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Abstract The purpose of this study is to confirm the moderating effect of the ‘IRrelevance
Processing’(IRP) on the relationship between decision maker 's openness and business problem solving
creativity (BPSC). In order to confirm the psychological mechanism of BPSC and openness, we
developed the irrelevance processing. In particular, the creativity in this study is different from the
general creativity studied in psychology. BPSC is a study with practical value applied in the
management environment. The results showed that openness of the decision maker was correlated with
the BPSC, and that the irrelevance processing was a psychological mechanism to moderating effects
relationship between openness of decision makers and BPSC. This paper proved the correlation
between the propensity of decision makers and BPSC, and contributed to the study of corporate
creativity by identifying the psychological mechanisms.
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Table 1. Recently Creativity—Studies applying Neuroscience

Authors

contents

Method BPSC

A. Abraham. et al.
(2018) [32]

A. Fink. et al. (2018) [33]

To verify whether the findings associated with a previous fMRI research could be
replicated in which a novel event—related experimental design was developed which fMRI
rendered it possible to investigate the brain basis of creative conceptual expansion.

Investigated task—related changes of EEG alpha power while people were imagining EEG

creative moves in soccer decision—making situations.

X. Yang. et al.

(2019) [34] reality setting.

Choi and Lee
(2016) [35]

Purpose of this study is to investigate whether the feedback designed based on EEG
signals contributes to an individual's creative performance in an immersive virtual EEG

Based on the experimental decision—making task of the experimenter according to the
negative emotional state and the positive emotional state, the performance of the EEG EEG N

activity and the outcome of the decision making activity was measured.

Ryu and Lee
(2018) [5] solving tasks.
J. Chan et al.

(2017) [36] theories.

For higher creativity, fNIRS were used to compare the Associationist and SIAM

Using fNIRS measurement results, they studied how positively and negatively
emotions are induced into music and how creatively users solve business problem fNIRS N

INIRS




140 dAEgEFTATF A18d A10%

s A stitt. 5ol A Addka Aol 1he
Fole wlAYZ oal w7l B 24" F U=
o= A7k AoH27]. e wE o
ol tig A+ A F OHE RS Uk
A, F2]¢9] Z(Breadth of Attention)©] 2] ¥}
o] vk A-Aadolnt o] 2 gk Hol 1}
= Ap9] o) 1 RISIE ofm|gitk Fol9] Fo] H&
Abgre] 548 gk Holl 22 9] o] Ap=olvt 24
FaL 1ol BAIRlE A=roluh FA g A=S Al
1= —7—9]9] Zo] FHLSH AR 52 HLY A=
A8 yhdol fle A= A8k L
gt 01313'& el Fo] Afolof whe}, oA gt
ztol7h = Ao ® et = Folido] w2 Al
fopm| gl Ap=ol] grg-Afo]ar, Felm] gk AH e F29
7ol 540l Adrt28].
A4, AAAs AFATRZ FAA oA (Latent
Inhibition) 2] &3&kol] wWE Fo)A] x}o)d] B3k ¢dTLo]
tH29]. FAF A= AA S AP o=RY 7]Qlgtt
Aol ofW zp=ro] Fom|gk Ao ® o AXH Ao
A58 HAS Bl wet Fofu|gk Ao o AR =
Aot} 18 7] wjitel] A Ao whet Fofn] gk A
B2 1A4E AW= Apdahed], ol ek S A4
ﬁﬂlﬁ‘r FH301. oli= k3] 7kA7} gl A=l il
=l A7 sk 5713 71 (Gating mechanism)
= Wah= Ao ]ﬁr[Sl = %‘-?XHZJ. “11]7} 7”\ﬂb e
3

v

>i‘1'i FO—E

)

we rlo kb

1] W9l G Q] Felete A, % ol
ol w2l gue] 48 Welv} tharks Zold). i A
A T A s T gu A e oleld
Folee 547 919 B oI5} e g

9lek. <1zke] TP 7hA) e

2.3 M=y A sl el (BPSC)
BPSCi= LubAQl ol dahs de] @24l Aok =

ol it} BPSCe) 713 Al vt 2. AR, A2
gole), ke Folde Thake ) SRS

=

e}, ol9) Be] BPSCE 719do] A% ARL neel
of Z 4% tleke AlAIskelof @k, ole§ A3} BPSC
£ R A Bl gels, g A1kl 90

v}
Q‘L
X 9,
os!
o)
w
@)
o
)
r?
:i:
¢
—{m
O
PN
Jﬁ
O
HU
-{n:
Ani)
ro -
o
4=

al
10101: fﬂt} BPSC: OE”% %4 el %@% Ui

z‘ﬂlzog & ]7473} (2016)g BPSCell v|A]+= thest
Q91 F B3PS oALAA] 3HAoll A atA Ak 1A
o] A s Addl gl JtS vA=AE AT

o2 ¢35 W] 9] WS V|Zee WA (EEQ)E &

3 =8hd3 7ol g3} BPSC 1he] AT A4
At 79 Sl e] eapargAte] A
AR S TR AR ] 22 el
A gtk AdE AASIAT35].
Sl
A

O

rr

A
FAT & oA, (2018)2 743} BPSC 7] #7
Ho] A4S X3S dAFEE B v gHEE
ks Au1Ql A9l B2 (INIRS) o2 538}
th o1& fl8f ofolrjo] A7 B BYE Sl 3

4 A4 54 Z:”é °] BPSC
<

3 A 71 el AdEEel = 1%129] 7&4“ ks

A} o] oA Aug PAF Aol £ AT ol
EaAZ ALgate] oA}
SOREER

[e) T
CEAS S =

3. ATu 9 A

3.1 5821 (Big—Five) 4454

AzEel Al it AF7F e 7hed 58
(Big—five) A2 o]2& =4 o|271SA] 714 BH
O 7 ARgH= o] Zolt) 5881 A4 ol 4 &
7HQL Zke] ApoiEnt ofujEt 7i1e] WS A

o o
oo rd

I



BAE B4 (IRP)o] A AAALe] AWA T vz B4 &d FoA

A ojsiA e zdEdel B 141

A & 7 Aok 5890 A4 5L A, 18,

AAAA, NAS, Ao R FREECE B At = )

Q9] 5712 44 221S f%%f‘s}ﬂ 3, Goldberg(1992)
1=}

o
A4 582 @59 P84 A %ﬁi ﬂ"“‘*i
87H w@dow dule] 3lem, Goldberg(1992)7F 7H:
g9l Hxeol Hlel] & o] dolEa WA kel v
ﬁgg LER T

3.2 B4 Ads T AnAe 24

Agnoli et al. (2015)%= Guilford(1967)2] 583 A}
8-9] A (Unusual Uses Test) 5 &3l 2t grxje] 214
(Irrelevance processing)< oW A= WHA| ZTH 38].

AAZ2] o] Z(Associationist Theory)-& A H
AUSTES 7Nt m, A= AR dES & AZol
satetta F3s) o]g] sl A AlaHiAl L ou| =
A Ao & AFow, SASH A= o82 FHEE
o} ou 24} AR A Afarga] o] AabEol]
Ab=oll vlsf vhekstar FHalsh, Bk o4 ot 39].

L ATE 7S e v e R e A=E T
He] 87e] M= T ASERE Rl o= 4E
oM A& Tk Figure 1 ¢F 7ol Al&eich o] F4
ol AR} Hael olsstal 1'%% |rw ARge

i guE WA, S

Fig. 1. Irrelevance Processing

3.3 M=y Al el W7t
Zold S Artelr] 918l vk 7 79 VI e® 3
AlmS PEsideh 34, Aeldkel] = E4= (1) =
4 (2) AN Ao ® Thet] dad =7 (3)
L2 olghs 37HA] Q4R FAE A4 84t B
SHAl A 2 gelE wAlolar 1A gfow 2 A
Y u)A] &2 Aotk 927}t Wahs Aol & Aw
TAE 59t & 59, "oj9 A sk Ak
o] o] & 5= US7p"eF A EA
ot} o] A= vhkEt siA o] 7hsatr] whikell AlFH
R e M e e A

°] A =t 40].

=, Aol F=olrh Apelo] e, Aol 7k
A5l 7)ol & (functional fixedness) %A 7]
ol o=l ‘%Vll—i AFS AHEEh =, AFdo]
]W‘/] Folzl 7IsE Hoid
ol g17] wizol] Al A<l

] 218 bﬂﬂl 9o =ojHl oS
Aste] A AU 2F AT o= AA vl=Y)
22 3ol AHEt = Q)= 8ot Figure 18 2 3
AF2R= 7kl onA| 9] 75S e oAE A}
22X, FHe| ouX|E Hujg &gl sh= HAE F
o3ttt & AT HA digh AES v 72

A Gl Al AZHE, AU FEH3E A3l A
CEO7} (£=mFERES]) 2071419] A2 7158 F7Fsket
o HEE HTh ofgA & AR

9ol Aol gk GRS AR = (Fuzzy Cognitive
Map) & E 3= ST XA e tigh o|Al= o}
& Figure 2 9} o) QIAA 9] AAEL P& 4
7¥A] =2 A 3= Torrance Tests of Creativity
Thinking(TTCT) ¥WHS ARSIt TTCT 4714 &



142 YAEGEFTATF A18d A10%

T (1) 94 (Flexibility): Aol tieh Ao}z A=
o2 gl el 5 (2) 5384 (Fluency): Aol thet
Aztz AAFE 3|Ao] 715 eurt glow, o)
9= ofeltole] 4= (3) A 3}(Elaboration): A}=rof]
e Azt F4l0] 5 ofoltiels Fmslsta AlFA}
S HH3} ofolt]o]e] 4 (4) =3 (Originality): AF

o st gu& AW ax| e ofolrjofe] Fi A9l

.f_ 3033:1 57(44&1 HHHO]—Cq zx%

(

e
—
rir
=
ol
N
2,
o%
K
=
N
T
[
2
:Oé

o
o
oy
N
&oox

> B

&

ol o
A
il
TN
rir
X
i
£ A

oY
N
o

rlo
>,
o
oZ
i)

o
N
L
b
Y

Bl oy
>,
)
o
i
o
4z -
1%
o
Ko
s
g

i

e
N o %
1 >~
ﬂllo _L‘“d

2

N F
o
Og(:,“
offt -
a2
2 ox

o%
AL
)
o ¢
=
rO
1o,
o
4>,
=2
o B
2 oot o
1 2 fo

2 N o 2

to]E] <] 7%1 o] 3 : = EH|
olo|Egf# X2-30 FH|E Agsled, 2 30712 AlA
I C=E= ?@ 3] Ao ARSI (E A A
gl IRB 9d3]elA HE 2 FAHATE No.
2017-12-011-022)

AAE A3 A nigo R 23z P: Elwﬂr ﬂol
1&gk WA AL
s g ofolEgi A3 2y %ﬂ% 3l OLH‘L

3

Agto] glon, Qe Hgald e

A

N

a?

o

N

T
°—'~ r> ol

ol

)

10,

0o

Ak

N

iz

o

lo

% g

e ol

4N

1
o

¢

o1 18%)9] 48 WIS BT 48 Ak WA
A R A AN A A olel=e 3

.

[

i)

HI2 E9le] A7} Bes S s ANAT
o} m12]ar ofel Bl izt Al Falsirhe Ale
Argick thy AP AEzAbR QITEAISH e 5
891 44 A assiginh AR 7F 105 W9
A )

= 2gHglon, vddatel uet A3

olf= A ¢ ARE AR 24 A

FAE A3 AR S5AIRto] Adelsielr] whelvt Al

At gk AR =

AlepH 513t Izl gk g o w QXA =S e
°]

S S, AR 2% 2 A3

o
>
)
o

A A Fe AR A AL Fo
a17] 918k Tttt} o]d) gk AR EEE ofo]
Aol hEA O 7 AFEEH= A ZH(Fixation
Duration) ¥ 3174-§-A] 314=(Fixation Count)<] 34k
= ARgSRSITE oA AW uke} o] FAl st Tt
AR A2 2o ouA|= A7), o|wH] 1k IHAE
2 AAstolom, a2 el tig oFE jlel] 9
a SMo g Ayl ] Hgt 545 7Hte =
IoA(Interest of Area)®] 99 T3t 22 1+, A7|=

L)
ife
i

[
g

oY o

A A

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among the Study Variables

1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Openness -
2. Extroversion .091 -
3. Conscientiousness 115 .266 -
4. Agreeableness .074 .095 463"
5. Neuroticism —.233 -.323" —-.551" —.108 -
6. Duration Peripheral 382" .066 218 —.214 -
7. Duration Target .005 .339" —.107 —.154 —.078 —.269 -
8. Count Peripheral 149 —.054 .398" —.039 675" —.499" -
9. Count Target —.129 —.168 -.523" —.264 .257 -.519" .078 -.603™ -
10. BPSC .354" .384" .009 .055 .300 .053 .212 —.290 -
Mean 36.5 34.1 39.3 36.5 28.6 0.18 0.39 1.6 7.4 11.9
SD 6.2 10.1 6.3 7.6 0.11 0.18 0.8 4.03 5.04

Note. #p<.05, #xp<.01 **xxp<.001
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