile, 1988; Amabile, 1998). 
Organisa�onal scholars (e.g. Woodman et al., 1993; Shalley & Gilson, 2004) also proposed that diversity 
can benefit group crea�ve performance, which in turn affects organisa�onal crea�vity (Woodman 
et al., 1993). Diversity in this respect refers to diversity of group composi�on. The basic premise is 
that “increasing diversity should increase the range of knowledge, skills, and perspec�ves available 
within a group that should posi�vely impact crea�vity [and] s�mulate the considera�on of nonobvious 
alterna�ves” (Shalley & Gilson, 2004, p. 43). 
The term diversity does not necessarily mean the same thing on the urban level and on the organisa�onal 
level. Diversity on the urban level of analysis is mostly opera�onalised in terms of diversity in ethnicity 
(mel�ng pot index), diversity in terms of sexual orienta�on (gay index) or diversity in terms of the 
amount of bohemians in a region (bohemian index) (Thomas & Darnton, 2006; Lee, 2011b). Diversity 
on the organisa�onal level may refer to differences in ethnic background, the differences in crea�ve 
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abili�es between team members (Bissola & Imperatori, 2011) or the differences in crea�ve ability 
per team (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004). These opera�onalisa�ons, suggest a commonality between 
urban and organisa�onal diversity. Urban diversity in terms of country of birth can result in diversity 
in terms of knowledge and experience, as countries have different systems of educa�on and training 
(Lee, 2011b; Lorenz & Lundvall, 2011). When organisa�ons hire people from their respec�ve areas they 
have an increased chance of hiring different knowledge and experience when the area is characterised 
by diversity of ethnicity. As a result, the workforce of organisa�ons will reflect this urban diversity of 
knowledge and experience.
This allows organisa�onal crea�ve capital holders to be exposed to a greater diversity of knowledge 
and experience. In turn, the diversity in knowledge and experience increase the amount of available 
exper�se that organisa�onal crea�ve capital holders can draw upon. As a result the performance of 
these organisa�onal crea�ve capital holders should increase, because the increase in knowledge and 
experience increases the amount of views that organisa�onal crea�ve capital can use to generate new 
ideas (Amabile, 1988).
The reverse may also occur. Consider an area that has a rela�vely homogeneous set of knowledge and 
experience. This limits the available exper�se that organisa�onal crea�ve capital can draw upon to be 
successful. As a result, organisa�onal crea�ve capital will not achieve its full poten�al. Following these 
ideas we propose that

Proposi�on 4a: Successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital benefits from an urban area 
that is characterised by a high amount of diversity in knowledge and experience
Proposi�on 4b: Successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital suffers from an urban area that 
is characterised by a low amount of diversity in knowledge and experience

The third urban contextual factor we discuss is urban tolerance. The idea to concentrate on tolerance 
as an urban contextual factor comes from Florida’s (2002c) idea on urban diversity in sexual orienta�on 
and bohemianism. He states that if an urban area is more diverse in terms of sexual orienta�on and 
bohemians it becomes more tolerant towards new ideas and thus favourable for crea�ve capital. 
Following Florida et al. (2002), we suggest the strength of weak �es theory (Granove�er, 1973; Perry-
Smith, 2006) to be a possibility to describe tolerance in an area. A �e is a connec�on through which two 
actors can interact. More specifically, we follow Baer (2010) by dis�nguishing two components of these 
�es: their strength and the amount of these �es in an actor’s network. Tie strength refers to the nature 
of a rela�onal contact that is a combina�on of the amount of �me, emo�onal intensity, in�macy and 
reciprocal services associated with the �e (Granove�er, 1973). The amount of �es in actor’s network 
refers to the number of connec�ons between the actor and other actors in his network. Research on the 
strength of weak �es theory has mostly been done at the organisa�onal level of analysis. Tie strength 
and the amount of �es in a network are part of a research stream that studies social capital as predictor 
of organisa�onal innova�on (e.g. Florida et al., 2002; Zheng, 2010). We here confine innova�on to be: 
“produc�on or adop�on, assimila�on, and exploita�on of a value-added novelty in economic and social 
spheres” (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010, p. 1155). Although this is only part of Crossan and Apaydin’s (2010) 
defini�on of innova�on we limit ourselves to this part, because the ‘value-added novelty’ part overlaps 
with our sugges�on of organisa�onal crea�vity as outcome for organisa�onal crea�ve capital. Social 
capital is: ”the sum of the actual and poten�al resources embedded within, available through, and 
derived from the network of rela�ons possessed by an individual or social unit” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 
1998, p. 243). The strength of �es and amount of �es in a network are two descriptor of the structural 
composi�on of social capital (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Zheng, 2010).
Organisa�onal social capital and organisa�onal crea�ve capital differ from each other. Organisa�onal 
social capital is embedded in the network of rela�ons possessed by the organisa�on. Organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital is embedded within individual employees and teams of an organisa�on. This means 
that the two forms of capital are embedded in different parts of the organisa�on. To the best of our 
knowledge, research on the rela�on between urban level strength of �es and crea�ve capital has not 
been a�empted. Therefore, we see a necessity to sketch the line of thinking that leads from urban 
tolerance in terms of amount and strength of �es in area to its influence on the rela�on between 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital and organisa�onal crea�ve performance.

Research on the organisa�onal level indicates that the effect of the strength of social �es on organisa�onal 
innova�on differs in the different phases of the innova�on process (Perry-Smith, 2006; Zheng, 2010). 
The start of the innova�on process is some�mes called: the crea�ve stage of the innova�on process 
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(e.g. de Jong & den Hartog, 2010). During this first stage, employees draw on weak �es to successfully 
iden�fy problems and generate new ideas Weak �es support the crea�ve stage of the innova�on 
process, because weak �es take fewer resources to maintain. As a result actors can also have more 
�es. These weak �es expose the actor to different social circles that provide new and nonredundant 
informa�on to the actor (Perry-Smith, 2006). More �es enable the individual actor to be exposed to 
new thought worlds (Granove�er, 1973), these new thought worlds can be used to create new ideas 
(Baer, 2010; Zheng, 2010).
We confine our analysis and sugges�ons to this first phase of the innova�on process, because this 
is the phase of the innova�on process that is most likely to involve organisa�onal crea�ve capital. 
An urban area that is characterised by weak �es is likely to provide the different thought worlds and 
nonredundant informa�on organisa�onal crea�ve capital needs to produce crea�ve output. If this 
area is also characterised as having many �es, the chances of an individual being exposed to different 
thought worlds and social circles also increase. Thus, we propose that

Proposi�on 5a: Successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital benefits from an area that is 
characterised by weak �es
Proposi�on 5b: Successful applica�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital benefits from an area that is 
characterised by many weak �es

We aimed to explore if crea�ve capital could be found in organisa�ons, we tried to iden�fy how 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital can be accumulated and we researched how it is affected by its urban 
context. This led us to combine all these proposi�ons into a conceptual model of how organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital relates to organisa�onal crea�vity. This model is presented in figure 3. And can be used 
as a guideline for future research on organisa�onal crea�ve capital.

Limita�ons
Naturally, our work is subject to a number of limita�ons. The sample that we used for the literature 
review was acquired using three databases and specific queries. Although the queries were meant 
to maximise the amount of ar�cles ini�ally included in the sample, it may be possible that other 
databases could have provided addi�onal ar�cles for our sample. By including Google Scholar we tried 
to maximise the number of ar�cles that could be allowed to enter the sample. We choose Google 
Scholar, because it generates much more hits than the other two databases. Thus, we expect that our 
sample would not change significantly when other databases would be used.
In addi�on, our literature review was only done with primary source data. By only studying peer 
reviewed journals from urban and organisa�onal literature, we may have overlooked developments  
that are described in books or conference papers. We therefore invite future researchers to study these 
sources and compare their results to our results. It would be very interes�ng to see whether our results 
s�ll hold when they are compared to other sources.
The majority of the ar�cles in our sample came from economic, urban or organisa�onal journals. As a 
result, important developments in other sorts of journals may have been overlooked. We do not expect 
that this would have altered our review of the crea�ve capital literature. Especially since the search 
queries in the Web of Science and Scopus database were not limited to any specific domains.
The coding of the ar�cles was done using a single coder; this may have introduced a bias in the 
grouping procedure. To suppress this mono-coder bias, detailed prescrip�ons of the sample crea�on 
and analysis procedure were presented. Future researchers are invited to use the approach and verify 
whether the iden�fied dis�nc�on holds. In addi�on, the matrix on crea�ve class views has been shown 
and discussed with academic staff members and graduate students to see if the dimensions and labels 
from the matrix were clear.
Finally, our work is based on the analysis of exis�ng research, without empirical tests of our own. Although 
this method suits our aim to explore crea�ve capital, we emphasise that empirical research is needed 
to test and validate our defini�on, its proposed measurement and our other proposi�ons. To s�mulate 
future research on organisa�onal crea�ve capital we will present a few research possibili�es.

Discussion
Our work can be used to suggest future research on crea�ve capital on both the urban and the 
organisa�onal level. We will start by discussing some of the future research possibili�es for organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital.

Key is to search for empirical evidence of the existence of organisa�onal crea�ve capital. This empirical 
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research can be done using the different views that were also used on the crea�ve class.
Future researchers could adopt a Specific view towards organisa�onal crea�ve capital to capture 
and test the existence of crea�ve capital in organisa�ons. Researchers could also use a Result view 
on organisa�onal crea�ve capital, to verify that organisa�onal crea�ve capital affects organisa�onal 
crea�ve performance. Such research would deviate from exis�ng research on organisa�onal crea�vity, 
because organisa�onal crea�vity research concentrates on crea�vity as an outcome (e.g. Pirola-Merlo 
& Mann, 2004; Moultrie & Young, 2009), whereas we suggest to study crea�ve ability. This would not 
exclude organisa�onal crea�vity as an outcome. Rather, we suggest that researchers also consider 
studying the effect of organisa�onal crea�ve capital on other organisa�onal crea�ve performance 
indicators such as collec�ve behaviour.
Finally, research on organisa�onal crea�ve capital could also use a Contextual view. This view could be 
used in a�empts to validate the existence of organisa�onal crea�ve capital. External validity could be 
tested by research designs that span different types of countries and organisa�ons.

Important empirical dis�nc�ons will have to be made between organisa�onal crea�ve capital, 
organisa�onal human capital and organisa�onal social capital. Future researchers should study the 
differences between organisa�onal crea�ve capital and organisa�onal human capital resource 
emergence (e.g. Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011) as well as, organisa�onal crea�ve capital and mul�level 
social capital (e.g. Payne, Moore, Griffis & Autry, 2011). These two constructs are only theore�cal 
sugges�ons at the �me of wri�ng. But they present new interpreta�ons of respec�vely organisa�onal 
human capital and organisa�onal social capital that may prove to complement research on organisa�onal 
crea�ve capital.

Our conceptual model needs empirical tes�ng as well. The accumula�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital 
deserves special a�en�on in this respect, because we expect that the accumula�on of an organisa�on’s 
crea�ve ability is a selling point of the organisa�onal crea�ve capital theory to organisa�ons. The 
accumula�on of organisa�onal crea�ve capital provides sugges�ons that organisa�ons can use to 
increase their crea�vity; this should make it easier to convince organisa�ons to par�cipate in research 
on organisa�onal crea�ve capital. 
Future researchers should also consider the effect of urban contextual factors on the rela�on between 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital and organisa�onal crea�ve performance. Research on factors that 
s�mulate organisa�onal crea�ve performance has primarily included organisa�onal factors (e.g. Shalley 
& Gilson, 2004; Perry-Smith, 2006; Rego et al., 2007; Barczak et al., 2010). Our proposi�ons broaden 
the scope of such research to include urban context.
Finally, future research on organisa�onal crea�ve performance should also inves�gate the simultaneous 
effect of organisa�onal and urban factors. This last sugges�on is made to ascertain that the effect of 
the urban context is not overes�mated during empirical tes�ng.

Future research also concerns urban crea�ve capital. Currently, most research on the urban level of 
analysis uses the crea�ve class. Whereas we suggest that scholars should not resort to the crea�ve class 
measure too fast. We find it important that researchers that want to use the crea�ve class measure first 
ask themselves whether they really need it or whether they can do with a more proximal measure of 
urban crea�ve capital.
Our main reason is that the crea�ve class measure seems to be something that is too distant from 
urban crea�ve capital. The crea�ve class measure only concentrates on occupa�ons that are expected 
to use urban crea�ve capital. One of the strong points of this interpreta�on, i.e. that it captures “what 
people do, rather than just what their training may say about them” (Florida, 2004b, p. 3), may very 
well turn out to be its undoing. We agree that the crea�ve class measure captures what people may 
do at their work, but this does not capture crea�ve capital or crea�ve capital holders themselves. This 
point is also captured in our literature review, which has demonstrated that the occupa�onal groups 
in the crea�ve class measure do not all relate to indicators of an area’s economic performance (e.g. 
Krätke, 2010).

We will close in the manner that we started with. By, again quo�ng DreamWorks´ character Donkey 
asking the ques�on: ‘Are we there yet?’. Most readers that have seen the movie will probably know 
the context surrounding this ques�on. Donkey is a long ride away from his des�na�on: Far Far Away. 
One of his companions on this travel, we all know him as Shrek, answers his ques�on with: ‘No!’. What 
follows is an endless repe��on of the same ques�on that always receives the same answer. Un�l, at 
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some point Shrek says: ‘Yes!’. The response by Donkey comes in the form of a cri�cal ques�on: ‘Really?’. 
Shrek’s answer then turns into its old form: ‘No!’. This con�nues un�l some moments later we see the 
companions arrive in Far Far Away.
We find an interes�ng parallel here with our own research. We started out by asking whether 
organisa�onal crea�ve capital was there yet. At the end the answer given by Shrek can be repeated 
for organisa�onal crea�ve capital: ‘No!’. Hopefully research on crea�ve capital is about to embark on a 
journey towards an understanding of organisa�onal crea�ve capital, that will be accompanied by many 
‘Are we there yet?’s.
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Appendix 1: Grouping of the journals that were used in the literature review 

The numbers in the brackets indicate the amount of relevant/irrelevant articles in the category

Group A: Urban and Geographical journals (9/48) 
Urban Studies 
Journal of Economic Geography 
Urban Affairs Review 
International Journal of Urban and Regional 
Research 
Economic Geography 
Annals of the Association of American Geographer 
Canadian Journal of Regional Science 
Cities 
Journal of Planning Literature 
Journal of Urban Affairs 
Political Geography 
Regional Studies 
Annals of Regional Science 
Artic 
Australian Geographer 
City & Community 
Environment and Planning A 
European Planning Studies 
European Urban and Regional Studies 
Geografiska Annaler, Series B: Human Geography 
Geographical analysis 
GeoJournal 
Irish Geography 
Review or urban & regional development studies 
The Canadian Geographer 
The open Urban Studies Journal 

9 
8 
5 
4 
 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 

Group B: Organisational, Managerial and 
Business journals 

 
(6/5) 

Harvard Business Review 
Creativity and Innovation Management 
Journal of Knowledge Management 
Business Horizons 
International Journal of Hospitality Management 
Tourism Management 

4 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
 
 
 
 
 

Group C: Economic and Econometric 
journals 

 
(0/10) 

Agricultural and Resource Economics Review 
Economic Development Quarterly 
Atlantic Economic Journal 
Kyklos 
Planning Theory and Practice 
Social History 
Small Business Economics 
Spatial Economic Analysis 

2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Group D: Other types of journals (3/12) 
Higher Education 
Creativity research journal 
Critique: Studies in Contemporary Fiction 
Development and Learning in Organisations 
European journal of Cultural Studies 
International Journal of Cultural Policy 
Journal of Homosexuality 
Journal of Planning Education and Research 
Journal of Research in Personality 
Social Indicators research 
Social Science Quarterly 
Sociological forum 
The Information Society 
World Futures: Journal of General Evolution 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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A
ppendix 2 (continued)  

 
 

 
the creation of a m

ilieu that fostered innovation or innovative outcom
es (e.g. Law

son &
 Katz, 2006) 

O
thers do not find such an effect 
 

as they conclude that it is not the size of the creative class that predicts change in G
M

P per capita in A
m

erican 
M

SA
s in the period 1990-2000, but the factors that are thought to attract it (Rausch &

 N
egrey, 2006) 

 
as a political culture aim

ed at attracting creative capital does not predict urban sustainability policies (Budd, 
Lovrich Jr, Pierce &

 Cham
berlain, 2008) – sustainability is here: the m

anner in w
hich the physical, social, 

econom
ic, and environm

ental needs of a com
m

unity are m
et w

ithout com
prom

ising the ability of future 
generations to m

eet their ow
n needs” (p. 258) 

U
rban 

D
iversity 

scholars 
 (n = 13) 

 
A

rticles that concentrated on diversity and tolerance as predictors of urban econom
ic perform

ance. 
Com

poses three m
ain findings on diversity: 

 
D

iversity has a positive effect on econom
ic perform

ance, for exam
ple on 

o 
new

 firm
 form

ation and entrepreneurship (S. Y. Lee et al., 2004) 
o 

the attraction of talented individuals to an area (e.g. Florida, 2002b) 
o 

em
ploym

ent grow
th in English cities (N

. Lee, 2011b) 
o 

regional housing values (e.g. Florida &
 M

ellander, 2010) 
 

The effect of diversity on urban tolerance does not have to follow
 Florida’s suggested m

easurem
ent m

ethod 
(e.g. Thom

as &
 D

arnton, 2006) 
 

M
easures of diversity have no effect on neighbourhood level residential patterns of gays and lesbians (H

ayslett 
&

 Kane, 2011) 
Com

poses findings on tolerance 
 

Tolerance by itself is not sufficient as predictor of econom
ic perform

ance, (e.g. Lopes et al., 2011) 
 

Regional opportunity structure has a stronger effect on an entrepreneurial clim
ate for blacks, H

ispanics and 
w

om
an as business ow

ners than tolerance. (H
ackler &

 M
ayer, 2008) 

 
Tolerance stim

ulates innovation, too m
uch tolerance stifles innovation (Florida et al., 2002) 

 
Tolerance creates know

ledge spill over (Florida, 2008) 
 

A
 regional clim

ate that can be characterised as tolerant and open has a strong and positive effect on a region’s 
share of the creative class (Boschm

a &
 Fritsch, 2009) 

Political 
scholars 
 (n = 33) 

Follow
ers 

 (n = 15) 

A
rticles that contribute or ague in favour of Florida’s approach of attracting m

igrants, bohem
ians and cultural am

enities 
to m

ake a city m
ore attractive to creative talent 

Research outcom
es in this group tend to support Florida’s approach, for exam

ple 
 

location choices of D
utch fashion designers are better explained by urban am

enities than by clustering theory 
(W

enting, A
tzem

a &
 Frenken, 2011) 

 
m

igrants are used to fill hard to fill vacancies in N
orth England (Stenning &

 D
aw

ley, 2009) 
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 A
ppendix 2 (continued)  

 
 

 
identified firm

 level factors that m
ay affect successful application of organisational creative capital, e.g. 

o 
leadership characteristics (Rego et al., 2007) 

o 
higher m

anagem
ent practices (Self et al., 2010) 

o 
team

 trust (Barczak et al., 2010) 
o 

job characteristics (W
ong &

 Ladkin, 2008) 
 

suggested that creative capital is one of the factors that allow
s know

ledge transfer in organisations (e.g. 
Parent et al., 2007) 

A
 sm

all group did not m
ake any relevant use or reference tow

ards creative capital and w
as therefore not considered in 

further analysis, this could be for different reasons 
 

a sm
all group presented book review

s that only described the contents of books (e.g. Bhagat, 2004) 
 

form
ed introductions to special issues of a journal on creative capital related subjects, by focusing on creative 

clustering of organisations, rather than creative capital itself (e.g. G
abe, 2007) 

 
or because the article concentrated on higher education in stead of creative capital (e.g. M

cW
illiam

 &
 D

aw
son, 

2008) 
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1 We borrowed this term from a conference paper by J.C. Looise, M. van Velzen & A.A.R. Veenendaal called 
Seeing is believing: visualising the rela�onship between forms of capital and innova�on. It was presented at the 
5th EIASM Workshop on Visualising, Measuring and Managing Intangibles and Intellectual Capital in Dresden 
(Germany), on October 7-8, 2009. My gra�tude goes out to them for le�ng me borrow this term.
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it’s transforming work, leisure, community, & everyday life book. The term 
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science. It has been found to relate to urban economic performance. This 
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not popular in organisational science? Is the concept something new? Or is 
the idea underlying creative capital nothing new for organisational scholars. 
To put it in the words of DreamWorks’ famous cartoon character Donkey: 
‘Are we there yet?’

The research that has  been the basis for this thesis attempted to transfer 
creative capital from the urban level to the organisational level.  It has done 
this by presenting the results of a literature review on creative capital. The 
literature review lead us to conclude that creative capital has not been studied 
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