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ABSTRACT 

Cultural Brokerage and Creativity:  
How Individuals’ Bridging of Cultural Holes Affect Creativity 

Yoonjin Choi 

 

 Creativity often involves combining existing ideas and knowledge in novel ways.  As 

such, individuals’ access to diverse information and knowledge via social networks has been 

considered an important determinant of creativity.  In this dissertation, I propose another factor 

to explain why some individuals are more likely than others to generate creative ideas: their 

ability to bridge disconnected cultural frames inside their organization.  I draw on the cultural 

holes argument (Pachucki & Breiger, 2010) that cultural frames are connected through the 

persons that employ them (DiMaggio, 1987), and disconnections between cultural frames (i.e., 

cultural holes) can inhibit the exchange of ideas and knowledge among individuals.  Thus, I 

conceptualize organization’s culture as a cultural network where the nodes represent the cultural 

frames its members use and the connections between two nodes represent the overlap of their 

users.  I argue that while cultural holes inside an organization can present barriers for the 

exchange of ideas and information for those that do not share cultural referents, they also create 

opportunities for generating novel ideas for those that can bridge them.  Bridging cultural holes, 

or cultural brokerage, enables individuals to utilize a wider range of information that is 

available, and recognize opportunities and combinations of information that others may not be 

able to see.  The heart of this dissertation is this notion that individuals’ position in the cultural 

network and the patterns of cultural frames they use affect the diversity of information and 

knowledge they can process and as a result, their ability to generate creative ideas.  In Chapters 3 

and 4, I test this theory in two very different contexts: (1) an e-commerce company located in 



	

South Korea; and (2) two executive MBA groups at a U.S. university.  I employ novel methods 

for measuring individuals’ use of culture and map out the cultural networks as well as the 

cultural holes inside the organizations.  In both studies, controlling for social network brokerage 

and cultural fit, I find that cultural brokerage leads to the generation of creative ideas.  More 

specifically, individuals who use loosely connected cultural frames were more likely to generate 

creative ideas compared to those that use cultural frames that are cohesively connected.  In 

Chapter 5, I explore the question of who becomes cultural brokers with data collected from the 

two studies introduced in Chapters 3 and 4.  I find both personal and contextual factors that are 

associated with cultural brokerage.  Overall, these findings provide insight into how individuals’ 

different use of their organization’s culture affect the diversity of information they can utilize 

inside the organization and as a result, their ability to generate creative ideas.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 

In organizations, some individuals are more likely than others to be able to think 

differently and find novel solutions to problems.  One critical factor that determines why some 

people are more creative than others is the ability to connect disparate information and 

knowledge.  Creativity often involves combining existing ideas and knowledge in novel ways.  

Therefore, being able to access, absorb, and integrate divergent information are important 

creative skills.  Accordingly, many organizational scholars have studied one’s position in the 

social network as a determinant of creativity and innovation (Brass, 1995; Burt, 2004).  This 

literature posits that individuals positioned near structural holes in their social networks—i.e., 

individuals who are positioned to bridge otherwise disconnected groups—are more likely to gain 

access to non-redundant information and therefore are more likely to recognize novel 

combinations of information.  Other scholars have taken a more relational conception of 

brokerage and focused on individuals who take on boundary-spanning roles regardless of their 

network positions (e.g., Obstfeld, 2005; Lingo and O’Mahony, 2011).  In this dissertation, I 

propose another factor that may explain why some people are more likely than others to be able 

to connect divergent information and generate creative ideas: their ability to bridge disconnected 

cultural frames inside the organization.   

Culture shapes how individuals interpret, understand, and respond to various events and 

information in the given social context.  Scholars have looked at how national or organizational 

culture impacts the creative abilities of individuals embedded within it (Shane, 1992; Tellis, 

Prabhu, & Chandy, 2009).  However, prior research on culture and creativity has focused mainly 

on cross-cultural differences, particularly how social groups from different cultures differ in their 

collective level of creativity.  Prior research has not examined individual differences within the 
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same social group—that is, how members of the same social group differ in their level of 

creativity as a function of how they use their group-specific culture.  If culture shapes how its 

members interpret and respond to various issues and consequently their creativity at the 

collective level, then it is plausible that individuals may differ in their creative ability as a 

function of differences in the cultural frames they routinely use within the organization.  

For instance, imagine an organization in which technology-driven factors (e.g., “We 

should build something state-of-the-art”) represent the dominant frame in the organization’s 

culture, while market-driven factors (e.g., “We should build something that sells”) constitute a 

peripheral frame.  Within this organization, a member who only uses the technology frame and 

another member who uses both the market and technology frames would differ in how they 

define problems, process new information, and generate potential solutions.  A market report on 

recent changes in consumer tastes presented during a meeting may seem irrelevant to a member 

who only uses the technology frame, while the same report may spark a new way of approaching 

a problem for a member who uses both market and technology frames. 

The heart of my dissertation is this idea that the combinations of cultural frames 

individuals use affect the diversity of information and knowledge they can process and as a 

result, their ability to generate creative ideas.  More specifically, I argue that individuals who use 

loosely connected cultural frames are more likely to generate creative ideas compared to those 

that use cultural frames that are cohesively connected.  I adopt the cultural holes argument 

(Pachucki & Breiger, 2010) that cultural frames are connected to one another through the people 

that employ them (DiMaggio, 1987).  Disconnections between cultural frames—i.e. cultural 

holes—can weaken existing social relations or make new relations impossible (Vilhena et al., 

2014).  I expand on this notion and argue that while cultural holes present barriers for the 
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exchange of ideas and information for those that do not share cultural referents, they also create 

opportunities for generating novel ideas for those that can bridge them.  Bridging cultural holes, 

or cultural brokerage, enables individuals to utilize a wider range of information that is 

available, and recognize opportunities and combinations of information that others may not be 

able to see.  

In Chapter 2, I review the contemporary scholarship on culture, social networks and 

cultural networks in regards to creativity.  Then, I elaborate how I conceptualize Cultural 

Brokerage by expanding on these three streams of literature.  Specifically, I adopt the notion of 

cultural holes to an organizational context, and describe how loosely connected cultural frames 

in the organization can affect the ways members exchange information and communicate with 

one another.  I then argue that cultural holes can provide an opportunity for competitive 

advantage to those that can bridge them, those whom I label as Cultural Brokers.  I also describe 

how Cultural Brokerage is theoretically related, but distinct from Cultural Fit and Network 

Constraint.  With this groundwork, in Chapters 3 and 4, I empirically examine the relationship 

between Cultural Brokerage and individual creativity at work.  In Chapter 3, I introduce Study 1 

that was conducted in an IT firm in South Korea.  I illustrate the methods I used to construct 

cultural network of this organization and how I measured its members’ cultural brokerage from 

the cultural network.  I also introduce the idea tournament I conducted at the site and the 

empirical finding on cultural brokerage and one’s success in the idea tournament.  In Chapter 4, I 

introduce Study 2 which is a quasi-experiment conducted at an executive MBA program in a 

large university located in the United States.  I illustrate how Study 2 address some of the 

limitations of the research design presented in Chapter 3, and present empirical results that 

further confirm my hypothesis on cultural brokerage and creativity.  In Chapter 5, I explore some 
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of the contextual as well as non-contextual (personal) factors that can foster one’s cultural 

brokerage inside an organization with data collected from Study 1 and Study 2.  Finally, Chapter 

6 discusses contributions to the literature and directions for further research. 

In sum, taken together, my dissertation research provides initial insights into how 

individuals’ different configurations of cultural frames, specifically their different levels of 

Cultural Brokerage, can shape their ability to collect and interpret various information and 

knowledge within an organization and, as a result, lead to differences in creativity performance.     
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CHAPTER 2. CULTURAL BROKERAGE—THEORY 
 

In this chapter, I present my theory on cultural brokerage and creativity.  I will first 

review three streams of research that are relevant to my dissertation—research on culture, social 

networks and cultural networks.  I will then elaborate how I conceptualize cultural brokerage, 

and how it relates to individuals’ creativity inside an organization. 

 

2.1. Research on Culture and Creativity 
 

Culture shapes what people pay attention to and what they ignore, how they define 

problems, and, ultimately, how they respond to problems.  Thus, scholars have looked at how 

culture-- at the organizational as well as at the national level-- impacts the creative abilities of 

individuals that are embedded inside.  For instance, Tellis, Prabhu, and Chandy (2009) found that 

radical innovations were more likely to emerge when an organization’s culture had a higher risk 

tolerance, was future oriented, and promoted cannibalizing existing products.  Studying culture 

at the national level, Shane (1992) found that individualistic and non- hierarchical societies were 

more inventive than collectivistic hierarchical ones.  And because individuals embedded in 

different national cultures differ in how they think and approach creative problems, being 

exposed to multiple cultures is found to have a positive effect on individual creativity (Leung, 

Maddux, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008; Tadmor, Galinsky, & Maddux, 2012).  Related, studies have 

found that teams consist of individuals from various cultural backgrounds are more likely to 

excel on creative tasks because these teams are able to draw from a wider set of perspectives and 

information (Paulus & Brown, 2003; Paulus, Larey, & Dzindolet, 2001; Tadmor et al., 2012).  In 

sum, there is a rich literature on how national or organizational culture impacts the creative 



	 6 

abilities of individuals embedded within it (Shane, 1992; Tellis, Prabhu, & Chandy, 2009).  

However, prior research on culture and creativity has focused mainly on cross-cultural 

differences, and has not examined individual differences within the same social group—that is, 

how members of the same social group differ in their level of creativity as a function of how they 

incorporate their group-specific culture.   

I believe that this gap in literature is related to how scholars conceptualize and study 

culture.  Traditionally, scholars had conceptualized culture as a monolithic variable that is 

unitary and coherent.  Such view of culture assumed clustering of cultural elements within social 

groups and pressure for the exclusion of inconsistent elements.  Culture was mostly 

conceptualized as a fixed set of internalized values and rules that generate consistent behaviors 

from its members.  After socialization, it was thought that individuals’ actions within a social 

group would eventually conform to and reproduce its culture.  Thus, scholars focused more on 

the cross- cultural differences, and less on how individuals embedded in the same social group 

would incorporate their culture in different ways.  Within a social context, any differences in 

how members understand and incorporate their culture was viewed more as an anomaly or a 

result of failed socialization.  

In recent years, many scholars have moved away from such monolithic view of culture, 

and have started to acknowledge that cultural elements within a social group are divergent and 

may manifest in varying, unsystematic ways.  Under this view, culture is now seen as a “toolkit” 

(Swidler 1986), “repertoire” (Tilly 1993), and/or a “grab-bag” (Kellog 2011) of divergent 

elements—frames, scripts, and practices—that individuals draw from to make sense of situations 

and construct strategies of actions.  Scholars have applied this so-called “toolkits” approach in 

various settings to examine how individuals use cultural resources, for example to frame the 



	 7 

direction of change and its implementation in social movements (Weber, Heinze, & DeSoucey, 

2008), to make sense of their employment (Van Hook & Bean, 2009), and to influence the 

decisions of the judge in court cases (McPherson & Sauder, 2013), to name a few.  In contrast to 

past literatures that focused on how culture constrains and conforms individuals’ actions, the 

toolkits approach puts more emphasis on how individual assemble bits and pieces of culture in 

different ways and as a result, get variety of different outcomes while being embedded in the 

same culture.  While scholars still believe that “culture constrains people’s capacity to imagine 

alternatives to existing arrangements,”, they now also acknowledge that people can use different 

configurations of cultural elements and see different consequences as a result.   

Despite such recent developments, however, not much has been done to apply this new 

view of culture to study organizational culture and to understand how organizational culture 

affects its members.  It is possible that the difference in how individuals understand, and use 

their organizational culture can lead to differences in their performance and attainment inside the 

organization.  Related, Small and colleagues (2010) suggested that “some actors may have 

greater horizons of possibility because they have a wider array of repertoires of action” (Small et 

al., 2010, p.10).  I explore this possibility in my dissertation, specifically in the creativity 

domain.  More specifically, I explore how using a wider range of cultural frame inside the 

organization can affect one’s ability to generate creative ideas.   

 

2.2. Research on Social Networks and Creativity 
 

 An actor’s position in the social network structure is one of the factor that has been 

widely studied as determinant of creativity.  Key ideas behind this stream of research on social 

network and creativity is that information is more homogeneous within than between groups and 
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therefore, individuals that occupy a brokerage network position that spans structural holes gain 

access to a more diverse and unique information (Aral & Van Alstyne, 2011; Burt, 2004).  By 

taking advantage of their network position, network brokers are not only more likely to generate 

creative ideas (Burt, 2004) but they also have higher odds of receiving promotions, better job 

evaluations and salary increases (Burt, 1992; Perry-Smith, 2006; Fleming, Mingo and Chen, 

2007).   

An implicit assumption behind this line of research is that the diversity of information 

individuals receive via their social network is directly related to their success at re-combining 

and synthesizing information into novel ideas.  However, despite having access to the same set 

of information, individuals may differ in how they selectively appreciate and use available 

information.  When given access to same information, some people may be able to interpret a 

wider range of information more fluently and recognize novel combinations of knowledge and 

ideas that others cannot.  Studies have shown that those who have access to diverse information 

through their social networks may not always know how to integrate and synthesize that 

information into creative output (Lingo & O’Mahony, 2010; Carlile, 2004).  In fact, Burt (2010; 

Burt, Kilduff, and Tasselli, 2013) found a substantial variation in the ability to generate good 

ideas among network brokers who span structural holes.  As Burt, Jannotta and Mahoney 

(1998:65) suggests, “network structure can be measured for its entrepreneurial opportunities… 

But, opportunities do not by themselves turn into achievement.”   

Moreover, individuals are exposed to new information and knowledge via various routes, 

including but not limited to their social networks.  An employee may hear about an industry 

trend from an outside expert invited to the organization’s internal seminar, learn about another 

employee’s idea during a brainstorming meeting, or read a market report generated from another 
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branch at a distant location by accessing the organization’s knowledge database.  Thus, 

individuals’ social network structure is not the sole determinant for the diversity of information 

individuals have access to.  In this dissertation, I focus on cultural frames and how using 

different composition of cultural frames affect the diversity of information individuals can 

utilize. 

Frames are filters that individuals use to decide what to pay attention to and what to 

ignore, how to define problems, and how to collect additional information to solve problems.  By 

cultural frames, I refer to frames that individuals use inside the organization to interpret their 

organizational activities.  Different individuals may process the same information in different 

ways and generate different outputs depending on which cultural frames they use.  A piece of 

information that seems irrelevant to one person may spark a new way of approaching a problem 

in another because of the different cultural frames they use to understand and interpret situations 

in their organization.  In an ethnographic study, Kaplan (2008) explains how individuals’ frames 

shaped the ways they understood problems as well as how they gathered, analyzed, and 

interpreted information to solve problems.  One of her interviewees described other members in 

the organization with a different frame as follows: “If they find facts to support their view, they 

grab it at face value.  Anything that contradicts their view, they put through a micro-fine sieve” 

(Kaplan, 2008: 737).  Westenholz (1993) makes a similar observation and states that “the 

individual stays within his or her existing frame of reference and chooses the environmental 

responses that confirm this frame of reference” (Westenholz, 1993: 38).  Even when information 

and knowledge are provided to everyone in the organization, only certain members may be able 

to fully appreciate it and put it to creative use.  I argue that one of factors that shape such an 

ability is the diversity of cultural frames one uses. 



	 10 

2.3.  Research on Cultural Networks 
 

To conceptualize “diversity” of cultural frames, I adopt the notion of cultural networks 

and cultural holes.  This line of research is based on the idea that cultural elements are connected 

to one another through those who employ them (DiMaggio, 1987).  Two cultural elements can be 

thought as ‘similar’ to the extent they share overlapping audience that use them both.  For 

instance, Lizardo (2014) built a two-mode network of individuals and the cultural products they 

consume.  He argued that cultural products such as rap music and gospel music can be 

considered as more different in the sense that they share few common audience members, 

whereas country music and classic rock are more similar because many audience members enjoy 

both.   

Studying “cultural networks” between individuals in such ways allows us to better 

understand the social relations between them.  One can imagine that a country music fan and a 

classic rock fan may have an easier time communicating and taking one another’s perspectives as 

compared to a rap music fan and a gospel music fan.  In other words, lack of common culture—

whether it is shared perspectives, musical tastes, or interests—may keep apart individuals who 

are structurally or physically proximate (Pachucki & Breiger, 2010; Vilhena et al., 2014).  

Pachucki and Breiger (2010) used the term “cultural hole” to refer to such gaps in cultural-choice 

patterns.  While a cultural hole can impede social relations between those who do not share 

culture referents, it also presents opportunities for individuals who can bridge the hole.  In my 

dissertation, I focus on the bridging of cultural holes in an organization’s cultural network and 

the competitive advantage that cultural brokerage can provide in the creativity domain.  

The notion that being able to bridge different cultures (e.g., different beliefs, 

perspectives, or meanings) that others cannot bridge can lead to various benefits is not new. 
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Diversity, especially diversity of perspectives and knowledge, is considered as one of the 

important factors for collaborative creativity.  However, diverse perspectives do not 

automatically lead to creative results (cf. Dahlin, Weingart, & Hinds, 2005).  In fact, several 

scholars have used the term Cultural Brokerage to describe the bridging of different cultures, 

such as different nationalities (Jang, 2017), ethnic groups, or social classes (Giorgi, Bartunek, & 

King, 2017).  For instance, Jang (2017) studies multi-cultural teams and describes the important 

role of cultural broker that can coordinate between team-members with different national 

cultures.  However, most of this research studies teams and how their collaborative creativity is 

affected by the composition of team members with different job-type (e.g., functional diversity; 

Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002) or with different nationalities or race.  Less attention has been paid 

to how individuals embedded in the same culture can differ in their perspectives due to their 

differences in how they enact their organizational culture.  More importantly, by applying 

methods from network analysis and the notion of cultural holes, I am able to study cultural 

brokerage in a more systematic way. 

 

2.4. Cultural Holes and Cultural Brokerage 
  

 In sum, I theorize that the patterns of cultural frames individuals use affect the diversity 

of information and knowledge they can process and as a result, their ability to generate creative 

ideas.  I adopt the cultural holes argument (Pachucki & Breiger, 2010) that cultural frames are 

connected to one another through the people that employ them (DiMaggio, 1987).  

Disconnections between cultural frames—i.e. cultural holes—can weaken existing social 

relations or make new relations impossible (Vilhena et al., 2014).  I expand on this notion and 

argue that while cultural holes present barriers for the exchange of ideas and information for 
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those that do not share cultural referents, they also create opportunities for generating novel ideas 

for those that can bridge them.  Bridging cultural holes, or cultural brokerage, enables 

individuals to utilize a wider range of information that is available, and recognize opportunities 

and combinations of information that others may not be able to see.  Thus, individuals who use 

loosely connected cultural frames (i.e., more likely to bridge cultural holes and have higher 

cultural brokerage score) are more likely to generate creative ideas compared to those that use 

cultural frames that are cohesively connected.   

 Let me elaborate further with an example.  Imagine an employee who uses the frame of 

“teamwork” and another employee who uses the frame of “efficiency” to interpret situations in 

their organization.   These two employees may find it difficult to effectively communicate with 

each other for various reasons.  They may differ in how they prioritize issues, define problems, 

and generate strategies to tackle the same problem.  Such differences in perspective can lead to 

difficulty in day-to-day communication as well as difficulty in discussing important issues and 

sharing ideas.   Even when the issue at hand is not directly related to teamwork or efficiency, the 

two may fail to exchange ideas or take the perspective of the other because of the gap in how 

they interpret and understand situations in general.  Leonardi (2011) uses the term “innovation 

blindness” to describe how cultural differences between departments in an organization caused 

them to understand a new technology differently and, more importantly, how the departments 

“were blind to the reasons why others disagreed with them” (Leonardi, 2011, p. 363). 

Now imagine a third person who uses both cultural frames of teamwork and efficiency. 

This third person can share the perspectives of the other two and, as a result, effectively 

communicate with both (Leonardi, 2011; Obstfeld, 2005; 2017).  More importantly, this third 

person is able to recognize potential opportunities and synthesize knowledge and ideas in ways 
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that the other two cannot.  For instance, if one of those two people proposes a new scheduling 

system based on the efficiency frame, the third person may effectively improve on this idea by 

combining it with the organization’s existing policy created to foster teamwork.  The advantage 

of such a cultural brokerage position would be even larger when there are many others in the 

organization who exclusively use either the teamwork or the efficiency frame.  By bridging the 

two disconnected frames, the third person, who uses both frames, can recognize opportunities 

before others do and appreciate a wider range of information and knowledge.  

 The advantage of cultural brokerage on creativity discussed here is not the same as the 

advantage that network brokers enjoy.  Benefits of network brokerage for creativity are based on 

information arbitrage (Burt, 2004).  Burt (2004) argued that there can be four levels of 

brokerage: 1) making disconnected parties aware of a structural hole, 2) transferring knowledge 

from one group to another, 3) drawing analogies between groups, and 4) synthesizing ideas from 

disconnected groups.  As levels of brokerage go up, it is not sufficient to rely solely on 

information arbitrage.  Many studies have pointed out that the fourth level of brokerage is 

difficult to achieve, because interpreting and integrating information is more complex than 

simply transferring information (Hargadon & Bechky, 2006; Lingo & O’Mahony, 2010).  

Indeed, information arbitrage may not even be necessary for level four brokerage, because, as we 

have argued, parties with different cultural frames may have access to the same information but 

be unable to synthesize it.  Burt’s highest level of brokerage actually represents cultural 

brokerage.   Recognizing this, Burt writes that “brokerage is not valuable for the information it 

provides so much as it is valuable as a forcing function for the cognitive and emotional skills 

required to communicate divergent views” (Burt, 2008: 963).  Social network structure does not 

overlap perfectly with cultural network structure, and the capacity to transfer information is not 
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the same as the capacity to synthesize information (Lingo & O’Mahony, 2010; Obstfeld, 2005).  

As such, cultural brokerage matters in addition to structural brokerage. 

More importantly, cultural holes are not reducible to structural holes, even though 

disconnections in culture and disconnections in social structure are interrelated (Pachucki, 

Breiger, 2010).  As mentioned above, a lack of shared meanings and perspectives between 

individuals can deter the exchange of information and ideas (Vilhena et al., 2014) and, as a 

result, disable social ties between them.  At the same time, frequent interaction between 

individuals can engender a shared culture among them and re-shape their cultural network.  

Nevertheless, cultural holes do not exist only within structural holes and vice versa.  For 

instance, members of a newly created team may quickly form social ties with one another, but it 

may take much longer for team members to share tacit knowledge of roles, codes, and “how to 

work” (De Vaan, Stark, & Vedres, 2015).  In fact, teammates may not be able to bridge the gaps 

in their cognitive frameworks despite their continued interaction (Seidel & O’Mahony, 2014).  

Similarly, consider an individual, A, who simultaneously occupies both a structural hole and a 

cultural hole by the virtue of being connected, structurally and culturally, to two people, B and C, 

who do not know each other and who employ different cultural frames.  The structural hole 

would close if A introduced B to C.  But the cultural hole would probably persist, at least for 

some time, because B and C do not automatically come to share cultural frames simply because 

they know each other.  The dynamics of structural and cultural networks affect one another, but 

the two networks are not the same.  Therefore, I argue that individuals may enjoy a competitive 

advantage by having a certain position in the cultural network, controlling for their position in 

the social network.  
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The notion of cultural brokerage is also distinct from the notion of cultural fit.  While 

there exist various definitions of cultural fit, many scholars would agree that individuals with 

high cultural fit are those whose ways of thinking are well-aligned with those of many others in 

the organization (Mobasseri, Goldberg, & Srivastava, 2018).  In this sense, an individual’s 

cultural fit can be measured as a function of the centrality within an organization’s cultural 

network of the cultural frames the individual uses.  Individuals who use a set of cultural frames 

that are central in the organization’s culture network would be well-aligned with many others in 

the organization in their ways of thinking and acting.  In contrast, cultural brokerage is about 

bridging loosely connected cultural frames.  Whether two cultural frames are central or 

peripheral does not determine whether they are loosely or strongly connected to each other 

(DiMaggio, 1987).  Thus, there is no theoretical reason why cultural brokerage and cultural fit 

should be related.  For instance, an individual who uses cultural frames that are peripheral and 

loosely connected in the cultural network would be low in cultural fit and high in cultural 

brokerage.  Similarly, an individual who uses cultural frames that are central and loosely 

connected in the cultural network will be high in both cultural fit and cultural brokerage.  

 In sum, cultural brokerage is a theoretically distinct concept that is independent of social 

network brokerage and cultural fit.  Subsequently, I will show that cultural brokerage, structural 

brokerage, and cultural fit are empirically distinct in my datasets, and that the effects of cultural 

brokerage occur even when structural brokerage and cultural fit are controlled for.  
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CHAPTER 3.  STUDY 1 
 

Study 1 was conducted at a company in South Korea that provides an e-commerce 

marketplace that allows consumers to connect with local merchants providing goods and services 

(hereafter “the company”).  The company began as a startup in 2010 and experienced rapid 

revenue growth.  At the time of the study, the company employed 1,200 individuals, and its 

annual sales were $250 million USD.  The subjects for this study were employees in the 

company’s IT department, the largest in the company which included 268 people at that time.  

The IT department’s main responsibility was to provide a user-friendly online platform, which 

was considered to be one of the company’s main competitive advantage. 

I obtained basic information (e.g., age, gender, job ranks, and education background) on 

all IT employees from the company’s HR department.  I conducted an online survey in Korean to 

collect data on employees’ cultural frames, ideas, and networks.  The online survey was 

administered over five working days.  I included 217 of 268 employees (81%) who completed 

this survey in the study.  T-tests showed that non-respondents were not significantly different 

from respondents regarding firm tenure, age, team, job rank, and educational background.  To 

measure individuals’ creativity, I hosted an online idea tournament where employees evaluated 

and voted on ideas submitted by others based on their perceptions of two key creativity criteria: 

novelty and usefulness (Amabile, 1996; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; Perry-Smith & Shalley, 

2003).  This voting process was conducted over a two-week period.  During this time, employees 

were able to track how their own and others’ ideas were being evaluated.  After this process, 

employees were given a chance to revise their ideas and submit them again.  Then the revised 

ideas were again posted on the voting site to be evaluated.  In other words, idea tournament 
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consisted of two rounds: an initial submission and re-submission after seeing others’ ideas and 

how one’s own idea performed compared to others in the first round. 

 

 3.1.  Hypotheses 
 

As mentioned, the core idea of my dissertation is that the combinations of cultural frames 

individuals use affect the diversity of information and knowledge they can process.  Individuals 

that use more loosely connected cultural frames—i.e., cultural frames with few overlapping 

users—would more likely be able to utilize a wider range of information and ideas compared to 

individuals that use more cohesively connected cultural frames—i.e., cultural frames with many 

overlapping users.  Therefore, controlling for their differential access to information via social 

ties, individuals that use more loosely connected cultural frames are more likely than individuals 

that use more cohesively connected cultural frames to be able to recognize opportunities and 

generate novel solutions.  Thus, I present the following hypothesis: 

 

H1. Cultural Brokerage will be positively associated with individual’s’ ability to generate 

creative ideas 

 

Because cultural brokerage affects the diversity of information one can process, one can also 

imagine that cultural brokers would be better at learning from others’ ideas and using the same to 

improve their own ideas.  For instance, during a brainstorming session, an individual can learn 

new information from an idea that someone else proposed, regardless of how the proposed idea 

was evaluated by others.  Cultural brokers are more likely to benefit from this new information 

due to their enhanced capacity for processing diverse knowledge.  This information benefit from 
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others’ ideas shared in the evaluative process is expected to work regardless of the quality of 

those ideas, because even an unpopular idea could be used as part of a creative combination, or 

reframed more effectively, by a cultural broker.  In other words, cultural brokers are expected to 

learn more compared to non-cultural brokers from this process of seeing others’ ideas and how 

their own ideas performed compared to others.  Therefore, I propose a second hypothesis: 

 

H2. Cultural Brokerage will be positively associated with individuals’ ability to improve 

their ideas with feedback from others inside the organization 

 

 3.2.  Methods 
 

3.2.1.  Cultural Network and Cultural Brokerage 
 

To measure cultural brokerage, I first had to identify the cultural frames individuals used 

in the organization and build the organization’s cultural network.  I captured employees’ cultural 

frames based on how they “talked” about their organization in an open-ended questionnaire.  

This approach was inspired by Swidler’s (2001) study of individuals’ breadth of culture, which 

examined how they mobilized divergent cases, stories, or examples that differently defined the 

nature of a given situation.  Swidler (2001) investigated how Americans engage the culture of 

love by asking her interviewees a series of questions about their relationship with their spouses—

e.g., how they made the decision of whom to marry and whether to remain in the marriage.  She 

focused on the different frames interviewees used to explain and make sense of their behavior 

within their relationship, relying at times on the frame of romanticism and at times on 

instrumentality (Swidler, 2001).  Similarly, I wanted to capture the different frames employees 
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would use to explain and make sense of their actions inside the organization. Rather than 

interviewing all 217 subjects in the study, I decided to ask them open-ended questions and 

analyze their text responses for different frames. 

Specifically, I asked the respondents to name three colleagues whom they perceived to be 

widely valued by others in the company and then describe why they were valued.  The aim of the 

question was to examine the frames individuals used to make sense of why someone is being 

valued by others at the company, where “valued” offers insight into what individuals perceive as 

an appropriate way of thinking and acting in the organization, a foundational dimension of 

organizational culture (Eliasoph & Lichterman, 2003).  For instance, imagine an employee that 

used the frame of efficiency to explain why others value a certain member in the organization 

(e.g., “X is valued because he gets things done fast,” or “Y is valued because she knows how to 

maximize output with limited resources”).  Such a response reflects what this employee 

perceives to be an appropriate way of thinking and acting within the organization.  Moreover, it 

suggests that this employee would often use the frame of efficiency to define situations and to 

decide how to react to situations inside the organization.  

I had to then extract the cultural frames individuals used from their text responses (e.g., 

extracting the frame of “efficiency” from the text response “X is valued because he gets things 

done fast”).  This process involved two steps.  First, each participant’s response was broken 

down into separate statements containing one concept.  For example, one response was “He is 

very passionate about work and is very hard working. He is always the last one to leave. He is 

also very good at his job.”  This response was broken down into four separate statements: (1) he 

is very passionate about work; (2) very hard working; (3) the last one to leave; and (4) very good 
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at his job.  I and one employee from the company’s HR department conducted this unitizing 

process, which resulted in 693 unique statements across all participants. 

Many of the 693 statements reflected similar concepts, such as “she is very 

collaborative,” “he is very cooperative,” “he is a team player,” and “always pitches in to help.”  

Some statements shared a personal experience demonstrating the character of the person the 

respondent described, such as a way in which he or she was a great teammate.  Different 

statements describing the same concept needed to be grouped together.  Ideally, the original 

respondents would have decided whether two statements reflected the same concept and could be 

merged under a single concept.  However, it was not feasible to ask 217 survey respondents to 

categorize 693 statements.  Thus, I and three employees from the company’s HR department 

acted as respondent proxies and sorted statements into groupings that could be considered 

synonymous.  Two statements were grouped together only when three of the four respondent 

proxies considered them to represent the same concept, that is, when the inter-rater agreement 

was 75% or 100%.1  Statements that were used solely by one respondent and were considered to 

be too different to be grouped with other statements were dropped because they could not be 

considered as being “shared” within the organization.  This process reduced 693 statements into 

48 distinctive cultural frames.   

After extracting the 48 cultural frames, I returned to the survey responses and examined 

how these 48 frames were used in individuals’ responses.  Through this process, I created a 

rectangular two-mode (i x k) matrix between 217 individuals and the cultural frames they used.  

As mentioned, this method reflects the notion that cultural frames are connected to one another 

through those who use them (Lizardo, 2014).  With the (i x k) two-mode matrix of person by 

																																																								
1 I performed sensitivity analysis where statements were grouped together only if all three of the company raters 
considered them to represent the same concept.  This approach yielded results comparable to those reported below. 
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cultural frame (A), I generated a (k x k) one-mode matrix (C) through the projection formula 

(Breiger, 1974): 

 

𝑪 = 𝑨′𝑨 

 

From this process, I obtained a 48 x 48 cultural matrix (C) where the entries 𝑐%& represent the 

number of respondents who chose both cultural frames j and k.  I then generated a weighted 

cultural network (Barrat, Barthélemy, Pastor-Satorras, & Vespignani, 2004), the adjacency 

matrix O where the entries 𝑜%& represent the overlap coefficient between cultural frames (Latapy, 

Magnien, & Del Vecchio, 2008): 

 

𝑜%& =
𝑐%&

min(𝑐%%, 𝑐&&)
	 

  

Here, 𝑜%& = 1 when there is a complete overlap (i.e., a group of users for one of the cultural 

frames is fully contained in the group of users for another cultural frame) and 𝑜%& = 0 when the 

two frames have fully disparate users.  With the weighted cultural network, I calculated Cultural 

Brokerage using Lizardo’s (2014) adaptation of Burt’s (1992, p.52) “effective” network size 

metric: 

 

𝐶𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙	𝐵𝑟𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒9 = 𝑎9% −
1

𝑎9% − 1
𝑜%&

&<%

&∈>(9)%∈>(9)
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The intuition behind this measure is that cultural brokers are those who use more frames with 

low overlap.   

In addition to Cultural Brokerage, I also measured individuals’ Cultural Fit to control for 

their alignment with others in the organization.  To calculate Cultural Fit, I first measured the 

eigenvector centrality of different cultural frames using the cultural matrix (C).  Eigenvector 

centrality captures the centrality of a node in the global network by assessing the centralities of 

other nodes with which it is connected (Bonacich, 1972).  Thus, a cultural frame high in 

eigenvector centrality would play a prominent role in the organization’s culture.  Individuals’ 

Cultural Fit is the average of eigenvector centralities of the cultural frames individuals used.  In 

addition, Perceived Fit was measured using the online survey using the question: “Please rate 

how much you agree to the following statement: I feel like I fit well to our firm’s culture (1: 

strongly disagree to 7: strongly agree).” 

 

3.2.2.  Data on Idea Generation and Development 
 

To measure employees’ creativity, I held an online idea tournament at the organization.  

Adapting from Burt (2004), I asked respondents, “From your perspective, what is the one thing 

that you would change to improve the company (e.g., ideas for a new service that we can launch, 

ideas on how to improve our current platform)?”  On average, individuals wrote three or four 

sentences that included about 240 Korean syllabic blocks.  Employees were told that their 

submitted ideas would be entered into an online idea tournament anonymously and would 

compete with others’ ideas.  Employees were not compensated for their participation in the idea 

tournament but were told that the top five ranked ideas would be carefully examined by upper 
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management for implementation and that their idea generators would be made public.  Thus, they 

had reputational incentives to perform well in the tournament. 

 Submitted ideas were mostly about new projects the firm could launch (e.g., “Launch in-

house startups” or “Use real time geo-data to suggest stores nearby”) or new markets they could 

enter (e.g., “Enter T-commerce market” or “Provide service in Chinese, Japanese and English”).  

Some ideas focused on inefficiencies or product improvements (e.g., “Eliminate inefficient team-

level meetings where everyone is required to participate.  Replace them with short and frequent 

chats between three to four core members of the project” or “Our products in Travel Category 

lack variety.  We need to attract more businesses in this category”). 

I measured the creativity of submitted ideas based on their performance in the idea 

tournament. Using an online voting tool at www.allourideas.org, a pairwise wiki survey 

developed by Salganik and Levy (Salganik & Levy, 2015), I built a website where respondents 

could choose between a pair of ideas.  All IT employees received a link to the idea tournament 

webpage via email one week after the idea submission survey closed.  When they entered the 

site, they were presented with a randomly selected pair of ideas and asked which one they 

considered “better.”  The email that contained the link to the website defined “better” idea as 

reflecting both novelty and usefulness—two key creativity criteria (Amabile, 1996; Perry-Smith 

& Mannucci, 2015).  The ideas were presented anonymously so voting employees did not know 

who submitted them.  The votes were also anonymous.  Figure 1 is a screenshot of the idea 

voting webpage that the employees saw (translation box added).  Respondents could choose the 

idea they thought was better among the two by clicking the idea.  Then, respondents were 

immediately presented with another randomly selected pair of ideas, and the voting continued as 
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long as the respondent wished.  The voting website was open for two weeks and received a total 

of 3,282 votes.  

 

Figure 1.  Screenshot of the Idea Voting Website 

	
Based on the voting results, a score for each idea was generated from the website and 

updated dynamically in real time.  The generated score for each idea reflected the estimated 

chance that that idea would beat another randomly chosen idea.  For instance, an idea with a 

score of 50 meant that it was equally likely to win or lose when compared to a randomly selected 

idea for a randomly selected user (for details on the scoring methods, see Salganic and Levy, 

2015).  A ranking of the ideas from highest to lowest score was available on a separate page via a 

tab on the voting page.  I used the idea scores generated by the website to measure individuals’ 

Creativity of Idea.  On this site, employees could also see which ideas are scoring high or low by 

clicking the “View Results” tab (appears at the top right corner in Figure 1).  This offered them 

potential insights into what types of ideas were generally values by others in the organization. 

The design of the voting site made it almost impossible to manipulate or “game” the 

results because respondents are randomly given a pair of ideas to evaluate (Salganic and Levy, 

2015). 217 ideas were competing in the tournament.  If an employee wanted to “vote up” (or 
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“vote down”) a specific idea, she would have to respond many times in order to be presented 

with the idea that she wishes to vote on.  Even when she is finally presented with the idea she 

wishes to vote on, it is just one vote and she would have to vote many times again until she can 

make her second vote.  It is also very unlikely that having the “View Results” tab affected the 

voting results.  Studies have found that individuals influence each other’s evaluation process 

(Salganik, Watts, 2008).  Thus, one might think that being able to see the ranking of ideas may 

affect how respondents vote for these ideas.  However, voting favorably on ideas that are ranked 

higher would be somewhat cumbersome as one would have to go through the list of 217 ideas 

under the “View Results” tab to find out the rankings of the two ideas that are randomly 

presented to one and then vote for the one that is ranked higher.  It seems that the respondents 

have no incentive to go through such a trouble so that their votes reflect what others have voted, 

especially given that the votes are made anonymous.  More importantly, I was able to track the 

respondents’ activities on the site (e.g., how long it took them to make a vote, at what time they 

clicked “View Results”, how long they stayed on the site) and I can confirm that employees did 

not switch back and forth between voting and seeing the ranking list.  Most viewings of the 

ranking list and voting happened separately—i.e., employees would enter the site to view results 

and exit, or employees would enter the site to view the ranking and exit.     

After the two weeks had passed and the voting site was closed, participants received a 

second-round idea generation survey.2  The respondents were informed that they could (1) 

submit the same idea they submitted before without making changes, (2) submit a refined 

version of the idea that they previously submitted or (3) submit a new idea that was different 

from the one previously submitted.  They were given five working days to resubmit their ideas.  

																																																								
2 Employees were informed that the idea tournament will consist of two rounds (i.e., initial submission of idea and 
resubmission of idea after the first round) at the beginning of the tournament  
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Of the 217 participants, 95 (43.8%) did not resubmit and 122 (56.2%) resubmitted by either 

refining their ideas or completely changing their ideas.  A t-test shows that the group that 

resubmitted ideas had received significantly lower scores for their initial submission, suggesting 

that a primary motivation for resubmission was the negative feedback received from the voting 

process.  All 217 ideas were again put to an online voting process using the wiki survey 

webpage.  Their score--again the likelihood of beating a randomly selected competitor idea--was 

calculated through a second round of voting, conducted over five working days and receiving 

1,957 votes.   

In their resubmissions, some individuals elaborated their ideas in more detail, thinking 

that their ideas were not fully appreciated due to a lack of information.  For instance, an idea 

“Provide faster delivery to VIP customers” was initially ranked in the bottom 20%.  The 

employee who submitted this idea resubmitted the idea after the voting process as “Provide faster 

delivery service to our premium members.  For example, we could start an overnight delivery 

service by having the shipping trucks work night shifts.  Or, we could collaborate with on-

demand delivery service firms (their service fees are getting cheaper and cheaper these days) and 

provide same-day delivery service (or “within hours” service) to our premium members who live 

in Seoul.”  This idea was ranked in the top 30% in the second voting process. 

Individuals were also able to improve their score by submitting a completely new idea 

that would better fit others’ criteria of creative ideas.  For instance, an employee submitted this 

idea first: “Eliminate inefficient team-level meetings where everyone is required to participate.  

Listening to others debate about projects that I am not involved in is a waste of my time.  

Replace them with short and frequent chats between three to four core members of the project.” 

It was ranked in the bottom 20%.  After the evaluation process, this employee realized that the 
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idea was not appealing to others at the company and submitted a completely different idea, 

“launch in-house startups,” which ranked in the top 40%.  

Resubmitting the idea did not guarantee improvement however.  An employee initially 

submitted “target international consumers who are interested in buying Korean brand products.” 

It ranked at the 65th percentile.  This employee then resubmitted the idea as: “Provide service in 

Chinese, Japanese and English.  Provide payment service customized to them. Maybe we can 

collaborate with [name of another company that connects small to mid-sized Korean shopping 

websites with consumers outside Korea].”  But the revised idea’s ranking fell to the 50th 

percentile.   

Even when individuals decided not to resubmit their ideas, their position in the ranking 

changed because all ideas 217 ideas were put to the voting process again.  In many cases, 

individuals that generated ideas that received high scores in the first round did not re-submit (i.e., 

they went into the second round with the same idea they had in the first round).  In some cases, 

they were able to remain their high ranking despite not making any changes and in other cases, 

their rankings dropped.   

Table 1 lists the top 5 ideas from the first and second rounds of the tournament.  I 

translated the ideas from Korean to English.  From Table 1, one can see that idea of ‘Combine 

our travel services with other services we provide in the area—e.g., purchase flights and hotel 

deal and get 10% off when you purchase restaurant deals we sell in that area’ was ranked 2nd 

place (score 78) in the first round.  This person resubmitted the ideas without making any 

changes and the idea was ranked 2nd place (score 76) in the second round as well.  

Idea that was ranked the highest in the first round was modified to include more 

information in the second round-- i.e., ‘In addition, we can offer “lunchbox” deliveries to 
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university dorms and lecture rooms from the truck’ was added to the initial idea ‘Start a food 

truck service around areas with major universities’.  On the other hand, many ideas that were 

ranked high in the first round went down the ranking list in the second round, and many new 

ideas were ranked high on the second round. 

 

Round 1 Idea  Score 

Rank 1 Start a food truck service around areas with major universities  79 

Rank 2 Combine our travel services with other services we provide in the area—

e.g., purchase flights and hotel deal and get 10% off when you purchase 

restaurant deals we sell in that area 

78 

Rank 3 Utilize real-time user location data and send notification for ‘local’ deals as 

users move location  

75 

Rank 4 Form alliances with power bloggers 74 

Rank 5 Provide one-day-class deals (invite popular speakers to our HQ and sell 

seats to their lectures on our site) 

70 

Round 2 Idea  Score 

Rank 1 Strategies to bring in population over 45 that do not use smartphone for 

shopping—e.g., print offline brochure with QR codes for some of our 

bestsellers  

76 

Rank 2 Combine our travel services with other services we provide in the area—

e.g., purchase flights and hotel deal and get 10% off when you purchase 

restaurant deals we sell in that area 

76 
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Rank 3 Start a food truck services around areas with major universities.  In addition, 

we can offer “lunchbox” deliveries to university dorms and lecture rooms 

from the truck.   

75 

Rank 4 Apply elements of game playing to our website (‘gamification’) to increase 

user time on the site.  

74 

Rank 5 Allow our VIP customers to access our website for free (without paying for 

internet access).  While our competitors are focus on reducing delivery costs 

for users, we provide users with free data (and reduce their expenses on 

data/internet). 

70 

 

Table 1.  Top 5 Ideas from Round 1 and Round 2 

 

3.2.3.  Social Network and Network Brokerage 
 

Through an online survey, respondents were asked three conventional ego-network 

questions (Burt, 1984).  Respondents were first asked, “Please list the names of the company’s 

employees with whom you communicate most frequently regarding your tasks and the 

company.”  Respondents could name up to eight contacts from anywhere in the company.  

Second, respondents were asked to describe their relationship with each alter ranging from “very 

close” (38%) to “close” (43%) to “not so close” (18%) to “distant” (1%).  Third, respondents 

were asked to describe the relationship between all pairs of their communication partners with 

the question, “Think about the relationship between (column name) and (row name).  Would you 

say that they are strangers that never communicate, acquaintances that sometimes communicate, 

or friends that communicate a lot?”  
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The ego-network data was used to calculate the variable Network Constraint, a summary 

measure that captures the extent to which a focal actor bridges structural holes (Burt, 1992).   

Less constrained networks span a larger number of structural holes and channel more non-

redundant, diverse information to focal actors.  Actor i’s network constraint (C9) is the sum of 

the constraint index from all alters: C9%j  where  

 

C9% = (𝑝9% + 𝑝9A𝑝A%

>

ABC

)D,				𝑞 ≠ 𝑖, 𝑗. 

 

The first component is the proportion of the ego’s total relational strength that the ego 

allocates to an alter j and the second component is the strength of indirect connection between 

the ego i and alter j through mutual contact q in the network.  Network constraint has a negative 

association with individual creativity (Burt, 2004) and is important in the analysis to control for 

network constraint in the analyses.  

 

3.2.4.  Control Variables 
 

I controlled for the Age of employees because that variable indirectly captures their 

amount of work experience.  I included a dummy variable Education, coded “1” if the individual 

had a graduate degree (all respondents had at least a four-year bachelor’s degree), as well as a 

dummy variable coded “1” for Female.  I also created three dummy variables to control for 

different teams within the IT division.  Also, a dummy variable Manager was coded “1” if the 

individual’s rank in the division was manager or higher.  The employee’s Tenure with the 

company, measured in years, was also included to control for knowledge or experience specific 
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to the company.  I controlled for Idea Length, the number of Korean syllabic blocks used to 

describe the idea, to control for any effect caused by the sheer length of the idea.   

 

 3.3.  Exploratory Study of the Data 
 

I performed several analyses with the data before the main analysis on cultural brokerage 

and creativity.  First, I performed a clustering analysis to detect sub-cultures—i.e., clustering of 

cultural frames in the cultural network.  In a sense, a cultural broker is someone who bridges 

various sub-cultures.  An organization may have a cultural network with a community structure 

where groups of cultural frames are cohesively connected to each other within their groups and 

disconnected to other frames that are outside the group.  In other words, an organization may 

have many cultural holes (i.e., disconnected sub-cultures) and no cultural brokers that bridge 

cultural holes.  On the other hand, an organization may have a cultural network structure with no 

community structure, without any clusters or groups.  In such a case, there would also be no 

cultural brokers because cultural holes do not exist in such an organization.  Thus, before the 

main analysis, I conducted a clustering analysis to detect the community structure of the 

company’s cultural network.  For the clustering analysis, I applied the Girvan-Newman 

betweenness-based algorithm which is widely used with network datasets (Girvan & Newman, 

2002).  The analysis identified five categories of cultural frames that tended to cluster together.  

Figure 2 shows the five categories that were identified and the three most central frames from 

each category.  
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Figure 2. Clusters of Cultural Frames 

	
 One can see that some subcultures were more central to the organization compared to 

others.  For instance, the ‘Hard Work Related’ category includes 17 different cultural frames 

whereas the ‘Industry Experience’ category includes 5 cultural frames.  Moreover, the top three 

central cultural frames from the ‘Hard Work Related’ category are more central compared to the 

top three central cultural frames from the ‘Industry Experience’ category suggesting that the 

‘Industry Experience’ subculture is more peripheral compared to ‘Hard Work Related’ 

subculture. 

 While I did find five clusters, the Newman Modularity value was 0.147, suggesting that 

the distinctions between the clusters were not very strong.  In other words, clustering analysis 

suggests that the company does have clusters of cultural frames or sub-cultures but it also has 

cultural brokers that bridge sub-cultures by using cultural frames that belong in different sub-

cultures.  In sum, the company and its cultural network suggest that this particular company is an 

adequate place to test the effect of cultural brokerage.  

Category Total # Cultural Frames 
Included Central Cultural Frames Eigenvector 

Centrality

Driven 0.349
17 Committed to the Job 0.327

Dutiful 0.312
Competent 0.335

10 Fast 0.317
Efficient 0.313
Reliable 0.206

9 Collaborative 0.195
Selfless 0.147
Proactive 0.18

7 Open-Minded 0.175
Risk Taking 0.17
Experienced 0.109

5 Have Many Contacts 0.106
Put Clients First 0.103

HARD WORK RELATED

COMPETENCE RELATED

ALTRUISM RELATED

INNOVATIVENESS RELATED

INDUSTRY EXPERIENCE
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Figure 3.  Box Plots of Main Variables 

	
Second, I explored descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables.  Figure 3 

compares the box plots of the four main variables in the study—Cultural Brokerage, Cultural 

Fit, Network Constraint, and Creativity of Idea.  The box plots suggest that Cultural Brokerage 

and Network Constraint have some outliers while Cultural Fit and Creativity of Idea appear to 

be normally distributed.  The skewness of Cultural Brokerage was 0.98 suggesting that the 

distribution is slightly skewed to the right, having more observations on the left.  Network 

Brokerage was a bit more skewed, with a skewness of 1.24.  

It would be problematic if Cultural Brokerage is purely driven by Network Constraint 

measure, or if outliers of Cultural Brokerage are also outliers of Network Constraint.  A 
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scatterplot between two variables, depicted in Figure 4, suggests that such possibilities are not 

true.  

 

 

Figure 4. Scatterplot between Cultural Brokerage and Network Constraint 

 

Descriptive statistics and correlation between variables used in the study are presented in 

Table 2.  From Table 2, one can see that Cultural Fit and Cultural Brokerage are highly 

correlated (-0.66) and their scatterplot depicted in Figure 5 again confirms the negative 

correlation.  However, this negative correlation is somewhat expected given the nature of their 

measures.  Later in the main analysis, I will confirm that the effects of Cultural Brokerage on 

creativity is not affected by its relationship with the Cultural Fit variable.  
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations—Study 1 

Variables Mean S.D. Min Max 1 2 3 4
1. Creativity of Idea at Round 1 54.48 11.7 26.28 79 1
2. Creativity of Idea at Round 2 49.73 11.32 16.67 76 0.64 1
3. Age 38.38 4.4 27 49 0.07 0.08 1
4. Education 0.08 0.28 0 1 0.09 0.1 0.15 1
5. Female 0.31 0.46 0 1 -0.11 -0.07 0.18 -0.06
6. Manager 0.29 0.45 0 1 0.24 0.28 -0.07 0.14
7. Tenure 2.54 1.65 0 6 0.26 0.21 0.06 0.08
8. Team (1) 0.24 0.42 0 1 -0.01 -0.04 -0.11 -0.01
9. Team (2) 0.31 0.46 0 1 0 0.09 -0.05 -0.02
10. Team (3) 0.24 0.42 0 1 0 -0.08 -0.03 -0.01
11. Team (4) 0.22 0.42 0 1 0 0.03 0.21 0.04
12. Idea Length at Round 1 240.44 25.26 178 300 0.13 0.1 -0.16 0.08
13. Idea Length at Round 2 231.23 34.09 104 506 0.16 0.09 -0.05 -0.01
14. Network Constraint 0.34 0.2 0.02 1 -0.15 -0.14 -0.03 -0.05
15. Cultural Fit 0.18 0.04 0.1 0.28 -0.25 -0.22 0.04 0.01
16. Perceived Fit 5.29 1.45 1 7 0.15 0.19 0.1 0.09
17. Cultural Brokerage 4.95 2.07 1.29 13.02 0.34 0.28 -0.03 0.03

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1
-0.06 1
0.14 -0.21 1
0.08 -0.02 0.18 1
-0.01 0.05 -0.09 0 1
-0.02 -0.17 0.25 -0.09 -0.37 1
-0.01 -0.12 0.15 0.12 -0.31 -0.37 1
0.04 0.26 -0.34 -0.03 -0.3 -0.36 -0.3 1
0.08 -0.15 0.14 -0.1 0 0.09 -0.03 -0.07 1
-0.01 -0.06 0.08 0.06 -0.05 0.14 -0.02 -0.09 0.4 1
-0.05 0.18 -0.08 0.01 0.11 -0.06 -0.19 0.15 0.12 -0.01 1
0.01 -0.01 -0.12 -0.34 -0.05 0.08 0.03 -0.07 0.06 0.05 -0.02 1
0.09 -0.01 0.2 0.18 -0.01 0.03 0.02 -0.04 -0.06 -0.09 0.1 -0.17 1
0.03 -0.01 0.21 0.49 0.07 -0.12 0.1 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 -0.08 -0.66 0.2 1
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Figure 5. Scatterplot between Cultural Brokerage and Cultural Fit 

 

 The relationship between Cultural Fit and Perceived Fit is also interesting.  As 

mentioned, Cultural Fit measures the extent to which the frames that one uses to make sense of 

situations inside the organization are aligned with those of others, whereas Perceived Fit 

measures one’s feeling of fitting in.  In many of the studies on organizational culture, the two are 

not considered as distinctive.  However, the two are not correlated in my dataset.  I will discuss 

more on the relationship between Cultural Fit, Perceived Fit, and Cultural Brokerage in Chapter 

5. 

 
	
3.4.  Cultural Brokerage and Creativity 
 

3.4.1.  Cultural Brokerage and Generating Creative Ideas 
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I now discuss the main analysis of testing the relationship between Cultural Brokerage 

and Creativity of Idea.  Table 3 presents the results of an OLS regression model predicting 

Creativity of Idea at Round 1.  Model 1 includes the control variables.  Having a managerial or 

higher position had a positive effect on the creativity score received in the first round of the idea 

tournament.  This positive association could reflect that managers are inherently more creative 

individuals who were able to attain a higher position in the organization and also are able to 

generate creative ideas.  Or, it could be that individuals at higher level positions gain access to a 

wider range of information compared to individuals at lower level positions (e.g., a plan for a 

new project may be first shared with higher level employees before it is shared with the lower 

level employees) and therefore, are better able to generate creative ideas.  Having longer Tenure 

also had a positive effect on Creativity of Idea at Round 1.  This result could reflect that 

individuals are more likely to generate creative ideas as they spend more time in the organization 

and understand its culture, history, and preferences of different personnel better (Obstfeld, 2005).  

Through Model 2 to Model 4, I test the effects of Network Constraint, Cultural Fit, and Cultural 

Brokerage.  I find that Network Constraint has a negative effect on Creativity of Idea at Round 1, 

replicating Burt (2004).  I also find that Cultural Fit has a negative effect on Creativity of Idea at 

Round 1—that individuals that use frames that are shared with many others in the organization 

are less likely to be able to generate creative ideas.  Lastly, we find that Cultural Brokerage has a 

positive effect on Creativity of Idea at Round 1—that individuals that use loosely connected 

cultural frames are more likely to generate creative ideas.    

I then examine whether the three variables have significant effects, controlling for one 

another.  In Model 5, I first examine Network Constraint and Cultural Fit and find both variables 

to be significant.  In Model 6, I examine Network Constraint and Cultural Brokerage and 
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confirm my argument that benefits of bridging structural holes and bridging cultural holes are 

independent.  In fact, one standard deviation increase in Cultural Brokerage would lead to a 2.83 

increase in Creativity of Idea at Round 1, while a one standard deviation decrease in Network 

Constraint would lead to a 1.87 increase.  Cultural Brokerage not only had an effect on 

creativity but also had a larger effect than network brokerage in the model.  In Model 7, I 

examine Cultural Brokerage and Cultural Fit and find that the negative effect of Cultural Fit is 

gone, while Cultural Brokerage still has a significant positive effect.  This result suggests that 

any negative effect of using widely-shared cultural frames on creativity is derived mostly from 

having strongly connected cultural frames rather than from the issue of alignment itself.  In 

Model 8, I include all variables and find that the results are consistent in the full model.  Thus, I 

confirm the hypothesis that individuals’ cultural brokerage is positively associated with their 

ability to generate creative ideas, controlling for their social network positions and their levels of 

cultural fit. 

 

3.4.2.  Cultural Brokerage and Learning from Others’ Ideas 
 

Next, I tested the second hypothesis predicting that cultural brokers will have a greater 

improvement on their ideas in the second round of the tournament, benefiting from the 

knowledge they collected from the first round.  Table 4 presents the results of an OLS regression 

model predicting Creativity of Idea at Round 2.  In Models 9 to 14, I controlled for Creativity of 

Idea at Round 1 to see the effect of Cultural Brokerage on learning from the first round.  In 

Models 15 to 16, I do not control for Creativity of Idea at Round 1 to see where cultural brokers’ 

ideas ended up in the tournament compared to the non-cultural brokers.  Throughout the models,  
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Creativity of Idea at Round 1 had a positive and significant effect suggesting that having a good 

idea in the first place had a lasting effect.  Resubmission was not a significant predictor of 

Creativity of Idea at Round 2.  In other words, those that made changes to their ideas after the 

first round were not necessarily successful in getting a higher score for their ideas in the second 

round.  An interaction term between Creativity of Idea at Round 1 and Resubmission (not shown 

in the table) was not significant, suggesting that those that were able to generate creative ideas in 

the initial stage continue to do well in the tournament regardless of whether they made changes 

after the first round.   Manager was another variable that had a positive and significant effect 

throughout the models, consistent with results from the first round in Table 3.  

In Model 12, I found that Cultural Brokerage is not a significant predictor for Creativity 

of Idea at Round 2.  Thus, I do not find supporting evidence for Hypothesis 2 that cultural 

brokers would learn more from the first round of the tournament and have greater improvements 

on their ideas in the second round.  The result stays the same in Model 13 when I put in both 

Cultural Fit and Cultural Brokerage.  Neither of these variables were significant in predicting 

how well one’s idea does in the second round of the tournament.  In Model 14, I added an 

interaction term between Cultural Fit and Cultural Brokerage and found it to be significant.  

Figure 6 depicts this interaction effect.  Individuals with high Cultural Fit (i.e., two standard 

deviations above the mean) benefited from Cultural Brokerage, whereas individuals with low 

Cultural Fit (i.e., two standard deviations below the mean) were not able to reap the Cultural 

Brokerage benefit on creativity.  One of the reasons for this interaction effect could be that one 

needs to share others’ frames in order to effectively interpret and utilize their ideas.  Those with 

high cultural fit would share cultural frames with many others in the organization and therefore, 

would be able to better understand the ideas they come up with compared to those with low 
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Figure 6. Interaction between Cultural Brokerage and Cultural Fit 

 

cultural fit.  Those high on both Cultural Fit and Cultural Brokerage would then combine 

knowledge gained from observing others’ ideas with various information and knowledge they 

have collected from other sources inside the organization.  As a result, those high on both 

Cultural Fit and Cultural Brokerage would be able to effectively improve their ideas in the 

second round.  These results were consistent in Models 15 and 16 without controlling for the 

Creativity of Idea at Round 1.  Ideas that were ranked higher in this idea tournament at the end of 

both rounds were those generated by individuals with both high Cultural Fit and Cultural 

Brokerage.  While cultural brokers (regardless of their levels of Cultural Fit) were able to 

generate creative ideas in the first round, it was those that were high on both Cultural Brokerage 

and Cultural Fit that were able to improve their already well-accepted idea in the second round, 

after observing others’ ideas from the first round.  Thus, while I do not find evidence to support 
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hypothesis 2, I do find results consistent with the idea that the combination of cultural frames 

one uses affects one’s ability to process and utilize information and knowledge available inside 

the organization.  

 

3.5.  Discussion 
 

 In this chapter, I test my theory that individuals’ position in an organization’s cultural 

network influences the diversity of information and knowledge they can utilize.  Cultural holes, 

or disconnections between cultural frames, hinder social interactions but also create opportunities 

for perspective arbitrage.  Cultural brokers who can bridge disconnected cultural frames inside 

the organization are able to recognize opportunities and combinations of information that others 

in the organization cannot.  With empirical data collected at an IT firm in South Korea, I have 

shown that individuals’ cultural brokerage has a positive effect on their ability to generate 

creative ideas.    

 While I focused my attention on the generation of creative ideas, I believe that cultural 

brokerage will have a significant effect on other stages of innovation as well.  For instance, 

cultural brokerage can also be useful at the idea championing stage where the idea originator 

pushes the idea forward to gain approval and resources needed for implementation.  Because 

cultural brokers can see a wider range of perspectives that exist in an organization, they are 

better suited to communicate their ideas effectively to convince multiple constituents with 

different perspectives.  By contrast, network brokerage may be associated with advantages in 

generating creative ideas but can undermine the coordination necessary to implement those ideas 

(Fleming, Mingo, & Chen, 2007; Obstfeld, 2005b).  Cultural fit represents its own advantages 

for idea-championing and implementation because those with high cultural fit would be able to 
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understand and sympathize with many members of the organization.  Results from the second 

round of the idea tournament sheds an interesting light in this regard.  In the second round, it was 

those that were high on both cultural brokerage and cultural fit that were able to see substantial 

improvement in their ideas.  Similarly, it could be that cultural brokers may come up with 

creative ideas but it is only those high on both cultural brokerage and cultural fit that can 

mobilize others to implement their ideas.  Further research should explore how cultural 

brokerage and cultural fit have different effects on different stages of innovation. 

 The competitive advantage that cultural brokerage provides in creativity and innovation 

may become even greater as technology advances and reduces the information inequality within 

organizations.  In today’s organizations, employees can use various knowledge management 

systems and electronic bulletin boards to search and share information with others outside of 

their departments and social networks (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).  In fact, many companies have 

used similar methods as our idea tournament to make an open call to a crowd within their 

organization to find innovative solutions.  For instance, IBM organizes large online 

brainstorming sessions called “innovation jams” where employees, stakeholders, and vendors 

share new ideas online.  When everyone has access to the same level of information, cultural 

brokers are most likely to learn from exchanging ideas with others and be able to generate 

creative ideas of their own.  As knowledge management progresses, the ability to process and 

use growing sets of knowledge widely accessible within the organization will become more 

important, and perhaps more so than differential access to knowledge through personal networks.  

 Scholars should also explore the role of cultural brokerage outside the creativity domain. 

For instance, cultural brokers may be better at working with multiple and potentially conflicting 

constituents inside the organization.  Imagine a situation in which an employee answers to and is 
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accountable to two supervisors who are leading different projects and, as a result, have 

conflicting preferences and expectations.  Podolny and Baron (1997) introduced the concept of a 

“buy-in network” to measure such conflicting constituencies.  Having a dense buy-in network 

would suggest that such an individual is accountable to others who are well connected with one 

another (e.g., leaders who are working on the same project and communicate often), whereas 

having a sparse buy-in network would suggest that the individual answers to an array of 

disconnected individuals (e.g., leaders who are in different divisions and working on different 

projects).  I believe that when situated in a sparse buy-in network, cultural brokers would be 

better able to manage potential conflict and be viewed more favorably by constituents.  Even 

when the outcome is the same (e.g., failure to meet one supervisor’s expectation at the expense 

of meeting another supervisor’s expectation), cultural brokers would be better at communicating 

the outcome in such a way that constituents with divergent interests can understand the 

challenges of the situation rather than attribute the failure to the employee. 

 In addition, future research should further explore the interaction between cultural 

brokerage and cultural fit.  In this study, the interaction term between cultural brokerage and 

cultural fit did not have an effect on generating creative ideas in the first round.  On the other 

hand, the main effect of cultural brokerage on generation of creative ideas was significant.  

However, in the second round, the main effect of cultural brokerage disappeared and only the 

interaction effect was significant.  In sum, the interaction term between cultural brokerage and 

cultural fit leads to the following questions—when is it beneficial to share perspectives with 

diverse members of the organization and when is it beneficial to share perspectives with the 

majority of the organization?  This could be an important question to study to understand how 

culture affects its members’ individual performance as well as to understand how having diverse 
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perspectives shared inside the organization can affect the organization’s overall performance.  In 

a similar sense, Corritore and colleagues (2017) identify two types of cultural diversity:  

compositional and content-based.  They argue that compositional diversity where members have 

different beliefs (e.g., half of organization believes A and the other half believes B) undermines 

coordination while content- based diversity (e.g., the culture consists of diverse range of beliefs) 

encourages innovation.  While their study is at the organizational level, this study is in alignment 

with my finding that those high on both cultural brokerage and cultural fit ended up ranking high 

in the idea tournament.  Having diverse range of perspectives (i.e., cultural brokerage) helps but 

sometimes, sharing perspectives with the majority of the group (i.e., cultural fit) is also essential. 
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CHAPTER 4.  STUDY 2 
 

One of the main strengths of Study 1 is that it tests my theory in the “real world”—at a 

real organization with real employees and their ideas.  However, there exist some concerns 

related to endogeneity that Study 1 cannot address.  That is, the relationship found between 

cultural brokerage and creativity can be spurious if creativity is a function of personal attributes 

that also promote cultural brokerage.  For instance, individuals who have been with the 

organization longer (i.e., those with longer Tenure) may have developed a skillset to bridge 

cultural holes (i.e., are cultural brokers) and also may be able to generate creative ideas, but it 

may not necessarily be that cultural brokerage enables them to generate creative ideas. 

A solution for the endogeneity problem would be a natural experiment where creativity 

and cultural brokerage are clearly exogenous.  One such natural experiment would be to examine 

employees who are new in a company and use their initial cultural brokerage scores, which are 

unaffected by interactions in the organization, to predict creativity.  In that spirit, I designed 

Study 2, a quasi-experiment that reflects a similar idea, that the causal relationship between 

cultural brokerage and creativity can be evidenced by testing the implications of cultural frames 

developed in one context on the reception of ideas in a second context that represents a different 

cultural network.    

The main argument of my dissertation is that the patterns of cultural frames people use in 

a social context may enable certain individuals to bridge cultural holes and apply available 

knowledge in a more creative way.  Thus, ideas generated by individuals whose patterns of 

cultural frames make them cultural brokers in context X but not in context Y would be evaluated 

as more creative in context X as compared to context Y.  Returning to the example given above, 

one can imagine a situation where an employee starts a new job at a different company and finds 
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herself being viewed as more creative than at her previous company.  The patterns of cultural 

frames this person uses to understand situations and process information may now position her to 

bridge cultural holes in the new company’s cultural network, while the same cultural frames may 

not have bridged cultural holes in the old company.  In such a case, this person may be able to 

recognize combinations of knowledge and ideas that others in the new company cannot, and 

ideas generated by this person would be evaluated as more creative in the new company as 

compared to how they would be evaluated in the old company.  Even when the same information 

is available in two contexts, a synthesis of information may seem obvious in one context and not 

in other because the structure of the cultural networks differs in the two contexts.  The design of 

Study 2 allows me to directly test this implication of my theoretical argument.  I test whether 

individuals whose cultural brokerage scores would increase when they move from context X to 

context Y would also receive more favorable evaluation of their ideas in context Y as compared 

to context X. 

 

4.1.  Study 2 Overview 
 

Study 2 took place in an MBA program at a large university in a large city in the 

northeastern United States.  Two clusters (groups of 65 students who take required classes 

together, to which admitted students are randomly assigned), Cluster X and Cluster Y, 

represented the cultures we studied.  The clusters could be thought of as organizations of a type, 

as they have simple structures (e.g., elected student officers), interdependence between members, 

and some collective goals, mostly around creating a community to support learning and 

professional growth.  In addition to taking required classes together, the students took part in 

many cluster-focused events, such as cluster-members-only social events coordinated by their 
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elected student officers and informal seminars where they could exchange work experiences and 

expertise.   Through repeated interactions over time among cluster members, each of the clusters 

went from being an anomic assembly of random students to having its own distinct culture.  

Nonetheless, there were some cross-cluster similarities as well, such as similar career concerns 

and interests, because students from both clusters started the same MBA program at the same 

time.  In a sense, the two clusters could be thought as two organizations in the same field, having 

both distinct cultures and similarities as a result of being embedded in a similar environment.  

Because the two clusters have somewhat different cultural networks, some individuals employed 

cultural frames that made them cultural brokers in one cultural network but not the other.    

  

4.2.  Cultural Networks of Two Clusters  
 

The cultural frames that students used within their clusters were collected in a similar 

fashion as Study 1.  Through an online survey, I asked students to describe three individuals who 

were most valued by others in their cluster.  As in Study 1, each response was broken down into 

unique statements, which were then categorized into distinct cultural frames.  Through this 

process, I identified 39 distinct cultural frames in Cluster X and 50 in cluster Y.  I then built a 

two-mode network for each cluster between cluster members and the cultural frames they used.  

Figure 7 shows the cultural networks of Clusters X and Y.  Since the entire network is difficult to 

make sense of, I show only the cultural frames that were mentioned more than 10 times (i.e., 

more central nodes) in the figure.  Size of the nodes represents their eigenvector centrality.  The 

two cultural networks had some differences and some similarities.  For instance, “contributes to 

class discussions” was a central frame in both cultures, and both cultures viewed it as being 

closely related to “insightful.”  However, while “contribute to class discussion” was closely  
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Figure 7-1.  Cultural Network of Cluster X 

 

Figure 7-2.  Cultural Network of Cluster Y 



	 51 

Figure	7.	Cultural	Networks	of	Clusters	X	and	Y 

related to “shares/provides information” in Cluster X, it was not in Cluster Y, where it was more 

closely related to “offers unique/different perspective” (a cultural frame that was only in Cluster 

Y’s cultural network and not in Cluster X).   

Another interesting feature about Study 2 was that it examined two groups from their 

inception.  Students entered into the program at the same time and were randomly assigned to 

one of the groups.  Therefore, students had a greater influence on shaping the group culture 

compared to a situation where they would joins an already formed group as newcomers.  In fact, 

many of the cultural differences between Cluster X and Cluster Y seem to be driven by the 

different (personal) characteristics of their members.  For instance, “offers unique/different 

perspective” was not part of Cluster X’s culture but was a central part of Cluster Y’s culture.  

One of the reasons for this seems to be that Cluster Y had a retired NBA player who actively 

participated during class discussions.  Having someone that comes from a very different 

professional background contribute during class discussions may have strengthen the notion that 

the group values unique and different perspectives.  In fact, out of 12 mentions on offering 

unique and different perspectives, 7 of them mentioned this ex-NBA player.  What is also 

interesting is the 5 mentions that talk about another person in the group and how that person is 

valued for offering unique and different perspective.  This seems to suggest that observing the 

ex-NBA player’s contributions to the group affected the group members’ appreciation towards 

unique and different perspectives and created a shared understanding that unique and different 

perspectives are valued inside the group (i.e., included as part of the group culture).  

 

4.3.  Methods 
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Because the two clusters had different cultural networks, some individuals employed 

cultural frames that made them cultural brokers in one cultural network but not the other.  For 

instance, connecting “contributes to class discussions” with “shares/provides information” would 

lead to a higher cultural brokerage score in Cluster Y than it would in Cluster X.  As compared to 

Cluster Y, more individuals in Cluster X were likely to recognize the connection between 

“contributes to class discussions” and “shares/provides information”; therefore, there is less 

distinct advantage to be gained by making the connection.  Thus, I calculate individuals’ cultural 

brokerage score with their own cluster’s cultural network and again with the other cluster’s 

cultural network.  Next, I have their ideas evaluated by those in their own cluster as well as those 

in the other cluster.  I predict that ideas generated by individuals whose patterns of cultural 

frames give them higher brokerage score in the other cluster than their own would be evaluated 

as more creative in the other cluster than in their own.  Cultural Brokerage was measured as in 

Study 1, by projecting an individual’s cultural frames onto their own cluster’s cultural network.  

Pseudo Cultural Brokerage was measured by projecting the individual’s cultural frames onto the 

other cluster’s cultural network.  I then measure Cultural Brokerage Difference as (Pseudo 

Cultural Brokerage – Cultural Brokerage).  Thus, the Cultural Brokerage Difference variable 

captures any change in cultural brokerage one would experience if one were to move to the other 

cluster.  

The dependent variable in Study 2 was Creativity Score Difference.  I measured 

individuals’ Creativity of Idea and Creativity of Idea from the Other Cluster by having 

individuals’ ideas evaluated by the two clusters.  I first collected students’ ideas by inviting 

them, through an online survey, to submit an idea that they had to improve the community of 

their own cluster.  Students were told that their submitted ideas would be evaluated by their peers 
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and that the best-rated ideas, as well as those who submitted them, would be made public.  

Similar to Study 1, while there was no monetary reward for participation, there were reputational 

incentives for strong performance.  After collecting students’ ideas, I sent out another online 

survey where each student was asked to evaluate three randomly selected ideas from their own 

cluster and three randomly selected ideas from the other cluster.  Students were not informed that 

some of the ideas were generated outside of their cluster.  Evaluations were made on a six-point 

scale, and students were told that their evaluations should consider novelty and usefulness, the 

two main components of creativity.  Creativity of Idea and Creativity of Idea from the Other 

Cluster were calculated as the average of the three evaluations received.  Creativity Score 

Difference was calculated as Creativity of Idea from the Other Cluster- Creativity of Idea.  

 

 

Table 5.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations—Study 2 

 

124 individuals participated (95.4% response rate) and were included in the study.  Table 

5 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the variables collected in the 

study.  In general, individuals’ Pseudo Cultural Brokerage scores (Mean=3.46, SD=1.53) were 

higher than their Cultural Brokerage scores (Mean=2.68, SD=1.40).  This may be a result of 

socialization: over time, individuals in the same group become more culturally alike.  The two 

variables were positively correlated, given that the two cultural networks were similar in a 

Variables Mean S.D. Min Max 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Creativity of Idea 3.55 0.68 2.00 5.67 1.00
2. Creativity of Idea from the Other Cluster 3.27 0.78 1.67 5.67 0.25 1.00
3. Creativity Score Difference -0.29 0.90 -2.67 2.67 -0.55 0.67 1.00
4. Cultural Brokerage 2.68 1.40 0.35 6.36 0.28 0.21 -0.03 1.00
5. Pseudo Cultural Brokerage 3.46 1.53 0.15 7.43 0.20 0.29 0.10 0.78 1.00
6. Cultural Brokerage Difference 0.77 0.97 -2.70 4.88 -0.09 0.15 0.20 -0.20 0.45 1.00
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number of ways.  The mean of Creativity of Idea was 3.55 (SD= 0.68), and the mean of 

Creativity of Idea from the Other Cluster was 3.27 (SD=0.78), suggesting that, on average, ideas 

were evaluated more favorably in their own cluster than in the other.  This made sense, given 

that the ideas were generated to improve their own clusters and presumably reflected some 

conditions that were idiosyncratic to that cluster. 

 

4.4.  Results 
 

 

 

Table 6. OLS Regression Model Predicting Creativity Score Difference in Study 2 

 

In Table 6, I report the simple linear regression result of Cultural Brokerage Difference 

predicting Creativity Score Difference.  I find that Cultural Brokerage Difference has a 

significant and positive effect on Creativity Score Difference.  This model shows that the change 

in one’s cultural brokerage score going from their own cluster to the other cluster can explain the 

change in how their ideas are evaluated in the other cluster.  This offers direct evidence of my 

theory that the patterns of cultural frames within a social context affect how its members 

Cultural Brokerage Difference 0.184*
(0.082)

Constant -0.428***
(0.102)

N 124
Adjusted R-squared 0.032

note:  *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
Standard errors are in parentheses.
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understand and process information and, as a result, affect what ideas will be evaluated as 

creative and who will be able to generate such creative ideas.  Ideas that were generated by 

individuals whose cultural brokerage score would improve going from their own cluster to the 

other cluster were evaluated as more creative outside their cluster.   

  

4.5.  Discussion 
 

 Study 2 provides direct evidence that one’s position in the cultural network affects 

whether one’s idea will be evaluated as creative.  Individuals were randomly assigned to clusters.  

The fact that the same individual’s anonymous ideas received a relatively more positive 

reception in the cluster where they had a higher measure of cultural brokerage defies any claim 

that the results of my other analyses reflect some individual attribute that is excluded from my 

models (e.g., ‘creative’ individuals become cultural brokers and are able to generate creative 

ideas regardless of their cultural brokerage score).   

 In addition to providing a well-identified test of the hypothesis on cultural brokerage and 

creativity, Study 2 raises some interesting questions around the concept of what is evaluated as 

‘creative.’  In Study 2, individuals were not actually transferred to the other cluster and therefore, 

the study does not distinguish the degree to which cultural brokerage depends on the actual 

engagement of an individual in a culture.  In fact, Study 2 shows that it is possible to conceive of 

and measure an individual’s status as a cultural broker in a culture they have not actively 

participated in.  Thus, this study emphasizes that what is considered as novel and useful in a 

social context is dependent on the cultural network inside the given context.  An idea that 

combines two concepts that are distant in the cultural network of a given context will be 
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evaluated as creative, and this idea may not be considered as creative in another context where 

the two concepts are more closely connected on that other context’s cultural network.   

 This then raises some questions around the ‘quality’ of the creative ideas cultural brokers 

generate inside the organization.  In this regard, Berg’s (2016) finding that managers were less 

effective at forecasting the external reception of novel ideas than idea “creators” is particularly 

interesting in relation to my finding in Study 1.  In contrast to Berg’s (2016), in Study 1, I found 

managers to be more successful in the idea tournament in both the first and second rounds.  Such 

difference in findings could be attributed to the fact that I look at “internal” success of an idea 

while Berg (2016) looks at “external” success.  This then leads to a concern that ideas generated 

by cultural brokers that bridge cultural holes inside an organization may appear novel and useful 

within the organization (given its cultural network) but may not appear so in the market.  This is 

an empirical question later to be tested.  
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CHAPTER 5.  WHO ARE CULTURAL BROKERS? 
 

In Chapters 3 and 4, I showed empirical evidence that cultural brokerage leads to the 

ability to generate creative ideas.  The evidence that cultural brokers are more effective at 

producing creative ideas begs the question, “Who becomes a cultural broker?”  More 

specifically, is cultural brokerage driven by individuals’ innate, non-contextual traits or is it 

something that can be developed or attained as a result of “fit” between an individual and the 

context?  Would cultural brokers in one organization become cultural brokers in another once 

they are transferred to the other organization?  For instance, consider those whose cultural 

brokerage score was higher in their own cluster compared to the other cluster.  If they were 

transferred to the other cluster, would they change their ways of thinking (i.e., frames they use) 

as they learn the culture of the new group and become cultural brokers in their new group as 

well?  I explore this question further in this chapter with data collected from Studies 1 and 2.  My 

research design does not allow me to find antecedents of cultural brokerage, but I can identify 

some of the characteristics of cultural brokers with a regression analysis.  Identifying such 

characteristics might help us better understand the mechanisms through which cultural brokerage 

affects employee performance.   

 

5.1.  Characteristics of Cultural Brokers from Study 1 
 

 Descriptive statistics and correlation between variables from Study 1 can be found in 

Table 2 in Chapter 3.  Using these variables, I conducted an OLS regression with Cultural  
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Table 7. OLS Regression Model Predicting Cultural Brokerage in Study 1 

 

Brokerage as a dependent variable.  Table 7 presents the results from the analysis.  In Model 1, I 

find that managers are more likely to be cultural brokers.  This result could be due to cultural 

brokers being promoted into management roles as a result of the cultural brokerage advantages 

they enjoy.  Alternatively, this result could be due to their management role facilitating the 

development of cultural brokerage, possibly based on the advantageous perspectives on the 

organization that managers gain access to.  Thus, from this result, one cannot definitively say 

being a Manager leads to higher Cultural Brokerage.  

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Age -0.022 -0.025 -0.009 -0.012
(0.029) (0.029) (0.023) (0.024)

Education -0.220 -0.247 -0.028 -0.047
(0.457) (0.455) (0.365) (0.365)

Female 0.079 0.140 0.135 0.135
(0.281) (0.283) (0.226) (0.226)

Manager 0.777* 0.785** 0.465 0.428
(0.304) (0.304) (0.245) (0.247)

Tenure 0.570*** 0.573*** 0.346*** 0.339***
(0.076) (0.076) (0.064) (0.065)

Network Constraint -0.987 -0.879 -0.944
(0.643) (0.515) (0.519)

Cultural Fit -25.606*** -25.318***
(2.364) (2.380)

Perceived Fit 0.074
(0.071)

Constant 4.412*** 4.873*** 9.423*** 9.143***
(1.115) (1.151) (1.012) (1.048)

Control for Different TeamsYES YES YES YES

N 217 217 217 217
Adjusted R-squared 0.247 0.252 0.521 0.521

note:  *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Throughout the models, Tenure also had a positive and significant effect on Cultural 

Brokerage.  This result suggests that individuals can become cultural brokers by “practicing” 

culture.  That is, individuals who spent more time at the company have experiences and more 

opportunities to experiment with diverse dimensions of the organization’s culture and as a result, 

become cultural brokers.  This result is clearer evidence that cultural brokerage is a function of 

the match between an individual and a specific organization.  I tested the interaction term 

between Manager and Tenure (not shown in the table) and did not find the interaction term to 

have a significant effect on Cultural Brokerage. 

In Model 2, Network Constraint measure is included.  While Cultural Brokerage and 

Network Constraint are negatively associated, this relationship is not significant in the model.  

This result is consistent with my previous argument that cultural network is not reducible to 

social network structure.  I also tested for any interaction effect that Network Constraint may 

have on Cultural Brokerage.  However, none of the interaction terms between Network 

Constraint and other variables were significant in predicting Cultural Brokerage (not shown in 

the table).     

In Model 3, I include Cultural Fit and find a negative association, suggesting that 

individuals who use cultural frames that are widely used by others in the organization are less 

likely to be cultural brokers.  However, as mentioned previously, the negative association 

between Cultural Fit and Cultural Brokerage is somewhat expected given how these constructs 

were measured.  A more interesting relationship is the one between Perceived Fit and Cultural 

Brokerage.  Simply put, cultural brokers are more likely than others to think differently which 

can lead them to feel more isolated and have a lower sense of belonging.  If so, then the 

competitive advantages of cultural brokerage may not lead to higher performance and/or 
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attainment.  For instance, a cultural broker may be able to generate creative ideas from time to 

time, but may feel out of place inside the organization and perform poorly overall.  From an 

organization’s perspective, the potential negative association between Cultural Brokerage and 

Perceived Fit is an important issue, because this could cause cultural brokers who have the 

potential to generate creative ideas for the organization (and therefore, are crucial for 

organizational success) to leave the organization.  In Model 4, I found this possibility to not be 

true.  There was no significant relationship between Cultural Brokerage and Perceived Fit.  In 

fact, the two variables were positively correlated while the correlation was not significant.   

In sum, data from Study 1 suggest that one’s experience inside an organization (e.g.,  

one’s tenure and position) may have a significant effect on one’s development of cultural 

brokerage in that organization.  Thus, these results suggest that cultural brokerage is shaped by a 

match between an individual and a specific organization.  However, with data from Study 1, one 

cannot rule out the possibility that cultural brokerage is driven more strongly by personal traits, 

because personal traits were not controlled in the models.  In the following section, I examine 

more closely the effects of personal traits on Cultural Brokerage with data collected from Study 

2. 

 

5.2.  Characteristics of Cultural Brokers from Study 2 
 

Compared to Study 1, in Study 2, I had better access to data on individual, non-contextual 

factors that could affect one’s cultural brokerage for two reasons.  First, I had access to the 

individuals before they were assigned to their groups and, therefore, was able to measure their 

“baseline” creativity before joining the group.  To do so, I sent students an online survey before 

the first day of class in the first semester, before they had even met their group members.  Their 
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“baseline” creative capacity was measured with a divergent thinking task, where individuals 

were asked to come up with alternate uses for a common object.  Divergent thinking tasks have 

been used widely to assess individual creativity (Plucker & Renzulli, 1999; Silvia et al., 2008).  

In the survey, I asked participants to generate different uses for a paper clip.  They were given 

two minutes and were informed that they should list as many different uses as possible.  Then, I 

asked the participants to choose one idea that they thought was the most creative one.  This one 

idea selected by the idea generator as the best one was then rated for its novelty and usefulness 

by two trained RAs on a scale of 1 to 5.  Therefore, from this divergent thinking exercise, I 

gained two different measures for creativity—the number of ideas participants were able to 

generate in a given time and a creativity score received on the idea selected as the best one by the 

participant.  I treat the former as a measure for Divergent Thinking and the latter as a measure for 

Baseline Creativity.  

Second, I was able to collect richer data on their personal attributes in Study 2.  Again, 

via an online survey, I collected information on their personal attributes that can affect creativity.  

First, I collected the students’ level of promotion motivation, since scholars have found that 

individuals high on promotion motivation are more creative (Tadmor, Satterstrom, Jang, & 

Polzer, 2012).  Scholars have also found that individuals that have spent time in various national 

cultures (i.e., those with multicultural experiences) are more likely to be creative (Leung, 

Maddux, Galinsky and Chiu, 2008).  Thus, the survey asked for students’ multicultural 

experiences.  More specifically, students were asked to report the total number of countries they 

have visited (Num of Countries Visited), the total number of years they have spent outside their 

native country (Time Abroad), and the number of languages they can speak at a conversational 

level (Num of Conversational Language). 
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I also collected the Big Five personality traits.  Using a 7-point scale (1 = not at all 

accurate to 7 = very accurate), participants rated each marker of the Big Five factors based on the 

following instruction “How much do you feel that the following words accurately describe you?”  

Extraversion was measured with the following four items: (a) talkative, (b) assertive, (c) 

energetic, and (d) active.  Agreeableness was measured with (a) agreeable, (b) kind, (c) 

cooperative, (d) sympathetic, and (e) warm.  Conscientiousness was measured with (a) 

organized, (b) efficient, (c) careful, and (d) conscientious. Emotional stability was measured with 

(a) anxious, (b) emotional, (c) irritable, and (d) nervous.  The openness to experience was 

measured with (a) intellectual, (b) creative, (c) imaginative, (d) bright, and (e) innovative.  In 

addition to the individual characteristics, I collected information on students’ social networks 

inside the group to control for the effects of social capital on learning diverse parts of the group 

culture (and becoming a cultural broker).  Students were asked to report who they consider as a 

friend via the online survey that collected their ideas and their responses to “who is valued in the 

group.”  The descriptive statistics and correlation between variables are presented in Table 8.  
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Table 8. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations—Study 2 (2) 

 

 

Variables Mean S.D. Min Max 1 2 3 4
1. Cultural Brokerage 2.71 1.41 0.35 6.36 1
2. Age 32.17 5.04 26 57 -0.32 1
3. Female 0.29 0.46 0 1 -0.18 -0.14 1
4. Cluster X 0.51 0.5 0 1 -0.14 0.09 0.05 1
5. Promotion 3.97 0.57 2 5 0.04 0.04 0.18 -0.01
6. Prevention 3.35 0.95 1 5 0.08 -0.04 0.08 -0.08
7. Network Constraint 0.37 0.15 0.05 0.77 -0.06 0.16 0.06 0.05
8. Num. of Countries Visited 2.3 1.2 1 6 0.13 0.13 -0.18 0.06
9. Time Abroad 4.05 1.8 1 6 -0.04 0.06 0.03 -0.03
10. Num. of Conversational Language 2.14 1.1 1 6 -0.09 0.12 0.08 0.03
11. Extraversion 4.97 1.47 1 7 0.21 0.18 -0.16 -0.17
12. Agreeableness 5.27 1.25 1 7 0.09 0.13 -0.28 -0.08
13. Conscientiousness 6 1.12 2 7 -0.06 0.18 -0.16 -0.11
14. Stability 5.28 1.3 2.5 7 -0.02 -0.07 0 -0.05
15. Openness 5.46 1.07 2.5 7 -0.08 0.23 -0.04 0.01
16. Divergent Thinking 5.36 2.53 1 11 0 -0.04 -0.01 -0.07
17.  Baseline Creativity 3.1 0.86 1.5 5 0.07 0.11 -0.03 -0.04

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1
-0.01 1
-0.08 0.03 1
0.05 -0.08 -0.09 1
0.06 -0.17 -0.06 0.1 1
-0.03 0.08 0.17 -0.16 -0.32 1
0.03 0.16 0.02 -0.18 -0.09 0.4 1
-0.17 -0.06 -0.16 0.09 0.04 -0.07 -0.04 1
-0.08 -0.03 0.14 0.01 0.06 0.1 -0.02 0.1 1
-0.11 0.07 -0.1 -0.07 -0.11 -0.16 0.02 0.13 0.22 1
-0.05 0.12 0.06 -0.01 -0.04 0.02 0.16 -0.13 0.12 0.15 1
0.01 -0.03 0.06 0.12 0.05 -0.02 0.13 0.31 0.21 0.2 0.2 1
-0.07 0.01 -0.05 -0.19 -0.14 0 -0.16 -0.03 -0.08 -0.04 -0.12 -0.16 1
-0.04 0.2 -0.09 -0.11 -0.19 0.05 -0.07 -0.03 0.09 0.05 0.07 -0.01 0.51 1
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Table 9 shows the OLS regression model predicting Cultural Brokerage.  All models in 

Table 9 included dummy variables for education, occupation, and race.  In Model 5, I find that 

Num of Countries Visited had a positive effect on becoming a cultural broker in a new group.  

This is consistent with previous research linking multiculturalism and creativity.  Interestingly, 

Time Abroad and Num of Conversational Language did not have a significant effect.  Moreover, 

none of the interaction terms between the three variables were significant.  Thus, it seems that 

exposure to different cultures enhances one’s ability to acquire and enact various cultural frames 

but the amount of time one spends in different cultures does not.  On the other hand, it could also 

be that individuals that have traveled to many different countries are more likely to enjoy 

learning about various perspectives and, therefore, would be more likely to become a cultural 

broker when entered into a group.  That is, it may not necessarily be that multicultural experience 

leads to higher cultural brokerage but that there exists some personal trait that positively affects 

both Multicultural Experiences and Cultural Brokerage variables.  I also find that Extraversion 

has a positive and significant effect on Cultural Brokerage.  Extraverts may enjoy interacting 

with various members of the group and, as a result, may learn to use a wider range of cultural 

frames that exist inside the group.   

In Model 6, I include Divergent Thinking and Baseline Creativity variables.  Being able 

to come up with many different ideas in a given time (i.e., divergent thinking ability) was not 

associated with cultural brokerage, but being able to come up with an idea that is rated as 

creative (i.e., baseline creativity) was.  In other words, individuals who were able to generate 

creative ideas before coming into the group became cultural brokers after joining the group.  This 

result would suggest that when a cultural broker in group A is transferred to group B, she may 

learn to become a cultural broker in group B by changing the cultural frames she uses. 
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Table 9.  OLS Regression Model Predicting Cultural Brokerage in Study 2 

Model 4 Model 5

Age -0.062 -0.075*
(0.035) (0.035)

Female -0.554 -0.510
(0.383) (0.378)

Cluster X -0.222 -0.197
(0.300) (0.297)

Promotion 0.206 0.123
(0.301) (0.300)

Prevention 0.180 0.183
(0.158) (0.156)

Network Constraint 0.064 0.197
(0.966) (1.006)

Multicultural Experience

Num. of Countries Visited 0.327* 0.367*
(0.149) (0.148)

Time Abroad 0.090 0.113
(0.101) (0.100)

Num. of Conversational Language -0.112 -0.121
(0.154) (0.153)

Personality Traits

Extraversion 0.381** 0.378**
(0.121) (0.120)

Agreeableness 0.002 -0.026
(0.122) (0.121)

Conscientiousness -0.010 -0.001
(0.140) (0.139)

Stability -0.096 -0.116
(0.121) (0.120)

Openness -0.269 -0.300*
(0.152) (0.151)

Divergent Thinking -0.068
(0.072)

Baseline Creativity 0.421*
(0.210)

_cons 3.026 2.980
(1.940) (2.084)

Control for Education YES YES
Control for Occupation YES YES
Control for Race YES YES

N 100 100
Adjusted R-squared 0.230 0.255

note:  *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
Standard errors are in parentheses.

  Constant
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5.3.  Discussion 
 

 This chapter explores an exploratory study on the characteristics of cultural brokers.  

Analysis on the data collected from Study 1 suggests that Cultural Brokerage is shaped by 

individuals’ experience inside the organization such as their tenure and their position in the 

organization.  On the other hand, analysis on the data collected from Study 2 suggests that 

Cultural Brokerage is shaped by individuals’ personal characteristics outside the context of the 

group, such as their experiences with multiple national cultures and their personality traits.  

Moreover, individuals’ baseline creativity measured by their ability to generate creative ideas 

before joining the group had a positive and significant effect on them becoming cultural brokers 

after joining the group.  In other words, it seems that both contextual factors as well as non-

contextual factors influence Cultural Brokerage.  Scholars should further study the determinants 

of cultural brokerage and, moreover, why individuals use the cultural frames they do. 

There are likely multiple factors that explain why individuals use the cultural frames they 

do and not others that are also part of the organization’s culture.  For instance, individuals with 

different backgrounds (e.g., different industry experience, academic backgrounds) may find 

certain cultural frames to be more resonant to their identities (Swidler, 2001).  In similar vein, 

individuals with different personal values, attitudes, or personality traits may be drawn to certain 

cultural frames than others.  Also, various factors may shape individuals’ acculturation process 

and how individuals “learn” their organization’s culture.   Due to an imprinting effect, 

individuals who joined an organization at a more unstable time (e.g., at the start-up stage) may 

differ in their use of culture as compared to others who joined the organization at a more stable 

time (Tilcsik, 2014).  In addition, individuals who become exposed to many cultural brokers via 

their social network may be able to learn from their network partners how to become cultural 
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brokers themselves.  It will be useful for future research to examine various factors, both 

individual and contextual, that affect individuals’ choice of cultural frames and the positions they 

occupy in cultural networks.  

Another related and promising topic for future research is the dynamic interdependence 

between individuals’ social networks and cultural brokerage.  I have argued and demonstrated 

that network brokerage and cultural brokerage are separate concepts that should be distinguished.  

However, I have also emphasized that social and cultural networks are interrelated.  As 

mentioned above, individuals may learn how to be a cultural broker from cultural brokers in their 

social network.  It is also possible that network brokers at one point in time may learn to use 

diverse cultural frames by interacting with diverse and disconnected sub-groups and then close 

the structural hole by facilitating communication between the sub-groups—what Obstfeld (2005) 

called a tertius iungens approach.  After closing the structural hole, individuals no longer benefit 

from a network brokerage position but may still enjoy the advantages of cultural brokerage they 

have learned during their time as network brokers.  In other words, an individual’s history of 

network brokerage may be reflected in her capacity as a cultural broker, even if the structural 

hole the individual previously used to bridge is now closed.  
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CHAPTER 6.  DISCUSSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

 In this dissertation, I have theorized that individuals’ position in an organization’s 

cultural network influences the diversity of information and knowledge they can effectively 

utilize.  Cultural holes, or disconnections between cultural frames, hinder social interactions but 

also create opportunities for perspective arbitrage.  Cultural brokers who can bridge disconnected 

cultural frames inside the organization are able to recognize opportunities and combinations of 

information that others in the organization cannot.  Thus, controlling for their social network 

structure, cultural brokers are more likely to be able to utilize a wider range of information and 

knowledge inside the organization and generate creative ideas as a result.  I tested this theory in 

two different settings—an IT firm in South Korea and at an executive MBA program in a large 

university located in the United States.  In both settings, I found a positive association between 

one’s cultural brokerage and their ability to generate idea that is evaluated as novel inside the 

group.  

 This dissertation makes several contributions to the existing literature.  First, it advances 

the stream of literature that examines creativity as a social process.  Most studies in this regard 

have focused on social networks as conduits for access to information and knowledge, and 

examined how social networks within which an individual is embedded shape his or her creative 

abilities.  While scholars have continually noted that the interplay between culture and network 

relations may play an important role in this process (Xiao and Tsui, 2007), research has not 

directly examined this idea.  I address this gap in the literature by drawing from recent 

developments at the intersection of cultural sociology and network analysis, and apply the notion 

of cultural networks and cultural holes in the organizational context. 
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Second, to my knowledge, this is the first study to simultaneously examine both cultural 

networks and social networks.  In Chapter 3, I find that structural holes and cultural holes may 

not always overlap in an organization and that there are advantages in occupying either form of 

hole.  This study is also the first to apply the concept of cultural networks in an organizational 

setting and to construct a cultural network using open-ended questionnaires.  

Third, I introduce the concept of cultural brokerage to organizational research.  The 

question of how an organization’s culture affects its members has mostly been studied through 

the lens of “fit.”  My measure of cultural brokerage provides new insight into how individuals’ 

thoughts, behaviors, and performance are affected by how they acquire and enact organizational 

culture.  While this dissertation was focused mainly on the relationship between cultural 

brokerage and creativity, the competitive advantage of cultural brokerage may go beyond the 

creativity domain and should be explored further.  

 Moreover, while this dissertation focused on the individual level benefits of cultural 

brokerage, future research should examine how composition of cultural brokers inside the 

organization can lead to performance differences at the firm level.  Cultural brokers would play 

an important role in creative collaborations within the organization since they are able to 

integrate and synthesize a diverse range of organizational knowledge.  However, not all members 

of the organization need to be cultural brokers.  In fact, by definition, no one can be a cultural 

broker in an organization where everyone is a cultural broker.  I expect that there exists an 

optimal proportion of cultural brokerage for overall organizational performance.  Future research 

should look for the optimal level, and consider under what circumstances it is higher or lower 

(e.g., the rate of environmental change; Sorenson, 2002).  My prediction is that having the right 

proportion of cultural brokers is a significant contributor to organizational performance as it will 
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be associated with innovation, managing major strategic shifts, diffusing or scaling up specific 

projects, as well as implementing cultural change in organizations.  

Future research should also study the dynamics of cultural network structure—e.g., when 

and how does a new cultural frame get added to an organization’s cultural network?  What 

organizational events create or dissolve ties in an organization’s cultural network?  The literature 

on organizational change and managerial sense making may provide useful insights to these 

questions.  For instance, Luscher and Lewis (2008) described how managers’ interpretive 

frameworks changed as their firm went through extensive restructuring.  When an organization 

undergoes a major change, its members may find that the set of frames they have used in the past 

do not work anymore and decide to add new frames and/or drop existing frames.  It would be 

interesting to examine whether cultural brokers manage to maintain their cultural brokerage 

position as the cultural network structure changes, or whether different individuals obtain 

cultural brokerage positions in these circumstances.       

In addition to offering a new theoretical argument on cultural brokerage and creativity, I 

have introduced a novel method to identify cultural frames and their connections inside 

organizations.  As with all new methodologies, this method is not without limitations and can 

benefit from future research in many ways.  For instance, I used human coding to extract cultural 

frames from members’ descriptions of those they perceive to be valued in the organization.  In 

fact, in Study 1, I had three employees from the organization participate as coders, which 

allowed me to draw on their knowledge on the organization’s culture.  While this approach may 

be more accurate than automated coding, it is very expensive.  Future research should explore 

ways to automate the coding process of cultural networks in a more efficient yet accurate way, 

perhaps by adopting machine-learning techniques.   
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 Another methodological issue relates to the type of question to use to extract cultural 

frames.  In our studies, we asked participants to describe why they think certain members are 

valued in the organization.  As mentioned, the rationale behind this question was to gain insight 

into what members perceive as the appropriate way of participating inside their organization, a 

central notion of organizational culture.  I wanted to examine the set of cultural frames that 

organizational members would often use to make sense of various issues and to decide how to 

react to those issues inside their organization.  However, it is possible to focus on a specific 

situation and explore the cultural frames that individuals use in that particular case.  For instance, 

by asking employees to describe what they would consider to be a “successful strategy,” it may 

be possible to gain insight into the different ways in which employees understand “success.”  

One could also ask employees what they think should be the top priorities for their organization 

in the next year to gain insight into how they view their organization and the market 

environment.  It would be interesting to compare different types of cultural networks inside the 

organization generated by these different questions and to compare the competitive advantages 

of bridging different types of cultural holes. 

Consider the revolution in social science represented by network theory.  In the first 

stage, earliest theories focused only on formal structures of organizations and neglected informal 

relationships completely.  In the second stage, the insufficiency of that perspective was obvious 

to organizational participants and analysts alike, who critiqued extant models on the basis that 

informal relationships also matter.  This produced a more realistic view of organizations but 

offered little useful advice to organizational participants on how to navigate the newly revealed 

complexity.  The third stage represented a great leap forward with the introduction of methods to 

identify the position of individuals within social networks and to predict performance and 
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outcomes based on those positions.  Now, in the fourth stage, aspiring organizational participants 

learn how to build social capital, and organizations themselves invest more time and energy 

documenting network relationships than they do depicting formal organizational charts. 

I see a similar progression emerging for culture, and this dissertation aims to help move it from 

the second to the third stage.  In the past few years, various scholars have echoed the notion of 

cultural holes and noted that individuals who employ certain sets of cultural frames may be able 

to bridge such cultural holes.  The next step, I believe, is to introduce methods to measure 

cultural network and cultural brokerage, and to use them to predict individual and eventually 

organizational performance and outcomes.  I have therefore introduced to organizational 

analyses both the concept of cultural brokerage and a tractable lexical method for measuring the 

same.  I have shown that cultural brokers offer ideas that are viewed as more creative in the 

organization.  I suspect that this is only one of many significant performance advantages of 

cultural brokers.  This approach offers the potential to not only identify cultural capacity where it 

exists, but also to help individuals and organizations cultivate cultural capacity to their 

advantage. 
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