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Barkova K. O. Analyzing the Team-Building Practices: Integrating Theoretical and Practical Aspects
of Facilitating Creative Thinking by Leaders

The aim of this article is to integrate theoretical and practical approaches to team building as a tool that can enhance the creative thinking of teams through
purposeful facilitation by leaders. The analysis, systematization, and synthesis of contemporary scientific publications reveal that team building creates the
team’s «capacity assets», yet their conversion into creative outcomes occurs only through mechanisms of psychological safety and communicative behavior,
which leaders support through specific facilitation actions. The study demonstrates that the key «bottlenecks» are the fragmentation of practices, insufficient
operationalization of leaders’ «micro-actions», and the sensitivity of creative interaction to the hybrid context. The scientific novelty of the work lies in the
proposal of the practical C-TEAM protocol, which combines team-building functions with a sequence of facilitation of creative thinking during everyday work
discussions, as well as in the development of practically oriented recommendations for leadership facilitation actions that support the balance of divergence and
convergence, reduce interpersonal risks, and enhance the quality of idea synthesis. The practical significance of the obtained results lies in the possibility of using
the proposed logic and protocol by team leaders to improve the effectiveness of creative problem-solving in hybrid interaction settings. Prospects for further
research in this area include the empirical testing of the efficiency of C-TEAM in various industries and types of teams, comparison of results for hybrid, fully of-
fline, and online formats, as well as clarification of the conditions under which specific leadership facilitation actions have the greatest impact on psychological
safety, communication behavior, and the quality of creative outcomes.
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bapkosa K. O. AHani3 npakmuk KOMaHOOyMeopeHHsA: iHmezpayis meopemuyHUX i NPAKMUYHUX acnekmie
thacunimayii KpeamueHo20 mucneHHA nidepamu

Mema cmammi nonseae 8 iHmezpayii meopemuyHux i mpakmu4Hux nioxodie 0o KOMaHAoyMeopeHHa (MumbinduHey) AK iHCmpymeHmy, Wwo Moxe miocuto-
8aMU KpeamugHe MUCAEHHA KOMAHO 3a yMosu yinecnpamosaHoi acunimauii 3 6oky nidepa. Y npoyeci aHanisy, cucmemamusayii ma y3aeanbHeHHA cy4ac-
HUX HayKoBUX My6iKayili po3kpumo, wo KOMaHOOYMBOPEHHS hOPMYE «AKMUBU CMIPOMOMCHOCMI» KOMAHOU, 00HAK iX nepemeopeHHs Ha meopyi pesyabma-
mu 8i06ye8aembca fuLe Yepe3 MeXaHi3mMu ncuxonoeiyHoi besneku ma KomyHikauiliHoi mosediHKu, AKi nidep nidmpumye KOHKpemHumMu gacunimayiliHumu
diamu. Y pesynbmami 00cniomeHHA MOKA3AHO, WO KAKHOBUMU «BY3bKUMU MICUAMUY € hpaemMeHmapHicme mpakmuk, HedocmamHa onepayioHanizayis
nidepcbKux «mikpodilin ma yymausicme kpeamusHoi 83aemodii 0o 2ibpudHo20 KoHmeKcmy. Haykoea HOBU3HA PobOMU MoAIA2AE Y 3aMPONOHYBAHHI NPU-
KnadHozo npomokony C-TEAM, axuli noedHye KomaHOOymeoptosanbHi hyHKYii 3 mocidosHicmio ghacunimayii KpeamueHo20 MUCeHHA Nid Yac No8cAKOeH-
HUX pob6oYUX 062080pEHb, @ MAKOX Y (hOPMYBAHHI MPAKMUYHO OPIEHMOBAHUX peKomeHOauil wodo nidepcokux gacunimayiliHux 0ili, aki nidmpumyrome
banaHc dusepaeHyii ma KoHep2eHyii, 3HUMYIMb MixocobucmicHi pusuku ma nidsuwyroms Akicme cuHme3y idell. [TpaKMuU4He 3HAYEHHA OMPUMAHUX
pe3ynbmamie MoaA2aE y MOMAUBOCMI BUKOPUCMAHHA 3aMPONOHOBAHOI A102IKU MA MPOMOKOAY KePIBHUKAMU KOMAHO 08 Ni0BUWEHHA pe3ynbmamugHoc-
mi meop4020 po36’A3aHHA Npobaem 6 ymosax 2ibpudHoi e3aemodii. Mlepcnekmusamu ModanbWUX 00CIOHEHb Y UbOMY HAMPAMI € eMMipu4YHa nepesipKa
ecpexkmusHocmi C-TEAM y pi3Hux 2any3ax i munax KOMaHO, NOpigHAHHA pe3yabmamie 014 2i6pudHuX i mosHicmio ognaliH- i oHnaliH-hpopmamis, @ makox
YMOYHeHHA yMO8, 3a AKUX OKpeMmi hacunimayitini 0ii nidepa Halibinbwe 8nausaomb Ha ncuxonoaivHy besneky, KOMyHiKayiliHy nogediHky ma Akicme Kpea-
MUBHUX pe3ynbmamie.

Knrovoei cnosa: komaHOoymeopeHHs (mumbinduHe), KpeamusHe MUCAeHHS, Gacunimayis, nidepcmeo, ncuxonoziyHa besneka, 2ibpudHi KOMAHOU, KOMYHi-
KayiliHa noeediHKa, Ou3aliH-MUC/EHHS.
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eam-building has long been used to improve

cooperation and cohesion, yet its relationship

with creative thinking is still frequently re-
duced to motivational “events” rather than sustained
leadership practice. A recent evidence suggests that
the strongest contributions of team-building occur
when it is treated as a system of routines and shared
meaning that supports coordination, learning, and in-
terpersonal risk-taking [1]. At the same time, modern
work settings are increasingly hybrid (combining co-
located and remote collaboration), and creative output
under compressed timelines is expected. This environ-
ment raises a key managerial question: how can lead-
ers translate team-building practices into reliable cre-
ative thinking processes — without undermining speed
and accountability.

Another design-thinking research highlights that
structured collaborative methods can shape team inter-
actions, skills, task execution, emotional climate, and
overall performance [2]. However, the literature also
indicates practical constraints: when deadlines tight-
en, teams may sacrifice exploration, increase conflict
around selection, and reduce the quality of decisions
unless facilitation actively protects the divergent—con-
vergent rhythm [3]. Hybrid and virtual contexts add
additional friction: reduced informal communication
and weaker shared context can lower creative synergy
unless leadership deliberately strengthens psychologi-
cal safety and communication norms [4], [5].

Leadership studies of collective creativity empha-
size that leaders influence creativity not only through
vision, but through how they structure collaboration,
distribute influence, and build enabling conditions
for creative work [6]. Micro-level research further
shows that leader behaviors during creativity episodes
(e.g., how leaders respond to errors, how they allo-
cate speaking turns, how they regulate conflict) shape
group creative performance and coordination quality
[7]. A parallel empirical stream demonstrates that psy-
chological safety and communication behavior explain
part of how teams convert collaboration into innova-
tive performance [8].

Practical facilitation research also shows that
psychological safety can be deliberately cultivated
through repeated cycles of observation, interpretation,
and intervention across a team’s life cycle [9], and can
be improved via structured short-term programs that
strengthen communication and reduce interpersonal
threats [10].

Therefore, the problem is not whether team-
building matters, but how leaders operationalize it as
a repeatable creative capacity, especially in hybrid set-
tings where interaction quality is fragile and creativity
competes with operational speed.
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In the most recent international scholarship,
team-building is increasingly framed not as a one-time
“bonding” activity but as an evidence-based system of
interventions that shape cohesion, coordination, and
team emergent states across the project life-cycle. In
a large-scale synthesis of team-building interventions,
Sang Hyun Kwon and co-authors show that struc-
tured team-building practices are most consistently
associated with stronger social integration and more
stable coordination patterns when they are deliber-
ately sequenced (diagnosis — intervention — rein-
forcement) rather than applied ad hoc [1]. In parallel,
design-oriented approaches have become a prominent
bridge between team-building and creative thinking:
Cornelia Kerstin Schlott systematizes empirical work
on design thinking and teamwork and argues that “im-
pact” is best captured through multi-level indicators
(individual skill development, team process quality,
and innovation outputs) rather than single outcomes
[2]. Extending this logic into time-pressured settings,
Marco Balzano and Guido Bortoluzzi demonstrate
that design thinking practices can shape team innova-
tion differently under temporal constraints, implying
that leaders must actively manage both “creative di-
vergence” and “execution convergence” as the deadline
window narrows [3].

Another stream of current research focuses on
how digital and distributed contexts modify the clas-
sic drivers of team creativity. In their experimental
work on creativity in virtual teams, Christian Grund,
Christine Harbring, and Lisa Klinkenberg show that
the structure of interaction in virtual collaboration can
materially influence creative performance, suggesting
that “virtuality” is not neutral and must be designed
and led intentionally [4]. At the leadership level, Zijian
Huang, Stavros Sindakis, Sakshi Aggarwal, and Ludi-
vine Thomas synthesize evidence from research and
development environments and emphasize leader-
ship’s role in orchestrating collective creativity through
frameworks that connect motivation, group dynam-
ics, and enabling conditions [6]. Complementing this,
micro-dynamic perspectives examine what leaders do
during creative work: Qingbai Zhao, Ying Li, Songqing
Li, Zheng Liang, Shi Chen, Riman Ga, Quanlei Yu, and
Zhijin Zhou examine dynamic leader behaviors dur-
ing creativity-related tasks and link these behaviors to
group performance, reinforcing the idea that leader-
ship effects are enacted moment-by-moment rather
than only through stable “styles” [7].

particularly influential recent focus is psy-
chological safety as a mechanism connecting
leadership, team-building routines, and cre-
ative risk-taking. At the team-process level, Hao Jin
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and Yan Peng connect team psychological safety to
innovative performance and highlight the mediating
importance of communication behaviors and reflexive
team practices, implying that teams do not “inherit”
creativity from talent alone — creativity is enabled (or
suppressed) through how people speak up, challenge,
and learn together [8].

rom an institutional and facilitation lens, Me-

gan S. Jones, Amanda E. Cravens, Jill Zarestky,

Courtney Ngai, and Hannah B. They propose
concrete facilitation practices to cultivate psycho-
logical safety in science and research teams, treating
psychological safety as a cycle of observation, inter-
pretation, and timely intervention — an approach that
translates well into organizational team-building pro-
grams led by managers rather than external facilitators
[9]. Importantly, evidence is also accumulating that
psychological safety can be improved through short,
structured interventions: Momoko Kobayashi reports
a group-based psychological safety intervention evalu-
ated via a cluster randomized controlled trial, show-
ing measurable gains in psychological safety alongside
reductions in bullying-related outcomes and improve-
ments in consultation tendencies - results that support
the feasibility of embedding brief training modules
into routine organizational development [10].

Recent publications also sharpen how leadership
enables creative thinking under digital transforma-
tion and hybrid work arrangements — contexts where
team-building cannot rely on physical proximity. In
a study of leadership competencies for psychological
safety in hybrid teams, Ntando Ngubane and Gloria
Mbokota emphasize leader capabilities that sustain a
climate where team members can raise concerns and
share ideas across partly virtual interaction patterns,
directly tying leader competency models to team cli-
mate outcomes [5]. Building on this digital context,
Mengxi Yang, Muhammad Talha, Shuainan Zhang,
and Yifei Zhang explain how digital leadership fosters
employee creativity through psychological and social
pathways (notably innovation self-efficacy and knowl-
edge sharing), reinforcing that modern leaders facili-
tate creative thinking by engineering learning loops
and exchange processes rather than merely issuing
inspirational goals [11]. Finally, inclusive leadership is
increasingly examined as a context setter for creativity-
supportive ecosystems: Mingdi Jiang, Jing Zhang, and
Muhammad Zulqarnain Arshad show how inclusive
leadership relates to creativity-supporting climates
(in their case, in educational organizations), providing
transferable logic for workplace teams where inclusion
norms broaden idea diversity and reduce interper-
sonal risk — two prerequisites for creative cognition
in groups [12].
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espite the rapid growth of empirical research
D on team-building, creativity-supporting meth-

ods, and leadership in hybrid settings, the lit-
erature still leaves important practical and theoretical
gaps. Even when studies confirm positive effects on
cohesion, psychological safety, or innovation-related
outcomes, they often do not explain how these ele-
ments should be combined into a single leader-driv-
en system that reliably produces creative thinking in
everyday work. As result, organizations frequently
implement team-building, creativity workshops, and
leadership development as separate initiatives, and the
benefits dissipate once teams return to time-pressured
decision-making and routine collaboration. To these
unresolved parts we can refer as:

1. The fragmentation between team-building and
creative facilitation. Team-building studies of-
ten measure cohesion but do not specify the
leader behaviors that convert cohesion into
creative performance at the moment of ide-
ation, conflict, and decision [1], [6].

2. The under-specified leader “micro-moves’
Leadership research acknowledges facilita-
tion, but many models remain abstract and
do not provide a structured, teachable set of
behaviors for guiding divergent—convergent
thinking cycles in real teams [6; 7].

3. The hybrid context blind spots. Many creativ-
ity frameworks assume high-bandwidth inter-
action; hybrid teams require explicit routines
and safety scaffolding because informal cor-
rection and sense-making are weaker [4; 5].

4. The lack of operational measurement tools.
Organizations often track innovation out-
comes (ideas submitted, patents, prototypes)
but rarely measure leader facilitation quality
and team creative conditions in a way that
supports improvement [8; 9; 11].

The aim of this article is to integrate theoretical
and practical aspects of team-building, creative think-
ing, and leadership by:

+ synthesizing recent evidence on team-build-
ing, designing the thinking teamwork mecha-
nisms, and psychological safety;

+ developing an integrative model that explains
how leaders convert team-building resources
into creative outcomes;

+ proposing an innovative, operational proto-
col (C-TEAM) that leaders can use to facili-
tate creative thinking systematically in hybrid
teams.

This study applies a conceptual-analytical design
with structured synthesis:

1. Evidence mapping: the recent peer-reviewed

research (primarily 2022-2025) was selected
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across five streams: team-building, design
thinking teamwork, virtual/hybrid team cre-
ativity, leadership and collective creativity,
psychological safety and interventions [1-12].

2. Framework synthesis: the related mechanisms
were extracted and grouped into team re-
sources (cohesion/coordination), psychologi-
cal safety/communication routines, and leader
facilitation behaviors [1; 2; 6; 8; 9].

3. Model development: a causal logic model was
built linking leader facilitation to team cre-
ative thinking processes and outputs, with hy-
brid context moderators [4; 5; 11].

4. Operationalization: one innovation was cre-
ated:

+ C-TEAM protocol (process tool) — newly
developed.

5. lllustrative application: a non-empirical dem-
onstration shows how leaders can use C-
TEAM and LCFI in typical hybrid project
settings; no primary field data are claimed.

he Team-building is often discussed as a

driver of cohesion, engagement, and smoother

coordination, but its contribution to creativity
is frequently misunderstood as automatic. In practice,
the relationship is conditional: team-building
increases the capacity for creative work only when it
produces “usable assets” that can be activated during
real problem solving - shared language, trust, clarity of
roles, and norms that make collaboration efficient and
psychologically safe [1]. These assets matter because
creative thinking in teams is not just an individual
cognitive act; it is a social process that requires people
to propose incomplete ideas, challenge assumptions,

and integrate diverse viewpoints without fear of
interpersonal penalty. The recent work on design
thinking and collaborative innovation shows that
structured creative routines can shape teamwork and
outputs, but they can also fail under time pressure
unless the facilitation of divergence and convergence
is actively managed [2; 3]. Likewise, the evidence
from research on leadership and collective creativity
emphasizes that leaders are not only “motivators”
but architects of interaction who influence whether
teams sustain exploration, learning, and integration
rather than defaulting to safe, conventional solutions
[6; 7]. Therefore, the central logic behind Figure 1 is
that team-building should be conceptualized as an
upstream investment that creates enabling resources,
while leadership and team interaction mechanisms
determine whether those resources convert into
downstream creative output — especially in hybrid/
virtual contexts where distance and tool-mediated
communication can amplify misunderstanding and
reduce spontaneous sense-making [4; 5].

In the Figure 1, the left-hand block (“team-build-
ing assets”) represents the foundational conditions
that make creative collaboration possible rather than
guaranteed. Trust and cohesion reduce relational un-
certainty and increase willingness to engage in joint
problem solving [1]. Shared language and role clar-
ity reduce the cost of coordination and help teams
exchange complex information faster — an advantage
that becomes decisive when teams must collaborate
across functions or time zones. Importantly, these as-
sets also protect teams from a common creativity fail-
ure mode: members may have ideas but refrain from
voicing them because the social environment signals
that deviation from the norm is risky. Team-building

Ve

) ( )

Team-building assets (trust, Team interaction mechanisms Creative outcomes (idea
cohesion, shared language, (psychological safety, novelty, iodea usefulness,
role clarity, collaboration communication behaviour, implementability)
norms) information
. J . J
4 N\ 4 N\
Leader facilitation micro-
moves: framing, turn-taking, Innovation-ready solutions
timing of evaluation, synthesis
prompts, conflict regulation
. J . J
D

: Hybrid/virtual friction moderations
| (time pressure, distance, tools & media, unequal access to cues, coordination overhead)

Fig. 1. The integrative model of team-building-to-creativity conversion

Source: developed by the author based on [1-5; 7-12].
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that strengthens norms for respectful debate and con-
structive disagreement can shift this perceived risk,
expanding the “idea space” that a team is willing to
explore [1; 8].

he middle block (“team interaction mecha-

nisms”) is the conversion engine of the model.

Psychological safety and communication be-
havior are positioned as the direct pathway through
which team-building assets become creative perfor-
mance. Evidence suggests psychological safety and
predicts innovative outcomes partly through com-
munication behaviors: asking questions, admitting
uncertainty, seeking input, and sharing tentative
thoughts [8]. When psychological safety is weak,
teams may appear harmonious yet produce low nov-
elty because the members self-censor, avoid dissent,
or converge too early. When psychological safety is
strong but communication lacks structure, teams
can generate many ideas but fail to integrate them
into useful decisions. This is why the leader facilita-
tion micro-moves are explicitly included as part of
the mechanism layer: leadership behaviors guide the
rhythm of creative thinking (diverge — synthesize —
test), regulate participation, and protect idea genera-
tion from premature evaluation - an issue that be-
comes more pronounced under time pressure, when
teams naturally accelerate convergence and prioritize
closure over exploration [3; 7]. In other words, the
model assumes that psychological safety is not mere-
ly a climate variable; it becomes functional only when
it is translated into observable interaction patterns —
the turn-taking, questioning, knowledge sharing, and
sensemaking loops [8; 9].

The lower band in the scheme (“hybrid/virtual
friction moderators”) specifies why the same team-
building assets can produce different creative out-
comes depending on context. Research on virtual
teams indicates that the medium and structure of col-
laboration can influence creative performance, imply-
ing that virtuality introduces coordination constraints
that teams must actively manage [4]. The hybrid lead-
ership research similarly highlights the need for leader
competencies that sustain psychological safety and
clear communication when informal cues are missing
or unevenly distributed across remote and in-person
members [5]. In hybrid settings, small breakdowns —
misinterpreted tone, unclear ownership, uneven ac-
cess to information — can quickly erode trust and si-
lence dissent, shrinking the range of ideas discussed.
This means the conversion from team-building assets
to creative output is more fragile in the hybrid teams;
leaders often need to “overcompensate” by making as-
sumptions visible, documenting decisions, and ensur-
ing equitable voice across channels [4; 5].
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Finally, the right-hand block (“creative out-
comes”) captures the quality dimension that matters
for organizations: creativity is valuable when it com-
bines novelty and usefulness (and, in many cases,
implementability). The model implies that novelty is
most strongly supported by protected divergence and
psychological safety, while usefulness is strengthened
by disciplined synthesis, criteria-based convergence,
and feedback/testing cycles — the elements associated
with structured creative practices and leader facilita-
tion [2; 3].

The key implication is that team-building should
be evaluated not only by how teams “feel” afterward,
but by whether it measurably improves the mecha-
nism layer (psychological safety and communication
behaviors) and, through them, improves creative
output quality over repeated cycles [8; 9; 10]. In this
interpretation, leaders become the decisive link: they
transform team-building from a one-time morale
boost into a repeatable creative capability, particularly
when time pressure and hybrid work would otherwise
push teams toward safer, more conventional solutions
[3; 4; 5; 7].

eam creativity is rarely limited by the absence of

ideas;itis more often limited by how interaction

is managed in real time — who speaks, when
evaluation begins, how disagreement is handled, and
whether uncertain or incomplete thoughts are treated
as acceptable contributions. The recent studies on
leadership and creativity increasingly emphasize that
leadership effects are enacted through micro-level
behaviors during creative episodes rather than only
through stable “styles” or broad cultural statements [6;
7]. In the hybrid and time-pressured contexts, these
micro-behaviors become even more decisive because
teams face higher coordination costs and greater risk
of misinterpretation, which can suppress voice and
accelerate premature convergence [3; 4; 5]. The Table
1 is introduced to translate these research insights into
a practical, teachable set of leader actions (“micro-
moves”) that leaders can apply during team sessions
to protect the divergent—convergent rhythm, maintain
psychological safety, and increase the quality of
knowledge sharing and synthesis. The table is grounded
in evidence on design-thinking teamwork mechanisms
[2], the effects of time constraints on team innovation
(3], virtual/hybrid creativity dynamics [4], hybrid
psychological safety competencies [5], leader behavior
dynamics in creative tasks [7], and psychological safety
pathways to innovative performance [8] alongside
facilitation-oriented work on building safety through
intervention cycles [9; 10] and leadership pathways
that support creativity through knowledge sharing and
inclusive climate [11; 12].
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Table 1

Evidence-linked leader facilitation micro-moves for creative team thinking

Facilitation aim

Leader micro-move (actionable behavior)

Why it matters for creativity

Protect divergence . I~ o
g idea listing before critique

“Two-minute wild list”: requires non-evaluative

Prevents early convergence that is ampli-
fied under time pressure [3]

Normalize interper-

sonal risk vites half-formed suggestions

“Make room for unfinished ideas": explicitly in-

Increases speaking up and reduces fear-
based silence [8; 9]

Regulate conflict

“Separate idea from identity”: critiques ideas us-
ing shared criteria, not personal labels

Maintains safety while allowing construc-
tive debate [9; 10]

Build shared context

“Write it down live”: ensures all assumptions and

Offsets information loss in virtual/hybrid

(hybrid) definitions are visible in a shared doc teams [4; 5]
Strengthen knowledge | “Rotate the explainer”: each member teaches Supports creativity via knowledge shar-
sharing one concept briefly ing pathways [11]

Build inclusive climate

vites low-voice members early

“Equity of voice check”: tracks turn-taking, in-

Inclusive leadership supports creative
climate and outcomes [12]

Source: developed by the author based on [2-5; 7-12].

So, effective creative leadership can be opera-
tionalized as a repeatable behavioral toolkit: leaders
who intentionally delay evaluation, invite unfinished
ideas, regulate conflict through shared criteria, make
assumptions visible (especially in hybrid work), and
ensure equitable voice create interaction conditions
in which novelty and usefulness can co-exist. These
micro-moves strengthen the mechanism layer in the
integrative model — psychological safety and commu-
nication behavior—which is repeatedly linked to in-
novative performance and creativity-related outcomes
[8;9; 11].

t the same time, the Table 1 implies a

measurement and development pathway:

because  micro-moves are observable,
organizations can assess them (e.g., through brief
observation checklists or pulse feedback) and coach
leaders toward consistent facilitation competence
rather than relying on sporadic workshops. Finally,
the table highlights that team-building becomes
sustainable only when leaders embed these micro-
moves into everyday collaboration routines; otherwise,
cohesion gains may not translate into creative output
under the very conditions where creativity is needed
most — tight deadlines, distributed teams, and complex
cross-functional problems [1; 3; 4; 5].

The C-TEAM protocol is proposed to address a
practical gap that repeatedly appears in both research
and organizational practice: teams often invest in
team-building to improve cohesion, and they some-
times run creativity workshops to generate ideas, but
the two are rarely integrated into a single leader-led
routine that reliably produces creative thinking during
everyday work. Evidence on design thinking and team-
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work suggests that structured creative routines can
strengthen collaboration and outcomes, yet the same
evidence warns that under time pressure teams tend
to distort the process — skipping exploration, rushing
convergence, or getting stuck in selection debates —
unless facilitation actively protects the rhythm of di-
vergent and convergent thinking [2; 3]. This challenge
becomes sharper in hybrid and virtual contexts where
interaction bandwidth is uneven, informal sense-mak-
ing is weaker, and misunderstandings are more likely
to escalate into silence or conflict; an experimental and
applied research shows that virtuality and hybrid con-
ditions can change creativity dynamics and therefore
require intentional design and leadership competen-
cies that preserve psychological safety and coordina-
tion [4; 5]. For this reason, C-TEAM is framed not as
another “workshop format,” but as a repeatable leader-
ship tool that embeds team-building functions (trust,
cohesion, norms of voice) directly into the creative
problem-solving sequence, so that interpersonal risk is
regulated at the moment it would otherwise block idea
generation and integration [8; 9; 10]. In the Table 2,
key features of this protocol are presented.

C-TEAM operationalizes the leader’s role as
a facilitator of creative thinking by making the most
fragile transition in the team creativity explicit: mov-
ing from uncertainty and disagreement to constructive
exploration and decision.

he protocol’s distinctive contribution is the
deliberate “tension” phase, which treats hid-
den assumptions, risks, and disagreements
as necessary inputs rather than as disruptions; this
aligns with the evidence that psychological safety is
not a vague climate factor but a functional mechanism
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Table 2

C-TEAM stage practices and outputs

Stage Leader tasks Team outputs Hybrid safeguards
Clarif Frame the question, define con- Shared problem statement, | Shared document visible to all
y straints, set decision rules criteria list [4], 5]
. Invite dissent, list uncertainties, nor- “Assumption register, risk Anonymous input channel if
Tension . ) .
malize disagreement list needed [9], [10]
Protect divergence, prevent prema- Idea pool + clustered .
Explore Verg preventp P ! Time-boxed breakout rooms [4]
ture evaluation themes
. o Ranked options, decision Record a rationale to reduce later
Align Apply criteria, run fast tests, choose : S
rationale re-litigation [3]
Prototype, assign owners, define . . .
Make . . Action plan + learning loop | Asynchronous check-ins [11]
learning metrics

Source: developed by the author based on [2-5; 8-11].

that works through communication behaviors such as
speaking up, asking for help, and sharing incomplete
ideas [8; 9]. By requiring teams to surface tension safe-
ly before deep exploration and convergence, C-TEAM
reduces the likelihood of premature convergence un-
der time pressure [3] and lowers the chance that hy-
brid friction (unequal access to cues, tool-mediated
misunderstanding) silently suppresses voice or distorts
decision-making [4; 5]. As a result, C-TEAM shifts
team-building from an episodic activity to a practi-
cal infrastructure: a routine that produces concrete
outputs (shared framing, visible assumptions, synthe-
sized options, and testable next steps) and strengthens
knowledge sharing and coordination behaviors that
are repeatedly linked to creativity in modern digital
work environments [11].

is treating team-building as a production system

for collaboration quality, not an occasional morale
event. The evidence base suggests that team-building
can reliably strengthen cohesion and coordination re-
sources [1], but those resources only translate into cre-
ative output when they are activated repeatedly inside
everyday work. That activation is largely a leadership
job: leaders have to convert “we get along” into “we can
explore, disagree, and integrate ideas fast,” which is ex-
actly the behavioral space where collective creativity is
enabled or suppressed [6; 7].

A useful way to operationalize this integration is
to embed team-building into the same cadence where
the team makes decisions (weekly planning, sprint rit-
uals, product reviews, operational huddles). Research
on design thinking and teamwork indicates that struc-
tured collaboration routines can improve team pro-
cesses and outcomes [2], yet under time pressure, teams
often compress exploration and rush convergence
unless facilitation protects the divergent—convergent

In practice, the biggest shift implied by this section
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rhythm [3]. So, instead of scheduling team-building
“on the side,” leaders can use a light, repeatable routine
(such as C-TEAM) inside normal meetings to create
predictable moments for clarification, safe dissent,
exploration, synthesis, and commitment. Over time,
the routine becomes the team-building — because the
team builds trust and norms through doing difficult
thinking together, not only through social bonding.
Hybrid and virtual settings raise the stakes be-
cause the same team can behave very differently when
cues are missing, turn-taking is distorted, and shared
context is uneven. Experimental work on virtual teams
shows creativity outcomes depend on interaction con-
ditions and the way collaboration is structured, not
simply on who is on the team [4]. The hybrid leadership
research similarly emphasizes leader competencies that
sustain psychological safety and consistent commu-
nication across distributed channels [5]. That means
integration has a “design” component: leaders should
make assumptions and criteria visible in shared arti-
facts (a live doc, decision log, or whiteboard), enforce
inclusive turn-taking, and deliberately create spaces for
asynchronous idea input so that remote participants
can contribute without fighting the meeting dynamics.
These are not administrative details; they are creative
enablers because they reduce misinterpretation and
coordination overhead that otherwise drain cognitive
capacity and silence minority viewpoints [4; 5].

nother practical implication is rethinking con-
flict: teams often confuse “good team-building”
with “low tension,” but creative work requires
surfacing uncertainty and disagreement early enough
to shape exploration rather than sabotage selection.
The research logic around psychological safety is es-
pecially relevant here: psychological safety predicts
innovative performance partly through communica-
tion behavior — speaking up, asking for help, sharing
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incomplete thoughts — so safety becomes productive
when it expands information flow and learning behav-
ior rather than merely reducing discomfort [8]. The
facilitation-focused work treats psychological safety
as something leaders build through repeated cycles
of noticing, interpreting, and intervening at key mo-
ments [9], and intervention evidence suggests it can
be strengthened through structured programs that re-
duce intimidation dynamics and increase consultation
behaviors [10]. In a daily-work translation, this means
leaders should normalize “unfinished” contributions,
explicitly separate critique of ideas from the critique of
people, and treat dissent as a resource to be processed
with shared criteria — especially before the team com-
mits to a direction.

ntegration also requires leaders to manage the

classic failure modes of “team-building without

creativity”: strong cohesion can slide into group-
think, politeness, and premature convergence. Stud-
ies on leadership and creativity emphasize that lead-
ers shape collective creativity by orchestrating social
dynamics and enabling conditions, not only by pro-
viding vision [6]. The micro-dynamic research shows
leader behavior during creative activity matters in the
moment — how leaders respond to uncertainty, how
they regulate evaluation timing, and how they man-
age participation — because these behaviors influence
whether a group explores broadly and then integrates
effectively [7]. Practically, leaders can institutionalize
short “divergence protection” windows (where evalu-
ation is paused), followed by structured synthesis and
explicit decision criteria. This keeps cohesion from be-
coming conformity and helps teams preserve novelty
while still producing useful, implementable outcomes
(3;7]

Finally, integrating team-building with creative
performance routines becomes more scalable when it
aligns with modern leadership contexts: digital tools
and inclusive climates. The research on digital leader-
ship links creativity to knowledge sharing and psycho-
logical pathways that support learning and experimen-
tation [11], and inclusive leadership research highlights
how inclusive behaviors support creativity-supportive
climates that expand idea diversity and reduce inter-
personal risk [12]. For teams, this translates into two
practical choices: (1) leaders should deliberately engi-
neer knowledge-sharing moments (quick teach-backs,
visible expertise mapping, cross-role pairing), and (2)
leaders should treat inclusion as an operational prac-
tice (equitable voice, clear documentation, predictable
opportunities to challenge assumptions), not only as a
value statement. When these are embedded into the
team’s regular workflow, team-building stops being
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episodic and becomes a continuous capability that re-
peatedly converts collaboration into creative, innova-
tion-ready outputs [1; 2; 8; 11; 12].

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis presented in this article supports
a central conclusion: team-building contributes to
creative output only when it is treated not as an epi-
sodic “cohesion event,” but as a deliberately designed
capacity-building system that leaders activate through
day-to-day facilitation. Team-building can generate
usable collaboration assets — trust, shared language,
role clarity, and norms for interaction — yet these as-
sets do not automatically produce creativity [1]. Cre-
ativity in teams is a social process that depends on
whether people can safely introduce incomplete ideas,
challenge assumptions, and integrate diverse perspec-
tives into decisions. For this reason, the integrative
model developed in the article positions psychological
safety and communication behavior as the key conver-
sion channel through which the team-building assets
become creative outcomes, while leadership functions
as the operational mechanism that keeps the creative
process intact under pressure [3; 8; 9]. In hybrid and
virtual contexts, this conversion is even more fragile
because distance, tool-mediated communication, and
unequal access to cues increase coordination over-
head and raise the risk of misinterpretation; as a result,
teams may self-censor, converge prematurely, or frag-
ment into parallel understandings unless leaders ac-
tively compensate with explicit facilitation and shared
artifacts [4; 5].

second conclusion is that leadership impact

on creativity is best understood through the

observable micro-behaviors, not only through
broad leadership “styles” A contemporary research on
leadership and collective creativity shows that lead-
ers shape creative outcomes by orchestrating enabling
conditions and structuring interaction rather than
merely motivating individuals [6]. The micro-dynamic
evidence reinforces this by demonstrating that leader
behaviors during creative tasks — timing of evalua-
tion, responsiveness to uncertainty, conflict regula—
tion, and participation management — are associated
with group performance [7]. This is why the article’s
taxonomy of leader micro-moves and the C-TEAM
protocol are positioned as practical bridges between
theory and implementation: they convert general ideas
(psychological safety, design thinking, inclusion) into
the concrete interaction rules that can be embedded
into everyday meetings and decision cycles. Impor-
tantly, this operationalization addresses a major real-
world failure mode highlighted across the literature:
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teams may adopt design-thinking language or run
creativity sessions, yet under time pressure they often
compress exploration and rush convergence, which
undermines novelty and decision quality unless facili-
tation protects the divergent—convergent rhythm [2;
3]. By explicitly institutionalizing a stage for surfacing
assumptions and tensions before deep exploration and
convergence, C-TEAM strengthens the likelihood that
disagreement becomes a creative input rather than a
disruptive force — an approach that aligns with evi-
dence that psychological safety works through com-
munication behaviors such as speaking up, consulting,
and sharing tentative ideas [8; 10].

PIV he third conclusion concerns sustainability: the

creativity-supporting team-building is most ef-
fective when it becomes a routine embedded in
work, not a separate program that competes with op-
erational tempo. The literature on psychological safety
in high-skill teams emphasizes that safety is not static;
it is built through repeated cycles of observation and
timely intervention at moments when uncertainty, er-
ror, or dissent emerges [9]. The intervention evidence
also suggests that psychological safety can be strength-
ened through structured practices that reduce intimi-
dation dynamics and increase consultation tendencies
[10]. Taken together, this supports the article’s prac-
tical implication that leaders should integrate team-
building functions into the standard workflow: clarify-
ing shared criteria, normalizing uncertainty, creating
protected windows for divergence, and documenting
assumptions and decisions to support alignment —
especially in hybrid environments where shared con-
text is less automatic [4; 5]. In the digitally mediated
work, leadership that increases knowledge sharing and
learning loops further supports creativity outcomes,
reinforcing that creative team capacity is not only a
psychological phenomenon but also an information-
al and coordination phenomenon [11]. Similarly, the
inclusive leadership findings indicate that climates
supporting inclusion can broaden idea diversity and
reduce interpersonal risk, strengthening creativity-
supportive ecosystems at team level [12].

Perspectives for further research follow from
both the strengths and limitations of the present work.
Since the article proposes an integrative model and an
operational protocol, the next step is a rigorous empir-
ical testing in organizational settings. Future studies
could examine whether teams using embedded rou-
tines such as C-TEAM demonstrate the higher-quality
creative outputs (novelty and usefulness) compared to
teams using conventional team-building or unstruc-
tured brainstorming, particularly under time pressure
where premature convergence is common [3]. Another
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promising direction is to test the proposed mediation
logic directly by measuring whether improvements in
team-building assets predict changes in psychologi-
cal safety and communication behaviors, and whether
these, in turn, predict innovative performance indica-
tors — consistent with evidence that psychological safe-
ty affects innovation partly through communication
[8]. A hybrid-specific research is especially valuable:
both the experimental and field designs could com-
pare different hybrid configurations (e.g., co-located
synthesis with remote execution, or remote-first with
periodic alignment sessions) to identify which combi-
nations would best protect creative performance and
reduce coordination loss [4; 5].

Finally, future research could investigate the lead-
er development pathways by testing whether training
leaders in micro-moves (evaluation timing, equitable
voice, conflict regulation, assumption surfacing) pro-
duces durable changes in team interaction patterns
and creativity outcomes, consistent with the micro-
dynamic leadership literature [7] and the broader col-
lective-creativity perspective [6]. u
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