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The metacognitive feelings of an “aha!” experience are key to comprehending human
subjective experience. However, behavioral characteristics of this introspective cognition
are not well known. An aha experience sometimes occurs when one gains a solution
abruptly in problem solving, a subjective experience that subserves the conscious
perception of an insight. We experimentally induced an aha experience in a hidden
object recognition task, and analyzed whether this aha experience was associated with
metacognitive judgments and behavioral features. We used an adaptation of Mooney
images, i.e., morphing between a grayscale image and its binarised image in 100 steps,
to investigate the phenomenology associated with insight: aha experience, confidence,
suddenness, and pleasure. Here we show that insight solutions are more accurate
than non-insight solutions. As metacognitive judgments, participants’ confidence in
the correctness of their solution is higher in insight than non-insight problem solving.
Intensities of the aha feeling are positively correlated with subjective rating scores of
both suddenness and pleasure, features that show marked signs of unexpected positive
emotions. The strength of the aha experience is also positively correlated with response
times from the onset of presentation until finding the solution, or with task difficulty only if
the solution confidence is high enough. Our findings provide metacognitive and temporal
conditions for an aha experience, characterizing features distinct from those supporting
non-aha experience.

Keywords: “aha!” experience, insight problem solving, suddenness, pleasure, confidence, recognition time,
metacognition, hidden figure

INTRODUCTION

Cognitive findings are sometimes accompanied by particular experiences, just as in ancient Greek
Archimedes exclaimed “eureka!” to express his delight of a scientific discovery. This phenomenon is
called “aha!” experience (Gick and Lockhart, 1995; Topolinski and Reber, 2010; Webb et al., 2018).
In the context of problem solving and creative thinking, “aha!” or “eureka!” experience is thought to
be a synonym of insight (Weisberg, 2015), defined as a sudden change in knowledge representation
or the rapid formation of a new concept, often leading to the solution of a problem (Kounios
and Beeman, 2014). This insight frequently elicits a burst of various emotions (Shen et al., 2016),
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including a positive surprise at either the content or the way
of realization. Solution accuracies with aha experience tend to
be higher than those without aha (Salvi et al., 2016; Webb
et al., 2016; Danek and Wiley, 2017). Unexpected transition from
disfluency to fluency, or abrupt switch from incorrect solution
into correct solution tends to induce stronger aha experience.
Social psychologist Robert Cialdini described the tendency as
follows: “the Aha! experience is much more satisfying when it
is preceded by the Huh? experience” (Heath and Heath, 2007;
Webb et al., 2019).

Major theories of aha experience have proposed two key
aspects: (i) appropriate (desirable) difficulty (Hebb, 1949) and
(ii) cognitive fluency (Topolinski and Reber, 2010; in more
general context, see also, Oppenheimer, 2008). According to the
appropriate difficulty theory, insight tends to occur when the
problem is neither too easy nor too difficult. In other words, if
the task is too difficult it is impossible to solve the problem, and
if it is too easy there is no surprise. According to the fluency
theory, even if the problem is difficult, if cognitive processes at the
moment of solution is fluent, the solution with high confidence
often tends to be correct, accompanied by positive emotions, or
surprise “aha!”. In line with the fluency theory, the assumption
that confidence in insight solutions is greater than that of
non-insight ones is sometimes called the confidence hypothesis
(Danek et al., 2014b). In the same vein, the supposition that
accuracy of insight solutions is higher than that of non-insight
ones is referred to as the accuracy hypothesis (Salvi et al., 2016;
Danek and Salvi, 2018).

The accuracy advantage of the aha is related to metacognition,
i.e., meta-level processes of “cognition about cognition” or
“knowing about knowing.” Metacognitive feelings leading to
the right answers with the aha could be characterized by
two stages: metacognition before reaching the solution and
metacognition after the eureka moment. In the field of insight
problem solving, metacognitive sense about the psychological
distance from a solution is often assessed by warmth rating,
or “Feeling of Warmth” (FoW), applying thermal metaphor
to express feelings of near and distant as “hot” and “cold,”
respectively (Metcalfe, 1986). When subjects have a certain
metacognitive sense that “the solution is near” (i.e., high
FoW) long before a solution moment or metacognitive
feelings are gradually changing (i.e., gradual increase in the
FoW) as to approach a solution, the answer is likely to
be a false alarm, or wrong answer (Metcalfe, 1986), the
solution accuracy tending to be low. In such cases, the
solving process may be judged as a non-insight. On the
other hand, when subjects have a characteristic metacognitive
feeling (i.e., abrupt jump of the FoW from cold to hot)
just at the moment of realization of an answer, the solution
process may be judged as an insight (Metcalfe and Wiebe,
1987; Kizilirmak et al., 2018; but see also, Hedne et al.,
2016; Laukkonen and Tangen, 2018). If metacognitive feelings of
confidence about the solution rapidly increase at the eureka
moment, and neither additional deliberate reasoning, analytical
validation, nor feedback of answer correctness would not be
needed, it would be suggested that the confidence hypothesis and
the accuracy hypothesis are both true.

Cognitive processes accompanied by aha experiences typically
result in stronger long-term memory (“memory advantage”) than
cases of solution without aha (Danek et al., 2013; Kizilirmak
et al., 2016). After an insightful realization, the learned knowledge
sometimes prevents subjects from going back to the previous
naïve state. This unique type of learning is a long-term memory
encoding of one-shot experience (Ludmer et al., 2011), or called
“one-shot learning” (Giovannelli et al., 2010; Ishikawa and Mogi,
2011; Dudai and Morris, 2013).

A typical example of such irreversible cognitive processes
of one-shot learning is the visual object recognition in hidden
figures. The hidden figure consisting of a grayscale or black-
and-white high contrast ambiguous picture such as “Cow”
(Dallenbach, 1951) and “Dalmatian” (Gregory, 1970) seems to be
meaningless blobs (Ishizu, 2013) or meaningful but nonholistic
pareidolias (Taylor et al., 2017) for naïve viewers. Once the
viewers realize what is concealed in the hidden figure with
appropriate disambiguation (e.g., interpretation in a sensible way;
Hegdé and Kersten, 2010; Ishizu, 2013), sometimes an insightful
“aha!” moment comes with a pleasant sensation.

If one suddenly reaches a plausible interpretation of the
hidden figure on one’s own competence, generating a solution
with aha, one would typically have more positive emotions
accompanied by stronger memory about the solution than when
aha occurs without generating the answer (Kizilirmak et al.,
2016). The solutions with aha would be remembered better than
those without aha (Danek et al., 2013).

Generating a solution in hidden figure perception is
characterized by the process of spontaneously and consciously
becoming aware of the answer. To fully investigate the
phenomenology of conscious awareness in hidden figures,
simultaneous measurement of both objective and subjective
indices are needed to characterize the phenomena. However, most
of the previous studies investigating the cognitive mechanisms
of object detection and recognition in hidden figures did not
explicitly measure any subjective indices of the phenomenological
aspects of aha experience. Interrelationship between subjective
aha feelings and its strength in hidden figure recognition are not
well known. Successful cognitive strategies in generating answers
and induce desirable aha experience are not yet clear.

A review of major experimental paradigms in previous studies
would clarify several limitations of previous experiments with
hidden figures as stimuli. The simplest method is to continue
presenting a hidden figure as a still image until recognition
(Imamoglu et al., 2012; Murata et al., 2014). In this “no change
paradigm (NCP),” the task difficulty is not easy to adjust properly,
as the process of utilizing the combination of blurring and
thresholding to create a hidden figure often makes the image too
hard or too easy to recognize. If the problem is too difficult to
solve, the answer rate within a certain period of time decreases,
while the responded data available to analyze also decreases
(Ishikawa and Mogi, 2011). On the other hand, if the problem
is too easy, there is no stagnation (“impasse”) in the first place,
compromising the suitability as a problem-solving task (Salvi
et al., 2016). Secondly, there is a more sophisticated method in
which the stimulus image suddenly switches from a two-tone
(hidden figure) to a grayscale (“answer”) photograph after being
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presented for a certain predetermined duration (Dolan et al.,
1997; Ludmer et al., 2011; Kizilirmak et al., 2016). In this “rapid
change paradigm (RCP),” where the answer is directly exposed
all of a sudden, the viewer can be forcedly made to recognize the
answer. Although the RCP guarantees higher answer rate than
in the case of the NCP, it eliminates or at least alleviates the
cognitive processes of solving spontaneously without seeing the
answer. Furthermore, the RCP would not facilitate investigations
into conditions of the spontaneous occurrence and timing of
aha. In sum, neither the NCP nor RCP provides a sufficiently
robust method for studying aha experience in an experimentally
tangible manner.

In order to solve these problems, an experimental
methodology (Ishikawa and Mogi, 2011) was developed by
morphing from black and white binarized images to grayscale
images by generating images at intermediate stages, arranging
them in order in frames and making them animated from the
problem (hidden figure) toward the answer (grayscale “original”),
thus producing a gradually changing stimulus (Gradual change
paradigm, or GCP).

Firstly, to validate that insight would be induced by the GCP
in hidden figures, we would confirm two auxiliary hypotheses
from theories of insight,: (i) accuracy hypotheses (Salvi et al.,
2016; Danek and Salvi, 2018) predicting that insight solutions
are more accurate than non-insight solutions and (ii) confidence
hypothesis (Danek et al., 2014b) predicting that “Participants’
confidence in the correctness of their solution differs between
insight and noninsight problem solving.” After the validity
checks, by combining appropriate (desirable) difficulty theory
(Hebb, 1949) and cognitive fluency theory (Topolinski and Reber,
2010), we tested a main hypothesis that if the hidden figure
problem is not too easy, and the final confidence is high enough,
the high fluency at the insightful moment would induce a strong
sense of aha accompanied by positive emotions. We confirm
these hypotheses, shedding light on the conditions under which
an aha experience would occur.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants
Ten naïve adults (six females and four males, mean ± SD age:
33 ± 6 years old) participated in the experiment. All participants
had a normal or corrected-to-normal visual acuity. This study
was carried out in accordance with the recommendations of
The Brain and Cognitive Sciences Ethics Committee of Sony
Computer Science Laboratories with written informed consent
from all subjects. All subjects gave written informed consent in
accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The protocol was
approved by The Brain and Cognitive Sciences Ethics Committee
of Sony Computer Science Laboratories.

Procedure
Sixty-five movie stimuli were created by means of the
morphing paradigm (Ishikawa and Mogi, 2011). Each movie
was constructed as follows. An 8-bit (0–255 levels) grayscale
picture of common object(s) was cropped to 300 pixels × 300
pixels size, and blurred (Gaussian filter: radius = 3 pixels) and

binarized (128 for the threshold value). The resultant figure
was a black and white two-tone image, or a “Mooney image”
(Mooney and Ferguson, 1951; Mooney, 1957). A morphing
technique using the software Norrkross MorphX (Norrkross
Software, Tynningö, Sweden), was applied to the Mooney
image and its original blurred counterpart. Morphing levels
(MLs) defined by the percentage of the blurred grayscale
image in the fusion image was an index of degradation.
Finally, one hundred and one degraded images (of MLs from
0 to 100%, with increments of 1%) were converted into
a movie with 101 frames in total. In the movie, frames
were presented in the ascending direction from 0 (Mooney
image) to 100% (blurred grayscale image). Example movie
frames extracted from four representative stimuli are shown
in Figure 1. All objects were selected from the normative
set (Snodgrass and Vanderwart, 1980). The frame rate of the
movie was 10 fps (100 ms/frame) or 5 fps (200 ms/frame).
The relevant measure of movie replay speed was percent ML
increment per second (%/s). The change speed of stimuli
was 10 %/s or 5 %/s, with a total duration of 10.1 and
20.2 s, respectively.

Stimuli
The stimuli were presented on a 13-inch MacBook (Apple Inc.,
Cupertino, CA, United States) display against middle gray (128
level) background using MATLAB R2010a (The MathWorks,
Inc., Natick, MA, United States) with Psychtoolbox (Brainard,
1997; Pelli, 1997). The participants were seated at a distance
of 60 cm from the display. The trial timeline was as follows
(Figure 2). The fixation cross (“+” mark) was shown for 500 ms
at the start of each trial. After the fixation cue disappeared, the

FIGURE 1 | Movie frames of representative stimuli inducing strong aha (A,B)
and weak aha feelings (C,D). (A) The highest aha score (mean = 4.9) image
with high confidence score (= 5.5) and long RT (median ML = 98.2%).
(B) Moderately high aha score (= 4.0) image with high confidence (= 5.6) and
long RT (ML = 87.4%). (C) Fairly-low aha score (= 2.8) image with high
confidence (= 5.7) and short RT (ML = 10.9%). (D) Considerably low aha score
(= 2.7) image with low confidence (= 4.2) and relatively long RT (ML = 77.4%).
Note that the morphing movie frames change from the left to right. Correct
answers: (A) Pencils, (B) screws, (C) a drum, and (D) an iron. The original
objects before degradation were adapted from http://www.freeimages.com/.
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FIGURE 2 | Experimental procedure denoting a single trial time course,
consisting of two stages: The stimulus presentation phase (upper row) and
the answering phase (bottom row). In the first stage, the participants were
required to find hidden object(s) in the movie stimulus. When a “eureka”
moment comes, they were instructed to indicate by the [SPACE] key press. In
the second stage, after the “What was it?” message was displayed, the
participants were asked to verbally report the object name and press the
[SPACE] key to proceed. The confidence, suddenness, delight, and “aha!”
ratings were reported in a six-point scale by selecting and pressing one of the
[1]–[6] keys.

morphing movie (visual angle: 10◦ × 10◦) presentation begun.
The participants were instructed to press the [SPACE] key as
quickly as possible when they recognized object(s) in the movie.
We defined response or recognition times (RTs) as the times
from the onset of movie presentation to the key press. When the
participant pressed the [SPACE] key, the movie disappeared and
the display flipped to the next answer step. When the last frame of
movie disappeared, the trial continued to the next answer phase.
The participants were required to report the object name verbally.
Then they were also asked to provide subjective ratings (cf. Danek
and Wiley, 2017) in a six-point Likert scale on four types of
feelings: (i) Confidence: How sure are you about your solution?
(ii) Suddenness: How suddenly did you find the answer?, (iii)
Pleasure: How much pleasure did you get?, and (iv) Aha feeling:
How strongly did you feel “aha!”? In the six-point Likert scales,
the participants were asked to indicate the extent to which
they agreed/disagreed with these questionnaires. Greater rating
scores corresponded to higher/stronger feelings and smaller
rating scores corresponded to lower/weaker feelings. The order of
subjective ratings was fixed throughout the experiment to reduce
the cognitive demand. The inter-trial interval (ITI) was randomly
selected from 3 to 5 s.

In the instruction phase preceding the practice trials, subjects
were shown Dallenbach’s Cow and Gregory’s Dalmatian as typical
examples of hidden figures inducing aha experiences, and asked
to search for hidden objects. If they did not spontaneously
recognize answer objects after a while, some hints on the location
of objects and (if necessary) object names were provided one
after another. If the subjects could not realize how and where
objects were hidden after getting some clues, detailed explanation
of answers was provided until they were convinced. After that,

participants were told that the very experience when the object
hidden in such a figure was suddenly and clearly understood
was a typical aha experience. Subsequently, in the practice phase,
subjects practiced to recognize objects in hidden morphing
movies and judge strengths of subjective assessments in six-point
Likert scales on (i) aha feeling, (ii) confidence, (iii) suddenness,
and (iv) pleasure. If they had any questions or requests for
clarification, additional explanations were provided.

Five movies were used for the practice session, while the
remaining sixty were reserved for the main experiment. The
two alternative replay speeds (10 %/s or 5 %/s) were randomly
assigned to half of the trials each and counterbalanced across
the participants.

Statistical Analysis
To compare means for multiple groups, paired t-test or type III
ANOVA with Kenward–Roger’s method was used. By correcting
the degrees of freedom, the latter method can handle missing
cases (e.g., data from a participant with no incorrect answers)
properly without information loss due to omission. In correlation
analysis, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients (rs) (which
were suitable to estimate monotonic relationships, i.e., robust
effect sizes of correlations by reducing possible spurious effects
from outliers) and its 95 percent confidence intervals (95% CIs)
were evaluated after averaging scores for each stimulus (by-
item analysis).

We used the type-2 receiver operating characteristic (ROC)
analysis suitable for measuring metacognition (Fleming et al.,
2010; Fleming and Lau, 2014). In contrast with the type-1
ROC analysis, the type-2 ROC analysis is similar but meta-level
analysis. In other words, the type-2 ROC analysis is an analysis
to quantify the precision of metacognition based on the degree
of confidence and performance (i.e., accuracy). Fleming et al.
(2010) stated that “Participants’ confidence ratings were used to
construct a type II ROC function that quantifies the ability to
discriminate between correct and incorrect responses cumulated
across levels of confidence.” More specifically, the type-2 ROC
curves are constructed from false positive and true positive
defined by p(confidence | incorrect) and p(confidence | correct),
respectively. Area under the type-2 ROC curve (AUC) was
calculated as a measure of metacognitive precision.

In hierarchical regression, we built linear mixed model (LMM)
with participants as random effect. In order to correct degrees of
freedom in the LMM, we made the Kenward–Roger adjustment.
We applied R lmerTest::lmer() function with post hoc Tukey’s all-
pair multiple comparisons using the multcomp::glht() protocol.
The model estimation was optimized in the same way as in Folke
et al. (2016). The significance level of any statistical test was set
to alpha = 0.05. For correction of multiple comparisons in both
the comparisons between groups and the correlation analysis,
p-values were adjusted by the Holm–Bonferroni method.

Post hoc power analysis (Green and MacLeod, 2016; Brysbaert
and Stevens, 2018) was carried out using simr::powerCurve()
function to evaluate whether the sample size, i.e., the number of
participants N = 10 was enough to detect an interaction effect
between confidence and RT on aha feelings.
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RESULTS

Of the total 650 trials, “Recognized” responses of object naming
were observed in 619 trials (mean ± SD = 95.2 ± 4.7%), while
“Don’t know” responses were recorded in the remaining 31
trials (4.8 ± 4.7%). Among “Recognized” responses, there were
580 trials (89.2 ± 5.8%) with correct answers and 39 trials
(6.0± 4.7%) with wrong answers.

When examining the effect of the presentation change speed
(Fast = 10 %/s vs. Slow = 5 %/s) on the Aha rating, the mean
(± SEM) Aha score was not significantly different [t(9) = 0.41,
p = 0.69] between Fast (3.42 ± 0.29) and Slow (3.46 ± 0.31)
trials. Therefore, in the following analysis, data from the Fast and
Slow trials would be merged without considering the presentation
speed difference. Since there was no need to distinguish speed
differences, RTs could be measured by ML units. In other words,
hereafter, RTs and MLs would be regarded as interchangeable.

Mean subjective ratings were compared between correct and
incorrect responses by the Type III ANOVA with Kenward–
Roger’s degree of freedom correction (Table 1). Aha scores
were significantly higher [F(1, 8.35) = 12.04, p = 0.032] in
correct trials (mean ± SEM = 3.52 ± 0.29) than in incorrect
(2.22 ± 0.49) ones, suggesting that the accuracy hypothesis
was correct. Likewise, Pleasure [3.28 ± 0.28 vs. 2.08 ± 0.40,
F(1, 8.30) = 16.26, p = 0.014], Suddenness [3.54 ± 0.28 vs.
2.29 ± 0.45, F(1, 8.38) = 11.84, p = 0.033], and Confidence
[5.05 ± 0.25 vs. 2.64 ± 0.37, F(1, 8.43) = 46.84, p = 0.0004]
ratings were significantly higher for correct responses than for
incorrect ones (all ps reported here were corrected for multiple
comparisons). Note that participants did not get any feedback
about the correctness of answers during the trials. Although
there were no external cues to confirm the correctness of
answers, the subjects might have been able to accurately judge
the likelihood of correct answer through the subjective feeling of

TABLE 1 | Means and standard deviations of subjective ratings for accuracy.

Correct Incorrect Difference P value

Aha 3.52 (0.93) 2.22 (1.55) 1.44 (1.19) 0.016∗

Suddenness 3.54 (0.89) 2.29 (1.41) 1.38 (1.15) 0.016∗

Pleasure 3.28 (0.90) 2.08 (1.27) 1.33 (0.95) 0.011∗

Confidence 5.05 (0.78) 2.64 (1.18) 2.33 (1.05) 0.0004∗∗∗

Difference = Correct−Incorrect. Values inside the brackets represent SDs.
∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.001 two-tailed test with correction for multiple comparisons.

correctness, as a subset of feelings related to metacognition. To
investigate this possibility, we assessed the relationship between
confidence and performance by type-2 ROC analysis (Fleming
et al., 2010; Fleming and Lau, 2014) which defines the precision of
metacognition as the type-2 AUC. The average AUC = 0.90 [95%
CI = (0.81, 0.98)] was significantly higher [t(9) = 10.47, p< 0.001]
than the chance level (i.e., 0.5 for random judgment).

In order to examine the relationship between performance
and insight from another angle, we classified the solved trials
into “insight” and “non-insight” to facilitate comparison with
the previous research (Jung-Beeman et al., 2004; Danek et al.,
2014a,b) in which dichotomous categorization were used (see
discussion for the details of which scales or categorization
should be used). Here, for simplicity, insight and non-insight
were defined by Aha ratings of 4–6 and 1–3, respectively.
The accuracy hypothesis and the confidence hypothesis were
verified. We compared the mean accuracy of insight solutions
(mean ± SEM = 98.2 ± 1.27%) to the mean accuracy of
non-insight solutions (89.8 ± 2.69%). A significant difference
[t(9) = 2.81, p = 0.02] was found, suggesting that participants
were more accurate in insight solutions than in non-insight
solutions. We also found a significant difference [t(9) = 7.26,
p < 0.001] between the mean Confidence rating of insight
solutions (5.28 ± 0.20) and that of non-insight solutions
(4.44 ± 0.27), indicating that participants had higher confidence
in insight solutions than in non-insight ones.

In what follows, further analysis would deal with only
the correct responses, as the number of incorrect responses
was found to be statistically insufficient. In addition, further
analysis would be performed by treating Aha ratings as
continuous (ordered multilevel) values instead of dividing into
insight/non-insight.

We carried out correlation analysis in an exploratory manner
to elucidate interrelationship between subjective ratings (i.e.,
“Aha,” “Suddenness,” “Pleasure,” and “Confidence” scores) and
an objective measure (i.e., MLs). Aha, Suddenness, and Pleasure
were positively and strongly associated with each other (all
rss > 0.7, multiple comparison adjusted ps < 0.001). Confidence
was not correlated with Aha (rs = 0.20, p = 0.35), but correlated
with Suddenness (rs = 0.37, p = 0.02) and Pleasure (rs = 0.34,
p = 0.03). MLs had a positive association with Aha (rs = 0.33,
p = 0.03) and a negative impact on Confidence (rs = −0.52,
p < 0.001). Detailed results including effect sizes (i.e., magnitude
of correlations) and its 95% CIs of the correlation analysis are
summarized in Table 2.

TABLE 2 | Spearman correlation matrix for subjective and objective measures.

Suddenness Pleasure Confidence Morphing level

Aha 0.78∗∗∗ 0.79∗∗∗ 0.20 0.33∗

[0.60, 0.89] [0.61, 0.89] [−0.11, 0.47] [0.03, 0.58]
Suddenness 0.72∗∗∗ 0.37∗ 0.10

[0.50, 0.85] [0.05, 0.62] [−0.18, 0.37]
Pleasure 0.34∗ 0.06

[0.03, 0.59] [−0.19, 0.30]
Confidence −0.52∗∗∗

[−0.73, −0.23]
∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.001 two-tailed test vs. 0. Values inside the brackets represent 95% confidence intervals with correction for multiple comparisons.
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Although the rank correlation analysis revealed bivariate
monotonic relationships between each pair of indices, it could not
necessarily reflect relative influence because it did not consider
multivariate entanglements, e.g., interaction effects. Therefore, in
the next step as a complementary analysis, we utilized LMMs
with the participant as a random effect and all other variables
including their interaction terms as fixed effects in order to find
out which factors determine the strength of the aha feeling. All
variables were standardized into z scores for each participant
level before applying the LMMs. As already mentioned, due to
the compatibility between RTs and MLs, standardized MLs can
be interpreted as standardized RTs (referred as RT/MLs). The
coefficients of fixed effects are shown in Figure 3.

Suddenness and Pleasure were the two most influential factors
determining the strength of Aha. In comparison, the influence
of RT/ML and the interaction between Confidence and RT/ML
were statistically significant but weaker than both Suddenness
and Pleasure. Confidence alone was not significantly associated
with the strength of Aha.

According to the power analysis, sample size N = 9 was
sufficient to achieve power of > 0.8 in significance level = 0.05
to detect the interaction effect between confidence and RT/ML
on the aha feelings. In the case of N = 10, which was actually the
number we adopted in this study, the observed power was 90.2%
[95% CI = (88.2, 91.8)].

To further analyze the interaction effect on Aha between
Confidence and RT/ML, standardized Confidence scores were
divided into two categories: High confidence (z > 0) and Low
confidence (z < 0), while standardized RT/ML scores were
classified into quartiles. Both coarse-graining categorizations
were performed by participant-wise manner. Consequently,
grand mean Aha scores were calculated and plotted as functions
of binarized Confidence and quartile RT/ML (Figure 4). We
repeated the LMM analysis, focusing on only quartiled RT/ML
as a fixed-effect factor, to High confidence and Low confidence
conditions separately. In the High confidence condition, the
strength of the aha experience was positively correlated with
RT/ML (fixed-effect coefficient± SE = 0.21± 0.06, t(8.79) = 3.35,

FIGURE 3 | Factors contributing to the strength of aha feeling. Fixed-effect
coefficients in hierarchical regression models that predict aha scores by
utilizing linear mixed model (LMM) with participants as random effect. Error
bars show the 95% confidence intervals. n.s. stands for not significant,
∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001, two-tailed test vs. 0.

FIGURE 4 | Aha z-score as functions of High/Low confidence and quartiled
RT/ML. The mean z-scored aha rating as functions of subject-specific
quartiles (Q1 = 0–25%ile, Q2 = 25–50%ile, Q3 = 50–75%ile, and
Q4 = 75–100%ile) of response time/morphing level and split halves of
confidence: High and Low confidence conditions corresponding to
z Conf. > 0 and z Conf. < 0, respectively. Error bars show the standard error
of the mean. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001.

p= 0.009). In contrast, that was not the case in the Low confidence
condition (−0.15 ± 0.11, t(8.22) = −1.36, p = 0.21). In the first
LMM, z-scored confidence was treated as a continuous (or at least
ordered many-valued) variable. In the second LMM, High vs.
Low confidence dichotomizing was applied just for simplicity to
understand the interaction effect between confidence and RT/ML
on aha feelings found in the first LMM. Due to the ceiling
effect, dividing into “High” and “Low” confidence may therefore
be interpreted as “ceiling high confidence” and “varied low
confidence.” Note that categorization of RT/MLs using quartiles
did not affect the results, because similar results were obtained
if we used standardized RT/MLs as continuous variables as in
Figure 3, instead of quartile RT/MLs. When comparing between
High and Low confidence conditions, there were significant
differences both in the 3rd and 4th quartiles (p = 0.002 and
p < 0.001, respectively). Among the quartiles in the High
confidence condition, the third and fourth were higher than the
first and second (all ps < 0.01). Among the quartiles in the
Low confidence condition, the fourth quartile was lower than
the 3rd quartile (p = 0.03), and tended to be lower than the 2nd
quartile (p = 0.056).

DISCUSSION

In the present study, we found that solving a hidden
figure problem may evoke intense aha feelings along with
feelings of suddenness and pleasure at the time of correct
answer. In addition, the interaction between the time to
solve and confidence is important to engender the aha
experience. Strong sense of aha is likely to occur with a
longer RT and a higher confidence in the absence of any
feedback, suggesting a precise metacognition about one-shot
learned knowledge.
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Our finding that correct solutions are more likely to induce
stronger aha feelings than incorrect responses is consistent with
previous works showing that insight solutions, available in an
all-or-none fashion, are correct more often (Salvi et al., 2016)
than non-insight or analytic solutions, derived by conscious and
incremental steps (Webb et al., 2016). In our analysis, high aha
ratings and high suddenness scores directly reflect the all-or-
nothing nature of insight solutions. The accuracy hypothesis and
the confidence hypothesis were also supported by the results of
grouping into insight and non-insight solutions.

To further consider potential effects of error types and rates
on our interpretation of the results related to the accuracy
hypothesis, we next conducted comparisons with the previous
studies. According to Salvi et al. (2016), who investigated
the accuracy hypothesis in various insight problems, only 6.3
and 2.4% of responded answers were incorrect (i.e., errors
of commission) in the compound remote associates (CRA)
and anagram problems, respectively. In our case, 6.3% of
“Recognized” responses in hidden figures utilizing the GCP were
incorrect, the commission error rate being comparable to the
cases of CRA and anagram problems (Salvi et al., 2016). On
the other hand, while timeouts (i.e., errors of omission) were
observed in 52.3% of the CRAs and 27.0% of the anagrams in the
previous studies, the omission error rate of hidden figures in the
current GCP setting was only 4.8%, which was fewer than those
of other insight problems. Our result was not inconsistent with
the accuracy hypothesis. However, it remains unclear whether
accuracy hypothesis applied to hidden figures will be still valid in
the case of higher incidence of omission errors than the current
level. Thus, alternative approaches to induce more errors of
omission in the GCP to better test the accuracy hypothesis will
be promising future directions.

High suddenness scores accompanying high aha ratings
suggest that the subjects were not fully aware of the ongoing
cognitive process of proper problem/solution representations
toward problem solving until the very moment of an aha
(Sandkühler and Bhattacharya, 2008). In this respect, insight
can be characterized by lack of metacognition (Metcalfe and
Wiebe, 1987) about the progress of processing before the sudden
realization of solution.

It is also possible to consider the suddenness score as a
subjective measure of cognitive processing fluency. The fluency
theory of insight (Topolinski and Reber, 2010) predicts that high
processing fluency leads to high degree of aha experience with
strong positive emotions. We found strong positive relationships
between suddenness, pleasure and aha feelings, consistent with
the theoretical predictions of the fluency theory.

According to the fluency theory, high fluency is likely to
induce high confidence. In the analysis within our experimental
settings, a significant correlation between confidence and aha
scores was not found. The lack of correlation might be due to
the ceiling effect, masking the predicted interrelation. The ceiling
effect is evident from the observation that about a half (48.5%) of
all the confidence ratings was given the maximum rating of six.

The ceiling effect of confidence might be linked to higher
accuracy and longer RT in the GCP paradigm, as the subjects
could have adopted a “waiting strategy,” by continuing to watch

a hidden figure movie until the stimulus uncertainty decreased
enough and confidence became high enough to answer. The
mean type II AUC (= 0.90) as an index of metacognitive
accuracy (Fleming et al., 2010; Fleming and Lau, 2014) was well
above the chance level (= 0.5) and close to the perfect score
(= 1.0), suggesting that high “subjective” confidence was actually
accompanied by high “objective” performance. Subjects had
metacognition giving a significant prediction of the correctness
of the answer in the absence of any feedback.

Another possible cause of the ceiling effect might be related to
the usage of Likert scales in subjective ratings. There are several
manners to measure self-report assessment of aha experience
and related subjective aspects. The simplest way is to use
dichotomous categorization of two-alternative forced choice, i.e.,
yes or no (Jung-Beeman et al., 2004). The way of presumably
the most detailed way to discriminate nuanced difference is
to use continuous, visual analogue scale (VAS) or detailed
step division like scales from 0 to 100 (Webb et al., 2016;
Danek and Wiley, 2017). There exist also studies which adopted
combination of alternative measures: Danek et al. (2014a,b) used
continuous measurement scales of insight-affective components
(e.g., pleasure, confidence, etc.), as well as binary aha (yes or
no), and outlined benefits of a more sensitive scale. Webb
et al. (2016) advocated that continuous scales might be better
than dichotomising categorization because in some cases in-
between strength of insight/aha responses were indeed observed.
Based on their suggestion, we prevented using dichotomous
binary judgment paradigms. As a third option, methods with
intermediate level measurement resolution between the binary
judgments and the continuous scaling are the Likert scales, for
example, 5-point (Bowden and Jung-Beeman, 2003, 2007) and 6-
point scale (Tik et al., 2018). There continues a series of debates
as to which of continuous VAS and discrete Likert scale is a
better measurement method; Both of them have some advantages
and also some disadvantages (for review, see Hasson and Arnetz,
2005). Usage of the Likert scales could limit the scale sensitivities
to access ratings of each component of aha experience. We
adopted, however, 6-point Likert scales as methods similar to
Tik et al. (2018) rather than VAS to reduce task demand for
respondents to move slide bars needed in case of the VAS.
Recently, Simms et al. (2019) pointed out that “no psychometric
advantages were revealed for any response scales beyond 6
options, including visual analogs” (VAS). Our choice of 6-point
Likert scales was also consistent with their recommendation.

In our experimental settings, all stimuli were binarised and
greyscale images of known objects. Comparison with control
images with no object, e.g., stimuli with just pure noise, is one
of interesting further research directions. The control condition
would enable a “type-1” ROC analysis, which we could not
conduct here, quantifying discriminative information of signal
from noise. Even in such conditions with absence of any hidden
objects, people tend to find something meaningful and try to
make a partial or imperfect interpretation of objects that do
not actually exist in the images (Whitson and Galinsky, 2008;
Liu et al., 2014).

We assumed that binarised Mooney images were very
difficult to interpret and original grayscale images were easy
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to recognize. If these assumptions were appropriate, stimulus
change by constant speed between these Mooney and its grayscale
counterparts would guarantee that RT or ML to recognize as
a convenient measure of difficulty. However, median RT or
ML as an index of difficulty diverged across hidden morphing
movies. In general, there were various stimulus heterogeneity
or stimulus dependency of hidden figures in gradual change
paradigm (Ishikawa and Mogi, 2011) and it would be another
source of difficulty. Further research is required to estimate and
control the effects of stimulus dependency on the task difficulty.

In trials with short RTs (up to the median RT by subject),
the mean standardized aha score was close to zero, whether
confidence was high or not. Interpreting RTs as index of task
difficulty, this result is consistent with Hebb’s (1949) theory,
predicting that too easy problems cannot induce insight. The
aha score did not become the lowest in trials with the shortest
RT, however. The mean standardized aha level was not low
enough but near zero, i.e., near the average score. One of
the reasons behind this phenomenon might have been the
tendency of the problem solver to be inclined to judge solution
type impulsively as an insight when the RT was too short
(Cranford and Moss, 2012; Salvi et al., 2016).

On the other hand, in trials with RTs longer than the median
by subject, the average aha z-score was higher than zero for high
confidence while the score was close to or lower than zero in for
low confidence. This result is in line with the fluency theory of aha
(Topolinski and Reber, 2010) which advocates that unexpected
fluency gives high confidence and evokes positive emotions, i.e.,
an aha experience.

In our analysis, the strength of the aha feeling was not
determined by RT/ML or confidence alone, but by both
RT/ML and confidence. An interaction between RT/ML and
confidence is an important determinant of aha feeling. Within the
context of “confidence hypothesis,” it was found that the mean
confidence was higher in insight (high aha rating) than non-
insight (low aha rating) sessions. In GCP, because confidence
and RT/ML was correlated, the relationship between aha and
confidence might be also mediated by RT/ML. Thus, not the
main effect of confidence, but the interaction effect between
confidence and RT/ML on strength of aha was significant.
In general, confidence levels are negatively correlated with
RT/MLs (Ishikawa and Mogi, 2011), and the current result
(Table 1) replicates the relationship; A negative relationship
between confidence and RT/ML was found in the case of “by-
item” analysis, or stimulus based averaging. It implies that
participants tended to have, on average, lower confidence in
difficult stimuli with longer/higher mean RT/MLs. In such
difficult stimuli, the subjects could adopt a “waiting strategy”
or viewing longer to get more information to recognize objects.
Despite this general tendency, subjects can get high confidence
with sudden realization even in trials with longer/higher
RT/MLs. When such a special combination condition of
RT/ML and confidence is met, the most intense aha feeling
appears to occur.

Within the High vs. Low confidence group analyses, there
are several possible interpretations. In the High confidence
condition, positive relationship between aha and RT/ML

indicates that (i) even in difficult stimuli requiring viewers
to accumulate much more information (i.e., greater ML),
participants are more likely to report a stronger aha experience
if they finally get confident enough and/or (ii) people have
high confidence and strong aha experience when the stimulus
frames contain not enough information so that the viewer needs
longer time (i.e., longer RT) to clearly recognize the image
by information compilation, e.g., top-down knowledge. In the
Low confidence condition, negative relationship between aha
and RT/ML indicates that (iii) when it turns out that there
is only insufficient information to be confident after viewing
longer, people tends to have weaker aha experience or (iv) when
people can recognize the image but not have confident about
it, in general, they are less likely to report an aha experience.
Note that the average aha z-scores were always equal to (i.e.,
not significantly different from) or lower than 0 in the Low
confidence condition.

The results in this experiment are consistent with
the incubation and restructuring theories of insight
(Sandkühler and Bhattacharya, 2008), which advocate that
waiting, struggling or stacked states called incubation period,
mental fixation or impasse are needed before understanding
problem deeply and reaching a solution to get out of the box.
Long RT implies that such an incubation period, mental fixation
or impasse exists before restructuring and recognition. In
addition, several other factors, e.g., adapting a variety of solving
strategies, may be involved in an extended RT.

As alternatives to solutions with insightful aha by intuitive and
unconscious processing modes, several other solving strategies,
such as trial and error, conscious, analytical, and deliberate
thinking mode (Kounios and Beeman, 2009; Salvi et al., 2016)
have been proposed. When faced with difficulty and disfluency,
e.g., as a consequence of prolonged RT, subjects tend to switch
dominant strategy from seeking insight to non-insight, e.g.,
analytical thinking mode (Alter et al., 2013; Thompson et al.,
2013). This is consistent with Hebb’s (1949) theory, predicting
that too difficult tasks do not always induce insight.

In the current GCP paradigm settings, movies of hidden
figures are changing from degraded images (ML = 0%) to the
blurred original images (ML = 100%) at a regular speed. In
this setting, it is impossible to determine whether ML or RT
is the more crucial metric. Interpreting RT as a measure of
difficulty in our experimental settings has its limits, and should
be applied with some caution. Further scrutiny is needed to
clarify and dissociate effects of ML, ML change speed, and RT
on aha feelings. Utilizing more flexible movie replay speed, for
example, is one of several directions for future research. It would
be interesting to investigate whether there exist optimal speeds
or speed manipulation (e.g., acceleration) methods to induce
an insight in GCP.

In summary, we successfully induced aha experiences
accompanied by emotions such as surprise and delight in
the perception of hidden figure in a laboratory setting by
utilizing the GCP paradigm. It allowed us to identify the pivotal
features in determining the strength of the aha. Specifically,
the analysis suggests confidence and RT as metacognitive and
temporal aspects contributing to the aha, respectively, with
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interaction between them. In conclusion, our findings provide
metacognitive and temporal conditions for aha experiences,
characterizing features distinct from those involved in non-aha
cognitive processes.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

TI and KM designed the experiments. TI and MT conducted the
study and analyzed the data. TI, MT, and KM wrote and revised
the manuscript and were critically involved in the interpretation

of the results. All the authors listed have made a substantial,
direct and intellectual contribution to the work, and approved it
for publication.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Ayako Onzo, Tsugumi Takano, and Kei Omata for
invaluable comments on the manuscript. We would also like to
express very great appreciation to Ilya Farber for his practical
advice and constructive discussion on our research.

REFERENCES
Alter, A. L., Oppenheimer, D. M., and Epley, N. (2013). Disfluency prompts analytic

thinking—but not always greater accuracy: response to Thompson et al. (2013).
Cognition 128, 252–255. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2013.01.006

Bowden, E. M., and Jung-Beeman, M. (2003). Aha! Insight experience correlates
with solution activation in the right hemisphere. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 10, 730–
737. doi: 10.3758/BF03196539

Bowden, E. M., and Jung-Beeman, M. (2007). Methods for investigating the neural
components of insight. Methods 42, 87–99. doi: 10.1016/j.ymeth.2006.11.007

Brainard, D. H. (1997). The psychophysics toolbox. Spat. Vis. 10, 433–436. doi:
10.1163/156856897X00357

Brysbaert, M., and Stevens, M. (2018). Power analysis and effect size in mixed
effects models: a tutorial. J. Cogn. 1:9. doi: 10.5334/joc.10

Cranford, E. A., and Moss, J. (2012). Is insight always the same? A protocol
analysis of insight in compound remote associate problems. J. Prob. Solv. 4:8.
doi: 10.7771/1932-6246.1129

Dallenbach, K. M. (1951). A picture puzzle with a new principle of concealment.
Am. J. Psychol. 64, 431–433. doi: 10.2307/1419008

Danek, A. H., Fraps, T., von Müller, A., Grothe, B., and Ollinger, M. (2013). Aha!
experiences leave a mark: facilitated recall of insight solutions. Psychol. Res. 77,
659–669. doi: 10.1007/s00426-012-0454-8

Danek, A. H., Fraps, T., von Müller, A., Grothe, B., and Öllinger, M. (2014a).
It’s a kind of magic–what self-reports can reveal about the phenomenology
of insight problem solving. Front. Psychol. 5:1408. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.
01408

Danek, A. H., Fraps, T., von Müller, A., Grothe, B., and Öllinger, M. (2014b).
Working wonders? Investigating insight with magic tricks. Cognition 130,
174–185. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2013.11.003

Danek, A. H., and Salvi, C. (2018). Moment of truth: why Aha! experiences are
correct. J. Creat. Behav. [Epub ahead of print].

Danek, A. H., and Wiley, J. (2017). What about false insights? deconstructing the
aha! experience along its multiple dimensions for correct and incorrect
solutions separately. Front. Psychol. 7:2077. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.
02077

Dolan, R. J., Fink, G. R., Rolls, E., Booth, M., Holmes, A., Frackowiak, R. S.,
et al. (1997). How the brain learns to see objects and faces in an impoverished
context. Nature 389, 596–599. doi: 10.1038/39309

Dudai, Y., and Morris, R. G. (2013). Memorable trends. Neuron 80, 742–750.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2013.09.039

Fleming, S. M., and Lau, H. C. (2014). How to measure metacognition. Front. Hum.
Neurosci. 8:443. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00443

Fleming, S. M., Weil, R. S., Nagy, Z., Dolan, R. J., and Rees, G. (2010). Relating
introspective accuracy to individual differences in brain structure. Science 329,
1541–1543. doi: 10.1126/science.1191883

Folke, T., Jacobsen, C., Fleming, S. M., and De Martino, B. (2016). Explicit
representation of confidence informs future value-based decisions. Nat. Hum.
Behav. 1:2. doi: 10.1038/s41562-016-0002

Gick, M. L., and Lockhart, R. S. (1995). “Cognitive and affective components
of insight,” in The nature of insight, eds R. J. Sternberg and J. E. Davidson
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 197–228.

Giovannelli, F., Silingardi, D., Borgheresi, A., Feurra, M., Amati, G., Pizzorusso, T.,
et al. (2010). Involvement of the parietal cortex in perceptual learning. (Eureka

effect): an interference approach using rTMS. Neuropsychologia 48, 1807–1812.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.02.031

Green, P., and MacLeod, C. J. (2016). SIMR: an R package for power analysis of
generalized linear mixed models by simulation. Methods Ecol. Evol. 7, 493–498.
doi: 10.1111/2041-210X.12504

Gregory, R. L. (1970). The Intelligent Eye. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson. doi:
10.1111/2041-210x.12504

Hasson, D., and Arnetz, B. B. (2005). Validation and findings comparing VAS vs.
likert scales for psychosocial measurements. Int. Electron. J. Health Educ. 8,
178–192.

Heath, C., and Heath, D. (2007). Made to Stick: Why Some Ideas Survive and Others
Die. New York, NY: Random House.

Hebb, D. O. (1949). The Organization of Behavior: A Neuropsychological Theory.
New York, NY: Wiley.

Hedne, M. R., Norman, E., and Metcalfe, J. (2016). Intuitive feelings of warmth and
confidence in insight and noninsight problem solving of magic tricks. Front.
Psychol. 7:1314. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01314

Hegdé, J., and Kersten, D. (2010). A link between visual disambiguation and
visual memory. J. Neurosci. 30, 15124–15133. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4415-
09.2010

Imamoglu, F., Kahnt, T., Koch, C., and Haynes, J. D. (2012). Changes in functional
connectivity support conscious object recognition. Neuroimage 63, 1909–1917.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.07.056

Ishikawa, T., and Mogi, K. (2011). Visual one-shot learning as an ‘anti-camouflage
device’: a novel morphing paradigm. Cogn. Neurodyn. 5, 231–239. doi: 10.1007/
s11571-011-9171-z

Ishizu, T. (2013). Disambiguation of ambiguous figures in the brain. Front. Hum.
Neurosci. 7:501. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00501

Jung-Beeman, M., Bowden, E. M., Haberman, J., Frymiare, J. L., Arambel-Liu, S.,
Greenblatt, R., et al. (2004). Neural activity when people solve verbal problems
with insight. PLoS Biol. 2:e97. doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.0020097

Kizilirmak, J. M., da Silva, J. G. G., Imamoglu, F., and Richardson-Klavehn, A.
(2016). Generation and the subjective feeling of “aha!” are independently related
to learning from insight. Psychol. Res. 80, 1059–1074. doi: 10.1007/s00426-015-
0697-2

Kizilirmak, J. M., Serger, V., Kehl, J., Öllinger, M., Folta-Schoofs, K., and
Richardson-Klavehn, A. (2018). Feelings-of-warmth increase more abruptly for
verbal riddles solved with in contrast to without aha! experience. Front. Psychol.
9:1404. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01404

Kounios, J., and Beeman, M. (2009). The aha! moment the cognitive neuroscience
of insight. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 18, 210–216. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.
01638.x

Kounios, J., and Beeman, M. (2014). The cognitive neuroscience of insight. Annu.
Rev. Psychol. 65, 71–93. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115154

Laukkonen, R. E., and Tangen, J. M. (2018). How to detect insight moments in
problem solving experiments. Front. Psychol. 9:282. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.
00282

Liu, J., Li, J., Feng, L., Li, L., Tian, J., and Lee, K. (2014). Seeing Jesus in toast: neural
and behavioral correlates of face pareidolia. Cortex 53, 60–77. doi: 10.1016/j.
cortex.2014.01.013

Ludmer, R., Dudai, Y., and Rubin, N. (2011). Uncovering camouflage: amygdala
activation predicts long-term memory of induced perceptual insight. Neuron
69, 1002–1014. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2011.02.013

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 9 May 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 1023

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.01.006
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ymeth.2006.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1163/156856897X00357
https://doi.org/10.1163/156856897X00357
https://doi.org/10.5334/joc.10
https://doi.org/10.7771/1932-6246.1129
https://doi.org/10.2307/1419008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-012-0454-8
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01408
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.11.003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.02077
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.02077
https://doi.org/10.1038/39309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.09.039
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00443
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1191883
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-016-0002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.02.031
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12504
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.12504
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.12504
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01314
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4415-09.2010
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4415-09.2010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.07.056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11571-011-9171-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11571-011-9171-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00501
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0020097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-015-0697-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-015-0697-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01404
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01638.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01638.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115154
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00282
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.02.013
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-10-01023 May 20, 2019 Time: 17:42 # 10

Ishikawa et al. Metacognition in an “Aha!” Experience

Metcalfe, J. (1986). Premonitions of insight predict impending error. J. Exp.
Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 12, 623–634. doi: 10.1037/0278-7393.12.4.623

Metcalfe, J., and Wiebe, D. (1987). Intuition in insight and noninsight problem
solving. Mem. Cogn. 15, 238–246. doi: 10.3758/BF03197722

Mooney, C. M. (1957). Age in the development of closure ability in children. Can.
J. Psychol. 11, 219–226. doi: 10.1037/h0083717

Mooney, C. M., and Ferguson, G. A. (1951). A new closure test. Can. J. Psychol. 5,
129–133. doi: 10.1037/h0083540

Murata, T., Hamada, T., Shimokawa, T., Tanifuji, M., and Yanagida, T.
(2014). Stochastic process underlying emergent recognition of visual objects
hidden in degraded images. PLoS One 9:e115658. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.
0115658

Oppenheimer, D. M. (2008). The secret life of fluency. Trends Cogn. Sci. 12,
237–241. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.014

Pelli, D. G. (1997). The VideoToolbox software for visual psychophysics:
transforming numbers into movies. Spat. Vis. 10, 437–442. doi: 10.1163/
156856897X00366

Salvi, C., Bricolo, E., Kounios, J., Bowden, E., and Beeman, M. (2016). Insight
solutions are correct more often than analytic solutions. Think. Reason. 22,
443–460. doi: 10.1080/13546783.2016.1141798

Sandkühler, S., and Bhattacharya, J. (2008). Deconstructing insight: EEG correlates
of insightful problem solving. PLoS One 3:e1459. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.
0001459

Shen, W., Yuan, Y., Liu, C., and Luo, J. (2016). In search of the ‘Aha!’ experience:
elucidating the emotionality of insight problem-solving. Br. J. Psychol. 107,
281–298. doi: 10.1111/bjop.12142

Simms, L. J., Zelazny, K., Williams, T. F., and Bernstein, L. (2019). Does
the number of response options matter? Psychometric perspectives using
personality questionnaire data. Psychol. Assess. [Epub ahead of print].

Snodgrass, J. G., and Vanderwart, M. (1980). A standardized set of 260
pictures: norms for name agreement, image agreement, familiarity, and visual
complexity. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Learn. 6, 174–215. doi: 10.1037/0278-7393.6.
2.174

Taylor, R. P., Martin, T. P., Montgomery, R. D., Smith, J. H., Micolich, A. P.,
Boydston, C., et al. (2017). Seeing shapes in seemingly random spatial patterns:

fractal analysis of Rorschach inkblots. PLoS One 12:e0171289. doi: 10.1371/
journal.pone.0171289

Thompson, V. A., Turner, J. A., Pennycook, G., Ball, L. J., Brack, H., Ophir, Y.,
et al. (2013). The role of answer fluency and perceptual fluency as metacognitive
cues for initiating analytic thinking. Cognition 128, 237–251. doi: 10.1016/j.
cognition.2012.09.012

Tik, M., Sladky, R., Luft, C. D. B., Willinger, D., Hoffmann, A., Banissy, M. J.,
et al. (2018). Ultra-high-field fMRI insights on insight: neural correlates of the
Aha!-moment. Hum. Brain Mapp. 39, 3241–3252. doi: 10.1002/hbm.24073

Topolinski, S., and Reber, R. (2010). Gaining insight into the “Aha” experience.
Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 19, 402–405. doi: 10.1177/0963721410388803

Webb, M. E., Cropper, S. J., and Little, D. R. (2019). “Aha!” is stronger when
preceded by a “huh?”: presentation of a solution affects ratings of aha experience
conditional on accuracy. Think. Reason. [Epub ahead of print].

Webb, M. E., Little, D. R., and Cropper, S. J. (2016). Insight is not in the problem:
investigating insight in problem solving across task types. Front. Psychol. 7:1424.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01424

Webb, M. E., Little, D. R., and Cropper, S. J. (2018). Once more with feeling:
normative data for the aha experience in insight and non-insight problems.
Behav. Res. Methods 50, 2035–2056. doi: 10.3758/s13428-017-0972-9

Weisberg, R. W. (2015). Toward an integrated theory of insight in problem solving.
Think. Reason. 21, 5–39. doi: 10.1080/13546783.2014.886625

Whitson, J. A., and Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Lacking control increases illusory
pattern perception. Science 322, 115–117. doi: 10.1126/science.1159845

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Ishikawa, Toshima and Mogi. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No
use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 May 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 1023

https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.12.4.623
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03197722
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0083717
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0083540
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0115658
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0115658
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1163/156856897X00366
https://doi.org/10.1163/156856897X00366
https://doi.org/10.1080/13546783.2016.1141798
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0001459
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0001459
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12142
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.6.2.174
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.6.2.174
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0171289
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0171289
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.24073
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721410388803
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01424
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-017-0972-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13546783.2014.886625
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1159845
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	How and When? Metacognition and Solution Timing Characterize an "Aha" Experience of Object Recognition in Hidden Figures
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Participants
	Procedure
	Stimuli
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	References


