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Given that unrealized ideas are useless, this study focuses on how and when creative

ideas are implemented in work teams. Specifically, we propose that teams' creative

ideas based on proactive and responsive motivation activate different internal and

external team behaviours to affect their innovation implementation. A sample of

68 teams from US organizations reveals that teams can easily mobilize internal team

cooperation during implementation when they proactively generate creative ideas.

However, such teams have difficulty securing external resources. Teams that gener-

ate ideas responsively have advantages in acquiring external resources but experi-

ence difficulty in developing internal team cooperation needed for implementation.

Thus, teams with proactive and responsive creativity show positive and negative

effects on innovation implementation via internal team cooperation and external

resource acquisition. The negative effects mitigate when support for implementation

and innovation incentive exists. The present analysis explores an important but

largely neglected phenomenon of the connection between idea generation and

implementation in teams and offers new theoretical and practical insights into the

underlying mechanisms of realizing the benefit of team creativity.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Innovation is critical to the growth and competitiveness of contempo-

rary organizations operating in rapidly changing business environ-

ments (Bledow, Frese, Anderson, Erez, & Farr, 2009; Tellis, Prabhu, &

Chandy, 2009). With organizations relying increasingly on team-based

structures (Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; West, 2002b),

work teams became the key source of organizational innovation

(Anderson, Potočnik, & Zhou, 2014). However, many work teams in

organizations fail to innovate, not because they lack innovative ideas

but because they cannot translate innovative ideas into an actual

innovation through implementation (van Knippenberg, 2017). The

generation of creative ideas does not guarantee their implementation,

and unimplemented ideas are useless (Cooper, 2008; West, 2002a).

The present study investigates this critical issue of how teams trans-

late creative ideas into innovation.

The connection between idea generation and implementation

has been largely neglected in extant literature, particularly at the

team level (O'Connor & Rice, 2001; Oliver, April, & Kalish, 2019).

One plausible reason is the severe disconnect between creativity

and innovation in the literature, leading to separate bodies of

literature on the two interconnected processes (Mumford,

Lonergan, & Scott, 2002; Nijstad & De Dreu, 2002; Perry-Smith &

Mannucci, 2017). Creativity literature mostly studied successful

ways to generate innovative ideas without much interest in the

aftermath of generated ideas. By contrast, innovation literature

focused on effective ways of implementing given ideas

without caring much about the development of those ideas
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(van Knippenberg, 2017). The result of this conceptual chasm

is a deficient understanding of the translation of creative

ideas into actual innovation, which is particularly lacking at the

team level.

To fill this void, the present study theorizes and empirically tests

team-level mechanisms that turn creative ideas into actual innovation.

Specifically, it explores the functions of internal and external

behaviours of work teams in putting their ideas into practice.

These functions can be manifested in two forms, namely, internal

team cooperation and external resource acquisition. Generating and

implementing creative ideas necessitate extra resource mobilization

beyond performing routine team tasks, thereby requiring not only uti-

lizing internal resources effectively through cooperation among mem-

bers but also securing resources from external constituents by

spanning team boundaries (Sonenshein, 2014).

With the goal of accounting for the distinct functions of inter-

nal and external team behaviours toward idea implementation, we

attend to the way the entire process is initiated. The creative idea

generated and subsequently implemented can be initiated by differ-

ing social and motivational drivers (Unsworth, 2001). Researchers

identified two distinct forms of idea generation: (a) proactive creativ-

ity or “idea generation when individuals actively and voluntarily sea-

rch for opportunities and generate ideas to address the problems

they discover” and (b) responsive creativity or “idea generation when

individuals submit ideas as a response to the requirements of a situ-

ation and as a reactive effort,” which is often as a response to the

requests of others (Sung, Antefelt, & Choi, 2017, p. 4). This distinc-

tion indicates that work teams can initiate their idea generation pro-

cess based on their own will (proactively) or as a reaction to the

requests of others (responsively). Such situation should affect the

teams' subsequent implementation through internal and external

team behaviours.

Finally, we draw on the interactionist perspective of organiza-

tional innovation (Ruppel, Lawrence, & Tworoger, 2016; Woodman,

Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993) and identify situational contingencies that

will shape the process of idea generation and implementation. Team

innovation is achieved through a complex interaction between a work

team and its situation and context. Accordingly, we investigate the

role of situational contingencies pertinent to the translation of ideas

into implementation in work teams, such as organizational support for

implementation and innovation incentive. The current theoretical

framework is empirically tested with data collected from 157 members

and 68 leaders of 68 work teams from diverse organizations in the US

(Figure 1).

2 | CREATIVITY AND INNOVATION
IMPLEMENTATION IN WORK TEAMS

To understand how team behaviours to translate creative ideas into

implementation, we focus on the motivational drivers underlying the

idea generation efforts that initiate the entire process. The role of

motivation in the generation of creative ideas has drawn substantial

interest (Kanfer, Frese, & Johnson, 2017). However, little is known

about how the motivational driver in idea generation lasts throughout

and effectively shapes the innovation implementation process. In this

respect, we draw on the distinction between proactive versus respon-

sive creativity, focusing on the motivational driver that initiates the idea

generation process—whether voluntarily or in response to external

demands (Sung, Antefelt, & Choi, 2017; Unsworth, 2001). We apply

these constructs to the team level by extending previous studies that

conceptualized and empirically validated proactive and responsive

creativity at the individual level (Sung, Antefelt, & Choi, 2017;

Unsworth, 2001).

F IGURE 1 Conceptual framework
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Team creativity is more than just a simple aggregation of the crea-

tivity of individual members because creative ideas in teams are

developed as members engage in team processes over time (Pirola-

Merlo & Mann, 2004; Taggar, 2002). Thus, team creativity should be

regarded as a collective property formed through ongoing interaction,

coordination and collaboration among team members (Kozlowski &

Klein, 2000). Although proactive and responsive team creativity can

originate from individual team members, it is not simply an aggrega-

tion of individual members' proactive and responsive creativity. Such

creativity represents creative ideas generated by team members

working together based on shared collective efforts through which

they develop ideas in a proactive or responsive manner. This condition

reflects differing motivational drivers for team creativity.

Team motivation is commonly shaped through bottom-up pro-

cesses among team members based on continuous interactions lead-

ing to shared collective beliefs and attitudes (Hu & Liden, 2015;

Wang, Kim, & Lee, 2016). From a motivated social information

processing perspective (De Dreu, Nijstad, & van Knippenberg, 2008),

team members may develop a normative belief about the collective

motivation of teams toward work tasks through constant information

sharing, opinion exchange and collective sense-making. Such collec-

tive motivation toward creativity may direct a team toward proactive

or responsive team creativity. Thus, proactive and responsive team

creativity represents a team-level collective property formed by emer-

gent, bottom-up processes and shared task interactions among team

members.

In extant literature on creativity, intrinsic or proactive motivation

has been studied extensively and highlighted as the core predictor

(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Kim, 2020) at both

individual and team levels (Chen, Farh, Campbell- Bush, Wu, &

Wu, 2013). However, in translating innovative ideas into implementa-

tion, the effects of proactive versus responsive motivation on imple-

mentation have yet to be investigated. The different dynamics

involving innovation implementation relative to idea generation could

cause variations in the effects of motivational states (Axtell, Holman, &

Wall, 2006).

Teams that proactively generate innovative ideas can easily mobi-

lize members' commitment and motivation toward implementing

those ideas on the basis of their acceptance and ownership (Eccles &

Wigfield, 2002). However, in addition to fostering commitment to

novel activities among members, successful innovation requires exter-

nal resources and support because slack resources allow for experi-

mentation and enable learning (van Knippenberg, 2017). Although

work teams that proactively generate ideas might promote their ideas

to external parties (Grant & Ashford, 2008), their acquisition of exter-

nal resources could still be limited owing to the risky nature of new

ideas (van Knippenberg, 2017). With such resource-related challenges,

responsive creativity can put a team in a better position to implement

new ideas because responsive creativity entails service to requests

from others. We argue that the effects of motivational drivers under-

lying idea generation on idea implementation could be understood

only by considering the intervening mechanisms and boundary condi-

tions detailed below.

2.1 | Team implementation behaviours: Internal
team cooperation and external resource acquisition

Given the considerable demands for resources needed for innovation,

the distinction between internal and external team behaviours

appears pertinent in understanding the implementation of creative

ideas. Among various internal resources, we focus on internal team

cooperation that represents the coordinated collective efforts of

members to promote idea implementation (Hülsheger, Anderson, &

Salgado, 2009; West, 2002b). Regarding team behaviours managing

external parties, we focus on the external resource acquisition efforts

of a team given the necessity of extra resources, such as information,

knowledge, task assistance or investment and legitimacy that teams

must acquire from other teams or the management to successfully

implement innovation (Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003).

2.1.1 | Internal team cooperation

Achieving team cooperation is a critical factor for innovation imple-

mentation (Tjosvold, Tang, & West, 2004). For instance, Tjosvold,

Tang, and West (2004) established that teams can effectively realize

innovations only to the extent that they can properly coordinate their

internal functioning. During implementation, team members must fre-

quently interact with one another to allocate roles and resources,

coordinate interdependent activities and plan and monitor the imple-

mentation process (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). When teams

proactively generate creative ideas, their sense of responsibility in

successfully realizing the ideas will be heightened and shared among

members (Gong, Wu, Song, & Zhang, 2017; Parker, Bindl, &

Strauss, 2010). The shared sense of responsibility and ownership

enable team members to move toward a common goal and effectively

reduce conflicts or clashes during idea implementation (Lovelace, Sha-

piro, & Weingart, 2001). Accordingly, proactive team creativity is

likely to increase team cooperation during implementation.

By contrast, when teams engage in responsive creativity, mem-

bers are forced to exert extra efforts for externally imposed creative

tasks in addition to their regular, routine tasks. Consequently, teams

are unlikely to develop and share the responsibility and ownership of

creative ideas for their actualization and become hesitant to cooper-

ate during implementation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). Responsive

team creativity may fail to activate proactive striving toward

implementing ideas, thereby inviting clashes rather than coordinated

implementation efforts among members (Hu & Liden, 2015). When

members do not collectively commit to idea implementation, they are

apt to take advantage of others' efforts and thus engage in social

loafing instead of cooperation for implementation (Nijstad, 2015).

Hypothesis 1a. Proactive team creativity is positively

related to internal team cooperation.

Hypothesis 1b. Responsive team creativity is

negatively related to internal team cooperation.
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2.1.2 | External resource acquisition

Teams must promote creative ideas to develop support and mobilize

resources from external constituents, such as other teams, top man-

agement, suppliers and vendors (Ancona & Bresman, 2002; Howell &

Shea, 2006). Mobilizing external resources, including financial, human

and informational means, from external actors is a continuous chal-

lenge for successful implementation because creative ideas have a

high risk of failure and can thus be rejected or resisted by others

(Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017). Without strong belief that the ideas

in question will offer significant returns, external parties will naturally

hesitate to offer resources (Monteiro, Mol, & Birkinshaw, 2017).

This challenge might be noticeable particularly when teams proac-

tively generate creative ideas and reach out to external parties

because those spontaneously generated ideas can be riskier relative

to ideas developed from external directives and clear task demands

(Baer, 2012). External parties may be unwilling to supply the resources

needed for these teams to actualize their own ideas. By contrast,

when teams responsively generate creative ideas following external

request or specific task requirements, they may entertain high possi-

bilities of acquiring external resources because they already have the

support or involvement of key external parties from the beginning or

have a clear rationale for the idea in question (Kanter, 1988). Respon-

sively generated ideas are less likely to challenge the existing practices

or power structures, thereby having great likelihood of being accepted

by other actors (Janssen, Van De Vliert, & West, 2004). Thus, we

advance the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 2a. Proactive team creativity is negatively

related to external resource acquisition.

Hypothesis 2b. Responsive team creativity is positively

related to external resource acquisition.

2.2 | Internal and external team behaviours
mediating the creativity–implementation relationship

We further propose that team implementation behaviours mediate

the relationship between team creativity and innovation implementa-

tion. This task is carried out according to the close alignment between

team implementation behaviours and team creativity. As previously

hypothesized, when teams proactively generate ideas, members will

develop a strong motivation to realize their own ideas, and the inter-

nal team cooperation necessary for effective innovation implementa-

tion will be enhanced (Gibson, Randel, & Earley, 2000). Hence, teams

with proactive creativity can achieve successful innovation implemen-

tation through increased cooperation, which promotes further idea

elaboration and realization.

However, proactively generated ideas can challenge existing

routines and other parties in power and are thus viewed as

risky with questionable benefits (Baer, 2012; Janssen, Van De

Vliert, & West, 2004). Given that external resource availability

(Ancona & Bresman, 2002; Rao, Chandy, & Prabhu, 2008) is crucial for

successful implementation, proactive creativity will be negatively

associated with innovation implementation through a decreased sup-

ply of external resources. Hence, internal and external team behav-

iours will constitute positive and negative pathways, respectively,

between proactive team creativity and innovation implementation.

Hypothesis 3. Proactive team creativity has a positive

indirect effect on innovation implementation through

internal team cooperation and a negative indirect effect

on innovation implementation through external

resource acquisition.

Teams that responsively generate creative ideas may experience

difficulty in developing commitment to and engagement with imple-

mentation within the team. Consequently, such teams will display a

low level of team cooperation in realizing their ideas, which may in

turn impede implementation. However, responsive creativity of teams

may facilitate implementation by promoting the acquisition of external

resources, as previously hypothesized. From the organizational per-

spective, a decision to allocate or redirect resources commonly

involves multiple constituents who are likely to have different views

on the value of ideas, especially for those that are novel and inher-

ently ambiguous (Green, Welsh, & Dehler, 2003). With teams that

have generated ideas per request of external reasons having already

secured this socio-political support from external parties (van

Knippenberg, 2017), they are in an advantageous position to take

advantage of external resources.

Hypothesis 4. Responsive team creativity has a nega-

tive indirect effect on innovation implementation

through internal team cooperation and a positive indi-

rect effect on innovation implementation through exter-

nal resource acquisition.

2.3 | Support for implementation and innovation
incentive as boundary conditions

If proactive and responsive creativity have positive and negative

potential toward innovation implementation because of their ambiva-

lence in securing internal and external resources, then this relationship

could be further clarified by exploring boundary conditions that

address such deficient resources. Based on the interactionist perspec-

tive of organizational creativity (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993),

teams engage in turning ideas into implementation with a complex

interaction between the team members and their work situation.

Despite their internal enthusiasm, teams with proactive creativity are

likely to encounter resource deficiency from external actors. How-

ever, if an organization provides strong support for innovation imple-

mentation, then these teams may experience less difficulty in

acquiring external resources even when their ideas might challenge

the status quo of other parties (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009).
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Organizational support for innovation implementation refers to the

“expectation, approval and practical support of attempts to introduce

new and improved ways of doing things in the work environment”
(West, 1990, p. 315). In an organization where support for implemen-

tation is articulated and enacted as norm, people are encouraged to

be open to new ideas and assist in their implementation (Hülsheger,

Anderson, & Salgado, 2009). Thus, support for implementation will

function as a favourable situational contingency, which addresses the

resource-acquisition challenge of teams with proactive creativity. In

effect, the potential negative effect of proactive creativity on idea

implementation owing to decreased external resource acquisition

could be diminished by such organizational support.

Hypothesis 5. Organizational support for implementa-

tion positively moderates the negative indirect effect of

proactive team creativity on team innovation implemen-

tation via external resource acquisition.

The big challenge for teams with responsive creativity is to moti-

vate team members in actively and spontaneously engaging in innova-

tive tasks requested by others. Interactionist perspective of

organizational creativity (Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993) showed

how team's contextual influences such as reward system could impact

team's innovation processes. When teams are extrinsically driven to

engage in innovation implementation, extrinsic incentives can urge

them toward implementation to the extent that attaining the incentive

is instrumental to accomplishing the task goals imposed on them

(Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Ford, 2014). Although extrinsic incentives are

known to undermine intrinsic motivation toward a given task (Ryan &

Deci, 2000), they can be a better predictor of performance than intrin-

sic motivation when the former fulfils important needs of a person or a

team (Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Ford, 2014). Thus, when incentives for inno-

vation are provided to teams with responsive creativity, these teams

can mobilize members and develop their commitment and extra effort

toward innovation implementation. By addressing the critical challenge

for teams with responsive creativity related to developing proactive

member motivation, the presence of incentives specifically targeted at

implementation can activate the positive potential and attenuate the

downside of responsive team creativity toward implementation.

Hypothesis 6. Innovation incentive positively moder-

ates the negative indirect effect of responsive team cre-

ativity on team innovation implementation via internal

team cooperation.

3 | METHOD

3.1 | Sample and data collection

Data were collected from work teams in business organizations in the

US to empirically test the present hypotheses. We asked students tak-

ing applied psychology courses to provide contact information of their

work teams, including the team leader and a minimum of two mem-

bers, for course credit. First, we obtained contact information for

127 teams and distributed the online survey questionnaires by creat-

ing personalized survey links for the team leaders and members. The

participants were instructed to record their survey code number pro-

vided in the e-mail at the beginning of the survey. The code would

enable us to crosscheck participant identities and match the surveys

of team leaders and members from the same team.

Of the 127 teams contacted, 265 participants, including leaders

and members from 113 teams, participated in the surveys (response

rate = 90%). We applied various screening methods to exclude dis-

honest responses and thus increase the validity of the online survey

responses. At the end of the survey, the participants reported the

honesty level of their responses (e.g., “Your honest response to our

study is very important for obtaining accurate data. Should we use

your data?”) (Jung & Lee, 2015). We removed participants who

responded “no” to this screening question. We also excluded teams

that included one or more participants who took less than 1 min to

respond to our survey. Such duration was calculated as the minimum

amount of time to read all questions. In addition to these dishonest

and clearly unreliable responses, we removed teams with only one

member remaining in the data set or those without leader responses.

Accordingly, we obtained 68 work teams comprising 157 mem-

bers and 68 leaders for the final analytical sample. Although the sam-

ple size of 68 work teams seemed rather small, it meets the minimum

requirements for our analysis (Shieh, 2010). On average, 2.31 team

members per team participated in the study. Studies on the statistical

power and required sample size for multilevel models show that when

the team-level sample size is over 40, having two to three members

on each team reporting on team-level variables provides sufficient

statistical power (Scherbaum & Ferreter, 2009). Thus, the average of

2.31 members per team in the current sample of 68 teams should

offer sufficient statistical power and produce meaningful empirical

findings. This situation may be particularly the case for the present

study on the collective beliefs and behaviours shared among mem-

bers, which could be reliably captured with a relatively small number

of group members if the inter-rater agreement is sufficiently high to

be aggregated (Chen, Bliese, & Mathieu, 2005).

The final analytical sample included teams from various industries,

such as professional service (25.5%), consumer service (40.8%), sales/

retailing (22.3%) and others (11.4%). The sample of team members

included 63.7% females with a mean age of 29.06 years (SD = 10.57).

In this sample, 19.10% of team members graduated high school,

27.39% completed 2 years of college, 43.94% hold a bachelor's

degree and 9.57% have a graduate degree. On average, team mem-

bers reported 2.91 years (SD = 4.29) of team tenure and 3.19 years

(SD = 4.16) of organizational tenure.

3.2 | Measures

Data were collected from the team members and leaders of the par-

ticipating teams to reduce potential confounding due to same-source
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bias. Team members reported on the creativity patterns of their teams

and the internal and external behaviours for implementation. Team

leaders reported several control variables for analysis and rated orga-

nizational support for implementation and innovation implementation

effectiveness. The study variables were assessed using multi-item

scales with acceptable levels of internal consistency, within-group

agreement (rwg) and intraclass correlations that reflected between-

group variations in individual ratings (Chen, Bliese, & Mathieu, 2005).

All items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree.”

3.2.1 | Proactive and responsive team creativity

We used the proactive and responsive creativity scales developed by

Sung, Antefelt, and Choi (2017) to assess whether the participating

teams tend to proactively or responsively generate creative ideas.

Given our conceptualization of team creativity as a collective, shared,

emergent property at the team level (Mo, Ling, & Xie, 2019; Pirola-

Merlo & Mann, 2004), a proper composition model for proactive and

responsive team creativity is a referent-shift model rather than an

additive one (Chan, 1998). Previous research showed that referent

shifting from individual to team level showed powerful

operationalization of team-level constructs (Arthur et al., 2007). Con-

sistent with the conceptualization and appropriate composition model

to operationalize this construct, we modified the original scale by

shifting the referent of scale items from individual level (“this
employee”) to team level (“my team members”). Members reported

their team's proactive creativity by responding to a five-item scale

[α = .89, rwg 5ð Þ ¼ :97, ICC 1ð Þ¼ :69, ICC 2ð Þ¼ :97, F¼30:12, p< :001,

e.g., “My team members suggest new ways of performing work in a

proactive manner”]. The responsive creativity of each team was

assessed using a five-item scale [α= .72, rwg 5ð Þ ¼ :95, ICC 1ð Þ¼
:29, ICC 2ð Þ¼ :88, F¼8:33, p< :05, e.g., “My team members come up

with creative solutions only with specific directions”].

3.2.2 | Internal team cooperation

We used the cooperation scale developed by Chatman and

Flynn (2001) to measure cooperation among members in

implementing their ideas. We customized the original items for

the idea implementation context. Members reported team coopera-

tion during implementation by responding to a five-item scale

[α = .87, rwg 4ð Þ ¼ :95, ICC 1ð Þ¼ :71, ICC 2ð Þ¼ :91, F¼10:62, p< :001,

e.g., “While implementing our own ideas, team members are willing

to sacrifice their self-interests for the benefit of the team”].

3.2.3 | External resource acquisition

We used Spreitzer's (1996) measure of access to external resources

by changing the referent from “I” to “my team” and customizing the

context to implementing innovation. Team members reported external

resource acquisition by responding to a three-item scale [α = .86,

rwg 3ð Þ ¼ :96, ICC 1ð Þ¼ :76, ICC 2ð Þ¼ :90, F¼10:38, p< :001, e.g., “My

team can obtain extra external resources necessary for implementing

our own ideas”].

3.2.4 | Innovation incentive

We adopted Scott and Bruce's (1994) four-item measure to assess

innovation incentive. Team members reported the level of incentives

for implementing innovative ideas by responding to a four-item scale

[α = .91, rwg 4ð Þ ¼ :97, ICC 1ð Þ¼ :52, ICC 2ð Þ¼ :89, F¼8:92, p< :05,

e.g., “Managers praise my team members for implementing our own

ideas properly”].

3.2.5 | Support for implementation

We adopted the organizational support measure of Klein, Conn, and

Sorra (2001) to evaluate support for innovation. We shifted the refer-

ents of items from managerial to organizational level and added the

implementation context “when we attempted to implement ideas we

generated.” Team members assessed the degree of organizational

support for implementation in their teams by responding to a four-

item scale (α = .91, rwg 4ð Þ ¼ :94, ICC 1ð Þ¼ :65, ICC 2ð Þ¼ :88, F¼
9:81, p< :05, e.g., “When we attempt to implement ideas we gener-

ated, our organization shows much interest in our innovation”).

3.2.6 | Team innovation implementation

In order to reduce the potential confounding of same-source bias

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), we asked team

leaders to evaluate their own team's effectiveness in implementing

the creative ideas they generated and achieving the goals as intended.

We used the innovation implementation effectiveness measure of

Klein, Conn, and Sorra (2001) and changed the referent from “this
employee” to “my team.” Team leaders measured the success of their

team in implementing their ideas by responding to a four-item scale

(α = .89, e.g., “By implementing our own ideas, the quality of my

team's product, service, or work processes is improved”).

3.2.7 | Control variables

In this analysis, we controlled for team size and the industry to which

a particular team belongs on the basis of the leaders' reports. In the

present data, professional service, consumer service and

sales/retailing industries comprised approximately 90% of the total

sample. Considering that consumer service and sales/retailing were

quite similar and often grouped together, we controlled for a profes-

sional service industry that may involve knowledge-intensive tasks
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and high creativity/innovation demands. We also included innovation

climate, which has been closely associated with team creativity and

innovation (Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; Somech &

Drach-Zahavy, 2013). Team leaders assessed innovation climate by

responding to five items adopted from Klein, Conn, and Sorra (2001)

(α = .92, e.g., “Innovations are a top priority in my organization”). Our

analysis also controlled for team status because it can affect a team's

acquisition of external resources and legitimacy regardless of their

creativity patterns (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001). Team

leaders gauged their team status in the organization on a three-item

scale adapted from Flynn (2003) (α = .69, e.g., “My team is well

respected in my organization”).

4 | RESULTS

Although we used multisource data, the predictors were simulta-

neously gathered and collected on psychometric scales rated by team

members. Hence, as depicted in Table 1, prior to hypothesis testing,

we verified the empirical distinctiveness of the main study variables

reported by team members and leaders by conducting exploratory

and confirmatory factor analyses (EFA and CFA, respectively). First,

we performed an EFA with six measures reported by team members

by using oblique CF-varimax rotation with maximum likelihood extrac-

tion method; such approach is known to produce a plausible factor

structure in social science research (Browne, 2001). The results of the

rotated factor matrix of EFA produced six factors in accordance with

the expected six-factor structure.

Second, we conducted CFA with seven study variables to test con-

vergent and discriminant validity over our study variables. The results

confirmed that the goodness-of-fit of the measurement model is

acceptable [χ2 (371) = 861.80, p < .001, Comparative Fit Index (CFI)

= .90, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = .09]. We

also performed alternative CFAs on plausible six- or five-factor models

by combining proactive and responsive team creativity and combining

internal team cooperation and external resource acquisition. However,

none of these models showed a better fit than the hypothesized seven-

factor model (all Δχ2 tests, p < .01). To further examine the convergent

validity, we calculated construct reliability and Average Variance

Extracted (AVE) as reported in Table 1. All the constructs exhibited con-

struct reliability over .70 and AVE over .50, thereby demonstrating dis-

criminant validity of the current scales (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

With the empirical confirmation of study variables, we proceeded

to test the hypothesized relationships. Given that the present hypoth-

eses are at the team level, we aggregated the responses of individual

team members to the team level after the empirical appropriateness

of aggregation were assessed using three criteria, namely, rwg, Intra-

Class Correlation (ICC) (1) and ICC(2) (Bartko, 1976; James, Demaree, &

Wolf, 1984). As reported in Section 3.2, all variables were appropriate

for aggregation to the team level. Table 2 provides the descriptive sta-

tistics and correlations among the examined variables. The control

variables, especially innovation climate and team status, exhibit signifi-

cant correlations with the current study variables.

4.1 | Hypothesized model

To test our hypotheses, we employed a structural path analysis with

scale means of each construct. Since our sample size of 68 teams is

small compared with 264 parameters to be estimated for latent fac-

tors, we did not incorporate item-level observed variables as indica-

tors to create latent factors (Bandalos & Finney, 2001). For similar

reasons, we did not include moderators for a structural path analysis

but ran separate moderated mediation analysis (Little, Card, Bovaird,

Preacher, & Crandall, 2007).

As shown in Figure 2, we fit the hypothesized model that includes

all paths proposed in Hypotheses 1 and 2 with the covariances

between proactive and responsive team creativity and five control

variables (i.e., team size, professional service industry, task

interdependence, innovation climate and team status). The hypothe-

sized model exhibited acceptable fit to the data [χ2 (10) = 17.36,

p > .05, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .06, Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)

= 618.26]. As depicted in Table 3, we also compared the hypothe-

sized model with alternative models. First, considering the cross-

sectional nature of the present data, one could argue reverse causal

effects, in which internal team cooperation and external resource

acquisition predict proactive and responsive team creativity, respec-

tively. We tested this reverse causality (alternative model 1 in

Table 3), which showed a worse fit [χ2(10) = 18.35, p < .05, CFI

= .90, RMSEA = .11, AIC = 619.24]. Second, the proposed mediators

of internal and external team behaviours could be repositioned as

moderators of the team creativity–implementation relationship. Thus,

we checked this possibility by reparametrizing the two mediators as

moderators in the current model. This alternative model (alternative

model 2 in Table 3) exhibited a worse fit [χ2(13) = 43.07, p < .001,

CFI = .40, RMSEA = .64, AIC = 622.34]. Thus, the current predictive

directions from team creativity to internal and external team behav-

iours leading to innovation implementation provide a plausible expla-

nation of the data. Figure 2 presents the results of the hypothesized

model with standardized path coefficients.

4.1.1 | Predicting internal team cooperation

In Hypotheses 1a and 1b, we theorized that proactive and responsive

team creativity will be positive and negative predictors, respectively,

of team cooperation during implementation. In line with this expecta-

tion, proactive team creativity showed a positive effect on internal

team cooperation (β = .44, p < .001) while responsive team creativity

showed a negative effect (β = �.19, p < .05). Thus, Hypotheses 1a

and 1b are supported.

4.1.2 | Predicting external resource acquisition

Hypotheses 2a and 2b posited that external resource acquisition is

negatively related to proactive team creativity but positively related

to responsive team creativity. The results confirmed the hypotheses
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TABLE 1 Exploratory factor analysis, construct validity and reliability of main constructs

Items
Factor
1

Factor
2

Factor
3

Factor
4

Factor
5

Factor
6

Construct
reliability AVE

Cronbach's
alpha

Proactive creativity (My team members …) .871 .660 .890

… suggest new ways of performing work in

a proactive manner.

.8142 �.0624 �.1620 �.2710 .1132 �.1633

… voluntarily offer creative ideas during our

work.

.7798 .0708 �.1810 �.3187 .2558 �.0702

… are a good source of unexpected creative

solutions.

.8224 .0906 �.1920 �.3046 .1814 �.1522

… generate creative ideas in an independent

and proactive manner.

.8539 �.0123 �.1364 �.3957 .1579 .0501

… suggest useful ideas and solutions even

without a specific problem to solve.

.7899 .0577 �.0149 �.3763 .1715 �.1075

Responsive creativity (My team members …) .867 .638 .720

… exert acceptable creative efforts but

rarely exceeds requirements.

.1018 .0433 .7899 .2061 .1974 �.1519

… come up with creative solutions only with

specific directions.

.2854 �.0110 .7912 .4216 .2915 .1314

… suggest creative solutions only when told

to do so.

.1112 �.0707 .8143 .3190 .1158 .2252

… respond properly to the creative

demands from our work

.4033 �.0128 .7953 �.0758 .1244 .0044

… suggest new ideas when presented with a

specific problem to solve.

.4046 �.0374 .8033 �.0671 .1524 �.1298

Internal team cooperation (While

implementing our own ideas …)
.841 .650 .870

… there is a high level of cooperation

among team members.

.0268 .8046 �.0978 .0012 .0211 0.2643

… team members are willing to sacrifice

their self-interests for the benefits of the

team.

�.1118 .7701 �.0075 .0755 �.0796 0.2886

… there is a high level of sharing among

team members.

�.0501 .8387 �.1587 .0598 �.1691 0.4314

… my team members maintain harmony

within the team.

�.0557 .8100 �.1468 .0172 �.0479 0.4742

External resource acquisition .803 .671 .860

My team can obtain extra resources

necessary for implementing our own

ideas.

.0006 .4477 �.1363 �.1999 .8648 �.0592

When my team needs additional resources

to implement our ideas, we can usually

get them.

�.1326 .4626 �.0813 �.2187 .8632 �.1055

My team has access to the resources

needed for implementing our ideas.

�.0757 .4971 �.1084 �.2756 .7201 �.0931

Innovation incentive .829 .596 .910

Managers praise my team members for

implementing our own ideas properly.

�.0193 �.2591 .3505 �.0269 �.1267 .7433

We get a ‘pat on the back’ when we go

out of our way implementing our own

ideas.

�.0133 �.1919 .4225 �.0872 �.2367 .7911

Managers praise team members who

participate in the efforts to implement

our ideas.

�.0360 �.2629 .4799 �.1149 �.1256 .7753

Team members who contribute to

implement our own ideas are likely to

receive good performance evaluation.

�.0548 �.2459 .3196 �.0291 �.2433 .7767

(Continues)
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as proactive team creativity showed negative effect (β = �.52,

p < .001) and responsive team creativity showed positive effect

(β = .26, p < .05) on external resource acquisition, respectively. Thus,

Hypotheses 2a and 2b are confirmed.

4.2 | Mediating effects of internal and external
team behaviour

In Hypotheses 3 and 4, we proposed that internal team cooperation

and external resource acquisition mediate the relationships between

proactive/responsive team creativity and innovation implementation.

To test the significance of the hypothesized indirect effects, we

employed Hayes and Preacher (2013) PROCESS macro (Model 4) and

used a parametric bootstrap procedure that ran 5000 Monte Carlo

replications to estimate a confidence interval (CI) around the indirect

effects (Preacher & Selig, 2010).

As depicted in Table 4, the bootstrapping procedure shows that

the indirect effect of proactive team creativity on team innovation

implementation via internal team cooperation is positive (b = .10,

95% CI = .01, .25), whereas the same indirect effect via external

resource acquisition is negative (b = �.12, 95% CI = �.29, �.03).

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Team size 5.61 3.29 --

2. Professional
service industry

0.26 .47 .17 --

3. Innovation
climate

3.37 .95 .07 .04 --

4. Team status 4.12 .74 .25* .15 .40*** --

5. Proactive team
creativity

3.68 .66 .09 �.20* .19 .08 --

6. Responsive
team creativity

2.76 .57 .04 �.13 �.06 �.03 �.29* --

7. Internal team
cooperation

3.77 .57 �.01 �.25 .10 �.05 .60*** �.33** --

8. External
resource
acquisition

2.50 .72 �.07 �.15 .01 �.08 �.55*** .34** �.49*** --

9. Support for
implementation

3.69 .95 .20 .14 .48*** .66*** .14 �.17 .12 �.11 --

10. Innovation
incentive

3.65 .66 .02 �.13 �.05 .05 .44*** �.26*** .60*** �.29* .11 --

11. Team
innovation
implementation

4.10 .78 .03 .07 .52*** .50*** �.02 �.08 .04 .15 .48*** �.04 --

Note: N = 68.
*p < .05,
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

TABLE 1 (Continued)

Items
Factor
1

Factor
2

Factor
3

Factor
4

Factor
5

Factor
6

Construct
reliability AVE

Cronbach's
alpha

Support for implementation (When we

attempt to implement ideas we generated …)
.853 .713 .910

… our organization provides active support. .0811 �.0328 .0229 .7746 �.0592 �.0128

… our organization shows much interest in

our innovation.

.0558 �.0168 �.0379 .8619 �.0629 .0424

… our organization stresses the importance

of such efforts.

.1125 .0695 .0367 .8278 �.0335 .0233

… our organization takes an active interest

in problems and success in such activities.

.1005 .0709 .0580 .9075 .0030 �.0023
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Both relationships were fully mediated by internal team cooperation

and external resource acquisition, respectively. Thus, Hypotheses 3a

and 3b are supported. By contrast, the indirect effect of responsive

team creativity on team innovation implementation is positive only via

external resource acquisition (b = .11, 95% CI = .05, .26) but insignifi-

cant via internal team cooperation (b = �.01, 95% CI = �.12, .16).

Hypothesis 4 is supported only for the mediation via external

resource acquisition.

4.3 | Moderating effects of support for
implementation and innovation incentive

In Hypothesis 5, we proposed that support for implementation will

positively moderate the negative indirect effect of proactive team cre-

ativity on team innovation implementation via external resource

acquisition. The analysis results based on PROCESS macro (Model 8)

(Hayes, 2013; Preacher & Selig, 2010) using 5000 Monte Carlo repli-

cations show that the hypothesized moderated mediation effect is

insignificant (moderated mediation index = .02, 95% CI = �.04, .07)

(see Table 5). Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is not supported.

As a follow-up analysis, we analysed whether the direct (not indi-

rect) effect of proactive team creativity on team innovation imple-

mentation is moderated by support for implementation. Model 3 of

Table 6 reports that the interaction between proactive team creativity

and support for implementation is a significant predictor of innovation

implementation (β = .37, p < .001). The simple slope analysis depicted

in Figure 3 (Aiken, West, & Reno, 1991) exhibits that the slope

between proactive team creativity and team innovation implementa-

tion is significant and negative only when organizational support for

implementation is low (b = �1.72, p < .05) but not when it is high (b

= �1.06, ns.). The hypothesized positive moderating function of sup-

port for implementation is observed for the direct effect of proactive

creativity rather than its indirect effect on team innovation

implementation.

Hypothesis 6 advanced that innovation incentive positively

moderates the negative indirect effect of responsive team creativity

on team innovation implementation via internal team cooperation.

F IGURE 2 Path analytic results predicting team innovation implementation. *p < .05, ** p < .01 and *** p < .001

TABLE 3 Hypothesized and alternative models

Model χ2 (df) p CFI RMSEA AIC

Hypothesized model 17.36(10) .07 .93 .06 618.26

Alternative model 1

Reverse causality model: direct effects of internal team

cooperation/external resource acquisition on

proactive/responsive team creativity

18.35(10) .05 .90 .11 619.24

Alternative model 2

Mediators as moderating variable: interaction effects of

internal team cooperation/external resource

acquisition and proactive/responsive team creativity

on implementation

43.07(13) .00 .40 .64 622.34

Note: N = 68.
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The analysis revealed that the indirect effect significantly changes

across levels of innovation incentive (moderated mediation

index = .11, 95% CI = .05, .19) (see Table 5). Specifically, the indi-

rect effect of responsive team creativity on team implementation

via internal team cooperation is negative at a low level of innova-

tion incentive (b = �.07, 95% CI = �.27, �.07), neutral at a medium

level (b = �.02, 95% CI = �.12, .04) and positive at a high level

(b = .03, 95% CI = .02, .08). These patterns of conditional indirect

effects support Hypothesis 6.

We also checked if the direct effect of responsive team creativity

on innovation implementation is moderated by innovation incentive.

Model 4 of Table 6 shows that the interaction between responsive

team creativity and innovation incentive is a significant predictor of

innovation implementation (β = .49, p < .05). The simple slope analy-

sis in Figure 4 (Aiken, West, & Reno, 1991) shows that the relation-

ship between responsive team creativity and team innovation

implementation is significant and negative only when the innovation

incentive is low (b = �1.48, p < .05) but not when it is high

(b = �1.09, ns.). Accordingly, the positive moderating function of

innovation incentive is observed for the direct and indirect effects of

responsive team creativity.

5 | DISCUSSION

Drawing on the process view of creativity and innovation

(O'Connor & Rice, 2001; Oliver, April, & Kalish, 2019; Perry-Smith &

Mannucci, 2017), this study offers a promising first step in under-

standing the largely neglected but important organizational phenom-

enon involving the relationship between idea generation and

implementation at the team level (van Knippenberg, 2017). It dem-

onstrates that teams with different motivational drivers in generat-

ing creative ideas exhibit varied patterns of internal and external

behaviours to implement their ideas. Specifically, teams that proac-

tively developed creative ideas could secure internal team coopera-

tion but encounter difficulty obtaining external resources needed

TABLE 4 Bootstrapped indirect effects for mediation model

Bootstrapping bias-
corrected 95% CI

Independent variables Mediator Dependent variables Effect SE
Lower
limit

Upper
limit

Direct effect Proactive team creativity Team innovation implementation .26 .15 .04 .56

Indirect effect Proactive team creativity Internal team cooperation Team innovation implementation .10 .08 .01 .25

External resource

acquisition

�.12 .08 �.29 �.03

Direct effect Responsive team creativity Team innovation implementation .18 .16 .01 .36

Indirect effect Responsive team creativity Internal team cooperation Team innovation implementation �.01 .07 �.12 .16

External resource

acquisition

.11 .07 .05 .26

Note: N = 68.

Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval.

TABLE 5 Bootstrapped moderated mediation

Independent
variable Mediator Dependent variable Moderator

Moderator
level

Conditional
indirect effect

Bootstrapping bias-
corrected 95% CI

Lower
limit

Upper
limit

Proactive team

creativity

External resource

acquisition

Team innovation

implementation

Support for

implementation

Low �.14 �.33 .05

Medium �.13 �.31 .04

High �.12 �.31 .03

Index of moderated mediation .01 �.04 .05

Responsive team

creativity

Internal team

cooperation

Team innovation

implementation

Innovation

incentive

Low �.07 �.27 �.07

Medium �.02 �.12 .04

High .03 .02 .08

Index of moderated mediation .11 .05 .19

Note: N = 68.
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for innovation implementation. On the contrary, teams that respon-

sively developed ideas to address specific task demands and organi-

zational requests could acquire external resources with ease but

encounter lukewarm internal support among members for

implementing those ideas. This revelation on the underlying mecha-

nisms of how proactive and responsive team creativity translates to

innovation implementation by activating distinct team behaviours

has critical implications for researchers and practitioners. We high-

light the critical findings and elaborate on their theoretical and prac-

tical implications, as well as study limitations and the directions for

future research.

5.1 | Internal and external team behaviours linking
creativity and innovation implementation

Expanding the recently emerging process view of creativity and inno-

vation (O'Connor & Rice, 2001; Oliver, April, & Kalish, 2019; Perry-

Smith & Mannucci, 2017), we investigated how team's creative ideas

with different motivational drivers realize into a successful innovation

implementation by identifying thus-far unknown mechanisms of how

teams internally and externally mobilize resources, support, and col-

laboration. While previous research on creativity and innovation was

largely disconnected (Mumford, Lonergan, & Scott, 2002; Nijstad &

TABLE 6 Results of hierarchical linear regression analyses predicting team innovation implementation

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Constant 1.50** 2.50** 6.57*** 7.69*

Step 1: controls

Team size �.00 �.01 �.01 �.00

Professional service industry .03 �.05 �.11 .19

Innovation climate .29** .32*** .30*** .18*

Team status .44*** .44*** .42** .56***

Step 2: main and moderating effects

Proactive team creativity �.18 �1.50*** � .08

Responsive team creativity �.14 �.11 �1.91*

Support for implementation 1.25**

Innovation incentive �1.44*

Proactive team creativity � support for implementation .37***

Responsive team creativity � innovation incentive .49*

Adjusted R2 for total equation .35 .41 .46 .43

ΔR2 .06 .05 .02

Note: N = 68. Standardized beta coefficients are shown.
*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

F IGURE 3 Interaction
between proactive team creativity
and support for implementation in
predicting team innovation
implementation
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De Dreu, 2002; Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017; van

Knippenberg, 2017), only a limited research reported relatively weak

linear or nonlinear relationships between idea generation and imple-

mentation that require boundary conditions to exert significant

effects (Škerlavaj, Černe, & Dysvik, 2014; Somech & Drach-

Zahavy, 2013). The present study expanded this stream of research

by identifying the underlying mediating team processes that connect

creativity to implementation. Understanding the intermediate team

processes is essential because it allows us to explain the black box of

a sequence of effects that leads innovative ideas into implementation

at the work team level (Kenny, 2008).

Drawing on the literature in resourcing and innovation (Janssen,

Van De Vliert, & West, 2004; Kanter, 1988), we focused on how

teams secure relevant internal and external resources to translate cre-

ative ideas into implementation. Our analysis confirmed that the path

from idea generation to innovation implementation in work teams is

explained by their internal and external implementation behaviours to

elicit the cooperation of members and acquire external resources.

These findings are consistent with efficacy literature showing that

internal and external efficacy independently exist (Eden, 2001). The

maximum performance is achieved when workers believe that they

are highly skilled on things they do (i.e., high internal resources) and

have at their disposal the external support needed to achieve their

aims (i.e., high external resources) (Eden, Ganzach, Flumin- Granat, &

Zigman, 2010). Likewise, teams' innovation implementation can be

successful when they have sufficient internal and external abilities to

mobilize resources. We examined this possibility by testing the signifi-

cance of the interaction between internal team cooperation and

external resource acquisition in predicting innovation implementation,

which did not show statistically significant results. Further conceptual

and empirical efforts should clarify the potential synergistic or

complementary effects of internal and external resources in shaping

innovation implementation.

5.2 | The impact of motivational drivers on distinct
internal versus external team behaviours

The present study further theorized and empirically tested the ways

by which teams that developed creative ideas with dissimilar motiva-

tional drivers (i.e., proactive or responsive) differently mobilize internal

and external team resources. Based on the self-determination theory,

behaviours are initiated either through self-determined choice or

through external demands (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The analysis revealed

that teams who initiated with self-determined choice in generating

creative ideas (proactive creativity) are situated in an advantageous

position in securing internal team cooperation yet disadvantageous in

attaining external resources as their proactive ideas might challenge

the other parties' status quo (van Knippenberg, 2017). On the other

hand, when teams generated ideas responsively as a reaction to the

request of others (responsive creativity), teams face difficulties in

mobilizing internal team cooperation (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002) yet

advantageous in securing external resources.

These conflicting forces in managing internal and external team

processes based on the motivational drivers are aligned with previous

research on how innovation implementation is associated with con-

stant struggle between conflicting forces (Harvey, 2014; Oliver,

April, & Kalish, 2019). In fact, integrating conflicting forces within a

team could act as a facilitating trigger for successful innovation

(Harvey, 2014). In addition, the present empirical analysis also con-

firmed that proactive and responsive forms of team creativity by

themselves do not have a clear effect on innovation implementation

F IGURE 4 Interaction between responsive team creativity and innovation incentive in predicting team innovation implementation
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because their advantages and disadvantages in securing internal and

external resources offset each other. Accordingly, this ambivalent

relationship between team creativity and implementation cannot be

clarified without considering the intermediate mechanisms. Further

studies should explore other potential underlying mechanisms beyond

the current focus on resources for implementation.

5.3 | Team context as critical boundary conditions

Lastly, this study highlights the contingency role of work team context

on the translation of creative ideas into actual innovation. Specifically,

our analysis revealed that teams that proactively developed creative

ideas could implement them more successfully when their organiza-

tion offered support for implementing innovation, although only direct

(but not indirect) effect of proactive team creativity was significantly

moderated. By contrast, teams that responsively developed ideas

could attain positive implementation outcomes when they received

incentives for implementing ideas, thereby reinforcing motivation

among members toward implementation. These findings are consis-

tent with the extant studies mostly focused on the boundary condi-

tions or situations that enable individuals and teams to turn their

ideas into innovation (Baer, 2012; Škerlavaj, Černe, & Dysvik, 2014;

Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2013). Further conceptual and empirical

efforts can identify team properties (e.g., task, climate and leadership)

and organizational characteristics (e.g., HR practices and R&D inten-

sity) that facilitate the creativity–innovation link.

5.4 | Managerial implications

This study highlights the importance of practicing mangers and

leaders in the field to understand the motivational drivers in the idea

generation phase for successful innovation. To successfully translate

team's creative ideas into implementation, team leaders need to care-

fully monitor and manage the motivational underpinnings of creative

ideas developed in work teams. Such an early involvement in the

innovation process enables leaders to customize managerial interven-

tions and organizational support to promote the smooth transition

from generation to implementation of ideas. For example, when work

teams proactively generated innovative ideas, leaders should provide

the teams with sufficient external resources to supplement the poten-

tial disadvantages in such innovation processes. For practicing man-

agers, understanding these motivational processes allows them to

design appropriate forms of organizational support and incentives for

employees to successfully lead organizational innovations.

5.5 | Study limitations and future research
directions

Despite the significant implications, the current findings should be

interpreted with several limitations. First, given that the study

variables were concurrently collected, the casual relationships among

them cannot be ascertained. Understanding whether proactive or

responsive creativity changes team behaviour and resources during

implementation or whether the teams' varying behaviours and

resource availability lead to different types of creativity is worth

investigating. Although our structured path analysis indicated that the

current causal directions among variables are plausible, additional

empirical efforts will provide clarification and new insights into the

underlying mechanisms of the relationship between team creativity

and implementation. Future studies can employ longitudinal panel

design or laboratory experiments to explore these alternative causal

possibilities.

Second, the present data were collected through an Internet-

based online survey, which represents a method increasingly adopted

in scholarly research (Alessi & Martin, 2010). We conducted multiple

steps to eliminate potential dishonest responses following recommen-

dations from previous research (Sills & Song, 2002). However, insin-

cere responses might still be present in the final sample. Thus, future

research should replicate the current findings with different research

designs and sampling procedures.

Third, the current research design was targeted at typical creative

processes of work teams, that is, whether they are proactive or

responsive, in explaining these teams' capacity to utilize internal and

external resources for implementing their ideas. Further studies may

empirically validate the current hypotheses by using specific incidents

of generating and implementing creative ideas in work teams. Such

hypotheses could be generated in either a proactive or a responsive

manner, thereby adopting ideas as the level or unit of analysis.

Despite these potential shortcomings, this study contributes to

the exploration of “the black box” regarding the relationship between

idea generation (i.e., creativity) and implementation (i.e., innovation) in

work team settings. Accordingly, this work responds to the calls for

linking the largely disconnected research streams of creative idea gen-

eration and implementation, particularly at the team level (Anderson,

Potočnik, & Zhou, 2014; van Knippenberg, 2017). In effect, this work

expands our understanding on different types of creativity based on

different motivational drivers for facilitating subsequent implementa-

tion and situational contingencies of such processes in organizational

team settings (Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011).

The current theoretical framework and empirical analyses could

be enriched in several ways. First, although we verified how proactive

and responsive idea generation results in diverse implementation pro-

cesses, we still have a limited understanding of the factors that exactly

lead team members to behave in different ways during implementa-

tion. In this regard, further studies may examine the psychological

framing of members or the attribution processes involved in the

creativity–implementation relationship to achieve finer-grained under-

standing. Second, we focused on the way teams acquire relevant

resources when transforming their creative ideas into reality. Future

research should explore alternative pathways, such as knowledge

management, experimentation and other collective processes

(Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009). Finally, another intriguing

research direction is to determine boundary conditions for how teams
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with proactive or responsive creativity could further strengthen their

acquisition of internal or external resources. Ascertaining how various

contextual factors, such as a team's membership composition, leader-

ship patterns, and HR practices, interact with the process of translat-

ing creativity to innovation implementation will be fruitful and will

provide practical guidelines for managers toward successfully translat-

ing ideas into innovation in their organization.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This research was supported by the Institute of Management

Research, Seoul National University.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the

corresponding author upon reasonable request.

ORCID

Jin Nam Choi https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7890-3195

REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., & Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing

and Interpreting Interactions. Sage.

Alessi, E. J., & Martin, J. I. (2010). Conducting an internet-based survey:

Benefits, pitfalls, and lessons learned. Social Work Research, 34(2),

122–128. https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/34.2.122

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996).

Assessing the work environment for creativity. Academy of Manage-

ment Journal, 39(5), 1154–1184.
Ancona, D., & Bresman, H. (2002). The comparative advantage of X-teams.

MIT Sloan Management Review, 43(3), 33–39.
Anderson, C., John, O. P., Keltner, D., & Kring, A. M. (2001). Who

attains social status? Effects of personality and physical attractiveness

in social groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81(1),

116–132. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.116
Anderson, N., Potočnik, K., & Zhou, J. (2014). Innovation and creativity in

organizations: A state-of-the-science review, prospective commentary,

and guiding framework. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1297–1333.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527128

Arthur, W. Jr., Bell, S. T., & Edwards, B. D. (2007). A longitudinal examination

of the comparative criterion-related validity of additive and referent-shift

consensus operationalization of team efficacy. Organizational Research

Methods, 10(1), 35–58. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106287574
Axtell, C., Holman, D., & Wall, T. (2006). Promoting innovation: A change

study. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 79(3),

509–516. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X68240
Baer, M. (2012). Putting creativity to work: The implementation of

creative ideas in organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 55(5),

1102–1119. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0470

Bandalos, D. L., & Finney, S. J. (2001). Item parceling issues in structural

equation modeling. In New Developments and Techniques in Structural

Equation Modeling (pp. 269–296). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates

Publishers.

Bartko, J. J. (1976). On various intraclass correlation reliability coefficients.

Psychological Bulletin, 83(5), 762–765. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.83.5.762

Bledow, R., Frese, M., Anderson, N., Erez, M., & Farr, J. (2009). Extending

and refining the dialectic perspective on innovation: There is nothing

as practical as a good theory; nothing as theoretical as a good practice.

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2(3), 363–373. https://doi.

org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2009.01161.x

Browne, M. W. (2001). An overview of analytic rotation in exploratory fac-

tor analysis. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 36(1), 111–150. https://
doi.org/10.1207/S15327906MBR3601_05

Cerasoli, C. P., Nicklin, J. M., & Ford, M. T. (2014). Intrinsic motivation and

extrinsic incentives jointly predict performance: A 40-year meta-

analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 140(4), 980–1008. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0035661

Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same con-

tent domain at different levels of analysis: A typology of composition

models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(2), 234–246. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234

Chatman, J. A., & Flynn, F. J. (2001). The influence of demographic hetero-

geneity on the emergence and consequences of cooperative norms in

work teams. Academy of Management Journal, 44(5), 956–974.
Chen, G., Bliese, P. D., & Mathieu, J. E. (2005). Conceptual framework and

statistical procedures for delineating and testing multilevel theories of

homology. Organizational Research Methods, 8(4), 375–409. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1094428105280056

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. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032663
Cooper, R. G. (2008). Perspective: The stage-gate® idea-to-launch

process—Update, what's new, and NexGen systems. Journal of Product

Innovation Management, 25(3), 213–232. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.

1540-5885.2008.00296.x

De Dreu, C. K., Nijstad, B. A., & van Knippenberg, D. (2008). Motivated

information processing in group judgment and decision making. Per-

sonality and Social Psychology Review, 12(1), 22–49. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1088868307304092

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination

in Human Behavior. Plenum Press. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-

4899-2271-7

Eccles, J. S., & Wigfield, A. (2002). Motivational beliefs, values, and goals.

Annual Review of Psychology, 53(1), 109–132. https://doi.org/10.

1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135153

Eden, D. (2001). Means efficacy: External sources of general and specific

subjective efficacy. In M. Erez, U. Kleinbeck, & H. Thierry (Eds.), Work

Motivation in the Context of a Globalizing Economy (pp. 77–85).
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Eden, D., Ganzach, Y., Flumin- Granat, R., & Zigman, T. (2010).

Augmenting means efficacy to boost performance: Two field experi-

ments. Journal of Management, 36(3), 687–713. https://doi.org/10.

1177/0149206308321553

Flynn, F. J. (2003). How much should I give and how often? The effects of

generosity and frequency of favor exchange on social status and pro-

ductivity. Academy of Management Journal, 46(5), 539–553.
Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation

models with unobserved variable and measurement error.

Journal of Marketing, 18(1), 6–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/

002224299205600103

Gibson, C. B., Randel, A. E., & Earley, P. C. (2000). Understanding group

efficacy: An empirical test of multiple assessment methods. Group &

Organization Management, 25(1), 67–97. https://doi.org/10.1177/

1059601100251005

Gong, Y., Wu, J., Song, L. J., & Zhang, Z. (2017). Dual tuning in creative

processes: Joint contributions of intrinsic and extrinsic motivational

orientations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(5), 829–844. https://
doi.org/10.1037/apl0000185

Grant, A. M., & Ashford, S. J. (2008). The dynamics of proactivity at work.

Research in Organizational Behavior, 28, 3–34. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.riob.2008.04.002

Green, S. G., Welsh, M. A., & Dehler, G. E. (2003). Advocacy, performance,

and threshold influences on decisions to terminate new product devel-

opment. Academy of Management Journal, 46(4), 419–434.

176 KIM ET AL.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7890-3195
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7890-3195
https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/34.2.122
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527128
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106287574
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X68240
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0470
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.83.5.762
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.83.5.762
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2009.01161.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2009.01161.x
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327906MBR3601_05
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327906MBR3601_05
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035661
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035661
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105280056
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105280056
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032663
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2008.00296.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2008.00296.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307304092
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307304092
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135153
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135153
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308321553
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308321553
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299205600103
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299205600103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601100251005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601100251005
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000185
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2008.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2008.04.002


Gumusluoglu, L., & Ilsev, A. (2009). Transformational leadership, creativity,

and organizational innovation. Journal of Business Research, 62(4),

461–473. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.07.032
Harvey, S. (2014). Creative synthesis: Exploring the process of

extraordinary group creativity. Academy of Management Review, 39(3),

324–343. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0224

Hayes, A. F., & Preacher, K. J. (2013). Conditional process modeling: Using

structural equation modeling to examine contingent causal processes.

In G. R. Hancock & R. O. Mueller (Eds.), Structural Equation Modeling: A

Second Course (2nd ed.). Information Age Publishing.

Howell, J. M., & Shea, C. M. (2006). Effects of champion behavior, team

potency, and external communication activities on predicting team

performance. Group & Organization Management, 31(2), 180–211.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601104273067

Hu, J., & Liden, R. C. (2015). Making a difference in the teamwork: Linking

team prosocial motivation to team processes and effectiveness. Acad-

emy of Management Journal, 58(4), 1102–1127. https://doi.org/10.

5465/amj.2012.1142

Hülsheger, U. R., Anderson, N., & 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(5), 1128–1145. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015978
James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group

interrater reliability with and without response bias. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 69(1), 85–98. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.
69.1.85

Janssen, O., Van De Vliert, E., & West, M. (2004). The bright and dark sides

of individual and group innovation: A special issue introduction.

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(2), 129–145. https://doi.org/10.
1002/job.242

Jung, E. J., & Lee, S. (2015). The combined effects of relationship conflict

and the relational self on creativity. Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 130, 44–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.

2015.06.006

Kanfer, R., Frese, M., & Johnson, R. E. (2017). Motivation related to work:

A century of progress. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 338–355.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000133

Kanter, R. M. (1988). Three tiers for innovation research.

Communication Research, 15(5), 509–523. https://doi.org/10.1177/

009365088015005001

Kenny, D. A. (2008). Reflections on mediation. Organizational

Research Methods, 11(2), 353–358. https://doi.org/10.1177/

1094428107308978

Kim, H. H. (2020). The effect of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation on inno-

vation implementation in work teams: Resource utilization as mediat-

ing mechanism and team context as boundary conditions. Journal of

Organization and Management, 44(4), 71–99. https://doi.org/10.

36459/jom.2020.44.4.71

Klein, K. J., Conn, A. B., & Sorra, J. S. (2001). Implementing computerized

technology: An organizational analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology,

86(5), 811–824. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.811
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory

and research in organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent

processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel Theory,

Research, and Methods in Organizations: Foundations, Extensions, and

New Directions (pp. 3–90). Jossey-Bass.
Little, T. D., Card, N. A., Bovaird, J. A., Preacher, K. J., & Crandall, C. S.

(2007). Structural equation modeling of mediation and moderation

with contextual factors. In Modeling Contextual Effects in Longitudinal

Studies (pp. 207–230). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203936825

Lovelace, K., Shapiro, D. L., & Weingart, L. R. (2001). Maximizing cross-

functional new product teams' innovativeness and constraint adher-

ence: A conflict communications perspective. Academy of Management

Journal, 44(4), 779–793.

Madjar, N., Greenberg, E., & Chen, Z. (2011). Factors for radical creativity,

incremental creativity, and routine, noncreative performance. Journal

of Applied Psychology, 96(4), 730–743. https://doi.org/10.1037/

a0022416

Marks, M. A., Mathieu, J. E., & Zaccaro, S. J. (2001). A temporally based

framework and taxonomy of team processes. The Academy of Manage-

ment Review, 26(3), 356–376. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.

4845785

Mo, S., Ling, C. D., & Xie, X. Y. (2019). The curvilinear relationship between

ethical leadership and team creativity: The moderating role of team

faultlines. Journal of Business Ethics, 154(1), 229–242. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10551-016-3430-1

Monteiro, F., Mol, M., & Birkinshaw, J. (2017). Ready to be open?

Explaining the firm level barriers to benefiting from openness to exter-

nal knowledge. Long Range Planning, 50(2), 282–295. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.lrp.2015.12.008

Mumford, M. D., Lonergan, D. C., & Scott, G. (2002). Evaluating creative

ideas: Processes, standards, and context. Inquiry: Critical Thinking

Across the Disciplines, 22(1), 21–30.
Nijstad, B. A. (2015). Creativity in groups. In M. Mikulincer, P. R. Shaver,

J. F. Dovidio, & J. A. Simpson (Eds.), APA Handbook of Personality

and Social Psychology, Vol. 2. Group processes (pp. 35–65). American

Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/14342-002

Nijstad, B. A., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2002). Creativity and group innovation.

Applied Psychology, 51(3), 400–406. https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-

0597.00984

O'Connor, G. C., & Rice, M. P. (2001). Opportunity recognition and break-

through innovation in large established firms. California Management

Review, 43(2), 95–116. https://doi.org/10.2307/41166077
Oliver, A. L., April, S., & Kalish, Y. (2019). Organizational creativity-

innovation process and breakthrough under time constraints: Mid-

point transformation. Creativity and Innovation Management, 28(3),

318–328. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12326

Parker, S. K., Bindl, U. K., & Strauss, K. (2010). Making things happen: A

model of proactive motivation. Journal of Management, 36(4), 827–
856. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310363732

Perry-Smith, J. E., & Mannucci, P. V. (2017). From creativity to innovation:

The social network drivers of the four phases of the idea journey.

Academy of Management Review, 42(1), 53–79. https://doi.org/10.

5465/amr.2014.0462

Perry-Smith, J. E., & Shalley, C. E. (2003). The social side of creativity: A

static and dynamic social network perspective. Academy of Manage-

ment Review, 28(1), 89–106. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.

8925236

Pirola-Merlo, A., & Mann, L. (2004). The relationship between individual

creativity and team creativity: Aggregating across people and time.

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(2), 235–257. https://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(5), 879–903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
Preacher, K. J., & Selig, J. P. (2010). Monte Carlo method for assessing

multilevel mediation: An interactive tool for creating confidence inter-

vals for indirect effects in 1-1-1 multilevel models [computer soft-

ware]. Retrieved June, 1, 2014.

Rao, R. S., Chandy, R. K., & Prabhu, J. C. (2008). The fruits of legitimacy:

Why some new ventures gain more from innovation than others. Jour-

nal of Marketing, 72(4), 58–75. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.72.4.058

Ruppel, C. P., Lawrence, E. T., & Tworoger, L. C. (2016). Organizational

creativity and the top management team (TMT): An interactionist

perspective. Academy of Educational Leadership Journal, 20(1), 47–67.
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic

definitions and new directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology,

25(1), 54–67. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020

KIM ET AL. 177

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.07.032
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0224
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601104273067
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.1142
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.1142
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015978
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.242
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.242
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000133
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365088015005001
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365088015005001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107308978
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107308978
https://doi.org/10.36459/jom.2020.44.4.71
https://doi.org/10.36459/jom.2020.44.4.71
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.811
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203936825
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022416
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022416
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.4845785
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.4845785
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3430-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3430-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/14342-002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00984
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00984
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166077
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12326
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310363732
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0462
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0462
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.8925236
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.8925236
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.240
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.240
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.72.4.058
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020


Scherbaum, C. A., & Ferreter, J. M. (2009). Estimating statistical power and

required sample sizes for organizational research using multilevel

modeling. Organizational Research Methods, 12(2), 347–367. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1094428107308906

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A

path model of individual innovation in the workplace. Academy of Man-

agement Journal, 37(3), 580–607.
Shieh, G. (2010). Sample size determination for confidence intervals of

interaction effects in moderated multiple regression with continuous

predictor and moderator variables. Behavior Research Methods, 42(3),

824–835. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.3.824

Sills, S. J., & Song, C. (2002). Innovations in survey research: An application

of web-based surveys. Social Science Computer Review, 20(1), 22–30.
https://doi.org/10.1177/089443930202000103

Škerlavaj, M., Černe, M., & Dysvik, A. (2014). I get by with a little help

from my supervisor: Creative-idea generation, idea implementation,

and perceived supervisor support. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(5),

987–1000. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.05.003
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(3), 684–708. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206310394187

Sonenshein, S. (2014). How organizations foster the creative use of

resources. Academy of Management Journal, 57(3), 814–848. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0048

Spreitzer, G. M. (1996). Social structural characteristics of psychological

empowerment. Academy of Management Journal, 39(2), 483–504.
Sung, S. Y., Antefelt, A., & Choi, J. N. (2017). Dual effects of job complexity

on proactive and responsive creativity: Moderating role of employee

ambiguity tolerance. Group & Organization Management, 42(3),

388–418. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601115619081
Taggar, S. (2002). Individual creativity and group ability to utilize individual

creative resources: A multilevel model. Academy of Management Jour-

nal, 45(2), 315–330.
Tellis, G. J., Prabhu, J. C., & Chandy, R. K. (2009). Radical innovation across

nations: The preeminence of corporate culture. Journal of Marketing,

73(1), 3–23. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.1.003

Tjosvold, D., Tang, M. M., & West, M. (2004). Reflexivity for team innova-

tion in China: The contribution of goal interdependence. Group &

Organization Management, 29(5), 540–559. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1059601103254911

Unsworth, K. (2001). Unpacking creativity. The Academy of Management

Review, 26(2), 289–297. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.4378025

van Knippenberg, D. (2017). Team innovation. Annual Review of Organiza-

tional Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4(1), 211–233. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113240

Wang, X. H. F., Kim, T. Y., & Lee, D. R. (2016). Cognitive diversity and team

creativity: Effects of team intrinsic motivation and transformational

leadership. Journal of Business Research, 69(9), 3231–3239. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.02.026

West, C. (1990). The new cultural politics of difference. October, 53,

93–109. https://doi.org/10.2307/778917
West, M. A. (2002a). Ideas are ten a penny: It's team implementation not

idea generation that counts. Applied Psychology, 51(3), 411–424.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.01006

West, M. A. (2002b). Sparkling fountains or stagnant ponds: An integrative

model of creativity and innovation implementation in work groups.

Applied Psychology, 51(3), 355–387. https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-

0597.00951

Woodman, R. W., Sawyer, J. E., & Griffin, R. W. (1993). Toward a theory of

organizational creativity. Academy of Management Review, 18,

293–321. https://doi.org/10.2307/258761

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Hyunjee Hannah Kim (hjeekim@snu.ac.kr) is a researcher at the

Institute of Industrial Relations in Seoul National University. She

studies linking largely disconnected field of creativity (idea

generation) and innovation implementation by examining the

team processes and the effect of team leadership and team con-

textual environments. She also expands her research by studying

how innovation processes unfold in virtual working environment.

She earned her Ph. D at Seoul National University. Previous to

her academic career, she was a management consultant for the

Boston Consulting Group both in Seoul and San Francisco offices.

Jin Nam Choi (jnchoi@snu.ac.kr) is a professor of Organizational

Behavior and Human Resource Management at Seoul National

University. His research has focused on multilevel approach to

innovation implementation in organizations, team processes and

effectiveness; individual and team creativity; and organizational

citizenship behaviour. He is currently an Associate Editor of the

Journal of Organizational Behavior and Group & Organization

Management and formerly an Associate Editor of the Journal of

Occupational and Organizational Psychology. He received his

PhD in organizational psychology from the University of

Michigan. Prior to joining Seoul National University in 2007, he

worked as an assistant professor of Organizational Behavior and

Human Resource Management at McGill University, Montreal,

Canada.

Thomas Sy (thomas.sy@ucr.edu) is a professor of the Department

of Psychology at University of California, Riverside. As an Indus-

trial Organizational psychologist, he teaches and conducts

research on leadership, followership and teams, with particular

focus on schemas (implicit theories), emotions, diversity and

unconscious processes and biases. Dr. Sy completed his PhD in

Organizational Psychology from the University of Michigan. He was

formerly an advisor with a top-tier global management consul-

tancy, specializing in corporate strategy and operations. Dr. Sy

has also served in the U.S. Army Special Forces (Green Beret) and

was the Distinguished Honor (Top) Graduate of multiple military

training programs: U.S. Army Leadership Program, U.S. Army Spe-

cial Forces Program and U.S. Army Egyptian Arabic Language

Program.

How to cite this article: Kim, H. H., Choi, J. N., & Sy, T. (2022).

Translating proactive and responsive creativity to innovation

implementation: The roles of internal and external team

behaviours for implementation. Creativity and Innovation

Management, 31(2), 162–178. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.

12483

178 KIM ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107308906
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107308906
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.3.824
https://doi.org/10.1177/089443930202000103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0048
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0048
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601115619081
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.1.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601103254911
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601103254911
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2001.4378025
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113240
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.02.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.02.026
https://doi.org/10.2307/778917
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.01006
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00951
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00951
https://doi.org/10.2307/258761
mailto:hjeekim@snu.ac.kr
mailto:jnchoi@snu.ac.kr
mailto:thomas.sy@ucr.edu
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12483
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12483

	Translating proactive and responsive creativity to innovation implementation: The roles of internal and external team behav...
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  CREATIVITY AND INNOVATION IMPLEMENTATION IN WORK TEAMS
	2.1  Team implementation behaviours: Internal team cooperation and external resource acquisition
	2.1.1  Internal team cooperation
	2.1.2  External resource acquisition

	2.2  Internal and external team behaviours mediating the creativity-implementation relationship
	2.3  Support for implementation and innovation incentive as boundary conditions

	3  METHOD
	3.1  Sample and data collection
	3.2  Measures
	3.2.1  Proactive and responsive team creativity
	3.2.2  Internal team cooperation
	3.2.3  External resource acquisition
	3.2.4  Innovation incentive
	3.2.5  Support for implementation
	3.2.6  Team innovation implementation
	3.2.7  Control variables


	4  RESULTS
	4.1  Hypothesized model
	4.1.1  Predicting internal team cooperation
	4.1.2  Predicting external resource acquisition

	4.2  Mediating effects of internal and external team behaviour
	4.3  Moderating effects of support for implementation and innovation incentive

	5  DISCUSSION
	5.1  Internal and external team behaviours linking creativity and innovation implementation
	5.2  The impact of motivational drivers on distinct internal versus external team behaviours
	5.3  Team context as critical boundary conditions
	5.4  Managerial implications
	5.5  Study limitations and future research directions

	ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


