
12  X INDIAN JOURNAL OF APPLIED RESEARCH

Volume : 3 | Issue : 11  | Nov 2013 | ISSN - 2249-555XReseaRch PaPeR Agriculture

Understanding The Characteristics and Functions of 
Rural Society by Brainstorming

P. Jaisridhar M. Sankar P. Velusamy
Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture, 

Manakkadavu, Pollachi - 642103
Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture, 

Manakkadavu, Pollachi - 642103
Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture, 

Manakkadavu, Pollachi - 642103

V. Prakash R. Ravi Kumar
Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture, Manakkadavu, 

Pollachi - 642103
Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture, Manakkadavu, 

Pollachi - 642103

Keywords Groups, Creativity, Brainstorming, Rural Society, Cognitive processes

ABSTRACT This brainstorming experiment assessed the extent to which idea exposure produced cognitive stimulation 
and social comparison effects. One hundred and forty nine students were exposed to either high or low 

number of common or unique idea in this regard. The results revealed that each group generated more than 90 ideas on 
an average within the given 30 min both quantitatively and qualitatively. Whereas, when the same number of students was 
asked to generate ideas individually, only three-fourth of idea was produced by them. This gives a clear picture that group 
learning always outperforms individual leaning in a classroom atmosphere.  Coverage of high number of ideas in various 
aspects of rural society to common ideas based on their general thinking of society enhanced the generation of additional 
ideas. The exploratory study included in this paper also sheds light on the limitations of brainstorming. 

INTRODUCTION
Brainstorming as an individual or a group creativity tech-
nique is a popular method for generating creative ideas 
among students. Inducing such creative ideas in a learning 
environment is widely understood as an important stage or 
factor in models of imagination and innovation among stu-
dent’s community (Glynn, 1996; Shalley, Zhou and Oldham, 
2004 & West, 2002). Although brainstorming technique was 
popularized by Alex Faickney Osborn in 1953, a great deal 
of research tested Osborn’s claims about the effectiveness 
of group brainstorming and felt that brainstorming does not 
directly generate ideas (Parnes, 1963; Taylor, Berry & Block, 
1958). In the present study also, an assessment was made 
with the nominal (inexperienced) group of 149 students of II 
B.Sc. Agriculture of Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture, and 
were asked to generate ideas regarding the characteristics 
and functions of rural society. The results revealed that each 
group generated many ideas both quantitatively and quali-
tatively. Whereas, when the same number of students was 
asked to generate ideas individually, only three-fourth of idea 
was produced by them. This gives a clear picture that group 
learning always outperforms individual leaning in a classroom 
atmosphere. From the student’s performance, factor which 
played the main role was found to be group discussion. Dis-
cussions cannot be made individually. It requires two or more 
person with whom ideas can be shared and ideas could be 
opposed or welcomed by each other. 

Osborn (1957) argued that generating as many ideas as pos-
sible offers the best chance of generating creative ideas. This 
proposition has received support (Diehl & Stroebe, 
1987, 1991), but there is also evidence of trade-off between 
quantity and creativity in organizational contexts (Sutton & 
Hargadon, 1996). Many questions remain about the types of 
actions teachers should take to create expectation for idea 
generation (Shalley et. al., 2004; Sutton & Hargadon, 1996; 
Tierney & Farmer, 2004; West, 2002). These questions re-
veal that expectations for creative ideas are often vague and 
complex. Observers may frequently agree on creative ideas 
after the fact (Amabile, 1996), but designing successful inter-
ventions to improve idea generation requires a more precise 
tailoring of our expectations in advance. Most brainstorming 

research has focused on social factors in the productivity gap 
between nominal group and individual. However, researchers 
have recently begun to investigate cognitive factors as well, 
in particular the extent to which idea exchange influences 
idea generation (Dugosh, Paulus, Roland & Yang, 2000; Ni-
jstad, 2003). Having known these entire outcomes from vari-
ous researches, I proposed a theme based view of interven-
tion to accomplish this tailoring. 

I started the session by outlining a foundation class for stu-
dents on ways to generate ideas. I then briefly discussed the 
need for such a technique in a class room atmosphere that 
considers brainstorming as an intervention and suggested a 
theme as a bridge between the brainstorming and the stu-
dent’s creativity literature. During the class, students were 
taught about Osborn’s four rules for brainstorming session,

Judgment of ideas is not allowed: When a student is ac-
tively involved in generating ideas, judgments should not be 
made at that point. This may deter his/her creativity. This rule 
comes on the later part once after conveying his/her ideas 
generated in the group. 

Outlandish ideas are encouraged: To get a good and long 
list of ideas, unusual ideas are welcomed. They can be gener-
ated by looking from new perspectives and suspending as-
sumptions. These new ways of thinking may provide better 
solution.

A large quantity of ideas is preferred: This rule means of 
enhancing divergent production, aiming to facilitate problem 
solving through the maxim quantity breeds quality. The as-
sumption is that, the greater the number of ideas generated, 
the greater the chance of producing a radical and effective 
solution.

Group members should suggest idea improvement: Good 
ideas may be combined to form a single better good idea as 
suggested by saying “1+1=3”. It is believed to stimulate the 
building of ideas by the process of association. 

After that, I conducted a brainstorming session as group as-
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signment to analyse how existing research supports the con-
ceptualization of the four rules of brainstorming. 

METHOD
Participants
One hundred and forty nine students from second year B.Sc., 
Agriculture participated to fulfill a course requirement. They 
were assigned three conditions (Group, Memory group and 
nominal). Participants were recruited in groups of twelve. All 
the groups were asked to perform nominal group technique.

Materials
Each participant was asked to write their ideas anonymously. 
In the group condition, each group was given two sheets of 
paper on an average. For the individual writing condition, 
each participant was given a single sheet. A general theme 
was put forward to them “understanding the characteristics 
and function of rural society”. I found some students could 
not able to understand the theme. Hence I elaborated them 
like saying “if you happen to visit a village in order to collect 
data from a farmer, what are the possible data you can ac-
quire from him regarding his farming and village. 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
When students arrived for the session, I being a teacher of 
Rural Sociology and Educational Psychology to them ex-
plained the four brain storming rules and procedure. In the 
first session participants were given 30 min to generate pos-
sible ideas in the sheets. Each group consisted of 10 students 
and was asked to generate as much as ideas in the paper 
through group discussion within the given time. When they 
conclude with a completed slip, there were to surrender the 
slip to the facilitator (i.e.) me. At the end of session, it was 
found that each group may able to generate as much as 90 
ideas on an average. 

To know which ideas suits most for the present theme, group 
votes on each ideas was made. The voting method was sim-
ple as a show of hands in favor of a given idea. This process 
is called distillation (i.e.) filtering out irrelevant ideas for the 
present theme. After distillation, it was found that 60 ideas 
on an average from each group was top ranked by the par-
ticipants themselves. From this it was concluded that, brain-
storming definitely played a role in inducing creativity among 
students and the factor that played a major role here was 
discussion. From this I found that, discussing deeply on an 
issue may lead to enormous generation of ideas. Since the 
theme is not focusing on the problem identification of a vil-
lage, student could able to generate ideas that would favor 
their study on the social institutions, social mobility, social 
groups, social values and standard of living. If the theme was 
on identification of problem and problem solving, then stu-
dents might have generated ideas accordingly. Even in this 
aspect, it is believed that brainstorming would have been a 
key in making the student identify a problem by means of as-
sumption and also would have provided a solution to solve it. 
It is all the thinking that makes a student act creatively.

“The creative process does not end with an idea; it only starts 
with an idea.”                                           - John Arnold

Creative and productive thinking are stated goals of most 
programs designed for the gifted and talented (Feldhusen & 
Treffinger, 1985; Gowan, Khatena & Torrance, 1979). Creative 
learning and creative problem solving are well established 
programming areas for those who provide differentiated as 
well as regular classroom instruction (Cosa 2001; McGrane & 
Sternberg, 1992; Pfeiffer, 2003). 

Barriers to effective brainstorming
Three major categories of barriers explain the improved per-
formance of nominal group over individuals. These are emer-
gence of judgments during generation, members giving up 
on the group and inadequate structure of interaction.

Applying Decisions Inappropriately: Numerous studies 
have pointed out the existence of uniformity pressure and 
evaluation apprehension in brainstorming groups. The pro-
ductivity of brainstorming groups may be inhibited by fear 
of critical evaluation and the participants desire to go along 
with dominant pattern of idea generation. In the present 
study, it was found that lack of participation by those who 
were more influenced by the fear of evaluation allowed oth-
ers to dominate during discussion, especially in the early 
phase of the session. This result was on par with the findings 
of Dunnette, Cambell, & Jaastad, 1963; Vroom, Grant & Cot-
ton 1969). Fear of being judged and pressure to stay within 
the bounds of existing options clearly have an inhibiting ef-
fect on the performance of groups when their task is generat-
ing many, varied and unusual ideas. It also highlights the view 
that there may be other significant factors that impact group 
performance.

Giving Up on the Group: Individuals give up on a group 
during brainstorming for a number of reasons. In the present 
study also, it was found that free riding, evaluation apprehen-
sion, blocking, social matching effect and illusion of group 
productivity can limit the output of real brainstorming. The 
present result was found on par with the studies of Henning-
sen, Cruz & Miller, 2000; Kerr & Bruun, 1993 who reported 
that free riding (where individuals feel that their ideas are less 
valuable when combined with the ideas of group at large), 
social loafing, matching of effort can limit the productivity of 
real brainstorming groups. This barrier lowers motivation and 
efforts when individuals work collectively. 

Karau & Williams (1993) defined social loafing as “the reduc-
tion in motivation and effort when individuals work collective-
ly compared with when they work individually or co-actively”. 
Working co-actively is when individual work in the real or im-
agined presence of their, but their inputs are not combined 
with the inputs of others. Social loafing results when there is 
a loss of personal accountability for performance. Individuals 
are not as likely to be held personally accountable for the 
results (positive or negative) when working in a group. Typi-
cal behaviour manifested by reduced accountability includes 
less focus on performance standars or greater reliance on an 
individual high performer in a group (Kerr & Bruun, 1993). 
Thus, students can “hide in crowd” with less concern over 
being held personally accountable for (poor) group perfor-
mance (Davis, 1969).

Interacting within a Limiting Process Structure: This is the 
third challenge faced in real brainstorming. The structure 
of interaction can inhibit productivity. This is in other words 
called production blocking or procedural mechanism effect. 
Production blocking refers to the impact of group process 
that encourages only one person to talk at a time (Bouchard 
& Hare, 1970; Diehl & Stroebe, 1987) or having one person 
recoding ideas at a flipchart (Mullen, Johnson & Salas, 1991). 
Though this challenge was faced by my student’s community 
at first, later they were asked to give their ideas one by one 
on the same piece of paper where they can equally contrib-
ute for the proposed theme. But, keeping their first expe-
rience on production blocking, it was found that the prime 
contribution to this was lack of procedures that encourage 
simultaneous processing. Significant difference on group 
productivity depending on such variables as ideas recording 
method, pre-session instructions and group size.

Overcoming the Barriers
A great deal of brainstorming sessions has focused on de-
termining the barriers to group productivity. Hackman (1987) 
urged researchers to shift their focus from productivity losses 
to productivity gains. Two promising areas for overcoming 
the barriers outlined include the use of technology and facili-
tation (Scott G. Isaksen & John P. Gaulin, 2005). 

Use of technology
One area to overcome barriers outlined above includes Elec-
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tronic Brainstorming (EBS) or Group Support System (GSS) or 
Group Decision Support System (GDSS). These areas have 
been explored by number of researchers (Thompson and 
Coovert, 2002). Unlike nominal and individual group compar-
ison, EBS links real group with virtual group via technology. 
Because the technology enables simultaneous participation 
and protection from criticism, it is capable of mitigating some 
of the factors that have been found to reduce productive ide-
as of students group. Electronic brainstorming enhances the 
creative capacity of brainstorming groups by overcoming the 
limitations of individuals being unable to express their ideas 
because others are talking. This line of research is increasing 
in empirical interest and support (Dennis & Valacich, 1994). 
In the present investigation, use of technology was avoided 
as the students were just introduced to what is brainstorming 
and how to perform in brainstorming. During this stage if 
they were asked to generate ideas through electronic mode, 
they may perceive this session as a Quiz programme and may 
even neglect such techniques.

Use of facilitators
Group facilitators who manage the group interaction and re-
cord group ideas influence idea production.  In the present 
study also, I was the group facilitator and rather saying I influ-
enced the group in generating productive ideas, I could say I 
facilitated those who had no past or future task interdepend-
ence, who had no social relationship, who didn’t generated 
ideas in the past, who lacked pertinent technical expertise, 
who lacked skills that complement other participants. From 
this facilitation I learnt how to gain expertise in doing brain-
storming and leading brainstorming sessions.

CONCLUSION
Brainstorming is still promoted in English texts as a pre-
writing technique and is groups with clustering, looping 
and prewriting (Ramage, 2000). Though it fell out of vogue, 
brainstorming is once again an emerging technique for 
group idea generation especially in a classroom environment 
among students community. The participants in the study 
involved groups of unacquainted students who worked on 
the problems for only a short period of time. This situation 
may not appropriately simulate the process that may occur 
for organizational groups where there are involvements in 
information exchange or idea sharing over extended period 
of time. However, I have found that inexperienced nominal 
group of students demonstrated more ideas than when they 
were consulted individually. From this I would like to con-
clude that, a group’s state of development, or how long it 
works at a task could moderate relative benefits of social and 
intellectual interventions. Social interventions may have more 
impact on groups that are older or work on tasks for longer 
period (Bradley, White & Mennecke, 2003). Supporting the 
above finding, my study also accomplished that, students in 
groups may generate more ideas when they socially mingle 
with farmers in a rural society, build good rapport with them 
and get deeper to them to analyze their problems. For doing 
this on field, they need to gain some practice in the class-
room. That is why I used cognitive intervention by dividing 
students into groups and asked them to generate as much 
as ideas they can. From their involvement, I found that intel-
lectual interaction had more impact on students group that 
are younger and work on tasks for shorter periods. Also, for 
those teaching gifted students, the benefits of brainstorming 
go well beyond generating ideas. Brainstorming can also re-

sult in improved coordination, better understanding of ideas 
generated and faster implementation of those ideas. In addi-
tion, individuals learn the importance of climate conducive to 
creativity, the value of diverse thinking and problem-solving 
styles and that creative thinking is enjoyable and powerful. 
The purpose of this article was to examine the use of brain-
storming in idea generation, provide the results of explora-
tory study on what are facilitating factors for idea generation 
and what are the limitations in conducting a brainstorming 
session. Rather than throwing a baby out with the bathwa-
ter, I believe that conducting brainstorming session among 
students in classroom prior to any investigation or shootouts 
especially those who are going to get themselves involved 
in studying the people and society can provide valuable in-
sights about an status of a real society that exist in the coun-
try as well as help them learn and apply this valuable tool 
prior to their exploration. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
I would like to thank all 149 student participants of II B.Sc., 
Agriculture of Vanavarayar Institute of Agriculture by name, 
Akashya. J, Archana. P, Arthi. C, Banupriya. P, Bhuvanesh-
wari. M, Brindavani. P.M., Dharanipriya. N, Dhivyalakshmi. S, 
Gayathri. A.N., Gokula Priya. S, Govindaswamy. P, Harshini. 
J, Indhuja. A, Jaison. M, Jayasheelan. M, Jayashri. S.R., Jeevi-
tha. L, Kamala. M, Karthik. K, Mageshwari. R, Manjudevi. S, 
Mohammad Afzal Khan. A, Mohana. K, Muthuprasad. T, Na-
garaj. R, Nandhini. N, Nandhini. S, Naveen Kumar. M, Nir-
maladevi. E, Nithyalakshmi.R, Poornima. K, Priya. M, Priyan-
ka. B, Rajesh. K, Ramachandran. C, Ramya. S, Sadhasivam. K, 
Sathyaraj. S, Selvalakshmi. R, Selvam. K, Shanuja. N, Sounda-
riyan. P.V., Srinivasan. M, Subhashree. B, Sughannya. M, Su-
nandhini. R, Suvathipriya. S, Suvetha. B, Viveka. B, Yogini. D, 
Raahinipriya. P, Manodhivya. P, Priyanka. K, Rajapriya. R, Pra-
bavathi. K, Sudhakar. R, Nithya. C, Sasikala. S, Sridevipriya. 
R, Poovarasan. M, Arun. M, Suguna. S, Hemalatha. R, Aarthi. 
M, Thurkkaivel. T, Vidhyananthapathi. M, Subashree. S, Abi-
naya. A, Abirami. M, Amrutha. N. J., Amrutha. C. R., Anagha. 
P. Nair, Anil. C, Anindagopal. K. R., Anjana. A.S., Archana. 
A, Ashika. K. V., Ashma Zuvariya. A, Athira Anilan, Athira. 
K.A., Bimal Jose, Brindha Devi. S, Chelladurai. E, Deep-
ashree. V, Deveka. A, Dhanya. K, Dharani. S, Dhivyabharathi. 
V, Gavya. T, Gopika. S, Gowri Shankar. R, Hari Poorani. G. 
P, Harikrishnan. K. Menon, Harini. K, Haritha. A. M., Janani. 
M, Kabilan. G, Karpagam. C, Karthika. M, Kavyamohan. V.V., 
Kirubakaran. M, Krishna moorthi. A, Laxmita. M, Maanisha. 
T. B., Madhi priya. N, Mahendiran. L, Menaga. P, Nagarajan. 
G, Narmadha. R, Navin Kumar. C, Niranjana. S, Nivedha. K, 
Pasupathi. K, Pavithradevi. P, Pothiraj. A, Pravin Raja. M. R., 
Pravin Kumar. V. B., Priyangaa. S. M. R., Rajashankar. P, Ram 
Kumar. S, Ranjanadevi. Pa., Santhiya. K, Sarannya. K, Sarath. 
S, Selvanayaki. C, Shahna Parveen. V. K, Shanmuga Nadhiya. 
V, Sindhu. T, Siva Kumar. T, Somasundaram. S, Sree Gayathri. 
E, Sree Mathi. M, Sri Durga. S, Sudha. S, Suganya. N, Su-
vithra. G, Swathi Ram. P., Swetha. S. Pavithran., Tamilisai. 
K, Umamageshwari. N, Vaibhavaraja Pranava. R, Vanitha. S, 
Vasantharaga Bharathi. R, Vinoth. M, Vishnu. O.C., Vishnu. 
P, Zakir Hussain. P and Deepen Muthuswamy. Their creative 
ideas both in qualitative and quantitative means helped me 
and my students’ team to formulate the independent and 
dependent variables during construction of interview sched-
ule. Their contribution is highly acknowledged here and their 
involvement in using their brains to understand the function 



INDIAN JOURNAL OF APPLIED RESEARCH  X 15 

Volume : 3 | Issue : 11  | Nov 2013 | ISSN - 2249-555XReseaRch PaPeR

REFERENCE Anabile, T. M., (1996). Creativity in context. Boulder, CO: West view Press. | Bouchard, T. J., Jr., & Hare, M. (1970). Size, performance and 
potential in brainstorming groups. Journal of Applied Psychology, 54 (1), 51-55. | Bradley, J., White, B. J., & Mennecke, B. E. (2003). Teams 

and Tasks: A temporal framework for the effects of interpersonal interventions on team performance. Small Group Research, 34, 353-387. | Costa, A. L. (Ed.). (2001). 
Developing minds: A resource book for teaching thinking. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. | Davis, J. H. (1969). Group 
performance. Reading, M.A: Addison-Wesley. | Dennis, A.R.., & Valacich, J.S. (1994). Group, sub-group and nominal group idea generation: New rules for a new 
media? Journal of Management, 20, 723-736 | Diehl, M. & Stroebe, W. (1987). Productivity loss in brainstorming groups. Towards the solution of a riddle. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 53 (3), 497-509. | Diehl, M. & Stroebe, W. (1991). Productivity loss in idea-generating groups: Tracking down the blocking effect. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 392-403 | Dugosh, K. L., Paulus, P. B., Roland, E, J., & Yandg, H. 2000. Cognitive stimulation in brainstorming. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79: 722-735 | Dunnette, M.D., Cambell, J., & Jaastad, K. (1963). The effect of group participation on brainstorming 
effectiveness for two industrial samples. Journal of Applied Psychology, 47 (1), 30-37 | Feldhusen, J. F., & Treffinger, D. J. (1985). Creative thinking and problem 
solving in gifted education. Dubuque, IA; Kendal/Hunt | Glynn, M. A. (1996). Innovative genius: A framework for relating individual and organizational intelligences 
to innovation. Academy of Management review, 21: 1081-1111. | Hackmen, J. R., (1987). Groups that work and those that don’t: Creating conditions for effective 
teamwork. San Francisco, CA: Jossey – Bass. | Henningsen, D. D., Cruz, M. G., & Miller, M. L. (2000). Role of social loafing in predeliberation decision making. Group 
Dynamics: Theory, Research and Practice, 4, 168-175. | Karau, S. J., & Williams, K. D. (1993). Social Loafing: A meta-analytic review and theoretical integration. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology 65, 681-706. | Karau, S. J., & Williams, K. D. (1993). Social loafing: A meta-analytic review and theoretical integration, Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 681-706. | Karen Leggett Dugosh, Paul. B., & Paulus (2005). Cognitive and Social Comparison processes in brainstorming. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 41, 313-320. | Kerr, N. L., & Bruun, S.E. (1993). Dispensability of member effort and group motivation losses: Free-rider 
effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 78-94. | Kimberly Hyde. (2005). Brainstorming information. | McGrane, P. A., & Sternberg, R. J, (1992). 
Discussion: Fatal vision – The failure of the schools in teaching children to think. In C. Collins & J. N. Mangieri (Eds.), Teaching thinking: An agenda for the 21st Century 
(pp. 333-344). Hilsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. | Mullen, B., Johnson, C. & Salas, E. (1991). Productivity loss in brainstorming groups: A meta-analytic integration. Basic and 
Applied Psychology, 12, 3-23. | Nijstad, B. A., Diehl, M., & Stroebe, W. (2003). Cognitive stimulation and interference in idea-generating groups. In P. B. Paulus & B. 
A. Nijstad (Eds.), Group creativity: Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38: 535-544. | Osborn, A.F. (1963) Applied imagination: Principles and procedures of 
creative problem solving (Third Revised Edition). New York, NY: Charles Scribner’s Sons. | Parnes, S. J. (1963). The deferment-judgment principle: A clarification of the 
literature. Psychological Reports, 12, 521 – 522. | Pfeiffer, S. I. (2003). Challenges and opportunities for students who are gifted: What the experts say. Gifted Child 
Quarterly, 47, 161-169. | Ramage, John D. & John C. Bacon (2000). The Allyn and Bacon guide to Writing (d. ed) Boston: Allyn and Bacon. | Robert. C. Litchfield., 
(2008). Brainstorming Reconsidered: A Goal-based view. Academy of Management Review, Vol. 33, No. 3, 649-668. | Scott, G. Isakesen., & John, P. Gaulin. (2005). A 
Re-examination of brainstorming research implications for research and practice. Gifted Child Quarterly. Vol. 49, No. 4, 315-329. | Shalley, C. E., Zhou, J., & Oldham, 
G. R. (2004). The effects of personal and contextual characteristics on creativity: Where should we go from here? Journal of Management, 30: 933-958. | Sutton, R. I., & 
Hargadon, A. (1996). Brainstorming in context: Effectiveness in a product design firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 41, 685-718 | Taylor, D. W., Berry, P.C., & Block, 
C. H. (1958). Does group participation when using brainstorming facilitate or inhibit creative thinking? Administrative Science Quarterly, 6, 22-47. | Thompson, L. F., & 
Coovert, M. D. (2002), Stepping up to the challenge: A Critical examination of face-to-face and computer-mediated team decision making. Group Dynamics: Theory, 
Research and Practice, 6, 55-64. | Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2004). The Pygmalion process and employee creativity. Journal of Managemetn, 30: 413-422. | Vroom, 
V. H., Grant, L. D., & Cotton, T. S. (1969). The consequences of social interaction in group problem solving. Organizational Behavior and Human Performancce, 4, 
77-95. | West, M.A. (2002). Sparkling fountains or stagnant ponds integrative model of creativity and innovation implementation in work groups. Applied Psychology: 
An International Review, 51: 355-387. | 


