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From individual creativity to team creativity: A
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Research has advanced two perspectives on the fundamental issue of the relationship
between member creativity and team creativity: the additive model (predicting with
average member creativity) and the disjunctive model (predicting with highest member
creativity). Inconsistent evidence raises the question of possible moderators. We address
this question by developing moderating roles of task characteristics — task interdepen-
dence and task creativity requirement. In a meta-analytic review of team creativity (and
innovation) research, we hypothesized and supported that the additive model is more
predictive in tasks with high interdependence and with low creativity requirements, and
that the disjunctive model is more predictive for less interdependent tasks. The
effectiveness of the disjunctive model, however, did not differ as a function of task
creativity requirements. Further, our supplementary analysis showed that the additive
model is more effective in tasks requiring only generating creative ideas than in tasks
involving both generation and implementation of creative ideas.

Practitioner points

Because creative employees are in high demand, it is important to effectively select and assign creative
individuals to teams for managing creativity.
Managing team creativity by selecting creative individuals for the team can be done following two
strategies: an additive strategy prioritizing high levels of average member creativity or a disjunctive
strategy prioritizing one particularly creative member.
Whether the additive or the disjunctive strategy is more effective is contingent on task characteristics:
with high task interdependence, it is better to prioritize mean member creativity; with low task
interdependence and with higher creativity requirements, it is better to prioritize one particularly
creative team member.
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The rise of the creative economy in the past decades underscores that creativity — the
generation of novel and useful outcomes — is a driving force in contemporary business
(Florida, 2002; Howkins, 2001). Organizations that embrace creativity obtain higher
growth rates and profitability. In acquiring and creating knowledge, organizations are
increasingly recognizing teamwork as a key route (Edmondson, 2002; Gibson &
Vermeulen, 2003). For creativity research and managerial practice, there is thus value
in understanding the drivers of team creativity. One of the most fundamental questions in
this respect is how the creativity of individual members impacts team creativity (Miron-
Spektor, Erez, & Naveh, 2011; Taggar, 2002; Triandis, Bass, Ewen, & Mikesell, 1963). At
first blush, the answer to this question seems obvious —more creative the teams are, the
more creative their members are. Perhaps because the answer to this question seems so
intuitive, team creativity research has only engaged with this question to a very modest
degree (van Knippenberg, 2017). On closer consideration, however, the issue is decidedly
more complex.

First, creativity scholars suggested that the combination of members with creative
dispositions (creative personality, Goncalo & Duguid, 2012; cognitive styles, Mathisen,
Martinsen, & Einarsen, 2008) or with individual creative performance (Gong, Kim, Lee, &
Zhu, 2013) guarantees the success of team creative activities. This view sees creative
members as a collective of creative assets — the more the better. Following this view, teams
ought to combine and integrate such creative assets from different members (Taggar,
2002). Alternatively, a different perspective has grown in the past decades and stresses the
inordinate influence of one or a few highly creative members on team creativity (Call,
Nyberg, & Thatcher, 2015; Li et al., 2020). As creativity itself is about deviance and
extreme, scholars have suggested that team creativity can be promoted by the most
creative members alone (Girotra, Terwiesch, & Ulrich, 2010; Li et al., 2020; Yuan & van
Knippenberg, 2020). This thus suggests two different ways to understand the individual-
to-team creativity relationship. The additive model predicts team creativity with the sum
(orinresearch practice: average) of member creativity and the disjunctive model with the
creativity of the team’s most creative member. Illustrating that the one is not obviously
superior to the other, there is mixed evidence for both the additive perspective (Chen,
Farh, Campbell-Bush, Wu, & Wu, 2013; Hanke, 2006; Kurtzberg, 2000; Mathisen et al.,
2008; West & Anderson, 1996) and the disjunctive perspective (Bissola, Imperatori, &
Colonel, 2014; Gong et al., 2013; Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004; Sacramento, Fay, & West,
2013; Triandis et al., 1963).

Such inconsistent evidence suggests there may be value in considering moderating
influences in the individual-to-team creativity relationship. In this respect, a few studies
proposed contextual impacts of creativity-relevant processes such as coordination and
control (Bissola et al., 2014; Chiang & Hung, 2014; Taggar, 2002) and group norms and
creative climate (Goncalo & Duguid, 2012; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013). Steiner
(1972) delineated the performance environment as an important context for different
perspectives on member-to-team performance. Steiner’s analysis sees the applicability of
different member-to-team performance models (including the additive and the disjunctive
models) as inherent to the task the team performs. Some tasks relying on synergy and
coordination invite additive processes; other tasks striving for one best solution may fit
better with disjunctive processes (Forsyth, 2010; Steiner, 1972). Drawing on the
foundational work of Steiner (1972), in the present study, we move beyond this earlier
work by developing an understanding of the moderating role of task characteristics in the
additive and disjunctive perspectives of individual-to-team creativity.
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Concerning team creative activities, we argue that task interdependence, creativity
requirements, and idea implementation are key moderators of the extent to which the
additive and disjunctive models hold. Steiner (1972) concluded that task interdepen-
dence, the extent to which members rely on each other for inputs or processes to achieve
team performance (Courtright, Thurgood, Stewart, & Pierotti, 2015; Wageman, 1995),
aligns with the conditions inviting additive processes (high task interdependence) or
disjunctive processes (low task interdependence). For creativity, a key issue is the extent
to which the task requires creativity (Chen et al., 2005). We propose that teams with a
clear focus on creative performance are more prone to prioritize the higher levels of
creativity that more creative members can provide. Thus, the stronger the focus on
creativity, the more the disjunctive model holds. Conversely, with less creativity
requirement, team creativity can be driven by any member’s creative contribution and
thus favours the additive perspective. Team tasks also vary in the extent to which they
only focus on idea generation (hereafter referred to as ideation-only tasks) or also on the
implementation of creative ideas (hereafter referred to as implementation tasks). As
implementation is more about putting the best ideas into practice and ideation alone can
be about developing as many ideas as possible, we suggest that the additive model has a
better fit with ideation-only tasks and the disjunctive model more so with implementation
tasks. In a broader scope, we also explored general contextual factors of team size and
team longevity as moderators.

We adopted a meta-analytic approach to test this integrative set of hypotheses. This
approach allows us to systematically review the two perspectives and draw on between-
study differences in task characteristics (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Joshi & Roh, 2009;
Wang, Cheng, Chen, & Leung, 2019). Importantly, we included both creativity and
innovation research in this review. In research practice, team creativity and innovation
overlap considerably in their operationalizations (van Knippenberg, 2017). In some
innovation studies, innovation as the generation and implementation of novel and useful
ideas is contrasted with creativity, understood as the generation of novel and useful ideas
alone (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013; West & Anderson, 1996). Many team creativity
studies, however, have moved beyond the exclusive focus on ideation to include the
implementation of generated ideas (Bissola et al., 2014; Fleming, Mingo, & Chen, 2007).
Moreover, even when creativity is only understood as ideation, it is integral to team
innovation. All else being equal, the individual-to-team creativity models should thus also
hold for team innovation. The task perspective we present thus applies to both the team
creativity and team innovation literature, and by including both in this meta-analysis we
draw on a more homogeneous set of conceptualizations and operationalizations than the
labeling difference suggests. This choice also aligns with decisions in earlier quantitative
and qualitative reviews to group team creativity and team innovation together (Hiilsheger,
Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; van Dijk, van Engen, & van Knippenberg, 2012; van
Knippenberg, 2017; Wang et al., 2019).

The individual-to-team creativity link is a fundamental issue in team creativity research.
From the current focus on the main effects that has yielded inconsistent evidence, our
meta-analytic review establishes the effectiveness of both the additive and disjunctive
models. This in particular connects with the growing interest in key members’ creative
inputs (Aguinis & O’Boyle, 2014; Li et al., 2020) and calls for more attention to the
disjunctive logic of team creativity. Moreover, the present study makes an important step
forward by providing an integrative perspective of task moderators on the individual-to-
team creativity relationship. It shows that the individual-to-team creativity relationship is
not as obvious as it may appear at first and invites team creativity research to more
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systematically explore under what (task) circumstances team members’ creative potential
may, or may not, impact team creativity. Specifically, our exploration of both creativity-
related moderators (i.e., task interdependence, creativity requirements, and idea
implementation) and general contexts (i.e., team size, team longevity) in team tasks
speaks to the importance of leveraging member creativity in line with the performance
environment of team tasks. This task perspective also has implications for creativity
researchers to carefully determine their sampling strategies and operationalizations for a
better fit with the research focus. Moving beyond team creativity research, the
perspective we provide also invites team performance research in general to consider
the contingencies of individual-to-team models (Humphrey & Aime, 2014; Mathieu,
Tannenbaum, Donsbach, & Alliger, 2014) and its provision of a theoretical base to build
from in addressing this issue.

Theory and hypotheses

The question of how individual creativity affects team outcomes is associated more with
team creativity research than with team innovation research, but it applies to both for
several reasons. Team creativity refers to the generation of outcomes that are both novel
and useful by a group of people who share the responsibility for these outcomes
(Hargadon & Bechky, 2006; Paulus, 2000; Shalley & Zhou, 2008). Team innovation
research often understands team creativity as idea generation (ideation only) and
considers team innovation (as encompassing both ideation and idea implementation) to
be a broader concept than team creativity (West & Anderson, 1996). Although it is
possible to focus only on ideation when team tasks are defined as ideation only (Goncalo &
Duguid, 2012; Sacramento et al., 2013), the boundary between ideation and implemen-
tation is fuzzy when teams are also charged with implementation. This is because
implementation often requires new creative efforts. As new challenges emerge in efforts
to implement the idea, teams often must invest in further creative idea development to
meet those challenges. Thus, in innovation practice, teams often move back and forth
between idea development and implementation efforts; ideation and implementation are
more closely intertwined than the use of these separate labels may suggest (Alexander &
van Knippenberg, 2014). Because of this, creative success extends beyond the
development of creative ideas to include the usage of creative ideas (Bissola et al.,
2014; Fleming et al., 2007; He, Hao, et al., 2020), and the impact of member creativity
exists in both ideation and implementation processes. For these reasons, it is important to
consider both team creativity research and team innovation research when studying the
individual-to-team creativity issue. In the following, we rely on the team creativity label
and understand this to refer to both ideation-only (i.e., generating new ideas) and the
combination of ideation and implementation (i.e., putting ideas into action).

There is a strong tradition of viewing creativity as determined by individual differences
(Staw, 2009; van Knippenberg & Hirst, 2015; Zhou & Hoever, 2014). A direct implication
of this stream of research is that some teams will have more creative members than others.
An obvious and fundamental question in team creativity research therefore concerns the
impact of member creativity on team creativity. Such a focus on the individual-to-team
creativity relationship is not to deny the role of team processes in team creativity; team
processes may be an important driver in stimulating creative contributions and
developing contributions for implementation by the team (Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian,
1999; Taggar, 2002; van Knippenberg, 2017). Rather, the focus on the individual-to-team
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creativity relationship complements the focus on team processes by recognizing that
team creativity ultimately is also contingent on the creativity of member contributions.

The origin of this individual-to-team creativity link can be traced back to early team
research (Forsyth, 2010; Steiner, 1972) and subsequent work on how individual
contributions combine to form collective phenomena (Chan, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein,
2000). Team creativity is understood here as a particular form of team performance.
Hence, the question of converting individual member creativity into team creativity fits in
squarely with this tradition. In his influential analysis of team performance, Steiner (1972)
proposed five individual-to-team performance models: the additive and disjunctive
models, the compensatory model (which predicts team performance from the average
contribution in for instance estimation tasks where the average may be most accurate),
the conjunctive model (which predicts team performance from the performance of the
least capable performer, for instance in mountain climbing), and the discretionary model
in which team members can decide how to combine individual inputs according to any of
the other models. The conjunctive model, which focuses on the contribution of the least
capable member within a team, is misaligned with the nature of positive deviance in the
understanding of team creativity and has been rejected in prior studies (Pirola-Merlo &
Mann, 2004; Triandis et al., 1963). The discretionary model focusing on members’
willingness in determining which model to follow is more about individual motives/
preferences rather than individual creativity (i.e., the stable individual inputs of creative
ideas/skills/expressions) in predicting team creativity and thus does not apply here.

The team creativity literature has primarily focused on the aggregation of member
creative contributions, corresponding to the additive model (Chen, Farh, Campbell-Bush,
Wu, & Wu, 2013; Chiang & Hung, 2014; see Appendix A for a review table). This
perspective emphasizes that team creativity benefits from the collective pool of individual
creativity, suggesting that less creative members still contribute to team creativity in the
face of more creative members’ contributions. In that sense, for a given mean or sum of
member creativity, differences in creativity between team members do not matter in the
additive model. In Steiner’s (1972) taxonomy, the additive model focuses on the aggregate
of different members’ contributions and the compensatory model on the complementary
nature of different members’ inputs — a subtle difference that is not reflected in research
practice in which the additive model is often applied by taking the mean rather than the
sum of member contributions to control for team size (i.e., in effect equating the additive
and compensatory models, Gonzalez-Mulé, Cockburn, McCormick, & Zhao, 2020; Yuan &
van Knippenberg, 2020). Given the highly overlapping use of both terms, we use the label
additive model to indicate both additive and compensatory models.

The other perspective in understanding the individual-to-team creativity link focuses
on the most creative members and their inordinate influence @i.e., the disjunctive model,
Taggar, 2001; Yuan & van Knippenberg, 2020). Differences in creativity across team
members do matter in the disjunctive view. In the disjunctive model, it is the creativity of
the most creative member that counts, and the creativity of less creative members is of less
relevance. Note that the disjunctive model is not at odds with the notion that a team
creative product is the outcome of teamwork. It only suggests that the creativity of that
product is driven by the creativity of the team’s most creative member. Less creative
members may facilitate team creative performance with contributions such as research,
information, and insights, building and refining prototypes, etc. Also, even when the
additive and disjunctive models as ideal-types may seem mutually exclusive, whether the
additive or disjunctive model holds may be a matter of degree much more than a
categorical difference, and the one need not exclude the other (i.e., team creativity may
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benefit both from additive and disjunctive processes; Gong et al., 2013; Taggar, 2002). We
thus propose:

Hypothesis |. Average individual creativity has a positive relationship with team creativity.
Hypothesis 2. Highest individual creativity has a positive relationship with team creativity.

The evidence for both the additive and disjunctive models as main effects is
inconsistent, however, with some tests supporting the additive model (Goncalo &
Duguid, 2012) whereas others do not (Hanke, 2006; Mathisen et al., 2008), and some tests
supporting the disjunctive model (Triandis et al., 1963) and others not (Bissola et al., 2014;
Sacramento et al., 2013). Such variance in findings invites the consideration of moderating
influences. Some work addresses the moderating role of team process and climate for the
additive model, showing that average member creativity is more predictive of team
creativity with processes and climate more supportive of creativity (Chiang & Hung, 2014;
Goncalo & Duguid, 2012; Taggar, 2002). What is needed to move this particular line of
inquiry forward, however, is an integrative perspective that simultaneously addresses
moderation in the additive and disjunctive models. We argue that such a perspective can
be developed by building on Steiner’s (1972) consideration of the link between task
characteristics and the extent to which member contributions affect team performance
according to the additive or the disjunctive model.

A task characteristics perspective on individual-to-team creativity

The origin of the two individual-to-team creativity models in Steiner (1972) is first and
foremost an understanding of task characteristics. Team creativity may occur in the
context of a variety of tasks such as creativity in generating decision alternatives for
decision making, in finding solutions to problems, in improving processes, or in
developing new products. Creativity need not be the main charge of the team. Such tasks
also vary in their emphasis on implementing novel ideas. New product development
teams and R&D teams are explicitly charged with delivering creative outcomes, just as
teams in experimental research on team creativity, but team creativity may also be
observed when the primary charge of the team is not creativity and innovation, such as in
top management teams (West & Anderson, 1996), municipal teams (Vera, 2004), or
healthcare teams (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013). Considering that team creativity may
be observed in such a variety of team tasks, it is an important question how task
characteristics affect team creativity (Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Jia, Shaw, Tsui, & Park, 2014;
Zhang, Hempel, Han, & Tjosvold, 2007). Yet, this task perspective has not been
considered in individual-to-team creativity research. Following Steiner (1972), we
propose three task characteristics affect the extent to which individual contributions
affect team creativity in an additive or a disjunctive way: task interdependence, creativity
requirements, and idea implementation. These elements reflect respectively how
individual inputs are combined to yield a team product (task interdependence) and what
teams strive for in their collective performance (creativity requirements, idea implemen-
tation). In the follow sections, we outline how the effectiveness of the additive and
disjunctive models is contingent on these task characteristics.
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The moderating role of task interdependence

As a core design feature of teams, task interdependence is defined as the extent to which
members depend on each other’s resources and effort to accomplish the team task
(Wageman, 1995; Wageman & Gordon, 2005). High task interdependence reflects a
situation in which the team task requires members to draw on each other’s contributions
and/or resources in performing the task. Low task interdependence in comparison
reflects a situation in which members can contribute to team performance relatively
independently from each other. Task interdependence is a key structural feature of work
teams that may vary across teams operating in similar environments and aiming for similar
objectives (Courtright et al., 2015; Wageman, 1995).

This feature fits with the distinction between the additive perspective that brings
different members’ ideas together and the disjunctive model that stresses one or a few
members’ inputs. Highly interdependent tasks are defined by the structural need for
members to draw on and combine each other’s contributions (Courtright et al., 2015;
Wageman & Gordon, 2005). As a result of such structural features of teams, people
working on interdependent tasks need to combine the contributions of members into an
integrated product. For example, cross-functional teams must gather and utilize different
expertise and insights of all members for optimal outcomes, implying the additive
perspective. Moreover, the value of combining creative contributions from all members is
more salient in teams with high task interdependence. In interdependent tasks, better
team solutions emerge from the additive approach of all members sharing and synergizing
distinctive information from each other (Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009; van Ginkel
& van Knippenberg, 2012). This speaks to the advantage of the additive perspective in
team contexts of high interdependence. The disjunctive view of team creativity, in
comparison, applies more to teams with low task interdependence. The focus on
combining different members’ ideas and solutions in interdependent teams tends to dilute
the influence of any individual influence, including the member with the best creative
contributions. Tasks with low interdependence, in contrast, allow the team to rely more
on the best contributions of individual members. This makes it possible for teams to
prioritize more creative contributions over less creative contributions from individual
members, creating a situation in which the disjunctive model applies more. Thus, we
propose:

Hypothesis 3. Task interdependence moderates the relationship between average
individual creativity and team creativity, such that average individual
creativity has a stronger relationship with team creativity when task
interdependence is high rather than low.

Hypothesis 4. Task interdependence moderates the relationship between highest individ-
ual creativity and team creativity, such that highest individual creativity has a
stronger relationship with team creativity when task interdependence is low
rather than high.

The moderating role of creativity requirements in team tasks
Some tasks have a higher demand for creativity than others. For some teams, creativity is
more or less definitional to task performance. A prototypical example of such teams is
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R&D teams, for which the core task is to produce creative outcomes. In other teams,
performance expectations do not revolve around creativity and creativity is more
incidental in solving problems, improving operations, etc. We capture such differences
between team tasks in the notion of task creativity requirements, which refers to the
explicit requirement of creative outputs in team tasks. As a result of creative task
requirements, team members not only invest more effort to generate and express creative
ideas but are also more focused on identifying highly creative ideas. More than in teams
with tasks with lower creativity requirements, the focus is on highly creative contribu-
tions as opposed to contributions that are sufficiently creative to address the issue at hand
(e.g., solve a problem, improve a process).

High creativity requirements reflect a performance environment that is more
creativity-demanding, both in terms of more explicit expectations for highly creative
inputs and in terms of a higher bar for creative contributions to be valuable. High levels of
creativity requirements push all members to express their creative ideas as much as
possible (Rietzschel, Nijstad, & Stroebe, 2014). This gives rise to an environment in which
the most creative members are more likely to express their ideas. Such task requirements
for team creativity also encourage teams to prioritize more creative contributions over less
creative contributions. The implication is that the most creative members tend to receive
more attention and the team creative process is prone to select highly creative inputs for
team products. This thus aligns with the disjunctive logic emphasizing the most creative
contributions. For instance, in R&D teams that clearly require creativity, Gong etal. (2013)
found that team creativity is highly associated with the highest member creativity. In
contrast, in team tasks that do not explicitly require creativity (e.g., management teams,
primary care teams, Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013; West & Anderson, 1996), ideas
regardless of their creative quality could be potentially used in developing team products
and services. For instance, routine ideas from members can be used for team tasks that
require little creativity (e.g., payroll distributions) and lead to a less creative solution of the
team. When creativity requirements are low, less creative contributions are more readily
accepted. This implies a positive link between team creativity and average member
creativity, matching the additive logic of individual-to-team creativity. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 5. Average individual creativity is more positively associated with team
creativity when team tasks display lower levels of creativity requirements.

Hypothesis 6. Highest individual creativity is more positively associated with team
creativity when team tasks display higher levels of creativity requirements.

The moderating role of idea implementation in team tasks

The combination of different lines of literature on ideation, creativity, and innovation also
brings about another concern. Some researchers view creativity as ideation-only tasks —
merely the generation of creative ideas and operationalize it as tasks of ‘generating novel
but operable work-related ideas’ (Sacramento et al., 2013), such as brainstorming and
alternate usage tasks (Nouri et al., 2013; Tadmor, Satterstrom, Jang, & Polzer, 2012). This
perspective of team creativity focuses on the development of novel and useful ideas,
without concerning how ideas would be implemented. In contrast, organizational
behaviour scholars more typically see creativity as problem solving in organizations and
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thus include not just the development but also the implementation of novel ideas (Bissola
etal., 2014; Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008). Because novel ideas need to
be put into practice to solve organizational problems and creativity is only observable
through innovation. Such studies emphasize ‘ideas that are then carried out (imple-
mented) by the team’ (Cerne, Jaklic, & Skerlavaj, 2013).

The distinction between ideation-only versus implementation tasks is important
(Rosing et al., 2018) because the need to put creative ideas into action tends to shift the
focus from ‘as many creative ideas as possible’ (as in ideation-only tasks) to ‘one best idea
to solve the problem’. Many ideas may be proposed in ideation, but to solve actual
problems teams typically pursue only what is considered to be the best idea (Girotra et al.,
2010). Research on idea receiving has pointed out that more creative individuals often
receive higher ratings of creativity (Berg, 2016; Zhou, Wang, Bavato, Tasselli, & Wu, 2019)
and are more likely to be sought for ideas (Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997). The implication is
that teams with an implementation focus should be more likely to primarily direct their
attention to input from highly creative members, whereas teams focused on ideation only
can essentially embrace all contributions from all members. This influence of individual
members’ creative expertise (or history of creative performance) in implementation tasks
is also supported by the social influence literature, which established a prestige effect in
group decision making (Cheng, Tracy, Foulsham, Kingstone, & Henrich, 2013). Thus, we
suggest that the disjunctive model is more effective in implementation tasks than in
ideation-only tasks, and that the additive model fits better in ideation-only tasks than in
implementation tasks.

Hypothesis 7. Average individual creativity is less positively associated with team creativity
when team tasks require the implementation of creative ideas.

Hypothesis 8. Highest individual creativity is more positively associated with team
creativity when team tasks require the implementation of creative ideas.

The moderating role of team size

In addition to the above characteristics that closely relate to how creativity is pursued in
teams, we also explored the possible influence of two general features of teams when
carrying out such tasks — team size and team longevity. Team size indicates the scope of
team resources such as expertise and personnel, but more importantly the growing
complexity in team communication and coordination (Guzzo & Shea, 1992; Kerr, 1989).
Large teams tend to experience more conflict (Amason & Sapienza, 1997) and to disperse
into subgroups and cliques (Carton & Cummings, 2012), whereas it is easier to attend to
individual members’ ideas and to achieve collective decisions in smaller teams. Logically,
teams with more members may find it more difficult to utilize the additive model, which
requires widespread collection and integration of different members’ creative inputs. In
contrast, the disjunctive model may fit better with large teams, where star members (i.e.,
the most creative members) tend to stand out and are valued more (Kerr & Slocum, 2005).
Besides, large teams tend to favour efficiency due to their communication barriers and
process losses (Staats, Milkman, & Fox, 2012). Working on the most creative member’s
ideas presents a more efficient approach than gathering all members’ inputs. Thus, we
propose
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Hypothesis 9. Team size negatively moderates the relationship between average individual
creativity and team creativity, such that average individual creativity is more
predictive in in smaller teams.

Hypothesis 10. Team size positively moderates the relationship between highest individual
creativity and team creativity, such that highest individual creativity is more
predictive in large teams.

The moderating role of team longevity

Team longevity, a significant variable affecting how people perform together (Eitzen &
Yetman, 1972; Hirst, 2009), can also determine how teams rely on members’ creative
inputs. Both the additive and disjunctive perspectives require teams to recognize
individuals’ creative value. To fulfill the additive logic, teams have to understand how to
coordinate and integrate each other’s ideas. The pursuit of the disjunctive logic also
requires teams to recognize the most creative member and then work on his/her inputs. In
either case, teams benefit from shared understandings and common perspectives that
develop in long-serving teams. Newly formed teams, however, still have to establish their
communication norms and get to know different creative values of members’ ideas. We
therefore suggest that both the additive model and the disjunctive model grow more
effective with greater team longevity.

Hypothesis | |. Average individual creativity has a more positive relationship with team
creativity with higher team longevity.

Hypothesis [2. Highest individual creativity has a more positive relationship with team
creativity with higher team longevity.

Method

Literature search and inclusion criteria

We searched all the common databases (i.e., Web of Science, PsycINFO, EBSCO, ABl/
INFORM, and ProQuest Dissertation) for relevant empirical studies until July 2021.
Considering that the two variables of interest (i.e., individual creativity and team
creativity) were not always explicated but sometimes included as relevant (e.g., control)
variables, we conducted our literature search in two steps. First, we identified studies on
team creativity and team innovation. Team innovation was also included because team
creativity in organizational context often includes the stage of idea implementation and
thus does not substantively differ from team innovation (Hiilsheger et al., 2009; van Dijk
et al.,, 2012; van Knippenberg, 2017) We started with a keyword search based on the
keywords of team/group/collective/collaborative and creativity/innovation/innovative-
ness to ensure a comprehensive coverage (Devine & Philips, 2001) and also scrutinized
the reference lists of a prior meta-analysis on team creativity and team innovation
(Hiulsheger et al., 2009). This yielded more than 3000 journal articles, conference papers,
and doctoral dissertations for the second-step screening. Below, we explain how we
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further identified studies that include both individual and team creativity/innovation for
our analysis.

In the second step, we selected studies that included (1) a measure of team creativity/
innovation; (2) a measure of individual creativity or creative differences such as creative
personality (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013), creative cognitive styles (Kirton, 1976),
creative self-efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2002), creative identity (Farmer, Tierney, &
Kung-Mcintyre, 2003), and openness to experience (Baer, Oldham, Jacobsohn, &
Hollingshead, 2008); and (3) sufficient statistical information to compute effect sizes.
Noticeably, in our operationalization of individual creativity, we included measures of
both individual creative outcomes and creativity-related dispositions. This is because this
study aims to examine individual creative differences in the individual-to-team creativity
relationship. Member creativity in this research question reflects a stable capability of
individuals in expressing their creative thinking and ideas (Staw, 2009). Team creativity
research often considers individual creativity in the team creative process as stable
individual inputs rather than outcomes (van Knippenberg, 2017; Yuan & van Knippen-
berg, 2020). From this perspective, creative dispositions such as creative personality and
cognitive skills could act as proxies to capture the creative contributions that individual
members could bring in. It therefore makes sense to combine individual creative
outcomes and creativity-related dispositions for this particular research question.

Despite the large size of studies examining team creativity/innovation, only a handful
of studies met the above criteria. Moreover, most studies only reported the correlation
between average individual creativity and team creativity (i.e., the additive model). We
emailed the authors of many studies for additional statistics (e.g., the disjunctive model or
both). Eventually, we identified 65 studies for this meta-analysis. In particular, we
obtained 71 effect sizes for the additive model and 54 for the disjunctive model. The
slightly lower number of effect sizes for the disjunctive model was due to the fact that we
were often dependent upon responses to our request for further information on the
disjunctive model (i.e., which we were not always able to obtain).

Dataset and coding schemes

Initially, one author examined the studies twice to code sample size, correlations, and
statistical artifacts such as reported reliability scores of measures. Then, another author
independently coded a random sample (i.e., 10% of the studies) to examine the reliability
and validity of the effect size coding. Interrater agreement was 96% for these articles. We
resolved the discrepancies by checking against the original documents together to reach a
consensus. We developed a coding scheme for relevant effect sizes and artifact
information.

Team creativity

As outlined in the introduction, we followed earlier meta-analyses and reviews (Hulsheger
etal., 2009; Van Dijk et al., 2012; van Knippenberg, 2017) to draw on both studies of team
creativity and team innovation. Because all team innovation studies we sampled
conceptualize team innovation as including team creativity, and many team creativity
studies move beyond ideation alone in conceptualizing and operationalizing team
creativity, this renders the labelling difference between team creativity and team
innovation of less significance. That said, existing literature indeed reflects two distinct
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research foci. Our literature review of team creativity research showed that only 43% of
empirical studies viewed team creativity as ideation-only. In our sample on individual-to-
team creativity research, 68% of team creativity studies focused on ideation alone,
whereas the rest focused on the combination of ideation and implementation. To further
explore whether this distinction between ideation-only tasks and implementation tasks is
consequential for the predictive value of the additive and the disjunctive model, we
examined it as a potential moderator in a supplementary analysis.

For studies that include multiple ratings (e.g., team members vs. team leaders vs.
external experts) and those that report measures on different dimensions of creativity/
innovation (e.g., novelty and usefulness; quality and quantity; originality and fluency), we
calculated the composite correlation scores with Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) formula to
ensure the independence of effect sizes. Studies with independent samples were treated
as multiple effect sizes and coded separately.

Task interdependence

Task interdependence was often not measured or reported in sampled studies. We
developed our coding scheme based upon Courtright et al. (2015) conceptualization of
structural task interdependence, which stresses the extent to which members maust rely
on each other’s inputs or (process) engagement to accomplish the team task (i.e., a fixed
property of task designs). We coded the extent to which there was such interdependence
(high vs. low) from the descriptions of teamwork in the method sections. Studies that
reported ‘members rely on each other to use different tools and resources’ (Bissola et al.,
2014) and ‘functionally diverse and interdependent members who worked together for a
minimum of 10 weeks’ (Chen et al., 2013), and ‘the creativity of the R&D team depends
on the coordination of the creative works of individual members’ (Kurtzberg, 2000) were
coded as high interdependence. In contrast, studies using the alternate usage task were
coded as low interdependence (Nouri et al., 2013; Tadmor et al., 2012; Triandis et al.,
1963), because this task is known to not require members to collaborate and rely on each
other. Studies that examined (ideation and) implementation activities of retail teams, call
center teams, sales teams, and marketing teams were also coded as low interdependence
(Mathisen et al., 2008; Wang & Zhu, 2011; Yuan & van Knippenberg, 2020), because team
tasks in such field teams are known for not requiring reliance and dependence among
members. For a conservative coding, we coded studies with mixed types of team tasks
(e.g., mixing manufacturing and service teams) as of low interdependence.

Creativity requirements in tasks

We coded sampled teams into two categories based on the extent to which team tasks
required creativity ¢high vs. low), using reported descriptions about the nature of team
tasks or concrete task descriptions. More specifically, we coded teams with high creativity
requirements as the following: R&D teams (Gong et al., 2013), New Product Development
teams (Bissola et al., 2014), the mixture of both (Mathisen et al., 2008), and student/
laboratory teams that were explicitly instructed to design creative products or solutions
(Fan et al., 2016; Nouri et al., 2013). We coded as low creativity requirements teams that
did not specifically require creativity in operations (e.g., manufacturing teams, Cerne
et al., 2013; primary care teams, Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013; municipal teams, Vera,
2004; or a mix of these teams, Wang & Zhu, 2011) and laboratory/student teams for which
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creativity were not required for accomplishing team tasks (e.g., negotiation tasks,
Kurtzberg, 2000; general managerial tasks, Taggar, 2002).

Idea implementation in tasks

We coded this moderator with provided descriptions about team creative/innovative
activities and employed measures. Ideation-only tasks refer to tasks that required teams to
generate ideas and novel solutions. Thus, studies investigating idea-generation tasks (e.g.,
brainstorming ideas, Goncalo & Duguid, 2012, generating creative business proposals,
Bogilovi¢, Cerne, & Skerlavaj, 2017) or operationalizing team creativity as ‘generating
novel but operable work-related ideas’ (Sacramento et al., 2013) were coded as ideation-
only tasks. Implementation tasks refer to those requiring teams to not only generate ideas
but also put them into action. Thus, we coded studies that explicitly incorporate the
implementation stage of generated ideas as implementation tasks, such as tasks in which
teams must carry out creative designs in the development of new products (Bissola et al.,
2014) and studies emphasizing that ‘generate ideas that are then carried out (imple-
mented) by the team’ (Cerne et al., 2013).

Team size and longevity
We coded team size with provided statistics in each study (i.e., average team size) and
team longevity with reported team tenure (i.e., average team tenure across members).

Methodological biases

As all meta-analytical reviews are subject to potential methodological biases, we also
examined the moderating roles of publication bias, common source bias, and the
measurement of team creativity (internal rating offered by team members or direct leaders
vs. external rating by external judges or objective indicators). The measurement of team
creativity was included in response to the longstanding debate about measurement
methods of team creativity (i.e., self-ratings, independent ratings, and objective measures;
Hiulsheger et al., 2009).

Meta-analytic procedures

We adopted the Schmidt-Hunter psychometric meta-analysis method in the R environment
using the metaphor package 3.0-2 (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; Viechtbauer, 2010). This
method is built on random model estimation and thus yields more conservative findings
(Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). In line with prior meta-analytic reviews (Astill, van der Heijden,
van [Jzendoorn, & van Someren, 2012; van I[Jzendoorn, Juffer, & Poelhuis, 2005; Wang et al.,
2019), we used nonoverlapping 95% confidence intervals (CIs) as a rule of statistical
significance for main effects (Hypothesis 1-2) and nonoverlapping 84% confidence intervals
(CIs) for our subgroup analysis (i.e., moderation effects, Hypothesis 3-12). Because
methodological literature has suggested that the 84% rule best mimics 0.05 pairwise
statistical tests for both symmetric and asymmetric confidence intervals (MacGregor-Fors &
Payton, 2013). We extracted Pearson’s » correlations between member creativity and team
creativity and transformed them to Fisher’s z statistics. For each study, we first corrected all
effect sizes for sampling error, and then corrected the artifacts (measurement error and
range restrictions) in independent variables and the dependent variable using Cronbach’s
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Figure |. Forest plot of the additive model.

alpha coefficients provided in the studies. Studies that did not report Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were assigned the average coefficient value from the other studies in our
analysis (cf., Miron-Spektor et al., 2011). In addition, we assigned a reliability coefficient of
1.00 to objective measures (e.g., the number of patent applications), following prior meta-
analytic research (de Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012; Riketta, 2008).
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Figure 2. Forest plot of the disjunctive model.

Before testing our hypotheses, we examined outliers and influential cases in the
samples of the additive and disjunctive models, respectively (Viechtbauer, 2010;
Viechtbauer & Cheung, 2010). We found two influential cases for the additive model
and one extreme observation for the disjunctive model. The visualization of Baujat plots
showed consistent results (Baujat, Mahé, Pignon, & Hill, 2002). Following prior meta-
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analytic reviews (Astill et al., 2012; van Ijzendoorn et al., 2005), we winsorized these
extreme values in further analysis.

Results

Main effects of the additive and disjunctive models

Our findings supported the effectiveness of both the additive model (» = .33, SE = .03,
95% CI = [0.26, 0.39], see Figure 1 for the forest plot) and the disjunctive model (» = .33,
SE = .03,95% CI = [0.27,0.39], see Figure 2 for the forest plot). In addition, the between-
study heterogeneity was significant for the additive model (7 = 79.46%, 95%
CI = [71.43%, 86.26%]) and for the disjunctive model (I2 = 67.10%, 95% CI = [51.18%,
79.02%])), respectively, supporting our further investigations of moderators. Hypothesis 1
and 2 are thus supported

Analyses of task moderators
Table 1 presents the meta-regression results of all moderation effects. Table 2 presents
the subgroup comparisons for all categorical moderators.

The moderating role of task interdependence

We found that the additive model was more predictive in teams with high task
interdependence (b = .17, SE = .07, 84% CI = [0.08, 0.26], QM [1] = 6.55, p = .01),
with a significant between-study heterogeneity ? = 77.21%, 84% CI = [71.17%,
83.63%)). In particular, subgroup analysis suggested that the additive model is stronger
in the condition of high interdependence (b = .40, SE = .05, 84% CI = [0.34, 0.47]) than
in the condition of low interdependence (b = .23, SE = .05, 84% CI = [0.17, 0.30]). Task
interdependence was found to moderate the disjunctive model negatively (b = —.13,
SE = .06, 84% CI = [—0.22, —0.04], QM [1] = 3.91, p = .05), with a significant between-
study heterogeneity (I* = 60.91%, 84% CI = [46.98%, 71.97%)). The disjunctive model
was more effective in the condition of low interdependence (b = .40, SE = .05, 84%
CI = [0.33, 0.47]) than in the condition of high interdependence (b = .28, SE = .04, 84%
CI = [0.22, 0.34]). This supported Hypothesis 3 and 4.

The moderating role of creativity requirements in team tasks

Results revealed a negative moderation effect of creativity requirements on the additive
model (b = —.22, SE = .07, 84% CI = [—0.32, —0.12], QM [1] = 9.22, p = .00), with a
significant between-study heterogeneity @ =77.11%, 84% CI = [70.83%, 83.31%]).
Subgroup analysis supported that the additive model is more predictive in team tasks with
low creativity requirements (b = .47, SE = .06, 84% CI = [0.39, 0.56]) than in those with
high creativity requirements (b = .26, SE = .04, 84% CI = [0.20, 0.31]). This supported
Hypothesis 5. With respect to Hypothesis 6, we found no support for this moderation
effect (b = —.08, SE = .07, 84% CI = [—0.18, 0.03], QM [1] = 1.10, p = .29), with a
significant between-study heterogeneity (I* = 65.55%, 84% CI = [53.80%, 75.94%)).
Subgroup analysis showed that the disjunctive model positively predicts team creativity in
both teams with high creativity requirements (b = .30, SE = .04, 84% CI = [0.24, 0.36])



A meta-analysis of team creativity 375

‘pasn aJam s|D %56 (7| siseyrodAH) s1oeye urew Jo4,

‘fpuadousay Apnis-usamiag = ol +10IRISPOW 33 JO 353} = O ‘SWES) JO JEqUINU = U S3ZIS 1D9Y3 JO Jaquinu = > 310N

%6 1L [££0 ‘0T 0] 90’ 6T €1l 61 %0089 [zzo ‘110 ¥0’ 9l S8T°T 6T SuneJ [eusexg

%0079 [1¥0‘0€0] Y0 9¢” 920'C 0¢ %6S° 1L 150 ‘ot0] ) 9’ 8€5°C 8¢ 8uned [eusaly|
xu_>_u.mw«_U wes | Jo juswiadnses|,| :10jelapoul _mu_mo_0ﬁ05uwz

%y 6 6¥ [ze0°81°0] S0’ ST 8.6 61 %1608 [ze0‘81°0] SO ST 1£5°T L€ $924N0s JuaJayIq

%56'0L [ev0“1€0] ) LE 61T o€ %9069 [8¥0 ‘0] ) 144 (4744 0¢ $924N0S UOWIWOD)
selg poyis|| uowwoy uojeldspowl _mu_MO_OﬁOr_uwZ

%8y ¥L [oc0“12°0] S0’ 6T (444 X4 %9S°LL [1£091°0] SO <4 60L° 9T uoneuawa|duw|

%88°TS [ev0 ‘ze0] y0 8¢ £75°1 T4 %98°8. [s¥0 ‘c€0] ) 6€ 700€ oF Auo-uonesp)
(8 8 £ sissyrodAH) uoneiuswsa|dwi eap| :10IBISPOL

%1949 [9%°0 ‘0€°0] 90 8¢ 610°1 Sl %Y6vL [950 ‘6£°0] 90’ Ly SLT 0T suswaJinbas mo

%98°59 [9¢0 ‘vz 0l ) (/[ £924°1 6T %86'LL [1€0 ‘0z0] ) 9T z4k Iy syuswaJinbau ySiHy
(9 8 § sisayrodAH) syuswauinbau A1Anea.D) LI0IBISPOI

%1¥°59 [z+0 ‘c€0] S0’ ov L€ 61 %EELL o0 21°0] SO €T SSET LT @ouspuadapJaiul Mo

%¥8'9S [beo zzol ) 8T 1€5° 9 %YL [0 ‘b€ 0] SO’ 0¥’ 11e e sduspuadepJaiul ydiy
(8 € sisayrodAH) aduapuadapaaiul dse] :1OIBISPO|

%01°L9 l6€0°2z°0] €0 £¢ LSIE 6% %9V 6L [6€0 ‘9T°0] €0’ XN £78'% L9

(T8 | sisayrodAH) A31Aea.Id [BNPIAIPU] S309Y)9 UIE)
N_ SID %8 EN 4 u bl N\ SID %8 EN 4 u b s40321pa.d

[opow aAndun(sip ay |

[SpOW SABIPPE 3y |

$109)J9 UONEBISPOW PUE S1D9)48 Ulew ay) Jo sasAjeue dnousqng *z a|qeL



376 Yingjie Yuan et al.

and those with low requirements (b = .38, SE = .06, 84% CI = [0.30, 0.46]). Thus,
Hypothesis 6 is not supported.

The moderating role of idea implementation

Results revealed a negative influence of idea implementation for the additive model
b = —.15, SE= .07, 84% CI = [-0.25, —0.06], QM [1] =5.10, p = .02), with a
significant between-study heterogeneity (I* = 78.40%, 84% CI = [72.38%, 83.71%)).
Specifically, the additive model is more predictive in ideation-only tasks (b = .39,
SE = .04, 84% CI = [0.33, 0.45]) than in implementation tasks (b = .24, SE = .05, 84%
CI = [0.16, 0.31]). This supported Hypothesis 7. No evidence was found for the influence
of idea implementation on the disjunctive model (b = —.08, SE = .07, 84% CI = [—0.18,
0.01], QM [1] =1.58, p =.21), with a significant between-study heterogeneity
@ = 66.53%, 84% CI = [55.35%, 76.07%]). The disjunctive model is similarly effective
in ideation-only tasks (b = .38, SE = .04, 84% CI = [0.32, 0.43]) and in implementation
tasks (b = .29, SE = .05, 84% CI = [0.21, 0.36]). Thus, Hypothesis 8 is not supported.

The moderating role of team size

In contrast to our prediction, we found no support for the moderating role of team size on
the additive model (b = —.00, SE = .01,84% CI = [—0.01,0.00], QM [1] = 0.32,p = .57),
with a significant between-study heterogeneity (I° = 79.78%, 84% CI = [74.34%,
84.92%)). Similarly, we found no support for the moderating role of team size the
disjunctive model (b = —.01, SE = .00,84% CI = [—0.01,0.00], QM [1] = 1.76,p = .18),
with a significant between-study heterogeneity (I? = 65.98%, 84% CI = [54.55%,
75.38%D.

The moderating role of team longevity

Team longevity positively moderates the relationship between the average individual
creativity and team creativity (b = .002, SE = .001, 84% CI = [0.001, 0.003], QM
[1] = 5.87, p = .02), with a significant between-study heterogeneity (I* = 76.70%, 84%
CI = [69.83%, 83.14%]). The disjunctive model is also more effective in teams with higher
longevity (b = .002, SE = .001,84% CI = [0.001,0.003], QM [1] = 8.16,p = .004), with a
significant between-study heterogeneity (I* = 56.56%, 84% CI = [39.75%, 70.13%]). This
supported Hypotheses 11 and 12.

Analyses of methodological influences

We examined the publication biases in all reported effects through Egger’s tests and
Begg’s tests following the visualization of Funnel plots (Harbord, Egger, & Sterne, 2006;
Sterne & Egger, 2001). As shown in Table 3, neither Egger’s linear regression results nor
Begg'’s rank tests showed any support for asymmetric distributions of tested relationships.
This suggested no evidence for publication biases in all reported effects.

Testing the common source bias in both additive and disjunctive models, we found
that multi-source studies reported significantly lower effect sizes than common-source
studies for the additive model (b = —.18, SE = .06, 84% CI = [—0.27, —0.09], QM
[1] = 7.92, p = .00), with a significant between-study heterogeneity (I* = 76.91%, 84%
CI = [70.91%, 82.93%]). Specifically, as suggested by subgroup analysis, the additive
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Table 3. Publication biases of main effects and moderation effects®

Egger’s regression tests Begg’s rank tests

Funnel plot asymmetry V4 p Kendall’s Tau p
Main-effect models

Additive model 1.18 0.24 0.11 0.21

Disjunctive model —0.42 0.68 —0.01 0.93
Moderator: task interdependence

Additive model 0.49 0.62 0.10 0.27

Disjunctive model —0.03 0.97 —0.01 0.93
Moderator: creativity requirement

Additive model 0.79 0.43 0.11 0.21

Disjunctive model —0.58 0.56 —0.04 0.69
Moderator: idea implementation

Additive model 1.46 0.15 0.10 0.23

Disjunctive model —0.56 0.58 —0.02 0.84
Moderator: team size

Additive model 1.07 0.28 0.10 0.23

Disjunctive model —0.66 051 —0.01 0.93
Moderator: team tenure

Additive model 1.27 0.20 0.16 0.09

Disjunctive model —0.22 0.83 0.02 0.89
Methodological moderator: common method bias

Additive model 1.60 0.11 0.11 0.21

Disjunctive model 0.16 0.87 —0.01 0.93
Methodological moderator: external DV ratings

Additive model 0.89 0.37 0.11 0.21

Disjunctive model —0.31 0.75 —0.01 0.93

model is more predictive in the subset of common-source studies (b = .42, SE = .04, 84%
CI = [0.37, 0.48)]) than in that of multi-source studies (b = .25, SE = .05, 84% CI = [0.18,
0.32]). This common source bias was found to moderate the disjunctive model negatively
b =-.12, SE= .07, 84% CI =[-0.22, —0.03], QM [1] =3.39, p = .07), with a
significant between-study heterogeneity (I* = 65.37%, 84% CI = [53.59%, 74.78%)).
The disjunctive model is less effective when both variables were sourced differently
(b = .25,8E = .05,84% CI = [0.18, 0.32]) than from common sources (b = .37,SE = .04,
84% CI = [0.31, 0.43)).

Lastly, we tested the measurement of team creativity (internal vs. external) as a
moderator. It negatively moderates the additive model (b = —.29, SE = .06, 84%
CI = [-0.37, —0.21], QM [1] = 26.33, p < .0001), with a significant between-study
heterogeneity (I* = 70.35%, 84% CI = [63.06%, 78.58%]). Subgroup analysis showed that
the additive model is more predictive when team creativity is measured internally (i.e.,
rated by team members or team leaders; b = .46, SE = .04, 84% CI = [0.40, 0.51]) than
measured externally (i.e., rated by external judges or objectively; b = .16, SE = .04, 84%
CI = [0.11, 0.22]). No moderation effect was found for the disjunctive model (b = —.07,
SE = .07,84% CI = [—0.17, —0.02], QM [1] = 1.11, p = .29), with a significant between-
study heterogeneity (I” = 66.83%, 84% CI = [55.68%, 75.99%]). Subgroup analysis
showed that the disjunctive model was more effective when team creativity was rated
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internally (b = .36, SE = .04, 84% CI = [0.30, 0.41]) than externally (b = .29, SE = .00,
84% CI = [0.20, 0.37]).

Robustness tests

We conducted several supplementary analyses to assess the robustness of our findings.
First, in understanding the individual-to-team creativity relationship, we included
individual creative traits (e.g., creative personality and original cognitive thinking) as
proxies for individual creativity, as they play homogenous roles in predicting individual
creative contributions in team processes. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the distinction
between individual creative traits and individual creative performance in creativity
research (van Knippenberg & Hirst, 2015). It is therefore important to test whether our
operationalization of combining creative traits and creativity biases our results. To test the
robustness of our findings, we reinvestigated all hypotheses on the subset of only
individual creativity as independent variable (N = 54 for the additive sample and N = 47
for the disjunctive sample). Results are largely consistent with our primary analysis.
Specifically, the effectiveness of both the additive model (r = .40, SE = .03, 84%
CI = [0.33, 0.46], Hypothesis 1) and the disjunctive model (r = .34, SE = .03, 84%
CI = [0.28, 0.41], Hypothesis 2) remains moderately positive. Task interdependence
positively moderates the additive model (b = .11, SE = .07, 84% CI = [0.01, 0.21],
Hypothesis 3) and negatively moderates the disjunctive model (b = —.14, SE = .06, 84%
CI=[—0.23, —0.05], Hypothesis 4). Creativity requirements moderate the additive model
negatively (b = —.19, SE = .07, 84% CI = [—0.29, —0.08], Hypothesis 5). In contrast to
the non-significant result of Hypothesis 6 in our primary analysis, we found that creativity
requirements negatively moderate the disjunctive model (b = —.12, SE = .07, 84%
CI = [—0.22, —0.02], Hypothesis 6). Evidence also supported the moderating role of idea
implementation on the additive model (b = —.20, SE = .07, 84% CI = [—0.29, —0.10],
Hypothesis 7). Consistent with our primary analysis, no evidence was found for the
moderating role of idea implementation on the disjunctive model (b = —.06, SE = .07,
84% CI = [—0.16, 0.03], Hypothesis 8). Similarly, we found no moderation effect of team
size on either the additive model (b = —.01, SE = .01, 84% CI = [—0.02, 0.00],
Hypothesis 9) or on the disjunctive model (b = —.01, SE = .01, 84% CI = [—0.02,
0.00], Hypothesis 10). Team longevity moderates the disjunctive model as predicted
(b = .001, SE = .001,84% CI = [0.001, 0.003]; Hypothesis 12). But the moderating role of
team longevity for the additive model turned from significant (b = .002, SE = .001, 84%
CI = [0.001, 0.003]) in our primary analysis to non-significant in this robustness test
(b = .001, SE = .001, 84% CI = [—0.000, 0.002]; Hypothesis 11). Given this very small
effect size, this change is of limited implication. To conclude, these supplementary tests
yielded highly consistent findings as our primary analysis, supporting our operational-
ization of combining creativity-related traits and individual creativity as the robustness of
our findings.

Second, a few studies (V.= 13) reported task interdependence on different scales
(Gongetal., 2013;Jin, 2010; O’Hara, 2001). This allowed us to create an alternative coding
of task interdependence for this subset of studies to test the robustness of our primary
coding. We thus coded interdependence scoring above the midpoint of adopted scales
(e.g., 3 for 5-point scales and 4 for 7-point scales) as high task interdependence and the rest
(equal to or lower than the midpoint) as low task interdependence. Consistent with our
primary analysis, this new coding of task interdependence moderates the additive model
negatively (N = 13, b = .37, SE = .14, 84% CI = [0.17, 0.56]). We did not find the
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moderation effect of task interdependence on the disjunctive (N = 11, b = .05, SE = .23,
84% CI = [—0.27,0.37]), however. Despite the small sample size in this robustness test, it
provides somewhat converging evidence for our operationalization of task interdepen-
dence as a moderator.

Discussion

Moving beyond the unspecified notion that individual creativity is good for team
creativity, team creativity research has identified two models to understand the individual-
to-team creativity link: the additive model and the disjunctive model. As our review of the
literature indicated, however, support for both models is inconsistent. Team creativity
research has only started to address moderation for the additive model, signalling a need
for an integrative model that captures moderation for both the additive and the disjunctive
model. To that end, we examined the effectiveness of these two models in a meta-analytic
approach and also proposed a task characteristics perspective that the explanatory power
of the additive and the disjunctive model is contingent on the task environment. Results
revealed that both models are moderately predictive of team creativity (Hypothesis 1 and
2). In support of this integrative perspective, we found that the additive model is more
predictive in highly interdependent tasks and the disjunctive model more in less
interdependent tasks (Hypothesis 3 and 4). Evidence also showed that the additive model
is more predictive in tasks with lower creativity requirements (Hypothesis 5). Contrary to
Hypothesis 6, however, the (significant) effect of the disjunctive model does not differ
between tasks with higher and lower creativity requirements. The distinction between
ideation-only and implementation tasks also played a moderating role for the additive
model (Hypothesis 7), but not for the disjunctive model (Hypothesis 8). As the broader
context of team size and team longevity, we found no evidence for the moderating role of
team size (Hypothesis 9 and 10), whereas team tenure positively moderates both the
additive and disjunctive models (Hypothesis 11 and 12).

We did not find support for the moderating role of creativity requirements (Hypothesis
6) oridea implementation (Hypothesis 8) in the disjunctive model. With regard to the non-
supported influence of creativity requirements, the issue may be that the superior value of
the contributions of the most creative member(s) may still be recognized and valued when
creativity requirements are lower. That is, even when there is no demand for creativity,
teams may recognize and value more creative contributions over less creative contribu-
tions. This is consistent with the more general finding that high-performing individuals
tend to be recognized as such and gain influence as a result (Cheng et al., 2013; Tost, Gino,
& Larrick, 2012). Based on the current data, it is impossible to speak to this empirically,
and this would be an obvious issue for future research to investigate the social influence of
the most creative members in teams.

The lack of support for Hypothesis 8 suggests that the most creative member might
indiscriminately contribute to team creativity in both ideation-only tasks and implemen-
tation tasks. In part, the issue may be that, as found by Girotra et al. (2010), the most
creative member can generate not only highly creative ideas (quality) but also a large
number of such ideas (quantity) in group brainstorming, thus also in ideation-only tasks
contributing an inordinate share of the team production. By sharing such high production,
the most creative member may also set a contribution standard for others to aspire to, thus
motivating other members to increase their efforts. In effect, higher creativity of the most
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creative member may thus create a situation in which the higher creativity of the most
creative member inspires higher creative production by other members.

Theoretical implications

A first important observation is that our findings show that overall both the additive model
and the disjunctive model predict team creativity. This is a nontrivial observation because
the empirical studies on team creativity have largely focused on the additive model and
evidence for the disjunctive model is treated as in the periphery of study findings. We
suspect that the intuitive notion that teams with more creative members are more creative
has for many researchers been equated with the notion that it is the additive model that
captures this relationship. That is, it seems that the additive model has largely been applied
by default. This probably resulted in less attention to the disjunctive model than is
warranted. Our results are important in this respect because they add two insights that
should invite more attention to the individual-to-team creativity relationship in team
creativity research. The first insight is that the disjunctive model is overall as predictive as
the additive model; as a main effect, there is no reason to favour the additive model over
the disjunctive model. This also links to the growing attention to the role of key individuals
in collective performance (Aguinis & O’Boyle, 2014; Groysberg & Lee, 2009; Liu, Mihm, &
Sosa, 2018) and supports this disjunctive logic in team creativity and innovation. The
second insight is the contextual view of both models following Steiner’s (1972)
framework. We presented meta-analytic evidence for the impact of task characteristics on
the extent to which individual creative contributions affect team creativity as per the
additive model or as per the disjunctive model.

Whereas general team research points to the contextual impact of task factors (Steiner,
1972), the role of task characteristics in the team creativity literature has perhaps moved
‘under the radar’ because the variation has been between-study and not explicitly
captured within-study. Maybe part of the issue is also that team creativity may have
connotations of being a particular kind of task rather than an outcome that can obtain on a
variety of team tasks. The current findings may thus not only invite a more deliberate
consideration of individual-to-team creativity models but also a more careful consideration
of team creativity and innovation from a task perspective. An important additional insight
in this respect is that Steiner’s (1972) typology including the additive and disjunctive
model should not be understood as capturing categorical distinctions between tasks, but
rather as ideal types such that in practice tasks can have additive and disjunctive elements
to a greater or lesser degree. This would be an important insight to incorporate in further
developments of the individual-to-team creativity analysis.

The evidence for the predictive power of the disjunctive model also suggests that it
may be worthwhile to make a distinction between creative and noncreative contributions
in team creativity. As we noted in the introduction, the disjunctive model does not imply
that team creativity in the end is an individual task where the team is merely brought
together to increase the chance of highly creative individual contributions emerging.
Beyond the unique setting of pure idea generation tasks where the sole contribution
expected is creative ideas, team creativity is a process that requires more than just creative
contributions. Depending on the outcome a team is pursuing, creativity may require
research, information sharing and integration, building and testing prototypes, etc. These
are all important aspects of the team process leading to team creative outcomes
(Alexander & van Knippenberg, 2014), but these are also processes that often revolve less
around members’ creativity and more around members’ knowledge, skills, and abilities. A
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promising route for developing our understanding of team creativity may thus be to
explore how creative contributions and other contributions combine to produce team
creativity. It is altogether possible that even when members’ creative contributions are
best understood to contribute to team creativity following the disjunctive model, other
elements of the team processes leading to team creativity are better understood following
the additive model.

Divergent thinking has been linked to idea generation (Runco & Acar, 2012) and
convergent thinking with the evaluation, selection, and implementation of creative ideas
(Berg, 2016). Thus, the distinction we introduced between ideation-only and implemen-
tation tasks may to some extent speak to the issue of divergent versus convergent
processes in team creativity. In some cases, we even observed that researchers
operationalized team creativity as an ideation-only task in study 1 and then as an
implementation task in study 2 (He et al., 2020a,2020b). Very few studies differentiated
between these two processes in measurement (Harvey, 2013); however, and all
implementation studies and most ideation-only studies (with brainstorming studies as
the exception) require both divergence and convergence to select and develop creative
ideas. We therefore cannot speak to this issue empirically in our analysis. That said, the
current evidence that the additive model is more predictive for ideation-only tasks may be
a valuable insight for future research applying the additive and disjunctive models to
divergent and convergent processes in team creativity and innovation. Our findings may
also provide a bridge to more temporal examinations of divergent (ideation) and
convergent (implementation) processes. For instance, Rosing et al. (2018) suggested the
advantage of more ideation activities at later stages of team innovation. It is worthwhile to
explore how members switch between additive contributions and disjunctive contribu-
tions over time in the process of team creativity/innovation.

Another interesting avenue for future research may be to develop our understanding of
the kind of creativity involved in team tasks. Creativity theories acknowledge the
distinction between radical creativity and incremental creativity (Litchfield, 2008;
Mumford & Gustafson, 1988), as does team innovation research (Alexander & van
Knippenberg, 2014). A number of studies have investigated factors that facilitate and/or
impair one type of creativity versus the other and have identified various individual and
contextual characteristics (Gilson & Madjar, 2011; Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011). For
instance, having creative coworkers, regardless of the absolute level of the coworkers’
creativity, tends to benefit incremental creativity but not radical creativity (Madjar et al.,
2011). Yet in the team contexts, how such inputs combine to form incremental and
radical creativity differently has been rarely considered. Implied in our analysis is that the
disjunctive model applies more for teams seeking radical creativity (i.e., stronger
creativity requirements in the sense of the level of creativity required), whereas the
additive model applies more in contexts of incremental creativity. To a certain extent our
coding in terms of creativity requirements gets at this, but the overlap is not perfect and
the coding was not intended to capture the radical versus incremental distinction. Meta-
analysis can only test what is codable, and incremental versus radical creativity seems a
bridge too far. Our conceptual analysis suggests, however, that focusing on this
distinction may be a natural and consistent extension of the current moderator analysis.

Our study concerns research on team creativity and innovation, and our findings thus
only directly speak to this research domain. It is worth noting, though, that the additive
and disjunctive models are not unique to team creative/innovative performance. Indeed,
these models were developed with team performance more generally in mind (Steiner,
1972). Moving beyond the traditional focus on the sum/average of member dispositions
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(i.e., the additive view), team researchers in recent years have shifted towards exploring
the disjunctive influence of key players, such as performance stars (Call et al., 2015;
Kehoe, Lepak, & Bentley, 2018), the most voicing member (Li, Zhao, Walter, Zhang, & Yu,
2015), and key members with the greatest meta-knowledge (Mell, van Knippenberg, &
van Ginkel, 2014). It has been long recognized in team research that the effectiveness of
composition and compilation strategies is subject to the nature of teams and task
characteristics (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). It may thus also be worth exploring the extent to
which the current insights generalize to the team performance domain more broadly
(Humphrey & Aime, 2014; Mathieu et al., 2014).

Methodological implications for team creativity research

This meta-analysis also speaks to some potential methodological concerns in team
creativity research, at least where the predictive validity of the additive and disjunctive
models is concerned. No support was found for publication bias in relation to either model
or moderation effects. But we found that multi-source data, although in general
encouraged by methodologists to avoid measurement errors and thus inflated (deflated)
relationship between constructs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), only
differs from single-source data for the disjunctive model but not for the additive model.
The effectiveness of the disjunctive model seems to be inflated by common sources with a
significant difference. This message is important for recent studies casting more attention
to the role of creativity stars or most creative members in team creative processes (Li, Li, Li,
& Li, 2020). Statistic remedies for such common source bias are thus particular important
to gauge a true estimate of the relationship.

Our result points to a measurement concern that, average individual creativity is more
predictive of team creativity when team creativity is rated internally (i.e., by team
members or direct team leaders) rather than externally (i.e., by other corporate managers
or external experts), with a significant difference between two conditions. No
measurement bias was found in the effectiveness of the disjunctive model, however. To
exclude the possibility of overrepresented internal/external ratings in certain tasks or
team samples, we examined the correlation of this measurement variable with the
creativity requirements of team tasks and found no significant association. This effect is in
line with prior findings of ingroup favoritism in performance ratings, such that people
tend to give more positive ratings to events and performance that evoke shared social
identities and collectivism (Chen, Brockner, & Chen, 2002; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). A
plausible explanation to this finding may be that, internal raters tend to refer to collective
processes and effort when evaluating team creativity, and thus are more likely to reflect
the additive effect of pooling and synergizing all members’ inputs, whereas external raters
who have little internal view or shared identities may rely more on the collective outputs
to judge. Linking with the various conceptualizations of individual creativity in literature
(e.g., as outcomes, Oldham & Cummings, 1996; as processes, Mumford, Mobley, Reiter-
Palmon, Uhlman, & Doares, 1991), researchers may find it intriguing to explore different
evaluation foci of team creativity and consequences —whether judges view team creativity
more as a product of teamwork (i.e., an internal and additive focus) or the creative output
in comparison to competitors on the market (i.e., an external focus).
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Limitations and future directions

Like all studies, our study has its limitations. One concern might be its small sample size,
which may be associated with second-order sampling error in meta-analytic moderation
models (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Nevertheless, given a moderate level of heterogeneity,
ameta-analysis on 40 studies has about 97% of power to detect an effect size of about 0.25
and about 100% to detect effects sizes around 0.35 (Valentine, Pigott, & Rothstein, 2010).
Our sample features low to moderate levels of heterogeneity and effect sizes varying from
0.14 to 0.41. Thus, we could infer satisfactory levels of statistical power despite the
modest sample size of 65. With the current rate of empirical tests on team creativity and
individual creativity-relevant dispositions, it will take at least a decade of research to
overturn our findings here.

Our coding of two moderators as categorical rather than continuous is also not ideal.
Due to the lack of sufficient information —a common limitation of all meta-analytic reviews
— we used both direct measures and proxy measures via reported task information in
sampled studies. Though the additional analysis corroborated our coding scheme of task
interdependence with different robustness tests, our current operationalization does not
allow more nuanced examinations of different types of interdependence in teams
(Saavedra, Earley, & Van Dyne, 1993). But it is also the merit of meta-analytic reviews to
present converging evidence across various teams and task contexts. With this task
perspective of individual-to-team creativity, we would welcome empirical studies
providing more detailed descriptions and measures of task objectives, structure, and
other relevant factors to advance our understanding of the contextual impacts on
individual-to-team creativity.

Practical implications

It seems obvious that getting more creative members on a team would increase team
creativity. An important implication for practice from the current analysis is that there are
two different strategies to achieve this —an additive strategy in which they aim for teams
with members that are on average as creative as possible or a disjunctive strategy in which
they aim to staff teams with one member who is as creative as possible. Which of the two
strategies is more effective in practice depends on task contingencies. This is a nontrivial
observation because creative employees are in high demand. The observation that
organizations in pursuit of creativity may either pursue an additive or a disjunctive strategy
is thus important in allowing organizations to focus their efforts more effectively. For
teams with high task interdependence, organizations are better off prioritizing high mean
member creativity over the search for one particularly creative individual. For teams with
low task interdependence teams, it is advisable to prioritize one particularly creative team
member over higher mean member creativity. In a related vein, for tasks with higher
creative requirements, prioritizing one particularly creative member should have a higher
payoft, whereas for tasks with lower creative requirements this makes less of a difference
(i.e., member creativity more generally has a stronger payoff in ideation tasks). These are
potentially important observations because all organizations face time and budget
constraints in the competition for creative talent; insights that help focus one’s efforts
more effectively thus can be important in building towards creative success.
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Conclusion

Translating individual creativity into team creativity is a fundamental issue. As the present
meta-analysis shows, it is more complex than one might imagine at first blush. It seems
obvious that teams are more creative with more creative members. Drawing insights from
Steiner’s (1972) understandings of team tasks, we show in the current findings that the
issue is more complicated in that both the additive model and the disjunctive model may
capture this individual-to-team creativity relationship. Moreover, the extent to which
these models hold is contingent on both task interdependence and creativity require-
ments in team tasks. These conclusions underscore that these are relationships of greater
complexity worthier of study than our first blush intuitions may suggest.

Conflict of interest
All authors declare no conflict of interest.

Author Contribution

Yingjie Yuan: Conceptualization (equal); Data curation (equal); Formal analysis (equal);
Investigation (equal); Methodology (equal); Project administration (equal); Resources
(equal); Software (equal); Visualization (equal); Writing — original draft (equal); Writing —
review & editing (equal). Stephen E. Humphrey: Methodology (equal); Resources
(equal); Supervision (equal); Validation (equal); Writing — review & editing (equal). Daan
van Knippenberg: Conceptualization (equal); Supervision (equal); Validation (equal);
Writing — review & editing (equal).

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study will be openly available in a public repository
after acceptance.

References

References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the meta-analysis.

Aguinis, H., & O’Boyle, E. (2014). Star performers in twenty-first century organizations. Personnel
Psychology, 67(2), 313-350. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12054

Alexander, L., & van Knippenberg, D. (2014). Teams in pursuit of radical innovation: A Goal
Orientation Perspective. Academy of Management Review, 39(4), 423—438. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amr.2012.0044

Amason, A. C., & Sapienza, H. J. (1997). The effects of top management team size and interaction
norms on cognitive and affective conflict. Journal of Management, 23(4), 495-516. https://doi.
org/10.1177/014920639702300401

Astill, R. G., Van der Heijden, K. B., Van Jjzendoorn, M. H., & Van Someren, E. J. W. (2012). Sleep,
cognition, and behavioral problems in school-age children: A century of research meta-analyzed.
Psychological Bulletin, 138(6), 1109-1138. https://doi.org/10.1037/20028204

Baer, M., & Oldham, G. R. (2006). The curvilinear relation between experienced creative time
pressure and creativity: Moderating effects of openness to experience and support for creativity.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 963-970. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.963


https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12054
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0044
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0044
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639702300401
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639702300401
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028204
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.963

A meta-analysis of team creativity 385

Baer, M., Oldham, G. R., Jacobsohn, G. C., & Hollingshead, A. B. (2008). The personality composition
of teams and creativity: The moderating role of team creative confidence. Journal of Creative
Behavior, 42, 255-282. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2008.tb01299.x

Baujat, B., Mahé, C., Pignon, J. P., & Hill, C. (2002). A graphical method for exploring heterogeneity
in meta-analyses: Application to a meta-analysis of 65 trials. Statistics in Medicine, 21, 2641—
2652. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1221

Berg, J. M. (2016). Balancing on the creative highwire: Forecasting the success of novel ideas in
organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 61(3), 433—468. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0001839216642211

Besemer, S. P., & Treffinger, D. J. (1981). Analysis of creative products: Review and synthesis. The
Journal of Creative Bebavior, 15(3), 158-178. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1981.
tb00287.x

Besemer, S. P., & O’Quin, K. (1999). Confirming the three-factor product analysis matrix model in an
American sample. Creativity Research Journal, 12, 287-296.

Bissola, R., Imperatori, B., & Colonel, R. T. (2014). Enhancing the creative performance of new
product teams: An organizational configurational approach. Journal of Product Innovation
Management, 31(2), 375-391. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12101

Bogilovi¢, S., Cerne, M., & Skerlavaj, M. (2017). Hiding behind a mask? Cultural intelligence,
knowledge hiding, and individual and team creativity. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 26(5), 710-723. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.
1337747

Borghini, S. (2005). Organizational creativity: Breaking equilibrium and order to innovate. Journal
of Knowledge Management, 9, 19-33. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510610305

Burningham, C., & West, M. A. (1995). Individual, climate, and group interaction processes as
predictors of work team innovation. Small Group Research, 26(1), 106-117. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1046496495261006

Burch, G. F., Burch, J. J., & Batchelor, J. H. (2019). Group creative problem solving: The role of
creative personality, process and creative ability. Quality Innovation Prosperity, 23, 38-54.
https://doi.org/10.12776/qip.v23i3.1286

Cai, W, Lysova, E. I, Bossink, B. A. G., Khapova, S. N., & Wang, W. (2019). Psychological capital and
self-reported employee creativity: The moderating role of supervisor support and job
characteristics. Creativity and Innovation Management, 28(1), 30—-41. https://doi.org/10.
1111/caim.12277

Call, M. L., Nyberg, A. J., & Thatcher, S. M. B. (2015). Stargazing: An integrative conceptual review,
theoretical reconciliation, and extension for star employee research. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 100(3), 623—640. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/20039100

Carton, A. M., & Cummings, J. N. (2012). A theory of subgroups in work teams. Academy of
Management Review, 37, 441-470. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0322

Cerne, M., Jaklic, M., & Skerlavaj, M. (2013). Authentic leadership, creativity, and innovation: A
multilevel perspective. Leadership, 9(1), 63-85. https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715012455130

Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different
levels of analysis: A typology of composition models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 234—
2406. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234

Chaharbaghi, K., & Cripps, S. (2007). Collective creativity: Wisdom or oxymoron? Journal of
European Industrial Training, 31, 626-638. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090590710833679

Chen, C.J., & Huang, J. W. (2009). Strategic human resource practices and innovation performance
—The mediating role of knowledge management capacity. Journal of Business Research, 62(1),
104-114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.11.016

Chen, C., Kasof, J., Himsel, A., Dmitrieva, J., Dong, Q., & Xue, G. (2005). Effects of explicit
instruction to “be creative” across domains and cultures. The Journal of Creative Bebavior, 39
(2), 89-110. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2005.tb01252.x


https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2008.tb01299.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1221
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216642211
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216642211
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1981.tb00287.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1981.tb00287.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12101
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1337747
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1337747
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270510610305
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496495261006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496495261006
https://doi.org/10.12776/qip.v23i3.1286
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12277
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12277
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0039100
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0322
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715012455130
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090590710833679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2005.tb01252.x

386 Yingjie Yuan et al.

Chen, G, Farh, J.-L., Campbell-Bush, E. M., Wu, Z., & Wu, X. (2013). Teams as innovative systems:
Multilevel motivational antecedents of innovation in R&D teams. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 98(6), 1018-1027. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/20032663

Chen, Y. R., Brockner, J., & Chen, X. P. (2002). Individual-collective primacy and ingroup favoritism:
Enhancement and protection effects. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38(5), 482—
491. https://doi.org/10.1016/50022-1031(02)00018-5

Cheng, J. T., Tracy, J. L., Foulsham, T., Kingstone, A., & Henrich, J. (2013). Two ways to the top:
Evidence that dominance and prestige are distinct yet viable avenues to social rank and
influence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 104(1), 103—125. https://doi.org/10.
1037/20030398

Chiang, Y. H., & Hung, K. P. (2014). Team control mode, workers’ creativity, and new product
innovativeness. R&D Management Management, 44(2), 124-136. https://doi.org/10.1111/
radm.12044

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI- R) and NEO five-
Sfactor inventory (NEO FFI) professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment
Resources.

Cirella, S. (2016). Organizational variables for developing collective creativity in business: A case
from an Italian fashion design company. Creativity and Innovation Management, 25(3), 331—
343. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12189

Courtright, S. H., Thurgood, G. R., Stewart, G. L., & Pierotti, A. J. (2015). Structural interdependence
in teams: An integrative framework and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100,
1825-1846. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000027

De Dreu, C. K. W. (2002). Team innovation and team effectiveness: The importance of minority
dissent and reflexivity. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 11, 285—
298. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320244000175

De Dreu, C. K. W., & Weingart, L. R. (2003). Task versus relationship conflict, team performance,
and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 741-749.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.741

De Dreu, C. K. W. (2006). When too little of too much hurts: Evidence for a curvilinear relationship
between conflict and innovation in teams. Journal of Management, 32(1), 83—108. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206305277795

de Wit, F.R. C., Greer, L. L., &Jehn, K. A. (2012). The paradox of intragroup conflict: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(2), 360-390. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024844

Devine, D. J., & Philips, J. L. (2001). Do smarter teams do better: A meta-analysis of cognitive ability
and team performance. Small Group Research, 32(5), 507-532. https://doi.org/10.1177/
104649640103200501

Do, H., & Shipton, H. (2019). High-performance work systems and innovation in Vietnamese small
firms. International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship, 37(7), 732-753.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242619863572

Dong, Y., Bartol, K. M., Zhang, Z. X., & Li, C. (2017). Enhancing employee creativity via individual
skill development and team knowledge sharing: Influences of dual-focused transformational
leadership. Journal of Organizational Bebavior, 38(3), 439-458. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.
2134

Drazin, R., Glynn, M. A., & Kazanjian, R. K. (1999). Multilevel theorizing about creativity in
organizations: A sensemaking perspective. Academy of Management Review, 24(2), 286-307.
https://doi.org/10.2307/259083

Dul, J., Ceylan, C., & Jaspers, F. (2011). Knowledge workers’ creativity and the role of the physical
work environment. Human Resource Management, 50, 715-734.

Edmondson, A. C. (2002). The local and variegated nature of learning in organizations: A group-level
perspective. Organization Science, 13(2), 128-146. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.2.128.
530


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0032663
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(02)00018-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030398
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030398
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12044
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12044
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12189
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000027
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320244000175
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305277795
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305277795
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024844
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640103200501
https://doi.org/10.1177/104649640103200501
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242619863572
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2134
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2134
https://doi.org/10.2307/259083
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.2.128.530
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.2.128.530

A meta-analysis of team creativity 387

Eisenbeiss, S. A., Van Knippenberg, D., & Boerner, S. (2008). Transformational leadership and team
innovation: Integrating team climate principles. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1438—
1446. https://doi.org/10.1037/20012716

Eitzen, D. S., & Yetman, N. R. (1972). Managerial Change, longevity, and organizational
effectiveness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(1), 110. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392099

Evan, J. R. (1991). Creativity in MS/OR: Creative thinking, a basis for MS/OR problem solving.
Interfaces, 21, 12-15. https://doi.org/10.1287/inte.21.5.12

Fairchild, J. A. L. (2013). Contextual moderators of the effects of membership change on team
creative performance and team viability. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

Fan, H. L., Chang, P. F., Albanese, D., Wu,J.J., Yu, M. ]J., & Chuang, H.J. (2016). Multilevel influences
of transactive memory systems on individual innovative behavior and team innovation. Thinking
Skills and Creativity, 19, 49-59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2015.11.001

Farmer, S. M., Tierney, P., & Kung-McIntyre, K. (2003). Employee creativity in Taiwan: An
application of role identity theory. Academy of Management Journal, 46(5), 618-630. http://
doi.org/10.2307/30040653

Fleming, L., Mingo, S., & Chen, D. (2007). Collaborative brokerage, generative creativity, and
creative success. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(3), 443—475. https://doi.org/10.2189/
asqu.52.3.443

Florida, R. (2002). The rise of the creative class. New York, NY: Basic books.

Forsyth, D. R. (2010). Group dynamics (4th ed.). Belmont, CA: Cengage Learning.

Garfield, M. J., Taylor, N. J., Dennis, A. R., & Satzinger, J. W. (2001). Research report: Modifying
paradigms - individual differences, creativity techniques, and exposure to ideas in group idea
generation. Information Systems Research, 12(3), 322-333. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.12.3.
322.9710

George,J. M., & Zhou, J. (2001). When openness to experience and conscientiousness are related to
creative behavior: An interactional approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 513-524.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.513

Giambatista, R. C., & Bhappu, A. D. (2010). Diversity’s harvest: Interactions of diversity sources and
communication technology on creative group performance. Organizational Bebavior and
Human Decision Processes, 111(2), 116-126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2009.11.003

Gibson, C., & Vermeulen, F. (2003). A healthy divide: subgroups as a stimulus for team learning
behavior. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2), 202-239. http://doi.org/10.2307/3556657

Gilson, L. L., & Madjar, N. (2011). Radical and incremental creativity: Antecedents and processes.
Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 5(1), 21-28. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20017863

Gilson, L. L., & Shalley, C. E. (2004). A little creativity goes a long way: An examination of teams’
engagement in creative processes. Journal of Management, 30(4), 453—470. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jm.2003.07.001

Gilson, R. L. * (2002). Bridging the gap between individual innovativeness and group innovation: An
investigation of the innovation process in work groups.

Girotra, K., Terwiesch, C., & Ulrich, K. T. (2010). Idea generation and the quality of the best idea.
Management Science, 56(4), 591-605. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1144

Goldsmith, D. J., & Fitch, K. (1997). The normative context of advice as social support. Human
Communication Research, 23(4), 454—476. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1997.
tb00406.x

Goldberg, L. R. (1992). The development of markers of the big 5 factor structure. Psychological
Assessment, 4, 26-42.

Goldberg, L. R., Johnson, J. A., Eber, H. W., Hogan, R., Ashton, M. C., Cloninger, C. R., & Gough, H. C.
(2006). The international personality item pool and the future of public-domain personality
measures. Journal of Research in Personality, 40, 84-96. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2005.
08.007


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012716
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392099
https://doi.org/10.1287/inte.21.5.12
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2015.11.001
http://doi.org/10.2307/30040653
http://doi.org/10.2307/30040653
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.3.443
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.3.443
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.12.3.322.9710
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.12.3.322.9710
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.11.003
http://doi.org/10.2307/3556657
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017863
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jm.2003.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jm.2003.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1144
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1997.tb00406.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1997.tb00406.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2005.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2005.08.007

388 Yingjie Yuan et al.

Goncalo, J. A., & Duguid, M. M. (2012). Follow the crowd in a new direction: When conformity
pressure facilitates group creativity (and when it does not). Organizational Bebavior and
Human Decision Processes, 118(1), 14-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2011.12.004

Gong, Y., Huang, J. C., & Farh, J. L. (2009). Employee learning orientation, transformational
leadership, and employee creativity: The mediating role of employee creative self-efficacy.
Academy of Management Journal, 52, 765-778. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.43670890

Gong, Y., Kim, T.-Y., Lee, D.-R., & Zhu, J. (2013). A multilevel model of team goal orientation,
information exchange, and creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 56(3), 827-851.
http://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2011.0177

Gonzalez-Mulé, E., S. Cockburn, B., W. McCormick, B., & Zhao, P. (2020). Team tenure and team
performance: A meta-analysis and process model. Personnel Psychology, 73(1), 151-198.
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12319

Gough, H. G. (1979). A creative personality scale for the adjective check list. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 37, 1398-1405. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.8.1398

Groysberg, B., & Lee, L.-E. (2009). Hiring stars and their colleagues: Exploration and exploitation in
professional service firms. Organization Science, 20(4), 740-758. https://doi.org/10.1287/
0rsc.1090.0430

Gu, J., Chen, Z., Huang, Q., Liu, H., & Huang, S. (2018). A multilevel analysis of the relationship
between shared leadership and creativity in inter-organizational teams. Journal of Creative
Behavior, 52(2), 109—-126. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.135

Gu, Q. Liang, B., & Cooke, F. L. (2020). How does shared leadership affect creativity in teams? A
multilevel motivational investigation in the Chinese context. The International Journal of
Human Resource Management, 1-29. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1783345

Guzzo, R. A., & Shea, G. P. (1992). Group performance and intergroup relations in organizations. In
M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology
(Vol. 3, pp- 269-313). Consulting Psychologists Press.

*Hanke, R. C. M. (20006). Team creativity: A process model. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

Harbord, R. M., Egger, M., & Sterne, J. A. C. (20006). A modified test for small-study effects in meta-
analyses of controlled trials with binary endpoints. Statistics in Medicine, 25(20), 3443-3457.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.2380

Hargadon, A. B., & Bechky, B. A. (2006). When collections of creatives become creative collectives:
A field study of problem solving at work. Organization Science, 17(4), 484-500. https://doi.
org/10.1287/0rsc.1060.0200

Harvey, S. (2013). A different perspective: The multiple effects of deep level diversity on group
creativity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49, 822—-832. https://doi.org/10.1287/
0rsc.1060.0200

He, W., Han, Y., Hu, X,, Liu, W., Yang, B., & Chen, H. (2020). From idea endorsement to idea
implementation: A multilevel social network approach toward managerial voice
implementation. Human Relations, 73(11), 1563-1582. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0018726719882999

He, W., Hao, P., Huang, X, Long, L. R., Hiller, N. J., & Li, S. L. (2020). Different roles of shared and
vertical leadership in promoting team creativity: Cultivating and synthesizing team members’
individual creativity. Personnel Psychology, 73(1), 199-225. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.
12321

Hirst, G. (2009). Effects of membership change on open discussion and team performance: The
moderating role of team tenure. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
18(2), 231-249. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320802394202

Howkins, J. (2001). The creative economry: How people make money from ideas. Bristol, UK: Allen
Lane.

Hilsheger, U. R., Anderson, N. R., & Salgado, J. F. (2009). Team-level predictors of innovation at
work: A comprehensive meta-analysis spanning three decades of research. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 94, 1128-1145. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015978


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.43670890
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0177
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.8.1398
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0430
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0430
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1783345
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.2380
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0200
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0200
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0200
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0200
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719882999
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719882999
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12321
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12321
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320802394202
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015978

A meta-analysis of team creativity 389

Humphrey, S. E., & Aime, F. (2014). Team microdynamics: Toward an organizing approach to
teamwork. Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), 443-503. https://doi.org/10.5465/
19416520.2014.904140

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004). Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and bias in
research findings. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Indriartiningtias, R., Subagyo, & Hartono, B. (2019). Creativity of small firms in creative industry:
Initial evidence from Indonesia. International Journal of Engineering Business Management,
11, 184797901984913. http://doi.org/10.1177/1847979019849135

Jabri, M. M. (1991). The development of conceptually independent subscales in the measurement of
modes of problem solving. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 51, 975-983.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449105100417

Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptions of effort-reward fairness and innovative work
behaviour. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 73, 287-302. https://doi.
0rg/10.1348/096317900167038

Jia, L., Shaw, J. D., Tsui, A. S., & Park, T.-Y. (2014). A social-structural perspective on employee-
organization relationships and team creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 57,869-891.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2011.0147

Jiang, W., & Gu, Q. (2016). How abusive supervision and abusive supervisory climate influence
salesperson creativity and sales team effectiveness in China. Management Decision, 54, 455—
475. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2015-0302

Jin, S. (2010). How does creativity occur in teams?. An empirical test. College Park, MA: University
of Maryland.

Joshi, A., & Roh, H. (2009). The role of context in work team diversity research: a meta-analytic
review. Academy of Management Journal, 52(3), 599-627. http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.
41331491

Kehoe, R. R., Lepak, D. P., & Bentley, F. S. (2018). Let’s call a star a star: Task performance, external
status, and exceptional contributors in organizations. Journal of Management, 44, 1848-1872.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316628644

Kerr,J., & Slocum, J. W. (2005). Managing corporate culture through reward systems. Academy of
Management Perspectives, 19(4), 130-138. http://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2005.19417915

Kerr, N. L. (1989). Illusions of efficacy: The effects of group size on perceived efficacy in social
dilemmas. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 287-313. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0022-1031(89)90024-3

Kim, B.]J., Park, S., & Kim, T. H. (2019). The effect of transformational leadership on team creativity:
Sequential mediating effect of employee’s psychological safety and creativity. Asian Journal of
Technology Innovation, 27(1), 90-107. https://doi.org/10.1080/19761597.2019.1587304

Kim, T. Y., David, E. M., & Liu, Z. (2021). Perceived cognitive diversity and creativity: A multilevel
study of motivational mechanisms and boundary conditions. Journal of Creative Bebavior, 55
(1), 168-182. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.443

Kirton, M. (1976). Adaptors and innovators: A description and measure.. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 61(5), 622—629. http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.61.5.622

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Bell, B. S. (2003). Work groups and teams in organizations. In Handbook of
psychology (pp. 333—-375). Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons Inc..

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in
organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. Klein, & S. Kozlowski,
Multilevel Theory Research and Methods in Organizations Foundations Extensions and New
Directions, 3-90. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kurtzberg, T. R. (2000). Creative styles and teamwork: Effects of coordination and conflict on group
outcomes. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

Li, M., & Zhang, P. (2016). Stimulating learning by empowering leadership: Can we achieve cross-
level creativity simultaneously? Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 37,
1168-1186. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-01-2015-0007


https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2014.904140
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2014.904140
http://doi.org/10.1177/1847979019849135
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449105100417
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317900167038
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317900167038
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0147
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2015-0302
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331491
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331491
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316628644
http://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2005.19417915
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(89)90024-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(89)90024-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/19761597.2019.1587304
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.443
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.61.5.622
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-01-2015-0007

390 Yingjie Yuan et al.

Li,N., Zhao, H. H., Walter, S. L., Zhang, X.-A., & Yu, J. (2015). Achieving more with less: Extra milers’
behavioral influences in teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 1025-1039. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/apl0000010

Li, R., Wang, H., & Huang, M. (2018). From empowerment to multilevel creativity: The role of
employee self-perceived status and feedback-seeking climate. Journal of Leadership and
Organizational Studies, 25(4), 430—442. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818760998

Li, Y., Fu, F, Sun, J-M., & Yang, B. (2016). Leader-member exchange differentiation and team
creativity: An investigation of nonlinearity. Human Relations, 69, 1121-1138. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0018726715597481

Li, Y., Li, N, Li, C., &Li,J. (2020). The boon and bane of creative “stars”: A social network exploration
of how and when team creativity is (and is not) driven by a star teammate. Academy of
Management Journal, 63, 613-635. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2018.0283

*Liang, B., & Gu, Q. (2015). A study of separation in team member learning goal orientation on team
creativity: A mediated moderation model. Chinese Journal of Management, 12(1), 72-79.

Link, G. J. P, Siemon, D., de Vreede, G. J., & Robra-Bissantz, S. (2015). Evaluating anchored
discussion to foster creativity in online collaboration. In Collaboration and Technology: 21st
International Conference, CRIWG 2015 (28-44). Berlin: Springer Verlag. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-319-22747-4_3

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis (p. 49). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.

Litchfield, R. C. (2008). Brainstorming reconsidered: A goal-based view. Academy of Management
Review, 33, 649-668. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.32465708

Liu, H., Mihm, J., & Sosa, M. E. (2018). Where do stars come from? the role of star vs. nonstar
collaborators in creative settings. Organization Science, 29(6), 1149-1169. http://doi.org/10.
1287/orsc.2018.1223

MacGregor-Fors, 1., & Payton, M. E. (2013). Contrasting diversity values: Statistical inferences based
on overlapping confidence intervals. PLoS One, 8(2), €56794. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.
2008.32465708

Madjar, N., Greenberg, E., & Chen, Z. (2011). Factors for radical creativity, incremental creativity,
and routine, noncreative performance. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 730-743.
https://doi.org/10.1037/20022416

Mao,J., Chang, S., Gong, Y., & Xie, J. L. (2021). Team job-related anxiety and creativity: Investigating
team-level and crosslevel moderated curvilinear relationships. Journal of Organizational
Bebavior, 42(1), 34—47. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2489

Mathisen, G. E., Einarsen, S., Jorstad, K., & Bronnick, K. (2004). Climate for work group creativity
and innovation: Norwegian validation of the team climate inventory (TCD. Scandinavian
Journal of Psychology, 45, 383-392. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2004.00420.x

Martinaityte, I., Unsworth, K. L., & Sacramento, C. A. (2020). Is the project ‘mine’ or ‘ours’? A
multilevel investigation of the effects of individual and collective psychological ownership.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 93(2), 302—-327. https://doi.org/10.

1111/joop.12300

Mathieu, J. E., Tannenbaum, S. I., Donsbach, J. S., & Alliger, G. M. (2014). A review and integration of
team composition models: Moving toward a dynamic and temporal framework. Journal of
Management, 40(1), 130-160. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503014

Mathisen, G. E., Martinsen, O., & Einarsen, S. (2008). The relationship between creative personality

composition, innovative team climate, and team innovativeness: An input-process-output
perspective. Journal of Creative Bebavior, 42(1), 13-31. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.
2008.tb01078.x

Mell, J. N., Van Knippenberg, D., & Van Ginkel, W. P. (2014). The catalyst effect: The impact of
transactive memory system structure on team performance. Academy of Management Journal,
57,1154-1173. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0589

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & DeChurch, L. A. (2009). Information sharing and team performance: A

meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 535-546. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013773


https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000010
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000010
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818760998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715597481
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715597481
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2018.0283
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-22747-4_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-22747-4_3
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.32465708
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2018.1223
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2018.1223
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.32465708
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.32465708
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022416
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2489
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2004.00420.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12300
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12300
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503014
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2008.tb01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2008.tb01078.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0589
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013773

A meta-analysis of team creativity 391

Mishra, L. K., & Singh, A. P. (2010). Creative behaviour questionnaire: Assessing the ability of
managers to produce creative ideas. Journal of the Indian Academy of Applied Psychology, 36
(1), 115-121.

Miron-spektor, E., Erez, M., & Naveh, E. (2011). The Effect of Conformist and Attentive-To-Detail
Members on Team Innovation: Reconciling the Innovation Paradox. Academy of Management
Journal, 54(4), 740-760. http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.64870100

Moorman, C., & Miner, A. S. (1997). The impact of organizational memory on new product
performance and creativity. Journal of Marketing Research, 34, 91-106. https://doi.org/10.
1177/002224379703400108

Mumford, M. D., & Gustafson, S. B. (1988). Creativity syndrome: Integration, application, and
innovation. Psychological Bulletin, 103(1), 27—43. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.1.
27

Mumford, M. D., Mobley, M. I, Reiter-Palmon, R., Uhlman, C. E., & Doares, L. M. (1991). Process
analytic models of creative capacities. Creativity Research Journal, 4(2), 91-122. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10400419109534380

Navaresse, D. O., Yauch, C. A., Goff, K., & Fonseca, D. J. (2014). Assessing the effects of
organizational culture, rewards, and individual creativity on technical workgroup performance.
Creativity Research Journal, 26(4), 439—455. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.929428

Nouri, R., Erez, M., Rockstuhl, T., Ang, S., Leshem-Calif, L., & Rafaeli, A. (2013). Taking the bite out of
culture: The impact of task structure and task type on overcoming impediments to cross-cultural
team performance. Journal of Organizational Bebavior, 34(6), 739-763. http://doi.org/10.
1002/job.1871

O’Hara, L. A. (2001). Leadership style and group creativity. New Haven, CT: Yale University.

O’Quin, K., & Besemer, S. P. (2006). Using the creative product semantic scale as a metric for results-
oriented business. Creativity and Innovation Management, 15(1), 34—44. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-8691.2006.00367.x

Oldham, G. R., & Cummings, A. (1996). Employee creativity: Personal and contextual factors at
work. Academy of Management Journal, 39(3), 607—634. http://doi.org/10.2307/256657

Paulus, P. (2000). Groups, teams, and creativity: the creative potential of idea-generating groups.
Applied Psychology, 49(2), 237-262. http://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00013

Pirola-Merlo, A., & Mann, L. (2004). The relationship between individual creativity and team
creativity: aggregating across people and time. Journal of Organizational Bebavior, 25(2),
235-257. http://doi.org/10.1002/job.240

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in
behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Post, C. (2012). Deep-level team composition and innovation: The mediating roles of psychological
safety and cooperative learning. Group and Organization Management, 37(5), 555-588.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601112456289

Rangus, K., & Cerne, M. (2019). The impact of leadership influence tactics and employee openness
toward others on innovation performance. R and D Management, 49(2), 168-179. https://doi.
org/10.1111/radm.12298

Rietzschel, E. F., Nijstad, B. A., & Stroebe, W. (2014). Effects of problem scope and creativity
instructions on idea generation and selection. Creativity Research Journal, 26(2), 185-191.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.901084

Riketta, M. (2008). The causal relation between job attitudes and performance: A meta-analysis of
panel studies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 472—481. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.93.2.472

Robert, C., & Cheung, Y. H. (2010). An examination of the relationship between conscientiousness
and group performance on a creative task. Journal of Research in Personality, 44(2), 222-231.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.01.005


http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.64870100
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224379703400108
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224379703400108
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.1.27
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.1.27
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419109534380
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419109534380
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.929428
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.1871
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.1871
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8691.2006.00367.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8691.2006.00367.x
http://doi.org/10.2307/256657
http://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00013
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.240
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601112456289
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12298
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12298
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.901084
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.472
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.01.005

392 Yingjie Yuan et al.

Rosing, K., Bledow, R., Frese, M., Baytalskaya, N., Johnson Lascano, J., & Farr, J. L. (2018). The
temporal pattern of creativity and implementation in teams. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 91, 798-822. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12226

Roth, A. (1993). Performance dimensions in services: An empirical investigation of strategic
performance. In T. A. Swartz, D. E. Bowen & S. W. Brown (Eds.), Advances in services
marketing and management, Vol. 2 (pp. 1-47). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press Inc.

Runco, M. A., & Acar, S. (2012). Divergent thinking as an indicator of creative potential. Creativity
Research Journal, 24(1), 66-75. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2012.652929

Saavedra, R., Earley, P. C., & Van Dyne, L. (1993). Complex interdependence in task-performing
groups. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 61-72. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.
1.61

Sacramento, C. A., Fay, D., & West, M. A. (2013). Workplace duties or opportunities? Challenge
stressors, regulatory focus, and creativity. Organizational Bebavior and Human Decision
Processes, 121(2), 141-157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2013.01.008

Schilpzand, M. C., Herold, D. M., & Shalley, C. E. (2011). Members’ openness to experience and
teams’ creative performance. Small Group Research, 42(1), 55-76. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1046496410377509

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior of employees: Evidence from
Spanish firms. Academy of Management Journal, 37, 580-607. https://doi.org/10.2307/
256701

Shalley, C. E., & Zhou, J. (2008). Organizational creativity research: A bistorical overview BT -
Handbook of organizational creativity (pp. 3—31). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Shin, S.J., & Zhou, J. (2007). When is educational specialization heterogeneity related to creativity in
research and development teams? Transformational leadership as a moderator. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92, 1709-1721. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1709

Somech, A., & Drach-Zahavy, A. (2013). Translating team creativity to innovation implementation:
The role of team composition and climate for innovation. Journal of Management, 39, 684-708.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187

Staats, B. R., Milkman, K. L., & Fox, C. R. (2012). The team scaling fallacy: Underestimating the
declining efficiency of larger teams. Organizational Bebavior and Human Decision Processes,
118(2), 132-142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2012.03.002

Staw, B. M. (2009). Is group creativity really an oxymoron?: Some thoughts on bridging the
cohesion? Creativity divide. Research on Managing Groups and Teams, 12, 311-323.

Sternberg, R. J. (2006). The nature of creativity. Creativity Research Journal, 18(1), 87.

Steiner, D. I. (1972). Group processes and group productivity. Cambridge, MA: Academic.

Sterne, J. A. C., & Egger, M. (2001). Funnel plots for detecting bias in meta-analysis: Guidelines on
choice of axis. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 54(10), 1046-1055. https://doi.org/10.1016/
$0895-4356(01)00377-8

Tadmor, C. T., Satterstrom, P., Jang, S., & Polzer, J. T. (2012). Beyond individual creativity: The
superadditive benefits of multicultural experience for collective creativity in culturally diverse
teams. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 43(3), 384-392. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022022111435259

Taggar, S. (2001). Group composition, creative synergy, and group performance. The Journal of
Creative Bebavior, 35, 261-286. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2001.tb01050.x

Taggar, S. (2002). Individual creativity and group ability to utilize individual creative resources: A
multilevel model. Academy of Management Journal, 45(2), 315-330. http://doi.org/10.2307/
3069349

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel, &
W. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (2nd ed., pp. 7-24). Chicago: Hall
Publishers.

Tierney, P., Farmer, S. M., & Graen, G. B. (1999). An examination of leadership and employee
creativity: The relevance of traits and relationships. Personnel Psychology, 52,591-620. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00173.x


https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12226
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2012.652929
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.61
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.1.61
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496410377509
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496410377509
https://doi.org/10.2307/256701
https://doi.org/10.2307/256701
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1709
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0895-4356(01)00377-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0895-4356(01)00377-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111435259
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111435259
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2001.tb01050.x
http://doi.org/10.2307/3069349
http://doi.org/10.2307/3069349
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00173.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00173.x

A meta-analysis of team creativity 393

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy: Its potential antecedents and relationship
to creative performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6), 1137-1148. http://doi.org/
10.2307/3069429

Tost, L. P., Gino, F., & Larrick, R. P. (2012). Power, competitiveness, and advice taking: Why the
powerful don’t listen. Organizational Bebhavior and Human Decision Processes, 117(1), 53—
65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2011.10.001

Triandis, H. C., Bass, A. R, Ewen, R. B., & Mikesell, E. H. (1963). Team creativity as a function of the
creativity of the members. Journal of Applied Psychology, 47(2), 104-110. https://doi.org/10.
1037/h0048862

Tu, Y., Lu, X, Choi, ]J. N., & Guo, W. (2019). Ethical leadership and team-level creativity: Mediation of
psychological safety climate and moderation of supervisor support for creativity. Journal of
Business Ethics, 159, 551-565. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3839-9

Valentine, J. C., Pigott, T. D., & Rothstein, H. R. (2010). How many studies do you need? A primer on
statistical power for meta-analysis. Journal of Educational and Bebavioral Statistics, 35(2),
215-247. https://doi.org/10.3102/1076998609346961

Van Dijk, H., van Engen, M. L., & van Knippenberg, D. (2012). Defying conventional wisdom: A meta-
analytical examination of the differences between demographic and job-related diversity
relationships with performance. Organizational Bebavior and Human Decision Processes,
119(1), 38-53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2012.06.003

van Ginkel, W. P., & van Knippenberg, D. (2012). Group leadership and shared task representations
in decision making groups. Leadership Quarterly, 23(1), 94-106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
leaqua.2011.11.008

Van Ijzendoorn, M. H., Juffer, F., & Poelhuis, C. W. K. (2005). Adoption and cognitive development:
A meta-analytic comparison of adopted and nonadopted children’s IQ and school performance.
Psychological Bulletin, 131(2), 301-316. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.301

van Knippenberg, D. (2017). Team Innovation. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Bebavior, 4(1), 211-233. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-
113240

van Knippenberg, D., & Hirst, G. (2015). Cross-level perspective on creativity at work: Person-in-
situation interactions BT - Oxford bandbook of creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

*Vera, D. (2004). Improvisation and its impact on performance. London, ON: University of
Western Ontario.

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the meta for package. Journal of
Statistical Software, 36(3), http://doi.org/10.18637/js5.v036.i103

Viechtbauer, W., & Cheung, M.- W.-L. (2010). Outlier and influence diagnostics for meta-analysis.
Research Synthesis Methods, 1(2), 112—-125. https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.11

Wageman, R. (1995). Interdependence and group effectiveness. Administrative Science Quarterly,
40(1), 145. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393703

Wageman, R., & Gordon, F. M. (2005). As the twig is bent: How group values shape emergent task
interdependence in groups. Organization Science, 16(6), 687-700. https://doi.org/10.1287/
orsc.1050.0146

Wang, J., Cheng, G.- H.- L.- H.-L., Chen, T., & Leung, K. (2019). Team creativity/innovation in
culturally diverse teams: A meta-analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40(6), 693—708.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2362

Wang, P., & Zhu, W. (2011). Mediating role of creative identity in the influence of transformational
leadership on creativity: Is there a multilevel effect? Journal of Leadership and Organizational
Studies, 18(1), 25-39. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051810368549

West, M. A. (1987). A measure of role innovation at work. British Journal of Social Psychology, 26,
83-85. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1987.tb00764.x

West, M. A., & Anderson, N. R. (1996). Innovation in top management teams. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 81(6), 680-693. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.680

Williams, F. (1993). Creativity assessment packet. Austin, TX: PRO-ED.


http://doi.org/10.2307/3069429
http://doi.org/10.2307/3069429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0048862
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0048862
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3839-9
https://doi.org/10.3102/1076998609346961
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.301
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113240
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113240
http://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.11
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393703
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0146
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0146
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2362
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051810368549
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1987.tb00764.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.680

394 Yingjie Yuan et al.

Woodman, R. W., Sawyer, J. E., & Griffin, R. W. (1993). Toward a theory of organizational creativity.
The Academy of Management Review, 18, 293-321. https://doi.org/10.2307/258761

Yang, J., Liu, H., & Gu, J. (2017). A multi-level study of servant leadership on creativity: The roles of
self-efficacy and power distance. Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 38(5),
610-629. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2015-0229

Yoshida, D. T., Sendjaya, S., Hirst, G., & Cooper, B. (2014). Does servant leadership foster creativity
and innovation? A multi-level mediation study of identification and prototypicality. Journal of
Business Research, 67(7), 1395-1404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.08.013

Yuan, Y., & van Knippenberg, D. (2020). From member creativity to team creativity? Team
information elaboration as moderator of the additive and disjunctive models. PLoS One, 15(12),
€0243289. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243289

Zhang,Z.-X.,Hempel, P. S., Han, Y .-L., & Tjosvold, D. (2007). Transactive memory system links work
team characteristics and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1722-1730. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1722

Zhou, J., & George, J. (2001). When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: Encouraging the
expression of voice. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 682—696.

Zhou, ]., & Hoever, L. J. (2014). Research on workplace creativity: A review and redirection. Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Bebavior, 1,333-359. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091226

Zhou, J., Wang, X. M., Bavato, D., Tasselli, S., & Wu, J. (2019). Understanding the receiving side of
creativity: A multidisciplinary review and implications for management research. Journal of
Management, 45, 2570-2595. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319827088

Received 28 April 202 1; revised version received 2 December 202 |


https://doi.org/10.2307/258761
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2015-0229
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243289
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1722
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1722
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091226
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091226
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319827088

A meta-analysis of team creativity 395

panunuod

[EnpiAIpUl (1000
a8eJaAE U9IMIRq 1IRSUIDAA Auedwod
uone|e..10d pue ‘oideys (1000) Sulmoejnuew
uoneusws|dw) oN ydiH 9AISOd OoN oN ‘93ej9A0T 9840995 pue noyz B Ul SWEBD3 IOM €T (€107) e 39 dUIRD
(6107) 3uepn
suoneaJ Aue (£002) (£002) sajuedwod snoliea pue ‘erodeyyy
Ajuo-uoneap| oN ySiH sulwexs 10U pIQ oN ON  nhoyz pue ulys ‘639 JOWJR] WO SWED DMOM € “YJuIssog ‘BAOSAT ‘1BD)
Aaneaud dnoud
pue Ayjeuidlio
[ENpIAIpUI (1861)
a8eJaA. UBIMIDq Ja3uyed | (6107) 40[2y2reg
Ajuo-uonesp| oA Mo S|ul| 9ARISO( oN oA pue Jowasag (6£61) y3noo swes) 3uspniIs G0 | puE ‘ya4ng ‘ya.ng
uolzEAOUUI WED
pue A)Aneaud
[enplAlpul
a8eJaAE U9IMIDq
uone|R.I0d s8unes 1uadxs s8uned 14adxa
Ajuo-uoneap| SIA Mo 9A1ISOd OoN oN juspuadepu| Juspuadepuy| swesy 3uspnis y0|  (£107) |89 21Aoji8og
AAneaad wean
pue AjAnea.d
[enplAlpul
a8eJaAE U9IMIDq (9007
uonE[R.LI0d Jawasag
uoneusws|duw) SaA y3iH uedyuSis-uoN oN oN pue uind.0 SWwes) JUspnIs g | (¥107) '|& 32 elossig
AjAnea.d wean
pue ssauuado
[enpiAlpul
a8eJaA. UBIMIDq s3une. 1uadxe
Ajuo-uonesp| SIA Mo >ul| 9ARISOd OoN SIA Juspuadepu] (6661) 813gpjoD SWIeal 3UdpnIs Gy | (8007) "Ie 30 Jorg
uoneusws|duwy syuswaJinba. Qouspuadapasiul  s3uipuly AiAnesud [opow |opow uoneAouul uoneaouul s|dweg (ERIVENETEN|
eap| Aianeatd dse) Wes1-03-43quidl]  2ARdUN(SIp ay3 SARIPPE Y2 JANAnERID JANAREBRID
jo sisayaodAH o sissypodAH wea) jJo [enpIAIpul
JuswWa.INses)y JO JuBWIBUNSED

s3uIpod puv (31411210 wWvaj-03-jpnpiaipul uo sapnis ordud Jo maia1240)

'y xipuaddy



396 Yingjie Yuan et al.

panunuoy

suoneaJ Aue

Ajuo-uonesp| oA Mo sujwexa 30U pIq OoN oN (9007) 3499p|oD swiesl JuUapmIs g | | (£107) PIYyd4req
suoneja. Aue (£002) (€000 sajuedwod (£107) 11 pue
Auo-uoneap| saA ySiH sujwexs 10U pIg oN ON  noyz pueuiys ‘[e39 Jowle guwoJpswesy QY gf  ‘Sueyz ‘|oleg ‘SuoQq
AuAneaus dnous
pue A1AneaId
29kojdws
a3eJoAE USIMIDq (6007) 8ueny SULILY ||BWS SARID (6107
uoneuswa|dw| VN VN >ul] 9ARISOd oN saA pueusayd  (6007) [e323u0D WO SIUN SIOM €€ | uoadiys pue og
A1AneaId wean (£007)
pue AAnea.d sdd. pue
[enplAlpul 1ySeq.eyeyd
o3eJoAE USIMIDq “(9007)
diysuoneja. Aiydag (+007) uuely
Ajuo-uoneap| SIA ysiH 9ARISO4 oN so\  Ppue uopeSieH pue oJ3|\-[0Id swesy 109foud ¢ | (9102) RO
uoneAOUUl Wes)
pue A1AneaId
[enplAIpul
a3eJaAE USIMIDq (£661) 4oully (£002) sJaJn3ogjnuew 107
uoneuswa|dw| sap Mo >|ul] 9AnISOd oN SO\  PUE UBWL.IOO} ‘e 39 Jswiey wo.y swesd €8 Suny pue Suely>
suonejaJ Aue (£007) (€007) S$911SNPU| SNOLIBA (paysigndun)
Auo-uonesp| soA Mo sujwexs 0u pIq oN ON  hoyz pueulys ‘B39 JoWJR]  WO. SWED) XIOM 86 ‘e 38 UsyD
uoneAOUU| WEd)
pue Aj1Anea.d
[enpIAIpUl
a8eJaAe UsIMIDq S3L1ISNPUI SNOLIBA
uoneiuswa|dw| SaA ydiH Sul| 9ARISO4 oN soA (z0o07) neu@geq (0007) uassue[  wouy swesl @Y S6 (€107) le 3@ UBYD
uoneAoUUl WEs)
pue A1AneaId
uoneiuswa|dwi sauswauinba. 9ouspuadapasaul  s3uipuy AiAnesud |]spow [opow uoneAouul uoneAouul o|dwreg [ERITENEIEN]
eop| Auaneaad Jse|  Wesl-03-19quwisly  9ARdUNISIp Byl SANIppE 3Y2 JAAIERID JAUAEDID
josisoyaodAH o sisayrodAH wea) jJo [enpIAIpuUl
JUSWAINSEd O JUBWIBINSED|

(penunuo)) 'y x_vcmaa,q,



A meta-analysis of team creativity 397

panunuo)

93eJoAE UBIMIDG

(£002)

(1002)

S214ISNPUI SSOJE

Ajuo-uoneap| SaA ySiH Sul| 9AIISO oN saA noyz pueulys 981095 pue noyz swea) '8y 001 (£107) e 39 3uon
AlAea.d wean
aAnea.d Yy
jo uonodoud
ay3 usamiaq s3uned (2102)
AJuo-uonesp| sOA moT S|ul] 9ARISOy oN saA 4adxa [eusaIxy (6£61) ysnoo Swea) JUspnIs 7|  PIN8nQg pue ojeduon)
uoneAouUl
wes) pue
ssauaARRAOULI
|enpIAIpUI Auedwod
a8euoAe USIMIDq (9661) (5661) 359AA udisap oydes3
uone|.LI0d uos.apuy pue weyduluing & pue yueq [euoiSad
uoneuswa|du| oN ySiH 9AIISO4 oN oN PUE 3S9AA “(£861) ISOAA B WO SWESI M IOM /} (z007) uos|in
(¢ Apras)
Swes) JuapnIs
suonea. Aue s3une.yuadxe 6L ‘(1 Apms) (0107) nddeyg
Ajuo-uonesp| SOA Mo sulwex J0u pIq oN oN juspuadapu] (z661) 8139pj0D swiea) Juspms 0§ pue eIspjequeln
AuAnea.ad
wes) pue
Supjuiya sAnes.d (1007) 428uizyesg
23eJ9AR USIMIDQ s3uped 1uadxa swes) pue ‘sluusQ
Ajuo-uonesp| SOA Mo Sul| 9AnIsod oN SIA juspuadapuy| (9£61) uonry]  uspms opnasd ¢ ‘10|Ae] ‘pJaIIED)
1593U0D) AIAREID
suonea. Aue s3une. (Fe61) uewuo.| 3uady|[eau|
uoneuswa|duy SaA y3iH Sulwexs 10U pIg oN OoN 1J4odxa [euta1x] 9on4g pue 12035 UEB Wo.y sweal 9g (9107) e 39 ueq
(6661)
und.0
pue Jawiasag
uoneiuswa|dwi sjuswa.inbas 9ouspuadapusiul  s3uipuly AiAnes.d [opow |apow uoneAouul uoneAouul s|dweg [ERIVENETEN]
eap| AianesaD dSB|  WEeS1-031-Jaquidly  dARdUN(sIp Byl SARIPpE 33 JAIAIED.ID ARSI
30 sisayrodAH Jo sisayrodAHq weal jo |enplAlpul
JusWaINSEd| O JuUBWBUNSED|

(penunuo)) "y xipuaddy



398 Yingjie Yuan et al.

panunuo)

uonee..10d (£002)
Ajuo-uoneap| OoN Mo 9ARISOd oN ON  hoyz pue ulysg (9007) ‘|e 30 Jorg sweaa soes 70| (9107) ‘no pue Suelf
(0102) y3us
puE eaysipy
pue (9007 (€107) 13
Suaquumg 1ySoo.reg pue
AAnea.d wesn “(5007) ‘(1007) 984009
pue AuAnea.d uydiog pue noyz
[EnpiAIpUl ‘(8861) (9e61) e 32
a3e.J9AE UBIMIDq d|Iqewy (8861) (6107) ouoieH
uone|e..10d s|Iqewy ‘(g661) SWLIl 9ARED.D pue ‘0A3eqng
Auo-uonesp| SaA VN 9ANISOd oN ON ’[e33 UBWIPOOAA ‘|6 39 UBWPOOAA WO SWED] HIOM h§ ‘sendujunJeripu)
AAnead
(z Apnas) wes) AAneatd (T
uoneyuswa|dwi [enpiAlpul Apnas) sweal 9y
(1 Apmas) a3e.aAe UsIMIDq s3uned (1007) $9 pue (| Apnis)
Ajuo-uoneap| I ydiH Uil 9ARIsod oN soA 4adxs [eussixy 984099 pue noyz swes13uspnis Z¢  (0ZOT) ‘e 38 ‘orH ‘OH
AAnea.d wes
pue AjAneaId
[enpiAIpUl
a3euaAe usamIaq
uone|R.I0d s3uneds
uoneiuswa|dw sak Mo uedyIuSis-uoN oN ON 3Jadxa [eutsaxg (z007) 4e33e] Swiea) Juspnls g8 (9007) »ueH
suonea. Aue (1000 S3143SNpUI SNOLIBA (0202)
uoneuswa|dw| VN mo Sulwexs 10U pIQ oN oN VN 934099 puenoyz  Wo.j SWea3 dJom |7 900D pue ‘Buer] ‘no
AjAneaad wean
pue AjAea.d
[enpIAlpUl
a8eJaA. UBIMIDq
uopea..0d (£002) S3143SNpUl SNOLIBA (8107) ‘8ueny pue
Ajuo-uoneap| VN Mo 9ANISOd oN ON  nhoyz pue ulys (1107) le39|n@  Wouy swes oM g9  ‘ni‘SuenH ‘usy) ‘no
AuAnea.ad
wea) AjAneatd
[enpiAipul
uoneuswa|dwi sjuawaJinbau 25uapuadapuaiul s8uipuly AiAnea.d |opow |opow uopeAouul uoneAouul o|dwreg LERIVENETEN]
eap| AianeaaD JSB]  WeS1-03-1aquidly  dARdUNisip ayy SAnIppE 3y3 JA3ARED.ID JANARDID
Jo sisayzodAH Jo sisayrodAH wea3 jJo
JusWaINSEd| O JUBWBINSED|

(panunuo?n) 'y xipuaddy



A meta-analysis of team creativity 399

panunuod)

Ajuo-uopesp ON Y3IH °N °N VN VN (paystigndun) 3ury
suoneaJ Aue (£002) S314ISNPUI SNOLIBA
Ajuo-uoneap| oN Mo Sulwexs 10U pIq oN ON  hoyz pue uiys VN wouysweadomzg  (§107) nO pue Suen
suoneaJ Aue (0107) Yue4 (€002) sajuedwod snolieA (8102)
uoneuswa|dw oN y3iH aujwexa j0u pIqQ oN oN pue ‘997 ‘yJey ‘B39 JOWIBY WO SWED) MIOM g SuenH pue ‘Suepp ‘I
(9661)
suoneaJ Aue uosJapuy (S661) 3S9AA AusaaAun 9102)
uoneuswa|dw SaA Mo sulwexe 30U pIq oN oN pUB ISOAA pue wey3uluing WOy SWESIMIOM9G  ‘BUBA PUE ‘UNS ‘Ng ‘I
ssjuedwod
suone|a. Aue (£007) (re61) Ya1-ysly
Ajuo-uoneap| SIA y3iH Sulwexs 10U pIg oN ON  hoyz pue uiys 9onJg pUB 102§ WoJysweal gy 08 (9107) Sueyz pue
Auaneaan
weay pue (g ojdwes)
sajk1s aAnEaID sdune. swiea) Juspms
|enpIAlpul Jageuew 9/ pue (] ajdwes)
(z Apmas) 23eJ9AR U2IMIDQ |euJaIx® pue S314ISNPUI SNOLIBA
uoneausws|duw) ON Mo (] Apnas) ySiH  >juijauedyiudis-uoN oN saA sdunel Joquisly (9£61) uonary| wo.y sweal 97 (0007) 8439z72uny)
suoneaJ Aue (£007) (1002) S314ISNPUI SNOLIBA (1200
Ajuo-uoneap| VN mon sulwexs 10U pIq oN ON hoyz pueulys 984095 PUB NOYZ WO} SWESLHIOM 9( | NI pue ‘piaeq ‘wry|
AAnea.d wea)
pue AjAnes.d
[enpIApUI
a3eJaAR USIMIBQ (£007) (666 1) UseJD pue S3143SNPUI SNOLIBA (6100)
Ajuo-uoneap| SaA VN >ul] 9ARISOd oN sa,  hoyz pueulys ‘Jowlied ‘ASUJdl]  WO.) SWEDI MIOM 7§ wry| pue SJed ‘wry|
AjAEeaId wean
pue ANAneaUd
[enplAlpul
a3eJaAR USIMIR] sajuedwod
uoIe[9.I0d (£002) (6007) wn|g UOoIIEDIUNWWO3[)
Ajuo-uoneap| SIA y3iH uedyudis-uoN oN ON  Nhoyz pueulyS PUE ‘UOS|ID ‘A9||ByS WOy swead QY 7§ (0107 ul
AAneaad wea)
pue AjAnes.d
[enpIApUI
a3eaaAR USIMIBQ
uoneuswa|dw sjuawaJinbau 2duapuadapuaiul s3uipuy AjAneatd |opow |opow uoneAouul uoneAouu| o|dwreg LERIENETEN]
eap| AianesaD dse]  wWes3-03-Jaquisly SARIppE 3Y3 JA3AED.ID JAIAIED.ID
Jo sisayrodAH Jo sisayrodAH wes1 jJo [enplAIpul
JUBWIINSEI| JO JUBWAUNSED

(penunuo)) "y xipuaddy



400 Yingjie Yuan et al.

panunuo)

[EnpiAIpUl 100
98e.JaAE UDIMIDq sduned (9661) 1qewy ©9SUO4 pUE ‘Yo
Auo-uonesp| oN y3iH Sul| 9ARISO4 oN sop Jodxs |eussaxy  pue (7o07) Je38e) SWieal 3uapms 9¢ ‘Yane ‘@ssaJeAeN
uoneAouUl Wea
pue sjenplAlpul
aAneald (€661)
o uonuodoud Jopsaafly
usamiaq pue Ansnpul asusjep (1107
uoneiuswa|dw) saA ySiH >ul] 9ARISOd oN sa\  ‘usuog ‘pieq (9£61) uoary| Ul SWES3 )JOM | [e 33 Jonjads-uouily
uoneAOUUl Wes)
pue A3jiqede>
AijeuiBuo
[enpIAlpul Auedwod
a8eJaAE USIMIDq uondnpoud
uone|e.I0d (Y661) u o
Auo-uonesp| soA moq JuedyIuBIs-uoN oN ON 9onigpuenods  (y007) USsun.ely eWoLsWesldJomez  (8007) 839 UdsIylely
(0707) c3uswe.des
suoneaJ Aue (0107) y-eq puE ‘yriomsun
uoneiuswa|dw) soA VN aulwexs 30U pIg oN ON  Pue ‘997 ‘YJe4 (1661) 1qe( swes) YoM g€ ‘ahareunJeyy
(9661) wuy A3ojouyday
suoneaJ Aue sSulwwny -ysiy paasi| App1gnd (1207) @1x pue
uopeuswa|dw| I\ ydiHy sujwexa 30U pIq OoN oN pue weyp|O (]107) ‘|ee Jelpely B I SWea gxp Y 59 ‘Buon ‘8uey) ‘oely
AiAnean
wes) pue
s3}A1s aAnEaID
[EnpIAIpUl (5107) ‘nuessig
98e.JaAE U9IMIDq s3une. 1uadxa s3uned iadxe -eJqOY PUE PIUA
Ajuo-uoneap| VN Yy3iH  juijauesyiudis-uoN oN SOA Juspuadapu] auspuadepu] sdnou3 3uspmis 9 ap ‘uowalg Hur
suone|aJ Aue uonels somod
sujwex j0u pIgq ' WOy sweal ¢y
uoneiuswa|dwi sjuswia.inbau souspuadapasaul  sSuipuy AiAnesud |]spow [opow uoneAouul uoneAouul a|dwreg [ERITENEIEN]
eap| Auaneaa Jse|  Wesl-03-19quisly  9ARdUNISIp Byl SANIppE 3Y2 /AR JAUAEDID
jo sisaypodAH  jo sissyzodAH wea) jo [enpIAIpuUl
JUBWIINSED| JO uBWaINSES

(panunuon) 'y xipuaddy



A meta-analysis of team creativity 401

panunuo)
Ajuo-uonesp| SOA ysiH oN oN
suoneaJ Aue $9402s (0102)
Ajuo-uoneap| SIA MO sujwexa 10U pIq oN ON |d)] @edodio) Swea) 3uspnis G§  3unayD pue 14eqoy
suoneja. Aue (8661) 359AA Wil [ean3dgnueWw (6107)
uoneuswa|dw| oN y3iH sujwexe J0u pIq oN ON  PUEB UOSJOpPUY  NOYZ pue 381095 B WO SWESIOM(| auJa)) pue snduey
AAnesad )
wes) pue Supjuiyl
9AI329UUOD
a3eJaAR USIMIR] S3113sNpul SNOLIBA
uoneyusws|duw) SOA y3iH 3ul| @ARIsod oN oA (0007) usssue[ uody ‘(1661) Mqe[  WOJ) swesl oM |g (z107) 3sod
AjAneaId weay
puE ANAnEa.d
[enplAipul
23eJaAR U2IMIDQ suonezjuedio
UoNe[2440d sed2s Q@Y wouy ($007) uuely
Ajuo-uoneap| oA y3iH aARIsOd oN oN paziwoIsnd swes) 309foud 9g pUE O[J3|\-B|OId
AAneaud wesn
pue ANAREaUd
[enplAlpul
usamIag
uone[@.4.Jod
Ajuo-uoneap| OoN y3iH auedyjudis-uoN oN oN (z861) @|1qewy swies3 JuapniIs 09 (1007) ®IeH.O
souew.opad
DAlEaJD Wed)
pue AjAnes.d
[EnpIAIpUI (8007)
a8eJaAe USIMIBQ ‘[e 32 BIAIIS
UoI3e[2.4402 pue ‘(b/61)
Ajuo-uonesp| AN Mo 9A1ISOd oN OoN dueBlIO] Swies JuUspnis 9¢ (£107) |2 38 noN
AAneaud wesn
pue AJAnea.d
uoneyuswa|duwi sauawainbas aouspuadapuasaul  sSulpuy AlAnes.d |spow |]spow uoneaouul ojdweg [ERIENETEN]
eap| AianeauD Jse]  Wesl-03-4equidly|  dARdUNISIp By QANIPpE 33 JANAREBRID
josisayzodAH  jo sisaypodAH wea1 jo
JUBWaINSES|]

(ponunuo)) "y xipuaddy



402 Yingjie Yuan et al.

panunuo’)

uone|.LI0d s3uney
Ajuo-uoneap| oN y3iH 9ARISOd oN s 1J4adxd [euJaxy aJnseaw [eqo|d v SWIeD3 JUSPNIS 6 (z007) 4238
AAnes.d wean
pue AjAnea.d
[enpiAIpuI 3say31y
U23aMI3q pue
AjAea.d wean
puE s[enpiapul
QAnEaID
Jo Jaquinu
oY1 usamiaq s3uneu
Auo-uonesp| oN y3iH >|ul| ANISOd soA s\ Madxa |eutaixy (1661) ueag SWea3 Juspnas | € (1007) 4e33e)
AjAneaud wean
pue A)Aneald
[enplAlpul
a8eJaAE USIMIDq s3uneu (speAp)
Auo-uoneap| SIA Mo Sul| 9ARIsO4 oN sop Jadxa [eutaaxy s3uned 11adxg swes13uspnis /G (Z107) ‘e 30 Jowpe|
AjAea.d wean
pue Ayjjeuos.ad uonezjuedio
QAnEaID sdueUSIURW
98e.JaAR UDIMIDG sduned Y3[eay & Wwouy sweal (£107) Areyez
Ajuo-uoneap| oN y3iH Uil 9ARIsod oN sop Jodxs [eutsIxgy (6£61) y3noo aJed Atewrd 9¢  -ydeJ PUB YdoBWOS
AAneaId Wesn (z00?7)
pue ssauuado Jawrey
[enpiaipul pue Asuuai]
a3e.J9AE UBIMIDq ‘(9661)
uopea..I0d s3ulwwiny (z661) (1107) A9||eys pue
uoneiuswa|dw) sap y3iH uesyiudis-uoN oN oN puE WeYp|Q  de4DD|N PUE BISOD) swesy3uspnis | ‘ploJaH ‘puezdjiyds
AjAnea.d wean
pue AuAnea.d (6661) useID
[enpiaipul pue ‘youney (666 |) UseID) pue
98eJaAR UDIMIDG ‘AduJal) pue ‘Jowreq ‘Aouual) suonezjuedio
uopefa.LI0d (1007) noyz pue ‘(1007 snoLIeA (€100
aARISOd puea8i095)  noyz pue 9840d5) WO SWES] IOM |4 ‘e 39 clUsWEIDES
uoneiuswa|dwi syuswia.inbau 9ouspuadapasaul  s3uipuly AiAnesud |]spow [opow uoneAouul uoneAouul o|dwreg [ERITENEIEN]
eap| Auaneaad dse]  wes3-03-J9quidl|  2ARdUNISIp By SANIppE 3Y2 JAAIERID JAUAEDID
josisoyaodAH o sisayrodAH wea) jJo [enpIAIpuUl
JUSWAINSEd JO JusWaINsESy

(panunuo)) 'y xipuaddy



A meta-analysis of team creativity 403

panunuo)

suoneaJ Aue

s8upeu 1uadxa

s8uned 11adxs

(epaysiigndun)

uonejuawa|dw) saA y3IH aujwexa 10U pIq oN oN uapuadapu) juapuadapu) SWwea1 JuspnIs 99 ‘639 NAA
uopeAOUU] We)
pue sjenplAlpul
SARAOUUI
o uonuodoud sjendsoy
a1 usamiaq (S661) 39AA Jolew wouy sweay 9661
uopeuswa|dw| oN y3iH ul] 3ARISOd OoN SIA (£861) 3S9AA pue weydujuing  juswoSeuew dol /7  ‘UOSISPUY PUB ISOAA
AjAesud wesn
pue Aj1Anea.d
[enplAlput
a8eJaAe UsaMIaq (6661) UseI suonezjues.io
uone|R.I0d pue ‘Jow.req (6661) usedo pue Jo 23ued SpIM (1107
Ajuo-uoneap| oN Mo Juedyiudis-uoN oN oN ‘Aauaar] ‘IoWe ‘ASUJDI| B WOI)SWEIIIOM | /£ ‘nyZ pue uepp
syuswi.edop
suoneaJ Aue (6661) useJdo pue Jeddiunw
uonejuswa|dw) oN y3iH sujwexa j0u pIq ON ON (g661) Yoy ‘Jawireq ‘Aoudal | woJy swea)l ¢ ($007) &I9A
A1Anea.d wean
pue Aj1Anea.d
[enplAlput
o3eJ9AR USIMIDq (9661) suoneziued.io
uofIe3.I0d s3ulwwiny (£007) SNOLIBA (6107)
Auo-uoneap| A\ y3iH 3A1lISOd OoN ON pue Weyp|0 ‘B39 JoWB]  WOJ) SWESIIOM {4,  ONSH pue‘loyd ‘n‘n
AjAneaud wean
(z Apnas) pue AuAnea.d (g Apnas)
uoneuswa|duwi |enplAipul swies) jJuapnis
‘(B Apnas) 1say31y usamiaq s8uned ssuneds 1% pue (| Apms)
Ajuo-uoneap| oA mo >|ul| 9ARISOd SOA oN 23pnlauspmg a3pnl juspmsg swes13uspnIs 7 (£961) ‘[ 30 SIpueLI|
AjAneaud wesl
pue Aj1Anea.d
[enpiAlput
o3eJaAE USIMIDq
uonejuswa|dwi sauswia.inbau Souspuadapusaul s3uipuy A3iAnesd |spow |opow uoneAouul uoneAouul s|dweg ERIEREIEN]
eop| Aianesu> Jse] Wes1-03-19quisl  dAnRduN(sIp aya 3ARIppE a3 JAAnesad JANADERID
o sisayrodAH Jo sisoayrodAH wea3 Jo
juswiadnses |, JO Juswiaunses |,

(penunuo)) "y xipuaddy



404  Yingjie Yuan et al.

AAneaud wea)
pue AuAnea.d

[enpiAipul (0z02)
159yS1Y usamiaq 594008 (£007) Suaquaddiuy
uoneuswsdw| soA Mo Sul| ANISOd SoA oA |4l edodiod ‘e 39 Jowey swea3 sofes |9 UBA pUE UBN A
uoneAouul wesy
pue AjAnes.d
[enpiAipul
a3eJaAR USIMIBQ %107
uone|R.LI0d (90027) $9LIISNPUI SNOLIBA Jadoo)) pue asuIH
uoneuawsdw| oN ysiH 9AIISO4 oN ON (9007) "ed@e@  WEYP|Q PUBJ9BG  WIO.) SWIEDI YIOM HG | ‘eAelpuag ‘eplysop
AuAnessd wean
pue AjAnea.d
[enpiaipul
a8eJaAE UsIMIBQ
UONE[R.I0d (€107) (9002) sa2140 Bupjueq (£107)
Ajuo-uonesp| SOA MO 9ARISO4 oN oN k39 8uon  wWeyp|O Pue J9kg 8 Ul swea) g ‘no pue ‘ni ‘Suey
uoneis A |
® jJo syuawiJedop
suoneja. Aue snolJeA
Ajuo-uonesp| oN moT suiwexa j0u pIQ oN oN VN VN wo.y swesl 9 | (paysiigndun) nap
saLasnpul
uondIN.ISUCd
suonea. Aue (0107) yue4 pue 3ulizauiBua (opaysiigndun)
uoneuawsdw| sOA y3iH sulwexe 30U pIg oN ON  pue‘ea7‘ysed (|]07) 630 Jelpely  WOJ) SWeal oM g/ ‘639 NAA
suoneja. Aue (0107) yJeq S31IISNPUI SNOLIBA (gpaysiiqndun)
uoneuswsdw| soA Mo suiwexa 30U pig oN ON  pue‘ea7‘yseq (|]07) 630 Jelpely  WOJ) SWeal oM /g ‘639 NAA
uoneiuawaduw siuswiaainbau aouspuadapusaur  sSuipuy Aianesud |]spow |]spow uoneaouul uoneaouul adweg [ERITENCIEN]
eap| Auaneaud Jse]  wesl-03-Jequisly  dARdUNISIp ayd SANIPPE A JAAneD.d JZSTIYELEN )
jo sisayrodAH  jo sisaypodAH wea1 jo [enpIAlpul
JUBWa.INSEd JO JUBWIBINSED |

(panunuo)) 'y xipuaddy



