e ,-countimg of publieations and, repoms, oi‘fic,lal :records,
»and mem’oership of professa.c‘)nai organisatmns. His facisor
*analysis separated 27 faci;ors. am results indwated thai;
slong the riany correlationa four out of five mri a‘blee am;eare&
; ‘inaependen't ot a given cr:.teriom 'I‘ma demonst:.a'kes tcr uﬁ '

the overwhelming comylex;.ty of the crrbez:ion fo:c c:cea‘tivﬁ:y@

Measwcemen’c as Cm’cema

The development of tests wh:.ch couxa e used as ctet-

terion was influenced by Chassell'a (1915) publmation. iy

'The types of teats have in gene:r:al nob- changea mach rlumng
| "th;'a 1ast half century, but the methods of evaluating the
data have beccme much more complex. Guilfcrd, foz: exampie, e
’uned fac+or analygis in o:r:der to redei‘ine the m:z:uctm:e oi:
the intellect.in ong of hiz moxe réoent- reﬁsiom in - :
"Intelligence: 1965 model® Guili‘o::d (1955) nentions hia
1958 nodel of the mtellect on which he made certaan ﬁm—
provements. He presenbs us with a "unified theory of
intellect" naking use of a cu’b:.eal model of intellectnal
, abilﬁ:ies in wkich each dimension rep“esenta a mode. of
vamatlon among the fac*bors, HlB atmctuz:e-of-mtellec’c
:‘bmodel, hus 5 obex:a:bion categories (cognition, :aemox’y, di-
vement production, aom‘ergent pmducticzn, and evaluation),
is interaected by 4 sm‘bent ca'hegories (figum, Bymbolic,
/semants.c and behav::.oural), in *i;um im‘:ersects 6
px:odm-ft aategories (units, olasses, ela:t;ions, syeteas,
trmfomatxcns and :mplicatious)- '.Vhi.s mode.t was designe&

19" 8.. ‘His 1965 ho&cl is a.n aperation?“ for pmblem

=




solvmg or creata.v:.ty in’ general. Guhford emphasa.zed
Structure Theory Concepts in lris model which WaE: bualt

| up i‘rom nev rese‘arch and theoru.ulng. He represents h::,s

model in a f:.gure. Guilford (1966) does not cons:Lder th«at
this model will be the final one, but sees lt evolvmg .

, ‘so that mtelllgence can be mtegrated mi:o a general
psycholog’*‘ 28l theory, thus giving. mtelllgence a thomughr ’
psychologzcal-?heory founda{;mn, Gunfard cons:.ders the :; ‘;_,_j -
lack of psychologlcal knowledge in the i’:.eld of creat v:i.ty

AN

to be due to the inappropriateness ‘Qf kt’he SR‘ -’mcdél fpf fxﬂ‘g o

A
k]

:study of‘ highev ‘mental ‘p’roce‘ss‘ses.

¥eeping: hls npodel in mind, Ga.ul,ford (1966) sugg\eets a;
trait approach fo:c creat:wlty and aslsmaes *t:hat *bhe discow:cy ‘
of dependable trait concepts liea with fantor analysis. He ‘
‘places creative ab:..l:.ty in 'bhe conterxt of the stmctnm o£
the intellects The fac t;omal traite tha.t axe related to
uzea*ivify are described hy him ags abllity 1:0 Bee pm'aleme,
fluemy of thinkixsg (esge word and ideational fluency),
flexibility of —hhinking (e.g. spontaneous ana adaptiva kif‘_}f
flexibility), oviginality, redefinition, and e:tabomuon. Ci

fThe types of cognitive abilities vhich Guilford assumes as
,‘Smpcrbmt for gxea%:.v_ﬁsy can b no bed in hig test d,eveiap-—
‘ments His measuring devicea ask £or the detacbiou of o
4de£ectn or de;ficienc:.es in ¢omon implements or insti&;ut—

\ inna, the .mt!ividual has to mention words whiyh contain a apeuiﬁc :

1etter ov-.a mmbe:n ot letterm In anothext test,
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s mamr synonyms as possible foz a stnmlua word ha:\te fo ”ve &
2 produced in a certain ‘bima. : L S ~,
iOther tea*’w‘ é)ncentra’se on the productmn of phrases or

eni:ences; or 'bhe subject has %o mention as many ob;}ed:s e

4a,s possible mth certain properties, o:r: o note aml-i .,f.f

| -bitnde of wses of & oommon object. C(moa:ning the fluemy

- factor G‘tzilford concentrates on quant:.ty and mt on ;qnality ~
of 1asponses. ‘In other tests *he suhwet has one or two 4,{
’; simple responses to produce which 1ink inﬁo a com;sler uni*h ‘ |

Guiiford (1959) measu'es the trai‘h ot orig:.nali‘t]( in
“three different i‘ashiona. 3) quentity c»f rﬂspomes that
are clever; 2) the use of remote assocxa’cmn itemS, mﬁ :,; B
3) weighing items in proportion to their infrequem:{ of .
occurrence in a population. At 1ea.si; the first two p::oce- o
‘,&m:ea need a guality critetrions

Grid ford and his associa’aes have conce/atra%ed i:hair
research on the definition of fa&tors by iaolatwg paﬁerns i
of ccncomitan'h varietions (G uilford, 195?, _ -(k:.ilford, o
Kottrer, & Christensen, 1954, 19563 Kettner, Guilfox&, &_, e
;‘Christensen, 1959). The studies can eesily be put invo two

gnoups. : 1) studies whioh indicate relation be{;veen

| measuzen of factors and criterion, and 2) s’cudies which
’ ‘indicaﬁe 16 relation be'bwaen measures cf fac ors and ;iudge& /
b ct:eative abils.ty, o | DL R : e
‘ Bamn (1956) ‘used. three of Guilford*s tests, Umaual.'
Uses, Compequences, and. leh Titlesi and found aorrelations? -

rang:mg hro'xx .30 ta .36 w:,tﬁ thuﬂ 3uciges' a+1ngs of» ora.gmalitw

T
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Similar 'reéul'bs were Teported by Chorixé;:s (1956) béﬁ-:een"'

scoren on the Gailford tosts ani United States s 'rb:»;cé, o
ﬁ;ﬁent-insi;ructorsl ra,t.mgs o€ creative e,:press* ong
’“ncévdahl (19515) found no s::.gnifmanh dz,fferences ’beiween
‘v”groups ::ated as creat:ive or not cxeative on fantom czf re- o
. deﬁpj;bicn, oloma, ideational fluemy, 1
éésociétion‘al ﬂueﬁﬂy, sensitivﬁi" to pi‘oblems, ;
sponta.neoue flexibhity and orig:mality..‘ Smilar xiégat:{va- >
results are indjcated by Cerrv, De‘feau, a.'nd ehomeasaas'rf 0
'wha noted no sigmlt‘icant differences nem e Guilfords : i
creativity tests end ewerde? and unrewax&ed'employee”s .uhen'?;v
the groups were studied in conaunc‘:.mn with mtelligenca, |
“Job perfcnnance, and edncational qnaliﬁcatiana. |
Reeearch at the Institute of Persanal:.ty Aésassment b
and Research, at Berkeley, California which comentra-&ed ’
on cree.tive ‘people(Barron 1965) mentz,ons that al. @:oupa» o
Btudied on G!uli‘ords‘ battery of c:ceaj;ivity teats, which*
| Were. scored for quan’bity or quali‘by, com:elated lm»t yibh'
‘ degree of crea‘bive a’bz.lz.ty as ;yudg;ed by exgertﬂ in 'bhe »
mbjeots' oW, f.‘:xeld.se chg&‘s(l%l) 'c«wlta substanﬁiated Sty
' -Barron's ‘reports, The corxela.tmns between c;cite:cion S
' | ra:h‘ngs of crea"‘ive ability and. some of Guil,,ov'dle tes’zs

w0

,'\feres

T
W

i Umaual Uses (quanh,ty - .05, qual:.ty 42?"}: Gcnsequencaa o
, (quantity - 21, quelity - 2); Ma.tchsticks (,04 |

iy
B

Geatalt Transfomatmns ( 2()\:




‘fhe tests erown as Minnesota Tests of Crea‘bive 'thinkf,ng
x.ha.ve ‘been de\used by To:t:ranca and his a.ssociatea and .
| desoribe& and evaluated ‘by Goldman (1964) Toxrance has e
| moved aatay from Gm.lford type testa, some’ of whi.ch he

: meaif:.ee. .

. , ing Torrame nsed. theae ‘beats to :cepl:l.ca’ﬁe elglﬁz emexi-*:f‘
e
ments on the Getzels mﬂ. Jacksan Frocedure to im(estiga.te,;f S
' ma relat:.onsh:.p ‘beth'een creativ:.ty an& intel.agencfep

: perfomance in othe:e nore conventional testa and 'bo

‘scademic achievemeni:. They also comentrate uyon perim i

B dmiﬁcult to score but the:u- cberﬁclentb of relmbﬁiby and i e

: valldaty s’wuld y:.eld heti:er x‘esults in the futurea»

C 2. The Creative Ind:.vidual

» ‘bests of a nore comylex character which set

ou?: by ccntrast to tont aeveral factoru 1?' cx:eaf;iva *bhink—-:; : S

Tha Hinnesota Tests are valuable in the S f‘:’ ‘

identificatmn of erea‘bivity and in :celating this Eaz,k to

;m the subwct‘s 1ife hlsfnry when the sequence cf event’*

nught have “had an inhn.bltory effect. &‘hese tests are. bm, erg

, The world is .mcreasing ia complexit}', ad. : s : .
 society eatmot af.t‘ord 0 neslect or destroy povential : s

]hman resources. 'rhereafoz:e the develoxment of craad:-

iva pctential is now v:levre& as an ed.uca.tional 3\551,

mot only daportent to the Individual huk also, vhich i
is’ avan more importazxt, to soc.ie‘by. , haniiﬂap in '
 the ﬂevelopnent of crestive potential 1n the il
: : spreaﬁ opiaion thot crea'bive pex:pla ave mt aaay %o

ga‘b alang \Yith, i:hey are auppoasa& tb be egoiata,

i




]

v ,xoncon.fomers and -do not cave about 'the thcughta m:,
o £ee.(_1ngs of athe:c yeogle; ’.Eherefo:c& it 1a assumeﬁ. ,,
: "t;h:rt if ereatr':.ty is too much broadcast ri: m,ll

: soc,lety and ri;s creatwe mdlvlduals some ques*bmns -

‘makes of h:.s own difiicultles, or' is ‘the goc:.e%y ;Ln

=

raa,se havoc wm%h:.n our soclety’.

In ox-aer +0 understand the relata.qnshlp between

cometo the fcre. Axe’.all croativemdrviduals mal-.f
adauﬁbed" Ivfus'b c:cfea*b).ve mcl.widual ﬂacrif;ce 3&%-» i
isfy:mg aml truly human relatim.shlps’? Are the ’
ro‘blems of the creat;.ve J.ndun.dnaii. w;thin ‘bhe pérsnn

oxr of social amgm‘? Is the creat;we ind:.vidual the

hlch he lzves partly respons:.ble for i'b?

It is tme 'bhat many crea:bive perscns seem to

have &1fficu1’blas in ’chew relatlonshj.ps with othen

members of the' ﬂociety. Eneqx..en’cly they can ‘na *traced

bask info childhood ! o paxe:ift ~ child ocnf;! fots; they: ; e

aometmes conmmzo on other 1evels oi‘ mterperaonal BT

f”:celatxonsmps, and in rave cases "'hey maar re&sult in &

withdrawal,

- Many resea::chers ha,vg looked mto this pmblem» s

Bax‘ron(1963b) ﬁt&d:.e& cree:bive writens and i’cund them
,to e effec’t;lve people with p.coué, a.nd dzstinctive bes

haviour. He mted, that 9:1; 'times the\xf exhibzted, pam
ot wmzaxawal, and. rrequenmr, profesta in their P
inte::act:ons w:.th othera. o szapp (196‘5) believes tha;h ;

| ' the czear,.;ve sciéntis-b is dispcsed to distant:.ation,

e e e ——— e
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~and is apt to use repi'ession and isalatioﬁin

: ,emotmnal resctions %o others. I)x:evdahl (1956

'Bhe crea'l::we student in "bhe a:x:ta aml solences

lat:.ve-ty ‘withdrewn and quxescentf m.th httl'e

in people ut more :mteres‘b in o’baects and ich

: 'Bloom (1963) concluded that the creat:we u}gﬁh

tician and chemist needs to retreat ‘mtga wg

ideas and objects, and therefpre has gﬁme-ﬁzﬁm

" egtablishing fn-tendiyrelationaﬁwita otﬁéx@é

The longing to wrhhdz:aw wag also noted
(19,»3} Her investigation demanstrated ‘bha.t
glsLS ‘and physmiscs created ways. t"’ being al
noted that more than half of the sqc:,-al, ac;.en
in her study behaved with cpen hosfinty and

ion against the common patbern of parenbal cc

’ana ofer@rotecﬁion in their youth, Thisg ",fee]

still llngered oY :mta the present. Sféirﬂs

fmdmgs were smlar concemnng the weamive

MacKinnon (1‘959:) in o‘n_eof h,ia zepqrts

W strated tha’s creat.wa research scieat;sts fa]

at home and &t school. Ge%zela azxd Jackson (3

’their axbenslve study noted. thad: teache::a pr«

: the high 19 student to the highly erea*hwe 8
even ii’ the ‘1atter‘a snhievementa were of 8

. standmg. '.I'o::rance (1963) Teports similar £

in teating elemantary school childxen and fw

vm peer relationships the highI;y creat;ve-hi



TR wstudent $ended o have Lever frienda than the mgh
o IQ-low c::eat:.v:,ty student.
Other reueaxchera found. a diffenence :In the

' ‘soezal behavmu:c of the creative person. Accora_‘mg

! e L T g e 1o :Drews (1961) the crea’ﬁlve adolescexﬂ; is human-
| v ’ : V:xstz.cally' oriented and eapath:.c bu:t noi: eepec;x,ally
soc:r.ahle. Burkhart (1960) found that most mgmy

. R : creative high school and college studen’cs, ::ate&

‘ high on social matum.‘by, liberatlsm and mn--:mi:mmi
tarianiom. We:.nbarg and Springer (1961) on the
other hend, found +he c::eat:.ve person mt excessiﬁ
irxdepenc‘lent or rebmllmus, hut showing a. mlhngnei
to :E‘ollow the lead of his parents. An impo:ctant s“v‘z
by VWatson (1960) demonstratca. that creativi'by, in-
dependence, and 1m*;.1atlve were found aide by si_&e
with cqumel;atiovn, socialization, frienaliness," and
1ack of inmer hosi;iii”hyg N . .

‘, | - The above sbudies seen to inﬁi.caﬁé some Vcé’n;-'

: | ‘ L ttadictien’ abouf. the peménaﬁ.iﬁr >of.‘thé creative |

g indn.vmum, ‘but we may find an answer to this in t
’ samplmg techmqum The riﬁri,le ma:f be sclvea if W

e 7 R | ', R study the personal ::elationsh:}.ps of those oreatn‘e

1 F S ‘individuels who seem %o have feder probléms. | In

. | o ‘Watsonts study (1960) we nm‘.ea thaf; craatinty, :

soczalizatiou, ;mdependence, and friemllmeas cqﬂ,

- existed. The variable of algmf:.cance was the hoa

a:(:nosphere. Ee founﬁ %nat the moze. creatzve, E‘rien

L
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and cObpez:ati#é, group came froxn permissive home’s,b
ot a lower scoring group had strict and &omnee:cmg | e
parents. Bazkhart found that the creative, 1115.1.’&1,/," o '
non—anthon barian students came f:com mother—domnatp&

‘ homes, these 'homes? he ccn51der9d more perxm Bsives

’\’einbergls and Sprmger!s (1961) fa.mzngs vwere of a

| similar natu'rs. They concluded {:kat t,;e stubbcm

indepenaence which can be fourd iv some ca:ea:hxve R

g in&ividuals could be "f,acultative", being made f‘ i
necessary if creativity is to "ervive an mtially \

S v hcstile or &t least inert response"

A posi‘bive correlation between ioléranéé 'of,
anbigeity, a distinguishing characteristlc of
creativity, and love an&i acceptance of others was
noted by Frankel-Brapswick (1950). Children who had
grea.ter tolerance For aﬂbiguity came i':rbm homeé ofl
"non=ego destructive® types of dchlpllne and wlth a

‘more flexible atmospheres Getzels and J’ackson(l%z)
sumarizes the home situation of the highly crea{:ive ;,
student as "one in which individual dn.vergence :zs
pemltted e.nd rigks are accepted" They also claimed
that the opposﬂ;e is tme of the h:.gh 1Q family.

‘It conld be concluded f::om ‘bhe a’bove mentianef‘
studies that creativity hag less chancs to develop? in '
authomitarian homeﬁ, where independence is d.iscourage&
througb parental &omnation, ¢hild submission and
depelﬂency.‘ Ina healthy pem;.sgive h’pme this is

.-
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! 2ndxv1dua1 may Stlll be creatxve, but hostlllty is engpn&ered by sueh

NN

T e,

may not JECEGSarlly bP suff;elent for an individualt's happaness,

' envxronment and to h*mselﬁ. we-may~aasume that creatAVeneSS wlth

d%lte ﬁxfferent, 1ndzv1dua1 frowth is supporte& and self—dlsenpllme, =
g.ndepen&ence and creat:wn.ty fm:thered. Gebze 35 and Jackson (1992) - , -

ﬁsuggest that where freedom is accompanzed by conszstent pressure, the

o

’pressure and may retard pther parts of his perbonallty dnd talents,

R

most of a*1 in the area of 1nterpnrbonal relatlonuhﬁps; Th:s is

confirmed by research where high scorers on*ewo- trength,showe&

‘hostlllty reacﬁlons toward others and also had more 1nner aggr3551on,:

on, the other-hand, Barron (1963t} founa that Ss wlth hlgh ego-atrengﬁh

':and less outer nostlllty exper:encc 1ess frustratzon and écnfllct 1&

'thelr 1nterpersonaA relations during: chlldhood. B f  :‘ fﬂﬁf
What can we conclude from’the research concerning the éreatlv
indmvmdual? Nost men seem to be role»playxng anlmals. Tbe role : ;’ “fl f e
we~expect the Creuthe 1ndlv1dua1 to play is often tnat of a wmthdrawn 5 |
and isolated, opr aggressive and defiants rebel; whether hé is or not
usually depends on his gnvironmenf, particularly his home~-1ife during
chilﬂhoad. In order to be a creative adult he has id;havé:at‘IéQSf
sotte of the characteristics v*ich HacKinnon'fl952h,,p; 38.);mentioned’
namely'“hi$ high level of effective intelligence, his opennass ta eié
perience; his freedom from peity retraints and inpaverisﬁing inhibitions,
hiv aesthetic sensitivity, his cognitive flexibility, his independence
in thcught,an&_action, his high level of énergy; his unguestioning
commitment te creative-endeavor, and his unééasihg}stri#iﬁg for. ‘>(>1 
‘c#eative soluﬁians’tokthekever;msﬁe difficulﬁ architectural ptobiems |
which he constantly sets for‘hiﬁseli“. Siﬂp}§~to be creative, Sowever

»

he also neeVs to relate hmmqelf p051tlvely to other peonle, to the

isolation is less pleasantvthan creativeness with mutual;ty, -

A
L
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The- typmcal personality u\atwes of the :n:*eat1

'ha*:e been preciated in t‘le ﬁ;scussmn of !«iacrzimmn'

(see pages b to ‘11;}. Th'e’ creaﬁ:.ve perscn ,poss‘e;sses,

| af;her features, :mhelhgem:e, "opezmes i:o expermnce

"freedom from petty restraints?, "aesthetlc sensltm

,flax;b;,ln_ty, non-conformty in thoughi::andgctmn &

ﬁhigh 1ev.él of energy". "‘1{ nuéal?er of ot_hér ;i‘e}at‘ux‘es‘w

involve social relaf;icns and appear not to be fully

i » MacKinnon are me’ntiongﬂ in this éecﬁign'~'of the éx?éaj
indivi'dualv¢ Other as‘;;ects- -releva;x{: "!;-a the h&ﬁ&tﬁésn

" been discussed in other sections of this and the:i‘xé:

- 3+  Research in Creativity

Athough genii’ in the various fxelds of
- Arts and Sciences have ama,ys been vacogmsed anc‘! b
many ceses highly vaiued and :cespééted, 3% was né't
until Geltonts studies of mem of genjus (1869) hat
o . the eyes of nalural séience"éréré tumed uizon theﬁtﬁ.
S © Tub the veal begimning in this ficld started with
| ‘tﬁe neme most am‘:’omaﬁcélly asSocié,ted with -
crea:[::.v:.ty testmg, namely J .P. Gu:.li‘ord.
The (la:be wasg 1950, the place the Merican
I’sycholog:.cal Asaociat:.on» and ‘hhe subaact of the
{:opie of creativrby which Guilfora. delz.vere& i‘or
his pdcesidentzal aﬂd:cess. He pointed ou-b that
crea.{;:wity has ’been neglec'hpd, out cf a total af
S 121,000 zoferences which had been mdexea in the

Peychologicsl Abstracts rpva:‘: the last 25 years
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yas doing J:ese rch in this :t‘:xeld and tha‘h the

'foz* creative scientific ?:roducticn and on ‘beaching.
of ::elevant studies £= S PR o

“and Iow crea:hiva pei,.uns, parhcularlx in the:.r
gognitive funct:.oning and peraomality atmchzres, ,

s

only 186 references concerned themselves with 'E;he

B:xbgeat crea.t:.wty. In his paper. r-zlucn ‘

m‘bseguently yublz.shed (1950) he mentmned thal; l'e L 7.‘7

a;:plication of factor analysis might frcrense oy SIS PSS

SCCNN

knovledge o*‘ i:he primary abxl:.tiea %hat produce

cRoative thimking. This speech stevted the ball
:cclling and the mmber of ::esearcfm:s whe concert |
trpged "henr a.t{:entinn on creat:w.r.ty increased
h'ane,ndously. - r A , f;
ks summary of research f:;;zizngs ané v1ews oxz - | .

creativity was nubllshefi in 196‘7 by Hooney and” Razik ami

later a more comprehen-um one was- edited and puh}.iahe& by

Vermon (1970). An analysis of vesearch. condnc‘.:ad in creat:x.vf‘;j
betwern 1965 and 1968 was carmed out by Schaidt (1969&).

More recent research has mu..tiplie& bu‘* few
exper:imen‘bal hypotheses have been testeﬁ. Grea'hlvi‘ty
consists of many discrete ab:.la.‘«:ies which often dts nqt ;
correlate very much with e:mh othor. Also creativﬁv haa the
higheal corrqla'tions at the lower IQ ,,wels. Research

has '-oncent:ca ed on aeveloping evaiuative cri*eria

The litera:'we of cleativity givea us six types

o

1, steerch canceming differences { atyeen high

\\
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: Researeh in compaxing :.ndividual creanivity
""’Wiith Shat of grcmp crea.u:.vity, o }
_ Do Reseaz:ch in establ; sh.mg :t:elations ha'bvydjw ;
creativmy, intolln.gence and a,cademic achievement,
g '4‘; S&mLes :.n e ach:ng creat:.v:x.ty,
S

"St""’ len in *‘emov’tng znhibmans a.nd “blocka
36 produstive tm_ing.' . S TR

6. Shuiies n the influcnce of the emrirorznent '

‘v{'-on m:eat:w:.u‘. L S '

A. ewnmary of the ln.tera‘m:a 'an Meativitv, racaing

i‘z:an the ea;v:l aat speculat:v,on o *-ecenf invest gaf;iona,

was ;mbnsred by Stein and. Eeinze (1960) .4 somewhat

more Gp to date review of research mmlts cazi be found ,

in"&aylnz* and, Bawron (19b3) and in Taylor(waéa, 1964‘!5}.’

A good deal o:f work ccnducteé. in +he ﬁeld oi‘

cv'ea.t;f.vity was aT 8o rencx:&:ed by S‘xapiro (1068)

thj;a resson we shall nob menbin" all the mseamh 1’ n
ativity snd r:,latou f:.aﬂ.rls, 'buc cnly resem:ch relevan‘h i

TR : o

Uo t:; .-Lm 5 Bt\lay &

Inae?):gg e and crpativm..

Ma.mr psvcho’i.oglata ani eom.al scientiata wouldv
; am;wa '&hat ‘intel’lngenee i& Jit%le mo;ce than a covéi up |
1 : tom 4’0;:' ou:r: ..snoreme 0? r.h&u mechanics of thinkbgg, *shex:e
3 8 B*ill a vs:.y lcng; va;y' to gc* ‘berure we: can throﬁ off
Ghia oovar. Of all the fieldq of reaemh :ln’so areativity,
.zesaa.mh un 'Izhe cmativxfy—intelligence qnestion is the mé&'
ynm‘laz:, Qa.estious are as&e& about the ﬁteMgame—cx-nﬁivity

HcNmar' (196‘&} amﬂyses thj.a problem in b'ﬁ :t'amras art;mle
”I.ost~ Our Intelligeuce? Why?‘




o - correlatxon.‘ If we consxder "kl : s:.ze and heterogenei'bjr :

of ’che sampJ.es :mvolved, m*elligenca—m eatxvity

: correlationq have range& from ,18 ’to .55 (Wade, 1968);

G. Tayloz: (1959) the ene:i etic orgazdaer uf a
fmlmbar of resea.rch conferences an creativcé think:mg a:l,
the Tniveraity of Ttah, Sound that \.rea't'-ve adults "'aar:e
v,not; necessarﬂy suPe*z.or to less creuﬁive vo::kers 1'n .
"gcho.tasf:ic achxevanem as measu:ced 'by intelhgence 'cests*:

On the other ha.ncl, Heer and Stein (195‘5) :cepor‘hed

gmf:.cant :relatJ.onsmps beﬁwaen the sco‘res of *esaé:rch ‘
chemists en the ﬂmhsler-—}seuevue, Miller Analogies, and. e
_pupervisors rai,inga of oreativity. If eduoa.tion a.nd ‘
opportuni'by arce held constan‘c, I Qe ‘oeyond the. mnsty—
fifth perceni:iie was ncxt folmd. to ‘be mgnif&mnt for
creative pmauctiona
Barran (196,1.) aumma.mzinp; several atudirﬁa, foxm& a c:m:e«-
lation of' 40 ’between to‘cal range of creati'vj’w azvl
}intelligem e,. :Beyond. an. I.Q. of a,'bf.&u‘b *20, mee.sured.
:lntelligwenc‘a .is ncd; xela*ea, to cﬁceativev ability“

Ge‘bza a and Jackson { 3.959 ) natng *bbé Stanfordwﬁmet,
; wechsler Scalet for ctu,ldren aad the fiva cra&twiﬁy l;ests
*Word Asswia’i‘Lon, Uaea for fhings, Bi&aen Sha;pea, Eablea,

: ’axzd !‘Iake':ﬁp P:.‘o'blems SGIeated, two exgaxzimen{;al groups oi‘
- {ehildmm 'l‘he €ir9t g.caup consistéd of childrer: M
ncofed "the ﬁ.ap 2&% on craa.tivity tests mman mompamezl wj.th

| ‘theilr peére, Tt ‘biylaw the tog 207.’. :tn mealaure«i IwQ- i‘ne

»
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T Bcsms cf the txvm xperm)ental groups on standa:cd su‘b;ieat~

{ather group ﬂaﬂ ﬂompoaea of children who séored in the ’ n & ’
20f 10 1.Q.s Tt below the top 20% in crea.tivity test acore#. 4
| e ) high:.y creative ohild had 8 meani 1.9, of 127 and the

Hi.gh I.Q. ’but 163 creative child. had. an I.Q. ai‘ 150. 'I’ha :

mean I«.Q. of the population Was 132. mhe achievemen{;

| Amatter testr wre eqpa..ly superior to the whievemeni: Bcove
of the remain&ex of the schoal ;pcpulatzon . The com:ela'bipn,;,
‘}"_v,,"/"betWeen I.Q. and creativity teat scores was arozmci 0.3;

Cn other words, had the pupils b wen selected bar I.Q.
70" of 'bhose witr- high creativ:m- would have been mssea.

 Tho main criticism of Getzels Yand Jackscn's study ls

that his resea.mh concemed i’hself wﬁ‘h only one atypieal L
: achoolr Torrame (1958, 1959a, 1959b, 19593, 1959&, 19599; (e
.1950a, 196013, 19600, 19606;, ‘I’orra."xce, Baker &. Bowe*‘s, 19597 |
'Torx:ance & Radig, 1959) invertigatqd cr:ea’t;ive thinkimg{iny t}‘ar

yonng child and brovght ’oogether eight pa:r:t:f 9.1 replicaticﬁs
: of Getzels Yand Jackson'a researcha Hist *hm ba’cteriea oi

; creabz:vity tents consisted oi‘ a mod:xﬁcatmn or Guilford

i ) teﬂ’bs with the e,xc@t ion of the Ask and Guess 'Lest uhieh was.

developed by Torrance and Baﬁig (1‘359}. ,To:’r.u:ance’a (1969?:)
;mocedure was similax: to Getzelstand Jax:keonha in- that ha
.salected gmugs ‘who arorea in 'bhe upper 208 on either the

E creat‘vitv 68 the T measuxee, ul not in the upper 205
R in the other /measuta« . Most of his studies rewéaled no signifiw(:/
M'oant diﬁ‘erewan betwéen scores af;i:amw cm intel}zgence teaba

and. those achieveﬂ on cre&tinty testb.

; :;xmorn&ik'# {196}) neneions that the creptwmy tasts used in Getzalr D

' and Jackson's research did not gorrelate with each other to & muck’

fore possible
Higher. de thip they correlated with I and 3t is there
to aziyggr:;e:w mm&is further dnd o show that the. cre?;ﬁ:gl:ezfge |
can be int:erpretw\& as partly asses aing a f&ctor of genera gence.




‘ _ized an ‘theﬂe different groups.

s i
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ﬁiarke e.ud Olscn (1965) investigating 15~yea::: old

e baya who have ehown outsi:andmg aeherement in a:thletics" ‘
podedces 1eaﬁership, and $n the arta, found high intelli- ‘

",genca the only q,uanity o1t of 32 mndieu ‘that ¢ha:t:av%er~

*ﬁnﬁhclz (196&) daw. sugges‘bs that there 18 a

_ :relationship between creativity and intel llgenue measu:ces' o
; this is oppos::i;e to the i‘indings by Getzels and Jaolcsan |

as to the mdepsnience of crea:tz.vity ‘and. intelligence.

For Windholz the .mesu::bs obtamed demonatraue thaﬁ; ﬂi- :

vergent and canvergen* tests wzthm Guilfm:d's m&el <>f

“tke Structure of Iutellect, are scfiewhat related, g

Vallack and Kogan (1965) and othe:c stud.v.es a:lxeaﬂy

'mentionecl m}mate tha'e highly mtalligent, tuh: rather
: mn—crea‘biva sub;ects have & disinclmation,mafher than

an mabilityg to uge their imagina’b;mna. 1% appeaxra that S

the individuals vere reluci:a.nt or i‘eaz:m of being orig:.ml, -

:v:a‘bher than unable to be omgina.ﬁ .G, &Wers(l%?} sub~

stantiated this througx s'h'f es of creativity and hypmseis‘ ’

Eere, theough hypmsis, it wes mnsﬁgated 'ub many

i peoule have 4 potential for highe:: ccoa’erve pemomanaa

which i blecked fran expresaion by‘ de:ensd:vez’iesn. Suc,h
experimenﬁaﬁon aupparts the mﬁion tha.i; in&ividuala have
ideas, Wt do not like ~ko axpress them unless an env.’fxom

. ,‘lmsnt in ymvided tha.t givea them 2 ment&L uet amemne
m thetr ham-u sots mphcmy or implioi"-;ly w have |

g



" i&c*.a ‘Bha:i: creativi't'y and intelligex\ce are mdepﬁnden \maﬁas

,ﬁe‘&wee’n"bhe cr'eativit}; ﬁc‘b:ces 'on the one hand and iii-?“
'telhgpnce scores on the other, were proven to be erkranel:y

lows . - ‘ An explanation could be sugges‘bed fn?:

‘achievement, but that at 1evels above this creectxv:.ty ‘uezgi:ns
4o aLsume more mportanoe (Barven 19631:* MacKmnon 1962a, Meer
and Steiu 1955) - S R jf

‘ anxiety "s & drive, sud that very s‘brong drivea or. lewtels

kzequ.ting quick adaptive changes and thmefmre un L
cz:ea‘bive taaks, which mequh:e t‘ﬁs kmd rsf aﬂapﬁxbility. l’ 'i

4

ta mvide a psycholagically peture a:nd fres envimment. :
The results of this reseax:ch abrong‘.w support: the

of cmgmt:.ve ﬁmationing The investiga:i;ors found i:hat
scores on cveat;m‘by measures a;:e highly mﬁomomelated, o

o
similéa: t’o Various intelligence Bcores; sy corx:ela.ticns_

these digerepancies. - There is i-.he plant‘»ible

Vthreshold? suggestmn about tha :cela‘hion between neLaI
.mtelhgence and crea'b*ve abllity, which suggeats tﬁaﬁ
up to an TG level of 120 gene:cal inﬁelligeme i& th& :

nmost important factox, ;partmuiarly :m pred:.c'binr schccsl

-k

Metv argi C‘reativ:.

e :x:ationale for testing annaty s pr:mamly &e::ivaa : ‘-”‘,gs »
‘from the ea:r]er work of Spence (1956) who suggesteéi %‘hat ‘

of amdetzf ean prevent adau'i;.we changes in ihe behaviour

of the md:widual. Ancordmg fib this stetement s person f o

wi{;h 8 high 1eve1 of amdety atz;mid scoxe 10we=: on tests
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l‘eidbisén and b‘b'hers {19651) ccrre'lé:’*ed -genéx:al‘ 2
anxieiry Wi'f;h school and col}.ege ax;bievsmmﬁ and cx:ead:lviny
- facto::'s, and found that mgh«-anﬁe’sy S8 were lcwer in’

' achzevanenﬁ than 1ow»amclety Ss, tat ";hat f.h,t‘ferences in

h..%ta.vrty geores Were not szgnii‘icant. X

~ Hadley (1965) investigated exper:imantally the ::e:-‘
Iationship between oreativity and amxiety in ‘sohool
" children. His results demonstrate that not only is there

a raia’cibnship between the amount of amieﬁy,%hgb}” a enild

feels aboms test-llke situstions and his score o &
creatwrby ’cesﬁ:, tut there is also stmng ev:.dence tnai;

1o matber how enxious he may be, *he introduction of an

added snziety-provoking situstion curtbails ereative ;'gro'-:;'“

duetion. , =
Fleischer et al. (1965) studied the pc,'.’asiﬁlé &etri-"
mental effect of znxiety upon c:ceative—téSt pez'fomance‘ ‘
and found ‘thet stress had no effect upon lierfmmaméw
’Eeldmuseh e*ﬁ al, {1965z) aﬂmﬁétéxed a batery of
5 divemgent«fhinhlng teats to high an& 101{ amu.oua ch.iaren,
Bubsequently the eixldren rated themaelves anc‘s. maz:e rated 'b;?
their teachers on a c‘necklie*h af creative nha.raateriatics.
This investigation i’ound. that the teachers! raiings were
'gigniiioantly 1ower than the difrarenees between anxiety
or sex—groups in perfomance on a battery of 5 d:wez'gent
tha.nking tepts.  Theze wsre smgnificant ek *\ti-:ms mtwaen
both the anneﬁy level and {he aex L *ha childzen, and the

E teache.rs‘ azﬁ ch:.ld.ren*s mf;mg on tim checklis’c.

i
A
A
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Zdep (1966) demonstrated that h:.ghly crea:bive b :
_a:ce less anxious than B3 of lower: crea.tivity.~ mthem:ora, |
,I:.Q. and crea.tw:.ty were posi‘t:wel}r coxmelated, ‘.fhils I.Q.
'and anxiety showed a negabive rela-bionship.
| All,ced (1967) concluded tbqt creative potentla}.,
creat:c.ve production ant. meutal ability, exe. apparen‘bly
rele’f,eé phenomena, and thau ei*ua{:ionally—mduced amd.ety
apparvnﬂy does not act as a dmva to mc:roase outpat.

Middents (1967), using Torr:mce's Teats of
'Cree.tive Thinkmg and the VIPL found that 'hhere ia a.
relationship between level of anxiety and creativity.and'
between sex and creabivity. | L ,.

Vhitels (1556) results ﬂ:imiicate that pevsons
with o relatitely low Ievel of amcnety perfom s:.gnifi-
cantly betier on divergent thinking tesks than parsons'g g

with a high level of anxiety.

Exanination of this reseaz:ch makes .ﬁ: apparent that

‘8 test of the relatlo.;ship between creativity anzl
anxiety ia still needed, and that at'{: 'mtion shoula be
paid to the factors of motivation; to which a’xxxie{zy

I}elangs. .




o

 Motivation and Creativity:
IR ) i B 3

-

If we wish to classxi‘y theories uf w wtnration we could.

7

: ayproachmg of wanted states, Murrasr'a (1938) and; I&cCleﬂem&‘B

A (1951) approaches can be viewed as pluralietm, because"ther
_peak of many motives,. each of whlch has a syecifm a.im thai:
is clearly d:.fferent from that of others. In oppc:sition we ’
find the monistic approach in the self-actualming tendenc;r
- of client-cen’cred cd,unSello:cs. The re&uctinn of ccgnitwe

dmsona.nce of Festinger’s group, s}jeaks o£ one.ox twa |
poss.fole motives whxch are go general that thay could apply to '
both Iuman and aninal functions. Other theorics of motlvation «
involve survivél reeds (Hnll, 1943)», é;anceptua;iziﬁg in“bema 5
of Teduction through instrumentel behaviour, {105
and K1port (1955) postulatecl what Adu,(.d be called appmaon, &
theorieu which focus upon tension mc.ceasa and ‘uhe search
for mors stimuls.bion.
’ Keeping the abovementioned theo::ies in minﬁ we some to
v' the point whera W must find a theory oi‘ motivation which
seens most relevant to the explanation of cxeativa proéuctiom »
"1:& making a seamh through the 1iterature we ave aot atle to{

find @ theory which will help us to bring motivation and:




The opposite is true with the need of movelty. If both necds.

 The miotivational situation is necessary but net sufﬁcieni;

- study several hypotheses which were depived from psycho-
analytic formlations of the creative personality, They

, pari:ic‘ula;r set :of distinguishing motives should be paetué :

are of the same intensity, they would interaeﬁ insuch a way

that the individual would try to combine oratt and innovamom

51,

cieatiﬁﬁy closer to each other. The only “t.;neoi.ﬁr which
tries to bridge ‘bhe g5p between crea:txnty ami mot:.vatzon
is %he one suggested by Maddi (1965) He chooses a

, plurala.stzc approach—»me theory, ad&ing tha.t ong ox a

1ated which would be the same fm: 41l creative 121&1?1&‘1313‘
Maddi gives us two motives; the need for qual:.ty ami 'hhe
need for novelty. He suggests t;hat tnexze needs nlus *bhe
eppropriate talents will lead to cxeativity. }Ie‘giées us
experjmen’cal data which seém ‘bo support the nevelty pron
auctlgm part of the theory. He also mees persistence as ong
of the most salisnt factors in the lives of ipgopla who have
consistently n*oduced creative acts. -

Meddi (1965) believes that if the reed for gual:.ty
is the dominznt one, and the need for mvelty weal;" a )henia. :

pergon wo,ﬂ.d tend towards crafimanship more than :mnova.tzon.

for creatlve production.

.

Lﬁnsterberg and Mussen; (1953) tned to sx:udy motxvatiox:

f?orrc:'eatlvﬁy from a different angle. They iattem’pted to.

belié’véd that the data »gupports the fpllgizing hypotheses:

*
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1) '!mo're artists 'Ehan other people have mtensegu:.lt :
feelings; | ‘ 7
2) wore artists 'bhanAof;hef peoplé ‘are ‘in‘bréyerb#;wiﬁlﬁv :
| & much Ticher imner 1ife ; |
3} - more artists thaa non-a:ctists are uuahle ox unwﬂlmg

to get along with their paxents.

They found no support for the followmg hypothese»

1) Non-artists are move Likely to show svert aggresswe o
tendencies; T ‘ s - PR R
2) appreciation of the product supplies‘basig nai;;is# o

sistic gratification for the artist, o EA
3\ i the ar{;:n.at interprets appreciat:.on as evidanee that L
othe:cs share his guilt. The hy‘_gotheszs Axx.gch ‘wa:s‘ o |
not derived from psychosnalytic i‘crmuiat"ionﬂ-‘ that |
more artisfs than non-artists show a need for L

creative self-expression - was supported.:

Myden (1959) chose 20 Sg from thé "top wark" of the arbs to .-

. form a highly creative g:r:oup; - The content a.nd fomal ana_ysis 7

of the Rorseharh ‘Buggested that the ereative group ﬁid use
;»rima:cy Process s:.gmﬁcan"‘ly more often than t]:;e non-

creative group. Myc.en assumes that the pwimaz:y precees is

integrated with the secondary process in the mg}gly c»rgat;,vg: ’

group and does mot come from anxiety. It wds regression Bob

- loss of ego x.ontrol that saemed to be par{: of the crentis?e

,',indlvidual. He found no sigﬂf:.cam difference in arad.evy

between the two groups and the c::aat 'Ye gnoup nsed

-
i

b




significaﬁtly’iess regxession than the ncn—cs:ceative group,
Myden (3.9591 a¥us fcund a significantly sironger sense of -
: psyehclogical Tolewin-life charactesistics in the highly
c:traa%i?e'g:baup. ; These pecple seem to be more "inner-
divested aud ot casily svayed by outeide react! .5 and
opinions® (p. 156). - |
' Golens (1961, 1962) viewed creativity as &

hypetheticﬂ eorwbrast,  Phrough this u.,ast*uct he a.‘btampte&
to demonsirate thad creatme prcducts ave ‘,y one segmernﬁ
| of the crestive behiaviour vin:’ ch becomes manifest when
individnaly actively interact with theix envirorment "8,.0’, a8
to experiense themr i‘ulles‘b pemep‘cual, cogm.tive, and
expressive potentizls®, For him the highly Yereative motive
wabject®  prefers stmuli and aﬂuatlons which allow :i‘o:c o
idioéyncratic,'ways of dealing with them. He tried ’ta p::ove
hig point emermentally, through the positive co"rela'biom
between the WF.PYI.‘ zod judged c:cem:ivrhy in several .fields in

the a:c"ks and sciences.

Maslow's (1959) description of "self-actuslizing"

oreativenses and Iiog,m:!‘a (1962} conditions wi-bhm she in-"
Mv,ﬁﬂal t‘nat e anpociated with 2 poﬁen‘ially crea"ive act
woe ey aimiiar. For these researchers openness to expar=- -
iﬁma in mave mpox:tant than premature conceptuallzatlon. |
#he focus is more on the .umer pezscn than on the opinion
of octhers. They ﬂusg’eat that the lndxvidualdesires ﬁzu
aahievem,nt oi his potentn.als through his intar:action vﬂ.ﬂ:
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.+ nis enviz ook, Prom (1959), Marphy (1947, 1958), b
© Mommey {14533, 1955h) thirk sbovt this sjib:;ect on gimiler
Lines, ”

Gelann {1963) in discussing motivational anfi ;,79"—‘

aonallty dmensmns in creativity, mentions two divergent via}p-
po:mts. One mses from the psychaenaly*&lc School which 'brea,ts
-—‘“'?creatmity as a sublimation of repressed or unaccepvable
inpulses. . The other r,ega.rds creativity as g emaggenﬁ _
prope,ri;yAwhich rﬁatures as the indtvidual é.i;temp‘bs to xeéliﬁe_f’
his Snlest potentials in his interaction with s enviroment®
(Golenn 1963, p. 554). | '
If we 1ook closer mto the study of the relaﬁmnshiy

between motivation and ¢.'eativity we note that mobivaﬁon,‘
although nscessery, is mot the prime ingredient of creativity.
 Fearly 211 tuman behaviour is notivated, tut oidy 2 V's?éz',yv- smali
portion of it can be called creabive. Howevez, We cannot

ignore the fact that creabivity too is motivated.

Field Indgmndnncembapendeme and Cx Greativﬁ:*" :
Experimenfal psy"hologn.s‘bs have &emons‘bra'bed an m—-

czeasing interest in the study of scogmt:.ve s‘&yles‘ One ‘
of the mosi systematlcally shudied dimensions in %his vxea f

personeAty Tesearch caw fs,.v;en done by Witkin and ms\ S
ates (H:ri;kln, et als, 19 54y 1962) in their investigatiéns
with ﬁem-aepenaent and fiaeldmindependen'& cogni*bive styles.
Witkin's interest ‘_n "S,bis personahty dimepsion sf;eﬂe&. 3
dnr;fng %he late Jﬁéﬂ*a m:’ch a study (1950) of Imw 2 person
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oriénfﬁcﬁ:ésx,himmlf in sﬁace. w‘.tm o'bse.:“w strikingly

"cons;s.stens 'nauhe:ma of .md:.v:naual perfomances whiuh 1ea

kL 'to mo:ce 'bha.n hrenw years of experimenta.l mvéstmgations

on 'L‘he pemonality»percephon xela’cionship, ancl demonatra‘bed
tha'b 'i;"xe ue:caon'a ne:ccep**ml per.formance is related consis‘aent-
ly' "&:o highly dmver de svoss of cogritive 11:f'e.

\eIJ:bkz.nw inves’cvgatn.on has been baSed a:lnioa'b excluaj:m-«f
~‘ ly upcm three perceptual baske: ‘uhe 'Body—Adausﬁmsnt »
_ Test' (BAT), the 'P.od—-and Frame 'I‘est' (RE‘D?, and i;he

aEnbedde&-—-’?‘igure !l‘est! (Em') Each of those experimental o :

_his

s

‘aituaﬁ;.ms requi'res -&hat tHe indrndual keep an i’hem
bady, a 1w:inous rod, a gcometrm desu.m) sepaxated fmn

the conuext of wh:i.cnv:{.'b i‘s a part, '.I'ha”c means 'bha.‘t: 'i;he

individual kes to deal 'tanalyﬁcany" wi, ‘ch. & ﬁeld ora

‘ oonfigura,tiom If the person was able Lo deal wi’bh. 'the
nfiela™. in an ana‘lytic fash:.on, ’co dn.ffem‘-*ntia,te objec;ts i‘mm

‘beadmg bachg:coun% then he vas labelled field-independent

) by Wi‘bkin If the :mdlwdua.l, on the other hax;d, could m‘k

L.eep an item separa"se fz:cam its context, ‘that 3.8 the' dominant
‘~organizatlon of the fielﬂ, Yo was &esigzat;e& as fie?lzi-

| ‘dependen'b.

Uitk:m ig (.\3" 2) :':i::s% studies danonstm‘t:ed. ‘«’:hat 'the -
kpereeptua.l ﬁ.ncﬁ:n,cmng of f:neld--indepﬁndence and field-v
dépendpnce m Tuman. “nemgs .’Ls xelatea 1n a. meaningml and
coherent fashioa 'Lo gxareru.f. and h:nghly diverse aapecta of
cagn,.“’i'fe z‘:mc \.*amng *.\fh:.*“h j...c;:uam tw ém*\,ional, im:ellm :

, ectual‘ éo.,j al, mot;vam ona.'!,, and oven the qef.‘ensi.ve lifa

k
Y




oi‘ ﬂ'he person. Until the pvesent tme uhere has surp‘ ing\y
been a.'lmos-h 10 resea:rch done relat:mg these moaes oi‘ onten-a
ta:bzon fo. creau‘mty (Bloomber 1%7, Wallach & Logan, J 965,
Kaci{inron, 1962a & by C*utchfield, et al., 195133
’- Wi*bkin (1954) discussas brieﬂy Irhe relatmnships between
field—dependence/iield-independence zand creafivi%y, ?m:l: d;aea
riot formulate any spec:.:f’:.c h;ypctheses abcm‘b tsxese reia.tinn‘
ships,  Needless to say he notes *bha.\x Wer{zheimer(l%‘p‘)
mentions a conceptual model which p:aov;dea poasible
' linkage be’kween these two modes of thir‘lang and crea‘bive
"bhinkmg‘ Wertheimer indicatecl tna‘c tl*e a‘b,xlity ‘bo "Imeak
up" and reorgamze ccnfs,gtuatmns in proﬁlem*'sdving taaks
could be ev;d noed in s:.tuations calling for c:ceat:.ve é.mpreas- : |
ion since "... pro?:lems thet call for a high aegree or i
cz:eativi'by sae alao :ceg,uire tha‘b the 'parta' be ﬂeyaxated
from the contexts in which they are embead(‘f “
into new relamionships" (p. 477);~

As already mentionea the posaibil:lty of arn f*xpemn-
mental interaction between fael&-:mdependencé and. c::eative
thinking has be{an almost cmpletely’ neglee'bedq It, is wall-'jlr
 mown that the orestive individuel sees end inteveots ws.tn

the world di fi‘erenﬁ{y from his non-crea,tivg connterpa.rt,

Wta aystema’ciu exam:matim of this different pafmephml i

' node has not ‘been eXperimentally taate&; Among atuﬂ,..og'

'whmh try to 1ook inta thiﬁ px-ohlem syatanatically, ’che
’ Vmoai; airect reaults mme fmm Spctts and Mackler (1967)

y ,\t«{
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L who :napor{: that f:ueld-—mch'—:;gemiemL percsons Wera consistently
jfmore crea.tive than f;xeld—&ependenb DEXEONS, Othprs '
(Biem., Rcaﬂuum, and Galinsky, 1958; Getzels and e
vaaJakson, 1962; and Ronse, 1963) mVestiga:hed this problem;» S
- with results tha.'b were rather mcom.lus:we. Bae::i et al.
(1958) and Rouse (1963) could find only vei'y wesk
~ktendenc1es in the z:ela.’cionsh,xp betwaen creativrby ami &
‘ fiela-independe’nce. Bloomberg (1967) belle’ves %hat the: :
failure to obtain more clear—cut i‘mdmgs was due to the % i
~choice of measures. These, four o.nvestiga'kiong éxhaust__ff,
the body of direct evidence. 'T‘heaz* fré@;entary studiee o
indicate that fieldsindependence is a ﬁeﬁéséa.fy'
condition for creativ;ty, and o‘b’he‘r emp;wical clues
(Witkin, 1962) of an mdirect nature auppor’u this .
‘assumpt.mn.

It appeazzs from {;h:.s researuhl that rielclmindependent
persons have several pnrsonalﬁ;y i‘w{:ors which can also be
found in ereative rorsons. Thia ﬁoea not mean tha:k all
ﬁel(‘-independeut persons are also creative. There are
also :factors of fiald~mdependenoe whicyh h.nder creative
pra&uectiom - Cmtch’ield (1961) assumos ‘that’ "analy'tﬁncal
‘pez:ceptzon is some%imes 't:he enemy of creative inaight.

, What may be needed ia a free spon“l:anemis look at thg
: phenananon, 4 cmldlike apprehension of wha.t is there,
attitude of what mav be »alled disc:ip Lined, naivete" Crea.tive

: 'pmdncﬁon doe'; not only involve the t,aak of dm:sectmg the r?.zzt

and- attempting to unra:vel Tts meming, but :Hz a»so im'm.ves

3

‘ the indivldu in the taak of :rela.zing and 1etting tna
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- fwhale px:o’m.em preceed. in the atrection it wants 't;aw “ﬁer s
'iwhﬂe the pro’b Lem nill receive its oim momen’cum and will axam
-\tue indlvidual to 8 soluf::.on, tut i‘b ean a}.sq; leaﬂ. him astz“ay- o
) ‘I.‘he:ce ame B mmbe:c of divergent theoriea which try tu

show th* natu.re of crea:hiviﬁy and how it is relatad. 1:0 field- :

: dependent and field-..ndepanden‘k ccgnitive stylea‘ 7 Haai; theoz‘ies g
believe that the creative indrvidue:!, ig intemelated with his

environment and t‘ha’c he has 2 sensuous or even ";iam:ing"

" "personal oncounter betWeen o'bher people and ather ub:)ei:ta.
Some psychologista, like Ad‘le:c (Ansbacher & Ans‘bacher, 1956),*
From (1959), Schachtel (1959), May (1959), Mackler &
Shontz (1965) and Werthemer (1945), s“bress tha.t tha o::ea'ti"va

person is highly sensitive to his envimmeut. He is npen :
- and gensitive to the activities of hi.a warld, and shows a |
need and camaoity %o mani:pule:be, xeorganim, :estmchz:ca and

integra'be divergent and even con'braaictory elementa of his
axperienceo
The emerimental ev dence portraya the ﬁeld-
denendﬁn* .nﬂ.‘x‘*ﬁ dual as & pez:son vho S8 very :cesponsive 'to
hig emﬁ:#onzﬁen&, B:e hes mﬂy @ .L'}mited awa,reneas of hia ow:i -
. inpulses and has difficulty in stmcturing hia m'e and -
‘ axpax:ience J.nto a meaningﬁ:l.nf organizacl pat*em or yut-whble

relauiamahi"p‘. ms a.nxieties arg easily increased azﬁ ha

needs zstmng ertemal sunport vmd reaasurance., Hie di ﬁeulty

“an hpm}ing newr a.mi urrma:l estuations Aimits his a.’bilﬁ..r to e
‘ba wrt m u ..z*ea*ﬁiw expe:}iemn, Va m‘Ba, tha:b +he fie’ld—

- L
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e his inner -experiences and the intemctmn of envimnnental

: - e’ventsf. “He may lack the "symbiot:.c openmaes" of h.is cmmﬁm:-,_ﬂlgiv

o this could be. that perhaps one mgredient about *t;he crea.tiwe* '

 this Weﬁ*éﬁ:&. I-b im asaumed that %he exeative peracn h&s e

' envircmmenﬁ, mt “that he is alsc “vmﬁimized“ 'by i*ﬁ. , ‘H&-'té : v
: ’nnabls to organiaa and inf:egra’ce hoth inne:.' and outar expe"-- Ry

) 3.6110("5 .

7 park, mt he hag. an amzaual capaoa.ty to "break up" eoncepts

B necessity for a creative encountc:c

o

El‘he field—iudeyendent person is seen a8 an ind:i.v:,dual',' i

who demonstra.tes g:ceater and more articulate& ammeness of

“gnd expericnces a.nd to :remould an& reccnsﬁt’. '!'e them in mw
vamiatiants an(l conf;gurations. Besides this, ‘shez .f.ield- }
independem individual shows the Is:md oi‘ autoaomy end f:zaedom ’. o

ﬁom sociefzal customs and restraints which cuuld he seen ash T

Viaualization a.ml Creativiﬁ v : : :
The attempts to explain and u.nderstand the creative -

process have not 'been conpletely successi\xl« , The reascn i‘o::

procesa has ’been neglécted. and. tha:l; 'l:he a,nswe:n mjght 1ie in o

o

inbérited or developec’t to a high degres 'of yerfection‘ the

abilit.r to msualize :Ln *bhe i‘ield in which he i creativm

- *E’?{e creative 1nﬁividua.1 mast mvozva himself m the &etaila

jjof tﬁa probilem for defining, classifying and clari:t’ying, m,' |

: 81:111 homs a detached e of the whole ;arohlem at timea

o fox oap?uring atﬁmhu‘bes of the entire yhanomenon tb.at ca.nnc\f:
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ba aissected ana i‘ar bs: nging beck intc i.‘ocu-.s &d m.ents wma
’ ffhave fomerly been ;neglected or emlnaims We have he;.c a.

' ",blending tage'bher of o functions, Anval mam& arﬂ "evammemf g

>~ Visualiza,tmn, which im'olves theze :t‘unct:.m:g, migh» ez‘n“wsm
why Baxne indiviwals *!me more ‘ereative ‘tha.n others,

The subject of visualiza’rmn during +he proceas of :
| creativity hes, with ‘the sxception of \v’allmp (1965), hoen
' ;coxnpletely ignored in the English sPeak:mg world.. Yfan Lemap

(1962, 1906a, :md 1Q66b), a Dun;chnan, sunmanres the Mouaaﬁ
7 con..em with visua...izat:.cm and gives us bis model of creat« .
dvity. ‘ , ,
o .Van Lennep (19663.) statea that the *bheoretical baak- ‘
gmand. to visuauzats on can be found in the F.cench htera‘hn:e
oen intelligenca, mvention and creats.vity 28 fdr back a8 309
fyears» The ernch authors a.lways looked upm vfeeualwai:

a8 higher i‘Om of intelligence ami they called it "ex:endné
) :de Ie‘esprii:" Van Lennep mentions tha:b ‘Pascal .msi La
Iio::hai‘oucmm {born 1613) éonsidered i'k the extension
| (liétendua) of the enlightemnent which proﬁuces a.lL the
effecta of jmgement, Ymvenargaes wrii;es 100 ;reaa:s 1atax-

: ‘a beauti *“u... pasﬂage which T quote in trﬁmslatiom

3f broad compcas of the mnd. T

- #4n aZ}&embi"acing mind cénstders ﬁhe phen'\mer.a in thezr
- mutual relutionships; it graspsnt o glwce 1l the
- bronckes rf things; it brings thom botk together in
‘their saurme and into w commen cenire; ¥ 4 subjects
“them to one and the same point of uview. Fmﬂlly, zi.
‘sheds lighy on large objects und ewer o vadt orea.
ne ccmld ilot have a.great jyenius without hauing an
all—-embmtu ng mind, but it w pwaz‘bl@ fnr one to have

(AN
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,and Van Lennep brings it into contact with craa’civity.

61,

an al.z-wzbraaing nind wt thaui hawng genivs, for' o

these are two distinct thinga, Cenius is active,

- fecund; vhe all~embracing mind very often confines

itself o speculation; it is cold, lazy and timid. - - S
Everyone knows that this qua. ity depends Just as SR Mg
much on the “heart!, which normally gives to the = . 0 i
mind its oun limits, and either shrinks it or ex~ =
pands lt, according to the scope which it gives
itaelf. There have aluoys been men who knaw-a

- great deal but had very mediocre minds, and con~

versgely, men with very vast minds but who knew
very little." (Van Lennep, 1966z, p.5).

W:i.t’n ‘an a..,l-embracing m.md, Vanvenaxgues, speaks

about’ wha,t Van Lennep and the mthor call visualization ;é’a"f_ et

The all-embracing or visualizing mind can on;y ’be pro-. S - :

ductive if 3t in. mnpo;'ted by m,.fficlent mertal energf &de in i

,co-detemined by an affeotive personala.ty(oy ”khe “heart“)

Another Frenchman, “Burloud (1948\. speaks a’os@u-‘a tha; SR

S &lls nambracing or visualizing mind through the following

quofation' S : F s

PIntelligence, we have said, Lo characteriszed
now by the power to embrace vast complexes at

- @ single glance of the mind, now by the degree
of pbstraction. Genius in our wview ia merely :
the highesit degree of intelligence, which it
exceeds, either by breadth of its vision, or by
ite capecity to discever the profoundest and e
most hidden relationships between things, which
make possible the most original synthesis.
Indeed, if one considers works of genius ’bhem—v
selves, one sees that they process commen = -

- characterisiics which are the very characte o
istics of inielligence s.order, untty in: va.mety, ’
breadth of viston or depth of abstraction. It - .
is herc that the creation of the ertist are meat .
akin to the conceptions of o man of learning o

@ great statesm::n." (Van Jeraﬂep, lgﬁé‘a,p b),,
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’V:.suala. atmn, or whatu?er “ams one might give to :it'., ‘i

' weans tha.{: as soon ag an :.n&,.n&nal is commtted to 1 fkive a S

E pro‘biem ox: to create or inven‘b a nevr or novel pmdnct,
idaa ox- Byetem of 1dea.s emerges in hls mlnd which will gm,de
h:tm towards a solutlun. This proceas holds w:.t:hin it; antmxn
pa‘bmg propertles. Goethe (1823) calls this prcm.zae
"s&cho;pi‘eriBch'a Vorelkenntms" (crea:blva pre»knowmdge).v
We ould also ca.'!.l :Lt "a syntheho antlcipatmn !}f canceptual
z.ela,is:.ons" (Van Leunc,p, 1966a.)

Van Lennep (1966a) believes that the gneater the
fvmualizmg capac:.ty of an individual ¥ the more cha.nces he
has of hitting on an anti cipa,tmg 1dea fhat will lead h.im to
a posiﬁve golution, While study:.ng ths gnaﬁ:.ng system of ‘
~art instructors at the Academy of Fine Arts in the Nethe::—»“, ;
lands, Van ‘iérmep (19663) noted that thle‘;upsaﬁisféf;ﬁoxyf:’ -y

produc-bs were these which, inetead of. shnwing 2 priﬁdipleg

pervaﬂmg throughout all the dei,ails, appeared tcr 'be a mex:»

collc—‘*ctlon of de*ails, pérhaps origmal in themselves, ’but

~not impregnated by & t::anscentiing idea through whmh ‘bha

part Lecomes a whole. Elhe superiorly rs,ued prcaducta

:cevealed 8 personal vigion pe*mea.ting every aetaal an.d.

ftramuendmg then, ‘“as cxiginaﬁng from a bird'a—eye viaw"

- Qlfm produats were considex*ed 't;he most original cnes aVen

Af s the themes were conven{;:mnﬂ. “
Van Lennep's (19660) mo&el of creative vzsualization

vis an "overall new gf a large rmber of uncom:ec'bed ciata

‘ vwhich often puca a acxen'bzﬁc (or nou—-scientific) thinker




’ in a posit:uon to f,onneet by & suclden flash ol mp.u:ation
B - those data which will pronée the solu'bion to a problem"

: Van Ixennep ela.uns *bha:t: this model is not omly favmu'able fo
: farther creative solutlons, it ie equany applz.cable tc
~the Bubjee'bs internal milieu as to the social “setting in
| \nthich the creabive md:.vidual l:wes. |

Van Lennep (1962) suggests that creatlvity sl

distinguisked i‘rcm what we normally call intell:zgence ‘and *Ehat N ’

the sbility to visualize e fers mastly to the a.‘bili{:y tc

#olve more or less abstract pmblems, theoretzcal or pramblcal, iy

without 'being onegelf necesaarily involved in the sz.tuatlon.
The creative person has to regamd hjmself in a degrea of de- L
tachmenfb even thgugh 'at the moment ke is personally,i and. s
| thus also emotionally involved. Wha& is impori:énfin ' 4 ‘
visualization is not identification, but its dppdsité;" deﬁaéﬁé ,
mend, and through this &etachnent we ga.in an overali piature |
of the situation in which we ourselves are pemt.wipating.
The ereative individual has to haVe the detachment fo visnahze' B
veverythmg in ite proper perspeative, especially ourselves and
the rom we play in a wholws Bet of given c:.rcumsta.nees on uhich: }
decisions have to be based, go that creative Pr;aquetion can |
iy oc’cz#',-' ' |
Velkup (1965) gives us evidenee that the. :gmueas of
‘ :visuaJ izaﬁion agplies to nmch more eovnplex fields. & mmber
’cf inventora were. 'visual,.zing extremely complm aituations
‘ H’hen their mevealiﬁg flash came to them. ?J.’he famng 7
'v:imanzaﬁon by Kelule led him to discover the benzeme ring,
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t}a:cmgh a vmion oi‘ A series oi' lmkmg atoms bzt:mg rtg : = L

%:ail .r.ize 2 smke. A similar vis:wn solved Mmhas~1 2

(Earaday'a problem, Albert Ems’aein thought out an@. sclve&

his pz:o'blems not in a 1a.ngu¢ge of wor&s ‘bat of mechanz"al

and symbolic mages’ « The : amous mathematmlan .}‘acq_uas
“Hagdzmard elaimed that he thought e:wi!.u'sivel:;lr in v1sua. :
'1:1 ctures. ‘These individuals did not realize +he 1miquenesa v 7
of vlsua.lma:bmn and assumed that all per.:ple had the capab-x v

ility to mampulate magﬂs.

Openness to Erperience and Creativity:-

%

The concept of the fameus German ghilosopher Max

Ry e

§ neler (1928) that mo&ern man as a syiz‘iﬁal and cx?éa{:ivéi

baing ie no longer subgecf; to the prmltlve a.rives but :is v

Yopen to the worlah coul& have influenced Schac}*tel. :

‘Openness %4z the world :is an mportanﬁ Yuman aﬁ:itude,

mportant ag cauxage is for the lmn tamer. Iir& openness

_to the world is ot all tha.t ia neede& for crea{:ive prod- : |
uc'bion, Just as courage alone does not make & good t:eachex:
or ,stra.teg‘ist. One of the focal points oﬁ,,Schthtei's'
(1959) thonght was that the "main motivation ab the oot

- of creative experience is men's need to rela.*e to the

world around him..." = Creativity is mt a‘ble '!:o i‘mwtion .

SR

'if man -is not open to experience. 7 ;
Openness o expemence was. alsc important fcr ‘

Barron [ 1963 a+ b) He mert:.ons 2 muber nf a’cudies which

ppor{: hia view that preferencc for complex 1ir\e drawings

Vr‘g. . L ' | . L
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:Ls asswmfed vrbh mdependence of ‘cnwght, apenness to
‘experience and other va.mables related 0 cﬁgx;:wity. '.Ehe
’noncreatwe person prefers smpler lme drawings.

Kellmer Pz:;.ngle and MeKenzie (1965) studied the relaﬁ:.xm-—

| ,BhlP between problem solvmng and rigidlty in w«: achools. s

'7 They fmmd no dliferences between -bha schools in mgidi%:ﬁ

. 'but found & relatlonship betwaen rigidity and zntelhgende, AL

) :pupils of more Llimited intelllgence showed a'. signifieanﬁly :
higher degree oi‘ rigadﬁ;y. :

‘Merryman (1967) set out %o detemine whether a

- aignificant :celat:.onshlp existed betwaen ogen-closednminded-w
rness, gingly and in combination with other seleoted \Wﬁ.&blgég‘
and, between creatbivity a.nd‘ thé dompoﬁent‘ér;;éa;s‘xvxresf‘of cnlteaﬁ%i v
iti. It was concluded 'bhat & s;gnii‘mant relationbhip diﬁ.
exist between open—clmsed—mndednesa and. the c.nteria of
originality, elaboratioﬁ, and cz:eativity; and tha:b onen—c’laséa-%f
mindedness, singly and in cembinaticn with seleeteei Ymables )
‘q,ould reduce the errar in pra&iution £or the fellowing
«cri‘&exion variablea: ﬁuemy, originality, elaba&?ai;ien sn&

; creatzw:by.

Cohen (1900) fauncl 'bhat creat:rve ‘pecple will e mre B

open o experience than vr.creatwe peopl& He 11896. art
i stu&enta who were judged ’by Hheiz teacher accoxdiug to
‘fﬁmr observed creativ:cby 1» ig very 'hempting. in view
of the elmsiveness cf 'l:he crea:bive ;px:ocess, %6 o'«.clude

frcm t}ns findmg, es well as ﬁm o‘bhax data alrea&;,« cite&

o
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‘,"that opemzess to expemence (open«muﬁeaness, i‘lexi‘bﬂity
" and tolerc.nce) is positively relai.ed to creativity.

It is clear, hovever, that c:cea,tive production :'m- |

volves eomething more than cpennee& to expenence. .!m open

e : beliei‘ system, :however cpen, ‘is not nec:ﬁeaa.mly a ‘bellef

f&ystram which will generata novel and wcn‘i;morhﬂe f@roducts; Ee-»
preser&mg ag it does a rhc riminaﬁing and’ x:ecept:.ve state
of mizzd,- 11; is :m an excellent position to recognize the -
'..reat.we pmcuctmns af abher people as creahve‘ bo:k is
not necessarily creatlva 1tself. We are s;»edkmg he:t:e onl"'
vabout cne condi'blon. wh:.ch is part of the creatzve pxocess.w
The creative ;person has certain behefs, some ;psy—-
chologists and social scientists tend to call thﬂ,—m ‘ra}.ues@-'
in what is important; which ixxv¢1vea c;rif;eria diffgj:sntv’in‘v‘
degree or kind from beliefs about i’zﬁpcrtancé»enfertainié& by -
less créativef pérsohs. These behefs a'bgu'b impox?ance guiﬂ&
the fomulation of questions and enable ‘bhe creative :mdinﬁax« '
al to discrminate between rela‘tively 3mportant and ::elative-
1‘3 trivial quesi:ions, some'bhing the less creative :[ndividnal

cannoi; ‘accomplish.

icadanic Ach. evammf; and Creativi tz :

- Many sf;mles have been unﬁertaken :ln an af;temlrb ‘ha
explﬁre the relatmns}up between c;cead;ivity and different
fkinds of achie'sr‘eme:rb.‘ The ternm "aoademic achievment" A

‘ c?ﬁz&ea 8o much the:t: it is diffwult to ﬁescnbe it ade-
qxiat‘ely. It ds quita clear that ﬁ: imlvee many diff@e.z%
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