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ABSTRACT

INTRODUCTION

MIN BASADUR
MILENA HEAD

Team P@rformonte and Satisfaction:
A Link to Cognitive Style
WJithin o Process Fromework

Effective teamwork is becoming increasingly important to
organizational success. Advances in network and communi-

' cation technology have allowed companies to widen their

potential team member base, however we still need to better
understand how to structure top-performing teams. This
paper proposes forming teams based on their cognitive style,
rather than personality, within a process framework.

An experiment was conducted to investigate the innovative

- performance of problem solving groups with three different

blends of cognitive styles. As predicted, groups with a hetero-

‘geneous blend of styles outperformed groups with completely

or partially homogeneous blends. On the other hand, team
members’ satisfaction scores were lower for heterogeneous
teams than either the completely or partially homogeneous
teams. There was preliminary evidence that among groups
with heterogeneous blends, those with smaller style dispersions
might be expected to outperform those with larger style dis-
persions. There was also room for some speculation that a
curvilinear relationship might exist for team members’ satis-
faction as a function of diversity in team member cognitive
style. Implications of these finding are discussed.

Why do some teams perform better than other teams? Hack-
man (1990) identified several key environmental factors in
managing successful work groups in organizations, including
time limits and deadlines; authority dynamics; motivational
engagement of work content; specificity of goals and adequate
organizational support. Barlow (2000) analyzed data from
creative teams which suggested that complex analytical
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techniques, such as costed-function modeling and decision cri-
teria matrix, and additional time in idea improvement and
implementation planning, may have far more impact upon a
team’s creative effectiveness than frequently researched mea-
sures such as idea quantity. Guerin (1997) concluded team-
work effectiveness cannot be adequately understood without
reference to the impact of unconscious dynamics on human
behavior. Romig and Olson (1995) addressed the greater
resistance to team development of knowledge workers com-
pared to manufacturing workers.

Others have suggested that diversity in groups is important.
If team members are too similar in their outlook, decisions can
be made more easily, but overall effectiveness may suffer if
differing opinions, perspectives, and methods are not presented
(Janis, 1971). Brophy (1998) proposed a tri-level matching
theory to integrate diverse accumulated theories and research
findings and suggested that groups with different preferences
and abilities, knowledge and work arrangements will best
match the character of particular problems. Although strict
empirical evidence may be lacking, authors argue that diver-
sity of perspectives among group members can stimulate cre-
ative thought processes (Cox, 1991; Cox and Blake, 1991).
Guzzo and Dickson (1996) also conclude that heterogeneity
appears to be linked most strongly to team effectiveness for
“creative and intellective tasks”. Belbin (1993) claims that top
performing teams have a full complement of personality types,
and Kling (2000) suggests using team conflict to encourage
creative solutions.

Kichuk and Wiesner (1998) postulate that while team mem-
ber heterogeneity on some factors may be beneficial, homo-
geneity on some other factors may be required to maintain
team harmony and productivity. Trust is often viewed as a pre-
requisite for effective team interaction (Meyerson et al, 1996).
Mayer et al. (1995) have suggested that in order to establish a
basis for trust, team members have historically relied on inter-
personal similarity and common background and experience.
As team members become more dissimilar, other initial
sources of trust need to be developed as a starting point for
teamwork. Austin (1997) suggested that there may be an opti-
mal level of group diversity that will stimulate creative think-
ing and that the relationship between group diversity and
creativity may be curvilinear.

Many organizations have routinely used personality-based
instruments, which identify individual differences, as tools for
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team development, as well as career counseling, communica-
tions training, and other organizational development purposes.
Over the last 25 years, a number of researchers have studied
the usefulness of personality measures for these various orga-
nizational development purposes (Nowack, 1996). Although
as a predictor of individual job performance, the validity of
personality measures has been found to be rather low (Nowack,
1997), many organizations believe that providing individual
information about personality types is useful in team building.
Team members learn about managing their different perspec-
tives related to their personality types. For example, the Myers
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI; Myers, 1994) Team Building
Program provides members with a description of the group’s
personality type, team strengths and weaknesses, its problem-
solving and conflict management style (Hirsch, 1992).

Personality characteristics have also been related to vari-
ous team roles. For example, the early work of Belbin (1981)
identified eight team roles in the Belbin Team Role Self-
Perception Inventory (SPI), and later added a ninth (Belbin,
1993). Woodcock (1989) identified twelve roles, Margerison
and McCann nine roles (1990), Spencer and Pruss ten roles
(1992), and Davis et al. (1992) five team roles. Among many
other approaches to improving team performance are the
Personal and Team Roles Profile based on the Team Work cycle
(Mumma, 1994), the Leadership Practices Inventory (Rouzes
and Pozner, 1988), the Thomas Kilman Conflict Style (Phillips
and Elledge, 1989), and the Johari Window (Filley, 1975).

Therefore, there is a large milieu of different theories and
factors that could explain team performance, including per-
sonality. Most of these theories and factors need much more
investigation. For example, Kichuk and Wiesner (1998) warn
practitioners to exercise caution in the use of personality
measures for team selection, in that the validity of such selec-
tion methodologies has not been well established. The purpose
of this paper is to open up a different track. What is reported
is a study which investigates a different basis for creating di-
verse teams for improved performance. Rather than blending
different personality types, the focus is on blending different
cognitive problem solving process styles.

One of the most important reasons that teams are so popu-
larin organizations in these complex times is the need for faster
and better problem solving and innovation. As complexity rises
and the speed of business accelerates, problems requiring
ingenuity can no longer be solved satisfactorily by individuals,
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SOLVING AS A
PROCESS

or by sequentially processing by a series of individuals. Instead,
multi-disciplinary teams of diverse individuals must work
together in parallel. Therefore, one of the ways to characterize
and study teams is as creative problem solving units. Team
(and organizational) innovation can be defined as a continu-
ous process of finding good problems, solving them and imple-
menting valuable changes (Basadur, 1992). No matter what
the context, successful teams discover, define, and solve prob-
lems and implement solutions better than unsuccessful teams.
Of course, the word “problem” is used here generically. It
includes all diverse interpretations such as, opportunity,
unsatisfied need, gap, difficulty, crisis and desire for improve-
ment (see Basadur, 1994). In this research, we investigate if
there may be an optimal team mix of problem solving cognj-
tive (thinking) styles within a problem solving framework. Cog-
nitive style may be related to, but is distinct from personality.
Perhaps teams can be formed based on their cognitive style
within a process framework.

Perhaps there is a “magical mix” of team members, requir-
ing that they be evaluated within the specific context of a prob-
lem solving process, rather than applying indirect approaches,
such as personality traits.

The study of creativity has been often categorized into the four
“P’s”: product, person, press (environment) and process
(Murdock and Puccio, 1993). Basadur, Graen and Wakabayashi
(1990) modeled organizational innovation as a continuous,
dynamic, circular four stage process of (1) Generating: dis-
covering good problems to solve (deliberately seeking out new
opportunities and viewing unsatisfactory situations as “golden
eggs”); (2) Conceptualizing: defining those problems (crys-
tallizing and understanding the key challenge); (3) Optimiz-
ing: developing new solutions; and (4) Implementing: putting
the solutions into action. They divided the four stages into eight
smaller steps. Each step contains a sequenced diverging and
converging thinking mini-process called ideation-evaluation
(see Figure 1). The complete process is modeled in Figure 2,
including the mini-process in each step, and is called the Sim-
plex Creative Problem Solving (CPS) process. It extends ear-
lier three and five step linear process models (Osborn, 1963;
Parnes, Noller and Biondi, 1977) and was developed through
real-world organizational field research and application expe-
rience (Basadur, 1974, 1979, 1992). Basadur, Graen and Green
(1982) demonstrated that skill in applying each step of this
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FIGURE 1.  Ideation-Evaluation: A Sequential Two-Step Creative Thinking
Mini-process.
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FIGURE 3.

process and the process as a whole could be deliberately
developed. Additional supporting field research for the practi-
cality of applying the process in organizations is summarized
in Basadur (1982, 1987, 1994, 2000).

Basadur et al. (1990) also introduced the Creative Problem
Solving Profile inventory (CPSP), which measures an
individual’s unique blend of preferences for the four stages of
the Simplex CPS process. By plotting one’s inventory scores
on a two dimensional graph, one can display one’s own pre-
ferred blend of the four different stages. One’s largest quad-
rant on the two dimensional graph represents one’s preferred
or dominant style. The sizes of the other quadrants represents
supporting orientations in turn. One’s unique blend of styles
is one's profile. : :

Figure 3 shows how individual differences in orientation can
yield different creative problem solving process profiles. For
example, if the area in quadrant 1 is larger than in the other
three, the primary process style is generating; if quadrant 2,

Examples of Different Profiles of Creative Problem Solving.
With the Same Style Dominant and With Different Styles
Dominant.

(Al Four Examples Below Have The
Generator Style Dominant)

(All Four Profiles Below Have
Different Styles Dominant)

Generator style dominant
with all three other
quadrants relatively small.

Generator style dominant
with Implementer style as
strong secondary,

Generator style dominant
with Conceptualizer style
as strong secondary.

Generator style dominant
with Conceptualizer and
Implementer as secondary
styles of significant and
equal strength.

Generator style dominant
with all three other styles
relatively small.

Conceptualizer style
dominant with all three
other styles relatively
small.

Optimizer style dominant
with all three other styies
relatively smail.

Implementer style
dominant with all three
other styles relatively
small.
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then conceptualizing; if quadrant 3, then optimizing; and if
quadrant 4, then implementing.

Each of these styles reflects individual preferences for ways
of gaining and using knowledge, as explained by Basadur et al
(1990) and Basadur (1998a, 1998b), who described the CPSP’s
purpose, theoretical foundations, development, scoring, inter-
pretation, reliability and validity.

THE STUDY It has been natural to speculate that teams with a more bal-
anced mix of the four CPSP styles would be more successful
in innovative problem solving than teams with less balance.
This would be because all four styles in the complete Simplex
process of creative problem solving would be represented and
thus, all four stages of the complete process would be more
likely to be performed. On the other hand, team satisfaction
might be expected to be lower in such a heterogeneous group
due to the frustration that may arise from conflicting cognitive
styles.

This study reports an experiment in which differential per-
formance on an innovative task by teams with different mixes
of CPSP styles was measured. This experiment examined if a
team’s mix of creative problem solving process styles could
be linked to its performance on an innovative new product
development task and also to the satisfaction the team mem-
bers experienced in working together on the task. :
Hypotheses Three hypotheses were formulated based on speculations
from past CPSP research and support from other authors, as
outlined in the above literature review.

Hypothesis 1: Heterogeneity
Teams whose members’ dominant preferences for the
different stages of the four stage Simplex creative prob-
lem solving process are such that a dominant preference
for each of the four stages is represented will perform
better than teams which have such representation in only
one (homogeneous) or two (semi-homogeneous).

Hypothesis 2: Dispersion within Heterogeneity
An optimal level of heterogeneity can be established for
heterogeneous teams.

Hypothesis 3: Satisfaction

Job satisfaction will be lower for heterogeneous teams
compared to more homogeneous teams.

233
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Research Design A sample of 196 MBA students was administered the CPSP
then formed into 49 teams of four members each. The teams
were deliberately set up to fall into one of four categories of
CPSP profiles mix, as illustrated in-Figure 4.

1. Heterogeneous, all four dominant styles present, but
widely dispersed. All four dominant styles represented and
the centers of gravity of the four profiles located relatwely
far from each other (Figure 4a). -

2. Heterogeneous, all four dominant styles present, but
narrowly dispersed. All four dominant styles represented
but with centers of gravity located relatively near each other

(Figure 4b).

FIGURE 4. Four Categories of Team Profile Blends.

a) Heterogeneous, Widely

Dispersed
X
E - I
L] L]
T

¢) Homogeneous,
Three Dominant Styles Missing
(Example shown has Stage 4
present)
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b) Heterogeneous, Narrowly
Dispersed

d) Semi-Homogeneous
Two Dominant Styles
Missing and Two Opposing
Styles Present
(Example shown has Stage
2 and 4 present)
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Procedure

Data Analysis
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3. Homogeneous: only one dominant style present (Figure
4c).

4. Semi-Homogeneous: only two dominant styles present
(Figure 4d).

Each team received the same innovative task to complete
in the same length of time. The task, to create a new product
or service which could be marketed, is fully described below.
Four independent judges evaluated the quality of the output
of each team. To motivate the teams to do their best, they were
told that the best performing teams would be publicly recog-
nized at the annual MBA awards ceremony.

The participants were given training in the Simplex creative
problem solving process for one day then assigned into their
teams. The training was done in two separate groups of 96
and 100 participants each. The training is highly interactive
and hands-on, and has been fully described elsewhere (Basadur
et al., 1982). The assignment was to apply the complete pro-
cess on an innovative task. The task was to identify a problem
or unsatisfied need in “society as a whole”, define the problem
or unsatisfied need, create a new product or service which
would solve defined problem, and develop a plan for imple-
mentation. The complete assignment instructions are provided
in Appendix I. On the second day, the teams received addi-
tional training and completed the assignment. This additional
training was interspersed in small segments throughout the
day to help the teams use the process as they moved through
it step by step.

Four independent judges used the Jackson and Messick
(1964) criteria for assessment of the creativity of a product
(unusualness, appropriateness, transformation and conden-
sation), to rate the creative quality of each team’s conceptual-
izing (key challenge) and optimizing (selected solution) output.
The judges also rated the quality of each team’s generating
(“golden egg”) and implementing (action plan) output
(details in Appendix I). An overall average was also calculated
for these four variables of the assignment. For example, the
“golden egg” generated by a team might be “road rage”. The
crystallization into a key challenge might be “"How to help
drivers who are late for meetings reduce frustration in heavy
stop and go traffic”. The team’s specific solution might be to
market a “device installed in vehicles to measure and monitor
the occupants’ blood pressure and provide visible feedback
to encourage relaxation and acceptance of the situation thus
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RESULTS

reducing frustration”. The action plan for moving ahead
toward market might, for example, include arranging for con-
sumer research to evaluate the market potential and finding a
developer of the device through the Internet. Interjudge
reliabilities were calculated for each of the four variable mea-
sures and for the overall average.

To test hypothesis 1, mean scores were calculated and
compared for the innovative performance measures (golden
edg, key challenge, selected solution, action plan, and overall)
across the team categories (heterogeneous, semi-homoge-
neous, homogeneous). Significance was determined using the
independent samples t-test for equality of means, where equal
variances were not assumed. .

To test hypothesis 2, the heterogeneous teams (n = 15) were
divided into two subcategories: widely dispersed (n = 9) and
narrowly dispersed (n = 6) and the means for the innovative
performance measures were compared. The Wilcoxon Mann-
Whitney non-parametric test was used to determine signifi-
cance among mean comparisons. Given the small sample
sizes, this non-parametric test was used since it does not
assume the difference between the samples is normally
distributed.

Hypothesis 3 was tested by having individual team mem-
bers fill out a Team Satisfaction Index Questionnaire. Signifi-
cance was determined using the independent samples t-test
for equality of means, where equal variances were not as-
sumed. Team members rated their satisfaction with their team
experience on a one to ten scale for (1) how well they worked
together; (2) how much fun they had; (3) how much desire
they had to work with their team again; and (4) how good they
felt about the quality of the output. The results were averaged
on each question by category (homogeneous, n = 85; semi-
homogeneous, n = 53; heterogeneous, n = 57).

The interjudge reliability results were .77, .70, .65, .64 and .78,
respectively for the four variables (golden egg, key challenge,
solution, action plan) and overall, and support consistency in
evaluation across the judges.

Heterogeneity (hypothesis 1)

Table 1 shows the mean innovative performance scores for
teams with various blends of CPS profile styles. Mean scores

.generally increased as teams became more heterogeneous.
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This trend is graphically illustrated in Figure 5. Mean scores
for the heterogeneous teams were significantly higher than
mean scores for homogeneous and semi-homogeneous teams
overall (4.22 vs 3.69 and 3.76 respectively, at p <.05) and on
opportunity conceptualization (4.23 vs 3.54 and 3.58 respec-
tively, p < .05). Mean scores for heterogeneous teams were
also significantly higher than homogeneous teams for action
planning for implementation (3.97 vs 3.03, p < .001). Semi-
homogeneous team mean scores were similar to homogeneous
team mean scores with the exception of action planning, where
the semi-homogeneous teams were significantly higher (3.76
vs 3.03, p <.05). Table 2 displays the levels of statistical differ-
ence between pairwise comparisons of means.

Mean Innovative Performance Scores for Teams with Various
Blends of CPS Profile Styles.

(a) (b) (<)
Teams with Teams with Semi- Teams with
Measures Homogeneous Homogeneous Heterogeneous
of Blends (one stage | Blends (two stages Blends
Innovative represented, three | represented, two | (All four stages
Performance stages missing) stages missing) represented)
(n=21) (n=13) (n=15)
Golden Egg 4.07 4.26 4.45
(1.07) (.75) (.82)
Key Challenge 3.54 3.58 4 23
(.82) (.57) (.53)
Solution 3.96 3.74 4.23
(.79) (.95) (.48)
Action Plan 3.03 3.76*2 3.97%%
(.73) (.81) (.61)
Overall 3.69 3.76 4.22%2
(.64) (:62) (.42)
Legend: **means significant difference vs homogeneous

(a) at p<.05

means significant difference vs homogeneous

(a) at p <.001

*3Pmeans significant difference 'vs both homoge-
neous (a) and semi-homogeneous (b) at p < .05

wekd
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TRABLE 2. | evels of Significance in Differences Within Pairwise Compari-
sons of Means.

Measures avsbh bvsc avsc
of Homogeneous Semi- Homogeneous
Innovative vs Semi- Homogeneous vs
Performance Homogeneous |vs Heterogeneous| Heterogeneous
Golden Egg 0.557 0.531 0.244
Key Challenge 0.853 0.005* 0.004*
Solution 0.506 0.114 0.213
Action Plan 0.014* 0.456 0.000**
Overall 0.745 0.035* 0.005*

Note: * denotes statistical significance at p <.05

** denotes significance at p <.001

FIGURE 5. Effect of Increasing Levels of Heterogeneity on Team Innovative
Performance.
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Dispersion within Heterogeneity (hypothesis 2)

Performance means for the measures comparing the hetero-
geneous teams of narrow and wide dispersion were all
directionally and consistently higher for the narrowly dispersed
heterogeneous teams. Within our small sample sizes (n=9 for
wide dispersion; n = 6 for narrow dispersion) statistical signifi-
cance was not established for any of the comparisons. Table 3
and Figure 6 display the results.

Comparing Innovative Performance Means of Widely and
Narrowly Dispersed Heterogeneous Teams

Mean Score
Heterogeneous | Heterogeneous
Measure;, of Teams Wide Teams Narrow -
Innovative Dispersion Dispersion Significance

Performance (n=9) (n=6)

Golden Egg 4.37 4.56 0.636
(.67) (1.07)

Key Challenge 411 4.41 0.236
(.40) (.68)

Solution : 4,04 4.50 0.077
(.40) (.50)

Action Plan 3.83 417 0.315
. (.63) (.57)

Overall 4.08 4> | 016
(.34) (.46)

Note: While all of the comparisons directly favor heteroge-
neous teams, none are statistically significant at p <.05
on these small base sizes.

Satisfaction (hypothesis 3)

The team satisfaction mean scores on all four measures of
team member satisfaction were virtually in reverse to the team
performance scores. On every measure, the heterogeneous
teamn members’ satisfaction means were the lowest. They were
significantly lower on three measures than the semi-homoge-
neous teams and on two measures compared to the homoge-
neous teams (see Table 4).
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FIGURE 6.
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Comparing Innovative Performance Means of Widely and
Narrowly Dispersed Heterogeneous Teams.
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Team Satisfaction Index Mean Scores for Team Members.

(a) (b) (c)
Measures Teams with | Teams with Semi-| Teams with
of Homogeneous | Homogeneous | Heterogeneous
Satisfaction Blends Blends Blends
(n = 85) (n=53) (n=57)
Ease of working 8.55 8.92°¢ 8.04
together (Q1) (1.03) (1.14) (1.88)
Enjoyment of work- 756" 7.30 6.68
ing together (Q2) (1.44) (2.18) (2.20)
Willingness to
work together 8.13¢ 8.47°¢ 7.39
again (Q3) (1.53) (1.46) (2.20)
Satisfaction of 8.31 8.64°¢ 7.91
output quality (Q4) (1.31) (1.43) (1.68)
Notes: ¢ means significant difference vs heterogeneous
(c)atp<.05

Q1: How well we worked together (terrible (1) ...
excellent (10))

Q2: How much fun | had (none (1) ... a blast (10))

Q3: When | would like to work with this same team
again (never (1) ... immediately (10))

Q4: How good do'l feel about the quality of our output
(awful (1) . .. wonderful (10))
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In addition, while there were no significant differences be-
tween the homogeneous and semi-homogeneous teams on any
of the four satisfaction questions, the semi-homogeneous
scores were directionally higher on three of the four individual
questions. With due respect to the lack of statistical signifi-
cance comparing these homogeneity differences, when all of
the data are plotted visually (see Figure 7) there is a prelimi-
nary hint of an “inverted u” curvilinear relationship among the
three types of teams. With only the one exception noted above,
all of the lower means are at the left and right poles (homoge-
neous and heterogeneous), and the higher means are in the
center (semi-homogeneous).

DISCUSSION Of  The results of the above study support our first hypothesis,
RESUITS  that teamns with heterogeneous blends of CPS styles perform
better than more homogeneous teams. The results of testing
our second hypothesis, while not statistically significant on the
small base sizes, do offer encouragement that the effects of
differing levels of heterogeneity on team performance are worth

exploring further. :

FIGURE 7. Team Satisfaction Mean Scores.
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Our third hypothesis was supported in that the heteroge-
neous teams experienced less satisfaction than the homoge-
neous teams. The possibility that semi-homogeneous teams
experience an optimal level of satisfaction compared to com-
pletely heterogeneous or completely homogeneous teams, that
is, that a curvilinear relationship exists between cognitive di-
versity and satisfaction is' very provocative especially since
there was a very different relationship between cognitive diver-
sity and performance. Since cognitive diversity was linearly
related to performance, it may be that Austin’s (1997) notion
of an optimal level of group diversity may not relate to creative
thinking performance but instead to satisfaction.

It used to be enough for companies to simply concentrate on
hiring the best people for each individual position. This is no
longer enough to stay ahead of the competition. Today, the
most successful companies are those that can create high-
performance teams. Advances in network and communica-
tion technology have allowed companies to expand their
potential team member base by overcoming geographic re-
strictions. However, this potential increase in team member
base does not necessarily translate to the formation of more
effective teams. We still need to clearly understand how to best
combine individuals. There is some preliminary evidence here
that using individuals with diverse cognitive problem solving
process preferences and strengths may foster high-perfor-
mance collaboration, although perhaps not as much satisfac-
tion among team members as less diverse teams.

Future research will expand this study along several dimen-
sions. For further validation of our results, we wish to replicate
the above experiment with a larger sample size. In particular,
our investigation of dispersion within heterogeneity (hypoth-
esis 2) requires evaluating a larger sample in order to reach
any solid conclusions. We would also like to run a similar study
among actual organizational teams. Although MBA students
are commonly used as an experimental pool in research, dif-
ferences may arise when replicating studies in a “real world”
organizational setting. We are also interested in examining the
effects of technology on the performance of teams working
within a process framework. For example, can a Group Sup-
port System be used to facilitate interaction and understand-
ing among team members that have varying cognitive styles?
Can such a system help to build trust among team members
and overcome some of the negative satisfaction feelings expe-




REFERENCES

243

Journal of Creative Behavior

rienced among diverse groups? As organizations increasingly
rely on teamwork effectiveness to succeed in today’s market-
place, we need to more fully understand how to best form and
support top-performance teams.

AUSTIN, J.R. (1997). A Cognitive Framework for Understanding Demo-
graphic Influences in Groups. The International Journal of Organiza-
tional Analysis, 5 (4), 342-359. : :

BARLOW, C.M. (2000). Deliberate Insight in Team Creativity. Journal of
Creative Behavior, 34 (2), Second Quarter, [01-117.

BASADUR, M.S. (2000). Evaluating the psychometric improvements pro-
vided by Basadur CPSP 2 - Experimental. Management of Innovation
and New Technology Research Centre Working Paper No. 99,
McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada LBS 4M4 (September).

BASADUR, M.S. (1998a). The Basadur Simplex creative problem-solving

* profile inventory: Development, reliability and validity. Management of
Innovation and New Technology Research Centre Working Paper No.
83, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L8S 4M4
(December).

BASADUR, M.S. (1998b). Improving the psychometric properties of the
Basadur Simplex Creative Problem Solving Profile Inventory.
Management of Innovation and New Technology Research Centre
Working Paper No. 84, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada
L8S 4M4 (December).

BASADUR, M.S. (1994). Simplex: A flight to creativity. Buffalo, NY: Creative
Education Foundation Press. Spanish title: Simplex: un viaje hacia la
creatividad.

BASADUR, M.S. (1992). Managing Creativity: A Japanese model. Academny
of Management Executive, 6 (2), 2942.

BASADUR, M.S. (1987). Needed research in creativity for business and
industrial applications. In Frontiers of Creativity Research: Beyond the
Basics. (Editor: Isaksen, S.G., Chapter 18, pp 390-416), Buffalo, NY:
Bearly.

BASADUR, M.S. (1982). Research in creative problem solving training in
business and industry. Proceedings of Creativity Week 4. Greensboro,
NC: Center for Creative Leadership.

BASADUR, M.S. (1979). Training in creative problem solving: Effects on
deferred judgment and problem finding and solving in an industrial
research organization. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Cincinnati,
December.

BASADUR, M.S. (1974). Think or sink. The Deliberate Methods Change
Bulletin, July-September, Procter & Gamble Management Systems
Division, Cincinnati, Ohio.

BASADUR, M.S., GRAEN, G.B., & GREEN, S.G. (1982). Training in creative
problem solving: Effects on ideation and problem finding in an applied
research organization. Organizational Behavior and Human Perfor-
mance, 30, 41-70.




Team Performance and Satisfaction

244

BASADUR, M.S., GRAEN, G.B., & WAKABAYASHI, M. (1990). Identifying
individual differences in creative problem solving style. Journal of
Creative Behavior, 24 (2).

BELBIN, M (1981). Management Teams, Why they Succeed or Fail.
London, UK: Heinneman.

BELBIN, M. (1993). Team Roles at Work. Oxford: Butterworth Heinemann.

BROPHY, D.R. (1998). Understanding, Measuring, and Enhancing Collective
Creative Problem-Solving Efforts. Creative Research Journal, 11 (3),
199-229.

COX, T.H. (1991). The Multicultural Organization. Academy of Management
Executive, 5 (2), 34-47.

COX, T.H. AND BLAKE, S. (1991). Managing Cultural Diversity: Implications
for Organizational Competitiveness. Academy of Management
Executive, 5 (3), 45-56.

DAVIS, J., MILLBURN, P, MURPHY, T., AND WOODHOUSE, M. (1992).
Successful Team Building, How to Create Teamns that Really Work.
‘London, UK: Kogan Page.

FILLEY, A.C. (1975). Interpersonal Conflict Resolution. Glenview Scott
Foresman.

GUERIN, M.L. (1997). Teamwork at Barton Company: A Psychodynamic
Perspective. The 1997 Symposium of The International Society for
the Psychoanalytic Study of Organizations.

GUZZO, R.A., DICKSON, M.W. (1996). Teams in Organizations: Recent
Research on Performance and Effectiveness. Annual Review of
Psychology, 47, 307-338.

HACKMAN, J.R. (1990). Groups that Work (and Those That Don’t):

Creating Conditions for Effective Teamwork. San Franciso: Jossey-
Bass Publishers.

"HIRSCH, S. (1992). MBTI Team Building Program: Leader’s Resource

Guide. Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., USA.

JACKSON, P.W. & MESSICK, S. (1964). The Person, the Product and the
Response: Conceptual Problems in the Assessment of Creativity.
Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

JANIS, LL. (1971). Group Think. Psychology Today. November.
KICHUK, S.L., WIESNER, W.H. (1998). Work Teams: Selecting Members for
Optimal Performance. Canadian Psychology, 39, 23-32.

KLING, J. (2000). Tension in Teams. Harvard Management Communica-
tion Letters, July 2000, 3p.

MARGERISON, C., AND McCANN, D. (1990). Team Management, London,
UK: W.H. Allen.

MAYER, R.C., DAVIS, J.H. AND SCHOORMAN, F.D. (1995). An Integrative
Model of Organizational Trust. The Academy of Management Review,
20 (3), 709-734.

MEYERSON, D., WEICK, K.E., AND KRAMER, R.M. (1996). Swift Trust and
Temporary Groups. In: R. Kramer T Tyler (Eds.). Trust in Organizations,
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

MUMMA, F.S. (1994). What Makes Your Team Tick? King of Prussia, PA:
HRDQ.




245

Journal of Creative Behavior

MURDOCK, M.C. & PUCCIO, G.J. (1993). A contextual organizer for
conducting creativity research. In S.G. Isaksen, M.C. Murdock, R.L.
Firestein, and D.J. Treffinger (Eds.), Nurturing And Developing
Creativity: The Emergence Of A Discipline (pp. 249-280). Norwood,
NJ: Ablex.

MYERS, L.B. (1994). Introduction to Type. (5th ed., European English
Version.) Oxford: Oxford Psychologists Press.

NOWACK, K. (1996). Is the Myers Briggs Type Indicator the Right Tool to
Use? Performance in Practice, American Society of Training and
Development, Fall 1996, 6.

NOWACK, K. (1997). Personality Inventories: The Next Generation. Perfor-
mance in Practice, American Society of Training and Development,
Winter 1996/97.

OSBORN, A.F. (1963). Applied Imagination. New York, NY: Charles
Scribner’s Sons.

PARNES, S.J., NOLLER, R.B., & BIONDI, A.M. (1977). Guide to Creative
Action. New York, NY: Charles Scribner’s Sons.

PHILLIPS, S.L., AND ELLEDGE, R.L. (1989). The Team Building Source
Book. San Diego, CA: University Associates.

ROMIG, D., OLSON, K. (1995). Empowering Knowledge Teams: The New
Frontier of Self-Management. CSWT 1995 Proceedings.

ROUZES, J.M., POZNER, B.Z. (1988). Leadership Practices Inventory. San
Diego, CA: University Associates.

SPENCER, J., AND PRUSS, A. (1992). Managing Your Team. Piatkus.
WOODCOCK, M. (1989). Teamn Development Manual. Gower, Aldershot.

Min Basadur and Milena Head, Michael G. DeGroote School of Business,
McMaster University




Team Performance and Satisfaction

246

APPENDIX |

Complete Instructions Provided to Participants in the Team
Application of the Simplex Creative Problem Solving Process.

Team Assignment

Your team'’s assignment is to use the Simplex process to cre-
ate a new product or service that solves a problem or satisfies
a need in society as a whole. Each team member must be able
to contribute significantly to creating this new product or ser-
vice and moving it toward implementation, based on their past
life and work experience. To complete this assignment your
team will work its way through the first six steps of the SIM-
PLEX process. Your output will include: (1) a selected prob-
lem or unsatisfied need (a fuzzy situation); (2) a clearly defined
problem or unsatisfied need; (3) a clear and specific solution
(product or service); (4) a clear, specific action plan for mov-
ing the new product or service to implementation. All four of
these will be evaluated by a panel of judges. These judges are
experienced managers of local industries. While there is no
grade assigned, the teams with the best results will be publicly
recognized.

The four evaluation criteria will be:

1. The clarity and importance of the selected problem or un-
satisfied need (golden egg) (from step 1).

2. The clarity and innovativeness of the defined problem or
unsatisfied need (the key challenge selected from Step 3).

3. The clarity and innovativeness of your selected solution (the
best product or service idea emerging from Step 5).

4. The quality of the action plan (its specificity, likelihood of
real world implementation, and degree of involvement of
each team member) emerging from Step 6.

The Process Application:
Step 1: Proactive Problem Finding

¢ Generate a list of problems and unsatisfied needs that
people might be having (divergence) - use the special
Problem Finding form to help you.

* Select one that you feel has the most potential for a new
innovative business product or service. (convergence)
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Step 2: Fact Finding

« Generate a list of possible relevant facts using the six fact
finding questions. Make sure your fact finding covers both
your overall team assignment and your selected problem/
unsatisfied need (divergence) - use the special Fact Find-
ing form to help you.

= Select those key facts that your team believes are the most
important, intriguing, revealing, interesting, etc. (conver-
gence)

Step 3: Problem Definition

Part A

¢ Generate a list of challenges based on your key facts, each
starting with the words “How Might We Help People
(HMWHP)...?” (divergence)

e Select a key challenge (or more than one if it makes
sense) to begin your challenge Map. (convergence)

Part B

* Generate a Challenge Map using the “Why-What's Stop-
ping?” Analysis on your beginning key challenge(s). Ask
the “else” question frequently! (divergence)

« Select the one key challenge from your map that excites
your team as the most clearly defined and innovative.
(convergence)

Step 4: Idea Finding

» Generate potential solutions to the one key challenge you
selected. (divergence)

* Select a small number of potential solutions that are your
best bets as a new product or service that solves the key
challenge. (convergence)

Step 5: Evaluation and Selection

* Generate criteria which might be relevant to judging your
best bet solutions. (divergence)

» Select the most relevant criteria. (convergence)

» Put your selected best bet solutions and most relevant
criteria on a criteria grid and evaluate your solutions.
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* Select your single best solution (or combination of

solutions), which will be the product or service you have
created.

Step 6: Action Plan

* Generate as many small, simple, specific steps your team

members might take just to get the ball rolling on mov-
ing your solution toward reality. (divergence)

Pick the very first step someone in your group will com-
mit to undertake and write it in the “What” column of
your action plan. Then write specifically how that per-
son will do the what in the “How” column. Write the
person'’s full name in the “Who” column and exactly when
(date and time) and where (specific location) this action
will take place in the “When” and “Where” columns.

Complete your action plan with at least three or four ad-
ditional action steps that would need to be taken after
the first step (or before the first step; you may find that
the first step you picked is not really the first one).

Reporting
Fill in Team Assignment Summary Sheet and hand in.




