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A B S T R A C T

This study aimed to investigate which type of group (e.g., consisting of less-creative or highly-creative in-
dividuals) would perform better in solving creativity problems, and explore the underlying inter-brain neural
correlates between team members. A preliminary test (an alternative-uses task) was performed to rank in-
dividuals’ level of creativity, and divide participants into three types of dyads: high-high (two highly-creative
individuals), low-low (two less-creative individuals), and high-low (one highly-creative and one less-creative
individual). Dyads were then asked to solve a realistic presented problem (RPP; a typical creativity problem)
during which a functional near-infrared spectroscopy (fNIRS)-based hyperscanning device was used to record the
variation of interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS). Results revealed that less-creative individuals, while
working together, would perform as well as highly-creative individuals. The low-low dyads showed higher levels
of cooperation behaviour than the other two types of dyads. The fNIRS results revealed increased IBS only for low-
low dyads at PFC (prefrontal cortex) and rTPJ (right temporal-parietal junction) brain regions during RPP task
performance. In the rDLPFC (right dorsolateral prefrontal cortex), the IBS in the low-low dyads was stronger than
that of high-high and high-low dyads. In the rTPJ, the IBS in the low-low dyads was only stronger than that of the
high-low dyads. Besides, the IBS at rDLPFC and rTPJ regions in the low-low dyads was positively correlated with
their cooperation behaviour and group creative performance. These findings indicated when two less-creative
individuals worked on a creativity problem together, they tended to cooperate with each other (indicated by
both behaviour index and increased IBS at rDLPFC and rTPJ), which benefited their creative performance.
Introduction

In Chinese, there is a proverb that says: “Three stooges, one Zhu
Geliang”. The proverb means that by working together, even individuals
with lower ability (“stooges”) are capable of generating solutions as
creative as someone with high ability (“Zhu Geliang,” – a chancellor
during the Three Kingdoms period of China widely recognized as one of
the greatest and most accomplished strategists of his era). Creativity is
defined as the ability to produce work that is novel (i.e., original and
unique) and useful (Runco and Acar, 2012; Sternberg and Lubart, 1996).
Group creativity is necessary for social development, and is garnering
increasing attention from both scientists and entrepreneurs (Dunbar,
1995; West and Anderson, 1996).

Inspired by the Chinese proverb above, we sought to investigate
whether putting individuals with different levels of creativity together
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would influence the overall creativity of the group's performance. Spe-
cifically, the goal of this study was to explore whether less-creative in-
dividuals would tend to cooperate in solving problems demanding high
levels of creativity and catch up to the creative performance of highly-
creative individuals.

The level of creativity of the individual members has been recognized
as one of the pivotal factors that influences the creativity of the group
(Burningham and West, 1995; Pirola-Merlo and Mann, 2004; Taggar,
2001, 2002). In 1995, Burningham and West proposed that the creativity
of the group was determined by the proportion of creative individuals
that made up that group. Similarly, Pirola-Merlo and Mann (2004) sug-
gested that team creativity at a particular time point could be calculated
by either the average or a weighted average of team member-creativity.
Furthermore, Taggar (2001, 2002) demonstrated that groups made up of
more creative members and higher levels of creativity-relevant
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behaviours produced higher overall group creativity. Therefore, it seems
reasonable to speculate that the more highly-creative members a group
contains the more creative potential the group will have.

However, Harvey (2014) suggested that the creative performance of a
group depends on their ability to integrate both cognitive resources of the
individual members (i.e., their ability to generate ideas) as well as social
resources (interaction among individuals) while performing creative
tasks. This implies that the creative performance of a group is not
dependent solely on the creativity of the individual members. On the
contrary, effective cooperation among teammembers is necessary so that
individuals can use their partners’ social resources.

Many researchers have found a beneficial effect of a cooperation goal
on achievement in groups (Johnson et al., 1981; Roseth et al., 2008).
Cooperation has also been shown to exert beneficial effects on creative
performance (Amabile, 1996; Bittner and Heidemeier, 2013; Carnevale
and Probst, 1998). For example, a recent study showed that participants
with a cooperation goal and a promotion focus demonstrated the highest
level of originality of ideas (Bittner et al., 2016). The theory is that better
cooperation leads to a more efficient interactive process (i.e., sharing
ideas with others, supporting others' ideas, building upon others’ ideas,
motivating others), which in turn, leads to a more creative performance
for the whole group (Rhee, 2007).

Effective cooperation was thought to be based on the intelligibility of
resources that are provided by team members. For example, Leggett
Dugosh and Paulus (2005) found that, in addition to the unique ideas
provided by their partners, participants' exposure to a large set of com-
mon (i.e., non-creative) ideas would enhance creative performance.
Similarly, in a functional magnetic resonance imaging study, Fink et al.
(2012) investigated the effect of cognitive stimulation on creativity via
exposure to other people's ideas. Results found that common or
moderately-creative ideas were more effective in improving creativity
than highly-creative ideas. These findings suggest that the intelligibility
of an idea, regardless of its level of creativity, may account for their
benefits. Namely, when exposed to common ideas, the ideas are easier to
understand, making it easier for them to search for potential related
connections. Thereafter, individuals could generate more creative ideas
by improving the existing ones, or by combining these ideas with their
own knowledge. Conceivably, because less-creative individuals tend to
generate more common ideas (i.e., less unique than those of
highly-creative individuals), their ideas may be more easily under-
standable to their partners. This implies that less-creative individuals
may contribute to group cooperation by producing more ideas that are
more easily understood.

So far, the question about which type of dyad (i.e., dyads comprising
less-creative or highly-creative individuals) is better at solving creativity
problems is still under debate. Based on the correlation that exists be-
tween the creativity of the individual and creativity of the group (Pir-
ola-Merlo and Mann, 2004; Taggar, 2001, 2002), one would predict that
dyads consisting of highly-creative individuals would outperform dyads
consisting of less-creative individuals. However, given that less-creative
individuals may provide ideas that are more easily understood by their
partners, and that cooperation is key to the creative performance of a
group (Amabile, 1996; Bittner and Heidemeier, 2013; Carnevale and
Probst, 1998), it would be inferred that dyads consisting of less-creative
individuals might perform as well as those consisting of highly-creative
ones.

In this study, we aimed to compare the creative performance of
different groups (i.e., consisting of less-creative or highly-creative in-
dividuals) and reveal the underlying inter-brain neural correlates by
means of fNIRS hyperscanning device. We particularly addressed two
questions. First, “Do dyads consisting of less-creative individuals perform
equally well on creativity tasks as those consisting of highly-creative
individuals? Is the finding of equal creative performance attributed to
the higher level of cooperation between less-creative individuals?” Sec-
ond, “Does interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS) between team
members show different patterns in various groups, which may reflect
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different levels of group cooperation?”
Recently, hyperscanning, which can be conducted with fMRI (Chiu

et al., 2008; Li et al., 2009), EEG (Lindenberger et al., 2009), and fNIRS
(Tang et al., 2016), has been applied to the field of social interactions
(Cheng et al., 2015; Cui et al., 2012; Jiang et al., 2012). Studies using
these techniques have identified evidence of interpersonal synchronized
brain activities during dyadic interactions in some brain regions. In the
current study, we adopted the fNIRS-based hyperscanning device, which
offers advantages of obviating the need for calibration (required by fMRI
and EEG hyperscanning studies) and a higher tolerance for motor arti-
facts, to explore interpersonal brain interactions between team members
while engaging in problem-solving tasks demanding creativity.

In previous studies, the prefrontal cortex (PFC) has been associated
with social cognition, reward system, decision-making, and goal main-
tenance (Kringelbach and Rolls, 2004; Miller and Cohen, 2001; Rush-
worth et al., 2011). In particular, the PFC is recruited during tasks
involving learning about reward associations, selecting goals, choosing
actions, and deliberating the potential value of switching (Rushworth
et al., 2011). Moreover, the right temporal-parietal junction (rTPJ) is
recruited in tasks involving semantic and number processing, reading
and comprehension, conflict-resolution, spatial cognition, and more
(Seghier, 2013). In the literature of social cognition, the rTPJ is consis-
tently reported as an activated region (Decety and Lamm, 2007). Addi-
tionally, numerous neuroimaging studies have observed involvement of
the bilateral angular gyrus (AG) in tasks demanding theory-of-mind or
mentalizing (Mar, 2011; Spreng et al., 2009).

In addition, in the field of social interaction, the PFC, orbito-frontal
cortex, right DLPFC and rTPJ have been implicated as brain regions
important for tasks involving cooperation and social interaction (Baker
et al., 2016; Chaminade et al., 2012; Cui et al., 2012; Decety et al., 2004;
Decety and Lamm, 2007; Desmurget et al., 2009; Dumas et al., 2010;
Mccabe et al., 2001; Suzuki et al., 2011). Recent hyperscanning studies
report increased interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS) in the medial
PFC, DLPFC, superior frontal cortex, and rTPJ between individuals while
they were in the cooperation state (Cheng et al., 2015; Cui et al., 2012;
Dommer et al., 2012; Funane et al., 2011; Nozawa et al., 2016; Tang
et al., 2016). Similarly, increased IBS was also revealed in studies of
social interaction activities, including face-to-face communication be-
tween partners (Jiang et al., 2012), group humming (Osaka et al., 2014),
teaching-learning interactions (Holper et al., 2013), and coordinated
walking (Ikeda et al., 2017). In light of these findings, we hypothesized
that IBS in the PFC and rTPJ (assessed by hyperscanning) could be in-
dicators for the state of cooperation between members in dyads.

Moreover, neuroscience studies in the field of creativity have
revealed that the PFC and rTPJ play pivotal roles in cognitive processing
during creative-tasks (Beaty et al., 2016; Benedek et al., 2014; Goel et al.,
2015; Kleibeuker et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2015). For instance, it has been
reported that the PFC (particularly the dorsal PFC) plays a key role in
working memory and executive function systems, both of which are
associated with creativity (Heinonen et al., 2016; Vartanian et al., 2014).
In addition, the rTPJ has been identified as an important region for
attention control, memory cues and perspective-taking, each of which
can contribute to creative performance (Benedek et al., 2014; Fink et al.,
2010, 2012; Fink et al., 2009b; Goel et al., 2015). Therefore, in this study,
the PFC and rTPJ were chosen as the regions of interest to investigate
inter-brain neural correlates while dyads engaging in creative activity.

To study this, in this study we created three types of dyads, which
consisted of (1) two highly-creative individuals (high-high dyads), (2)
two less-creative individuals (low-low dyads), or (3) a combination of a
highly-creative and a less-creative individual (high-low dyad, which we
used as a control group). During the study, we asked these three types of
dyads to solve creativity problems. Participant's responses were recorded
with a digital recording pen, and the brain synchronization data was
recorded using fNIRS.

In this study, we predicted that: (1) low-low dyads would show higher
levels of cooperation-related behaviours and exhibit similar levels of
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creativity as other types of dyads, and (2) that the low-low dyads would
show stronger IBS in PFC and rTPJ brain regions than other types of
dyads, which may reflect higher levels of cooperation. Furthermore, we
measured participants' emotional state, task-enjoyment, and task-
difficulty, because these variables were found to affect creative perfor-
mance (De Dreu et al., 2008; Yang and Hung, 2015; Chae et al., 2015a,b;
Zenasni and Lubart, 2011). We also measured participants’ cooperative
tendency using scores on the Group Preference Scale (Larey and Paulus,
1999). These measures allow us to check whether the effect of group
composition (i.e., consisting of highly-creative or less-creative in-
dividuals) on group creative performance were independent from the
factors mentioned above.

Methods

Participants

A total of 90 college students (mean age: 20� 2.13 years old) took
part in the study, including 62 females and 28 males. All participants
were right-handed with normal or corrected-to-normal vision. They were
assigned as dyads to perform experimental tasks according to their level
of creativity (see details in the following section). In each dyad, partici-
pants were unknown to each other. From the 90 participants, 30 dyads
were created. Prior to participating, each participant signed informed
consent and was paid ¥70 for their time and effort. The study procedure
529
was approved by the University Committee on Human Research Pro-
tection (UCHRP) of East China Normal University.

Construction of three types of groups

Participants first completed an Alternative Uses Task (AUT) problem
(Guilford, 1967). In the AUT, participants were asked to think of as many
alternative uses for everyday objects as possible. During the task, par-
ticipants were encouraged to “try their best to produce ideas that would
be thought of by no one else” (Fink et al., 2009b; Hao et al., 2017;
Harrington, 1975). The AUT is a well-established divergent thinking task,
and is widely-used in behavioural and neuroscience studies on creativity
(Fink et al., 2009a; Hao et al., 2017; Runco and Mraz, 1992; Runco and
Okuda, 1991; Wang et al., 2017). Performance on the AUT has been
shown to be a reliable predictor of real-world creative performance
(Runco and Acar, 2012).

In this study, participants were asked to solve one AUT problem in
5min. Afterwards, according to the participant's fluency scores on the
AUT problem (see the section “Assessment of performance on the AUT
and RPP” below), participants were divided into high and low creativity
groups. To do this, participants were marked with a number ranging from
1 to 90 which indicated the level of their creativity. In the high-low
dyads, participants ranging from 1 to 10 (i.e., highly-creative) were
paired with individuals with fluency scores ranging from 81 to 90 (i.e.,
less-creative) (e.g., the No. 1 participant was paired with the No. 81
Fig. 1. Experimental design. (A) Experimental setup. (B)
Task design. -(R)- the resting state session; -(I)- the in-
structions of the task and brainstorming rules; -(RPP)- Real-
istic presented problem task session. (C) The 3*5 optode
probe set. The 3*5 patch was placed on the prefrontal cortex.
(D) The 4*4 optode probe set. The 4*4 patch was placed on
the right temporal-parietal junction.
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participant; the No. 2 participant was paired with the No. 82 participant,
etc…). In the low-low dyads, participants with fluency scores ranging
from 61 to 79 were paired with participants with fluency scores ranging
from 62 to 80 (i.e., the No. 61 participant was paired with the No. 62
participant). In the high-high dyads, participants with fluency scores
ranging from 11 to 29 were paired with participants with fluency scores
ranging from 12 to 30 (i.e., the No. 11 participant was pairedwith the No.
12 participant) (see Figure S1).

Given that the creativity of participants ranging from 31 to 60 was
moderate, these participants were excluded from the subsequent exper-
iment. A total of sixty (n¼ 60) participants (43 females and 17 males;
mean age: 21� 1.4 years old) participated in the subsequent experiment.

Experimental tasks and procedures

In each dyad, the two participants sat face-to-face (see Fig. 1A). The
experimental procedure consisted of a 1-min resting-state session and a
5-min task session. The initial 1-min resting-state session served as a
baseline (see Fig. 1B). During this session, participants were asked to
remain as still as possible, with their eyes closed and their mind relaxed
(Lu et al., 2010). The instructions of tasks and rules of brainstorming (i.e.,
deferment of judgment, quantity breeds quality, free-wheeling is
encouraged, and combination and improvement are sought) were then
introduced.

Each dyad was required to solve a Realistic Presented Problem (RPP)
(Agnoli et al., 2016; Hao et al., 2017; Runco et al., 2016). In the RPP,
participants were asked to generate as many solutions as possible to solve
the open-ended realistic problems. The “concert problem” used in this
study was as follows: “You go to a concert, but it is right after school, so you
tell your friend that you will meet them there at their seats. The tickets are at
the Will Call window, outside of the concert hall. When you arrive and give
your name, the person working at that window says ‘The concert just started,
and your friend is there already. Do you have identification?’ You realize that
you have forgotten your wallet and ID! What are some things you could do to
get your ticket and see the show?” In the task section, participants were
asked to answer in turn and report one idea or potential solution at a
time. If they could not obtain any idea during their turns, they were
allowed to say “pass” and report their ideas during the next turn.

Pre- and post-experiment tests

Prior to the experiment, participants' cooperative tendency was
measured using scores on the Group Preference Scale (GPS) (Larey and
Paulus, 1999). The GPS has 10 items which are scored on 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (“not at all”) to 5 (“very much”). In the current
study, the internal consistency reliability of the GPS was satisfactory
(Cronbach's α¼ .83). The valence and arousal of participants' emotional
state was measured using scores on the Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM)
(Bradley and Lang, 1994). Both valence and arousal were rated on a 1 to
9 scale (valence: 1¼ very unpleasant, 9¼ very pleasant; arousal: 1¼ not
exciting at all, 9¼ very exciting), which is illustrated by five cartoon
figures with points listed between the two figures.

Immediately following the experiment, participants were asked to
rate the valence and arousal of their emotional state again. To assess the
participants' enjoyment while they worked on the creativity tests/tasks,
we developed an Enjoyment Task Scale. The scale had five items: (1)
“The test was fun”; (2) “I enjoyed completing the test”; (3) “The test was
boring (contradictive item)”; (4) “I felt happy when I worked on the test”;
(5) “I disliked performing the test (contradictive item)”. Items on the
Enjoyment Task Scale were scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (“not at all”) to 5 (“very much”). Total scores on 5 items indicated the
participants' enjoyment of the task. The reliability of the Enjoyment Scale
in the present study was satisfactory (Cronbach's α¼ .88). In addition,
participants were also asked to rate the difficulty associated with per-
forming the task by answering the question “I think this test was difficult
for me” on a scale from 1 (“not at all”) to 7 (“very much”). No discussion
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was allowed during the rating session.

Assessment of performance on the AUT and RPP

Participants' performance on the AUT and RPP was measured using
the (1) fluency and (2) originality of their ideas (Guilford, 1967; Runco
and Okuda, 1991). The fluency of participant's ideas was based on the
total number of ideas that each participant generated. The originality of
participant's ideas was assessed using a subjective method. Five trained
raters independently assessed the originality of each idea reported by the
participants on a 5-point Likert scale (1¼ not original at all, 5¼ highly
original). The inter-rater agreement of this method was satisfactory (In-
ternal Consistency Coefficient, ICC¼ .83). Individual ratings for each
idea from each of the five raters were averaged into a single originality
score for each idea. Finally, a mean originality score for all of the ideas
that a participant produced during the AUT or RPP was calculated.

Behavioral index of cooperation between partners in a pair

Combination of ideas was measured as the behavioural index for
cooperation between partners in each dyad. To do this, first, two trained
raters independently assessed the total number of categories for ideas
reported by each dyad. The inter-rater agreement for this method was
satisfactory (ICC¼ .93). Then, the number of idea-categories generated
by each dyad was calculated by averaging the two raters’ ratings for each
dyad. Finally, “Combination of ideas” was calculated by “Group fluency
score/Number of idea category”. This definition of “combination of
ideas” suggested the extent to which the dyad explored ideas in a single
category. Namely, the more teammembers cooperated with one another,
the more improvement and combination of ideas would occur. These
improved (or combinative) ideas should be recognized as the responses
in the same category. Therefore, such an index would reflect the extent to
which group members combined their ideas on each other, and indicate
to what degree group members cooperated with each other.

fNIRS data acquisition

A NIRS system (ETG-7100, Hitachi Medical Corporation, Japan) was
used to record the oxyhemoglobin (HbO) and deoxyhemoglobin (HbR)
concentrations for each dyad. The absorption of near infrared light
(wavelengths: 695 and 830 nm) was measured at a sampling rate of
10 Hz. Two optode probe sets were placed over each participant's pre-
frontal and temporal-parietal junction regions, based on previous studies
showing group creativity and social interaction (e.g., cooperation)
involved prefrontal and right temporal-parietal conjunction regions
(Benedek et al., 2014; Cheng et al., 2015; Decety et al., 2004; Funane
et al., 2011; Goel et al., 2015; Heinonen et al., 2016; Sun et al., 2016;
Tang et al., 2016). One 3*5 optode probe set (eight emitters and seven
detectors, 3 cm optode separation) consisting of 22 measurement chan-
nels (CHs), and one 4*4 optode (eight emitters and detectors, 3 cm
optode separation) probe set consisting of 24 measurement channels
(CHs), were used. For the 3*5 optode probe set, the lowest probes were
positioned along the Fp1–Fp2 line in accordance with the international
10–20 system for electroencephalography, with the middle optode A
placed on the frontal pole midline point (Fpz) (Sai et al., 2014). Mean-
while, the middle probe of patches was aligned exactly along the sagittal
reference curve. For the 4*4 optode probe set, the lowest probe was
aligned with the sagittal reference curve, with the optode B placed on P6.
The virtual registration method was used to determine the correspon-
dence between the NIRS channels and the measurement points on the
cerebral cortex (see Fig. 1C and D) (Singh et al., 2005; Tsuzuki et al.,
2007).

Interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS)

Based on the modified Beer–Lambert law, both HbO and HbR have
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been used to measure changes in cerebral blood flow. However, we chose
the HbO signal as our index since most scholars have demonstrated it was
more sensitive to changes in cerebral blood flow (Hoshi, 2007; Jiang
et al., 2012).

For each dyad, data were preprocessed with hrf low-pass filtering,
and Discrete cosine transform (DCT), based detrending algorithm in
NIRS-SPM (Ahmed et al., 1974; Ye et al., 2009). By applying low-pass
filtering, the temporal autocorrelation in NIRS data can be corrected.
Meanwhile, a DCT-based detrending algorithm was used to remove an
unknown global trend due to breathing, cardiac, vaso-motion or other
experimental errors. Next, wavelet transform coherence (WTC) was used
to calculate the relationship between HbO time series for each dyad
(Grinsted et al., 2004).

Resting-state fMRI studies show that the low-frequency oscillations
(typically in the range of 0.01–0.1 Hz) are more reliable markers of
within-brain neuronal synchronization than higher frequencies (Achard
et al., 2006; Zuo et al., 2010). In addition, increased neuronal synchro-
nization has been observed in natural communication in the aforemen-
tioned frequency band (Jiang et al., 2012). According to these findings,
we tested difference in time-averaged WTC values between task session
and resting session at each period in [10,100] s (0.01–0.1 Hz) for all
channels (Nozawa et al., 2016). A false discovery rate (FDR) adjustment
was applied for the multiple-comparisons. Significantly changed IBS
(task session - resting session) was observed in these timescales:
11.8–42.0 s, 49.9–52.9 s, and 84.0–100 s (FDR corrected, ps< 0.05).
Considering that the duration of one cycle in the task (the elapsed time
from the beginning of Participant 1's report to the end of participant 2's
report) ranges from 14 to 50 s and visual inspection on WTC graph in-
dicates the frequency band between 12.8 and 51.2 s (see Fig. 2C and D),
the frequency band between 12.8 and 51.2 s was chosen as the target
frequency band in the present study. Increased IBS in the similar fre-
quency band has been successfully observed in one of the previous
studies on social interaction (Tang et al., 2016). Moreover, the selection
of this band enables the removal of high and low-frequency artificial
noises, such as those related to respiration (about 0.2–0.3 Hz) and cardiac
pulsation (0.7–4Hz). Then average coherence value (IBS) in this band in
the brainstorming session was computed to subtract the average coher-
ence in the resting-state session, and the IBS values were converted to
Fisher z-statistics (Chang and Glover, 2010; Cheng et al., 2015; Cui et al.,
2012). A one-sample t-test with false discovery rate (FDR) correction
across all CHs (p< 0.05) was calculated. The t-maps of IBS would be
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generated and smoothed by the spline method. If a channel was found
with significant IBS, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed on that
IBS with Group as between-subject factor (high-high, high-low and
low-low). Post-hoc Bonferroni correction was used to account for mul-
tiple comparisons. Finally, bivariate Pearson correlations between IBS
and creativity scores were computed to reveal brain-behaviour
relationship.

Results

Validity of group construction

One-way ANOVAs with Group (i.e., low-low, high-high and high-low
dyads) as the between-subject factor were performed on the AUT fluency
and originality scores in the preliminary test. Results demonstrated a
significant main effect of Group on fluency (F (2, 27)¼ 10.71, p< .001,
ηp
2¼ .44), with lower AUT fluency in the low-low dyads (M¼ 8.5,
SD¼ 1.5) than in the high-low dyads (M¼ 13.5, SD¼ 4.5) and high-high
dyads (M¼ 14.6, SD¼ 2.6) (see Fig. 3A). The main effect of Group was
also found significant on AUT originality (F (2, 27)¼ 17.35, p< .001,
ηp
2¼ .56), with lower originality among low-low dyads (M¼ 1.40,
SD¼ .41) than high-low dyads (M¼ 2.29, SD¼ .47) and high-high dyads
(M¼ 2.36, SD¼ .33) (see Fig. 3B).

Results of a separate analysis using one-way ANOVA found no dif-
ference in AUT fluency and originality among the highly-creative par-
ticipants in the high-low dyads and high-high dyads. Similarly, results
showed no difference in AUT fluency or originality between less-creative
participants in the high-low dyads and low-low dyads (see Fig. 3A and B).
These results support the validity of our group construction.

Performance on RPP in three groups

One-way ANOVAs using Group as the between-subject factor were
performed on the RPP fluency and originality scores. Results found no
significant effect of Group on RPP fluency or RPP originality (see Fig. 3C
and D). In addition, the main effect of Group on RPP fluency or RPP
originality remained insignificant after other variables (i.e., emotional
state, cooperation tendency, the enjoyment of task and the difficulty of
task) were entered into the ANOVA model as covariates. These results
indicate that while working together, less-creative individuals performed
as well as dyads consisting of highly-creative individuals.
Fig. 2. Frequency band of interest. Inter-
personal brain synchronization (IBS) indi-
cated by wavelet transform coherence
(WTC). (A) Raw HbO time courses. Raw
HbO time courses of Participant 1(P1) (blue)
and Participant 2 (P2) (red) in the RPP from
channels in PFC in the low-low dyads (i.e.
raw HbO time courses in Channel21 of P1
and P2 in a representative dyad). (B) Raw
HbO time courses. Raw HbO time courses of
P1 (blue) and P2 (red) in the RPP from
channels in rTPJ in the low-low dyads (i.e.
raw HbO time courses in CH9 of P1 and P2
in a representative pair). (C) The WTC in the
PFC. The coherence based on raw HbO
signal from CH17 in a representative low-
low dyad. (D) The WTC in the rTPJ. The
coherence based on raw HbO signal from
CH9 in a representative low-low dyad. The
red borders represent the frequency band of
interest (12.8–51.2 periods). Also, the two
gray lines indicated the beginning and end
of the RPP task respectively. The color bars
denote the value of WTC (1¼ highest
coherence, 0¼ lowest coherence).



Fig. 3. Creative performance of nominal dyads in the
preliminary test (AUT) and brainstorming dyads in
the RPP task. (A) AUT fluency scores of nominal
dyads in three groups. (B) AUT originality scores of
nominal dyads in three groups. (C) RPP fluency scores
of brainstorming dyads in three groups. (D) RPP
originality scores of brainstorming dyads in three
groups. Error bars indicate standard errors of the
mean. P1 means participant 1, P2 means participant
2. ***p < 0.001.
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Behavioral index of cooperation in three groups

One-way ANOVA with Group as the between-subject factor was
performed on the behavioural indices of cooperation. Results demon-
strated a significant main effect of Group on cooperation (F (2,
27)¼ 4.27, p¼ .024, ηp2¼ .24). Post-hoc tests showed that the behav-
ioural index of cooperation in the low-low dyads (M¼ 1.74, SD¼ .48)
was higher than in the high-low dyads (M¼ 1.36, SD¼ .22) and high-
high dyads (M¼ 1.40, SD¼ .17) (see Fig. 4A). Pearson correlations
revealed a positive correlation between RPP originality scores and
behavioural indices of cooperation in the low-low dyads (r¼ .78,
p¼ .007) (see Fig. 4B). However, no similar correlation was found in the
high-low or high-high dyads.

Interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS) in three groups

A series of one-sample t-tests were conducted on IBS across all
channels in three groups. Significant differences in IBS were found at
CH6 (t (9)¼ 5.46, p< 0.001), CH17 (t (9)¼ 3.52, p< 0.001), CH21 (t
(9)¼ 4.63, p< 0.001) in the PFC (see Fig. 5A) and CH9 (t (9)¼ 5.34,
p< 0.001) in the rTPJ in the low-low dyads (see Fig. 6A). All of these IBS
remained significant after FDR correction (ps< 0.05).

In contrast, no significant difference in IBS was found either in the
high-low or high-high dyads. One-way ANOVAs indicated that IBS at
CH6 (F (2, 27)¼ 6.89, p¼ .004), CH17 (F (2, 27)¼ 6.04, p¼ .007) and
CH21 (F (2, 27)¼ 4.16, p¼ .027) in the PFC was affected by Group (see
Fig. 5B). Post-hoc tests (Bonferroni corrected) revealed that IBS at CH6
was lower in the high-low dyads (M¼�.05, SD¼ .10) than in the low-
low dyads (M¼ .10, SD¼ .08, p¼ .003), and almost significantly lower
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(at α¼ 0.05) than in the high-high dyads (M¼ .05, SD¼ .10, p¼ .068);
IBS at CH17 was higher in the low-low dyads (M¼ .09, SD¼ .08) than in
the high-low dyads (M¼�.05, SD¼ .09, p¼ .025) and the high-high
dyads (M¼�.07, SD¼ .15, p¼ .012); IBS at CH21 was higher in the
low-low dyads (M¼ .09, SD¼ .14) than in the high-high dyads
(M¼�.07, SD¼ .07, p¼ .005) (see Fig. 5C).

One-way ANOVA showed that IBS at CH9 (F (2, 27)¼ 6.25, p¼ .006)
in the rTPJ was also affected by Group (see Fig. 6B). Post-hoc tests
(Bonferroni corrected) showed that IBS at CH9 was higher in the low-low
dyads (M¼ .14, SD¼ .08) than in the high-low dyads (M¼�.03,
SD¼ .08, p¼ .005) (see Fig. 6C).

The IBS-behavior relation

Pearson correlations were performed on significant IBS at channels
(PFC: CH6, 17, 21; rTPJ: CH9) and behavioural indices (e.g., RPP origi-
nality, behavioural index of cooperation) in the low-low dyads. Total
originality of the group was positively correlated with IBS at CH17 in the
PFC (r¼ .85, p¼ .002) and with the IBS at CH9 in the rTPJ (r¼ .82,
p¼ .003) (see Fig. 7A and B). In addition, behavioural indices of coop-
eration showed significant, positive correlations with IBS at CH17 in the
PFC (r¼ .66, p¼ .038) and with IBS at CH9 in the rTPJ (r¼ .71, p¼ .022)
(see Fig. 7C and D). These results suggest a positive relationship between
the increased IBS and cooperative behaviour.

Discussion

In this study, we compared the creative performance of different
dyads (i.e., consisting of less-creative and highly-creativity individuals)
Fig. 4. Behavioral cooperation performance. (A) The
behavioral indices of cooperation in three groups. (B) Cor-
relation between the RPP originality scores and behavioral
indices of cooperation in the low-low dyads. Error bars
indicate standard errors of the mean. *p < 0.05.



Fig. 5. Interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS) in
the prefrontal cortex. (A) One-sample t-test maps of
IBS in three groups. (B) One-way ANOVA results of
the IBS to identify group differences. (C) The ampli-
tude of IBS at CH6,17,21 in the prefrontal cortex.
Note that in the low-low dyads, a significant IBS at
CH6 was observed after FDR correction (IBS in the
low-low dyads was higher than in the high-low
dyads); a significant IBS at CH17 was observed after
FDR correction (IBS in the low-low dyads was higher
than in the high-low and the high-high dyads); a
significant IBS at CH21 was observed after FDR
correction (IBS in the low-low dyads was higher than
in the high-high dyads). *p < 0.05, after correction.

Fig. 6. Interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS) in
the right temporal-parietal junction. (A) One-sample
t-test maps of IBS in three groups. (B) One-way
ANOVA results of the IBS to identify group differ-
ences. (C) The amplitude of IBS at CH9 in right
temporal-parietal junction. Note that in the low-low
dyads, a significant IBS at CH9 was found after FDR
correction (IBS in the low-low dyads was higher than
in the high-low dyads). *p < 0.05, after correction.
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and revealed the underlying inter-brain neural correlates using an fNIRS
hyperscanning device. Participants were required to complete one RPP
task in two-person brainstorming dyads, during which brain activity was
recorded in the PFC and rTPJ. Behavioural results from our study
revealed that less-creative individuals, while working together, per-
formed as well as dyads of more creative individuals. Specifically, the
low-low dyads showed higher levels of cooperative behaviour than the
other types of dyads. In addition, results from the fNIRS demonstrated an
increase in IBS in PFC and rTPJ brain regions during RPP task only for
low-low dyads. In the right PFC, the increased IBS was stronger for the
low-low dyads than for high-high and high-low dyads. Similarly, in the
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rTPJ, IBS was stronger for the low-low dyads than for high-low dyads,
while no significant difference was observed between low-low dyads and
high-high dyads. Furthermore, IBS in the low-low dyads was found to be
positively correlated with their cooperative behaviour and group creative
performance.

Before participants were assigned to dyads, they completed the AUT
task (the preliminary test) independently. Results revealed that the cre-
ative performance of individuals in the low-low dyads was significantly
worse than those in the high-low and high-high dyads. Considering the
positive relationship between individual creativity and group creative
performance (Burningham and West, 1995; Pirola-Merlo and Mann,



Fig. 7. IBS-behavior correlations in the low-low
dyads. (A) Correlation between the IBS at CH17 in
the PFC and RPP originality scores. (B) Correlation
between the IBS at CH9 in the rTPJ and RPP origi-
nality scores. (C) Correlation between the IBS at
CH17 in the PFC and behavioral indices of coopera-
tion. (D) Correlation between the IBS at CH9 in the
rTPJ and behavioral indices of cooperation.
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2004; Taggar, 2001, 2002), we would have expected that the high-high
and high-low dyads would have performed better than the low-low dyads
on these tasks.

However, when participants performed the RPP task as a team, no
significant difference was found among these three groups. That is, dyads
consisting of two less-creative individuals performed just as well to dyads
made up of more creative individuals. This might imply that the inherent
weakness of dyads consisting of less-creative individuals had been offset
by the interaction process. Earlier, we suggested that the ideas generated
by less-creative individuals might still benefit the group's creative per-
formance by enhancing cooperation. One reason for this is that since
common ideas are easier to understand, it might be easier for individuals
in the low-low dyads to improve upon and combine the ideas generated
by their partners. Such an explanation is supported by the finding that
behavioural cooperation indices were highest in the low-low dyads, as
well as the fact that IBS was positively correlated with creative perfor-
mance (see Figs. 4 and 7). In addition, because the less-creative in-
dividuals in the high-low dyads generated more common, easily
understood ideas, it is reasonable to suppose high-low dyads would be
capable of exhibited higher overall creative performance than the high-
high dyads. However, our results showed that high-low and high-high
dyads exhibited similar levels of creative performances during the
study. The Social Comparison Theory (Festinger, 1954) may offer some
explanations for this discrepancy. Social Comparison Theory proposes
that group performance can be improved when comparison happens
between group members. This social comparison is assumed to cease
when there is a wide gap between the ability levels of the group's
members (J€org andMichael, 2003; Michinov and Primois, 2005). In light
of this, in the high-low dyads, the contribution of less creative ideas by
the one part of the dyad might be offset by the lack of social comparison.
Although this theory may offer some possible explanations for our find-
ings, further investigation should be conducted.

In contrast, the unique (i.e., more novel, but also potentially less
accessible) ideas generated by higher creativity individuals would not be
expected to enhance cooperation between team members. Specifically,
when individuals were exposed to novel ideas (which could be harder to
understand) these ideas might be more difficult for them to utilize and
combine with other ideas. This may suggest lower levels of cooperation
between team members in the high-high or high-low dyads. Therefore,
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we propose that the higher levels of cooperation between individuals in
low-low dyads contributed to their creative performance, which may
have made their performance equal to that observed in dyads consisting
of more creative individuals.

Results from the fNIRS demonstrated increased IBS in the timescale
between 12.8 and 51.2 s in right PFC and rTPJ in the low-low dyads. In
addition, the increased IBS covaried with group creative performance
and behavioural indices of cooperation. Previous studies have shown that
increased IBS is usually associated with mutual understanding, which
could be interpreted as an indicator of cooperation between individuals
(Cheng et al., 2015; Cui et al., 2012; Dommer et al., 2012; Funane et al.,
2011; Stephens et al., 2010; Tang et al., 2016). In this study, because
participants in each dyad had not met before being paired together
during the study, IBS could not be influences by prior familiarity or
emotional factors. Therefore, the increased IBS we observed (and other
outcomes discussed above) suggest that individuals in the low-low dyads
were in the state of cooperation. On the other hand, such a cooperative
state may have led to increased oral reporting and head motions asso-
ciated with communication such as nodding in the low-low dyads. Hence,
the increased IBS in the low-low dyads may have also resulted from
spurious factors such as increased oral reporting and motions. However,
participants were asked to remain as motionless as possible during the
study, especially with regard to the use of non-verbal cues such as head
motions. Therefore, we proposed that the IBS observed in this study
might not be due to body motions.

The increased IBS observed in the low-low dyads was roughly located
in the right dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (rDLPFC) (CH17) (see Fig. 5).
Involvement of the rDLPFC has been confirmed in functions such as
cognitive control, working memory and goal maintenance (Knoch et al.,
2009; Macdonald et al., 2000; Miller and Cohen, 2001; Sai et al., 2014;
Sanfey et al., 2003; Silton et al., 2010). Studies have also shown that the
rDLPFC is responsible for overriding self-interested motivation (Knoch
et al., 2006), monitoring responses, and for top-down inhibition of
pre-potent ideas as well as task-irrelevant stimuli (Anticevic et al., 2012;
Jahanshahi et al., 2000; Mansouri et al., 2007; Mansouri et al., 2009;
Miller and Cohen, 2001; Nachev et al., 2008; Petrides, 2000). Consid-
ering the range of functions the rDLPFC is involved in, the increased IBS
at CH17 might reflect greater attempts by participants to override their
self-interested motivation and monitor responses generated by
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participants themselves and the partners. That is, individuals in low-low
dyads may have been paying more attention to the ideas from his/her
partner andmakingmore of an effort to override their own self-interested
motivation to cooperate better with their partner. In addition, previous
studies found that the PFC (and especially the DLPFC) is recruited during
the suppression of “ego-centered” behaviour (Baeken et al., 2010) and
commitment in significant relationships (Petrican and Schimmack,
2008). Accordingly, our findings may also imply that highly-creative
individuals found it more difficult to renounce to their personal ideas
and had less interest in cooperating with their less-creative partners.

The increased IBS roughly located in the angular gyrus (AG) (CH9)
was also found in the low-low dyads (see Fig. 6). The AG is in the
temporal-parietal junction, which has two disparate function roles of
“attention” and “social cognition”. Studies show that the rTPJ acts as a
“circuit-breaking” signal that interrupts ongoing attentional process
and effectively reorients attention (Kubit and Jack, 2013). Previous
research has suggested that the rTPJ plays roles in reading character's
thoughts (Saxe and Powell, 2006), mediating joint attention between
pairs of individuals during face-to-face interactions (Redcay et al.,
2010), and inducing greater intentionality between partners (Tang
et al., 2016). Meanwhile, AG is also involved in the Theory of Mind
(ToM), which emphasizes the important role of perspective-taking has
in social interactions. Perspective-taking has also been suggested as an
important mechanism for unlocking team creativity in diverse teams
(Hoever et al., 2012). It should be noted that only at PFC CH17 that
low-low dyads showed higher IBS than the other two types of dyads. At
rTPJ CH9, there was no significant difference between the low-low and
high-high dyads. Considering the functions of rTPJ, the ToM may offer
an explanation. ToM is used in social cognition to infer the mental states
of others at the level of their beliefs, emotions, goals, and motivations
(Seghier, 2013). Because of the wide gap in creative ability in our
high-low dyads, it may have been more challenging for them to see each
other's ideas (e.g., the highly-creative individuals may be unwilling to
consider the ideas of the less-creative individuals, whereas the ideas of
highly-creative individuals may have been difficult for less-creative
individuals to understand). Comparatively, it may be easier for partic-
ipants in high-high and low-low dyads to connect with each other's
intentions or ideas. This may explain why no significant difference was
observed in IBS between the high-high and low-low dyads at rTPJ CH9.
Although this may account for the results we observed in this study,
further study should be carried out.

We also observed significant changes in the frequency band between
84.0 and 100 s. Given that the duration of one cycle in the experimental
task is far from this timescale, this may imply that the observed IBS in this
frequency band was not related to the task. Alternatively, this IBS may
reflect the influence of other aspects of social interaction in the group
brainstorming context. Future studies will be needed to explore the
meaning of such IBS in task-unrelated frequency band.

The use of hyperscanning devices such as fNIRS are increasingly
being accepted as an important technique for revealing the inter-brain
neural correlates in the context of social interactions. However, the
limitations of fNIRS should be noted. First, physiological activities in the
periphery such as heart rate, respiration, cardiac pulsation can influence
fNIRS signals (Cheng et al., 2015; Cui et al., 2012; Dommer et al., 2012).
Because of this, hrf low-pass filtering and a DCT-based detrending al-
gorithm were used to rule out the potential contaminant effects of these
noises (Ahmed et al., 1974; Ye et al., 2009). Previous studies have also
suggested that frequency bands in the frontal cortex lower than 0.2 Hz
are due to cognition-related NIRS activity (Cheng et al., 2015; Cui et al.,
2012; Duan et al., 2013; Jiang et al., 2012). Hence, the IBS found in the
current study should not be primarily determined by the above noises,
although it was hard to eliminate the effect of these noises on our results
completely. Second, changes in HbR can also be recorded by fNIRS,
which might provide some additional information (Pan et al., 2017;
Zhang et al., 2016). However, considering the sensitivity of HbO to
changes in cerebral blood flow during fNIRS measurements, we mainly
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focused on changes in HbO during our analysis (Cui et al., 2012; Hoshi,
2007; Ou et al., 2009).

There were several additional limitations in the present study. First,
the small sample size might have inflated our effect size estimates, led
to the problematic false-positive/true-positive ratio in neuroscience
(Button et al., 2013). While the sample size in the present study is
comparable to other hyperscanning studies, larger samples should be
sought in future studies on group creativity using fNIRS hyperscanning.
Second, Nozawa et al. (2016) reported that removal of the skin blood
flow component improves sensitivity to communication-enhanced IBS.
However, due to the device limitation that our device cannot measure
the skin blood flow component, we are not capable of removing the
effect of skin blood flow on fNIRS signals in the present study. Future
studies should remove skin blood flow to allow
communication-enhanced IBS to be explored more precisely. Third,
previous studies show that differences in the gender composition of
groups can confound the relationship between neural coherence and
behaviour (Baker et al., 2016). In this study, the number of male par-
ticipants was too small to use gender as a variable. In future studies, a
higher number of male participants will need to be recruited so that the
effect of gender on the relationship between individual creativity and
group creative performance can be investigated fully.

Acknowledgements

We thank Yafeng Pan, Xianchun Li for their instructive comments on
this study. This work was sponsored by the “Shuguang Program” sup-
ported by Shanghai Education Development Foundation and Shanghai
Municipal Education Commission (16SG25), the Philosophy and Social
Science Foundation of Shanghai (2017BSH008), and the Humanity and
Social Science foundation of Ministry of Education of China
(17YJA190007) to NH.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.007.

References

Achard, S., Salvador, R., Whitcher, B., Suckling, J., Bullmore, E., 2006. A resilient, low-
frequency, small-world human brain functional network with highly connected
association cortical hubs. J. Neurosci. 26, 63–72. https://doi.org/10.1523/
JNEUROSCI.3874-05.2006.

Agnoli, S., Corazza, G.E., Runco, M.A., 2016. Estimating creativity with a multiple-
measurement approach within scientific and artistic domains. Creativ. Res. J. 28,
171–178. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2016.1162475.

Ahmed, N., Natarajan, T., Rao, K.R., 1974. Discrete cosine transform. IEEE Trans.
Comput. C-23, 90–93. https://doi.org/10.1109/T-C.1974.223784.

Amabile, T.M., 1996. Creativity in Context: Update to the Social Psychology of Creativity.
Westview, Boulder, CO.

Anticevic, A., Cole, M.W., Murray, J.D., Corlett, P.R., Wang, X.J., Krystal, J.H., 2012. The
role of default network deactivation in cognition and disease. Trends in Cognitive
Science 16, 584–592. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2012.10.008.

Baeken, C., De Raedt, R., Van Schuerbeek, P., Vanderhasselt, M.A., De Mey, J.,
Bossuyt, A., Luypaert, R., 2010. Right prefrontal HF-rTMS attenuates right amygdala
processing of negatively valenced emotional stimuli in healthy females. Behavioral
Brain Research 214, 450–455. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2010.06.029.

Baker, J.M., Liu, N., Cui, X., Vrticka, P., Saggar, M., Hosseini, S.M., Reiss, A.L., 2016. Sex
differences in neural and behavioral signatures of cooperation revealed by fNIRS
hyperscanning. Scientific Report 6, 26492. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep26492.

Beaty, R.E., Benedek, M., Silvia, P.J., Schacter, D.L., 2016. Creative cognition and brain
network dynamics. Trends in Cognitive Science 20, 87–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.tics.2015.10.004.

Benedek, M., Jauk, E., Fink, A., Koschutnig, K., Reishofer, G., Ebner, F., Neubauer, A.C.,
2014. To create or to recall? Neural mechanisms underlying the generation of
creative new ideas. NeuroImage 88, 125–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuroimage.2013.11.021.

Bittner, J.V., Heidemeier, H., 2013. Competitive mindsets, creativity, and the role of
regulatory focus. Think. Skills Creativ. 9, 59–68. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.tsc.2013.03.003.

Bittner, J.V., Bruena, M., Rietzschel, E.F., 2016. Cooperation goals, regulatory focus, and
their combined effects on creativity. Think. Skills Creativ. 19, 260–268. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2015.12.002.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3874-05.2006
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3874-05.2006
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2016.1162475
https://doi.org/10.1109/T-C.1974.223784
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2012.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2010.06.029
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep26492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2015.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2015.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2013.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2013.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2015.12.002


H. Xue et al. NeuroImage 172 (2018) 527–537
Bradley, M.M., Lang, P.J., 1994. Measuring emotion: the self-assessment manikin and the
semantic differential. J. Behav. Ther. Exp. Psychiatr. 25, 49–59. https://doi.org/
10.1016/0005-7916(94)90063-9.

Burningham, C., West, M.A., 1995. Individual, climate, and group interaction processes as
predictors of work team innovation. Small Group Res. 26, 106–117. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1046496495261006.

Button, K.S., Ioannidis, J.P., Mokrysz, C., Nosek, B.A., Flint, J., Robinson, E.S.,
Munaf�o, M.R., 2013. Power failure: why small sample size undermines the reliability
of neuroscience. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 14, 365–367. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3475.

Carnevale, P.J., Probst, T.M., 1998. Social values and social conflict in creative problem
solving and categorization. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 74, 1300–1309. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1300.

Chae, S., Seo, Y., Lee, K.C., 2015a. Effects of task complexity on individual creativity
through knowledge interaction: a comparison of temporary and permanent teams.
Comput. Hum. Behav. 42, 138–148. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.10.015.

Chae, S.W., Seo, Y.W., Lee, K.C., 2015b. Task difficulty and team diversity on team
creativity: multi-agent simulation approach. Comput. Hum. Behav. 42, 83–92.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.032.

Chaminade, T., Marchant, J.L., Kilner, J., Frith, C.D., 2012. An fMRI study of joint
action–varying levels of cooperation correlates with activity in control networks.
Front. Hum. Neurosci. 6, 179. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00179.

Chang, C., Glover, G.H., 2010. Time–frequency dynamics of resting-state brain
connectivity measured with fMRI. NeuroImage 50, 81–98. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuroimage.2009.12.011.

Cheng, X., Li, X., Hu, Y., 2015. Synchronous brain activity during cooperative exchange
depends on gender of partner: a fNIRS-based hyperscanning study. Hum. Brain Mapp.
36, 2039–2048. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22754.

Chiu, P.H., Kayali, M.A., Kishida, K.T., Tomlin, D., Klinger, L.G., Klinger, M.R.,
Montague, P.R., 2008. Self responses along cingulate cortex reveal quantitative
neural phenotype for high-functioning autism. Neuron 57, 463. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neuron.2007.12.020.

Cui, X., Bryant, D.M., Reiss, A.L., 2012. NIRS-based hyperscanning reveals increased
interpersonal coherence in superior frontal cortex during cooperation. NeuroImage
59, 2430–2437. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.09.003.

De Dreu, C.K., Baas, M., Nijstad, B.A., 2008. Hedonic tone and activation level in the
mood-creativity link: toward a dual pathway to creativity model. J. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. 94, 739–756. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.5.739.

Decety, J., Jackson, P.L., Sommerville, J.A., Chaminade, T., Meltzoff, A.N., 2004. The
neural bases of cooperation and competition: an fMRI investigation. NeuroImage 23,
744–751. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.05.025.

Decety, J., Lamm, C., 2007. The role of the right temporoparietal junction in social
interaction: how low-level computational processes contribute to meta-cognition.
Neuroscientist 13, 580–593. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858407304654.

Desmurget, M., Reilly, K.T., Richard, N., Szathmari, A., Mottolese, C., Sirigu, A., 2009.
Movement intention after parietal cortex stimulation in humans. Science 324,
811–813. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1169896.

Dommer, L., Jager, N., Scholkmann, F., Wolf, M., Holper, L., 2012. Between-brain
coherence during joint n-back task performance: a two-person functional near-
infrared spectroscopy study. Behavioral Brain Research 234, 212–222. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2012.06.024.

Duan, L., Liu, W.J., Dai, R.N., Li, R., Lu, C.M., Huang, Y.X., Zhu, C.Z., 2013. Cross-brain
neurofeedback: scientific concept and experimental platform. PLoS One 8, e64590.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0064590.

Dumas, G., Nadel, J., Soussignan, R., Martinerie, J., Garnero, L., 2010. Inter-brain
synchronization during social interaction. PLoS One 5, e12166. https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pone.0012166.

Dunbar, K., 1995. How scientists really reason: scientific reasoning in real-world
laboratories. The nature of insight 18, 365–395.

Festinger, L., 1954. A theory of social comparison processes. Hum. Relat. 7, 117–140.
Fink, A., Grabner, R.H., Benedek, M., Reishofer, G., Hauswirth, V., Fally, M., et al., 2009a.

The creative brain: investigation of brain activity during creative problem solving by
means of EEG and FMRI. Hum. Brain Mapp. 30, 734–748. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hbm.20538.

Fink, A., Grabner, R.H., Gebauer, D., Reishofer, G., Koschutnig, K., Ebner, F., 2010.
Enhancing creativity by means of cognitive stimulation: evidence from an fMRI
study. NeuroImage 52, 1687–1695. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuroimage.2010.05.072.

Fink, A., Graif, B., Neubauer, A.C., 2009b. Brain correlates underlying creative thinking:
EEG alpha activity in professional vs. novice dancers. NeuroImage 46, 854–862.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.02.036.

Fink, A., Koschutnig, K., Benedek, M., Reishofer, G., Ischebeck, A., Weiss, E.M., Ebner, F.,
2012. Stimulating creativity via the exposure to other people's ideas. Hum. Brain
Mapp. 33, 2603–2610. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.21387.

Funane, T., Kiguchi, M., Atsumori, H., Sato, H., Kubota, K., Koizumi, H., 2011.
Synchronous activity of two people's prefrontal cortices during a cooperative task
measured by simultaneous near-infrared spectroscopy. J. Biomed. Optic. 16, 077011
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.3602853.

Goel, V., Eimontaite, I., Goel, A., Schindler, I., 2015. Differential modulation of
performance in insight and divergent thinking tasks with tDCS. The Journal of
Problem Solving 8, 23–35. https://doi.org/10.7771/1932-6246.1172.

Grinsted, A., Moore, J.C., Jevrejeva, S., 2004. Application of the cross wavelet transform
and wavelet coherence to geophysical time series. Nonlinear Process Geophys. 11,
561–566. https://doi.org/10.5194/npg-11-561-2004.

Guilford, J.P., 1967. The Nature of Human Intelligence. McGraw-Hill.
536
Hao, N., Xue, H., Yuan, H., Wang, Q., Runco, M.A., 2017. Enhancing creativity: proper
body posture meets proper emotion. Acta Psychologia (Amst) 173, 32–40. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2016.12.005.

Harrington, D.M., 1975. Effects of explicit instructions to “be creative” on the
psychological meaning of divergent thinking test scores. J. Pers. 43, 434–454.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.ep8970325.

Harvey, S., 2014. Creative synthesis: exploring the process of extraordinary group
creativity. Acad. Manag. Rev. 39, 324–343. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.2012.0224.

Heinonen, J., Numminen, J., Hlushchuk, Y., Antell, H., Taatila, V., Suomala, J., 2016.
Default mode and executive networks areas: association with the serial order in
divergent thinking. PLoS One 11, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0162234.

Hoever, I.J., Van, K.D., van Ginkel, W.P., Barkema, H.G., 2012. Fostering team creativity:
perspective taking as key to unlocking diversity's potential. J. Appl. Psychol. 97,
982–996. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029159.

Holper, L., Goldin, A.P., Shal�om, D.E., Battro, A.M., Wolf, M., Sigman, M., 2013. The
teaching and the learning brain: a cortical hemodynamic marker of teacher–student
interactions in the socratic dialog. Int. J. Educ. Res. 59, 1–10. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijer.2013.02.002.

Hoshi, Y., 2007. Functional near-infrared spectroscopy: current status and future
prospects. J. Biomed. Optic. 12, 062106–062115. https://doi.org/10.1117/
1.2804911.

Ikeda, S., Nozawa, T., Yokoyama, R., Miyazaki, A., Sasaki, Y., Sakaki, K., Kawashima, R.,
2017. Steady beat sound facilitates both coordinated group walking and inter-subject
neural synchrony. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 11, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fnhum.2017.00147.

Jahanshahi, M., Dirnberger, G., Fuller, R., Frith, C.D., 2000. The role of the dorsolateral
prefrontal cortex in random number generation: a study with positron emission
tomography. NeuroImage 12, 713–725. https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2000.0647.

Jiang, J., Dai, B., Peng, D., Zhu, C., Liu, L., Lu, C., 2012. Neural synchronization during
face-to-face communication. J. Neurosci. 32, 16064–16069. https://doi.org/
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2926-12.2012.

Johnson, D.W., Maruyama, G., Johnson, R., Nelson, D., Skon, L., 1981. Effects of
cooperative, competitive, and individualistic goal structures on achievement: a meta-
analysis. Psychol. Bull. 89, 47–62. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.89.1.47.

J€org, M., Michael, D., 2003. Matching or competition? Performance comparison processes
in an idea generation task. Group Process. Intergr. Relat. 6, 305–320. https://doi.org/
10.1177/13684302030063006.

Kleibeuker, S.W., Koolschijn, P.C.M.P., Jolles, D.D., Dreu, C.K.W.D., Crone, E.A., 2013.
The neural coding of creative idea generation across adolescence and early
adulthood. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7, 905. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fnhum.2013.00905.

Knoch, D., Pascual-Leone, A., Meyer, K., Treyer, V., Fehr, E., 2006. Diminishing reciprocal
fairness by disrupting the right prefrontal cortex. Science 314, 829. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.1129156.

Knoch, D., Schneider, F., Schunk, D., Hohmann, M., Fehr, E., 2009. Disrupting the
prefrontal cortex diminishes the human ability to build a good reputation. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. Unit. States Am. 106, 20895–20899. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.0911619106.

Kringelbach, M.L., Rolls, E.T., 2004. The functional neuroanatomy of the human
orbitofrontal cortex: evidence from neuroimaging and neuropsychology. Progress in
Neurobiology 72, 341–372. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pneurobio.2004.03.006.

Kubit, B., Jack, A.I., 2013. Rethinking the role of the rTPJ in attention and social
cognition in light of the opposing domains hypothesis: findings from an ALE-based
meta-analysis and resting-state functional connectivity. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7, 323.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00323.

Larey, T.S., Paulus, P.B., 1999. Group preference and convergent tendencies in small
groups: a content analysis of group brainstorming performance. Creativ. Res. J. 12,
175–184. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326934crj1203_2.

Leggett Dugosh, K., Paulus, P.B., 2005. Cognitive and social comparison processes in
brainstorming. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 41, 313–320. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jesp.2004.05.009.

Li, J., Xiao, E., Houser, D., Montague, P.R., 2009. Neural responses to sanction threats in
two-party economic exchange. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 106, 16835–16840.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0908855106.

Lindenberger, U., Li, S.C., Gruber, W., Müller, V., 2009. Brains swinging in concert:
cortical phase synchronization while playing guitar. BMC Neurosci. 10, 1–12.
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2202-10-22.

Lu, C.M., Zhang, Y.J., Biswal, B.B., Zang, Y.F., Peng, D.L., Zhu, C.Z., 2010. Use of fNIRS to
assess resting state functional connectivity. J. Neurosci. Meth. 186, 242–249. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2009.11.010.

Macdonald, A.W., Cohen, J.D., Stenger, V.A., Carter, C.S., 2000. Dissociating the role of
the dorsolateral prefrontal and anterior cingulate cortex in cognitive control. Science
288, 1835–1838. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.288.5472.1835.

Mansouri, F.A., Buckley, M.J., Tanaka, K., 2007. Mnemonic function of the dorsolateral
prefrontal cortex in conflict-induced behavioral adjustment. Science 318, 987–990.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1146384.

Mansouri, F.A., Tanaka, K., Buckley, M.J., 2009. Conflict-induced behavioural
adjustment: a clue to the executive functions of the prefrontal cortex. Nat. Rev.
Neurosci. 10, 141–152. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2538.

Mar, R.A., 2011. The neural bases of social cognition and story comprehension. Annu.
Rev. Psychol. 62, 103–134. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-
145406.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7916(94)90063-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7916(94)90063-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496495261006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496495261006
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3475
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1300
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1300
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.032
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2007.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2007.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.5.739
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858407304654
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1169896
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2012.06.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2012.06.024
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0064590
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0012166
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0012166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref36
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20538
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.02.036
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.21387
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.3602853
https://doi.org/10.7771/1932-6246.1172
https://doi.org/10.5194/npg-11-561-2004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref46
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2016.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2016.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.ep8970325
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0224
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0224
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162234
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162234
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.2804911
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.2804911
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2017.00147
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2017.00147
https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2000.0647
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2926-12.2012
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2926-12.2012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.89.1.47
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302030063006
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302030063006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00905
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00905
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1129156
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1129156
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0911619106
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0911619106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pneurobio.2004.03.006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00323
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326934crj1203_2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0908855106
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2202-10-22
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2009.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2009.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.288.5472.1835
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1146384
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2538
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-145406
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-145406


H. Xue et al. NeuroImage 172 (2018) 527–537
Mccabe, K., Houser, D., Ryan, L., Smith, V., Trouard, T., 2001. A functional imaging
study of cooperation in two-person reciprocal exchange. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
Unit. States Am. 98, 11832–11835. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.211415698.

Michinov, N., Primois, C., 2005. Improving productivity and creativity in online groups
through social comparison process: new evidence for asynchronous electronic
brainstorming. Comput. Hum. Behav. 21, 11–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.chb.2004.02.004.

Miller, E.K., Cohen, J.D., 2001. An integrative theory of prefrontal cortex function. Annu.
Rev. Neurosci. 24, 167–202. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.24.1.167.

Nachev, P., Kennard, C., Husain, M., 2008. Functional role of the supplementary and pre-
supplementary motor areas. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 9, 856–869. https://doi.org/
10.1038/nrn2478.

Nozawa, T., Sasaki, Y., Sakaki, K., Yokoyama, R., Kawashima, R., 2016. Interpersonal
frontopolar neural synchronization in group communication: an exploration toward
fNIRS hyperscanning of natural interactions. NeuroImage 133, 484–497. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.03.059.

Osaka, N., Minamoto, T., Yaoi, K., Azuma, M., Osaka, M., 2014. Neural synchronization
during cooperated humming: a hyperscanning study using fNIRS. Procedia - Social
and Behavioral Sciences 126, 241–243. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.sbspro.2014.02.395.

Ou, W., Nissil€a, I., Radhakrishnan, H., Boas, D.A., Franceschini, M.A., 2009. Study of
neurovascular coupling in humans via simultaneous magnetoencephalography and
diffuse optical imaging acquisition. NeuroImage 46, 624–632. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.03.008.

Pan, Y., Cheng, X., Zhang, Z., Li, X., Hu, Y., 2017. Cooperation in lovers: an fNIRS-based
hyperscanning study. Hum. Brain Mapp. 38, 831–841. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hbm.23421.

Petrican, R., Schimmack, U., 2008. The role of dorsolateral prefrontal function in
relationship commitment. J. Res. Pers. 42, 1130–1135. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jrp.2008.03.001.

Petrides, M., 2000. The role of the mid-dorsolateral prefrontal cortex in working memory.
Exp. Brain Res. 133, 44–54. https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210000399.

Pirola-Merlo, A., Mann, L., 2004. The relationship between individual creativity and team
creativity: aggregating across people and time. J. Organ. Behav. 25, 235–257.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.240.

Redcay, E., Dodellfeder, D., Pearrow, M.J., Mavros, P.L., Kleiner, M., Gabrieli, J.D.,
Saxe, R., 2010. Live face-to-face interaction during fMRI: a new tool for social
cognitive neuroscience. NeuroImage 50, 1639–1647. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.neuroimage.2010.01.052.

Rhee, S.Y., 2007. Shared emotions and group effectiveness: the role of broadening-and-
building interactions. Acad. Manag. J. 50, 605–622. https://doi.org/10.5465/
AMBPP.2006.22898617.

Roseth, C.J., Johnson, D.W., Johnson, R.T., 2008. Promoting early adolescents'
achievement and peer relationships: the effects of cooperative, competitive, and
individualistic goal structures. Psychol. Bull. 134, 223–246. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223.

Runco, Acar, 2012. Divergent thinking as an indicator of creative potential. Creativ. Res.
J. 24, 66–75. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2012.652929.

Runco, M.A., Abdulla, A.M., Paek, S.H., Aljasim, F.A., Alsuwaidi, H.N., 2016. Which test
of divergent thinking is best? Creativity: Theories – Research - Applications 3, 4–18.
https://doi.org/10.1515/ctra-2016-0001.

Runco, M.A., Mraz, W., 1992. Scoring divergent thinking tests using total ideational
output and a creativity index. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 52, 213–221. https://doi.org/
10.1177/001316449205200126.

Runco, M.A., Okuda, S.M., 1991. The instructional enhancement of the flexibility and
originality scores of divergent thinking tests. Appl. Cognit. Psychol. 5, 435–441.
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2350050505.

Rushworth, M.F.S., Noonan, M.A.P., Boorman, E.D., Walton, M.E., Behrens, T.E., 2011.
Frontal cortex and reward-guided learning and decision-making. Neuron 70,
1054–1069. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.05.014.

Sai, L., Zhou, X., Ding, X.P., Fu, G., Sang, B., 2014. Detecting concealed information using
functional near-infrared spectroscopy. Brain Topogr. 27, 652–662. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10548-014-0352-z.

Sanfey, A.G., Rilling, J.K., Aronson, J.A., Nystrom, L.E., Cohen, J.D., 2003. The neural
basis of economic decision-making in the ultimatum game. Science 300, 1755–1758.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1082976.
537
Saxe, R., Powell, L.J., 2006. It's the thought that counts specific brain regions for one
component of theory of mind. Psychol. Sci. 17, 692–699. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-9280.2006.01768.x.

Seghier, M.L., 2013. The angular gyrus: multiple functions and multiple subdivisions.
Neuroscientist: A Review Journal Bringing Neurobiology Neurology & Psychiatry 19,
43–61. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858412440596.

Silton, R.L., Heller, W., Towers, D.N., Engels, A.S., Spielberg, J.M., Edgar, J.C., et al.,
2010. The time course of activity in dorsolateral prefrontal cortex and anterior
cingulate cortex during top-down attentional control. NeuroImage 50, 1292–1302.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.12.061.

Singh, A.K., Okamoto, M., Dan, H., Jurcak, V., Dan, I., 2005. Spatial registration of
multichannel multi-subject fNIRS data to MNI space without MRI. NeuroImage 27,
842–851. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.05.019.

Spreng, R.N., Mar, R.A., Kim, A.S., 2009. The common neural basis of autobiographical
memory, prospection, navigation, theory of mind, and the default mode: a
quantitative metaanalysis. J. Cognit. Neurosci. 21, 489–510. https://doi.org/
10.1162/jocn.2008.21029.

Stephens, G.J., Silbert, L.J., Hasson, U., 2010. Speaker-listener neural coupling underlies
successful communication. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. Unit. States Am. 107, 14425–14430.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1008662107.

Sternberg, R.J., Lubart, T.I., 1996. Invest in creativity. Am. Psychol. 51, 677–688. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.7.677.

Sun, J., Chen, Q., Zhang, Q., Li, Y., Li, H., Wei, D., et al., 2016. Training your brain to be
more creative: brain functional and structural changes induced by divergent thinking
training. Hum. Brain Mapp. 37, 3375–3387. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23246.

Suzuki, S., Niki, K., Fujisaki, S., Akiyama, E., 2011. Neural basis of conditional cooperation.
Soc. Cognit. Affect Neurosci. 6, 338–347. https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsq042.

Taggar, S., 2001. Group composition, creative synergy, and group performance.
J. Creativ. Behav. 35, 261–286. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-
6057.2001.tb01050.x.

Taggar, S., 2002. Individual creativity and group ability to utilize individual creative
resources: a multilevel model. Acad. Manag. J. 45, 315–330. https://doi.org/
10.2307/3069349.

Tang, H., Mai, X., Wang, S., Zhu, C., Krueger, F., Liu, C., 2016. Interpersonal brain
synchronization in the right temporo-parietal junction during face-to-face economic
exchange. Soc. Cognit. Affect Neurosci. 11, 23–32. https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/
nsv092.

Tsuzuki, D., Jurcak, V., Singh, A.K., Okamoto, M., Watanabe, E., Dan, I., 2007. Virtual
spatial registration of stand-alone fNIRS data to MNI space. NeuroImage 34,
1506–1518. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.10.043.

Vartanian, O., Bouak, F., Caldwell, J.L., Cheung, B., Cupchik, G., Jobidon, M.E., et al.,
2014. The effects of a single night of sleep deprivation on fluency and prefrontal
cortex function during divergent thinking. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8, 214. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00214.

Wang, M., Hao, N., Ku, Y., Grabner, R.H., Fink, A., 2017. Neural correlates of serial order
effect in verbal divergent thinking. Neuropsychologia 99, 92–100. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.03.001.

West, M.A., Anderson, N.R., 1996. Innovation in top management teams. J. Appl. Psychol.
81, 680–686. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.680.

Wu, X., Yang, W., Tong, D., Sun, J., Chen, Q., Wei, D., et al., 2015. A meta-analysis of
neuroimaging studies on divergent thinking using activation likelihood estimation.
Hum. Brain Mapp. 36, 2703–2718. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22801.

Yang, J., Hung, H., 2015. Emotions as constraining and facilitating factors for creativity:
companionate love and anger. Creativ. Innovat. Manag. 24, 217–230 doi:0.1111/
caim.12089.

Ye, J.C., Tak, S., Jang, K.E., Jung, J., Jang, J., 2009. NIRS-SPM: statistical parametric
mapping for near-infrared spectroscopy. NeuroImage 44, 428. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.08.036.

Zenasni, F., Lubart, T., 2011. Pleasantness of creative tasks and creative performance.
Think. Skills Creativ. 6, 49–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2010.10.005.

Zhang, Noah, J.A., Hirsch, J., 2016. Separation of the global and local components in
functional near-infrared spectroscopy signals using principal component spatial
filtering. Neurophotonics 3, 015004–015012. https://doi.org/10.1117/
1.NPh.3.1.015004.

Zuo, X.N., Martino, A.D., Kelly, C., Shehzad, Z.E., Gee, D.G., Klein, D.F., Castellanos, F.X.,
Biswal, B.B., Milham, M.P., 2010. The oscillating brain: complex and reliable.
NeuroImage 49, 1432–1445. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.09.037.

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.211415698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2004.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2004.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.24.1.167
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2478
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.03.059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.03.059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.02.395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.02.395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23421
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23421
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210000399
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.01.052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.01.052
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2006.22898617
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2006.22898617
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2012.652929
https://doi.org/10.1515/ctra-2016-0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449205200126
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449205200126
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2350050505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-014-0352-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-014-0352-z
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1082976
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01768.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01768.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858412440596
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.12.061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.21029
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.21029
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1008662107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.7.677
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.7.677
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23246
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsq042
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2001.tb01050.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2162-6057.2001.tb01050.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069349
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069349
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsv092
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsv092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.10.043
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00214
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00214
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.680
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22801
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1053-8119(18)30095-8/sref121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.08.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2008.08.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2010.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.NPh.3.1.015004
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.NPh.3.1.015004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.09.037

	Cooperation makes two less-creative individuals turn into a highly-creative pair
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants
	Construction of three types of groups
	Experimental tasks and procedures
	Pre- and post-experiment tests
	Assessment of performance on the AUT and RPP
	Behavioral index of cooperation between partners in a pair
	fNIRS data acquisition
	Interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS)

	Results
	Validity of group construction
	Performance on RPP in three groups
	Behavioral index of cooperation in three groups
	Interpersonal brain synchronization (IBS) in three groups
	The IBS-behavior relation

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	References


