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Abstract

Despite the clear relevance of stressors for the creative work performed by

individuals, how they affect teams in their ability to innovate is poorly understood.

Thus, the question as to what kind of, and by which mechanisms, team stressors

may give rise to better innovation team performance needs further consideration.

We address this issue by applying the challenge–hindrance stressor framework to

the team level of analysis in the context of innovation teams. By integrating insights

from social identity theory and the attentional focusmodel, we highlight the impor-

tance of identity- and information-based mechanisms in transmitting the differen-

tial effects of challenge and hindrance team stressors on the performance of

innovation teams. We test our arguments for two of the most prominent indicators

of innovation team performance (i.e., team creativity and team efficiency) in a

multi-informant sample of team members, team-internal leaders, and team-

external managers from 114 innovation teams. Our findings support the opposing

effects of challenge and hindrance team stressors in predicting innovation team per-

formance through the two differentialmechanisms. Specifically, for team efficiency,

both team stressors come with the cost of team task conflict (i.e., the information-

based mechanism). However, whereas challenge team stressors enhance collective

team identification (i.e., the identity-based mechanism), hindrance team stressors

undermine collective team identification, thereby aggravating their already nega-

tive effect on team efficiency. In terms of team creativity, our results suggest that

both types of team stressors exert their indirect effects solely via the identity-based

mechanism. Implications for research and practice are discussed.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Teams are considered an attractive vehicle for organiza-
tions due to their ability to creatively solve and address

complex problems thereby driving innovation. Efficiently
realizing creative solutions requires teams to integrate
the different information and knowledge sets of their
members and to effectively distribute and coordinate
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their interdependent activities (Nagaraj et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2019). However, few teams deliver on the promise
of producing and implementing creative solutions in an
adequate period of time and at acceptable costs (Kratzer
et al., 2008; Weiss & Hoegl, 2016). One reason why orga-
nizations seem to struggle to leverage the full potential of
their innovation teams (Jiang & Chen, 2018; Kearney &
Gebert, 2009; van Knippenberg, 2017) is that the challenges
that can glue together teams in pursuing innovation can
also give rise to conditions and forces that can embroil them
in conflict. In addition, the very same stressors may impact
team creativity and efficiency differently. For instance, pre-
vious research has shown that while being “under the gun”
tends to lower the innovativeness of products developed by
teams (Lee & Sukoco, 2011), such pressure does not seem to
negatively affect efficiency (Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010).
The tradeoff between the conditions needed for creativity
and the pressures required to remain efficient has made
research on the nuanced effects of team stressors in the con-
text of innovation teams to become ever more important
(for a review, see Razinskas & Hoegl, 2020).

As team members are embedded in the same social
context, they tend to experience similar, if not the same,
stressors at the same time (Sacramento et al., 2013). Just
as individuals have to deal with both challenging and
hindering conditions at work (Cavanaugh et al., 2000),
members of innovation teams are likely affected by such
opposing forces as well (Chong et al., 2012; Rodríguez-
Escudero et al., 2010). Distinguishing between different
types of team stressors has proven useful because of their
differential effects on team processes and outcomes. For
instance, some team stressors may serve to enhance inno-
vation, primarily by gluing members of a team together,
which points to identity-based effects of team stressors
(Razinskas & Hoegl, 2020). However, team stressors may
also undermine innovation, primarily because they disrupt
the necessary information processing required for the
development of creative solutions (Hoever et al., 2012; van
Knippenberg, 2017), pointing to an information-based
mechanism that reflects the costs of team stressors
(Razinskas & Hoegl, 2020).

Although the challenge–hindrance distinction pro-
vides a useful foundation for understanding how team
stressors may serve to differentially impact the creativity
and efficiency of innovation teams, the precise mecha-
nisms that mediate the effects of these different types of
stressors have yet to be described (Cronin et al., 2011; van
Knippenberg, 2017). Indeed, we are only at the beginning
of examining the differential effects of team stressors in
the context of innovation teams (Chong et al., 2012;
Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010). Examining the differen-
tial effects and mechanisms is important because it is
likely that the ways in which stressors shape outcomes at

the individual level of analysis may not translate to the
team level of analysis (Razinskas & Hoegl, 2020). Due to
the close interactions and interdependencies among the
members of innovation teams (Tang et al., 2015; van
Knippenberg, 2017), the effects of stressors at the team
level may only share some limited similarities with their
individual-level counterparts (Driskell et al., 1999). Our
goal is thus to gain a richer understanding of the role
team stressors play in innovation teams by illuminating
the precise mechanisms that connect challenge and hin-
drance team stressors to different dimensions of innova-
tion team performance (i.e., team creativity and team
efficiency).

Our paper makes two main contributions. First, draw-
ing on the self-enhancement motives from social identity
theory (i.e., SIT; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Tajfel, 1974) and the
attentional focus model (i.e., AFM; Karau & Kelly, 1992;
Karau & Kelly, 2004), we enrich research on team
stressors (Razinskas & Hoegl, 2020) by theorizing identity-
and information-based mechanisms by which team
stressors influence two of the most prominent indicators
of innovation team performance, namely team creativity
and team efficiency (e.g., Kratzer et al., 2008;
Sivasubramaniam et al., 2012; Weiss & Hoegl, 2016). This
integrative theorizing is particularly promising for the lit-
erature on team innovation because producing creative
work and doing so efficiently is a key problem for such
teams. As we will show, confronting teams with quantita-
tive overload (i.e., too much work needs be done in the

Practitioner points

• Depending on their nature and the underlying
mechanism, team stressors can benefit or harm
the creativity and efficiency of innovation
teams.

• Although challenging innovation teams seems
to hold some promise in terms of strengthening
collective team identification, innovation man-
agers should not underestimate the attendant
costs of performance-detracting debates at
which such desired benefits are actually
realized.

• Given the inevitability of some team stressors,
leaders are advised to be sensitive toward any
signs that collective team identification is erod-
ing and task-related conflicts are escalating to
prevent such stressors from compromising
innovation team performance.
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time available), which constitutes a typical challenge team
stressor, has the potential to enhance team creativity and
efficiency by satisfying self-enhancement motives of team
members. However, this type of team stressor can also cre-
ate conditions and result in forces that compromise team
members' smooth information processing thereby under-
mining creativity and efficiency. Theorizing both the bene-
fits and costs associated with team stressors offers a more
comprehensive account of their role for innovation team
performance, which is crucial to reliably inform practice
about how to best manage such teams.

Second, we contribute to multilevel theory development
in the context of innovation management (Anderson
et al., 2014; Chen et al., 2013; Gupta et al., 2007) by refining
the challenge–hindrance stressor framework's application to
the team level of analysis. We complement research showing
stressors to be functionally isomorphic between the individ-
ual and team levels (e.g., Pearsall et al., 2009; Rodríguez-
Escudero et al., 2010), by highlighting the mechanisms that
are specific to the team level of analysis (i.e., the effects of
stressors are driven by unique social mechanisms; see
Figure 1). This is important because the members of teams
cannot be understood as individual entities but instead have
to be considered as interdependent contributors to their
team's performance (Mooney et al., 2007; van Dijk et al.,
2017). By accounting for such interdependencies, we extend
the applicability of the challenge–hindrance stressor frame-
work to teams in general and innovation teams more
specifically.

2 | THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

2.1 | The differential effects of team
stressors

Derived from the transactional theory of stress (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984), the challenge–hindrance stressor frame-
work introduced by Cavanaugh et al. (2000) has become
one of the most prominent conceptual models in stress the-
ory (LePine et al., 2005; O'Brien & Beehr, 2019; Sonnentag,

2015). Within this framework, stressors that are argued to
promote personal growth or potentially reward individuals
in their task fulfillment are classified as challenge stressors
(e.g., time pressure, workload, and responsibility; Boswell
et al., 2004; Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Hindrance stressors
(e.g., role ambiguity, role conflict, and organizational poli-
tics; Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2007), in con-
trast, are argued to undermine certain desirable outcomes
because they compromise personal growth and task fulfill-
ment (Boswell et al., 2004).

Similar to individuals, innovation teams are affected
by stressors that might promote or undermine their per-
formance. Consistent with a growing body of research
highlighting the importance of team stressors for team
performance, we expect the concept of stressors to be
applicable to the team level of analysis (Razinskas &
Hoegl, 2020). Interdependent team members tend to pro-
cess information, experience conditions, and even feel
certain emotions in a relatively similar way (Drach-
Zahavy & Freund, 2007). Through continuous interaction
and ongoing emotional contagion within teams (Kelly &
Barsade, 2001), their appraisals of specific stressors con-
verge while collectively trying to make sense of the expe-
rienced demands (Pearsall et al., 2009). We thus agree
with prior research that individual-level frameworks of
stressors, such as the challenge–hindrance stressor frame-
work (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2007), are useful in under-
standing how team stressors shape the processes and
outcomes of innovation teams.

Some evidence exists for challenge and hindrance
team stressors to differentially shape the performance of
innovation teams (Chong et al., 2011; Chong et al., 2012;
Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010; Sacramento et al., 2013).
For example, Rodríguez-Escudero et al. (2010) showed
that the most typical hindrance team stressors (i.e., role
ambiguity and role conflict) impair both the quality of
products developed and the efficiency of innovation
teams (i.e., the degree to which they adhere to schedule
and budget objectives; Hoegl & Parboteeah, 2007). In
contrast, team-external ratings of efficiency and quality
from Chong et al. (2011) suggest that time pressure, a

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model
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typical challenge stressor, likely enhances not only both
of these outcomes but also the overall innovativeness of
teams. These results point toward a pattern of challenge
team stressors to be useful for, and hindrance team
stressors to be detrimental to, different dimensions of
innovation team performance.

In identifying the mediating mechanisms transmitting
the effects of team stressors on team innovation, we recog-
nize that the performance of innovation teams is a multi-
dimensional concept (e.g., Chiesa et al., 2009; Hoegl &
Gemuenden, 2001; Sarin & Mahajan, 2001; Weiss et al.,
2017; Weiss & Hoegl, 2016). Reflecting this multi-
dimensionality yet remaining sufficiently parsimonious, we
follow previous research that specifically focused on the cre-
ativity and efficiency of innovation teams as the two pri-
mary performance dimensions (e.g., Kratzer et al., 2008;
Sivasubramaniam et al., 2012; Wong, 2004). Although we
expect our theorizing below to be expandable to other
dimensions of innovation team performance, focusing on
team creativity and efficiency is reasonable because unlike
efficiency, which is used in almost any task domain to eval-
uate team performance (Mathieu & Gilson, 2012), creativity
is unique and specific to the types of tasks innovation teams
have to complete (Weiss & Hoegl, 2016).

2.2 | Performance effects of team
stressors in innovation teams

In reviewing and synthesizing the existing literature on the
topic of team stressors, Razinskas and Hoegl (2020)
suggested that the differential performance effects of team
stressors appear to depend on identity- and information-
based mechanisms. SIT (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Tajfel, 1974)
and the AFM (Karau & Kelly, 1992; Karau & Kelly, 2004)
are particularly suitable in explaining these mechanisms in
the social context of innovations teams (e.g., Carbonell &
Rodríguez Escudero, 2019; Litchfield et al., 2018).

Social identity theory describes how individuals identify
with and commit to their social environment (i.e., the team)
and how team members influence each other (Ellemers
et al., 2002). Specifically, it suggests that team members
emotionally and behaviorally attach to, or detach from,
their team under certain conditions (Tajfel, 1974), such as
threats to their job security (Loi et al., 2014). Challenge and
hindrance team stressors may constitute conditions that
stimulate social identity processes. Such processes are
argued to be particularly motivated by the need for self-
enhancement (Hogg & Terry, 2000), which describes the
motivation of individuals to maintain a positive view of the
self (Loi et al., 2014).

Both types of stressors, however, are also likely to shape
the way in which members of innovation teams attend to

the informational resources available to them. Research on
the challenge–hindrance distinction is concordant in that the
experience of stressors can be straining, irrespective of their
type (Podsakoff et al., 2007). Indeed, both challenge and hin-
drance team stressors likely trigger processes that, according
to the AFM (Karau & Kelly, 1992), can tax the performance
of teams. Specifically, team stressors may undermine infor-
mation processing by restricting attention as well as the
depth and content of teams' information processing.

The opposing effects that different types of team
stressors have on the creativity and efficiency of innova-
tion teams may hence be due to these two differential
mechanisms that we argue to manifest in collective team
identification (resulting from the desire to satisfy self-
enhancement motives) and team task conflict (resulting
from restricting the attentional focus to task-related cues).

2.2.1 | Self-enhancement motives and
collective team identification

Collective team identification is reflected in team members'
shared commitment to the team and is driven by members'
self-enhancement needs as conceptualized in social identity
theory (Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005). It is an established
finding that collective team commitment enhances the perfor-
mance of innovation teams (e.g., Im et al., 2013; Paulsen
et al., 2009, 2013). This effect is partly due to the higher will-
ingness to contribute to team efforts in accomplishing tasks
and the reduction of counter-productive behaviors, like
team-internal defiance and aggression (Hoegl et al., 2004).
Team members who recognize that their fellow teammates
contribute valuable efforts to the team will likely reciprocate
by making additional efforts themselves, so that equitable
exchange relationships are established (Bishop & Scott, 2000).
Whether stressors offer opportunities for self-enhancement,
which makes it more likely that team members bond with
their social environment, depends on the type of stressors—
an argument thatwewill further develop below.

2.2.2 | Restricted attentional focus and team
task conflict

Irrespective of potential gains in motivation that the experi-
ence of some stressors may provide, all types of stressors
produce strains like fatigue and exhaustion (Podsakoff
et al., 2007). In order to deal with such taxing situations,
team members tend to shift their attentional focus from a
broader team perspective to a narrower self-focus (Dietz
et al., 2017; Driskell et al., 1999). Invariably, this restricts
both the amount of information members consider and the
depth with which they process it (Karau & Kelly, 2004).
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This is particularly problematic for innovation teams whose
work is highly complex, more dependent on coordination,
and typically at odds with the less effortful and algorithmic
processing of information that a restricted attentional focus
produces (Dietz et al., 2017; Karau & Kelly, 1992). Since a
restricted attentional focus leads team members to pay less
attention to information and process it more superficially
(Karau & Kelly, 1992), conflicts among members over what
and how to do it are bound to erupt. When embroiled in
task conflict, members tend to waste valuable resources
(e.g., time, energy), straining smooth and proper teamwork
(De Dreu, 2006; De Dreu, 2008). This information-based
mechanism is likely to function as the (negative) counter-
part to the identity-based mechanism in transmitting team
stressors' effects on team creativity and efficiency.

2.3 | The identity-based mechanism of
team stressors

Collective team identification reflects the motivational
force that propels team members to productively engage
one another (Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Van der Vegt &
Bunderson, 2005). Collective team identification captures
the relative strength of team members' identification with
their team (Bishop & Scott, 2000; Litchfield et al., 2018).
Since collective team identification is reflected in the
shared commitment to a team by its members, the entire
team can be characterized in terms of the strength of this
commitment (Drach-Zahavy & Freund, 2007; Kirkman &
Rosen, 1999; Rousseau & Aubé, 2014). Strong collective
team identification involves three characteristics: (1) team
members' strong belief in, and acceptance of, their team's
goals and values, (2) their willingness to invest a substan-
tial amount of effort on behalf of the team, and (3) their
strong intent to remain part of the team (Bishop &
Scott, 2000). In this regard, self-enhancement motives are
generally satisfied when team membership is perceived to
have positive utility relative to being part of the team's out-
group (Chattopadhyay et al., 2004).

2.3.1 | The identity-based consequences of
challenge team stressors

Since the defining characteristic of challenge team
stressors is their inherent opportunity to grow and excel,
they offer team members self-enhancement opportuni-
ties. Indeed, working under tight deadlines, for instance,
may signal to team members that the work they are
doing is important to the organization. The heightened
significance of their efforts not only helps team members
to achieve the positive distinctiveness needed to more

strongly identify with the team, but it also fosters collec-
tive goal acceptance that has been shown to increase col-
lective identification (Lee et al., 2011). Likewise, being
confronted with relatively high workloads may offer
innovation teams valuable clues as to their reputation
because it signals that management appears to believe
that the team is capable of handling such elevated work-
loads. In addition, having to cope with an increasing
workload may necessitate greater task interdependency
due to the elevated need for task distribution and coor-
dination, which has been shown to be conducive to
team identification (Lee et al., 2011). Thus, experiencing
quantitative stressors, like time pressure and heavier
workloads may strengthen collective team identifica-
tion. To the extent that members more strongly identify
with their team, team performance should flourish
(Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2018; Rousseau & Aubé, 2014).
As collective team identification strengthens, members
tend to better internalize collective goals and more
enthusiastically work toward achieving them (Deci &
Ryan, 2000). For instance, previous research has shown
that in teams tasked with creative work, the extent to which
team members identify with their team indeed results in
greater team creativity (e.g., Hirst et al., 2009; Tang
et al., 2014). Likewise, teams of highly identified members
are also better able to make efficient use of available
resources. This is argued to be the case because highly iden-
tified team members tend to place greater value on their
team's welfare and focus more on contributing to its goals,
which increases the team's ability to produce creative
results within budget and schedule constraints (e.g., Hoegl
et al., 2004; Solansky, 2011). We hence predict:

Hypothesis 1. Challenge team stressors will
be positively related to (a) team creativity and
(b) team efficiency via enhanced collective team
identification.

2.3.2 | The identity-based consequences of
hindrance team stressors

As hindrance team stressors do not offer opportunities to
grow, they are unlikely to satisfy team members' needs for
self-enhancement (Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010). In
fact, hindrance stressors may even reduce collective team
identification. If team members lack clear information
about how to effectively enact their roles (i.e., role ambigu-
ity), role conflict can result to the extent that team roles
are incompatible and incongruent (Rizzo et al., 1970).
Both role ambiguity and role conflict prevent teams from
leveraging their full potential because members are not
clear about how tasks should be best accomplished
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(Savelsbergh et al., 2012), which may result in members
“stepping on each other's toes.” In addition, if team mem-
bers even start to believe that team-internal decisions
depend on politics rather than on merit, their self-
enhancement will be compromised resulting in members
reducing their efforts on behalf of the team and potentially
contemplating leaving the team altogether (Akgün
et al., 2010; Rosen et al., 2014). By limiting the ability to
realize a team's full potential thereby reducing opportuni-
ties to experience positive distinctiveness needed for self-
enhancement purposes, hindrance team stressors should
reduce collective team identification and, in turn, under-
mine different dimensions of innovation team perfor-
mance (Pearsall et al., 2009). Because teams affected by
this type of team stressor should be less motivated to
produce highly creative work in the allocated time and
budget, we propose:

Hypothesis 2. Hindrance team stressors
will be negatively related to (a) team creativity
and (b) team efficiency via reduced collective
team identification.

2.4 | The information-based mechanism
of team stressors

Innovation teams, more than other kinds of teams, are
required to draw upon the rich informational and knowl-
edge resources held by their members to create some-
thing novel (van Knippenberg, 2017). When teams are
confronted with team stressors, members are asked to
make sense of what is expected of them, but at the same
time they are left with limited resources to invest in inter-
personal and peripheral activities (Karau & Kelly, 2004).
Yet, these activities are critical for team members to remain
receptive to the information and perspectives of others.
Essentially, when facing challenge and hindrance team
stressors, members are likely to lose sight of the team's
importance relative to the importance of the goals and
ambitions of individual member (Driskell et al., 1999;
Jehn & Mannix, 2001). As a result, individual preferences
and goals are likely to be prioritized over those of the team.

This has negative implications for the attentional
resources members are willing to deploy and for the qual-
ity of information sharing in teams. Specifically, given an
increased self-focus, members are less likely to pay atten-
tion to others' contributions and more likely to process
them in a superficial manner. Invariably, this will result in
greater levels of task conflict in the team. Team task con-
flict is defined as “a deliberate process in which team
members discuss, challenge, and contest one another's
opinions, ideas, and positions about the project's strategies,

goal priorities, and overall objectives (Mitchell et al., 2009;
Simons et al., 1999)” (Slotegraaf & Atuahene-Gima,
2011, p. 97). To the extent that breadth and depth of
information processing are compromised, unnecessary
misunderstandings and clashes about key team param-
eters and decisions are bound to occur. Thus, the
demands inherent in team stressors, no matter the type
(i.e., challenge or hindrance), provide a context condu-
cive to team task conflict to arise.

2.4.1 | The information-based consequences
of challenge team stressors

When being confronted with challenge team stressors, like
elevated workload or time pressure, innovation teams
have to come up with strategies for how to successfully
accomplish their tasks despite these challenges. Clarifying
these situations involves frank discussions, for instance,
about the revaluation of deadlines and about the fair dis-
tribution of work and the allocation of corresponding
responsibilities. All of this consumes the limited attention
and energy members are dedicating to such activities,
thereby straining the proper functioning of teams (Dietz
et al., 2017). Being under great time pressure in innovation
teams is hence argued to “exacerbate the tendency for
conflict-inducing processes” (Pelled & Adler, 1994, p. 25).
To address team task conflict arising in response to ele-
vated challenge team stressors, teams may feel compelled
to reach consensus quickly, so they do not miss out on the
benefits expected from mastering such challenges. This
increases the risk of making suboptimal decisions and
overlooking precious informational resources actually
available to the team, thereby threatening team creativity.
Even if teams take the time to immerse themselves in such
debates instead of quickly reaching consensus, their gains
in decision-making comprehensiveness have not shown to
be accompanied by more creative outcomes (Slotegraaf &
Atuahene-Gima, 2011). The efficiency of affected teams is
also likely to suffer because addressing challenge team
stressors likely elicits team task conflict, which consumes
energy and time detracting members from their actual task
accomplishment. Instead of directly utilizing the available
resources in the service of efficient task performance,
innovation teams engaged in team task conflict have been
shown to be less efficient due to falling behind schedule
and budget overruns (Khan et al., 2015). Therefore, we
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3. Challenge team stressors will
be negatively related to (a) team creativity and
(b) team efficiency via enhanced team task
conflict.
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2.4.2 | The information-based consequences
of hindrance team stressors

Similar to challenge team stressors, hindrance team
stressors also tend to produce greater conflict about a
number of issues related to the team task (e.g., the objec-
tives of the task at hand or the roles to be fulfilled). For
example, when roles are ambiguous, innovation teams are
more likely to find themselves embroiled in conflict about
what is expected frommembers, which will likely result in
straining debates sooner or later (Korsgaard et al., 2008).
Due to the unpleasantness involved in working under con-
flicting role expectations and the heightened need for
resolving the resulting inconsistencies, it is less surprising
that elevated levels of role conflict have been shown to
result in more team task conflict (Spell et al., 2011).

Given the high levels of task interdependence in teams
working on tasks that require high levels of creativity
(Gilson & Shalley, 2004), roles are more likely to be differ-
ently interpreted or even incompatible with one another
(Wong et al., 2007). Even if occurring at the dyadic level first,
problematic relationships can easily escalate to a collective
conflict over time (Korsgaard et al., 2008; Razinskas &
Hoegl, 2020). Since good communication is critical for inno-
vation teams to succeed (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001), yet
members are less likely to invest the necessary attentional
resources for the smooth processing of information, team
performance is at risk once heated debates about how to best
perform tasks ensue. The additional strain caused by dis-
tracting debates can eventually lead to less efficiency and
lowered creativity of teams.We thus predict:

Hypothesis 4. Hindrance team stressors will
be negatively related to (a) team creativity and
(b) team efficiency via enhanced team task
conflict.

3 | METHOD

3.1 | Participants, design, and
procedures

To test our hypotheses, we collected data from research
and development (R&D) teams from companies in
Germany, Austria, and the German-speaking part of
Switzerland. After having systematically identified com-
panies that used terms like “innovation,” “development,”
and “R&D” in their profiles published in business data-
bases, we contacted their top management (usually the
Head of R&D) via e-mail to introduce the study and to
clarify whether they were indeed actively innovating and
doing so via team-based structures. Moreover, teams had

to have finished their work on the innovation project no
more than 1 year before data collection. We chose this
cutoff so to balance the accuracy of respondents' retro-
spective answers with the objectivity of the evaluations of
the teams' innovation performance (e.g., Backmann
et al., 2015; Weiss et al., 2011). Companies that met these
criteria and decided to participate in our study then pro-
vided a contact person (predominantly the Chief Technol-
ogy Officers) who completed a predefined spreadsheet
asking for descriptive details about the innovation project,
the product that was developed, and the contact details of
the employees involved in the project (e.g., e-mail
addresses). To minimize common method bias (Podsakoff
et al., 2012), we measured our key constructs using three
different sources—the team-external manager, the team-
internal leader, and several team members. This approach
is often used in team-level studies (e.g., Backmann
et al., 2015; Chen et al., 2007).

We sent out e-mail invitations to a total of 745 individ-
uals (including 505 team members) from 120 innovation
teams. The invitations included the link to the online sur-
vey for the respective respondent group. We administered
the online surveys both in English and German. For the
latter version, we applied the commonly used back-
translation approach to create the German version of the
surveys (Brislin, 1986). The original items were first trans-
lated from English to German. A native English speaker
then translated these German items back to English. Com-
paring the original with the translated English survey
items allowed us to detect differences that we eliminated
by refining the translated German versions.

Participation was strictly voluntary and respondents
were guaranteed confidentiality and anonymity regardless
of whether or not they decided to participate. Due to the
close interactions with our contact persons and the imme-
diate assistance that we provided to interested respon-
dents, we received 690 valid responses, corresponding to a
response rate of about 92.6%. Due to our multi-informant
design, only teams from which the team-external man-
ager, the team-internal leader, and at least two team mem-
bers completed their surveys were included. Thus, the
analyses presented below correspond to data from 663 indi-
viduals (435 team members, 114 team-internal leaders,
and 114 team-external managers) pertaining to 114 innova-
tion teams from 47 companies. On average, these compa-
nies employed approx. 11,850 individuals, of which
811 worked in R&D at the time of data collection. Based
on the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC), most of the
47 companies (87.2%) were involved in manufacturing,
most notably in developing medical and optical goods
(34.0%), electronic equipment and components (17.0%),
and industrial machinery (14.9%). The 114 innovation
teams had an average of 7.4 team members, of which
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14.6% were women. This is representative of the field of
technical innovation (Hunt et al., 2013), which suffers
from the same gender disparities typically seen in science,
technology, engineering, and math (Carrasco, 2014).

3.2 | Measures

We used validated scales to measure all of our constructs.
All items were rated on five-point Likert scales (ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

3.2.1 | Team creativity

The four-item scale (Cronbach's α = 0.82) capturing team
creativity was based on items by Shalley et al. (2009) as
well as those used by De Dreu (2006). Sample items
include, “The work the team had produced was creative,”
and “This was an innovative team.” We asked team-
internal leaders to rate this variable because of their
greater familiarity with the teams' creative work
(as compared to team-external managers).

3.2.2 | Team efficiency

We measured team efficiency via the seven-item scale
(Cronbach's α = 0.87) from Sarin and Mahajan (2001),
which focuses largely on the adherence to budget and
schedule. Sample items include, “The team made effi-
cient use of its time,” and “The team did a good job
adhering to its budget.” We based this measurement
on the ratings from both the team-internal leaders and
the team-external managers,1 whose focus is arguably
more on the hard facts (e.g., budget and schedule;
Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001; Lievens et al., 2008). To
test whether team-internal leaders and team-external
managers provided convergent ratings of team effi-
ciency, we computed interrater agreement, rwg(j) (James
et al., 1984) and intraclass correlation estimates, ICC
(1) (Bliese & Halverson, 1998). The results for both indi-
ces (rwg(j) = 0.82; ICC(1) = 0.44) support averaging
leaders' and managers' ratings.

3.2.3 | Collective team identification

Similar to previous studies (e.g., Kearney et al., 2009;
Litchfield et al., 2018; Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005),
we operationalized collective team identification by

assessing the shared commitment of team members to
the team. Specifically, we used the four-item scale
(Cronbach's α = 0.84) developed by Van der Vegt
et al. (2000), which included items like, “I felt proud to
belong to this team,” and “I was willing to exert extra
effort to help this team succeed.”

3.2.4 | Team task conflict

We measured team task conflict with the three-item scale
for task-related team debates (Cronbach's α = 0.75) from
Slotegraaf and Atuahene-Gima (2011). To assess the
information-based mechanism of our conceptual model,
we asked team-internal leaders to evaluate the degree of
conflict and dissent they experienced within their team
during the course of the project. Sample items include,
“Team members had heated debates over the best ways to
ensure project success,” and “Team members showed dis-
agreement about different goal priorities of the project.”

3.2.5 | Challenge and hindrance team
stressors

We measured both types of stressors as they were origi-
nally conceptualized in the literature (Cavanaugh
et al., 2000), using compound measurements with repre-
sentative items capturing either challenge or hindrance
stressors (e.g.,Rodell & Judge, 2009; Zhang et al., 2014).
Given our aim to identify stressors affecting the team as a
whole, we instructed team members to report on their
work experience in their project teams. The six-item chal-
lenge team stressors scale (Cronbach's α = 0.86) mea-
sured quantitative overload with items tapping both time
pressure (Durham et al., 2000) and workload (Spector &
Jex, 1998). Sample items include, “I felt that I was work-
ing under excessive time pressure,” and “The project
work often required me to work very hard.” The six-item
hindrance team stressors scale (Cronbach's α = 0.81)
measured team members' role stressors and consisted of
items focusing on role conflict and role ambiguity (Rizzo
et al., 1970). Sample items include, “I received incompati-
ble requests from two or more people,” and “I knew
exactly what was expected of me (reverse-scored).”

We performed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on
these 12 items measured at the individual level (n = 435)
to ensure not only that they load on two distinct factors,
but that these factors are also unidimensional with no
second-order structure. We therefore applied principal
axis factoring with promax rotation. The sample
appeared to be adequate for running factor analysis
because the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure (0.85)1We thank one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing this out.
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was beyond the proposed threshold value of 0.70 and
the Bartlett test of sphericity was significant at p <0.001
(χ2 [66] = 2288.24). The factor analysis revealed two fac-
tors with an eigenvalue greater than 1, explaining a total
of 58.1% of the variance, which is assumed to be a satis-
factory amount of variance in the social sciences (Hair
et al., 2014). In this two-factor solution, the six items
intended to capture challenge stressors loaded on one fac-
tor and the six items capturing hindrance stressors loaded
on the second factor with no cross-loading greater than
0.36. This supports the distinct and unidimensional
nature of the two stressors scales. Consequently, we ran
our analyses using the two separate scales, which is con-
sistent with previous studies on challenge and hindrance
stressors (Rodell & Judge, 2009; Zhang et al., 2014).

3.2.6 | Control variables

We controlled for several theoretically relevant variables
that may have an impact on our posited relationships.
We asked team-internal leaders to report the number of
team members who worked on their project teams as a
proxy for team size (e.g., Chen et al., 2013; Kearney &
Gebert, 2009) and to estimate the duration (in months)
of how long team members had worked together as a
proxy for team tenure. Measuring both is important
because establishing a common identity not only takes
time, but it is also more difficult for larger teams that
are more prone to subgroup formation and tend to show
more conflict due to the heightened need for coordina-
tion (Weiss & Hoegl, 2016). Team members reported on
their functional affiliation and we used this information
to construct an index of functional diversity.2 We con-
trolled for functional diversity because teams with
greater diversity may experience both greater difficulty

in establishing a collective team identity and greater
possibility of task conflict to occur, which is why such
teams may be more at risk of suffering in their innova-
tion performance (Gebert et al., 2006; Sivasubramaniam
et al., 2012). We measured functional diversity with
the BlauN index to account for varying team size
(Biemann & Kearney, 2010). Finally, in line with previ-
ous studies on pressures within teams (e.g., Gardner,
2012b; Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010), we accounted
for project complexity in all our analyses, as concerned
parties (e.g., top management, customers) tend to be
more involved in complex and important projects
(Felekoglu & Moultrie, 2014), thus resulting in different
management approaches as compared to less complex
projects (McDonough, 2000). The team-external man-
agers rated project complexity on the five-item scale
(Cronbach's α = 0.84) from Sarin and Mahajan (2001).
Sample items include, “The product developed by our
team was technically complex to develop,” and “Our
team had to use non-routine technology to develop the
product.”

3.3 | Aggregation of team-member
responses

As our hypotheses are formulated at the team level, we had
to aggregate the individual-level survey responses. Team
stressors and collective team identification were assessed by
multiple team members. We applied the direct-consensus
composition model (van Mierlo et al., 2009) for all these
constructs, as their psychological meaning and significance
lie within the individuals' perception or cognitive represen-
tation of their work environment (Chan, 1998). Prior to
aggregating, we ensured that data aggregation is justified.
For rwg(j), we obtained mean values of 0.83 (challenge team
stressors), 0.78 (hindrance team stressors), and 0.85 (collec-
tive team identification). The estimates of ICC(1) were 0.23,
0.22, and 0.18, respectively. The values for both rwg(j) and
ICC(1) met or exceed the commonly used cut-off levels of
reliability and agreement, supporting aggregation across
team members.

3.4 | Construct validity

We performed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to deter-
mine the validity of our team-level measurement model.
All items showed significant factor loadings (at p <0.001)
that were larger than the suggested threshold value of 0.40
(Ford et al., 1986; Hinkin, 1998). In Table 1, we examined
shared variances (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The average
variance extracted (AVE) of all constructs exceeded the

2Missing information about the functional affiliation of non-responding
team members could have biased our measurement of functional
diversity. To evaluate this possibility, we first checked for systematic
differences between teams with a response rate of 100% and those with
non-responding team members. No significant differences (p = 0.15) in
functional diversity between the 31 teams with missing observations
(mean = 0.62; SD = 0.37) and the 83 teams with complete data
(mean = 0.50; SD = 0.42) were found. For the 31 teams with non-
responding team members, we then created two alternative versions of
functional diversity, reflecting the extreme levels of functional diversity
that could have occurred if all team members had responded. First, we
assumed that all non-responding team members came from a different
organizational function (i.e., maximum functional diversity;
mean = 0.59; SD = 0.39; across all 114 teams). Second, we assumed that
all non-responding team members came from the most frequently
mentioned organizational function (i.e., minimum functional diversity;
mean = 0.49; SD = 0.39; across all 114 teams). Controlling for these two
alternative versions of functional diversity does not substantively impact
our results thereby attesting to the robustness of the effects.
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suggested threshold of 0.50 and all construct reliabilities
(CR) were above the threshold of 0.70, thus indicating sat-
isfactory convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981;
Hair et al., 2014). These analyses further suggested dis-
criminant validity, as for all constructs the AVE was larger
than the maximum shared variance (MSV) and the square
root of AVE exceeded the common variance that these
constructs shared with each other. The seven-factors model
with two factors each for both team stressors and both
dimensions of innovation team performance (χ2/df = 1.53;
p <0.001; SRMR = 0.08; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.07) pro-
duced satisfactory fit to the data based on recommenda-
tions by Hu and Bentler (1999). This model fitted the data
better than the six-factors models in which either the two
team stressors (χ2/df = 1.59; p <0.001; SRMR = 0.09;
CFI = 0.88; RMSEA = 0.07) or the two performance
dimensions (χ2/df = 1.63; p <0.001; SRMR = 0.10;
CFI = 0.87; RMSEA = 0.08) are collapsed into one factor,

and also better than the five-factors model using only
one factor each for both team stressors and both dimen-
sions of innovation team performance (χ2/df = 1.69;
p <0.001; SRMR = 0.11; CFI = 0.86; RMSEA = 0.08).

3.5 | Analyses

Since our conceptual model comprises two dependent
variables and two mediators operating in parallel, we first
tested for contemporaneous correlations between the
error terms of the regressions used to test our hypotheses.
The results for the Breusch–Pagan test (p = n.s.) indi-
cated that this was not the case. Thus, we proceeded
using multiple regression analysis to test our model
(Cohen et al., 2003). We followed the procedures rec-
ommended by Hayes (2017) to test the hypothesized indi-
rect effects of team stressors on the two indicators of

TABLE 1 Convergent and discriminant validity of study constructs

Variables CR AVE √AVE MSV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Challenge team stressors 0.91 0.63 0.79 0.28 —

2. Hindrance team stressors 0.88 0.56 0.75 0.24 0.46** —

3. Collective team identification 0.87 0.64 0.80 0.13 0.06 �0.32** —

4. Team task conflict 0.76 0.51 0.72 0.28 0.53** 0.49** 0.05 —

5. Team creativity 0.82 0.53 0.73 0.16 �0.18 �0.40** 0.37** �0.22† —

6. Team efficiency 0.90 0.55 0.74 0.22 �0.13 �0.29* 0.29** �0.46** 0.39** —

7. Project complexity 0.85 0.53 0.73 0.03 0.18† 0.08 �0.12 0.12 0.11 �0.18† —

Note: N = 114 teams; Two-tailed tests.

Abbreviations: AVE, average variance extracted; CR, composite reliability; MSV, maximum shared variance.
†p <0.10. *p <0.05. **p <0.01.

TABLE 2 Means, standard deviations (SD), and correlations between study variables

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

1. Team size 7.43 3.92 —

2. Team tenure 21.04 12.11 0.20* —

3. Functional diversity 0.53 0.40 �0.21* �0.05 —

4. Project complexity 3.77 0.77 0.15 0.21* �0.19* (0.84)

5. Challenge team stressors 3.30 0.60 0.30** 0.23* �0.11 0.16† (0.86)

6. Hindrance team stressors 2.23 0.55 0.19* 0.15 �0.12 0.08 0.49** (0.81)

7. Collective team identification 3.62 0.52 0.00 0.05 0.10 �0.11 0.05 �0.26** (0.84)

8. Team task conflict 2.27 0.88 0.24** 0.09 �0.05† 0.13 0.44** 0.41** 0.08 (0.75)

9. Team creativity 3.68 0.76 �0.08 0.20* 0.06 0.09 �0.16† �0.34** 0.33** �0.17† (0.82)

10. Team efficiency 3.45 0.71 �0.18† �0.18† 0.02 �0.21* �0.12 �0.21* 0.24* �0.36** 0.30** (0.87)

Note: N = 114 teams for all correlations reported; Coefficient alphas are on the diagonal in parentheses and reported at the level of measurement. Two-tailed
tests.
†p <0.10. *p <0.05. **p <0.01.
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innovation team performance via collective team identi-
fication (Hypotheses 1 and 2) and team task conflict
(Hypotheses 3 and 4). We applied bias-corrected boo-
tstrapping with 50,000 resamples to determine whether
the posited indirect mechanisms differ significantly from
zero (Hayes, 2017). To avoid confounding our results, the
effects of both types of team stressors were accounted for
in each regression equation. This is in line with research
on the challenge–hindrance stressor framework
(Podsakoff et al., 2007; Rodell & Judge, 2009).

4 | RESULTS

The means, standard deviations, and correlations
among the variables at the team level are presented in
Table 2. As can been seen, the independent variables are
significantly correlated (r = 0.49; p <0.01). We thus
checked for multicollinearity. An inspection of toler-
ances (>0.62) and variance inflation factors (VIF
<1.62), however, suggests that concerns regarding
the potential distorting effects of multicollinearity are
unfounded (Hair et al., 2014). Table 3 summarizes the
results of our regression analyses.

4.1 | Main effects

Before testing the hypothesized indirect effects of challenge
and hindrance team stressors on team creativity and team

efficiency, we first examined whether both stressors predict
the two mediators. Model 2 shows that challenge team
stressors are positively (b = 0.20; p <0.05), and hindrance
team stressors negatively (b = �0.36; p <0.01), associated
with collective team identification. Moreover, both chal-
lenge (b = 0.42; p <0.01) and hindrance (b = 0.41; p <0.01)
team stressors are positively related to team task conflict
(Model 4). In terms of the performance of innovation teams,
collective team identification is positively related to team
creativity (b = 0.40; p <0.01; Model 6) and team efficiency
(b = 0.35; p <0.01; Model 8). The two models also show
that team task conflict is negatively related to team effi-
ciency (b = �0.31; p <0.01) but not to team creativity
(b = �0.07; n.s.). These regression results provide prelimi-
nary support for the indirect effects we proposed.

4.2 | Indirect effects

To analyze the extent to which team stressors impact
team creativity and team efficiency via collective team
identification and team task conflict, we used bias-
corrected bootstrapping samples for indirect effects
(Preacher & Hayes, 2008) (see Table 4). In support of
Hypotheses 1a and 1b, we found that the indirect effect
of challenge team stressors via collective team identifica-
tion is positive and significant for both team creativity
(b = 0.08; p <0.05) and team efficiency (b = 0.07;
p <0.05). With regard to Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we found
that challenge team stressors negatively impact team

TABLE 4 Indirect effects of team stressors on indicators of innovation team performance

Innovation team performance

Team creativity Team efficiency

Indirect effects Estimate BC CI (95%) BC CI (99%) Estimate BC CI (95%) BC CI (99%)

Challenge team stressors 0.05 (0.07) [�0.065; 0.201] [�0.105; 0.255] �0.06 (0.07) [�0.203; 0.078] [�0.263; 0.127]

Via collective team
identification

0.08* (0.06) [0.000; 0.221] [�0.022; 0.277] 0.07* (0.05) [0.001; 0.190] [�0.017; 0.242]

Via team task conflict �0.03 (0.04) [�0.112; 0.034] [�0.145; 0.064] �0.13** (0.06) [�0.262; �0.031] [�0.316; �0.011]

Contrasted indirect
effects

0.11* (0.07) [0.004; 0.275] [�0.030; 0.342] 0.20** (0.08) [0.064; 0.389] [0.035; 0.464]

Hindrance team
stressors

�0.17* (0.08) [�0.351; �0.035] [�0.421; 0.001] �0.25** (0.09) [�0.438; �0.107] [�0.508; �0.066]

Via collective team
identification

�0.14* (0.07) [�0.305; �0.022] [�0.372; 0.005] �0.13* (0.06) [�0.273; �0.021] [�0.333; 0.002]

Via team task conflict �0.03 (0.04) [�0.115; 0.034] [�0.150; 0.062] �0.13** (0.06) [�0.262; �0.036] [�0.316; �0.015]

Contrasted indirect
effects

�0.11 (0.08) [�0.285; 0.040] [�0.354; 0.083] 0.00 (0.09) [�0.179; 0.175] [�0.252; 0.234]

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients (b) are reported, with bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses. Bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals
(BC CI) were calculated with 50,000 bootstrap samples. Confidence intervals excluding zero indicate statistical significance at the respective significance level.
Two-tailed tests.
†p <0.10. *p <0.05. **p <0.01.
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efficiency (b = �0.13; p <0.01) but not team creativity
(b = �0.03; n.s.) via team task conflict. Therefore,
Hypothesis 3a is rejected and Hypothesis 3b is supported.
These results support our assertion that challenge team
stressors exert their effect on innovation team perfor-
mance via two competing mechanisms. Whereas the total
indirect effect does not differ significantly from zero due
to the opposite signs of the two indirect effects, both sig-
nificantly differ from each other for both team creativity
and team efficiency.

Regarding the hypothesized negative indirect effects
of hindrance team stressors on innovation team perfor-
mance, we found the effects via collective team identifica-
tion to be negative and significant for both team
creativity (b = �0.14; p <0.05) and team efficiency
(b = �0.13; p <0.05), and that the effect via team task
conflict is significant for team efficiency (b = �0.13;
p <0.01) but not for team creativity (b = �0.03; n.s.).
Thus, Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 4b are supported, whereas
Hypothesis 4a has to be rejected. Table 4 also shows that
the total indirect effects of hindrance team stressors on
both performance outcomes are significantly different
from zero. In contrast to challenge team stressors, hin-
drance team stressors tax innovation team performance
via both mediators to a similar extent, which is reflected
in the fact that the two indirect effects do not signifi-
cantly differ from each other for both performance
outcomes.

4.3 | Robustness of results

To bolster confidence in our results, and hence to show
that our conclusions derived from our dual-mediating
pathways are adequate, we performed two robustness
checks. First, despite good reasons to operationalize inno-
vation team performance via two different dimensions—
team creativity and team efficiency (e.g., Kratzer et al.,
2008; Sivasubramaniam et al., 2012; Wong, 2004), we also
tested our conceptual model on a more holistic assess-
ment of innovation team performance that measured
the overall performance of innovation teams via the
five-item scale (Cronbach's α = 0.91) developed by
Hoegl et al. (2004). Sample items include, “The team's
output is of high quality,” and “This team can be reg-
arded as successful.” Like for team efficiency, we used
the assessment of team-internal leaders and team-
external managers, given the convergence of their rat-
ings (rwg(j) = 0.91; ICC(1) = 0.45). In line with our
hypotheses and the results presented above, this robust-
ness check showed that both team stressors indirectly
affect overall team performance via collective team
identification (for challenge team stressors: b = 0.09;

p <0.05; for hindrance team stressors: b = �0.15;
p <0.01) and team task conflict (for challenge team
stressors: b = �0.11; p <0.01; for hindrance team
stressors: b = �0.11; p <0.01).

Second, although it is theoretically prudent to include
the control variables discussed above, the inclusion of
control variables can substantively impact results and the
ability of scholars to replicate, extend, and generalize
them (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016). To evaluate if our
empirical findings reported are robust against the exclu-
sion of control variables, we re-ran all analyses for all
measures of innovation team performance without the
four control variables. We observed the same pattern of
results in terms of direction and significance of the
reported effects on team creativity, team efficiency, and
overall team performance.

5 | DISCUSSION

Our results show that both types of team stressors indi-
rectly affect different performance dimensions of innova-
tion teams via collective team identification and team
task conflict. The two opposing mechanisms demonstrate
how innovation team performance might be simulta-
neously enhanced and undermined depending on the
mediating pathway under consideration and on the type
of team stressor. These findings have theoretical implica-
tions for both the innovation and challenge–hindrance
stressor literatures.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

In the innovation management literature, the challenge–
hindrance distinction has been applied for different types of
stressors, both at the individual level (e.g., Espedido &
Searle, 2018; Ohly & Fritz, 2010; Ren & Zhang, 2015) as
well as at the team level (e.g., Lee, 2011; Pearsall
et al., 2009; Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010). This work has
also started to consider that the exact same stressor may
produce both beneficial and adverse effects and hence dif-
ferentially influence the creativity of individuals (e.g., Antwi
et al., 2019; Baer & Oldham, 2006; Montani et al., 2020) and
teams (e.g., Chong et al., 2011; Sacramento et al., 2013).
Our theorizing about the benefits and costs associated with
challenge team stressors in innovation teams is consistent
with this stream of research. Yet, it offers important new
insights about the precise mechanisms that explain the
effects of such stressors. We do so by integrating SIT with
its focus on self-enhancement motives (Hogg & Terry, 2000;
Tajfel, 1974) and the AFM (Karau & Kelly, 1992; Karau &
Kelly, 2004). Specifically, in simultaneously considering
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identity- and information-based mechanisms of team
stressors, we advance theory by highlighting that the moti-
vational gains resulting from the unifying experience of
challenge stressors are counteracted by decreases in innova-
tion teams' information processing capacity, which mani-
fests in enhanced task conflict. Superficial processing of
information and a stronger focus of members on themselves
is at odds with the creative work expected of innovation
teams. Our integrative view hence contributes to the inno-
vation literature on the prerequisites of, and the processes
leading to, team creativity (e.g., Bissola & Imperatori, 2011;
Cirella, 2021; Harvey, 2014).

Next, our study helps to further refine our under-
standing of the effects of task conflict in innovation
teams. Prior research has shown that team task conflict
may help team creativity when it is not taken too far
(e.g., De Dreu, 2006; Farh et al., 2010), or when its effects
are conditioned by team-focused transformational leader-
ship (Lee et al., 2019), a team's participation in decision
making (De Dreu & West, 2001), and its knowledge inte-
gration capability (Xie et al., 2014). However, meta-
analytic evidence supports a more pessimistic view when
considering general team performance (De Dreu &
Weingart, 2003) and overall team innovation (Hülsheger
et al., 2009; O'Neill et al., 2013). Our paper adds nuance
by highlighting that the negative effects of team task con-
flict are dependent upon the specific performance dimen-
sion under investigation—team task conflict harms the
efficiency and overall performance of innovation teams
but not their creativity.

Our theorizing behind the costs of elevated team task
conflict associated with challenge team stressors helps
us understand why the beneficial effects of challenge
stressors are typically smaller in magnitude than the detri-
mental effects of hindrance stressors (LePine et al., 2005;
Podsakoff et al., 2007). Although those stressors (e.g., time
pressure, responsibility) represent challenges and can elicit
feelings of fulfillment or achievement that have been
found to be motivating (Cavanaugh et al., 2000), they at
the same time can trigger conflicts, the costs of which may
outweigh the motivational benefits inherent in challenge
stressors (Prem et al., 2017). This may also explain why
the overall costs of hindrance team stressors outweigh the
overall benefits of challenge team stressors. Our theorizing
in this respect explains a previously empirically docu-
mented, but theoretically poorly understood, observation.

Finally, our study aimed at establishing whether the
challenge–hindrance distinction holds for team-level mech-
anisms that emerge from team members' interactions and
interdependencies (Li & Cropanzano, 2009; Morgeson &
Hofmann, 1999). Consistent with previous research on this
framework at the individual level, which has found that
challenge and hindrance stressors have opposite effects

(LePine et al., 2005), our study finds that such effects also
exist for innovation team performance. However, although
theory predicts team-level performance to be affected in
much the same way as individual-level performance, our
findings suggest that both challenge and hindrance team
stressors operate through mechanisms that are specific to
the team level.

Previous research suggests that the challenge–hindrance
distinction is functionally isomorphic across levels
(Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), that is, challenge and hin-
drance stressors at the team level work through the same
mechanisms as at the individual level (Li & Cropanzano,
2009). More specifically, the differential nature of certain
team stressors has been shown to translate into elevated
(or impaired) team performance through mechanisms
derived from the individual level of analysis, which include
indirect effects via coping (Pearsall et al., 2009) and job satis-
faction (Rodríguez-Escudero et al., 2010). Because this rea-
soning ignores mechanisms that are specific to the context
of teams (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), the social mecha-
nisms presented in our paper complement the existing mul-
tilevel theorizing on team stressors by attending to the
dynamics of and interdependencies within innovation teams
(Chen & Kanfer, 2006; van Knippenberg, 2017).

5.2 | Practical implications

Team stressors are often an unavoidable feature of project
teamwork (Barczak & Wilemon, 2003). Innovation man-
agers need not only to be mindful of the presence of such
stressors, but also to carefully consider the kind of stressor
their teams are experiencing. For instance, although chal-
lenge team stressors may help unify teams by increasing
collective team identification, they also come with the cost
of team task conflict that for some teams may even out-
weigh the performance gains managers may have hoped
for. Thus, our results challenge the precarious notion that
“pressure makes diamonds” (Gardner, 2012a). In addition,
as both types of stressors tend to occur simultaneously,
considering the effects of one without considering the
effect of the other is ill-advised. Managers, more than ever,
need to be aware of the difference between challenge and
hindrance team stressors and their opposing effects
(Pearsall et al., 2009). Such an understanding may allow
them to more effectively shape the environment needed to
help their teams excel instead of falter.

Since team task conflicts express salient frustrations
about the team's approach to completing its work, easily
detectable debates within teams may function as an early
warning sign indicating the necessity to intervene (Behfar
et al., 2008). In such situations, innovation managers could
first clarify whether task conflicts among the members of the
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team are a result of certain stressors operating on the team
and, if this is the case, which type of stressor it is. If the con-
flict is rooted in what is considered to be a hindrance team
stressor,managers need to try to reduce their teams' exposure
to it. If this type of stressor is unavoidable or if a challenge
team stressor seems to create the conflict, teams could get
offered training intended to increase the team's attentional
resources to strengthen communication in the team despite
stressor exposure. Maintaining a broad attentional focus in
such situations can be realized by different means, such as
offering regular meditation (Lutz et al., 2008) or opportuni-
ties to learn something new (Zhang et al., 2019), which likely
makes the minds of team members less distracted and the
interactions among them less impaired (Dietz et al., 2017).
Team sports activities could complement this set of interven-
tions, given their ability for both relieving team members
from stress and fostering cohesion among them.

5.3 | Limitations and future research

Several limitations of this study should be noted, along
with directions for future work. First, our analyses draw
on cross-sectional rather than longitudinal data. The
demonstrated relationships between variables in this
study hence cannot establish causality. A longitudinal
research design could capture the dynamic effects of
team stressors and would further our knowledge on both
the causality of relationships and the dynamic evolution
of team identification and team task conflict over time.

Second, we intended to test the effects of challenge and
hindrance stressors within teams. However, while we cate-
gorized the various stressors consistent with previous theo-
retical and empirical evidence, our study did not account
for team members' actual perception of these stressors as
challenging or hindering. Therefore, future research may
want to examine whether or not, and to what extent, teams
and their members actually appraise such stressors as either
challenging or hindering (Searle & Auton, 2015). It may
also be interesting to examine the interplay of other factors
that can act as stressors for team members, such as different
levels and types of team diversity (Weiss et al., 2018). We
encourage research in this respect to use key informants
(rather than respondents themselves) for collecting relevant
characteristics of every team member. This would allow
studies with a particular focus on team diversity to capture
the nuances in the compositional differences of innovation
teams irrespective of non-responding team members.

Finally, the scope of our empirical data allows us to gen-
eralize our results chiefly to the domain of collocated innova-
tion project teams in an industrialized Western setting.
Thus, it remains to be tested whether the proposed relation-
ships and the results we observed could also be generalized

to other types of teams working in the context of innovation,
such as geographically dispersed teams that are likely to
experience greater difficulty in developing collective identifi-
cation. A more nuanced analysis is needed for such teams
when linking specific challenge and hindrance team
stressors to their innovative outcomes. However, the theoret-
ical foundation, the operationalization of variables, and the
design of the surveys used in our paper are not context spe-
cific. We thus have little reason to believe that our findings
would not generalize to other forms of teams working on
innovative tasks or to teams from other countries or regions.

Despite or because of these limitations, future research
is encouraged to further clarify the mechanisms underlying
the effects of challenge and hindrance team stressors on
innovation team performance. Moving toward such a more
comprehensive theory of the role of stressors in innovation
teams may help to develop strategies that aim at not only
thoughtfully deploying challenge team stressors and reduc-
ing hindrance team stressors (whenever possible), but also
influencing the mechanisms that drive the performance
effects of such stressors in teams tasked with innovation.
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