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Abstract 

 

The purpose of the present study was to analyze the significance of 

creativity for network behavior. Similar to other network behavioral studies 

the multidimensional approach was utilized where networking was divided 

into sub dimensions with external and internal counterparts. The domain 

specific approach to creativity was used in order to attempt to determine 

which creative domain is significant for different networking behaviors. 

106 individuals participated in the study and the sample is considered a 

non-random convenience sample. The results showed that certain network 

behaviors interacted with different creative domains. The creative domain 

of everyday and verbal creativity were both unique predictors of network 

behavior and were the creative domains who were the most relevant. 

Structural facets in the form of work experience, organizational size and 

biological gender were also explored. Work experience was shown to be a 

weak moderating variable to the relationship of network behavior and 

creativity. Organizational size had no significant results and biological 

gender was significant for two of the creative domains: Math / scientific 

and artistic creativity. Results from the present study provide further 

evidence towards an area which is relatively new. The findings can be used 

to create an empirical foundation in recruitment scenarios which may 

require individuals with particular set of psychological traits.  

 

Keywords: Exploratory study, Network behavior, Creativity, Domain 

specificity, structural facets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Sammanfattning 
 

Syftet med denna studie var att undersöka interaktionen mellan 

nätverksbeteende och kreativitet, samt att analysera om kreativitet är av 

signifikant betydelse för nätverksbeteende. I linje med tidigare forskning 

om nätverksbeteende är denna studie av multidimensionell karaktär, där 

nätverksbeteende delas upp i interna samt externa komponenter. Den 

domänspecifika paradigmen för kreativitet användes för att undersöka 

vilka av de kreativa domänerna som är mest relevanta vid 

nätverksbeteende. 106 individer deltog i studien och urvalet var ett 

bekvämlighetsurval. Resultatet visade att några av de kreativa domänen 

interagerade med nätverksbeteende, där vardaglig samt verbal kreativitet 

var av högst relevans samt även unika prediktorer för nätverksbeteende. De 

strukturella faktorerna arbetslivserfarenhet, organisationsstorlek samt 

biologiskt kön undersöktes också. Arbetslivserfarenhet visade sig ha en 

modererande effekt i relation till sambandet nätverksbeteende och 

kreativitet, medan organisationsstorlek inte hade någon signifikant effekt. 

Resultatet för biologiskt kön indikerade att de kreativa domänen 

matematisk/vetenskaplig och konstnärlig kreativitet var signifikanta, där 

män skattade sig som något mer kreativa än vad kvinnor gjorde. Studiens 

resultat kan användas för att skapa en evidensbaserad grund i 

rekryteringssammanhang samt i utformningen av psykometriska tester. 

  

Nyckelord: Domänspecifik kreativitet, Nätverksbeteende, Explorativ 

studie, Strukturella komponenter 
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 Introduction 

 

Most individuals will experience a recruitment process in their lifetime. For all parties involved 

there are obvious advantages to a successful recruitment process, including job satisfaction and 

monetary gain. However, faulty recruitments can still occur periodically. Reports attempting to 

analyze the monetary losses for potential faulty recruitments are context specific as they include 

direct and indirect factors, however, an estimate published by the faculty of small business (2006) 

revealed a mean cost of 700 000 SEK for a faulty hire. The direct costs include advertisement as 

well as recruitment personnel whereas the indirect costs related to the wrongfully recruited includes 

disinterest and ineffectiveness (Lindelöw, 2003). Previous research has identified various methods 

to improve different recruitment techniques which aim to predict an individual’s future job 

performance and success. The traditional recruitment method based on the recruiters intuition has 

often proved problematic and less effective compared to evidence-based psychometric evaluation 

(Kuncel, Klieger, Connelly & Ones, 2013). A faulty recruitment process can have negative, 

cascading effects, for individuals as well as companies. From the perspective of the individual 

health and well-being are primary concerns while the company may suffer monetary losses 

(Lindelöw, 2003).   

 

Research within the field of recruitment methods have attempted to clarify a methodological 

process leading to successful hires. A meta-analysis conducted by Kuncel et al. (2013) has shown 

that the mechanical method based upon psychometric evaluation is advantageous compared to a 

holistic approach. The process attempts to minimize bias from the recruiter by removing intuition 

or subjective interpretation. The authors argue that individuals are good at collecting information 

from potential hires but often rely on mental heuristics when compiling the information which are 

subject to faulty mental assumptions and by extension, faulty recruits (Meehl, 1954; Kuncel et al, 

2013; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). 

 

Due to the overwhelming number of different constructs many recruitment firms opt to test certain 

key constructs such as intelligence or creativity as they are associated to or correlated with success 

within the workplace. An individual’s work-related performance is composed of a complex mix of 
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various different psychological traits which, along with the milieu, interact in various ways. The 

present study will therefore focus on two linked but largely unexplored constructs: creativity and 

networking behavior (Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003). 

  

A growing trend within business research is to analyze different social factors in relation to network 

behavior (Burt, 1992; Thompson, 2005). Previous research has shown that networking behavior 

correlates with other constructs such as personality, work performance and career prospects (Allen, 

Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004). Utilizing networks as a tool for various business-related 

endeavors is an activity which has become more vital in modern times. Due to the fact that many 

organizations depend on a rapid expansion strategy in order to remain economically feasible 

(Freeman, Edwards, Schroder, 2006). Additionally, as overarching business networks are 

contingent on individuals it is of importance to understand characteristics specific to individuals 

who are successful in network behavior (Wolff & Moser, 2009). Similarly, creativity (the seventh 

most common search term on the networking site LinkedIn) is a trait which individuals engage in 

on a daily basis. It is closely linked to problem solving and ideational behavior and recent research 

has indicated the possibility of creative domain specificity (Kaufman, 2012; Silvia et al., 2015; 

Amabile, 1996; Zhou & George, 2003). 

 

The present study aims to explore which creative domains are significant for networking behavior. 

A deepened understanding of how various networking processes interlock with other constructs 

can aid recruitment firms in constructing or refining psychometric tests. Improved accuracy would 

provide cost saving opportunities for companies while simultaneously preserving the mental well-

being of individuals by more successfully matching certain positions with specific individuals. 
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Theoretical Framework 

  

The underlying theoretical framework is divided into three general areas. The first part is dedicated 

towards network behavior. This section includes a definition discussion as well as different ways 

of measuring the construct. The second part elaborates on the creativity construct which follows a 

similar structure along with emerging research regarding its proposed domain specific properties. 

Finally, there is a section including the present study’s purpose and predictions.  

  

Network behavior 

In order for an organization to remain successful, it requires a cohesion of many different elements 

such as monetary resources, knowledge or contacts, a combination of which creates value for the 

organization. Hence, when analyzing organizational properties and their value, one has to take into 

account how the resources are connected to one another (Penrose, 1959). The combination of 

resources can exist within an organization but also in between organizations in the form of network 

ties. The building blocks of an organization are based upon individuals and the networks they are 

a part of are augmented through resource allocation tied to context specific organizational needs 

(Håkansson & Snehota 1995). Therefore, as an organization's survival can largely depend on the 

networks they are involved within, the employee’s capacity to forward a networking agenda can 

be seen as an instrumental aspect for organizational success. Moreover, as networks are contingent 

upon individuals within an organization, properly utilizing individual networking behavior can aid 

companies in acquiring resources for future organizational growth. 

 

Individual Network behavior 

Individual networking has become an increasingly popular concept in modern times, exemplified 

by the emergence of various networking platforms as well as the growing body of literature 

regarding networking skills (Deller, 2008). The roots of the scientific study of network behavior 

can be traced back to the 1980s. Due to the relatively young age of the field a formal definition for 

the networking construct has been difficult to establish. Basic questions pertaining to fundamentals 

such as “what, why, and how” are still debated and remain unanswered. In spite of this, networking 

behavior has been related to other constructs such as personality or structural dependencies 

(Michael & Yukl, 1993). Moreover, the benefits of networking in relation to one’s professional 
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career has been analyzed and include career success (Forret & Doughery 2001; Langford, 2000) 

and overall job performance (Thompson, 2005). 

 

Early networking research was divided into two large bodies of literature which analyzed 

networking from different perspectives. The first kind emphasized power and politics. 

Organizations were viewed as political hubs where actors within the organization partake in social 

activities such as “non-work related conversations” and “company gossip” as a way to forward 

their particular agenda. The second body of literature, and one whose definitions are more closely 

linked to the definitions of the present study, is one which views networking as a means for career 

success (Wolff & Moser, 2006). As proposed by Tams & Arthur (2010), networking is a tool which 

can be utilized when one wants to identify the next career opportunity.  

 

Definition of Network Behavior 

As previously mentioned, network behavior has been difficult to define. In part, this is due to the 

ambiguity of the construct as it lies at the intersection between many different disciplines including 

business studies, sociology and psychology. In light of this fact, Wolff, Moser & Grau (2008) have 

attempted to distill multiple definitions, taken from wide variety of disciplines into a singular 

networking construct definition. Their analysis of the definitions yielded the following result, “... 

networking is defined as behavior that are aimed at building, maintaining and using informal 

relationships that possess the (potential) benefit of facilitating work-related activities of individuals 

by voluntarily granting access to resources and maximising common advantages” (Wolff & 

Moser, 2006, pp. 197). 

 

Wolff’s definition intertwines three central aspects of networking behavior: level of analysis, goal 

orientation as well as the quality of one's networking capabilities. Firstly, networking is a 

behavioral trait which operates on an individual level but is not considered a personality trait. 

Rather, network behavior is a combination of individual components, social demographic variables 

along with structural facets which together cooperate to facilitate the behavior, represented in a 

conceptual model in Figure 1 (Wolf & Moser 2011). It is also proposed that a high degree of 

networking implies an increased amount of time spent on various networking activities.  
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The second part of the definition of networking is connected to goal orientation. A central aspect 

to the network definition previously proposed is to construct and maintain relationships which can 

later be utilized to improve one's potential career. Thus, networking helps to lay claim to various 

resources through the aid of facilitated social interaction. Moreover, the interactions which are 

generated through networking behavior are purposeful in the sense that they are believed to be 

useful for a later date. Previous studies have also shown that networking behavior is a stable trait 

(Wolff & Moser, 2006) but also one which can be augmented through the usage of organizational 

interventions indicating that individuals can improve their network behavior through various means 

(Collins & Clark, 2003). 

 

The third component to the definition shifts the level of analysis from the individual plane to the 

facilitated bond created between two individuals who are engaging in a social interaction. It refers 

to the quality of the interaction between the individuals as building and maintaining networks are 

measured through the strength of the relation between them. The relationships which are generated 

through network behavior are considered to be informal, where previous definitions have strictly 

excluded formal relations (Orpen, 1996). Formal relationships are relations which are necessary 

for the existence of one's working role such as supervisors or manufacturers. Thus, network 

behavior relies on cooperation between individuals in a network which can influence the actions 

of individuals on the outside. Therefore it prohibits exercising tactics of a sinister nature as it may 

lead to the destruction of the network, even if the potential benefit for the individual may be similar 

(Wolff & Kim, 2012). 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model of Network behavior (Wolf & Moser, 2011) 

 

Measures of Network behavior  

Previous studies have analyzed network behavior in various ways. Pilot studies regarding network 

behavior borrowed techniques common to the anthropological practice, namely that of participant 

observation. An early study conducted by Kotter (1982) observed that proficient managers often 

engaged more in social activities compared to less esteemed ones which Kotter summarized as 

network behavior. Although these early studies provided a solid foundation regarding the various 

behavioral characteristics at play during network behavior they were also labor intensive and 

contained a low degree of external validity as their sample sizes were vastly limited. As such, more 

recent studies have focused on the development of various self-reported measures as a way to 

counter previous critique. Modern networking scales often consist of lists of various network 

specific behaviors in which the test subject indicates how often they had engaged in the various 

activities. Other measures have emphasized the temporal aspect in which the participant writes 

down how much time they dedicate towards network behaviors (Ostgaard & Birley, 1996).  The 

various scales differ regarding their approach. Some operationalize network behavior as a one 
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dimensional construct whereas others utilize the hierarchical approach in which networking is 

divided into sub dimensions which enables networking to be viewed from different levels.  

 

The multidimensional approach is one which will be utilized by the present study. Michael & Yulk 

(1993) developed a two dimensional scale which many of the multidimensional surveys have 

expanded upon. Their instrument make a distinction between external and internal networking 

behavior which refers to whether networking has occurred within one's present work place or 

outside of it. Moreover, Wolff & Moser (2006) expanded upon the framework laid out by Michael 

& Yulk (1993) by including a functional facet which distinguishes what type of networking 

behavior it is; building, maintaining or utilizing contacts. A combination of external and internal 

facet along with the functional facet adds to a sum of 6 different types of networking behaviors; 

(1) building internal contacts, (2) maintaining internal contacts, (3) using internal contacts, (4) 

building external contacts, (5) maintaining external contacts, (6) using external contacts.  

 

The distinction between internal and external contacts may seem rudimentary however as explained 

by Michael & Yulk (1993), is it made primarily due to three reasons. The first of which is related 

to the possible spread of networking acquaintances. In one's own organization the potential pool of 

individuals are restricted by the size of the company. This stands in contrast to external contacts 

where if an individual chooses not to form a relationship with the other, that individual could be 

disregarded or avoided indefinitely. The second reason refers to proximity. Within the organization 

an individual is more likely to bump into another and therefore the informal conversations 

necessary to begin a network facilitation are more attainable. For external contacts, often pre-

arranged meetings must be booked in advance, as two different organizations may have vastly 

different schedules. Therefore as proposed by Wolff & Kim (2012), external contacts require more 

effort to maintain compared to their internal counterparts. Finally, the third variable is related to 

density with is “defined as the extent to which contacts of an individual know one another” (Wolff 

& Kim, 2012 pp. 46). In other words, social information such as gossip or informal meetings travels 

faster within organizations compared to between them. Hence, an individual is more likely to more 

strongly guard one's reputation in one’s own organization as it could affect one's daily activities 

(Coleman, 1988).  
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The second dimension, introduced by Wolff & Moser (2010) relates to how an individual forms, 

maintains and utilizes contacts. The formation and maintenance of contacts are prerequisites for 

using a contact. The formation process is one which is highly social as it relies on seeking and 

taking part of social gatherings. Prosocial personality traits such as extraversion or openness are 

important in such situations as it relies on the interplay between two individuals (Wolff, 2012). 

During the maintenance stage, a more calculated approach may be applied. The individual can 

choose to drop or forward the networking acquaintance depending on their current needs. The final 

stage of utilizing one’s contacts requires s sense of instrumentality. Individuals are required to 

balance social pleasantries while still remaining goal oriented as the opposite individual holds a 

resource which the individual, at the time, considers valuable. An example of such would be an 

individual who utilizes their contacts in the search for a new job by contacting individuals of valued 

positions (Wanberg et al., 2000).  

 

Creativity 

Innovation is a central aspect for many organizations as it may result in a competitive edge over 

other actors operating within the same field. Oldham & Cummings (1996) make an important 

distinction between creativity and innovation. While creativity is related to the generation of new 

ideas, innovation on the other hand is the implementation of a creative idea within an organization. 

Although the two are closely linked, innovation also takes into account various organizational 

barriers which may hamper the innovative process. In other words, as expressed by Ekstam (2002) 

an individual can be creative where as an organization can be innovative.  

 

Definition of Creativity 

The conceptualization of creativity has been attempted from multiple perspectives and different 

research disciplines. As of such, there exists a multitude of ways to measure and judge the creative 

value of an individual (Batey & Furnham, 2006). According to Batey (2012) it is important to 

understand the historical perspective of creativity as it has influenced modern interpretations of the 

construct. Initially creativity has been viewed as an immaterial construct fraught with religious 

undertones, incapable of being measured and equally elusive, “the use of the term creativity to refer 

to individuals who make creative contributions is relatively modern. Up until the early 20th 
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century, such individuals were said to have “genius” (Andreasen, 2008) rather than being referred 

to as creative (Pope, 2005).   

 

Modern advancements, especially within the field of psychology, have further distilled the creative 

construct. As can be seen in Table 1, a central aspect present within most definitions of the construct 

is that creativity is related to the generation of new concepts or ideas. Moreover the creative process 

should generate an idea which fulfills a sense of meaningfulness as an idea which lacks such a 

requirement is more indicative of a vivid imagination rather than a creative effort. The definition 

of creativity is a topic which is still debated and is a discussion of which still remains relevant in 

modern times (Batey, 2012).  

 

Table 1: Selected previous definitions of the creative construct (Batey & Furnham, 2006) 

Author   Definition  

Sternberg & Lubart (1999)   
“Creativity is the ability to produce work that is both 
novel (i.e., original, unexpected) and appropriate (i.e., 
useful, adaptive, concerning, task constraints)” 

 

     

     

Feist (1998)   
“Creative thought or behavior must be both novel-
original and useful-adaptive.” 

 

     

     

Amabile (1983)   

“Creativity can be regarded as the quality of products 
or responses judged to be creative by appropriate 
observers, and it can also be regarded as the process 
by which something so judged is produced.” 

 

     

     

Mumford (2003)   

“Over the course of the last decade, however, we 
seem to have reached a general agreement that 
creativity involves the production of novel, useful 
products.” 

 

 

In addition to the more individual view on creativity other researchers have focused upon the 

creative process. Through a cognitive approach researchers have studied how individuals solve 

problems in a work related environment (Isen, Daubman & Nowicki, 1987; Mednick, 1962).  These 

studies emphasize that creativity should be analyzed in conjunction with its socio-cultural 
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surroundings. This in turn, points towards structural facets which can augment the creative process 

such as the organizational culture or leadership (Amabile, 1983; Amabile & Pratt 2016). Related 

articles have shown a positive correlation between creativity and career accomplishments, 

especially in cases where the individual perceives a high degree of autonomy (Gong et al., 2009). 

Creative initiative within an organization can better align goods and services with the consumer 

thus aiding in the co-creation of value process. Moreover research has shown that creative 

individuals often alter their working role by, for example, finding more efficient methods for 

performing rudimentary working tasks (Zhou, 1998; Zhou & Shalley, 2003).  

 

Components of Creativity 

Amabile & Pratt (2016) argue that creativity and innovation primarily require three components to 

thrive in an organizational setting: expertise, creative traits (creative-thinking skills) and (intrinsic) 

motivation.  

 

Expertise is defined as knowledge which the individual has aggregated over a given time period 

(Amabile, 1998). Amabile (1998) included a temporal aspect to distinguish expertise from newly 

acquired knowledge, the former of which is characterized by personal experience in relation to  the 

acquired knowledge. In other words, the individual has had time to process and develop acquired 

knowledge into an existing behavioral framework. This also includes the domain specific technical 

and procedural knowledge of how to complete a certain task.  

 

The second component, creative thinking skills, is often compared to critical thinking and are 

occasionally represented as opposites of one another. The process involves combining existing 

elements into the creation of something novel. Often the creative thinking process follows a 

predefined structure, taught indirectly through academia, which includes; defining the problem, 

including various perspectives, ideational generation, narrowing of ideas based upon situational 

requirements (limits in one's knowledge or materials) and finally implementation of the solution as 

a final product. Creative thinking skills have also shown to fluctuate based upon environmental 

interventions, indicating that different environments are more or less optimal for the creative 

process. Moreover, different areas of creativity may require a different composition of the creative 

thinking skills (Kaufman, 2012).  
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The final component includes intrinsic motivation. Motivation research often makes a distinction 

in regards to what factors which motivated the individual to perform a certain task. These factors 

are normally divided into two areas, intrinsic and extrinsic. Extrinsic motivation is behavior which 

is reinforced through external rewards, for example when an individual receives a payment when 

an assignment is completed. Intrinsic motivation on the other hand is behavior which is reinforced 

from a sense of satisfaction from the individual. Intrinsic motivation occurs when an individual 

will perform a task despite the lack of external reinforcement and when the task in itself is perceived 

as rewarding. Amabile (1998) argues that intrinsic motivation is required to unlock the full creative 

capacity of an individual. Perceived social support and a compassionate working environment are 

both factors which can aid in the construction of intrinsic motivation and thus, by extension, also 

aid in the creative process (Shelley et al., 2004).  

 

Figure 2: Conceptual model of the components of creativity (Amabile & Pratt, 2016) 

 

Domain Specificity  

Within the creative scientific community there is an ongoing debate pertaining to the domain of 

creativity, that is to say, whether it is of domain general or domain specific nature. Similar debates 

within the psychological field have occurred before, for example in relation to intelligence 

(Kaufman, 2015; Silvia et al. 2014; Baer, 2012). Domain specificity implies that different areas of 

expertise require different types of creativity. An individual who excels creatively within a specific 
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area may not be successful in a different one. Support for domain specificity can be found when 

different creative areas are weakly correlated with one another whereas the opposite is indicative 

of a domain general skill (Ivcevic, 2007). Kaufman & Baer (2005) however, have proposed a 

framework which incorporates the domain specific approach but still allows the various domains 

to be combined. The combined domains means that individuals can be analyzed holistically without 

losing domain specific nuance. Moreover, different creative domains require domain specific 

creative components which means that each domain has a unique mixture of expertise and creative 

thinking skills (Amabile & Pratt, 2016).  

 

With the aid of a factor analysis Kaufman (2012) discovered five general creative domains which 

are also being used by the present study. These domains include (1) everyday/self creativity, (2) 

performance creativity, (3) scholarly/verbal creativity, (4) mathematical/scientific creativity and 

(5) artistic creativity. These five domains cover a vast range of creative expression and the various 

domains have also been contrasted against other psychological constructs to ensure that they differ 

on a structural level. For instance, the creative domain of scholarly/verbal creativity has been 

associated with vocabulary knowledge along with rhetorical capabilities (Kerr & Vuyk, 2013; 

Ivcecvic & Mayers, 2009) unlike the everyday creative domain which has been related to prosocial 

behavior along with perspective taking skills such as empathy (Baer, 2012; Magnusson 2018). The 

math / scientific domain has been associated with emotional stability along with naturalistic 

intelligence as well as general logic thinking (Silvia et al., 2009). Performance creativity has been 

significantly correlated to extraversion when analyzed in conjunction to the big five ocean model 

(Kaufman, Cole & Baer, 2009). Finally the artistic creativity domain has been associated to spatial 

intelligence which includes pattern recognition and the ability to mentally picture and augment 

complex shapes (Kerr & Vuyk, 2013). On a more general level, the various domains have also been 

correlated against general intelligence models as well as Gardener’s multiple intelligence model 

where the different domains correspond to various types of intelligence.  
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Measures of Creativity 

Although the average individual is not familiar with the domain specific nature of creativity, they 

often have an intuitive understanding of what creativity is referring to. Because of this, many 

researchers have developed various self-reported instruments in relation to creativity as a cost 

efficient alternative to reach a large spectrum of possible test subjects (Sternberg, 1985). These 

studies are often of a holistic perspective and thus the domain-specific nuance is lost. Many of 

these studies have investigated creativity in relation to other constructs such as structural factors, 

motivation or personality (Runco et al., 2007). A recent comprehensive meta-analysis conducted 

by Silvia et al. (2012) investigated whether self-reported measures of creativity upheld a similar 

construct validity compared to studies in which creativity was measured by research experts. The 

results revealed that the individual and the researcher’s assessment of one’s creative performance 

correlated strongly with one another, indicative of similarities between judgments (Prez & 

McCollum 2014; Silvia et al., 2012).  

 

Summarized, creativity is defined as the generation of new ideas which fulfills a sense of 

meaningfulness. The construct is reliant on a combination of other psychological constructs such 

as motivation and expertise. Creativity could be considered of a domain specific nature which 

means that it is restricted to various creative domains. Moreover, although a stable trait can 

fluctuate depending on the environment the individual is in, indicating a structural facet to the 

creative process. Measurements of the construct range from interviews to experimental setups, 

where many self-reported measures have been shown to correlate with the others and statistically 

significant similarities between the different methods have been established.  

 

Purpose & Predictions 

The present study will analyze the significance of creativity for network behavior. Similar to other 

network behavioral studies a multidimensional approach is utilized in which networking is divided 

into sub dimensions which enables it to be analyzed from different perspectives with external and 

internal factors including structural facets. The domain specific nature of creativity will be explored 

in order to attempt to determine what type of creative domains are significant for different 

networking behaviors. 
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Since the study is of an exploratory nature with limited previous research regarding the interactions 

between networking and creativity, predictions will be formulated rather than hypotheses. The 

following predictions will be investigated: 

 

1.  Networking behavior (both internal and external) will correlate with everyday/self creative 

domain. It stands to reason since the everyday creative domain has previously been 

associated to perspective taking abilities and pro-social behavior that these traits may also 

useful for networking behavior. Individuals who excel at networking may be required to be 

aware of the emotional state of others in their surroundings in order to accurately mimic 

and reflect the emotional state of these individuals as a way of finding mutual interests. 

These mutual interests may later be useful if the networking individual requires particular 

resources which the other may possess.   

   

2. Networking behavior (both internal and external) will correlate with the verbal/scholarly 

creative domain. Verbal accuracy and inventiveness has been previously shown to strongly 

correlate with rhetorical capabilities. Much of the networking experience relies on 

emotional exchange of an implicit or explicit nature, which includes both body language 

and spoken language. One can postulate that if an individual is proficient and creative with 

linguistics their verbal exchange with others may be more memorable. Moreover, proficient 

networkers are also expected to spend more time on networking behavior, and, since time 

is a limiting factor for individuals with a large network, a verbally proficient and creative 

individual would require less time per person to be remembered and therefore also have the 

possibility to maintain a larger network.  

 

Moreover, due to the exploratory nature of the study a multiple regression analysis will be utilized 

to investigate which of the creative domains uniquely contribute to network behavior as well as 

how strongly they are associated with one another. Structural facets in the form of Work experience 

(defined as total amount of working years) and age will be investigated as possible moderating or 

mediating variables in the predicted relation between creativity and networking behavior. In 

addition, biological gender differences in networking behavior and creativity will be explored as it 

appears to be an area which has not been investigated.  
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Method 

 

Participants: 

106 individuals participated in the present study. The sample consisted of 54.7% females and 

45.3% males, as viewable in table 2. Most of the individuals had completed a university degree or 

were currently completing one, and thus only had high school diplomas as their highest academic 

achievement. Although the survey was posted on forums frequented by individuals from all over 

the globe most of the individuals who participated in the current study were from Europe (86.8%) 

where as a small minority consisted of individuals from the US or Oceanic region (13.2%). The 

average age of the participants was 28.4 years old.  

 

Table 2.  Descriptive statistics for the gathered sample 

 N % M SD  

Age 106 N/A 28.4 7.2  

Gender      

  Female 58 54.7%    

  Male 48 45.3%    

Highest education      

  University/college 76 71.7%    

  High school 28 26.4%    

  Other 2 1.9%    

Region      

  Europe 92 86.8%    

  North America 10 9.4%    

  Australia / Oceania 4 3.8%    

 

Design: 

The study is of a quantitative nature and contains 9 quantitative variables: Two structural variables 

in the form of work experience and organizational size, the two sub dimensions of individual 

networking behavior (internal and external) as well as the five major creative domains outlined by 

Kaufman: (1) everyday/self creativity, (2) performance creativity, (3) scholarly/verbal creativity, 

(4) mathematical/scientific creativity and (5) artistic creativity. A correlational variable is by its 

very definition neither a dependent or independent variable, however, in the multiple regression 
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model networking behavior acts a dependent variable to explain how much of the variance of 

networking can be explained by the creative domains as well as if variance in the creative domain 

overlaps with one another.  

 

Instruments:  

Networking Scale - Wolff & Moser 

Wolff & Moser (2006) networking scale consists of 44 items. Originally created in German, the 

scale has been translated into English and used in a variety of different samples (Wolff, Schneider-

Rahm & Forret, 2011; Wolf & Moser, 2009). The scale consists of two major dimensions regarding 

internal and external contacts, a division which has been used in the past. The two dimensions are 

divided into 3 subscales. The parentheses below indicates how many items are related to each 

subscale and the names of the subscales are: “Building internal contacts (6), Maintaining internal 

contacts (8), Using internal contacts (8), Building external contacts (7), Maintaining external 

contacts (7) and Using external contacts (8).“ All of the items on the scale refers to a specific type 

of networking behavior. Each participant is then expected to rate how commonly they use the 

particular behavior on a 4-point likert scale (1 = never/very seldom, 2 = sometimes, 3 = frequently, 

4 = very often/always). An item from the scale can appear in the following way: “In my company, 

I approach employees I know by sight and start a conversation” (Wolff & Moser, 2006; Wolff, 

Schneider-Rahm & Forret, 2011). A recent, shortened version of the scale has been developed in 

2018 which is utilized by the present study however due to copyright concerns from the original 

author, the survey is only presented in the extended version described above (Wolff, 2018).   

 

Kaufman’s Domains of Creativity Scale (K-DOCS)  

Kaufman’s instrument contains 50 items which are measured across five major domains. The five 

domains have been introduced previously but include: everyday/self, scholarly/ verbal, 

performance (encompasses writing and music), mathematical/scientific and artistic creativity 

(Kaufman, 2012). Reliability testing of the scale has been done through test-retest as well as 

cronbach’s alpha, all of which upheld a strong rating (<0.8) indicative of a robust measurement 

with internal consistency. The construct is considered temporally stable meaning that it does not 

change over time unless a purposeful intervention was designed to do so. The test participants rate 

themselves on a likert scale ranging from 1 – 5 (1 = Much less creative, 2 = less creative, 3 = 
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neither more or less creative, 4 = more creative, 5 = much more creative). They are expected to 

compare how creative they are in various tasks against individuals of a similar age. A typical item 

from the scale is: “Figuring out how to integrate critiques and suggestions while revising a work 

___” where a test subject estimates their creative potential with a number (1-5) which relates to the 

previously mentioned responses. Despite its recent construction the instrument has been used in 

multiple studies and has grown in popularity up to present date (Kaufman & Baer, 2015; Silvia et 

al., 2015; Pretz & Mccollum, 2014). Moreover, for the present study the survey has been shortened 

based upon the original factor structure. The items which were best suited for each domain was 

picked (based upon factor loading criteria (<0.55)). This resulted in a revised version of the original 

consisting of 23 items rather than 50. Reliability measurements in the form of cronbach’s alpha 

will be utilized to ensure that the revised version of the survey upholds a strong internal consistency 

which is defined as a score above 0.7.  

 

Procedure: 

The survey was initially sent to three colleagues who were asked to test the survey by filling it out, 

paying close attention to the instructions as well as the item formatting. The final version of the 

survey contained a front page with instructions regarding informed consent followed by 

demographic and structural items, Wolf & Moser’s networking scale and finally Kaufman’s 

domains of creativity scale. The collected sample is defined as a convenience sample. The survey 

was posted on the popular social aggregation news site www.reddit.com in appropriate channels 

(otherwise known as subreddits), moreover the survey was published on various social media 

platforms as well as sent out through email. The survey was available from the 10th - 23rd of 

December, 2018. In order to counteract boredom as a possible confound to the study, the survey 

was brief and took, on average, 10 minutes to complete and contained a total of 49 items. Ethical 

information in the form of informed consent was plainly stated at the start of the survey. Informed 

consent includes information such as that the participant has the right to abort the study at any point 

along with guaranteed anonymity as well as descriptions of how the data will be used. The data 

collected through the survey will only be used for its academic purpose and will not be used in a 

commercial setting. The participant’s responses are protected by two bit authorization in order to 

be kept secure although there is no direct information which can identify an individual based upon 

the provided information. There were no external incentives in the form of monetary 

reimbursement for participating in the study.  
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Results 

 

The statistical tests used for the results section are based upon the assumption of normality. In order 

to investigate if such a prerequisite was upheld, the gathered sample was analyzed with a Shapiro-

Wilk’s test. The results from the following analysis were all non-significant (p > 0.05), which is an 

indication of normal distribution. Moreover, the data set was visually examined through the aid of 

histograms and QQ plots which reviled a similar result.  

 

Table 3 includes descriptive information regarding the various subscales. Number of items 

dedicated towards each subscale, mean, standard deviation along with Cronbach’s alpha is 

included. Networking behavior is measured on a scale from 1 – 4 whereas Creativity was measured 

on a scale from 1 – 5.Cronbach’s alpha is included as a reliability measurement as Wolff’s 

networking scale was constructed during 2018 and has been sparsely tested whereas the K-DOCS 

survey was shortened based upon loading criteria for each factor. Cronbach’s alpha is a measure 

of the internal consistency of the sample and each of the subscales scored above 0.7 which is 

regarded as acceptable (Cronbach, 1951). 

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and reliability measurement for Networking behavior and Creativity 

 
Number of 

items 
Mean SD α 

Networking Behavior 18    

  Internal Networking 9 2.53 .60 .83 

  External Networking 9 1.95 .67 .81 

Creativity (K-DOCS) 24    

 Everyday / Self 6 3.66 .50 .90 

 Verbal 5 3.38 .46 .84 

 Performance 5 2.87 .95 .71 

 Math / Scientific 5 2.85 .96 .74 

 Artistic 3 3.18 .86 .70 

Notes: SD = Standard Deviation, α = Cronbach’s Alpha, K-DOCS = Kaufman’s Domains of Creativity Scale. 
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In order to investigate prediction one and two, that everyday creativity and verbal creativity would 

correlate with networking behavior a two-tailed correlational matrix based upon Pearson’s 

correlational coefficient was calculated. The demographic variable of Age and Work experience 

correlated very highly with one another (r = <0.9). The internal networking subscale significantly 

strongly correlated with its external counterpart. Moreover, internal networking correlated with 

three of the creative domains, that of everyday, verbal and artistic creativity. The external 

networking subscale correlated with four of the creative domains, everyday, verbal, performance 

and artistic creativity. Many of the creative domains weakly correlated with one another. The 

creative domain of everyday and math/scientific significantly correlated with all of the other 

creative domains. verbal creativity significantly correlated with two other domains besides the 

everyday creative domain, namely that of performance and math/scientific creativity.  

 

Table 4.  Two-tailed correlational matrix of the variables Networking behavior and Creativity 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

Demographic Variable          

 1. Age 1         

 2. Work Experience .90** 1        

Networking Behavior          

 3. Internal .24* .28** 1       

 4. External .16 .18 .68** 1      

Creativity (K-DOCS)          

5. Everyday / Self .07 .10 .42** .28** 1     

6. Verbal -.03 .01 .26** .25** .31** 1    

7. Performance -.13 -.03 -.09 .26** .28** .35** 1   

8. Math / Scientific .08 .11 .14 .08 .27** .31** .19* 1  

9. Artistic .20* .27** .29** .36** .37** -.18 .29** .25* 1 

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 

 

For exploratory purposes, gender differences were also analyzed. An independent sample t-test was 

used. A prerequisite for using a t-test is that the variances of the groups are equal, also known as 

homoscedasticity. Therefore a Levene's test of equal variance was conducted. All of the domains 

for both creativity and networking were non-significant (p > .05) and thus none were excluded 

from the t-test. Results from the t-test can be viewed in table 5. There were no significant 
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differences between the genders in regards to networking behavior. For creativity, there was a 

significant difference in two of the domains, verbal and math/scientific creativity, in both instances 

males had slightly higher mean values. Effect sizes were calculated through Cohen’s coefficient d 

(Cohen, 1988). The effect range between small to large (d < .80) 

 

Table 5. Independent Sample T-test for gender differences in Networking behavior and Creativity. Effect 

size measured through Cohen’s D. 

 
Male  

Mean (SD) 
Female  

Mean (SD) 
t(102) Effect p 

Networking Behavior      

  Internal 2.45 (.60) 2.60 (.59) -1.22 .25 .23 

  External 1.87 (.61) 2.01 (.72) -1.02 .21 .31 

Creativity (K-DOCS)      

 Everyday / Self 3.64 (.68) 3.68 (.29) -.41 .08 .68 

 Verbal 3.52 (.50) 3.27 (.39) 2.88 .56 .01* 

 Performance 2.97 (1.19) 2.79 (.72) .94 .18 .35 

 Math / Scientific 3.33 (1.01) 2.48 (.74) 5.01 .69 .02* 

 Artistic 3.14 (.89) 3.23 (.86) -.49 .10 .62 

Notes: *p < 0.05.  

 

A regression analysis was performed to investigate whether individuals who excel at networking 

behavior were also more creative. A scatterplot indicated a positive linear correlation (Figure 3) 

between the two variables which was confirmed with a significant Pearson’s correlation coefficient 

analysis of .31.  A simple linear regression was calculated to predict networking behavior based 

upon ones creativity, b = 0.31. t(102) = 2.906, p < .001. A significant regression equation was 

found (F(1, 102) = 10.51, p < .001), with an R2 of 0.15. Participants predicted networking is equal 

to 1.06 + 0.31 (creativity). Participant’s networking behavior score increased by 0.37 for each unit 

of measure of one’s creativity. Results from the regression can also be viewed in table 6. 
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Figure 3. Simple scatterplot illustrating the relationship between networking behavior and creativity with 

a linear fitted line. 

 

Table 6. Single linear regression predicting networking behavior based on combined creativity (K-DOCS) 
score. 

  t p β F df p R2 

Networking behavior     10.51 1 .001 0.15 

 Creativity  2.906 .001 0.31     

Notes: The dependent variable for the regression was combined networking behavior (Internal & 

External). Independent variable was combined creativity score (measured through K-DOCS). K-DOCS = 

Kaufman’s Domains of Creativity Scale 

 

A multiple regression analysis was also calculated in order to investigate which creative domain 

was the most relevant predictor of networking behavior as well as to control for variance overlap. 

A significant regression equation was found (F = 4.339; p = .001) where adjusted R2 (Coefficient 

of determination) was 0.18. Two creative domains, everyday and verbal creativity uniquely 
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attributed for 18% of the variance in networking behavior. Performance, math/scientific and artistic 

creativity were not considered unique predictors.  

 

Table 7. Multiple Regression analysis for the subcategories of empathy to predict creativity 

Level of Restriction t p β F df p Adj.R2 

Networking Behavior    4.34 5 .001 0.18 

 Everyday / Self 2.71 .01 .27     

 Verbal 2.05 .04 .22     

 Performance -0.36 .72 -.04     

 Math / Scientific -0.49 .63 -.05     

 Artistic 1.16 .25 .12     

Notes: The dependent variable for the regression was combined networking behavior (internal & 

external). Independent variable for the regression were the five creative domains measured through K-

DOCS. K-DOCS = Kaufman’s Domains of Creativity Scale. 

 

Three structural facets, age, work experience and organizational size were also collected during the 

survey process. It was postulated that work experience may augment the relationship between 

creativity and networking, acting as either a mediator or moderator. Considering that the bond 

between the two variables has already been determined, mediation was discarded in favor of a 

moderation analysis. Similarly, organization size is a structural variable which may affect the 

relationship between creativity and networking, however, since the item related to organizational 

size is on a nominal scale rather than interval, it was not included within the Pearson’s correlational 

matrix as the parametric requirements were not fulfilled. Instead, Spearman correlations will be 

used to investigate whether organizational size is correlated with creativity or networking. Results 

from the Spearman correlations can be seen in Table 8. 

 

Table 8.  Two-tailed Spearman correlational matrix 

 1. 2. 3. 

1.  Organization Size 1   

2.  Creativity .04 1  

3.  Networking Behavior .02 .17 1 

Notes: * = p < 0.05, ** = p < 0.01 
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The moderation analysis was conducted by centralizing the variables of creativity and work 

experience. Centralization describes the process of finding the mean of a certain variable and then 

subtracting each individual’s values with the given mean. The result is a new variables which mean 

always will be zero. After that, one multiplies the centralized values of each individual which 

creates a moderation variable which is included in the final regression analysis. If the moderation 

variable is significant and there is an increase in explained variance, one can conclude that the third 

variable has had a moderating effect on relationship (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). In this case, work 

experience is investigated to have the moderating effect on the relationship between creativity and 

networking. Results from moderation analysis can be found in table 9.  

 

Table 9. Moderating effect of work experience on the relationship between networking and creativity. 

Level of Restriction t p β F df p R2 

Networking Behavior    5.25 2 .007 0.17 

 Creativity 3.22 .00 .31     

 Moderator 1.29 .01 .03     

Notes: The dependent variable for the regression was combined networking behavior (internal & 

external). Independent variable for the regression were the five creative domains measured through K-

DOCS. The moderator variable is the multiplied centralized value of creativity and work experience. 
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Discussion 

  

The purpose of the present study was to analyze the significance of creativity for network behavior. 

Similar to other network behavioral studies the multidimensional approach was utilized where 

networking was divided into sub dimensions with external and internal counterparts. The domain 

specific approach to creativity was used in order to attempt to determine which creative domain 

was significant for different networking behaviors. 

  

The discussion is divided into three sections. The first of which is a prediction discussion where 

the two predictions along with the more exploratory findings of the study are highlighted and 

connected to the previously deliberated topics from the introduction. Secondly, there is a 

methodological critique section in which reliability and validity in relation to type 1 and type 2 

errors are discussed. The final section includes the conclusion where managerial and theoretical 

implications are discussed as well as new avenues of proposed research. 

  

Prediction Discussion 

(1)  The first prediction stated that networking behavior, both internal and external would correlate 

with creative domain of everyday/self. The reasoning behind the prediction was that previous 

studies have shown that the everyday creative domain has been associated with inter and 

intrapersonal skills. Similarly, networking behavior, positioned at the intersection between many 

other social constructs it was hypothesized that networking behavior would overlap with areas 

relavant for the everyday creative domain. The results from the study seem to confirm the initial 

prediction as internal networking correlated moderately strongly with the creative domain (r=.41) 

and the external domain correlated with a strength of .28. More support for the first prediction can 

be found in the multiple regression analysis where the everyday domain along with verbal creativity 

accounted for 18% of the variance in network behavior and was considered a unique predictor as 

well. Although the present study cannot confirm as to why the creative domain and network 

behavior are related to one another perhaps one of the reasons why they correlated was due to the 

construction of the items of the K-DOCS and networking survey. The items related to the creative 

domain often asked the test subject to recall scenarios which involves an interaction between 

themselves and another individual which, coincidentally, also the networking behavior survey 
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often required as well. An example of such a similarity can be found in the following item extract; 

“In my company, I approach employees I know by sight and start a conversation.” and “Getting 

people to feel relaxed and at ease”, both the items involve social components only achievable 

through an interaction between individuals. 

 

(2) The second prediction was semantically similar to the first prediction but referred to a different 

creative domain. The verbal creative domain has previously been shown to correlate with linguistic 

capabilities which include both spoken and written language (Kaufman, 2012; Kerr & Vyuk, 2013). 

A social interaction between individuals often rely on accurate verbal expression as a way to 

vocalize one's emotional state or possible needs. The formation process of networking as described 

by Wolff (2012) requires the individual to actively seek areas where they would be exposed to 

conversation. Therefore, being able to creatively and eloquently express oneself would be 

advantageous as previous research has shown that social enjoyment is a strong predictor of being 

perceived as pleasant (Riggio, 1986). The maintenance stage requires less active participation from 

the individual but if a proficient networker is more well-liked it stands to reason that they would 

need to interact less with individuals to be remembered and thus have more time to establish new 

bonds. The results from the correlation analysis seems to confirm the initial prediction as both 

internal (r = .25) and external (r = .26) networking significantly correlated with the verbal creative 

domain. Furthermore, similar to the previous prediction, support for the second prediction can also 

be found in the multiple regression where the verbal creative domain was also considered a unique 

predictor. 

 

Interestingly, it would appear that the test subjects who participated in the current study were less 

likely to engage in external networking compared to internal as indicated in the difference in mean 

values, 2.53 contra 1.95. These results are in line with previous findings regarding external and 

internal networking as presented by Wolff & Kim (2012) who proposed that external networking 

required more effort. The external networking component requires that individuals actively seek 

and organize meetings with others who may have vastly different schedules and was therefore a 

behavior individuals are less prone to utilize. Similarly, as common with the domain specific 

approach many of the creative domains were weakly correlated against one another, indicating that 

although they are associated with each other, the various domains measure different nuances of the 
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creative construct. Other researchers who have used the domain specific approach have often 

reached similar conclusions (Ivcevic, 2007; Baer, 2012)  The creative domain of artistic creativity 

appears to be the most volatile as it was significantly correlated to 9 of the quantitative variables 

measured through the study, which was everything besides the verbal creative domain. 

  

Exploratory Findings 

Besides the two predictions, the present study has also conducted a number of exploratory analyses 

to further distinguish the relation between network behavior and creativity. Included within these 

analyses was an attempt to shed light on a number of structural components relevant for creativity 

and networking. These include age, work experience, organizational size as well as biological 

genders. Both creativity and networking have eluded to structural facets which can be augmented 

through the aid of targeted organizational interventions. This means that organizations can structure 

their layout to favor certain traits which they deem as important and an extended understanding of 

how various traits interact with one another gives organizations more options how tailor an 

intervention to context specific needs. 

  

Work Experience 

In the present study, it was concluded early on that age and work experience appeared to measure 

the same phenomena as their interactions with both creativity and network behavior were extremely 

similar, both in terms of correlational strength as well as which domains they interacted with. 

Therefore, work experience was used as a representation of both as it was more relevant for 

organizations rather than age as it specifically measures for how long an individual has worked 

within a given field. Moreover, work experience is at least from a face validity perspective linked 

to expertise which is one of the three components of creativity as described by Amabile & Pratt 

(2016). Research has also shown that as an individual ascend within their given field, structural 

and behavioral changes often follow suit (Van Dalen, Henkens & Schippers, 2010). Thus, the 

reasoning was that a combination of these factors would also change and augment the relationship 

between creativity and networking in which a moderation analysis was conducted. The results from 

the moderation analysis showed that when work experience, transformed into a moderation 

variable, was added into the regression analysis there was a significant increase in explained 

variance by 2%. However, it should be noted that such a minor increase in explained variance 
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hardly justifies to call work experience a moderator to the relationship between creativity and 

networking. Hence, individuals in the current sample, on average, rely on practically the same 

amount of creativity and networking regardless of years of work experience. 

 

Organizational Size  

The second structural variable which was explored was organizational size. The size of an 

organization is often an inevitable by-product of success; however, there are methods for an 

organization to structure their growth in ways which may affect creativity or networking. For the 

present study the variable of organizational size was measured on a nominal scale as the answers 

related to the items were not equidistant from one another which means it does not fulfill the 

parametric requirements to be considered an interval or discrete variable. Therefore in order to 

analyze the effect of organization size, a Spearman correlation was used to measure its possible 

relationship to both creativity and networking. The results from the following analysis were all 

non-significant, where the correlational strength related to each item were practically nonexistent. 

There is no clear reason as to why organization size was not significant for either creativity or 

network behavior. On one hand, as indicated by the results from the present study, it may be the 

case that organization size simply is irrelevant in relation to creativity and networking. However, 

as mentioned previously, individuals proficient in network behavior are also expected to spend 

more time networking with others. Therefore, as an organization grows it means that individuals 

who spend time on networking need to choose to spend more time on internal networking, which 

would be more time consuming due to the growth of the company or expend their efforts on 

external networking. Consequently, the thought was that such a choice would be reflected in the 

results from the study. Another possible explanation to the non-reactiveness of organization size 

can be related to the measurement used to evaluate the variable. In its current iteration individuals 

had the opportunity to respond to the item in the following way: 1- 50 employees, 51 - 250 

employees, 251 -500, 501 - 1000, 1001 - 3000 and finally, more than 3000 employees. As can be 

seen from the possible responses there are large gaps and an abrupt ending, if the test subjects 

instead would have had to estimate organization size similar to the work experience item, an 

interval scale variable would have been constructed which may have yielded different results.  
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Biological Gender 

Finally, although not a structural variable, biological gender differences were explored. Previous 

research within the field of creativity have shown subtle gender differences in regards to creativity. 

These studies have often relied on a domain general approach but where females have shown to be 

superior (Baer & Kaufman, 2006). In regards to networking there has been no analysis in biological 

gender to the author’s knowledge. However, one could postulate due to gender norms present in 

society which has affected career choices for individuals of opposite gender that it may be another 

factor which can affect network behavior. For example, there is an overrepresentation of males 

who work within the tech industry, whereas there is an overrepresentation of females who in work 

within healthcare or fashion (Correll, 2001). Each of these situations may promote a certain and 

unique composition of structural requirements which once again may affect the interaction between 

creativity and networking. The results from the t-test concluded that there were differences in 

regards to biological gender but only relevant for two of the creative domains. The creative domain 

of verbal and math / scientific were the only significant domains and where males, on average, 

perceived themselves to be better. The effect, measured through Cohen’s d ranged from medium 

to strong which emphasizes that these differences are rather major. This is especially relevant in 

the case of the math / scientific domain where the mean values differed by almost an entire digit. 

When translated into the survey responses, females considered themselves to be below average 

where males considered themselves to be average (2.48 for females and 3.33 for males). In regards 

to networking there were no significant differences between the genders. Perhaps a larger sample 

which includes more individuals working within the previously mentioned fields would have 

yielded a different result for networking behavior or it may be the case that, once again, there 

simply are no real differences between the two. The results for creativity contradict previous 

findings as presented by Baer & Kaufman (2006). This could indicate a reliability issue related to 

the measurements or sample of the present study, but one also needs to take into account that the 

referenced study used a different instrument and methodology. Moreover, it's important to 

remember that K-DOCS instrument measure perceived creative worth rather than actual creative 

ability which means that there may be other social aspects which magnify the differences.  
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Methodological Discussion 

Reliability and validity are two common concepts used to assess the quality of an empirical study. 

Validity refers to the methodological choices of how to measure ones proposed construct whereas 

reliability is related to the accuracy of ones instruments. An empirical study can achieve sufficient 

reliability without any validity, but not vice versa, therefore is reliability is a prerequisite for 

validity (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). 

 

There are many ways to measure reliability. One way is to perform repeated independent studies 

investigating the same phenomena. One will achieve a sufficient degree of reliability if the test 

subjects respond similarly across repeated measures. However, as the present study is of an 

exploratory nature it has proven difficult to find other studies to compare the results from the 

present study with. This has become especially apparent related to the comparative elements 

between networking and creativity as it appears to be unexplored. What does exist on the other 

hand is various studies who have used either the K-DOCS survey or the extended version of the 

networking survey in which descriptive values can be compared. The results from the present study 

are similar to the values which Kaufman (2013) uncovered in his initial validation study of the K-

DOCS instrument. Moreover, a study conducted by Top & Akil (2018) who also used the K-DOCS 

measurement in a vastly different sample received similar values (their mean value for verbal 

creative domain = 3.27,  present study mean value = 3.38).   

 

The present study has opted to use a shortened version of the networking scale which was originally 

constructed by Wolff & Moser (2006). The scale has been initially validated but not been tested 

extensively due to its recent emergence. Although the cronbach alpha scores indicated that each 

subscale and item upheld a sufficient degree of internal consistency (α =.81 - .83), it is hard to say 

whether the shortened version of the scale captures the entirety of networking behavior paradigm. 

The shortened version of the Wolff & Moser networking scale is still going through its validation 

process and therefore the results have not been made public. However, the extended version which 

the survey is based upon was constructed in 2006 and translated into English 2011 and has been 

used in a variety of samples and situations. Since the survey responses have remained the same for 

both of the instruments the descriptive values can also be compared. When compared to the 

translated English version, the mean value for internal networking was 2.57 whereas the present 
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study calculated a value of 2.53. In regard to the external networking component, the present 

sample scored lower, 1.95 compared to 2.01 (Wolff, Schneider-Rahm & Forret, 2011). 

 

One of the possible applications of the study is to use networking or creativity as factors to analyze 

in a recruitment setting and therefore the external validity of the study becomes important. External 

validity refers to the generalizability of the study and whether the results from the study are 

applicable with a different sample. Hence, one needs to consider the validity of the study in relation 

to type 1 and 2 errors. If the null hypothesis is refuted even though it is true due to measurement 

error one conducts a type 1 error where as a type 2 error is achieved if the opposite scenario is true, 

that is to say, if the null hypothesis is accepted even though the association does not exist in reality 

(Rothman, 2012). Type 1 and 2 errors occur from either inherent flaws in the instruments but can 

also occur due to the chosen P-value. The current study has, due to the relatively small sample size, 

chosen a .05 significance level. This means that the risk of a conducting a type 2 error is higher 

compared to a harsher hypothesis testing level. Nevertheless, if one were to review the results 

gathered from the study, the vast majority of the results are still sufficient if the significance level 

instead had been lowered to .01. Moreover, one can also question the importance of significant 

results which are practically indistinguishable from the null hypothesis, such as the case with the 

moderation analysis. In this instance, due to its significant result and low P-value has a low risk of 

being a type 1 error but where its applicability in the real world is appears as practically useless.  

 

Another problem, more related to survey research in general is the fact that one is only given a 

snapshot of the individuals performance, fixed to a particular moment in time. As of such, there 

may be external circumstances which could have affected the test subjects in various ways and thus 

change how the individual responds to the items on the survey. As a way to reduce the possibility 

of receiving faulty responses due to external circumstances, the survey had an introductory page 

which encouraged individuals to conduct the survey in a comfortable setting of their choosing. 

Many individuals prefer a certain environment to do conduct tasks which require introspection and 

careful thought, however these areas vary depending on the individual and therefore a comfortable 

setting felt like a more appropriate encouragement as opposed to simply a calm and quiet one.   
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Conclusions 

The present study aimed to investigate the significance of network behavior for creativity. Two 

predictions along with three structural variables were analyzed. The two predictions were proven 

correct as everyday and verbal creativity were significantly correlated internal and external network 

behavior. Moreover, the multiple regression analysis showed that the same domains were 

considered unique predictors of network behavior. Work experience was considered a moderating 

variable which affected the relationship between creativity and network behavior, although a weak 

one. Organizational size appeared less reactive in relation to creativity and network behavior as no 

significant correlations were found. Biological gender had no significance in relation to network 

behavior but was relevant for two of the creative domains, mathematical/scientific and verbal 

creativity, where males perceived themselves as better.  

 

Managerial Implications  

Results from the present study provide further evidence towards an area which is relatively new, 

but has grown in popularity due to mainstream applications who rely on its behavioral 

underpinnings such as Linkedin. The findings of the present study can be used to create an 

empirical foundation in recruitment scenarios which may require individuals with particular set of 

psychological traits. Perhaps the results also provide insight into why popular networking websites 

have creativity as one of its most common searched keywords beyond the fact that it is a trait which 

is highly sought after as the creative effort can result in a competitive advantage over competing 

organizations.  

 

Networking has previously been associated to overall job performance (Thompson, 2005) and 

creativity has been related to efficiency improvements within the workplace (Zhou & Shalley, 

2003). Hence, the compounding positive effect of an individual who is both creative and proficient 

in network behavior is apparent. Thus, the two traits could be viewed as desirable for recruitment 

purposes. As previously mentioned, there has been a growing trend within the recruitment industry 

to attempt to remove bias from the recruiter through the aid of psychometric evaluation (Kuncel et 

al., 2013). Therefore, the results from the study have provided an opportunity for recruitment firms 

to reduce the overall number of administered psychometric tests by linking previously unknown 

variables with one another. In other words, instead of providing a separate test to evaluate creativity 
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or network behavior one of them can be chosen as the results from the present study has shown 

that they are linked with one another. This provides a cost saving opportunity for the recruitment 

firms in terms of administrative costs. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, it provides a time 

saving aspect for the recruitee. The modern recruitment process is already a daunting undertaking 

for many individuals who are looking for a new position (Lindelöw, 2003). Therefore, reducing 

the amount of tests to only include vital constructs and linking traits towards these constructs can 

be advantageous as at appears to benefit the individual and organization alike.  

 

Theoretical Implications  

From a theoretical standpoint, the results from the present study has demonstrated how certain 

domain specific areas of creativity and networking are intertwined with one another and where 

individuals who are proficient at networking also are more likely to be creative. The domain 

specific nature of creativity is a topic with no clear consensus, where different researchers have 

opposing views.  Support for domain specificity can be found when different creative areas are 

weakly correlated against one another, which the findings from the present study support. 

Additionally, these results show that there are only certain areas of creativity which interact with 

network behavior and thus provide additional support for the domain specific paradigm.  

 

The components of creativity, as previously presented, include expertise, creative thinking skills 

and motivation. The expertise component also includes the domain specific aspect in the sense that 

expertise is accumulated knowledge towards a specific area. Therefore, expertise includes two 

components, time and knowledge. This definition is also similar to what Wolff & Moser argue in 

relation to networking behavior, that it is a trait which individuals who are proficient at, also spend 

more time perfecting. Thus maybe there exists a type of networking creativity as its own separate 

creative domain. As expressed by Kaufman (2012,) there may be multiple domains of creativity 

which are still undiscovered and many of the larger domains often contain micro domains within 

them.  

 

For network behavioral research, the present study has uncovered an additional variable which is 

significant for the construct. It’s rather recent emergence into the scientific sphere means that many 

areas still remain unexplored (Deller, 2008). If one were allowed to speculate, one could argue that 
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since network behavior is a combination of individual factors, social demographic variables and 

structural variables which together facilitate networking behavior (can also be seen in figure 1) 

perhaps creativity can be considered another facet which is included within the individual variables 

category. Individual factors has previously included extroversion or proactivity and as 

demonstrated by the present study, everyday along with verbal creativity may also be facilitators 

of network behavior as it were the domains which were considered the most relevant for network 

behavior.  

 

Future Research 

In terms of future studies there are many areas which remain unexplored in the context of 

networking behavior. Many of the studies in the field require replication to form a sturdy 

foundation to build upon. The instruments used for the present study measured perceived creative 

worth and perceived networking capabilities. Studies which use self-assessment surveys as their 

only instrument are susceptible to confounds where individuals with poor self-esteem or 

narcissistic tendencies can overestimate or undervalue their abilities and thus skew the results. 

Therefore, replicating the study with an experimental setup and different measurements which are 

not survey based would allow for causal links to be drawn between the two variables. Moreover, 

the present study has eluded to the importance of structural facets and it would therefore be 

interesting to construct a study which solely focuses upon the structural variables which affect 

either creativity or networking, or its combined effects. Such a study would provide insight in how 

to enhance individuals working experience by optimizing surrounding circumstances which an 

individual faces on a daily basis in a working environment.  
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