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Abstract. This paper unpacks creative processes in collaborative spaces (CS). 

We focus on how the positive resources related to wellbeing and work-life bal-

ance derived from working in CS interplay with the use of collaborative technol-

ogy in affecting individual creativity. We conducted a survey study with individ-

uals working in 27 different CS in Italy. We propose and find a positive relation-

ship between the perceived level of work-life balance satisfaction and individual 

creativity.  Instead we do not find a significant relationship between the fre-

quency of technology mediated interactions with external actors and individual 

creativity. Furthermore, the relationship between work-life balance and creativity 

is negatively moderated by technology mediated interactions with external ac-

tors. In other words, an intense use of collaborative technology with actors exter-

nal to the CS can generate perceptions of overload thus making the impact of 

work-life balance on creativity not significant. We conclude with theoretical and 

practical implications. 

 

Keywords: creativity, collaborative space, collaborative technology, work-life 

balance. 

1 Introduction 

Collaborative spaces (CS), such as incubation spaces, social innovation hubs, fab labs, 

cultural hubs, co-working spaces, and technology parks bring together different actors 
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to favor interactions and knowledge sharing and therefore stimulate creativity in indi-

viduals, groups, and organizations. Despite the increased diffusion of collaborative 

spaces, few studies have empirically investigated what might sustain or impair their 

outcomes, especially in relation to creativity and innovation. Most of the literature ex-

plores how the physical properties of the space (e.g., light, noise levels, furniture, lay-

out, e.g. [1-3] impact individual or group creativity (for a relevant discussion see 

Moultrie [4]). Collaborative spaces are designed and built following the assumption 

that face-to-face contact has a positive impact on the propensity of individuals with 

different backgrounds to interact and exchange ideas [5], thus favoring the development 

of a sense of creative community [6]. Moreover, the creation of a collaborative space 

within organizations or in public spaces is often associated to smart work strategies 

intended to favor individual well-being and work-life balance. For instance, smart work 

centers and co-working spaces are set up to enhance temporal and spatial flexibility of 

workers. In these collaborative spaces a variety of potential users, including public and 

private employees, free-lancers, entrepreneurs, small and micro-businesses, operate 

taking advantage of several technological resources and services [7]. The ensuing work 

flexibility is expected to foster work-life balance, with positive implications for indi-

vidual and group outcomes.  

However, there is mixed evidence that the positive resources provided by collabora-

tive spaces increase creativity and innovation [4, 8]. For example, the open spaces that 

often characterize collaborative spaces can also reduce interactions and increase coor-

dination costs [9]. Exemplar collaborative spaces, such as science parks, face difficul-

ties in actually bringing together different parties and creating breakthrough innova-

tions [10, 11].  

In addition, the literature on collaborative spaces rarely takes into account the fact 

that CSs are used by individuals and groups on a temporary, part-time or irregular basis. 

For instance, inhabitants of co-working spaces do not typically spend their full working 

time within the space [12]. In other words, individuals work in and out of collaborative 

spaces and typically make an intensive use of collaborative technology to keep in touch 

with the different groups and individuals they work with (e.g., [13]). The literature on 

collaborative technology use and distributed work describes the challenges posed by 

the lack of proximity (e.g., reduced trust and knowledge sharing, increased conflict and 

coordination costs [14-16]. An intense use of collaborative technology, and the associ-

ated possible over-connectivity, could also affect the relationship between work-life 

balance and creativity. More recently, a few authors have started to recognize that the 

investigation of the impact of creative spaces on innovation cannot ignore the role 

played by collaborative technology use in everyday interactions between knowledge 

workers within and outside of collaborative spaces [7, 13, 17]. However, it is not clear 

how on-site experiences and technology mediated interactions interplay in creating af-

fordances and constraints for innovation in collaborative spaces. 

The objective of this paper is thus to provide a more nuanced view of creative pro-

cesses within collaborative spaces by explicitly recognizing the fundamental role of 

collaborative technology use. In particular, we aim to explore how the positive re-

sources related to wellbeing and work-life balance in collaborative spaces interplay 

with the use of collaborative technology in affecting individual creativity. In the next 
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sections, we first present our hypotheses on the relationship between work-life balance, 

technology mediated interactions, and individual creativity in collaborative spaces. 

Then, we present the survey study we conducted in the collaborative spaces of one of 

the most industrialized regions in Europe. Finally, we illustrate our preliminary results 

and discuss their theoretical and practical implications. 

2 Hypotheses Development 

Figure 1 visually synthesizes the hypotheses that we are going to discuss next. 

 

Fig. 1.  Hypotheses. 

2.1 The effect of work-life balance on creativity in collaborative spaces 

Collaborative spaces are designed to offer flexibility to workers in terms of timing 

(flextime) and location (flexplace) of work (SHRM Foundation, 2001). Flextime refers 

to the ‘ability of rearranging one’s working hours within certain guidelines’ (Hill et al.,  

[18], p. 50), while flexplace reflects the degree of control given to workers over where 

to work [19]. Flextime and flexplace are resources intended to improve individuals’ 

work-life balance (see [20]). Work-life balance refers to situations where individuals 

are equally satisfied and equally involved in their work and their family role [21]. Per-

ceptions of work-family balance are strengthened by high levels of inter-role facilita-

tion [22] that can be accrued by workers’ flexibility in terms of time and space. For 

instance, the studies of Hammer et al. [23] and Hill and colleagues [18], although not 

conducted in collaborative spaces, found that the perceived flexibility in terms of time 

and space was associated to higher levels of work-family balance. Providing CS work-

ers with a positive perception of the ability to manage the interface between work and 

life domains may lower negative emotions and increase workers’ perception of control 

over their work environment [18, 24-27]. This, in turn, can help individuals to develop 

more and better ideas. In addition, an increased ability to manage the interface between 

work and life, thanks to a reduction of stress and perception of overload, has the poten-

tial to free individuals’ cognitive resources and enhance creativity [28]. 
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We thus hypothesize that the work-life balance experience through the participation 

in a collaborative space has a positive impact on individual creativity. 

H1 The higher the perceived level of work-life balance experience through the CS, 

the higher the creativity 

2.2 The effect of technology mediated interactions on creativity in 

collaborative spaces 

While collaborative spaces offer numerous resources and inputs for individuals to de-

velop creative ideas (e.g. [4, 8, 29]), workers do not carry out their tasks only within 

collaborative spaces and in collaboration with other members of CSs. They also main-

tain contacts with individuals outside of the collaborative space, making use of collab-

orative technology. Research on creativity has long established that ‘external’ ties have 

the power to foster innovative ideas. For instance, Perry-Smith [30] underlines how 

external connections may offer to individuals a wide range of ideas to draw on when 

tackling problems and developing solutions, stimulating divergent thoughts and en-

hancing creativity-related processes. Thus, external connections are expected not only 

to provide ideas to individuals but also to enhance and enlarge the way individuals think 

about problems.  

Research on the use of collaborative technology has also shown the positive impact 

of collaborative technology use in getting access to distant resources that can foster 

creativity and innovation [15, 31-33]. We thus propose that: 

H2 The higher the technology mediated interactions with external actors (outside of 

the CS), the higher the creativity 

2.3 The interactive effect of work-life balance and technology mediated 

interactions on creativity in collaborative spaces 

While collaborative technology is deemed fundamental for the new world of work, it 

also poses serious challenges for individuals and groups in organizations. Literature on 

the disruptive effect of technology underlines how collaborative technology increases 

interruptions and disruptions on individuals’ work, burdening them with an increased 

cognitive load (e.g. [34, 35]). We argue that, if individuals make an intense use of col-

laborative technology, they will be less able to take advantage of the wellbeing experi-

ence provided by the CS. We base our argument on the fact that a high use of technol-

ogy may fragment one’s attention over multiple resources, tasks and activities, and in-

crease a person’s reachability. In relation to the first mechanism, a higher work frag-

mentation, that has been associated to perceptions of overload [36] can counterbalance 

the positive effect on creativity coming from a reduced stress and reduced perception 

of role overload. In addition, the feeling of being always on, engendered by an intense 

use of collaborative technology, and coupled with the perception of being always avail-

able to others’ requests, can generate additional perceptions of overload related to the 

sheer number of requests and the handling of multiple colleagues. Also, this latter 

mechanism can counterbalance the positive influence on creativity of an enhanced wok 

life balance provided by the CS. We thus propose that: 
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H3 The positive relationship between work-life balance and creativity is nega-

tively moderated by technology mediated interactions with external actors 

3 Data and Methods 

3.1 Context and data 

Our study is based on data collected thorough a survey sent to individuals working in 

the collaborative spaces of an industrialized region of Northern Italy. The survey in-

volved all the collaborative spaces located throughout the region, with greater density 

in larger cities. The survey reached individuals in different types of collaborative 

spaces, mainly co-working spaces (55% of respondents), business incubators (8%), sci-

ence parks (20%), and hybrid spaces (17%). Co-working spaces are collaborative 

spaces that offer a work environment designed to allow users to work in the same way 

as they do in a traditional office, but shared with other workers, typically professionals, 

freelancers, or people who travel frequently. Members of co-working spaces work in-

dependently but typically share values and have interest in the synergy that can occur 

when working in contact with other people. In particular, co-working spaces are de-

signed to promote creativity and productivity, thus combining the economic benefits of 

a shared office with an environment designed to stimulate innovation [7]. Business in-

cubators or business centers are designed to accelerate the development of companies 

providing a series of resources to support businesses, services, and a network of con-

tacts. Incubators vary in the way they provide their services, their organizational struc-

ture, and the type of customers they serve. Science parks are built to support and to 

promote technological transfer between universities, public organizations and private 

companies, and often host incubators of university spin-offs. Among the spaces studied, 

there are spaces that have features common to several types, i.e. hybrid spaces. 

We first created a list of all the collaborative spaces of the region by looking at doc-

uments and searching on the web. The main keywords used were: "Name of province 

+ collaborative spaces", "Name of province + incubator", + "Name of province + inno-

vation hub", "Name of province + coworking", "Name of province + creative space". 

The initial list included 73 spaces. Since some of the spaces of our first list did not seem 

fully consistent with our definition of collaborative space (e.g. they appeared more as 

‘rented office space’ than a co-working space), we called a referent person in those 

spaces to ask for more information. At the same time, we performed an accurate anal-

ysis of their website. As a consequence, we eliminated some of the spaces from our 

research. Our final list included 66 spaces. We then developed a multi-section ques-

tionnaire that explores the individual work-related and social experience within collab-

orative spaces, focusing on constructs such as work-life balance, face to face interac-

tions, work interactions mediated by technology tools, perceptions of innovation cli-

mate, and creativity. The questionnaire was initially created in English and then trans-

lated into Italian with a translation–back translation procedure [37]. 

The survey was submitted to individuals working in all selected collaborative spaces. 

We got responses from 132 individuals working in 27 collaborative spaces (co-work-

ing, scientific park, hybrid, hub, business incubator). The average age of respondents 
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was 37 years (s.d. = 8.9) and the majority of the population sample were males (61%). 

67% of the population sample declared themselves “self-employed”. As far as their 

education is concerned, most of them had a graduate or undergraduate degree (master’s 

degree 35%, bachelor’s degree 20%), 21% held a high school diploma, 11% had a post-

graduate degree master, and 5% had a PhD. 

3.2 Measures and analyses 

Dependent variable. To measure creativity, we followed Sue‐Chan and Hempel’s 

[38] guidelines and recognized that novelty and usefulness are two components of cre-

ativity. Novelty was evaluated asking the degree of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale 

with the following statements: “I have original ideas”, “I often have a fresh approach 

to problems”, “I have a unique perspective”, “I generate unprecedented solutions to a 

problem”, “My solution is often different from traditional ways of doing a task”, “My 

solution is out-of-the box” [38]. The Cronbach Alpha was 0.89. 

Usefulness was evaluated using six items: “I develop solutions focused on the needs 

of the user, not on the functions of a product”, “I produce simple solutions to problems”,  

“I identify opportunities for implementing new products/processes”, “I develop ade-

quate plans for the implementation of new ideas”, “I integrate multiple perspectives in 

a constructive manner”, “I combine ideas in a constructive manner” [38]. The Cronbach 

Alpha was 0.85. 

Considering that Amabile [39-41], when referring to a product or service, defined 

creativity as new, appropriate or useful and since most of the studies concerning crea-

tivity in organizational field are consistent with the definition of Amabile (e.g. [42, 43]) 

we studied creativity as a composite measure computed as the average of novelty and 

usefulness (α =0.91). 

Independent variables. We measured the individual experience of work-life bal-

ance using the scale of Work-life Balance Satisfaction developed by Valcour [44]. Re-

spondents were asked to express their degree of satisfaction (using a Likert scale, from 

1 – “very dissatisfied” to 7 – “very satisfied”) with the following items: “The way you 

divide your time between work and personal or family life”, “The way you divide your 

attention between work and home”, “How well your work-life and your personal or 

family life fit together”, “Your ability to balance the needs of your job with those of 

your personal or family life”, “The opportunity you have to perform your job well and 

yet be able to perform home-related duties adequately”. The Cronbach Alpha was 0.94. 

The frequency of work interaction with external actors mediated by technology was 

collected through a  7-point frequency scale where: 1 – “never”, 2 – “annually or less”, 

3 – “many times per year”, 4 – “many times per month”, 5 – “many times per week”, 6 

– “many times per day”, 7 - “many times per hour”, by asking to respondents to answer 

the following items: “How frequently do you have synchronous, i.e. same time, tech-

nology-mediated communication (e.g. phone calls, video conference, instant messag-

ing) with others (e.g., work colleagues or clients who are not members of the 

CS)?”,“How frequently do you have asynchronous technology-mediated interactions 

(e.g. exchange of emails, SMS, voice messages) with others (e.g., work colleagues or 
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clients who are not members of the CS)?”. The final variable we used was computed as 

the mean of the two measures. 

Control variables. We used several control variables, i.e. climate for innovation, 

type of employment, education, gender, and age. The literature on creativity has shown 

how the climate for innovation promoted in the environment significantly influences 

the level of creativity of the outputs (e.g. [45, 46]). We, therefore, used the climate for 

innovation as a control variable. We adapted the scale designed by Scott and Bruce [47] 

for traditional organizational contexts to the case of a collaborative space and selected 

4 meaningful items. In particular the survey asked to report on a 7-point Likert scale 

the level of agreement with the following statements: “Creativity is encouraged in this 

CS”, “This CS can be described as flexible and continually adapting to change”, “This 

CS is open and responsive to change”, “Assistance in developing new ideas is readily 

available in this CS”, “There are adequate resources devoted to innovation in this CS”. 

The Cronbach Alpha was 0.92. 

We considered that individuals who are self-employed may be more entrepreneurial 

and creative. Thus, we controlled for the form of employment with a dummy measure 

in which 0 = Employed and 1 = Self-Employed. We asked respondents to choose the 

employment status that best described them from a short list - created with 6 items 

reflecting the types of employment in Italy - and then merging the six collection items 

into the two macro categories.  

The educational level may impact the ability of individuals to develop new ideas in 

specialized fields [48]. Thus, the educational level was collected asking to choose one 

of the following items: 1 secondary school, 2 professional qualification, 3 high school 

Diploma, 4 bachelor’s degree, 5 master’s degree, 6 master post degree, 7 Ph.D., 8 oth-

ers. 

We also controlled for gender with a dummy variable (coded 0 = female, 1 = male). 

Although there is no evidence that gender influences creativity, the literature recognizes 

that female professionals have sometimes fewer access to resources that can be funda-

mental to initiate and develop creative ideas [49]. 

Age may be a proxy of one’s experiences. Previous experiences, especially in terms 

of breadth can be predictors of one’s capability to spot new innovative courses of ac-

tions. We thus controlled for the age of each respondent, calculated from year of birth 

(reference year is 2018, when the data collection was completed). 

Analyses. The described variables were used to run OLS models. Model 1 and 2 test 

the direct effects of the control and independent variables on creativity, through a mul-

tiple linear regression analysis. In order to test for moderation, we centered our varia-

bles. Model 3 tests the role of moderator of the frequency of work interactions with 

external actors mediated by the use of technologies, through a moderated multiple re-

gression analysis. We used the variance inflation factor (VIF) to rule out issues of mul-

ticollinearity. The maximum VIF was 1.14 and the average VIF was 1.10. Therefore, 

we do not have reasons to suspect that multicollinearity was a problem. We recognize 

that common method bias may be a problem in our dataset. However, previous studies 

on individual creativity have extensively tested models where dependent and independ-

ent variables came from the same source, since “employees themselves are best suited 
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to report creativity because they are aware of the subtle things they do in their jobs that 

make them creative” [1, 50, 51].  

In addition, we decided to keep self-reported variables considering the particular 

context of our study. CSs are mostly attended by self-employed professionals and free-

lancers, and these professions are practiced in multiple and distinct professional fields, 

for example, computer programming, design, journalism, etc. Given such heterogene-

ity, it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to identify a common source of ex-

ternal data on individual creativity (for example the number of awards received, or an 

evaluation provided by a client or another stakeholder). 

Also, it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to ask other individuals (e.g. 

managers, stakeholders) to evaluate the creative performance of our informants, be-

cause many of the individuals working in collaborative spaces are freelancers and indi-

vidual contractors. The managers of the CS do not have specific knowledge in all the 

occupational fields covered by coworkers, and it is difficult for them to have all the 

necessary information to judge the creativity of inhabitants of a CS. 

We thus followed Ng and Feldman [52], who argue that the presence of individual 

and/or contextual factors can make the self-assessment of creativity acceptable or more 

appropriate. According to these authors, using creativity self-assessments is acceptable 

when the individual's creative changes or performance may not be visible to a third 

person. To conclude, in agreement with Kaufman [53], although self-assessment is not 

the best method to collect measures of individual creativity, it is acceptable when the 

conditions of research make it necessary.  

To contain the effect of common method bias, in our questionnaire we separated the 

independent and dependent variables [54]. To further evaluate the problem, we com-

puted the Harman’s single factor test in which all items (measuring latent variables) are 

loaded into one common factor (Podsakoff et al., 2012). The total variance for a single 

factor was less than 50% (total variance = 0.32), suggesting that common method bias 

did not affect your data, hence our results. 

4 Results 

Table 1 presents a correlation matrix and descriptive statistics for all the measured var-

iables. Not surprisingly for collaborative spaces devoted to innovation, the descriptive 

statistics show high levels of perceptions of climate for innovation (mean = 5.24, s.d. = 

1.39). Above average values were also recorded for the perception of the work-life bal-

ance satisfaction level (mean = 4.75, s.d. = 1.33) and for the frequency of work inter-

actions with external actors mediated by technology (mean = 4.91, s.d. = 1.63). In ac-

cordance with the hypotheses of our study, creativity is significantly and positively cor-

related with the level of personal satisfaction about work-life balance, as well as with 

the climate for innovation. Furthermore, there is also a positive correlation between 

creativity and frequency of work interaction with external actors mediated by technol-

ogy. 
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Table 1.  Univariate statistics and Pearson correlations among study variables (N = 132).  

 
 

Table 2 presents the results of the regression analysis. In model 1, only climate for 

innovation was significantly related to creativity ( = 0.24; p<0.001). The results of the 

regression in model 2 show the satisfaction of the individual work-life balance is posi-

tively associated to creativity (= 0.12; p<0.05), providing support for  our first hypoth-

esis, H1: The higher the perceived level of work-life balance experience through the 

collaborative space, the higher the creativity. 

Our second hypothesis pertains to the direct effect of frequency of work interactions 

with external actors to CS enabled by technology, on creativity. In Model 2 there is not 

a significant relationship between technology mediated interactions and creativity, sug-

gesting that H2 is not supported. 

In model 3 we test the interaction effect between work-life balance experience through 

the collaborative space and technology mediated interactions with external actors on 

creativity. Consistently with H3, we find that the moderating effect is negative and sig-

nificant ( = - 0.10; p<0.001). The plot in Figure 2 shows that, at low levels of technol-

ogy mediated interactions with external actors, there is a positive relationship between 

work-life balance and creativity. However, at high levels of technology mediated inter-

action the effect of work-life balance on creativity seems marginal, if not negative.  

Table 2.  Results of regression analysis. 

 
p< 0.001 ‘***’, p< 0.01 ‘**’, p< 0.05 ‘*’ 
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The frequency of work interactions mediated by collaborative technology was investi-

gated through two separate questions asked to respondents: one referring to synchro-

nous technology interaction work (e.g., via conference calls) and the other related to 

asynchronous technology interaction work (e.g. through emails). By analyzing the data 

of the single answers, it is possible to further deepen our analysis. We re-ran models 2 

and 3, using synchronous technology mediated interactions with external actors and 

asynchronous technology mediated interactions with external actors. The results of 

these four new models replicate the results already discussed of model 2 and model 3 

in Table 2, i.e. there is no different effect on the dependent variable if the technologies 

that mediate the working interaction are synchronous or asynchronous. 

 

 

Fig. 2.  Plot of interaction effect between technology mediated interactions with external actors 

and work-life balance on creativity  

5 Discussions and conclusions 

The aim of this paper was to investigate the experience of professionals working in 

collaborative spaces, such as co-working spaces and innovation labs, created for en-

hancing individual and group creativity. We wanted to move beyond the common rhet-

oric that collaborative spaces impact on creativity by increasing individual well-being 

and by stimulating face to face interactions (e.g., [7, 55]) and recognize the fundamental 

role played by collaborative technology in such environments. Our study focused on 
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how the positive resources related to work-life balance in collaborative spaces interplay 

with the use of collaborative technology in affecting individual creativity. 

Our survey analysis, conducted in 27 collaborative spaces in a highly industrialized 

area of Northern Italy, provides support for our theorizing. In particular, we first hy-

pothesized and found that perceptions of work-life balance are positively associated to 

increased creativity in collaborative spaces. These results are in accordance with previ-

ous literature that has linked the implications of a positive interface between work and 

life domains to individual success in organizations [56]. Most of the literature on work-

life balance, however, is based on empirical data collected in traditional work contexts, 

e.g. large companies, public organizations, small and medium enterprises [57], and of-

ten does not take into account the changing nature of the workplace. Research has re-

cently started to address the issue of work-life balance in relation to telework, smart 

work, and flexible work arrangements (e.g., [58, 59]). Our research contributes to this 

emerging debate by showing the importance of work-life balance for innovation in non-

traditional contexts, in particular in collaborative spaces.  

Second, we hypothesized that technology mediated interactions with actors outside 

of the CS are related to increased creativity. In CSs multiple opportunities are offered 

to interact face to face with other occupants of the space, e.g. meetings, social events, 

spatial features. Technology mediated interactions are fundamental to get in, or main-

tain, interaction with external actors. Such external interactions are instrumental to get 

new ideas, to access resources, and to be exposed to different points of view. However, 

contrary to our expectations, our second hypothesis was not supported because we did 

not find a significant effect for the relationship between the aggregated measure of 

technology mediated interactions and creativity and the same happened when we dis-

tinguished between synchronous and asynchronous technology use.  

The role and implications of technology-mediated interactions (both synchronous 

and asynchronous) are further elucidated by the results of our third hypothesis that 

shows how the effect of work-life balance on creativity is negatively moderated by the 

frequency of technology mediated interactions with external actors. Thus, our results 

point out that the ability to exploit the positive resources developed thanks to the expe-

rience in CS (in our case in terms of enhanced work-life balance afforded by increase 

work flexibility) is contingent to the way individuals make use of other types of re-

sources (in our case collaborative technology). Requests and interactions (both in real 

time or deferrable), arguably through an increase in the perception of role overload, 

may reduce the positive implications of the wellbeing offered by a collaborative space 

to creativity, thus providing a more nuanced understanding of how creative processes 

play out in new flexible and boundaryless workplaces. These results also contribute to 

understand the implications of collaborative technology on innovative and creative 

work in general, and in collaborative spaces in particular. Interestingly, very few or-

ganizational scholars have specifically taken into account the role of technology medi-

ated interactions on creativity (see Burkhardt et al., [60]  for a meaningful example) 

and none have considered the diverse effects provided by different types of mediated 

interactions. We thus contribute to this emerging field. 

This work offers practical implications for designers, managers, and workers of col-

laborative spaces. First, when designing collaborative spaces, architects and designers 
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should consider the sociotechnical nature of a collaborative space. They should design 

the physical characteristics of the space taking into account (and possibly integrating 

within their design) the role played by collaborative technology. Managers of collabo-

rative spaces should be aware of the fundamental role played by collaborative technol-

ogy in fostering innovation results. Even if we know that collaborative spaces allowing 

spontaneous interactions may favor unexpected forms of knowledge exchanges also 

between people belonging to different communities [61], space managers should not 

just focus on fostering face to face interactions within the space, by also offer additional 

opportunities for interactions with external actors. For instance, they could institute 

webinars or offer specific platforms that could be accessed both by members of the 

space as well as by external constituencies. However, in doing so, they should be care-

ful in not overwhelming individuals with technologies that require them to be always 

‘on’. Finally, workers should recognize that the wellbeing guaranteed by the space may 

lead to their increased creativity only when they enact certain interaction patterns. En-

acting a targeted and ‘regulated’ use of collaborative technologies with actors outside 

of the space may be a strategy to get the best out of the flexibility offered by a collab-

orative space. 

This work is not, of course, without limitations. We collected our data in a limited 

number of spaces and with a limited number of respondents. Although the context of 

our data collection (a highly industrialized area) is extremely relevant and representa-

tive of knowledge intensive contexts, future work should replicate and extend our study 

in other contexts. The dataset we have used relies on data coming from a single source. 

Although we have ruled out possible issues related to common method bias, future 

studies should explore ways to assess creativity outcomes through other sources (expert 

evaluations, documents, client’s evaluations). Although it is not easy to obtain multi-

sources for the detection of individual creativity in the context examined, and, as al-

ready discussed in the methodology, there is a theoretical motivation for using self-

assessment to measure creativity, we believe it is useful to try to integrate the study 

with additional measures of creativity coming from other sources, such as opinions of 

clients and supervisors of freelances or peers. As an alternative measure, it could be 

interesting to develop a new measure of self-assessment of creativity that incorporates 

assessments from freelances at different points in time. 

Our paper has started to explore the different roles played by different technologies 

on the work experiences of inhabitants of collaborative spaces. We believe more efforts 

should be put in place to distinguish the different uses and affordances of collaborative 

technology in collaborative spaces, for instance by distinguishing different type of tech-

nology (e.g., social media, instant messaging system), the provider of the technology 

(e.g., the individual worker, the collaborative space), and the multiple interpretations 

that different professionals may develop about the use of a technology (e.g., designers, 

engineers, creative workers).  

Another direction for future research could be investigating whether the type of pro-

fession may differentially affect creativity processes in the context of CSs. We propose 

to distinguish professions into macro-categories, for instance technology-oriented pro-

fessions and non-technology-oriented professions. This way we can create a dummy 
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variable that could act as a control variable for the professional background and test if 

it plays a direct or moderating role. 

Another possible avenue could be to investigate how collaborative spaces can reduce 

the negative effect of technology in relation to the work-life balance of the individual. 

Indeed, these spaces can offer physical and mental boundaries to the worker, thanks to 

which workers could better manage their online status, thus becoming more focused on 

their task, instead of being continually distracted by the invasiveness of technology. 
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