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Previous research has revealed the significant impact of shared leadership on team creativity, yet the mechanism underlying this relationship has rarely been investigated. The current research examined how shared leadership influenced team creativity (novelty and usefulness) across 3 studies using both long-term project teams and temporal task teams in the laboratory. The results showed that shared leadership enhanced the novelty dimension of team creativity by improving constructive controversy. Furthermore, team goal orientation moderated this effect. The indirect effect of constructive controversy holds for teams with learning goal orientation but not for those with performance goal orientation. Such patterns were not found in the usefulness dimension of team creativity.
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INTRODUCTION

In the process of globalization, work teams have come to be widely used in organizations to adapt to rapid market changes and foster innovation (Park et al., 2012). An increasing number of organizations rely on team creativity to boost their innovation (Miron-Spektor et al., 2012). By definition, team creativity refers to those team behaviors that produce both novel and useful solutions in a complex social context or work environment (Montag et al., 2012). Contrary to its popularity, relatively few studies have been conducted on team creativity compared with individual creativity (Lee et al., 2015). In this study, we explore the effects of shared leadership, team goal orientation, and constructive controversy on team creativity.

Previous research showed that leadership is essential to team effectiveness and creativity (Cohen and Bailey, 1997). Through the end of the twentieth century, most leadership theories and research focused on a single and formal leader. Recent years have witnessed the emergence of a broader view that sees leadership as an influencing process in organizations. According this view, there are two potential sources of leadership in an innovative team. One source is the vertical leader, and the other source is the team. Apart from the leadership functions performed by the formal leader in organizations, an increasing amount of attention is now devoted to examining how informal leadership functions of average team members contribute to team effectiveness (Friedrich et al., 2009).

Generated from the dynamic interaction among team members, shared leadership is an emerging character at the group level (Fletcher et al., 2003). Shared leadership is defined as “a dynamic, interactive influence process among individuals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another to the achievement of group or organizational goals or both (Pearce and Conger, 2002, p. 1).” Although, the positive influence of shared leadership on team effectiveness (Pearce and Sims, 2002; Muethel and Hoegl, 2013) and team performance (Mehra et al., 2006; Carson et al., 2007) has been largely confirmed by empirical research in various team contexts, research on the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity remains scant. The complexity and ambiguity facing innovative teams make it unrealistic for a single external leader to successfully perform all leading functions that are needed in an organization. Therefore, shared leadership can contribute to team creativity.

Much contemporary research on creativity has been guided by intrinsic motivation theory (Amabile, 1996; Oldham and Cummings, 1996). To understand how motivation influences team creativity, scholars have recently embraced goal orientation theory (Janssen and Van Yperen, 2004; Gong et al., 2009; Hirst et al., 2009). According to Bunderson and Sutcliffe (2003), there are two main orientations: (a) a learning goal orientation, with an emphasis on developing competence; and (b) a performance goal orientation, with an emphasis on demonstrating competence and avoiding failure. People with a learning goal orientation focus on learning, understanding, developing skills, and mastering information. People with a performance goal orientation focus on managing the impression that others have of their ability, attempting to create an impression of high ability and avoid creating an impression of low ability (Dweck, 1986). This is often done through comparison with the abilities of others (Nicholls, 1984). It is argued that a learning goal orientation will lead to more task-focused, adaptive, mastery-oriented behaviors, whereas a performance goal orientation will lead to more ego-focused, instrumental, and defensive behaviors (Dweck and Leggett, 1988). Based on previous research, team goal orientation is expected to moderate the association between shared leadership and team creativity such that learning goal orientation strengthens the association between shared leadership and team creativity.

Researchers have not yet agreed on how shared leadership influences team creativity. For innovative teams, their task and situation are mostly complex and non-routine. Accordingly, the teams often consist of members with different ideas and perspectives. How to address these differences or even conflicts will have a great impact on team creativity. Constructive controversy, a concept established by Johnson et al. (2006), refers to open discussions of opposite positions or opinions in pursuit of a common goal and collective benefits (Tjosvold and Yu, 2007). Constructive controversy is an important antecedent to positive team performance (Johnson et al., 1990) and team innovation (Chen et al., 2005). However, thus far, the constructive controversy has predominantly been treated as an input factor to team performance. Little is known about what factors are the important antecedents of constructive controversy. Shared leadership means members are more apt to collectively commit to their goal and cooperatively solve problems. Consequently, shared leadership in the present research is viewed as a predictor of constructive controversy.

The objective in this current study is to build on and extend prior research that has found support for shared leadership and team creativity by investigating additional variables present in team-based work structures. To this end, the present study examined the mediating role of constructive controversy and the moderating role of team goal orientation on the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity.

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT

Team Creativity

Researchers have come to the consensus that teams act as “complex adaptive” systems (Ilgen et al., 2005, p. 519), which suggests that team creativity is affected not only by the intrinsic features of the team but also by the properties and behaviors of its members as well as by the properties of the overarching social context to which they belong. Using an “Input-Mediators-Outcome-Input” (IMOI) model as a conceptual guide, Cirella et al. (2014) captures the set of factors that have been considered important for team creativity in past studies into individual-level inputs, team-level inputs, team-level mediators (processes), team-level mediators (emergent states), and properties of macro-social system.

Diversity between individuals in a team was observed as one of the most important individual-level inputs influencing team creativity. However, studies on team diversity and creativity yielded mixed results. Diversity is defined as “the distribution of differences among the members of a unit with respect to a common attribute” (Harrison and Klein, 2007, p. 1200). Milliken and Martins (1996) have listed 14 different attributes potentially affecting group outcomes on which individuals differ (e.g., race/ethnic background, nationality, and gender). Researchers have argued that diversity may represent a “double-edged sword” (Milliken and Martins, 1996), as it may have both positive as well as negative consequences (Shore et al., 2009). Based on an information processing approach (Dahlin et al., 2005), diversity can be beneficial in more diverse teams because more heterogeneous knowledge and perspectives are available to teams, which would potentially increase team creativity. However, similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1997), social identity theory and self-categorization processes (Turner and Tajfel, 1986) argue that diversity can hinder group process by limiting common understandings and shared experiences or by creating such a divergence of ideas and styles that detrimental conflict can result (Shin et al., 2012). As team diversity may be a covariate of shared leadership and team creativity, it was (although the direction of its influence may not clearly be predictable) therefore included in this study as a control variable.

Shared Leadership and Team Creativity

Shared leadership has a potentially comprehensive influence on the contextual and structural characteristics of team innovation. This means multiple team members fulfill critical team leadership functions, collaboratively solve problems and collectively assume the responsibility for team outcomes. There is much evidence to support the positive effects of shared leadership on both team effectiveness (Muethel and Hoegl, 2013) and team performance (Mehra et al., 2006; Carson et al., 2007). Although the importance of shared leadership have been widely noted by scholars and practitioners, empirical examinations of the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity are very limited, among which, for example, Lee et al. (2015) showed that shared leadership positively contributed to team creativity in an e-learning environment. Wu and Cormican (2016) found that the density of a shared leadership network is positively related to team creativity in engineering design teams.

Past researchers have identified several environmental factors that are conducive to creativity: teams that are highly cooperative, teams that can self-determine procedures to perform tasks, organizations that have established a norm to actively share opinions, and so forth (Amabile, 2012). Shared leadership within a team precisely meets these conditions, such as autonomy for team members, support for cooperation among members with diverse expertise, and a team climate encouraging communication. Based on these studies, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Shared leadership is positively related to team creativity.

Novelty and usefulness are frequently used as indicators of team creativity. Novelty means the degree to which the idea is unique from existing ideas. Usefulness indicates the degree of value offered by the idea within the organization and the broader domain in which it is embedded (Amabile, 1996; Berg, 2014). Previously, researchers have tended to assume that these two dimensions travel together in creative ideas (Oldham and Cummings, 1996; Shalley and Perry-Smith, 2001). However, increasing evidence suggests that novelty and usefulness are orthogonal dimensions (Ford and Gioia, 2000). Therefore, both dimensions were taken into consideration but examined separately in the current research.

Shared Leadership and Vertical Leadership

Shared leadership is a group process in which leadership is distributed among and stems from team members. Vertical leadership emphasizes that a certain managerial role outside (and above) the work team possesses formal authority over the team and is responsible for team process and consequences (Druskat and Wheeler, 2003). Although vertical leaders continue to play a significant role in developing and maintaining shared leadership, shared leadership should also play an important role in explaining team effectiveness, especially when team tasks are highly interdependent, highly complex, or require great levels of creativity (Pearce and Bruce, 2004). Pearce and Sims (2002), Pearce and Bruce (2004) and Ensley et al. (2006) found that shared leadership is a more useful predictor of team outcomes than vertical leadership—in change management and virtual and new venture teams, respectively. However, this is not necessarily to downplay the relative role of vertical leadership. As noted by Hoch (2013), “shared leadership is not mutually exclusive to other leadership forms and behaviors, but can be engaged in simultaneously with other approaches such as vertical leadership.”

To eliminate the possible effect of vertical leadership on team creativity, the current study did not assign vertical leadership in the teams, following other researchers in the field (e.g., Small and Rentsch, 2010). In this way, we could focus on the function of shared leadership on team creativity and on the underline mechanism of the function.

The Mediating Role of Constructive Controversy

Controversy occurs when team members express their opposing ideas, opinions, conclusions, theories, and information that at least temporarily obstructs resolving an issue. Controversy within teams, when properly harnessed, could promote dialog and debate that stimulate innovation (Nonaka, 1990; Leonard and Straus, 1997; Leonard and Sensiper, 1998). Constructive controversy is defined as open-minded discussion of opposing perspectives for mutual benefit. The following are key components of constructive controversy: frankly expressing one's personal opinions, feeling uncertain instead of defensiveness about one's own positions, feeling eager to know and comprehend the opponent's arguments, viewing a situation or understanding of a concept from an alternate point-of-view, taking new and opposing information seriously, incorporating the arguments of the opponents into one's own ideas, and creating alternative solutions based on the more complete set of information (Tjosvold et al., 2009).

There are some facilitative interpersonal conditions that could promote constructive controversy, including cooperative goal interdependence, confirmation of personal competence, and collaborative influence (Tjosvold, 1985). Note that constructive controversy cannot be reduced to a sum of exchanged information; rather, ideas are continually built upon each other during the discussing process. It is through such mutual influence that people who hold different or even opposite views come to understand and appreciate one another. The result is idea generation, and ultimately, creative solutions. Shared leadership within a team is beneficial in that members become more involved in discussions and engage in deeper processing of ideas proposed by fellow members. Shared leadership also contributes to healthy criticism and comprehension of new information as well as to the integration of opposing ideas (Hoch, 2013). Hence, shared leadership promotes constructive controversy in teams.

In addition, constructive controversy has been found to enhance the quality of decision-making and team creativity. As diversity in ideas and opinions is almost unavoidable in decision-making or problem-solving within a team, an open and frank way to address conflicts is of great importance (Tjosvold, 1985). Constructive controversy guarantees a free and open discussion of diverse views. It also stimulates and activates team members' cognition and thinking (Tjosvold, 2008). Consequently, team members are more likely to promote creative decision-making, which leads to enhanced group-level creativity. Chen and Tjosvold (2002) reported an impact of constructive controversy on the innovation of teams. Alper et al. (2000) found that with more constructive controversy, the innovation of the team is higher. Open expression and frank communication of divergent opinions during the process alleviate possible tensions arising from dissents, facilitate idea integration among team members, give rise to transformational ideas and enhance team creativity (Alper et al., 2000; Chen et al., 2005). Based on this rationale, we expected that the increased constructive controversy triggered by shared leadership would enhance team creativity. Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Constructive controversy mediates the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity.

The Moderating Role of Team Goal Orientation

We proposed that shared leadership would influence team creativity through constructive controversy. However, this relationship may be moderated by other factors. Specifically, we zero in on the moderating role of team goal orientation.

Team goal orientation is defined as a consensus shared by team members about the goals of the team (Bunderson and Sutcliffe, 2003). As an emergent state, team-level goal orientation is subject to the influence of goal-relevant cues in the context, such as rewards and recognition (Maltarich et al., 2016), performance evaluation and organization policies (Druskat and Wheeler, 2003). For instance, in a social context where new ideas are valued, competency development is encouraged, and innovation is rewarded, a group climate in favor of learning orientation is more likely to form (Bunderson and Sutcliffe, 2003). By contrast, in an environment with competitive and persistent job evaluation and emphasis on performance-based rewards, a group climate favoring performance orientation is more likely to prevail (Dragoni, 2005).

For teams with differential goal orientations, the indirect effect of shared leadership on team creativity through constructive controversy may differ. Specifically, the constructive controversy triggered by shared leadership will promote team creativity when teams are led by learning goal orientation, which embodies group members' consensus of the goals of learning and competency development. According to Bunderson and Sutcliffe (2003), team-learning orientation determines the extent, range and intensity of learning behaviors in teams. Immersed in such a climate, the constructive controversy stimulated by shared leadership has beneficial effects: team members are encouraged to absorb instructive points from one another and persistently search for fresh ideas to deepen their understanding of the task and foster team competency. These efforts contribute to the promotion of team creativity in the objective sense.

In the case of performance orientation, the indirect effect of shared leadership on team creativity through constructive controversy may be weaker because such teams add more weight to the performance indicators than the task per se, tend to regard mistakes as evaluative threats (Martocchio and Frink, 1994), give up more easily when facing obstacles (Button et al., 1996), and contribute the least effort (Mangos and Steele-Johnson, 2001). As a result, the constructive controversy goes in the wrong direction (i.e., focusing on external performance appraisal instead of the ongoing task), and it is difficult to boost creative idea generation. Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Goal orientation moderates the indirect effect of constructive controversy on the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. In particular, the indirect effect is stronger in learning goal orientated teams than performance goal-orientated teams.

The Present Research

Study 1 aimed to examine the positive impact of shared leadership on team creativity using the measurement of real-world task teams (Hypothesis 1). Study 2 further tapped into the mediating mechanism of constructive controversy in another wave of task teams (Hypothesis 2). In Study 3, we manipulated team goal orientation experimentally and tested its moderating effect on the relationship among shared leadership, constructive controversy and team creativity (Hypothesis 3). Taken together, we propose a moderated-mediation model (see Figure 1). The project was reviewed and approved by the Academic Ethics Committee of the School of Psychology at Beijing Normal University (approval number: 2015068) before being conducted.
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FIGURE 1. Hypothesized model.



This study contributes to the literature by providing theorists and researchers with a better understanding of the nature of shared leadership and its effect on team creativity. The current research is a reply to the appeal that more research attention should be devoted to examining the moderating and mediating variables of the shared leadership and team outcome (Pearce and Conger, 2002). Through our research, we deepen the understanding of how shared leadership increases team creativity and under what conditions this mechanism works better. Moreover, relatively few studies have been conducted on team level creativity (Lee et al., 2015). By considering the novelty and usefulness dimension of creativity separately, the current research is a valuable endeavor in exploring how different components of team creativity may respond differently to the shared leadership process of a team.

STUDY 1

In this study, we investigated the influence of shared leadership on team creativity in long-term, real-world project teams. We expected that a higher level of shared leadership would predict greater team creativity.

Methods

Participants and Procedures

Fifty-five (40 females) students at a Chinese university in an undergraduate course participated in the study in exchange for course credit. The participants were randomly assigned to 19 groups, among which 17 groups have three persons each, and 2 groups have two persons each. The teams served as the basic unit for the course study and project task across the entire semester (18 weeks).

At the beginning of the semester, the participants were informed of this team research, and they all formally consented to participate. They were then randomly assigned to small teams. The task for the teams was to complete a research proposal for a self-selected project that aligned with the themes of the course. The proposal was required to be both original and practical. At the end of the semester, all teams submitted their research proposals, and every participant completed the measurement of shared leadership.

The reason why we choose to collect shared leadership data at the end of semester is because shared leadership is an emergent group property. It takes time to become a fully-fledged performance unit. As suggested by Perry et al. (1999, p. 43), “Shared leadership is a group process that requires time to develop, and its display is more likely in mature teams.” According to Carson et al. (2007), if shared leadership develops in a team, it will emerge over time through the interactions and mutual influence of its members. Therefore, if the conditions are suitable for leadership to emerge, a higher level shared leadership would be observed in the later stages of team development. A longitudinal analysis by Small and Rentsch (2010) revealed that shared leadership increased over time. In their study, students formed teams to complete a semester-long business simulation during which eight quarters of simulated business was conducted. Compared with data from Quarter 5, more shared leadership existed at Quarter 8, which was the conclusion of the simulation. Based on the above theoretical and empirical evidence, we decided to collect shared leadership data at the end of the semester, after the team had matured.

Moreover, each team also received a score for their daily performance in the course, which was the indicator of their academic achievement. The daily performance was based on 3 reflection papers over the course of the term. These were short papers written in response to course readings. The reflection papers were completed by the team, which discussed and collaborated together to compose the papers.

Measures

Shared leadership

The extent of shared leadership was assessed by 10 items adapted from Hiller (2002) (see Appendix). For example, “How often do team members share in developing solutions to problems?” The instrument measured shared leadership on a 7-point scale with responses ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The scale was reliable in this study (α = 0.91).

Team creativity

Team creativity was assessed using the consensus assessment technique (CAT) (Amabile, 1982), which is a common practice in the field of creativity evaluation. Two graduate students familiar with the course yet blind to the purpose of the study independently rated the creativity (i.e., novelty and usefulness) of all the research proposals. Following O'Quin and Besemer (2006), each dimension has a total score of 10 points (1 = very low novelty/usefulness, 10 = very high novelty/usefulness). The consistency between the two raters was good, 0.87 for novelty and 0.81 for usefulness. Therefore, their ratings were averaged to determine team creativity (Duguid and Goncalo, 2015).

Results

Preliminary Analysis

To decide whether the individual-level data could be aggregated to the group level, we first calculated rwg according to James et al. (1993). The average rwg value of shared leadership was 0.97, which met the standard of 0.70 (James et al., 1984). Hence, the average score for individual shared leadership ratings in a group was a valid indicator of group-level shared leadership. Next, we calculated the ICC (1) (intraclass correlation) and ICC (2) (reliability of the group mean) to evaluate inter-group variance and intra-group consistency, respectively. For shared leadership, the ICC (1) value was 0.33, suggesting that 33% of the variance could be attributed to the group variable. The ICC (2) value was 0.60. Both ICC values were comparable to those found in previous group research (Carson et al., 2007; LeBreton and Senter, 2007; Liu et al., 2014; Song et al., 2015). Preliminary analysis verified the appropriateness of the data aggregation.

Shared Leadership and Team Creativity

The descriptive statistics and correlations of shared leadership and team creativity (novelty and usefulness) are illustrated in Table 1. Correlation analysis showed that shared leadership was significantly positively associated with the novelty dimension of team creativity (r = 0.54, p < 0.01) but not correlated with the usefulness dimension (r = 0.36, p > 0.05). Given that the gender composition and academic achievement of the teams were significantly correlated with their creativity performance (as illustrated by Table 1), we further conducted a regression analysis controlling for these two variables. The results indicated that shared leadership positively predicted team novelty (β = 0.49, p < 0.05). Teams with higher levels of shared leadership completed research proposals that were more novel. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported in terms of the novelty dimension of team creativity.


Table 1. Correlations between shared leadership and team creativity (N = 19).
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STUDY 2

Based on the findings of Study 1, in Study 2 we further examined the mechanism underlying this relationship by testing the mediating role of constructive controversy.

Methods

Participants and Procedures

Sixty-two (51 females) students at a Chinese university in an undergraduate course participated in the study in exchange for course credit. All participants gave their written informed consent on the first day of the course. The participants were randomly assigned to 21 groups, among which 20 groups have three persons each, and 1 group has two persons. The teams served as the basic unit for the course study and project tasks across the whole semester (18 weeks). The procedure was identical to the one for Study 1, except that we added the constructive controversy measure at the end of the semester.

Measures

Shared leadership

Shared leadership was measured by the 10-item questionnaire (α = 0.88) used in Study 1.

Team creativity

The evaluation of team creativity was identical to that of Study 1. Two graduate students independently rated the novelty and usefulness of all research proposals. The consistency between the two raters was good, 0.84 for novelty and 0.79 for usefulness. Their average ratings were used to determine team creativity.

Constructive controversy

Constructive controversy was measured by Li (2013)'s 6-item scale, which was adapted from Tjosvold's scale (Tjosvold, 2008) (see Appendix). One sample item was “Our team members expressed their own opinions directly to each other.” Participants indicated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) the extent of their agreement with 6 items that depict constructive controversy within the group. The reliability of the scale was good (α = 0.89).

Results

Preliminary Analysis

We calculated the rwg, ICC (1) and ICC (2) of shared leadership and constructive controversy measurement to determine whether individual-level data could be aggregated to group level. For shared leadership and constructive controversy, the average rwg values were 0.97 and 0.96, the values of ICC (1) were 0.17 and 0.13, and the values of ICC (2) were 0.37 and 0.31, respectively, which justified the data aggregation (Carson et al., 2007; Liu et al., 2014).

Shared Leadership and Team Creativity

Table 2 presented the descriptive statistics and correlations of shared leadership and team creativity (novelty and usefulness). Correlation analysis showed a positive relationship between shared leadership and novelty (r = 0.53, p < 0.01). The correlation between shared leadership and usefulness was not significant (r = 0.42, p > 0.05). A regression analysis with team gender composition as a control variable demonstrated that shared leadership positively predicted team novelty (β = 0.53, p < 0.05). In other words, team creativity improved as the level of shared leadership increased. The result is consistent with those of Study 1, which support Hypothesis 1 on novelty dimension of team creativity.


Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the main variables (N = 21).
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Mediation Analysis

As shown in Table 2, novelty was significantly related to shared leadership (r = 0.53, p < 0.01) and constructive controversy (r = 0.68, p < 0.01), whereas usefulness was associated with neither shared leadership (r = 0.42, p > 0.05) nor constructive controversy (r = 0.16, p > 0.05). Controlling for the effect of team gender composition, regression analysis showed that both shared leadership (β = 0.48, p < 0.05) and constructive controversy (β = 0.69, p < 0.001) significantly predicted the novelty dimension of team creativity. Moreover, the predictive effect of shared leadership on constructive controversy was also significant (β = 0.63, p < 0.001).

We tested the mediating role of constructive controversy using the BOOTSTRAP test (Hayes, 2013). The software used for analysis included SPSS 22.0 and Mplus 7.0. A bootstrapping analysis controlling for gender composition and academic achievement revealed that constructive controversy mediated the relationship between shared leadership and novelty (see Figure 2), ab = 0.43, p < 0.05, 95% CI = [0.14, 0.73]. The mediation accounted for 89.58% (ab/c = 0.43/0.48) of the total effect. The direct effect was insignificant, c' = 0.05, p > 0.05. The results partly supported Hypothesis 2 in that the mediating role was confirmed for novelty dimension but not for usefulness dimension.
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FIGURE 2. Mediating model in Study 2 with controls including gender composition and academic achievement.



STUDY 3

In Study 3, we further examined the boundary conditions of the established shared leadership–team novelty relationship and the mediating role of constructive controversy. In particular, we paid attention to the goal orientations of task teams.

Methods

Participants and Design

One hundred and eight undergraduate students (Mage = 21.73, SDage = 2.14) were recruited through advertisements on campus. Given the extremely high proportion of female students at the university where the current study was conducted, we included only female participants to avoid potential confusion arising from different gender compositions. All participants gave their written informed consent prior to the experiment and were informed of their right to abort the experiment at any time. The participants were randomly assigned to teams of three members each, and teams were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. We had 19 teams (57 participants) in the learning orientation condition and 17 teams (51 participants) in the performance orientation condition. After the experiment, each person received 25 RMB for participating.

Procedure and Task

Upon arrival at the laboratory, participants were informed that they would join teams with another two partners to perform a team task, and they then signed the consent form.

Goal orientation was manipulated through instructions, which were adapted from Miron-Spektor and Beenen (2015). In the learning orientation condition, the instructions read as follows: “Your team is going to complete a task on product design. The purpose of the task is to improve the creative skills of your team. We would like you to learn from and communicate with fellow members during the interaction. Please focus on the development and learning of team creative skills. Don't worry about making mistakes. Mistakes are a natural part of the learning process.” The instructions for the performance orientation condition were as follows: “Your team is going to complete a task on product design. The purpose of the task is to evaluate the creative level of your team. We would like you to focus on displaying your team's creativity and showing that you are more creative than other teams by generating the most and best ideas for the product.” After the instruction, as a manipulation check, the learning and performance goal mindset of each participant was measured.

The team creativity task aimed to generate both novel and useful plans to improve the functions of shopping carts, a task adapted from Li (2013). Each team was given 20 min for discussion before submitting their ideas. Finally, the participants completed measures of shared leadership and constructive controversy.

Measures

Shared leadership

We used social network analysis (SNA) (Mayo and Pastor, 2002) to assess the level of shared leadership in this study. Each team member responded to the question “To what extent does your team rely on this person's leadership” on a 7-point frequency scale (1 = not at all, 7 = to a very great extent) following Carson et al. (2007). The targets of evaluation were fellow members on the team, such that a leadership rating was attributed to each individual by every other team member. These data were analyzed following a social network approach by using density according to Carson et al. (2007). Shared leadership density is a measure of the total amount of leadership displayed by team members as perceived by others on a team. It precisely captured the core characteristic of shared leadership, namely, the extent to which leading behaviors were distributed among all team members. Previous research also lent support to the validity of the density measurement (Ishikawa, 2012; Liu et al., 2014).

Team creativity

Two independent raters that were blind to the purpose and conditions of the study rated the novelty and usefulness on a 7-point scale (1 = low, 7 = high) of all the teams' plans. By novelty, we mean that the plan was original and unique. Usefulness indicates whether the plan is practical with pragmatic values. The ratings of the two raters were highly correlated, 0.80 for novelty and 0.83 for usefulness.

Constructive controversy

We used the same constructive controversy measure as Study 2. Cronbach's α for the scale was 0.85.

Team goal orientation

Following Miron-Spektor and Beenen (2015), we adapted the goal orientation measures by Barron and Harackiewicz (2001) based on our experimental situations. Learning orientation was measured by 4 items (α = 0.93) such as, “We wanted to improve and develop our creative skills on the task.” Performance orientation was measured by 4 items (α = 0.94) such as, “The goal of our team in this task was to display our creativity to others by making the best product.” Participants reported (on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree, to 7 = strongly agree) the extent to which they agree with these statements.

Results

Validation of Data Aggregation

As in Studies 1 and 2, we calculated rwg, ICC (1) and ICC (2) to determine the legitimacy of data aggregation. The average values of rwg, ICC (1) and ICC (2) were 0.91, 0.31, and 0.48 for shared leadership, 0.97, 0.12, and 0.29 for constructive controversy, 0.89, 0.62, and 0.83 for learning orientation, and 0.94, 0.69, and 0.87 for performance orientation. Thus, the calculations of shared leadership, constructive controversy, and goal orientation at the team level were deemed appropriate.

Manipulation Check

We first conducted an independent samples t-test on the individual level to validate the goal orientation manipulations. As expected, learning orientation ratings were higher in the learning orientation condition (M = 6.18, SD = 0.64) than in the performance orientation condition [M = 3.87, SD = 1.54, t(106) = 10.35, p < 0.001]. Performance orientation ratings were higher in the performance orientation condition (M = 6.16, SD = 0.86) than in the learning orientation condition [M = 3.66, SD = 1.36, t(106) = 11.29, p < 0.001]. Therefore, our manipulation was successful at the individual level. We further tested the between-group differences of goal orientation ratings at the group level. As expected, team learning orientation ratings were higher in the learning orientation condition (M = 6.18, SD = 0.39) than in the performance orientation condition [M = 3.87, SD = 1.13, t (34) = 8.04, p < 0.001]. Team performance orientation ratings were higher in the performance orientation condition (M = 6.17, SD = 0.77) than in the learning orientation condition [M = 3.66, SD = 0.93, t(34) = 8.75, p < 0.001]. These results showed that our manipulation was effective in activating learning and performance goals.

Preliminary Analysis

Table 3 displays the means, standard deviations and correlations among the main measures. Shared leadership was positively associated with constructive controversy (r = 0.56, p < 0.05) and novelty (r = 0.68, p < 0.05) but not with usefulness (r = 0.20, p > 0.05). Constructive controversy was positively related to novelty (r = 0.58, p < 0.05), but its correlation with usefulness was not significant (r = 0.27, p > 0.05). Therefore, the usefulness dimension of team creativity was not included in the following analysis.


Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlations among the main measures (N = 36).
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Hypothesis Testing

We tested the proposed moderated-mediation model using the BOOTSTRAP test (Hayes, 2013). The mediator (constructive controversy) and moderator (goal orientation) were centered before creating the interaction item. The results (see Table 4) showed that the interaction of goal orientation and constructive controversy significantly predicted the novelty dimension of team creativity (t = −3.33, β = −0.40, p < 0.01). Simple slope analysis results further suggested that team goal orientation moderated the mediating role of constructive controversy in the relationship between shared leadership and team novelty. As illustrated by Table 4, in the learning orientation condition, the indirect effect of constructive controversy was significant, p < 0.01, Boot 95% CI = [0.19, 0.97]; conversely, the indirect effect was not significant in the performance orientation condition, p > 0.05, Boot 95% CI = [−0.96, 0.19]. Hypothesis 3 was partly supported.


Table 4. Moderated-mediation analysis.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the era of globalization with fierce competition, creativity is the soul of organizations. Teams gradually become the unit of innovation in place of individuals with a specialized division of labor and rapid development of science and technology. An urgent issue emerges for managerial practice and organizational behavior research with respect to how to promote team creativity.

The current research adopted a perspective based on the leadership style of the team. Across three studies, we found that the level of shared leadership positively predicted the novelty dimension of team creativity. Moreover, constructive controversy mediated the relationship. We also examined one boundary condition for this effect. When the teams were learning-oriented, the constructive controversy stimulated by shared leadership promoted team creativity; however, when the teams were performance-oriented, the indirect effect was not significant.

Theoretical Implications

Firstly, researchers have not yet agreed on how shared leadership influences team innovation. Our finding that shared leadership enhanced team creativity by facilitating constructive controversy provides an explanation of the underlying mechanism. Song et al. (2015) investigated how shared leadership influences team performance and team creativity, respectively. In their study, shared leadership significantly influenced team performance through the cognitive mechanism of information exchange. However, the anticipated mediating role of information exchange between shared leadership and team creativity was not confirmed. We contend that a clashing and merging process of ideas and knowledge among members beyond mere information exchange is necessary for achieving a high level of team creativity. This core characteristic of team creativity is captured by the concept of constructive controversy. Constructive controversy emphasizes that team members openly discuss their opposite opinions, focus on cooperation and interdependence in pursuing collective goals, confirm the positions of their opponents based on their own evidence, and give more attention to the generation of new ideas based on divergent information and perspectives instead of being anxious to win the debate (Tjosvold, 1985). What makes constructive controversy different from information sharing is that during the process there is not only information exchange but also mutual inspiration and support of different perspectives. It is through such a thorough mutual understanding and appreciation process that new ideas and solutions are generated as the result of a collective endeavor.

Secondly, we noted a boundary condition for the established relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. Although shared leadership can spur the integration of different ideas and perspectives in a team (i.e., constructive controversy), its positive effects may be suppressed when the team is performance goal oriented. This suppression occurs probably because when the team places too much emphasis on performance, members become more concerned with the evaluations of others, longing for appreciation and avoiding failure. Conversely, learning goal-oriented teams focus on developing competency, engage in more active learning behaviors, and strive to generate more new solutions, thus ensuring the positive role of shared leadership and constructive controversy.

Thirdly, we found that the mediation mechanism between shared leadership and team creativity and its boundary condition hold only for the novelty component of creativity, not for the usefulness dimension. This finding is consistent with the existing literature. More and more scholars recognized that it may be rare for ideas to be observed as high in both novelty and usefulness (Rietzschel et al., 2010; Mueller et al., 2012) and suggested that novelty and usefulness probably are motivated by different psychological processes (Rietzschel et al., 2010; Grant and Berry, 2011; Mueller et al., 2012; Berg, 2014). For example, individuals generate useful solutions under conditions when they are experiencing cognitive closure (Miron-Spektor and Beenen, 2015), or when they are anxious to reduce uncertainty by drawing on existing practices (Janssen and Van Yperen, 2004; Mueller et al., 2012). In contrast, the generation of novel ideas is most likely when individuals are intrinsically motivated (Grant and Berry, 2011), cognitively flexible (Miron-Spektor and Beenen, 2015), eager to learn new domains, and feel safe to take risks (Hirst et al., 2009). These conditions are exactly what shared leadership and learning goal orientation could jointly offer. Past research on shared leadership and team creativity has tended to examine novelty and usefulness together in one overall creativity construct (Oldham and Cummings, 1996; Shalley and Perry-Smith, 2001). By exploring novelty and usefulness separately, the current study deepens our understanding as to how each aspect of team creativity benefits from shared leadership. Future research could also explore mechanisms under which the usefulness dimension of team creativity could be improved.

Practical Implications

Team creativity is of great significance for the success of organizations. The findings of our study thus may have useful implications to management practitioners.

Firstly, team creativity could be promoted by advocating shared leadership in teams. Demands for team creativity, ranging from designing products to innovating working ideas, are ubiquitous in contemporary organizations. If we could create certain conditions to facilitate the development of shared leadership, team novelty and competitiveness of the organization would improve accordingly. As suggested by Pearce and Bruce (2004), training systems can be used to develop the shared leadership skills of both vertical leaders and team members; reward systems can be used to promote shared leadership in teams; and cultural systems can be used to emphasize the significance of shared leadership.

Secondly, as constructive controversy plays a critical role in the effect of shared leadership on team creativity, a group atmosphere of freely expressed dissent is worthy of advocacy. To achieve this state, managers could emphasize cooperative goals in teams. By doing so, members would be more motivated to take into account the rational parts of other's thoughts, seeking verification and elaboration of different opinions rather than antagonism.

Thirdly, managers should pay close attention to team goal orientations and create a benign climate for learning. For example, situational cues, group norms, organization policies, and cultural channels can be employed to convey the value of learning treasured by the organization. Only in such conditions can the advantage of shared leadership transfer to team creativity through active interactions. Several managerial behaviors are likely to foster team learning goal orientation. First, individual differences in learning orientation should be considered when selecting team members. However, putting high learning-oriented individuals on the team is not enough. What is even more important is for managers to provide support and encouragement to alleviate employee fear and anxiety that may arise from the uncertainty of creative endeavors. When teams experience failure, managers could provide educational coaching emphasis on what precious lessons the teams have learned during the process and what could have been done to make the result better. This support and coaching should nurture a the learning orientation of the team and boost team novelty, as suggested by the current research.

Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations of the current research should be addressed in future studies.

Firstly, as mentioned earlier, team diversity is an important individual-level input influencing team creativity, although past research on team diversity has yielded mixed results (Williams and O'Reilly, 1998; Jackson and Joshi, 2004; Harrison and Humphrey, 2010). Shin et al. (2012) suggest that diversity should have conceptual relevance to the outcome variables, that is, be task-related. To focus on the mechanism of how shared leadership influences team creativity, the current study did not test the impact of team diversity. Future research could take task-related team diversity into consideration and test how team diversity influences the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. We propose that when task-related team diversity is high, shared leadership would have a stronger influence on team creativity because teams could benefit more from shared leadership when the competencies of their members differ from each other.

Secondly, to highlight the important function of shared leadership on team creativity does not mean that vertical leadership is dispensable. The results of this study provide robust evidence for the value of shared leadership. Findings in this regard can not only help establish the legitimacy of shared leadership research but also provide fruitful future research directions on the potential interplay between shared and vertical leadership. Future studies could explore how one utilizes both vertical and shared leadership to leverage the capabilities of knowledge workers in innovative teams.

Thirdly, the current study was conducted in China. The generalizability of the research results to other cultures needs further evidence. Some cultural dimensions may shape the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. Take power distance, for example. China is a high-power distance culture. When shared leadership is advocated in teams embedded in a high-power distance culture, team creativity may benefit more, compared with those teams in low-power distance settings. The reason is because vertical leadership is a rather dominant role in high-power distance culture, and team members normally accept the authority of vertical leadership without questioning. When shared leadership was introduced in such teams, the wisdom and valuable input of team members could be released and team creativity could be boosted substantially. However, things may be different in a low-power distance culture. Further research could be conducted in different cultures to testify to the findings of the current research. Additionally, collecting data from teams in organizations will also contribute to the external validity of the findings of the current study.

Another limitation is that we manipulated team's performance orientation following the instruction of Miron-Spektor and Beenen (2015), which is widely used in the field of team research. The instruction introduced a competitive framework that could possibly generate anxiety or tension in team members and therefore might have a negative impact on the level of team creativity. Future research could make additional effort to manipulate performance orientation without inducing potential confounding affect (e.g., anxiety) in teams.

Finally, in our research, we manipulated two types of team goal orientations (i.e., learning and performance orientation), which have also been confirmed in the extant literature at the group level. Theories and practice of goal orientation at the individual level, however, provided a distinction between 3 goal orientations, namely, learning, performance-prove and performance-avoid orientations (Harackiewicz et al., 2002). Despite their common concern with the task, individuals with a performance-prove orientation have a strong desire to prove their ability, whereas those with a performance-avoid orientation mainly think about avoiding failure (Elliot and Church, 1997). A distinction between the two performance orientations has been proposed yet has rarely been studied empirically (Druskat and Wheeler, 2003). We believe that the three-dimensional frame of goal orientation provides another avenue for future researchers to deepen their understanding of its moderating mechanism in the constructive controversy-mediated relationship between shared leadership and team creativity.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceived and designed the experiments: XS and YJ. Program the task: YJ, XS, and GX. Performed the experiments: YJ and YL. Analyzed the data: YJ. Wrote the paper: XS, YJ, and YW.

FUNDING

This research is funded by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 71101012), the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities, and the State Scholarship Fund from the China Scholarship Council (201406045033).

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at: http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01964/full#supplementary-material

REFERENCES

 Alper, S., Tjosvold, D., and Law, K. S. (2000). Conflict management, efficacy, and performance in organizational teams. Pers. Psychol. 53, 625–642. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2000.tb00216.x

 Amabile, T. M. (1982). Children's artistic creativity detrimental effects of competition in a field setting. Person. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 8, 573–578. doi: 10.1177/0146167282083027

 Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in Context: Update to “The Social Psychology of Creativity.” Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

 Amabile, T. M. (2012). Componential Theory of Creativity. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School.

 Barron, K. E., and Harackiewicz, J. M. (2001). Achievement goals and optimal motivation: testing multiple goal models. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 80, 706–722. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.80.5.706

 Berg, J. M. (2014). The primal mark: how the beginning shapes the end in the development of creative ideas. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 125, 1–17. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.06.001

 Bunderson, J. S., and Sutcliffe, K. M. (2003). Management team learning orientation and business unit performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 552–560. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.552

 Button, S. B., Mathieu, J. E., and Zajac, D. M. (1996). Goal orientation in organizational research: a conceptual and empirical foundation. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 67, 26–48. doi: 10.1006/obhd.1996.0063

 Byrne, D. (1997). An overview (and underview) of research and theory within the attraction paradigm. J. Soc. Pers. Relat. 14, 417–431. doi: 10.1177/0265407597143008

 Carson, J. B., Tesluk, P. E., and Marrone, J. A. (2007). Shared leadership in teams: an investigation of antecedent conditions and performance. Acad. Manag. J. 50, 1217–1234. doi: 10.2307/20159921

 Chen, G., Liu, C., and Tjosvold, D. (2005). Conflict management for effective top management teams and innovation in China. J. Manag. Stud. 42, 277–300. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00497.x

 Chen, G., and Tjosvold, D. (2002). Cooperative goals and constructive controversy for promoting innovation in student groups in China. J. Educ. Business 78, 46–50. doi: 10.1080/08832320209599697

 Cirella, S., Radaelli, G. B., and Shani, A. (2014). Team creativity: a complex adaptive perspective. Manag. Res. Rev. 37, 590–614. doi: 10.1108/MRR-12-2012-0261

 Cohen, S. G., and Bailey, D. E. (1997). What makes teams work: group effectiveness research from the shop floor to the executive suite. J. Manage. 23, 239–290. doi: 10.1177/014920639702300303

 Dahlin, K. B., Weingart, L. R., and Hinds, P. J. (2005). Team diversity and information use. Acad. Manag. J. 48, 1107–1123. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2005.19573112

 Dragoni, L. (2005). Understanding the emergence of state goal orientation in organizational work groups: the role of leadership and multilevel climate perceptions. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 1084–1095. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1084

 Druskat, V. U., and Wheeler, J. V. (2003). Managing from the boundary: the effective leadership of self-managing work teams. Acad. Manag. J. 46, 435–457. doi: 10.2307/30040637

 Duguid, M. M., and Goncalo, J. A. (2015). Squeezed in the middle: the middle status trade creativity for focus. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 109, 589–603. doi: 10.1037/a0039569

 Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. Am. Psychol. 41:1040. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.41.10.1040

 Dweck, C. S., and Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychol. Rev. 95, 256–273. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256

 Elliot, A. J., and Church, M. A. (1997). A hierarchical model of approach and avoidance achievement motivation. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 72, 218–232. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.72.1.218

 Ensley, M. D., Hmieleski, K. M., and Pearce, C. L. (2006). The importance of vertical and shared leadership within new venture top management teams: implications for the performance of startups. Leadersh. Q. 17, 217–231. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.02.002

 Fletcher, J. K., Käufer, K., Pearce, C. L., and Conger, J. A. (2003). Shared Leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

 Ford, C. M., and Gioia, D. A. (2000). Factors influencing creativity in the domain of managerial decision making. J. Manage. 26, 705–732. doi: 10.1177/014920630002600406

 Friedrich, T. L., Vessey, W. B., Schuelke, M. J., Ruark, G. A., and Mumford, M. D. (2009). A framework for understanding collective leadership: the selective utilization of leader and team expertise within networks. Leadersh. Q. 20, 933–958. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.09.008

 Gong, Y., Huang, J.-C., and Farh, J.-L. (2009). Employee learning orientation, transformational leadership, and employee creativity: the mediating role of employee creative self-efficacy. Acad. Manag. J. 52, 765–778. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2009.43670890

 Grant, A. M., and Berry, J. W. (2011). The necessity of others is the mother of invention: intrinsic and prosocial motivations, perspective taking, and creativity. Acad. Manag. J. 54, 73–96. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2011.59215085

 Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Pintrich, P. R., Elliot, A. J., and Thrash, T. M. (2002). Revision of achievement goal theory: necessary and illuminating. J. Educ. Psychol. 94, 638–645. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.94.3.638

 Harrison, D. A., and Humphrey, S. E. (2010). Designing for diversity or diversity for design? Tasks, interdependence, and within-unit differences at work. J. Organizat. Behav. 31, 328–337. doi: 10.1002/job.608

 Harrison, D. A., and Klein, K. J. (2007). What's the difference? Diversity constructs as separation, variety, or disparity in organizations. Acad. Manag. Rev. 32, 1199–1228. doi: 10.5465/AMR.2007.26586096

 Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

 Hiller, N. J. (2002). Understanding and Measuring Shared Leadership in Work Teams. University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University.

 Hirst, G., Van Knippenberg, D., and Zhou, J. (2009). A cross-level perspective on employee creativity: goal orientation, team learning behavior, and individual creativity. Acad. Manag. J. 52, 280–293. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2009.37308035

 Hoch, J. E. (2013). Shared leadership and innovation: the role of vertical leadership and employee integrity. J. Bus. Psychol. 28, 159–174. doi: 10.1007/s10869-012-9273-6

 Ilgen, D. R., Hollenbeck, J. R., Johnson, M., and Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in organizations: from input-process-output models to IMOI models. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 56, 517–543. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070250

 Ishikawa, J. (2012). Transformational leadership and gatekeeping leadership: the roles of norm for maintaining consensus and shared leadership in team performance. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 29, 265–283. doi: 10.1007/s10490-012-9282-z

 Jackson, S. E., and Joshi, A. (2004). Diversity in social context: a multi-attribute, multilevel analysis of team diversity and sales performance. J. Organ. Behav. 25, 675–702. doi: 10.1002/job.265

 James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., and Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-Group Interrater Reliability with and without Response Bias. J. Appl. Psychol. 69, 85–98. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.69.1.85

 James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., and Wolf, G. (1993). rwg: An assessment of within-group interrater agreement. J. Appl. Psychol. 78, 306–309. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.78.2.306

 Janssen, O., and Van Yperen, N. W. (2004). Employees' Goal Orientations, the Quality of Leader-Member Exchange, and the Outcomes of Job Performance and Job Satisfaction. Acad. Manag. J. 47, 368–384. doi: 10.2307/20159587

 Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., Smith, K., and Tjosvold, D. (1990). Pro, con, and synthesis: training managers to engage in constructive controversy. Res. Negot. Organ. 2, 139–174.

 Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., and Tjosvold, D. (2006). “Constructive controversy,” in The Handbook of Conflict Resolution. Theory and Practice, eds M. Deutsch, P. T. Coleman, and E. C. Marcus (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass), 69–91.

 LeBreton, J. M., and Senter, J. L. (2007). Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability and interrater agreement. Organ. Res. Methods 11, 815–852. doi: 10.1177/1094428106296642

 Lee, D. S., Lee, K. C., and Seo, Y. W. (2015). An analysis of shared leadership, diversity, and team creativity in an e-learning environment. Comput. Hum. Behav. 42, 47–56. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2013.10.064

 Leonard, D., and Sensiper, S. (1998). The role of tacit knowledge in group innovation. Calif. Manage. Rev. 40, 112–132. doi: 10.2307/41165946

 Leonard, D., and Straus, S. (1997). Putting your company's whole brain to work. Harv. Bus. Rev. 75, 110–122.

 Li, C. (2013). Three Essays on Power Dynamics and Group Creativity. Philosophy Doctoral dissertation, Nanyang Technological University.

 Liu, S. B., Hu, J., Li, Y. H., Wang, Z., and Lin, X. S. (2014). Examining the cross-level relationship between shared leadership and learning in teams: evidence from China. Leadersh. Q. 25, 282–295. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.08.006

 Maltarich, M. A., Greenwald, J., and Reilly, G. (2016). Team-level goal orientation: an emergent state and its relationships with team inputs, process, and outcomes. Euro. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 25, 68–88. doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2015.1004318

 Mangos, P. M., and Steele-Johnson, D. (2001). The role of subjective task complexity in goal orientation, self-efficacy, and performance relations. Hum. Perform. 14, 169–186. doi: 10.1207/S15327043HUP1402_03

 Martocchio, J. J., and Frink, D. D. (1994). A review of the influence of group goals on group performance. Acad. Manag. J. 37, 1285–1301. doi: 10.2307/256673

 Mayo, M. M., and Pastor, J. R. (2002). “Shared leadership in work teams: a social network approach,” in Shared Leadership: Reframing the Hows and Whys of Leadership, eds B. M. Pearce and J. A. Conger (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications), 193–214.

 Mehra, A., Smith, B. R., Dixon, A. L., and Robertson, B. (2006). Distributed leadership in teams: the network of leadership perceptions and team performance. Leadersh. Q. 17, 232–245. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.02.003

 Milliken, F. J., and Martins, L. L. (1996). Searching for common threads: understanding the multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Acad. Manag. Rev. 21, 402–433.

 Miron-Spektor, E., and Beenen, G. (2015). Motivating creativity: the effects of sequential and simultaneous learning and performance achievement goals on product novelty and usefulness. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 127, 53–65. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.01.001

 Miron-Spektor, E., Erez, M., and Naveh, E. (2012). To drive creativity, add some conformity. Harv. Bus. Rev. 90, 30–30.

 Montag, T., Maertz, C. P., and Baer, M. (2012). A critical analysis of the workplace creativity criterion space. J. Manage. 38, 1362–1386. doi: 10.1177/0149206312441835

 Mueller, J. S., Melwani, S., and Goncalo, J. A. (2012). The bias against creativity why people desire but reject creative ideas. Psychol. Sci. 23, 13–17. doi: 10.1177/0956797611421018

 Muethel, M., and Hoegl, M. (2013). Shared leadership effectiveness in independent professional teams. Euro. Manag. J. 31, 423–432. doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2012.11.008

 Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: conceptions of ability, subjective experience, task choice, and performance. Psychol. Rev. 91, 328–346. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.91.3.328

 Nonaka, I. (1990). Redundant, overlapping organization: a Japanese approach to managing the innovation process. Calif. Manage. Rev. 32, 27–38. doi: 10.2307/41166615

 Oldham, G. R., and Cummings, A. (1996). Employee creativity: personal and contextual factors at work. Acad. Manag. J. 39, 607–634. doi: 10.2307/256657

 O'Quin, K., and Besemer, S. P. (2006). Using the creative product semantic scale as a metric for results-oriented business. Creat. Innov. Manag. 15, 34–44. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8691.2006.00367.x

 Park, S., Park, W., Kim, S., and Kim, C. Y. (2012). Team learning and creativity: the roles of exploitation and team cohesiveness. J. Organ. Psychol. 12, 70–80.

 Pearce, C. L., and Bruce, B. (2004). The future of leadership: combining vertical and shared leadership to transform knowledge work [and Executive Commentary]. Acad. Manag. Exec. 18, 47–59. doi: 10.5465/AME.2004.12690298

 Pearce, C. L., and Conger, J. A. (2002). Shared Leadership: Reframing the Hows and Whys of Leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

 Pearce, C. L., and Sims, J. H. P. (2002). Vertical versus shared leadership as predictors of the effectiveness of change management teams: an examination of aversive, directive, transactional, transformational, and empowering leader behaviors. Group Dyn. 6, 172–197. doi: 10.1037/1089-2699.6.2.172

 Perry, M. L., Pearce, C. L., and Sims Jr., H. P. (1999). Empowered selling teams: how shared leadership can contribute to selling team outcomes. J. Pers. Selling Sales Manag. 19, 35–51.

 Rietzschel, E. F., Nijstad, B. A., and Stroebe, W. (2010). The selection of creative ideas after individual idea generation: choosing between creativity and impact. Br. J. Psychol. 101, 47–68. doi: 10.1348/000712609X414204

 Shalley, C. E., and Perry-Smith, J. E. (2001). Effects of social-psychological factors on creative performance: the role of informational and controlling expected evaluation and modeling experience. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 84, 1–22. doi: 10.1006/obhd.2000.2918

 Shin, S. J., Kim, T.-Y., Lee, J.-Y., and Bian, L. (2012). Cognitive team diversity and individual team member creativity: a cross-level interaction. Acad. Manag. J. 55, 197–212. doi: 10.5465/amj.2010.0270

 Shore, L. M., Chung-Herrera, B. G., Dean, M. A., Ehrhart, K. H., Jung, D. I., Randel, A. E., et al. (2009). Diversity in organizations: where are we now and where are we going? Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 19, 117–133. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.10.004

 Small, E. E., and Rentsch, J. R. (2010). Shared leadership in teams: a matter of distribution. J. Person. Psychol. 9, 203–211. doi: 10.1027/1866-5888/a000017

 Song, P., Long, L. R., and He, W. (2015). When and why shared leadership influences team outputs? The pivotal roles of information exchange, passionate tone and environmental uncertainty. Acta Psychol. Sin. 47, 1288–1299. doi: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2015.01288

 Tjosvold, D. (1985). Implications of controversy research for management. J. Manage. 11, 21–37. doi: 10.1177/014920638501100303

 Tjosvold, D. (2008). Constructive controversy for management education: developing committed, open-minded researchers. Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ. 7, 73–85. doi: 10.5465/AMLE.2008.31413864

 Tjosvold, D., Snell, R., and Su, S. F. (2009). Codes of conduct for open-minded discussion and resolution of ethical issues in China. J. Int. Business Ethics 2, 3.

 Tjosvold, D., and Yu, Z. (2007). Group risk taking the constructive role of controversy in China. Group Organ. Manag. 32, 653–674. doi: 10.1177/1059601106287110

 Tajfel, H., and Turner, J. C. (1986). “The social identity theory of intergroup behavior,” in Psychology of Intergroup Relations, eds S. Worchel and W. G. Austin (Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall), 7–24.

 Williams, K., and O'Reilly, C. (1998). The complexity of diversity: a review of forty years of research. Res. Organ. Behav. 21, 77–140.

 Wu, Q., and Cormican, K. (2016). Shared leadership and team creativity: a social network analysis in engineering design teams. J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 11, 2–12. doi: 10.4067/S0718-27242016000200001

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2016 Sun, Jie, Wang, Xue and Liu. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01964-t003.jpg
M

1. Shared leadership (SNA)  2.83
2. Constructive controversy  6.48

3. Novelty 589
4. Usefulness 5.01
5. Goal orientation® 047

sD

022
0.27
0.46
078
051

056"
068"
020

-0.11

058"
027
0.07

0.30
-0.20

~0.09

'p < 0.05, “'p <0.01. *Goal orientation is a dummy variable, with leaming orientation = 0

and performance orientation





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01964-t004.jpg
Prediictor Team creativity (novelty)

B SE t
Independent variable
Shared leadership (SNA) 047 043 373"
Mediator
Constructive controversy 054 0.4 380"
Moderator
Goal orientation (leaming/performance) -0.15 021 —1.46
Interaction
Constructive controversy * goal orientation  ~0.40 024 ~3.33"
R 067
F 11.08*

Moderated-mediation Moderator level Indirect SE Boot 95% ClI
analysis effect

Goalorientation LO 065 0.15 [0.19,097)
(Lo/PO)
PO -038 022 [-086,0.19

“p <0.01. pis the standardized regression coefficient. The number of bootstrap samples
as ot at 1000,





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01964-t001.jpg
1. Gender composition
2. Academic achievement
3. Shared leadership

4. Novetty

5. Usefulness

079
90.16
571
829
8.47

sp

1.08
5.42
052
1.06
1.10

-0.75"
—051"
-053"
-036

024
057"
0.49"

054"
036

0.39

0 < 0.05, *"p < 0.01.





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01964-t002.jpg
M sp
1. Gender composition 055 -
2. Academic achievement ~ 88.05 4.70
3. Shared leadership 579 042
4. Constructive controversy  6.18 0.43
5. Novelty 524 085
6. Usefulness 5.19 0.96

—0.41°

-0.16
0.07

-0.40°

—071

004

-032 059"

001 053" 068"

032 042 016 047"

v < 0.05 *p < 0.01.





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01964-g001.gif





OPS/images/fpsyg-07-01964-g002.gif
o

oo G
e o i






OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology

Shared Leadership Improves Team
Novelty: The Mechanism and Its
Boundary Condition









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology





