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Abstract 

 

This study investigates the relationship between different levels of diversity and group 

creativity by examining the correlation between (a) individual creativity and group 

creativity, (b) functional and demographic diversity and group creativity, (c) Big Five 

domain personality and group creativity, and (d) task engagement and group creativity. I 

also looked at the correlation between all the individual dimensions of diversity (age, sex, 

race, nationality, YMCA tenure, educational level, and educational background) and 

group creativity. Given that current creativity studies do not agree on which diversity 

dimensions consistently bring about more group creativity this study aims to bring some 

more clarity. This study hypothesized that in groups high in diversity, where individuals 

also score high in individual creativity, the team will have the highest creativity score. On 

the other hand, in teams with a low diversity score or where individual creativity is low, 

the team will have the lowest group creativity score.  Participants were Y permanent 

employees. The results showed strong correlations between individual creativity and 

group creativity. Also, diversity in groups predicted group creativity, with both 

demographic and functional diversity positively correlated with group creativity. 

Agreeableness was the only Big Five personality dimension that was correlated with 

group creativity and engagement in the task was a strong predictor for group creativity. 

This study is the first to investigate the relationship between all diversity dimensional and 

group creativity and to include personality as a factor in the analysis.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

Research shows that group diversity can promote creative outcomes (McLeod, 

Lobel, & Cox, 1996) while at the same time research shows that heterogeneous groups 

can experience higher level of conflict and as a result lower levels of cohesiveness 

(Jackson, 1992; Jehn, Chadwick, & Thatcher, 1997). The same diversity that helps 

increase group creativity can at the same time increase the likelihood that work group 

members will be dissatisfied with the experience of working in that group and fail to 

identify with the group (Paulus, & Nijstad, 2003).  

Since 1950 when J.P. Guilford first inspired the study of creativity the focus of 

the majority of the research was the individual, with relatively little attention being paid 

to team level creativity (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). Because teams are made of 

individuals we can assume that some of the evidence present in individual creativity 

research will apply to team-level creativity; however, factors such as group diversity and 

group conflict are likely to play an important role (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000).  

Diversity and creativity were measured in small permanent work groups at 7 local 

YMCAs. Demographic profile, individual creativity, and personality type were assessed 

prior to completing a group creativity task. After the group task, each group member was 

asked to “score” their level of engagement during group creativity. Data were examined 

to determine whether there are differences in group creativity based on the diversity of 

the group members and the level of task engagement. 
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It is expected that results from this study will add some clarity regarding the link 

between group diversity and group creativity in work groups. Prior research on group 

creativity used mostly ad hoc groups created for the duration of the study. This research 

is the first to investigate the relationship between group diversity, individual creativity, 

personality type, and group creativity in small permanent groups. The U.S. population 

and its workforce are becoming increasingly diverse due to the ever-evolving 

globalization. Companies need to take advantage of the diversity component and 

implement appropriate human resources strategies to increase creativity in the workplace. 

Most of the existing research studies thus far have examined multiple dimensions of 

diversity including gender, age, culture, and ethnicity but some diversity definitions 

overlap and results are inconsistent with each other (Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, Jonsen, 

2010).  

  Most of what is known about creativity comes from research on individual 

creativity. Even though most people work in groups, little is known about how group 

creativity functions (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). The US population is increasingly 

racially and ethnically diverse which makes management of groups and group diversity 

necessary (Cox & Blake, 1991). At the same time, organizations need to find ways to 

compete in unstable markets by promoting creativity and innovation.  

 

Individual Creativity 

The study of individual creativity has many different approaches (Runco, 1999). The 

four broad categories into which creativity studies can be classified are person, product, 

press, and process (Rhodes, 1961; Runco, 2004).  
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The person category includes research on personality (Barron & Harrington, 1981) 

and characteristics of creative individuals in which intrinsic (Stohs, 1992) and extrinsic 

motivations (Rubenson & Runco, 1992) have been noted to be differentiating 

characteristics of creative people (Runco, 2004).  

In the product approach, the emphasis is on outcomes (Gardner, 1993; Runco, 2004; 

Simonton, 1988). Guilford (1950) and Torrance (1969) defined creativity as an outcome 

including measures of fluency, flexibility, and originality. Fluency is defined as the 

number of ideas presented to solve a problem; flexibility is defined as the number of 

different categories or the number of different ideological shifts in thinking; and 

originality is defined as the novelty of each idea. Amabile (1996) added a fourth 

category: usefulness, which refers to the practicality of a given idea.  

Press refers to environmental factors such as freedom, resources, role models, and 

encouragement (Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989; Witt & Beorkrem, 1989) that influence 

creativity (Runco, 2004). Creative thinking includes both divergent thinking and 

convergent thinking. In the process of divergent thinking an individual or group brings as 

many solutions to the problem as possible and in the convergent thinking phase, the best 

solution is selected from the multitude of divergent solutions. Creativity research 

focusing on the four categories (product, person, process, and press) has advanced 

separately, with little overlap between them.  

 

Group Creativity 

For groups, creativity is the idea that the team can create something that an 

individual wouldn’t have been able to create alone (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). 
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Amabile (1996) defined creativity as the interaction of an individual’s domain-relevant 

skills, creativity-relevant skills, and motivation. Creativity is not random, it occurs with 

the perfect mix of knowledge, skill, and motivation (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000) and 

this research proposes creativity in teams occurs when there is a perfect mix of team 

diversity with personality type being one component of diversity. In teams, the creative 

process could be enhanced or disrupted by the input of other people’s ideas at a particular 

stage in the creative process, by each individual’s “style” of looking at how to solve the 

problem, or by the communication style. In addition to the diversity provided by each 

member in the team creativity is influenced by the external stimuli (Kurtzberg & 

Amabile, 2000) such as each person’s knowledge and expertise and by work 

environments that are perceived as constraining or controlling (Amabile, 1996).  Some 

research shows that group creativity can be undermined by different group dynamics. For 

example, Troyer and Youngreen (2009) in an investigation on the effect that conflict 

between group members can have on group creativity found that creativity is higher when 

group members focus evaluation on the idea rather than the source of that idea. Also, they 

found that group creativity is higher when there is evaluation as opposed to no negative 

evaluation. Sixty-eight college undergraduates were randomly assigned to two 

conditions. In the first condition the participants receive feedback focused on the idea 

such as “I don’t like that idea” or “That idea does not seem useful.” In the second 

condition the feedback is focused on the source of the idea such as “I don’t like your 

idea” or “Your idea does not seem useful”. All participants were Caucasian female, they 

were told that they will be participating in a “team problem-solving experiment” that will 

take about one hour and will receive compensation between $5 and $10. The researchers 
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used a task called “Winter Survival” where participants are asked to imagine that they are 

victims of a plain crash in a remote northern wood area of Minnesota, in January. With 

the few items salvaged from the crash (newspaper, a can of food shortening, and a pistol) 

they are asked to brainstorm ways in which they could use these items to survive. 

Creativity can be stimulated in the work environment by autonomy in the work, 

encouragement of creativity, openness to ideas, constructive challenge to ideas, and 

shared goals (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). Kurtzberg & Amabile (2000) found that 

some of the benefits of studying creativity in groups include combined experience and 

expertise which could enhance the base for divergent thinking. Some of the 

disadvantages of team work include “groupthink” where dangerous decisions are taken 

when group members thinking is convergent and there is little to no vocal dissent 

(Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000).  

 

Group Diversity 

Diversity in groups can bring forth difficulties in communication, interactions, 

and collaboration while at the same time diversity can aid the creativity process through a 

heterogeneous set of perspectives (Amabile, 1988). Any kind of diversity can have two 

opposite consequences on group creativity. The first effect is positive and explained 

through the information processing theoretical approach which posits that diverse groups 

have a larger pool of skills, knowledge, abilities, and opinions they can employ when 

problem solving and thinking creatively (Stasser & Titus, 1985). The second effect is 

negative and explained by the categorization perspective which posits that workgroup 

members use similarities and differences as basis for categorizing themselves and other 
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into subgroups (Tajfel, 1974). People favor, trust, and cooperate more with members of 

their in-group and less with members of the out-group (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & 

Homan, 2004). Due to the fact that each diversity dimension can simultaneously create 

information processing approach and categorization, most research on the effects of 

diversity on innovation has inconclusive results (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 

Categorization can create conflict which has negative influences on creativity by 

affecting the mood, relationship with others in the group, and patterns of thinking 

(Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). Researchers have also separated diversity into two 

categories of differences: differences in readily detectable attributes (such as race, ethnic 

background, language, gender, age) and differences in unobservable or underlying 

attributes (such as education, socioeconomic background, or values) (Jackson, 1992; 

Pelled, 1996). The many ways in which team diversity is defined makes comparing the 

results very difficult. Finally most of the research looks at team outcomes with creativity 

being just one component of the mix. When team members have divergent ways of 

approaching a shared task and have very diverse definitions of the task, it’s likely they 

will struggle communicating and that conflict will arise (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). 

When a person anticipates conflict their thought process becomes narrow and rigid and 

because creativity thrives on openness of though, conflict negatively affects creativity 

(Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000). The only type of conflict that seems to affect creativity 

positively is the task-based conflict which is strictly related to the way the work is being 

done. The positive effect of task-based conflict lasts as long as this type of conflict does 

not escalate into more detrimental types of conflict such as relational conflict and process 

conflict (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2000).  
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Different Types of Group Diversity and Group Creativity 

In general, organizational psychology research has shown that more 

heterogeneous teams tend to be more creative compared to the more homogenous groups 

but that is not always the case. Despite the extensive research on team diversity based on 

psychological theories the effects of demographic diversity on team creativity in 

particular and team performance in general are not clear (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). 

Previous research into the role of team diversity on creativity is scarce and has yielded 

inconclusive and contradictory results. Theoretically teams with different talents seem to 

be a great human resources strategy (Cox & Blake, 1991) in practice groups high in 

diversity have to overcome challenges like lack of coordination, tension, and low group 

cohesion. Harvey (2013) conducted two experimental studies including interactions from 

27 groups. They found that group diversity leads to less creative ideas. This study shows 

that when groups have to agree on a single output the challenges of diverse groups 

outweigh the benefits of divergent idea generation (Harvey, 2013). One reason why the 

results are not aligned could be the fact that diversity and creativity are mediated by 

factors such as team size or team tenure and those mediators are not accounted for. A 

second reason why the results are inconsistent is that most of the research looks at only 

one type of diversity and definitions for team diversity vary (Bell, Villado, Lukasik, 

Belau, & Briggs, 2011). Some research studies look at cultural diversity, or cognitive 

style diversity, or task-related diversity, or demographical diversity while at the same 

time defining the outcomes differently.  
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Most research on diversity and creativity looks at one particular type of diversity 

at a time, for example Zhang (2016) explored the influence of functional diversity on 

group creativity when the longevity of the team working together varied. Functional 

diversity represents acquired individual attributes such as functional expertise, education 

and organizational tenure (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). 

Zhang (2016) used 12 Chinese companies from the pharmaceutical, information 

technology, and manufacturing fields. They conducted a survey with individual employee 

self reports using small groups of about 6. The survey addressed group cohesion, 

knowledge sharing, group longevity, group creativity, and individual demographics. The 

final sample included 935 individuals, 49% male, 81% college graduates, average age 30 

(SD=7.35), with an average company tenure of 7.8 years (SD=5.73). Zhang (2016) used 

five categories to measure job function (production, marketing, general management, 

support service) and used Blau’s (1977) index to calculate the functional diversity index 

(B=1-sumPi2 where 1 represents the total number of categories and Pi represents the 

percentage of the ith category). Group creativity was measured through a survey 

including eight questions regarding the group member’s predisposition to look for novel 

and useful ideas such as “People in my group are always searching for fresh, new ways of 

looking at problems”. As a result of the analysis, Zhang (2016) concluded that functional 

diversity has a near zero effect on creativity when group longevity is not considered.  

Zhang (2016) found that group longevity was positively correlated with group creativity 

through mediators such as group cohesion and knowledge sharing (Zhang, 2016). Groups 

high in functional diversity have the benefit of varied information, prospective, and 

expertise which enhance the group creativity processes (Zhang, 2016). When groups 
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work together for a short time, the categorization process prevailed over information 

processing, diminishing group cohesion and knowledge sharing and as a result decreasing 

group creativity (Zhang, 2016).  Some of the limitations of Zhang (2016) include the 

collectivistic Chinese sample that could be more likely to behave collectively under high 

longevity, and the small group size which could be more likely to be cohesive and share 

knowledge than larger groups. Another limitation of Zhang (2016) included the fact that 

no other dimension of diversity other than functional diversity was taken into account. 

A second approach on diversity that research has focused on is cultural diversity. 

Some research studies looking at the correlation between team cultural diversity and 

creativity found clear creativity benefits. One such investigation was conducted by Earley 

& Mosakowski (2000). They conducted three studies using a large multinational clothing 

company that employed more than 17,000 people. Study one was comprised of field 

interviews and observations with members of five transnational teams, to assess how 

transnational team composition affects performance and to find key mediating variables. 

Study two and three were confirmatory tests of the mediating variable identified in study 

one. Data were collected from the five teams through direct observations of team 

meetings, company records of demographic information, and open-ended and structured 

onsite interviews with key team personnel. The researchers found that their hypothesized 

upright U-shaped function relating team heterogeneity to team effectiveness was 

confirmed. Also, the performance of the heterogeneous teams improved over time, but 

that of the homogeneous or moderately heterogeneous teams stayed relatively constant. 

Other studies found no correlation between team cultural diversity and creativity 

in groups. Kirchmeyer & Cohen (1992) conducted a research studies looking at the 
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correlation between team cultural diversity and creativity. The study included 180 

participants (96 men) undergraduate students from a western Canadian university. The 

age range was 20 to 46 years old with a mean age of 25. Forty-seven of the participants 

were classified as racially or ethnically distinct from the others who were of European 

descent.  Subjects were invited to participate in a decision-making experiment lasting one 

hour in exchange for course credit. Forty-five multicultural groups of 4-person groups 

were formed. The groups were presented with a two-page business case involving a 

successful manufacturer who recently experienced the loss of a large contract. 

Participants were asked to decide ways to address the payroll expenses. They had 40 min 

to agree on the assumptions and reach a conclusion. The researchers measured the 

presence of constructive-conflict by creating a post-exercise questionnaire including 

questions such as: “There was an open and frank discussion of differences”, “The group 

actively sought out a variety of options” and “All assumptions were carefully critiqued”. 

Decision making was measured using a 7-point Likert scale and analysis of variance to 

measure decision making. Between-group variance was significantly higher than within-

group variance (F=1.49, p<.05) indicating that members of the same group tend to share 

perception of the level of constructive conflict. Decision quality, contribution to decision, 

commitment to decision and group were also measured. The Analysis plan included 

Pearson product-moment correlations and t values. 

As the above two studies suggest there is little consensus regarding the influence 

of cultural diversity on team creativity. To clarify this issue regarding cultural diversity 

and its effect on team creativity Stahl et al. (2010) conducted a meta-analysis of 112 

studies and found a consistent positive correlation between cultural diversity and 
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divergent thinking with a strong (statistically significant) mean effect size of 0.16 

(p<0.05). Stahl et al. (2010) found that cultural diversity decreases convergent thinking 

and increases divergent thinking. Studies included in this meta-analysis assessed 

creativity in terms of novelty of ideas generated on brainstorming tasks, the ability to 

generate creative solutions to problems, and development of creative endings to short 

stories. 

Stahl et al. (2010) found that heterogeneous teams scored low on social 

integration (cohesion, trust, morale, satisfaction, and attraction) while maintaining high 

communication effectiveness and higher work satisfaction than the homogenous groups. 

Some of the factors that mediated the relationship between cultural diversity and 

creativity were the nature of the task and structural aspects of the team like team size, 

team tenure, and team dispersion. Stahl et al. (2010) found that culturally diverse teams 

who had longer tenure and worked on a more complex task, had more conflict. Also, 

communication was less effective if teams were large and spent more time together. To 

define cultural diversity Stahl et al. (2010) used surface-level indicators (such as racio-

ethnicity and nationality) and deep-level indicators (including values or attitudes 

associated with culture). They analyzed the results at both levels. Using only surface-

level indicators they found that cultural diversity diminished communication 

effectiveness. However, using deep-level indicators, communication effectiveness was 

higher suggesting that when people work together for a while, after they get past the first 

impressions and get used to the surface-level indicators, if the values and attitudes 

associated with culture are similar, people communicate better.  
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Researchers relating diversity to creativity have used multiple definitions for both 

diversity and creativity, making it hard to relate one investigation to another. In general, 

results have shown that diversity in groups improves group creativity. For example based 

on Cox and Blake (1991) value-in-diversity hypothesis- diversity brings net-added value 

to an organization processes- Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of 

35 peer-reviewed articles between 1985 and 2006 to uncover the role of task related and 

demographic diversity on team outcomes. One of the research articles included in this 

meta-analysis was conducted by Eisenhardt and Tabrizi (1995) who demonstrated that 

task related diversity was associated with faster time-to-market for new product 

development efforts in the computer industry. Eisenhardt and Tabrizi (1995) investigated 

product development projects in thirty-six computer companies from U.S., Europe, and 

Asia over a period of time spanning 4 to 9 months. Each company contributed two 

products to the study for a total of 72 products. After securing the cooperation of the 

computer firm, the research team sent the data collection instrument to the location where 

the products were developed. To enhance data accuracy, the instrument included specific 

questions, detailed instructions, definitions of key terms, a document giving an overview 

of the research, and contact information for the research team to be contacted with 

questions at any time (Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995). The start of the project was marked 

by the first meeting held to consider the development of the product and the end of the 

project was marked by the time when the group decided no more changes will be made to 

the product. Task related diversity was measured by observing whether personnel from 

specific departments (purchasing, manufacturing, marketing/sales, engineering, service, 

and finance/cost accounting) were involved in the product development during the 
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various stages of process.  For each phase of the project, researchers calculated the total 

number of functions. The final multifunctional team measure is calculated by adding the 

total number of functions in every phase. To analyze the data Eisenhardt and 

Tabrizi(1995) used a regression model. Eisenhardt and Tabrizi (1995) found that teams 

with higher task related diversity scores also developed more innovative products and 

faster than the teams with low task related diversity scores.  Based on these findings 

Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) expanded the study of task related and demographic 

diversity by employing a meta-analysis. 

They defined team outcomes in terms of quality and quantity of performance and 

social integration (Horwitz and Horwitz, 2007). Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) included 

creativity as a measure of quality team performance. They hypothesized that synergetic 

performance is a result of diverse employee teams. This research article was included in 

the present study because it brings a new dimension of diversity and it’s likely that the 

moderators (task complexity, team type, task interdependence, and team size) that 

influence team outcomes would also moderate creativity. Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) 

found that task-related diversity positively related to both quality and quantity of team 

performance despite any other moderators. Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) considered three 

different types of teams: parallel teams (teams that work independent of each other), 

project teams (teams put together for the purpose of the study), and work teams 

(traditional teams that work together permanently on different projects). When measuring 

the impact of group diversity on group outcomes it was found that lack of knowledge in 

one area for some members of the group compared to others and specialized language 

have negative effects on creativity in diverse teams (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). 
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Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) found that task-related diversity was positively related to 

both quality and quantity of team performance despite any other existing moderator. 

These findings reconfirm the Cox and Blake (1991) value-in-diversity hypothesis. Bio-

demographic diversity exhibited virtually no relationship with the quality of team 

performance (ρ = –.006, CI = –.09, .08) (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). These findings 

suggests that not all types of diversity affect team performance and that variance in 

demographic traits had little impact on team performance even when moderators were 

taken into account. Based on these results we can conclude that prior studies overstated 

the influence of demographic diversity on team performance. Moderators such as task-

complexity or team type had no effect on the influence of demographic diversity on team 

performance. These findings suggest that the relationship between team diversity and 

team performance could be a curvilinear model (inverted U model or an upright U model) 

and not a linear one (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). 

One limitation of studies included in the Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) meta-

analyses includes relying on self-reported surveys to quantify team performance 

outcomes is an unreliable measure as the self reports tend to overestimate the quality of 

team performance. Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) concluded that forming teams based on 

demographic attributes will not maximize the benefit of diversity and advise to focus 

more on task-related diversity to create highly performing teams.  

Because the effects of team demographic diversity on team performance are 

mixed and the results inconclusive (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007) researchers started 

looking at specific demographic variables such as functional background and 

organizational tenure rather than continuing to analyze general categories (highly job 
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related or less job related) (Bell et al., 2011). They argue that the mixed results on team 

diversity literature are primarily due to the oversimplification of team diversity and Bell 

et al. (2011) argue that a more nuanced view of team diversity could shed some light on 

the problem. Bell et al. (2011) conducted a meta-analysis of research studies from 1980 

to 2009 and analyzing the specific demographic variables such as functional background, 

organizational tenure, and race and how they relate to team performance. They 

considered creativity a distinct performance outcome, next to efficiency, general 

performance, and innovation. In their meta-analysis, Bell et al. (2011) used diversity 

based on a conceptualization by Harrison & Klein (2007) where diversity is defined in 

terms of separation, variety, and disparity. Separation measures the extent to which team 

members are similar or different; a team will have the maximum separation score when 

half of the team is composed of high school graduates and the other half are members 

with professional degrees. Variety takes into account categorical differences among team 

members; a team will have the maximum variety score when every member of the team 

has a different functional background. Disparity refers to differences in the concentration 

of values or desirable resources. Maximum amount of disparity is attained when one 

member of the team has 20 years of tenure and all the rest are fairly new. Separation and 

disparity conceptualizations are consistent with similarity-attraction theory and social 

categorization (Bell et al., 2011). Diversity conceptualizations are expressed empirically 

through coefficient of variation and standard deviation (Harrison & Klein, 2007). 

 Bell and Villado (2011) report that the existent state of confusion in the diversity 

literature is due to the fact that prior studies used generic terms such as “highly job 

related” and under that umbrella they combined different demographic variables and 
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different conceptualizations of diversity which makes drawing sound conclusions 

impossible. Bell et al. (2011) conducted a meta-analysis including all demographic 

diversity and team performance literature from 1980 to November 2009 and found that 

different demographic variables have different effects on team performance therefore the 

strength and direction of the relationship between diversity and team performance depend 

on the specific demographic variable. Also, that study setting is a consistent moderator of 

the direction and size of the relationship between surface level diversity and team 

performance. 

Bell et al. (2011) found that educational background was related to team creativity 

and innovation and this finding is consistent with the information processing perspective 

which suggests that diversity is beneficial to creativity and performance in general 

because diverse teams can draw from different pools of information and resources. In 

their study, functional background diversity and educational background diversity was 

consistently operationalized as reflecting the variety conceptualization. However, the 

authors were not able to find a relationship between team performance and educational 

level, organizational tenure, or team tenure. Based on their findings, Bell et al. (2011) 

advise that organizations should staff teams with members from different functional 

backgrounds if the focus is on creativity and innovation. If the focus is on efficiency, 

teams with higher organizational tenure should be formed. Bell et al. (2011) found that 

diversity in terms of race and sex appear to have negative consequences on team 

performance, so diversifying the team on the sole criterion of sex and race is not advised. 

One solution to race and sex influence is the practice of diversity trainings. 
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Some limitations for the Bell et al. (2011) include a small number of studies and 

did not include demographic diversity variables such as: marital status, industry 

experience, and nationality. The authors suggest that future studies include carefully 

articulated connections between the specific variable, diversity conceptualization, and 

team performance (in our case creativity). 

As the above literature review shows, there is little agreement regarding the type 

of diversity that best predicts group creativity. Baas, DeDreu, and Nijstad (2008) looked 

at the role specific moods play on creativity. They conducted a meta-analysis including 

102 independent samples and 7000 research participants and looked at the relationship 

between specific moods and creativity. They found that positive moods predicted more 

creativity (r = 0.15) and that was the only reliable tendency.  The relationship between 

negative moods and creativity was not of statistical significance. 

Creativity literature has linked intellect/imagination to creativity. A 44 year 

longitudinal study conducted by Feist and Barron (2003) looked for the psychological 

construct that best predicted creativity and talent achievement. In their research they 

looked at intelligence, potential, and personality. Feist and Baron (2003) defined 

intelligence as the ability to learn and reason about new concepts easily, quickly and 

efficiently. They predicted intelligence should be related to creative achievement. They 

hypothesized that tested intelligence at age 27 should correlate with creative ability at age 

27 and predict creative achievement at age 72. Initially their sample included 80 

participants; only 43 were still able and willing to participate in the study 44 years later. 

As hypothesized, the results of this study indicate that intellect at 27 was related to 
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creativity at 27 and creative life achievement at 72. Intelligence was found to be a 

moderately strong predictor of creativity (p < 0.05, t = 3.52). 

 

Significance of Study 

As the above examples demonstrate there is no consensus on any particular 

diversity dimension as clear predictor for creativity. More research is needed to draw the 

link between each specific dimension of diversity and the role on group creativity. The 

proposed study will expand on the limited research on group creativity and will be the 

first to analyze the impact of multiple levels of diversity (race, ethnic background, 

gender, average organizational tenure, average education, type of educational/functional 

background) on small, permanent group creativity.  

Prior research found a correlation between some types of diversity and group 

creativity but the literature does not agree on which type of diversity consistently predicts 

creativity in groups. My hypothesis exhibits that in groups high in diversity, where 

individuals also score high on individual creativity, the team will have the highest 

creativity outcome score. Conversely, in groups that score low on diversity or where 

individual creativity is low, team creativity score will also be low.  

Also, moderators such as personality, group longevity and task engagement will 

be taken into account. In this research study individual creativity will be measured using 

two individual creativity tests (the Alternate Uses Test from Guilford (1967) and the 

Creative Personality Scale (Gough, 1979)), group creativity will be measured using the 

Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT; Amabile, 1996), personality type will be 

measured using Mini-IPIP, and group diversity will be measured as the sum of individual 
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diversity dimensions. Because no prior research study looked at group creativity and 

group dynamics is such detail, this methodology should result in a clear picture of the 

types of diversity and the group dynamics that reliably predict creative outcomes.   
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Chapter II 

Method 

This study was conducted using an online survey and a group activity. The online 

survey was administered via Qualtrics and included a demographic questionnaire, two 

individual creativity tests, and a personality test. The group activity consisted of a 

product improvement brainstorming exercise. 

 

Participants 

A total of 82 employees (60 female, 22 male) of the South Shore and Old Colony 

YMCA were included in this study upon approval from the Harvard Committee on the 

Use of Human Subjects. All subjects are YMCA employees from seven different 

locations of the Boston South Shore (Quincy, Hanover, Easton, Taunton, East 

Bridgewater, Stoughton, and Sandwich). All participants are part of permanent teams. 

These employees range in age from 20 years old to 66 years old (M = 38.5, SD = 11.5 

years) and all have been working with their current teams for at least one year.    

A total of 89 participants completed online informed consent forms and filled in 

surveys. However, participants who did not complete all parts of the experiment were 

excluded from the study. Four participants completed the survey twice and the second 

entry was excluded from the study. A total of 7 participants were excluded from the 

study, resulting in 82 total participants. 

To protect employee privacy, each participant was instructed to create a 

pseudonym to identify during the study. There was no compensation for participating in 

this study. 
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Measures 

Group creativity was assessed through a group activity which took place at a 

regularly scheduled monthly “Y” meeting. Each group was briefed on the activity and 

had five minutes to generate individual ideas about how to improve a household product 

(an umbrella). Individuals wrote their ideas on 3x5 index cards and continue to generate 

ideas throughout that timed period. They were instructed to be as creative as possible and 

that no idea was too foolish or silly to be considered. At the end of that time, each 

group’s chosen facilitator collected the anonymously-written cards, and the team 

“played” with each idea without judging it. Teams then evaluated their ideas and selected 

their best product improvements. These ideas were later rated by a panel of three experts 

for creativity according to the Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT; Amabile, 1996). 

The Consensual Assessment Technique measures creativity using an assortment of judges 

who assess creative work individually and in isolation, then results from judges are 

collected and an overall rating is established. Our three raters provided overall ratings of 

creativity for the “new umbrella” product on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 = not at all 

creative and 5 = highly creative. Interrater reliability was good (ICC = .827, CI = .627, 

.938). 

To measure individual creativity, I used two individual creativity tests: the 

Alternate Uses Test (AUT) from Guilford (1967) and the Creative Personality Scale 

(CPS) (Gough, 1979). The AUT is a test of divergent thinking that requires combining 

different types of information in novel and flexible ways (e.g., Guilford, 1967). In this 

study participants taking the online survey were asked to complete two timed tasks, three 
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minutes each, The first task asked the participants to list as many uses of an empty soup 

can as they could, the second task asked the participants to imagine that humans had six 

fingers on each hand and to think and list all the consequences they can think of.  

Scoring for the AUT included two subscales, fluency and originality. Fluency was 

the sum of the total number of responses that participants gave for each of the two tasks. 

Originality was the statistical infrequency of the responses for the two tasks. If 10% or 

less of participants gave a response (for example using an empty soup can for a flower 

pot), then the response received one (1) originality point; if 5% or less of participants 

gave a response, then the response received two (2) originality points; if the response was 

unique and no other participants gave that response, the response received three (3) 

originality points. The originality score was the sum of total originality points for both 

tasks for each participant. The fluency and originality subscales were then standardized 

and summed to produce a divergent thinking (DT) score for each participant. One 

participant’s score was eliminated from analysis because it was more than four standard 

deviations above the mean. 

The Creative Personality Scale (CPS; Gough, 1979) is a self-reported personality 

test for creativity assessment. The CPS scale consists of 30 Adjective Check List of 

which 18 are indicative of creative individuals and 12 are contraindicative of creative 

individuals. The CPS score is calculated by following Gough’s scoring protocol and it 

ranges from -12 to 18. The score indicates the participant’s position on the creativity 

spectrum. The CPS has proven validity and utility (Carson, Peterson, and Higgins, 2005). 

In this study the CPS had a low internal consistency score of α = .449. 
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To measure diversity I used a demographic questionnaire that I developed for the 

purpose of this study. To measure age and organizational tenure, I used years. Sex was 

coded as men=0 and women=1. To measure educational level I used five categories 

junior high (0-9 years) =1, senior high school (10-12 years) =2, vocational school (13-15 

years) =3, college (16 years) =4, and graduate school and above (more than 16 years) =5. 

To measure educational background I used common U.S. subject categories such as 

literature, math, business, law, and engineering. To measure race I used the following 

assigned coding White=1, African American=2, American Indian and Alaska Native=3, 

Asian=4, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander=5, Two or more races=6. To 

measure nationality I used the top ancestry groups in U.S.: German=1, African 

American=2, Irish=3, Mexican=4, English=5, American=6, Italian=7, Polish=8, 

French=9, Scottish=10, American Indian=11.  

Each answer in the demographic questionnaire was then assigned a particular 

number on diversity points. The total diversity score for each team was then calculated as 

the average between the sum total of all the individual diversity points for all the subjects 

in the team and the team size.  

For the continuous variables age (M = 38, SD = 12) and organizational tenure (M 

= 9, SD = 6) those answers within half standard deviation from the mean received zero 

(0) diversity points. If the answer was more than half standard deviation below or above 

the mean, then the response received one (1) diversity point. 

For educational level (M = 4, SD = 1) the mean answer (college) received zero (0) 

diversity points. Those answers that were below or above the mean (2=senior high 
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school, 3=vocational school, 5=graduate school and above) received one (1) diversity 

point.  

For educational background I grouped the subject categories into six different 

subgroups and assigned diversity scores based on the statistical frequency of the 

response. The first subgroup included Psychology, Anthropology, Sociology, Early 

Childhood Education, and Human Science and represented 22% of the answers. The 

second subgroup included Criminal Justice and General and represented 6% of the 

answers. The third subgroup included Health, Exercise Science, and Nursing and 

represented 13% of the answers. The fourth subgroup was Business and represented 10% 

of the answers. The fifth subgroup included Arts, English, Music, Film, Fine arts, 

Culinary, History and represented 24% of the answers. The sixth group was engineering 

and represented 3% of the answers. The first and fifth subcategory, because they had the 

highest frequency (22%, and 24%), received zero (0) personality points. The third and 

fourth subcategory had the second highest frequency (13% and 10%) and received one 

(1) diversity point. The second and sixth subcategories were the least frequent (criminal 

justice, general, and engineering) and received two (2) diversity points.  

For race 93% of the population answered White, 1% African American, 5% Two 

or more races, and 1% Hispanic or Latino. I assigned zero (0) diversity points to those 

who answered White and five (5) diversity points to all the other categories.  

For nationality 49% of the answers were American and I assigned them zero (0) 

diversity points and because the rest of the answers represented between 1% and 20% of 

the total I assigned them three (3) diversity points each. 
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For gender, “Female” accounted for 73% of the answers, I assigned Female zero 

(0) diversity points and Male one (1) diversity point.  

The total diversity score for a team was calculated as an average between the sum 

total of all diversity points for each participant in the team and the number of team 

members. Based on Horwitz and Horwitz meta-analysis (2007), I also calculated a 

Demographic Diversity score and a Functional Diversity Score. Demographic diversity 

was calculated as the sum total of educational level, educational background, and Y 

seniority diversity points. Demographic Diversity was calculated as the sum total of Age, 

Race, Nationality, and Gender diversity points.  

 To measure personality I used the Mini International Personality Item Pool 

(Mini-IPIP) which provides the five factor personality measure. Mini-IPIP has proven 

reliability and validity and offers scores on the Big Five Domain: A-agreeableness, C-

conscientiousness, E-extraversion, N-neuroticism, I-Intellect/Imagination). A list of 

Mini-IPIP items can be seen in Table 1. 
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Study Protocol 

Participants in this study were 13 groups of employees from the South Shore and 

Old Colony YMCA. Managers of individual teams determined whether they wanted their 

team to participate. After receiving consent from organizational leaders at the South 

Shore and Old Colony Y to contact Y employees, I emailed 15 managers from the list of 

emails received from HR and invited them to join the study.  Seven out of the fifteen 

managers responded and their respective teams were invited to participate in the study. 

Based on the size of the team and the room where the group activity took place, I decided 

if the group needed and could be divided into teams of two. Six of the managers 

responding had teams of over 12 employees. The conference rooms where the six 

managers suggested we run the group activity were large enough to break the group into 

two smaller groups. That resulted in having 13 teams in this study.  

Emails were then sent to individual team members. Each email included a brief 

description of the study (calling it part of a larger approach to creativity within 

organizations study), which consisted of two parts: first a short online survey and second 

a fun group activity that was part of the monthly YMCA staff meeting. The email 

included a URL link to the online survey portion of the study. The participants were 

instructed in the email and online survey to create a pseudonym for use during the study 

and remember that pseudonym. 

The online survey contained an informed consent form that was printable, so that 

the participant could retain a copy for their records. The online survey consisted of 

demographic questions, two individual creativity tests (the alternate uses test from 
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Guilford (1967) and the Creative Personality Scale from Gough, 1979), and a personality 

test (the mini IPIP from Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006).The online survey 

was designed to take only 10-15 min. After completing the online portion, the 

participants were invited to participate in the group activity.  

The group activity took place during the monthly meetings routinely organized at 

each Y branch participating in the study. These meetings are composed of low 

and middle management within the organization. These groups include same or 

similar level positions: business manager, aquatics director, membership director, 

facilities director, health and wellness director, teen director, operations director, 

executive director. The location of the permanent group generally determines the 

difference in the level of group diversity with urban groups being more diverse than 

suburban groups. 

At the group meeting, attendance was taken by circulating an attendance sheet 

including each participant’s pseudonym. During the meeting, the group creative activity 

described above was completed by each team. Afterwards, team members anonymously 

wrote down the extent to which they felt engaged in the activity on a scale from 1 to 5, 

with 5 representing the highest level of engagement. 
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Chapter III 

Results 

 

The final sample included in this study consisted of 82 individuals, 73% female, 

93% white. The age for the population ranges from 20 to 66 (M = 39, SD = 12), “Y” 

seniority ranges between 1 year to 25 years (M = 8, SD = 6). 60% of the participants were 

college graduates, 20% completed high school or vocational school, and 20% completed 

graduate school or higher education. 

 

Descriptive Data 

Individual Creativity Score 

Table 1 displays the correlation between all the individual creativity scores 

including Fluency, Originality, Divergent Thinking (DT), Intellect, and CPS. The 

Pearson Correlation analysis indicated that the measures of creativity are correlated. The 

correlations between CPS and Intellect, Fluency, Originality, and DT, Intellect and CPS 

are all statistically significant and some of the rest of the correlations are trending 

towards significance. These results are in line with the creativity literature linking the 

intellect/imagination to creative achievement. Intellect/Imagination is known to be 

moderately strong predictors of creative achievement (Feist and Barron, 2003). 
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Table 1 

Correlations for individual creativity scores 

  CPS Fluency Originality DT Intellect 

CPS 

Pearson 

Correlation 
1 0.114 0.214 0.183 .369** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
  0.318 0.058 0.108 0.001 

N 80 78 79 78 80 

Fluency 

Pearson 

Correlation 
0.114 1 .551** .885** 0.214 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
0.318   0 0 0.06 

N 78 78 78 78 78 

Originali

ty 

Pearson 

Correlation 
0.214 .551** 1 .876** .316** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
0.058 0   0 0.005 

N 79 78 79 78 79 

DT 

Pearson 

Correlation 
0.183 .885** .876** 1 .295** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
0.108 0 0   0.009 

N 78 78 78 78 78 

Intellect 

Pearson 

Correlation 
.369** 0.214 .316** .295** 1 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
0.001 0.06 0.005 0.009   

N 80 78 79 78 81 
 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Personality Scores  

Table 2 displays the means and standard deviations for each personality traits on 

the mini IPIP scale. The means and standard deviation for each of the personality 

measures falls within one standard deviation from the population norms.  

Population norms for the mini IPIP are as follows: Extroversion (M = 3.28, SD = 

.09), Agreeableness (M = 4.01, SD = .69), Conscientiousness (M = 3.42, SD = .78), 

Neuroticism (M = 2.54, SD = .80), Intellect (M = 3.70, SD = .73) (Donnellan et al., 

2006).  

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Personality 

  N 
Minimu

m 
Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Extroversion 81 1.5 5 3.1512 0.76616 

Agreeableness 81 1.5 5 4.0093 0.57343 

Conscientiousness 81 2 5 3.713 0.66157 

Neuroticism 81 1 4 2.6265 0.6698 

Intellect 81 2 5 3.7037 0.59175 

Valid N (listwise) 81         
 

 

Table 3 includes the total number of participants in each of the 13 groups, the 

average age in each group, average seniority for the group, the number of male and 

female in each group, the average education for the group, and Group Creativity score for 

each group. Education variable was coded as 2 =high school, 3 = vocational school, 4 = 

college, 5 =graduate school or above. 
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Table 3 

Group Data 

Team 

number 

Average 

Age 

Number of 

Participants 

Average 

seniority 
Male Female 

Average 

education 

Group 

Creativity 

1 35 10 12 3 7 4 3.34 

2 42 10 11 3 7 4 3.4 

3 36 9 8 2 7 4 3.38 

4 38 5 5 1 4 3 2.38 

5 30 5 6 2 3 4 3.58 

6 45 5 8 0 5 4 3.5 

7 41 5 11 0 5 4 2.33 

8 41 4 8 1 3 4 2.72 

9 47 5 6 1 4 3 3.83 

10 40 5 9 3 2 4 4.05 

11 39 6 11 3 3 4 3.55 

12 32 7 6 1 6 4 4.44 

13 40 6 7 2 4 4 3.14 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 presents total diversity score, the functional and the demographic diversity score 

for each team. This analysis was inspired by the research conducted by Horwitz and 

Horwitz (2007).  

 

Figure 1 

Total Diversity Score, Demographic Diversity Score, and Functional Diversity Score for 

Each Team 
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Individual and Group Creativity 

In order to test if there was a relationship between CPS, DT, and Group Creativity 

I ran a Bivariate Correlation (Table 5). There was no significant correlation between my 

measures of individual creativity and Group Creativity but there is a trend towards DT 

and Group Creativity (p = 0.094).  

Table 4 

Correlations between creativity measures 

  CPS DT 

Group 

Creativit

y 

CPS 

Pearson 

Correlati

on 

1 0.183 0.045 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
  0.108 0.689 

N 80 78 80 

DT 

Pearson 

Correlati

on 

0.183 1 0.191 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
0.108   0.094 

N 78 78 78 

Group Creativity 

Pearson 

Correlati

on 

0.045 0.191 1 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
0.689 0.094   

N 80 78 82 
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In order to find out if there is a relationship between individual dimensions of 

individual creativity and group creativity I applied Pearson Correlation to all measures of 

individual creativity (Fluency, Originality, DT) and Group Creativity. The results 

indicate that DT and Group Creativity trends towards significance r = .191, p = 0.94 

(Table 5), suggesting partial support for my first hypothesis that groups that are made out 

of individuals who score high on individual creativity will also be the groups with the 

highest group creativity score. 
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Table 5 

Correlations between Group Creativity and Big Five Domain 

  Group Creativity Extroversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Intellect 

Group Creativity 

Pearson Correlation 1 0.087 0.189 -0.005 0.033 0.151 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.455 0.102 0.968 0.776 0.194 

N 78 76 76 76 76 76 

Extroversion 

Pearson Correlation 0.087 1 0.054 -0.164 0.16 -0.097 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.455   0.64 0.156 0.166 0.406 

N 76 76 76 76 76 76 

Agreeableness 

Pearson Correlation 0.189 0.054 1 -0.047 -0.107 0.184 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.102 0.64   0.684 0.357 0.113 

N 76 76 76 76 76 76 

Conscientiousness 

Pearson Correlation -0.005 -0.164 -0.047 1 -0.026 0.019 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.968 0.156 0.684   0.827 0.87 

N 76 76 76 76 76 76 

Neuroticism 

Pearson Correlation 0.033 0.16 -0.107 -0.026 1 -0.091 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.776 0.166 0.357 0.827   0.437 

N 76 76 76 76 76 76 

Intellect 

Pearson Correlation 0.151 -0.097 0.184 0.019 -0.091 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.194 0.406 0.113 0.87 0.437   

N 76 76 76 76 76 76 
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In examining Group Creativity Scores, one team (Team 12) had a significantly 

higher score (4.37; see Table 3) than all other teams combined (M = 3.21, SD = .453) 

(t(80) = 6.75, p < ,000). To find out why this group was so different from the rest I 

conducted an independent-sample t-test. There was a significant difference in the DT 

score for Group 12 (N = 7, M = 1.31, SD = 1.88) and the rest of the groups (N = 71, M = 

-0.26, SD = 1.54).  This result supports my hypothesis; the team with the highest 

individual divergent thinking score also had the highest group creativity score.  

 

Table 6 

Group Statistics 

Group Creativity N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

CPS 

All 

other 

teams 

73 6.5205 3.54773 0.41523 

Team 

12 
7 6.7143 4.64451 1.75546 

DT 

All 

other 

teams 

71 -0.262 1.54337 0.18316 

Team 

12 
7 1.3126 1.88002 0.71058 

 

Group Creativity, Individual Creativity, and Diversity 

My major hypothesis stated that groups which were high in diversity, where 

individuals also scored high on individual creativity, would have the highest team 

creativity outcome score. Conversely, groups that scored low on diversity or where 

individual creativity is low, would have lower team creativity scores. In order to test my 

hypothesis, I ran a 2 x 2 factorial ANOVA using Group Creativity as the dependent 
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variable and high/low scores on individual divergent thinking (DT), as well as high/low 

group scores on diversity, as factors. The high and low groups for each factor were 

determined by median split. The means for the four groups indicated that the group with 

the highest group creativity score was that with high divergent thinking and high 

diversity, supporting my hypothesis. (See Figure 2.) The ANOVA indicated that the 

difference in high/low DT and high/low diversity group scores was significant (F(3,74) = 

5.24, p = .002, 2 = .175). There was not a significant main effect for DT (F(1,74) = 2.29, 

p = .134, eta2 = .03). The main effect for diversity approached significance (F(1,74) = 

3.49, p = .07, eta2 = .05), and the interaction between factors (F(1,74) = 7.05, p = .01, 

eta2 = .09) was significant.  

 

Figure 2 

Group Creativity Scores of High/Low Divergent Thinking and High/Low Diversity 

Groups 

  

Predictors of Group Creativity  
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To calculate the relationship between different levels of diversity and group 

creativity I used group means for individuals within the group. I also made all teams 

equal to the average team size which was 6. This approach was found to threaten 

ecological validity because it alters the between- groups to within-groups scores which in 

turn makes scores appear more significant than they might be (Camacho, Galindo, & 

Arias, 2001). I believe it’s important to understand which measures of creativity are the 

ones most likely to predict group creativity. Understanding that there is a risk of 

overstating significant, I looked at the correlation between different levels of diversity 

and Group Creativity.  First I looked at the correlation between independent variables 

demographic diversity, functional diversity and dependent variable group creativity. 

Demographic diversity (p = 0.417) was not correlated with Group Creativity but 

Functional Diversity was correlated with Group Creativity (p = 0.003, r = 0.331). 

 

Table 7 

Correlations 

 

 

Group 

Creativity 

Demographic 

Diversity 

Functional 

Diversity 

Group Creativity Pearson Correlation 1 .093 .331** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .417 .003 

N 78 78 78 

Demographic Diversity Pearson Correlation .093 1 -.512** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .417  .000 

N 78 78 78 

Functional Diversity Pearson Correlation .331** -.512** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .000  

N 78 78 78 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict group creativity based on 

individual divergent thinking, nationality, educational level, gender, race and Y seniority. 

A significant regression equation was found F(2,39) = 6.37, p <.004 with an R squared of 

.208.  Educational level (p = .008) and individual divergent thinking (p = .01) were the 

only two dimensions of diversity with statistical significance (Table 7). 

Table 8 

Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B 

Std. 

Error Beta 

5 (Constant) 3.508 0.114  30.637 0 

Individual 

DT 

0.286 0.106 0.383 2.706 0.01 

Educational -

0.475 

0.17 -0.396 -2.798 0.008 

Level 

diversity 

 a. Dependent Variable: Group Creativity 

 

A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict group creativity based on 

Demographic Diversity and Functional Diversity. A significant regression equation was 

found F(2,79) = 8.317, p = 0.001 with an R2  of .174. I found a significant main effect for 

both Demographic Diversity (p = 0.04) and Functional Diversity (p < 0.001). The 

correlation between team engagement and group creativity is trending towards 

significance (r = .231, p = .042).  
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When using group means to calculate the correlation between different levels of 

diversity and group creativity, Divergent Thinking (p= 0.001) and Functional Diversity (p 

= 0.003) are both statistically significant. The correlation between demographic diversity 

and group creativity trends towards significance (p = 0.4), there is a negative correlation 

between demographic diversity and group creativity. 

 

Table 9 

Correlations Group Creativity, Individual DT, Demographic and Functional Diversity 

 

Group 

Creativity 

Individual 

DT 

Demographic_ 

Diversity 

Functional_ 

Diversity 

Group Creativity Pearson Correlation 1 .377** .093 .331** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .001 .417 .003 

N 78 78 78 78 

Individual DT Pearson Correlation .377** 1 -.045 .179 

Sig. (2-tailed) .001  .694 .118 

N 78 78 78 78 

Demographic Diversity Pearson Correlation .093 -.045 1 -.512** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .417 .694  .000 

N 78 78 78 78 

Functional Diversity Pearson Correlation .331** .179 -.512** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .118 .000  

N 78 78 78 78 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 



 41     

 

The aggregate Team Diversity and Group Creativity were correlated with a 

significance level of p = 0.016, r = 0.266.  

To see which diversity dimension best predicts group creativity I used Pearson 

correlation analysis between Group Creativity, and average educational background score 

,average gender score for the team, average seniority, average age for the team, average 

educational level diversity score for the team, average race diversity score for the team, 

and average nationality diversity score for the team. Educational background was 

positively correlated with group creativity (r = .406, p <.001), gender was positively 

correlated with group creativity (r = .334, p = .003), educational level was negatively 

correlated with group creativity (r = -.258, p = .022), and race was positively correlated 

with group creativity (r = .372, p = .001). 

Team engagement was positively correlated with group diversity (p = 0.042). 

 

Table 10 

 

Correlations Group Creativity and Team Engagement 

 

Group 

Creativity Team Engage 

Group 

Creativity 

Pearson Correlation 1 .231* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .042 

N 78 78 

Team Engage Pearson Correlation .231* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .042  

N 78 78 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Chapter IV 

Discussion 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between different 

levels of diversity and group creativity and to find out which diversity dimensions 

consistently bring about more creativity in work groups. I also aimed to find out if there 

was a correlation between personality type and group creativity.  An additional aim was 

to find out if task engagement predicted group creativity. 

My hypothesis was that in groups high in diversity, where individuals also score 

high in individual creativity, the team will have the highest creativity score. On the other 

hand, in teams with a low diversity score or where individual creativity is low, the team 

will have the lowest group creativity score. First, I looked at the relationship between all 

measures of group creativity to make sure the results are consistent with population 

norms. Then I looked at how my measure of individual creativity correlated with each 

other and confirmed I had high internal validity.  

The first part of my hypothesis was confirmed. The group with the highest group 

creativity score was that with highest divergent thinking score and high diversity. This 

finding is in line with most of the group creativity research and supports the idea that 

group diversity promotes group creativity. Confirming my hypothesis also means that 

although diversity was high the group was able to communicate well and presumably 

convergent thinking allowed the group to select the best ideas.  
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The second part of my hypothesis was also confirmed, low diversity did predict 

low group creativity even though the group had a high divergent thinking score. This 

result shows that diversity in groups is a real opportunity to increase group creativity. 

Since our groups were permanent groups, with significant Y seniority, the positive linear 

correlation between group diversity and group creativity could be mediated by good 

communication. It is known that conflict in groups diminishes group creativity; perhaps 

group tenure diminished group conflict. Y seniority seems to be playing a moderating 

role in this case. When building teams, managers should take into account the level of 

diversity a potentially new team member brings along.  

In this study I used the Creative Personality Scale (CPS) along with the 

Alternated Uses Test (AUT) to measure individual creativity. As expected, the measures 

of individual creativity were correlated. CPS was strongly correlated with Intellect and 

this finding is consistent with the literature on creativity that links intellect to creativity. 

The correlation between Divergent thinking and Group Creativity is trending 

towards significance. This result was expected and it indicated that if the goal of a 

manager is to build creative teams, they should take into account individual creativity. 

Perhaps part of the interview process should be testing individual creativity. Also, the 

team with the highest Group Creativity score (Team 12) had a very high divergent 

thinking score compared with all the other groups. When looking at the CPS, team 12 

was not very different from the rest of the group. Although individual divergent thinking 

(or the ability to come up with a variety of novel solution to a single problem) is an asset 

to group creativity, creative personality is not necessarily beneficial to group creativity. A 

closer look at creative personality confirms that it contains several traits that would, in 
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fact, be potentially detrimental to group creativity, such as egotism and lack of honesty, 

and that is likely why it is not predictive of group creativity in this study.  

Agreeableness and intellect were the only personality dimensions that seemed to 

be correlated with group creativity. This finding supports the idea that team collaboration 

is a significant factor in group creativity. Collaboration helps bring out the best ideas 

therefore increasing divergent thinking and perhaps supports the convergent thinking 

phase where the best idea for the team is selected. Research findings linking intellect to 

individual creativity are abundant. As expected, intellect is also a factor that promotes 

group creativity alongside agreeableness.  

When looking at the correlation between demographic diversity, functional 

diversity, and group creativity I found that functional diversity was positively correlated 

with group creativity. This finding is consistent with Zhang (2016). Functional diversity 

represents acquired individual attributes such as functional expertise, education and 

organizational tenure (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). In my study, Functional Diversity was 

calculated as the sum total of all diversity points from the Educational level, Educational 

Background, and Y tenure diversity fields. Functional diversity seems to be a strong 

predictor of group creativity. When building diverse teams for the purpose of enhancing 

group creativity, managers should focus more on building teams high in functional 

diversity than teams high in demographic diversity. It seems to be more important to have 

team members that are spread along the diversity spectrum such as high school graduates 

working alongside master degree graduates, than having all team members made out of 

college graduates. 
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Next I also analyzed the data using group means. I understand the risk of 

overstating significance but in this case the findings were very interesting. The linear 

regression calculated to predict group creativity based on individual DT, nationality, 

education level, gender, race, and Y seniority revealed that individual divergent thinking 

and educational level are both strong predictors for group creativity. Consistent with the 

rest of the analysis, if managers intend to build creative groups, they should recruit team 

members high in divergent thinking from all possible educational levels. 

When looking at the data using group means, again, Functional Diversity was 

found to be a stronger predictor for Group Creativity than Demographic Diversity. 

Interestingly, Demographic Diversity and Functional Diversity variables are negatively 

correlated (p < 0.01, r = - 0.51).  

When analyzing the data using group means and even teams I also looked at the 

correlation between Individual DT, Demographic Diversity, and Functional Diversity. 

Both Individual DT and Functional Diversity are significantly correlated with Group 

Creativity but Demographic Diversity was not.  

An interesting finding was the strong correlation between team engagement and 

group creativity (p = 0.04, r = 0.23). Those teams that were most engaged in the group 

creativity activity were also the ones who performed best. The positive attitude towards 

the task at hand along with the enjoyment produced by the opportunity to solve a problem 

while collaborating with the team, seem to be strong predictors for creative outcome. 

Having fun while working seems to be a very important factor, managers should 

intentionally create and promote fun work environments if the intent is to have more 

creative outcomes. This finding is in line with the idea that positive mood increases 
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creativity when compared with negative or neutral mood. Being engaged in the activity 

could also be a measure of intrinsic motivation. When you’re in a creative environment 

and you are motivated to work on a common task with the team you identify with, 

perhaps one might feel happy, enjoy the task at hand, feel more motivated to become 

engaged and as a result more creative. 

 

 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Some of the limitations of the current study include a relatively small sample size 

with only 82 participants and 13 uneven permanent teams.  

A second limitation of this study is the limited racial diversity; 90% of the group 

was made of participants who identified as “white” and that might have influenced my 

results. Racial diversity could be a very important factor in determining group diversity. 

An additional limitation of this study is the fact that I did not measure group 

tenure. Y tenure was measured but that might not be a strong predictor of group cohesion. 

Future studies should include group tenure for permanent teams. Zhang (2016) found that 

group longevity was positively correlated with group creativity and that diversity had a 

zero effect on creativity when group longevity was not taken into account. In my study I 

found that group diversity was positively correlated with group creativity but Y seniority 

was not. In this case it seems that group longevity might be more important to the 

creative process than organizational tenure. When groups work together for a shorter 

period of time categorization prevails over information processing, future studies should 

also measure group tenure. 
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The creative process is very complex and can be influenced by the input of other 

people’s ideas at a particular stage in the creative process. While running the group 

activity I noticed some of the group members were inclined to make comments and 

observations and that might have disturbed some other team members in their creative 

process. Also, the particular “style” of those interrupting might have influenced the rest 

of the group activity. Perhaps those who felt they did not have the right environment to 

produce their ideas were less involved in the convergent thinking phase of the project. 

In this study I did not measure the particular culture of a team; it is possible that 

some teams had a work environment and a supervisor that encouraged more creativity 

than others and that might have influenced the group creativity results. Future studies 

should take into account organizational culture and team culture.  

Since my sample size was relatively small, future studies should try to build a 

larger sample with even teams. The number of participants in a team could influence 

fluency and as a result group creativity. I believe it’s important to study group creativity 

in permanent groups, since this is the way most organizations work. Although using a 

sample made out of students could be the only option in certain cases, the results might 

not apply to the organizations.  

Also, future studies should perhaps group the educational background into five 

domains for participants to select one. In this study I found it relatively difficult to group 

the numerous educational backgrounds. Also, the places where the group activity took 

place were very different. Perhaps future studies could conduct all group activities in the 

same space to ensure results are not influenced by the ambiance. 
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Conclusions 

While most of the group creativity research looking at the different dimensions of 

diversity and the relation to group creativity does not agree which dimensions of diversity 

best predict group creativity, this study found some consistent strong predictors measured 

in permanent teams. Individual divergent thinking, overall group diversity, functional 

diversity as well as team engagement emerged from my analysis as powerful predictors 

for group creativity. When building teams, perhaps the most important factor a manager 

should consider at the individual level is the potential for divergent thinking and a 

personality that can be described as agreeable. The next step would be to make sure all 

other attributes contribute to the overall team creativity with the goal of maximizing 

diversity. Although we had very limited racial diversity it seems that functional diversity 

is a much stronger predictor for group creativity than demographic diversity.  
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Appendix 1. 

Mini- IPIP items 

Big Five Domain Text 

  

E I am the life of the party 

A I sympathize with others' feelings 

C I get chores done right away 

N I have frequent mood swings 

I I have a vivid imagination 

E I don't talk a lot 

A I'm not interested in other people's problems 

C I often forget to put things back in their proper place 

N I am relaxed most of the time 

I I am not interested in abstract ideas 

E I talk to a lot of different people at parties 

A I feel others' emotions 

C I like others 

N I get upset easily 

I I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas 

E I keep in the background 

A I am not really interested in others 

C I make a mess of things 

N I seldom feel blue 

I I do not have a good imagination 

Table 1. (Baldasaro, Shanahan, & Bauer, 2013, p. 76)  
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