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Abstract 
How work stress affects creativity has attracted the attention of both enter-
prises and scholars. Hindrance work stress and Excessive challenge work 
stress usually impair creativity. However, how to buffer the impairment of 
work stress on creativity has not been studied in depth. Based on the Job De-
mands-Resources Model, this study proposes that available resources of em-
ployees can buffer the harmful impact of work stress on creativity. Available 
resources can buffer the negative impact of work stress by supplementing the 
depleted resources of motivation, cognition, emotion. Future research should 
explore other moderators that can buffer the impact of stress on creativity, 
how to buffer the influence of stress on creativity when multiple resources 
coexist and the boundary conditions under which available resources can play 
a buffering role, and finally carry out field study to apply the research results 
to management practice. 
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1. Introduction 

The 2019 government work report points out that innovation is the first driving 
force to lead development, and new driving force is the hope of China’s devel-
opment. It is self-evident that the state attaches great importance to innovation, 
and creativity is an important source of innovation. Creativity refers to novel 
and appropriate ideas, solutions or products provided by individuals in certain 
situations (Byron, Khazanchi, & Nazarian, 2010). Creativity is a key factor for 
the success of organizations and individuals (Baer & Oldham, 2006). Creative 
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employees are more likely to put forward new ideas, bring positive changes to 
the organization, and then bring considerable economic benefits (Maimone & 
Sinclair, 2014). Considering the importance of creativity, scholars have done a 
lot of researches on the factors affecting creativity, among which work pressure 
is one of the important factors affecting creativity. Work stress is very common 
in work situations. It refers to the psychological experience when the work re-
quirements of employees exceed expectations (Ursin & Eriksen, 2004). Many 
studies have shown that work stress can damage creativity (Khedhauria, Monta-
ni, & Thurik, 2017). 

Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau (2000) classified work stressors 
into challenge stress and hindrance stress. Challenging stress is often regarded as 
an opportunity for individuals to grow, learn and earn achievement, while hin-
drance stress is associated with excessive or unpredictable work requirements, 
which often hinder individuals from achieving their work goals. At present, the 
negative effects of hindrance stress on creativity have reached a more consistent 
result, while for challenge stress, scholars think that it can promote creativity 
generally (Ohly & Fritz, 2010). However, with the deepening of research, re-
searchers found that even challenging stress can damage creativity when it is too 
excessive (Khedhaoria et al., 2017). In addition, when hindrance stress and chal-
lenge stress coexist, the negative effect of hindrance stress is the most significant 
(Pearsall, Ellis, & Stein, 2009). Therefore, although stress can promote creativity in 
some cases, the damaging effect of work stress on creativity is also very common. 

Considering the possible damaging effect of work pressure on creativity, it is 
more practical to explore how to buffer the damage of work pressure on creativ-
ity than to argue about how work pressure will affect creativity. The discussion 
of buffering mechanism is not only conducive to the comprehensive exploration 
of the theoretical mechanism of work pressure affecting creativity, but also pro-
vides theoretical guidance for the development of human resource management 
system to help employees cope with work pressure and enhance creativity. Al-
though some scholars have explored how organizational or individual characte-
ristics buffer the damage of work stress on creativity from the perspectives of 
work control (Binnewies, & Wornlein, 2011), regulatory orientation (Liu, Wang, 
Ren, & Liu, 2017), there are few researches on buffer factors, and there is no sys-
tematic theoretical model to explain the buffering mechanism. 

Based on this, this paper focuses on how to reduce the negative impact of 
work stress on creativity through buffering mechanism when work stress will 
cause possible damage to creativity. Firstly this paper reviews the researches on 
the influence of work pressure on creativity, and finds that although work pres-
sure may promote creativity, the damaging effect of work pressure on creativity 
is also very common. Work pressure mainly affects creativity by mobilizing or 
wasting employees’ motivation, cognition, emotion resources. Then, according 
to the work demands-resources model, a buffering model of available resources 
is proposed: the external and internal resources of employees can reduce the 
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damage of work pressure on their own motivation, cognition or emotion, so as 
to buffer the negative impact of work pressure on creativity. Finally, the prospect 
is put forward to provide reference for future research. 

2. The Impact of Work Stress on Creativity 
2.1. The Effect of Work Pressure on Creativity 

Different theories explain the influence of stress on creativity from different 
perspectives, and get contradictory results. According to cognitive resources 
theory, individual cognitive resources are limited, and cognitive resources 
should be occupied for stimulus recognition and processing. When stimulus or 
processing task is too complex, cognitive resources are not adequate. As a sti-
mulus, stress also takes up the cognitive resources of individuals, which reduces 
the cognitive resources that individuals can use for creative tasks, thus damages 
creativity. On the contrary, according to the theory of arousal level, when indi-
viduals face the stressors, cognitive arousal level increases, which stimulates the 
motivation of individuals to carry out creative activities to reduce the stress, so 
that individuals can devote more energy to creative activities and increase their 
creativity. However, arousal theory suggests that individuals prefer a moderate 
level of arousal, and too high or too low level of arousal will lead to individual 
discomfort. Therefore, when the pressure is low, as the pressure increases, it has 
a positive predictive effect on the work results. When the pressure increases to a 
certain level, the increase of pressure will negatively predict the work results. 

Based on the two-dimensional framework of challenge stress/hindrance stress 
proposed by Cavanaugh et al. (2000), this paper discusses the effect of different 
types of stressors on creativity. Before this framework was put forward, re-
searchers seldom distinguished the influence of different types of stressors on 
creativity, and mostly used questionnaire and experimental methods to directly 
study the relationship between stress and creativity, but got inconsistent results. 
Andrew and Farris (1972) conducted a five-year study on more than 100 NASA 
scientists and engineers. They found that after controlling irrelevant variables 
such as leadership, education level and work qualifications, the greater the time 
pressure, the better the work performance of the subjects, and the scientists with 
good work performance also expected more pressure. In contrast, Amabile 
(1982) conducted an experimental study in which girls aged 7 - 11 were asked to 
make paper collages. Subjects in the experimental group decided the final prize 
according to the creativity of the collage they made, while those in the control 
group randomly selected the prize at last. The results showed that the control 
group may had stronger intrinsic motivation and showed more risk-taking be-
havior because they were not faced with situational pressure, therefore their 
creativity was significantly higher than that of the experimental group. In addi-
tion, Krop, Alegre, and Williams (1969), taking college students as subjects, con-
trolled the pressure by playing a silent film that could cause pressure, and meas-
ured whether the pressure would affect the results of divergent thinking test or 
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convergent thinking test. The results show that stress can damage divergent 
thinking, but has no effect on convergent thinking. 

The main reason why the early research got contradictory results was that it 
didn’t subdivide the specific stressors, and there were differences in the mea-
surement methods of stressors and creativity (Akinola, Kapadia, Lu, & Mason, 
2018). At the same time, the research groups included scientists and engineers, 7 
- 11-year-old girls, college students, etc., the main stressors faced by each group 
were different, and the influences of the corresponding pressure on creativity 
were different too. 

With the further research, some scholars began to realize that whether work 
pressure promotes or hinders creativity has a great relationship with the types of 
work stressors. As a result, Cavanaugh et al. (2000) conducted a long-term sur-
vey of American managers and found a two-dimensional structure of stress, 
further dividing the stress into challenge stress and hindrance stress. Challenging 
stress is often seen as an opportunity for individuals to grow, learn and earn 
achievement, including time pressure, workload, job responsibilities, etc. Hin-
drance stress is associated with excessive or unpredictable work requirements, 
often hindering individuals from achieving work goals, including organizational 
politics, bureaucracy, job insecurity, etc. Since the two-dimensional framework 
of challenge stress/hindrance stress was put forward, researchers have paid more 
attention to it. Based on the two-dimensional framework of challenge stress/ 
hindrance stress, a large number of researchers have explored the impact of dif-
ferent stressors on creativity. Research Based on the challenge/hindrance stress 
framework shows that hindrance stress usually damages creativity. Although 
some challenge stress can promote creativity to some extent, the negative effect 
of hindrance stress is the most significant when it coexists with challenge stress 
(Pearsall et al., 2009). In addition, when the challenge stress is too excessive, the 
employees can’t meet the work requirements by increasing the work engage-
ment. At this time, the challenging pressure will consume a lot of energy and 
resources of the employees, thus damaging creativity (Lepine, Podsakoff, & Le-
pine, 2005). 

2.2. The Influence Mechanism of Work Stress on Creativity 

In addition to exploring the effect of work stress on creativity, researchers also 
explore the mediating mechanism of work stress on creativity, which is condu-
cive to a deeper understanding of how work stress affects creativity and provides 
a theoretical basis for further proposing a buffering model of available resourses. 

Research shows that work stress exerts an impact on creativity by mobilizing 
or wasting individual’s motivation, cognitive and emotional resources. Motiva-
tion is an important factor affecting creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, 
& Herron, 1996). When faced with work stress, employees will evaluate the ef-
forts needed to meet the work requirements and the possibility of meeting the 
work requirements. If the employees think that they can meet the work require-
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ments by increasing the work engagement, and meeting the work requirements 
will help them earn their own achievement. Therefore, when faced with chal-
lenge stress, although the external environment puts forward work requirements 
to employees, such work requirements will also bring potential growth to em-
ployees. Employees will think that as long as they make corresponding efforts, 
they can meet the requirements of challenge stress, and meeting the require-
ments will bring valuable results for themselves (Lepine et al., 2005), so their in-
trinsic motivation will increase, thus promoting creativity. However, when the 
challenging work stress is excessive, the employees can’t meet the work require-
ments by increasing the work engagement, and will consume a lot of energy and 
resources. The employees will think that this work pressure will damage them-
selves, thus damaging their motivation (Lepine et al., 2005). For example, some 
studies have found that although time stress is regarded as challenge stress, 
moderate time stress is the best way to promote employees’ creativity. When 
time stress is too high, it will damage intrinsic motivation, thus damaging crea-
tivity (Baer & Oldham, 2006; Khedhaouria, Montani, & Thurik, 2017; Amabile, 
Hadley, & Kramer, 2002). In addition, when faced with organizational politics, 
role conflict and role ambiguity, job insecurity and other hindrance stress, em-
ployees tend to think that even if they make efforts, they can’t meet this type of 
work requirements. Therefore, the intrinsic motivation of their work will be 
damaged, which has a negative impact on creativity (Coelho, Augusto, & Lags, 
2011; Urbach, Bagotyriute, West, Dawson, & Fay, 2017). In conclusion, it has 
been agreed that hindrance stress can damage creativity (Sacramento, Fay, & 
West, 2013). 

Besides motivation, cognitive resources also play an important mediating role 
in the relationship of work stress on creativity. On the one hand, when facing the 
work stressors, employees will evaluate whether the stressors will bring profits or 
losses to themselves, and whether they have enough resources to deal with the 
stress. According to this, stressors are assessed as challenges or threats (Webster, 
Beehr, & Love, 2011). The evaluation of employees’ challenges or threats to 
stressors can mediate the impact of work stress on creativity. When employees 
evaluate work stress as a challenge, they will adopt more effective cognitive 
strategies (Wang, Jackson, & Cai, 2016), focus on the positive aspects of stress 
situations, adopt problem-centered coping styles, and mobilize their cognitive 
resources to cope with stress situations (Akino La et al., 2018), increasing cogni-
tive flexibility (Lu, Akinola, & Mason, 2017), thereby promoting creativity (Li, 
Chen, & Lai, 2018). On the contrary, when employees evaluate work stress as a 
threat, they are more likely to adopt an emotion centered coping style, pay more 
attention to the negative information in the situation, thus causing loss of cogni-
tive resources, employees’ attention will be more limited, and cognitive flexibili-
ty will be reduced (Amabile, Goldfarb, & Brackfield, 1990), thus damaging crea-
tivity. On the other hand, challenge/hindrance stress and challenge/threat as-
sessment are not necessarily corresponding. Although hindrance stress is gener-
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ally assessed as a threat, challenge stress is not necessarily assessed as a challenge. 
Studies have shown that although job difficulty is seen as challenge stress, it can 
still be assessed as a threat, and threat assessment mediates the negative rela-
tionship between job difficulty and creative performance (Espedido & Searle, 
2018). In addition, when hindrance stress and challenge stress coexist, it is diffi-
cult for individuals to see the positive and negative aspects of the stressors re-
spectively. At this time, the negative effect of hindrance stress is most significant, 
and individuals are more likely to produce threat assessment (Pearsall et al., 
2009). 

In addition to motivation and cognitive resources, work stress can also affect 
creativity by influencing emotional resources. Early studies have found that job 
stress caused by job requirements often leads to emotional exhaustion and bur-
nout (Demerouti, Nachreiner, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2001), and reduces em-
ployees’ sense of self-efficacy (Wang, Zhang, & Martocchio, 2011) and damages 
work engagement (Li & Li, 2016), thus affecting creativity. For example, Yeh et 
al. (2014) applied the technology of neuroscience to explore how stress affected 
the working memory and creativity of subjects by influencing stress hormones 
and negative emotions. The whole game lasted for 90 minutes, and it was found 
that in the process of the game, stress could lead to approaching negative emo-
tions (depression, anger, etc.), thus damaging creativity. 

To sum up, work stress can affect creativity by mobilizing or wasting motiva-
tion, cognitive and emotional resources of employees. Generally speaking, based 
on the challenge/hindrance stress framework, hindrance stress will damage em-
ployees’ intrinsic motivation, make employees assess stressors as threat, con-
sume employees’ cognitive and emotional resources, and thus damage creativity. 
Although some challenge stress can promote creativity to some extent, when 
they coexist with hindrance stress, the damaging effect of hindrance stress on 
creativity is often more obvious. In addition, when the challenging pressure is 
excessive, it will also consume the motivation, cognitive and emotional resources 
of employees, thus damaging creativity. Therefore, although work stress may 
promote creativity to some extent, the damaging effect of work stress on creativ-
ity is more common. 

Based on the above analysis of the effects and mechanisms of work stress on 
creativity, combined with domestic and foreign literature, this study focuses on 
how to reduce the negative impact of work stress on creativity when work stress 
may cause damage to creativity through buffering mechanism. According to the 
Job Demands-Resources Model, this study proposes that the available resources 
can buffer the negative impact of work stress on creativity. 

3. Buffering Model of Available Resources 
3.1. Buffering Model of Available Resources Based on  

the Job Demands-Resources Model 

According to the Job Demands-Resources Model proposed by Demerouti et al. 
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(2001), the resources of employees can buffer the negative effects of work pres-
sure (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2019). According to the Job De-
mands-Resources Model, the characteristics of employees’ work environment 
can be divided into two types: job demands and job resources. Job demands refer 
to the physical, psychological, emotional or other requirements put forward by 
the work situation for employees. Job demands are one of the most important 
sources of work pressure (Ganster, 2005). Job demands bring work load to em-
ployees, and constantly consume the physical and psychological resources of 
employees, which leads to emotional exhaustion and psychological burnout. Job 
resources refer to the support provided by physiological, psychological, social or 
organizational characteristics, which has a buffering effect on the negative im-
pact of job demands, can reduce the physical or mental loss caused by job de-
mands, and promote personal development and growth (Bakker, Hakanen, De-
merouti, & Xanthoulou, 2007; Woerkom & Bakker, 2016). Based on the Job 
Demands-Resources Model, the early researchers explored the effects of job de-
mands and job resources on job burnout, job involvement and physical or men-
tal health (Demerouti et al., 2001), and then turned to study their effects on job 
outcome variables such as organizational commitment and job performance 
(Bakker et al., 2007). For example, according to previous studies, psychological 
safety atmosphere as a working resource can reduce the negative impact of work 
requirements on employees’ positive organizational behavior (Woerkom & 
Bakker, 2016). In addition, some researchers found that autonomy, performance 
feedback and other work resources can reduce the emotional exhaustion caused 
by work requirements, and bring higher work motivation (Bakker et al., 2007). 
Similarly, researchers take teachers in primary schools, junior high schools and 
vocational schools as research objects, and find that work resources such as lea-
dership support, innovation, and a good organizational atmosphere can buffer 
the damaging effect of students’ misconduct on teachers’ work input (Bakker et 
al., 2007). 

In recent years, with more and more attention paid to creativity and the in-
creasing work pressure of employees, more and more scholars explore buffering 
variables that can reduce the damage of work pressure on creativity based on the 
Job Demands-Resources Model (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2019; Li & Li, 
2016). Based on the Job Demands-Resources Model, this paper combs the pre-
vious literature on the moderator variables of work stress on creativity, and 
proposes a buffering model of available resources, as shown in Figure 1. Ac-
cording to the buffering model shown in Figure 1, the physiological, psycholog-
ical, emotional and other demands of work environment for employees are im-
portant sources of work stress, which affects creativity by mobilizing or wasting 
motivation, cognition and emotional resources of employees. When the de-
mands of work environment for employees are far beyond expectations, em-
ployees will assess work stress as a threat (Espedido & Searle, 2018), reduce in-
trinsic motivation (Lepine et al., 2005), and generate emotional exhaustion and  
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Figure 1. Buffering model of available resources. 

 
psychological burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001), thus damaging creativity. At this 
time, if employees have enough energy or resources, they can buffer the negative 
impact of work stress on creativity (Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthou-
lou, 2007; Mitchell, Greenbaum, Vogel, Mawritz, & Keating, 2019; Woerkom & 
Bakker, 2016). 

Available resources can play a buffering role in two aspects. On the one hand, 
available resources can supplement the corresponding motivation, cognitive or 
emotional resources that are consumed by work pressure (Janssen, 2000; Mit-
chell et al., 2019), so that individuals can maintain high intrinsic motivation, 
cognitive persistence, emotional stability, etc. (Bakker et al., 2007; Woerkom & 
Bakker, 2016). On the other hand, the job resources can meet the basic needs of 
the employees themselves, and have the function of mobilization. For example, 
the work control of the employees can meet the needs of the employees’ auton-
omy (Binnewies, & Wornlein, 2011), add the internal resources for employees, 
improve the intrinsic motivation of the employees’ work, and reduce the nega-
tive emotions and increase work engagement (Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 
2005), thus buffering the damaging effect of work stress on creativity. 

In a broad sense, available resources refer to things that employees find valua-
ble. They include not only external materials or conditions, but also internal 
characteristics of individuals (Hobfoll, 1989). Therefore, according to the source 
of resources, the available resources of employees can be divided into two cate-
gories: the first category is external resources, which are resources provided by 
the organization or social environment for individuals to resist stress, which can 
make employees feel the support from external environment, so as to help em-
ployees cope with pressure and buffer the loss of pressure on their creativity; the 
second category is internal resources, which refer to the personal characteristics 
of an individual that are conducive to coping with work pressure. These personal 
characteristics can be used as the internal energy source of employees, supple-
ment the resources and energy consumed by the environment, and help em-
ployees to improve creativity in stress situations. 

3.2. Buffering Mechanism of External Resources 

The existence of work stress is universal, and there will be work stress in any 
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work situation, but a good organization and social environment can provide ex-
ternal resources for employees to cope with work stress, provide material and 
psychological support for employees, help employees to achieve their work 
goals, so as to reduce the negative impact of work pressure on creativity. At 
present, researchers have found that job characteristics, leadership, and family 
factors can act as external resources as a buffer. 

Input-output equity and work control are common characteristics of work in 
organizational context. Research shows that this kind of work characteristics can 
be used as a buffering mechanism. Creative behavior means that employees need 
to invest extra time and resources in idea generation, promotion and realization. 
At this time, employees especially need to have enough resources to meet work 
requirements and cope with work pressure. Therefore, if employees can expe-
rience the sense of input-output fairness, they will think that their time and 
energy input in creative behavior will be rewarded by the organization, then they 
will view the high work requirements in a more positive way, generate more 
positive emotions, and have more motivation to adopt work innovation behavior 
to cope with the high work demands (Janssen, 2000). Similarly, when employees 
are faced with too much time pressure, work control, as a work resource pro-
vided by the organization, let employees choose work order, time frame and 
work content independently. Therefore, employees who feel the sense of work 
control will respond to work pressure more actively, choose more effective be-
havior strategies, rearrange tasks in a more effective way, and generate higher 
intrinsic motivation, so as to buffer the negative impact of stress on creativity 
(Binnewies, & Wornlein, 2011). 

In addition, leaders can also serve as external resources for employees to cope 
with work pressure. For example, in the face of hindrance stress, positive feed-
back from leaders can help employees clarify role expectations and work objec-
tives, so as to guide employees’ attention from focusing on stress to focusing on 
task itself, stimulate employees’ interest in work tasks, and buffer the negative 
impact of hindrance stress on creativity (Hon, Chan, & Lu, 2013). High quality 
leader-member exchange can also enable employees to get more resources, so as 
to supplement motivation, cognition and emotion resources consumed by work 
pressure. In addition, as a return to the leadership, employees will correspon-
dingly invest more energy to cope with work pressure, so as to buffer the damage 
of work pressure on creativity (Sun, Chen, Yin, 2018). 

Family factors such as work family balance can also play a buffering role. 
Work family balance will enable employees to have a positive understanding of 
their ability to balance work and family, while work family balance will bring 
positive emotions (Aleksić, Mihelić, Černe, & Sibekerlavaj, 2017), which can 
buffer the negative impact of time pressure on creativity. 

3.3. Buffering Mechanism of Internal Resources 

In addition to the external resources that the organization and social environ-
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ment can provide for employees to cope with work pressure, the personal cha-
racteristics of employees themselves can also be used as a stable internal resource 
to provide energy to cope with work stress, so that employees can look at work 
stress from a positive perspective, and take effective countermeasures, so as to 
inprove their creativity. According to existing research, many positive personal 
traits can act as a buffer. 

Tolerance of ambiguity refers to the tendency of individuals to tolerate new, 
contradictory and complex uncertain information (Furnham & Ribchester, 
1995). In the work situation, the attention resources and cognitive ability of em-
ployees are always limited, so too high role ambiguity will damage creativity. 
However, individuals with high tolerance of ambiguity are more likely to accept 
uncertain results. When they are faced with high role ambiguity, they will have a 
higher sense of self-efficacy and pay more attention to the task itself rather than 
the pressure, then role ambiguity has less impact on attention resources and 
cognitive ability, so tolerance of ambiguity can buffer the damage of role ambi-
guity to creativity (Wang et al., 2011). 

Based on the theory of regulatory focus (Higgins, 1997), people who have 
promotion focus are more sensitive to positive results, more alert to opportuni-
ties, and adopt positive and aggressive strategies towards goals. On the contrary, 
people who have prevention focus emphasize security, avoid loss. They are more 
sensitive to negative results, more alert to threat information, and tend to adopt 
preventive and vigilant strategies. Research shows that when faced with chal-
lenge stress, promotion focus can make employees make better use of their cog-
nitive resources, adopt positive cognitive strategies, maintain positive emotions 
and internal motivation, so as to buffer the damaging effect of challenging work 
stress on creativity, enhance the positive relationship between challenge stress 
and creativity, while prevention focus is just the opposite, it will enhance the 
negative relationship between work stress and creativity (Sacramento, Fay, & 
West, 2013). 

Self affirmation refers to that when facing threat information, individuals 
think about and further confirm the self-worth of threat information, or partici-
pate in activities related to important self-worth, so as to maintain a good 
self-awareness, and the integrity of self-concept (Cohen & Sherman, 2014). 
Stress situations often mean that the demands of the outside world exceed ex-
pectations. If employees fail to meet the requirements of work, they may damage 
their own self-concept. At this time, the threat of the external environment is 
particularly high. If employees make positive self affirmation, they can let indi-
viduals view themselves and the energy and resources they have in a broader 
way, so as to build up confidence in solving problems, improve their resilience, 
maintain emotional stability. So they will respond to work stress in a more adap-
tive way, buffering the negative impact of stress situations, and improving crea-
tivity (Creswell et al., 2013). 

In addition, learning orientation means that employees tend to continuously 
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learn and explore new knowledge, so as to promote personal growth. Conti-
nuous learning can increase employees’ ability to cope with job uncertainty, so 
that employees can deal with complex work environment more effectively. 
When faced with task conflict, learning oriented individuals will have more suf-
ficient cognitive resources, with a more positive attitude, to transform conflict 
perspectives into creative ideas (De Clercq, Mohammad Rahman, & Belauste-
guigoitia, 2017). 

4. Prospect 

At present, the research on the relationship between work stress and creativity 
has become an important theme in the field of creativity research (Lepine et al., 
2005). With the rapid development of economy and society, stress has become 
an inevitable part of modern life. Since the pressure is inevitable, how to adapt to 
the stress situation has become an increasingly important issue. Although re-
searchers have got a lot of research results, this paper believes that we can con-
tinue to explore in the following areas. 

Firstly, explore other buffering variables that can reduce stress damage to 
creativity. At present, researchers have done a lot of research on external re-
sources and internal resources that can buffer the impact of work stress on crea-
tivity, but there may be other buffer variables that can reduce the impact of 
stress on creativity. For example, the buffering effects of leadership’s positive 
feedback and leader-member exchange have been studied (Sun, Chen, & Yin, 
2018). Can other characteristics of leader, such as leadership style, also buffer the 
damage of work stress on creativity? Some studies have found that when em-
ployees encounter work family conflict, the resource damage caused by the con-
flict will make it more difficult for employees to restrain their improper beha-
vior, thus affecting interpersonal relationships. However, ethical leaders care 
about employees’ emotional feelings and can empathize with employees’ con-
cerns. Therefore, ethical leaders can act as a coping resource to encourage em-
ployees to deal with work family conflicts in a positive way, thus playing a buf-
fering role (Eissa & Wyland, 2018). So can ethical leadership also buffer the 
damage of work pressure on employees’ creativity? In addition, can other types 
of leadership styles, such as transformational leadership, service-oriented lea-
dership and authoritarian leadership, play a buffering role in the relationship 
between stress and creativity? 

Secondly, we can study when multiple resources coexist, how these resources 
will act interactively. At present, a few studies have found that the interaction of 
internal and external resources can enhance the buffer mechanism. For example, 
some researchers have found that although work overload can damage em-
ployees’ creativity, employees’ work passion, organizational commitment and 
emotional sharing with colleagues can increase employees’ energy to cope with 
stress, so that employees can take more positive actions and buffer the damage of 
work overload to employees’ creative behavior. In particular, the higher the 
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work passion of employees, the more obvious the buffering mechanism of orga-
nizational commitment and emotional sharing (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 
2019). Therefore, future research can further explore whether the buffering me-
chanism of external resources is more obvious when employees have corres-
ponding internal resources. For example, individuals with higher tolerance of 
ambiguity are more able to accept the uncertainty brought about by change 
(Wang et al., 2011). Is the buffering effect of transformational leadership more 
obvious for employees with higher tolerance of ambiguity? 

Thirdly, further explore the boundary conditions of buffering effect of availa-
ble resources. In different situations, for different individuals, the buffering me-
chanism of available resources may be different. For example, research has 
found that colleague support can buffer the negative impact of workplace bully-
ing, but for men and women, white people and people of color, the buffering 
mechanism is different (Attell, Kummerow, & Treiber, 2017). For women and 
people of color, co-worker support is less of a buffer. Therefore, is the buffer 
mechanism of the same available resources for different groups different? In ad-
dition, in the study of team creativity, the researchers found that team identity 
can buffer the negative impact of hindrance time stress on work performance 
(Chong, Eerde, Chai, & Rutte, 2011). So, for the work that does not emphasize 
team cooperation and mainly relies on the personal strength of employees, does 
the support of colleagues play a buffering role? 

5. Conclusion 

Through combing the previous literature, this study found that: hindrance work 
stress and excessive challenging work stress damage creativity through the loss 
of individual motivation, emotion and cognitive resources. The internal and ex-
ternal resources of an individual can supplement the corresponding motivation, 
cognitive or emotional resources that are consumed by work pressure, thus buf-
fering the damage of work pressure on creativity. 
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