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Although organizational studies have revealed the impact of conflicts on creativity,
its mechanisms still remain a “black box”: they somehow influence some aspects of
creativity under some circumstances. Thus, the relationship between conflicts and
organizational outcomes, especially creative performance, has been a highly
controversial topic in organizational research. This study reviews prior literature on
group conflicts and creativity and propose how intra-group conflicts affect group
creativity; through which mechanisms they function; and under what circumstances
those relationships would strengthened or attenuated. For these purposes, this study
examines mediating role of two contrasting types of knowledge management
behavior: knowledge sharing and hiding. In addition, current study predicts the role
of organizational justice to identify the contexts for both knowledge sharing and

hiding under circumstances of task and relationship conflicts. I expect that task
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conflicts enhance knowledge sharing behavior among employees only under certain
condition, whereas relationship conflicts generally hamper knowledge exchanges and
combinations in a group. In particular, I postulate that task conflict, contrary to
relationship conflict, promotes knowledge sharing in a group with high levels of
procedural and distributive justice. This study further proposes that knowledge sharing
behaviors among employees driven by task-related conflict will enable them to
produce novel and useful ideas, thereby improving their creativity. Implications and

contributions are discussed.

Key words: group conflicts and creativity, knowledge sharing and transfer, knowledge

hiding, organizational justice, creative performance

I . Introduction

Work groups or work teams, defined as “a distinguishable set of two or more
people who interact, dynamically, interdependently, and adaptively toward a common
and valued goal, objective, mission” (Salas, Dickinson, Converse, & Tannenbaum,
1992, p. 4) are burgeoning as a key function for work performed in organizations
(Sundstrom, 1999). Organizations are increasingly relying on groups to respond to
changing environments. At the same time, it is known that one of the key capacities
for an organization to effectively react to the rapidly changing environment is
creativity (Tjosvold, Tang, & West, 2004). Recent reviews of creativity literature
suggest that creativity also developed thorough functioning of groups rather than
individuals (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004). Accordingly, not only the influences of

group conflicts on employee attitudes but also the links between different types of
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conflicts and overall team creativity have become a recent focus of organizational
research (Farth, Lee & Farth, 2010).

This study infers the effects of different types of intra-group conflict on a group
creativity. Although past studies on intra-group conflict had largely focused on the
negative influence of conflict on group outcomes, some studies have shown positive
impact of task conflict on group behaviors and performances (e.g., Jehn, 1995; De
Dreu, 2006; Bradley, Postlethwaite, Klotz, & Hamdani, 2012). On the other hand,
recent research indicates that task conflict may positively associates with
organizational outcomes only under certain conditions (e.g., Todorova, Bear, &
Weingart, 2014). In respond to this ongoing argument, this study scrutinizes the
effect of task conflict as well as relationship conflict on group creativity and the
mediating role of knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors among group members.
This study further identified contextual factors for this relationship: organizational
procedural and distributive justice. Several types of organizational justice (e.g.,
procedural, distributive, informational, and interpersonal justice) has long been studied
in organizational literature in various settings, especially as conditions for positive
outcomes (e.g., Andrews, Kacmar, and Harris, 2009). Several studies also have shown
that negative moods and disputatious climate can positively affect creativity when
reward for creative performance is high (George & Zhou, 2002). As distributive
justice reflects employees’ perceptions of level of transparency of rewards, current
study predicts that the high level of organizational justice would be a condition for
positive association of task conflict and creativity. This study expects that under high
levels of organizational distributive and procedural justice, task conflict may enhance
group creativity, particularly through promoting sharing knowledge and opinion
among group members.

This study also anticipates the negative relationship between relationship conflict

and workgroup creativity; and the mediating role of knowledge hiding. Knowledge
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hiding, defined as “an intentional attempt by an individual to withhold or conceal
knowledge that has been requested by another person” (Connelly, Zweig, Webster,
and Trougakos, 2012), is usually triggered by distrust among employees (Connelly et
al., 2012). Since relationship conflict is both a reflection and a consequence of
lacking faith among people, this study expects that knowledge hiding also arises from
relationship conflicts among employees. Current study further anticipates that
interactional justice would alleviate the negative effect of relationship conflict on
knowledge hiding. Contrary to the expected effect of task conflict on creativity,
however, 1 expect that knowledge hiding would generally hamper the creativity of a
group regardless of its contexts. Moreover, I expect that two contrasting types of
knowledge management behaviors—knowledge sharing and hiding—mediate the
relationships between two types of intra-group conflicts—task and relationship
conflicts—and group creativity.

Knowledge sharing enables group members to acquire and exchange different
opinions, ideas, and perspectives among them (Jehn, 1995; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin,
1999). Task conflict is one of the mechanism through which people discuss about the
different problems and suggestions on collective tasks. (Jehn, 1997; Jehn &
Bendersky, 2003). During the arguments, existing information is elaborated (Hoever,
Van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012) and brainstorming is enhanced
(Paulus & Yang, 2000) of which are positively associates with group creativity. On
the other hand, recent study that has explored the concept of knowledge hiding
suggested that knowledge hiding destroys employees’ creativity (Cerne, Nerstad, &
Dysvik, 2014). Therefore, this study expected that knowledge sharing among group
members enhance group creativity while knowledge hiding behaviors exacerbates the
creativity of a group.

Thus, this study scrutinizes the mediating mechanisms of knowledge sharing and

hiding behaviors among group members through which task and relationship conflicts
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affect group creativity. Furthermore, the study forecasts moderating role of three
types of justice; distributive, procedural, and interactional. These suggestions would
provide following implications. First and foremost, this study prospects the positive
influences of intra-group task conflicts on creativity by identifying their mechanisms
that based on knowledge management behaviors. Although organizational studies have
revealed the impact of conflicts on creativity, its mechanisms still remain a “black
box”: they somehow influence some aspects of creativity under some circumstances.
This study suggests that task conflicts can enhance group creativity through triggering
knowledge sharing within a group. This study further indicates that therefore
managing the task-related conflicts in a group is critical for constructing effective
knowledge flow structure. Second, this study identifies contextual factors which
moderates the relationship between conflicts and knowledge transfer among group
members; organizational justice catalyzes the positive effects of task conflicts on
knowledge exchange within work-groups. Third, the study implies how the knowledge
management behavior differently response to two distinct types of conflict; that is,
task conflicts would encourage spirals of knowledge among employees, whereas
relationship conflicts hinder knowledge exchange and combination in general. Last
but not least, this study reveals that two different types of group conflicts—task and
relationship conflicts—as well as two contrasting types of knowledge management
behaviors—knowledge sharing and hiding—are not mutually exclusive, indicating that
the interplays between conflicts and behaviors are much more complex than

previously known.
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II. The concept of intra-group conflict

These days most employees’ in organizations work by groups rather than by
themselves in order to benefit from cooperation and synergies. And often or
sometimes, most groups necessarily experience intra-group conflict as mutual
interactions, communications and discussions can bring about disagreements on
decisions, process, or values. Conflicts in a group can influence its member’s
attitudes and behaviors including commitment, affects, turnover, and creativity, and
overall group outcomes such as performance and innovation.

Prior studies on intra-group conflict have largely focused on its negative influences
on group outcomes; conflicts reduce employees’ productivity (Gladstein, 1984);
jeopardize their satisfaction (Wall & Nolan, 1986); and impede employee retention
(Pondy, 1967). They tend to regard the group conflict as a single-dimensional
construct, possibly overlooking the distinct natures of different types to conflicts,
failing to recognize difference of their causes. On the other hand, few studies have
pointed out bright sides of conflict; conflicts in a group can bring about employees
to come up with new ideas (Baron, 1984); and can contribute to provide better
solutions for problems (Kahn & Boulding, 1964). Most of them ground their analyses
in two distinct types of conflict: relationship and task (Jehn, 1994; 1995; 1997)
whereas some argues three types: relationship, task, and process conflict (Jehn &
Mannix, 2001). In this study, I would take the former view that is conceptualized by
Jehn (1994, 1995, 1997), as those two types of conflict—task and relationship—are
most commonly discussed in recent conflict literature.

Relationship conflict refers to emotional discord between people caused by
interpersonal incompatibilities including tension, hostility, antagonism, wariness, and
disfavor whereas task conflict is work-related conflict reflecting disagreements about

task-related issues, problems, and content of decisions (Jehn, 1995; Simons &
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Peterson, 2000). According to meta-analysis conducted by De Dreu & Weingart
(2003), task conflict and relationship conflict are significantly correlated with each
other, suggesting that certain type of conflict can trigger another and further implying
that both types of conflict can exist at the same time. Choi and Cho (2011)
empirically tested the causal relationship between task and relationship conflict and
identified the mediating and moderating mechanisms; according to their longitudinal
study, relationship conflict strongly and positively predicts future task conflict; in
contrast, the study revealed that task conflict was not associated with future
relationship conflict. Simons and Peterson (2000) investigated contingent factors that
intensify the effects of relationship conflict on task conflict; they found out that task
conflict is more strongly affected by relationship conflict especially when the level of
intra-group trust is low and when the level of aggressive conflict management tactics
is high. Jehn (1995) conceptualized organizational conflict into two types—task and
relationship conflict—and emphasized the positive aspects of task conflict, arguing
that certain conditions are required for task conflict to positively function in a group
or an organization. In response to this argument, many studies have examined the
relationship between task conflict and group outcomes (e.g., De Dreu, 2006; Shaw,
Zhu, Duffy, & Scott; 2011), showing that task conflict can enhance group
effectiveness as well as employees’ outcome. In contrast, a meta-analysis conducted
by De Dreu and Weingart (2003) has shown that both task and relationship conflicts
hamper group functioning. Given these controversial points in mind, I aim to provide
a better understanding of group conflict and its causal mechanisms through which
they affect key group outcomes and to identify the contextual factors that impact

these mechanisms.
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Task conflict

Task conflict describes disagreements among people in a group due to the
difference in ideas, viewpoints, and disputes among group members on directions or
solutions about the task-related issues (Jehn, 1994; 1995). Many studies have
examined the relationship between intra-group task conflict and group functioning and
outcomes, suggesting that task conflict can enhance group outcomes only under
certain condition; otherwise it negatively affects key figures of group functioning
such as trust (Langfred, 2007), satisfaction (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003), and
integration (Li & Hambrick, 2005). For instance, Jehn (1995) differentiated task
conflict from relationship conflict, maintaining that task conflict can benefit group
outcomes under certain condition: task conflict ameliorates group performance when
task is not routine but highly complex. Jehn’s study (1995) led many researchers to
investigate the benefits of task conflict and their required conditions. Farth, Lee &
Farth (2010) explored the inverted-U relationship between task conflict and team
creativity, implying that task conflict would initially improve creativity up to certain
level; although this direction can be inverted if the level of task conflict goes
extremely high. In a similar vein, De Dreu (2006) also suggested inverted-U
relationship between task conflict and innovation. Recent study conducted by Bradley,
Postlethwaite, Klotz, and Hamdani (2012) investigated the relationship between task
conflict and team performance, finding that positive effects of task conflict on team
performance are possible only when the level of psychological safety climate of a
team is high; to be specific, when psychological safety climate is high, team
members are more likely to suggest innovative ideas and tend to strive for finding
solutions for problems under the existence of task-related conflict. Chun & Choi
(2014) examined the positive relationship between task conflict and group
performance while controlling the effect of relationship conflict and status conflict.

Shaw, Zhu, Duffy, and Scott (2011) also provided a contingency model of the task
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conflict and predicted its effects on performance, identifying the moderating role of
relationship conflict. Another research that based on contingency model investigated
that task conflict enhances team performances when the average level of teams’
openness to experience and emotional stability are high (Klotz, Postlethwaite, &
Brown, 2013). Todorova, Bear, and Weingart (2014) asserted that task conflict can
energize individuals to acquire new knowledge and information; task conflict
improves individuals’ job satisfaction through leading them to acquire more useful
information and knowledge as well as promoting their positive emotions. Based on
the prior literature, it could be concluded that task conflict may improve individual,
organizational, or group-level outcomes; and the significance as well as strength of
this relationship largely depend on the situations. Thus, this study postulates that one
of key issues in predicting the effects of task conflict is to identify moderating
variables of which impact the effects of task conflict on key outcomes including

collective as well as individual creativity.

Relationship conflict

Relationship conflict refers to interpersonal problems among group members,
triggering the negative affect such as tension, hostility, antagonism, wariness, or
disfavor (Jehn, 1994, 1995). Relationship conflict has been generally discussed as
detrimental to group functioning, leading a group to ineffective communication and to
lack of cooperation (Jehn, 1995, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). De Dreu and Van
Vianen (2001) argued that “one reason why teams fail to be productive is because
they fail to develop a positive team climate and instead develop relationship
conflicts” (De Dreu & Van Vianen, 2001, p. 310). Unlike task conflict, relationship
conflict has been considered harmful to the groups and organizations. For instance,
Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, and Farth (2011) investigated the effects of

relationship conflicts on employees’ attitudes, finding that relationship conflicts
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jeopardize a team’s level of psychological empowerment and team members’ affective
commitment. Relationship conflicts also encourage abusive supervision (Tepper, Moss,
& Duffy, 2011), hamper group performance (Chun & Choi, 2014). In similar vein,
Jehn and Mannix (2001) concluded that high performing groups tend to have low
level of relationship conflicts. Moreover, Choi and Cho, (2011) has shown that
relationship conflicts trigger task conflict through both direct and indirect ways;
relationship conflicts increase negative group affect, thereby enhancing task conflicts.
Thus, this study views relationship conflict, contrary to task conflict, is harmful to
groups or organizations regardless of their conditions and environments, rendering

them have low levels of effectiveness as well as high levels of negative affect.

IlI. Knowledge sharing and hiding

Knowledge Sharing

Knowledge has been an extensive focus of recent literature in various organizational
and group settings. Knowledge-based view suggests that managing and creating
knowledge are crucial for organizations to acquire competitive advantage (Argote &
Ingram, 2000; Grant, 1996). As organizations create novel idea of which contribute to
innovation through exchanging and combining existing knowledge among subgroups
and employees, knowledge sharing is key capacity for organizations and groups
should have in order to create values in rapidly changing environment. Prior studies
suggest that knowledge sharing behaviors are positively related to various
organizational outcomes including performance (Srivastava & Bartol, & Locke, 2006;
Collins & Smith, 2006; Kim & Yun, 2015) and productivity (Arthur & Huntley,
2005). Nonaka (1994) defined knowledge as “justified true belief” (Nonaka, 1994, p.

15) and classified knowledge into two types: tacit and explicit. The former refers to
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knowledge accumulated through personal experiences and observation as well as
know-how, of which are not easy to imitate; whereas the latter is the knowledge that
are usually included in formalized document, thereby relatively easy to utilize. Thus,
it is important for employees and group members to share not only explicit
knowledge through exchanging formal documents but also tacit knowledge by
unofficial communication and socialization.

Many scholars investigated the determinants and their mechanisms through which
knowledge sharing and transferring behaviors among employees are enhanced. For
instance, Lin (2007) has shown that co-worker congruence, employees’ organizational
commitment, task interdependence, and participative decision-making process increases
employees’ knowledge sharing behaviors. Human resource practices of an
organization such as reward policy, incentive structure, and compensation system also
affect knowledge exchange and combination among employees (Collins & Smith;
2006; Wang, Noe, & Wang. 2014). Collins & Smith (2006) further examined that
organizational social climates, especially climates of trust, cooperation, and shared
codes and language encourage knowledge exchange and combination among
employees. Another study conducted by Srivastava and Bartol (2006) emphasizes the
role of a group leader, particularly his or her empowering behaviors; those behaviors
promotes knowledge sharing among subordinates.

Therefore, managing knowledge and encouraging members to share and combine
their knowledge and information are critical for an organization and a group in order
to produce creative performance. And it is known that employees exchange their
knowledge on different areas through mutual discussions, debates, and communication
(Jehn, 1995; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999). As several studies suggested that task
conflict could trigger effective as well as active group discussion (Jehn, 1997; Jehn
& Bendersky, 2003), this may lead group members to exchange their knowledge and

information. That is, task conflict can benefit a group if it is processed and managed
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in a proper way, by bringing about knowledge sharing among group members. And it
is also known that combined knowledge often produce novel and useful idea, which

is the definition of creativity (Zhou, 1998).

Knowledge Hiding

Knowledge hiding, defined as “an intentional attempt by an individual to withhold
or conceal knowledge that has been requested by another person” (Connelly et al,
2012), is an emerging construct which is relatively new thereby remained unexplored
heretofore. Even though several scholars discussed seemingly similar constructs such
as knowledge withholding (Besnier, 1989; Hass & Park, 2010; Lin & Huang, 2010)
and information concealing (Tomas, & Butera, 2009), the term ‘knowledge hiding’
was first introduced by Connelly et al. (2012). They distinguished knowledge hiding
from several relevant notions: deception, workplace incivility, social undermining,
aggression, counterproductive workplace behaviors (CWBs), knowledge withholding,
and knowledge hoarding. According to Connelly et al. (2012), knowledge hiding is
different from above concepts in terms of its intension; most of aforementioned
behaviors are largely based on deliberate and malicious motivations while knowledge
hiding behaviors are triggered by more diverse, broader motivations. For example,
CWBs are the behaviors that are “intended to have a detrimental effect on
organizations and their members’” (Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001, p. 292), whereas
knowledge hiding behaviors are not necessarily caused by detrimental or jeopardous
intentions (Connelly et al., 2012). On some occasions, knowledge hiding behaviors
could be motivated by reasonable and even favorable causes, such as secrecy or
keeping others’ secret weakness.

Thus, Connelly et al. (2012) attempted to validate knowledge hiding as an
independent construct and developed its unique measurement. They conducted

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in order to examine discriminant validity of the
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measurement; and based on the results of the analysis, they categorized knowledge
hiding behaviors into three dimensions: rationalized hiding, evasive hiding, and
playing dumb. Rationalized hiding is when hider hides his or her knowledge based
on logical reasons; for example, hiding knowledge from a competing department. In
contrast, evasive hiding and playing dumb include certain level of deceptions; evasive
hiding includes speaking vaguely and shirking; and playing dumb involves pretending
that he or she has no information.

Although knowledge hiding behaviors could be separated into different types, recent
study conducted by Cerne, Nestad, and Dysvik (2014) suggested that these behaviors
negatively affect group functioning regardless of their types. They investigated that
knowledge hiding behaviors increase distrust in a group, and in turn, impede group
creativity. On the other hand, Connelly et al. (2012) claimed that knowledge hiding
behaviors are resulted from distrust, arguing the causal relationship that is opposed to
Cerne et al. (2014). Others also explored antecedents of knowledge hiding behaviors;
knowledge hiding behaviors are triggered by both individual- and group-level causes
such as psychological ownership of knowledge (Peng, 2013), individuals’ personalities
(Anand & Jain, 2014), group justice (Tsay, Lin, Yoon, & Huang, 2014; Xeonoudaki
& Stafyla, 2012), characteristics of knowledge and organizational contexts,
leader-member exchange (LMX) and perceived organizational politics (Pan & Zhang,
2014).

Important feature of knowledge hiding is that it is different from merely absence of
knowledge sharing. Instead, knowledge hiding is independent construct, which is
clearly distinguishable from low-level of knowledge sharing; it is possible that the
levels of both knowledge sharing and hiding are both high at the same time in a
group. Even though most people generally regard the two concepts as mutually
exclusive behaviors—to share or to hide knowledge—, they can exist at the same

time as their motivations are vary (Connelly et al., 2012). In general, absence of
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knowledge sharing largely caused by a lack of certain knowledge, whereas knowledge
hiding occurs even when he or she owns the knowledge (Connelly et al., 2012).
Thus, it is necessary to explore the antecedents and outcomes of both knowledge
hiding and sharing behaviors in order to clarify knowledge flow patterns among

individuals.

IV. The concept of organizational justice

Majority of studies on organizational justice categorize it into three basic types—
distributive, procedural, and interactional justice (e.g., Barsky & Kaplan,
2007)—while some argues that there are four types; distributive, procedural,
interpersonal, and informational justice (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon,
Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Colquitt & Rodell, 2011). Others claimed that because
employees may not separately perceive different types of justice, overall justice best
represents the level of justice in a group or an organization (Ambrose & Schminke,
2009; Greenberg, 2001; Holtz & Harold, 2009).

Distributive justice is largely related with compensation, referring the level of
employees’ perceptions of fairness of their groups or organizations’ process and
policy of sharing gains including profits, interests, and incentives. And procedural
justice is the perceived fairness of procedures of decision makings in an organization
(Greenberg, 1990). Interactional justice is consisted with four factors; respect,
propriety, justification, and truthfulness (Bies & Moag, 1986) and conceptualized into
two sub-dimensions; interpersonal and informational justice. Respect and propriety
represent interpersonal justice while justification and truthfulness compose
informational justice (Bies, 2005; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Greenberg,
1993).
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For recent two decades, considerable attention has been paid to different types of
organizational justice in organizational literature. They mostly treated organizational
justice as beneficial to a group or an organization; high level of organizational or
group justice positively related to group or organizational functioning, especially to
employees’ positive attitudes toward a group or an organization. Recent meta-analytic
study suggested that both procedural and informational justice positively affect a
group’s level of quality of social exchange, employees’ task performance, employees’
organizational citizenship behavior; while distributive justice and interpersonal justice
increase social exchange among employees (Colquitt, Scott, Rodell, Long, Zapata, &
Conlon, 2013). Several researches have attempted to investigate determinants of
specific types of organizational justice; for instance, positive affect and employee
voice elevates distributive, procedural, and interactional justice; whereas negative
affect and doubt among employees discourages them (Barsky & Kaplans, 2007;
Greenbaum, Kuenzi, & Shteynberg, 2009). Perceived organizational support was
positively associates with procedural justice (Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor,
2000; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002) and the level of supervisor’s
charisma (Scott, Colquitt, & Zapata-Phelan, 2007) and leader-member exchange
(Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Masterson et al., 2000) enhanced employee
perception of interactional justice.

Organizational justice is positively relates to individual as well as group level
outcomes, such as employees’ job satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, commitment,
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), evaluations of authority, performance
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001;
Simons & Roberson, 2003; Wayne, Shore, & Bommer, 2002); and a group’s level of
effectiveness, performance, and withdrawal (Whitman, Caleo, Carpenter, Horner, &

Bernerth, 2012).
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Many studies investigated organizational justice as a moderator, a factor that
synergizes positive effects or a factor that attenuates negative relationships. For
example, organizational justice weakened the negative effects of employees’
perceptions of organizational politics on employees’ job performance as well as their
level of organizational citizenship behavior (Andrews, Kacmar, & Harris, 2009).
Distributive justice negatively interacts with abusive supervision, weakening the
relationship between a supervisor’s abusive supervision and subordinates’ deviant
behaviors (Thau & Mitchell, 2010). In this study, I also predict that justice,
especially procedural and distributive justice, may affects the relationship between the

group conflict and groups’ level of knowledge sharing as well as hiding.

V. Group creativity

Creativity, defined as both novel and useful idea (Zhou, 1998; Zhou & Shalley,
2003) has been studied for decades as a key explanatory variable as it improves
innovative performance of a group or an organization (Amabile, 1988). Many studies
suggested that creativity is a critical capability of which employees and groups
should have in order to cope with rapidly changing environment; to maintain
organizational effectiveness; and to obtain competitive advantage that enables
organization to survive for a long-time (Amable, 1996; Bharadwaj & Menon, 2000;
Nonaka, 1991).

Many scholars attempted to investigate antecedents, consequence, and contextual
factors of creativity (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004); time pressure had inverted-U
shaped relationship with creativity (Baer & Oldham, 2006); contextual factors
including positive affect (Parke, Seo, & Sherf, 2015), job complexity (West & Farr,
1990), evaluation and rewards policy (Amabile, 1996; Eisenberger, 1992; Zhou &
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Shalley, 2003) were related with creativity both in direct and indirect ways. Group
characteristics such as autonomy (Liu, Chen, & Yao, 2011; Zhou, 1998),
team-member exchange (Liao, Liu, & Loi, 2010), team practices (Hirst, Van
Knippenberg, Chen, & Sacramento, 2011), group process (Sung & Choi, 2012) and
group diversity (Shin, Kim, Lee, & Bian, 2012; Hoever, van Knippenberg, van
Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012) directly affected group creativity. Individual attributes such
as personalities (Oldham & Cummings, 1996), the level of motivation (Amabile,
1983), and individuals’ creative self-efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2002, 2011; Richter,
Hirst, van Knippenberg, & Baer, 2012), group and organizational commitment
(Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011), and an individual’s emotional intelligence (Parke
et al.,, 2015) were also positively associated with both individual-and group-level
creativity. Some emphasized the role of social networks, especially that of weak ties
(Granovetter, 1973; Hansen, 1999); they argued that strongly tied networks are
homophilious in terms of contents of knowledge in the networks; whereas weak ties
are more heterogeneous thereby better to acquire novel knowledge (Baer, 2010);
Venkataramani, Richter, and Clarke (2014) examined that a leader’s network
centrality and the level of density among employees’ networks interactively affect
group creativity. Others investigated factors related to the relationship between a
group leader and group members including leadership (Gong, Huang, & Farth, 2009;
Shin & Zhou, 2003), leader-member exchange (Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999), and
supervisor expectations (Tierney & Farmer, 2004); and found that they also strongly
affect group-level creativity. Zhou (2003) argued the role of coworkers; insisting that
the presence of creative coworkers and a supervisor’s monitoring interactively affect
team members’ creativity. On the other hand, Change, Jia, Takeuchi, and Cai (2014)
point out the importance of structural figures, arguing that strategic human resource
management practice, particularly high-commitment work system, enhances group

creativity.
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Furthermore, as work groups are key functions for work performed in organizations
(Sundstrom, 1999), recent research has shown that organizations pay greater attentions
to group creativity rather than that of individuals (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004).
Thus, in this study, I focus on the group creativity, which defined as “the production
of novel and useful ideas concerning products, services, processes, and procedures by
a group of employees working together” (Shin & Zhou, 2007, p. 1715). As its
definition implies, creative performance is produced by the group process of sharing
ideas, concerns and knowledge. Other studies also suggested that workgroup creativity
is affected by information elaboration (Hoever et al., 2012), and brainstorming
(Paulus & Yang, 2000) among individuals. In a similar vein, Richter, Hirst, van
Knippenberg, and Baer (2012) suggested the notion of “knowledge of who knows
what” (KWKW) as a key factor that contributes to group creativity and innovation;
and KWKW could enhanced through knowledge sharing among group members. It is
also known that high level of cooperation among group members enhances group
creativity (Amabile, 1996; Tushman, Anderson, & O’Reilly, 1997). As many prior
studies proved the role of workgroups and strong effects of their group members’
behaviors on group creativity and creative outcomes, this study also focus on the

group dynamics and their impacts on group creativity.

VI. Effect of group conflict on knowledge management behaviors

Direct impacts of conflict on knowledge sharing and hiding

Organizational studies have revealed the impacts of task conflict on knowledge
sharing behaviors; and the relationship between group-level attributes and knowledge
hiding behaviors have also been investigated. Task conflict could improve group-level

outcomes through promoting effective discussions and sharing opinions. In contrast,
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relationship conflict, in general, is detrimental to group outcomes; for example,
relationship conflict may hamper the productive discussion as it arises from relatively
long-term emotional hostility rather than temporal disagreements of opinions among
members. Based on prior findings, this study expects that two different types of
group conflicts—task and relationship conflict—would affect two distinct types of
knowledge management behaviors—knowledge sharing and hiding—on a different
scale.

I addition, although studies have revealed task conflict can increase employees’
knowledge sharing behaviors (Panteli & Sockalingam, 2005; Chen, Zhang, & Vogel,
2011), most of them indicated that task conflict can enhance group creativity only
under certain conditions (e.g., Todorova et al, 2014). On the other hand, relationship
conflict usually hampers group outcomes. Chen, Zhang, and Vogel (2011) explores
that task conflict triggers knowledge sharing through work-engagement process,
whereas relationship conflict generally impedes knowledge sharing among employees.

Thus, as the relationship and its strength between task conflict and group creativity
are largely depend on contextual factors, I also aim to propose interactive effects of
conflict and justice on group creativity. As considerable number of studies
investigated positive effects of task conflict on sharing knowledge while proving
negative effects of relationship conflict on communication among group members
(Jehn, 1995; Farth & Lee, 2010; De Dreu, 2006; Bradley et al., 2012; Chun & Choi,
2014; Shaw et al., 2011; Klotz et al., 2013; Todorova et al., 2014), 1 also expect
task conflict and relationship conflict will independently and directly affect knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding, respectively. Moreover, 1 also anticipate that the
positive effects of task conflict on knowledge sharing would be significant only under
the certain circumstances.

Proposition 1: Task conflict in a group is positively related to knowledge

sharing among the group members only when certain conditions are satisfied.
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Proposition 2: In general, the level of relationship conflict in a group is

positively related to knowledge hiding among the group members.

Justice as a moderator

This study proposes moderating roles of three types of justice; distributive,
procedural, and interactional. Prior research has shown contextual effects of
organizational justice (Andrews, Kacmar, & Harris, 2009; Thau & Mitchell, 2010). It
has been also revealed that negative moods and debates can positively affect group
creativity when both the level and clarity of reward for creative performance is high
(George & Zhou, 2002). As negative moods, debates, and arguments are strongly
associated with group task conflict, and the clarity of rewards is one of definitions of
distributive justice, I expect that procedural and distributive justice would also
moderate the relationship between task conflict and group creativity.

Distributive justice refers the employees’ perceptions of fairness of the distributions
of organizational outcomes. Therefore, group members who perceive their groups
level of distributive justice as high may willing to share their knowledge during
group discussions. Similarly, as procedural justice is the perceived fairness of
procedures of decision makings in a group or an organization (Greenberg, 1990),
group members will more likely to exchange their ideas when the level of the
group’s procedural justice is high. I also expect that interactional justice, which
reflect respect, propriety, justification, and truthfulness among people (Bies & Moag,
1986), will attenuate the relationship between relationship conflict and knowledge

hiding behaviors.

Proposition 3: When distributive justice is high, task conflict will positively

relate to group creativity.
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Proposition 4: When procedural justice is high, task conflict will positively relate
to group creativity.

Proposition 5: Interactional justice moderates the relationship between
relationship conflict and knowledge hiding, such that the positive relationship

becomes weaker when interactional justice is high than when it is low.

VII. Effects of knowledge management behaviors on group

creativity

Group creativity is generally enhanced through knowledge exchange behaviors of
group members such as information elaboration (Hoever et al, 2012), and
brainstorming (Paulus & Yang, 2000). This study expects that knowledge sharing
would enable group members to come up with novel and useful ideas, which is the
definition of creativity. On the other hand, knowledge hiding will jeopardize group
creativity because it hiders knowledge exchange and combination among group
members. Therefore, this study predicts that knowledge sharing behaviors among
group members will enhance group creativity while knowledge hiding would hamper

creativity of a group.

Proposition 6: Knowledge sharing is positively related to group creativity.

Proposition 7: Knowledge hiding is negatively related to group creativity.

This study also anticipates that intra-group task conflict will improve group
creativity through knowledge sharing among group members whereas relationship
conflict will destroy group creativity by enhancing knowledge hiding behaviors

among individuals.
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Proposition 8: Knowledge sharing mediates the relationship between task conflict
and group creativity.
Proposition 9: Knowledge hiding mediates the relationship between relationship

conflict and group creativity.

VII. Conclusion

This paper proposed the underlying mechanism of the relationship between group
conflict and group creativity by linking how knowledge sharing and hiding affected
by and affects to those concepts. In addition, this study explained whether those
relationships are moderated by contextual factors; in particular, procedural,
distributive, and interactional justice. In summary, this paper showed how the task
and relationship conflict in a group related to group creativity by affecting group
members’ knowledge management behaviors: knowledge sharing and hiding.
Moreover, this study demonstrated that procedural and distributive justice in a group
will benefit a group with high level of task conflict; while interactional justice will
alleviate negative effects of relationship conflict on sharing knowledge.

This study would contribute to group creativity research by showing the
significance of the task conflict to group creativity and by pointing out its influence
on knowledge sharing, which is one of the key antecedents of group -creativity.
Furthermore, this study also clarified negative effects of relationship conflict on group
creativity, by showing how it could manipulate employees’ knowledge hiding
behaviors. In addition, this study has shown the importance of justice, when
considering the effect of contexts on group creativity. Justice is critical for a group
not only because it strengthened the positive influence of conflict on creativity, but

also it alleviates negative impacts.
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