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ABSTRACT 
 

Ideation methods have been extensively studied, and several ideation methods can be beneficial in 

different contexts, but it is not understood what makes a specific method work. Previous work has shown 

that all the ideation methods comprise of 25 fundamental ideation mechanisms in two categories: idea 

implementation and idea promoting mechanisms.  In this study, we try to understand how individual 
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mechanisms affect idea generation outcomes. We chose four idea promoting mechanisms: two from the 

process category (Classification & Combination) and two from the idea sources category (Building on 

Others and Stimulation). These mechanisms were selected as they are examples of comparable 

mechanisms that could easily be integrated into any other ideation method. We conducted four 

experiments and assessed idea quantity, novelty, and originality. Our study showed that the chosen 

mechanism increased ideation performance. For the most part, the mechanisms are statistically 

equivalent, but we found evidence that classification outperforms combination in a simple ideation 

exercise. We also found the building on others can be more useful than the type of stimulation used in 

engineering concept generation, but the difference was not found in a simple ideation exercise. Overall, 

we find evidence that all mechanisms improve ideation effectiveness and could be incorporated into any 

ideation method, but further studies are needed to build more comprehensive understanding.  

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Idea generation is a standard part of any design project. Accordingly, several 

tools and methods have been developed to support this phase. Generally, such tools or 

methods help to inspire or remove mental blocks in order to help designers to create 

several diverse ideas [1]. This has been shown to lead to higher overall quality ideas for 

further development [2, 3].  

There is significant research on idea generation methods. For example, Daly et 

al. [4] found that the use of morphological analysis [5] and design heuristics [6, 7] in idea 

generation produced more elaborated and practical ideas than the use of individual 

brainstorming. Another study compares TRIZ [8] and SCAMPER [9] to team 

brainstorming, and no method is used at all. The study finds that TRIZ and SCAMPER 

produce more useful ideas, whereas Brainstorming and TRIZ result in more novel ideas 
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when compared to the other methods. While we learn from these studies, the results 

are not easily generalizable or comparable due to chosen sets of methods and 

experimental setup. Morphological analysis and TRIZ are considered logical methods 

[10], whereas SCAMPER and Heuristics fall into the intuitive method category. On the 

other hand, the TRIZ principles, SCAMPER words, and Heuristics are all forms of 

stimulus, whereas individual brainstorming has no stimulus, and team brainstorming 

relies on being inspired by the other team members. The studies also differ in whether 

the idea generation was done alone or in teams. 

The above research compares creativity methods against one another. However, 

these methods consist of components, elements, or strategies that help in idea 

generation. Kirjavainen and Hölttä-Otto [11] call these “mechanisms” and present 25 

mechanisms that form all idea generation methods (Fig. 1). The mechanisms are divided 

into two categories: 1)  Idea promoting mechanisms that help inspire or trigger ideas, 

and 2) the implementation mechanisms that guide the practical organization and format 

of the idea generation session.  



Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

4 
 

  

Fig. 1 Ideation Mechanisms [11] 

The mechanisms provide an opportunity to study them independent of the 

creativity method they are used with. In this paper, we take the initial step towards 

understanding each of the mechanisms by studying two mechanisms from two idea 

promoting mechanism categories. Specifically, we aim to investigate two mechanisms 

from the process category: Combination and Classification, and two from the Idea 

Sources category: Stimulation and Building on others (BoO). Table 1 shows the 

definition of these chosen mechanisms. 
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Table 1 Definition of the Selected Idea Generation Mechanisms [11] 

Chosen 
Mechanism Definition 

Pr
oc

es
s Classification A phase in an idea generation method where ideas are 

classified or grouped as a part of using the method. 

Combination 
& 

Modifications 

Combining, synthesizing, or modifying ideas as a part of the 
idea generation session creates new ideas and meanings. Modified 
ideas can be either idea created during the session or existing 
products, things, ideas, or meanings. 

 
 

   

Building on 
others 

Participants are encouraged to build on others' ideas, while 
the ideas are created or stated. Also, rotating ideas or thoughts to 
other participants and building on those ideas. 

Stimulation 
 

Using stimuli to prompt ideas. For example, using stimulating 
pictures, questions, or words or adapting a role to tease out ideas. 
The method might include collecting and using inspirational material 
or influencing the subconscious by exposing the participant(s) to 
pictures, sounds, words, or other ways to influence idea generation 
and activate thinking to help in accessing already existing 
knowledge. 

 

2. BACKGROUND 
2.1. IDEA GENERATION MECHANISMS 
 
 The ideation mechanisms build on past work, including past idea generation 

mechanism classifications and identification of some mechanisms [28-30]. On the 

implementation mechanisms side, Kirjavainen and Hölttä-Otto [11] find that team 

ideation is most common. It has also been studied. For example, Linsey et al. [24] and 

Blair et al. [26] study the role of an individual in 6-3-5/C-Sketch ideation where 

individual and team ideation are both used. Edelman et al. [27] and Heininger et al. [31], 

on the other hand, show how individual characteristics influence team ideation. Also, 

nominal teams vs. actual teams during concept development have been studied [32-34]. 

Modality has also been researched [16, 22, 23]. For example, sketching is found to be 
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more useful than writing in engineering design [23, 35]. The other implementation 

mechanisms are less studied. However, past work can be found on, e.g., use of a 

facilitator [36] and specific special tools that have been developed such as electronic 

tools for group brainstorming [37-39] or several specific cards or other analog tools [40] 

for inspiration [41, 42]. 

 The use of Stimulation at the beginning of idea generation is the most common 

idea promoting mechanism [11]. Different stimuli have also been well studied. The cards 

mentioned above is a special tool but also function as stimuli, and they have been 

shown to aid in ideation [17, 42]. Others have compared, e.g., different stimuli such as 

verbal vs. pictorial stimuli [16], and other specific stimuli such as personas [20] or 

embodied experiential stimuli [18, 19, 21]. Often these stimuli are meant to prime the 

designer toward specific outcomes [21]. Also, other idea source mechanisms in the idea 

promoting mechanisms have been researched. The use of analogies has been found 

useful. The effect of analogy types [43-46] or their distance [47] has been studied. 

Incubation is found to be useful [48, 49]. Also, some of the process related idea source 

mechanisms have been explored. For example, many studies show a correlation 

between the high amount of ideas and ideation success [2, 3, 15]. Suspending judgment 

and reframing were studied alongside with other cognitive creativity mechanisms [28]. 

In team ideation, it is often encouraged to build on other people's ideas. This has been 

shown to have a positive effect on both nominal and actual teams [24, 32, 34].  

 Overall, we find that many mechanisms have been studied, although some more 

than others. Very few works exist that compare the mechanisms. The work by Vargas 
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Hernandez [28] is a notable exception. They compared Stimuli, Suspending Judgment, 

Representation (Modality), Frame of Reference Shifting (Reframing), Incubation, and 

Example Exposure in a single study. They analyzed each mechanism individually as well 

as their interactions in a laboratory task of coming up with ways to move a ping-pong 

ball. They found that there are mechanisms that are stronger than others and that the 

interactions between mechanisms are not simple. Further, a recent study [50] explored 

design problem framing, using design heuristics (Stimulus) or teaming based on 

students' cognitive styles and how they affected students' idea generation. They found 

that especially teaming had a significant effect. We continue the mechanism level 

analysis in this paper. Here, our focus is on comparable or potentially interchangeable 

mechanism pairs.  

 Let us first explore two process related idea source mechanisms: classify and 

combine & modify. Kirjavainen and Hölttä-Otto [11] found that combining ideas during 

idea generation is present in 38% of the ideation methods they studied, whereas a 

potentially equivalent mechanism of classifying ideas was present only in 11% of the 

methods. In SCAMPER, the C stands explicitly for combining and M for modifying ideas. 

In Morphological analysis, the designer is asked first to decompose the problem into 

functions or other attributes and then list ideas for each attribute. They are then asked 

to combine the sub-ideas in many different combinations into potential solutions. 

Heuristic Ideation Technique (HIT) [51] is similar, but it is based on combining all 

potentially "relevant" concepts, not necessarily a problem decomposition. Classifying 

ideas is not present in as many idea generation methods, but for example, Forward 



Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

8 
 

Steps [52] method advises the designer to pursue many paths and support finding these 

different paths but using classifying criteria. We can, however, not find studies where 

these have been explicitly compared.  

 Similarly, different idea source mechanisms could potentially be interchanged in 

an idea generation method. We take two different ones as an example: Stimulation and 

Building on Others. Stimulation is well studied, and since team ideation is common, at 

least some building on others is typical even if not always explicitly stated in a method. 

Kirjavainen and Hölttä-Otto [11] found that Stimulation is present in 57% and Building 

on others in 28% of the idea generation methods. For example, in Empathic Experience 

Design [19], wearing simulation gear is intended to stimulate innovation. Word Tree 

design by analogy method [44], on the hand, mentions explicitly how certain types of 

verbs are better stimuli than others for creativity. 6-3-5- method [53] and various 

extensions of it rely on building on others. Designlibs, [54] a method mimicked after the 

game Mad Lips, is also based on building on others. Different stimuli have been 

compared against no stimulus and occasionally against other types of stimuli, and the 

roles of an individual in a team have been studied as previously discussed, but we are 

not aware of studies comparing the use of a stimulus to building on others. While these 

two mechanisms can also appear simultaneously in a single idea generation method, it 

is interesting to begin to understand how each work compared to the other. 

2.2 CREATIVITY EVALUATION  

 Divergent thinking is a good indicator of creative potential [55]. As we study 

divergent thinking or creativity through idea generation, we focus on the ideas 
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produced. This is an outcome-based approach, where methods for idea generation are 

considered effective if they produce good ideas [10]. In previous studies, multiple 

different metrics have been used to evaluate the results of idea generation [18, 29, 55]. 

These metrics have been summarized by, e.g., Dean et al. [56] and Kudrowitz & Wallace 

[57].  

In this study, we used three metrics to evaluate the creativity. Fluency can be used as a 

creativity measure, as it depicts how easily one can create a mass of ideas.  The more 

ideas there are, the better the chance of good ideas exists [10, 55, 58, 59]. In addition to 

counting the ideas for the two rounds, unique ideas were also counted [15, 18]. The 

newness of an idea could be judged with its commonness in the mind of the rater, 

relative to existing products, or with how common it is in the whole population of ideas 

[10, 56]. The choice of metric partially depends on the type of problem. We chose to use 

two different measures to capture: Novelty for measuring how common or uncommon 

an idea is compared to other generated ideas in the set [10], and the Decision Tree for 

Originality Assessment in Design (DTOAD) [60] to capture originality relative to the 

industry norm. Both have been used in the context of engineering design. Novelty is 

suitable for a standard (non-engineering) creativity tests, whereas DTOAD is designed 

explicitly for engineering design. 

Novelty – Shah's novelty metrics calculate novelty score using Equation (1), and for that, 

it considers commonness or uncommonness of idea within the whole dataset. In this 

equation, S is Novelty Score, T is the Total number of solutions or ideas produced, i.e., 

total bins, and C is the number of ideas in that bin.   



Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

10 
 

                    S=  ((T-C)/T))  x 10                                                     (1) 

DTOAD uses a 5-point ordinal scale to represent lowest to highest originality score 

ranging from 0 to 10 with an incremental step of 2.5 between each level (Fig. 2).  

Examples of how we used each of these three metrics are given in the subsequent 

section. 

Does the concept achieve design goals 
beyond the industry norm?

To what extent is the design 
integrated around its innovation?

Improvements are 
minor or isolated 

from the rest of the 
design. The 

improvement is 
peripheral to the 

function.

Improvements are 
moderately 

intergrated; design 
remains typical. 

The improvement is 
essential to the 

function.

Improvements are 
made at the system 
level, and the entire 

concept is 
integrated around 
those innovations.

Is the design so 
unique it is unlikely 

to be seen again?

0 2.5 5 7.5 10

YES
NO

NO YES

 

Fig. 2 The Decision Tree for Originality Assessment in Design (DTOAD) [60] 

 

2.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

We aim to understand how the mechanisms affect the idea generation effectiveness. 

We chose to study four idea promoting mechanisms: two from the process category 

(Classification & Combination) and two from the idea sources category (Building on 

Others and Stimulation) [11]. These mechanisms are selected as they are examples of 

comparable mechanisms that could easily be integrated into any other ideation process. 

We aim to answer the following research questions: 
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RQ1: How does classifying or combining ideas during simple idea generation or 

engineering concept generation impact the number of ideas or idea novelty or 

originality? 

RQ2: How does Building on others or Stimulation during simple idea generation or 

engineering concept generation impact the number of ideas or idea novelty or 

originality? 

3. METHODOLOGY 

To answer these two research questions, we conducted four different experiments. Fig. 

3 shows the experimental approach. The research methodology for each experiment is 

described separately below.  

 

Building on Others 
(BoO) and Stimulation

Engineering Concept 
Generation Exercise

Idea Generation 
Exercise

Assess Originality Assess Novelty Assess Quantity 

Quantitative Analysis 
For Each Experiment

Combine and Classify Combine and Classify

Idea Generation 
Exercise

Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3 Experiment 4 

Building on Others 
(BoO) and Stimulation

Engineering Concept 
Generation Exercise

 

Fig. 3 Methodology Adopted to Answer Research Questions 

4. DESIGN PROMPT AND EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS 
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4.1 EXPERIMENT 1: 

The first experiment tested Classify and Combine mechanisms in a simple ideation task. 

The data were collected using alternate uses tests [61, 62]. The participants were asked 

to list as many ways of using a paperclip as they possibly can. The modified test included 

two rounds of idea generation and implementing one of two alternative idea-promoting 

mechanisms as a task in the middle (Fig 4).. The participants were given the design 

challenge and a 3-page ideation template with instructions about round 1, intervention, 

and round 2. A similar appraoch was deployed for the other three experiments. 

Participation was voluntary. In the end, we received 579 individual ideas. Some entries 

were also translated from Finnish or Spanish to English by a native speaker fluent in 

English. 

Classify Group Combine Group

Round 1:  List as many ways of using a paperclip as you possibly 
can. Do this in writing. You have 2 minutes.

Intervention: Classify your ideas into 
groups based on e.g. their similarity or theme. 

When you are ready you can go to the next 
page. You have six minutes to complete this 

and the task on the next page.

Intervention: Look at your ideas from the 
previous round. You don’t have to write 

anything on this page, just go through our
ideas. When you are ready you can go to the 

next page. You have six minutes to
complete this and the task on next page

Round 2: Now, list as many NEW ways of 
using a paperclip as possible.

Round 2: Now, list as many NEW ways of 
using a paperclip as possible... ...by 

combining your ideas from the previous 
round.

Analyze Data to Obtain Quantity and Novelty Score

Idea Generation Exercise

 

Fig. 4 Design of Experiment 1 
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4.2 EXPERIMENT 2: 

This experiment tested classify and combine mechanisms in an engineering-related task. 

The participants were asked to propose concepts for a "next-generation garbage 

picker." The experimental approach adopted for this research is in Fig. 5. We followed 

the procedure similar to Kershaw et al. [63]. The design challenge did not have any 

further design requirements. As done in previous studies [63], no reference example; 

physical or in any other form of communication was presented  to reduce unintentional 

fixation [64].  

The experiment was conducted in the pre-post form for three groups: control, combine, 

and classify. The general-purpose of the research was conveyed to the participants, but 

no information about the experimental set up was revealed. Participation was 

voluntary, and after obtaining the consent, they were randomly assigned to the three 

groups. 
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Control Group Combine Group

Round 1:  Draw as many product concepts as possible for the next 
generation garbage picker. You are allowed to use phrases or comments 
to help convey your concept however those must be mainly represented 

through drawing. You have ten minutes.

No Intervention: Reflect on ideas from previous 
round. You have ten minutes to complete this and 

the task on the next page.

Intervention: Look at your ideas from the 
previous round. You don’t have to write anything 
on this page, just go through our ideas. When you 
are ready you can go to the next page. You have 
ten minutes to complete this and the task on the 

next page.

Round 2: Now, repeated ideation to produce any 
new product concept.

Round 2: Now, combine concepts from Round 1 
and draw as many new product concepts as 

possible

Analyze Data to Obtain Quantity and Originality Score

Classify Group

Intervention: Classify your ideas into groups 
based on e.g. their similarity or theme. When you 

are ready you can go to the next page.
You have ten minutes to complete this and the 

task on the next page.

Round 2: Now, repeated ideation to produce any 
new product concept.

Engineering Concept Generation Exercise

 

 Fig. 5 Design of Experiment 2 

4.3 EXPERIMENT 3:  

This experiment investigated the effects of two mechanisms, Building on others (BoO) 

and Stimulation. Here, we followed a procedure similar to the first experiments. The 

experiment follows a pre-post format with intervention in between the rounds (Fig 6). 

There was no control group in this experiment.  The participants were given an alternate 

uses test [61] [62]. The test asked the participants to generate as many ways as possible 

of using a paperclip, and no examples were provided.     
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Building on Others 
(BoO) Group Stimulation Group

Round 1:  List as many ways of using a
paperclip as you possibly can. Do this in writing. You 

have 2minutes.

Intervention (BoO): Use six previously 
generated ideas by other participants  product as 

many new concepts as possible. You have six 
minutes to

complete this and the task on next page.

Intervention (Stimulation): This group of the 
participants were exposed to the 5W1H

questions, known as the Kipling method.
You have six minutes to complete this and the 

task on next page.

Round 2: Now, list as many NEW ways of using a
paperclip as possible.

Analyze Data to Obtain Quantity and Novelty Score

Idea Generation Exercise

 

Fig. 6 Design of Experiment 3 

4.4 EXPERIMENT 4:  

This experiment investigated the effects of two mechanisms, Building on others (BoO) 

and Stimulation, but for engineering concept generation, 'Next generation garbage 

picker' was used as a design prompt similar to Experiment 2. The method of delivery and 

instructions were similar to the previous three experiments (Fig. 7). 
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Building on Others (BoO) Group Stimulation Group

Round 1:  Draw as many product concepts as possible for the next generation garbage 
picker. You are allowed to use phrases or comments to help convey your concept 

however those must be mainly represented through drawing. You have ten minutes.

Intervention (BoO): Use six previously 
generated ideas by other participants to product as 

many new concepts as possible. You have six 
minutes to complete this and the task on next 

page.

Intervention (Stimulation): This group of the 
participants were exposed to the 5W1H

questions, known as the Kipling method.
You have six minutes to complete this and the 

task on next page.

Round 2: Now, repeated ideation to produce any new 
product concept.

Analyze Data to Obtain Quantity and Originality 
Score

Engineering Concept Generation Exercise

 

Fig. 7 Design of Experiment 4 

5. PARTICIPANTS 

Participants are in Table 2. For three experiments, we collected participant details such 

as major, age demography, etc. For one experiment, we did not collect that information. 

Since we did not use that information for any further analysis or assessment in this 

study, those details are not included here.    

Table 2 Participant for Each Experiment 

Exp. 
Participants' 
Background 

Total 
Number 

University/College Course 
Academic 

Year 
Average 
Age (Yrs) 

1 
Graduate-

Level 
Students 

61 
Aalto University, 

Finland 
Product 

Development 

2016-17 
and 2017-

18 
25.4 

2 
Freshman-

Engineering 
Students 

57 
Maharashtra 
Academy of 

Engineering (MIT 

Design Thinking 2018-19 N/A 
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AoE), India 

3 
Master's 

Level 
35 

Aalto University, 
Finland 

Methods in 
Early Product 
Development 

2019-20 24.3 

4 
Master's 

Level 
41 

Aalto University, 
Finland 

Product 
Development 

Project 
2019-20 N/A 

 

6. ASSESSMENT 

To find answers to our research questions, we assessed the quantity, novelty, and 

originality of the concepts produced. Here, we explain methods to calculate quantity, 

novelty, and originality with one example for each. 

6.1 QUANTITY 

Quantity stands for the number of ideas, i.e., alternate uses, generated by the 

participants during the given task. All ideas generated by each participant in both round 

1 and 2 were counted. In addition, each unique idea by the participants mentioned in 

round 2 was also counted separately. This was done by coding the ideas from round 1 to 

the idea bins. If a participant contributed to the same bin on both rounds, the recurring 

idea on round 2 was not considered unique. A similar principle was applied to calculate 

quantity for all other experiments.  

6.2 NOVELTY 

The ideas were binned based on the similarity of the intended use, i.e., according to 

their meaning to a potential user to rate the novelty of ideas. For this, a set of coding 

guidelines was generated. The 579 ideas were rated in binned into 113 bins for 

experiment 1, each representing a recurring idea (see Table 3 for a binning example). 



Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

18 
 

Most idea mentions were in a bin representing "clipping paper," the original use of a 

paperclip. The ideas mentioned only once in the whole population of ideas formed their 

bins of one mention. For example, the uses involving cleaning were divided into bins of 

a) Personal hygiene; nails, ears, eyes, and so forth b) Toothpicks and cleaning teeth c) 

Cleaning other things such as small gaps, drains, holes, earplugs, etc. d) Cleaning gum, 

stickers' glue marks, etc. 

Table 3 Example of Binned Ideas 
Ideas 
# in 
bin 

Bin # 4: Fork Bin # 85: Magnetic 
Uses 

Bin # 18: Belt 
Buckle 

Bin # 113: 
Tablecloth Holder 

1 As a fork 
Sticking paper to 

fridge 
 

Part of the belt 
buckle 

 

For holding 
Tablecloth on an 

Outdoor table 

2 Make a heart pick 
fork As a magnet Belt buckle part  

3 Pick food Testing a magnet   
4 Cocktail pick Magnetic   

5 Punching: cocktail 
sticks    

6 Fork    
7 Food dip    

 

Novelty was calculated for each bin or idea using Equation (1). For example, bin number 

4 in Table 3. Gets a novelty value of: ((113-7) / 113) 𝑥𝑥 10 ≈ 9.38, since a fork-type idea 

appeared seven times, forming one bin out of the total 113 bins.   

6.3 ORIGINALITY ASSESSMENT 

This assessment was used an engineering concept generation task. A few sample 

concepts are shown in Fig. 8. The concepts varied from a simple broom stick and 

dustpan to more complex system-level designs. Two representative cases are chosen to 
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demonstrate the originality assessment. One concept was rated 2.5 and the other 7.5. 

These two originality scores cover the second-lowest to the second-highest scores in our 

entire dataset. None of the concepts were rated ten on the DTOAD scale (Fig. 2)  in our 

experiments. 

In Fig. 9, a participant proposed a type of dustbin (trashcan) with a filtering machine in 

the middle. This dustbin might sort and store the garbage as plastic and degradable 

separately, unlike done manually in most cases. Referring to the DTOAD (Fig. 2), the first 

level check was whether the concept achieved design goals beyond the industry norm. 

 

Fig. 8 Exemplary Concepts                      

 

                                         Fig. 9 Sample with Score 2.5 on DTOAD Scale 
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At the time of writing this paper, our research did not show any similar product being 

widely used. The 'filter machine' feature is additional functionality to the dustbin, and it 

is beyond the current industrial practice of using two separate dustbins. Therefore, this 

concept satisfied the condition to reach level 2 on the DTOAD scale. At this level, we 

tried to understand if the design is well integrated around innovation. This concept does 

add a feature, which is not an industry norm. However, this feature is a minor and just 

one addition to the existing products. Trash bins with an inbuilt partition for different 

garbage types are commonly available. Therefore, coders concluded that this 

improvement is isolated from the rest of the design. The product concept was not an 

industrial norm and embodied minor improvement; hence, it was rated 2.5. 

 

Fig. 10 Sample with Score 7.5 on DTOAD Scale 

Fig. 10 shows a design with multiple features and functionalities incorporated in 

it, such as sorting waste into the organic, metallic, plastic, and the e-waste. Garbage is 
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further processed appropriately. It involved burning, compressing, decomposing, or 

simply transferring to waste sewers. Currently, transferring trash to landfills through an 

underground piping system does exist, but that systems do not automatically process 

the garbage to the extent shown in this concept. To design a system consisting of these 

features requires considerable system-level infrastructure improvement, integration of 

the processes for garbage collection and transport. In all the concepts we have rated, 

this concept was not repeated, but some other underground transport systems were 

found. It is highly unlikely that this concept will never be seen again. Therefore it was 

7.5. A similar approach was deployed for coding of all the concepts. 

7. INTER-RATER RELIABILITY 

We used two raters to reach an agreement for each experiment. We rated 20 concepts 

per round to assess reliability. In between two rounds, raters discussed rules of 

agreement and repeated the binning, coding until a final agreement was reached. For 

experiments 2 and 4, Weighted Cohen's Kappa was used because of the incremental 

DTOAD scale. Details of inter-rater reliability are in Table 4. 

Table 4 Inter-Rater Reliability for Each Experiment 

Experiment Number of 
Raters 

Number of 
Rounds Agreement Method Agreement 

Reached 

Total 
Concepts 

Coded 

1 2 2 Cohen’s Kappa 0.82 579 

2 2 3 Weighted Cohen’s 
Kappa 0.70 381 

3 2 1 Cohen’s Kappa 0.76 337 

4 2 3 Weighted Cohen’s 
Kappa 0.74 245 
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8. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

For all the experiments, we followed a systematic assessment approach, as shown in Fig. 

11. The finding from each experiment is described individually. 

Is Round 1 Statistically Same?

Statistically Compare Round 1 For All 
Groups in Each Experiment

Yes 

Within Group Analysis: Statistically 
Compare Round 1 to Round 2

Between Groups Analysis: Statistically 
Compare Round 2 

Statistical Difference Identified? Statistical Difference Identified? 

Report Results of 
Between Group Comparison

Report Results of 
Within Group Comparison

No 

 

Fig. 11 Systematic Analysis Approach Adopted for All Four Experiments 

8.1 EXPERIMENT 1: IDEA GENERATION EXERCISE 

8.1.1 QUANTITY OF IDEAS 

To test which mechanism, classify, or combine, produced more ideas, we first ensured 

that the two groups are comparable. We compared the quantity of ideas in round 1 

using the Mann-Whitney test and found that they produced a statistically equivalent 

quantity of ideas (p-value = 0.609). We then compared round 2 of both groups. We did 

both within-group and between-group analysis. The within-group analysis helped us 

understand how well the mechanism works on its own, and the between-group analysis 

allows us to compare two mechanisms.  

8.1.1.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 
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The quantity data failed all tests for normality; thus, a non-parametric Wilcoxon Signed 

Rank test was used. The overall quantity decreased significantly from round 1 to round 2 

in both groups (for classify group p-value = 0.001 and for combine group p-value= 

0.000). The same decrease is present when comparing the quantity of ideas from round 

1 to the quantity of unique ideas from round 2 (in both cases, p-value = 0.000). 

Table 5 Idea Generation (Exp. 1) Quantity Analysis Results 

Group Round Total 
Concepts 

Mean 
Quantity Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Classify 

1 161 5.75 2.50 0.47 
0.001** 

2 112 4.00 1.49 0.28 
2 Unique 

Only 89 3.18 1.28 0.24  

Combine 

1 199 6.03 2.69 0.47 
0.000** 

2 121 3.67 2.25 0.39 
2 Unique 

Only 59 1.79 1.97 0.34  

 

 

Fig. 12 Mean Quantity of Ideas and Unique Ideas Per Round with Standard Error Bar 

(95% CI) For Both Mechanisms 

8.1.1.2. BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

The analysis confirmed no statistical difference between the groups when comparing all 

ideas in round 2 (p-value= 0.256). However, there was a significant difference in the 
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number of unique ideas produced in round 2 (p-value= 0.000).  Looking at Table 5 and 

Fig. 12, we can see that the classify mechanism produced a significantly higher number 

of ideas than the combine group, having an average just above three unique ideas, while 

for the combine group, the average amount of unique ideas was under two. 

8.1.2 NOVELTY OF IDEAS  

The novelty data failed tests for normality; thus, a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test 

was chosen. We found no statistical difference between the two groups in idea novelty 

in round 1 (p-value= 0.150); thus, the groups are comparable.  

8.1.2.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

Firstly, the data were analyzed to see if the mechanism, classifying, or combining 

affected novelty score from round 1 to round 2. For both groups, the novelty of ideas 

between the two rounds increased statistically significantly (in both cases, p-value= 

0.000). We also tested if the mechanisms influenced the novelty of unique ideas 

between rounds 1 and 2. We found, for both groups, there was a significant increase in 

the novelty of unique ideas from round 1 to 2.  (in both cases, p-value= 0.000). 

8.1.2.2 BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

The difference in idea novelty between the groups classifying and combining was 

compared using the Mann-Whitney U test and was found to be statistically significantly 

higher in round two (p-value= 0.014). The classify group scored significantly higher than 

the combine group when testing all ideas (Table 6 and Fig 13). It also means classifying 

ideas lead to higher novelty than combining.  
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Table 6 Idea Generation (Exp. 1) Novelty Analysis Results 

Group Round Total 
Participants 

Mean 
Novelty Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Classify 
1 28 8.19 1.80 0.14 

0.000** 
2 28 9.17 0.69 0.07 

2 Only Unique  9.28 0.60 0.06  

Combine 
1 33 8.12 1.66 0.12 

0.000** 
2 33 8.74 1.24 0.11 

2 Only Unique  9.24 0.67 0.09  
 

The tests were repeated for only unique ideas from round 2. There was no difference in 

the novelty of unique ideas between the two groups in round 2 (p-value= 0.907). 

 

Fig. 13 Mean Novelty Per Round with Standard Error Bar (95% CI) For Both Mechanism  

8.2 EXPERIMENT 2: ENGINEERING CONCEPT GENERATION EXERCISE 

8.2.1 QUANTITY OF IDEAS 

We first compare the quantity of concepts produced in round 1 of all three groups. A 

non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis, independent samples test showed that for round 1 mean 

rank was statistically significantly different (p-value= 0.000). Therefore, it was not 

possible to conduct the between-group analysis to determine which mechanism 
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produced a higher quantity of engineering concepts in round 2. Therefore, we only did 

the within-group analysis.  

8.2.1.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

The normality test showed that the data were non-parametric. Since each group 

underwent a pre-post test format, we did two related samples Wilcoxon Signed Rank 

test. Our analysis for control (p-value =0.039), combine (p-value= 0.003), and classify (p-

value= 0.000) group showed that there was a statistically significant decrease in the 

quantity of concepts produced in round 2 (Table 7). 

Table 7 Engineering Concept Generation (Exp. 2) Quantity Analysis Results  

Group Round Total 
Quantity 

Mean 
Quantity Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Control 
1 45 2.25 1.070 0.23 

0.039* 
2 35 1.75 0.910 0.20 

Combine 
1 70 3.68 1.600 0.36 

0.003** 
2 50 2.63 1.422 0.32 

Classify 
1 115 6.38 2.033 0.47 

0.000** 
2 66 3.72 2.052 0.46 

 

 

Fig. 14 Mean Quantity of Concept Per Round for All Three Mechanisms with Standard 

Error Bar (95% CI) 
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8.2.1.2 RADICALLY DIFFERENT CONCEPT GENERATION: 

We also measured whether the quantity of 'radically different concepts' increased from 

round 1 to 2. Kershaw et al. [60] defined the product concept as 'radically different' if it 

scored 7.5 or 10 on the DTOAD scale. 

 

Fig. 15 Quantity of Radically Different Concept 

We observed an interesting pattern in all the groups (Fig. 15). The number of radically 

different concepts increased in round 2 for all three groups. Out of all three groups, the 

combine group showed the highest percentage increase. Surprisingly, the control group 

also showed an increased quantity of radically different concepts from round 1 to 2. Due 

to the low quantity of these concepts in round 1, we choose not to perform statistical 

analysis on these results. 

 

8.2.2 ORIGINALITY OF IDEAS 

The originality scores of round 1 for control, combine and classify groups were 

compared against each other using the Kruskal-Wallis test due to the non-parametric 

nature of the data. A p-value= 0.180 means round 1 was comparable, and we can 

perform both between-group and within-group analysis.  
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8.2.2.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

We started the analysis with the control group. Round 1 and round 2 concepts were 

checked for normality. Data were non-parametric; thus, a non-parametric Mann 

Whitney U test was used. For the control group, we find no statistical difference 

between the rounds (p-value= 0.406) (Table 8).  

Table 8 Engineering Concept Generation (Exp. 2) Originality Analysis Results 

Group Round 
Total 

Participants 

Mean 

Originality 
Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Control 
1 20 2.333 2.223 0.33 

0.406 
2 20 2.928 2.810 0.47 

Combine 
1 19 1.571 1.958 0.23 

0.023* 
2 19 2.650 2.595 0.36 

Classify 
1 15 1.891 2.186 0.2 

0.000** 
2 15 3.219 2.471 0.3 

 

Figure 5 shows the mean originality score with the bar chart, standard error (95% CI) for 

all three groups. For the combine intervention group, the normality test showed that 

data were non-parametric. Mann-Whitney U test showed that the difference in mean 

ranks between round 1 and 2 was statistically significant (p-value= 0.023). The combine 

mechanism resulted in concepts with higher originality in round 2 compared to round 1. 

Finally, we investigated the classify mechanism groups. Data were non-parametric, the 
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Mann-Whitney U test showed a statistically significant difference between round 1 and 

2. The highest significance was found in this group with p-value= 0.000. 

 

Fig. 16 Mean Originality Per Round for All Three Mechanisms with Standard Error Bar 

(95% CI) 

8.2.2.2 BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

We further compared the originality scores of the round 2 of all three groups to identify 

which mechanism resulted in the highest increase in originality. The non-parametric 

Kruskal-Wallis test (p= 0.445) indicated no statistically significant difference.  

8.3 EXPERIMENT 3: IDEA GENERATION EXERCISE 

8.3.1 QUANTITY OF IDEAS 

The quantity data failed all tests for normality; therefore, non-parametric tests were 

used. Mann-Whitney U test showed the quantity in round 1 was statistically equivalent 

(0.07) for all groups. Therefore, we performed between-group as well as within-group 

analysis. 

8.3.1.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

At first, the Wilcoxon Signed Rank test was performed to analyze the effects of the 

mechanisms on the quantity of the ideas from round 1 to round 2. The test showed no 
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statistically significant difference in quantity for the BoO group (p= 0.182) nor  

stimulation group (p= 0.475).  

 

8.3.1.2 BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

Next, we did a between-groups analysis to assess whether BoO or stimulation 

mechanism leads to a higher idea quantity. We did the Mann-Whitney U test and found 

a statistically insignificant difference in quantity (p= 0.44). 

Table 9 Idea Generation (Exp. 3) Quantity Analysis Results 

Group Round 
Total 

Quantity 
Mean 

Quantity 
Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Building on 
Others 
(BoO) 

1 84 4.42 1.38 0.31 
0.182 

2 103 5.42 3.11 0.71 

2 Only Unique 85 4.47 2.59 0.59  

Stimulation 

1 71 4.43 1.09 0.27 
0.475 

2 79 4.93 2.99 0.74 

2 Only Unique 59 3.68 3.11 0.77  

 

 

Fig. 17 Mean Quantity of Ideas and Unique Ideas Per Round with Standard Error Bar 

(95% CI) For Both Mechanisms 
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8.3.2 NOVELTY OF IDEAS 

A novelty score was calculated for each of the 337 ideas generated. The data failed the 

tests of normality; therefore, non-parametric tests were used. Mann-Whitney U test 

found no different in the round 1 scores (P=0.981) (Table 10 and Figure 7). 

8.3.2.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS:  

Mann-Whitney U test (p= 0.001) indicated that the BoO mechanism had a statistically 

highly significant effect on novelty. Similarly, for the stimulation mechanisms had a 

statistically significant effect (p= 0.005) on novelty.  

8.3.2.2 BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

To evaluate the effect of the interventions against each other, novelty scores from 

round 2 of each group were compared. There was no statistically significant difference 

between BoO and stimulation interventions (p= 0.606); therefore, it is not possible to 

conclude which intervention resulted in more novel ideas. Furthermore, the novelty 

scores of unique ideas from round 2 were compared to check which intervention 

resulted in more novel unique ideas, and a p-value= 0.137 implies no statistical 

difference between the novelty of unique ideas after both interventions. 

Table 10 Idea Generation (Exp. 3) Novelty Analysis Results 

Group Round Total 
Participants 

Mean 
Novelty Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Building on 
Others 
(BoO) 

1 19 9.47 0.40 0.04 
0.001** 

2 19 9.67 0.34 0.03 

2 Only Unique  9.80 0.12 0.01  

Stimulation 

1 16 9.48 0.41 0.04 
0.005** 

2 16 9.63 0.40 0.04 

2 Only Unique  9.81 0.18 0.02  
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Fig. 18 Mean Novelty with Standard Error Bar (95% CI) For Both Mechanism Per Round 

8.4 EXPERIMENT 4: ENGINEERING CONCEPT GENERATION EXERCISE 

8.4.1 QUANTITY OF IDEAS 

For both groups, the quantity of concepts decreased. The quantity data failed all tests of 

normality; therefore, non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test were used. The quantity of 

concepts generated by both BoO and stimulation groups is statistically equivalent 

(p=0.588). Therefore, we can compare whether BoO is better or Stimulation. 

8.4.1.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

We find that both BoO (p=0.002) and Stimulation (P00.001) groups show significant 

decrease in quantity.  

8.4.1.2 BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS:  

The quantity ideas from round 2 were compared using the non-parametric Mann 

Whitney U test, and a p-value= 0.903 indicates the two mechanisms performed equally. 

Table 11 Engineering Concept Generation (Exp. 4) Quantity Analysis Results 

Group Round Total 
Quantity 

Mean 
Quantity Std. Dev. Std. Error P-Value 

Building on 
Others (BoO) 

1 71 3.55 1.79 0.40 
0.002** 

2 42 2.10 0.91 0.28 

Stimulation 1 81 3.86 1.79 0.39 0.001** 
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2 48 2.29 1.41 0.31 
 

 

Fig. 19 Mean Quantity of Concept for Both Mechanisms Per Round with Standard Error 

Bar (95% CI) 

8.4.1.3 RADICALLY DIFFERENT CONCEPTS: 

Similar to experiment 2, here, we calculated the quantity of 'Radically different concepts.' 

For both groups, the quantity of radically different concepts increased (Fig. 20). 

 

Fig. 20 Quantity of Radically Different Concept 

8.4.2 ORIGINALITY OF IDEAS 

Similar to experiment 2, the originality score for 245 concepts was calculated. Table 12 

and Fig. 21 summarize statistics of the originality scores for each intervention group at 

each round. The data failed all tests of normality; thus, non-parametric test Mann-
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Whitney U test was performed to compare the originality scores from round 1 of both 

interventions. A p-value= 0.152 confirms that the originality scores of both BoO and 

stimulation groups are statistically equivalent, and therefore comparable.  

8.4.2.1 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

We assessed the effects caused by the interventions on the originality scores, a p-value= 

0.000, and 0.004 after the BoO and stimulation interventions, respectively, show that 

the effect of both interventions is statistically significant. Findings indicate that the 

interventions resulted in the generation of concepts with higher originality. 

 

Table 12 Engineering Concept Generation (Exp. 4) Originality Analysis Results 

Group Round 
Total 

Participants 

Mean 

Originality 

Std. 

Dev. 

Std. 

Error 
P-Value 

Building on 

Others (BoO) 

1 20 2.38 2.39 0.29 
0.000** 

2 20 4.81 1.62 0.25 

Stimulation 
1 21 2.93 2.36 0.26 

0.004** 
2 21 4.15 2.40 0.35 
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Fig. 21 Mean Originality for Both Mechanisms Per Round with Standard Error Bar (95% 

CI) 

8.4.2.2 BETWEEN GROUP ANALYSIS: 

Non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test showed that the Building on Others mechanism 

resulted in more original concepts than the stimulation mechanism in (p= 0.018).  

 

9. DISCUSSION 

In this paper, we aimed to investigate the effect of four idea generation mechanisms on 

creativity. For that, we asked two research questions and performed four experiments. 

Our findings are discussed below. 

9.1 RESEARCH QUESTION 1 

We wanted to determine whether two examples of process related idea source 

mechanisms, namely, classifying or combining, would produce more ideas with higher 

novelty or originality. We find that the mechanisms did not affect the idea quantity. One 

plausible reason could be simply running out of ideas after round 1 or a lack of 

motivation, as suggested by Bergendahl et al. [65]. We did not award credits or benefits 

for participation, which could have affected their motivation to contribute. However, we 

also found that classifying helped to generate noticeably more unique ideas in the 

second round compared to combine in both the experiments. A previous study suggests 

that the first ideas are more likely to have been presented by others as well, and more 

novel ideas start arising after the first nine ideas [62]. Our result indicates the same 
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pattern. The reduced quantity of concepts in round 2 compared to round 1 for the 

ideation exercise and engineering concept generation were mostly repeated ideas.  

In the engineering concept generation exercise, the quantity of radically different 

concepts (originality score > 7.5) increased across the groups. The control group ideated 

continuously; on the other hand, the other two groups had to stop to think about ways 

to combine or classify concepts. It might have affected the quantity due to time spent in 

formulating possible combinations or classifications. However, further investigation is 

essential to reach a specific claim about the effect of classifying and combining 

mechanisms on the quantity of engineering concept generation.   

We further investigated whether classifying or combining ideas during idea generation 

produces ideas with higher novelty than the other. The results show that both 

mechanisms helped to generate ideas with higher novelty. When comparing the two 

mechanisms for all the ideas, classifying had a more substantial effect. However, we also 

tested the effects on the novelty of only unique ideas and found that both mechanisms 

helped equally. From these results, we can assume that classifying ideas during simple 

ideation exercise has the potential to yield more novel solutions. This does not mean 

combination is not a useful mechanism, but the selection and application of these 

mechanisms can be made as per requirement. 

In the end, we analyzed the effect of classifying and combining mechanisms on the 

originality of engineering concepts. Comparison with the control group showed that 

both mechanisms significantly helped in the original concept generation. Engineering 

concept generation is a slightly complex task compared to ideation exercise. When both 
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mechanisms were compared against each other, they performed equally. Kudrowitz et 

al. [57] found that a higher quantity of concepts could potentially lead to higher 

creativity. Since the students in the classify group produced the more concepts, this 

might be the reason for the classify group showing high statistical significance and 

originality score followed by the combine mechanism. However, these findings imply 

both mechanisms can be used as alternatives to each other or perhaps the one after 

another during concept generation.  

The difference we noticed in the simple ideation task between the two tested 

mechanisms lead us to speculate on the reasons. One possibility could be that 

classifying ideas guides thinking toward considering a more comprehensive solution 

space. Combining, on the other hand, might lead one to think about and quickly 

regenerate the previous solutions instead of choosing features to combine into new 

solutions. Thus, instructions to combine ideas might even lead to limited creativity in 

solution unless specific attention is paid to the way ideas or elements of ideas are 

combined. 

When using idea generation methods in ideation, it is valuable to understand the effect 

the chosen method has on the outcomes. Classifying and combining ideas positively 

affected the ideation while measuring quantity, novelty, and originality. Taking the 

method examples discussed earlier, Forward Steps and SCAMPER, we wonder whether 

the mechanisms could be swapped and how that would affect the outcomes. Knowing, 

for example, that classifying produced a larger amount of unique ideas, it would be 
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appealing to try swapping ideas combining into classifying, for example, in a session 

using SCAMPER.  

9.2 RESEARCH QUESTION 2 

We studied the effects of building on others (BoO) and stimulation mechanisms. In 

terms of the number of ideas produced, for simple ideation tasks, BoO and Stimulation 

both showed an upward trend; however, this increase was not statistically significant. In 

engineering concept generation, we notice trends similar to experiment 2. The overall 

quantity of engineering concepts reduced significantly post-intervention; however, 

when looked into the radically different concept (originality score > 7.5), BoO resulted in 

a higher increase in radically different concept compared to Stimulation. This result 

implies, during the engineering concept generation, working in a group and Building on 

others' concepts could potentially lead to a more creative concept rather than working 

individually. Stimulation does help, but, after obtaining a certain quantity of concepts, 

Stimulation, at least in the form tried in this experiment, does not seem to help much in 

generating more radically different concepts as much as building on others. 

While assessing the impact of tested mechanisms on the novelty of ideas for simple 

ideation generation tasks, results indicate that both these mechanisms helped equally. 

The novelty of only unique ideas showed a similar trend. From these results, it is safe to 

assume that, even though we cannot claim which one is better suited to generate the 

novel ideas, the within-group analysis indicated both these mechanisms help produce 

ideas that are more novel, and anyone or combination of these mechanisms can be 

integrated into ideation for better overall results. For example, if ideation is being done 
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in a class within a group, one can adopt Building on other mechanisms for a better 

outcome; meanwhile, while ideating alone, Stimulation might be equally beneficial.  

Finally, when the effect of the BoO and Stimulation was studied on the comparatively 

complex task of engineering concept generation, and we found, both mechanisms 

resulted in concepts with statistically significantly higher originality. The additional 

analysis found that Building on others was better in the original concept generation than 

Stimulation. This finding is important because, in academia or in industry, it is common 

to ideate in a group. Our finding supports team ideation.  However, the other side of the 

finding also raises the question regarding the Kipling method as an effective stimulus. 

We know several different stimuli can be used [21,41,54], and each might result in a 

different outcome. In the previous findings, some mechanisms were stronger and some 

weaker than others [28]. We notice similar findings in our results for the classification 

and building on others mechanism. In this case, a potential approach could be to use 

both the mechanisms rather than relying only on one or selection of mechanism that 

suits the need of the ideation task.  

FUTURE WORK AND LIMITATIONS 

We investigated two pairs of mechanisms only and only specific instances of those 

mechanisms. To understand the big picture of the effect of idea generation 

mechanisms, it would be valuable to extend the studies to include other mechanisms.  

Future work should also focus on a variety of solutions created by the individuals and 

compared groups in order to gain an understanding of the causes of the effect these 

mechanisms have on idea generation outcomes. Another interesting question is, how do 
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these mechanisms affect idea generation "in the wild," where other mechanisms and 

factors cannot be controlled? Could we still improve idea generation outcomes and 

maybe even choose the mechanisms that best support each situation? In a more 

futuristic thought, it would be appealing to assemble tailored sets of mechanisms for 

each problem under solving instead of using existing methods. 

CONCLUSION 

This study aimed at adding knowledge on the mechanisms that make up idea generation 

methods by understanding the effect of four mechanisms, classifying, combining, 

building on others, and stimulation, have on idea generation outcomes. Idea quantity, 

novelty, and originality were measured compare the effect of each mechanism. 

The results show that when ideating alone, different mechanisms have a different 

influence on idea novelty and originality. Classification resulted in ideas with higher 

novelty during simple idea generation and Building on others generated concepts with 

higher originality during engineering concept generation. Mechanisms did not affect the 

number of ideas produced; however, they did help generate unique or radically 

different concepts. Testing of these mechanisms in two contexts, simple ideation 

generation task and slightly complex engineering concept generation task, proved their 

effectiveness in enhancing different aspects of creativity. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
 
Authors would like to express our sincere most gratitude towards Prof. Kalevi Ekman 

form Design Factory, Department of Mechanical Engineering, Aalto University, Prof. 



Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

41 
 

Yogesh Bhalerao, Prof. Abhijeet Malge, Department of Mechanical Engineering, MIT 

Academy of Engineering for their wholehearted support in data collection process in 

respective higher education institutes.  

REFERENCES 

[1] Cross N., 2008, Engineering Design Methods: Strategies for Product Design. 

Chichester, England: John Wiley & Sons, pp. 46-59. ISBN: 978-0-470-51926-4 

[2] Linsey J. S. et al., 2011, "An Experimental Study of Group Idea Generation 

Techniques: Understanding the Roles of Idea Representation and Viewing 

Methods," Journal of Mechanical Design, 133(3), pp. 031008. DOI: 

10.1115/1.4003498 

[3] Goldschmidt G. and Tatsa D., 2005, "How good are good ideas? Correlates of design 

creativity," Design studies, 26(6), pp. 593-611 DOI: 10.1016/j.destud.2005.02.004 

[4] Daly S. R., Seifert C. M., Yilmaz S., and Gonzalez R., 2016, "Comparing Ideation 

Techniques for Beginning Designers," Journal of Mechanical Design, 138(10), pp. 

101108. DOI: 10.1115/1.4034087 

[5] Allen M. S., 1962, Morphological creativity: The miracle of your hidden brain power: 

A practical guide to the utilization of your creative potential.: Prentice-Hall. 

[6] Daly S. R., Yilmaz S., Christian J. L., Seifert C. M., and R. Gonzalez, 2012, "Design 

Heuristics in Engineering Concept Generation," Journal of Engineering Education, 

101(4), pp. 601-629. DOI: 10.1002/j.2168-9830.2012.tb01121.x 

[7] Yilmaz S., Daly S. R., Seifert C. M., and Gonzalez R., 2016, "Evidence-based design 

https://www.wiley.com/en-fi/Engineering+Design+Methods%3A+Strategies+for+Product+Design%2C+4th+Edition-p-9780470519264
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/133/3/031008/467095/An-Experimental-Study-of-Group-Idea-Generation?casa_token=Tz_lpDD1pUkAAAAA:SmOQ9b-uOLXiAXVBE95qhA7yuug4nJLIVVFfeL2PnOYM3n_HKnZbxVQBMOPPa1u2MN4pTCLs
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/133/3/031008/467095/An-Experimental-Study-of-Group-Idea-Generation?casa_token=Tz_lpDD1pUkAAAAA:SmOQ9b-uOLXiAXVBE95qhA7yuug4nJLIVVFfeL2PnOYM3n_HKnZbxVQBMOPPa1u2MN4pTCLs
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X05000086
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/138/10/101108/376264/Comparing-Ideation-Techniques-for-Beginning?casa_token=nT9Z30CQaPsAAAAA:jz2n8S0YxjNGgjcRse4vkwffzSt6U1bfGpFV9jsUwoTSrMcOK-8_en9ybYo0pe6S8Rcgk5wb
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.897.8584&rep=rep1&type=pdf#:%7E:text=We%20developed%20a%20method%20for,of%20strategies%2C%20called%20Design%20Heuristics.&text=The%20identification%20of%20successful%20design,can%20support%20innovation%20in%20engineering.


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

42 
 

heuristics for idea generation," Design Studies, 46, pp. 95-124. DOI: 

10.1016/j.destud.2016.05.001 

[8] Altshuller G. S., 1984, Creativity as an exact science: the theory of the solution of 

inventive problems.: Gordon and Breach. 

[9] Eberle R. F., 1972, "Developing Imagination Through Scamper," Journal of Creative 

Behavior, 6(3), pp. 199-203. 

[10] Shah J., Vargas-Hernandez N., and Smith S., 2003, "Metrics for measuring ideation 

effectiveness," Design Studies, 24(2), pp. 111-134. DOI: 10.1016/S0142-

694X(02)00034-0 

[11] Kirjavainen S. and Hölttä-Otto K., 2020, "Deconstruction of idea generation 

methods into a framework of creativity mechanisms," in Proc. of ASME Design 

Engineering Technical Conference and Computers in Engineering Conference, 

Virtual, 2020. 

[12] Hey J., Linsey J., Agogino A. M., and Wood K. L., 2008, "Analogies and metaphors in 

creative design," International Journal of Engineering Education, 24(2), pp. 283. 

[13] Linsey J. S., Wood K. L., and Markman A. B., 2008 "Increasing innovation: 

presentation and evaluation of the wordtree design-by-analogy method," in Proc. 

of ASME International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers 

and Information in Engineering Conference, pp. 21-32. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2008-

49317 

[14] Chan J. et al., 2011, "On the benefits and pitfalls of analogies for innovative design: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0142694X16300254
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0142694X16300254
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X02000340
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X02000340
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2008/43284/21/329328
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2008/43284/21/329328


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

43 
 

Ideation performance based on analogical distance, commonness, and modality of 

examples," Journal of Mechanical Design, 133(8), pp. 081004. DOI: 

10.1115/1.4004396 

[15] Moreno D. P. et al., 2014, "Fundamental studies in Design-by-Analogy: A focus on 

domain-knowledge experts and applications to transactional design problems," 

Design Studies, 35(3), pp. 232-272. DOI: 10.1016/j.destud.2013.11.002 

[16] López-Mesa B., Mulet E., Vidal R., and Thompson G., 2011, "Effects of additional 

stimuli on idea-finding in design teams," Journal of Engineering Design, 22(1), pp. 

31-54. DOI: 10.1080/09544820902911366 

[17] Yilmaz S., Daly S. R., Seifert C. M., and R. Gonzalez, 2015, "How do designers 

generate new ideas? Design heuristics across two disciplines.," Design Science, 1, 

DOI: 10.1017/dsj.2015.4 

[18] Raviselvam S., Hölttä-Otto K., and Wood K. L., 2016, "User extreme conditions to 

enhance designer empathy and creativity: Applications using visual impairment," in 

Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and 

Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, Charlotte, North Carolina, 

pp. V007T06A005. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2016-59602 

[19] Johnson D. G. et al., 2014, "An experimental investigation of the effectiveness of 

empathic experience design for innovative concept generation," Journal of 

Mechanical Design, 136(5), pp. 051009. DOI: 10.1115/1.4026951 

[20] So C. and Joo J., 2017, "Does a persona improve creativity?," The Design Journal, 

https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/133/8/081004/478279/On-the-Benefits-and-Pitfalls-of-Analogies-for?casa_token=sHPjpkrdoPYAAAAA:O2H_kmK1P7z1pk0JXakmegtscVJXQm8HfgN8NqYoykduKY_B7uYSaNdwiPH1ulHC_AGvXTTV
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/133/8/081004/478279/On-the-Benefits-and-Pitfalls-of-Analogies-for?casa_token=sHPjpkrdoPYAAAAA:O2H_kmK1P7z1pk0JXakmegtscVJXQm8HfgN8NqYoykduKY_B7uYSaNdwiPH1ulHC_AGvXTTV
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X1300080X
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09544820902911366?casa_token=-YUTxBBrrvsAAAAA%3AOg5KqDMqlOpVKNvwVqWX51FmqCEQYf6UPbdOEbfBdKkOZuOLneh4WQfDqEgi5qKWAVE-hdgyqL2T
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/design-science/article/how-do-designers-generate-new-ideas-design-heuristics-across-two-disciplines/FD0A4BE84DD124CFBB2253A1DFAB18FD
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2016/50190/V007T06A005/258463
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/136/5/051009/375728/An-Experimental-Investigation-of-the-Effectiveness?casa_token=WLBU_X3aa2EAAAAA:HKX67A6ou6s4psDGec8BB_aPL613reMtw2b7xHJpk58CucLV82U9vp5PyMxvpzMx1yWwZ8yI


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

44 
 

24(4), pp. 459-475. DOI: 10.1080/14606925.2017.1319672 

[21] She J., Seepersad C. C., Holtta-Otto K., and MacDonald E. F., 2017, "Priming 

Designers Leads to Prime Designs," in Design Thinking Research. Understanding 

Innovation.: Springer, Cham, pp. 251-273. 

[22] Atilola O., Tomko M., and Linsey J. S., 2016, "The effects of representation on idea 

generation and design fixation: A study comparing sketches and function trees," 

Design Studies, 42, pp. 110-136. DOI: 10.1016/j.destud.2015.10.005 

[23] Shah J. J., Vargas‐Hernandez N., Summers J. D., and Kulkarni S., 2001, "Collaborative 

Sketching (C‐Sketch) — An Idea Generation Technique for Engineering Design," 

Journal of Creative Behavior, 35(3), pp. 168-198. DOI: 10.1002/j.2162-

6057.2001.tb01045.x 

[24] Linsey J. S., Green M. G., Murphy J. T., Wood K. L., and Markman A. B., 2005, 

""Collaborating To Success": An Experimental Study of Group Idea Generation 

Techniques," in Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering Technical 

Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, Long 

Beach, California, pp. 277-290. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2005-85351 

[25] Berthelsdorf F. A. and Stone R. B., 2017, "Creativity of Concept Ideation Methods As 

Affected by Team Personality," in Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering 

Technical Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, 

Cleveland, Ohio, pp. V007T06A022. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2017-67974 

[26] Blair B. M. and Hölttä-Otto K., 2012, "Comparing the Contribution of the Group to 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14606925.2017.1319672
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X15000939
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2001.tb01045.x?casa_token=-ewcACOMlOMAAAAA:RyL8eL87x_MIjoSLKibR-3Ev-Z1pT_psCNr0Ied0i2BMRCfVq7LQZnwYivG1KXw5G7G4yvM8-Qb7eMM
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2001.tb01045.x?casa_token=-ewcACOMlOMAAAAA:RyL8eL87x_MIjoSLKibR-3Ev-Z1pT_psCNr0Ied0i2BMRCfVq7LQZnwYivG1KXw5G7G4yvM8-Qb7eMM
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2005/4742Xa/277/311116
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2017/58219/V007T06A022/258714


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

45 
 

the Initial Idea in Progressive Idea Generation," in Proc. of ASME International 

Design Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers and Information in 

Engineering Conference, Chicago, Illinois, pp. 425-436. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2012-

70309 

[27] Sonalkar N., Jablokow K., Edelman J., Mabogunje A., and Leifer L., 2017, "Design 

Whodunit: The Relationship Between Individual Characteristics and Interaction 

Behaviors in Design Concept Generation," in Proc. of ASME International Design 

Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering 

Conference, Cleveland, Ohio, pp. V007T06A009. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2017-68239 

[28] Vargas-Hernandez N., Shah J. J., and Smith S. M., 2010, "Understanding design 

ideation mechanisms through multilevel aligned empirical studies," Design Studies, 

31(4), pp. 382-410. DOI: 10.1016/j.destud.2010.04.001 

[29] Shah J., Kulkarni S., and Vargas-Hernandez N., 2000, "Evaluation of Idea Generation 

Methods for Conceptual Design: Effectiveness Metrics and Design of Experiments," 

Journal of Mechanical Design, 122(4), pp. 377-384. DOI: 10.1115/1.1315592 

[30] Shah J. J., Smith S. M., Vargas-Hernandez N., Gerkens D. R., and M. Wulan, 2003, 

"Empirical Studies of Design Ideation: Alignment of Design Experiments With Lab 

Experiments," in Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering Technical 

Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, Chicago, 

Illinois, pp. 847-856. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2003/DTM-48679 

[31] Heininger K., Chen H., Jablokow K., and Miller S. R., 2018, "How Engineering Design 

https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2012/45066/425/253589
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2012/45066/425/253589
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2017/58219/V007T06A009/258685
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X1000027X
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/122/4/377/476950/Evaluation-of-Idea-Generation-Methods-for?casa_token=Ayy4KL9w3fkAAAAA:BD8Y7a3hcwwr8lyhJaXVQHC3ss2SPiF8Tb5Pd7tW7UG63-zlbL1HICNPNZbVOB0TP-Dvly7r
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2003/37017b/847/300003


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

46 
 

Students' Creative Preferences and Cognitive Styles Impact Their Concept 

Generation and Screening," in Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering 

Technical Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, 

Quebec City, Quebec, pp. V007T06A032. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2018-85942 

[32] Linsey J. S. and Becker B., 2011, "Effectiveness of brainwriting techniques: 

comparing nominal groups to real teams," in Design Creativity 2010. London: 

Springer, pp. 165-171. 

[33] Gyory J. T., Cagan J., and Kotovsky K., 2018, "Should Teams Collaborate During 

Conceptual Engineering Design? An Experimental Study," in Proc. of ASME 

International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers and 

Information in Engineering Conference, Quebec City, Quebec, pp. V007T06A026. 

DOI: 10.1115/DETC2018-85602 

[34] McComb C. and Maier T., 2018, "Designing improved teams for crowdsourced 

competitions," in Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering Technical 

Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, Quebec 

City, Quebec, pp. V007T06A025. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2018-85457 

[35] Yang M. C. and Cham J. G., 2007, "An Analysis of Sketching Skill and Its Role in Early 

Stage Engineering Design," Journal of Mechanical Design, 129(5), pp. 476-482. DOI: 

10.1115/1.2712214 

[36] Offner A. K., Kramer T. J., and Winter J. P., 1996, "The Effects of Facilitation, 

Recording, and Pauses on Group Brainstorming," Small Group Research, 27(2), pp. 

https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2018/51845/V007T06A032/275192
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2018/51845/V007T06A026/275195
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2018/51845/V007T06A025/275186
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/129/5/476/466862/An-Analysis-of-Sketching-Skill-and-Its-Role-in?casa_token=--tgZx-rQJkAAAAA:EneuZcuZ18eg5tONImUMWNrnZm7pdA3DIhT0CWwuj7LTfsrvbkg_aSo76NtEuKnLBcz-4gNj
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/129/5/476/466862/An-Analysis-of-Sketching-Skill-and-Its-Role-in?casa_token=--tgZx-rQJkAAAAA:EneuZcuZ18eg5tONImUMWNrnZm7pdA3DIhT0CWwuj7LTfsrvbkg_aSo76NtEuKnLBcz-4gNj


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

47 
 

283-298. DOI: 10.1177/1046496496272005 

[37] Shepherd M. M., Robert B. O., Bruce R. A., Jerome Y., and Jay N. Jr., 1995, "Invoking 

social comparison to improve electronic brainstorming: Beyond anonymity," 

Journal of Management information Systems, 12(3), pp. 155-170. DOI: 

10.1080/07421222.1995.11518095 

[38] Shih P. C., Nguyen D. H., Hirano S. H., D. F. Redmiles, and Hayes G. R., 2009, 

"GroupMind: supporting idea generation through a collaborative mind-mapping 

tool," in ACM 2009 international conference on Supporting group work, pp. 139-

148. DOI: 10.1145/1531674.1531696 

[39] Liikkanen L. A., Kuikkaniemi K., Lievonen P., and Ojala P., 2011, "Next step in 

electronic brainstorming: collaborative creativity with the web," in Proc. of CHI '11 

Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems , New York, pp. 2029–

2034. DOI: 10.1145/1979742.1979929 

[40] Peters D., Loke L., and Ahmadpour N., 2020, "Toolkits, cards and games–a review of 

analogue tools for collaborative ideation," International Journal of CoCreation in 

Design and the Arts, pp. 1-25. DOI: 10.1080/15710882.2020.1715444 

[41] Golembewski M. and Selby M., 2010, "Ideation decks: a card-based design ideation 

tool," in Proc. of ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems, New York, pp. 

89–92. DOI: 10.1145/1858171.1858189 

[42] Perez B., Hilburn S., Jensen D., and Wood K. L., 2019, "Design principle-based 

stimuli for improving creativity during ideation," in Proc. of the Institution of 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1046496496272005
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/07421222.1995.11518095
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/07421222.1995.11518095
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/1531674.1531696?casa_token=i84JYovUlAIAAAAA:K5qCb6zsX_6R6e8HGe1eMa44NnEv7hEaSf9u-QZhneZgNKYoFK0KLsshKwhp0UJfOd2hIhoIWEYn
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/1979742.1979929?casa_token=KhivuYSFO6IAAAAA:CRIXLQtVp0MerJ2TVfxWZE9fXtckBEfAYbnXJ2CUS9mHmwbj-EW27sYUHR-3ROWpxIel_ARXXMWx
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/15710882.2020.1715444?casa_token=zuYgjFbvW8gAAAAA%3AcpD42CFu1ur3tan773CsFfOGmWRBGT060RHfRlIeySkAQuowqMZ5oFws5mX_mrc6I4gegVTwwduB
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/1858171.1858189?casa_token=dtFozgQ3N-wAAAAA:oT66Mamx2-7t3_jQCBErqwSnqUyWHI8_CA3xfRE75L_D6OD7bF6kbIk61Rer91vcy2axRh-jqrCl


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

48 
 

Mechanical Engineers, Part C: Journal of Mechanical Engineering Science, 233(2), 

pp. 493-503. DOI: 10.1177/0954406218809117 

[43] Linsey J. S., Wood K. L., and Markman A. B., 2008, "Modality and representation in 

analogy," Artificial intelligence for engineering design analysis and manufacturing, 

22(2), pp. 85-100. DOI: 10.1017/S0890060408000061 

[44] Linsey J. S., Markman A. B., and Wood K. L., 2012, "Design by Analogy: A Study of 

the WordTree Method for Problem Re-Representation," Journal of Mechanical 

Design, 134(4), pp. 041009. DOI: 10.1115/1.4006145 

[45] Chan J. et al., 2011, "On the benefits and pitfalls of analogies for innovative design: 

Ideation performance based on analogical distance, commonness, and modality of 

examples," Journal of Mechanical Design, 133(8), pp. 081004. DOI: 

10.1115/1.4004396 

[46] Moreno D. P. et al., 2014, "Fundamental studies in Design-by-Analogy: A focus on 

domain-knowledge experts and applications to transactional design problems," 

Design Studies, 35(3), pp. 232-272. DOI: 10.1016/j.destud.2013.11.002 

[47] Fu K. et al., 2013, "The meaning of "near" and "far": the impact of structuring 

design databases and the effect of distance of analogy on design output," Journal of 

Mechanical Design, 135(2), pp. 021007. DOI: 10.1115/1.4023158 

[48] Ellwood S., Pallier G., Snyder A., and Gallate J., 2009, "The Incubation Effect: 

Hatching a Solution?," Creativity Research Journal, 21(1), pp. 6-14. DOI: 

10.1080/10400410802633368 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0954406218809117
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.1018.3989&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/134/4/041009/475511/Design-by-Analogy-A-Study-of-the-WordTree-Method?casa_token=pe8BMnJV8z0AAAAA:Dbnxsq2UE1TWK_eW0RFz4vXx0DGsHaRKoCqrW91pGq-wVfNG8ASatzwv0CsndafpiAd3Prhr
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/133/8/081004/478279/On-the-Benefits-and-Pitfalls-of-Analogies-for?casa_token=NcN0JHp-eXgAAAAA:9GbeYfWw_LqglV1zfF9y8dwJ0IiKSfJR9wAoGaQzp4i3ifhgB4BoDP9oKk-_5spxRyX2CmBb
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/133/8/081004/478279/On-the-Benefits-and-Pitfalls-of-Analogies-for?casa_token=NcN0JHp-eXgAAAAA:9GbeYfWw_LqglV1zfF9y8dwJ0IiKSfJR9wAoGaQzp4i3ifhgB4BoDP9oKk-_5spxRyX2CmBb
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X1300080X
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/135/2/021007/375727/The-Meaning-of-Near-and-Far-The-Impact-of?casa_token=iLrpTpiqHxYAAAAA:7IAShj0JQvqvspchOAChBC1xyyvfsU8UE-qPG4DZ8JgOVpFiLvw8UBbIIOahpn8u-K7g_qIO
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10400410802633368?casa_token=jfrZXOGCYIQAAAAA%3Aeo7-3x5qq79UFvXbOGRgGdn2h3toWmv-pl9OcyHFZiymjrQsIdIzBoXIJHF3sZyT58YeqY0K6BNc
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10400410802633368?casa_token=jfrZXOGCYIQAAAAA%3Aeo7-3x5qq79UFvXbOGRgGdn2h3toWmv-pl9OcyHFZiymjrQsIdIzBoXIJHF3sZyT58YeqY0K6BNc


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

49 
 

[49] Tsenn J., Atilola O., McAdams D. A., and Linsey J. S., 2014, "The effects of time and 

incubation on design concept generation," Design Studies, 35(5), pp. 500-526. DOI: 

10.1016/j.destud.2014.02.003 

[50] Henderson D. et al., 2019, "Comparing the Effects of Design Interventions on the 

Quality of Design Concepts as a Reflection of Ideation Flexibility," Journal of 

Mechanical Design, 141(3), pp. 031103. DOI: 10.1115/1.4042048 

[51] Tauber E., 1972, "HIT: Heuristic Ideation Technique. A Systematic Procedure for 

New Product Search," Journal of Marketing, 36(1), pp. 58-61. DOI: 

10.2307/1250869 

[52] Pahl G. and Beitz W., 2013, Engineering Design: A Systematic Approach.: Springer 

Science & Business Media. 

[53] Rhorbach B., 1969, "Kreative nach regeln: Methode 635, eine neue technik zum 

losen von problemen," Absatzwirtschaft 12, pp. 73-75. 

[54] Bauer J. S. and Kientz J. A., 2013, "DesignLibs: a scenario-based design method for 

ideation," in CHI '13: Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in 

Computing Systems, pp. 1955–1958. DOI: 10.1145/2470654.2466258 

[55] Runco M. A. and Acar S., 2012, "Divergent Thinking as an Indicator of Creative 

Potential," Creativity Research Journal, 24(1), pp. 66-75. DOI: 

10.1080/10400419.2012.652929 

[56] Dean D. L., Hender J., Rodgers T., and Santanen E., 2006, "Identifying Good Ideas: 

Constructs and Scales for Idea Evaluation," Journal of Association for Information 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X14000271
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0142694X14000271
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/141/3/031103/368480/Comparing-the-Effects-of-Design-Interventions-on
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1250869
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1250869
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/2470654.2466258?casa_token=qHXB69SEqcsAAAAA:uF3JaUwXEzihO4DRnhX_GERHkec4phbElPD1u5jDys6d1kEvUV6Eup-HidLTS9RqohA3ezSPoQeM
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10400419.2012.652929?casa_token=yQUS7rGJfrUAAAAA%3A9ncig28FgpVdmp3gys1X1DzAdiVLj5NOKgb3YUjG8VhWSfLVaYnb0b55zmvjedlWCczliRYbkhkl
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10400419.2012.652929?casa_token=yQUS7rGJfrUAAAAA%3A9ncig28FgpVdmp3gys1X1DzAdiVLj5NOKgb3YUjG8VhWSfLVaYnb0b55zmvjedlWCczliRYbkhkl


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

50 
 

Systems, 7(10), pp. 646-699. DOI: 10.17705/1jais.00106 

[57] Kudrowitz B. M. and Wallace D., 2012, "Assessing the quality of ideas from prolific, 

early-stage product ideation," Journal of Engineering Design, 24(2), pp. 120-139. 

DOI: 10.1080/09544828.2012.676633 

[58] Parnes S. J., 1961, "Effects of extended effort in creative problem solving," Journal 

of Educational Psychology, 52(3), pp. 117-122. DOI: 10.1037/h0044650 

[59] Basadur M. and Thompson R., 1986, "Usefulness of the ideation principle of 

extended effort in real world professional and managerial creative problem 

solving," The Journal of Creative Behavior, 20(1), pp. 23-24. DOI: 10.1002/j.2162-

6057.1986.tb00414.x 

[60] Kershaw T., Bhowmick S., Seepersad C., and Hölttä-Otto K., 2019, "A Decision Tree 

Based Methodology for Evaluating Creativity in Engineering Design," Frontiers in 

Psychology, 10, pp. 1-19. DOI: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00032 

[61] Guilford J. P., 1956, "The structure of intellect," Psychological Bulletin, 53(4), pp. 

267-293. DOI: 10.1037/h0040755 

[62] Kudrowitz B. and Dippo C., 2013, "Getting to the Novel Ideas: Exploring the 

Alternative Uses Test of Divergent Thinking," in Proc. of ASME International Design 

Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers and Information in Engineering 

Conference, Portland, Oregon, pp. V005T06A013. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2013-13262 

[63] Kershaw T. et al., 2015, "A Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Examination of the 

Development of Innovation Capability in Undergraduate Engineering Students," in 

https://aisel.aisnet.org/jais/vol7/iss10/30/
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09544828.2012.676633?casa_token=Xcs4Np71N3QAAAAA%3ADuwD7fzHWPDLIecQmOSiMmrSGBCVteTEfmVHx8RvN1sVZi2iApHTXk5C1ba7Qgkl0-i0dG2bNuXZ
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1964-02050-001
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1986.tb00414.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/j.2162-6057.1986.tb00414.x
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00032/full
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1958-02655-001
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2013/55928/V005T06A013/255751


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

51 
 

Proc. of ASME International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and 

Computers and Information in Engineering Conference, Boston, Massachusetts, pp. 

V003T04A008. DOI: 10.1115/DETC2015-47650 

[64] Simmons C. C., Kershaw T. C., LeGendre A., and Bhowmick S., 2018, "The Influence 

of Physical Examples on Originality and Fixation in Engineering Design," in Proc. of 

ASME International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers and 

Information in Engineering Conference, Quebec City, pp. V007T06A043. DOI: 

0.1115/DETC2018-85396 

[65] Bergendahl M., Magnusson M., and Björk J., 2015, "Ideation High Performers: A 

Study of Motivational Factors," Creativity Research Journal, 27(4), pp. 361-368. DOI: 

10.1080/10400419.2015.1088266 

[66] Kershaw T. C. et al., 2014, "The Effects of the Undergraduate Curriculum and 

Individual Differences on Student Innovation Capabilities," in Proc. of ASME 

International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and Computers and 

Information in Engineering Conference, Buffalo, New York, pp. V003T04A005. DOI: 

10.1115/DETC2014-35540 

[67] White C., Wood K., and Jensen D., 2012, "From Brainstorming to C-Sketch to 

Principles of Historical Innovators: Ideation Techniques to Enhance Student 

Creativity," Journal of STEM Education: Innovations and Research, 13(5), pp. 12-25. 

[68] Farel R. and Yannou B., 2013, "Bio-inspired ideation: Lessons from teaching design 

to engineering students," in Proc. of 19th International Conference on Engineering 

https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2015/57106/V003T04A008/257799
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2018/51845/V007T06A043/275180
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2018/51845/V007T06A043/275180
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10400419.2015.1088266?casa_token=_yjv0ImBBTcAAAAA%3AdWUIEnPMqPNuvXiSEDp4OpmMx4Smhv7kKr-hr9z8yiXq3NBEMz2xqnDJI9czgqnMqYXP0gUmF0L0
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10400419.2015.1088266?casa_token=_yjv0ImBBTcAAAAA%3AdWUIEnPMqPNuvXiSEDp4OpmMx4Smhv7kKr-hr9z8yiXq3NBEMz2xqnDJI9czgqnMqYXP0gUmF0L0
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2014/46346/V003T04A005/257250
https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-CIE2014/46346/V003T04A005/257250


Journal of Mechanical Design 
 

52 
 

Design (ICED13), Design for Harmonies, Vol. 7: Human Behaviour in Design, Seoul, 

pp. 327-336.  


