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When and where are people most creative? Research on the 
psychology of creativity suggests that creativity can be influenced by 
one’s physical context. However, the relationship between space and 
creativity is not yet well understood. For instance, research has not 
explored how this relationship changes based on what kind of creative 
task is being performed or what part of the creative process one is 
engaged in. As recipients of the ONEder grant from One Workplace, we 
created a study to better understand the relationship between creativity 
and the built environment with the aim of informing workplace design to 
enhance creativity.

What is creativity? Creativity is a topic of great interest, yet it defies 
a simple and universally-accepted explanation. In scientific research, 
creativity is often described as a multi-phase process that, ultimately, 
produces ideas that are both novel and appropriate to a particular 
situation. In spite of its inflated reputation as a rare gift bestowed 
on the DaVincis and Picassos of the world, creativity is part of our 
everyday lives—at work, at home, and in all of the places between. In 
today’s workplace, creativity is a skill to be practiced, cultivated, and 
sought-after; therefore, an improved understanding of how the built 
environment impacts creativity will benefit a wide range of professions. 

How can creativity be enhanced? Most existing work on creativity 
in the workplace has focused on the social, cultural, or organizational 
environment and how these factors shape creative behavior. Although 
there is some work on the effects of the physical environment on 
creativity, research suggests that the relationship between creativity and 
the environment may depend on the type of creative task performed.

What did we do? To better understand where people are 
creative, we ran an experience-sampling study and surveyed 
creative professionals twice a day over the course of a week about 
their physical work environments, creative process, and mood.

ABSTRACT
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What did we find? Our results show that homey environments 
are positively associated with creativity. Our study participants 
felt more inspired, had moments of greater insight, and engaged 
more in evaluating and refining creative ideas in spaces that made 
them feel at home, looked natural, and looked personal. 

What does this mean? We speculate that homey environments allow for 
more privacy and self-regulation, which enables creativity. It is worth noting 
that our results are limited by a small sample and a data collection period 
that occurred during the Omicron COVID-19 wave, meaning that most of our 
participants were at home while they answered our survey questions. Even 
with these limitations, our preliminary findings bring up new possibilities for 
the design of future offices and lay the groundwork for further data collection. 

Where will we go next? We hope to expand our study to 
include more people and varied environments in order to better 
understand how different phases of the creative process may 
be influenced by various aspects of the built environment.

Let me begin, then, by 
offering a definition of the 
creative individual, which I 
have found to be useful in 
my own work: The creative 
individual is a person who 
regularly solves problems, 
fashions products, or 
defines new questions in 
a domain in a way that 
is initially considered 
novel but that ultimately 
becomes accepted in a 
particular cultural setting.”

- Howard Gardner, Creating Minds1
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IMMERSION IN A CREATIVE 
PROBLEM OR MEDIUM

UNCONSCIOUS DEVELOPMENT 
OF A CREATIVE IDEA

Creativity is highly coveted in today’s knowledge-
based workplace, topping lists of skills desired 
by employers2—but what is it, exactly, and how 
can we help it along? Regarding its definition, 
most creativity researchers agree that creativity 
is “the generation of products or ideas that 
are both novel and appropriate.”3 Yet, a clear 
understanding of how, and under which conditions, 
creativity happens remains a point of debate. 

When thinking of creativity, most people imagine 
coming up with many new ideas; but there are 
different types of creative thinking.4 Divergent 
thinking, or the ability to generate many different 
solutions to an open-ended problem, is one type 

of creative thinking. There’s also another type 
of creativity called convergent thinking, or the 
ability to choose the best solution to a problem.5 

These two processes tend to go hand-in-hand—
once you generate many possible ideas, the 
challenge is then to sift through those ideas 
and select the most appropriate solution. 

Likewise, creativity is often associated with “aha” or 
“eureka” moments of inspiration or insight. Indeed, 
insight is a central part of creativity. But creative 
work is theorized to occur iteratively through a 
process with several distinct phases: Preparation, 
incubation, illumination, and verification.6 When 
working through a creative problem, an individual 

THE CREATIVE PROCESS

PREPARATION
Step 1.

INCUBATION

Step 2.

INTRODUCTION
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A SUDDEN MOMENT OF INSIGHT INTO 
A CREATIVE PROBLEM

EVALUATION AND ADJUSTMENT OF 
THE CREATIVE IDEA

must first gather materials and research the 
problem (preparation). The individual may then 
take a step away from the research and let ideas 
marinate in an unconscious process known as 
incubation. Illumination refers to the moment 
of insight where a creative solution seems to 
come unexpectedly. Verification is the process 
of evaluating and refining this creative solution. 

Other cognitive processes associated with creativity 
include mind wandering and inspiration. Mind 
wandering, commonly defined as thought not 
focused on the task at hand,7 has been found to 
be associated with the generation of creative ideas 
(notably, when the content of mind wandering 

is on something other than the creative idea), 
particularly moments of illumination.8 Inspiration 
describes a feeling of motivation to pursue a 
creative task,9 and is theorized by some to constitute 
a distinct stage of the creative process.10

Studying how creativity can be fostered has benefits 
not only for creative products, but for people. Although 
creativity has been associated with a “mad genius” 
stereotype that suggests that creativity comes at 
the cost of mental health, research shows that 
creativity in fact boosts psychological well-being and, 
furthermore, that this relationship goes both ways—
greater well-being leads to increased creativity.11

ILLUMINATION

Step 3.
VERIFICATION

Step 4.
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Much of the published research on creativity has 
focused on personality traits that are associated with 
creativity. What makes someone a creative person?

Personality researchers have theorized a “Big Five” 
inventory, breaking personality down into five basic 
facets: Extraversion, agreeableness, openness to 
experience, conscientiousness, and neuroticism.12 
Creativity research has found that people who 
are more open to new experiences13 and more 
conscientious14 are also more likely to be creative. 

Another personality trait associated with creativity 
is ambiguity tolerance, or the degree to which 
one is comfortable with open-ended situations 
and uncertainty. Researchers point to creativity 
as brought out in response to “unclear, vague 
and open-ended”5 situations. Given this overlap 
between creativity and ambiguity, it comes as 
no surprise that people who are more open to 
ambiguous situations are also more creative.16

If creativity is about personality, can it be fostered? 
While creativity is closely linked to personality, it’s 
also a state that can be fostered or suppressed based 
on context. For instance, research has found that 
creativity can be influenced by one’s social context,17 
bodily cues (e.g., posture),18 the organizational context 
in a work setting,19 and by the phyiscal environment.20

Creativity in the Built Environment

There is growing work on the effects of the physical 
environment on creativity. For instance, research 
has shown that environments with dim lighting 
are associated with improved performance on 
creative tasks, compared to bright lighting;21 that 
lower complexity and more plants in an interior 

workplace are associated with greater predicted 
creativity, as evaluated by office managers;22 and 
that rounded edges are associated with increased 
divergent thinking, whereas angular edges are 
associated with improved convergent thinking.23 
However, recent work suggests that the particular 
effect a physical environment has on creativity may 
depend on the type of creative task performed, such 
as independent or collaborative work.24 No work to 
date has investigated how qualities of architectural 
interiors correspond to different phases of the 
creative process. Are there different spaces that are 
better for preparation compared to verification, for 
example, or divergent versus convergent thinking?

Psychological response to built space

Exploration of how the built environment impacts 
creative thought and behavior is not only part of 
creativity research, but also part of research on 
environmental psychology, which investigates the 
effects of built and natural spaces on cognition, 
mood, and behavior.25 A recent environmental 
neuropsychological study found that basic 
psychological response to architectural interiors can 
be largely explained by how coherent, fascinating, 
and homey the room looks. The study also found 
that neural and psychological responses to 
building interiors have distinct patterns based 
on these visual architectural qualities, as well 
as the task one is engaged in.26 Incorporating 
the methodologies between these two fields—
environmental neuropsychology and creativity—can 
help us understand how creativity is cognitively 
impacted by the environment and, more practically, 
to assist designers in applying empathy to the 
effects of built environments on creative thinking.
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OUR STUDY

As part of the effort to better understand the effects 
of environmental design on creative thinking, we 
undertook an exploratory study of creativity in the 
built environment, with the aim of informing design 
strategies intended to promote creativity. Our study 
employed an experience sampling method, in which 
participants are surveyed several times a day to 
observe a particular process, joining a few existing 
studies on creativity using similar methods.27

Study Purpose

The main purpose of this study was to better 
understand the relationship between the built 
environment and creative thinking. More specifically, 
our purpose was to examine which qualities of 
workplace interiors are positively associated with 
creativity in general as well as different components 
of creativity, including divergent thinking, convergent 
thinking, and phases of the creative process. In 
addition, we wished to investigate relationships 
between creativity and personality, creativity and 
posture, and creativity and mood to replicate previous 
findings. We chose to examine these variables in 
particular so that we could explore how relationships 
between creativity and one’s environment may change 
based on one’s personality, posture, and mood.

Hypothesis and Predictions

As this was an exploratory study, we did not have 
explicit hypotheses about our main variables 
of interest (i.e., creativity and environment 
variables). Based on previous findings, however, we 
predicted that we would find positive associations 
between creativity and trait openness and 
between creativity and conscientiousness,28 

as well as a positive association between 
creativity and ambiguity tolerance.29

With regard to posture, we predicted based on past 
findings that we would find that more open (i.e., 
expansive) postures would be positively associated 
with greater creativity.30 We also explored whether 
leaning back or forward would be associated with 
creativity, for which we did not have an explicit 
hypothesis. Finally, we predicted that we would 
find a positive association between positive 
affect and creativity, based on past work.31

METHODOLOGY

Participants

Creative professionals employed at One Workplace 
were recruited to participate in our experience 
sampling study. We restricted our population pool 
to creative professionals for this first round of data 
collection to give our study higher external validity, and 
as a first step before expanding our study to a general 
population. Our study was reviewed by Kansas State 
University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) and was 
found to be exempt from full IRB review under the 
Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects. 

Participants were recruited with an email including 
a brief description of the study and a link to the 
mobile app. Recruitment emails were sent out 
to approximately 150 creative professionals at 
One Workplace. Thirty-five employees expressed 
interest in participating in the study; of these, 17 
completed the study and sent us data files. 
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It seems that 
surroundings can 
influence creativity 
in different ways, 
in part depending 
on the stage of the 
process in which a 
person is involved.”

 —Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 
Creativity32

Procedure

The recruitment email acted as a consent letter, 
outlining what to expect during the study, as well 
as their rights as study participants (including 
the right to withdraw from the study). Participants 
who emailed the researchers to express interest 
in participating were sent instructions on how 
to download the app and complete the study. 

The scheduled surveys were completed using the 
PIEL survey app (https://pielsurvey.org/), which 
works as a platform for experience sampling studies. 
Instruction emails were sent with a survey file 
attachment that participants opened using the PIEL 
app, which initiated the personality and demographic 

survey. Completing this first survey initiated a 
schedule for ten daily surveys to be completed twice 
daily over five weekdays (Monday – Friday). Surveys 
were randomly scheduled to be completed once 
in the morning between 8:30 am – 12:00 pm and 
once in the afternoon between 1:00 pm – 5:00 pm. 
After completing the final scheduled survey, the app 
prompted participants to share their data. Participants 
were instructed to email their data files to the 
researchers. After receiving data, the researchers sent 
participants a feedback email with more information 
about the study and thanking them for their time. 
Participants who expressed interest in the study but 
did not send researchers data files were periodically 
emailed with a reminder to send their data files 
to the researchers after completing the study.

“
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Materials
Personality and demographic survey

The personality and demographic survey included 
two personality questionnaires, as well as a brief 
demographic questionnaire to record participants’ 
industry, age, gender, and race/ethnicity. The 
personality questionnaires were designed to 
measure the “Big Five” personality factors and 
ambiguity tolerance. The Big Five questionnaire we 
employed was a brief, 10-item version of the longer 
Big Five Inventory developed by Rammstedt and 
John (2007). Ambiguity tolerance was measured 
with a 12-item scale developed by Herman et al. 
(2010).33 Participants were asked to indicate what 
industry they worked in as a validation of our sample 
restriction to those with creative professions. 

Daily surveys

Each of the ten daily surveys participants were asked 
to complete consisted of the same set of questions on 
the qualities of their environment, posture, mood, and 
what kind of creative thinking they were engaged in. 

The questions about participants’ work environments 
were composed of scale items from Coburn et al. 
(2020), as well as questions developed ourselves. 
The Coburn et al. (2020) scale items were the nine 
items that formed three factors explaining 90% of 
the variance in psychological responses to building 
interiors: Coherence (four items), hominess (three 
items), and fascination (two items). The wording for 
one coherence item, approachability, was changed 
slightly to accommodate ratings for a room one 
is occupying (from “If I saw this room, I’d: Leave/
Enter” to “This room makes me feel: Like leaving/

Like staying”). In addition to these nine items, we 
included seven items about familiarity, brightness, 
natural light, views of nature, noise, flexibility, and 
the crowdedness of the space, to measure qualities 
of architectural interiors relevant to in-person use of 
workspaces. Participants also indicated whether they 
were at home, work, outside, or somewhere else. 

Nine slider-scale questions asked participants about 
their creativity in that moment. These questions were 
designed to measure the four phases of the creative 
process (preparation, incubation, illumination, and 
verification), as well as felt inspiration, divergent 
thinking, general creativity, productivity, and 
collaboration. The question on felt inspiration was 
adapted from Thrash and Elliot’s (2003) Inspiration 
Scale;34 all other questions were developed for this 
study. In addition, participants were asked whether 
they were working at the time of the survey. 

Participants’ postures were measured in two 
questions, both answered on slider scales. One 
question asked about to what extent participants 
were leaning back or leaning forward, and the 
other asked about the openness of their posture.

Mood was measured with one slider-scale question 
used in previous work35 to measure well-being in 
the moment.

The question order for each daily survey remained 
the same, except for randomization of the 
nine creativity questions on slider scales, plus 
the sixteen environment questions on slider 
scales. See Appendix for the full surveys.
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WHO WERE OUR PARTICIPANTS?

Who were our participants?

Ages ranged from 26-66, with an 
average age of 50 years

Gender Count Percent

Woman 16 94%

Man 1 6%

Race/Ethnicity

White

Multiracial

East Asian

Latino

Southeast Asian

Other

Count

11

2

1

1

1

1

Percent

65%

12%

6%

6%

6%

6%

�+6+A
Gender

�+�+6+6+6+6+A
Race/Ethnicity
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100% in architecture/design industry
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Data Preparation

Prior to analysis, the data were prepared by the 
following processes: For the Big Five Inventory, 
several items were reverse scored (1, 3, 4, 5, and 
7) and then values were calculated for each of 
the five traits by finding the mean of the following 
items: Extraversion: 1R, 6; Agreeableness: 2, 7R; 
Conscientiousness: 3R, 8; Neuroticism: 4R, 9; 
Openness: 5R, 10 (R = item is reversed-scored). 

For the Ambiguity scale, several items were reverse-
scored (1, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12) and a total ambiguity 
score was calculated by finding the sum of all items. 

For the environment questions, composites 
were created for the coherence, hominess, and 
fascination factors by calculating the mean of 
the following items: coherence (organization, 
beauty, valence, approachability), hominess 

(naturalness, personalness, hominess), 
and fascination (complexity, interest). 

Given the repeated measurements of the daily 
surveys, participants’ responses to the surveys were 
averaged (i.e., calculating the mean) by location 
(“home,” “work,” “outside,” and “somewhere 
else”) as well as averaged across all locations. 
If a participant did not take one of the daily 
surveys in one of the locations (e.g., “somewhere 
else”) then the participant did not have any 
averaged data for that particular location.
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Results

The data were analyzed using non-parametric statistics due to the small sample size (n=17) and 
the likely deviation from normality. The majority of respondents did not complete the daily survey 
in locations other than home, which prevented the use of Friedman tests (a non-parametric 
equivalent to a repeated measures ANOVA) to measure changes in creativity, environment, and 
mood based on location as it requires paired observations for each variable. Instead, participants’ 
overall average responses (averaged across all locations) were used in the analyses. 

A series of Spearman Rank-Order correlations were used to measure the degree of the monotonic 
relationship between the variables of interest. The Spearman Rank-Order correlation is a non-
parametric equivalent to the Pearson correlation, and only requires data to be at least at the 
ordinal level and have paired observations. Unlike the Pearson correlation, Spearman correlation 
does not require data to be normally distributed and is acceptable for small sample sizes 
(n<20). All data were analyzed using SPSS Version 28 with an alpha level of 0.05

78+15+3+4
Home Work Outside Somewhere 

Else
Location

Co
un

t

78%

15%

3% 4%

Variables rs p

Extraversion x 
Creativity .07 .797

Agreeableness x 
Creativity .28 .269

Conscientiousness x 
Creativity .41 .105

Neuroticism x 
Creativity .04 .889

Openness x 
Creativity .11 .673

Spearman Rank-Order Correlation 
Results between Big Five Traits 
and General Creativity

Where are people most creative?
We had initially planned on examining whether 
creativity varies by location (home, work, outside, 
or somewhere else). However, we were unable to 
run this analysis because there were not enough 
surveys completed outside the home due to the 
Omicron variant of COVID-19, which meant most of 
our participants were working remotely. Regardless 
of location, the majority of daily surveys (82%) were 
completed when participants were working.

What Kind of People Are Most Creative?
There were no significant relationships between any 
of the Big Five personality traits and the general 
creativity item that was averaged across locations.
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Are people who are more tolerant of 
ambiguity also more creative?
We did not find evidence to support this idea. There 
was no significant relationship between the total 
ambiguity scale and the general creativity item that 
was averaged across locations, rs(15) = .06, p = .808. 

Is there a relationship between 
posture and creativity?
We found no significant relationship between posture 
and creativity. Posture angle (how far a person was 
leaning back or forward) was not significantly 
correlated with general creativity, rs(15) = .32, 
p = .216. Posture openness was also 
not significantly correlated with general 
creativity, rs(15) = .27, p = .293

Is there a relationship between 
mood and creativity?
We found no significant relationship between mood 
and general creativity, rs(15) = .33, p = .198.

Is there a relationship between 
environment and creativity?
We looked at whether there were any significant 
relationships between the environment variables (e.g., 
coherence, fascination, and hominess) and creativity 
variables (e.g., preparation, illumination, inspiration). 
(for the full list of all correlation coefficients, see 
Appendix). We found significant positive relationships 
between the hominess composite (averaged across 
the hominess, naturalness, and personal items) and 
three creativity variables (inspiration, illumination, and 
verification), indicating that homey environments were 
associated with more inspiration, greater moments 
of illumination, and greater evaluation or refinement 
of creative ideas. To dig into these relationships a 
bit deeper, we also ran correlation tests between 
the creativity variables and the individual scale 
items that comprised the hominess composite. We 
found that the more natural an environment looked, 
participants were significantly more likely to feel 
inspired, have moments of illumination, and engage in 
the verification phase of creativity. We also found that 
when evironments looked more personal, participants 
were significantly more likely to feel inspired.

Variables rs(15) p

Hominess Composite x Ilumination .61 .010

Hominess Composite x Verification .5 .041

Hominess Composite x Inspiration .63 .007

Naturalness x Illumination .57 .017

Naturalness x Verification .51 .037

Naturalness x Inspiration .59 .013

Personalness x Inspiration .50 .043

Spearman Rank-Order Correlation Results between 
significant Environment and Creativity Items
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We found that 
the more natural 
an environment 
was, participants 
were significantly 
more likely to feel 
inspired[...]”

“
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Samples of our participants’ workspaces during our study.
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The objects around you 
should help you become 
what you intend to be.” 

– Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 
Creativity36

“
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Discussion
Our exploratory study found preliminary evidence 
of relationships between creativity and the built 
environment. Specifically, we found that homey 
environments—spaces that look natural, look personal, 
and make you feel at home—are correlated with feelings 
of inspiration, insight, and the process of evaluating or 
refining a creative problem. What might be underlying 
these relationships? One explanation comes from 
the “home advantage” phenomenon, which can be 
extended from sports stadiums to work environments. 
Much like sports teams who do well when playing on 
their own turf, research has found that people do their 
best work when they feel at home in an environment: As 
Annie Murphy Paul explains in her book The Extended 
Mind, “When people occupy spaces they consider their 
own, they experience themselves as more confident 
and capable.”37 This confirmation of one’s intuition 
is more significant than you might quickly imagine. 

The “home advantage” benefits the creative process 
because being at home affords privacy, attentiveness, 
and space for concentration. For instance, when 
occupying a private space, we no longer have to devote 
mental resources toward maintaining an image for other 
people, which frees up mental space to concentrate 

on creative pursuits.38 Moreover, working in privacy 
makes us more willing to try and risk failure by allowing 

“freedom to experiment unobserved.”39 (However, in the 
case of our study, we did not find a relationship between 
hominess and divergent thinking, i.e., coming up with 
new ideas.) The privacy afforded by being at home 
may also support task-independent thought, moments 
of elucidation, and a feeling of inspiration to chase a 
creative task, all of which are central to creative behavior. 

Perhaps more relevant to our study results, a 
homey environment also allows for self-regulation 
by providing cues of identity and values, as 
suggested by Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi:

We need a supportive symbolic 
ecology in the home so that we can 
feel safe, drop our defenses, and 
go on with the tasks of life. And to 
the extent that the symbols of the 
home represent essential traits and 
values of the self, they help us be 
more unique, more creative.”40

“
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Our finding that hominess supports creativity was in 
part driven by the personalness of an environment, 
or how personal a space looks. Specifically, we 
found that personalness was significantly related to 
feelings of creative inspiration—the more personal 
a room looked, the more likely participants were to 
feel inspired. Seeing personal artifacts represented 
in our workspace may motivate us to pursue creative 
tasks by provoking memories, reminding us what we 
value, and generally reinforcing our sense of self. 

More fundamentally, from an evolutionary standpoint, 
the feeling of being at home may be facilitated by 
occupying or creating a space that affords both 
prospect and refuge. According to prospect and 
refuge theory, people feel safest in environments 
that offer both a view of the surrounding area 
(prospect) and shelter and privacy (refuge).41 We 
speculate that feeling safe in this way may allow 
for moments of inspiration and illumination.

How might the connection between hominess and 
creativity translate to workplace design? Our findings 
seem to suggest that offices affording privacy and 
allowing for personalization promote creative thinking. 
Yet, in implementing hybrid work policies spurred by 
the COVID-19 pandemic, many companies are shifting 
away from private offices to open floorplans or even 
free-address seating—a desk-sharing arrangement 
that allows little privacy and is generally not conducive 
to personalization.42 Given the trend toward office-less 
design, it could be more important than ever to bring 
elements of comfort, personal identity, and privacy 
into the workplace.

Limitations

Although we showed novel findings on creativity and 
the built environment, our study did not replicate 
previous findings on creativity and mood, creativity 
and personality, or creativity and ambiguity tolerance. 
These null findings may be due to our small sample 
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of seventeen participants. This size limitation also 
meant we could not run all of our planned analyses. 
Collecting more data from a larger, more diverse 
sample will allow for greater generalizability of our 
results and more powerful statistical analyses.

Another notable aspect of our study is that our data 
collection coincided with the recent Omicron wave of 
COVID-19. This meant that most participants were 
at home when completing the study surveys, which 
may have biased our results. In other words, did 
we find that hominess is associated with creativity 
because this relationship is unique and meaningful, 
or because participants happened to be mostly in 
homey environments while pursuing creative tasks? 
One result from our study suggesting that this 
relationship is meaningful and not biased by location 
is that familiarity was not significantly associated 
with any aspect of creativity. In other words, creativity 
did not signficantly change based on how familiar 
one’s environment was, but it did significantly change 
based on hominess. However, this result should also 
be taken cautiously because most environments 
in this study were rated as highly familiar.

Conclusion

Our pilot study lays the groundwork for important 
next steps, particularly to replicate our study with 
a larger sample with more diverse locations (e.g., 
home, office, outdoors). Our larger goal is to establish 
design strategies for facilitating creativity in different 
environments, including the workplace, and tailoring 
these strategies for different types of people. 

Even though our data are preliminary, our findings 
support existing work on the “home advantage.” 
Combined with this past work, our preliminary results 

reported here suggest that office environments 
should incorporate more natural, personal touches 
to make employees feel more at home. For 
instance, giving workers opportunities to make 
their space their own and incorporate personal 
elements may allow them to better engage in 
creative work. With more data, we will be able to 
determine whether hominess in an office setting 
has distinct effects on creativity than hominess 
at home. We also hope to compare creativity in 
different office settings, such as personalized 
office spaces versus free-address seating.

Our project is an important first step in mapping 
out the creative process in space, but there 
is much more to uncover. For instance, does 
the environment-creativity relationship change 
based on whether the creative work is individual 
or collaborative? How can the built environment 
support the distinct cognitive processes involved 
in preparation, incubation, illumination, and 
verification? We are excited to continue this work 
to unlock creativity in the office and beyond, and 
ultimately determine design strategies that support 
the creative process for different types of people. 
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DAILY SURVEY QUESTIONS
1.	 Where are you?

•	Home

•	Work

•	Outside

•	Somewhere else 

•	Somewhere else? [Text entry]

2.	 What are you doing?

•	I’m working

•	I’m not working right now

Creativity questions (Slider scale; Not 
at all — Extremely) (Randomized)
1.	 I’m thinking about a problem that needs 

a creative solution (Preparation)

2.	 I’m mind wandering (Incubation)

3.	 I had a moment of insight (Illumination)

4.	 I’m evaluating or refining a creative idea 
(Verification/Convergent thinking)

5.	 I feel inspired (Felt inspiration)

6.	 I’m coming up with new ideas (Divergent thinking)

7.	 I feel creative (General creativity)

8.	 I feel productive (Productivity)

9.	 I’m collaborating with other people 
right now (Collaboration)

Posture questions (Slider scale)
1.	 Describe your posture. Leaning 

back — Leaning forward

2.	 Describe your posture. Closed — Open 

Environment questions (Slider scale; anchors 
next to each statement) (Randomized)
Coherence

1.	 This space looks… Disordered – 
Organized (Organization)

2.	 This space looks… Ugly – Beautiful (Beauty)

3.	 This space makes me feel… Bad – Good (Valence)

4.	 This space makes me feel… Like leaving 
– Like staying (Approachability)

Hominess

5.	 This space looks… Artificial – 
Natural (Naturalness)

6.	 This space looks… Impersonal – 
Personal (Personalness)

7.		 This space makes me feel… Alienated 
– At home (Hominess)

Fascination

8.	 This space looks… Simple – Complex (Complexity)

9.	 This space looks… Boring – Interesting (Interest)

10.	This space is… New to me – Very familiar (Familiarity)

11.	This space is… Dimly lit – Brightly lit (Brightness)

12.	This space has… No natural light – Lots 
of natural light (Natural light)

13.	This space has… No views of nature – 
Prominent views of nature (Views of nature)

14.	This space is… Quiet – Loud (Noise)

15.	This space looks… Rigid – Flexible (Flexibility)

16.	This space is… Unpopulated – 
Populated (Crowdedness)

Mood question (slider scale)
How do you feel right now? Very bad – Very good

A P P E N D I X
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PERSONALITY SURVEY QUESTIONS

Big Five Inventory (Slider scale, Disagree 
strongly – Agree strongly)
1.	 I see myself as someone who is 

reserved [Reverse Coded]

2.	 I see myself as someone who is generally trusting

3.	 I see myself as someone who tends 
to be lazy [Reverse Coded]

4.	 I see myself as someone who is relaxed, 
handles stress well [Reverse Coded]

5.	 I see myself as someone who has few 
artistic interests [Reverse Coded]

6.	 I see myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable

7.	 I see myself as someone who tends to find 
fault with others [Reverse Coded]

8.	 I see myself as someone who does a thorough job

9.	 I see myself as someone who gets nervous easily

10.	I see myself as someone who has 
an active imagination

Ambiguity tolerance scale (Slider scale, 
Disagree strongly – Agree strongly)
1.	 I avoid settings where people don’t 

share my values. [Reverse Coded]

2.	 I can enjoy being with people whose 
values are very different from mine.

3.	 I would like to live in a foreign country for a while.

4.	 I like to surround myself with things that 
are familiar to me. [Reverse Coded]

5.	 The sooner we all acquire similar values 
and ideals the better. [Reverse Coded]

6.	 I can be comfortable with nearly all kinds of people.

7.	 If given a choice, I will usually visit a foreign 

country rather than vacation at home.

8.	 A good teacher is one who makes you wonder 
about your way of looking at things.

9.	 A good job is one where what is to be done and how 
it is to be done are always clear. [Reverse Coded]

10.	 A person who leads an even, regular life in which 
few surprises or unexpected happenings arise 
really has a lot to be grateful for. [Reverse Coded]

11.	 What we are used to is always preferable 
to what is unfamiliar. [Reverse Coded]

12.	 I like parties where I know most of the people 
more than ones where all or most of the people 
are complete strangers. [Reverse Coded]
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 DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
1.	 What industry are you in?

•	Architecture/Design

•	Other [text response]

2.	 What is your age in years? [text response]

3.	 What gender do you most identify with? 

•	Man (including transman)

•	Woman (including transwoman)

•	Genderqueer / Gender non-conforming 
/ Gender non-binary / Gender Fluid

•	Something else [text response]

•	I prefer not to answer

4.	 What is your racial background? 
Select all that apply.

•	American Indian or Alaska Native

•	Black/African

•	East Asian (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Korean)

•	Southeast Asian (e.g., Filipino, 
Vietnamese, Indonesian)

•	South Asian (e.g., Pakistani, Indian)

•	Latino

•	Middle Eastern

•	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

•	West Indian/Caribbean

•	White/Caucasian

•	Other not listed above [text response]

•	I prefer not to answer

Note: All slider scale questions are coded from 0-1
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C O R R E L A T I O N  T A B L E S

Environment 

Questions

Creativity Items

Preparation Incubation Illumination Verification Inspiration
Divergent  
Thinking

General 
Creativity

Productivity Collaboration

Organization
rs(15) .37 -.15 .19 .38 .25 .30 .37 .15 -.22

p-value .147 .580 .468 .133 .338 .244 .147 .567 .400

Beauty
rs(15) -.10 .12 .31 .37 .30 .15 .13 .05 -.01

p-value .715 .653 .232 .147 .236 .560 .619 .852 .985

Valence
rs(15) -.24 -.06 .19 .20 .24 .11 .07 -.05 -.15

p-value .363 .830 .474 .434 .358 .667 .779 .852 .567

Approachability
rs(15) .19 .16 .26 .44 .31 .36 .29 .06 .04

p-value .456 .541 .309 .076 .224 .158 .256 .830 .889

Coherence 
Composite

rs(15) .10 .07 .33 .43 .31 .26 .25 .08 -.09

p-value .708 .801 .195 .082 .228 .314 .333 .765 .743

Naturalness
rs(15) .13 .08 .57 .51 .59 .41 .38 .23 .34

p-value .613 .765 .017 .037 .013 .098 .135 .384 .188

Personalness
rs(15) -.08 .19 .29 .30 .50 .18 .24 .05 -.24

p-value .765 .456 .252 .248 .043 .492 .363 .852 .358

Hominess
rs(15) -.36 .07 .02 .02 .10 -.06 -.10 -.41 -.22

p-value .152 .794 .933 .955 .715 .830 .701 .105 .395

Hominess 
Composite

rs(15) .06 .13 .61 .50 .63 .33 .34 .12 .04

p-value .830 .619 .010 .041 .007 .198 .184 .653 .881

Complexity
rs(15) -.24 .13 .11 -.13 .09 -.12 -.20 -.11 .13

p-value .348 .626 .673 .633 .736 .660 .451 .687 .626
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Environment 
Questions

Creativity Items

Preparation Incubation Illumination Verification Inspiration
Divergent  
Thinking

General 
Creativity

Productivity Collaboration

Interest
rs(15) -.37 -.16 .12 .07 .05 -.10 -.15 -.28 .01

p-value .147 .535 .653 .764 .852 .694 .580 .277 .985

Fascination 
Composite

rs(15) -.44 .14 .08 -.13 .03 -.19 -.27 -.24 .02

p-value .080 .599 .758 .633 .926 .462 .291 .363 .933

Familiarity
rs(15) .08 .18 .06 .06 .09 .00 .01 -.09 -.41

p-value .757 .486 .812 .826 .729 1.000 .966 .733 .104

Brightness
rs(15) .14 .31 .30 .23 .19 .17 .19 .27 -.19

p-value .606 .232 .244 .384 .456 .510 .468 .291 .468

Natural Light
rs(15) -.01 .04 .21 -.02 .05 -.10 -.02 .12 -.41

p-value .978 .874 .411 .955 .859 .708 .940 .646 .101

Views of 
Nature

rs(15) .39 .18 .42 .38 .44 .25 .39 .41 -.08

p-value .122 .480 .094 .135 .078 .338 .127 .105 .765

Noise
rs(15) -.001 -.45 -.29 -.04 -.08 .17 -.01 -.16 .25

p-value .996 .073 .264 .881 .761 .525 .970 .554 .342

Flexibility
rs(15) -.14 .03 .13 -.16 .14 -.05 -.03 .01 -.24

p-value .586 .926 .619 .541 .586 .844 .918 .985 .353

Crowdedness
rs(15) -.10 -.36 -.25 -.11 -.22 -.02 -.17 -.29 .34

p-value .708 .158 .333 .687 .400 .933 .523 .256 .184

Mood
rs(15) .08 -.36 .30 .32 .32 .34 .33 .22 -.16

p-value .751 .158 .244 .205 .205 .181 .198 .395 .541
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