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Chapter Two 
 

Self-construal and Creativity: The role of task significance 
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Creativity, commonly defined as the production of ideas, products or problem 

solutions that are both original and feasible (Amabile, 1982, Guilford, 1967; 

Sternberg & Lubart, 1999; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993), is the 

quintessence of human progress. It is vital to the economic success of countries 

and companies by ensuring growth through new innovations and higher 

efficiency, and essential for scientific breakthroughs and artistic inventions. A 

growing body of research suggests that the cultural dimension of 

individualism – collectivism is related to creativity.  

More specifically, research at both the individual level (Ng, 2003) and at the 

group level (Bechtoldt, Choi, & Nijstad, 2012; Goncalo & Kim, 2010; Goncalo 

& Staw, 2006) suggests that creativity relates to self-construal: people with an 

independent self-construal, who define themselves in terms of uniqueness, 

generate more and more original ideas than people with an interdependent 

self-construal, who define themselves in terms of commonalities and relations 

with ingroup members. This effect pertains to differences in self-construal that 

are rooted in cultural backgrounds as well as those that are experimentally 

induced. For example, Ng (2003) found that cultural individualism (vs. 

collectivism) positively related to independent self-construal, which in turn 

positively related to creativity. Others found that priming individual identity 

or uniqueness leads to higher idea originality on a subsequent task than 

priming collective identity or commonalities (e.g., Bechtoldt et al., 2012; 

Beersma & De Dreu, 2005; Goncalo & Staw, 2006). In the present study, we 

seek to further our understanding of when and why this effect occurs. 

 

Two reasons have been suggested why an independent self-construal is 

more beneficial for creativity than an interdependent one. First, people with an 

independent self-construal primarily derive self-esteem, self-worth and a 

positive self-image from being different and by distinguishing themselves 

positively from others (Kitayama, Markus & Lieberman, 1995; Markus & 

Kitayama, 1991). This creates a motivation to be creative, because creativity 

allows for the expression of one’s uniqueness (e.g., Goncalo & Staw, 2006). 

People with an interdependent self-construal, in contrast, primarily derive self-

esteem, self-worth and a positive self-image from fitting in, being similar to 
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others and guarding one’s connections to family, friends, their community and 

society as a whole (Kitayama et al., 1995; Kim & Markus, 1991). As a 

consequence, they are not motivated to distinguish themselves from others 

through creative activity.  

Second, individualists may be less susceptible to conformity pressure than 

collectivists (e.g., Bond & Smith, 1996; Kim & Markus, 1999). As generating 

unique and original ideas necessarily implies deviation from what is common, 

well-trodden, and normal (also see Adarves-Yorno, Postmes, & Haslam, 2006), 

interdependent people are less inclined to be creative than independent ones. 

For example, people with an interdependent self-construal may suffer more 

from evaluation apprehension: They may fear a negative evaluation of their 

ideas because their ideas run counter to group norms, and this would interfere 

with their ability to be creative (Camacho & Paulus, 1995; Diehl & Stroebe, 

1987). 

 

Although both explanations may be valid and co-exist, they lead to 

divergent predictions when the role of creativity norms is considered (also see 

Goncalo & Duguid, 2012; Goncalo & Staw, 2006). Creativity is often 

decomposed into (i) originality, novelty, and uniqueness, and (ii) feasibility, 

practicality, and usability (with products being creative when they meet both 

standards; Amabile, 1983). Different cultures emphasize different norms and 

practices, and it has been proposed that individualistic cultures, which nurture 

independent self-construal, emphasize originality and novelty whereas 

collectivistic cultures, which nurture interdependent self-construal, emphasize 

feasibility and practicality.  

According to the first explanation, an explicit norm to be original should be 

highly motivating for people with an independent self-construal (because it 

allows them to express their uniqueness), but should be de-motivating for 

people with an interdependent self-construal (because they are not motivated 

to express their uniqueness). As a result, people with an independent self-

construal should be more creative than those with an interdependent one 

under an originality norm, and this indeed what has been found in studies of 

group creativity (Goncalo & Staw, 2006; also see Beersma & De Dreu, 2005). 
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Interestingly, however, if the second explanation holds, interdependent people 

should conform to norms, regardless of the content of those norms. Under an 

originality norm interdependent people should thus become more original than 

under a feasibility norm, and perhaps become as original as or even more 

original than individualists.  

 

Which of these mechanisms is more important may depend on a critical 

yet heretofore largely ignored feature of the setting within which individuals 

perform creative tasks – the significance of the creativity task. Most research 

on individual creativity has focused on low-significance settings -- ideas and 

problem solutions are being generated “just for the sake of it,” “to play around 

with concepts,” “because it is fun to do,” or just for the purpose of the 

experiment (Friedman & Förster, 2001, 2005; De Dreu, Baas & Nijstad, 2008; 

Nijstad, Stroebe & Lodewijkx, 2002; Ward, 1994). In contrast, in many real life 

settings, creative production has substantial significance for one’s prestige and 

status position within a group or community, one’s material (financial) 

earnings, or both. Grades of students’ papers and essays are at least in part 

determined by an evaluation of the creativity of their work, creativity plays a 

role in whether people are promoted, scientists receive grants on the basis of 

the originality of their work, and businesses win bids on the basis of the 

creativity of their proposal and pitch.  

Even in cases where one cannot gain recognition and praise (or criticism) for 

one’s ideas, generated ideas may in fact be implemented and consequently have 

some impact on one’s own life or that of others. In all these and related 

situations, engaging in creative production has high task significance. It 

largely is an open question what consequences such task significance has for 

creative performance. On the one hand, significant tasks may be more 

motivating and lead to higher creativity than insignificant tasks (for indirect 

evidence, see De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008; Griskevicius, Cialdini & Kenrick, 2006; 

Roskes, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2012; Sligte, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2011). On the 

other hand, it has been found that people tend to be less original on realistic 

than on unrealistic problems (Dillon, Graham & Aidells, 1972; Harari & 

Graham,) and working on significant tasks may increase evaluation 
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apprehension, which undermines creativity (e.g., Camacho & Paulus, 1995; 

Diehl & Stroebe, 1987). 

 

We propose that the effect of task significance on creativity depends on 

both people’s self-construal and the predominant creativity norm present in 

the situation. To start out with people with an independent self-construal, we 

noted that they derive self-esteem, self-worth and a positive self-image from 

being different and by distinguishing themselves positively from others 

(Kitayama, Markus & Lieberman, 1995; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). To them, 

an originality norm is more motivating than a feasibility norm, and this should 

be particularly so when there is high task significance. In this case, there is a 

regulatory fit: a motivation to be unique fits the goal of being original on a 

significant (rather than insignificant) task (Higgins, 2000, 2005). Regulatory fit 

has been shown to lead to higher task enjoyment and performance (Freitas, 

Liberman & Higgins, 2002; Plessner, Unkelbach, Memmert, Baltes & Kolb, 

2009) and enhances goal pursuit (Spiegel, Grant-Pillow & Higgins, 2004).  

In contrast, a feasibility norm leaves fewer possibilities for being different from 

others, the stage to shine may be smaller and dimly lit, and for people with an 

independent self-construal this consequently may lead to a regulatory misfit 

and thus lower motivation to engage in creative activity regardless of task 

significance. Put differently, we expected to replicate earlier work showing 

that independent people produce more and more original ideas under an 

originality than a feasibility norm (Bechtoldt et al., 2010; Goncalo & Kim, 

2010; Goncalo & Staw, 2006), but also expected this effect to emerge especially 

when task significance is high rather than low.  

 

We expected a quite different pattern among people with an 

interdependent self-construal, whose concern with fitting in and being similar 

to others aligns more with a feasibility norm, and is at odds with an originality 

norm. There may be a regulatory misfit between the goal to fit in and the 

norm to be original, leading to low motivation (Higgins, 2005). Moreover, an 

originality norm may amplify evaluation apprehension especially when 

creativity is significant and ideas may be evaluated on their originality (Diehl 
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& Stroebe, 1987). Evaluation apprehension impairs creative performance 

(Amabile, 1979; Bartis et al., 1988; Collaros & Anderson, 1967; Harkins, 2006; 

Szymanski & Harkins, 1992), in part because it leads people to generate 

prepotent responses (Jamieson & Harkins, 2007). Accordingly, under an 

originality norm, collectivistic people may generate unoriginal responses that 

come to mind easily. Evidence for this line of reasoning would fit earlier work 

showing that socially anxious groups produce fewer ideas as they inhibit 

themselves (Camacho & Paulus, 1995) and that people afraid of violating social 

norms are less creative (De Vet & De Dreu, 2007; Rietzschel, De Dreu & 

Nijstad, 2007; Silvia & Philips, 2004).  

However, a feasibility norm may be motivating for people with an 

interdependent self-construal. Their goal to fit in and be similar to others 

matches a norm to produce ideas that are feasible, practical and useful. This 

regulatory fit may then lead to high task engagement and a high number of 

feasible ideas. Moreover, we should see these tendencies to be even stronger 

when task significance is high rather than low: People with an interdependent 

self-construal become more feasible when a feasibility rather than originality 

norm is promoted, especially when the creativity task is significant rather than 

not.  

 

 To synthesize, we predicted that for individuals with an independent 

self-construal, an originality rather than feasibility norm would be motivating 

and would lead to more, and more original, ideas especially when the creativity 

task was significant. Conversely, we predicted that for individuals with an 

interdependent self-construal, a feasibility rather than originality norm would 

be motivating and would lead to more, and more feasible, ideas especially 

under high task significance. 
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Method 
Design and Participants. Students (N= 197; age: M = 19.85, SD = 2.77; 

51 male) participated for course credit and were randomly assigned to the 

conditions of a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) by 2 (task 

significance: high vs. low) by 2 (creativity norm: originality vs. feasibility) 

between-participants factorial design. Dependent variables were creative 

fluency, originality, and feasibility. 

 

Procedures and Independent Variables. Upon arrival at the laboratory, 

participants were seated in front of a computer with keyboard. Instructions 

and measures were given on the computer.  Participants were asked to 

generate ideas on how to improve education at their university. In the 

condition of high task significance, we told participants that their ideas would 

be provided to the dean and the directors of education. In the condition of low 

task significance, we told participants that their ideas would be used solely for 

the purpose of this research. 

 

After the manipulation of task significance, we informed participants 

that brainstorming benefits from a so-called incubation period, and asked them 

do an unrelated task first. This was our manipulation of self-construal. To 

manipulate in(ter)dependent self-construal (see Bechtoldt, Choi & Nijstad, 

2012; Goncalo & Staw, 2006; Sligte et al., 2012), we asked participants to write 

down three statements why they were different (similar) to most other people, 

and to provide three reasons why it can be advantageous to stand out from 

(blend in with) other people.  

Upon completion of this task, we manipulated creativity norms. As we wanted 

our participants specifically to focus on originality vis-à-vis feasibility (see also 

Litchfield et al., 2011; Runco et al., 2005), we told participants in the 

originality condition that it was important that they would come up with as 

many original ideas as possible. We furthermore stated that it was thus 

important to come up with as many rare and unique ideas as possible. In the 

feasibility condition, we told participants it was important that they would 

come up with as many feasible ideas as possible. We furthermore stated that it 
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was thus important to come up with as many frequent and common ideas as 

possible. In both conditions we emphasized that they did not have to elaborate 

on their ideas but to describe them in catchwords. After a brainstorm of six 

and a half minutes on ways to improve the educational system 1 , and 

manipulation checks, participants were informed the experiment was over and 

debriefed. 

 

Dependent Measures. The number of non-redundant ideas was counted 

per participant to come to a measure of creative fluency. We had two 

independent coders rate originality and feasibility (both 1= not at all, 5= very; 

see Rietzschel et al., 2006). Interrater agreement was satisfactory following 

criteria of Cicchetti and Sparrow (1981; intraclass correlation, ICC = .77 for 

originality and ICC = .70 for feasibility) and we used the aggregation across 

raters as indicators of originality and feasibility.  

To check our manipulation of task significance, participants were asked to tick 

the correct box for the question: “The ideas that I came up with during the 

brainstorming task will be offered to the dean and directors of education” 

(1=yes, 2=no, 3 = don't know). To check our manipulation of creativity norms, 

participants were asked to tick the correct box for the question: “During the 

brainstorming task, it was important to come up with…” (1 = original ideas; 2 

= feasible ideas; 3 = don't know). Five participants failed the manipulation 

check on task significance, and eight other participants failed the manipulation 

check on creativity norms. Excluding these participants did not change the 

results.  

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!This experiment was part of a larger set of experiments. The time limit for this experiment 

was ten minutes, including the manipulations, brainstorm, manipulation checks, and 

debriefing. Therefore, the time for brainstorming was limited and maximized at six and a half 

minutes. 
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Results and Discussion 
Creative Fluency. We submitted creative fluency to a 2 (self-construal) x 

2 (task significance) x 2 (creativity norm) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). 

Results showed a main effect of task significance, F (1, 189) = 4.16, p = .043, 

partial η2 = .02. Participants came up with fewer ideas in the condition of high 

(M = 6.64, SD = 4.88) rather than low task significance (M = 8.03, SD = 5.24). 

This main effect was qualified by a significant two-way interaction among task 

significance and creativity norms, F (1, 189) = 6.63, p = .011, partial η2 = .03. 

Analyses of simple effects showed that under a feasibility norm, participants 

were less fluent in the condition of high (M = 5.33, SD = 3.63) rather than low 

task significance (M = 8.52, SD = 5.25), F (1, 189) = 11.26, p = .002, partial η2 

= .05, and not under an originality norm, F < 1.  

 

Third, a three-way interaction among task significance, creativity 

norm, and self-construal qualified this pattern, F (1, 189) = 12.25, p = .001, 

partial η2 = .06. Simple interaction effects showed a significant two-way 

interaction among self-construal and task significance under an originality 

norm, F (1, 189) = 12.57, p < .001, and not under a feasibility norm, F < 3. As 

predicted, under an originality norm participants with an independent (M = 

9.52, SD = 6.47) rather than interdependent self-construal (M =6.44, SD = 

4.19) produced more ideas when task significance was high, F (1, 189) = 4.75, p 

= .031. Unexpectedly, this pattern reversed under low task significance. Here 

participants with an interdependent self-construal (M = 9.22, SD = 6.37) 

produced more ideas than those with an independent one (M = 6.00, SD = 

3.39) under an originality norm, F (1, 189) = 4.90, p = .028 (See Figure 2.1).  
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Figure 2.1. Creative fluency as a function of task significance, self-

construal and creativity norm. Bars indicate +one standard error. 

 

Originality. Originality was submitted to a 2 (self-construal) x 2 (task 

significance) x 2 (creativity norm) ANOVA. Results showed a main effect of 

creativity norms, F (1, 189) = 4.99, p = .023, partial η2 = .03. An originality 

norm produced higher originality (M = 2.20, SD = .69) than a feasibility norm 

(M = 2.01, SD = .52). Crucially, results also showed the predicted three-way 

interaction among task significance, creativity norm and self-construal, F (1, 

189) = 15.33, p < .001, partial η2 = .08. No other main effects or two-way 

interactions were significant, Fs < 2.   

Simple interaction effects showed a significant two-way interaction among 

self-construal and task significance under an originality norm, F (1, 189) = 

4.18, p = .042, and not under a feasibility norm, F < 4. As predicted, under an 

originality norm participants with an independent (M = 2.34, SD = .64) rather 

than interdependent self-construal (M = 1.99, SD = .48) were more original 

when task significance was high, F (1, 196) = 4.18, p = .042. Unexpectedly, this 

pattern reversed under low task significance. Here participants with an 

interdependent self-construal (M = 2.49, SD = .86) were more original than 
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those with an independent one (M = 1.97, SD = .65) under an originality 

norm, F (1, 189) = 8.65, p = .004 (See Figure 2.2). 

 
Figure 2.2. Originality as a function of task significance, self-construal 

and creativity norm. Bars indicate +one standard error. 

 

Feasibility. A 2 (self-construal) x 2 (task significance) x 2 (creativity 

norm) ANOVA on feasibility showed that under an originality norm, 

participants produced less feasible ideas (M = 3.28, SD = .56) than under a 

feasibility norm (M = 3.47, SD = .55), F (1, 189) = 5.66, p = .018, partial η2 = 

.03. As predicted, participants with an interdependent self-construal (M = 3.46, 

SD = .57) produced more feasible ideas than those with an independent self-

construal (M = 3.28, SD = .54), F (1, 189) = 5.45, p = .021, partial η2 = .03. 

Moreover, a planned simple effect did show that under a feasibility norm, 

participants with an interdependent self-construal (M = 3.58, SD = .53) were 

more feasible than those with an independent self-construal (M = 3.22, SD = 

.56) when task significance was high, F (1, 189) = 5.51, p = .020. No other 

effects were significant, F < 3 (see Table 2.1). 
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Table 2.1  
Means (standard deviations) of originality, feasibility and creative fluency, as a 

function of task significance, self-construal and creativity norm. 

 

Mediation Analysis. We also tested if the effects on originality were 

mediated by creative fluency. We computed a hierarchical regression with 

originality as the dependent variable, and the main effects of dummy coded 

independent variables self-construal, task significance and creativity norm and 

their interaction terms. Creative fluency was added as a control variable.  

Creative fluency significantly predicted originality, B = .026, t = 3.133, p = 

.002. And when controlling for creative fluency, the interaction effect among 

task significance, self-construal and creativity norm (B = -1.32, t = -3.915, p < 

.001) on originality became weaker (B = -1.11, t = -3.23, p = .001). A Sobel test 

(see Sobel, 1986) showed that this partial mediation was significant, Z = -2.00, 

p = .045. 

 

  

 

    
           Originality norm Feasibility norm   

   
In-

dependent 
Inter-

dependent 
In-

dependent 
Inter-

dependent 

Originality 

High 
significance 2.34a (.64) 1.99b (.48) 1.99b (.51) 2.19b (.56) 

Low 
significance 1.97b (.65) 2.49a (.86) 2.06abc (.46) 1.81c (.49) 

Feasibility 

High 
significance 3.32a  (.58) 3.23a (.51) 3.22a (.56) 3.58b (.53) 

Low 
significance 3.18a (.53) 3.39a* (.64) 3.41ab (.49) 3.65ab* (.53) 

 Fluency 

High 
significance 9.52a (6.47) 6.44b* (4.19) 4.72b (1.90) 5.92b (4.71) 

Low 
significance 6.00b (3.39) 9.22a* (6.37) 9.63a (6.19) 7.42ab (3.92) 
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These results first replicate the findings in the Goncalo and Staw 

(2006) study: under an originality norm, people with an independent self-

construal produce more, and consequently more original, ideas than people 

with an interdependent self-construal. Second, we show here that this is 

especially the case under high task significance and not so much under low 

task significance. Third, we showed that under a feasibility norm, people with 

an interdependent self-construal produce more feasible ideas than those with 

an independent self-construal, especially when task significance is high. 

Fourth, and surprisingly, under an originality norm people with an 

interdependent self-construal produced more, and more original, ideas than 

those with an independent one when task significance was low. It may be that 

here those with an interdependent self-construal are completely freed from 

evaluation apprehension and conformity pressures, and do not withhold ideas. 

  

General Discussion 

 

 A growing body of research suggests that independent as opposed 

interdependent self-construal leads to higher creativity, especially when 

originality is emphasized. Two explanations have been offered for why this 

effect occurs. First, independent people may be more motivated to distinguish 

themselves from others through creative activity, as they define themselves in 

terms of uniqueness. Second, interdependent people may be less susceptible to 

evaluation apprehension than interdependent people – who define themselves 

in terms of their relations with others (e.g., Bond & Smith, 1996; Kim & 

Markus, 1999), which in turn leads to higher creativity as being creative means 

deviating from what is seen as normal.  

As hypothesized, we showed that under an originality norm independent 

people produce more and more original ideas when task significance is high 

rather than low. We also showed that under a feasibility norm, interdependent 

rather than independent people produce more feasible ideas especially when 

task significance is high. Surprisingly though, results showed that 

interdependent as opposed to independent people produced more and more 

original ideas under an originality norm when task significance was low.  
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Both explanations for why previous research has found that 

independent rather than interdependent people are superior creative 

performers –high motivation and less evaluation apprehension - may thus be 

valid. People with an independent self-construal, who are less susceptible to 

conformity pressures, experience a regulatory fit (Higgins, 2000, 2005) when 

they engage in ideation under an originality norm, especially when task 

significance is high. Interdependent people may experience such a regulatory 

fit when they are asked to produce feasible ideas, especially when task 

significance is high. This regulatory fit may lead to high motivation and 

engagement in the task, and consequently to highly original for independent 

and highly feasible ideas for interdependent people. People with an 

interdependent self-construal may suffer from evaluation apprehension when 

they are asked to produce ideas under an originality norm, especially under 

high task significance.  

Evaluation apprehension leads them to generate prepotent responses, 

unoriginal ones in the case of interdependent people, and to withhold 

potentially creative ideas as they are afraid these ideas will set the apart from 

their peers. However, under low task significance, it seems that interdependent 

people are freed from evaluation apprehension, and that they do not withhold 

ideas anymore. Indeed, when task significance was low, they produced more 

and more original ideas than independent people under an originality norm. 

Future research will have to establish the robustness of this finding. 

 
Most research on idea generation focuses on either a quantity (Diehl & 

Stroebe, 1987; Reinig & Briggs, 2008; Rietzschel et al., 2010) or an 

undifferentiated creativity norm (Bartis et al., 1988; Chen et al., 2005; Goncalo 

& Staw, 2006; Rietzschel et al., 2007; Shalley, 1991; Szymanski & Harkins, 

1992). This research shows that it is important to know on which dimension of 

creativity the focus is. A focus on idea effectiveness and thus feasibility may 

lead to lower creativity in more individualistic cultures or minds, while a focus 

on idea originality may lead to lower creativity in more collectivistic cultures 

or minds. Likewise, in practice, at times people may have a tendency to be 

focused on a solution for a pressing problem. Companies may try to find a 
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solution for the fact that customers turn to the main competitor, governments 

may look for suitable solutions for the fact that citizens do not involve 

themselves in politics, and sport coaches may be looking for solutions to turn a 

losing into a winning streak. A solution focus (i.e., focusing on practical and 

feasible ideas) may lead to an emphasis on effectiveness and feasibility, and 

thus in independent minds lead to inferior creativity, while this solution focus 

may be more effective and fit for interdependent minds. 

 

Additionally, in both practice and research, people or participants may 

think they are completely anonymous, and that their creative output will not 

be significant. For example, people may go on a company outing and have a 

‘fun’ brainstorm without referring to the possible significance of their creative 

output. This free-floating, non-significant type of brainstorming may lead to 

inferior creative outcomes when independent people need to come up with 

original ideas, as they do not see the benefit of being original and standing out 

from the crowd when this cannot benefit their goal of being unique and having 

an impact on others. Conversely, under an originality norm, a focus on low 

significance may be beneficial for more interdependent people, as they do not 

fear evaluation, to be different from others, and thus not to fit in – and this 

may then lead to higher creativity. 

 

That creativity can be functional to goal pursuit – in this case, the goal 

of distinguishing oneself positively from others or to the goal to fit in – and 

that such functionality is beneficial for creativity follows from several recent 

studies. For example, men confronted with an attractive potential sexual 

partner become more creative (Griskevicius, Cialdini & Kenrick, 2006; Miller, 

2000), people expecting a hostile negotiation are more effective in conceiving 

creative tactics to win the conflict (De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008), and low power 

people become more creative when this can serve their goal of gaining power 

(Sligte, de Dreu & Nijstad, 2011).  

Similarly, when reminded of their own mortality, people become more creative 

when the resulting product can leave them a legacy and provide existential 

reassurance, making the thought of death itself less threatening (Sligte, Nijstad 
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& De Dreu, 2012). Finally, people with an avoidance motivation become more 

creative when this serves goal progress (Roskes, De Dreu & Nijstad, 2012). 

These studies all suggest that creativity is motivated behavior and that people 

are willing to put in the necessary effort to be creative to the extent that this 

serves their salient goals. In the present study, we similarly find that task 

significance motivated people to exert effort to reach their goals and that task 

significance is only motivating to people when salient goals (to be different vs. 

to blend in) align with situational creativity norms (i.e., to be original vs. to be 

feasible). 

 

To conclude, independent people are not always superior creative 

performers. They are when they can show their uniqueness and that they are 

different from others. When, however, creativity is has low significance and/ 

or a feasibility norm is at operation, independent people seem unwilling or 

unable to be creative. Interdependent people seem especially apt to produce 

feasible ideas when the norm is to be feasible and there is high task 

significance. Moreover, we found here that under low task significance, 

interdependent people produced more and more original ideas than 

independent people, especially when originality was emphasized. In sum, 

independent people are more apt at original while interdependent people are 

more apt at feasible ideation especially under high task significance.  


