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Abstract

This study aims to analyze the psychometric proper-
ties of the Creative Potential and Creative Practice (CPPC-
17) scale. A heterogeneous sample of 1021 workers from
different workplaces in Puerto Rico was used to meet this
objective. This study used a quantitative method with an
instrumental design. The findings reveal that the CPPC-
17 scale has construct validity with a factorial structure of
three dimensions with Cronbach’s alpha values that fluctu-
ated between .91 and .96. In conclusion, the CPPC-17 scale
turned out to be a robust instrument to measure Organiza-
tional Creativity, along with these three factors: creative po-
tential, creative practice, and organizational support, in the
workplace in Puerto Rico.

Keywords: creative potential, creative practice, organiza-
tional support

Resumen

El proposito de esta investigacion es analizar las pro-
piedades psicométricas de la Escala de Potencial Creativo
y Préctica Creativa (CPPC-17). Para cumplir con este obje-
tivo, se utilizé una muestra heterogénea de 1021 personas
trabajadoras de distintos sectores laborales de Puerto Rico.
Este estudio empled un método cuantitativo, con un disefio
instrumental. Los hallazgos revelan que la escala CPPC-17
posee validez de constructo con una estructura factorial de
tres dimensiones, con indices alfa de Cronbach que fluc-
tuaron entre .91 y .96. En conclusion, la escala CPPC-17
resultéd ser un instrumento de medicion robusto para medir
la creatividad organizacional junto a sus tres factores: po-
tencial creativo, practica creativa y apoyo organizacional,
en el contexto laboral de Puerto Rico.

Palabras clave: potencial creativo, practica creativa, apo-
yo organizacional
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Introduction

“The creative adult is the child who

survived’, Ursula Leguin

Human beings are constantly searching for
new ways of doing, innovating, and evolving in
multiple facets of life. The work context is no
stranger to the concept of creativity. DilLiello
and Houghton (2008) state that the value of or-
ganizational creativity is related to novel ideas
to increase organizational efficiency, solve com-
plex problems, and improve effectiveness. Recent
studies show that creativity in organizations is
generated and fostered by both individual and or-
ganizational variables. As background, organiza-
tional creativity is related to intrinsic factors, en-
gagement, leadership styles, group support, and
emotional intelligence, among other variables
(Amabile, 1998; da Costa et al., 2015; Cavaliere
et al., 2015; Luu et al., 2019; Mubarak & Noor,
2018; Ramos et al., 2018). Consequently, orga-
nizational creativity is associated with employ-
ee well-being, innovation, success, and compet-
itiveness of firms, among others (Anderson et al.,
2014; Helzer & Kim, 2019; Gu et al., 2015).

Due to the scarcity of literature on work-re-
lated creativity in the Puerto Rican organizational
context, it would be necessary to apply DiLiello
and Houghton’s (2008) model to the Puerto Rican
work environment. At the same time, although the
importance of creativity at the organizational lev-
el is well-known from various research studies,
other research must focus on its significance at the
individual level. As a consequence of the constant
social changes and new organizational demands,
it has been essential for organizations to employ
new ways of fostering creativity to adapt to the
new realities. Therefore, it is necessary to analyze
the psychometric properties of the creativity scale
in the working environment in Puerto Rico to fos-

ter creative ideas that help organizations adapt to
the needs of a changing world.

Given the above, we ask ourselves the fol-
lowing questions: How does creativity manifest
itself in the Puerto Rican work context? How can
work creativity be measured? What are the psy-
chometric properties of DiLiello and Houghton's
(2008) work creativity scale?

To answer these questions, we explore the
Theoretical Model of Creativity (DiLiello &
Houghton, 2008) based on how individuals de-
velop new ideas and practical skills and how
they use their creative abilities in the company
(Boada-Grau et al., 2014). This model also points
out that individuals with strong and creative po-
tential are more likely to practice creativity when
they feel support from the organization (DiLiello
& Houghton, 2008). We tested this model along
with its three dimensions (creative potential, cre-
ative practice, and organizational support) to ex-
plore whether it can be used in the Puerto Rican
work context. Finally, this study shows that or-
ganizational creativity in human behavior allows
one to perform different work tasks dynamically
and innovatively.

Creativity in the Workplace

According to Falco (2016), Georges de
Mestral was an electrical engineer who enjoyed
walking his dog in the countryside and noticed
that Arctium seeds were constantly sticking to his
clothes and his dog’s fur. This fact contributed to
de Mestral founding his own company and patent-
ing Velcro in 1951 (Falco, 2016). Consequently,
this author suggests that Velcro was an idea born
in a context outside the norm, which is the typical
scenario in which creativity dwells.

From a research perspective, Falco (2016)
mentions that creativity is “the willingness to find
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new, spontaneous, surprising and effective ideas”
(p. 59). For his part, Amabile (1988) defines cre-
ativity as the production of novel and valuable
ideas by an individual or a group of people work-
ing together. In that sense, Cordoba et al. (2018)
mention that creativity and innovation should co-
exist because they are two different constructs;
they generate greater effectiveness when en-
hanced collectively. For this reason, these authors
define creativity as “an ability that human beings
have to generate ideas, problem solutions or offer
different interpretations or solutions to different
socioeconomic, social, and contextual realities”
(p. 56).

In the organizational context, experts have
given different definitions of creativity. Sousa et
al. (2012) indicate that organizational creativity
is a system for developing and channeling indi-
vidual creativity through teams into monetary
innovations of the company. Finally, DilLiello
and Houghton (2008) mention that creativity in
the organizational context has three interrelated
dimensions: creative potential, creative practice,
and perceived organizational support.

DilLiello and Houghton s Creativity Model (2008)

DiLiello and Houghton (2008) define cre-
ative potential as the individual’s desire and
ability to be creative. Boada-Grau et al. (2014)
highlight that creative potential is what an indi-
vidual performs to produce new ideas. DiLiello
and Houghton define creative practice as the per-
ceived opportunity to use creative skills and abil-
ities at work. Creative practice is how individu-
als develop new ideas and practical skills and use
their creative abilities in the organization (Boada-
Grau et al., 2014). Finally, organizational support
is the recognition the company gives its employ-
ees for being creative (Boada-Grau et al., 2014).

Therefore, DiLiello and Houghton (2008) point
out that individuals with strong creative potential
are more likely to practice creativity when they
feel organizational support. It is worth noting that
this model of creativity helps employees generate
new ideas for their work tasks through the three
dimensions mentioned above (Boada-Grau et al.,
2014).

DiLiello and Houghton’s Creativity Model
(2008) stands out as a superior framework for
understanding workplace creativity compared to
other prominent models such as the Componential
Model of Creativity (Amabile, 1998, the
Interactionist Model of Creativity (Woodman &
Schoenfeldt, 1990), and the Systems Model of
Creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988). This asser-
tion relies on several key aspects that underscore
the model’s comprehensiveness and practical
applicability.

Firstly, DiLiello and Houghton’s model
uniquely integrates the concepts of creative po-
tential, practiced creativity, and organizational
support. This triadic approach provides a com-
prehensive understanding of creativity, encom-
passing not only the individual’s inherent abili-
ty to generate novel ideas but also the practical
application of these ideas in a work setting and
the critical role of organizational support. In con-
trast, models like the Componential Model of
Creativity (Amabile, 1996) primarily focus on
individual-level factors such as domain-relevant
skills, creativity-relevant processes, and task mo-
tivation without sufficiently addressing the orga-
nizational context that can either facilitate or hin-
der creative expression.

Secondly, DiLiello and Houghton’s model
emphasizes the dynamic interaction between an
individual’s creative potential and the organiza-
tional environment. This aspect aligns with the
Interactionist Model of Creativity (Woodman &
Schoenfeldt, 1990), which also takes into con-
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sideration the interplay between personal traits
and environmental factors. However, DiLiello
and Houghton (2008) delve into the concept and
explicitly define practiced creativity as the per-
ceived opportunity to use creative skills at work,
thus providing a clearer operationalization of how
organizational support can translate potential into
actual creative output. This clear delineation of
practiced creativity and the role of organization-
al support offers actionable insights for managers
aiming to cultivate a creative workforce.
Moreover, the model’s emphasis on organi-
zational support as a facilitator of practiced cre-
ativity directly addresses the limitations of the
Systems Model of Creativity (Csikszentmihalyi,
1988), highlighting the broader sociocultural con-
text; however, it lacks specific guidance on how
organizations can nurture individual creativity.
By focusing on organizational practices such as
recognizing and rewarding creativity, DiLiello
and Houghton’s Creativity Model (2008) pro-
vides concrete strategies for fostering an environ-
ment that supports and enhances creative efforts.
In summary, DiLiello and Houghton’s
Creativity Model (2008) offers a more integrated
and actionable framework for understanding and
fostering workplace creativity. Its comprehensive
approach, which combines individual capabilities
with organizational support mechanisms, pro-
vides a robust foundation for enhancing creative
performance in organizational settings.

Creative Potential and Practiced Creativity
Scale (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008)

The Creative Potential and Practiced
Creativity (CPPC-17) scale is a comprehensive in-
strument designed to measure two crucial aspects
of creativity in the workplace: creative potential
and practiced creativity. The scale comprises 17

items distributed across three factors: Creative
Potential, Practiced Creativity, and Perceived
Organizational Support. Creative Potential (6
items) assesses an individual’s self-perceived
ability to generate novel ideas and solve problems
creatively, while Practiced Creativity (5 items)
evaluates the opportunities individuals have to ap-
ply their creative skills in their work environment.
Perceived Organizational Support (6 items) mea-
sures the degree to which an organization fosters
and recognizes employee creativity.

The CPPC-17 demonstrates robust psycho-
metric properties, with reliability coefficients
(Cronbach’s alpha) ranging from .84 to .94 across
the three factors (English version) and from .80
to .90 (Spanish version), indicating high internal
consistency. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
supports the scale’s three-factor structure in both
the original (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008) and
subsequent studies (Boada Grau et al., 2014).
Construct validity is shown by significant cor-
relations with related constructs such as worka-
holism, irritation, burnout, and personality traits
(Boada Grau et al., 2014). The CPPC scale was
constructed through a rigorous process that in-
cluded item development based on DiLiello and
Houghton’s (2008) conceptual framework of cre-
ativity, followed by exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses to refine the instrument and ensure
its validity and reliability (DiLiello & Houghton,
2008).

The translation of the CPPC-17 scale from
English to Spanish was conducted by Boada Grau
et al. (2014) in Spain using the back-translation
method. Initially, bilingual experts translated the
17-item scale into Spanish. According to the au-
thors, the process followed guidelines for test ad-
aptation, ensuring the Spanish version retained
the psychometric properties of the original scale,
including reliability and construct validity. For
the present study, we used the Spanish version
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translated by Boada Grau et al. (2014). We an-
alyzed each instrument item, word by word, for
linguistic equivalence, and found it equivalent to
the Spanish used in Puerto Rico.

Antecedents and Consequences
of Creativity at Work

Creativity at work is influenced by various
individual and organizational factors. At the indi-
vidual level, motivational factors such as intrin-
sic motivation (Amabile, 1998; da Costa et al.,
2015), thriving at work (Zhang et al., 2023), and
work engagement (Gonlepa et al., 2023; Mubarak
& Noor, 2018) are crucial. Social factors, such as
leadership styles like authentic (Luu et al., 2019;
Mubarak & Noor, 2018), transformational and
charismatic (Luu et al., 2019), as well as lead-
ership self-deprecating humor and identification

(Huang, 2023) foster follower creativity. Leaders’

creativity also enhances team creativity (Li & Yue,
2019). Psychological empowerment (Mubarak
& Noor, 2018) and self-efficacy (da Costa et al.,
2015) significantly boost creativity, with creative
self-efficacy building confidence and innovative
thinking (DiLiello & Houghton, 2008). Other fac-
tors like emotional intelligence, expressiveness,
and positive affect are also important (da Costa
et al., 2015).

Creativity in the workplace has numerous
positive outcomes. At the individual level, cre-
ativity can enhance well-being by providing a
flexible response to stress (Helzer & Kim, 2019).
It also helps individuals stay focused on goals
and continuously improve their skills (Sajid et al.,
2017). At the organizational level, leadership that
promotes creativity can lead to beneficial emo-
tional states among employees, fostering prob-
lem-solving, questioning existing methods, idea
generation, and positive discussions (Shalley et

al., 2015). When supervisors encourage creativ-
ity, staff vision, and self-confidence improve, en-
hancing leadership performance (Garcia-Vidal et
al., 2019).

Justification

According to Blomberg et al. (2017), com-
petition, economic situation, and urgency to
change have given way to organizational creativ-
ity. These authors mention that organizational
creativity is emerging as a distinct space for ac-
ademic research. They also recommend that or-
ganizations be adaptive, flexible, and innovative,
according to the requirements that have brought
organizational creativity to the center of manage-
rial interests in recent years. Therefore, this study
aims to analyze the psychometric properties of the
validity and reliability of the CPPC-17 inferences
to support and contribute to the development of
research, the process of organizational diagno-
sis, and the practice of Industrial Organizational
Psychology. This management will be relevant
for organizations, employees, clients, and profes-
sionals of Industrial Organizational Psychology
to enhance creativity in the work context.

Purpose of the Study

This research analyzes the psychometric
properties of the Creative Potential and Creative
Practice Scale (CPPC-17) in the Puerto Rico lab-
oral context. The specific objectives of the study
are:

1. To analyze the factor structure of the
Creative Potential and Creative Practice
Scale of Boada-Grau et al. (2014) employ-
ing confirmatory factor analysis with struc-
tural equations.
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2. To analyze the discriminatory ability of the
CPPC-17 items.

3. To analyze the reliability of the CPPC-17
and its factors using Cronbach’s alpha in-
ternal consistency index and composite
reliability.

4.  To analyze the convergent and divergent va-
lidity of the CPPC-17 factors using the ex-
tracted mean analysis of variance.

Method
Design

This research used an instrumental study
design (Montero & Leon, 2007) to analyze the
psychometric properties of the CPPC-17 (Boada
Grau et al., 2014) through confirmatory fac-
tor analysis. Consequently, we tested the instru-
ment’s factor structure and, in this way, we met
the proposed objectives.

Participants

We obtained approval for this research from
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Albizu
University in San Juan, Puerto Rico. We collect-
ed sociodemographic information on gender, age,
academic preparation, marital status, number of
years working for the company, type of company,
and type of industry.

The final sample of this study was com-
posed of 1021 participants, 65% of whom indicat-
ed that they were female and 35% male, with ages
ranging from 21 to 78 (M = 35.91, SD = 11.04).
Regarding academic preparation, 38.8% of par-
ticipants indicated having a high school or bach-
elor’s degree.

Measure

Spanish version of the Creative Potential and
Creative Practice Scale (CPPC-17). DilLiello
and Houghton (2008) originally developed this
scale and adapted it to Spanish by Boada-Grau et
al. (2014). This instrument has 17 items, which
measures three factors linked to creativity: six
items of creative potential (o = .84; e.g., “I feel
comfortable trying new ideas”), five items of cre-
ative practice (o= .84; e.g., “At work, my creative
abilities are used to the fullest”), and six items
of perceived organizational support (a =.94; e.g.,
“In my company, creative work is appreciated”).
The scale has a Likert-type response format with
anchors ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).

General Procedures

For this study, we contacted participants elec-
tronically (e.g., via Facebook and email) and invited
them to participate in the research by sharing the
link to answer the survey. We collected the responses
through the Survey Monkey® platform and down-
loaded them to a data matrix for further analysis.

Data Analysis Procedures

For this purpose, we performed different sta-
tistical analyses to assess the psychometric prop-
erties of the CPPC-17: 1) Multivariate normality
analysis of the data; 2) Confirmatory factor anal-
ysis using structural equations with correction of
the adjustment indexes using the corrections of
Satorra and Bentler (2001); 3) Item discrimina-
tion analysis; 4) Correlation analysis (direct and
factor scores of the scale); 5) Reliability analy-
sis; and 6) Analysis of discriminant and conver-
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gent validity. The statistical programs used were
AMOS Graphics version 26, IBM SPSS Statistics
version 26, Stata version 14, and R version 3.3.3.

Results
Item Descriptive Analysis

As part of the analyses, we obtained means
and standard deviations for all CPPC-17 items
to analyze the distributional properties of the
scale. Means ranged from 3.55 to 4.32, with
standard deviations from 1.26 to 1.73. We con-
ducted an analysis of multivariate normality of
the data using the Mardia, Doornik-Hansen, and
Henze-Zirkler M-statistical tests (Doornik &
Hansen, 2008), which also did not indicate this
type of normality in the scale: M for skewness
= 53.70121, ¢ ? (969) = 8765.239, p < .001; M
for kurtosis = 562.4389, y 2 (1) = 21654.437, p <
.001; Henze-Zirkler = 6.926755, y * (1) = 5.96, p
<.001; Doornik-Hansen y 2(100) = 2073.329, p <
.001. Since normality assumptions were not met,
we used the corrections of Satorra and Bentler
(2001) to calculate the fit of the structural equa-
tion models tested.

Factorial Analysis of the Scale

To analyze the factor structure of the
CPPC-17, we tested two models using the confir-
matory factor analysis with structural equations
and the maximum likelihood estimation method.
The first model tested was a base model (M1) in
which the 17 CPPC-17 items represented a single
latent factor. The results of the confirmatory fac-
tor analysis for M1 did not show an adequate fit
to the data: y> =7181.882 (119) p <.001, RMSEA
= .24, CFI = .59, NFI = .58, IF] = .59, AIC =
7249.882, corrected x> = 542.4706 (116), p <

.001, corrected CFI = .59, corrected NFI = .29,
corrected IFI = .59, corrected AIC = 7184.412.
This fact indicates that the CPPC-17 may consist
of more than one factor. Then, we proceeded to
test a model (M2) consisting of three factors (cre-
ative potential, creative practice, and perceived
social support) as the scale design (M2) is the
same as the one devised in the CPPC-17 original-
ly. This second model showed a good fit to the da-
ta (Hu & Bentler, 1999) (see Table 1). The results
of the three-factor M2 (see Figure 1) with an ade-
quate fit to the data, y> =911.4705 (116) p <.001,
RMSEA = .08, CFI = .95, NFI =95, IFI = .95,
AIC = 985.4705, corrected x> = 542.4706 (116),
<.001, corrected CFI = .96, corrected NFI =.96,
corrected IFI = .96, corrected AIC = 914.4683.
These indices comply with what Satorra and
Blenter (2001) consider acceptable levels. Figure
1 shows the final version of the CPPC-17.
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A three-factor model of creativity.
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]];?:):rei;qination indices and explained variance of the items in the final version of the CPPC-17.
Items Discrimination index R?
1. T1think I am good at generating innovative ideas. .90 .80
2. 1am confident in my ability to solve problems creatively. 93 .86
3. Ican further develop the ideas of others. .88 78
4. Tam good at finding creative ways to solve problems. .93 .86
5. Thave the talent and skills to do my job well. .86 74
6. 1 feel comfortable trying new ideas. .88 77
7. At work, [ have the opportunity to use my skills and creative abilities. .87 75
8. At work, people invite me to present ideas for improvement. .87 75
9. 1have the opportunity to participate in teams. .76 57
10. I am free to decide how to carry out my tasks. .78 61
11. At work, my creative abilities are used to the fullest. .83 .69
12. In my company, creative work is appreciated.. .86 73
13. My company judges ideas fairly. .88 77
14. In my company, people are encouraged to solve problems creatively. .92 .84
15. My company has good methods to encourage and develop creative ideas. .92 .84
16. My company rewards innovative and creative ideas. 81 .66
17. 1 think I am good at generating innovative ideas. .83 .69

Note. R*> = Variance explained; Items 1 to 6 = Creative Potential; Items 7 to 11 = Creative Practice; Items 12 to 17 =

Organizational Support.

Following the recommendations proposed
by Schumacker and Lomax (2010), the AIC_ was
used to compare the structural equation models
since the y values® were statistically significant.
Given this, M2 presented a lower index (4/1C, =
914.4683) than M1 (4IC = 7,184.412). When
comparing both models, M1 presented a greater

difference in its AIC,(4AIC = 6,269.9437).

Item Analysis

Discrimination of the 17 CPPC-17 items
was analyzed using the total item correlation in-
dex. Item discrimination ranged from .64 to .80.
Likewise, the factors’ explained variance ranged

between .37 and .54 (see Table 1). The discrimi-
nation indices in the CPPC-17 (M2) final version

are above the recommended minimum value of
.30 (Kline, 2005).

Reliability Analysis

As part of the objectives of this research,
we analyzed reliability and composite reliability
for the final three-factor version of the CPPC-17.
Cronbach’s alpha values for the CPPC-17 factors
ranged from .91 to .96. The composite reliability of
the factors (omega index) fluctuated between .91
and .96 (see Table 2). All indexes exceed the rec-
ommended minimum of .70 (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012).
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E/?gr?s? standard deviations, alphas, composite reliability, mean variance extracted and correlations (N = 1,021).
M DE a FC VME 1 2 3
1. Creative Potential 4.04 1.21 0.96 .96 .81 - .66 .39
2. Creative Practice 4.52 1.39 0.91 91 .68 .63 - .80
3. Organizational Support 3.86 1.46 0.95 95 76 38 75 -

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; o. = Cronbach’s alpha; CF = composite reliability; SM} = mean variance extracted.
All correlations were significant at p < .001. Values above the diagonal represent correlations between latent factors, whereas
values below the diagonal represent correlations of direct scores.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity Analysis

Convergent and discriminant validity were
analyzed using the Average Variance Extracted
(AVE), which measures the average variance ex-
plained by the construct in the items. High val-
ues in the AVE indicate lower error variance.
Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggest that the vari-
ance shared between two factors is always less
than the variance explained, thus fulfilling the dis-
criminant validity criterion. The values obtained
for the AVE of the CPPC-17 factors fluctuated
between .68 and .80 (see Table 2). Fornell and
Larcker (1981) suggested that values equal to or
greater than .50 are acceptable. In addition, the
relationship between the factors of the CPPC-17
was analyzed using Pearson’s r correlation. The
correlations between the factors fluctuated be-
tween .38 and .74 (see Table 2).

Discussion

The purpose of this research was to analyze
the psychometric properties of CPPC-17. The
three-factor structure proposed by DilLiello and
Houghton (2008) was replicated. The discrimina-
tion ability of the items proved to be adequate. We
performed Cronbach’s alpha analysis and found the
instrument to be reliable. Finally, we analyzed the

convergent and discriminant validity of the instru-
ment, and we determined that each of the instru-
ment’s dimensions measures a particular construct;
therefore, there is no redundancy among the items.

Theoretical Implications

In light of our findings, the study helps us
understand work creativity in the Puerto Rican
organizational context from the theoretical mod-
el proposed by DiLiello and Houghton (2008).
Similarly, the results show us that the Creative
Potential and Creative Practice Scale (CPPC-17)
is suitable for research in the Puerto Rican work-
place because creativity is measured validly and
consistently. At the same time, using this scale
will allow us to study creativity about other vari-
ables, such as identifying antecedents and conse-
quences in the Puerto Rican work environment.
It is worth noting that, according to the results,
no problems arise due to the findings, and it also
guarantees its application in our work context. On
the other hand, our research provides empirical
evidence in the Puerto Rican work context that
strengthens the theory of creativity proposed by
DiLiello and Houghton (2008) with its three in-
terrelated dimensions (creative potential, creative
practice, and organizational support) that posi-
tively influence and mutually enhance each other.
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Approaches established in the studies of Boada
Grau et al. (2014) and DiLiello and Houghton
(2008) support this empirical evidence.

Our psychometric results indicate that the
subscales of the CPPC-17 demonstrated high
levels of reliability for its dimensions, which are
comparable to previous studies (Boada-Grau et al.,
2014; DiLiello & Houghton, 2008). In comparison
with the Spanish adaptation of Boada-Grau et al.
(2014), our results are consistent in reliability and
validity, suggesting that the CPPC-17 is a robust
instrument for assessing creativity in different cul-
tural contexts. These similarities reinforce the ap-
plicability of the CPPC-17 in diverse companies,
indicating that it can successfully serve to identify
and promote creative potential among employees.
However, it 1s important to recognize that the type
of sampling and the diversity of the sample in our
study may limit the generalizability of these re-
sults. Therefore, there is a need for future research
with large-scale and more diverse samples.

Practical Implications

The practical implications of this study en-
able us to make available a psychometric instru-
ment whose inferences are valid and reliable to
measure the three factors of work creativity (cre-
ative potential, creative practice, and perceived
organizational support). In the same way, this
study provides psychometric evidence of the
CPPC-17 instrument to carry out research, as
well as organizational diagnosis in Puerto Rican
workplaces. This instrument allows us to evalu-
ate work creativity at the individual level based
on the model proposed by DilLiello and Houghton
(2008). Similarly, this scale can be used in its en-
tirety, with its three dimensions of work creativity
and its particular dimensions, if necessary, under
the criteria of research interest.

Limitations and Strengths

One of the limitations of this study is that the
sampling is subject to availability, so the results
do not apply to the whole population of Puerto
Rico. However, the study sample is broad (1021
participants) and heterogeneous from different
workplaces in the Puerto Rican context. Finally,
as a strength, this research provides empirical in-
formation on work creativity in the same context.

Use of the Scale

The CPPC-17 Scale is divided into 17 items
and three factors linked to creativity: creative
potential, creative practice, and organization-
al support. The CPPC-17 could be used both in
groups and individually. The scores of this instru-
ment should be calculated for each of the factors
mentioned earlier. The value obtained for each
item should be summed to get the mean score
per-factor. Then, the result should be divided
by the number of items per-factor: creative po-
tential (6 items), creative practice (5 items), and
perceived organizational support (6 items). Each
item is answered with a response anchor ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Calculating the mean scores of the scale factors
provides an average score on the same response
anchor as the CPPC-17. The average scores can
fluctuate between 1 and 5.

Future Studies

Some suggestions for future research could
address studying how factors in the work context
promote creativity. That is, how the type of task,
the structure of the job, and the work sector may
affect workers’ creativity. In turn, such new stud-
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ies should analyze the influence of psychosocial
factors such as mobbing or social support affect
creativity at work likewise, how practices aimed
at promoting the meaning of work (e.g., job craft-
ing, the meaning of and in work) enhance creative
practices. Finally, to analyze the organizational
consequences of work creativity in different work
environments (e.g., third-sector companies, gov-
ernments, and private companies, among others).

General Conclusions

The literature review shows that creativity
in the workplace catalyzes new ideas that help
innovate and transform the work environment.
An example of this is the discovery of Velcro by
Georges de Mestral, who never thought that his
invention would change the management of the
textile industry.

In addition to providing a measurement in-
strument, this study demonstrated that creativity
in the workplace manifests human behavior to be,
rethink, and do work tasks differently, novelly,
and dynamically. For this to be possible, people
need to have the desire to create and put into prac-
tice their creative skills and abilities. In addition,
they need to have the support from the company
and other people who value, make, and enjoy the
creative process, as Albert Einstein said, “creativ-
ity is intelligence having fun”.
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