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4.3 Descriptive statistics
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Before testing our hypotheses, the relations between our variables were
reviewed. Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and the correlations
between our variables. As seen in the table, there is a strong negative correlation
between analytical thought and age (r = -.31, p < .01) and a strong positive
correlation between analytical thought and fixation (r =.50, p <.01). This indicates
that participants in the analytical thought condition are younger and fixate more.
The table also shows a strong negative correlation between unconscious thought
and age (r =-.28, p <.01) and between unconscious thought and fixation (r = -.27,
p < .01). This implies that participants in the unconscious thought condition are
younger and fixate less. Furthermore, there is a strong positive correlation between
the action-oriented condition and age (r = .59, p < .01) and a strong negative
correlation between the action-oriented condition and fixation (r = -.23, p < .01).
This indicates that participants in the action-oriented condition are of higher age
and fixate less. Due to the strong correlations between age and groups, the variable
age will be treated with caution. There is a strong negative correlation between age
and result (r =-.23, p <.01), which means that younger participants solved the task
more frequently than participants of higher age. The table also shows a strong
positive correlation at the .01 level between time of completion and total attempts
(r = .43) and between time of completion and total actions (r =.39). This indicates
that participants who did not solve the problem completed more attempts and
actions. As seen in the table, there is a strong negative correlation between time of
completion and result (r = -.90, p <.01). As expected, total attempts have a strong
positive correlation at the .01 level with total actions (r = .97), fixation (r = .26),
and enacted task complexity (ETC) (r = .64). There is a strong negative correlation
between total attempts and result (r = -.34, p < .01), which means that the more
attempts participants completed, the less likely they were to solve the problem. The
table also shows that total actions have strong positive correlations with fixation (r
=.24,p <.01) and with ETC (r = .64, p <.01). This means that a greater number of
actions leads to more fixation and higher enacted task complexity. There is a strong
negative correlation between total actions and result (r = -.29, p < .01), which
implies that the more actions participants completed, the less likely they were to
solve the problem.

Moreover, there is a moderately strong negative correlation between
unconscious thought and time of completion (r =-.18, p <.05), which indicates that

participants in the unconscious thought condition solved the problem more often
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prior to the incubation period. As seen in the table, there is a moderately strong
negative correlation between action-orientation and result (r = -.18, p < .05). This
implies that participants in the action-oriented problem solving condition solved the
problem less frequently. There is a moderately strong positive correlation between
age and A-E score (r = .22, p < .05), which implies that older participants lean
towards the exploratory end of the A-E cognitive styles continuum. There is also a
moderately strong positive correlation between A-E score and gender (r = 20, p <
.05). This means that males are more exploratory than females.

The table also shows a positive correlation between unconscious thought
and total actions (r = .15, p <.1) and between unconscious thought and result (r =
15, p <.1), though at marginal significance levels. There are also marginally
positive correlations between action-orientation and A-E score (r=.17,p <.1) and
between action-orientation and time of completion (.16, p < .1). There is also a
marginal positive correlation between age and time of completion (r =.72, p <. 1)
and between fixation and time of completion (r =.15, p <.1). There is a marginally
significant negative correlation between gender and time of completion (r =-.15, p

<.1).

ANOVA
Table 3. Comparison between groups
Mean SD Sig.
Result Between Groups 0.10
Total 0.50 0.50
ETC Between Groups 0.78
Total 123.42 462.67
Fixation = Between Groups 0.00
Total 0.25 0.26

Furthermore, we conducted a one-way ANOVA to compare results,
fixation, and enacted task complexity between groups. As seen in table 3, there is a
significant difference in fixation between groups (p <.01). Results between groups
are different at marginal significance at the .1 level. However, there is not a
statistically significant difference between groups in terms of enacted task

complexity.
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4.4 Hypotheses testing

For testing our hypotheses, we conducted both logistic regression and
multiple linear regression analyses. Due to the strong positive correlation between
total actions and total attempts (r = .97) and the unexpected strong correlation
between age and groups (r =-.31, r =-.28, r = 59), we excluded both total actions
and age as predictor variables in the remaining analyses (see table 2). We
hypothesized that action-orientation is more effective for solving the problem than
unconscious thought (hypothesis 1a) and analytical thought (hypothesis 1b). We
also hypothesized that unconscious thought is more effective for solving the
problem than analytical thought (hypothesis 2). To test these hypotheses, we

conducted a logistic regression analysis with result as our dependent variable.

Table 4. Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis

- Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables

p p B

Constant 1.85 76 75
Gender 25 17 17
A-E score -.01 -.01 -.01
Incubation_std -51* -47 -47
Total Attempts - 12%%* - 5% - 5%
Analytical std T3 T3
Unconscious std 1.22%%+ 1.22%%*
Analytical std * Incubation_std .03
Unconscious std * Incubation std -.02
Nagelkerke R Square 13 .19 .19

***p<01**p<.05 *p<.]
Dependent variable: Result

As seen in table 4, model 1 includes all the control variables, model 2
includes all the control variables and the dummy variables that represent the three
group conditions, and model 3 includes all the variables in model 2 as well as the
interaction effects between groups and incubation. Table 4 shows that both model
2 and model 3 have a Nagelkerke R-square of .19. This indicates that 19 percent of
the variability in result is explained by the predictor variables included in the
models. Furthermore, it implies that adding the interactions effects does not
improve the model. As seen in the table, the predictors total attempts (f =-.15, p <
.01), analytical (B =.73, p <.05), and unconscious (f = 1.22, p <.01) are significant
contributors to the prediction of results. These findings indicate that unconscious
thought is a significantly better predictor of result than both action-orientation and
analytical thought. Results also show that analytical thought is a significantly

stronger predictor of result than action-orientation. Hence, action-orientation is the
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weakest predictor of results, and hypothesis 1a and hypothesis 1b are therefore not

supported. Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Table 5. Summary of Linear Regression Analysis

Model 1 Model 2  Model 3

Variable 8 B 8
Gender 09+ .09* .09+
A-E score d1%* 10* 10*
Incubation_std -03 ~04%*r  _p4nee
Total Attempts 6%+ KT g .68%%*
Analytical std .03 03
Unconscious_std -06 -.06
Analytical std * Incubation std .01
Unconscious std * Incubation std -.02
Adjusted R* 43 43 43

sse < 0l **p<.05 *p<.l
Dependent variable: ETC

Hypothesis 3a and 3b state that action-orientation will lead to higher enacted
task complexity (ETC) than unconscious thought and analytical thought
respectively. We conducted multiple linear regression analyses to test these
hypotheses with ETC as our dependent variable. As seen in table 5, the three models
have the same R-square of .43. Neither analytical (§ = .04, p > .1) nor unconscious
(B=-.06, p>.1) are significant predictor variables of ETC. This implies that neither
of the problem solving conditions contribute significantly more than the others in

explaining ETC. Therefore, hypothesis 3a and hypothesis 3b are not supported.

Table 6. Summary of Linear Regression Analysis

Model 1  Model 2 Model 3

Variables B B B
Gender -.04 -.09* -.09*
A-E score -.14%* -.12%* - 12%%
Incubation_std .01 -.01 .01
Total Attempts 234 26%%* 264+
Analytical std A5%ss 4590
Unconscious_std -.09 -.09
Analytical std * Incubation std -.02
Unconscious std * Incubation std .01
Adjusted R* .07 31 30

**tp<01**p<.05 *p<.l
Dependent Variable: Fixation
We hypothesized that analytical thought will lead to more fixation than
unconscious thought (hypothesis 4a) and action-orientation (hypothesis 4b). Table
6 provides a summary of multiple linear regression analysis with fixation as our
dependent variable. As seen in the table, the adjusted R-square decreases slightly
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from .31 in model 2 to .30 in model 3. The minimal change suggests that including
interactions effects in the model does not contribute in explaining fixation.
However, by including all the predictor variables in model 3, we see that analytical
is a significant predictor of fixation ( = .45, p <.01). In other words, the analytical
thought condition leads to significantly more fixation than both the action-
orientation condition and the unconscious thought condition. Hence, hypothesis 4a
and 4b are supported. Table 6 also shows that the variable total attempts (f = .26)
predicts fixation at the .01 significance level. This finding indicates that the more
attempts participants performed, the more fixated they became. Furthermore, A-E
score (B =-.12, p < .05) is a moderately strong positive predictor of result, which
implies that participants at the assimilator side of the continuum fixated more than
participants that lean towards the explorer side.

Hypothesis 5 presumes that the incubation effect on solving the problem
will be strongest for analytical thought. As seen in table 4, there are no significant
interaction effects between analytical thought and incubation (B = .03, p > .1) or
between unconscious thought and incubation (f = -.02, p > .1) on result. This
indicates that incubation is not a significant predictor of results in any of the groups.
Hypothesis 5 is therefore not supported.

Our last hypothesis states that the incubation effect on reducing fixation will
be strongest for analytical thought. Table 6 shows that neither the interaction effect
between analytical thought and incubation (B = -.02, p > .1) nor between
unconscious thought and incubation (B = .01, p > .1) are significant contributors of

fixation. These findings do not support hypothesis 6.

5.0 Discussion

The purpose of this thesis was to explore how problem solving approaches
facilitate both the creative process and the creative outcome. In particular, we aimed
to investigate how three distinct problem solving approaches impact creativity,
enacted task complexity, and fixation. The role of an incubation period was also
investigated as a potential moderator of the relationship between problem solving
approaches and creativity and between problem solving approaches and fixation.

In order to manipulate problem solving approaches, participants received
manipulation instructions that were intended to induce the desired activity. Contrary
to previous research findings (Kaufmann & Raaheim, 1973), manipulation

instructions were ineffective when number of actions and attempts were accounted
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for. However, the insignificant difference in activity between groups may be due to
the small sample size.

Our first set of hypotheses predicted that action-orientation would
outperform both unconscious thought and analytical thought in solving the nine-dot
problem. These hypotheses were built upon an extension of existing theoretical
frameworks (Rudolph, Morrison, & Carroll, 2009; Anzai & Simon, 1979) and
research findings (Kaufmann & Raaheim, 1973; Kaufmann, 1979), which suggest
that active search through an explorer strategy is best suited for ill-defined and
complex problems. However, we mentioned earlier that no studies have compared
the effect of action-oriented problem solving, unconscious thought, and analytical
thought in a single experiment. Our results did not support these hypotheses. In fact,
our results indicated that action-orientation was the least effective out of the three
problem solving approaches, in terms of finding the correct solution. As already
mentioned, Rudolph, Morrison, and Carroll (2009) suggest that problem solving is
an adaptive process. Their framework proposes that taking action leads to new cues
that become available for interpretation, and that the evaluation of these cues are
used to guide further search in order to reach the desired goal. In other words, an
important part of the action-oriented problem solving process is to make sense of
the flow of information generated through actions and to use this knowledge to
reassess initial choices (Rudolph, Morrison, & Carroll, 2009). A possible
explanation for our findings may be that participants were unable to assign enough
time to make sense and learn from their previous attempts. Perhaps, the limited time
assigned to solving the nine-dot problem interfered with the adaptive process of
action-oriented problem solving, which consequently resulted in poorer
performance than anticipated.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that unconscious thought would be more effective
for solving the nine-dot problem than analytical thought. We based this hypothesis
on theory and research (Dijksterhuis & Nordgreen, 2006; Zhong, Dijksterhuis, &
Galinsky, 2008) that have found a positive relation between unconscious processing
and creativity. Our results indicate that unconscious thought was superior to both
action-orientation and analytical thought. Hence, our findings supported hypothesis
2. These results suggest that the unconscious thought processes that occur when
attention is directed somewhere other than the task at hand, increase creativity to a
greater extent than both active exploration (action-orientation) and a careful and

thorough approach (analytical thought).
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In order to control for individual differences in cognitive style, participants
were requested to fill out the A-E Inventory during the incubation period. Building
on previous research (Kaufmann, 1979; Kaufmann & Raaheim, 1979; Martinsen &
Furnham; 2015), we predicted that explorers would perform better than assimilators
on the nine-dot problem, given the problem’s difficulty. However, our results show
that there was no significant difference between assimilators and explorers in terms
of performance. This might be attributable to our small sample size.

We expected that action-orientated problem solving would lead to a greater
level of enacted task complexity compared to both unconscious thought and
analytical thought. Results did not support these hypotheses, as neither of the
problem solving approaches were found to be significant predictors of enacted task
complexity. A possible explanation for this finding may be related to the
ineffectiveness of our manipulation instructions. As mentioned above, enacted task
complexity is a measure of different actions and the links between them. In other
words, complexity increases as both the number and uniqueness of actions and links
increase. Since there were no significant differences in number of actions or
attempts between groups, it is not surprising that the groups did not differ in terms
of'enacted task complexity. However, our results showed that participants identified
on the explorer side of the A-E continuum created a greater level of enacted task
complexity than those on the assimilator side. This leads us to believe that it is
possible that our findings would be different if manipulation instructions were
successful in producing significant differences in activity between groups.

Davidson and Sternberg (1998) propose that fixation prevents people from
modifying their actions even when they are aware that their problem solving
alternatives do not represent progression towards the desired outcome. Because
analytical thought involves conscious attention towards the mental representation
of a task’s problem space, we predicted that participants in the analytical thought
condition would become the most fixated out of the three groups. Consistent with
theory, our findings supported this hypothesis. Furthermore, we argued that
assimilators tend to rely on analytical and rational thought. Based on this, we
anticipated that assimilators would fixate more than explorers. Results supported
this prediction as well, as assimilators were found to fixate more than explorers.

Building on the previous prediction, we hypothesized that the incubation
effect on solving the nine-dot problem and on reducing fixation, would be the

strongest for the analytical thought condition. This hypothesis was grounded in the
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idea that during a break, the unconscious continues its processing activity, even
when the conscious attention is directed on something other than the problem
(Dijksterhuis & Nordgreen, 2006; Smith & Blankenship, 1991). We decided to
request participants to complete the A-E Inventory during the incubation period.
This decision was based on Baird et al. (2012) and Sio and Ormerod’s (2009)
research, which found that the incubation effect was strongest when an
undemanding task, such as reading, was performed in the incubation period. As
already mentioned, research on the incubation effect has offered competing
findings. While some studies have reported a strong incubation effect, others have
not found support for any effect. Our results did not find significant support for the
incubation effect in terms of reducing fixation or solving the nine-dot problem.
Even though our findings are in agreement with those of previous researchers
(Olton & Johnson, 1976), it is worth considering an alternative explanation for the
ineffectiveness of incubation in this experiment. Given the relatively low level of
control during data collection, it may be possible that distraction from the nine-dot

problem was ineffective because participants were already distracted by noise.

6.0 Limitations and future research directions

There are several limitations to the present study. Some considerations
should be taken with regard to the sample used. Our sample size was relatively
small and consisted of students enrolled in courses at a business school. However,
the intention of the study was not to produce highly generalizable findings, but
instead to serve as an initial study to test the theorized hypotheses. Another
consideration to take into account is the ineffectiveness of our manipulation
instructions. Even though the instructions used to manipulate the independent
variable built on findings and suggestions from previous researchers (Dane, Praer,
Pratt, & Oldham, 2011; Kaufmann & Raaheim, 1973), no significant differences
were found between groups when number of actions and attempts were accounted
for. The ineffectiveness of our manipulations may be attributable to our small
sample size. Future researchers may use a larger and more heterogeneous sample
in order to increase the generalizability of findings and to assess the effectiveness
of manipulation instructions.

Another limitation in the present study is the way in which the incubation
period was introduced. Ideally, we would have six experimental groups instead of

three, in order to investigate the moderating role of an incubation period both
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between and within groups. Due to limitations in our sample size, we were not able
to explore the effect of incubation within the three groups. Although no significant
effects of incubation were found between groups in terms of reducing fixation or
finding the solution, future research may look into whether an incubation period
creates significant differences among participants within groups.

Limitations were also noted during data collection. Since most of the data
was collected during lecture hours, participants received four and a half minutes to
complete the A-E Inventory in the incubation period, prior to returning to the nine-
dot problem for four additional minutes. We observed that some participants were
unable to finish the A-E Inventory within this time frame, and therefore used part
of the time assigned to the nine-dot problem on finishing the questionnaire. In other
words, not all participants ended up with the same amount of time dedicated to the
nine-dot problem. Another limitation to the present study is the low level of control
we were able to exercise during data collection. We were two researchers present
in classes up to 40 participants. Consequently, it was challenging to keep the classes
quiet at all times during the experiment. Furthermore, as some of the data were
collected outside the classroom setting, noise may have influenced participants’
concentration and thereby performance on the nine-dot problem. Future researchers
may consider collecting data with fewer participants present at once and in a
laboratory setting where environmental factors do not interfere with their
concentration.

Another point of consideration is that 19 out of 64 participants across all
groups solved the nine-dot problem on their first trial. As research has found that
few people are able to solve it even when presented with hints (Chronicle, Ormerod
& MacGregor, 2001), we find it suspicious that 19 participants found the solution
on their first attempt. However, we checked for problem familiarity, and since these
participants reported that they had not solved the task or seen the solution before,
we decided to include them in our data. Potentially, the low level of control during
data collection may have been a contributing factor to this issue. Since some
participants sat relatively close due to the large classroom sizes, talking between
participants may have resulted in some participants solving the problem on their
first trial. We suggest that future researchers design studies that account for this risk
by exercising more control.

Also worth mentioning is that random assignment of manipulation

instructions was insufficient in taking care of an equal distribution of age between
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groups. Because we filled up one group at a time and were unaware that one of the
classes from which we collected data included executive students and one of the
classes included undergraduate students, age correlated significantly with the
groups. As illustrated in the descriptive statistics, participants in the action-oriented
problem solving conditions were of significantly higher age than participants in the
two other conditions. Therefore, we did not account for age in the data analyses. A
better way to randomize would be to assign participants to conditions on a
continuous basis. However, it might be useful to consider whether age could be an
alternative explanation in results, if included in the analyses. For instance, a point
of consideration is whether people of higher age would be more creative due to
differences in professional experience. Even though the high correlation between
age and group is the result of our unfortunate group distribution, we recommend
future researchers to investigate the alternative explanations associated with age.
Lastly, it is worth mentioning that although insight problems are often seen
in experimental psychology (Hélie & Sun, 2010) and creativity research, some
argue that the predictive validity of insight problems to real-world creativity needs

to be considered carefully (Beaty, Nusbaum, & Silvia, 2014).

7.0 Conclusion

Recent organizational landscape indicates a continuous shift from driving
operational excellence towards a requirement to solve more ill-defined and complex
tasks. Since such problems usually lack structure, creativity plays an increasing role
in solving these problems effectively. While research literature on creativity has
increased, there are still considerable shortcomings in our understanding of the
dynamics that lead to and derive from different problem solving approaches. This
thesis has looked into three distinct problem solving approaches, namely action-
orientation, analytical thought, and unconscious thought, to examine their effects
on individuals’ abilities to solve insight problems, which was represented by the
nine-dot problem. Furthermore, the investigation of the effect of these problem
solving approaches on enacted task complexity and fixation aimed to explore areas
in the creative process that theory and research have failed to explain consistently.

While the data collected for this study indicated that the manipulation
instruction individuals received did impact their ability to solve the problem, we
were only able to confirm that the unconscious thought group outperformed both

the analytical thought group and the action-oriented group. Results also showed that
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the analytical thought group performed better than the action-oriented group.
Furthermore, in accordance with David and Sternberg’s (1998) proposal, we were
able to confirm that individuals who received the analytical thought manipulation
instruction got more fixated than the other groups, indicating that an incorrect
mental representation of the task’s problem space limited participants’ ability to use
cues to cultivate new problem solutions. In line with that, participants who scored
low on the A-E Inventory (assimilators) overall tended to get more fixated than
participants on the explorer side. With regard to the incubation effect, we did not
find significant differences across groups. Neither did our study indicate any
significant predictors with regard to enacted task complexity, which may well be
attributed to the lack of evidence that our manipulation instructions significantly
impacted total attempts or total actions.

This study aimed to investigate a rather unexplored field within creativity
literature, in order to identify theoretical and practical implications, as well as lead
to recommendations with regard to further research. This thesis contributes to the
creativity literature with increased knowledge of the potential antecedents and
inhibitors of the creative process and the creative outcome. Furthermore, our study
contributes by combining three problem solving approaches into a single research,
enabling comparison among them. The insights this study obtained may help
organizations to foster creativity as a means to facilitate organizational success by
enabling innovation, which today is considered one of the most important drivers
of success. A promising area for further research to improve the creative capacity
of employees, is the investigation of the effect of incubation within the three

problem solving approaches.
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9.0 Appendices

9.1 Appendix 1: Informed consent form

Master Thesis Experiment

Information about the experiment

In this study, we will ask you to take part in an experiment for our master thesis.
The purpose of this experiment is to investigate the role of enacted task
complexity and different problem-solving approaches on creativity. You will be
asked to complete an insight problem and a survey. Together with data from the
experimental task, the survey will provide the researchers with more detailed
insight into the research question. After the session, you may stay to receive a
debrief where the experiment will be linked to corresponding theory and
literature.

Confidentiality: The data collected in this experiment will be anonymous and
handled in accordance to best practice. Please do not write any identifying
personal information on the experimental task or the survey.

Participation is strictly voluntary, and you may withdraw from the experiment at
any time. If you for any reason wish to withdraw, please inform one of the
experimenters and the study will end. You can also request that the data will not
be used for research.

If you have any questions regarding the study, you can contact: Karime Moedano,
email: karimoedano@ gmail.com, or Camelia Gharakhanloo, email:
camelia.gha@gmail.com.

The experiment will take approximately 20 minutes.
Thank you for your participation!

Please indicate below whether you understand your rights and agree to participate
in the experiment.

Yes:
No:
Date:
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9.2 Appendix 2: Nine-dot problem

9.2.1 Action-orientation manipulation

Nine-dot Problem

The figures on the following pages contain nine dots arranged in three rows. Your
task is to draw four straight lines that go through the middle of all the nine dots,
without lifting the pencil off the paper or retracing a line. You can start from any
position. Hint: Extending some of the lines beyond the dots is critical to solve the
problem.

Please mark your starting position with “1”. Every time you change the direction
of a line, mark the beginning of the new line with the next number. See example
below for illustration.

We are interested in investigating the effect of being active while trying to find
the solution of this task. Please work actively to explore possible solutions.
Remember that the most effective information search is done by drawing new
lines and thereby exploring new solution alternatives.
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Please answer the following questions before proceeding to the task:

Age:

Gender: Female , Male

Have you solved the task or seen the solution before? Yes , No
[ [ [ [ J [
o [ o o o
o [ o o [
[ o [ [ [
[ ® [ [ [
[ o [ [ [
o ® [ [ [
[ o [ [ [
[ [ [ [ J [
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9.2.2 Unconscious thought manipulation

Nine-dot Problem

The figures on the following pages contain nine dots arranged in three rows. Your
task is to draw four straight lines that go through the middle of all the nine dots,
without lifting the pencil off the paper or retracing a line. You can start from any
position. Hint: Extending some of the lines beyond the dots is critical to solve the
problem.

Please mark your starting position with “1”. Every time you change the direction
of a line, mark the beginning of the new line with the next number. See example
below for illustration.

Please try to rely on your gut feeling when trying to find the solution of this task.
Remember that unconscious thought is the most effective when solving this task.
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Please answer the following questions before proceeding to the task:

Age:

Gender: Female , Male

Have you solved the task or seen the solution before? Yes , No
[ [ [ [ J [
o [ o o o
o [ o o [
[ o [ [ [
[ ® [ [ [
[ o [ [ [
o ® [ [ [
[ o [ [ [
[ [ [ [ J [
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9.2.3 Analytical thought manipulation

Nine-dot Problem

The figures on the following pages contain nine dots arranged in three rows. Your
task is to draw four straight lines that go through the middle of all the nine dots,
without lifting the pencil off the paper or retracing a line. You can start from any
position. Hint: Extending some of the lines beyond the dots is critical to solve the
problem.

Please mark your starting position with “1”. Every time you change the direction
of a line, mark the beginning of the new line with the next number. See example
below for illustration.

Please think carefully about the best way to represent the problem before trying
any solution attempts. Remember that the best way to solve such tasks is by
thinking thoroughly through the solutions before drawing them.
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Please answer the following questions before proceeding to the task:

Age:

Gender: Female , Male

Have you solved the task or seen the solution before? Yes , No
[ [ [ [ J [
o [ o o o
o [ o o [
[ o [ [ [
[ ® [ [ [
[ o [ [ [
o ® [ [ [
[ o [ [ [
[ [ [ [ J [
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9.3 Appendix 3: A-E Inventory

Furthermore, people often prefer different types | | Name
of work, tasks or situations. In answering the
questions below, try to imagine how you usually Age
act when you solve problems at work, school,
etc. Also decide which types of situations you Gender
S like best. You are asked to detenﬁne whether
each of the following statements MOST Occupation
INSTRUCTIONS _ TYPICALLY or USUALLY describes your pe
We all have different ways of solving approach to problem solving, or which types of | | Education
problems, whether they are at work,  situations you usually like best. Cross out the
school or in our spare time. Some  dot in the column which best describes you, and
people tend to stick to one particular  use the 'neutral' answer only if you feel you
way of solving problems, others stick must. Please make one mark per statement, and
to a different way, and some people  please answer all questions. There are no 'right'
are more likely to combine or vary or 'wrong' answers. This is not a test of
between different approaches. intelligence or aptitude. Very poor  Poor Neutral Good ~ Very good
d n_description description description
1. I never get angry if I get stuck. . . . . .
2. I prefer detailed work which requires neatness and precision. . . . . .
3. I prefer situations in which you have to stick to options that are tried and true. . . . . .
4. I'like best to work without a prearranged plan. . . . . .
5. Ioften try things out without planning systematically. . . . * ¢
6. I always answer honestly. . . . . .
7. 1 prefer to stick to what I know well. . . . . .
8. When trying to solve a problem, I most often try to find new means of doing so. . . . . .
9. I prefer working without any clear guidelines. . . . . .
10. I quite like situations in which it is necessary to break with conventional wisdom. . . . . .
11. I prefer to avoid major changes. . . . . .
12. I work best in situations which are clear and straightforward. . . . . .
13. I prefer situations in which you have to work according to specific rules. . . . . .
14. I prefer to figure things out on my own when I am learning something new. . . . . .
15. I have never made a major error in solving a problem. . . . . .
16. I prefer to plan and structure what I am to do. . . . . .
17.1 am best suited for work which requires precision and a systematic approach. . . . . .
18. I most often adopt a playful and curious approach to my work. . . . . .
19. I prefer to improvise in what I do. . . . . .
20. I prefer work with set routines. . . . . .
21. 1 bubble with ideas when I am solving problems. . . 4 . .
22. I most like situations in which you have to violate established norms. . . . . .
23. I most like to work with things I don't know too well from before. . . . . .
24. I prefer to have clear guidelines to stick to in work. . . . . .
25. I prefer to have systematic instruction when learning something new. . . . . .
g 26.1have never cheated. . . . . .
'g 27. 1 am exceptionally precise and task-oriented in my work. . . . . .
§ 28. I like situations in which you have to seek new knowledge actively. . . . . .
“2 29. I mostly stick to accepted ideas. . . . . .
a
E 30. I work best in complex situations. . . . . .
3
& 31.1prefer to stick to a set plan when working or solving problems. . . . . .
f’ 32.1 can change my opinions/ideas even if the situation does not require it. . . . . .
N
2 33.1most often try to use well-tried methods for solving problems. . . o o .
]
34. I most like to investigate unchartered territory. . . . . .
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9.4 Appendix 4: A-E key

Very poor  Poor
description description

Neutral

Good Very good
description description

1. I never get angry if I get stuck.

Distractor/Lie indicator

2. 1 prefer detailed work which requires neatness and precision.

3.1 prefer situations in which you have to stick to options that are tried and true.

4.1 like best to work without a prearranged plan.

5. I often try things out without planning systematically.

6. I always answer honestly.

7. I prefer to stick to what I know well.

8. When trying to solve a problem, I most often try to find new means of doing so.

9. I prefer working without any clear guidelines.

10. I quite like situations in which it is necessary to break with conventional wisdom.

11. I prefer to avoid major changes.

12. I work best in situations which are clear and straightforward.

13. I prefer situations in which you have to work according to specific rules.

14.1 prefer to figure things out on my own when I am learning something new.

15. I have never made a major error in solving a problem.

Distractor/Lie indicator

16. 1 prefer to plan and structure what I am to do. S L SO K SRR A 1
17. I am best suited for work which requires precision and a systematic approach. Secenenens Ao K P 2
18. I most often adopt a playful and curious approach to my work. ) SO 2ueeeerens K U L SR 5
19. I prefer to improvise in what I do. ) B P2 K IR L SO 5
20. 1 prefer work with set routines. R L N 3
21. 1 bubble with ideas when I am solving problems. | D AN 3
22. I most like situations in which you have to violate established norms. L. 2o 3
23. I most like to work with things I don't know too well from before. ) BT 2t 3
24. 1 prefer to have clear guidelines to stick to in work. S L S 3
25.1 prefer to have systematic instruction when learning something new. TR 4.
5‘ 26. I have never cheated. Distractor/Lie indicator
'g 27.1am exceptionally precise and task-oriented in my work. St L S 3 2ueeinens 1
EZ 28. I like situations in which you have to seek new knowledge actively. ) SO 2
ﬁi: 25. 1 mostly stick to accepted ideas. S 4
E 30. I work best in complex situations. T, 2
é 31. I prefer to stick to a set plan when working or solving problems. S 4.
:.D_; 32.1 can change my opinions/ideas even if the situation does not require it. ) SRR 2
%‘ 33. I most often try to use well-tried methods for solving problems. S 4
34.1 most like to investigate unchartered territory. | 2

Page 43



19703
9.5 Appendix 5: Library of actions
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