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Abstract

The incubation period is regarded as an important stage in creative problem solving. The incu-
bation effect manifests itself in the enhanced problem-solving performance after taking a break.
Forgetting fixation hypothesis states that incubation provides a problem solver with an oppor-
tunity to eliminate inappropriate ideas (mental sets) and therefore to come up with a correct
solution. We explored in two studies whether forgetting is an actual mechanism of the incubation
period (i.e. whether the traces of inappropriate fixations in memory become weaker as a conse-
quence of incubation). In Study 1 we employed the Alternative Uses Task (AUT) and fixed part
of the participants on several most common ways of using an object. We checked then whether
incubation helped to forget our fixations. We found the incubation effect (i.e. a greater fluency
at the second attempt) only when participants were previously fixated. However, we also found
that the incubation didn’t influence the number of fixations. Thus, we failed to find the evidence
for forgetting fixation during the incubation period. In Study 2 we used anagrams with two pos-
sible solutions and fixed the participant on one of them. Then we used the Lexical Decision Task
(LDT) to examine whether these fixations would become weaker as a result of the incubation
period. No differences were found between the incubation and no-incubation groups in their
response latencies for fixation words. Our results indicate that while the assumption that the
function of an incubation period is in overcoming inappropriate mental sets seems to be true, the
forgetting fixation theory provides an inaccurate account of underlying mechanisms.

Keywords: incubation, fixation, forgetting fixation hypothesis, Alternative Uses Task, anagrams,
Lexical Decision Task.

The incubation period is regarded as an important stage in creative problem solving
(Wallas, 1926). The incubation effect manifests itself in the enhanced problem-solving per-
formance after taking a break. Although experimental data on the existence of the incubation
effect is somewhat inconsistent, meta-analytic reviews show a positive incubation effect
(though it could vary across different problem types and other moderator variables) (Sio &
Ormerod, 2009; Strick, Dijksterhuis, Bos, & Nordgren, 2011).

Several theories exist explaining underlying cognitive mechanisms of successful incu-
bation (Lapteva, 2020; Smith, 2011). One of them, the forgetting fixation hypothesis
(Smith, 1995), states that incubation provides a problem solver with an opportunity to
eliminate inappropriate ideas (mental sets) and therefore to come up with a correct solu-
tion. This theory seems rather plausible (at least, for linguistic problems (Sio & Ormerod,
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2009) since many studies could achieve an incubation effect only if they employ some kind
of fixation or misleading cues on the initial stage of problem solving (Kohn & Smith, 20009;
Penaloza & Calvillo, 2012; Smith & Blankenship, 1991; Valueva, 2016; Vul & Pashler,
2007). But could we consider the title of this theory (i.e. “forgetting”) as an actual mecha-
nism of the incubation period? Do inappropriate fixations indeed become forgotten (i.e.
their traces in memory become weaker) as a consequence of incubation? This assumption
has never been thoroughly tested. Some evidence for real forgetting could be found in
Koppel and Storm (Koppel & Storm, 2013). They found that retrieval-induced forgetting
(the measure of the ability to inhibit inappropriate responses) correlated with problem
solving performance in the no-incubation group, but didn’t correlate with problem solving
performance in the incubation group after the incubation period. It could be that incuba-
tion minimizes the need for inhibition by weakening fixation traces in memory. Therefore,
the ability to inhibit fixation becomes irrelevant.

Sio and Rudowicz (Sio & Rudowicz, 2007) and Sio (Sio, 2010) took lexical decision
times as a measure of the misleading element’s activation. Sio and Ridowicz used three types
of remote association tasks (RAT) — neutral, GO-relevant', and GO-misleading — and test-
ed experts in GO and GO novices. GO-misleading RATs were supposed to evoke fixation in
GO experts. After an initial attempt to solve the RAT participants performed the LDT
either immediately (no incubation) or after an incubation period. Each RAT was followed
by a LDT series, which incorporated the RAT solution, an irrelevant (misleading) concept
and neutral words. As expected, experts solved less GO-misleading items. Contrary to
expectation, the experts’ reaction times for misleading words were faster under the incuba-
tion condition (compared to the reaction times of experts under no incubation condition).
This means that forgetting of irrelevant concepts does not occur. Another explanation, how-
ever, is possible. The descriptive statistics provided in Sio’s Table 2 shows that experts’ RTs
in incubation condition are systematically faster than in other conditions. Unfortunately, for
unknown reasons, Table 3 with MANOVA results is missing from the paper, that is why we
can’t check for the significance of these differences. So, results seem inconclusive.

Sio (Sio, 2010, Experiment IIT) used neutral and misleading Rebuses and found no differ-
ences in lexical decision times for neutral words and misleading hints either in the incubation
or in the no-incubation conditions. This could clearly indicate the lack of support for forget-
ting fixation, if it was not for the fact that Sio failed to find any incubation effect in general.
Thus, again we can’t be sure whether the incubation period leads to fixation forgetting.

In order to investigate this question more explicitly, we conducted two studies. In
Study 1 we employed the Alternative Uses Task (AUT) and fixed part of the participants
on several most common ways of using an object. We checked then whether incubation
helped to forget our fixations. In Study 2 we used anagrams with two possible solutions
and fixed the participant on one of them. Then we examined whether these fixations
would become weaker as a result of the incubation period.

Study 1

Study 1 investigated whether an incubation period enhances productivity in a diver-
gent thinking task by producing fixation forgetting. The Alternative Uses Task (AUT)

" GO is an ancient Chinise board game.
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(Guilford, Christensen, Merrifield, & Wilson, 1978) is a commonly used measure of diver-
gent thinking where a participant is asked to think of as many uses for a well-known
object (such as a newspaper) as possible. The difficulty of this task lies in overcoming
obvious and recently encountered uses for an object. In order to ensure fixation Storm and
Patel had participants study several common uses before asking them to generate new
uses of an object (Storm & Patel, 2014). We applied a similar, but a less straightforward
procedure. Before the AUT we exposed participants to several pictures (which represent-
ed the most common uses of an object) and asked them to title these pictures. According
to forgetting fixation account, we were supposed to find: 1) a greater fluency and 2) fewer
fixations (i.e. answers that correspond to pictures) due to an incubation period.

Method

Participants

Two hundred ninety females and 102 males participated in the experiment for pay-
ment. The average age was 30.62 (SD = 11.67). They were enrolled via advertisements on
social networks (VKontakte, Facebook, etc.). A detailed sample description by experi-
mental conditions is presented in Table 1.

Materials

Alternative Uses Task. In our adapted version of AUT, we used only one object as a
stimulus (a match).

Pictures. In our previous study (unpublished data) more than 300 participants gen-
erated ideas on how to use a matchstick. We calculated frequencies of produced ideas and
revealed the five most prevalent categories (to kindle a fire, to build little houses, to draw
with the burnt end of a match, to use as a toothpick, to use as a cotton bud). We selected
five appropriate pictures (fixating pictures) which were intended to represent these cate-
gories. Three pictures unconnected with match problem served as fillers.

Either Raven’s Advanced progressive matrices (APM) or Revised Purdue Spatial
Visualization Test (PSVT:R) were used as an incubation task. We used a short form of the
APM consisting of 12 items (Bors & Stokes, 1998). PSVTR (shortened version, only even
items of the original test were used) consisting of 15 items intended to measure the 3D men-
tal rotation ability (Yoon, 2011a, 2011b)’. Each test took approximately the same time to
accomplish (M = 7.9 min and M = 6.8 min, respectively), and both could be classified as
high cognitive load tasks (Sio & Ormerod, 2009).

Procedure

All data was collected on-line and was divided into two phases. During the first phase
we collected data for the fixation group, during the second one, for the group without fix-
ations.

In the fixation group, the procedure was implemented by using the software
PsyToolkit (Stoet, 2010, 2017). Each participant was randomly assigned either to the

* We are greateful to Dr. So Yoon Yoon for providing us with the PSVT:R and appreciate her valu-
able suggestions on using it.
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incubation or to the no-incubation group. First of all, participants were asked to give
humoristic titles to eight pictures (three neutral and five fixating ones). They then pro-
ceeded to the AUT task. Participants were instructed to think of as many unusual uses of
a match as possible. They were encouraged to generate innovative and creative ideas. In
the no-incubation group, participants were told that they had to generate ideas for 3 min-
utes (first attempt) and afterwards they would immediately be given another 2 minutes
to continue (second attempt). In the incubation group, participants were informed that
they had to generate ideas for 3 minutes (first attempt), then they would be given a break
and would solve another task (APM or PSVT:R), and then they would return to AUT for
another 2 minutes (second attempt).

In the no-fixation group, the procedure was implemented using the software devel-
oped by A. Panfilova for the purpose of this project. The procedure and the presentation
of the tasks were identical except that the picture-naming task was eliminated.

Results

Background statistics. For each participant, we calculated fluency scores (i.e. the
number of sensible ideas proposed) for the first (fluency 1) and second (fluency 2) attempts.
To determine the number of fixations, an expert (blind to the participants’ belonging to
any experimental conditions) identified correspondence between a participant’s answers
and fixating pictures. We calculated the number of fixations identified and for each
attempt calculated the proportion of fixations (a fixation score) relative to overall fluency
on the corresponding attempt. All descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1.

It was revealed that the fixation group turned out to be significantly younger than no-
fixation group (£(390) = —7.25, p < .001). However, as age didn’t correlate significantly
with any of the fluency or fixation scores (r ranged from —.06 to 0.03, ns) we assumed that
it wouldn’t be a confounding factor. It was also revealed that the baseline fluency score (flu-
ency 1) significantly differed in the fixation (M = 5.84) and no-fixation (M = 4.82) groups
(£(390) = 3.4, p = .001). Therefore, all comparisons involving these groups were made con-
trolling for baseline fluency. All other between-group comparisons involving age and flu-
ency 1 were not statistically significant.

Incubation effect. To check up on the presence of the incubation effect a 2 (fixation) X 2
(incubation) ANCOVA (with fluency 1 as a covariate) were carried out using the fluency 2 as
dependent variable (DV). We found a significant main effect of incubation (F(1, 387) = 6.95,
p =.009, n? = .02) and significant interaction between incubation and fixation conditions
(F(1,387) = 5.03, p = .025, n* = .01, see Figure 1). Subsequent analysis revealed a signif-
icant main effect of incubation in the fixation group (F(1, 127) = 8.87, p = .003, % = .06),
but insignificant results in the no-fixation group (F(1, 259) = 0.15, p = .703, n* = .001).
These results are in accordance with the forgetting fixation theory since the incubation
effect was found only in the participants who were previously fixated.

Fixation effect. We then examined the effects of the fixation task on the participants’
performance searching for differences in fixation scores between the groups. There were
no significant differences between fixation and no-fixation groups in the fixation score at
the first attempt (£(390) = —0.94, p = .350). This result suggests that there was no imme-
diate fixation effect.
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Table 1
Number of Participants, Means (Standard Deviations) of Age, Fluency and Fixations
by Conditions
First attempt Second attempt
N Age Fluency 1 Fsic);iteioin Fluency 2 Fsiciitei%n
Fixation group
Incubation 71 24.32 (7.11) | 6.00 (2.52) | .33(.23) | 3.94 (2.29) | .18 (.24)
No-incubation 59 | 25.63 (11.83) | 5.64 (2.77) | .35(.24) | 2.90 (1.72) | .13 (.22)
No-fixation group
Incubation 135 | 34.47 (11.74) | 4.99 (3.13) | .36 (.26) | 3.12 (2.16) | .25(.29)
No-incubation 127 | 32.35 (11.42) | 4.64 (2.35) | .36 (.25) | 2.91 (1.85) | .21 (.28)
Overall
Fixation group 130 | 24.92(9.53) | 5.84 (2.63) | .34 (.23) | 3.47 (2.11) | .16(.23)
No-fixation group | 262 | 33.45 (11.61) | 4.82 (2.78) | .36 (.26) | 3.02 (2.02) | .23 (.29)
Incubation 206 | 30.98 (11.44) | 5.34(2.96) | .35(.25) | 3.4(2.23) | .23(.28)
No-incubation 186 | 30.22 (11.94) | 4.96 (2.53) | .36 (.24) | 2.9 (1.8) .19 (.26)
Figure 1

ANCOVA Results for the Incubation Effect in Study 1 (Error bars represent 95% CI)
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A 2 (fixation) X 2 (incubation) ANCOVA (with fluency 1 as a covariate) were carried
out using the fixation score 2 as DV (see Figure 2). The main effect of incubation was not
significant (F(1,379) = 3.10, p = .079, n? = .008), nor was the interaction between fixation
and incubation (F(1, 379) = 0.01, p = .922, % = .000). We found, however, that fixation
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Figure 2
ANCOVA Results for the Fixation Effect in Study 1 (Error bars represent 95% CI)
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score 2 was higher in the no-fixation group, which was indicated by the significant fixation
effect, (F(1, 379) = 3.84, p = .051, n? = .01).

Forgetting fixations effect. To verify whether incubation induces forgetting fixation
we analyzed fixation score 2 in the fixation group. T-test revealed no significant differ-
ences between incubation and no-incubation groups (t(125) = —1.15, p = .252). It seems
to show that no forgetting fixation occurred.

Discussion

Study 1 demonstrated the incubation effect as a function of fixating manipulation. We
found greater fluency in the incubation group only when participants were previously fix-
ated on the common uses of a match. Despite being in line with the forgetting fixation
account, these results are rather surprising because divergent thinking problems are
known to be the most liable to incubation (Sio & Ormerod, 2009). So, we could expect to
find successful incubation regardless of fixation conditions. In this experiment, we took
only the fluency as a performance measure. Perhaps, considering other measures (i.g. orig-
inality, flexibility) would lead to different results in the no-fixation group.

We also found that our fixation task had no immediate effect (at the first attempt), but
rather a delayed reversed one (manifesting itself in the second attempt). One possible
explanation could be that all participants had already been fixated on the most common
uses of the ordinary object by their past experience. Therefore, some kind of a ceiling effect
probably was observed in both groups at the first attempt (both groups produced as many
fixations as possible). At the second attempt, the no-fixation group managed to dispose of
artificially reinforced fixations, but the fixation group was still stuck on natural fixations.

We failed to find the evidence for forgetting fixationduring the incubation period. It
seems that (at least in divergent thinking tasks) the incubation period helps to overcome
adherence to inappropriate ideas, but the underlying mechanism is not that of forgetting.
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Study 2

In Study 2 we used a linguistic task (anagrams with two possible answers), fixated par-
ticipants by priming one of the solutions, and examined whether these fixations would
become weaker after the incubation period.

In our previous research that employed anagrams with two possible solutions, we
found that the incubation effect occurred only if participants were fixated on one of the
solutions (Valueva, 2016). To fixate participants, we firstly presented anagrams along
with one solution (a primed solution). The second solution (an alternative) was hindered
(Lapteva, Valueva, & Belova, 2018). After about a week, participants had to solve these
anagrams either with an incubation or without an incubation period. The incubation
effect was observed only in the case of alternative solutions; neither primed nor neutral
solutions benefited from the incubation period.

In the present study, we investigated whether the observed incubation effect would be
accompanied by the weakening of fixation traces. We employed the same procedure along
with the Lexical Decision Task (LDT). The LDT served as a measure to assess the partic-
ipants’ sensitivity to different memory items. According to forgetting fixation account,
sensitivity to fixation elements (primed solutions) would weaken as a result of the incu-
bation period. This would lead to increased lexical latencies in the incubation group com-
pared to the no-incubation group.

Method

Participants

Thirty-four females and 18 males participated in the experiment. They were volun-
teers who responded to advertisements in social networks (VKontakte, Facebook, etc.).
The average age was 26.69 (SD = 7.29). All participants were randomly assigned to the
incubation (N = 27) or no-incubation (N = 25) conditions.

Materials

Anagrams. The 36 five to seven-letter anagrams with two possible solutions were
selected (see Figure 3 for examples). Each of the 72 solutions was a singular noun.
Anagrams were divided into two sets of 18 (Set A and Set B).

LDT. A set of LDTs consisted of 72 anagram solutions and 72 pseudowords. Each
pseudoword was composed by random substitution of one letter in a word (noun). Vowels
were replaced by vowels (for example, “villain” to “sillain”); consonants were replaced by
consonants (for example “beauty” to “biauty”). There were no direct semantic associa-
tions between pseudowords and anagram solutions.

All verbal stimuli were in Russian.

Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices (APM) were used as an incubation task
(the short form, Bors & Stokes, 1998).

Procedure
All tasks were implemented in E-Prime 2.0 (Schneider, Eschman, & Zuccolotto, 2012). The
experiment was conducted in two days with approximately a seven day gap between them.
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On the first day, participants were shown pairs of anagrams and one possible solution
to this anagram. Pairs were presented in a random order in the centre of the screen: an
anagram appeared first and after 3 sec it was joined by its solution. The pair remained on
the screen until 5 sec elapsed. Participants were asked just to watch stimulus material and
take no actions. They were told that it was needed to become acquainted with the ana-
gram task and were not told that anagrams had alternative solutions. All participants
were randomly divided into four groups. Each group saw only 18 anagrams (either Set A
or Set B) and only one solution per anagram (see Figure 3 for illustration). This procedure
was assumed to induce fixation on one of the two solutions.

On the second day, all participants solved 36 anagrams (Set A + Set B). Half of the partic-
ipants were told that after the first attempt they would immediately be given a second chance
to find solutions for unsolved anagrams (no-incubation group). Half of the participants were
informed that after the first attempt they would shift to another task and then return to the
unsolved anagrams (incubation group). Anagrams were presented one by one in random order
in the centre of the screen for 15 sec or until the problem was solved. When participants
arrived at the solution, they had to press the «space» key and type their solution into a text
box. Before proceeding to the main task the participants solved four anagrams to practice.

After the first attempt, the no-incubation group proceeded immediately to the LDT.
The incubation group performed an incubation task (Raven’s APM) and then switched to
the LDT. After the LDT participants had the second attempt to solve unsolved items, but
this data was not analyzed as during the LDT participants encountered anagram solutions
which could be confounding.

In LDT 144 stimuli (72 words and 72 pseudowords) were sequentially presented in
the centre of the screen in a random order. Before each stimulus, a fixation cross appeared
on the screen for 0.5 sec to draw the participants’ attention. Participants were prompted
to press the 1 key as quickly and accurately as possible if the item presented was a word,
or the 0 key if it was a pseudoword. The stimulus remained on the screen until an answer
had been given. Before the main task participants solved six practice items.

Results

Anagram solving. All participants’ solutions were classified into three categories (see
Figure 3):
Figure 3
Experimental Design of Study 2

[ Grour1 | Grour2 | Grour3 | Groupa |
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primed | alternative | neutral neutral
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1. Primed solutions were those which had been presented to participant on the first day.

2. Alternative solutions were the second (not presented solutions) for the anagrams
presented on the first day.

3. Neutral solutions corresponded to anagrams which were not presented to the partic-
ipant on the first day.

For each participant, we calculated the mean proportion of correct solutions in each
category (at the first attempt, before the LDT). As expected, we found that the proportion
of primed solutions was higher (M = .32, SD = .13) than the proportion of either alterna-
tive (M =.17,SD = .10, t(50) = 7.12, p <.001) or neutral (M = .19, SD = .10, £(50) = 7.99,
p <.001) solutions. The proportions of alternative and neutral solutions were also signif-
icantly different (£(50) = —2.00, p = .05). These results are perfectly the same as in our
previous study (Valueva, 2016). We assume that a correspondence between two experi-
ments could be established.

LDT. Before the analysis, we excluded response latencies of less than 200 ms and more
than 2SD from the overall average that was less than 1.5% of all responses. Incorrect lex-
ical decisions and lexical decisions for words corresponding to the solved anagrams were
also discarded. After that, the means of the lexical latencies for different categories of solu-
tions (i.e. primed, alternative, neutral and pseudowords) were calculated.

Mean response latencies for pseudowords didn’t differ significantly in the incubation
(M =975.0 ms, SD = 249.7 ms) and no-incubation (M = 938.4 ms, SD = 273.7 ms) groups
(t(50) = —0.50, p = .62). This ensures that any difference found (or not found) in the sub-
sequent analysis could not be attributed to differences in the general speed.

If a forgetting fixation occurs during an incubation period, we were supposed to find
our subjects less sensitive to primed solutions (i.e. to fixations) after the incubation. In
other words, response latencies to primed solutions should be slower in the incubation
group compared to the no-incubation group.

To test this prediction a 3 (Category of Solution) X 2 (Incubation) ANOVA were car-
ried out with repeated-measures on Category of Solution (primed, alternative, neutral)
and LDT response latencies as DV (see Figure 4). The significant main effect of the
Category of Solution (F(2, 49) = 8.303, p < .001, n% = .14) indicated that the response
latencies for primed (M = 807.0 ms, SD = 181.1 ms) solutions were significantly quicker
than for alternative (M = 864.1 ms, SD = 223.7 ms, #(51) = —3.38, p = .001) and for neu-
tral solutions (M = 872.1 ms, SD = 190.3 ms, #(51) = —3.80, p <.001). Alternative and neu-
tral solutions didn’t differ significantly (¢(51) = —0.45, p = .652). Neither main effect of
Incubation (F(2,50) = 0.06, p = 805, n?=.001), nor the interaction effects (F(2, 49) = 0.84,
p = 433, m* = .017) were significant. No differences were found between incubation and
no-incubation groups’ in response latencies for any category of solutions (all ps > .600).

Discussion

Study 2 revealed that on the cognitive level (memories activation) no forgetting fixa-
tion occurs during an incubation period. Combined with our previous study on the same
stimulus material (Valueva, 2016), this suggests that although incubation enhances ana-
gram solving only in a fixation condition, forgetting fixation doesn’t seem to be a cogni-
tive mechanism of incubation effect.
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Figure 4
ANOVA Results for LDT (Error bars represent 95% CI)
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Our data allows us to check upon another influential theory of incubation, i.e. spread-
ing activation hypothesis. Spreading activation hypothesis implies that the incubation
period allows activation from problem elements spread via a semantic network to the rel-
evant memories. If spreading activation serves as the source of incubation effect, then
response latencies in the LDT for unsolved anagrams’ solutions should decrease over the
incubation period. We found no empirical support for this assumption: there were no sig-
nificant differences in the LDT performance between the incubation and no-incubation
groups. Thus, we are forced to conclude that although the incubation effect took place,
neither forgetting fixation nor spreading activation occurred.

General Discussion

We conducted two studies using different types of problems (a divergent thinking task
and linguistic problems). In both experiments, we failed to find the evidence for fixation
forgetting as a cognitive mechanism of an incubation period. Nevertheless, in both cases,
an incubation effect was observed whenever fixations were present. While the assumption
that the function of an incubation period is in overcoming inappropriate mental sets
seems to be true, forgetting fixation theory provides an inaccurate account of underlying
mechanisms.

If fixation forgetting doesn’t work, several possible candidates for explanatory mecha-
nisms could be mentioned.
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E. Segal proposed the returning-act hypothesis according to which an incubation peri-
od merely diverts the attention of a solver from a problem and gives him or her an oppor-
tunity of a “fresh start” after a break (Segal, 2004). But it is still unclear why the solver
should adopt a “fresh look” after an incubation period rather than to return to his unim-
paired fixations.

Smith and Beda (Smith & Beda, 2020) suggest the context-dependent fixation
hypothesis. It assumes that fixations can become associated with the initial problem-solv-
ing context. When the context is reinstated fixations continue to block solutions. The
environmental context includes any cues (photos, words, sounds etc.) associated with the
initial attempt of problem solving. The temporal context is characterized as a period
encompassing a set of events. Under this account, incubation provides relief from the tem-
poral context, but as shown in Smith and Beda (Smith & Beda, 2020) the effect could be
reinforced by establishing new environmental context at the same time.

Other interpretation comes from V.M. Allakhverdov’s theory of unconscious negative
choice (Allakhverdov, 2006). According to Allakhverdov negative choice is an uncon-
scious decision to inhibit certain information in favour of other information. If one is fix-
ated on inappropriate information, solution relevant information would be negatively
chosen. It was experimentally shown that negatively chosen information and absent infor-
mation are not equivalent and that negatively chosen information tends to remain inhib-
ited when appealed in the same problem solving context (Allakhverdov, 1993). For exam-
ple, people often repeat their slips of the tongue, slips of the pen, misprints and other mis-
takes in cognitive or motor actions (Andriyanova, & Allakhverdov, 2020, Gershkovich et
al,, 2013). A negative choice is problem-dependent, that is why we need to change the task
to withdraw a “flag” of negative choice. It could be enough to turn your copy-book upside-
down to check the work more effectively. Incubation could be regarded as a way to change
the subjective perception of a problem in order to cancel existent negative choices.

Ya. A. Ponomarev’s theory of intuitive and logical modes of thinking also give us some
clues to understand the mechanisms of an incubation period (Ponomarev, 1960).
Information in the intuitive (subconscious, automatic) level appears as by-products of our
action at a logical (conscious, deliberate, explicit) level. When a task is initially tackled
some useful knowledge could be activated at the intuitive level as a by-product of our con-
scious efforts to solve a problem. However, a solver could not easily become aware of the
relationships between a problem and this intuitive knowledge (Zhong, Dijksterhuis, &
Galinsky, 2008). The function of an incubation period is then, to provide our unconscious
the time to establish these necessary links. Once ties are established a problem could be
solved.

In our study, we have shown what cognitive mechanisms of incubation are probably
not, but further research is needed to reveal what they are. This understanding would give
us valuable hints of how to properly use an incubation period in our everyday problem
solving and how not to misuse it.
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Pe3siome

[lenblo HacTosmieir paboThl  ABIAIOCH H3YyYeHHE KOTHUTHBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB
MHKY6AIlMOHHOTO TEPUOJIa, KOTOPBIA HMCCIEN0BATeIM PACCMATPUBAIOT KaK BaKHbBI STall B
pellleHNE TBOPYECKKX 3a/1a4. [unoresa 3abbiBanus (huKcauii — ojHa U3 HanboJiee BAUSATETbHBIX
TUIIOTE3, TPETEHAYIONNX Ha 0ObsICHEHHE YCIENIHBIX CAy4YaeB WHKybaruu. IJTa TUIOTe3a
[IPE/IIOJAraeT, YTO MHKYOaIisl IOMOraeT pPeliaTesto M30aBUThCS OT HEBEPHBIX pelleHuil W,
Gmarogaps 9ToMy, NPUOJIU3UTBCA K BEPHOMY. B ABYX uCCIEJ0OBaHUSX IPOBEPSAIOCH
MIPEATIOIOKEHIE TOH TEOPUN O TOM, YTO PellaTesb IIPeoojieBaeT HeBepHble uaen Oaarogaps
sabpBanmio pukcanuii. B Mccrepopanum 1 npumensica tect HeoOb4HOE MCHIOIB30BaHKE, TIPU
HTOM YaCTh HCIBITYeMbIX Oblla (PUKCHpOBaHa Ha Haubojiee paclpoCTPaHEHHBIX COcobax
ucnoab3oBanus npeamera. Pesymsrarer VccoepoBanus 1, BO-TePBBIX, TPOIEMOHCTPHPOBAIN
Hasmune adderTa nHKyObaun (MOBbIIIeHe GETJIOCTH Ha BTOPOH TOTMBITKE) TOJBKO B TPYIIIE C
npenBapuTesbHoil (pukcanuei. Bo-Bropbix, 6b1I0 0OHAPYKEHO, YTO MHKYOAIMsI He BJIUSAIA HA
YHCJIO PENIeHUi TecTa Ha aJbTePHATUBHOE MCIIOJIb30BaHKE, COOTBETCTBYIOIUX (ukcanusim. B
WccenenoBanuy 2 Mbl UCHOJB30BAJU aHAPAMMbI C JIBYMsI BO3MOJKHBIMU PEIIEHUSIMU U
(bUKCUpOBaIM YyYACTHUKOB HA OJIHOM M3 HUX. 3aTeM C MOMOIIbIO 3324l JIEKCUIECKOTO BhIOOPA
MPOBEPSIOCh, OYAYT JWU CJeAbl 9TUX (PUKCAIMH CTaHOBUTLCsA cjabee B pesyJbraTe
UHKYOAIMOHHOTO Tiepuoja. Pe3ysbraThl BBINOJHEHUS 33aYd JIEKCUYECKOTO PpelleHUst
CBUJIETEJIBCTBYIOT 00 OTCYTCTBMM pasjiMuMii BO BPEMEHU peaklMu Ha pelleHus-(pukcanmm
MESKLy TPYIINoN ¢ nHKybanueii u 6e3 uHKybanuu. B 1ieJoM HaliM pe3yJasTaThl MOATBEPKIAIOT,
YTO WHKYOAITMOHHBIH MEPUO TIOMOTAET MPEOI0JIETh MPUBEPKEHHOCTh HEBEPHBIM HIESIM, HO
CTOAIIMN 3a TUM MeXaHM3M He sABJsercss 3abbiBaHueM ¢ukcanuil. O6CyKaa0TCsS Apyrue
BO3MO>KHBIE MEXAaHU3MBI.

KioueBbie cioBa: wnkyOauus, (ukcaunus, runoresa 3abbiBanust (uKcanuii, Tecrt
Heo6braHoe UCob30BaHue, aHATPAMMBI, 33]1a4a JIEKCHYECKOTo BIOOpa.
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