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Appendix 1

The Australian Aboriginal paintings used in Studies 1 and 4 were sourced from a website selling those paintings (https://www.aboriginal-art-australia.com/gallery/aboriginal-paintings-1000-to-2000/) on 11 December 2018 and selected from a single value category (AUS$1.000 to AUS $2.000). We did so to ensure the comparability of paintings, as they would all be more likely to be perceived as similar. We also chose to not select any paintings representing recognizable elements (e.g., animals) to preserve the compatibility across paintings. Six paintings were shown in Study 1, and five among those were shown in Study 4. The images of the paintings are not presented here to prevent potential copyright-related concerns, but they are available upon request.
The advertisement posters used in Study 2 were adapted from the advertisement campaign of the Italian supermarket chain Esselunga (https://www.esselunga.it/cms/homepage.html), which has been ongoing since the mid 1990s (e.g., https://www.giuseppecaprotti.it/pubblicita-dell-armando-testa/). The adapted posters are available upon request.



Appendix 2
Pre-registration description (Study 3)
Study 3 was pre-registered. The pre-registration is available on the Open Science Framework at: https://osf.io/3xnqh/?view_only=5dc701b60ada47c6af5c07b38448358b. After narrowing our research question and deciding to conduct multilevel analyses at the evaluation target-level, rather than the individual level, we have updated the pre-registration document, as explained in the pre-registration itself. In the pre-registration document, there are a total of 8 hypotheses. The hypotheses related to the current paper are HP1-3, as well as the “Exploratory question”. Tests of these hypotheses and question are described in the manuscript. Concerning the pre-registered hypotheses that were unrelated to this report, HP4 was about alternative mediating mechanisms, and HP5-6 were about a moderating effect.
Pre-registration description (Study 4)
Study 4 was pre-registered. The pre-registration is available on the Open Science Framework at: https://osf.io/x3wyd/?view_only=271e80e8fd324bbebe9ea76a17011453. As for Study 3, we also updated this pre-registration to ensure for the changes in research question and level of analysis. The hypotheses related to the current paper are HP1 and HP2. Tests of these hypotheses are described in the main text in the Results section of Study 4. Concerning the pre-registered hypotheses that were unrelated to this report, HP3-4 were about a moderating effect.



Appendix 3
	Table S1

	Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations (Study 2)

	Variables
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1. Age
	40.29
	12.77
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.08**

	2. Gender
	0.54
	0.51
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.02

	3. Education
	2.70
	0.73
	-.03
	-.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.01

	4. Familiarity1
	3.25
	1.12
	-.10
	-.01
	.09
	
	
	
	
	
	.01

	5. Familiarity2
	2.25
	1.28
	-.04
	-.05
	.01
	.44***
	
	
	
	
	.01

	6. Familiarity with AI
	3.58
	0.97
	-.00
	-.23***
	.07
	.33***
	.23***
	
	
	
	-.00

	7. Producer Identity
	0.51
	0.50
	-.03
	.17**
	.06
	.07
	-.04
	.02
	
	
	.01

	8. Perceived Effort
	4.73
	1.60
	.04
	.13*
	-.01
	.11*
	.02
	.01
	.38***
	
	.35***

	9. Creativity Evaluation
	3.84
	0.68
	.11
	.03
	.02
	.01
	.02
	-.00
	.02
	.50***
	

	Note: Between-level (individual) correlations (n = 303) are reported below the diagonal; Within-level (poster) correlations (n = 1,515) are reported above the diagonal. Gender: Male = 0, Female = 1. Producer Identity: AI = 0, Human = 1.

* = p < 0.05
** = p < 0.01
*** = p < 0.001





	Table S2

	Multilevel Regression Results (Unstandardized Coefficients) for Study 2

	Variables
	
	Perceived Effort
	
	Creativity Evaluation

	
	
	β
	SE
	
	β
	SE

	Age
	0.01
	0.01
	
	0.00
	0.00

	Gender
	0.20
	0.17
	
	-0.01
	0.07

	Education
	-0.07
	0.12
	
	0.04
	0.04

	Familiarity1
	0.15
	0.09
	
	-0.03
	0.03

	Familiarity2
	-0.01
	0.08
	
	0.01
	0.03

	Familiarity with AI
	-0.03
	0.09
	
	0.01
	0.04

	Producer Identity
	1.17***
	0.17
	
	-0.27***
	0.08

	Perceived Effort
	      —
	—
	
	0.25***
	0.03

	Note: n = 1,515. Gender: Male = 0, Female = 1. Producer Identity: AI = 0, Human = 1.

*** = p < 0.001









	Table S3

	Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations (Study 3)

	Variables
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1. Age
	43.85
	13.76
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.10***

	2. Gender
	0.57
	0.50
	-.10**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.07**

	3. Education
	2.89
	0.74
	.05
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.04

	4. Familiarity1
	3.64
	1.00
	.00
	-.05
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	.03

	5. Familiarity2
	3.58
	1.01
	.02
	-.01
	.09**
	.66***
	
	
	
	
	-.02

	6. Familiarity with AI
	3.70
	0.86
	-.11**
	.02
	.03
	.44***
	.43***
	
	
	
	.06**

	7. Producer Identity
	0.49
	0.50
	-.03
	.04
	.02
	.02
	.01
	.03
	
	
	-.01

	8. Perceived Effort
	3.96
	1.48
	-.13***
	.02
	-.03
	.04
	.00
	.08*
	.40***
	
	.31***

	9. Creativity Evaluation
	3.60
	0.52
	-.12***
	-.01
	-.05
	.06
	.00
	.11**
	-.02
	.44***
	

	Note: Between-level (individual) correlations (n = 802) are reported below the diagonal; Within-level (poster) correlations (n = 4,010) are reported above the diagonal. Gender: Male = 0, Female = 1. Producer Identity: AI = 0, Human = 1.

* = p < 0.05
** = p < 0.01
*** = p < 0.001




	Table S4

	Multilevel Regression Results (Unstandardized Coefficients) for Study 3

	Variables
	
	Perceived Effort
	
	Creativity Evaluation

	
	
	β
	SE
	
	β
	SE

	Age
	-0.01***
	0.00
	
	-0.00**
	0.00

	Gender
	0.17
	0.10
	
	0.09*
	0.04

	Education
	-0.07
	0.06
	
	-0.03
	0.02

	Familiarity1
	0.06
	0.07
	
	0.03
	0.02

	Familiarity2
	-0.06
	0.07
	
	-0.04
	0.02

	Familiarity with AI
	0.11
	0.07
	
	0.04
	0.02

	Producer Identity
	1.17***
	0.10
	
	-0.27***
	0.04

	Perceived Effort
	      —
	—
	
	0.22***
	0.02

	Note: n = 4,010. Gender: Male = 0, Female = 1. Producer Identity: AI = 0, Human = 1.

* = p < 0.05
** = p < 0.01
*** = p < 0.001





	Table S5

	Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations (Study 4)

	Variables
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1. Age
	40.25
	11.94
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.01
	-.01
	.03

	2. Gender
	0.54
	0.50
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	-.00
	-.01
	-.02

	3. Education
	2.89
	0.75
	.02
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	.02
	-.03
	-.01

	4. Familiarity1
	2.48
	1.20
	-.00
	.01
	.02
	
	
	
	-.02
	-.00
	.04*

	5. Familiarity2
	1.65
	0.98
	-.02
	-.04
	.10**
	.51***
	
	
	-.02
	-.01
	.00

	6. Familiarity with AI
	3.54
	0.97
	-.05
	-.18***
	.01
	.30***
	.21***
	
	-.02
	-.03
	.00

	7. Producer Identity
	0.50
	0.22
	-.03
	.03
	.05
	-.05
	-.04
	-.05
	
	-.00
	.03

	8. Effort
	0.50
	0.23
	-.02
	-.01
	-.06
	-.00
	-.01
	-.06
	-.00
	
	.26***

	9. Creativity Evaluation
	4.06
	0.58
	.04
	.09*
	-.01
	.06
	.00
	.04
	.14***
	-.01
	

	Note: Between-level (individual) correlations (n = 808) are reported below the diagonal; Within-level (poster) correlations (n = 4,040) are reported above the diagonal. Gender: Male = 0, Female = 1. Producer Identity: AI = 0, Human = 1. Effort: Low = 0, High = 1.

* = p < 0.05
** = p < 0.01
*** = p < 0.001




	Table S6

	Multilevel Regression Results (Unstandardized Coefficients) for Study 4

	Variables
	
	Creativity Evaluation

	
	
	β
	SE
	
	β
	SE

	Age
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0.00
	0.00

	Gender
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0.00
	0.00

	Education
	-0.01
	0.03
	
	-0.01
	0.03

	Familiarity1
	0.03
	0.02
	
	0.03
	0.02

	Familiarity2
	-0.02
	0.02
	
	-0.02
	0.02

	Familiarity with AI
	0.03
	0.02
	
	0.03
	0.02

	Producer Identity
	0.43***
	0.03
	
	0.43***
	0.04

	Effort
	0.10***
	0.03
	
	0.10**
	0.04

	Producer Identity × Effort
	      —
	—
	
	0.01
	0.05

	Note: n = 4,040. Gender: Male = 0, Female = 1. Producer Identity: AI = 0, Human = 1. Effort: Low = 0, High = 1.


* = p < 0.05
** = p < 0.01
*** = p < 0.001






Appendix 4
Power Analysis
Our hypothesis testing analyses are conducted at observation level. One observation means one creativity evaluation on an evaluation target (e.g., painting). Observations are nested within individual respondents, as each participant provided multiple creativity evaluations (e.g., one participant evaluated six targets in Study 1). Thus, we also conducted our power analyses at observation level. Then, based on the number of evaluation targets presented in each study, we determined how many individuals to recruit for that study.
Study 2
Study 1 was conducted on a convenience sample to test the magnitude of the effect of producer identity on creativity evaluation. In our observation-level analyses, we found a relatively small effect size (d = 0.261). Using G*Power, we estimated the sample size needed to capture a moderately small effect size. As in the following studies we would conduct more complex analyses (i.e., mediations), we estimated the needed sample size based on the R2 increase in linear multiple regression, which is estimated with the f2 statistic (Cohen, 2013). With error probability α = .05 and 95% power, the required sample size at observation level for capturing a small effect size (f2 = 0.02) is 1,073. Taking into consideration the effect size found in Study 1, study feasibility, and a more complex hypothesis testing that includes mediation, we aimed to recruit 300 participants (for a total of 1,500 observations, as each participant would rate five evaluation targets) for Study 2.
Study 3 & 4
Based on a G*Power calculation, we estimated that with error probability α =.05 and 99% power (testing for independent means difference), the sample size needed to capture an effect size d = 0.261—as we found in Study 1—would be n = 928 observations (i.e., ~ 186 participants rating 5 targets each), whereas to capture an effect size d = 0.028—as we found in Study 2—a sample of n = 80,464 observations (i.e., ~ 16,093 participants) would be required, and to capture a mediation effect size of f2 = 0.164 as in Study 2 (testing for R2 increase), a sample of n = 134 would be sufficient. Considering these and aiming to avoid possible under-powering concerns while maintaining the sample size at a manageable level in terms of budget constraints and recruiting efforts, we aimed to recruit 800 participants (n = 4,000 observations) for Studies 3 and 4.
To additionally consider the achieved level of power given the multilevel nature of our analysis, we referred to the equation developed by Scherbaum and Pesner (2019), according to which the power achieved in a multilevel ANOVA can be determined based on the achieved effect size, the standard error of the coefficient, and the z-score associated with the desired Type I error (i.e., α = 0.05, z = 1.96), such that the z-score of the power is less than or equal to the ratio of the effect size over the standard error minus the z-score of α. So, in Study 1 our effect size of producer identity on creativity was d = 0.261, SE = 0.058; thus, the z-score of the achieved level of power was (0.261/0.058) - 1.96 = 2.54, corresponding to an achieved power of up to 99.45%. Following a similar rationale, in Study 2 we achieved power of virtually 100% for effort (z = (0.818/0.098) - 1.96 = 6.39) and 4.09% for creativity (z = (0.028/0.129) - 1.96 = -1.74), in Study 3 virtually 100% for effort (z = (0.868/0.082) - 1.96 = 8.63) and 4.75% for creativity (z = (0.012/0.041) - 1.96 = -1.67), and in Study 4 virtually 100% for both producer identity on creativity (z = (0.541/0.021) - 1.96 = 23.80) and effort on creativity (z = (0.125/0.022) - 1.96 = 3.72). As we achieved a power of at least 99% in all studies for at least one effect, we interpret this as an indication that our studies were not underpowered, and that when we did not find a significant effect, it was because the effect was negligible rather than because of possible underpowering.
Effect Sizes Description
Effect sizes on the dependent variable (creativity evaluation) and the mediator (perceived effort) are reported in Table 1 in the main text. The effect sizes are computed following the procedure indicated by Cohen (2013). In particular, for the main effects of producer identity on creativity evaluation and perceived effort—reported in the paper in Table 1—we computed the Cohen’s d. We reported the absolute value of the effect sizes, which are all based on higher evaluations of effort and creativity in the human than in the AI condition. Most d effect sizes are non-negligible, except for the effect on creativity in Study 2.
For the mediation effect sizes, following existing research practices we computed the f2 statistic, which accounts for the additional variance of the dependent variable explained by the mediator above and beyond the variance explained by the other predictors (Cohen, 2013). The calculation is f2 = (R2AB – R2A) / (1 – R2AB), where R2A is the R2 of the baseline regression and R2AB is the R2 of the regression including the additional predictor (i.e., the mediator). We note that traditionally f2 effect sizes are considered small, medium, and large respectively around 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 (Cohen, 2013), but that a meta-analysis of moderation effect sizes found a median effect of 0.02 (Aguinis et al., 2005) and, in light of these results, values of 0.005, 0.01, and 0.025 might be more representative (even if still optimistic) of small, medium, and large effects according to David Kenny (see https://davidakenny.net/cm/moderation.htm). Our mediation effects sizes, traditionally considered medium, are well above the median value found by Aguinis and colleagues.



Appendix 5
Behavioral Outcomes of Creativity Evaluation
Going beyond our theoretical model to show the consequences of creativity evaluation, in Studies 2, 3, and 4 we also asked participants to indicate their willingness to pay (WTP) for the products that we asked them to evaluate the creativity of. In Study 2, after being shown the five advertisement posters, they were told the following “The average price for the design of a whole marketing campaign generally depends on the creativity and the quality of the designs, and it ranges between few thousand and several tens of thousand US dollars. How much do you think that the marketing campaign featuring the posters shown before would sell for? Please assign a value in US dollars.” and asked to provide a value between $1,000 and $100,000. We tested on SPSS Process a serial mediation (Producer Identity -> Effort Perception -> Creativity Evaluation -> WTP) including control variables and found it to be significant (5,000-bootstrap b = 172.79, CI: [112.12, 240.15]). This meant that participants rated human producers as exerting more effort than AI producers, which in turn led them to rate products as more creative, which in turn led them to report a higher WTP for the products.
In Study 3, after seeing each startup idea, participants were told: “Imagine that, as a venture capitalist, you have a budget of 1 million dollars to invest in promising start-ups. How much of that budget would you invest in a startup built around this idea? Please assign a value in US dollars.” and asked to provide a value between $1 and $1,000,000. We tested the same serial mediation model as in Study 2 and found that the serial mediation was significant (5,000-bootstrap b = 9,762.30, CI: [7,919.35, 11,769.53]).
In Study 4, after seeing each painting, participants were told: “The market for Aboriginal paintings has been flourishing in the last few decades, and original paintings generally sell at auctions for a price between few hundreds and few thousand US dollars. How much do you think that this painting would be sold for? Please assign a value in US dollars.” and asked to provide a value between $100 and $10,000. Because in Study 4 effort was manipulated and we did not conduct mediation analyses to test our hypotheses, we tested the effects on WTP through two mediations (Producer Identity -> Creativity Evaluation -> WTP; Effort -> Creativity Evaluation -> WTP) and one moderated mediation (Producer Identity × Effort Perception -> Creativity Evaluation -> WTP). The two mediations were significant (5,000-bootstrap b = 451.47, CI: [392.60, 511.44] and 5,000-bootstrap b = 122.46, CI: [62.93, 182.87] respectively), whereas the moderated mediation was not significant, (5,000-bootstrap b = 4.69, CI: [-96.96, 101.66]), consistently with the results reported in the manuscript.



Appendix 6
List of Scale Items
	Creativity (Study 1)

	This painting is…

	1. Very un-creative (1) – Very creative (5)

	2. Very in-authentic (1) – Very authentic (5)

	3. Of very poor quality (1) – Of very good quality (5)

	Creativity (Study 2)

	This poster is…

	1. Very un-creative (1) – Very creative (5)

	2. Very un-original (1) – Very original (5)

	3. Of very poor quality (1) – Of very good quality (5)

	Creativity (Studies 3-4)

	This idea for a start-up is… / This painting is…

	1. Not at all creative (1) – Very creative (5)

	2. Not at all novel (1) – Very novel (5)

	3. Not at all appropriate (1) – Very appropriate (5)

	Perceived Effort (Study 2)

	Think about the [person / AI] who designed the five advertisement posters shown previously. Please rate your agreement with the following items on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).

	1. The [person/AI] put a lot of effort in coming up with the ideas

	2. The [person/AI] worked hard to generate the ideas

	Perceived Effort (Study 3)

	Think about the [person / AI] who came up with the five start-up ideas you just read. Please rate your agreement with the following items on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).

	1. The [person/AI] put a lot of effort in coming up with the ideas

	2. The [person/AI] worked hard to generate the ideas

	3. The [person/AI] took a long time to come up with the ideas

	4. The [person/AI] exerted substantial physical effort to come up with the ideas

	5. The [person/AI] invested a lot of cognitive resources in coming up with the ideas

	6. The [person/AI] was strongly motivated to come up with the ideas



