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Abstract

:

Innovation, as the key concern of sustainable human resource management, is one of the motivators of the sustainable development of organizations. However, past literature believes that innovation may be hindered by the organizational political climate. Based on the self-determination theory, this study proposes a new perspective to transfer the effect of this climate on innovation through the mediating role of cynicism and the moderating role of personal trait regulatory focus. Findings from 341 seven-point Likert survey questionnaires of employees in a Chinese automobile enterprise revealed that: first, the organizational political climate (expect interpersonal relationships) negatively predicted radical creativity and incremental creativity; second, organizational cynicism mediates the negative relationship between the organizational political climate and radical creativity and incremental creativity; third, the mediating effect of the organizational cynicism relationship between the organizational political climate and dualistic creativity could be affected by the personal trait regulatory focus. This study fills the gap in the relationship between organizational political climate and innovation. Additionally, this study proposes several suggestions for the practitioners and further research.
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1. Introduction


The appeal of the sustainable development of society motivates enterprises to change their model and strategies into more long-term objects related to human issues [1,2]. Although past literature continuously explores the issues related to sustainability [3], the concept of sustainability still remains disputed in different research fields [4,5]. People, the environment and profitability are the three main focuses of the sustainability of enterprises [6]. As one research stream that focuses on how to influence individuals and groups in developing attitudes and behaviors consistent with a sustainable approach [7], human resource management that has been verified to contribute to the development of enterprises, initiating a new research direction in human resource management: sustainable human resource management, covering a comprehensive scope [8,9]. In the study of sustainability, the contents of sustainable human resource management are also widely discussed [10,11,12,13]. In this study, the main tasks of sustainable human resource management are narrowed into attracting and retaining talented employees with establishing a healthy and open work environment to motivate the organization to achieve long-term development [12]. On this occasion, how to find individuals with talents and inspire employees’ potential talents is extremely important [14,15]. Talent is not only a term referring to people but also the characteristics of people, such as abilities, knowledge and competencies [15]. Innovation as an important capability is the scope of management and the motivator of the development of an organization [16]. However, the existence of an organizational political climate that initiates in enterprises the self-interest behaviors of employees, a scarcity of resources and the ambiguity of managerial policies have been considered to negatively influence the attitude and behaviors of employees, including innovative behavior [17]. Although most researchers believe that the organizational political climate may decrease the innovation of employees, the mechanism between their relationships still needs more discussion. For example, the negative effect of organizational cynicism derived from the organizational environment may turn weak, indirectly promoting the attitudes of employees [18].



Based on self-determination theory, this study attempts to explore the mechanism by which organizational political climate influences creativity, including radical creativity and incremental creativity. In this paper, research will answer the following questions: what is the role of the organizational cynicism in the organizational political climate and how it affects employees’ creativity? Can the personal trait regulatory focus be regarded as the boundary condition of analyzing the relationship between organizational political climate and creativity? How do organizational cynicism and personal trait regulatory focus work on the way organizational political climate affects creativity? The rest of this paper is organized into five sections. Section 2 reviews previous studies to give a brief introduction of background and develops a conceptual model framework. Section 3 describes the research method. Section 4 shows the results of the model hypotheses and path coefficient analysis. Section 5 discusses the relationship between innovation, talent management and sustainable business development. Section 6 summarizes the main conclusions and insights of this paper and discusses shortages and further studies. Organizational innovation is the core force of the sustainable development of organizations.




2. Background and Research Model


2.1. Organizational Political Climate and Employee Creativity


Organizational political climate is the shared perceptions of practices associated with organizational recruitment, organizational decision-making, the achievement of goals, and the allocation of resources and rewards [19]. Although the effect of organizational political climate on individuals and organizations may not always be negative, the scarcity of resources and the ambiguity of managerial policies may cause negative competition among members of organizations and self-interested behavior that may lead to negative behavior [19,20]. A negative organizational political climate tends to destroy the contract between employees and the organization, indirectly destroying communication among individuals, performance and the proactive intentions of individuals, and the establishment of shared values in the organization [19,21,22]. To be specific, in a high-level organizational political climate context, the operation of an organization will be affected by many other factors (such as power and relationship), making people attach too much importance to self-interest, salary and welfare, and interpersonal relationships. After all these factors, the internal relationship between employees and the organization will be weakened, leading to passive behaviors. Therefore, as employees are in a high organizational political climate, their innovative behavior will be curbed.



In addition, the appearance of organizational politics is often accompanied by certain uncertainty and ambiguity in policies, leading to a low level of employee safety and engagement due to doubt in guarantees and supports from organizations [19]. As a kind of behavior, innovation behaviours of employees are influenced by organizational climate [23]. If the organizational political climate is maintained at a high level, the attitudes of employees will be passive, and the intentions of innovation will decrease.



Previous studies have shown that the boundary conditions should be considered by researchers studying the influential process of organizational political climate [24]. Therefore, this study explores the effect of organizational political climate from three dimensions (self-interest, salary and promotion and interpersonal relationship). In terms of creativity, it is also hard to measure through a single dimension [25,26]. Therefore, this research classifies creativity into radical creativity and incremental creativity, aiming to better understand the role of certain factors and related influences [27,28,29]. Radical creativity refers to innovative practice that is totally different from the existing condition, and incremental creativity refers to a minor change in the existing framework for improvement [27]. According to the above, this study hypothesizes that:



Hypothesis 1a.

Self-interested behavior negatively predicts radical creativity and incremental creativity respectively.





Hypothesis 1b.

Salary and promotion negatively predict radical creativity and incremental creativity respectively.





Hypothesis 1c.

Interpersonal relationship negatively predicts radical creativity and incremental creativity respectively.






2.2. Organizational Cynicism


At the end of the last century, scholars first proposed organizational cynicism based on a philosophical concept and extended the study of cynicism in a new direction [30]. Organizational cynicism referring to the negative and negative attitude of employees towards the organization generally exists in the organizational environment and occurs in the initial stage of the contract relationship [31]. Organizational cynicism has three aspects, including employees’ beliefs, feelings and behaviors towards the organization [32]. The appearance of organizational cynicism can be attributed to problems within the organization, such as technical defects in the organizational system, leadership, environment, etc. [33].



The characteristics of organizational cynicism are as follows: the first is perniciousness. As a negative psychological state (e.g., disappointment, anger, frustration, etc.), cynicism can reduce the performance of employees in the organization and the willingness and efficiency of labor [30,34]. Second is diffusivity. The appearance of cynical individuals within the organization will further affect the specific performance of other employees in the organization [35]. Third is multi-dimension: organizational cynicism may reflect three aspects: belief, emotion and behavior [36]. Fourth is adherence: organizational cynicism exists in organizational contexts, directly affecting the employment relations [37]. Fifth is dynamics: organizational cynicism is derived from the organizational environment and can be accompanied by the dynamic change of organizational environment, time and organizational structure [30]. On the one hand, the antecedents of organizational cynicism are the perceptions of the workplace, such as political perception, fairness, psychological contract breath, and organizational support perception [38].



As this study argues that the organizational political climate will negatively influence the perceptions of employees, organizational cynicism, a negative attitude towards the workplace, will increase. On the other hand, consequences of organizational cynicism are considered as negative perception towards workplace, organizational citizenship behavior and performance [30,32]. Therefore, it can be inferred that the high level of organizational cynicism creative behavior may decrease. As organizational cynicism is maintained at a high degree, employees may lose confidence in the organization, accompanied by a series of adverse behaviors such as lying, burnout [39]. On the contrary, if few employees show negative attitudes to the organization and work, they may be more willing to work efficiently and spare no effort in making use of their talents and knowledge for innovation [38]. Furthermore, the effect of organizational cynicism may change with time and organizational situation [40,41]. According to the above, this study hypothesizes that:



Hypothesis 2a.

Organizational cynicism mediates the relationship between self-interest behavior and creativity.





Hypothesis 2b.

Organizational cynicism mediates the relationship between salary and promotion and creativity.





Hypothesis 2c.

Organizational cynicism mediates the relationship between the interpersonal relationship and creativity.






2.3. Personal Trait Regulatory Focus


Most studies explore the outcome of the organizational political climate and organizational cynicism from the perspective of their negative effects [42]. However, the cynicism is changing all the time because of its adherence to the organizational environment, time and organizational structure. Additionally, the negative effect of organizational political climate and organizational cynicism may be improved due to the improvement of what has been regarded as the key of competitiveness of enterprise “H”. Enterprise “H” provided a rich situation. According to self-determination theory, individuals may be proactive in order to change their life situation. Some scholars consider organizational cynicism as a personal trait and the negative psychological situation can be changed [18,30]. Employees have two different self-regulatory tendencies in the process of pursuing goals: facilitating personal trait regulatory focus and defensive personal trait regulatory focus [43].



Individuals with facilitating personal trait regulatory focus are more sensitive to the acquisition of positive results as they pursue self-realization, and therefore they have stronger motivations to achieve goals. By contrast, individuals with defensive focus are afraid of loss and they are more sensitive to negative outcomes, and therefore, they have stronger incentives to avoid loss. As a stable individual characteristic, the personal trait regulatory focus has been proved to be an important moderator the attitude and behavior of employees in many studies [44]. Employees with facilitating regulatory focus may easier to identify potential opportunities with decreasing the negative effects of lacking self-efficacy [45].



From the perspective of self-determination theory, people with different personal trait regulatory focus have various attitudes toward pressure due to the political climate, indirectly influencing their attitudes toward innovation. The employees with facilitating personal trait regulatory focus will devote their enthusiasm to conduct actions to overcome the problems [46]. The employees with facilitating personal trait regulatory focus are more self-confident and radically creative [47]. Besides, these people will be more willing to modify the improper situation based on their knowledge [48]. By contrast, people with defensive personal trait regulatory focus are more willing to avoid huge change to avoid uncertain results [49]. Therefore, they may be more willing to modify gradually to undermine negative effects. Thus, this study hypothesizes that:



Hypothesis 3a.

Facilitating personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationship between organizational cynicism and radical creativity.





Hypothesis 3b.

Defensive personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationship between organizational cynicism and incremental creativity.





Personal trait regulatory focus can be adopted as a kind of intervention to guide the psychological situation of individuals [42]. Therefore, this study adopts personal trait regulatory focus as a moderator in the whole path by which political climate influences creativity. To be specific, the negative effects of organizational cynicism on incremental creativity cannot be effectively moderated when individuals intervene by facilitating personal trait regulatory focus. Also, the negative effects of organizational cynicism on radical creativity cannot be effectively moderated when individuals intervene by defensive personal trait regulatory focus. This paper finds out the boundary conditions of the path of organizational political climate loss by personal trait regulatory focus. Thus, this study hypothesizes that:



Hypothesis 4a.

Facilitating personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationships among organizational cynicism, self-interest behavior creativity and radical creativity.





Hypothesis 4b.

Defensive personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationships among organizational cynicism, self-interest behavior and incremental creativity.





Hypothesis 4c.

Facilitating personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationships among organizational cynicism, salary and promotion and radical creativity.





Hypothesis 4d.

Defensive personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationships among organizational cynicism, salary and promotion and incremental creativity.





Hypothesis 4e.

Facilitating personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationships among organizational cynicism, interpersonal relationship and radical creativity.





Hypothesis 4f.

Defensive personal trait regulatory focus moderates the relationships among organizational cynicism, interpersonal relationship and incremental creativity.





Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework of the study which portrays the impact of organizational political climate, organizational cynicism, personal trait regulatory focus and dual innovation.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Study Design


A quantitative research method with a survey questionnaire was adopted to explore the constructs related to this research in a well-known automobile enterprise “H” located in the Beijing-Tianjin-Hebei economic circle region in China. As a famous high-tech enterprise in the industry, independent research and independent innovation ability have been regarded as the key to the competitiveness of enterprise “H”. Enterprise “H” provided a rich number of samples for this study because it offered abundant job types, including research and development (R&D) positions and design positions, and these positions required different types of innovations. Employees from R&D and design positions could provide a sample source for measuring radical creativity. Employees from production positions provided a rich sample for this study to measure incremental creativity. Therefore, to some extent, the samples used in this study were representative.




3.2. Measurement


A survey questionnaire was applied in this research, covering demographic variables (age, gender, educational level, the tenure of work, position), organizational political climate, organizational cynicism, dual innovation and personal trait regulatory focus.



The measurements adopted in this research were selected from past literature and translated from English into Chinese by professional translators. This study invited two bilingual professors of business to check the accuracy of the Chinese version to ensure translation validity. Additionally, a pilot test among 25 people was applied for the pre-test. The measurements for constructs were all seven-point Likert scales (from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) and were verified to be reliable (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.6).



The organizational political climate was measured by a 13-item scale from Kacmar et al. [50]. This measurement was divided into three dimensions, including self-serving behavior (4 items), compensation benefits and promotions (5 items) and the relationship between colleagues (4 items). The Cronbach’s alpha of this measurement was 0.949.



Dualistic innovation was measured by a 6-item scale from Madjar et al. [27]. This measurement was divided into two dimensions, including radical creativity (Cronbach’s alpha of this dimension was 0.866) and incremental creativity (Cronbach’s alpha of this dimension was 0.799).



Organizational cynicism was measured by a 13-item scale from Dean et al. [30]. This measurement was divided into three dimensions, including organizational cynicism belief, organizational cynicism emotion and organizational cynicism behavior. The Cronbach’s alpha of this measurement was 0.834.



Personal trait regulatory focus was measured by a 12-item scale from Wallace et al. [48]. This measurement was divided into two dimensions, including accelerative focus (6 items) and defensive focus (6 items). The Cronbach’s alpha of this measurement was 0.90.



Demographic variables were marked as control variables in this study to decline their influences on constructs [51]. To be specific, this study marked female as “0” and male as “1”. In addition, this study marked the position as a dummy variable (including operations, research and development, design, research and development support, research and development management, general staff and others) to define the difference between positions.




3.3. Participants and Procedures


This study used two methods to reduce common method bias. First, the supervisors were invited to assess the performance of their followers in creativity (radical creativity and incremental creativity). In the meantime, the employees were invited to respond to the survey about the political climate, the organizational cynicism and personal trait regulatory focus (facilitating regulatory focus and defensive regulatory focus). Secondly, this study collected data in three time periods. In the first period, 480 employees were invited to enroll the survey consisting of three parts: organizational political climate, organizational cynicism, and demographic variables. Three weeks later, the researchers sent questionnaires to the same group of employees to measure their personal trait regulatory focus. A month later, the researchers invited supervisors of the employees who filled the questionnaires at time periods 1 and 2 to rate the performance of employees in creativity. Finally, 341 effective samples were obtained after eliminating the incomplete response and the incomplete response, with a 91.6% effective response rate. To be specific, 89.2 percent were males and the rest were females. The average age of participants was 30.6 years old and the average length of work in the company was 3.8 years. Additionally, 68.1 percent of participants were bachelor’s degree holders.





4. Results


4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations


According to Table 1, descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients can be checked. There was a positive correlation between organizational political climate and organizational cynicism (r = 0.378, p < 0.001). The organizational political climate is negatively correlated with radical creativity and incremental creativity (r = −0.130, p < 0.05). Organizational cynicism was negatively correlated with radical (r = −0.243, p < 0.001) and incremental creativity (r = −0.229, p < 0.001).




4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis


In this study, Mplus 6.0 was used for confirmatory factor analysis to examine the measurement model. Mplus is the mainstream analysis software for latent variable modeling. The software can deal with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modelling (SEM) through simple programming techniques. It can be applied to measure different types of variables (e.g., continuous, censored, binary, ordered categorical, unordered categorical) by analyzing diversified data including cross-sectional data, longitudinal data, single-tier data and multi-tier data. In this study, the variables can be measured by cross-sectional and continuous data. Therefore, Mplus is an appropriate tool for analysis.



According to the suggestions, the values of χ2 goodness-of-fit test (χ2/df), the comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) could be adopted to explain the model fit [52,53]. The model fit indices reveal that to what extent the model reproduces the data.



χ2/df is used to measure the similarity between the observed covariance matrix and the expected variance matrix. It is believed that for an accepted model, the valued of χ2/df should be less than 5. CFI and TLI are used to compare the difference between the default model and the independent model. If the values of CFI and TLI are greater than 0.900, and close to 1, the model fit is satisfying. The RMSEA value is used to measure to what extent the model does not fit well. The value of this index should be less than 0.08. The closer it is to 0, the higher the goodness of fit. SRMR is the square root of the difference between the sample covariance matrix and the model covariance matrix. The value of SRMR should be less than 0.08.



Table 2 showed that compared with the results of five-latent-factor model (r = 157.955, p < 0.01), four-latent-factor model (r = 166.85, p < 0.01), three-latent-factor model (r = 483.271, p < 0.01), two-latent-factor model (r = 930.725, p < 0.01), single-latent-factor model (r = 1638.318, p < 0.01). The results of the eight-latent-factor model indicates that (499, N = 341) = 985.904, p = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.053, CFI = 0.932, TLI = 0.923, = 1.976, suggesting that the measurement model was well established to realize discriminant validity. In addition, all the above abbreviations are shown in the Appendix A.




4.3. Results of Hypotheses Testing


4.3.1. Main Effects


H1a–1c aimed to explore the influences of each dimension of organizational political climate on radical creativity and incremental creativity. The table below shows the results of regression and H1a–1b were supported; however, the H1c was partially supported. To be specific, model 1 in the table showed that self-interest was negatively correlated with radical creativity and incremental creativity respectively (β = −0.111, p = 0.041; β = −0.098, p = 0.046). Model 2 in the table showed that salary promotion was negatively correlated with radical creativity and incremental creativity respectively (β = −0.092, p = 0.008; β = −0.106, p = 0.005). Model 3 in the Table 3 showed that interpersonal relationships were not associated with incremental creativity (β = −0.122, p = 0.008), while, interpersonal relationships were negatively related to radical creativity (β = −0.153, p = 0.055).




4.3.2. Mediating Effects


The PROCESS program proposed was used by applying a bootstrap 5000 times to test the mediating effect (H2a–2d) [54]. The table showed that H2a–2d were all supported. H2a predicted that organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of intellectual stimulation on radical creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval for direct effect was [−0.0658, 0.1540], containing 0; while the 95% confidence interval for indirect effect was [0.0307, 0.1147], excluding 0. Therefore, organizational cynicism mediated self-serving behavior and radical creativity. H2b predicted that the organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of encouraging incentive on incremental creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval for direct effect was [−0.0491, 0.1565], containing 0, while the 95% confidence interval for indirect effect was [0.0179, 0.0979], excluding 0. Therefore, organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of encouraging incentives for incremental creativity. H2c predicted that organizational cynicism mediated the positive correlation between the idealized influence and radical creativity. The results showed that the confidence interval of 95% of the direct effect was [−0.0421, 0.1948], including 0, while the confidence interval of 95% of the indirect effect was [0.0337, 0.1326], excluding 0. Therefore, organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of salary promotion on radical creativity. In the meantime, H2c also predicted that the organizational cynicism mediated the positive correlation between the idealized influence and incremental creativity. The results showed that the confidence interval of 95% of the direct effect was [−0.0545, 0.1716], containing 0, while, the confidence interval of 95% of the indirect effect was [0.0224, 0.1159], excluding 0. Therefore, organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of salary promotion on incremental creativity. H2d predicted that organizational cynicism mediated the positive correlation between the interpersonal relationship and radical creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval for direct effect was [0.0058, 0.2189], excluding 0, while the 95% confidence interval for indirect effect was [0.0239, 0.1172], excluding 0. Therefore, organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of interpersonal relationship on radical creativity. H2d also predicted that organizational cynicism mediated the positive correlation between the interpersonal relationship and incremental creativity. Table 4 showed that the confidence interval of direct effect 95% was [−0.0614, 0.1429], containing 0, while the confidence interval of indirect effect 95% was [0.0211, 0.1101], excluding 0. Therefore, organizational cynicism positively mediated the effect of interpersonal relationship on incremental creativity.




4.3.3. Moderating Effect


To better test H3a–3b, two actions were conducted according to the suggestions [55]. First, the cynicism, accelerative focus, and restrictive focus were centralized to calculate the interaction terms. Second, the cynicism, accelerative focus, restrictive focus, the interaction terms and control variables were enrolled in the regression stage. Table 3 showed that the accelerative focus positively moderated the effect of cynicism on radical creativity (β = 0.284, p = 0.001). Therefore, H3a was supported. Additionally, Table 3 showed that the restrictive focus significantly moderated the effect of cynicism on incremental creativity (β = 0.206, p = 0.004). Therefore, H3b was supported. However, the accelerative focus did not significantly moderate the effect of cynicism on radical creativity (β = 0.371, p = 0.057), and the restrictive focus did not significantly moderate the effect of cynicism on incremental creativity (β = 0.145, p = 0.054). Figure 2 presented the moderating effects of defensive regulatory focus (a,b) and facilitating regulatory focus (c,d).




4.3.4. Mediating Effect with Moderators on the Main Path


H4a predicted that the accelerative focus moderated the mediating effect of organizational cynicism on the effect of self-serving behavior on radical creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval was [0.0225, 0.0977], excluding 0. Therefore, the H4a was supported. H4b predicted that the restrictive focus moderated the mediating effect of organizational cynicism on the effect of self-serving behavior on incremental creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval range is [0.0114, 0.0783], excluding 0. Therefore, H4b was supported. H4c predicted that the accelerative focus moderated the mediating effect of organizational cynicism on the effect of salary promotion on radical creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval range was [0.0277, 0.1127], excluding 0. Therefore, the H4c was supported. H4d predicted that the accelerative focus moderated the mediating effect of organizational cynicism on the effect of salary promotion on incremental creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval range was [0.0138, 0.0932], excluding 0. Therefore, H4d was supported. H4e predicted that the accelerative focus moderated the mediating effect of organizational cynicism on the effect of interpersonal relationships on radical creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval range was [0.0249, 0.1038], excluding 0. Therefore, the H4e was supported. H4f predicted that the restrictive focus moderated the mediating effect of organizational cynicism on the effect of interpersonal relationship on incremental creativity. The results showed that the 95% confidence interval range was [0.0118, 0.0867], excluding 0. Therefore, the H4f was supported.






5. Discussion


5.1. Findings


This study explores the influence of organizational political climate on employees’ dual creativity based on self-determination theory and the role of organizational cynicism. The findings can be summarized as follows:



5.1.1. The Negative Effect of Organizational Political Climate and the Mediating Effect of Organizational Cynicism


The research finds that the dimensions of organizational political climate about self-interested behavior and salary and promotion are negative to employees’ performance in innovation. Additionally, organizational cynicism is considered to mediate the effect of self-interested behavior on creativity and mediates the effect of salary and promotion on creativity. As employees are immersed in a high degree organizational political climate, they will be sensitive to issues about self-interested behavior and salary and promotion, and they may less devote themselves into work and innovation and creation as they feel unjust about their treatment.



However, interpersonal relationships are only negatively related to incremental creativity and not obviously related to radical creativity. This reveals that the high-degree political climate may influence the innovative behaviours more in reformations of the present situation than in comprehensive innovation. Furthermore, organizational cynicism is considered to mediate the effect of interpersonal relationships on incremental creativity. This shows that employees’ passion for reformation is influenced by their perceptions about relationships among colleagues. If they perceive that the relationships among colleagues are distant, they may less care about others’ opinions and conduct less reformative actions in their work places.




5.1.2. Moderating Effect of Personal Trait Regulatory Focus


The findings show that as people have a facilitating personal trait regulatory focus, the negative effect of cynicism on radical creativity can decline. However, as people have a defensive personal trait regulatory focus, the negative effect of cynicism on incremental creativity can decline. Additionally, facilitating personal trait regulatory focus can moderate the mediating effect of cynicism on the relationship between organizational political climate and radical creativity, while defensive personal trait regulatory focus can moderate the mediating effect of cynicism on the relationship between organizational political climate and incremental creativity.






6. Conclusions


The research shows that the negative effects of organizational political climate and organizational cynicism on employees’ performance are not irreversible. This study regards cynicism as a dynamic variable and the personal trait regulatory focuses as a moderating variable in the organizational political climate. The results show that: first, self-interested behavior and salary and promotion are negatively related to creativity. However, interpersonal relationships are only negatively related to incremental creativity and not obviously related to radical creativity. Second, organizational cynicism mediates the effect of self-interested behavior on creativity and mediates the effect of salary and promotion on creativity. However, organizational cynicism only mediates the effect of interpersonal relationships on incremental creativity. Third, as people have the facilitating personal trait regulatory focus, the negative effect of cynicism on radical creativity can decline. As people have the defensive personal trait regulatory focus, the negative effect of cynicism on incremental creativity can decline. Fourth, a facilitating personal trait regulatory focus can moderate the mediating effect of cynicism on the relationship between organizational political climate and radical creativity, while a defensive personal trait regulatory focus can moderate the mediating effect of cynicism on the relationship between organizational political climate and incremental creativity. This study not only fills the gap in the literature, but also can be referred to by practitioners for management.



6.1. Implications


The theoretical contributions of this study are as follows. First, this study provides a new research perspective for understanding “how to restrain the negative effects of organizational political climate” and expands the research scope of the relationship between “organizational climate-creativity” [56,57]. Secondly, this study enriches the research on antecedents and their influencing mechanisms of the two types of creativity. At present, most studies on creativity focus on the exploration of antecedents [58], however, few studies discuss a certain antecedent and its mediating mechanism. This study enriches the research in creativity by exploring how the mechanism of organizational cynicism mediates the relationship between organizational political climate and creativity from the perspective of the organizational environment. Third, this study expands the research of personal trait regulatory focus. Past literature mostly discusses the effect of personal trait regulatory focus on satisfaction [59], performance [60] and motivation [49], while few studies discuss the effect of focus on creativity. This study verifies the moderating effect of personal trait regulatory focus, a kind of personal trait, on the relationship between organizational cynicism and creativity, enriching the relevant research and providing a possible perspective for future studies on the theoretical boundary of creativity.



This study also can be referred to for practice. First, organizations may help employees to inspire innovation. As employees work in a position that they are adept in, they may be more willing to contribute to organizations [61]. If the employees recognize their role in contributing to innovation and transformation, they may be more proactive and innovative. In addition, organizations may conduct different policies to inspire their innovation and motivation according to the types of employees. For the talented employees and knowledge employees, facilitating policies may be carried out to encourage radical innovation. Compared with general workers, talented employees and knowledge employees usually acquire skills faster and apply knowledge more flexibly, and therefore, the positive climate and policy may inspire their talents to contribute to innovation and creation for the transformation of organizations. For general workers, perceptions about interpersonal relationships should consider which influences incremental creativity. Since general workers used to be the people who know the emerging problems of work, their attitudes determine the performance of organizations. Thus, organizations should be concerned with the feelings of those workers and assist these employees in setting work goals and balancing their work and life well according to their personal characteristics. Furthermore, organizations may encourage general workers to reform ways of working to overcome problems in daily work.



Second, organizations may develop systematic staff training courses about personal trait regulatory focus to cultivate the values of employees and build positive climates for employees. Third, organizations may optimize staff deployment and recruitment by arranging for employees to have a facilitating personal trait regulatory focus to different departments to decrease the negative effect of the organizational political climate. In addition, organizations may deploy people with defensive focuses to risk-control departments, while assigning people with facilitating focus to more innovative and open positions.




6.2. Limitation and Future Research


As with all studies, this study has some limitations. First, this study only explores the perceptions of employees from one automobile industry in China. The limitation in sample size and cultural and industrial diversity of the case cannot be omitted. Future research can test the model with broad contexts and a larger sample size. Second, this study applies quantitative research (survey-based) for collecting data, however, a single research method cannot reflect the whole phenomenon. Therefore, future research may apply a mixed method to explore similar phenomena. Moreover, this study was not concerned with contextual factors and individual factors completely, and individual factors, contextual factors and their interactions may influence creativity [62]. Therefore, future research may explore the interactive effect of individual factors and contextual factors, motivation, psychological empowerment and committees in the study of creativity.
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Table A1. Abbreviations.






Table A1. Abbreviations.





	Full Name of Terms
	Abbreviations





	Research and development
	R&D



	Standard deviation
	S.D.



	Confirmatory factor analysis
	CFA



	Structural equation modelling
	SEM



	χ2 goodness-of-fit test
	χ2/df



	The comparative fit index
	CFI



	Tucker–Lewis index
	TLI



	The root mean square error of approximation
	RMSEA



	Standardized root mean square residual
	SRMR
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework. 






Figure 1. Conceptual framework.
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Figure 2. Graphic presentations of the moderating effects of defensive regulatory focus (a,b) and facilitating regulatory focus (c,d). 
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations.
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	Indicator
	Means
	S.D.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13





	Age
	30.78
	7.80
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Gender a
	0.89
	0.31
	−0.239 **
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Education
	3.36
	0.93
	0.043
	−0.168 **
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Tenure of work
	3.80
	1.47
	0.802 ***
	−0.176 **
	−0.074
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Position 1 c
	0.68
	0.47
	−0.217 ***
	0.208 **
	−0.581 *
	−0.149 **
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Position 2 c
	0.04
	0.19
	−0.005
	−0.087
	0.233 **
	−0.039
	−0.281 **
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Position 3 c
	0.12
	0.33
	0.053
	−0.161 **
	0.340 **
	−0.024
	−0.543 **
	−0.071
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Position 4 c
	0.02
	0.13
	−0.002
	−0.025
	0.164 **
	−0.012
	−0.197 **
	−0.026
	−0.049
	-
	
	
	
	
	



	Position 5 c
	0.05
	0.21
	0.067
	−0.101
	0.211 **
	0.030
	−0.326 **
	−0.042
	−0.082
	−0.030
	-
	
	
	
	



	Personal Trait Regulatory Focus
	5.38
	0.98
	0.135 *
	0.203 ***
	−0.078
	−0.080
	0.086
	0.011
	0.018
	0.056
	−0.090
	-
	
	
	



	Organizational Political Climate
	5.55
	0.78
	−0.202 *
	−0.027
	−0.023
	−0.195 **
	−0.003
	−0.056
	−0.009
	0.053
	−0.078
	−0.502 **
	-
	
	



	Organizational Cynicism
	5.01
	0.97
	−0.121 *
	−0.150 **
	0.093
	−0.127 *
	−0.064
	−0.030
	0.000
	0.005
	−0.033
	−0.370 **
	0.378 ***
	-
	



	Radical Creativity
	5.06
	0.99
	−0.108 *
	0.242 ***
	0.411**
	−0.007
	0.401 ***
	−0.235 **
	−0.210 **
	0.007
	−0.334 **
	0.138 *
	−0.130 *
	−0.243 **
	-



	Incremental Creativity
	5.31
	0.86
	−0.143 **
	0.196 ***
	0.308 **
	0.061
	0.318 ***
	−0.119 *
	−0.190 **
	0.003
	−0.225 **
	0.125 *
	−0.131 *
	−0.229 **
	0.188







Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Gender a: Female = 1, Male = 0. Education b: High school diploma or below = 1, College degree = 2, Bachelor’s degree = 3, Master degree or above = 4. Position c: 1 = Research and Development (R&D) Position, 2 = Design Position; 3 = Design Position; 4 = R&D Support Position; 5 = R&D Management Position.
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