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Introduction

The study of creativity has been extremely popular since
1950 when J. P. Guilford made the observation that the topic
was being virtually ignored.

As the number of books, articles and research studies
have 1increased, the amount of confusion about the nature of
creativity has increased correspondingly.

There are many possible explanations as to why confusion
about creativity exists and this paper merely offers one such
possibllity. A careful review of the llterature of creativity
reveals that many writers tend to employ what may be termed
dualistic thinking. Dualistic thilnking refers to a tendency
to confuse conceptual lnquiry with factual 1inquiry; that is,
to attempt to separate in fact those things whiceh may be sen-
arated In thought. We may make a "dlstlnction in thourght® he-
tween a process and 1its product, between a proup and the mem-
bers of a group, between words and meaning and between numbers
and numerals, but these things cannot be separated in fact.

The 1llterature of creativity invariably poses and dis-
cusses the questions: Is creativity a process or a product?
Is creativity a consclous or an unconscious process? Is in-
telligence related to creativity? What are the relations of
the creative individual and his environment? How 1s society
opposed to the creative individual?

It has been observed that questions of this type often
lead to dualistic thinking which then becomes a source of
misinterpretation and confusion about creativity.

The purpose of thils study was to locate some of the ma-
Jor areas of confusion in the current literature of creativ-
ity and to show how dualistic thinking had contributed to
its development.
Process and Product

The word "creation" 1is highly subject to what 1is known
as the process-product ambiguity. It can be used to denote
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either the activity of bringing something into being, or it
can stand for the result of that activity--that whichils cre-

ated. The word "creativity" is also amblpuous and 1is some-
times used to refer to the act of creating and sometimes to
the result of that act. Because of this difficulty, many

writers have asked the question, "Is creativity a process or
a product.”

Carpenter (3) and Anderson (1) assert that in creativity
the product is often confused with the process and that 1in
the past creativity as product has been siven greater atten-
tion. A review of the literature does reveal that the use of
products as the criterlon of creatlvity is often encountered
in studles produced in technological and industrial settings.
Other writers such as Stein (14), Romers (13) and Lasswell (9)
emphasize product in thelr very definition of creativity.

There are those, however, who say that this approach
to creativity 1s undesirable and their conflicting opinions
sometimes lead to rather severe criticlsm. Torrance (16),
for example, says that viewing creativity as product is an
obstacle 1in valuing-the concept 1tself. Others say that a
stress on products leads to a disregard of the person who
displays creative potential.

Thus two diverse and often antagonistic approaches to
creatlvity have been identified. The shift in emphasis from
product to process when writing of creativity opens the way
for dualistic thinking. Process and product often become two
different events, separate in nature, with nodegree of over-
lap or continuity.

There are many undesirable educational practices which
may result from dualistic thinking about process and product.
The teacher becomes confused about what criterion she should
employ in recognizine creative ablility. If creativity is a
product, the teacher may turn full attentlion to the visible
outpourings of a student and less to what processes lead to
them. On the other hand, 1if the emphasis in creativity is
placed entirely upon the process, the teacher may concentrate
wholly on the student's mental processes and pay little at-
tention to the results of these processes. In the 1latter
case how does the teacher recosnize or identify those 1ideas
which could be considered creative?

The question of whether creativity is a process or a
product would never have to be asked If creativity were
viewed as a continuous whole, including both the act of
creatings and the resulting products of that act. Dualistic
thin<ing could be eliminatec if creativity was seen as the

ol




deliberate instituting of connections between what 1is donre
(process) and its consequences {(product). To ienore onc or
the other will result in the destruction of fruitful thourhi.

Intelligence and Creativity

In the period prior to 1950, creativity was commonly
1linked to intelligence. The highly intellirment person was
thought to be highly creative and vice versa. It was also
common to identify intelligence and the intellleence qguotient
as having the same meaning. But durine the 1940's and 1950's
several studies were produced which stated that 1intellect
was amultidimensional affair and that the ablllitles that ap-
peared to be components of creativity, although still part
of intellect, were not being measured by I1.0. tests.

After the introduction of Getzels and Jacksen's study
entitled Creativity and Intellimence (6), it was renerally
concluded by most researchers that I.Q. and creativity were
different dimensions of intellect. These findings socn led
many writers and readers of the literature of creativity to
the conclusion that intelligence and creativity were differ-
ent, separate, and independent. As a result of this distinc-
tion, many were led to belleve that among the general popu-
lation onemight locate some individuals who were intelliment
and some who were creative, but seldom could cone flnd an in-
dividual who was both creative and intellipent.

According to Elliot Eisner (5), the work of Getzels and
Jackson and others has led to the view that Intelligence and
creativity are "mutually exclusive." Much of the current
literature now states that creativity is different from ei-
ther learning or intelligence, cr that creative and Iinteliec-
tual capacities are totally independent. One writer has even
gone as far as to distingulsh creativity from the thinking
process 1itself (12).

This distinction or separation that has now been drawn
between intelligence and creativity leads to another type of
duallstic thinking. When the works of Thurston (15),
Gullford (8) and Getzels and Jackson are analyzed, 1t is
found that they donot draw a line between intellect and cre-
atlvity but rather between traits that may be subsumed under
the term "creativlity" and those such as verbal fluency, per-
ception of spatlal relationships, etc., which have tradition-
ally been measured by tests.

Although much of the dualistic thinking which separates

Intelligence and creativity arises from semantic confusion,
it has led to some rather dubious educational practices. For
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example many teachers now 1gnore or deny the merits of the
most commonly used I.0. tests on the grounds that those who
gcore hipghly will not be creative. Others may bepgin to lav-
ish more attention upon elther what they consider the intel-
lirent child or what they consider the creative child. The
choice depends upon which concept 1s valued more by the
teacher. With the separation of intelligence and creativity
slso comes the separation of knowledpe and creativity. Since
the ability torecall answers depends greatly upon the learn-
in- of subject matter, and this ability has long been viewed
55 an Lndicator of intellipence, then teachers must present
subject matter 1n order tofoster intelllpence. But the stud-
ies of creativity have indicated that recalling answers is
ot  necessarily s mood indication of creative ability.,
“us the learninc of subject matter may not be important in
producing creative thinking. Thus 1f intelligence and crea-
tivity are two separate factors which are independent of one
annther the teacher 1s placed 1inaailemma. Will she teach
subject matter and thereby produce "intelllpent” children,
or will she avoid teachinr subjJect matter and thus produce
creative children.

"his typc of unnecessary question may be avolded when
creatlvity  is viewed as a part of the intellectuzl process
which interqacts and is continuous with intellectual abllities
as o whole. This may be done partly with the elimination of
the carelesz use of the terms "intelligence" and '"intelll-
rence guotient.” Common 1.0. measures may be shown not to
include creative abilities, but this does not mean that cre-
ative abilities may operate independently of the total pro-
cess of  intellect whieh includes those tralts measured by
T.D, tests,

The Consclious and the Unconscious

“lany well-known writers have emphasized the role of the
subconsclous, preconsclous or unconsclous mind in the crea-
tive nrocess. Anderson (1) says the unconscious is a "place”
where one's "self may zo for orotection against the hostile

world. Much of the literature of creatlvity says that it is
in this "place™ that creatlive ideas are born and it 1s here
that those ideas  "incubate” and strive to escape into con-

scliousness.

To many writers, the conscious and unconsclous are in-
tricate structures wlithin the mind which may operate inde-
nendently. Creative 1deas have their origins in some sort
of varue, undefined emotional turmoll or chaotic muddle of
ideas existin~ in the unconscious. The conscious mind 1is
recarded as a rerulatory asgency which interprets and makes
meaninocful these ideas of the unconscious,
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Some descriptions of the intcractions that take place
between the conscious and unconscious 1indicate that these
two "structures" are often at odds with one another. Saslow
likens the relationship between the two to a kind of "ecivii
war.,” According to Maslow (10) the conscious and unconscious
may even become "walled off" from one another. It would ap-
pear then that from this type of description the conscious
and unconscious are two different resions of mind, with dif-
ferent capacities and goals, and with the ability to onpooe
or wall off one from the other. This separation can lead to
some rather confusing educational practices.

Those who claim that creative ideas stem from the uncon-
sclous will often sugmest that such ldeas have to be "coaxed"
from their seat of origin into the conscious realm. The bhest
method of accomplishing this task, they say, 1is to expose
the child tc subject matter which consists malnly of the fine
arts. One writer says we promote creatlvity ©best throush
drama, another says creative dancing, another, through music.

On the other hand, some writers say that creativity is
a function of the conscious mind. fAccordingly 1t can best
be fostered through studies in the sciences, particularly
lopgic and mathematics.

All of this can be slightly confusinpg to teachers who
wish to promote creativity in their children. Should the
teacher stress the arts or the sciences? If creativity ei-
ther stems from the conscious or the unconscious but not
both, then either the arts or the sciences should be stressed,
but not both.

We have thus identified another area in which dualistic
thinking has led to confusion,. The separation of the con-
scious and unconscious can be accomplished in thoueht simply
because they are theoretical concepts. The problem arises
when one attempts to regard the concepts as entities which
may be separated inreality. Many years apo John Dewey warned
of the tendency to confuse conceptual inquiry with factual
inquiry when discussing the conscious and unconscious.
Speaking of the word "conscious" Dewey sald:

We are only too given to making an entity out of
the abstract noun "conscious.” To be conscious is
to be aware of what we are about; consclous sieni-
fles the deliberate, observant, planning traits of
activity. (4)
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And ol the subconscilous Dewey added:

The deification of the subconscious 1s legitimate
only for those who never indulge in it--animals
and thorourhly healthy naive children--if there be
any such. (4)

"o lewey then, the unconscious was no more an "entity" than
the consclous. Both are conceptual inventions which may be
distinsuished in thought but never separated 1in existence.
"he confusion which arises in respect to dualistle thinkine
in this area can be eliminated when the conscious and uncon-
scious are viewed as terms desienating certain mental pro-
cesses which operated in a conscious manner. They may oper-
ate 1n such a manner as to produce certain behaviors which
nay be termed "creative' but they do not operate 1ndepend-
ently of each other or from any of the other mental processes.
"'o rerard them as separate and disconnected can only lead to
confusion and undesirable practice.

The Creative Individual and
the Soeial and Cultural Environment

ihere is a tendency in the current literature of crea-
tivity to discuss the creative individual as a person who
nust operate independently of the social environment. This
trend has been noted by Anderson (1) and others who state
that the interaction between the ereative individual and his
environment 1s often isnored in current writings. Indeed it
8 sometimes found that reference is made to the environment
a5 an outside intruder whose influence is detrimental to the
ninkingeg of creative individuals.

There sometimes appear remarks which can only be inter-
preted to mean that the individual and his environment are
in fact, discontinuous, separate, and independent. An exam-
nle of such a statement comes from Michael Andrews in the
nreface to his book Creativity and Psycholosical Health:

According to our definition of creativity the self,
which 1s an ineluectable unity comes into composure
with the world and at the same time is different,
separate, free and independent. (2)

"he separation of the individual and his environment in
discussions of creativity produce various results in the
scnools. It appears that those who accept creativity as a
so0le function of the individual favor a curriculum composed
mrinly of the arts, Those who see creativity stemming from
the environment often stress the sciences.

68




This form of dualistic thinking also contributes heavi-
ly to the argument over whether or not conformity is detri-
mental to creative thinking. Some writers claim that if an
individual conforms to any aspect of social living his crea-
‘tive potential will be destroyed. Thus they would rule ocut
any type of education which deals with "1life adjustment”™ or
soclial convention. Many of these writers have extollec so-
called "beatnik" behavior because 1t is directly opposed to
soclal conformity. Even the practice of wearing a beard has
been held up as a sign of creativity.

On the other hand we find writers who condemn practices
that favor "unconventional" behavior. They feel that it is
nonsensical to contend that the school should not be respon-
sible for developlng common attitudes and beliefs in stu-
dents.

Thus the teacher is agaln placed in a dilemma. Should
she stress unconventional and beatnik behavior in her stu-
dents and thus promote creativity, or should she stress so-
clal behavior, common attitudes, etc. and fulfill the respon-
s1bility of the school but at the same time destroy creative
potential?

Another result of dualistic thinkine in repard to the
individual and the environment is the argument over whether
creativity is an individual or a group process. Those who
say that creativity can best be promoted ingroups favor such
educational methods as group discussion and "brainstorminc’
technigues. This approach 1s proposed by Osborn (11) and
others.

The opposing group asserts that creativity is destroyed
when individuals are not left entirely alone to do “their
own thinking" and to do thelr work in complete absence of
outside stimulil.

Thus we find those who say that creatlvity is destroyed
by conformity and those who say it 1s not. We find sone
saylng that creativity is an individual process and some
saying 1t is a group process. This type of dualistic thinlk-
ing causes confusion and conflict in proposals for fostering
creativity 1in education,

Dualistic thinking in this regard could be eliminsted
if the individual and his environment are not seen a5 sepa-
rate or independent entities. Geiger (7) points out that
the terms "individual" and "society" are abstractions that
can be distinguished in thought but not separated in reality.
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Wlhen they are thought of as having a fixed meaning and tc
refer to entities wlth an independent status, so that "soci-
ety" comes to be regarded as a thing-in-itself, having its
own values as opposed to those of the 1lndividual, we find
controversy and confusion. When, however, the individual and
his environment are viewed as continuous, creativity can
never be studled in terms of what goes on within a person
without repard to what goes on in the world. Conformity then
hecomes a part of the creative process that may be desirable
or undesirable dependlng upon the nature of the situation.
Group processes may be seen as good or bad dependlng upon
whether or not the individual 1s able to do "his own think-
ing" within the group.

Conclusion

It has been suggested in this paper that in order to
eliminate dualistic thinking as an obstacle to the under-
standing of creativity, one should view creativity as a uni-
fied whole. One should be aware when reading the literature
of creativity that those traits, characteristics, or factors
wihnlch are necessary for the production of creative thinking
are not separate, independent entities, but are interactiner,
overlapping elements which all contribute to the whole of
creativity. Dualistic thinking which leads to a view that
these various elements of creative thinkine may be separate
or independent of one another will continue to cause confu-
sion and conflict in education. DBDoth readers and writers of
the literature of creativity must learn torecomgnize and com-
bat duallstie thinking before creativity canbe a useful con-
cept In educational practice.

TO




10.

11.

12.

13.

Bibliography

Anderson, Harold H., editor. Creativity and Tts Cultive-
tion. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1959, Chapter 15,
"Creativity in perspective,” pp. 236-267.

Andrews, Michael F., editor. Creativity and Psycholorical
Health, Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1961.

Carpenter, Regan. "Creativity: its nature and nurture, -
Education, 82(1962), 391-395,

Dewey, John. Democracy and Education. HNew York: Mac-
millan, 1916.

Eisner, Elliot W. "Research in creativity," Childhood
Education, 39 (1963), 371-75.

Getzels, Jacob W. and Philip Jackson. Creativity and ITn-
telligence. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1962,

Gelger, George R. "An experimentalist approach to educa-
tion," The 54th Yearbook of the National Society for the
Study of Education: Part 1. Chicapo: University of
Chicago Press, 1955, Chapter 5, 137-Tk,

Guilford, J. P. "Three faces of intellect,” In Lester
Crow and Alice Crow (eds.), Readings in Human Learninc.
New York: David McKay Co., 1963, Chapter 27, pp. 270-"7.

Lasswell, Harold D. "The social setting of creativity,
In Harold H. Anderson (ed.), Creativity and Its Cultiva-
tion. HNew York: Harper and drothers, 1959, Chapter 1

————

pp. 203-21.

Maslow, Abraham H. "Emotional blocks to creativity,” In
Sidney J. Parnes and larold F. Harding (eds.), A Source
Book for Creative Thinking. New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1962, Chapter 9, pp. 93-103.

Osborn, Alex F. Applied Imagination. New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1053,

Progressive Education Association,CommissioncmlSecondary
School Curriculum. Science in General Education. tew
York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 193%.

Rogers, Carl R, "Toward a theory of creativity.” In
Sldney J. Parnes and Harold F. Harding (eds.), A Source

Book for Creative Thinking. New York: Charles Seribner's
Sons, 1962, Chapter 6, pp. 63-72.

Tl




14,

Stein, Morris I. "Creativity as an intra- and inter-

personal process." In Sidney J. Parnes and Harold H.

Harding (eds.), A Source PBook for Creative Thinking.

gew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1962, Chapter €, po.
5-92.

Thurstone, Louls L. HMultiple-Factor Analysls. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1947.

Torrance, L. Paul. "Are there toﬁs in our cages?”
American Vocational Journal 38:20-22; March, 1963,

T2




