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Abstract
Though groups are regularly utilized to generate solutions to 
complicated problems facing organizations and society today, little 
research has addressed the process of group creativity to date. 
Investigation of the factors that both facilitate and undermine the 
process of group creativity has been largely limited by a lack of 
clarity surrounding the construct’s objective defi nition and the use 
of product-oriented assessments that fail to capture process factors. 
In an initial study the researchers developed a model of the group creative process, 
which defi nes group creativity in terms of divergent thinking, composed of fl uency 
and fl exibility, and convergent thinking, composed of integration and evaluation, 
and assessed the psychometric properties of a methodology for measuring the group 
creative process derived from this model. Findings of this fi rst study indicated 
that the proposed measure is reliable. The purpose of the current study is to utilize 
this process-oriented measure to explore the antecedents and 
consequences of the creative group processes. Eighty groups will 
be scored on the four dimensions of group creativity. The role of 
various individual and interpersonal factors, such as personality, 
group self-effi cacy, and forming, will be assessed in relation to 
group creativity.  Results, implications, and limitations will be 
discussed.

Introduction
Group performance is typically conceptualized using and input mediator output 
input (IMOI) below (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). The current study 
follows the structure of this model in identifying research variables. 

The goal of this specific project is to determine how inputs of group member expertise 
and agreeableness of the minority opinion member interact to influence group decision 
quality.

Background

Group Decision Making 

Recent research on group performance has focused on the processes groups use to 
arrive at decisions. The quality of these decisions has been found to depend on the ability 
of individuals to share and merge information, ideally to achieve a better result. 
Businesses are using groups to make decisions to gain the synergy a group can add to the 
creative process. Many factors affect a group’s ability to make decisions. This study 
focuses on the impact of the minority opinion member and that person’s level of 
agreeableness on group decision quality. 

 Previous research has shown that distribution of expertise within a decision-
making group impacts the group’s decision quality. Groups were found to perform better 
when the member with the highest self-esteem also had highest task expertise. 
Another difference may be found with the distribution of expertise relative to the 
minority opinion member. 

Minority Opinion Member

The minority opinion member is defined as the person whose opinion differed 
most from the other two members of the 3-person groups used in this study. With this 
definition the minority opinion member will always be either the one with the most 
expertise or the one with the least expertise. 

 Prior research has found that minority opinion members have more influence if 
they are first conforming (agreeable) rather than always expressing the minority opinion 

The goal of this specifi c project is to determine the antecedents and consequents 
of group creativity using a previously established protocol for assessing creative 
processes in groups.

Background

Groups, such as organizational focus groups and think tanks, are regularly 
utilized to solve complicated problems facing organizations and society today. 
However, little research has addressed the process of group creativity to date. 
Research has been limited by the lack of a universally agreed upon objective 
defi nition, or model, of creativity. For example, some defi nitions of creativity have 
included: 

A set of abilities, skills, motivations, and states that are inextricably linked to 
dealing with problems (Torrance, 1979). 
Characteristic of creative persons (Guilford, 1950). 

Research has also been limited by a reliance on product- and personality-oriented 
measures that fail to capture process variables. 

Personality-Oriented Measures
 Study individual attributes of creative people. 

Product-oriented Measures
 Creativity ratings are established by experienced judges.

These tests view creativity as an individual-level phenomenon and ignore the role 
of social infl uences on creativity. 
However, “Creativity might emerge through the interaction of individuals 
working within group settings” (Bernard et al., 2003) 
To overcome these limitations, we developed a model of creative group processes
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Model of Creative Group Processes Antecedents and Consequents of Group 
Creativity

Potential Antecedents

Interpersonal. 
Individual factors

Personality
Self-esteem
Individual self-effi cacy about working in groups

Group development factors
Feedback (status recognition)
Forming (group development)
Pre-decision agreement

Interpersonal process factors
Problem solving facilitation/inhibition
Positive/negative maintenance

Potential Consequents

Group Decision Quality
Absolute Score
Group Added Value

Potential Hypotheses

Antecedents

Individual
Hypothesis 1: Groups with higher “openness to new experience” scores will 
demonstrate stronger group creativity, while higher “agreeableness” will 
correlate with poorer group creativity.
Hypothesis 2: Groups with higher individual self-effi cacy about working in 
group scores will demonstrate more group creativity.

Group Development
Hypothesis 3: Group development will foster more group creativity.
Hypothesis 4: Group development will moderate the effects of personality on 
group creativity.

Consequents

Group Decision Quality
Hypothesis 5: Groups with higher levels of creativity will make higher quality 
decisions.

Group Added Value
Hypothesis 6: Groups with higher levels of creativity will have higher levels of 
group added value.
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Dimensions: Divergent Thinking

Fluency

Flexibility

Divergent
Thinking

Integration

Evaluation

Convergent
Thinking

Fluency
Consideration of all 
conventional uses of object.  

Example: using fi re for 
heating and cooking.
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Flexibility
Consideration of novel uses of item.

Example: Using glass from watch 
to refract sunlight and create 
spark.
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Dimensions: Convergent Thinking

Integration
Combining multiple concepts 
regarding resourcefulness of 
items in order to achieve a 
certain goal  

Example:  Using a life raft 
and a rope to drag supplies
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–

Evaluation
Examining potential negative and 
positive consequences to proposed 
ideas
Mediates whether ideas will be 
accepted or rejected by group.
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Method

Participants

Participants were undergraduate psychology students. As incentive for their 
involvement, participants were eligible to receive extra credit in the psychology 
courses and a monetary award ($20 for the individual and $20 for each member of 
the group who were the most accurate in the task). Data were collected from a total 
of 276 participants in 92, three-person groups. Seventy percent of the participants 
were female. Additionally, the mean age was 20.7 years. 

Design

Two experimental manipulations were undertaken: Forming and Feedback. For 
the Forming experimental manipulation, participants were randomly assigned to 
one of two conditions: Forming or No Forming. In the Forming condition, prior to 
the fi rst task participants became acquainted with other group members through 
a team building exercise. Each member of the group answered prepared questions 
randomly drawn from different stacks of cards. Examples of questions include: 
“What is your major and why?” and “If you could go anywhere in the world where 
would you go and why?” Participants in the control, No Forming, condition read a 
brief paper on the stages of group development. Each activity lasted approximately 
fi ve minutes. For the Feedback manipulation, participants were randomly assigned 
to one of two conditions: Feedback or No Feedback. In the Feedback condition 
after the completion of the fi rst group task, and before initiation of the second task, 
groups were given feedback about the performance of individual members on the 
fi rst task. The feedback took the following form “According to the experts, person 
A, you are the most in agreement with the experts. Person B, you are second most 
in agreement, and person C you are the least in agreement with the experts.”  After 
receiving this feedback, participants began work on the second task. Those in the No 
Feedback condition began the second task immediately following completion of the 
fi rst task. For the current study, no signifi cant effects were found for the Feedback 
manipulation, thus the two conditions were collapsed for subsequent analyses.

Task

Participants completed two different decision making tasks: a desert survival task 
and a moon survival task. In both scenarios, the groups were stranded and left with 
a number of items that may aid in their survival. The groups’ tasks were to rank 
order these items in terms of their importance to the groups’ survival with lower 
numbers indicating greater importance (e.g., an item ranked number one would be 
considered to be most important to survival). The desert survival task required the 
groups to rank order ten items as compared to the moon survival task that required 
the groups to rank order fi fteen items. Participants completed each exercise both 
individually and as a group. The order in which the exercises were completed was 
counterbalanced across experimental conditions.

Measures

  Creativity. Creativity will be assessed using a protocol based on the model of 
group creative processes. Independent coders will rate the videotaped interactions 
on each of the 4 dimensions of creativity.

  Personality. The personality factors of extraversion, openness, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and neuroticism are being measured with a short version of the 
NEO fi ve-factor personality scale. Each factor is assessed with seven items answered 
on a fi ve-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “Does not describe me at all” to 5 = 
“Describes me very well.” Items include: “I am a sociable and talkative person.” and 
“I am a neat and tidy person who is well organized.” 

  Self-Esteem. Self-esteem is being measured with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 
(Rosenberg, 1965). Participants respond to 10 items on a four-point Likert response 
scale ranging from 1 = “Strongly Agree” to 4 = “Strongly Disagree”. Sample items 
include: “I feel that I have a number of good qualities.” and “I certainly feel useless 
at times.” 

  Individual self-effi cacy about group performance. Group self-effi cacy is a 
individuals’ belief that they can work effectively with others. Participants respond 
to fi ve items on a seven-point Likert response scale ranging from 1 = “Strongly 
Disagree” to 7 = “Strongly Agree”. Sample items include: “I can reach goals by 
working in groups;” and “I can perform well in small work groups.”

  Group added value. Output is measured not by the absolute accuracy of the 
decision, but by the value added to the decision by group processes. Group added 
value is the effect of the group’s process on decision quality over and above the 
contributions of individual member expertise. This outcome focuses on group 
dynamics.

 

Group added value. Output is measured not by the absolute accuracy of the decision, but 
by the value added to the decision by group processes. Group added value is the effect of 
the group’s process on decision quality over and above the contributions of individual 
member expertise. This outcome focuses on group dynamics.

Procedure

After giving informed consent, participants completed questionnaires assessing self-
esteem. Next, depending on the experimental condition, participants either engaged in the 
forming task or read a brief paper on the stages of group development. Afterwards 
participants completed the first decision making task; first individually, and then as a 
group. Participants were limited to five minutes when completing the task individually. 
There was no time limit for completing the task as a group. After completing the first task, 
participants completed the same process for the second, counterbalanced task. Each 

Procedure

After giving informed consent, participants completed questionnaires assessing self-
esteem. Next, depending on the experimental condition, participants either engaged 
in the forming task or read a brief paper on the stages of group development. 
Afterwards participants completed the fi rst decision making task; fi rst individually, 
and then as a group. Participants were limited to fi ve minutes when completing the 
task individually. There was no time limit for completing the task as a group. After 
completing the fi rst task, participants completed the same process for the second, 
counterbalanced task. Each group was videotaped while performing both decision 
making tasks. Only performance on the second task will be analyzed.

Discussion

Current model offers an objective defi nition of the process of group creativity 
grounded in literature.
Process-oriented measure based on this model will help fi  ll number of gaps in 
creativity literature.
The current study will further our understanding of factors that predict creative 
groups. 
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Proposed Study

Previous research shows creative group processes can be assessed reliably using 
independent coders.

The purpose of the second portion of this study is to explore antecedents and 
consequences of group creativity utilizing the established protocol.
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