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Trajectories of Familiar, New, and Integrative Primal Marks
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Note: While N* and U* are theoretical midpoints when the number of possible ideas is

theoretically infinite, for a finite sample of ideas, N* and U* can be operationalized as the
means of perceived novelty and usefulness respectively.

Fig. 1. Trajectories of familiar, new, and integrative primal marks. Note: While N and U" are theoretical midpoints when the number of possible ideas is theoretically infinite,
for a finite sample of ideas, N* and U" can be operationalized as the means of perceived novelty and usefulness respectively.
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations, interrater statistics, and correlations by experiment.

Variable Mean SD Icc2 ADn ADna 1 2 3 4 5 6
Experiment 1

1. Nascent novelty 3.23 1.53 .76 0.96 0.81

2. Final novelty 3.42 1.10 .84 1.12 1.04 637

3. Nascent usefulness 3.99 1.17 64 0.74 0.62 15 .08

4. Final usefulness 3.86 0.89 .84 093 0.89 09 .04 537

5. Final creativity 3.38 0.98 62 0.74 0.65 .53 75 16 42

6. Minutes taken 14.48 3.08 nja n/a nj/a 15 .16 13 25 .25
Experiment 2

1. Nascent novelty 3.68 1.63 73 1.08 0.92

2. Final novelty 3.35 1.11 .87 1.03 0.99 527

3. Nascent usefulness 4.06 117 .59 1.06 0.80 407 .14

4. Final usefulness 4.15 0.83 .82 0.92 0.90 08 .07 357

5. Final creativity 3.40 1.03 .68 0.69 0.64 37 60 .14 33

6. Minutes taken 14.81 4.81 nja n/a nj/a 23 22 21 23 .18
Experiment 3

1. Nascent novelty 3.09 1.76 .82 0.85 0.71

2. Final novelty 3.20 1.27 .86 0.90 0.86 69

3. Nascent usefulness 4.28 1.37 .68 091 0.78 197 .10

4. Final usefulness 4.09 0.83 .73 0.92 0.96 .09 .14 57

5. Final creativity 3.25 1.06 .78 0.73 0.66 56 .80 20 32

6. Minutes taken 14.00 2.59 nja n/a nj/a .00 .16 .04 13 17
Experiment 4

1. Nascent novelty 3.38 1.05 .52 1.22 1.21

2. Final novelty 3.77 0.95 .88 0.84 0.81 24"

3. Nascent usefulness 3.06 1.10 .66 1.20 1.19 .10 -.20

4. Final usefulness 3.40 0.82 .83 0.87 0.83 —.15 -237 457

5. Nascent creativity 3.02 0.92 51 1.08 1.08 557 .05 78 25

6. Final creativity 3.28 0.70 .79 0.82 0.77 .07 .53 257 .58 .21
7. Minutes taken 13.34 4.47 nja n/a nj/a 07 17 -17 -.08 -.09 04

ADy, = average deviation from mean.
ADyg = average deviation from median.
For ADy and ADyyg, values below 1.20 are considered high interrater agreement for 7-point scales (LeBreton & Senter, 2008),

" p<.05.
T p<.01.
" p<.001.
Table 2
Experiment 1: Means, temporal changes, and Tukey HSD results,
Condition Nascent Final  Novelty A Tukey HSD: Final Nascent  Final Usefulness A Tukey HSD: Final Final
novelty novelty novelty (H1)" usefulness usefulness usefulness (H2)" creativity
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SDY’
New problem
New primal 316 400  [t(42)=4.84, 2.94 3.37 [t(42) = 2.46, 3.48
mark (n=43) (1.49) (097) p=.00002, (1.01) (1.10) p=.02,d=041] (1.06)
d=0.74]
Familiar primal  3.06 3.06  [t(46)=-0.06, [M=1.04, Cl 45 (0.62, 1.46), 4.32 4.04 [t(46) = —2.07, [M=-0.66, Clg5 (—1.02, 3.35
mark (n=47) (1.49) (1.04) p=.95d=0.00] p<.00001,d=1.02] (1.13) (0.76) p=.045,d=-029] -0.31), p=.0003,d=-0.71] (1.03)
Familiar problem
New primal 3.46 3.56 [t(45) = 0.60, [M=0.54, Clgs (0.11, 0.96), 4.09 3.91 [t(45)=—1.31, [M=—-0.54, Cl g5 (—0.89, 3.58
mark (n=46) (1.38) (1.07) p=.55d=0.08] p=.01,d=0.52] (0.84) (0.89) p=.20,d=-021] -0.18), p=.003, d = -0.54] (0.93)
Familiar primal 3.28 3.04  [t(48)=-1.39, [M=1.05, Clgs (0.63, 1.47), 4.47 4.08 [t(48) = -2.97, [M=-0.71, Cl g5 (—1.06, 3.14
mark (n=49) (1.76) (097) p=.17,d=0.17] p<.00001,d=1.08] (1.07) (0.63) p=.005,d=-044] —-0.35), p=.0001,d=-0.79] (0.87)

Notes: A = pairwise (-tests from nascent to final.

* Difference in final novelty between the new primal mark, new problem condition and each other condition.

b Difference in final usefulness between the new primal mark, new problem condition and each other condition.

€ New primal marks (M = 3.53, 5D = 0.99) yielded ideas significantly higher in overall creativity than familiar primal marks (M = 3.25, SD = 0.95), t(183) = 2.00, p =.048,
d=0.29.



Table 3
Experiment 1: ANOVA results.

Variable Hypothesis 1 (DV = Final novelty) Hypothesis 2 (DV = Final usefulness)
df F s df F i
Primal mark 1 32.20 15 1 15.91 .08
Problem*” 1 5.00 .03 1 6.93 .04
Primal mark = Problem” 1 435 .02 1 5.21 .03
Final usefulness (final novelty for usefulness DV) 1 5.68 .03 1 5.68 .03
R*=.18 R*=.12
F(4,180)=9.76 F(4,180)=6.39
" p<.05.
“ p<.01.
“ p<.001.

# Regarding the significant main effects for the problem, ideas from the new problem conditions (M = 3.55, SD = 1.13) were higher in final novelty than the familiar problem
conditions (M =3.29, SD =1.05), and ideas from the new problem conditions (M =3.72, SD =0.99) were lower in final usefulness than the familiar problem conditions
(M=4.00, SD=0.77).

b Regarding the significant interactions between the primal mark and problem, Tukey HSD tests between each of the four conditions revealed that the new primal mark,
new problem condition led to final ideas that were significantly more novel—and significantly less useful—than each of the other three conditions (see Table 2). In addition,
the new primal mark, familiar problem condition led to ideas that were significantly more novel than both familiar primal mark conditions: new problem, [M = 0.50, Cl o5
(0.09, 0.92), p=.02, d=0.47], and familiar problem, [M=0.52, Clgs (0.11, 0.93), p=.01, d = 0.52]. However, the new primal mark, familiar problem condition was not
significantly different from the two familiar primal mark conditions in final usefulness. These results suggest that new problems strengthen the anchoring effects of new
primal marks, such that setting new primal marks to address new problems yields ideas that are even more novel—and even less useful—than setting new primal marks to
address relatively familiar problems.
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Table 4

Experiment 2: Means. temporal changes, and Tukey HSD results,

Condition Mascent  Final Movelty A Final novelty Tukey HSD Mascent Final Usefulness A Final
novelty  novelty for H4 (New PM usefulness  usefulness creativity
(50} (SD) with familiarity infusion (5D) (5D 5Dy
conditions - each
familiar PM condition)

New problem

Mew primal marlk

With familiarity 4.19 428 [t(23) =030, 3.68 421 [t{23) = 1.82, 3.86
infusion (1.92) (093) p=.77,d=0086] (1.58) (0.66) p=.08,d=044] (0.78)
(n=24)

Without familiarity 3.63 414 [t(22)=1.69, 3.99 3.15 [t(22)=-3.186, 3.36
infusion (1.76)  (091)  p=.11,d=036] (1.40) (0.80) p=.005, d=_0.74] (0.89)
(n=23)

Familiar primal mark

With familiarity 3.35 313 [t(25)= ~0.81, [M =099, Clas (037, 1.61), 387 425 [t{25]) =232, 283
infusion (1.40) (0.65) p=.42 d=-020] p=.0002, d=1.20] (0.56) (0.39) p=.03,d=0.70] (0.92)
(n=26)

Without familiarity 1.85 3.44 [t[24) = —1.51, |M =068, Clas (0.05,1.30), 417 406 [f(24) = —0.61, 3.24
infusion (1.55)  (0.79) p=.15d=-033 p=.03,d=0.76] (0.90) [0.61) p=.55,d=-0.14] (0.89)
(n=25)

Familiar problem

New primal mark

With familiarity 3.82 3,96 [t{23)=0.46, 4.08 414 [r23)=0.20, 3.97
infusion 11.53) [1.03) p=.65d=011] (1.48) (0.68) p=_.85 d=0.05] (097
(m=24)

Without familiarity 3.61 3.66 [t(23) =014, 3.93 3.80 [t{23]) = —0.55, 3.51
infusion (1.77) (1.19)  p=.89 d=0.03] (1.24) (1.09) p=.59,d=-011] (1.09)
(n=24)

Familiar primal mark

With fFamiliarity 3.08 310 [t(24) = 0.06, [M=1.02, Cl4s (0,39, 1.65), 415 418 [H24) =016, 293
infusion (1.44) (088) p=.95 d=002] p=.0001,d=1.10] (0.91) [0.51] p=.88,d=004| (1.12)
(m=25)

Without familiarity 3.93 3.42 [t{24)=-231, IM =069, Clgs (0,07, 1.32), 458 435 [t24)=-1.31, 3.55
infusion (1.60) (1.17)  p=.03,d=-036] p=.02, d=0.65] (0.93) (0.76) p=.20,d=-027] (1.10)
(n=25)

Notes: A = pairwise (-tests from nascent to final; PM = Primal Mark,
* As in Experiment 1, new primal marks (M = 3,68, SD' = 0,96) yielded ideas significantly higher in overall creativity than familiar primal marks (M =3.13, SD=1.03),
1194) = 3.83, p=.0002, d = 0.55.
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Table 5
Experiment 2: ANOVA results,

Hypothesis 1 (DV = Final novelty) Hypotheses 2 and 3 (DV = Final usefulness)
df F n df F e
Primal mark 1 3593 16 1 2087 10
Problem 1 379 02 1 543 03
Familiarity infusion 1 1.07 o 1 1316 07
Primal mark = Problem 1 243 o 1 1.30 .m
Primal mark « Familiarity infusion 1 1.66 01 1 9.18 05
Problem = Familiarity infusion 1 0.61 00 1 762" 04
Primal mark = Problem = Familiarity infusion 1 0.26 200 1 0.95 0m
Final usefulness (final novelty for usefulness DV) 1 718 04 1 FAE 04
R =20 R* =24
FB8,187)=5.73 F8,92)=7.20
T p<.05.
T p<.0l.

7 p<.001.

* Regarding the significant main effect for the problem, ideas from the new problem conditions (M = 3.93, 5D = 0.76) were lower in final usefulness than the familiar
problem conditions (M= 4,12, 50 =0.,80).

" Regarding the significant interaction between the prablem and familiarity infusion, the familiarity infusion significantly increased final usefulness for new problems,
196) =431, p=_.00004, d =0.88, but not for familiar problems, 1{96) =049, p=.63, d=0.01.

H2, H3 okt
® [[AlkkD ANOVA 7228, WEERIRIREKNLT A 77 OFEHAWHE, = v b e — BRIy
® H2 H3Dilh, 774~ ~v—2DFEMENEET, F(1,187) = 20.87, p < .00001, 72 = .10,
TIATN s e— 7 L OB ADKERAAEER o7 F(1,187) =9.18,p =.003, n2=.05
> H2 o), RRIAET AT T OEMEE, FLTI54<r - ~—2(M=3.83,SD=092)D
Fis, BRI T 54 < - v—2 (M=4.21,SD = 0.58) X b b {%7 > 7=
> H3 oY, il e BEDRER, BinE2HA LA T 74~ -~ HKDT 47 T7(M
= 4.17,SD = 1.01IF, #A LD 57854 (M= 3.48, SD = 0.66)IC T, FEAWESHEICHE
o7z 1(93) = -3.97, p = .0001, d = -0.81
<> NS, BENR T I A~ =2 KD T A T T T, FEEORAICERR S
otz 1(99) = -0.10, p = .92

H4 ot
o il (#E % Ee
> MR T AT T OFEERHG %, BUEES A I NEFH AR T I A~ v = RO T AT
72oM=4.12,SD=098) &, BEHN LT IA4 <N - ~—2HEDT A F7 4 >(M=3.27,SD
— 0.89) B L T Heilk
> HADEY, RENET AT T OFE L, BUEESEAINFBET 74 <L -~
— VDT AT TOHR, BUEN R T ITA~L - ~—HEDTATT L0 b EZICED
>7- t(147) = 5.24, p < .00001, d = 0.91

v EER2 o0, H1 & H2 3HEH I, H3 & H4 3XFInk
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EEI I HANAR T SIATI - I— T ICHEEERA

BULH 7 7 A< == 7 WROT A 77 AR ER L AT 5 2 & T, Fravtkssi b 5 Tk
P W 3 3

Sin& 1z, K4 206 4 (58.3% %) <, 18 §~30 % (M = 20.04, SD = 1.92)

(o 7R VEIREER 2 L RRES S, HIE R A4 VAo HZAE L 9fmlE, (L, 7—3—F4 77
¥) R I iR

> Pl ED EE 1 2 LA [Table 1,6

Table 6

Experiment 3: Means and temporal changes by condition.
Condition Mascent Final novelty  Movelty A Mascent Final Usefulness A Final creativity
novelty (50) (50) usefulness (50) usefulness (50) (sD)"
New problem
Mew primal mark 3.78 369 [49) = —-0.54, p=.59, 440 3.92 [1(49) = -2.57, p=.01, 3,46
(n=50) (2.06) (1.46) d = 0.04] (1.67) (0.99) d =035 (1.10)
Familiar primal mark  2.49 248 [t(51)= —0.03, p=.99, 4.17 4.08 [t(51)= —0.53, p= .60, 275
(n=52) (1.43) (1.00) d=0.01] (1.25) (0.51) d = 0.09] (0.94)

Familiar problem

New primal mark 326 375 [4(51)=2.47, p=.02, 4.15 4.10 [({51)= 033, p=.74, 3.70
(n=51) (1.73) (1.14) d=0.33] (1.39) (1.06) d = -0.04] (1.10)

Eamiliar primal mark 2,85 291 [((51)=031,p=.76,  4.42 4.26 [((51)=—1.22,p=.23,  3.10
(n=52) (1.55) (0.99) d=0.05] (1.12) (0.64) d=-0.18] (0.83)

Notes: A = pairwise r-tests from nascent to final.
* As in Experiments 1 and 2, new primal marks (M = 3.58, 50 = 1.10) yielded ideas significantly higher in overall creativity than familiar primal marks (M =293, 5D = 0.90),
1{204) = 4.66, p < 00001, d = 0.65.

Wt DR

® ANOVA % %Efi

> MBI T T4~ v — 2 LT, WRERIIREN T A T T AR, 2 v e
— VR FE M

TIA=N = — 7 DERNENREE o7= F(1,201) = 28.00, p < .00001, 12 =12

> FHEEY, B T4 =—2(M=2.69,SD=1.0)3HFRETI4~r - ~—2 DT
AF7 X0 b (M=3.72,SD = 1.20), FEIEIED - 7=

XIEDH % ¢ MUE % Eii

> BUEW T T4~ - =2 HEROT 4 77 oFiwitkix, Hia i EE oA (M= 2.67, SD =
1.49) 2 %M =2.69,SD = 1.01) TZEDb b -7 t(103) =0.23, p = .82

BN 774 ~n == BT A TTI, FiaaEiZzRALLZLELTY, FIRAT 94~
N w— P HEDTATT XY MR E F
> HI1 %%k

Table7|X 0, FHlAETI4A <N == 2 HKDTA T T IIHHLREELZHZALTY, BUENE T

A= <w—20HEDTATT X0 FEHUEIEN
> H2 %%
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Table 7
Experiment 3: ANOVA results.

Wariable H1 (D% = Final H2 (DY = Final
novelty) usefulness)”
df F wt df F e
Primal marlk 1 4472 JdB 1 564 03
Problem 1 1.47 a1 01 1.65 .01
Primal mark =« Problem 1 1.35 011 007 .00
Final usefulness [final novelty for 1 7.27 04 01 T 04
usetulness DW)
RE=21 R =106
F4,201)=1317 F4,201) =291
" p=.05.
T op<0l.
T op =001,

* Consistent with H2, new primal marks (M = 4,01, 50 = 1.02} led to final ideas
that were lower in usefulness than familiar primal marks (M =417, 50 =0.58),

o HI-H4 DRz #d
> HEEIRERELY S, T4 =2 X T AN VIR ERRBEIND
> AL ERMDO L - FA 7 RRT AR, FIEAT T4 =2 BEEL, BT
MR ERECHEELT 2 L RBEE L ELZLND
® P EER1-3 T, FElATIACN - v— 2 3HEN R T T4 v —2 XD

LA RANSEREWT A T T 24K L7z ([Table 2,4,6

& oI BENAERERALEFHAT IA~-~—2HkDT A7 713(M=3.92,
SD=087), 25 ThVWHHATIA~r - ~—2HEDLD LY H(M=3.44, SD =
0.95), HEICEHVANEEZ TR L t(93) =249, p=0.01,d=053
> BURMNARBEROBRAICI > CEAWZED R L, FiIRATIA4A~r - ~—2HKDTATT
DRLEERE X232 L BREBT S

® L2L, 2oHETHE, EFHELY HETHEOTBETATTZER LT VEWI Y RIHH D
> ZZT, etk EREOM S ERAILTE 2 X5ICT3IKE, LoXH BT If<wr ==
BTVAY VY TIEENEN? L) ERIBEL S

EFEERL CBETSTATI =T LFHEH c ERAMO ML — FA T DOFH

o Ml -BUEMNR T 4~ ~—0 00T AT TOEREELMICYH, Frlit e B3 HlieE5D
Lol T TA~N s = OERPELZLLDE0D LW
> F5F31I BEELAZWTATTRIOF L WER Y 2R3 X 5 2EENEZEARLTEL 7k 5

2l Dahl & Moreau, 2002; Thompson, Gentner, & Loewenstein, 2000
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> G774~ ~—=21%, BEALOHLOHAGDELOAEL 2720, FFEOEEICED L
T, T, BRULETOT7 A T 7oA T RS WEEZ LN D
@ T4~ -~w—2 FHATIASN - v—2 X0 TATTOERELZA X EE0D L
PR
> METI7A4~vn =7 O KRICEIEN G ERPEENTWE I LT, 22T 2 xF—~<%
v, LT AT T7TOREKCIELEA L, oF WV 3EAREZEL LR TEILEZLND

v UbkoZirs, FrathlEAEO L - A TICEET 2B M 2HATE 3
> BUENR T I A= - ~=—=2 37 AT 7o ERECHE T TLE v, HiatkroES 55

s
> W7 IA=n == 3T AT T O EMEERHAEECET CL L, ERAEDr oEET D5
s

> RBETTIA~n c=—2 3T AT TNt EFEEEEAEO WEFICHEITIEONS
> BN T IA~ =2 X0 AN REL, AT IA~ =2 X0 b ERHM
Bl Ry, RAENRBEERXROEWT AT T 2L ELOLNS

Hypothesis 5. LA A EFZECHEEILT 2 L, AT I74~r-=—213F (a) BUEM AR T T4 =0 = —
JHRDOTATT LY bEeH#EtEe, (b) Fila 774~ - v— kDT AT 7 L0 bEwFERNE
EHNEAZTATTICRD

Hypothesis 6. BLUL A BERCRBILT 2L, , G774 ~r - ~—21F (a) BENER T T4 ~n -~
—JHRDTAFTTR, (b) FMETIASL - =— 2 HEDT AT T X0 b REHRAREMERE T 4
FTICR B

® Efi4ix, H5 H6 ##EIL, B 13D A4 voiR2HIET 3 -0Ic{Tbi ]

ik
SNE & Fh
KA 226 4 (63.3% &) , 18 7%~32 (M = 20.12, SD = 1.88)
4(F 4= - =—7: R, BOE, Ble, BOOMEHD x 2 GRE: B8, Bhm)
> BULMEEHESE I, BE 7 74~ - ~— 27 ORERAHH R 5 & BULR 72 BFR M o FHHER B
T, —MBOREHNEZE L >TL 720 SN 3 alReM 2 PEbR 4 2 720 ICi%E
o JLAMICIE, THEFRER I3 LRAE 7225, BRARB5H2P420H 3
O BT ATTCirAEL, WMRNAETATT7 2o 7z
> B R EELT 2 H 2FHGiT 2 8&EN %R T 4 7 7 ORFEE kD 7-
@ TIA4=n =7 OBFECHEEFEDEREEMT 27201, GrohiTI4 < <v—7
BTV ELGEREINTS EHR L7
@ FHEMLERMOW IR AZT AT 7T RERT 22 EPHER EERNICE DT, Al
T ATT AT 2L IBRL7
> ZHAEOKRED, HLHEDTITA N - v— 7 ICHET IR B

iR
e
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i, @ A v R 22—
@ F—-Fr—2L
- BURTERIHESE Tl

bed ] #ERIN

> R IN-oi

, Al

CBLL)
BT #)

[LITD T v &L

E R DOBLER) I THEREIK
> B, AvAL2—t R —FTr—2o0fLERARtTDOA Vv 2577 a v T, [ vEEa—

o TATFTAENKEOEER O

<>

o TATT% 1 OERL TEBILT 2%,

CHEER DU R ER IR 2 2o T

EEH ORME % B3 5 STk
HYEH OEE & T 5 ik
MEEaove T I PEHAEGERE I N, IEERAEEIC

> 9 DODFE!]

AE

® SEER1-3 LFEERIC,
DA T A T T DFETE & FERE,

HMAROEFE D~ 4 —

I, B BURIN R 7T 4 =0 - = — 2 &ETU,

(Bli)
W)

REMIFEEDO T x 2B A TS
CBEST 2 a v 7 b BUENAER) 2R Eh, EWICE Y As X 9 #oR

Yy =34 Al E ICE R,
e i) 72 BNETE 2 31l L 72

(LTI v & LI

IEH I N2

GEH XN 200y 27 OBA AL

FHEE T4 v B e a—] L [H— Fr—n], FHfidfa T4 v 2]

CHELVEMMERFEZED D D

Yo LAEDERLIH

> ZDIBLFEAED I, ERINT=R2TOUNT A 77 OFrartt, FERE A& 2 3¢
o AGUHYE LA OFHE X IEOMHBE 2 R o sk r =

Table 1,8

Table 8

Experiment 4: Means, temporal ehanges, and Tukey HSD results.

.65, FEME r = .69, A&

¥ r = .58)

Condition Mascent  Final Movelty A Final novelty Tukey HSD Mascent Final Usefulness & Final Final creativity Tukey HSD
novelty  novelty for H5a (integrative PM usefulness  usefulness creativity  for HE (integrarive PM
(sD) {sDy conditions - each other condition) (5D} (5D) (sDy conditions - each other condition)
Integrative PM
New problem (n=28) 3.39 412 [t{27)=3.85 p=.001, 2.72 3.45 [[{27) = 4.93, p = 00004, 357
(0.85) (0.71) d=093] (0.84) (0.69) d=0.85] (0.59)
Familiar problem 337 426 [t(28) = 2.20, p = .00002, 2.81 3.85 [1(28)=7.08, p < 00001, 388
(n=29) (0.87) (0.83) d=1.05] (0.96) (0.86) d=1.14] (0.83)
New PM
New problem (n=25) 339 4.04 [t{24)=3.34, p=.003, [M=0.15, 0 a5 (—0.49, 0.80), 262 3.08 [624) =259, p=02, 286 [M = 0.86, (145 (0.40, 1.33),
(0.83)  (1.04) d=069] p=.99d=0.17] (0.96) (1.02) d = 0.46] (0.59) p<.00001, d = 1.30]
Familiar problem 3.57 397 [t[29) = 1.44, p= .16, [M =0.22, Clgs (—0.38, 0.83), 2.90 3.18 [{29) = 1.08, p = .29, 330 [M = 0.42, (155 (—0.01, 0.86}),
(n=30) (1.18) (0.86) d=039] p=.41,d=028] (1.42) (0.87) d=0.24] (0.61) =106, d=0.64]"
Familiar PM
New problem (n=28) 3.39 3.35 [t(27)=-0.19, p= .85, [M = 0.85, Clas (0.23, 1.47), 3.27 3.30 [1(27) = 0.18, p = 86, 3.04 [M = 0.69, C(Tas (0.24, 1.14),
(1.02)  (092) d=004] p=.001,d=1.00] (1.06) [0.96) d=0.03] (0.59) p=.001,d=102)
Familiar problem 3.26 346 [6{29)=0.93, p= 36, [M=0.74, Clas (0.13, 1.34), 3.57 3.53 [629)= —0.24, p= 82, 328 [M =045, (145 (0.01, 0.89),
(n=30) (131)  (108) d=017] p=.006,d=079] (1.06) (0.70) d=—0.04] (0.75) p=.04, d=059]
Familiar-analogy PM
New problem (n=28) 343 346 [¢(27)=0.17, p= 87, [M=0.74, Clgs (012, 1.36), 3.16 3.26 [1(27)= 053, p= 60, 3.04 [M =068, Clgs (0.24, 1.13),
(1.06) {0.89) d=003] p=.009, d=089] (1.11) (0.53) d=0.11] (0.57) p=.002,d=104]
Familiar problem 3.23 352 [t[27) = 0.98, p = .34, M = 0.67, C1gs (0.05, 1.29), 3.56 351 [1{27) = 0.82, p = 42, 3.19 [M = 0.454, Clos (0.09, 0.98),
[n=28) (1.22) (0.85) d=028] p=.02,d=083] (0.99) [0.66) d=-0.06] (0.58) p=.008, d=080]

Naotes: PM = Primal Mark, A = pairwise i-tests from nascent to final.
# Unlike in Experiments 1-3, new primal marks did not yield ideas significantly higher in overall creativity (M = 3.10, D' = 0.63) than familiar primal marks (M =3,16,50 = 0,68), f{ 111} = —0.247, p = 64, This may be due to raters
weighing novelty and usefulness fairly equally in their assessments of overall creativity in Experiment 4, whereas raters in Experiments 1-3 weighed novelty more heavily than usefulness in their assessments of overall creativity
({see correlations in Table 1).
b gimple t-test was significant, ((85) = 2.73, p = .008,
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fER
H1-H4 OfERDOBIR
<A NG >
v H1-H4 ofERITHE S 1, ek

H5 & H6 DfEE
H5a OfEt
® ANOVA %fE L 7=
> MUERIETIA~ v — 7 LHRET, [WEEBIIREN T A T T OFEr kR, 2 v b e

— VBRI T PERHE  [Table 9

@ T AN =—20FMENEE F(3,217) =12.15,p <.00001, n2=.14
> HEOFMRe, HEHE TSI A - = ORAEHBIERC R LR o T
> Hbha D@y, Fe7I74~n - =~—2HKDT AT 7 OHEIZ(M = 4.20, SD = 0.77), Fit
(72754 <= - =—2%(M=3.40, SD = 1.00), t(113) = 3.47, p < .00001, d = 0.90, FLik:
MG D L 2 X 0 Y HEICE D - 72 (M= 3.49,SD = 0.86), t(111) = 4.58, p = .00001, d = 0.87

H5b D fEf
® Hba k [FAIffic ANOVA % 5l
> MOTLERUIFRIEE T, [EBRABIIREN T 4 7 7 ORMAMERHE, 2 v b v — 2B HT AR
o T IA=N - =—20FEHMRMIAEE F(3,217) =5.56,p=.001, n2=.07
> H5b DY, BiE7TI4~<0L  ~—2HKDOT AT 7 DERHMIZM = 3.65, SD = 0.80), HiHl
BTIA=N - =— 2RIV DHEEICED>7-(M=3.14,SD =0.94), t(110) = 3.14, p = .002,
d =058

H6 Dkt
® [Fkkic ANOVA % %Efii
> MOVERITRIER T, MEBAEEIIRAEN R T A4 7 7 Rl i
® 7~ --~—2DFEMEIEE F(3,218) =12.67, p <.00001, n2=.15
Hé6a & Hob znzicBIL <, Rl ¢ #0E % Fhi
> Héadiby, @774~ ~—2HKDOT A7 7 OflEMIZ(M=3.72,SD =0.73), #LILM
BITA=N - =—27HEI Y b ED»>72(M = 3.16, SD = 0.68), t(113) = 4.30, p = .00004, d
=0.79
> Hebow@b, MG7T 74w =2 HkDT 47 7 OALEMEIX(M=3.72,SD = 0.73), ¥i#i’k
T4 =n = —2HEIYLED-7=(M = 3.09, SD = 0.63), t(110) = 4.90, p < .00001, d =
0.92
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Table 9
Experiment 4; ANOVA results,

H5a (DV =Final H5b (DV =Final HE& (DV = Final

novelty) usefulness) creativity)
df F wtodf F wt df F 0
Primal mark 3 1215 Jd4 3 556 07 3 1267 A5
Problem 1 1.35 001 631 .03 1 1050 7 .05
Primal mark = Problem 3 030 B3 3 046 01 3 045 .1
1

Final usefulness 1 1828 08
(final novelty for
final usefulness DV)
R =20 R*=.15 R? =18
F8.217)=657 " HS8217)=470" F7,218)=7.01

18.28 .08

T p<.05,

7 op <01,

" op <001,

* Regarding the two significant main effects for the problem, ideas from the new
problem conditions (M = 328, 50 = 0,82) were lower in final usefulness than the
familiar problem conditions (M= 3.51, 50 = 0.80), and ideas from the new problem
conditions (M =314, 50 =0.63] were lower in overall creativity than the familiar
problem conditions (M =3.41, 5D =0.74).

YN
N A TR
%/D\ | =

BOE e 77 A=« == O EERAERECT A T T7HERI NS 23, Fartk iz

TR T TA=N - == p o 3FAERECT A T T7RER S22, FEREZE:

WM& 774 ~n - =—=21%, HALOERNET AT T 2EKT 2 REE R D &V

> TRIIC (L2 X TREWER) MG T IA <N - ~— 2 1 3HEDIC, BUENE I 4 <0 -
= PR T TA N = BRETLMEAICH D R0z

EmrE R

AEM 7O RICEITETH ) v IR

® KWMEDTIA~ - ~—2 BT 2HERIL, WEEBNBT AT T 2HET 272D ICERICHEHT A
RueEBT 5 & OMmNMiE% R L 72

o TATFTTHEBVIHICHEHING a2y T v Yh, AROBPEICMI Anbndaryryy b, mfk
7 BlEMEICKRE g e 525 Z L 2R L 72
> TIARN = — I BREINTZRET, 2o TATTZERLZEGPIZITHRE>TVS

EEZD

WA RAEOXAF IR
& NI TOWMIE, AlE 7t RDORBICTHEM LT AT 7 oFaESLEAEICOABEHL, Al
0 Rkl L Ot KRR L 9 BT 20 2REILC b ot
> RESCE, Btk EREO X4 F 12 2k, AENSREORYID bRt E T, TNENDORIT
BEIENT L (T3 L) 2L
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® KWIROMFEL L, ALENFED VIR ELFEMEL Y bEETH Y, ALERFRED &I ICIX
ZOHTHLAREELEH DL LEZOND
> KWEZEL, Brartk & EREZ ARSI ER DML L 2Rt e AT DTIEARL, 2D 2 DDRIT
D DOKFHN R XA F IV A%EBRT L2 LPAMRTHL L EZRBRL TS

BIEMEICH T DR - #THR A R0
® JITHIFETIE, ZDFAA VNOBED D D% H % L CBURMN R KRB BIEN 2 7 4 7 7 D4R IC
HETHLEFRT L HTE RF—~<iebbTHEMZIH T EbRENT VB
> RERSCIE, BUER ARG 7 m 2 2D w0, D X5 ifibi s ic ko T, A&z R
L7720, FIIL720 T20REMERH L L2 BT 2L T, ThLDONLT 2RO E%E
P& )

RASRESHBORE
0 FHHENHGRTIA~N =20 Lo TCTATTEERI D, EEOBS IIXihb i
> SHRoOMETE, SMEBER T 74~ - ~—2 BERL, XY ERBANCEES 271 -1 F
FEERIC X > CHYM %R T 208N D B
® T IA4vN . v—JIEININELEORBULZET 2 BHEIE 2 208N RREHO £ &
> S®ROMETE, FIA4 < w—7 oMM BEN, avrrvvoRkRfEdace T, AN
ROE % X 5 ICHEET 5
@ T4 w—7DRREEMNTZ MDD 2 ALENH O (Tierney & Farmer, 2011) 7z
EOBEERMAZE T > TR
> SHoFENI T, MAEOHELWGEET 2
® T4~ —2EIY AN FRAEoWMN AFERNTTH L L IICR XD, T4~
Lo — 2 OEEPEOIEL Y BB TH o -0 DO WEENES B B

22 Amabile, 1996, Ford, 1996; Simonton, 1997
2 Ward et al., 1999; e.g., Kohn & Smith, 2011; Marsh et al., 1999
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Table 10

&R

Supplementary data on frequencies of familiar, new, and integrative primal marks.

Task

Primal mark options

Problems

Results {PM = Primal Mark)

Bookstore A (Experiment 1)

Bookstore B (Experiments 2 and 3)

Admissions (Experiment 4)

Kitchen utensil

Website

Exercise equipment

Grocery store

» Fishing pole (new)
+ White/corkboard {familiar)

# In-line skate (new)
« 3-ring binder (familiar)

« Board game [new)
» Interview (familiar)

+ Hammer (new)
» Spatula (familiar)

« eBay (new)
» LinkedIn {familiar)

» Forklift (new)
« Treadmill {familiar)

« File cabinet (new)
« Shopping cart (familiar)

Helping roommates get along
better (new) vs. stay organized
(familiar)

Helping students do well in job
interviews (new) vs, classes
(familiar)

Evaluating applicants’ morality
(new) vs. intellect (familiar)

Make cooking cheaper (new) vs,
faster (familiar) for the average
person

Help people find professional
mentors [new) vs. jobs (familiar)

Help people exercise at work
(new) vs. home (familiar)

Help customers discover new
recipes around the store (new)
vs, fetch goods from around the
store more easily (familiar)

« Familiar PM: 79.63%

o New PM: 12.96%

» Integrative PM: 7.41%

[ (2)= 104,67, p <.00001]

+ Familiar PM: 76.85%

= Mew PM: 15.74%

» Integrative PM: 7.41%
[ (21=93.17, p <.00001]

» Familiar PM: 19.44%

= Mew PM: 63.80%

» Integrative PM: 16.67%
[#* (2)=45.50, p < .00001]

+ Familiar PM: 65.74%

» New PM: 16.67%

» Integrative PM: 17.59%
[ (2)=51.06, p <.00001]

» Familiar PM: 58.33%

* New PM: 16.67%

» Integrative PM: 25.00%
[ (2)=31.50, p <.00001]
» Familiar PM: 67.59%

» New PM: 19.44%

= Integrative PM: 12.96%
[* (2)=57.72, p < .00001]

» Familiar PM: 59.26%

« New PM: 18.52%

» Integrative PM: 22.22%
[* (2)=32.89, p <.00001]
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Example ideas from Experiment 2

Familiar primal mark with familiarity infusion [low novelty, high usefulness);
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Mascent ldea:
“A folder with pockets for resumes, business cards, and references.”

Mew primal mark without familiarity infusion (high novelty, low usefulness):

Mascent Idea;
“A shoe that allows vou to record inberviews.”

Mew primal mark with familiarity infusion (high novelty, high usefulness):

MNascent Idea:
“Time watch that you can know how much time has passed by touching it
(not looking at it). There may be 4 physical elements like skate rollers and

one changes shape or texture once a certain time period passes.”
Final idea [visual on left]:

“Time Watcher:

= You figure out how much time you have spent/left in the interview just
by touching it

- e you start, the buttons will disappear one by one every 10 min [for
example). By touching and counting the number of buttons left, you can

know the time without being rude and checking your watch during the
interview.”
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