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Abstract
Using a Laclauian discourse approach this paper challenges the hegemony of articulations framing creativity as good, necessary, and as a source of valuable outcomes for organizations and individuals. Instead, this paper argues that creativity has a ‘dark side’, referring to that which is harmful and may result in pain, loss or suffering. We analyze and expose the hegemonic positivity of the creativity discourse within organization studies and discuss the implications of this hegemony. We conclude that the dark side of creativity has been subverted in the discourse and requires further scholarly exploration. To promote a greyer research agenda of creativity in organizations, we offer three theorizations of the dark side of creativity as antagonisms to the hegemony – the individual, collective, and critical. By challenging the hegemonic positivity of creativity and by providing a number of research imaginaries, this paper invites scholars to broaden the discourse and to embrace a more greyer understanding of creativity in organization studies.
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Introduction
Late modern times have seen creativity championed as ‘one of our most precious assets’ (Howkins, 2013, p. vii) with scholars and management gurus alike advocating creativity as a source of growth and performance for organizations (Bilton & Leary, 2002; Mumford, Hester, & Robledo, 2012). More of this elixir is needed in organizations, as creativity, creative individuals, and creative endeavors are central to organizational success (Amabile, 1997; Montanari, Scapolan & Gianecchini, 2016; Rosso, 2014). Florida and Goodnight (2005) go so far as to propose that the most important asset that a company may possess is its creative capital—or ‘an arsenal of creative thinkers whose ideas can be turned into valuable products and services’ (p. 125). These creative individuals are the modern day organizational heroes, who inject new life into organizations and propel them onto successful new paths that result in desirable gains (Mumford, 2007; Mumford et al., 2012; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002). While creativity research has, to date, been preoccupied with the questions of how to facilitate and better manage creativity within organizations (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Mumford, 2007; Mumford et al., 2002; Rosso, 2014) it has failed to call into question some of the taken-for-granted assumptions around its positivity and necessity (Blomberg, 2014; Jeanes, 2006). From a Laclauian discourse perspective, any potentially harmful aspects of creativity are neglected from creativity’s conceptualization. This lack of engagement with the darker aspects of creativity leads to a dominance of positive articulations, which subvert their antagonisms and normalize this kind of discourse. The dominance of articulations around creativity’s positive aspects may blind those engaged in creative work to its more negative features (McRobbie, 2002).
Recent literature on the dark side of organizations has argued that these darker aspects are a ‘pervasive feature of organizations’ (McCabe, 2014, p. 259) that require problematizing in order to expose neglected phenomena and the ‘greyness’ of organizations (Linstead, Marechal, & Griffin, 2014). We propose that the discourse of creativity is characterized by a certain positivity, or an ‘excessive’ positivity (cf. Collinson, 2012), which has imposed theoretical blinders on scholars and managers, who focus too often on the fruitful sides of creativity (Tuori & Vilén, 2011). We argue that managers and scholars need to acknowledge that creativity may possess a dark side that is often destructive and harmful to individuals and organizations. To date, there has been some discussion on the dark side of creativity by scholars in psychology (cf. Cropley, Kaufman, & Cropley, 2008; James, Clark, & Cropanzano, 1999; McLaren, 1993),  although it is often studied as a separate topic labeled “malevolent” or “negative creativity” (Cropley, Kaufman, & Cropley, 2008). Despite this limited attention, we argue that the organization studies literature has largely neglected the darker aspects of creativity in organizations. 
In this paper we apply Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985) discourse theory as a way to examine the creativity discourse and its hegemonic formation in the organizational literature. We have chosen this Laclauian approach due to its ability to, not only help develop a snapshot of the discourse on creativity in organizations, but also to disrupt its structuring by drawing attention to its antagonisms at the frontiers of the discourse. In doing so, we offer a new research agenda that comprises three theorizations of the dark side of creativity and discuss the implications of eliding these from the existing discourse.
Specifically, in summarizing the extant research on creativity in organizations, we categorize three ontological perspectives, all of which signify the hegemony of the positivity in the discourse. First, is the research focused on the individual - where creativity is attributed to a quality of an individual or their psychological makeup (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004; Weisberg, 2010). Second, the collective perspective to creativity that acknowledges the social dimensions of the concept and moves away from the idea of creativity possessed by any one individual but rather sees it as a process or outcome of the social (Amabile, 1983; Lombardo & Kvålshaugen, 2014; Montanari et al., 2016; Rosso, 2014; Unsworth, 2012; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). Lastly, critical perspectives to the study of creativity are often based on discursive approaches and see creativity not as ontologically ‘real’ but constructed in the talk and text of interactions producing normalizing discourse which frames our understanding of the creative (Bilton, 2014; Blomberg, 2014; Jeanes, 2006; Prichard, 2002). In this paper we use these three ontological positions to expose and challenge the hegemonic positivity. Using the literature concerning the dark side of organizations as inspiration, we then utilize the three approaches as a framework to explore how the dark side of creativity could be theorized in future research. 
The first contribution of this paper is to analyze and expose the hegemonic positivity of the creativity discourse in organization studies. The second, and main contribution of this paper, is to open up the discourse on creativity to its previously silenced or neglected antagonisms by directly confronting the hegemony in the discourse with ‘antagonistic articulatory practices’ (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985, p. 122) of this paper and beyond. We do this by theorizing a number of possible research imaginaries that pave the way for the confrontation with the existing ways of conceptualizing creativity. Our analysis specifically focuses on organizational studies research, since we see this as an area where the hegemony of positivity benefits scholars who have established their careers through promoting creativity in organizations, and who do so in order to maintain their established positions based on this expertise. Similarly, we see that the hegemony is maintained through demands from organizational leaders who seek to manage their creative workforce or apply the latest creativity enhancing solutions. The activities of these leaders are part of the discursive structure established through the knowledge-production of scholars. We therefore recognize the articulations of scholars as a legitimate site for confronting the hegemony of the positivity of creativity.
We call for a more critical take on the term ‘creativity’ by scholars with richer and more complex workings of the concept that incorporate the greyer aspects of creativity in organizations. In doing so, we do not prioritize any single way of conceptualizing creativity; rather we acknowledge that creativity in the organizational literature has a plurality of meanings and we support a diversity of approaches in constructing the understanding of both creativity and its dark side. We encourage scholars to reflexively consider the existing structuring of the creativity discourse in organizational research and its implications, and invite the disruption and re-articulation of creativity in order to incorporate its greyer aspects.

Discourse theory and creativity in organization studies
This paper draws on Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985) discourse theory in exploring the discursive construction of creativity and its hegemony (Laclau, 1990, 2005) in the extant organization studies literature. Examining creativity as a discourse allows us to acknowledge that the concept does not start with meaning but its meanings are ‘contextually created, supported and re-created via discursive interactions’ (Grant, Iedema, & Oswick, 2009, p. 217). The post-modern perspective on the discourse of creativity further encourages us to challenge the taken-for-granted meanings and illustrate how these are a product of the social practices of scholars (and beyond) which serve to marginalize and subvert alternative meanings of creativity (Grant et al., 2009). In particular we take the view that the meanings of creativity established by scholars influence other, global views on creativity, such that ‘many local discourses are influenced by other local discourses or by more general events in society. Everything is connected with everything else’ (Koivunen, 2007, p. 299). The voices of academics imbuing creativity with positive meaning have powerful effects beyond the local discourses of academic circles and published texts.
	For Laclau and Mouffe (1985) discourse is a structured totality that is constructed through articulatory practices. They see discourse as something that is not complete of ‘fixable’ but rather in a constant struggle for the dominance in a discursive field (Cederström & Spicer, 2014; Boehm, Spicer & Fleming, 2008). Its apparent fixation is understood through the identification of nodal points that connect elements of the discourse in specific moments (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985). Through a multitude of moments, these nodal points attempt to fix meaning by constituting and organizing social relations around a structured totality (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985; Böhm, Spicer & Fleming, 2008; Cederström & Spicer, 2014). While discourse is never completely fixed, its partial fixation results in connections between signifiers. The connections are organized through the nodal points as privileged signifiers that assign meanings to other signifiers and acquire their own meaning in relation to them. The construction of these nodal points is termed articulation (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985). 
Laclauian discourse theory enables us to frame this discursive structure as problematic through the identification of a specific hegemony of meaning - that creativity signifies the positive. We claim that such discursive constellations, fueled by scholarly articulations, necessitate further questioning due to their possibly harmful effects on those who work in creative settings, consider themselves creative (McRobbie, 1998; Morgan & Wood, 2014; Ursell, 2000), and who generally engage with a discourse of creativity. 
The dominant and hegemonic articulatory structures revealed by this approach appear as natural and taken-for-granted, thereby disabling and subverting their own antagonisms. We define antagonisms as the ‘negation of a given order’ or the limit to that order which is not reducible to it (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985), hence we see antagonisms as that which is lacking or the undefinable ‘other’ which is omitted from the social structuring of a discourse (Cederström & Spicer, 2014). The use of this post-foundational approach to discourse goes beyond revealing and labelling hegemonic discourses (Cederström & Spicer, 2014). The Laclauian-inspired approach applied in this paper allows us to directly and intentionally confront what we see as a hegemonic discourse through exploration of its antagonisms in the hope to radically change the landscape of organization studies’ research on creativity.
While recent work in organization studies adopting a Laclauian perspective has tended to focus on how a particular discourse has achieved its dominance (e.g. Kenny & Scriver, 2012; Spicer & Bohm, 2007; van Bommel & Spicer, 2011), our intent is to use this concept in a more radical way – that is to ‘disrupt or dislocate habitual ways of distinguishing between words and what they ostensibly represent’ (Willmott, 2005, p. 764). Our aim is to confront the dominant understandings of creativity by exploring and theorizing the tensions, irregularities, ambiguities and generally darker aspects that have been subverted by the dominance of positive claims about creativity.
Our analysis in this paper examined the body of literature surrounding the concept of creativity within the field of organization studies and focused on articulations of creativity published in scholarly articles. The analysis began with generating an overall understanding of the various meanings connected to creativity across different disciplines. The positioning of this study within Laclauian discursive theory connects articulations across sites and, thus, these literatures were initially reviewed to garner a sense for a broader discursive structure. Through this analysis, we noticed that creativity, as a broader discourse across several academic disciplines, was characterized by an excessive amount of positivity.
Next, based on an analysis of articles on creativity in the organization studies literature, we identified three ontological perspectives, which were distinct in their approach to conceptualizing creativity. We thought it valuable to maintain these ontological distinctions in our analysis, because we recognized that each spoke to different groups of researchers with unique research interests and foci. Dividing our analysis into these three research approaches allowed us to organize our findings, but also to reach a wider community of researchers than by focusing simply on those who had similar interests and approaches to our own discursive/critical one. We also noticed that, despite the ontological differences between these groups, all three approaches seemed to signify the subversion of the antagonisms of the dominant view of creativity as positive. That is to say that the tension between the dominant view of creativity and its antagonisms failed to be addressed in the literature to any great extent. The recent literature on the dark side of organizations (e.g. Linstead, Maréchal, & Griffin, 2014) inspired our theorization of creativity’s darker potentialities and the possibility of these potentialities as the antagonisms of the positivity of the creativity discourse. We read the lack of reference to these darker aspects of creativity as particularly problematic due to its tendency to subvert the potential complexities at the frontier of this discourse. 
In order to facilitate the disruption of this discourse of creativity in organizations we develop a framework through which alternative articulatory practices can reform the discourse. By offering these new imaginaries for exploring a greyer version of creativity in organizations, we aim to encourage the reorganization of the discourse. In the next section we explore this discourse of creativity through the articulations we identify as prevalent throughout the organizational literature. We then proceed to challenge the hegemony of such articulations by drawing attention to the antagonisms that we argue this discourse is attempting to subvert.

The discourse of creativity in organizational research
The existing conceptualization of creativity in organization studies naturalizes contemporary modalities of the creative with positively loaded and rather uncritical understandings (Gahan, Minahan & Glow, 2007). We argue that creativity functions as a nodal point that is connected to many positive organizational outcomes, such as organizational effectiveness (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993; Zhang & Bartol, 2010), success (Anderson, Potočnik, Zhou, 2014; Montanari et al., 2016; Rosso, 2014), competitiveness (Baer & Oldham, 2006), the accomplishment of company goals and profitability (Scott, 1995), or even survival (Anderson et al., 2014; Zhang & Bartol, 2010; Woodman et al., 1993). The discourse in organization studies echoes many of the meanings we identified in the broader discourse on creativity across academic disciplines. This broader discourse attempts to fix the value and significance of creativity by attempting to facilitate more creativity (Amabile, 1983; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Harrison & Rouse, 2014; Rosso, 2014), and focusing primarily on its benefits (Harrison & Wagner, 2016; Runco, 2004). The hegemony of the articulations framing creativity as “good” becomes further visible in Zhou and Ren’s (2012) conceptualizing of creativity as a positive form of deviance, excluding anything negative or potentially harmful in its conceptualization. 
Following from our general analysis of the scholarly literature on creativity in organizations we identified three ontologically diverse categorizations that allow us to describe the ways in which this hegemony plays out in the discourse. The three perspectives are: creativity as part of the cognitive dimensions of the individual, creativity as a collectively constructed phenomenon, and creativity as a discourse through which our understandings of the social are arranged through power and politics. All three attempt to fix creativity as a positive phenomenon, albeit in varying ways.
Individual. Cognitive approaches to the study of creativity have articulated creativity as a property of an individual and develop the discourse around the concept of a ‘creative person’ or ‘creative mind’ (cf. Kaufman & Sternberg, 2013), often equating a creative action to a good one, as suggested by Kaufman and Sternberg (2013): ‘A creative response is novel, good, and relevant’. Creativity then is articulated as an individual choice that can be recognized as itself through the actions of those individuals (Chiles, Bluedorn, & Gupta, 2007). Although creative action can also be recognized as a socially embedded phenomenon (Lombardo & Kvålshaugen, 2014), it is most often articulated in this conceptualization as a dimension of the individual who possesses creative talents or capabilities, and where creativity is a choice or a skill of the individual (Taggar, 2002). The concept of the creative individual, as argued by Mumford et al. (2002), signifies a range of positive attributes: 
‘not only achievement motivation and autonomy, but also openness, flexibility, cognitive complexity, self-confidence, dominance, and introversion’ (p. 710).
Even more explicit references to creative ‘genius’ are found in the literature, for instance, in a recent article about the role of social networks in creativity, where Perry-Smith and Mannucci (2017) identify potential problems relating to different phases of creativity, while contributing to an idea of a creative genius travelling along an idea journey: 
‘others may get stuck in championing; [while] they may be geniuses at generation and elaboration’ (p. 54).
Such conceptualizations of creativity continue to articulate, and therefore attempt to fix, the meaning of the creative individual as an organizational ‘hero’ or ‘genius’.
Mumford, Hester and Robledo (2012) advance this idea of the heroic creative individuals and their connection to the success of endeavors. As an example of this sort of articulation, they name Fredrick W. Taylor’s ‘creative work’ as responsible for the ‘growth of modern organizations as a social phenomenon’ (p. 3). Taylor may well have done something creative to propel this field into existence, but such articulations serve to normalize the necessity of the individuals’ creativity, even as far as for the development of the discipline of organization studies itself. 
Collective. The collective approach to conceptualizing creativity is distinguished from cognitive and often psychologically oriented studies that focus on an individual’s creativity (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993; Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999; Tanggaard, 2013). According to Woodman et al.’s (1993) widely cited definition, creativity in organizations is ‘the creation of a valuable, useful new product, service, idea, procedure, or process by individuals working together in a complex social system’ (p. 293), specifically privileging the meaning of the social and complex nature of the creativity taking place in the organizational setting. Unsworth (2012) attempts to ‘unpack’ the significance of creativity by arguing that there are several dimensions to the creative process. While her analysis acknowledges the complexity of creativity, she does little to circumvent its hegemonic association with the positive by ‘re-packing’ it with the same relations to the ‘useful’ and ‘novel’ echoed by the majority of scholarly articulations. Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2013) go even further in attempting to fix this relation by suggesting that creativity in teams must be ‘designed to significantly benefit the individual, the team, the organization, or wider society’ and ‘seen as having the potential to create value for the organization in the short or long run’ (p. 685-686), limiting the meanings of creativity to those that are of individual, organizational, or even societal benefit and value.
Fortwengel, Schüsler and Sydow (2017) suggest a reframing of creativity research by inviting researchers to take a practice perspective in studying creativity in order to ‘address the important yet paradoxical question of how creativity may be organized and managed’ (p. 5). Despite inviting a reconsideration of the ontology of creativity, they reinforce the hegemonic positivity of creativity research by articulating it as necessary. Similarly, Lombardo and Kvålhaugen (2014) question the equating of creativity with only desirable outputs and suggest redefining it as a practice of ‘constraint shattering’. Although they take steps toward a re-articulation of creativity that includes potentially negative aspects, they do it with the aim of providing insights into how practitioners can try to ‘steer the creative reaction within a space’ in order to ‘promote creative action in organizations’ (p. 607). The transition to a collective, and even processual, understanding may seem like a move towards a new articulation of creativity, but it does little to challenge the hegemony of articulations framing creativity as inherently positive and/or necessary. 
Critical. Over the last decade creativity research in organization studies has mimicked the turn to language as an epistemology in the social sciences. Creativity, as well as many other concepts that are no longer considered to be ontologically ‘real’, are qualities constructed in interactions through talk and texts (e.g. Bilton, 2014; Blomberg, 2014). Conceptualizing creativity as a discourse allows for the examination of the discursive formations that normalize certain practices and ways of being (Prichard, 2002). Despite the foundation for a more critical turn to the study of creativity, few researchers have taken up this opportunity to explore the antagonisms of the hegemonic positivity. 
Jeanes (2006) is one of the few to call into question the naturalized view of creativity as a necessity in the societal context. She argues that the overemphasis on creativity can lead to the neglect of the destructiveness and/or pointlessness of creativity. Despite raising many of the issues we identify in the discourse, her unease remains with the overemphasis of the creative process and the significance of ‘being creative’ (Jeanes, 2006). We see her argument as doing little to challenge the excessive positivity of creativity, as she ironically concludes her paper with a rather romanticized view of creativity – framing creativity with a discourse of resistance that articulates the necessity of ‘putting our creative potential to work’ and being ‘truly creative’ (p. 133). Thus, for Jeanes (2006), creativity still signifies the novel, authentic, and necessary. 
Prichard (2002), and Tuori and Vilén (2011), question the discursive formation of creativity, arguing that it may lead to the fetishization of ‘creative selves’ which have power effects on individuals and organizations. However, these rather rare explorations of the antagonisms to the hegemony that we identified could have been elaborated on in more depth to inspire the challenging of this hegemony; therefore, we argue that these few critical papers have made attempts at challenging the hegemony but in a rather limited way.
Using Laclauian concepts, we observe how the articulation of creativity in organization studies couples creativity with meanings that are good and productive for individuals and organizations. The arbitrary coupling of such meanings are the outcomes of political processes as exercises of power (Mumby, 2016) by which articulatory structures come to appear hegemonic; thus, this positivity ‘can be a violation of experience when it leads people to deny the dark side of their experience’ (Vince & Mazen, 2014, p. 192). While we acknowledge the challenges in re-conceptualizing creativity, we emphasize the need for a discourse that enables researchers to articulate greyer versions of creativity. 

Subverting the dark side of creativity in organizational research
This paper examines creativity as a nodal point that imbues the notion of creativity with positive meanings. This uncritical coupling of creativity with that which is positive subverts alternative understandings of creativity, suppresses darker experiences of creativity, and narrows the possibilities for interpretation. In order to strengthen the understanding of creativity, we argue that the discourse needs to abandon the uncritical coupling of the concept with that which is positive, and extend the discourse to appreciate its more greyish aspects.
The naturalized and, we argue, hegemonic view of creativity as positive has contributed to creativity becoming a general imperative. This positivity in the discourse surrounding creativity is most likely driven by a non-reflexive performance of power and control (Bloom & White, 2016). While scholarly articulations manage to promote creativity as a desirable organizational feature, they simultaneously silence alternative voices, contribute to a limited construction of creativity, and leave both scholars and organizations ignorant of, and unprepared for, any of its harmful consequences. The spirit of positivity surrounding creativity risks leading to a tendency to conceal or paper over any difficult issues (cf. Collinson, 2012), and to a culture of masquerade and pretence. 
This silencing reinforces the hegemonic beliefs about creativity, due to its ability to stabilize meaning and allow individuals to ‘navigate the (often) hopeless task of fulfilling the duties of a responsible organizational subject in practice’ (Bloom & White, 2016, p. 6). In doing so it subverts the experiences of the dark side of creativity in an almost violent way. Isaacson’s (2012) account of Steve Jobs and his abusive behavior at Apple is an example of this subversion. At Apple, the positivity of being around a ‘creative genius’ made employees perceive themselves as the ‘absolute luckiest person in the world to have worked with him’ (p. 100), disguising a culture of fear, insecurity, and oppression at this creative organization. 
The overly positive discourse of creativity easily hides any manipulative or dishonest intentions behind the use of creativity rhetoric, which may be used to increase control or discipline and regulate employee behavior (cf. Fleming & Sturdy, 2009). Therefore, incorporating the darker shades of the phenomenon as a part of theorizing creativity is also an ethical issue since, under the disguise of positivity, many forms of exploitation, inequality, or suppression may go unnoticed, if done in the name of creativity. As pointed out by Fineman (2006), the excessive positivity itself has a dark side. This positive approach to concepts promotes traits, appearance, and behavior, that are considered positive and thus desirable. Those who fail to fit the creativity regime become stigmatized, reinforcing control and subordination. Creativity can be, and often is, used for negative and harmful purposes, such as to disrupt production, steal from a company, or to abuse people (James et al., 1999), and it may lead to consequences and side effects that were not planned or intended, but are nevertheless harmful. 
The excessive positivity of the organizational creativity discourse is also problematic regarding the understanding of the phenomenon itself. Osborne (2003), for instance, warns that the contemporary creativity discourse has ‘potentially moronic consequences’, since compulsory creativity involves a risk of turning to a continuous repetition of incremental changes. These continuous incremental changes are considered to be closer to repetition than novelty and, therefore, have conservative effects (Osborne, 2003). De Cock, Rehn, and Berry (2013) argue that, since the current conceptualizations of creativity frame it as something positive, productive, and utilizable, they disable its potential. They, therefore, invite scholars to ‘reject the sunny descriptions of creativity as an Apollonian rational process that flies from discovery to discovery’ and engage in exploring more radical forms of creativity (De Cock et al., 2013, p. 159) – a kind that has the potential to, but has yet to, lead to the resistance to the overly positive notions about creativity. Jeanes (2006) also suggests that darker aspects, such as destruction or failure, can act as forces behind creativity, and encourages scholars to disengage from the current understandings of, and obsessions with, creativity that force us to produce many things that may not be worthwhile. This almost compulsive focus on creativity signified by all that positivity has made creativity an overused term ‘drained of any valid meanings or any useful critical applications’ (Negus & Pickering, 2000, p. 260).
From the Laclauian perspective these darker aspects of creativity are the antagonisms to the existing discourse: the limits of the positivity agenda that fail to be accounted for in the current discourse of creativity and are thereby subverted by it. It is only ‘through a confrontation with antagonistic articulatory practices’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985, p.122) that elements collide in order to form a discursive crisis – one that challenges the hegemony of the existing discourse and the social relations it constitutes. This structuring completes neither the hegemony nor its antagonisms, but rather encourages the rupture of the existing order and the birth of a new, if mostly unstable, one. Our intention is to disrupt this existing order by introducing antagonisms to the discourse, which could potentially emerge from a different school of thought – more critical research on the ‘dark side of organizations’.

The Dark Side of Organizations
The address of the dark side of organizations research by Linstead, Maréchal and Griffin (2014) highlights the tendency of mainstream research to neglect darker shades of organizational activity. We use the ‘dark side’, here, as a metaphor for experiences that are harmful to organizations or individuals and result in pain, suffering, or ultimately loss (Linstead et al., 2014). The disciplines of psychology and sociology have addressed issues regarding the dark side for quite some time (Vaughan, 1999). In psychology, the dark side has referred to the personal characteristics of individuals, according to which individuals possess dark qualities that make them more likely to behave in harmful ways towards others or organizations (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Other fields have examined the dark side as a part of collective activities that are symptomatic of some organizational misalignment or error that should be corrected or avoided. In their book The Dark Side of Organizational Behavior, Griffin and O’Leary-Kelly (2004) discuss a variety of dark side behaviors, which, according to them, need to be motivated, therefore omitting any unintentional harm from their understanding of dark side behavior. Their view is in contrast to Vaughan’s (1999) understanding that comprises both intentional behavior and mistakes and other unintended consequences as elements of the dark side. Despite these contradictions, both accounts share a view of the dark side of organizations and organizing as something deviant and abnormal (Linstead et al., 2014), and as something that can be eliminated by correcting the ‘errors’ or dysfunctions. These views, thus, neglect the potential damage and harm that can result from organizing and organizations, even when they operate within the boundaries of the norm (McCabe, 2014). While these workings on the dark side of organizations have, to date, theorized dark side behavior and discussed how we may eliminate it, they remain limited explorations of what we see as a significant part of organizational life. 
Linstead et al. (2014) call for a revised focus on the dark side of organizations. Their review of the many studies comprising ‘dark side’ research is comprehensive and thorough, and does not require repeating here. Their emphasis is on moving away from the overly positive and uncritical ‘bright side’ toward a more blended and nuanced grey area in organizations research. This calls for a more capacious understanding of organizational phenomena by theorizing a broader set of alternatives for complex concepts, such as creativity. Such a renewed focus in the organizational studies literature can do much to showcase the vast and multi-faceted experiences of organizational life. According to Sørensen, (2014, p. 280) the organizational world is ‘an ambiguous mixture of light and dark’, and the dark side aspects are deep-rooted in contemporary ways of organizing (McCabe, 2014). Attention to the harmful nature of organizations and organizing has been marginalized by the mainstream organizational research, which is characterized by positivity (Fineman, 2006). Ignoring the dark side of organizations, due to this emphasis on the positive, may lead to further harm, such as stigmatizing of individuals who fail to comply with the demands of the positivity (Fineman, 2006), and masking the dark and violent activities that contribute to the ordering of organizations (Vince & Mazen, 2014). Addressing the darker experiences of organizational phenomena may help us engage with more expansive and rich theorizations that do not unreflexively re-articulate creativity in organizations as positive.

Theorizing the dark side of creativity in organizations
Our aspiration with this paper is to open up the conversation on the dark side of creativity by engaging with the antagonisms of the current creativity discourse in organization studies. We develop several imaginaries for the dark side of creativity in organizations research by drawing parallels between the existing literature on the dark side of organizations and that on creativity in organizations. The three conceptualizations used by researchers in the study of creativity occupy various ontological and epistemological camps. We try not to privilege any one paradigmatic position but rather to use our earlier categories to work through three possible theorizations of the dark side of creativity – as individual, collective, and critical. These theorizations are not exhaustive and we acknowledge that there may be alternatives and experiences of the dark side of creativity that may be still missing. However, we invite an exploration of these phenomena based on a variety of methods and approaches that may be deployed towards the common goal of opening up the discourse.
Individual. Exploring creativity as a real attribute possessed by an individual has led to many positive articulations regarding ‘the creative individual’ or ‘creative genius’. Yet, some psychology research reveals a darker aspect to being the ‘creative genius’ linking the creative to mental disorders, affective problems (Amabile et al., 2005; Averill & Nunley, 2010), or negative personality traits (Gino & Ariely 2012). Despite the relation between creativity and mental instability or negative personality traits, especially as posited in some earlier psychological studies on creativity (e.g., Andreasen, 1987; Gino & Ariely, 2012; Jamison, 1989, 1993; Rothenberg, 1990, for a review, see Kyaga, 2014), much of this perspective has largely been omitted from the research on creativity in organizations. Beyond these psychological problems associated with ‘being a creative’ there are a number of darker aspects that could be explored in relation to the creative individual and the realm of the organization. These include negative emotions such as guilt (Arndt, Greenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, & Schimel, 1999), workplace envy (Patient, Lawrence, & Maitlis, 2003; Stein, 2000; Vidaillet, 2007), contempt (Pelzer, 2005), fear (Ford & Harding, 2009; Hodson, Roscigno, Martin, & Lopez, 2013; Kish-Gephart, Detert, Treviño, & Edmondson, 2009), shame (Benjamin, Bernstein, & Motzafi-Haller, 2011; Scheff, 2003), humiliation (Benjamin et al., 2011; Smith, 2001), and anxiety (Collinson, 2003; Game, 2008; Stein, 2000). Such emotions are part of the dark side of organizations that can be masked by a focus on the overly positive (Vince & Mazen, 2014). In theorizing these negative emotions in relation to creativity, one could also approach the dark side of creativity from a psychoanalytic perspective. Such an approach explores the ‘inner darkness of the individual psyche’ (Linstead, Maréchal, & Griffin, 2014, p. 170, author's emphasis). Psychoanalysis offers a number of new and insightful ways of theorizing a broader range of management concepts (Fotaki, Long, & Schwartz, 2012). In their introductory paper regarding the potential of psychoanalysis for organization studies Fotaki, Long and Schwartz (2012) refer to Bracha Ettinger’s (2006) paper relating the feminine and many aspects of the creative, including aesthetics and creative potential. Therein lie further opportunities to expand the realm of psychoanalysis and the creative psyche by also exploring the darker aspects of this relation. The psychoanalytic focus on the imaginary and imagination are also often linked to creativity (Komporozos-Athanasiou & Fotaki, 2015). A psychosocial approach to imagination and the imaginary, as suggested in the workings of Komporozos-Athanasiou and Fotaki (2015), enables the exploration of the more complex, and perhaps problematic, aspects of individuals in relation to creativity and organizing.
Numerous articles in popular management journals, such as the Harvard Business Review, have glorified the ‘creative genius’ or ‘lone innovator’ for their ‘creative intelligence’ and advocating ways in which ‘you can be just like them’ (cf. Dyer, Gregersen, & Christensen, 2009; Ignatius, 2012). Many of these stories fail to address what was well understood about the creative genius of people like Steve Jobs, who perhaps could be more likened to Boddy, Miles, Sanyal and Hartog’s (2015) concept of corporate psychopaths. These psychopaths are characterized by behaviors such as fraud, malice, manipulation, abuse, bullying and other harmful and destructive outcomes (Boddy et al., 2015). Accounts of Jobs’s behavior during his time at Apple reflect some of these behaviors, including his abuse of employees by shouting profanities at team members and demanding long working hours (Isaacson, 2012, p. 100). Yet many of these behaviors continue to be ignored by research and many of these individuals and their behaviors remain concealed under the cloak of the ‘great creator’ myth (Bilton & Leary, 2002; Weisberg, 1993). Similarly, Sørensen and Villadsen (2017) analyze Peter Aalbæk Jensen, CEO at a Danish film production company, and highlight his offensive and sexually intrusive behavior. They point out how his behavior and persona, as ‘a person driven by raw impulses that escape rationality and spurn the formality of the bureaucrat’, are tolerated because it is only this ‘creative instigator’ who can push the Danish firm forward (Sørensen & Villadsen, 2017, p. 15). We encourage an unraveling of these creative figures, their creative psyche and behaviors, from the positivity of the creativity discourse, in order to broaden our conceptual understandings of creativity in organizational research. Furthermore, while exploring the individual, and the darker aspects of the ‘creative genius’, may be fruitful, we also encourage theorizations that incorporate the socio-political aspects of everyday life relating to creativity. This type of research attends to the experiences of creativity as a collective phenomenon and calls for ‘a departure from innovation and creativity theories’ insistence on ‘the passions’ of an individualistic model emphasizing ‘creative genius’’(Komporozos-Athanasiou & Fotaki, 2015, p. 336).
Collective. Collective conceptualizations of creativity construct the conditions for, and outcomes of, creativity are socially constructed and experienced. The dark side of creativity as a social concept could explore the darker dimensions of the social and collective. Some research has already explored, for example, creativity and its association with crime. In a book titled Creativity and Crime: A Psychological Analysis, Cropley and Cropley (2013) discuss how creativity is utilized for criminal purposes. Prior to this, Cropley et al. (2010) edited a book on the topic of the dark side of creativity from a more social dimension, discussing, for instance, creativity in crime (Eisenman, 2010), in confinement (Singer, 2010), and in weapons development (Hecht, 2010; Zaitseva, 2010). Also in the organizational context, as James et al. (1999) suggest, creativity can be negative, and lead to outcomes such as theft, sabotage, social attacks, exploitation, and the undermining of goals and policies. McLaren (1993) discusses the ways in which creativity is used in different fields to achieve harmful ends, such as in marketing, where is it used to increase the consumption of harmful or dangerous products (e.g., junk food or alcohol), or politics, where it is used to promote hatred and hate crimes in relation to, for instance, race or ethnicity. 
Despite the previously mentioned studies on the darker aspects of creativity as a social phenomenon, there are a variety of aspects that have not yet been explored. Creativity-related group processes and dynamics may have darker aspects, such as knowledge hiding (Khalid, Bashir, Khan, & Abbas, 2018), freeriding (Albanese & Van Fleet, 1985) or unhealthy competition (Kilduff, Galinsky, Gallo, & Reade, 2016). Research on innovation has found that intensive, shared emotions, such as fear, guilt, and shame, are likely to arise during innovation processes, which can have severe implications for individuals and organizations (Vuori & Huy, 2016). Creativity in organizations may result in discrimination, social exclusion, or bullying, which have been studied in the context of organizations (Bendl, 2008; Colella & King, 2018; Constantin, 2013; Goldman, Gutek, Stein, & Lewis, 2006; Hodson, Roscigno, & Lopez, 2006; Martin, 1994; Tuğba Karabulut, 2016), but have yet to be studied with regard to how these activities might relate to creativity or experiences in creative work. The study of these negative and potentially harmful effects of creativity could take inspiration from the research already exploring the unintended and unanticipated effects of a similar concept—innovation (cf. Sveiby, Gripenberg, & Segercrantz, 2012).
Within the realm of organizations, creativity may also relate to antisocial or anti-organizational behavior, such as sabotage, revenge, aggression, lying, and even counterproductivity – as has been outlined in the book on Antisocial Behavior in Organizations by Giacalone and Greenberg (1997). Research questions could address, for example, how a creativity imperative encourages lying and deceit in organizations, or how creativity could lead to aggression, sabotage, or counterproductive behavior, whereby workers juggle the pressures for organizational performance with their own desires to become ‘creative selves’.
Creativity may involve a reorganization of social relations and cultural, societal, or organizational norms (cf. Csikszentmihalyi, 1997), which can result in harm, loss, or other negative implications. Organizations consist of people, who earn their living, and perhaps their social status, from the specific organization and their position in it. This has implications for social or organizational ranking, responsibilities, tasks, or pay level, and other contractual matters, which are often zero-sum situations, with some people gaining while others lose. Reorganizing a process, project, or task in the name of creativity may prove beneficial for an organization or certain individuals, while simultaneously causing harm or loss for others.
While creativity often signifies the ‘creation of the new’ this notion often also means the replacement or the destruction of the old. Schumpeter’s (1942) notion of creative destruction, referring to the idea of economic development occurring through phases of destruction, illustrates this. Although Schumpeter (1942) refers to this as the process of ‘economic evolution’, which he views as essential for capitalism, the demise or destruction of the old is necessary when creating something new. The new replaces the old, progress transgresses the present, and creativity transforms the existing, so that, inevitably, the old or existing is abandoned. The experience of abandonment as a result of creativity may be negative for some individuals. These individuals’ stories remain ignored or untold, while the discourse focuses on promoting creativity in the interests of those who seek to benefit from creativity’s fruition. While this ‘creative destruction’ in organizations, institutions, cultures, and governments can signify creative processes that are beneficial for these parties, the discourse on creativity tends to overlook some of the harmful consequences and their potential implications.
Critical. Discursive research does more than represent the ways in which organizational realities are constructed (Boje, Oswick, & Ford, 2004; Grant, Iedema, & Oswick, 2009). The doing of discourse allows researchers to not only explore but also challenge taken-for-granted discourses in organizations (Boje et al., 2004). Scholars whose interests draw on critical theory have turned to discourse in order to explore the inequality in power relations embedded in discourses that have left many dominated, manipulated, silenced or controlled. While these technologies of power can be resisted (Knights & Morgan, 1991), a critical approach to organizational research seeks to ‘emancipate human beings from condition of domination and oppression’ (Mumby, 2004, p. 237) by offering subject positions that allow individuals to resist. Darker aspects of organizations are concealed by the hegemony of a discourse and maintain this status through the surveillance and disciplining initiated by certain arrangements of discourse (Linstead et al., 2014). In the case of creativity, the positivity of the discourse could be used to conceal darker aspects, such as the exploitation of individuals, denial of rights, abuse, and employee regulation and control. 
Organizational control is achieved through the self-positioning of individuals in relation to organizational discourses to which they become committed (Alvesson & Willmott, 2002; Ekman, 2013). The creativity discourse can thus be used as a means of control aimed at regulating employee behavior (Gahan et al., 2007; Prichard, 2002). Creativity rhetoric has become a language of liberation and self-actualization, positing creativity as a key to becoming a highly appreciated and valuable employee (McRobbie, 2002). As Gahan et al. (2007) suggest, the ethos of individualism and self-actualization reflected in the discourse promises to transform ‘the mundane nature of work into something exciting and intrinsically valuable’ (p. 46). Creativity signifies the ideal of a contemporary portfolio worker, who is willing and able to move from one project to another, selling the required skills and seeking continuous self-fulfillment by working in this manner (Taylor, 2013). Project-based work, pay-for-performance, and unpaid overtime are accepted, because that is what ‘creative’ work involves, and because creative work enables the working towards self-actualizing goals, which compensates for any flaws (Gahan et al., 2007). 
Determining what is creative and what is not can be both subjective and highly politicized (Townley, Beech, & McKinlay, 2009). The inability to meet, or the impossibility of meeting, creativity-related objectives may lead to frustration, stress, and feelings of incompetence. In such cases, the creativity discourse could be used as a resource for strategic self-management, whereby creativity becomes a performative act. Creative identities mirror the ambiguity of the creativity discourse and often include tensions (Beech, Gilmore, Cochrane, & Greig, 2012; Gotsi, Andriopoulos, Lewis, & Ingram, 2010). Some individuals or groups of people derive their sense of meaning and motivation from being recognised as ‘creative’ (Taylor & Littleton, 2008). These people need to work towards being seen and acknowledged as creative, conform to the requirements and ideals of the creativity discourse (Prichard, 2002; Taylor & Littleton, 2008), and navigate through a variety of tensions associated with being a ‘creative’ (Beech et al., 2012). They need to appear intrinsically motivated (Amabile, 1997), and, thus, dedicated to their work, by working long hours and accepting low earnings (Lingo & Tepper, 2013) at the cost of other spheres of life, such as family (Harrison & Wagner, 2015). In an organization where creativity signifies something valuable and necessary, these meanings can work to blur ‘the lines between work and play, production and consumption, voluntary activity and precarious exploitation’ (Dyer-Witheford & De Peuter, 2009, p. xxix).
This valued notion of creativity in the discourse also creates hierarchies, and privileges certain subject positions over others, potentially relegating non-creative work to the periphery of organizations (Tuori & Vilén, 2011). The privileged position of the ‘creatives’ may result in symbolic and economic benefits for those working with creativity, such as the ability for recognition, higher salaries, and the possibility to self-actualize (Hesmondhalgh & Baker, 2011). However, scholars have argued that these features may, in fact, be a source of inequality and exploitation of workers (Hesmondhalgh & Baker, 2008; Ursell, 2000). Rejecting or resisting the creativity imperative, in an organization where creativity is highly appreciated, could result in tensions in identity work, but could also be interpreted as a sign of incompetence or unwillingness to identify oneself as a member of the organization. Some of these issues relating to the creativity discourse and its power effects have been discussed in cultural studies, especially in relation to creative work and creative industries (Beech et al., 2012; Hesmondhalgh & Baker, 2008; 2010; Ursell, 2000), but they have yet to be discussed or explored in any empirical depth in the literature on creativity in organizations. 
The three theorizations we provide here have the potential to open the conversation to new meanings of creativity. Dark side research has much to offer organization studies in that it promotes new configurations of existing conceptual understandings (Linstead et al., 2014) and launches us into underexplored terrains for theorizing and thinking about organizations and organizational life. Exploring the three ontological perspectives through these alternative signifiers allows us to examine the antagonisms to the current positivity of the creativity discourse. By proposing a number of potential research paths, as we have done here, we hope that these contribute to a ‘discursive crisis’ prompted by the antagonistic articulatory practices that result from engaging with alternative signifiers. 

Discussion
This paper opens up new perspectives for understanding creativity by attempting to confront the hegemony of creativity’s (excessively) positive meanings with its antagonisms – which we identify as the dark side of creativity. We encourage the disruption of dominant ways of articulating creativity and broadening of the discourse to include greyer understandings of creativity. We aim to do this, first, by calling on researchers to explore the darker dimensions of the individual, incorporating recent psychological, psychoanalytical, and emotions research that touches on the darker aspects of the human psyche. Second, we encourage the extension of creativity research to incorporate darker dimensions of the social, including areas like crime, social exclusion, discrimination, bullying, destruction, sabotage, revenge, aggression, lying, theft, or the unintended darker consequences of creativity. Last, the creativity discourse has power effects with implications that can be detrimental to individuals, who may be dominated, oppressed, regulated, marginalized, or exploited, and we encourage research that has an agenda interested in emancipating those subject to these forces. 
While we acknowledge the few voices from within organization studies that have already carried out a more critical examination of creativity (cf. Prichard, 2002; Jeanes, 2006; Blomberg, 2014), we argue that these attempts have not led to the radical destabilizisation of the existing meanings of creativity. We see this resulting from many darker and more nuanced applications and forms of creativity being excluded from scholars’ and practitioners’ interests. We hope the theorizations in this paper will fuel a more radical confrontation with this hegemony. We understand that creativity, with all its positivity, signifies a source of innovation and wealth for organizations and, potentially, for scholars. Revealing some of the greyer experiences of creativity might destabilize this relation making those who have benefited from the promotion of creativity resistant to our suggestions. We see a need to overcome this resistance to help, not only scholars, but also practitioners to develop more encompassing and unbiased understandings of creativity.
Similar endeavors to destabilize the current discourse have concerned leadership (Blom & Alvesson, 2015; Collinson, 2012), positive organizational scholarship (Fineman, 2006) and entrepreneurship (Kenny & Scriver, 2012; Sørensen, 2008), to name but a few. In psychological creativity research, the dark side perspectives to creativity have garnered interest in terms of creative personality traits or behavioral tendencies (e.g. Gino & Ariely, 2012). Similarly, organization scholars have begun to expose and explore various inequalities and oppressive practices occurring in the creative industries in recent years (Alacovska, 2017; Duberley, Carrigan, Ferreira, & Bosangit, 2017; Eikhof, 2017; Larsen, 2017; Sørensen & Villadsen, 2017). We encourage the challenging of the practices at these creative sites, but accept that more needs to be done to destabilize the current discourse of creativity. We also promote a wider approach to the challenging of existing conceptualizations of creativity and invite researchers to explore creativity at diverse sites, industry sectors, or professional groups.
	Applying the Laclauian approach in this paper, we question taken-for-granted ways of constructing creativity but also contribute to the restructuring of the discourse (Alvesson, Hardy, & Harley, 2008) by offering three possible ways of theorizing the dark side of creativity. Increasing our repertoire and conceptualizations of creativity through empirical projects that dare to address the darker aspects of organizations is the first step. Destabilizing the hegemonic meanings constituted by the discourse about how organizations and individuals should behave and their links to organizational and personal success, is the next.
The lack of critical scrutiny in the current theorizing on creativity within organization studies research also necessitates greater reflexivity, whereby organization scholars examining creativity would build theory by attending to ‘those reflexive features of social scientific enquiry wherein the everyday and mundane artefacts of organization can be read as working through political practices of ‘articulation’’ (O’Doherty, 2015, p. 425). We advocate this more empirical exploration of some of the assumptions regarding creativity, with the goal of offering a more diverse and empirically-close perspective on creativity as well as giving voice to its obscured and underexplored experiences. This empirical material could be ‘a resource for developing theoretical ideas through the active mobilization and problematization of existing frameworks’ (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007, p. 1265). More specifically, discursive understandings of concepts, such as through the collection of narratives or stories as one form of empirical research, could be utilized to explore many of the nuances of the dark side of creativity and how it is articulated in organizations - but also academia.
Our analysis relied on a Laclauian interpretation of the discourse of creativity in organization studies. Applying the political theories of Laclau and Mouffe presents its own challenges. As highlighted by O’Doherty (2015), there is a problem in drawing distinctions between those who are conducting the analysis and that to which the analysis is applied. There is also a contradiction here between the Laclauian approach and our construction of research that focuses on ‘individuals’ or subjects, rather than subject positions. The work of Laclau and Mouffe (1985) destabilizes the notion of the subject, meaning that the idea of the ‘individual’ is one that can never be constituted. While the Laclauian approach is instrumental in allowing us to expose creativity’s positivity as hegemonic we understand that to promote a radical engagement with the dark side of creativity in organisations we need to respect a plurivocality of research approaches. Therefore, to encourage a broad and rich development of the field we believe that researchers should consider their own ontological and epistemological positionings and use those as anchoring points for developing the research on the dark side of creativity in organizations.
In this paper, Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985) discourse theory has been useful as a means for analyzing creativity as a nodal point in organizations research. However, we have also used the theory instrumentally to challenge the hegemonic force of positivity and consider neglected aspects, which we see as important to address in organization studies research. We therefore do not see discourse theory as a totalizing method or tool for analysis; rather we view creativity as a phenomenon, concept, and theory that is never fully constituted through any single means. Instead, broadening the plurality of meanings of and through which creativity in organizations is studied allows us to open the conversation using a variety of different epistemological languages. While being critical of the positivity of the discourse, we do not dictate the way forward, instead we theorize and offer a fertile ground for exploring creativity’s dark side that could radically challenge creativity’s hegemonic positivity 

Conclusion
This paper argues that the discourse of creativity is characterized by a hegemonic positivity, which has subverted any darker aspects of creativity in organization studies research. Hegemonic practices of scholars articulate creativity as a fascinating, good, and desirable notion saturated with positive meanings. This hegemony has left little room for exploring creativity’s dark side and suppressed critical views of creativity. 
The Laclauian approach to discourse applied in this paper enables us, first, to identify the hegemonic positivity of the discourse on creativity in organizations. Second, it allows us to encourage the confrontation of the hegemony with its antagonisms – which we identify as the dark side of creativity in organizations. By proposing future research avenues for theorizing the dark side of creativity, we encourage the disruption of dominant ways of articulating creativity within organization studies research and challenging the notion of creativity as a source of positive organizational outcomes and as ‘a free resource waiting to be exploited’ (Styhre, 2006). 
We argue that future theorizing in organization studies of the dark side of creativity needs to incorporate the darker aspects of psychology, psychoanalytic approaches, and research on emotions in the study of the individual. We also encourage the recognition and study of the darker aspects of social and collective phenomena related to creativity. Finally, the potential for more balanced creativity theorizing lies in exploring creativity from a critical perspective that challenges the power effects on individuals and organizations and confronts their harmful consequences.
In encouraging researchers to ‘turn to the dark side’ of creativity, we do not propose a total disengagement with the ‘bright side’ of creativity; rather we call for a greying of organizational research on creativity that considers both ‘bright’ and ‘dark’ aspects as entwined in the experiences of the social. Overlooking the darker shades of the phenomenon has contributed to theorizing that is one-sided and risks losing resonance with organizational life which comprises both bright and dark elements. Silencing individuals’ experiences of the dark side of creativity and neglecting the possible resulting harm to individuals and organizations is not only fallacious but also entails the risk of constructing creativity in organizations as an unrealistic fantasy or as a marketing program (cf. Barker, 2001, about leadership). The ignorance of the dark side of creativity among organizational scholars leaves both researchers and practitioners unprepared for dealing with its effects, while failing to explore the intricacies of organizational life and its consequences. Therefore, by acknowledging and embracing the currently silenced aspects of creativity, we invite scholars to engage in a more theoretically diverse and nuanced understanding of creativity.
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