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The purpose of this paper is to provide a Iramework for discussion
surrounding the current status of inguiry into creativity and innovation.
If progress is to be made in this area of study, we need a healthy discourse
regarding the meaning of the domain, its key questions and methods, as
well as the desired outcomes thig avea would provide, This paper will share
(a} some ol the historical developments and outcomes upon which this
area of study rests (h] some initiat frames nf reference within which the
domain of creativity and innovation may fall (c) and some theoretical and
practical discussion and assumptions relevant for practitipners. in short,
this paper will providc the rationale for the emerging discipline of creati-
vity and innovation.

Key words: definitions of creativity, historical approaches, level, degree,
development, creativity styles, creativity as a scientific discipline, trans-

disciplinarity

The increasing levels of competition
for shrinking globa! resources [and
for methods which increase the pro-
ductive outcomes from these resour-
ees), comhined with larger amounts
of complexity and change, foster the
importance of the emerging line of
work referred to as ,the study of
creativity”, What motivates those who
study this subject? What would ac-
tually be the object or purpose of
their study? Who would be involved
in studying creativity and what dis-
ciplinary or methodological expertise
should they hold? What would some
of the benefits be and how would
these be translated inte practical out-
comes? These are a few of the cen-

* This paper is drawn primarily from
an jovited paper ,The Study of Greativi-
ty: Outlook for an emerging discipline”
written for translation into JANUS: (Jour-
nal of the University of Sciences: Pecs,
Hungary) by the senior author, presented
at the American Association of Higher
Educetion meeting in Washington, D. C.
during a sesion om ,Creativity in Highler
Education”, an March 9, 1988,

tral questions for the field of creati-
vity and Innovation as it seeks lo
become an emerging discipline,

Some could argue that the study
of creativity began with the dawn of
civilization. However, most people
who have reviewed the status of de-
liberate and explicit research on the
topic of creativity within the United
States frequently peints to the presi-
dential address given to the American
Psychological Association by Guilford
(1850). He highlighted the neglect of
the study of creativity and encouraged
his colleagues to inquire into this
complex area of human behavior. Sin-
ce that time the literature which has
greatlvity and innovation as its pri-
mary focus has been expanding. Al-
though the field {s fairly young, crea-
tlvity research has been reviewed and
summarized on an international level
by various writers (Grgnhaug & Kaul-
mann, 1988; Isaksen, 1987; Raina,
1980; Steiln, 1974 & 1975; and Taylor
& Getzels, 1975). In summing up the
thirty-some year perspective, Treffin-
ger [1986) indicated that the topic
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has been and continues to be of con-
siderable interest to educators as well
as socfal and hehavioral scientists.

WHY 5TUDY CREATIVITY?

Before going into the historical de-
velopment of creativily research, it
may be useful to reflect on some basic
assumptions individuals would have
to make In order to pursue the study
of such a complex, abstract, or ,fuzzy”,
concept. If cne were viewing the area
uf creativity research from the rela-
tively well-defined territory of pre-
viously established disciplines, onc
might question a venture into such a
tenuous endeavor, Arieti [1976] pro-
vided support for the importance of
studying creativity by indicating:

Whether it is considered from the viewr-
point of its effects on society, or as one
of the expressions of the human spirit,
creativity stands oul as an activily o be
studied, cherished, cultivated [p. ix).

Despite Arieti’s assertion, there ap-
pears to he a widespread and natu-
ral resistance to studying a concept
like creativity. Some of this resistance
can actually stimulate productive in-
quiry. At times, however, this resis-
tance 1s caused by what we call the
mythology associated with creativity.
As in human history, people often re-
sort to mythus to explain that which
defies the nse of traditinmal tonls or
methceds of explanation. Let us exa-
mine some of the assumptions neces-
sary to deal with a few of these myths
about creativity.

Some would assert that creativity
is a mysterious phenomenon, one
which defies systematic analysis and
inquiry. Afterall, they may point out,
-1l have yet to see an acceptable,
widely-utilized definition of this con-
cept; how can you study something

which is' not clearly defined?® This
very tack of definitional consensus
emhbraces annther closely-related area
of resistance ito studylng creativity.
This related line of thinking suggests
that creativity is a. mystical concept
which is elusive, challenging explicit
or scientific study. Both of these as-

~seridons abput the qualities of creati-

vity are based upon a rather rigid
view of what a field must look like
in arder for valid scientific inquiry
to take place. Whether creativity
should or should not be studied need
not be based upon having a unitary,
pervasive and finite definition. Non
traditional lines of inquiry have often
contributed greatlty (o Lthe advance-
ment of science. As Kaplan (1964)
has indicated:

It is Iless important to draw a fine line
befwreen what is ,scientific” and what is
not than to cherish every opportunity for
seientific growth. There is no rpeed for
behavioral science to tighien ifs immigra-
tion laws against subversive aliens. Scien-
tific institution are nat so eqgsily over-
thrown [(p. 281

If one can put aside the debate re-
garding whether ar not creativity
should be studied, there is sufficient
literature and support for asking crea-
tivity-related questions and develaping
theories of creativity [(See: Hutsomn,
1981; Koestler, 1964; ERothenberg &
Hausman, 1976; and Taylor, 1976; for
example). .

Ancther major source of resistanc
to studying creativity is the belief
that creativity is a magical phenome-
non, This line of thinking holds that
only a few precious individuals have
had real creativily. The implication Is
that these gifted geniuses have heen
given a special gift (perhaps through
divine intervention] or have been pos-
sessed by a muse. Rather than attempt
to find out the nature of these or how
to nurture them in others, this myth
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promotes the bellef that it is more
productive to simply appreciate the
manifestations of genius. This line of
resistance would promote simply al-
lowing and enjoying the amazement
provided by the magic provided by the
lucky few, rather than conducting in-
quiry into the source of the wonder
or ‘surprise. The bellel behind this
myth is that too much inquiry or ap-
plication of science would ruln the
antfcipation and spontaneity assocla-
ted with creativity. In addition, those
who believe that creativity is magical
may promote the notion that it in-
volves trickery or sleight of hand,
rather than substance. A line of pro-
ductive inguiry which calls this myth
of magic into question is that of artl-
ficial intelligence and computerization
of scientific discovery. Simon [(1985)
rejents the idea that sparks of ge-
nius need to be present in order for
creativity to exist. He reported:

© As long as we refer to acts of croativity
with awe and emphasize their unjathom-
ability, we are unlikely 1o achieve an
understanding of their processes, And with-
out such on understanding of their pro-
cesses. And without such an understanding,
we are uniikely fo be able to provide
wsatle adpice as to how to encourage or
enhance them... Today we have a sub-
stantial body of empirical evidence about
the processes that people use io think and
to soloe problems, and evidence, as well,
that these some processes can gecount
Jor the thinking and problem solving that
is adjudged creative [p. 4).

A third area of oppnsition to study-
ing creativity comes -from the belief
that to be creative, vou must be mad,
weird or neurotic. Creatlvity is equa-
ted with pure novelty, which by defi-
nitlen, must be outside the realm of
whalt is acceptable, traditional or stan-
dard. As a result, that which Is creatl-
ve often threatens and disrupts estab-
lished systerns and traditional ways
‘0f thinking. Overemphasis on novelty

promotes the view that ereativity must
involve madness. Creative behavior Is
often seen as totally undiseciplined
and spontaneous. Although there is
literature and inquiry Into the rela-
tionship of psychological pathology
and high-level creatives, there are no
consistent trends or findings to sug-
gest thdat lo be creative pne must also
be mad. In fact, MacKinnon [1978)
affered the following summary of the
resedarch done at the Institute for
Personality Assessment and Research
at Berkeley:

The full and complete picturing of the
creative person will require many images,
But if, despite this caution, ong insists
on asking what most generally characle-
rizes the creative individual as he has
repealed himself in the Berkley studies,
it is his high level of effectine intelligen-
ce, his openness to experience, his freedom
from crippling restraints and impoverish-
ing inhibitions, his esthefic semsifivity, his
cognitive flexibility, his independence in
thought and action, his unguestioning
commitment fo creative endeavor, and his
unceasing striving for seolutions to the
ever mora difficult problems that he con-
stantly sets for Rimself [p. 186].

Annther source of resistance (v the
study of creativily Is the belief that
creativity involves only fun, cnjoyment
and merrymaking. Therefore, creati-
vity cannot involve anything of sub-
stance or hard work. Certainly nothing
resembling scientific inguiry cou'd be
applied to such a subject. In addition,
creativity is such a broad topic that
it is already contained within all the
traditional lines of inguiry. Of course,
it it is included, it is usually con the
fringe of any established discipline;
and those within these disciplines
who choose to pursue the sludy of
creativity can often be placed outside
the mainstream of support, recognition
o' acceptance.

Despite these sources of resistance
to the sludy of creativity, there has
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been a consistent growth of inquiry
Into thig complex and maulti-faceted
phenomenon, In analyzing the varlety
of approaches which have been un-
dertaken to understand creativity, it
is clear that at least four broad and
overlapping areas of Inquiry have e-
merged. These include understanding
and explaining [a) the characteristics
of the creative personality; [b] the
nature and stages of the creative pro-
cess; (c} the atiributes and precursars
of the creative product; and (d) the
nature of the creative environment or
situation. The rationale for the pursuit
of deliberate Inquiry Into creativity
comes from a wide varlety of sources
and perspectives ([Isaksen, 1988a;
Treffinger, Isaksen & Firestlen, 1983),
The following assertions form the ba-
sis of our rationale for studying crea-
tivity.

Creativity is definable

One of the most basic assumptions
underlying productive inguiry into the
complex and multi-faceted concept of
creativity Is that it is seen as a na-
tural human phenromenon. As such,
it is posible {and desireable] to study,
assess and develop creativity, Ralher
than having cne universal definition,
however, the field of creativity studies
has many from which to choose. Des-
pite the apparent confusion and con-
tradictions implied by many of the
definitions, there does appear to be
some agreement in a few of the basic
themes or strands. After reviewing
twenty-two definitions of creativity,
Welsch (1930) found significant le-
vels of agreement of the key attribu-
tes of these definltions. She proposed
the following delinition from her re-
view of the literature:

Creativity is the process of generating
unique products by transformation of exis-
titng products. These products, angibie

and Intangible, must be unique only to
the cremior, and must meet the criteria
o} purpose and value establisthed by the
creator (p. 97).

Of course, there are many other de-
finitions of creativity which research-
ers and practitioners use. The Center
for Creatlve Leadership studies the
managerial and organizational appli-
cations of creativity and innovation
and they use ,...creativity is novel
associations that are useful.” Isaksen
and Treffinger (1985) defined creati-
vity as making and communicating
meaningful new connections in order
to (a) think of many possibilities:
[h) think and experience in various
ways and use different points of view;
(c} think of new and unusual pussi-
bilities; and {(d] guide in generating
and selectiving alternatives.

There are many other definitional
approaches to creativity; most of
which are derived from some parti-
cular thegretical frame of reference
fsee: Treffinger, Isaksen & Firestien,
1983). It appears that most individuals
who attempt to assess creativity base
their work in entirely different or,
at times, unspecified, theoretical and
definitional approaches. Instead of
having a high degree of convergence
on the assessment methodologies, the-
re is an array which varies in theoreti-
cal grounding as well as in quality
of technique. In reviewing the current
status of creativity assessment, Tref-
finger [1987) indicated:

The progress that has been made iIn
recent years has principally enabled us
to De more systematlc in understanding,
deseribing, and ealegorizing our theories
and definitions, rather than achieving any
unifieation around a single theory or de-
finitlon. This progress has helped us to
address more specifically the implications
and concerns of theory and definition jor
creadioity assessment, Ij we have not
solved the problem yet, of least we are
better Informed about ifs nature and scope
and betier prepared to analyge our meo-
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surement decisions and their consequen-
ces. In view of the diversity of theorles
and definitions still conjronting the re-
segaroher, i is searcely surprising thaf
there are many options and few univer-
sals in the area of creativity assessment
{p. 107).

There appears to be a variety ol de-
finitions, theories and assessment ap-
proaches for the fleld of creativity.
There is also mounting evidence that
creativily is a complex of human at-
tribules which can be effected by de-
liberate efforts [ Amabile, 1987; Parnes,
1987; and Torrance, 1987},

Creativity is imporfant

The investigatlon of creativity can
help shed light on some of the most
challenging aspects of behavioral
science and human existence. There
are challenges within many facets of
sociely to which an lmmediate or sin-
gle correct response cannot be found.
The increasing complexity of life and
demand for new sclutions to old or
continuing problems call for a more
creative type of thinking. Many of
these challenges are of the utmost
importance because they deal with our
survival. Not only is creativity impaor-
tant for our survival as a human race,
it can also help us betier understand
how the individeal can develop to hig-
her levels of productivity and satis-
faction. As the historian Toynbee
(1964} pointed oput, To give a fair
chance to potential creativity is a
matter of life and death for any so-
ciety (p. 4).

Humankind must learn to make new
and useful adaptations to the emerg-
ing challenges in our global enwviron-
ment; success or failure in this learn-
ing will result in cultural advance-
ment or international annthilation
(Botkin, Elmandjra & Malitza, 1978].
Not only are the results of this type

of Iearning important, the process in-
dividuals engage in is also healthy,
Maslow [1058] described this when
he stated:

Self-actualizing creafiveness is hard
te defing bercause sumetimes it seems (o
be synonomous with health ifsel]. And
since self-actualization of health must
ultimately be defined as the coming to
pass of the fullest hurnanness, or as the
LBeing” of the person, It s as if self-ae-
tealizing creativity were almost synony-
mous with or a sine qua non aspect of ...
essential humanness [p. 94).

The dynamic nature of knowledge:
Change

The increasing accumulation of fae-
tual information makes the compre-
hensive awareness of what is known
more difficult, if not totally impossib-
le. Develuping and increasing our
awareness of creativity helps to exa-
mine the imaginative and productive
applications of knowledge, The focus
is more upon the dynamic process of
knowing and less on static recall and
reproductlon of data. In this way,
creativity buitds on knowledge be-
cause all creativity occurs in some
context. For example, it would be very
unlikely that a chemist would be ad-
judged creative without some basic
(perhaps thornugh] understanding of
the field of chemistry. Basic know-
ledge may be a necessary condition for
creativity, but not a sufficient condi-
tion. The creativity researcher may
view the imaginative and meaningful
application of knowledge as more im-
portant {n explaining creatlvity. Ro-
gers [1958) provided & succinet ra-
tionale for creativity research In re-
Iation to the nature of knowledge
which, although nearly thirty years
old, seems currently relevant:

In a time when knowledge, construetive
and destructive, is advancing by the most
incredible leaps and bounds Into a fan-
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tastic atomic age, genuinely creative adap-
tation seems fo represent the only possi-
bility that man can keep abreast of the
kaliedoscopic change in his world... con-
seguently, it would seem to me that in-
vestigations of the process o] creativity,
the conditions wnder which this pracess
veeurs, and the ways in which ? may be
faczhtared are the utmost of !mpormnce
(p. 70).

The need jor transferable skills

From all sectors of our society
there are calls for students, teachers,
employees, managers, citizens, and
leaders who know how to think criti-
cally and creatively. Since it Is im-
possible to accurately predict what
knowledge or information will be ne-
eded in the long-range future, it is
important to focus on the develop-
ment of skills which help individuals
become more adaptable to new and
changing circumstances. The ability
and facility of using knowledge are
more generalizable and more widely
applicable than memorization and re-
call of data, Skills and abilities are
more permanent and related to the
process of solving problems, Focusing
on the development of creative pro-
blem-solving skills can have short and
long-term impact on dealing more ef-
fectively with challenges and oppor-
tunities, Further support for this fo-
cus is provided by those concerned
with what the future will demand
from our educational system. For ex-
ample, Combs (1981]) Indicated:

An educational system unable to predict
the knowledge or behaviors demanded by
the Juture will have fo concentrate insiead
ornt producing persons able fo solve prob-
lems. thai- cannot presently be foreseen.
Tomorrow’s citizens must be effective
problem-solvers, persons alble fo make
good choices, to create solutions on the
spoi, That is previsely what mre!lfgence
is all about fp. 3601

This thrust is not legitimized solely

for the educational systems and the

schools. It is an increasingly impor-
tant focus for nrganizations and ma-
nagers [Drucker, 1983).

It is not omnly Important, but also
gquite possible to study creativity.
What have been the major approaches
o understanding creativity? What di-
mensions and methodologies have
been explored? The following section
will deal with these guestions.

HOW HAS CREATIVITY BEEN
STUDIED?

Given the diversity of theories and
definitions, there have been various
approaches 1o the study of creativity.
Exploration into this topin has often
been categarized Into four broad, over-
lapping and interwining strands [Hall-
man, 1981; Rhodes, 1961; and Welsh,
1973}. These broad categories have
included: the study of the characteris-
ties of the creative person; the stages
of the creative process Including the
methods and techniques as  well
as their teachability; the characte-
ristlcs of the creative product or out-
come; and the nature of the environ-
ment which is conductive to creativity.

It is rare that anyone would attempt
to study the person, without simulta-
neously considerlng the environment
that person is in, a3 well as the pro-
duct or outcome of the creative pro-
cess in which the person was angaged.
Although the four categorles are uni-
quely identifiable academically, ope-
rationally and functionally all four
are always present. One of the basic
values of these categories is that they
serve as useful urganizers of creativity
literature and research,

Aside from these four basic catego-
ries of definition, theory and literatu-
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re, there has been a rather pervasive
approach to the investigation of crea-
tivity, Generally, this approach can
be referred to as a focus on ,level®
of creativity, The Ifollowing section
of this paper will provide more detail
on this approach. Other approaches
have included the development of
creative abllity and, more recently,
a focus on the styles of creativity.

One of the factors contributing to
the complexity of the study of creati-
vity is the interdisciplinary nature of
the concepi. No single discipline can
legitimately claim to have exclusive
rights to the study of creativity, Crea-
tivity research is found in the arts as
well as in the sciences. In addition,
within the disciplines there are many
possible contexts within which to stu-
dy creativity {Isaksen, Stein, Hills &
Gryskiewicz, 1884). Creativity has been
studied in managerial, business and
industrial areas; in disciplines such
as engineering mathematics, philoso-
phy, physics and English. There is
also a vast collection of literature on
the educational implications of crea-
tivity.

Much of the research on creativity
over the past forty vears has heen
produced through the efforts of va-
rious centers. These centers are spread
across the United &States and have
emerged on an international hasis. The
University of Scuthern California pro-
vided the home for Guilford's work.
The Institute of Personality Assess-
ment and Research is housad at the
University of California’s Berkeley
Campus. Van de Ven is studying inno-
vation processes at the Strategic Ma-
nagement Research Center at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota. Other, more ap-
plied, centers are located at the Cen-
ter for Studies in Creativity (State
Universlty College at Buifalo), the
Center for Creative Leadership (Gre-

ensboro, North Carolina] and the Tor-
rance Center for Creative Studies [at
the University of Genrgia). There are
also many centers In countries such
as the United Kingdom, Norway, Swe-
den, The Netherlands, and West Ger-
many. :

Early approaches: Genius, giffedness
and originality

The early historical perspective for
creativity research focused on identi-
fication of creative talent in people.
This search was primarily carried out
by psycholngists concerned with iden-
tifying {ndividual differences in peop-
le. For example, Willerman {1979] in-
dicated that:

Perhaps there are no more fascinating
subjecis in the study of Ruman individual
differances than those who represent the:
highest extremes on measures of achie-
pement. Their extraordinary accomplish-
ments earn for them a place in the pages
of history, to be admired and repvered.
For want of a betfer term, we shall call
such individuwls geniuses {p. 3211

One of (he eariiest {o inquire into
the nature of genius was Galton (18603
who attempted to understand the he-
reditary determination of creative per-
formances. This early focus on genius
and eminance provided the bias of
examining high levels of creativity in
people. Not only was the bias on high
levels or degrees of performance, but
the evaluatlon was done by others.
Thus, the high degree of creativily
needed to be socially or culturally
LJeonferred”. Willerman [1979) indi-
cated:

While many have regarded genius as
egmerging either from divine inspiration
or from madness, there is liifle or no
evidence to support either proposition. In
any ease, the determination of genius i§
usually based on the consensus of acknow-
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ledged experts in the appropriate field
(p. 336).

The early search for genius and the
belief that these few gifted indtviduals
were touched by God, possessed by a
muse, or mad, established a situation
which was unproduclive at best for
the fleld of creativity research. The
focus on the highest levels of human
accomplishment and creativity may
have asslsted investigators reaching
agreement on who to study, but it
created a separation between the ,ge-
niuses® and the ,masses”.

Fnllowing the early interest in iden-
tifylng thoese of excepticnal creative
talent and productivity, psychologists
concerned with identification of indt-
vidual differences turned their atten-
tion to the testing of intelligence. The
search for measures of intelligence
was related to the examination of cha-
racteristics that prepare some indivi-
duals for higher levels of performan-
ce. This line of Investigation provided
very little attention to issues of crea-
tivity.

For example, the early tests of in-
telligence were aimed at predicting
academic achievement. This type ol
achlevement did not seem to rely upon
self-initiated ideas, especially when
the focus was on evalnation of clas-
sroom achievement. Therefore, the se-
lectlon of abilities to be measured in
many intelligence scales omitted those
espectally relevant to creative po-
tential. In describing the selection of
abilities for the first revision of the
Binent-scale, Guilford (1967) reported
the following incidental result in a
faulty experiment:

Terman {1906) hed administered to two
extreme groups {of seven each, out of
S00 subjects whe had been ranked jor
brightness versus dullness by their teach-
ersj a set of experimental tests, one of
which he recognized as a test of ingenuity.
The ingenuity test jatled to discriminate
the extreme groups, bt all the other tests

were successful in doing so. Thus, over
the years, tests of oreative qualities have
been almost nonexistent in Intelligence
scailes (p. 4).

Getzels (1987) described the history
of the systemalic {nvestigation of crea-
tivity a5 ¢ecuring in three overlapping
periods. He explained that each period
had a dominant [not exclusive] focus;
starting with genius, followed by gif-
tedness and moving on to originality.
He indicated that creativity research
has its contemporary history in the
work of Galton [18893.

During the Interuening more than hund-
red years, the inguiry shifted from the
study of genius defined, as Galton had,
by recognized achicvement to the study
of giftedness defined, as Terman [i925]
had, by performance on ar intelligence,
test, and jrom the study of giftedness to
the study of originality, or more broadiy
creativity proper defined by a wide range
of eriterig including recognized achieve-
ment and a varicty of mental fesis [p. BS).

The move from viewing giftedness
as a function of 10 to investigating
creativity as measured hy divergent
thinking and originality is document-
ed by the literature recgarding the
creativity-intelligence distinction [ Get-
zels & jackson, 1962; Torrance, 1960].
It is clearly beyond ihe scope of this
paper to thoromghly review the crea-
tivity-intelligence distinction. It s,
however, important to recognize that
this early separation of the constructs
af intelligence and creativity promul-
gated much inquiry into the nature of
their relationship and confounded an
already confnssing situation. This
schism will be revisited when we
explore the developmental aspects of
creativity.

In terms of creativity research, the
focus on level or degree was ilrmly
established as the mainstream of in-
quiry. Guilford’s address (1950) pro-
vides an enlightening example of this
emphasis:
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In s narrow sense, creativity refers to
the abilities that are most characteristic
_of creative people. Creative abllities de-
Termine whether the tndividual has the
power to exhiblt cregtive behavior to a
nateworthy degree. ... A creaflve paitern
is manifest in creatlve behavior, whieh in-
«cludes such activities as inventing, design-
ing, contriving, composing, and planning.
People who exhibit these types of beha-
vlor to a4 marked degree are recognized
28 being creative {p. 444). [Emphasis
mine).

This emphasis on level was preva-
Tlent in the work of many creativity
Tesearchers. MacKinnon's work (1978)
on identifying characteristics of crea-
tive architects provides an example.
In describing a few of the detsails and
rationale for his study he reported:

It should be clear that any aftempt to
discover the distinguishing traits of crea-
tive persons can succeed only im so far
a3 some group of qualified experts can
agree upon wha are the more and who
are the less rcreative workers in a given
Held of endeavor. In our study of archi-
tects, we began by asking a panel of
experts-five professors af architecture,
each working Independently io nomina-
1e the 40 most cregiipe architects In the
Inited States (p. 58]

The result of MacKinnon's reouest
was the development of a list of 86
architects, 64 of whom were invited
to participate in the study. Eleven
editors of major architectural journals
were asked to rate the creativity of
these &4. The forty nominated archi-
tects wha actually participated in the
study were also asked to rate the
creativity of the 64 Invited subjects
[including themselves}. The editors’
Tating carrelated +.88 with the ratings
of the architects, supporting the as-
sumption that agreement about the re-
lative creativeness of Individual mem-
bers of a speciflc growp Is possible.
This type of agreement was essential
for an effective study of the traits of
creative indlviduals. Thus, the focus
on high levels or degeees of creativity

seemed to be a major thrust for those
who formed the early dellberate psy-
chological reseéarch on this topic.

Early development and focus on le-
vel or degree of creativity provided
the creativity researcher with a num-
ber of advantages. Having a socially-
determined and consensus-based ap-
proach to -idemntifying behaviors and
characteristics of high creatives pro-
vided easier agreement on the ques-
tion of ,Who is creative?” There may
be other advantages to this approach
aside from agreement on sampling.
For example, it may be imporiant to
better understand some of the speci-
fic characteristics of the highly crea-
tive for those who wish to understand
the qualities for historical, descriptive,
or developmental reasons.

The development of creativity

4 related line of creativity research,
which focused on deliberate develop-
ment of creativity, seemed lo be ba-
sed on a different orientation. This
orientation rejected the notion that
there was only one kind of creativi-
ty that which Is associated with great
tangible achievements. For example,
Maslow [1968] differentiated between
special talent creativeness and self-
actualizing creativeness. The latter
type was described as being more wi-
despread and ,...the universal heri-
tage of every human being (p. 136)“.
This orientatian sugegsted that crea-
tivity was something that could be
nurtured. Thus, a line uf research de-
veloped to investigate this point of
view.

It may appear that orlentation to
creativity as a widely-distributed cha-
racteristic was separate from the le-
vel orientation of those concerned
with traits of the highly creative.
However, those concerned with deve-
lopment of creative abilities were ac-
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teally attempting to.measure the im-
pact on level or degree of creativity.
Parnes and Noller (18723 & b) design-
ed a two-year program . to enhance
the creativity of college students, They
hypothesized that those students com-
pleting a four-semester sequence of
creative studies courses wounld perform
significantly better than control-group
students. on: measures of creative ap-
plication. of academic subject matter;
non-academic areas calling for crea-
tive performance; personality factors
associated with creativity; and select-
ed tests of mental ability and pro-
blem solving. The most comprehensive
reporting of the results of this line
of research are reported in Torrance
(1586. & 1987a) and Parnes {1987).
Clearly, those concerned with the de-
velopment of creativity in individuals
were attempting to increase levels or
degrees of creatlve performance. They
do so throngh programs designed to
increase the likelihood and delibera-
teness of the manifestation of creati-
ve behavior. They teach specific me-
thods and technigues and provide for
the practice and transfer of these tools
to other areas of work. Those who
plan creativity development programs
are deliberate about their planning
efforts and may chose to weave these
skills into existing curricular areas, or
they may provide them as a distinct
area of focus (Isaksen & Parnes,
19858). '

Some of the criticism surrounding
this research (see Mansfield, Busse
and Krepelka, 1878, for example] rai-
ses question about research methodo-
logy, test validity and the general
construct of creativity. Rather impres-
sive explanativns have been provided
by Teorrance & Presbury (1984) and
other researchers who indicate crite-
ria of sueccesg can go far beyond tests
ol ideational fluency. This is especial-
ly important in light of the limitations

of level approaches mentivned above,
The focus on a particular subset of
the larger nomological - network of
creative ability, such as the ideation-
al pr assoclative fhrency variable, has
been the subject of widespread con-
cern. Simply measuring an individual’s
abllity to generate a large number of
ideas did not appear to be a sufficient
overall measure of creative ability.
This type of concern is illustrated by
those who examined the relatlonship
between measures of fluency and its
relationship to intelligence tests [see,
for example: Willlams & Fleming,
1669; and Wallach, 1971) and other
variables such as test instructions and
response time (Van Mondfrans, Feld-
hugen, Treffinger & Ferris, 197i). To
counter some of the reservations on
the validity of the testing issues, there
is an emerging set of data to support
the long-term predictive validity of
some of the lests of creatlve perfor-
mance which are based on fluency,
flexibility amd originality measures
fTorrance & Wu, 1981; Torrance,
198701,

In critiguing the creativity-intelli-
genee distinction, Wallach (1971) men-
tioned the importance of understand-
ing that although ideational! producti-
vity may predict a range of non-aca-
demic accomplishments, the presence
or absence of creative attainments de-
pends i many other considerations
besides the fluency factor. He was
very critical of those who {reat cor-
relates of ideatinnal fluency as if they
were correlates of creative attainments
themselves., He accounted for (his
misuse by indicating ,... [t)the temp-
tation arises because administering the
test is easier in most instances than
finding out about the behavior [p.
173." In relation to creativity deve-
lopment programs which only focus
on Inereasing a person’s level of idea-
tional fluency, Wallach rejected the
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idea that these programs actually make
people more creative. If  programs
are to be designed to enhance creatl-
vity, then he suggested training ar-
rangements that make a person more
competent at ‘creative attainments
themselves (such as writing novels
well, excellence in actipg, etc.), In
short, Wallach stressed that learning
about what covarles with creativity
differences forces us.io consider cor-
relates -of creative -attainmenis them-
_selves, In summing his position on the
creativity-intelligence distinction, Wal-
lach (1971) reported that the tradion-
al measures of intellective skills ap-
pear to he very limited in thelr ability
to prediclt non-academic achievements
frequently referred to as creativity,
talent and Innovation. He stated:

We may conclude, then, that within the
upper part o} the intellective skills range
intelligence tesi scores and grades on
standard acedemic subject matter are not
effective signs as to who will manifest
the strongest creative atiainments in non-
academic contexts. Empirical documenta-
tlon of this relative unpredictability of
creativity criteria from inteliective skills
data suggests a separation between these
twa realms genuinely exists [p. 30).

Those conceroed with the develop-
ment of individual creative capacities
have been working in a domain which
includes guestlons regarding the re-
lationship of creativity and intelligen-
ce variables, Some have argued .that
-our conception of human intelligence
needs to be hroader [Gardner, 1985;
and Guilfard, 1977). Some have found
important new avenues of Inguiry
from their initial researches into the
creativity-intelligence distinction (Get-
zels, 1987). Others suggest a return to
a simpler state of affairs in which we
should take a restrictive or reduction-
ist viewpoint. Whatever the orienta-
tion, it 1s Imporiant to understand that
those interested in creativity research
will very often also be concerned with

the ability to deliberately. develop
creativity-relevant skills and abllities.
In this regard, it seems.that we can
do sorhething to deliberately improve
the skills of creative problem solving.
Rose and Lin [1984), in concluding a
report of their meta analysis ol crea-
tivity training effects, reported:

The overall resulls of this meta-analysis
suggest that training doees affect creatiity.
While it seems obvious to state thaet train-
ing end practice develop skills the ob-
vious often needs to be stated. Creafive
thinking Is af once a skill that can be
developed fhrough varicus feaching me-
thodologies and an Innate ability that

. eome individuals have in greater abun-

dence than others. This dual nature of
creativity is not a contrediction of human
development but an affirmation of the
flexibility and malability of individual po-
tential. Through education and training
the innate creative thinking aebility ol in-
divtduals can be stimulated and nourished
[p. 22).

Those concerned with development
of creative abilities and skills endorse
the view that individuals have vartous
levels of creative potential. Within
the limits of these levels, individuals
may acquire and learn to use methods
and techniques which increase the
likelihood of manifesting that poten-
tial [Gowan, Khatena & Torrance,
1981; Guilford, 1986). In a sense, they
are not spo much teaching creativity
as they are developing and practining
skills which help individuals to use
the creativity they have. :

Level of creativity has heen a tra-
ditional focus of interest for those
involved in creativity research and
the development of creative ahilities
and skills. An essential issue for this
line of work has been how broadly or
narrowly the researcher conceives
éreativity. Rothenberg and Hausmahn
(1976} asserted:

1} ereativity is conceiped as equivualent
to the broad and general gualities of
spontanetty and openness, then we may
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center our inguiry on creatinity in eve-
ryone. 1j, on the other hand, creativity
is concelved as requiring radical chdnge,
productive of far-reaching new value, then
we should confine our study to special
talent or genius {p. B).

Sryle of Creativity

An entirely different perspective for
creativity research breaks away from
the focus on level or degree. Instead
of focusing on how mich creativity
a person has or fo what degree a
product is creative, the focus in upon
how a persan shows his or her creati-
vity. This approach has been referred
to as examining an individual’s crea-
tivity style (Kirton, £987}. At the core
of this approach is the concept of
cognitive style. The study of cogniti-
ve styles is a subset of the discipline
of cognitive psychology, which focu-
ses on examining individual differen-
ces. As Hayes (1978} indicated:

Cognitive psychology is a modem—-ap—
proach to the study of the processes by
which people come to understand the
world, such processes as memory, learning,
comprehending language, problem solving,
and creatipity. Cognitive psyohology has
been influenced by developments in Iin-
guistics, computer science, and, of course,
by earlier work in philosophy and psy-
chology (p. 1).

Within the field of cognitive psy-
chology, there is considerable interest
and effort belng focused on the issue
of cognitive styles. Goldsteln and
Blackman [1878) discussed the nature
of cognitive styles aand provided the
following definition:

Cognitive style s a hypothetical con-
struct that has been developed to explain
the process of medlation befween stimuli
and responses. The term cognitive style
refers to the characteristic ways in which
individuals ronceptually organize the en-
pirconment (p 2}.

There is a diversity of definitions,
theories, constructs and instrumenta-
tion of cognitive styles. Despite the
lack of clarity, a few trends are dis-
cernible. For example, nearly a1l these
constructs of style seem to differen-
tlate style from ability. As Kougan
(1978) reported:

... it may prope helpful fo distinguish
cognitive styles from the more general
ability domain, Whereas the latter is con-
eceorned with level of performance — high
{ur accurate} at one extreme and low {or
inaceourate) at the other — rcognitive sty-
les are purported to deal with the manner
in which individuats aerguire, store, re-
trieve, and transform informeation (p. 109].

The separation of level from style
may be a result ol basic dilferences
in the historical development of mea-
surement methods for each approach.
For example, abilities generally tend
to be unipolar traits while styles are
bipotar, Abilities are narrower in scope
and are measured in terms of le-
vel of performance. Abilties have their
roots in mental test theory or maodels
of human intelligence and have heen
closely aligned with educational ap-
plications. Messick [1978) reported
that psychologists concerned with abi-
litles have generally developed instru-
ments for use wilh large groups in
school settings through the use of
paper and pencil tests. As a result,
ahility measures appear more concern-
ed with correctness or accuracy of
response and level of overall achieve-
ment, In contrast, styles arc measured
by degree of manner of performance.
Cognitive styles have their roois in
the study of perception and person-
ality. These concepts are more closely
tied with the laboratory or clinie,
Psycholngists concerned with measur-
Ing cognitive siyles have frequently
used clinical tools or laboratory ap-
paratus typically deriving scores from
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individual administration. As a vesult,
cognitive style measures often ...
emphasize process of responding as
revealed through mulilple part scores
which Irequently include indexes of

speed and latency (Messick, 1976, p. -

10).%

Although there may appear to be a
clear distinction drawn between level
or abillty and cognitive style, the se-
paration may not be as sharp as some
would suggest, Some stylistic dimen-
slons may be related to ahbility do-
mains in both conception and measu-
rement. Kougan [1973) attempted to
classify degrees of difference and
overlap between cognitive styles and
abilMties, He classified cognitive styles
into three broad types. The first type
included those styles, like field inde-
pendence versus field dependence
[Witkin, 1977), for which assessment
is based on accuracy versus inaccura-
cy of performance. This type of style
is closely related to the ability or
Ievel domain. The second type of cog-
nitive style, like cognitive complexity
[Bieri, 1961), is not derived through
accuracy of performance provides a
continuum upon which a values dis-
tinction 1s imposed. A greater value
is placed on the one, more valued,
end of the dimensicen for this type
of style. The third type oi style is
reported to be the most purely sty-
listlc. No correctness of performance
or value judgement is placed upon the
kinds of results obtained. An example
of this third type is ,breadth of ca-
tegorization (Pettigrew, 18858]%. It
would appear that some cognitive sty-
les will he more closely related to
ability, thos level and degree, appro-
aches while others could be referred
to as more ,pure” measures of style.
Of course, a number of theoretical ap-
proaches may have a mixed set of re-
lationships. Not only can styles vary

on the distinctlons mentioned above,
but also in terms of the particular in-
formation-processing operations the
style is emphasizing and the relative
level of pervasiveness or generalily
the style may possess.

There is an increasing Interest In
researching relationships between
creativity and cognitive style. Blocom-
berg (1967) examlined creativiiy's re-
latinnship to field independence-de-
pendence. Del Gaudio [1976) investi-
gated creativity’s relationship to psy-
chological differentation and mobili-
ty. Gundlach and Gesell [1874] also
studied creativity’s relationship 1o psy-
chological differentiation. Other re-
searchers have Investigated the rela-
tionship hetween problem finding,
creativity and cognitive style [Ariiey,
Van Horn, Friedrich & Carroll, 198C].
After reviewing much of the available
literature on this area, Messick [1878)
indicated that:

in the realm ¢f creativity, there is an
intimate intertwining of abilities and Cog-
nitive styles and other stylistic dimensions
that share some of the features of both,
suggesting that distinetlons in this area
are labile and boundaories premeable [p.
11].

The senior author’s interest in the
relatlonship between cognitive slyles
and creativity stems from experience
and research relating to the Creative
Studies Project (Parnes & Noller, 1873
& 1974). This project studied the ef-
fects of a two year creativity develap-
ment program on a variety of lovel-
oriented variables. A few of the abi-
lities with which the study was con-
cerned included: the ability tg cope
with reai-life situational tests includ-
ing the generation and evaluation of
ideas; applyilng creative abilities in

- gpecial tests in English courses; per-

formance on the semantic and beha-
vioral half of Guilford’s S0I model;-
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and a range of other wvarlables. The
program was very successful In im-
pacting many of the variables measu-
red {Khatena & Parnes, 1974; Parnes
& Noller, 1972a & 1972b; Reese, Par-
nes, Treffinger & Kaltsounis, 1976;
and Rose & Lin, 1984). In general,
the program was able to impact the
abilities or level of creativity of the
experimental subjects. There were,
however, some findings which sug-
gested a relationship of the program
to style of creativity as well as to
level of creativity.

Although the two-year program was
very successful for the experimental
subjects who stayed with the entire
program ,there were some subjects
who chose to drop out of the program,.
Experimental and control subjects who
stayed with the program were com-
parable on nearly all the perscnality
assessments conducted. There were
some interesting findings regarding
those experiments and rnontrals who
dropped out. They possessed charac-
tericstlcs that were more direct to-
wards deviancy or culiurally disap-
proved behavior; in closer contact
with their primary processes; freer,
more impulsive; more lkely to drop
out of college; and less responsible
and more anxlous. Drop-outs seemed
to be more Interested in artistic forms
of creativity and left the program be-
cause of disappolntment with the na-
ture of the course. Implications and
more extensive desctiption of the fin-
dings of the drop-ouis are reported
extensively in Parnes & MNoller [1973].

The authors described- a possible
explanation for the ,drop out pheno-
menon® by describing two very diffe-
rent types of people. They used the
terms ,lines and ,squiggles” in much
the same way Juster (1963) does in
his book The Dot and the ILine. The
line is described as being straight, ri-
g2id, disciplined, responsible, seeking

the ability to benrd or twist, angd to
become more free and open. The up-
posing type of person, the squiggle,
is described as undisciplined, unrnly,
wild, wnconventionzl, ariginal, and
uninhibited. In Juster's story, the squig-
gle loses ont to the line who has
learned to merge his innate freedom
and spontanelty with his self-discipli-
ne and responsibility. The drop-ouis
seemed {o more like the sguiggles;
the stay-ins seemed to be more like
the lines. The Creative Studies Pro-
gram seemed better suited tn the needs
of the lines, The program’s emphasis
was oh learning and applying many
divergent tcehniques of creative pro-

‘blém solving. Perhaps the squiggles

had zlready mastered these skills and
needed some assistance wilh conver-
gent techniques. The lines were very
likely to have been able to recognize
the impact of the learning in broaden-
ing thelr repertoire of skills and abi-
lities.

It is interesting tu note the slmila-
rities between the descriptions provi-
ded for lines and squiggles and the
descriptions of the adaptor and inno-
vator [(Kirton, 1878). The similariiy
of these descriptivns provided support
for the use of the KAI in studying
the cognitive styles of students in the
Creative Siudies Program.

With this in mind, we began work
on the Cognitive Styles Project at the
Center for Studies in Creativity as a
follow-up to a component of the Crea-
tive Studies Project. The purpose of
the Congnitive Styles Project is to exa-
mine the relationships between the
cognitive style of the student and his/
her preferences and abilities in lear-
ning and applying the skills of crea-
tive problem solving {CPS5]). Early
work focused on prepdring a course
text which would respond to the ap-

.parent imbalance in favor of divergent

technigues. The new texi provided an
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open format and inclieded much more
emphasis -on convergent methods and
techniques [Isaksen & ‘Trelfinger,
19853]. The next step was tao sec if a
more direct measure of style would
provide an indication of student prefe-
rence in learning and applying CPs.

Zilewicy [1986) found that students
of different styles reporled major dif-
ferences in how they learned and ap-
plicd CPS methnds and technigues.
He used Gregore's [1982] measure of
style and found that ondergraduate
students i creative studies classes
whose scores an the Style Delincator
showed a clear difference fn the way
they perceived and ordered informa-
ticn alsn showed clear differences in
the way they prefered tuo generate
and evaluate ideas, work with groups,
and carry out planps of action. In
short, he found that individuals with
different engnitive styles repaorted that
they have different strengths and
weaknesses onn varipus components
of the creztive prohlem-solving pro-
CESS.

The next major phase of the project
was tn examine available instrument-
ation to see which assessment device
would he most Iruitful for use In the
instructionally-oriented researcl pro-
gram. The projecl involved the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator [Myers & Me-
Caully, 1985], The KAIL {Kirtopn, 19767,
and the Style Delineator [Gregore,
1982). The Slyle Delineator was drop-
ped duce to its inadequate psychometric
properties [Toniak & Isoksen, 1985,
and Scwall, 1886). The two remaining
instruments are still heing included
in the data-base of the project. Current
work involves determining the beha-
vioral predictability of the instrument-
ation to specific methods, techniques,
and stages of CPS.

Fur example, Puccio {(1887) found
that scores on the KAI were able to
digcriminate fluency and originality

nf problem statements generated by
studénts when solving a real task pro-
vided from the railroad industry. in
examining the effect of style and
flueney on the orviginality of problem
statementts, he found that fluency ac-
counted [or most of the variance in
the predicted behavior. Questiong are
now being raised regarding the actual
gqualitative aftrihules of the measure
of origipality employed in the study.
Current research at the Center [ocu-
ses on the examination of guaalitative
differences in specific creative pri-
hlem-snlving behaviors., Work is alsi
underway to develop lastrumentation
to assist ingdividuals 0 obtaining in-
formation about their orientation to
the process methods and tecliniques;
as well as examining the relatinnship
ol style and level of creativity [Isak-
sen & Puccin, T988).

The fulure lasks of lhe Cognitive
Styles Project at the Center include
continning 1he collection «f data ve-
garding student styles and performan-
e on g variety of behavinrs relevant
to the instruction program; heing bet-
ter able to target specific technigues
to particulay types of people L s0e-
eific tasks; being able lo provide bet-
ter informatinn on the prelerences of
certain types of students Tor certain
techniques; and to enable students (o
he more flexible by lucnsing na un-
derstanding the valuc of learning aad
applying technigues that may nut fit
their preferrcd style.

Should if be possible to clearly and
consistently  differantiate level from
sfyle of creativity,. there are maiy
productive possibilities for those in-
terested in underslanding the naore
of creativity. There wonld alsn he -
purtant implicaiions for those seeking
to develop creativily in others, This
differentiation may be applicd to more
than personality. For example, perhaps
products could be gualitatively exa-
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mined and found to lean in a parti-
cular stylistic direction. This kind of
examination could also be applicable
to environments. Environments could

be assessed to determine if there are-

stylistic preferences to certaln per-
sons, products or process methedolo-
gies.

IS CREATIVITY A DISCIPLINE?

As the review provided above sug-
gests, creativitly has been researched
from a variety of perspectives. How-
ever, the question vet to be examined
is: Can the subject of creativity be
called a discipline? Is creativity me-
rely a topic which has interdisciplina-
1y implications and applications? s
there reason to believe the claim of
Magyari-Beck [1985) that there is suf-
ficient rationale to found an emerging
discipline called creatology?

The answers 1o these questions de-
pend upon what is meant by the word
»discipiine® and on the criteria for
applying such a word to a fleld of
Inquiry. There are no simple approach-
es to this task, but progress in this
area is important to better struciure
the future of creativily research,

Let us first turn attention to the
word ,discipline”. There are many dif-
ferent definitions of this word. Ge-
nearally, a discipline is a way of mak-
ing discoveries or generalizations
within a particular domain or way of
knowing (Passow, 1962). King and
Brownell {1966) indicated that:

Each discipline, af any time in history
...1s best deseribed as a community of
discpyrse, a company of persons maving
in modest disarray loward {s own goal.
There have been and are now many such
companies, more all the time. We aifempt
to institutionalize them iIn schools, colie-
ges and universities (p. 62),

A discipline has also been seen as a
defined ‘area of study; a nelwork of

facts, writings, and other works of
scholars associated with the Tfleld;
and the Individuals sharing a commaon
intellectnal commitment [King &
Brownell, 1966). A discipline has a
particular domain providing the sub-
ject matter for the field. A discipline
alsg has methods or rules for conduc-

ting inguiry in order toc make sense

of knowledge and add to it. The re-
sults of having a domain and metho-
dology is that a discipline alse has
a history or a tradition. Finally, ,The
distingnishing mark of any discipline
is that the knowledge which compri-
ses it is instructive — that it is pecu-
liarly suited for teaching and learning
(Thenix, 1982, p. 58}.° '

PHILOSOPHICAL AND {URRICULAR
CONSIDERATIONS

If we wish to teach and learn ef-
fectively within any area of inquiry,
we must define our boundaries, iden-
tify basic assumptions and develop ex-
plicit guideiines for sharing knowled-
ge. Such a course of action is initially
a philosophical task, but is alsoc a
curricular one, Zais [1976] notes that
wphilosophy and curriculum in a very
real sense are variant approaches to
the same problem. Roth are concerned
with cenfral question: What can man
(or woman] become?* [p. 106).

If creativity studics is io become a
discipline, the decision-making pro-
cess that structures it must be con-
cerned with the philosophical catego-
ries of ontology {the nature of its
reality], epistomology {(the nature of
its knowledge) and axiology {the na-
ture of its value}.

Ontology

From a philescphical standpoint on-
tology is concerned with the question
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~What is real?" Given the profusion
of definltions of creativity, it would
appeér that scholars in the field could
benefit from asking this question and
examining as carefully as possiblé.
Untll we ascribe parameters to our
own area of ingiiry, we cannot ex-
pect others to apply creativity studies
in useful and. meaningful ways. In
spite of our progress toward under-
standing and verifying contructs of
creativity, they will remain unfriendly
toc a majority of individuals, groups,
and organizations unless the onology
of the field is mades more explict.

The nature of reality in the [field
of creativity studles does not demand
nor does it praductively need, a sing-
le unifaceted definition, but it does
need deliberate, explicit inquiry into
the meaning of its diverse language
and appreaches, Until we clarify the
language we wuse and the meaning
we ascribe to that language, we will
be redundantly asking and answering
- the questions What s creativity? Is
it real? Does it exist tn the same way
as the things it appears to represent?
How can we tell?

Epistomology

Directly related to the philosophic-
al category of ontology is epistomo-
logy — the nature of knowledge and
the nature of knowing. Epistomology
asks the guestions What is true? How
do we recognize truth? How are we
aware that we know something?

Zais [1876) reminds us of the clas-
sic philosophical position that cur de-
termination of what is true is basical-
1y derived from our fundamental belief
about what is real. He further notes
that we should expect to find certain
ways of knowing assoclated with par-
tlcular ontologles and that those ways
of knowing are nelther discrete nor

exclusive to any single way of view-
ing reality,

Zals describes three historical per-
spectives whose sources of reality ori-
ginate from world views that are [&)
other-worldly, spiritual, platonic; {b]
earth-centered, involving the physical
universe and its workings; and {c]
Ruman-ceniered, experieniial, process
criented. He further summarizes ways
of knowing related io these perspec-
tlves as

1. Knowing by Insight with ne em-

pirical basis;

2. Knowing by authority;

3. Knowing by uncovering through

the senses or perceptinns;

4, Knowing by intersubjective wveri-

fication or common sense;

5. Knowing by logic; and

6. Xnowing by constructing.

The caution notwithstanding that
ways of knowing are nelther discrete
nor exclusive to any single view of
reality, 1t is clear that in regard to
creativity studies our epistomolagical -
household is not yet in order. Again,
the issue Is not one of a single truth
but of a deliberate examination of
what those who know by aunthority
hold to be true. What areas of inquiry
shonld serious scholars of creativity
pursue? Why? And how?

Future directions in creativity re-
scarch will continue to be convoluted
until we identify and examine basic
assumnptions arpund our current know-
ledge uf creativity. Without more cla-
rity arcund ocur own epistomology we
run the risk of faking annther twenty
years to dispel the opposing mytho-
logies that either everything is crea-
tive or nothing is creative.

Axiology

A third philosophical category con-
cerns values. Axiology addresses the

‘question What 15 good, preferable, or -
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desirable? Our values are central in- of these values is should be a collegial

fluences in guiding the decislons and
choices we make in any endeavor.
These choices are traditionally viewed
as efther ethical or aesthetic, Ethics
refers to decisions and choices we
make that are considered right/wrong
or good/bad. Aesthetics refers to choi-
ces about beauty and enjoyment {Zais,
1978).

MacKinnon {1978) broaches ethical
and aesthetic concerns in his descrip-
tion of criteria for determining a crea-
tive product. He describes them as
optimal criteria for making decisions
about creative products that have a
high level of impact on society and
culture.

Futurist educatars, [Cornish, 1977;
Henchley & Yates, 1974; Kaufiman,
1976, Toffler, 1%70; Torrance, 1977;
Whaley, 1984), in encouraging the
need for alternative ways of forming
tomorrow's reality, include creative
process skills as essential elements
in their philesophy and curricular con-
siderations. They provide an explicit
values perspective by training people
to examine the consequences of pro-
bable, passible, and preferred futures,
They further encourage learners to
develop and cencretize their preferred
futures and to direct their choices and
decision toward these stated values.

Given the current status of Interest
in and demand for creatllvily studies,
clarity about standards and practices
for scholars and practitioners is im-
perative. Guidelines for ethical heha-
vior snch as those described by the
American Psychological Association
are helpful, but they do not fully ad-
dress the needs of our feld. Indivi-
duals concerned with the future of
creativity studies are heginning to ad-
dress axiological Issues (Isaksen,
1989], but the questions of what va-
lues are shared and what a reasonahle
commitment {u the spirit and intent

task. As with our ontology and episto-
mology the goal is not to develop a
unilateral values system, but to provi-
de parameters and guidelines for fu-
ture action thal accurately reflect the
rcality and knowledge base of those
who choose to identify themselves as
researchers and practitiopners in our
ftield.

POTENTIAL CRITERIA FOR DISCIPLI-
NARY EXCELLENCE

It is clear that the fleld of creativity
studies has a variety of instructive
implicalions. One area of application
is the learning of creative problem
solving {CPS). For example, indivi-
duals or groups can learn some basic
divergent and convergent CPS techni-
ques, The technigues can initially be
taught and learned outside of any con-
text or be woven into a particular
subject matter the student is learn-
ing. [Generally, they are introduced
outside of context.} Then the techni-
gues are linked together to form a
process. This process experience can
take on three different, hut related,
componential aspects: formulating and
stating the problem; generating ideas
and optlons; and evaluating and put-
ting the ideas into actlon. Individuals
oI groups can learn how to string the
techniques together within the three
major componcots of CPS as well as
to use the qualities of the six major
stages and the dynamic bhalance of
divergence and convergence [Isaksen,
i988). They can also learn about a
variety of dynamics to consider when
using CPS [Tsaksen, 1988h]. The out-
come of this type of learning is the
application of CP3 on real challenges
and opportunities needmg a mew and
useful approach..

In examining the disciplines as cur-
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riculum content, Phenix (1962} pointed
out a well-known dualism that exists
between methods of professicnal
scholarsh!p or research and methods
of instruction. This dualism has a long
history and appears to be currently
pervasive in our thinking about the
curricnlum [ASCD, 1985]). This divi-
sion provides two very different per-
spectfves on the question of the mea-
ning of a discipline. On the one hand
academic scholars pride themselves
on their erudition and have llitle re-
gard for the teaching and sharing of

this knowledge. On the other hand, -

professional educators pursue the pro-
blems of teaching and learning with
litile regard for the standards of ri-
gorous scholarship. Phenix [1962) sug-
gests that this duallsm is destructive
io both scholarship and education and
asserts that we need to focus on the
essential meaning of a discipline as
a body of insiructive knowledge. He
also provides three fundamental fea-
tures which measure the degree and
quality of any discipline. These In-
clude [a] analytic simplification; [b]
synthetic coordination; and (c) dyna-
mism. )

Analytic stmplification

The primary test of the value of
any discipline is how well it simplifies
understanding, The criterion of ana-
lytic simplification is built on the
vlew of a discipline as a conceptual
system within which to gather a large
group of cognitive elements, This con-
ceptual system provides a common
framework of ideas. It is clear that
ihe [leld of creatlvity siudles has a
wide array of thecries, models and
techniques from which to draw. The
critical aspect of analytic simplifica-
tion 1s that there be some coherence
and agreement among these theories
in order to provide some degree of

clarification for the field. The profu-
sion of perspectives and theoretical
approaches regarding creativity cur-
rently provides the creativity scholar
with some degree of confusion. The
field appears ready for some sorting
and discrimination, as well as some
basic classification.

Synthetic roordination

This criterion rests upaon the view
of a discipline as a conceptual struc-
ture whose function is to reveal signi-
ficant patterns and relationships. Thus
a discipline can he viewed as a syn-
thetic structure of concepts made pos-
sible by discriminating similarities
through analysis. These concepts are
not isclated but are seen in their in-
terconnections and relationships.
Through synthetic coordination, a dis-
cipline 1s a community of concepts.

The field of creatlvity studies is
currently undergoing mmuch of this
type of ingquiry and work. For example,
Welsch [1980) was able to review the
definitions of creativity of over twen-
ty major researchers and identify so-
me commen threads of meaning. Rho-
des [1961) provided an early analy-
sis of the common elements of the
literature. More collected works &re
now available from which researchers
can draw [Sternberg, 1988}. Improve-
ment on this eriterlon would mean
much less reinventing some of the
basic research questions which have
already been well examined.

Dynamism

This criterion provides a view of a
discipling as a living body of know-
ledge, containing within itself the
principle of growth. The concepts
within a discipline go beyond simpli-
fication and coordination, they invite
further analysis and synthesis. It is
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on this criterion that the field of crea-
tlvity studies clearly does well. There
is a growing body of literature as
well as en increasing number of
scholars and journals within which
to share research, The opportunity to
begin important international net-
works is currently increasing the dy-
namism of the field [(Colemont, Grg-
holt, Rickards and Smeekes, 1938].

If one holds to a very strict defint-
tion of discipline, hased on these cri-
teria, 1t may be fair to refer to crea-
tivity studies as an emerging discipli-
ne. An alternative is to see creativity
studies as a multidisciplinary or in-
terdisclplinary topic. If a multidisci-
plinary topic, then creativity would
simply involve several disciplines each
of which would offer its own perspec-
tive on the nature and the nurture of
creativity. Integrativon would be left
to the siudent. If seen a3 an inter-
discipiinary topic, creativity would at-
tempt to integrate the contributions
of several disciplines in order to dis-
cover the relationships among these
disciplines,

However, the study of creativity
and its nurturance might he viewed
as a transdisciplinary issue. In review-
ing the definition of interdisciplinary
stndies, Meeth (1878) provided the fol-
lowing view of transdisciplinary pro-
Erams:

The  highes? level of integrated study
{s transdisciplinary, which is not of the
discipline at all. Transdisciplinary means
beyond the disciplines. Whereas Interdis-
ciplinary programs start with the discipli-
ne, transdisciplinary programs start whh
the issue or problem and, through the
processes of problem solving, bring to bear
the knowledge of those disciplines that
contribites to a solution or resolution
{p. 10].

One of the advantages to viewing
creativity from a transdisciplinary
viewpoints is that a wide range of

disciplinary perspectives may be sur-
veyed for relevant informatinon and
concepts. In fact, although much of
the literature in the United States co-
mes from a psychological research
tradition, it is clear that many nother
dlsciplines have something to offer
the i{ield of creativity studies. Such
disciplines and economics, sociology,
philosophy, anthropology, history and
others, have much fo offer this emerg-
ing lne of inguiry. This becomes even
more clear after examining the crea-
tology matrix put forth by Magyari-
Beck (1983). This matrix provides for
the study of creativity at a variety of
levels including cultural, organization-
al, small group and interpersonal. Ma-
ny disciplines can be viewed as po-
tentially productive from this perspec-
tive.

THE QUTLOOK

The general outlook for this emer-
ging field is guite optimistic. This is
true, not only for the reasons of
change, competition and complexity,
but because there are promising de-
velopments in the area of manage-
ment and educatioch which point to
the need and promise for this kind of
study. The need to revise cur schooling
to teach thinking skills, learning skills
and other higher-order cognitive ahbili-
ties is gaining in popularity and In
substance [Resnick, 1987). In writing
of the new academic frontiar of crea-
tive and innovative management, Koz-
meisky (1984 reported:

The thesis of thls paper is that the uni-
versity af tomorrow must get prepured
fo research and tearh creatine and inno-
vative management s a pew discipline
that reguires understanding and imple-
mentation of solutions to generalized as
well as specific problems of society
[p. 3).
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The assertion that .the field of ma-
nagement studies needs to include
study and application of our knowled-
ge of creativity and Innovation is sup-

perted by - Prucker (198%], Kuhn
(1986), ljiri and Kuhn [1988), and
others.

The cutlook for the future develop-
ments of creativity Tesearch and stu-
dy depends on the figld’s ability to
respond to the deficiencies identified
within the criteria mentloned by Phe-
.hix, In the broadest possible sense,
there is sufficient rationale for believ-

ing that the field of creativity studies -

offers an instructive body of know-
ledge. This may be a transdisciplinary
body of knowledge, but there do ap-
pear to he some hasic assumptions
tpon which to view the instructiveness
of this emerging field,

The aunthors offer the following as-
sumptions to open a dialogue on the
potentlal of creativity as an emerging
discipline,

1. Creativity involves human growlh
and is therefore a component of lUi-
ving. Learning and teaching about and
for creativity is nnt merely a supple-
mental o7 preparatory activity separa-
te from life and everyday experiences.

2. The diverse nature of creativity
is positive. Understanding, developing
and using this diversity is a strength
rather than a weakness,

3. Subject matter provides the raw
material for learning but adds value
only when put to use in relevant and
meaningful ways; transfer and appli-
cation of learning are creative out-
comes as well. '

4. Learning and teaching about and
for creativity allows individuals to
dévelop process skills that will enable
them to acquire and use data necessa-
ry for a variety of tasks. Acquiring
these skills allows learners to more

efiectlvely deal with unknown or un-
predictable events and challenges.-

5. What is relative, meaningful and
useful to learners varies according to
each individual’s background, expe-
rience, slyle and needs.-

B. The learner’s needs and involve-
ment provide the initial purpose and
motivation for creative learning; de-
veloping an awareness and under-
standing of those needs is important.

7. Personally meaningful learning
involves interaction and effective com-
municatinn with others. Creative learn-
ing takes place within a wvariety of
contexts and under a wvariety of con-
ditions. Conditions that premote open
exchange and acceptance of ideas fos-
ter positive Interaction,

2. The delibherate learning and {fea-
ching of a problem-solving process
has long-range importance for an in-
dividual's creative growth; solutions
to problems may have immediate be-
nefit but these outcomes are the re-
sults of a productive interaction among
person, process and environment,

3. In adition to learning and teach-
ing, it is possible and important te
document the impact, effect and va-
lue of creativity. Methodologies for
such inquiry should be diverse, com-
prehensive and appropriate to the mul-
tifaceted nature of the fleld.

These assumptions point to a few
of the instuctional implications for
some of what is known within the
field of creativity studics.

This paper has outlined a rationale
for studying creativity; the historical
approaches to thils study; and some
discussion regarding the current status
of work in this area. Inguiring into
the status of creativity studies as a
discipline makes it necessary to ex-
plicate some beliefs and assumptions
regarding the nature of knowledge as
well as indicating a few of the in-
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structional implications of creativity.
The future of this field of inquiry de-
pends greatly on our ability to face
the recurring dialectic of theory vs.
practice and to expand the boundaries
of our community of discourse to im-
prove ity guality and relevance.
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