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With a basis in conservation of resources theory, this article considers the connection
between employees' resilience and disruptive creative behaviour—conceptualized
herein as the extent to which they generate radically new ideas for organizational
improvement—as well as how this connection might be invigorated by resource-
draining work conditions that stem from excessive workloads and unfavourable
decision-making processes. Data collected through a survey administered to
employees in an organization that operates in the distribution sector reveal that
employees' resilience levels spur their disruptive creative behaviour, and this process
is more prominent among employees who believe they have insufficient time to com-
plete their work tasks (i.e., suffer from high work overload) and operate in organiza-
tional climates marked by high rigidity or dysfunctional politics. The findings
accordingly inform organizational practitioners that the allocation of employees' per-
sonal resource bases to disruptive creative behaviours might be particularly useful

among employees who face substantial adversity in their organizational functioning.

1 | INTRODUCTION

Employees' generation of radically new ideas that disrupt the status
quo can add to their organization's success, to the extent that these
ideas suggest new work practices that help resolve organizational
shortcomings or failures (Bos-Nehles, Bondarouk, & Nijenhuis, 2017;
Frishammar, Dahlskog, Krumlinde, & Yazgan, 2016; Naranjo-Valencia,
Jimenez-Jimenez, & Sanz-Valle, 2017; Oldham & Cummings, 1996).
These disruptive, creative behaviours may be useful for not just the
organization's competitive standing but also their performers, in that
creative employees often enjoy more favourable performance evalua-
tions (Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009) and enhanced career prospects
(Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001). Creative behaviours also can add
to employees' satisfaction levels and generate a general sense of
meaningfulness, especially if they are able to find adequate remedies
for poor processes and practices in their work environment (Kim,
Hon, & Crant, 2009) and gain insights into future activities
(Parboteeah, Hoegl, & Muethel, 2015).

Yet the development of radically new ideas also can be challenging,
in that these activities consume substantial energy (Bos-Nehles et al.,
2017; Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014). This challenge is

exacerbated when other organizational members express doubts
about the value of disruptive ideas (Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin,
2003; van Dijk & van Dick, 2009) or even actively resist them, because
they feel threatened by the anticipated organizational changes
(Buchanan & Badham, 1999; Zhou & George, 2001). Persistent efforts
to develop radically new ideas also might undermine employees' repu-
tation in the organization, particularly if their ideas are in conflict with
existing organizational procedures and values (Yuan & Woodman,
2010). Because they need considerable energy to withstand such crit-
icism or resistance, it is critical to understand how employees' personal
energy bases, as informed by their individual characteristics, may spur
the likelihood of their creative behaviours.

The central premise of this study is that to enable disruptive crea-
tive behaviours, and overcome possible resistance to such behaviours,
a critical factor is employees' resilience levels. Resilience is an energy-
generating personal resource that reflects employees' ability to
recover from challenging work situations and associated propensity
to learn from these experiences (Luthans, 2002; Stephens, Heaphy,
Carmeli, Spreitzer, & Dutton, 2013). Employees equipped with more
resilience tend to bounce back from setbacks at work, see work-

related adversity as an opportunity to grow, and get better at their
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work because of their ability to learn from their mistakes (Youssef &
Luthans, 2007). Previous research has not explicitly investigated how
employees' resilience levels might enhance the likelihood that they
generate radically new ideas for organizational improvement. This
oversight is notable, because it limits organizations' understanding of
how an important energy-enhancing personal factor that helps
employees master and learn from workplace adversity might generate
the stamina they need to introduce disruptive solutions to organiza-
tional problems—even if those solutions may appear upsetting or
threatening to other members (Milliken et al., 2003; Morrison, 2011;
Sutton & Hargadon, 1996).

In response, this research seeks to detail how and when
employees' resilience might stimulate their propensity to undertake
disruptive creative behaviours. Our theoretical arguments are
anchored in conservation of resources (COR) theory, according to
which employees' work behaviours are largely driven by their search
to achieve resource gains and avoid resource losses (Hobfoll, 1989,
2001). First, employees have a greater tendency to undertake pro-
ductive work activities, such as creativity, to the extent that they
are able to leverage valuable personal resources to generate resource
gains through these activities (Hobfoll, 2001). We argue that
employees' resilience represents such a personal resource, in that it
provides them with discretionary energy from which they can draw
to undertake disruptive work behaviours that might add to their orga-
nization's well-being, as well as their own professional success
(Caniéls & Baaten, 2019; Meneghel, Salanova, & Martinez, 2016;
Wolfson & Mulqueen, 2016). Their resilience and associated desire
to learn from difficult work situations also might make the generation
of radically new ideas more personally fulfilling and satisfying (Cho,
Park, & Dahlgaard-Park, 2017; Meneghel, Borgogni, Miraglia,
Salanova, & Martinez, 2016), despite any scepticism or even overt
criticism with which these ideas might be received by other members
(Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014).

Second, COR theory suggests that the application of discretionary
personal energy to resource-generating work behaviours is particularly
useful to the extent that employees operate in unfavourable work
environments that pose a threat of future resource losses (Hobfoll &
Shirom, 2000). Leveraging a personal resource such as resilience into
disruptive creative behaviours should have greater anticipated value
to the extent that adverse work conditions make such leveraging
efforts a useful means to cope with the adversity (De Clercq &
Belausteguigoitia, 2017b). In accordance with this logic, we consider
how three facets of workplace adversity—one reflecting the nature
of the work task environment (i.e., work overload) and two that speak
to the nature of organizational decision making (i.e., organizational
rigidity and organizational politics)—might invigorate the positive rela-
tionship between employees' resilience and disruptive creative behav-
iour. That is, the application of their personal energy, derived from
resilience, to the generation of radically new ideas should be more
likely when employees believe (1) they face excessive time constraints
in their work tasks (Altaf & Awan, 2011), (2) their organization is not
open to change (Scott & Bruce, 1994), and (3) a self-serving organiza-

tional climate exists, in which people focus on their personal interests

irrespective of the consequences for others (Abbas, Raja, Darr, &
Bouckenooghe, 2014).
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We seek to extend prior research by considering a hitherto unex-
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plored driver of employees' generation of disruptive ideas (their resil-
ience) and detail when this energy-generating personal resource is
more likely to stimulate such behaviours. Prior research into the influ-
ences of employees' personal characteristics on creativity tends to
focus on enabling factors such as the Big Five personality traits of
openness and conscientiousness (George & Zhou, 2001), creative
self-efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2002), role identity (Farmer, Tierney,
& Kung-Mclntyre, 2003), or thriving (Carmeli & Spreitzer, 2009). Fur-
ther, Sweetman, Luthans, Avey, and Luthans (2011) note that the four
components of psychological capital (self-efficacy, hope, optimism and
resilience) relate positively to creative performance (number of ideas
produced during brainstorming sessions) and that psychological capi-
tal, as a second-order construct, exhibits an even stronger relationship
with such performance.

We complement such findings by arguing that the great resistance
and even sabotage that employees might encounter when suggesting
radically new ideas for organizational improvement (Deichmann & van
den Ende, 2014; Frishammar et al., 2016) means that for this work
behaviour, the specific resource of resilience might be a particularly
important enabler. Employees' resilience can spur beneficial behav-
ioural outcomes such as proactive work behaviour (Caniéls & Baaten,
2019) and extra-role behaviour (Meneghel et al., 2016), but we know
of no research that investigates its influence on the development of
disruptive ideas that upset the organizational status quo. Moreover,
our focus on the connection between employees' resilience and crea-
tivity complements and extends research that has investigated this
connection at the organizational level (Richtnér & Lofsten, 2014).
Notably, by considering how individual employees' resilience levels
may spur their development of disruptive ideas, we address how this
personal resource influences daily work activities, such as creativity,
rather than taking a restrictive view of its role solely in response to
extreme organization-level crises (Stokes et al., 2018).

We also explicate that the anticipated value of leveraging resil-
ience to engage in disruptive creative behaviours is greater when
employees face resource-draining circumstances, due the presence
of excessive time pressures (Avery, Tonidandel, Volpone, & Raghuram,
2010) or organizational decision making marked by a lack of flexibility
(Fischer et al., 2014) or behind-the-scenes decision dynamics (Chang,
Rosen, & Levy, 2009). Together, these three contingency factors offer
a novel, parsimonious, yet comprehensive perspective on how
employees' exposure to unfavourable, resource-draining work circum-
stances may trigger their motivation to leverage the personal resource
of resilience, in the form of disruptive creative behaviours (Hobfoll &
Shirom, 2000). The common thread that runs through these contin-
gencies is that they each pose a significant threat of future resource
losses for employees, through a reduction in the quality of their cur-

rent or future organizational functioning.
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An opposing logic would be that employees are more inclined to
leverage their resilience toward creative behaviours when they are
surrounded by supportive or protective organizational environments;
we argue that this logic instead is dominated by the perceived useful-
ness of leveraging valuable personal resources, such as resilience,
toward resource-generating work behaviours in the presence of work-
place adversity (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017b). To the extent
that employees believe their organizational environment undermines
the quality of their job functioning, they should be especially moti-
vated to apply discretionary energy, derived from their personal
resource of resilience, to the generation of radical new ideas for orga-
nizational improvement (Quinn, Spreitzer, & Lam, 2012). This energy
application appears particularly necessary in such a scenario and thus
can generate even more resource gains (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000).

With this focus on how the anticipated value of employees' resil-
ience levels for their disruptive creative behaviours might depend on
the presence of the three contingencies, we also add to previous
studies that tend to focus on the direct negative effects of employees'
exposure to excessive workloads (Chen, Chang, & Chang, 2015),
organizational climates that resist change (Scott & Bruce, 1994) or
dysfunctional political games (Jam, Donia, Raja, & Ling, 2017) on their
positive work behaviours. Instead, this study aims to help organiza-
tions identify the boundary conditions at which employees might be
more keen to engage in activities that offer novel solutions to organi-
zational issues (Bardoel, Pettit, De Cieri, & McMillan, 2014; King,
Newman, & Luthans, 2016; Wolfson & Mulqueen, 2016). The
proposed invigorating effects of the three moderators provide the
additional insight that organizational improvements that might arise
from disruptive creative behaviours undertaken by resilient
employees can help resolve organizational challenges that result from
resource-depleting work situations, marked by heavy workloads
and poor decision-making practices (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000;
Linnenluecke, 2017).

We summarize the proposed conceptual framework and its consti-
tutive hypotheses in Figure 1. The baseline hypothesis suggests a

positive relationship between employees' resilience and disruptive

Resilience

creative behaviour. We anticipate that this process is triggered or
invigorated by three sources of workplace adversity: work overload,

organizational rigidity and organizational politics.

2 | HYPOTHESES

2.1 | Resilience and disruptive creative behaviour

We hypothesize a positive relationship between employees' resilience
and their propensity to generate radically new ideas for organizational
improvement. Their resilience is a personal resource that defines the
extent to which employees successfully bounce back and learn from
negative situations (Bardoel et al., 2014; Luthans, 2002). This resource
is useful in that it can help counter the resistance that employees tend
to experience when other members feel upset or threatened by the
changes that might arise with the implementation of radically new
ideas (Wolfson & Mulqueen, 2016; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). For
example, other members might worry that their current privileges will
be undermined if the proposed ideas highlight their shortcomings
(Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012; Yuan & Woodman, 2010), so a personal
resource such as resilience can be instrumental for idea proponents
to deal with the stress of having to overcome resistance to their ideas
(Conley, Clark, Vande Griek, & Mancini, 2016; Zhou & George, 2001).
In turn, employees' ability to find effective ways to handle difficult
work situations, as informed by their resilience, should diminish the
chances that they will halt their disruptive creative efforts, regardless
of whether those efforts are welcomed (Caniéls & Baaten, 2019). Fur-
ther, this personal resource may increase the motivation of resilient
employees to introduce their disruptive ideas, because they expect
that leveraging their personal energy into creative efforts will generate
resource gains, as a positive contribution to organizational effective-
ness or by generating a sense of personal meaningfulness (Cho et al.,
2017; Wang, Li, & Li, 2017).

In contrast, employees who do not easily bounce back from

setbacks may not have the energy required to come up with disruptive

Work overload

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model
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ideas (Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014). These employees have less
ability to deal effectively with negative reactions to their efforts,
which also thwarts their motivation to allocate significant energy to
them (Bardoel et al., 2014; Luthans, 2002; Wolfson & Mulqueen,
2016). They may opt to dedicate their time and energy to less contro-
versial activities, rather than worry about whether other members will
recognize the value of their ideas (van Dijk & van Dick, 2009). That is,
employees with less resilience may be less likely to believe that they
can convince their peers of the value of radically new ideas, because
they lack the energy to deal with negative responses to these ideas
(Conley et al., 2016).

Employees who exhibit high levels of resilience also may regard the
generation of radically new ideas and the resulting resistance as
opportunities to learn (Luthans, 2002; Stephens et al., 2013). That is,
the learning motivation associated with higher resilience levels might
stimulate employees to develop insights about how to protect against
possible negative reactions by other organizational members (Masten,
2001; Milliken et al., 2003). Similarly, the possibility of enhanced
learning about how to deal with peer resistance may stimulate disrup-
tive creative behaviours, because resilient employees regard this resis-
tance as a positive challenge and a means for personal growth and
development (Meneghel, Borgogni, et al., 2016; Youssef & Luthans,
2007). In this sense, employees' resilience may spur their creation of
radically new ideas for organizational improvement, because they
derive personal joy from undertaking disruptive activities. In contrast,
employees equipped with low resilience are less likely to experience a
sense of personal fulfilment, even if they convince organizational
peers of the value of their radically new ideas (King et al., 2016;
Luthans, 2002), so they are less motivated to invest time in such

energy-consuming activities.

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between
employees' resilience and their disruptive creative

behaviour.

2.2 | Moderating role of work overload

Excessive workloads represent a resource-draining work condition,
because employees experience significant stress if they lack sufficient
time to complete their job tasks (Altaf & Awan, 2011; Pooja, De
Clercq, & Belausteguigoitia, 2016). According to COR theory, the
anticipated usefulness of a personal resource, such as resilience, for
stimulating disruptive creative behaviours depends on the extent to
which employees must cope with adverse, resource-draining work
circumstances (Hobfoll, 2001). When employees feel overburdened
by unrealistic deadlines, they worry about future resource losses,
due to their inability to meet their formal job requirements (Paillé,
2011; Russ-Eft, 2001). In this case, employees who can cope well with
and perceive work-related setbacks as opportunities to learn should
be especially motivated to leverage their personal energy to generate
radically new ideas for organizational improvement, because the asso-
ciated solutions (i.e., resource gains) help them counter resource losses
(Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000; Meneghel, Borgogni, et al., 2016). Thus,

consistent with COR logic, the incremental value of their resilience
for creating disruptive ideas for organizational improvement should
be higher when employees encounter significant problems with the
pace of work and are not sure how to deal with the resulting backlogs
(Avery et al., 2010).

Similarly, the allocation of personal energy to the creation of radi-
cally new ideas may be helpful for changing an adverse situation,
marked by excessive workloads (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2017; Seeck
& Diehl, 2017). For example, concerns that they have to work fast
to meet overly tight deadlines may spur employees to leverage their
resilience to find completely new work processes that eliminate this
adverse work situation (Russ-Eft, 2001). Conversely, if employees do
not feel constrained by the pace of work or time pressures, they can
meet their job requirements without having to draw from their resil-
ience or find creative solutions (Altaf & Awan, 2011; Caniéls & Baaten,
2019), so the incremental value of resilience diminishes. In the
absence of excessive workloads, employees should experience a lower
need to leverage their personal resource of resilience in active
attempts to find radical solutions to a challenging work environment
(Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000), so the translation of resilience into
enhanced disruptive creative behaviour is less likely.

Hypothesis 2. The positive relationship between
employees' resilience and their creative behaviour is mod-
erated by their perceptions of work overload, such that
the relationship is stronger at higher levels of work
overload.

2.3 | Moderating role of unfavourable organizational
decision making

The value of resilience for stimulating disruptive creative behaviours
also may become more prominent if the organizational decision-
making climate threatens the quality of their organizational function-
ing. We consider two manifestations of negative decision-making
contexts: (1) organizational rigidity, or an absence of organizational
support for personal initiative (Fischer et al., 2014), and (2) organiza-
tional politics, or the extent to which organizational decision making
is marked by favouritism and self-serving motives (Kacmar & Baron,
1999). When the organizational climate is characterized by such neg-
ative dynamics, the threat of future resource losses looms large for
employees, because it undermines their ability to meet their job
requirements (Abbas et al., 2014; Scott & Bruce, 1994). Resilient
employees should be keen to apply their personal energy to find rad-
ically new organizational improvements in these scenarios, because
the associated solutions and resource gains can compensate for the
resource losses caused by inadequate decision-making processes
(Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000; King et al., 2016). In particular, the useful-
ness of resilience for generating radically new ideas should increase
to the extent that decision making threatens critical resource losses.
First, the incremental contribution of resilience to disruptive
creative behaviours should be greater when the organizational climate
impedes change (Acikgoz & Gunsel, 2016; Scott & Bruce, 1994).
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Employees who believe their organization lacks the flexibility and
openness to embrace change will identify strong value in leveraging
their discretionary personal energy, derived from their resilience, into
disruptive activities that could lower or remove this organizational
impediment to their ability to improve their job situation (Cho et al.,
2017; De Clercq, Castaner, & Belausteguigoitia, 2011). For example,
if employees feel disheartened by rigid organizational procedures that
prevent them from taking personal initiative in performing their jobs,
they may feel strongly motivated to use their resilience proactively
to suggest radically new procedures for both the means and ends of
their job tasks (Bardoel et al., 2014; Caniéls & Baaten, 2019). Without
such organizational rigidity, the personal resource of resilience may
have less incremental value in terms of pinpointing problem areas
and suggesting radically novel solutions (Hobfoll, 2001).

Second, the anticipated usefulness of leveraging resilience as dis-
ruptive creative behaviour should increase to the extent that
employees believe their work environment is marked by favouritism
or hidden agendas (Kacmar & Baron, 1999). The more political the
organizational climate is—as reflected, for example, in organizational
members' propensity to conceal certain information to pursue their
own interests (Abbas et al, 2014; Boehlke, 2008; Hochwarter,
Kacmar, Perrewé, & Johnson, 2003)—the more useful it may seem
for resilient employees to leverage their personal energy in the form
of radically novel ideas to create an organizational climate with more
transparent decision-making processes. Notably, employees' belief
that people in the organization work behind the scenes to pursue their
own personal interests likely spurs their fear that they cannot meet
their own job obligations (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010), so resilient
employees should be particularly keen to apply their personal energy
to disruptive, creative activities that suggest a way to avoid this
resource-draining work situation (Hobfoll, 2001). Conversely, if orga-
nizational decision making does not appear driven by self-serving
behaviours, employees may have more optimistic impressions of their
job situation (Chang et al., 2009), which subdue the perceived need to

leverage their resilience in disruptive, creative efforts.

Hypothesis 3. The positive relationship between
employees' resilience and disruptive creative behaviour
is moderated by their perceptions of (a) organizational
rigidity and (b) organizational politics, such that the
relationship is stronger when they believe that the organi-
zational climate is marked by higher levels of rigidity or

politics.

3 | RESEARCH METHOD

3.1 | Sample and data collection

We collected data from employees who work in a large organization
operating in the distribution sector in Angola. By focusing on a single
organization, we sought to minimize the risk of unobserved differ-

ences in employees' disruptive creative efforts due to the internal

organizational culture or external competition. Further, the significant
competition that this organization faces, in that it competes with a
multitude of domestic and international players, and the substantial
public attention it receives due to its substantial contributions to
Angola's economy means that it faces significant pressures on its
internal functioning and decision making. This empirical context
accordingly is highly relevant for investigating the allocation of
employees' discretionary personal energy levels to disruptive creative
behaviours, as well as the roles of different internal organizational
conditions with respect to the work task environment and organiza-
tional decision making in this process—conditions that might be
negatively affected by the stringent competitive pressures in the orga-
nization's external market.

The data were collected with a survey instrument administered
among a random sample of 440 employees. The survey was in Portu-
guese, developed using the well-established translation and back-
translation procedure (Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973), such that
the questions were prepared in English, translated into Portuguese
by a bilingual translator, and then back-translated into English by
another bilingual translator. Any differences between the two English
versions informed the final version of the Portuguese survey. To
reduce the risk of social desirability bias, the cover letters that accom-
panied the survey ensured participants of complete confidentiality and
explained that their participation was entirely voluntary and that they
could withdraw at any time. Furthermore, it emphasized that the
research goal was to detect general patterns in the aggregate data,
instead of singling out individual-level data; noted that there were
no correct or incorrect responses and that varied responses across
participants were normal; and highlighted the importance of answer-
ing the questions as honestly as possible. These measures help reduce
concerns about social desirability bias (Spector, 2006). We received
330 responses, which represents a response rate of 75 per cent.
Among the respondents, 44 per cent were women, and they had
worked for the organization for an average of 17 years.

3.2 | Measures

The measures of the five focal constructs come from previously
validated scales and use seven-point Likert scales, ranging from 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”).

3.2.1 | Disruptive creative behaviour

We assessed employees' engagement in disruptive creative behaviour
with a three-item scale based on previous research (De Clercq,
Rahman, & Belausteguigoitia, 2017; Janssen, 2001). In light of our
focus on the radical character of this behaviour, we adapted the word-
ing of the original items, such that they captured the extent to which
employees come up with ideas or solutions that strongly deviate from
the status quo, instead of being just new ideas or solutions. The items
were ‘| often create radically new ideas for organizational improve-
ment”, “l often generate disruptive solutions to organizational

problems”, and “| often develop completely new working methods or
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practices that add to organizational effectiveness” (Cronbach's
alpha = .85). Although supervisor-provided ratings can mitigate
worries about common method bias, the use of self-reported mea-
sures of creativity is common (Kaufman & Baer, 2004; Shalley, Gilson,
& Blum, 2009; Unsworth & Mason, 2016) and even might be prefera-
ble, because other-rated measures often underestimate the total
range of creative behaviours in which employees engage (Zhou, Shin,
& Cannella, 2008). Similarly, our reliance on self-rated creative behav-
jour, conceptualized to capture the generation of radically new ideas,
reflects the argument that self-reported measures provide better
assessments of work activities that could be controversial and upset-
ting, because employees tend to hide them from others (De Clercq
et al., 2011; Jones, 2009). Conway and Lance (2010) also affirm that
when self-reports are appropriate, concerns about common method
bias are significantly diminished.

3.2.2 | Resilience

We measured employees' resilience levels with a five-item scale
drawn from previous studies (Stephens et al., 2013). Three example
items were “I bounce back when | confront setbacks at work”, “I see
challenges as an opportunity to learn” and “Dealing with difficult

colleagues or situations enables me to grow” (Cronbach's alpha = .76).

3.2.3 | Work overload

The extent to which employees experience extensive time pressures
during the execution of their job tasks was measured with a four-item
scale of work overload, consistent with prior research (Janssen, 2001;
Pooja et al., 2016). Two example items were “| often have to work too
fast” and “I often have problems with the pace of work” (Cronbach's
alpha = .78).

3.24 | Organizational rigidity

We measured employees' beliefs that organizational decision-making
processes stifle change with a four-item reverse-coded scale of orga-
nizational support for innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994). For example,
employees were asked to assess the following items: “My company
is responsive to change” and “Innovation is encouraged in my com-

pany” (Cronbach's alpha = .89).

3.2.5 | Organizational politics

Employees' belief that organizational decision making is characterized
by favouritism and self-serving efforts was measured with a four-item
Clercq &
Belausteguigoitia, 2017a; Hochwarter et al., 2003). Sample items

scale of perceived organizational politics (De
included “People are working behind the scenes to ensure that they
get their piece of the pie” and “People do what's best for them, not

what's best for the organization” (Cronbach's alpha = .81).

3.2.6 | Control variables

We controlled for gender, because this personal characteristic might
have an impact on the likelihood that employees engage in creative
behaviours (Baer & Kaufman, 2008). We also controlled for
employees' organizational tenure—people who have worked for the
organization for longer may feel more confident about the value of
their radically new ideas and thus be less fearful that their ideas will
be resisted by other members (Gong et al., 2009).

We checked the validity of the five focal constructs with a
confirmatory factor analysis of the five-factor measurement model
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Its fit was good: )(2(176) = 404.72, confir-
matory fit index = .91, incremental fit index = .92, and root mean
squared error of approximation = .06. The significant factor loadings
(t > 2.0; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988) for each item on its respective
constructs indicated the presence of convergent validity. Furthermore,
we found evidence of discriminant validity among the constructs,
because for each pairing of the five focal constructs, the fit of a
constrained model in which their correlation was set equal to 1 was
significantly worse (AX2(1) > 3.84, p < .05) than the fit of a correspond-
ing unconstrained model in which the correlation between the
constructs was set free (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).

We also checked for the presence of common source bias. First,
we applied Harman's one-factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) and
an exploratory factor analysis to determine if one factor accounts
for a majority of the total variance in the data. The first extracted fac-
tor explained only 23 per cent of the total variance, which suggested
no common source bias. Second, we undertook a confirmatory factor
analysis to compare the fit of a one-factor model, in which the items
of the five focal constructs loaded on one construct, with the fit of
the five-factor model. The one-factor model offered significantly
worse fit ()(2(14) = 561.57, p < .001), which further diminished con-
cerns of common source bias (Lattin, Carroll, & Green, 2003). Concep-
tually, this bias also tends to be significantly less likely for models that
include multiple moderating effects, because participants cannot
anticipate the hypothesized relationships or adjust their responses
to what they might believe are “appropriate” responses (Simons &
Peterson, 2000).

4 | RESULTS

Table 1 reports the zero-order correlations and descriptive statistics,
and Table 2 provides the hierarchical regression results. Model 1
included the control variables, and then Model 2 added resilience
and the three moderators: work overload, organizational rigidity and
organizational politics. Models 3-5 added the resilience x work over-
load, resilience x organizational rigidity, and resilience x organizational
politics interaction terms, respectively. Previous research suggests
including multiple interaction terms in different regression equations,
because their simultaneous inclusion in one model could mask their
true moderating effects (Covin, Green, & Slevin, 2006; De Clercq
et al, 2017; Zahra & Hayton, 2008). Yet to check the invigorating
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1 2 8 4 5 6 7
1. Disruptive creative behaviour
2. Resilience .342**
3. Work overload .135* 415
4. Organizational rigidity -.160** A21* 175*
5. Organizational politics -.005 .160** 272 336"
6. Gender (1 = female) -.063 .037 .031 -.026 .001
7. Organizational tenure -.029 -.050 -.053 -.303** -.187** .072
Mean 5.675 5.070 3.678 3.687 3.966 438 17.465
Standard deviation .969 1.014 1.342 1.583 1.406 497 9.401
Note: N = 330.
**p < .01; *p < .05.
TABLE 2 Regression results (dependent variable: disruptive creative behaviour)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Gender (1 = Female) -.113 -.143 -.135 -.129 -.151 -.133
Organizational tenure -.003 -.007 -.008 -.007 -.008 -.008
H1: Resilience .342%** .357*** 337+ .355%** .352%**
Work overload .015 .000 .013 .010 .004
Organizational rigidity -.133*** -.135*** -.154*** -.130*** -.149***
Organizational politics -.010 -.009 .002 -.017 -.004
H2: Resilience x Work overload .075* .031
H3a: Resilience x Organizational rigidity 109 .086**
H3b: Resilience x Organizational politics .092** .054
R? .004 164 175 194 .181 202
R? change .160*** .011* .030*** .017* .038**

Notes: N = 330; unstandardized coefficients (two-tailed p-values).
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.

effects of the three moderators comprehensively, Model 6 included all
three interaction terms simultaneously. As recommended by Aiken
and West (1991), we mean-centred the product terms before calculat-
ing the interaction terms in Models 3-6.

In support of our baseline Hypothesis 1 that personal energy
derived from the ability to recover and learn from setbacks spurs the
generation of radically new ideas, Model 1 indicated that resilience
.342,
p < .001). In findings of effects that fall outside the scope of our pro-

related positively to disruptive creative behaviour (B =

posed conceptual framework, Model 2 also indicated a direct negative
relationship between organizational rigidity (B = -.133, p < .001) and
disruptive creative behaviour, though not for work overload
(B = .015, ns) or organizational politics (B = -.010, ns).

Models 3-5 indicated invigorating effects of the three adverse
work conditions on the relationship between resilience and disruptive
creative behaviour. In particular, the relationship between resilience
and disruptive creative behaviour was stronger at higher levels of

work overload (B = .075, p < .05), organizational rigidity (B = .109,

p < .001) and organizational politics (B = .092, p < .01), in support of
Hypotheses 2, and 3a and 3b, respectively. The interaction plots in
Figure 2 for work overload, and Figures 3(a) and 3(b) for organizational
rigidity and organizational politics, depict these interactions graphi-
cally. Overall, the results confirm the theoretical prediction that the
allocation of discretionary energy derived from resilience to the gener-
ation of radically new ideas is higher when this energy allocation is
perceived as more valuable as a means to address or undo adverse
work circumstances.

The results in Model 6 indicated that the moderating effects of
work overload and organizational politics disappeared when consid-
ered together with the corresponding moderating effect of organiza-
tional rigidity. Among the three contingent factors, an organizational
climate that stifles change appears to exert the strongest motivation
for employees to leverage their resilience in the form of disruptive cre-
ative behaviours, which can help undo this unfavourable aspect of
their organization's internal functioning. The concurrent estimation

of multiple interaction terms in the same model can obscure the
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identification of true moderating effects though, due to the complex signs of the interaction terms match those obtained when adding the
combination of multiple factors (Aiken & West, 1991; Lattin et al,, interaction terms in separate questions provides evidence for the
2003), so this interpretation warrants great caution. Notably, previous robustness of the results (Covin et al., 2006; De Clercg, Dimov, &

research also indicates that a full model, such as Model 6, in which the Thongpapanl, 2010), as in this study.!
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Finally, even if the theoretical focus of this study is on the concur-
rent interplay of employees' resilience and different resource-draining
work conditions for explaining disruptive creative behaviour, we also
performed a post hoc analysis to account for possible causal relation-
ships among these variables, in light of findings that employees' resil-
ience levels might depend on their surrounding organizational
environment (Kuntz, Malinen, & Naswall, 2017; Todt, Weiss, & Hoegl,
2018). In particular, we ran different path models, corresponding with
the regression models in Table 2, to estimate the covariances among
resilience and the three adverse work conditions (work overload, orga-
nizational rigidity and organizational politics). The signs and signifi-
cance levels of the hypothesized relationships remain completely
consistent. Thus, the direct positive relationship between employees'
resilience and disruptive creative behaviour, as well as the invigorating
effects of the three contingent factors, are robust to possible causal

interferences among these constructs (Lattin et al., 2003).

5 | DISCUSSION

This study contributes to extant creativity research by detailing how
employees' resilience levels might spur their propensity to generate
radically new ideas for organizational improvement, informed by the
reality that these disruptive creative behaviours often elicit negative
responses and resistance (Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014; van Dijk
& van Dick, 2009). The relative lack of attention to these links is some-
what surprising, because the ability to bounce back and learn from
workplace adversity, as informed by resilience, can instil employees
with the discretionary energy resources needed to engage in
resource-enhancing yet controversial work behaviours (Quinn et al.,
2012; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Consistent with the logic of COR
theory (Hobfoll, 2001; Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000), we investigate the
personal resource of resilience as a potentially powerful enabler of dis-
ruptive creative behaviours, especially to the extent that employees
suffer from adverse, resource-draining work conditions, marked by
excessive workloads and unfavourable organizational decision making.
Our findings indicate support for the hypothesized relationships.

In particular, we confirm a positive relationship between
employees' resilience and their disruptive creative behaviour. Devel-
oping disruptive ideas and solutions that address organizational prob-
lems can generate resource gains for employees, because these
behaviours can stimulate their personal reputation and career devel-
opment (Gong et al., 2009; Seibert et al., 2001), as well as generate
a sense of personal meaningfulness or fulfilment (Kim et al., 2009).
Yet employees might not possess the energy needed to bring their
radical ideas into the open, especially if they fear that those ideas will
be opposed or sabotaged by organizational members who feel threat-
ened by them (Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014; Yuan & Woodman,
2010). This challenge diminishes when employees can draw on resid-
ual energy that allows them to overcome the hurdles, such as when
they possess high resilience levels (Stephens et al., 2013). Consistent
with COR theory, employees who possess a strong personal drive to

learn from workplace challenges and are able to bounce back from

them persistently allocate their personal energy to generate
resource-enhancing, radically new ideas, irrespective of the criticism
or rejections they might confront in the process (Boon & Kalshoven,
2014; Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). Employees who are equipped with
high resilience levels and see challenges as opportunities to learn also
may derive personal joy from undertaking these disruptive activities
(Meneghel, Borgogni, et al., 2016).

The positive relationship between employees' resilience and dis-
ruptive creative behaviour also gets invigorated when employees
believe that the resource gains that can arise with this behaviour
might protect them against the hardships caused by adverse work
conditions. We conceptualized these hardships as manifest in the
presence of excessive workloads (Russ-Eft, 2001) and adverse deci-
sion making in the form of strict rigidity (Fischer et al., 2014) or dys-
functional politics (Abbas et al., 2014)—workplace features that
compromise the quality of employees' organizational functioning.
The invigorating effects of these adverse work conditions also follow
the logic of COR theory: The expected value of relevant personal
resources for generating additional resource gains increases in the
presence of resource-depleting circumstances (Hobfoll & Shirom,
2000). When employees cannot handle their workloads or believe that
the organizational climate is overly rigid or political, it becomes more
important for them to channel their discretionary energy, derived from
their resilience, into disruptive activities that counter and resolve the
workplace adversity. That is, the resource gains that employees hope
to achieve from leveraging their resilience into possibly controversial,
radical ideas are particularly valuable when the implementation of
these ideas can help undo the harmful outcomes of unrealistic dead-
lines, strict organizational resistance to personal initiative, or an orga-
nizational climate marked by selfishness and favouritism.

Our study's explicit focus is on the triggering effect of adverse work
conditions in channelling employees' resilience toward the generation
of radically new ideas. The findings accordingly provide organizations
with a more complete understanding of the boundary conditions in
which the discretionary energy that originates from high resilience
levels is most likely to evoke radically new solutions for improving
the status quo. In particular, the confrontation with workplace adver-
sity serves as a catalyst, motivating employees to do something useful
with their resilience levels. With this novel and somewhat counterin-
tuitive insight, this study complements research about the direct
impact of adverse work conditions in steering employees away from
positive work behaviours (e.g., Chen et al., 2015; Jam et al., 2017).
Moreover, by affirming the hypothesized invigorating effects, we
extend previous research that has focused on how supportive organi-
zational situations might spur employees' subsequent resilience levels
(e.g., Kuntz et al., 2017; Todt et al., 2018), as well as their personal ini-
tiative and innovative behaviour (Hong, Liao, Raub, & Han, 2016; Scott
& Bruce, 1994). We focus instead on the concurrent influence of
employees' resilience levels and different sources of workplace adver-
sity on their disruptive creative behaviour. Even if the three sources of
workplace adversity deplete employees' resources, and thus diminish
their ability to devote valuable personal energy to positive work

behaviours (Quinn et al, 2012), this mechanism seemingly is
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outweighed by their enhanced motivation to protect themselves
against resource depletion (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017b).
Thus, the personal resource of resilience spurs disruptive, creative
behaviour more forcefully to the extent that employees are
surrounded by negative work conditions marked by excessive work-
loads or dysfunctional decision-making processes, which generate a
greater need for such behaviour (Hobfoll, 2001).

In an empirical sense, this issue comes to the fore in the depiction
of the slope differences across varying levels of the sources of work-
place adversity. The interaction graphs in Figures 2 and 3 indicate that
increasing levels of resilience enhance disruptive creative behaviour to
a greater extent when employees are unhappy with their workloads,
believe their organization is not open to personal initiatives, and
believe that it embraces dysfunctional political games. This study thus
extends previous research into the direct effects of exposure to
unfavourable work conditions on creative behaviours (Chen et al.,
2015; Jam et al., 2017; Scott & Bruce, 1994) and elucidates their trig-
gering roles. Resilience is more likely to be leveraged to support dis-
ruptive creative behaviour when employees feel compelled to
protect themselves against resource-draining conditions that under-
mine their organizational functioning.

Overall, the findings offer a more comprehensive understanding of
how radically new ideas arise in organizations. That is, a critical but
understudied manifestation of creative behaviour is the effort devoted
to developing radically new ideas, which may include ideas about
completely new work methods or practices, as well as disruptive solu-
tions to specific organizational failures (Frishammar et al., 2016; Seeck
& Diehl, 2017). Such disruptive, creative behaviour tends to be contro-
versial, because it can undermine others' comfort zones and personal
privileges (Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014). Our findings contribute
to previous research by detailing the concurrent effects of employees'
resilience levels and two types of work adversity (work overload and
unfavourable decision making) on the emergence of radically new ideas.
It particularly reveals the catalytic role of these adverse conditions in
stimulating employees to apply their personal energy, stemming from

their resilience, into work activities that might upset the status quo.

5.1 | Limitations and research directions

This study has some weaknesses, which offer opportunities for further
research. First, some caution is warranted with respect to the possibil-
ity of reverse causality; the challenges that employees encounter
when seeking to convince other members of the value of their radi-
cally new ideas might increase their ability to cope with and recover
from difficult work situations (Amabile, 1996). The theorized positive
relationship between employees' resilience and disruptive creative
behaviour is anchored in COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001), yet fur-
ther studies still might apply longitudinal designs to explicate the
causal processes that connect this personal resource with enhanced
disruptive creative behaviour. In a related vein, we theorized both abil-
ity and motivational mechanisms of the positive relationship between

resilience and championing behaviour (i.e., employees' ability to cope

with anticipated resistance to their disruptive ideas and their motiva-
tional expectation of personal satisfaction due to learning). We call
for additional research to assess these mechanisms directly and inves-
tigate, for example, whether ability or motivation arguments dominate
in explaining employees' disruptive creative behaviours in the pres-
ence of high resilience levels.

Second, we investigated the role of three contingency factors, to
derive an encompassing view of how different sources of workplace
adversity—stemming from either their job task environment (work over-
load) or the nature of organizational decision making (organizational
rigidity and organizational politics)—might activate employees to apply
discretionary personal energy, derived from their resilience, to generate
radically new ideas. However, researchers could detail the influence of
other sources of workplace adversity too, in that employees might feel
compelled to leverage their resilience as enhanced disruptive creative
activities to the extent that they suffer from unclear or ambiguous job
descriptions (Eatough, Chang, Miloslavic, & Johnson, 2011), are
exposed to destructive leadership styles (Krasikova, Green, & LeBreton,
2014) or believe that they operate in unsafe work circumstances that
compromise their physical integrity (Hayes, Perander, Smecko, & Trask,
1998). In a similar vein, the relatively small magnitude of the moderated
effects, and the finding that only one of the three adverse work condi-
tions (organizational rigidity) had a direct significant relationship with
disruptive creative behaviour, together indicate that our models might
be underspecified and suppress some true effects. Continued research
should include additional pertinent predictors of creative behaviour,
to avoid such potential suppression.

Third, our empirical research context is Angola. Our theoretical
arguments are country-neutral, but it is possible that cultural aspects
could interfere with the tested conceptual model. On the one hand,
Angola scores low on the individualism dimension (Hofstede,
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010); employees, even those with high
resilience levels, therefore might be somewhat hesitant to engage in
disruptive work behaviours that make them stand out from their
peers. This study accordingly provides a conservative test of the pos-
itive connection between resilience and disruptive creative behaviour.
On the other hand, Angola is marked by relatively high levels of uncer-
tainty avoidance (Hofstede et al., 2010), such that employees might be
particularly eager to leverage their resilience into productive work
activities that help mitigate the uncertainties stemming from adverse
work conditions. Thus, the invigorating role of the studied sources of
resource-draining workplace adversity for connecting resilience to
enhanced creativity behaviour might be particularly salient in cultures
that seek to avoid risk (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). Further studies could
unpack the distinct and combined roles of different cultural values in
linking employees' resilience levels to disruptive creative behaviours,

through comparative cross-country studies.

5.2 | Practical implications

This study has pertinent implications for managerial practice. Organi-

zational decision makers should recognize that employees' resilience
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levels can stimulate their propensity to generate radically new ideas
for organizational improvement, and this positive influence is particu-
larly prominent when employees believe that they operate in
unfavourable work environments that undermine the quality of their
organizational functioning. When employees are willing to generate
disruptive solutions to organizational problems, their organizations
can benefit, but substantial hurdles also might keep employees from
performing such productive behaviours. In particular, they might be
concerned about the potential opposition or resistance evoked by
their radical ideas, which might threaten their individual standing or
reputation among their peers (Deichmann & van den Ende, 2014;
Yuan & Woodman, 2010).

Employees' residual energy, derived from higher resilience levels,
can help overcome this challenge. This study accordingly indicates that
organizations might greatly benefit from hiring and retaining
employees who recover readily from setbacks and are motivated to
learn from such processes. This personal resource of resilience also
can be developed and honed (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, & Peterson,
2010). Managers can boost employees' resilience levels by training
them to prepare for negative reactions to their disruptive work activ-
ities, as well as to come up with solutions that mitigate the chances
that others' reactions compromise their current work situation. Along
with such training efforts, organizational decision makers could
emphasize how the generation of radically new ideas for organiza-
tional improvement can improve employees' personal and career
development (Gong et al., 2009; Parboteeah et al., 2015).

Finally, the positive, invigorating interactions between employees'
resilience levels and exposure to adverse work conditions indicate that
organizations can reap the greatest benefits from stimulating resilient
employees to apply their residual energy to productive but disruptive
activities, to the extent that the organization's own internal function-
ing is marked by (1) excessive time pressures that create significant
problems with the pace of work and (2) negative decision-making
dynamics that stifle personal initiative or embrace self-serving behav-
iours. To the extent that employees suffer from work overload, orga-
nizational rigidity, and organizational politics, specific training
initiatives that stimulate them to leverage their personal energy to
perform disruptive creative activities should be particularly useful.
Ultimately, organizations in which employees struggle with extreme
time pressures, resistance to personal initiatives or behind-the-scenes
decision making still can thrive, as long as their employee bases are
motivated to leverage their personal resources to find radically new

ideas for organizational betterment.

6 | CONCLUSION

This study has investigated how and when employees' resilience is more
likely to spur their propensity to generate radically new ideas for organi-
zational improvement. This personal resource fuels disruptive creative
behaviour, especially when employees face significant adversity in their
organizational environment, due to excessive workloads or negative

decision-making dynamics. We hope this research establishes a
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platform for continued studies into how organizations might leverage
pertinent employee resources into productive work behaviours, partic-
ularly in the presence of significant workplace adversity.

ENDNOTE

10nly one of the three moderating effects was significant in Model 6,
which might reflect different interpretations of the two-way interaction
term effects (which include mean-centred variables) in Model 6, relative
to Models 3-5. That is, each of the two-way interaction terms in Model
6 captures a differential effect of resilience on disruptive creative behav-
jour at non-average values of a specific moderator (work overload,
organizational politics and organizational rigidity), but their simultaneous
estimation in the presence of the other two-way interactions in that same
model means that the effect of each focal moderator is evaluated only in a
space that captures the average values of the other moderators (Aiken &
West, 1991). For example, the moderating effect of work overload in
Model 6 reflects a scenario in which both organizational rigidity and orga-
nizational politics, mean-centred in their respective interaction terms,
operate at their average values. In contrast, the moderating effect of work
overload in Model 3 covers the entire set of values for organizational pol-
itics and organizational rigidity. The absence of significant moderating
effects in Model 6 for two of the three moderators thus indicates that a
particular moderating effect might be influenced by the effects of the
other moderators (De Clercq et al., 2010). Continued research might use
configurational perspectives to investigate the extent to which
employees' exposure to the “least ideal” configuration—high levels of
work overload, organizational politics and organizational rigidity—might
trigger employees' efforts to leverage their resilience as disruptive crea-
tive behaviours (Doty, Glick, & Huber, 1993; Vorhies & Morgan, 2003).
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