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ABSTRACT

In this study, we experimentally investigated the effect of members’ professional diversity in a group
on creative thinking, by adopting a new evaluation method of group creativity. The creative thinking is
a process of developing creative ideas, both original and effective ideas. According to some past
literatures, it is generally believed that the professional diversity is one of the important factors for
promoting group creativity, but such diversity effect is not sufficiently studied yet. In order to clarify
the effect of the professional diversity, four diverse and four non-diverse groups conducted creative
thinking tasks. Participants were either art or engineering students. Group creativity was evaluated by
generation ratio of creative ideas instead of the number of generated ideas. As the result, the effect of
the diversity appeared in the tendency of the quality of selected ideas in each group and members’
individual idea generation. However, the effect of the diversity did not appear in the generation ratios
of creative ideas sufficiently. To understand mechanism of the effect of the diversity, we analysed
members’ verbal interaction in a group in creative thinking. It seems that there is a correlation between
members’ utterances and the quality of selected ideas. Also, it is suggested that the diversity does not
affect group creativity sufficiently by mainly participants’ lack of understanding of the difference of
majors. In order to take advantage of the professional diversity, creative thinking should be designed
so that members can understand each other’s professional difference and make use of their expertise.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In recent competitive markets, many industries have been required to develop new ideas, in other
words, creative ideas. Creativity is defined as the development of novel ideas that are useful [1].
Creative thinking is a process to use creativity. The creative thinking is consisting of complicated
combination of the sub-processes: divergent thinking for generating ideas and convergent thinking for
assessing generated ideas [2].

They usually perform the creative thinking in groups. Creativity in a group generally is called group
creativity. Thus, it is important to promote the group creativity for efficient creative thinking.
Members’ diversity in a group is one of the important factors to promote the group creativity [3-5].
The members’ diversity can be divided into two categories: bio-demographic diversity and task-related
diversity. The bio-demographic diversity represents innate member characteristics that are observable
and categorised (e.g., age, gender, and race/ethnicity.) The task-related diversity is acquired individual
attributes (e.g., functional expertise, education, and organisational tenure.) The bio-demographic
diversity does not have impacts on group performance. In contrast, the task-related diversity affects
group performance positively [6]. One of the task-related diversity is group members’ professional
diversity. The professional diversity is proven to affect the financial value of innovations [7].
However, the professional diversity’s effect on creative thinking has not been investigated sufficiently.
Its main cause is difficulty of evaluation of group creativity.

Although the group creativity is often evaluated by the number of ideas generated in a group, it
considers only the divergent thinking not the convergent thinking under the context [2]. To evaluate
the group creativity, it is necessary to evaluate creativity of ideas developed through both of the
divergent thinking and the convergent thinking. Barki and Pinsonneault [8] said that creativity of an
idea can be evaluated by averaging Likert-type scales [9] of three criteria: the idea’s originality,
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effectiveness and feasibility. However, originality should be prioritised in order to satisfy the
definition of creativity. Thus, it is necessary to introduce a new originality-prioritised evaluation
method instead of the average method. A creative idea should be both of highly original and highly
effective.

Additionally, it is necessary to analyse members’ interaction in creative thinking to understand
mechanism of the effect of the professional diversity. The creative thinking is performed through the
members’ interaction, especially verbal interaction. Nevertheless, the interaction has not been studied
sufficiently. The members’ verbal interaction can be analysed by observing members’ utterances.

In this paper, we experimentally investigated the effect of members’ professional diversity on group
creativity. The group creativity was evaluated by the generation ratio of creative ideas in each group
with using the new evaluation method. In addition, the mechanism the effect of the professional
diversity was analysed the members’ verbal interaction in creative thinking. The new evaluation
method and the analysis of the utterance are based on the redefinition of creativity as developing
original and effective ideas.

2 METHOD

2.1 Creative thinking tasks for experimental verification of the effect of members’
professional diversity

2.1.1 Objective and participants

Two groups of four engineering students who belong to engineering laboratories (Eng.) and four art
students or alumni (Art) conducted fewer than two different conditions of group organisation shown as
table 1. A diverse group was composed of two engineering participants and two art participants. A
non-diverse group was composed of four either engineering or art participants.

Table 1. Two conditions of the experiment

Condition in Task 1 Condition in Task 2
Eng. 1-4, Art 1-4 Diverse Non-diverse
Eng. 5-8, Art 5-8 Non-diverse Diverse

2.1.2 Materials

A group conducted a creative thinking task in the area shown as figure 1 (a). An example of the design
outcome of the task is shown as figure 1 (b). Each participant used a black pen, a set of 90 small
pieces of papers, three-colour sticky notes (red, green, blue).

Two white boards

An area for A desk
a creative thinking task

200

Figure 1. (a) An area for a creative thinking task (b) an example of white boards

2.1.3 Procedure of the creative thinking task

The creative thinking task consisted of six steps shown as table 2. The goal of the task is making a
summary of one idea as a group.

First, participants were informed of criteria of creativity (originality, effectiveness, feasibility) and
rules of brainstorming. After that, they conducted first creative thinking task about topic A: “Redesign
a vending machine.” After taking ten-minute break, they conducted second creative thinking task
about topic B: “Redesign a study conduct in a university.”
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Table 2. Overview of the creative thinking task

Steps Description
Ice breaking Participants introduced themselves with each other to reduce their
5 min tension in each group.
First idea generation Each group generated ideas about the topic using Osborn’s method
10 min [10]. They were instructed to write their one idea on their one sticky

note and put sticky notes on white boards.

Classification Each group classified ideas into categories and give names to the
5 min categories.
Second ides generation Each group generated ideas about the same topic based on the first
10 min idea generation outcome in the same way as first idea generation.
Evaluation and Vote First, members individually evaluated originality, effectiveness and
5 min feasibility of ideas. After that, each group selected one from their

ideas based on the members’ individual evaluation.
Making a summary of an idea  Each group described the selected idea by text and sketches.
5 min

2.1.4 Analysis 1: calculation of generation ratio of creative ideas of each group

Criteria of the evaluation were originality (the criteria that the idea is novel, out of ordinary),

effectiveness (the criteria that the idea helps to solve the problem) and feasibility (the criteria that the

idea is precise and the ease with which it can be implemented, given the current context).

Evaluation objects were ideas that were highly valued by members in the step of “Evaluation and

Vote.” Creativity of ideas was evaluated by the following method:

1. Ideas were evaluated based on originality, effectiveness and feasibility on 5-point Likert-type
scales by three experts.

2. If at least one of three experts gave score of four or more to both originality and effectiveness and
value of three or more to feasibility, the idea was a creative idea.

We calculated ratio of creative ideas to all generated ideas in a group with using the following

equation:

r=N./N, 1)

where r is the generation ratio of creative ideas of the group, NV, is the number of creative ideas of the
group and N is the number of generated ideas of the group. We compared the generation ratios of
creative ideas of diverse and non-diverse groups for each topic to eliminate members’ learning effect
by repeating the same process of creative thinking. In the comparison, the group members were not
unified, but members’ personal difference were assumed not to appear in the quality of ideas because
creative thinking in a group.

2.1.5 Analysis 2: observation of creative thinking tasks
We observed the effect of the members’ professional diversity by generated ideas, voice data and
video data of the creative thinking tasks.

2.2 Analysis of members’ verbal interaction

We analysed how members’ utterance changed as idea generation progresses. The utterance was
evaluated based on contexts and contents from the following point of view: whether each member put
weight on each of the criteria (originality, effectiveness and feasibility) when the member generated
each utterance.

Table 3. Coding criteria

Categories Coding criteria
Originality When trying to generate ideas, when concerning about whether an idea is novel
When talking about a current problem or situation with feeling problem, when
talking about a value of an idea
When concretising a generated idea, when talking about how to make an idea
available to users

Effectiveness

Feasibility
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For the analysis, we set coding criteria of each originality, effectiveness and feasibility as table 3. In
order to verify the reliability of the coding criteria, two people evaluated sample data of one group by
using the coding criteria. Reliability factor of coding criteria of originality («,), effectiveness (x.) and
feasibility (x;) were values shown as table 4.

Using the coding criteria, we analysed each member’s utterances in idea generation steps.

Table 4. Values of the reliability factor of each coding criteria

The reliability factors Values
Originality, x, 0.770
Effectiveness, x, 0.672
Feasibility, x, 0.503

3 RESULT

3.1 The effect of members’ professional diversity

3.1.1 Generation ratio of creative ideas in each group

Figure 2 shows the tendency of quality of selected ideas as the ratio of evaluated ideas which have
high scores in term of originality, effectiveness and feasibility. At this point, “ideas which have high
scores” means that the maximum score among three experts’ evaluation is four or more. Figure 3 is a
graph focusing on the tendency of quality of the selected ideas of engineering group and the diverse
groups of Eng. 1-4 and Art 1-4 in table 1.

Figure 4 shows the generation ratio of creative ideas. This graph compares the generation ratio of
non-diverse group (Art group and Engineering group) and diverse group for each topic. About figure 4,
art groups more likely to generate creative ideas than other groups.
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3.1.2 Observation of creative thinking tasks

In a creative thinking task about topic A (“Redesign a vending machine”), two ideas shown as idea (a)

and (b) in table 5 were generated in a diverse group.
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Table 5. Generated ideas in a diverse group

Ideas Contents Generator
Idea (a) “Design of a vending machine changes day by day” An Art
Idea (b) “My original design of a vending machine can be called up” An Eng.

3.2 Members’ verbal interaction in idea generation

In figure 3, the difference between the results of engineering group and diverse group is remarkable.
Thus, we focused on the engineering members’ utterances in figure 3, shown as figure 5. About figure
5, the engineering group more likely to care about originality and feasibility than diverse groups in 1st
idea generation. In 2nd idea generation, the engineering group more likely to care about effectiveness
than diverse groups.
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Figure 5. Change of the engineering members’ utterances in idea generation steps
The graphs shows the percentage of engineering members’ utterances about each criterion
in all utterances of each group. The upper graphs are about first idea generation, and the
lower are about second idea generation. Vertical lines in the graphs represent the moment of
generating ideas which highly scored in the each criteria of creativity

4 DISCUSSION

According to figure 2, engineering groups are more likely to select effective or feasible ideas than art
groups and diverse groups. On the other hand, art groups are more likely to select original ideas than
engineering groups and diverse groups. These tendencies are caused by the differences of thinking
between engineering and art. Engineering people tend to care about functions and effectiveness of
ideas because they usually work on manufacturing. Art people usually focus on creating new things.
Thus, the engineering group seems to be good at generating highly effective and feasible ideas, and the
art group seems to be good at generating highly original ideas. If these differences are advantage in a
diverse group, selected ideas in the diverse group may be more original, effective and feasible than
ones in a non-diverse group. However, the professional diversity prevents the expertise of engineering
and art because such tendency is not appear in the figure 2.

About figure 4, the generation ratios of creative ideas have no correlation with the professional
diversity. However, effect of factors other than the diversity (e.g. personal difference, experiential
difference) includes the generation ratios of creative ideas. Thus, it is necessary to do further
experiments to exclude these effects and verify only the effect of the diversity.

According to figure 5, engineering members tend to generate utterances about originality and
effectiveness in non-diverse groups rather than diverse groups. The vertical lines appear around 240
seconds in five of the six graphs. It is probably because members in the groups got used to idea
generation steps at this time.

Although the effect of the diversity is not significantly observed quantitatively, the effect of the
diversity is observed in generated ideas qualitatively. About table 5, the idea (a) is about design of a
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vending machine, and expertise of art can be observed in it. 56 seconds after the art member generated
the idea (a), an engineering member in the diverse group generated the idea (b). This is a typical case
that the diversity promotes individual idea generation because an art member inspired an engineering
member.

According to figure 3 and figure 5, it seems that there is a correlation between the utterances and the
tendency of quality of the selected ideas in the case of the engineering group and the diverse groups.
In other words, the diverse group is less likely to generate original, effective and feasible ideas than
non-diverse group because the diversity may hinder the members from generate utterances about
originality, effectiveness and feasibility. The participants’ lack of understanding of the difference of
majors is one of the reasons that the diversity affects on utterance generation negatively. Enough time
is necessary to make use of the professional diversity because some observation suggests that the
diversity affects creative thinking positively in long term [11]. In this paper, the creative thinking task
was 40 minutes. It is suggested that the time length is too short for members to understand and accept
each other’s professional difference. Therefore, the diversity affected the group creativity negatively.
It is necessary to design creative thinking process that members can understand and accept each
other’s professional difference to make use of the effect of the diversity in short-term.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we experimentally investigated the effect of the members’ professional diversity on
group creativity. The group creativity was evaluated by creativity of ideas measured with using a new
evaluation method. Members’ verbal interaction in creative thinking was analysed for understanding
the mechanism of the effect of the professional diversity. As the result, the effect of the professional
diversity appeared in the tendency of the quality of selected ideas in each group and members’
individual idea generation. The diversity affected on the tendency of the quality of selected ideas
negatively. On other hand, the case was observed that the diversity affected on the individual idea
generation positively. However, the effect of professional diversity did not appear in the generation
ratios of creative ideas sufficiently. Also, it seems that there is a correlation between members’
utterances and the quality of selected ideas. It is suggested that the professional diversity does not
affect group creativity sufficiently by mainly participants’ lack of understanding of the difference of
majors. In order to take advantage of the professional diversity, creative thinking should be designed
so that members can understand each other’s professional difference and make use of their expertise.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The authors would like to thank Mr. Y. Taoka for useful discussion and English proofreading.

REFERENCES

[1] Paulus P. Groups, teams, and creativity: The creative potential of idea-generating groups. Applied
psychology, 2000, 49(2), 237-262.

[2] Finke R.A., Ward B.T. and Smith M.S. Creative cognition: Theory, research, and applications.
1992,

[3] Thornburg H.T. Group size & member diversity influence on creative performance. The Journal
of creative behaviour, 1991, 25(4), 324-333.

[4] Bassett-Jones M. The paradox of diversity management, creativity and innovation. Creativity and
innovation management, 2005, 14(2), 169-175.

[5] Yamaguchi H. The influences of member diversity upon group diversity. Res. Bull. Edu.
Psychol., Fac. Edu., Kyushu U, 1997, 42(1), 9-19, (in Japanese).

[6] Horwitz S.K. and Horwitz 1.B. The effects of team diversity on team outcomes: A meta-analytic
review of team demography. Journal of management, 2007, 33(6), 987-1015.

[7]1 Fleming L. Perfecting cross-pollination. Harvard business review, 2004, 82(9), 22-24.

[8] Barki B. and Pinsonneault A. Small group brainstorming and idea quality: Is electronic
brainstorming the most effective approach?. Small Group Research, 2001, 32(2), 158-205.

[9] Likert R. A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Archives of psychology, 1932.

[10] Osborn A.F. Applied imagination. 1953.

[11] Saito S. Educational Effectiveness and Implementation Challenge in Engineering Design Project
by Radical Collaboration among People Having Different Expertise and/or Backgrounds. Journal
of JSEE, 2017, 65(4), 57-62, (in Japanese).

EPDE2018/1275



