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Management: Synchronizing Different Kinds of Creativity 

Abstract 

How do people think, work and act creatively in diverse domains? Is creativity a general 

attribute or do different kinds of creativity apply in different domains? These are the main 

themes of this paper. Our work suggests that not on�y are there different kinds of creativity, but 

also that there are different kinds of creativity within the domain of management. This is because 

there is a need for different kinds of creativity within various kinds of work and jobs in 

organizations. We may view "applied creativity" as a process with multiple stages or phases. 

Different kinds of creativity are associated with the various phases or stages of the process. 

Within organizations, different kinds of work favor specific kinds of creativity, which must be 

synchronized to achieve innovative results for profitability and competitive edge. 
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Management: Synchronizing Different Kinds of Creativity 

Introduction: 

How do people think, work and act creatively in diverse domains? Is creativity a general 

attribute or do different kinds of creativity apply in different domains? These are the main 

themes of this paper. Our work suggests that not only are there different kinds of creativity, but 

also that there are different kinds of creativity within
-
the domain of management. This is because 

there is a need for different kinds of creativity within various kinds of work and jobs in 

organizations. We may view "applied creativity" as a process with multiple stages or phases. 

Different kinds of creativity are associated with the various phases or stages of the process. 

Within organizations, different kinds of work favor specific kinds of creativity, which must be 

synchronized to achieve innovative results for profitability and competitive edge. What does this 

process of applied creativity involve? 

Different Approaches to Creativity 

Studying and discussing creativity can be difficult and complex, both because no single, 

agreed-upon definition of this quality exists and because researchers have taken many different 

approaches to studying it. Under the identification approach, Guilford (1967) and MacKinnon 

(1962; 1977) developed cognitive, aptitude and personality tests to identify relatively more or 

less creative people. Others have studied organizational factors that are likely to inhibit or 

nurture creative performance (such as goals, incentives and freedom from time pressure (Baker, 

Winkofsky, Langmeyer and Sweeney, (1976)). A third approach involves deliberate 

improvement: can we train people and make them "more creative" or better able to use their 

innate creativity (Parnes, Noller and Biondi, 1977; Basadur, Runco and Vega, 2000)? 
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Researchers have begun to organize the study of creativity into the four "Ps": product, 

press (environmental factors), person, and process (Murdock and Puccio, 1993). For example, 

some researchers (e.g., O'Quin and Besemer, 1989) study creative products: What makes a more 

or less creative product, from a car to a story? Jackson and Messick (1964) identified four 

criteria to measure the creativity of a product. Besides being unusual, they said, the new product 

must be appropriate. The product must also be transformative: Does it make us think about the 

world in a different way? And it must convey "condensation": Does this product feel fresh every 

time you use or encounter it? Researchers studying "press" have examined environmental factors 

that can induce creativity in organizations (Amabile and Gryskiewicz, 1989). Others study 

personal characteristics related to creativity. For example, Kirton (1976) differentiated between 

people with more "adaptive" styles of creativity and people with more "innovative" styles of 

creativity, and Myers (1962) addressed the relationship between personality and creative 

behavior. 

The Process Approach to Applied Creativity 

Still others focus on modeling creativity as a process with steps, phases or stages. 

Inherent in this approach is the idea that people may follow a process to increase creative 

performance and to communicate more efficiently with others in creative teamwork. Taking the 

process approach, Kabanoff and Rossiter (1994) defined applied creativity as "occurring in a 

real-world, industrial, organizational or social context; pertaining to the finding or solving of 

complex problems; and having an actual behavioral creative product (or plan) as the final result." 

They said that applied creativity is vital in several fields, including science (inventive research 

and development), business (new product innovation and management), government 
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(administrative planning for more heterogeneous and globalizing societies), and the arts (cultural 

and aesthetic developments). In fact, organizations in any industry may benefit from applied 

creativity. (Certainly, applying creativity to increase profitability is far more satisfying than the 

alternative route of cutting costs and paying the attendant penalty in unemployment.) 

Cognitive Process Models 

Several other researchers have written about cognitive models of the process of creative 

thinking and problem solving, all involving a sequential flow through specific stages, phases or 

steps. Kabanoff and Rossiter (1994) reviewed the growth of cognitive models of multi-stage 

creative thinking and problem solving processes beginning with Wallas's (1926) four main 

stages: preparation, incubation, illumination and verification. Parnes, Noller and Biondi (1977) 

identified five steps: fact finding, problem finding, idea finding, solution finding and acceptance 

finding. To that model, Isaksen and Treffinger's (1985) model added an extra step called "mess 

finding." Amabile (1988) also identified five stages: presentation, preparation, generation, 

validation and assessment. Basadur, Graen and Green's (1982) model of applied creativity is a 

circular, three-phase process of finding good problems, solving them and implementing good 

solutions (Basadur, 1992). All of these models represent a sequential flow through specific 

stages, phases or steps. Figure 1 shows a three phase circular model of creative activity in an 

organization which continuously cycles through problem finding, problem solving and solution 

implementing phases (see Basadur 1992; 1997). 



Figure 1 

Creativity Activity in an Organization 
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Problem Finding 

Problem finding means continuously and deliberately discovering and formulating new 

and useful problems to be solved. Most researchers recognize that creativity requires more than 
' 

the generation of a variety of ideas in response to a bue, and often does not begin with or depend 

on "given information." Guilford ( 1950) stressed the importance of "sensitivity to problems" in 

creativity and related it to our everyday notion of curiosity. Wakefield ( 1991) contrasted one 

type of thinking - "single open" problems, whose definition is closed but whose solution is open 

- with another type of thinking involving "double open" problems, or first formulating a 

previously undefined problem and then generating alternative solutions. Others have emphasized 

that discovering and defining new important problems to solve (problem finding) and 

implementing new solutions (solution implementation) is as important as or even more important 

than creating the new solutions (problem solving) (Mackworth, 1965; Livingston, 1971 ;  Getzels, 

1975 ;  Leavitt, 1975; Simon, 1960, Levitt, 1963; Ackoff, 1979). Basadur ( 1979) and Basadur, 

Graen and Green ( 1982) provided empirical evidence that attitudes, behaviors and skills 

associated with problem finding were distinctly different from those associated with problem 

solving and that such attitudes, behaviors and skills can be successfully learned in appropriate 

training. 

Kabanoff and Rossiter ( 1994) cited problem finding as one of the most vital and difficult 

frontiers for creativity researchers - a "messy" concept that is hard to define and use. Problem 

finding is a crucial element of creativity, especially real-world creativity in applied settings. 
. ' • 

·, Basadur, Ellspermann and Evans (1994) identified two separate components of problem finding 

activity. The first component is problem generation, which involves discovering new problems 

for subsequent definition. This is similar to what Simon ( 1977) called "opportunistic 

' f 

------p 
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surveillance." Edwin Land (1972) attributed his invention of the Polaroid camera to his 

unexpected finding of a problem (how to obtain instantaneous pictures), not its subsequent 

solution. The second component involves formulating a previously discovered but undefined 

problem. This second component is called problem formulation (or conceptualization, or 

definition). Land further stated that "if you can define a problem, it can be solved," and Dewey 

suggested that a problem well stated is half solved. Albert Einstein is reputed to have said that, 

given an hour to solve a problem to save the world, he would devote 55 minutes to defining the 

problem, and only five minutes to solving it. 

Solution Implementation 

As for solution implementation, Edison also said that genius is one per cent inspiration 

and 99 per cent perspiration. Similarly, Osborn (1953) once said that "a fair idea put into practice 

is better than a good idea left on the polishing wheel." The world is full of people who have great 

ideas but are unable to take them through to completion. How can an artist claim to have been 

creative without yet having drawn the picture? Indeed, an entire industry has recently emerged 

that consists of small consulting companies with one function: to help larger organizations put 

ideas into practice and move projects through to completion. Many researchers, including Leavitt 

(1975) and Basadur et al (1982), identify the process of overcoming resistance to change and 

procrastination as an important part of creative thinking. 

More than just Generating Ideas 

These viewpoints contrast sharply with research that confines creative thinking merely to 

generating ideas to presented problems using techniques such as "brainstorming." Such research 
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dominated the literature from the 1950s into the 1980s (see review by Basadur, 1994). 

Practitioners who employ such limited conceptions of creative thinking seldom attain practical 

results (Sternberg, O'Hara and Lubart, 1997). More recent literature contains more complete 

conceptions of applied creativity (Kabanoff and Rossiter (1994); Rickards (1994); Basadur 

(1995)). Such complete models include not only multiple stages (beyond simply solving 

presented problems) but other important individual, group and organizational variables affecting 

creative performance such as motivation, cohesiveness, environment, linkage to goals, and 

specific skills, behaviors and attitudes. 

Two Distinct Cognitive Dimensions 

Basadur and Gelade (2002) provide a theory of applied creativity consisting of four 

stages: generating, conceptualizing, optimizing and implementing. This four-stage theory defines 

each stage in terms of two distinct cognitive processes or dimensions: apprehension, or the 

acquisition of understanding or knowledge; and utilization, or the application of understanding or 

knowledge. Two different bipolar modes of apprehension and two different bipolar modes of 

utilization lead to four cognitive orientations, which together delimit the conceptual space of 

creative activity. Plotting these two bipolar dimensions -- apprehension of knowledge and 

utilization of knowledge -- at right angles yields four types of creative activity (quadrants), each 

defined by a different combination of apprehension and utilization as illustrated in Figure 2. 

Each quadrant can be identified with a specific stage of the creative process. The first two 

quadrants represent the components of problem finding: generation and conceptualization. The 

third and fourth quadrants represent problem solving (optimization) and solution implementation 

as the final two stages of the creative process. 



Figure 2 

Four Combinations of Different 
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The first quadrant gets the creative process rolling. Here creative activity includes 

gaining knowledge and understanding by physical contact with and involvement in real-world 

activities and utilizing this knowledge to create new problems, challenges, opportunities and 

projects that might be worth defining and solving. Understanding is derived from what is 

experienced, including emotions and feelings of self and others through empathy. New 

possibilities are imagined from what is experienced. Quadrant I activity thus consists of sensing, 

seeking or anticipating problems and opportunities, and is called generation. An outcome of this 

stage is a problem worthy of investigation but not yet clearly defined or understood. In a Life 
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magazine cover story, Edwin Land explained his invention of the Polaroid camera. Having 

snapped the last exposure on his film, he suggested to his three-year-old daughter that they ta1ce 

the film for processing so that they could see the pictures in about a week's time. Her frustrated 

response was: Why do I have to wait a week to see my picture? Like a :flashbulb going off in his 

mind, her simple question sparked a challenge that had never occurred to him: How to make a 

device that yields instantaneous pictures? Within about an hour, he had formulated several 

directions toward a solution. And within about four years, he had commercialized a product that 

has changed our lives. Looking back, the then-chair of Polaroid said the most important part of 

the process was not finding the solution itself (the camera) but finding the problem: how to get 

instantaneous pictures. Had Land not experienced the chance encounter, he might never have 

created the problem to be solved. He demonstrated the generation stage of the creative process: 

initiating problems to be solved instead of waiting for the problems to be provided. At Japan's 

electronics giant Toshiba, most engineers and scientists beginning their careers in research and 

development start off in the sales department (Basadur, 1992). This apparently backward 

approach is designed to teach them the process of problem finding. As these people will spend 

their working lives creating products to solve customers' problems, what better start than to learn 

first-hand about those customers' needs, habits and problems - both visible and hidden? A major 

auto parts supplier, Nippondenso, trains and encourages employees from day one to find 

problems and to be discontented with their jobs. Employees write down their discontents and 

post them for workers to read. Here and at many other Japanese companies, this is actually the 

start of the creative process called the employee suggestion system. The entire suggestion system 

hinges on problem finding. 
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Quadrant II 

The second quadrant, conceptualizing, keeps the creative process going. Creative activity 

m this quadrant involves gaining knowledge and understanding mentally, working in the 

abstract, analyzing, pondering and theorizing about the information received to create a sound 

conceptualization or model of the problem domain. Understanding is gained not by direct 

experience but by detached, abstract thought. What is understood through rational, systematic 

analysis is turned into new insights that help define problems and create theoretical models and 

ideas to explain things. Quadrant II activity consists of turning a problem recognized in Quadrant 

I into a well understood problem defmition and some fledgling solution ideas and, thus, is called 

conceptualization. 

For example, I was once asked for help by a Procter & Gamble product development 

team formed at short notice to respond to a competitor's new product. Colgate's green-striped 

Irish Spring had been the first striped soap bar introduced to North America. With its aggressive 

advertising campaign emphasizing "refreshment," Colgate's new product was finding ready 

customer acceptance. Procter & Gamble worked by the rule that, if a team or person were the 

second entrant into a new market, it had to demonstrate a product's competitive advantage before 

it could carry out a market test. When asked what was going wrong, the team members said they 

had been unable to produce a green-striped bar that worked better than Irish Spring in a 

consumer preference blind test. The team had experimented with several green-striped bars, all 

of which had merely equaled Irish Spring in blind testing. It became evident that the team had 

chosen to define its problem as: How might we make a green-striped bar that consumers will 

prefer over Irish Spring? 
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During a creative problem solving meeting, one of the important activities was to develop 

alternative ways to define the challenge. The flash of inspiration came from an answer to a 

question posed from a consumer's point of view: We want to make a bar that makes people feel 

more refreshed. This led to the new conceptualized challenge: How might we better connote 

refreshment in a soap bar? This less restrictive conceptualization, which included no mention of 

green stripes, provided more room for creative solutions. The team broke this new problem into a 

conceptualization with three separate components - How might we better connote refreshment in 

appearance, shape and odor? - and then focused their imaginations on ideas. Beginning with the 

product's appearance, the team members visualized scenes, images and situations that suggested 

refreshment. One pictured himself at the sea coast. Another imagined sitting on a beach and 

looking at a blue sky and white clouds. Later, when the team evaluated its many ideas, these two 

ideas were selected and combined. The result was the concept of a blue-and-white swirled bar 

with a unique odor and shape. The concept later achieved market success under the brand name 

Coast. By leaping prematurely into solutions, the team had wasted almost six months before 

coming up with a superior conceptualization. 

Quadrant III 

The third quadrant moves the creative process further. Creative activity in this quadrant 

involves gaining knowledge and understanding mentally by working in the abstract - thoroughly 

analyzing a defined problem and utilizing this knowledge to develop and evaluate ideas and 

options and create an optimal, practical solution. What is understood through rational, systematic 

and orderly analysis is used to mentally evaluate situations and options to convert abstract ideas 

into practical solutions and plans. Quadrant III activity is called optimization. _t\t this point, a 
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good solution to an important, well-defined problem exists, but has not yet been implemented. 

For example, the newly defined concept of a refreshment bar in the example above still had to be 

converted into a practical solution. The team's engineers created and evaluated several optional 

versions of the new appearance, odor and shape. The options were evaluated on several criteria 

including cost, feasibility and time to implement. A final optimal prototype was chosen and 

successfully tested with consumers, showing an exploitable competitive advantage over its 

competitor. 

Quadrant IV 

The fourth quadrant completes the creative process. Apprehension in this quadrant 

involves gaining knowledge and understanding by physical contact and involvement in the real 

world. Utilization consists of employing evaluation to convert this knowledge into implemented 

solutions that work, accomplish valuable results, and are accepted by others. What is experienced 

and felt is used to evaluate. Creative activity in this quadrant consists of gaining experience with 

new solutions, evaluating the outcomes and making adjustments to successfully implement them. 

Thus this stage is called implementation. For example, in the refreshment bar example, the team 

was still not finished. Before the new soap formula could be sold, a patent problem in the 

machinery design had to be overcome. There were already no fewer than six worldwide patents 

restricting how blue and white soap pastes could be blended. The team had to find a machine 

design to make the new product without infringing on anybody else's technique. The team 

assembled diverse points of view in a special group of engineers, technicians, lawyers and even a 

few people who were unfamiliar with this technology. Sketches and prototypes of the patented 

processes were displayed and examined until a breakthrough insight emerged. The equipment 
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was adjusted and rebuilt repeatedly until the new product was produced satisfactorily for 

delivery for purchase. A full cycle of the creative process was now complete. 

Applied Creativity as Circular and Never-ending 

Gordon (1956, 1971) also recognized that apprehension (learning) and utilization (for 

inventing) represent two different modes of thinking. Invention was characterized as a mental 

process of breaking old connections, or making the familiar strange (similar to generation and 

conceptualization) while learning was characterized as a mental process of making new 

connections or making the strange familiar (similar to optimization and implementation). These 

separate processes of knowledge application (for inventing) and knowledge acquisition 

(learning) flow continuously into one another in sequence. Field research by Carlsson, Keane 

and Martin (1976) supported Gordon's approach by showing that the research and development 

process in organizations follows a continuous, circular flow of creating new knowledge to 

replace old knowledge. 

Based on extensive field research and practical experience within business organizations 

(Basadur, 1974; 1979; 1981; 1983) consistent with Gordon's theory and Carlsson, Keane, and 

Martin's empirical evidence, we can understand the creative process as an ongoing cycle. Here 

the different stages of the creative process are arranged in a circle, recognizing that as new 

problems are sought, discovered and defined, and new solutions subsequently developed, 

optimized and implemented, new problems and opportunities arise. For example, the 

automobile's invention provided not only a new solution to an old problem (improving 

transportation) but created many brand-new problems (e.g., pollution, energy and accidents). 
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This circular process, which emphasizes continuous creativity beginning with problem 

finding, reflects Mott's (1972) research which showed that effective organizations continually 

and intentionally scan the external environment to anticipate new opportunities and problems, 

and to proactively change their routines and find new products and methods to implement, thus 

leapfrogging their competitors. Each implemented solution leads to new, useful problems to be 

discovered. This concept, called adaptability, may be represented as a continuous four-stage 

process of creativity as shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 

The Four Stages of the Creative Process 

Stage IV 
IMPLEMENTING 

Creating options in the 

form of actions that get 

results and gain acceptance 

for implementing a change 
or a new idea 

Stage III 
OPTIMIZING 

Creating options in the 

form of ways to get an idea 

to work in practice and 

uncovering all the factors 

that go into a successful 

plan for implementation. 

Stage! 
GENERATING 

Creating options in the form 

of new possibilities - new 

problems that might be 

solved and new 
opportunities that might be 

capitalized upon. 

Stage II 
CONCEPTUALIZING 

Creating options in the form 

of alternate ways to 

understand and define a 

problem or opportunity and 
good ideas that help solve it. 
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Different Stages and Different Kinds of Creativity 

If we consider creativity as a multi-stage synchronized process, then might people 

differentially favor or prefer various stages of the process requiring different aspects of 

creativity? And might those differences be reflected in their occupations, with certain kinds of 

jobs favoring certain parts of the process: generation, conceptualization, optimization, 

implementation? Furthermore, do people draw on different kinds of creativity as they advance 

through an organization, particularly into higher management ranks? Our evidence suggests an 

affirmative answer: that creativity differs in kind, both among job types and within organization 

levels. 

To determine individuals' relative preferences for each of the four stages, an instrument 

called the Creative Problem-Solving Profile (CPSP) inventory has been developed (Basadur and 

Gelade, 2002). We can determine individual preferences for each of the four stages of the 

creative process by considering differences in how we both gain (apprehension) and use 

(utilization) knowledge by returning to those quadrants of Figure 2. Again, the first quadrant 

combines gaining knowledge through experience with using knowledge for creating options. 

Quadrant I activity corresponds to generation, and yields a problem worthy of investigation but 

not yet clearly defined or understood. The second quadrant combines gaining knowledge by 

mental processing with using knowledge for creating options. Quadrant II activity consists of 

turning a problem from Quadrant I into a well understood problem definition and some fledgling 

solution ideas and is called conceptualization. The third quadrant combines gaining knowledge 

by mental processing with using such knowledge for evaluating options. This stage, called 

optimization, yields a good solution to an important, well-defined problem. The fourth quadrant 

combines gaining knowledge by experiencing with using such knowledge for evaluating options. 
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In this stage, called implementation, we implement an untried solution. Plotting the scores 

obtained from the CPSP inventory and connecting them yields an irregular shape or profile, as in 

Figure 4. We can identify dominant quadrants that tell us about an individual style or profile of 

the creative process (Figure 4). 

Figure 4 

Examples of Different Creative Problem-Solving Profiles 

(All Four Examples Below Have The 
Generator Style Dominant) 

Generator style dominant 
with all three other 
quadrants relatively small. 

Generator style dominant 
with Implementer style as 1 • , ,-- ... ···� 1 
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. 

(All Four Profiles Below Have 
Different Styles Dominant) 

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 styles 
relatively small. 

Implementer style 
dominant with all three 
other styles relatively 
small. 
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In a creative organization, everyone is responsible for doing at least one of the four stages 

defined by Figure 3. Some people initiate new things. Some are responsible for understanding 

and defining new initiatives and planning. Some produce practical solutions to new problems and 

initiatives. Others are responsible for finishing things off - taking action to implement new 

solutions. If the four-stage process of creativity outlined above adequately represents the creative 

process, it would be expected that teams with a heterogeneous mix of preferred creative process 

styles (Figure 3) would significantly outperform teams with a homogeneous mix of creative 

process styles in innovative work, because in the former case, all stages of the process are readily 

available within the team. We could also predict that members of homogeneous teams would 

experience more satisfaction working with their team-mates because they are interacting with 

like-minded people. These predictions have been verified (Basadur and Head, 2001). 

In addition, an individual's preference for a certain stage of the creative process should be 

predicted by the main ways in which that individual gains and uses understanding, as depicted in 

Figure 2. The combination of ways in which individuals gain and use knowledge should also 

lead them toward certain fields of endeavor, or occupations. 

Kinds of Creativity and Occupations 

Perhaps the most influential career development theory in occupational psychology is 

Holland's (1985) theory of vocational personalities and work environments. According to this 

theory, people and work environments can be meaningfully classified into different types and 

"people search for [work] environments that will allow them to exercise their skills and abilities, 

express their attitudes and values, and take on agreeable problems and roles." The occupation 
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that people will find most satisfactory, and the one in which they will be the most successful, is 

the one that maximizes the congruence between the demands of the work environment and their 

vocational personality. Therefore we might expect to find certain occupations to be 

disproportionately populated by individuals with a matching creative problem-solving style. 

Occupations that require people to initiate change, recognize opportunities and new 

possibilities, start projects, and to work with people in unstructured situations might thus be 

expected to contain a relatively high proportion of generator (Quadrant I dominant) individuals. 

Typical occupations here would be the artistic and academic professions, training and teaching, 

and marketing. Similarly, fields such as strategic planning and research and development, where 

defining problems, understanding situations, and creating direction and strategy are important, 

might be expected to contain a relatively high proportion of conceptualizers (quadrant II 

dominant). Quadrant II activity would likely typify fields such as market research, organization 

development, strategic planning, R&D scientist, university professor/researcher and senior 

systems consultant. Quadrant III (optimizer) activities involve solving problems with precision 

and evaluating and optimizing products and procedures. This should be characteristic of fields 

such as engineering/ engineering design, IT systems development, finance and accounting. 

Quadrant IV (implementer) fields would likely emphasize shorter-term implementation work, 

such as sales, manufacturing production, secretarial or administrative support, and project 

management. 

Empirical research bears out these predictions. The CPSP styles associated with different 

occupations are most clearly seen in Table 1. In the first column of Table 1, the occupations are 

ranked (in descending order) by the percentage of Generators in each. Thus the occupation with 

the highest proportion of Generators is School Teacher, and the occupation with the next highest 
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proportion is Academic, followed by Artistic. In the second column, occupations are ranked by 

the percentage of Conceptualizers. The occupations that contain the highest proportion of 

Conceptualizers are Organization Development, Strategic Planning and Market Research. In the 

last two columns occupations are ranked by the percentages of Optimizers and Implementers 

respectively. Inspection of these two columns shows that the occupations that contain the most 

Optimizers include Engineering, Finance, and IT Systems Developer, and the occupations that 

contain the most Implementers include IT Operations, Customer Relations, 

Secretarial/Administrative Support, Project Manager, Sales and Purchasing. Certain occupations 

appear in more than one column because they rank highly in more than one quadrant. 

Table 1 

Ranking of Occupations by Percentages of CPSP Styles 

Generators Conceptualizers Optimizers Implementers 

Rank 

1 School Teacher Organization Dev. Engineering/Eng. Design IT Operations 

2 Academic Strategic Planning Manufacturing Engineering Customer Relations 

3 Artistic Market Research Finance Secretarial/ Admin 

4 Non-Profit/University Admin. Design IT Systems Developer Project Manager 

5 Training R&D IT Programmer/ Analyst Sales 

6 Marketing Artistic Accounting Purchasing 

7 Design Product Development Strategic Planning Manufacturing Production 

8 Health Management Executive IT Senior Consultant Technical Cu�omer Support Logistics 

Note: Occupations ranked I contain the highest percentages of the relevant style. 

These results generally support the idea that an individual's occupation matches his or 

her preferred creative problem solving style. Perhaps individuals with certain CPSP styles are 

attracted to the kinds of jobs that emphasize their innate preferences. Or perhaps an individual's 

natural preferences are modified by exposure to work experiences that reward types of cognitive 

activity appropriate to the job. These occupational differences are also consistent with the 
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dynamic flow of the four-stage creative process. Typically in an organization, ideas for new 

products to meet emerging customer needs and problems originate in the marketing department, 

which contains a high proportion of generators. Market research and design departments then 

articulate the product more clearly, and assess its market potential. These occupations contain a 

high proportion of conceptualizers. Next, engineers develop prototypes for field testing with 

consumers and establish optimal specifications. Engineering occupations contain a high 

proportion of optimizers. Finally, the production department manufactures the product for 

logistics to distribute and sales to sell. These three occupations contain a high proportion of 

implementers. 

Kinds of Creativity and Organizational Levels 

We might find a similar relationship between dominant CPSP style and organizational 

level. Increasing levels of responsibility are defined as non-management, first-line supervision, 

middle management, and upper management. As individuals assume increasing levels of 

responsibility in an organization, the less important it is to implement day-to-day operational 

tasks and the more important it is to create vision and policy, to think strategically about the 

future, to conceptualize the "big picture", and to define problems and goals for others to solve 

and achieve. These activities are characteristic of stage II of the creative process depicted in 

Figure 3. According to this logic, we might expect to find a higher proportion of people 

preferring stage II activity (Conceptualizers) at higher organizational levels than at lower levels. 

We further predict that a higher proportion of Conceptualizers would be found amongst highly 

specialized technical and professional workers, including economists, scientists and planners, 

who are employed by their organizations primarily to think rather than to execute. 
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Empirical research bears out these predictions. The CPSP styles associated with different 

organizational levels are shown in Table 2. For each level, Table 2 reports the percentage of 

individuals preferring each CPSP quadrant or process stage. 

Table 2 

Percentage of Individuals Preferring each CPSP Quadrant by Organizational Level. 

Percentage Preferring 
n Generation Conceetualization Optimization lmelementation 

Organizational Level 
Non-manager 449 19.4 16.9 22.3 4 1.4 
Supervisor/Team Leader 1073 19.9 17.3 2 1.8 40.9 
Middle Manager 843 19.5 24.4 22.3 33.8 
Upper Manager 357 17.9 35.9 17.4 28.9 
Technical/Professional 1061 22.8 30.2 23.3 23.8 

Note: n=base size 

We see that as predicted, the percentage preferring Conceptualization increases and the 

percentage preferring implementation decreases with increasing levels of strategic thinking 

responsibility. The percentages preferring generation and optimization, on the other hand, are 

relatively stable across organizational level. At the non-management and supervisor/team leader 

levels, there is a very large gap between preference for implementation (much higher) and 

preference for conceptualization (much lower). At the upper manager level, this gap is much 

reduced, with preference for conceptualization becoming slightly higher than preference for 

implementation. This indicates that as a person rises through the ranks, he or she develops an 

increasingly higher level of preference for conceptualization at the expense of preference for 

implementation. 
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Where are the Generators? 

One particular creative thinking style bears greater consideration by organizations. The 

distribution of respondents in this study by preferred creative process stage was: generator, 20.1 

per cent; conceptualizer, 26.2 per cent; optimizer, 21.7 per cent; and implementer, 32.0 per cent. 

Interestingly, individuals preferring the generator style were predominantly found in non

industrial occupations. Few business or industrial occupations in this study had a high proportion 

of generators. This finding is perhaps the most provocative for business and industry, whose 

most perplexing challenge today is how to be more innovative in the face of accelerating change. 

Indeed, many leading management consultants exhort corporations to "begin their revolutions" -

to expand their thinking and do things differently. Improving current methods and procedures is 

no longer sufficient, they say. Instead, they advocate deliberate change and advise corporations 

to explore new markets rather than defend old ones. The new rules seems to be "if it ain't broke, 

break it anyway." While many corporations find this an appealing strategy, they also find it 

difficult to implement. Perhaps one reason for this difficulty is the lack of employees with a 

preference for the generator style of thinking. If indeed organizational success depends so 

critically on deliberate change, and if Holland's theory of vocational choice is correct, why are 

employees with generator characteristics apparently under-represented in business organizations? 

Perhaps many companies have yet to learn how to retain and motivate individuals who prefer the 

generator style. Generators are the furthest away from the work that is visibly measurable. In 

contrast to people in sales and manufacturing, for example, generators do not produce tangible 

and measurable results such as sales completed or goods produced. Rather, they initiate work 

that others carry forward and complete. Maybe organizations find it more difficult to recognize 

their contributions and reward the kind of work they do. 
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Summary 

Gone are the days when a company could assign "creative work" to a select group of 

people, say, in the marketing or R&D department. Today much more complex challenges posed 

by globalization of competition and technological advancement make it imperative for 

organizations to solve problems and capitalize on opportunities. And that requires the creativity 

of all the organization's members, across multiple disciplines. No longer can the creative process 

be seen as a "relay race," with one department handing off pieces of a problem to the next. 

Rather than wait for others to "do their job first," each department must be involved from the 

beginning throughout the stages of the creative process. By blending different kinds of 

knowledge and various kinds of creativity, the entire organization implements new solutions to 

newly discovered, well-defined problems and opportunities, both more rapidly and more 

successfully. 

Our research reported here supports this point of view. Recognizing the need for 

different kinds of creativity within various kinds of work and jobs in organizations has been the 

main theme of this paper. Creativity has been portrayed as a multi-stage process, and moreover, a 

process with an "applied" focus. Managers and other organizational leaders must recognize, 

nurture, reward and synchronize the different kinds of creativity associated with the various 

stages of the creative process. Evidence has been provided that within organizations, different 

kinds of domains of work favor different kinds of creativity. These different kinds of creativity 

are equally valuable and must be synchronized effectively to produce a continuous supply of 

innovative results. Different parts of organizations tend to prefer different stages of the creative 

process thus they contribute differently to the creative process. Thus, in the world of 
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organizational managing rather than thinking of management as a single "domain", we need to 

realize that there are many different domains within the management of organizational work. The 

different domains require different kinds of creativity. 

References 

Ackoff, R.L. (1979). The future of operational research is past. Journal of Operational Research 
Society, 30, 93-104. 

Amabile, T.M. (1988). A model of creativity and innovation. In B.M. Staw and L.L. Cummings 
(Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 10. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, pp. 
123-167. 

Amabile, T.M. and Gryskiewicz, N.D. (1989). The creative environment scales: Work 
environment inventory. Creativity Research Journal, 2, 231-253. 

Baker, N.R., Winkofsky, E., Langmeyer, L., and Sweeney, D.J. (1976). Idea generation: A 
procrustean bed of variables, hypotheses and implications. Cincinnati: College of 
Business Administration, University of Cincinnati. 

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

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. (1981). Training in creative problem solving and measuring improvement. 
Engineering Digest, 27 (3), Toronto, Ontario. 

Basadur, M.S. (1983). Employee involvement creative problem-solving workshop. In Ford 
education and training catalog, Ford Education and Personnel Research Department, 
Dearborn, MI, September, 115. 

Basadur, M.S. (1992). Managing creativity: A Japanese model. Academy of Management 
Executive, 6 (2), 29-42. 

Basadur, M.S. (1994). Manag!ng the creative process in organizations. In Problem finding, 
problem solving, and creativity, M.J. Runco (Ed.). New York: Ablex. 

Basadur, M.S. (1995). The power of innovation. London, UK: Pitman Professional Publishing. 



26 

Basadur, M.S. (1997). Organizational development interventions for enhancing creativity in the 
workplace. Journal of Creative Behavior, 31 (1 ), 59-72. 

Basadur, M.S., Ellspermann, S.J., and Evans, G.W. (1994), "A New Methodology for 
Formulating Ill-structured Problems," OMEGA: The International Journal of 
Management Science, 22 (6), 627-645. 

Basadur, M.S. and Gelade, G. (2002). Knowing and thinking: A new theory of creativity. 
Management of Innovation and New Technology Research Centre Working Paper No. 
105, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L8S 4M4 (December). 

Basadur, M.S., Graen, G.B., and Green, S.G. (1982). Training in creative problem solving: 
Effects on ideation and problem finding in an applied research organization. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 30, 41-70. 

Basadur, M.S. and Head, M. (2001). Team performance and satisfaction: A link to cognitive 
style within a process :framework. Journal of Creative Behavior, 35, 1-22. 

Basadur, M.S., Runco, M.A., and Vega, L.A. (2000). Understanding how creative thinking skills, 
attitudes and behaviors work together: A causal process model. Journal of Creative 
Behavior, 34 (2), 77-100. 

Carlsson, B., Keane, P., and Martin, J.B. (1976). R&D organization as learning systems. Sloan 
Management Review, Spring. 

Getzels, J.W. (1975). Problem finding and the inventiveness of solutions. The Journal of 
Creative Behavior, 9 (1), 12-18. 

Gordon, W.J.J. (1956). Operational approach to creativity. Harvard Business Review, 9 (1). 

Gordon, W.J.J. (1971). The metaphorical way. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Porpoise Books. 

Guilford, J.P. (1950). Creativity. American Psychologist, 5, 555-454. 

Guilford, J.P. (1967). The nature of human intelligence. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Holland, J. L. (1985). Making of vocational choices: A theory of vocational personalities and 
work environments (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Isaksen, G.S. and Treffinger, D.J. (1985) Creative problem solving: The basic course. Buffalo, 
NY: Bearly. 

Jackson, P.W. and Messick, S. (1964). The person, the product and the response: Conceptual 
problems in the assessment of creativity. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 



27 

Kabanoff, B. and Rossiter, J.R. (1994). Recent developments in applied creativity. International 
Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 9, 283-324. 

Kirton, M.J. (1976). Adaptors and innovators: A description and measure. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 61, 622-629. 

Land, E. (1972). From Sean Callahan's article Dr. Land's magic camera. Life Magazine, 27 
October, 42. 

Leavitt, H.J. (1975). Beyond the analytic manager._ California Management Review, 17, (3), 5-
12. 

Levitt, T. (1963). Creativity is not enough. Harvard Business Review, 41, 72-83. 

Livingston, I.S. (1971). Myth of the well-educated manager. Harvard Business Review, Jan
Feb, 79-89. 

MacKinnon, D.W. (1962). The nature and nurture of the creative talent. American Psychologist, 
17, 484-495. 

MacKinnon, D.W. (1977). Foreword. In S. Parnes, A. Noller, & A. Biondi (Eds.), Guide to 
creative action (p. xiii). New York: Charles Scribner's Sons. 

Mackworth, N.H. (1965). The American Psychologist, 20, 51. 

Mott, P .E. (1972). The characteristics of effective organizations. New York: Harper and Row. 

Murdock, M.C. and 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 (249-280). 
Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Myers, LB. (1962). Myers-Briggs type indicator manual. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing 
Service. 

O'Quin, K. and Besemer, S.P. (1989). The development, reliability and validity of the Revised 
Creative Product Semantic Scale. Creativity Research Journal, 2, 268-279. 

Osborn, A.F. (1953). Applied imagination: Principles and procedures of creative problem
solving. New York: Charles Scribner's Sons. 

Parnes, S.J., Noller, R.B., and Biondi, A.M. (1977). Guide to creative action. New York, NY: 
Charles Scribner's Sons. 



28 

Rickards, T.R. (1994). Creativity from a business school perspective: Past, present, and future. 
In S.G. Isaksen, M.C. Murdock, R.L. Firestien, & D.J. Treffinger (Eds.), Nurturing and 
developing creativity: The emergence of a discipline (pp. 155-176). Norwood, NJ: 
Ablex. 

Simon, H.A. (1960). The new science of management decision. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 

Simon, H.A. (1977). The new science of management decisions. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 

Sternberg, R.J., O'Hara, L.A., and Lubart, T.I. (1997). Creativity as investment. California 
Management Review, Berkeley, 40 (1), 8-21, Fall. 

Wakefield, J.F. (1991). The outlook for creativity tests. Journal of Creative Behavior, 25, 184-
193. 

Wallas, G. (1926). The art of thought. New York: Harcourt Brace. 



MANAGEMENT OF INNOVATION AND NEW TECHNOLOGY 
WORKING PAPER SERIES 

1. R.G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "How the New Product Impacts on Success and Failure 
in the Chemical Industry", February, 1992. 

2. R.G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Major New Products: What Distinguishes the Winners 
in the Chemical Industry", February, 1992. 

3. J. Miltenburg, "On the Equivalence of ITT and MRP as Technologies for Reducing Wastes in 
Manufacturing, March, 1992. 

4. J.B. Kim, I. Krinsky and J. Lee, "Valuation of Initial Public Offerings: Evidence from 
Korea", February, 1992. 

5. M. Basadur and S. Robinson, "The New Creative Thinking Skills Needed for Total Quality 
Management to Become Fact, Not Just Philosophy", "pril, 1992. 

6. S. Edgett and S. Parkinson, "The Development of New Services Distinguishing Between 
Success and Failure", "pril, 1992. 

7. A.R. Montazemi and K.M. Gupta, "Planning and Development of Information Systems 
Towards Strategic Advantage of a Firm", "pril, 1992. 

8. A.R. Montazemi, "Reducing the Complexity of MIS Innovation Through Hypermedia and 
Expert Systems", May, 1992. 

9. M. Basadur and Bruce Paton, "Creativity Boosts Profits in Recessionary Times - Broadening 
the Playing Field", June, 1992. 

10. Robert G. Cooper and Elko Kleinschmidt, "Stage-Gate Systems for Product Innovation: 
Rationale and Results", June, 1992. 

11. S .A. W. Drew, "The Strategic Management of Innovation in the Financial Services Industry: 
An Empirical Study", July, 1992. 

12. M. Shehata and M.E. Ibrahim, "The hnpact of Tax Policies on Firms' R & D Spending 
Behavior: The Case ofR & D Tax Credit", July, 1992. 



13. Willi H. Wiesner, "Development Interview Technology: Implications for Innovative 
Organizations", July, 1992. 

14. Isik U. Zeytinoglu, "Technological Innovation and the Creation of a New Type of 
Employment: Telework", "ugust, 1992. 

15. John W. Medcof, "An Integrated Model for Teaching the Management of Innovation in the 
Introduction to Organizational Behaviotir Course", October, 1992. 

16. Min Basadur, "The Why-What's Stopping Analysis: A New Methodology for Formulating 
Ill-Structured Problems", October, 1992. 

17. Stephen A.W. Drew, "Strategy, Innovation and Organizational Leaming an Integrative 
Framework, Case Histories and Directions for Research", November, 1992. 

18. Stephen A.W. Drew, "Innovation and Strategy in Financial Services", November, 1992. 

19. Scott Edgett, "New Product Development Practices for Retail Financial Services", 
November, 1992. 

20. Robert G. Cooper and Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "New Product Winners and Losers: The 
Relative Importance of Success Factors - Perception vs. Reality", November, 1992. 

21. Robert G. Cooper and Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "A New Product Success Factors Model: An 
Empirical Validation", November, 1992. 

22. Robert G. Cooper & Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "Stage Gate Systems: A Game Plan for New 
Product Success", November, 1992. 

23. Min Basadur, "Optimal Ideation-Evaluation Ratios", March, 1993. 

24. Christopher K. Bart, "Gagging on Chaos", March, 1993. 

25. Yufei Yuan, "The Role of Information Technology in Business Innovation", July, 1993. 

26. Isik Urla Zeytinoglu, "Innovation in Employment: A Telework Experiment in Ontario", July, 
1993. 

27. John Miltenburg and David Sparling, "Managing and Reducing Total Cycle Time: Models 
and Analysis", "ugust, 1993. 

28. R.G. Cooper, C.J. Easingwood, S. Edgett, E.J. Kleinschmidt and C. Storey, "What 
Distinguishes the Top Performers in Financial Services", September, 1993. 

29. B.E. Lynn, "Innovation and Accounting Research", September, 1993. 



30. Min Basadur and Peter Hausdorf, "Measuring Additional Divergent Thinking Attitudes 
Related to Creative Problem Solving and Innovation Management", November, 1993. 

31. R.G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Determinants of Time Efficiency in Product 
Development", December, 1993. 

32. Christopher K. Bart, "Back to the Future: Timeless Lessons for Organizational Success", 
February, 1994. 

3 3. Ken R. Deal and Scott J. Edgett, "Determining Success Criteria for New Financial Products; 
A Comparative Analysis of CART, Lo git and Discriminant Analysis", February, 1995. 

34. Christopher K. Bart and Mark C. Baetz, "Does Mission Matter?", February, 1995. 

35. Christopher K. Bart, "Controlling New Products: A Contingency Approach", February, 
1995. 

36. Christopher K. Bart, "Is Fortune Magazine Right? An Investigation into theApplicationof 
Deutschman's 16 High-Tech Management Practices", February, 1995. 

37. Christopher K. Bart, "The Impact of Mission on Firm Innovativeness", February, 1995. 

38. John W. Medcof, "Transnational Technology Networks", "pril, 1995. 

39. R.G. Cooper and E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Benchmarking the Critical Success Factors of Firms' 
New Product Development Programs", "pril, 1995. 

40. John W. Medcof, "Trends in Selected High Technology Industries", July, 1995. 

41. Robert C. Cooper & E.J. Kleinschmidt, "Benchmarking Firms' New Product Performance 
& Practices", September, 1995. 

42. Min Basadur and Darryl Kirkland, "Training Effects on the Divergent Thinking Attitudes 
of South American Managers", November, 1995. 

43. Min Basadur, "Organizational Development Interventions for Enhancing Creativity in the 
Workplace", November, 1995. 

44. Min Basadur, "Training Managerial Evaluative and Ideational Skills in Creative Problem 
Solving: A Causal Model", December, 1995. 



45. Min Basadur, Pam Pringle and Simon Taggar, "Improving the Reliability of Three New 
Scales Which Measure Three New Divergent Thinking Attitudes Related to Organizational 
CreativityD, December, 1995. 

46. N. P. Archer and F. Ghasemzadeh, "Project Portfolio Selection Techniques: A Review and 
a Suggested Integrated ApproachD, February, 1996. 

4 7. Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "Successful new product development in Australia: An empirical 
analysisD, February, 1996. 

48. Christopher K. Bart, "Industrial Firms & the Power ofMission,D April, 1996. 

49. N. P. Archer and F. Ghasemzadeh, "Project Portfolio Selection Management through 
Decision Support: A System Prototype,D April, 1996. 

50. John W. Medcof, "Challenges in Collaboration Management in Overseas Technology Units,D 

April, 1996. 

51. Susan L. Kichuk and Willi H. Wiesner, "Personality and Team Performance: Implications for 
Selecting Successful Product Design Teams,D May, 1996. 

52. Susan L. Kichuk and Willi H. Wiesner, "Selection Measures for a Team Environment: The 
Relationships among the Wonderlic Personnel Test, The Neo-FFI, "nd the Teamwork KSA 
Test, D May, 1996. 

53. Susan L. Kichuk and Willi H. Wiesner, "Personality, Performance, Satisfaction, "nd Potential 
Longevity in Product Design Teams,D June, 1996. 

54. John W. Medcof, "Learning, Positioning and Alliance Partner Selection,D June, 1996. 

55. Scott J. Edgett, "The New Product Development Process for Commercial Financial 
Services,D July, 1996. 

56. Christopher K. Bart, "Sex, Lies & Mission Statements,D September, 1996. 

57. Stuart Mestelman and Mohamed Shehata, "The Impact of Research and Development 
Subsidies on the Employment of Research and Development Inputs,D November, 

-
1996. 

58. Mark C. Baetz and Christopher K. Bart, "Developing Mission Statements Which Work,D 
November, 1996. 

59. Fereidoun Ghasemzadeh, Norm Archer and Paul Iyogun, "A Zero-One Model for Project 
Portfolio Selection and Scheduling,D December, 1996. 



60. R. G. Cooper, S. J. Edgett, E. J. Kleinschmidt, "Portfolio Management in New Product 
Development: Lessons from Leading Firms,D February 1997. 

61. R. G. Cooper, S. J. Edgett, E. J. Kleinschmidt, "Portfolio Management in New Product 
Development: Lessons from Leading Firms -- Part II,D February 1997. 

62. C. K. Bart, "A Comparison of Mission Statements & Their Rationales in Innovative and 
Non-Innovative Firms,D February 1997. 

63. R. Bassett, N. P. Archer and W. G. Truscott, "Data Webs: An Evaluation of an Innovative 
Information Management Tool that Integrates Databases with the World Wide Web,0 April 
1997. 

64. S. Taggar, "Intelligence, Personality, Creativity and Behaviour: The Antecedents of Superior 
Team Performance,D April 1997. 

65. R. Deaves and I. Krinsky, "New Tools for Investment Decision-Making: Real Options 
Analysis,D May 1997. 

66. J. W. Medcof (ed.), "Trends and Events in Selected High Technology Industries,D May, 
1997. (On the WEB only) 

67. C. K. Bart, "Product Innovation Charters: A State-of-the-Art Review,D May, 1997. 

68. John W. Medcof, "Strategic Contingencies and Power in Networks of Internationally 
Dispersed R&D FacilitiesD, "ugust, 1997. 

69. John W. Medcof, "Research Intensity and the Identification ofHigh Technology Industries,D 

September, 1997. 

70. Christopher K. Bart and John C. Tabone, "Mission Statements in the Not-for-profit Health 
Care Sector: A State of the Art Review,D September, 1997. 

71. Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "In-house and Partnership New Product Development in Austria: An 
Empirical Analysis on Outcome and Explanatory Factors,D October, 1997. 

72. Robert G. Cooper, Scott J. Edgett and Elko J. Kleinschmidt, "R&D Portfolio Management 
Best Practices: Methods Used & Performance Results Achieved,D January, 1998. 

73. Christopher K. Bart and Simon Taggar, "A Model of the Impact of Mission Rationale, 
Content, Process and Alignment on Firm Performance,D March, 1998. 

7 4. Christopher K. Bart, John Parkinson and Simon Taggar, "The Implementation of Strategy: 
Behavioural vs Budgetary Approaches and the Effect ofParticipation,D March, 1998. 



75. John W. Medcof, "The Resource Based View and the New Competitive Landscape: 
Characterizing Positions of Dynamic Capability,D May, 1998. 

76. F. Ghasemzadeh and N. P. Archer, "Project Portfolio Selection Through Decision Support,D 

June, 1 998. 

77. Y. Yuan, N. Archer, "nd R. Bassett, "The Impact of Electronic Commerce Innovations on 
Marketing Management,D June, 1 998. 

78. Kenneth S. Chan, James Chowhan, Stuart Mestelman, Mohamed Shehata, "Value 
Orientations and Income and Displacement Effects,D July 1998. 

79. Min Basadur, Laurent Lapierre, "Predicting Creative Problem Solving Behaviors within 
Teams," September, 1998. 

80. Min Basadur, "Simplex: Modelling the Phases and Stages of the Innovation Process in Open
System Organizations", October, 1998. 

81. Ken Deal, Ben Long and Bryan Scott, "New Pricing Product Design for Competitive 
Advantage", November, 1998. 

82. Min Basadur, Mark A. Runco and Luis A. Vega, "Understanding How Creative Thinking 
Skills, "Attitudes and Behaviors Work Together in Real World Managerial Problem 
Solving," November, 1998. 

83. Min Basadur, "The Basadur Simplex Creative Problem-Solving Profile Inventory: 
Development, Reliability and Validity", December, 1998. 

84. Min Basadur, "Improving the Psychometric Properties of the Basadur Simplex Creative 
Problem Solving Profile Inventory," December, 1998. 

85. Min Basadur, "Discovering the Right Questions about the Management of Technology Using 
Challenge Mapping," December, 1998. 

86. Nick Bontis, "Managing an Organizational Leaming System by Aligning Stocks and Flows 
of Knowledge: An Empirical Examination of Intellectual Capital, Knowledge Management, 
"nd Business Performance," January, 1999. 

87. Nick Bontis and John Girardi, "Teaching Knowledge Management and Intellectual Capital 
Lessons: An Empirical Examination of the Tango Simulation," January, 1999. 

88. Karen Boehnke, Nick Bontis, Joseph J. DiStefano and Andrea C. DiStefano, 
"Transformational Leadership: An Examination of Cross-Cultural Differences and 
Similarities," January, 1999. 



·� 

'· i. 

* 

89. John W. Medcof, "The Resource Based View and Transnational Technology Strategy:" May 
1999. 

90. Harish C. Jain and
_
Parbudyal Singh, "Innovative Recruitment and Selection Strategies for 

Visible Minority Police Officers in Selected Canadian Police Organizations," June 1999 . . 
91. Laurent M. Lapierr{:, '.'The Measurement df Transformatio'ilal Leadership· J,levisited: 

Confirming the MLQ factor Structure in Autonomous Work Teams," October 1999. • 

92. Naresh C. Agarwal and Parbudyal Singh, "Organizational Change, Innovation and Reward 
Systems: A Look at Theory and Practice," December 1999. 

93. Nick Bontis and Jason Mill, "Web-Based Metrics and Internet Stock Prices," January 2000. 

94. Nick Bontis and Honsan Chung, "Software Pricing Structures in Electronic Commerce: 3 
Different Cases," January 2000. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

John W. Medcof, "Resource Based Strategy and Managerial Power in Networks of 
Internationally Dispersed Technology Units," January 2000. 

John W. Medcof, "Dynamic Capabilities: A Neo-Contingency Theory?", January 2000. 

John W. Medcof, "On the Road to the New Business Paradigm: How Far is too Far?", 
January 2000. 

Michael H. Mitchell and Nick Bontis, "A CKO's Raison D'etre: Driving Value-Based 
Performance Gains by Aligning Human Capital with Business Strategy," January 2000. 

Min Basadur, "Evaluating the Psychometric hnprovements Provided by Basadur CPSP 2-
Experimental," September 2000. 

100. Min Basadur, "The Economic, Social and Psychological Outcomes of hnplementing a 
Deliberate Process of Organizational Creativity," December 2000. 

101. Nick Bontis, Michael Fearon and Marissa Hishon, "The E-Flow Audit: An Evaluation ofE
Mail Flow within and Outside a High-Tech Firm," January 2001. 

102. Neel Chauhan and Nick Bontis, "Organizational . Le�rning Via Groupware: a Path to 
Discovery or Disaster?", January 200_1. 

" · 

103. Min Basadur and Milena Head, "Team Performance and Satisfaction: A Link to Cognitive 
Style within a Process Framework," March 2001. 

104. Brent McKnight, "E-hnprovisation: Collaborative Groupware Technology Expands the 
Reach and Effectiveness of Organizational hnprovisation," June 2001. 

; I 



105 . Min Basadur and Garry Gelade, "Knowing and Thinking: A New Theory of Creativity," 
March, 2002. 

106. Min Basadur, "Reducing Complexity in Conceptual Thinking Using Challenge Mapping," 
November 2002. 

107. Min Basadur and Gerry Gelade, "Simplifying Organization-Wide Creativity-A New Mental 
Model, November 2002. 

108. Min Basadur, "Management: Synchronizing Different Kinds of Creativity," March, 2003.  



,. 

� 

� t' 

II II I Ill l��m1l1[�111]llf ij��I� llllll�il�lll l lllllll 
3 9005 02499 4877 

' . 

. i 


	1560920
	1560920_2

