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The Creativity Crisis (is not) as Plain as the Nose on Your Face:  

A Few Introductory Comments  
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Keywords: 
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Is there a crisis in creativity science? According to the fea-

ture article (Glăveanu, 2014 – in the first issue of this jour-

nal), there can be no doubt that there is. However, as the 

current issue shows, there is no agreement among creativity 

scholars that this is the case. This editorial does not aim 

at providing an additional critique of Glăveanu’s perspective. 

Instead, I rather re-iterate some previously raised arguments 

(Karwowski, 2012), and call for middle-range theorizing 

in creativity science.  

Having provocative, yet thorough papers for the inaugural issue of a new journal is the 

dream of every editor and a gift when it happens. Hence, as we highlighted in our first ed-

itorial (Karwowski & Uszynska-Jarmoc, 2014), we were more than happy, to open the first 

issue of CTRA (“ Creativity: Theories – Research – Applications” ) with an article written 

by Vlad Petre Glăveanu of Aalborg University, and we are grateful for his engagement 

in this exchange. In his article, Glăveanu challenged the way that mainstream creativity sci-

ence is functioning, seeing the psychology of creativity as a discipline in crisis. However, 

as the commentaries included in the current issue show, this claim is far from being obvi-

ous and widely accepted. Leading creativity scholars have devoted their time and energy 

to constructively criticize Glăveanu’s position and have provided several fresh insights 

about their perceptions of the current state of the art of creativity science. As the editor 

I wish to thank all commentators, who responded to our call and submitted articles. 

It is delightful to say, that we have received almost thirty papers, focusing on different 

questions raised by the lead article. Following completion of the editorial process, 

we have decided to devote two issues of the journal (this and the next) to the presenta-

tion of these papers: a decision based on the content of the commentaries.  

This issue as a whole deals with quite a general question, whether “ there is really 

a crisis in creativity science?” , and contains commentaries written by Dean Keith Simon-

ton, Mihalyi Csikszentmihalyi and Izabela Lebuda, John Baer, Ronald Beghetto, Mathias 
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Benedek and Emanuel Jauk, James Kaufman, David Cropley, Jonathan Plucker, Paul 

Silvia, Michal Chruszczewski, Alfonso Montuori, Roni Reiter-Palmon, Eric Shiu, as well 

as Vlad Glăveanu’s response. Having such great scholars on board guarantees a high-

quality discussion: full of knowledge, but also not void of controversies. The main contro-

versy surely lies in the perception and evaluation of the current reality of creativity sci-

ence – the very general question of whether there is a crisis at all? 

Most of the commentators perceive today’s psychology of creativity as a flourishing 

field. Several commentators also disagree with the claim that more general theories 

in creativity science are either useful or required at all. Some time ago, commenting 

on another thought-provoking article of Glăveanu (2012), I argued that in the social sci-

ences (creativity science included) middle-range theories (Merton, 1968) work best, build-

ing bridges between theoretical ideas and research results, and allowing the development 

of empirically testable theories, instead of often unfalsifiable grand theories (Karwowski, 

2012). Wide, grand theories (Baer, 2011) are sometimes useful as paradigm-builders, but 

simultaneously are rarely testable and – as a result – too often end by being more a kind 

of ideology in science than the science itself. Rarely, for sure too rarely, grand theories 

are effectively translated into research programs – the only one, relevant to creativity, 

which comes to my mind at this moment is Campbell-Simonton’s Blind Variation Selec-

tive Retention Theory, which has been vigorously tested, thanks to the continuous work 

of Dean Simonton (1998, 1999, 2011, see also Simonton, this issue). More generally 

however, grand theories are often much more fruitless than scholars – especially those 

humanistically oriented – would ever admit. Quite the opposite is observed in the case 

of middle-range theories – theoretical models which are well-operationalized, and possi-

ble to re-organize effectively. Even wide theoretical models, like James Kaufman’s 

and Ron Beghetto’s “ Four-C Model of Creativity”  (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009), could 

be translated into a number of empirically testable hypotheses, allowing us better under-

standing not only of the relationship between different forms and levels of creativity, but 

also the pathway from creative potential (mini-c and little-c) to creative achievement. 

Hence, my personal opinion has not changed, and I still think that creativity science 

works as normal science does (Kuhn, 1962): usually focusing much more on small-level 

incremental changes and improvements, than revolutionary changes and huge discover-

ies. It is somehow paradoxical, that although laypeople and experts perceive creativity 

as quite a revolutionary activity, the great majority of creativity scholars work more 

as adaptors than innovators – using the well-known Kirton (1976) distinction, or more 

as experimentalists than conceptualists – to use Galenson’s (2009) terms. We add small 
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bricks of results and ideas to the building of the creativity literature. But to flourish, 

the field needs conceptualists and experimentalists, adaptors and innovators. Vlad Petre 

Glăveanu, without any doubt, is an innovator and conceptualist in the field. Indeed, in his 

extensively published work, he not only criticizes the status quo of creativity science 

(Glăveanu, 2012, 2014), but also proposes several new and interesting theoretical ideas 

(Glăveanu, 2010, 2012a, 2013, in press), which enrich our understanding of creativity 

as a social phenomenon and may form an inspiration for ambitious empirical projects. 

It may be the case that, when scholars in the certain field of science focus more 

on discussing the field’s condition, than spending their time on research, it is likely 

to be devastating for this area of research. On the other hand however, in creativity sci-

ence and in our journals, we too rarely discuss this status quo from the meta-perspective 

(see for instance Makel, 2014; Richards & de Cock, 1999). Thus, it is the great pleasure 

of the whole CTRA team, to have such an exchange of perspectives in the pages of our 

journal. We wish our readers enjoyment and new insights, while reading it. And finally, 

we would like to end with the reminder that this is not the last word on the subject – the 

forthcoming issue (1) of volume 2, to be published in early 2015 will contain commen-

taries by such scholars as Mark Runco, Beth Hennessey, Seana Moran, Todd Lubart and 

Xavier Carroff, Anatoliy Kharkhurin, Jacek Gralewski, Anna Hui, Katarzyna Citko, Min 

Tang, Ai-Girl Tan, Eva Hoff and Ingegerd Carlsson, Roland Persson, Lene Tanggaard, 

and Brady Wagoner, as well as Glăveanu’s response to this set of commentaries. 

While wishing our readers, authors, and friends happy holidays and a productive New 

Year in 2015, we would like to invite and encourage scholars from all over the world to 

submit their theoretical work, research articles, as well as examples of creative practice to 

CTRA. Let us build this new journal together. 
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In response to Glăveanu’s critique of creativity research, this 

commentator argues that the highly productive research pro-

gram that he has carried out over the past 45 years exempli-

fies almost all of the recommendations put forward in the 

critique. In particular, this extensive program has (a) asked 

bold, new, and surprising questions, (b) reflected on defini-

tions rather than simply taking them for granted, (c) chal-

lenged traditional units of analysis, (d) looked for unique, 

interesting samples and developed new methods, 

and (e) built new theory rather than just cite it. The pro-

gram’s researcher might only be accused of failing to think 

practically about his conclusions. The comment closes 

by discussing the difficulties involved in pursuing such a rich 

research program as well as speculating on whether the field 

of creativity really should have numerous researchers en-

gaged in such programs.  

Although still only in my mid-60s, I consider myself now a “ grand old man”  of creativity 

research. I first began to familiarize myself with this research topic in the late 1960s, 

when I was an undergraduate. Although the 1970 thesis that resulted was not published 

until a decade later, some of its empirical predictions were tested in my 1973 “ master’s 

thesis”  which was published in 1975. Since earning my doctoral degree in 1976 for a dis-

sertation on the “ social psychology of creativity,”  I have averaged about 10 publications 

per year – journal articles, chapters, books, encyclopedia entries, etc. – more than two 

thirds of which address some theoretical, empirical, or methodological topic concerning 

creativity. I am still publishing in top refereed journals today. All told, with the exception 

of one or two older colleagues (who I will refrain from naming), I probably can claim the long-

est long-term perspective on this research area than anybody currently active in the field.  

Better yet, over the past four decades I have carried out a research program that ex-

emplifies almost all of the half-dozen recommendations put forward in Glăveanu’s cri-

tique. Let me check them off one by one.  
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1. Ask bold, new, and surprising questions? Check! Rather than toot my own horn, 

I will just mention the honors that my research has received, including a best book award, 

several best article awards, and numerous career awards from different professional or-

ganizations (most notably, perhaps, the E. Paul Torrance Award from the National Asso-

ciation for Gifted Children which explicitly honored the creativity of my creativity re-

search). I think it is not immodest to claim that I have empirically tested hypotheses that 

nobody ever thought were capable of testing – and continue to do so. For example, I re-

cently published three articles (two empirical and one theoretical) that should completely 

change the debate about the relation between creativity and psychopathology (Damian 

& Simonton, 2014; Simonton, 2014a, 2014b). Yes, the implications are that striking!  

2. Reflect on definitions, do not simply take them for granted? I have devoted consider-

able effort to developing a three-criterion, quantitative and multiplicative definition 

of creativity that I believe has critical implications both theoretical and empirical 

(Simonton, 2012). For example, this definition has been extended to the critical distinction 

between little-c and Big-C creativity (Simonton, 2013c). Moreover, the definition provides 

the foundation not just for a major theory of creativity (Simonton, 2013a; see more below) 

but also for a novel approach to the question of free will (Simonton, 2013b). 

3. Challenge traditional units of analysis? Again, check! Indeed, I know of no research-

er living or deceased who has more varied the analytical units in his or her inquiries. Be-

sides the individual creator (whether multiple case or single case), my work has extended 

from generational time-series analyses of whole civilizations and nations to the analysis 

of creative products, including films, poems, plays, artistic sketches, and musical themes.  

4. Look for unique, interesting samples and develop new methods? Check again! Alt-

hough I have published laboratory experiments using undergraduate participants, the 

overwhelming majority of my studies have scrutinized eminent creators and creative 

products representative of almost all of the world’s great civilizations: ancient Greece and 

Rome, modern European, Islamic, Chinese, and Japanese. Not only do the samples rep-

resent domains of creativity as diverse as technology, science, philosophy, literature, mu-

sic, art, and film, but I have focused on specialized subsamples to address certain ques-

tions, such as eminent African Americans. This historiometric work has incorporated cross

-cultural studies and computerized content analyses, applied advanced statistical methods 

as varied as time-series analyses, structural equation models, both confirmatory and ex-

ploratory factor analyses, and cluster analysis. Moreover, I have elaborated my theoretical 

efforts using mathematical models and Monte Carlo simulations – speaking of which … 

5. Build theory, don’t just cite it? Check once more! The efforts I have devoted to de-
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veloping a comprehensive and precise theory of creativity are well known. My fellow crea-

tivity researchers may or may not appreciate the idea that creativity can be best ex-

plained in terms of blind variation and selective retention, but at least I cannot be faulted 

for not working out the formal details and making the necessary connections with the cog-

nitive, personality, developmental, and sociocultural aspects of the phenomenon. In fact, 

at present this work constitutes the only current theory of creativity that has generated 

and tested precise and unique empirical predictions. Nor was this any fly-by-night en-

deavor. These efforts began in the 1980s and continue today (e.g., Simonton, 2010).  

6. Think practically about your conclusions? Oops, no. Nobody’s perfect. I am not an 

educational, industrial/organizational, or clinical psychologist but rather a psychological 

scientist engaged in pure research. Given that most of my inquiries concentrate on Big-C 

creativity, it becomes less likely that such research will come up with useful suggestions 

about increasing little-c creativity. The best I can say for myself on this score is that 

a couple of my most mainstream studies have rather direct implications for increasing 

everyday creativity (e.g., Ritter et al., 2012). But I’m ok with being able check “ yes!”  

on five out of six items on Glăveanu’s wish list. Presumably, if many other creativity re-

searchers score as high, even if on different items, our research area should no longer 

find itself in crisis. Furthermore, if I could do it, why not others too? Can I serve as a role 

model? 

At this point, I must interject two reservations 

First, pursuing such a research program is not easy. I have elsewhere recounted 

all of the obstacles that were thrown in my way, so I will not detail them here (Simonton, 

2002). Worse yet, the current job market in academe – at least in countries following the 

North American model – has raised even more barriers. The current emphasis is 

on quantity over quality, with the subsequent necessity of publishing numerous short 

studies in high-prestige journals with incredibly rigorous rejection rates that require multi-

ple revisions and resubmissions. Young job candidates often find themselves triaged 

from the get-go just because they have no publication yet in Psychological Science. 

In 1974 I managed to get a ladder-track position in the University of Arkansas without 

a single publication listed on my CV. Would that even be possible today? 

Second, and perhaps most critically, we should be careful what we wish for. Does the 

field really need more researchers who generate their own methods, theories, definitions, 

and substantive questions? Wouldn’t creativity research become even more scattered 

and incoherent? One advantage of everybody doing the same mainstream research 

is that everyone knows where the stream is going. But if many decide to start in different 
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watersheds, they may find themselves boating different streams and eventually sailing 

on oceans far apart. To me, the only way to preserve unity in such diversity is to make 

sure that everybody is on the same page with respect to fundamentals – particularly core 

definitions and basic theory. Although I myself have offered recommendations with re-

spect to both of these desiderata, I am under no illusions about whether that consensus 

will ever happen. Creativity researchers are too creative.  

I hope to live sufficiently longer to learn whether these two reservations are justified. 
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The comment is organized around two questions, which 

were raised after reading the article: The Psychology of Cre-

ativity: A Critical Reading. Is there indeed a crisis, which may 

be threatening the psychology of creativity and if there is 

one, does the solution lie along the lines of developing an 

"increased awareness and responsibility" in relation to the 

future of the discipline.  The discussion of these two ques-

tions is based on the systems conception of creativity.  

More or less systematic reflections on the condition of the psychology of creativity have 

been taking place for years (Chan, 2013; Csikszentmihalyi, 1988; Hennessey & Amabile, 

2010; Mayer, 1999; Mumford, 2003; Sawyer, 2012). Perhaps this "concern" results from 

the constantly self-critical stance of research in general, or is a typical feature 

of a "young" sub-discipline requiring support in its development, and intent on construc-

tively overcoming emergent problems (or crises). 

We applaud Professor Glaveanu's attempt to overcome what he characterizes 

as a "pervasive and difficult" crisis in the domain of creativity research. However, we are 

not at all sure that a) there is indeed a crisis which may be threatening the domain, 

b) if there is one, that the solution lies along the lines of developing an "increased aware-

ness and responsibility" in relation to the future of the discipline. Let us discuss these two 

points.  

The author presents the following reasons as evidence that a crisis exists: Creativity 

researchers tend not to reveal their "paradigmatic assumptions" (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 13); 

their questions are "method-driven" (ibid.); underpinning assumptions remain unques-
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tioned (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 14); they tend to fragment the phenomenon studied by being 

too analytic (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 19); by relying too much on psychometrics, by decontex-

tualizing the creative process as if one could actually reproduce it on demand in a labora-

tory situation without compromising the essence of what is being studied.  All of these are 

legitimate points. However, they are not specific to creativity studies, but apply to any 

kind of psychological research, whether neurological, cognitive, social, motivational or 

clinical – when such research is badly conceived and executed. So we take Glăveanu's 

analysis as relevant to all research, not specifically to that focused on creativity.  

The fact is, all research is always in a state of "crisis", by definition. If it were not, 

it would cease to grow and be creative. A few generations ago many physicists were 

of the opinion that their discipline had achieved a stage of maturity, where no further ma-

jor changes could happen. Then, in the first decades of the last century, quantum me-

chanics opened up a whole new range of unknowns for physicists to explore – and tem-

porarily the crisis was averted. 

But let us assume that Glăveanu's analyses are accurate and that the psychology 

of creativity is beset by problems more than other disciplines. How should we go about 

bringing the process back on track? The six steps he lists at the end of the article are rea-

sonable suggestions for any scientist to follow and to pass on to his/her students. Howev-

er, as a generative set of ideas for revitalizing creativity research, we find them rather 

bland and bureaucratic. They bring to mind a story that is told by the descendants 

of Niels Bohr about their illustrious relative. According to the story, after Bohr received his 

Nobel Prize in 1923 for developing the model that started quantum mechanics, he was 

invited to Moscow to give a talk at the lab of Lev Landau, who was the then star of Rus-

sian physics, well supported by the Soviet government. During the visit, a Russian jour-

nalist asked Bohr at a press conference: "Professor Bohr, how do you explain the fact 

that your little lab in the small country of Denmark has achieved such remarkable results 

in physics, while the Moscow lab, despite huge investments by our government, has 

failed to achieve them?" After a minute of hesitation, Bohr answered along the following 

lines: "I think our success is due to the fact that if I make a mistake, anyone in the lab 

feels free to call me stupid." However, either because of a misunderstanding or because 

it seemed a more logical explanation, Bohr's answer was translated into Russian as: ". . . 

Because if anyone in my lab makes a mistake, I feel free to call him stupid." After the con-

ference, the KGB called Landau in, and asked how come he didn't call his students stu-

pid. "But I do, I do . . ." answered poor Landau. "Apparently not often enough!" responded 

the KGB officer and ordered Landau to call his students stupid more often. Even though 
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Landau received the Nobel Prize in physics in 1962, his lab did not produce much after 

the cure ordered by the secret police was applied. 

The reason this historical example came to mind after reading Glăveanu's article 

is that creativity rarely flourishes by decree, or by imposing rules, or following plans – no 

matter how reasonable they sound. The one constant requirement for getting to anything 

resembling creativity is unyielding curiosity about a topic that matters to the person more 

than almost anything else (Abuhamdeh & Csikszentmihalyi, 2012). And as for the individ-

ual's contribution – we need freedom, we need stimulation, we need to take risks, we 

need people telling us we are stupid if we make mistakes – but above all else, we need 

the experience of joy that comes from lifting the veil of reality and seeing what might be 

behind it (Amabile, 1996; Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). The rest – whatever is required to pur-

sue the curiosity and to bring forth new results – is also necessary, but largely outside the 

control of the person. These are cultural resources and social supports without which, 

even the potentially most creative idea will languish and leave no trace. We do need 

to take into account the socio-cultural matrix if we wish to understand how the ideas ger-

minating in a person's head will turn into components of society and culture (Brannigan, 

1981; Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; 1999; Simonton, 1991).   

This view of scientific work, suggests that the crisis indicated by Professor Glaveanu 

may be a natural phase in the development of the field. Socialization to the field 

and achieving a professional level, as well as achieving "peak condition", particularly 

in the social sciences, requires time (Simonton, 1991; 2004). The first presentation 

of a new idea rarely results in success, but assuming things go well, the creator, probably 

after a series of revisions, will have a chance to present the work to a wider audience. 

Recognition of the discovery or innovation in science is measured, inter alia, by the num-

ber of citations and awards (Feist, 1993; 1997); it takes longer when the degree of struc-

ture in the field is looser (Simonton, 2009) and it is difficult to minimize the variance in the 

formal assessments of competent judges (Simonton, 2013). If the theory or method pass-

es all the "tests", it has a chance of entering the domain permanently, be an inspiration 

to other researchers and to be implemented in practice. Professor Glăveanu indicates 

theories that are familiar to every psychologist of creativity (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 12); 

we would like to note, however, that none of them can be seen as new. When we look at 

the list of today's most influential psychologists, including researchers of creativity, we 

can clearly see that their legacy was built up over decades (Diener, Oishi & Park, 2014). 

We are far from arguing that it is enough to ensure freedom to researchers and ask them 

to be patient, and then expect that brilliant theories of creativity and reliable methods 
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of measurements will spring up like mushrooms after the rain. Curiosity, interest, hard 

work – and love of the work itself are also surely needed. Furthermore it is necessary not 

to cut corners, to take the easy way out, and be satisfied with superficial conclusions. In 

other words, if we want the psychology of creativity to gain and maintain respect, we have 

to do good science.  
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Glăveanu is right that there is a crisis in creativity research, 

but his prescription would make things worse, not better. It is 

the attempt to build grand, domain-transcending, all-

encompassing theories that has crippled creativity research 

and led to a field in which it is the norm for research results 

to contradict each other. Creativity is more like expertise 

(where every domain has its own definition and understand-

ing of what constitutes expertise) than intelligence (where 

g reigns, albeit not without critics). The skills, traits, and moti-

vations that lead to creative performance in physics, poetry, 

and painting are not fungible: one’s intrinsic motivation 

to write poetry cannot be transmuted into a love of painting, 

one’s openness to experience in art does not make one 

more open to new ideas in physics, and one’s physics-

related divergent-thinking skill will not lead to more creative 

poems. Intrinsic motivation, openness to experience, and 

divergent thinking may promote creativity in many (but prob-

ably not all) domains, but they are different in each domain, 

as will be their effects. Treating them as domain-general 

skills or attributes invites confusion. We need more fragmen-

tation, in the sense of more domain-specific theories, if we 

want to make progress in understanding creativity. 

Glăveanu’s (2014) paper, “ The Psychology of Creativity: A Critical Reading,”  is very in-

teresting, and there are many areas in which I find myself in agreement with his analysis: 

“ the psychology of creativity is close to a crisis”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 10) 

“ the definition and assessment of creativity have long been a subject of disagreement 

and dissatisfaction among psychologists”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 14) 

“ The whole edifice of psychometric creativity testing. . . is mainly built around divergent 

thinking tasks . . . We can legitimately ask, how is this experiential and ontological rich-

ness of creativity as a phenomenon ever contained in tasks like ‘please generate 

as many uses as possible for a brick’?”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 16) 

“ Finding the neurological correlates of creativity is a current fascination, but what this 
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really tells us (or can legitimately tell us) about creativity escapes many researchers en-

gaged in this area of investigation”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 13) 

“ most of the assumptions underpinning the [creativity] research remain unfortunately 

unquestioned”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 14) 

“ Corporate training is full nowadays of pseudo-scientific conclusions and tricks of the 

trade coming from supposed creativity studies. Their main fault . . . is the implicit assump-

tion that one size fits all and that what works within one context will probably work in an-

other”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 25). 

It is on the first of these claims — that the psychology of creativity is in crisis — that 

I will focus, both because this is his central claim and because I believe his analysis miss-

es the most important explanation for this crisis. Like Glăveanu, I believe recognizing this 

crisis is essential if creativity research is to make progress. Unlike Glăveanu, I don’t think 

that “ fragmentation and dispersion”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 10) are problematic or that “ one 

of the most problematic aspects faced by the psychology of creativity today [is] an in-

creasing accumulation of research findings without being matched by theory-

building”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 22). I think fragmentation and dispersion are the direction 

creativity research must go if it is to make any progress at all, and I believe there are far 

too many grand theories of creativity already. 

Abstract concepts (like creativity) bring together things that are similar. Some concepts 

bring together things that are all quite similar in many respects, whereas other concepts 

bring together things for which it is difficult to identify a single feature that all members 

of the group share. For example, the concept “ billiards”  brings together a group of close-

ly related things. “ Sports”  share many similarities but are a more diverse group, making 

it harder to identify the shared features of all the things we call sports. “ Games”  are tricki-

er still; as Wittgenstein (1953/2001) noted, the things we call games may have overlap-

ping similarities but no single defining feature shared by all. 

Studying billiards would be fairly easy. Studying sports would be harder, and studying 

games as a group would sorely test the creativity of the researcher (and would almost 

certainly result in a constricted definition that included some but not all games). Defini-

tions are elusive with concepts like sports and perhaps impossible with concepts like 

games. But to do research, as Glăveanu reminds us, we need definitions. He notes that 

“ offering a clear definition makes one vulnerable to criticism”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 14), 

but he is nonetheless correct in insisting that we must have them. 

Consider two concepts that are related to creativity: intelligence and expertise. There 

is dispute about how fully unified the concept of general intelligence may be, but general 
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intelligence has been a very productive concept in psychological theory, research, 

and testing (Neisser et al, 1996). If someone exhibits intelligence in one area, it is very 

likely that person will exhibit intelligence in other areas to a similar degree. Intelligence 

is fungible, like money: It can be used profitably in many very different kinds of endeavor. 

Expertise is quite different. No one assumes that because someone is an expert 

in Japanese art that person will also know a great deal about French cuisine, airplane 

mechanics, or neurosurgery, or that expertise is readily transferable across domains. 

There are no tests of general expertise comparable to IQ tests, and although everyone 

agrees that expertise is important, it is clear that the set of things pulled together by the 

term “ expertise”  is a diverse lot indeed, varying greatly by domain — much more like 

“ games”  than “ billiards.”  When researchers study expertise it is quite natural to define 

and study it in terms of domains. 

Creativity is more like expertise than intelligence in being very domain specific (Baer, 

1993, 2010, 2011, in press). Should we really expect creativity in poetry or dance 

or painting to predict creativity in engineering or cooking or interpersonal relations? Feist 

(2004) commented that it is “ a very appealing, and ultimately firmly American, notion that 

a creative person could be creative in any domain he or she chose. All the person would 

have to do would be to decide where to apply her or his talents and efforts, practice 

or train a lot, and voila, you have creative achievement. On this view, talent trumps do-

main and it really is somewhat arbitrary in which domain the creative achievement is ex-

pressed.”  Although appealing, Feist concluded that “ this is a rather naïve and ultimately 

false position and that creative talent is in fact domain specific . . . creativity and talent are 

usually not among the domain general skills”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 57). 

Domain specificity has huge implications for creativity theory and research. Rather 

than look for the kinds of grand theories that might be appropriate for a concept like intel-

ligence, creativity researchers need to look at creativity domain by domain, as one must 

do with expertise. Glăveanu complained that “ Scholars seem to have abandoned the 

‘big’ questions in favour of increasingly specialised inquiries leading them to develop sub-

fields of a subfield”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 12), but the only way to make progress when 

dealing with a domain-specific concept like creativity is to think small. Glăveanu argued 

that “ most of the assumptions underpinning the research remain unfortunately unques-

tioned”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 14). I believe this is also the key flaw in his analysis: He has 

failed to question the assumption of domain generality that has plagued creativity re-

search and is the reason the literature is littered with conflicting results and contradicting 

measures of creativity. (Want a different result? Simply use a different test of creativity.) 
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Glăveanu wrote that “ we need to acknowledge the importance of ‘grand theories’ for 

organising and guiding our research and, most significantly, we need to acknowledge that 

we are guided by such theories and paradigmatic views even when we think we are 

not”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 22). I agree that we need to acknowledge the power that grand 

theories have over us — including the unfortunate power of the most deceptive idea of 

all, the assumption that a grand theory is even possible in creativity. These ideas do in-

deed guide us, even when we fail to recognize their influence. But domain specificity has 

shown that no grand theory can possibly work, so rather than guide, these theories mis-

lead us, pushing us to think of creativity as a much more homogeneous and unified con-

cept than it is. This is the crisis in creativity, and this is why creativity research seems to 

spin its wheels but go nowhere. As one example of this, consider the longstanding debate 

about mental illness and creativity, which is as unproductive as it is endless (see, e.g., 

Bartlett, 2014; Simonton, 2014). As long as creativity researchers insist on thinking of cre-

ativity as a domain-general attribute, the debate will never end. As Simonton (2010, 

pp. 226-228) wrote, "the rate and intensity of adulthood symptoms vary according to the 

particular domains in which creative genius is expressed. . . . geniuses in the natural sci-

ences tend to be more mentally healthy than in the social sciences; geniuses in the social 

sciences, more so than those in the humanities; and geniuses in the humanities, more so 

than those in the arts". Looking at the question domain by domain, the question can be 

answered; looking at it as a creativity-wide question, however, it will never be resolved 

because it depends on which domains one happens to include in one’s sample. (Want a 

different answer? Simply examine a different domain.) 

We need more fragmentation and dispersion — more recognition that creativity in one 

area may have nothing to do with creativity in other areas — and fewer grand theories 

of creativity. Glăveanu applauded the Amusement Park Theory of Creativity (Baer 

& Kaufman, 2005; Kaufman & Baer, 2004, 2005), arguing that we “ need more initiatives 

like these if the field is to make a real contribution to scientific debates and practice”   

(Glăveanu, 2014, p. 24). I agree. The Amusement Park Theory argues that creativity var-

ies across domains in a hierarchical fashion: Creativity in closely related domains will evi-

dence similarities (and the more closely related the domains, the greater such similarities 

will be), whereas creativity in unrelated domains may be like the elements of the set we 

call “ games,”  about which we can make no general claims whatsoever. 

As Glăveanu proposed, let’s “ Ask bold, new, and surprising questions”  and “ Reflect 

on definitions, do not simply take them for granted”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 27). But let’s ask 

questions and reflect on definitions that look at creativity as it actually is — very domain 

            The Crisis in Creativity Research Stems From Too Little Fragmentation, Not Too Much / CREATIVITY 1(2) 2014 



 

 

204 

specific — and not as we might wish it to be (domain general). Then we can make pro-

gress — fragmented progress, but real progress — in creativity research. Then we can 

began to understand why creativity research has produced so many conflicting and con-

tradictory research results, and we can begin to make sense of those diverse findings. 

Seeking grand theories only leads to illusions and confusion, and to the continuing and 

long-standing crisis in creativity research of which Glăveanu has reminded us (see, e.g., 

Glover, Ronning, & Reynolds, 1989, for similar warnings 25 years ago). As long as we 

have impossible expectations of creativity theory it will always be in crisis. We can study 

it, just as we can study expertise, but we need to do so domain by domain. In doing so 

we may note interesting similarities among some domains, and there will be striking dif-

ferences as well.  

Glăveanu reminds us that Torrance said “ creativity is almost infinite”  (Glăveanu, 2014, 

p. 18). We should expect great complexity — and few simple, all encompassing answers 

— from a concept with such extraordinary reach. 
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Is the psychology of creativity in a state of crisis? In this 

commentary, I explore this question and argue that the field 

of creativity studies faces an important turning point, which 

signifies a promising expansion and maturity of the field. 

I then discuss, by way of example, how integrative models 

can serve as an important vehicle for moving the field for-

ward. I close with a brief discussion of how integrative mod-

els allow creativity researchers to capitalize on opportunities 

presented by the expansive growth occurring in the psychol-

ogy of creativity.  

Is the psychology of creativity in a state of crisis? Glăveanu’s (2014) provocative essay 

points to several features of the field, which he interprets as signs that a crisis may be-

close at hand. These signs include, the diffuse and micro-focused nature of the questions 

asked, the taken-for-granted definitions used, the narrow units of analysis employed, the 

limited methods applied, the lack of theory developed, and the inadequate applicability of 

conclusions drawn. How might creativity researchers respond to such claims?  

One way is to simply dismiss them as rhetorical hyperbole. The basis of such a re-

sponse may be driven by an attempt to maintain the status quo by deflecting any criti-

cisms. Another, more subtle, way of dismissing Glăveanu’s points would be to agree that 

a crisis is at hand, but suggest that it is a different sort of crisis. Proponents of an alterna-

tive crisis might argue that the real crisis with the psychology of creativity is not that the 

field needs fresh theories or more original studies, but, in fact, there is already too much 

of a focus on originality, which can lead researchers dangerously off-track (see Makel, 

2014 for a discussion). Yet another way to respond would be to recognize that crisis also 

means a turning point and, in the case of the psychology of creativity, a sign that there 

is a promising expansion and maturity of the field. It is along the lines of this latter re-
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sponse that I focus my remarks.  

EXPANDING THE HORIZONS OF CREATIVITY RESEARCH 

Glăveanu challenges us to take a more creative approach to our work. To help guide us 

in doing so, he puts forth six general principles that he hopes can serve as an agenda for 

the future of the psychology of creativity. Those principles include: (1) ask bold, new, and 

surprising questions; (2) reflect on definitions, do not simply take them for granted; 

(3) challenge traditional units of analysis; (4) look for unique, interesting samples and de-

velop new methods; (5) build theory, don’t just cite it; and (6) think practically about your 

conclusions. 

In what follows, I hope to illustrate by way of example how integrative models can 

serve as a good starting point for instantiating Glăveanu’s six principals. Specifically, 

I use the example of imagination, creativity, and innovation (ICI). First, I briefly discuss 

the fragmentation surrounding ICI. Next, I introduce an initial sketch of an integrative 

model. I then close by discussing how integrative models can allow creativity researchers 

to capitalize on opportunities presented by the expansive growth occurring in the psychol-

ogy of creativity. 

IMAGINATION, CREATIVITY, AND INNOVATION 

How might we understand creativity in the context of imagination and innovation? Creativ-

ity scholars, across several disciplines (e.g., psychology, business, philosophy, educa-

tion), have examined these constructs, but often in isolation. Sometimes they are de-

scribed as distinct constructs (e.g., how innovation is different from creativity, see Gilson 

& Shalley, 2004). Other times one concept may be referred to as an aspect of a more 

general process (e.g., referring to imagination as an aspect of creative cognition, see 

Ward, 1994). Still other times they are used synonymously.  

Although scholars have explored these three constructs in various ways, few have at-

tempted to understand or examine the relationship amongst these constructs.
1
 I have yet 

to come across an integrative model that adequately conceptualizes the relationships and 

differences among imagination, creativity, and innovation. Indeed, as Glăveanu notes, we 

often break apart (or blur) creativity and related constructs. When this happens we un-

necessarily restrict the kinds of questions we ask, the kinds of methods we employ, and 

the kinds of insights we can draw.  

 

Is The Sky Falling or Expanding?  …  / CREATIVITY 1(2) 2014 
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(RE)PRESENTING IMAGINATION — CREATIVITY — INNOVATION (ICI) 

How might creativity researchers conceptualize and explore the relationship among ICI 

when previous work in this area seems so fragmented, blurred, and disjointed? One way 

to start would be to sketch out an integrative model. Of course, without additional theoret-

ical work, such a sketch would serve more as a pedagogical tool than a fully realized 

model. Even so, such a sketch can highlight the potential promise that integrative models 

hold for the psychology of creativity. This is because integrative models offer a way of 

making sense of scholarly efforts by situating them in the broader landscape of the field.  

A good first step in developing an integrative model of ICI would be to start by putting 

each of the three ICI constructs on equal footing, unconstrain the potential relationships, 

and make room for the specification of various mediating and moderating factors. Figure 

1 represents my initial sketch of such a framework (inspired by Engestrom’s activity sys-

tem, e.g., Engestrom, 1999).  

Figure 1 ICI Integrative Framework. 

As illustrated in Figure 1, each ICI construct serves as a “ quilting point”  (point de capiton, 

Lacan, 2007) – anchoring and stitching together an integrative system that can house 

a myriad of potential sub-concepts and relationships. Moreover, by putting the constructs 

on equal footing, creativity researchers can avoid the temptation of privileging creativity in 

the relationship and, instead, simultaneously consider the three constructs in a broader, 

more integrative context. Indeed, when considering the three constructs in simultaneous 
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relationship with each other, standard definitions of imagination, creativity, and innovation 

may require revision and rethinking. Moreover, classic lines of research (e.g., divergent 

thought, problem finding), which have traditionally been classified under the heading of 

one construct (e.g., creativity) might be better understood as a component of another 

construct in the system (e.g., imagination).  

Also, by unconstraining the relationships in the system, researchers can conceptualize 

and examine a wide array of potential associations among these constructs - including 

reciprocal, bi-directional, mediated, and moderated relationships. Not only will this allow 

researchers to conceptualize new relationships among the three ICI constructs it also 

opens up possibilities for identifying and examining new relationships among the factors 

that mediate and moderate the three ICI constructs.  

Finally, given that the ICI framework simultaneously represents these three constructs 

in a broader system of potential relationships, it can provoke researchers to generate new 

insights for how they might situate their existing projects in a broader framework and may 

even point to entirely new programs of research. In this way, integrative models serve two 

key roles in helping support and sustain a field a study. First they provide an overarching 

context to help organize and make sense of what might otherwise be viewed 

as fragmented efforts. Second, they can help stimulate “ possibility thinking”  (Craft, 2010) 

and propel a field in new and important directions.  

In what follows, I highlight two corollaries to Glăveanu’s six principles that aim to un-

derscore how integrative models can help organize existing efforts and help bridge the 

gap between where the field currently is (and has been) and where it could (and perhaps 

should) go from here. 

Integrating Zooming-in and Zooming-out. Integrative frameworks enable creativity 

researchers to zoom-in and zoom-out on phenomena of interest. In this way, creativity 

researchers can situate their more micro-focused efforts within the broader landscape 

of the field. Having the ability to zoom-out also enables researchers to consider multiple 

units of analysis and examine constructs from a new vantage point. Indeed, Glăveanu 

highlights the potential costs and limitations that can result from creativity researchers fo-

cusing too narrowly on particular units of analysis (e.g., a focus on the creative mind) 

and using only select methodologies (e.g., psychometrics). 

Zooming in and out of integrative frameworks also helps researchers consider the rela-

tionship among various embedded layers of phenomena. In the case of ICI, for example, 

the largest grain-size could be the ICI triangle itself. A smaller grain size could be specific 

relationships of the triangle (e.g., the relationship between imagination and creativity). 

Is The Sky Falling or Expanding?  …  / CREATIVITY 1(2) 2014 
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An even smaller grain-size could be exploring various facets of particular constructs 

(e.g., imagination). Being able to zoom in and out of an integrative framework serves the 

important function of reminding researchers that even the most micro-phenomena are still 

embedded in a larger activity system. The same can be said of the methodologies and 

analytic techniques used.  

What becomes most important, then, is not the inherited tradition of methods and units 

of analysis, but the questions asked about the particular phenomena of interest and how 

that work can be situated in (or even expand beyond) the broader framework. In this way, 

the usual methodologies and UOAs need not be discarded, but used more judiciously. 

Moreover, opportunities for developing new (or adapting other discipline’s) methods can 

be made more apparent.  

Integrating Bucket Builders and Bucket Fillers. Integrative frameworks also make 

room for bucket building and bucket filling. Bucket building refers here to scholars who 

focus their efforts on building theory. Bucket filling, on the other hand, refers to scholars 

who focus their efforts on empirical work. Under ideal conditions
2
 such efforts are compli-

mentary and mutually supportive. Bucket building establishes new theories that help 

structure and make sense of empirical work. Bucket filling compliments bucket building by 

adding empirical flesh to the theoretical skeleton, breathing life into the theories, identify-

ing important limitations and weaknesses, and signaling when it might be time to build 

a new bucket. Indeed, theories that are never empirically examined represent little more 

than empty husks of compelling narrative. Similarly, research results that are not ade-

quately interpreted by theory represent little more than empirical pebbles that get tossed 

onto an already overflowing heap of unstructured and difficult to interpret findings.  

Theory building and empirical testing clearly go hand-in-hand, but bringing theory 

and research together is quite challenging without having an integrative model to provide 

the macro-context. With respect to imagination, creativity, and innovation, the initial sketch 

of the ICI framework provides a context wherein prior theoretical and empirical efforts might 

be organized and new programs of theoretical and empirical work can be outlined. 

Integrative models also provide avenues for considering how theory and research 

might be applied in practical contexts. Given that integrative models create space for both 

theory building and empirical testing, there is room for considering how theories and em-

pirical findings might be applied to (and vary across) practical contexts. This, of course, 

Ronald A. Beghetto / CREATIVITY 1(2) 2014 

2 Although parity between theory building and empirical analysis is ideal, I would argue that there is a severe lack 
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to take many hours of courses on research methods and various analytic techniques, but rarely do we require (or even 
have on the books) courses focused on theory building. Incorporating theory building into graduate training seems like 
a necessary and feasible step we can take to help support the development of integrative models in the psychology 
of creativity (Beghetto, 2014).  
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doesn’t mean that all the work done within an integrative framework needs to have imme-

diate, applied implications. There is a non-trivial gap between describing phenomena and 

developing interventions or practical applications based on those descriptions and expla-

nations. The landscape of K12 education, for example, is littered with half-baked instruc-

tional techniques and applications drawn too hastily from descriptive and explanatory 

work. That said, integrative frameworks offer a “ big tent”  for creativity researchers, 

wherein scholars can work toward developing interventions and applications based on 

their findings. 

CONCLUSION  

When it comes to the crisis in the psychology of creativity, I would say the sky is not fall-

ing, but expanding. It is an exciting time for creativity researchers. We are at an important 

turning point. Given the rapid growth in the field, the time seems right for us to focus our 

efforts on building integrative models that will help us organize and deepen our 

knowledge of creativity. The sketch of the ICI framework I presented herein was used pri-

marily for illustrative purposes, but it could be developed to bring together lines of re-

search focused on imagination, creativity, and innovation. Developing it into a full-fledged 

integrative model would, of course, require much more theory building and empirical re-

finement. I therefore encourage anyone interested in developing the ICI integrative shell 

to do so and start adding some much needed theoretical and empirical flesh to it. Doing 

so might pave the way for similar efforts aimed at integrating, organizing, and expanding 

the burgeoning knowledge that those in the psychology of creativity have amassed over 

more than a century of work. 
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The target article claims that creativity research is in crisis, 

which is associated with the excessive oversimplification 

employed in quantitative creativity research. We oppose this 

view by showing that lab measures of creative cognitive po-

tential are valid with respect to real-life creativity and hence 

represent a valuable means of empirical creativity research.  

Neuroscientific research in particular, which is often viewed 

as a considerably artificial paradigm for the study of creativi-

ty, is a powerful complemental method to unveil basic cogni-

tive mechanisms (e.g., attention and memory processes) 

involved in creative thought and to extend our understanding 

of the creating brain. Conceptual clarity and methodological 

rigor necessarily go along with simplification in natural sci-

ence, which does not generally forfeit validity but rather facil-

itates the cumulative gain of dependable knowledge. This is 

particularly important for creativity research, a discipline that 

risks being seen as an immature science when it attempts to 

explain more than it actually can. 

The target article by Glăveanu (2014) provides a comprehensive critique on the current 

state of affairs in creativity research. It is claimed that creativity research is in crisis. Key 

signs or reasons for this crisis are seen in the increasing fragmentation of topics (cf. Hen-

nessey & Amabile, 2010) with research focusing on very small units of analysis that may 

distort, rather than represent our understanding of creativity. Glăveanu calls in particular 

for a stronger contextualization of research, in order to better grasp the multi-faceted phe-

nomenon of creativity in its contextual richness. Similar claims have been made previous-

ly. For example, Glover, Ronning and Reynolds (1989) were concerned that creativity re-

search was a “ ’degenerating’ research program”  (p. XI), with no journals or organization 

providing leadership in the field. This situation led them to compile the first Handbook 

of Creativity, aiming to provide structure for the field and to point out potentially promising 

research agendas. Later reviews acknowledged the quantitative and qualitative progress 

in the field as indicated by relevant new journals, handbooks, and a committed APA divi-

sion 10, but still highlighted the importance of following the path of a cumulative science 
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(e.g., Mumford, 2003; Simonton, 2000; Torrance, 2003). 

DO WE KILL CREATIVITY IN THE LAB? 

A general theme in the target article is that the quantification of creativity leads to an 

oversimplification, where the chosen units of analysis are so small that they no longer 

represent the original phenomenon in a meaningful way. So, do we kill creativity in the 

lab? This concern is for example, represented in the question “ How can we ever relate 

back, in a meaningful way, people’s capacity to generate ideas on demand, about things 

they might have no or little interest for, to their everyday activity and experience as crea-

tive agents?”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 22). At first glance, this kind of argument sounds like 

a common objection to the natural science approach that is often espoused by fields like 

the humanities. Following this rationale, one might equally question whether it could ever 

make sense to study slimy snails to understand human memory or have electrons collide, 

to understand the cohesion of the universe. Speaking with artists, one sometimes ob-

serves similar reactions: the attempt to quantify creativity is viewed as an act of reduc-

tionist blasphemy – it just seems impossible to challenge the mystical aura of creativity, 

which is more readily associated with the kiss of the muse than any quantifiable trait 

or cognitive process. 

However, the question posed by Glăveanu (2014) is actually not a theoretical, but 

an empirical one. And the simple answer is: We can. Evidence from cross-sectional and 

longitudinal studies, as well as meta-analytic evidence, shows consistently that divergent 

thinking ability predicts actual creative achievement (e.g., Jauk, Benedek & Neubauer, 

2014; Kim, 2008; Plucker, 1999; Torrance, 1993; but see also Baer, 1998). Moreover, di-

vergent thinking ability has been found to be sensitive to differences in subgenres of spe-

cific domains (e.g. jazz music vs. classical music; Benedek, Borovnjak, Kruse-Weber, 

& Neubauer, 2014) and even to performance skills within such a subgenre (i.e., improvi-

sation performance in jazz musicians; Beaty et al., 2013). Of course, divergent thinking 

ability can only explain a limited part of the variance in creative achievement. But this is 

just what is to be expected according to multi-componential models of creativity, which 

assume interactions with other important traits (personality, cognitive ability and domain-

specific expertise) as well as situational and environmental factors (Amabile, 1983; Ey-

senck, 1999; Simonton, 2014). All the more so, it seems astonishing that, even when dis-

regarding all these important contextual factors, a domain-general cognitive ability, like 

divergent thinking, can still explain a relevant part of (domain-specific) real-life creative 

outcomes. It is hence safe to conclude that we do not kill creativity in the lab, but are 

dealing with a valid construct of high empirical value. Still, it is an ongoing process 
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to question available measures (Beaty, Nusbaum, & Silvia, 2014; Lee, Huggins, & Ther-

riault, 2014), refine them (e.g., Benedek, Mühlmann, Jauk, & Neubauer, 2013; Plucker, 

Qian, & Wang, 2011; Silvia et al., 2008), and look for other, potentially even more rele-

vant ones. Based on solid evidence, we can then proceed to study more complex interac-

tions between relevant factors (e.g., Jauk et al., 2014; King, Walker, & Broyles, 1996), 

thus progressing from simple to increasingly complex models. 

THE CASE OF NEUROSCIENCE IN CREATIVITY RESEARCH 

We briefly want to address the case of neuroscience, which was regarded in the target 

article as a current fancy that cannot say much about creativity. In fact, this topic is some-

times viewed with scepticism even within the field of quantitative creativity research. Most 

of this research is focused on the process of creative idea generation and imagination, 

and hence aims at understanding how our brain forms novel concepts from previous ex-

perience. Assuming that this process may be essentially similar in the creative play 

of a child and in the creative insights of an artist or researcher, it arguably concerns the 

most fundamental and specific aspect of creative cognition. Furthermore, unveiling the 

brain mechanisms underlying such elementary processes of creative cognition represents 

a particularly exciting endeavour – at least for the cognitive neuroscientist.  

In neuroscience research, creative idea generation is commonly implemented 

by means of basic divergent thinking tasks, but the processes under investigation are cut 

down even further to a duration of just a few seconds. This is probably bad news to those 

who believe that creativity can only be understood in terms of the experiential develop-

ment of the individual, but goods news to those who think that a few minutes of idea gen-

eration involve a complex mixture of cognitive processes and strategies. It may not come 

as a surprise that early studies, which examined brain activation during long and highly 

diverse tasks such as story generation, visual design or musical improvisation, found little 

consistency in brain activation across studies (Arden, Chavez, Grazioplene, & Jung, 

2010; Dietrich & Kanso, 2010). Neuroscientific studies generally require very precise as-

sumptions on the involvement and timing of specific cognitive processes. Now, after fo-

cusing on more specific tasks and processes, the field has produced the first reliable find-

ings (Vartanian et al., 2013). 

We consider the neuroscientific approach to be a powerful complementary method 

in the investigation of cognitive processes that are not easily accessible via other com-

mon methods, such as tests and self-report. This includes questions on the role of atten-

tion and memory retrieval in creative thought (e.g., Benedek et al., 2014; Fink & Benedek, 

2014). Moreover, it enables us to extend our understanding of the general functioning 
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of our brains to the important realm of creative cognition. For example, neuroscience re-

search has helped to qualify the popular notion that creativity is “ located”  in the 

“ associative-intuitive”  right hemisphere and demonstrated that creative thought involves 

many ordinary and few extraordinary processes. But, it is just one method and its ultimate 

value will depend on the strength of the theorizing involved in the design of studies and 

the interpretation of findings (Abraham, 2013). 

THE ARDUOUS PATH OF CUMULATIVE SCIENCE 

With a phenomenon like creativity, which is highly complex and not well understood, sim-

plification is a common approach in order to identify tractable problems. Solving those 

problems is the way of “ normal science”  leading to the accumulation of dependable 

knowledge (Kuhn, 1962). This particularly involves the establishment of replicable effects, 

which requires asking the same “ old questions”  again and again. Step by step, available 

models become expanded or revised in order to accommodate new and conflicting find-

ings, following the path of cumulative science (Mischel, 2005; cf. Vartanian, 2014). This 

process cannot be easily side-stepped by immediately jumping to new, grand theories 

(Karwowski, 2012), unless those theories can be shown to better explain and integrate 

available evidence. Otherwise, we run the risk of just rewriting the language of creativity 

without contributing to an increased understanding, but eventually rather to further frag-

mentation of research. This may also apply to the aim of increasing contextualization in 

research. Such contextualization is informative, as long as it is specific in precisely de-

scribing the contexts and factors that should or should not lead to certain observations. 

It is, however, not helpful when contextualization takes the form of an exercise in compil-

ing extensive lists of potentially relevant contexts and factors without further specificity, 

as this might forfeit falsifiability. The path of cumulative science most likely involves 

a lot of “ dirty”  empirical work that should not be despised for not tackling all questions 

at once. 

We agree that in this process, it is important to remain aware that research is typically 

focused on a specific part of the puzzle, which also should be specified when describing 

research. Moreover, it is certainly advisable to look beyond one’s own nose from time 

to time, in order not to lose track of the bigger picture. Along these lines, we propose that 

one particularly fruitful avenue for future research might be to examine whether concepts 

that are thought to be specific to creativity research can be re-thought in terms of well-

defined cognitive constructs, as established in cognitive science. This way, we might 

eventually end up understanding, for example, creative idea generation as goal-directed, 

multiple-constrained memory search process. Would we then have killed creativity after 
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all? At least, further integration into general theories of human cognition might kill some 

illusions about its peculiarity – an important step along the path of cumulative science. 
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In this commentary, I add my thoughts to Glăveanu’s excel-

lent target article. I add two points to move the dialogue for-

ward. One point is that although as a field we do have our 

portion of the blame, other disciplines must also share the 

burden. When new areas “ discover”  creativity they often 

begin anew, or claim there is no consensus, or else start and 

end with Guilford and Torrance. However, my second point 

is that the answer, to me, is via collaboration and dialogue. 

The people who are “ scholarly bilingual”  – who “ speak”  cre-

ativity jargon but also understand the ins and outs of another 

field – are the keys. Conversations and collaborations can 

help advance the field. 

I’m delighted to get a chance to comment on the excellent and provocative paper by Vlad 

Glăveanu (2014). Many of the issues he raises are ones I have addressed in other works 

(such as the Four-C theoretical work with Ronald Beghetto; Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009, 

2013). But Glăveanu takes pain to emphasize that he is making a selective review of the 

literature, and I don’t intend this commentary to be a standard “ look at the work I’ve done 

that isn’t cited!”  piece. 

Instead I want to suggest two additional principles that he alludes to in the text. One 

is hinted at when he cites Plucker, Beghetto and Dow’s (2004) exploration of why creativ-

ity doesn’t play a bigger role in educational psychology. Glăveanu correctly places some 

of the blame at our feet – which I accept – but I also contend that when other fields 

“ discover”  the concept of creativity, they rarely do their homework in the slightest – or 

else they stop in the 1960’s. As Cropley (in press) notes, when engineers (among many 

other disciplines) decide to study creativity they broadly announce that there is no ac-

ceptable definition or consensus about what it is – which is, of course, nonsense. Wheth-

er or not our standard definition is flawed (it is), could stand to be challenged (it could), 

or is hard to implement (it might be), there’s a striking agreement about the basics 

of what creativity is. When other areas (which includes my “ home field”  of psychology – 
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there are many papers published on creativity in top journals by experts in other subdisci-

plines) study creativity, they must avoid wallowing in the same hackneyed myths that 

Plucker et al. (2004) outline. 

As a second added principle, however, we must actively seek out related work. 

Glăveanu himself is one of the masters of this effort to incorporate the research of related 

fields. Whether it is called imagination, improvisation, innovation, or something else, crea-

tivity or some related facet is studied in numerous other fields, yet there is strikingly little 

communication. My colleagues and I have tried to address this gap (e.g., Reiter-Palmon, 

Beghetto, & Kaufman, 2013), but we are a drop in the ocean. There are several scholars 

out there whom I call scholarly bilingual – they speak “ creativity”  but other fields also 

speak. My friends and colleagues Oshin Vartanian, Roni Reiter-Palmon, and David Crop-

ley are just a few that quickly come to mind, who can translate the jargon of neurosci-

ence, business, and engineering research (respectively) into creativity-speak.  

One of the goals of my career has been to get people to speak to each other. I grew up 

as the child of IQ test developers (indeed, I still am) and it struck me, when I much later 

took cognitive psychology classes, how many basic questions could be (and were) an-

swered with IQ test data. Cognitive psychologists often looked down on IQ test develop-

ers (too much money involved) and would in the process over-value their studies with 

a sample of 40 college students and under-value or ignore the normative studies of IQ 

tests with very similar tasks that had samples in the thousands. I am scared that we are 

doing this exact same thing in creativity – overlooking essential work in organizational 

psychology that could be applied to the classroom, or vice versa. 

The best way to solve this dilemma is with dialogue and connections. Glăveanu has 

started many dialogues – including this one – and is as excited as I am about connecting 

different disciplines, cultures, domains and methodologies. I have only tackled a fraction 

of the issues he has raised, and I look forward to seeing how other commentaries engage 

in this dialogue – and, even more, continuing these conversations outside of the written 

page and at conventions, visits, and Skype talks! 
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The psychology of creativity is in crisis! This is the assertion 

of Glăveanu’s thought-provoking and wide-ranging review. 

The present commentary responds to each of Glăveanu’s 

six conclusions – supporting some and challenging others – 

finding much to drive an exciting future of research in crea-

tivity. Bold, new and surprising questions do, indeed, need to 

be asked in this field. Reflection on definitions of creativity is, 

as Glăveanu asserts, important, but should not divert re-

searchers from moving forward, confident that a consensus 

does exist. Reductionist approaches in creativity research 

should not overwhelm attempts to integrate the contributions 

of the 4Ps as a system. Creativity research should seek out 

and study inconvenient samples – professional practitioners, 

for example. Qualitative, theory-building approaches to crea-

tivity research need to be encouraged as a counter-balance 

to quantitative theory-testing. Lastly, and perhaps most im-

portantly for the future health of creativity, researchers need 

to demonstrate to the wider scientific community the value 

that creativity brings to other disciplines. If the community of 

creativity researchers, psychological or otherwise, contrib-

utes to Glăveanu’s suggestions for future research, then the 

fragmentation and dispersion he identifies are, in fact, the 

seeds of future health. 

COMMENTARY 

Glăveanu’s (2014) article raises many interesting and important points about the nature 

and status of creativity research, with perhaps the most important being the need for 

“ dialogue and collaboration”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 28). While I agree that there is much 

that could be done differently, and possibly better, I would stop short of claiming that “ the 

psychology of creativity is close to a crisis”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 10). Nevertheless, like 

the recent special section on Replications in Psychology prompted by Makel’s article in 

the journal Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts (Makel, 2014), wide-ranging 

discussion should be encouraged and supported. 
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My own position in the debate is influenced by two facts. First, my creativity heritage, 

so to speak, is largely psychological in nature. Although not a psychologist, I came to the 

field through the tutelage of researchers embedded in the psychology of creativity, so that 

if Schools of Thought can be said to exist in creativity research, then I tend to see myself 

as a product of the Psychological School of Creativity. Second, my professional heritage 

is engineering. Where this influences my views on creativity is probably most strongly 

seen in my particular interest in practical applications of creativity. As an engineer, what 

concerns me most – and the question I most often have to address when talking to col-

leagues and potential engineering clients – is the “ so what”  of creativity. What value 

does it add to a discipline like engineering? Why should an engineering firm, or the engi-

neering department of a University, for that matter, care about creativity?  

Glăveanu’s article therefore strikes several strong chords for me, although with some 

differences in detail. In a very general sense, for example, I am not particularly troubled 

by the “ increased fragmentation and dispersion”  that he cites (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 10). 

Indeed, I do not see how growth can be anything other than divergent, and the idea of 

convergent growth (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 10) seems inherently limiting. Convergent growth, 

to me, implies constraint and limitation, or worse, gatekeeping. The question of what cre-

ativity studies are developing towards does not, in my opinion need to be answered in a 

way that limits possibilities – it is sufficient, to say that it IS developing. To put this differ-

ently, if it must develop towards something, it is sufficient that the goal is an increase in 

the body of knowledge, however broad, diffuse or fragmented that might be. I am in fa-

vour of an approach that is essentially market-driven – certain themes, methods, theories 

and so on will prevail, because they have explanatory power and help to explain the val-

ue of creativity, while others will fade out naturally because they lack explanatory power. 

The important point is that the value and ultimate success of certain lines of creativity re-

search is an emergent property of the system. Indeed, if we knew which lines of attack to 

pursue, in advance – if we knew what is what we were supposed to be doing – then, in 

the words of Albert Einstein, “ it wouldn’t be called research, would it?!”  

Glăveanu’s article covers a lot of ground and while I would like to address many of his 

points – to support some, or to extend or contest others – space does not permit 

a lengthy commentary. Instead, I will address his six conclusions for future research, and 

hope that, for the remainder, the opportunity arises in journals like this one to engage in 

these debates that he correctly points out are vital to the health of creativity research. 

1. Ask bold, new, and surprising questions. I agree with this point, and would highlight 

a concern of my own. The consumer – of the research – should be ultimate judge of the 
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value and worth of research. There is a danger that journal reviewers, for example, act as 

gatekeepers rather than quality controllers. My view is that the function of reviewers and 

editors is to weed out papers that are methodologically unsound, or poorly written, or that 

contain factual errors, but not to block papers that contain new or untested ideas. If in 

doubt, let the reader be the judge of what constitutes a bold, new, or surprising question. 

2. Reflect on definitions, do not simply take them for granted. To some extent – yes. 

However, in engineering, for example, I see many papers that show a desire to explore 

creativity, but never get past the initial hurdle of “ what is creativity?”  The typical response 

seems to be to ignore the extant body of knowledge, i.e. the psychology of creativity, and 

instead, start from first principles. The problem with this approach is that, ironically, these 

engineers are spending a great deal of time and effort reinventing the creativity wheel, 

and the initial burst of enthusiasm fizzles out after the effort of trying to define creativity. 

In other words, little progress is made, and little is added to the body of knowledge. In ap-

plication areas, like engineering, more progress would be made by taking some of the ex-

isting work on creativity for granted – not least the definition – and working forward from 

that point. 

3. Challenge traditional units of analysis. I agree with Glăveanu’s point that much 

of creativity research is very reductionist, or Cartesian, in nature. Outside of creativity re-

search, my own day-to-day teaching is in the field of systems engineering, and we teach 

that a complex system cannot be analysed, or understood, by cutting it into its constituent 

parts. Doctors do not learn about life by cutting living systems into their component parts, 

because life is an emergent property of the system. It is manifest only at the level of the 

system, when the components of the system are interacting and exchanging energy, in-

formation and/or mass. Glăveanu’s point is that creativity is a system, and there are limi-

tations in trying to study it by reducing it to its component parts – the 4Ps – each in isola-

tion from the other. 

4. Look for unique, interesting samples and develop new methods. I support 

Glăveanu’s call for research in creativity to move “ beyond psychology students and 

acknowledged creators as participants”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 28). Of course, researchers 

are constrained by practicalities of data collection, but we need to have a debate about 

this and ask, for example, if it is better to have a convenience sample of 500 psychology 

students, or a sample of only 50 school children, or engineering students, or Nobel Laure-

ates. Simonton (2014) discusses a broadly similar issue in his response to Makel’s 

(2014) article. 

5. Build theory, don’t just cite it. I agree with Glăveanu’s point here – “ literature re-

views and discussion sections are not simply an occasion to cite the works you are ex-

David H. Cropley / CREATIVITY 1(2) 2014 

file:///C:/Users/ZDO/Desktop/Cropley_Glaveanu_commentary_fINAL.docx#_ENREF_4#_ENREF_4
file:///C:/Users/ZDO/Desktop/Cropley_Glaveanu_commentary_fINAL.docx#_ENREF_3#_ENREF_3


 

 

226 

pected to cite…”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p. 28) – but I see two possible causes. We need to 

guard against the positive feedback loop that can be created by the review process. If we 

place too much emphasis on reinforcing what we feel are standard works, there is a dan-

ger that papers converge on a small number of expected references at the exclusion of 

other material. The solution is not to stop asking researchers to make sure they have cit-

ed important works, but to invite them to add other works at the periphery, and to accept 

these even if they are unfamiliar. A second issue here, touched on by Glăveanu, is the 

relative lack of qualitative research in creativity – or perhaps, the lack of availability of av-

enues to publish more qualitative work. One way to categorise the difference between 

qualitative and quantitative research is that the former is theory building, while the latter is 

theory testing. If we want creativity researchers to build theory, then there needs to be an 

outlet for qualitative studies that do this. 

6.Think practically about your conclusions. The key point raised here by Glăveanu re-

lates to the “ so what?”  In my own discipline, I think there is a desperate need and desire 

to understand the contribution that creativity (and innovation) make, in real, practical 

terms to the process of solving technological problems. I have attempted to address this 

myself (Cropley, 2015), but I feel that mine is still largely a lone voice. The same might be 

said of other applications of creativity. There is a strong desire in engineering, education 

and other disciplines to understand and make use of creativity for practical purposes, and we 

need to sell the value of creativity to these disciplines in an effective and clear manner. 

I will close as I started. I do not think that the psychology of creativity is as close to cri-

sis as Glăveanu suggests. However, this does not mean that debate, discussion and ac-

tion are not warranted. The health of any area of research should be measured by the 

level of internal debate, and its openness to new and different points of view, theories and 

methods. Could the psychology of creativity do better in this respect? No doubt. Is the 

psychology of creativity – or creativity research more generally – in crisis? It may be, 

to a degree, fragmented, dispersed and chaotic, but I see these as signs of discipline that 

is still in its adolescence – and this will naturally change and coalesce as it continues to 

mature. 
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Glăveanu (2014b) provides a wide-ranging analysis and cri-

tique of the science of creativity. Many of his points are fair 

and reasonable, and addressing the questions he poses will 

unquestionably advance the field. But definitional issues re-

ceive too much attention, and some of the arguments 

are over-extended. The six recommendations are difficult 

to argue against, but would following all of them lead to the 

more impactful field that Glăveanu desires? 

Glăveanu’s (2014b) analysis of the field of creativity is provocative and provides further 

evidence that he is among the field’s most insightful thinkers. Writing from his sociocultur-

al perspective, he provides an in-depth analysis of the field and proposes six recommen-

dations for moving the field forward. 

Glăveanu carefully frames his paper by noting that his analysis is focused largely on 

“ ‘mainstream’ research”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 11), and he softens the knife-edge of his 

comments by stating that, “ my own work shows signs of at least some of the questiona-

ble practices I discuss below”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 11).This is a reasonable approach 

and provides a good foundation for the paper. 

I largely agreed with Glăveanu’s analysis, and my hard copy of his paper is covered 

with highlights and comments on points on which we agree. For example, he observes 

that, “ We seem to be asking every kind of question about creativity without listening 

enough to what others are doing or what they have found”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 10) and 

notes that this is a problem in the entire field of psychology, not just the psychology of 

creativity. He suggests that the role of time has been largely ignored, that we have be-

come too reductionist in how we study and talk about creativity and that many of the idio-

syncrasies and traditions of the field tend to disconnect our work from the needs of teach-

ers, families, managers, artists and other practitioners.  
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All of these points, and many others throughout the paper, feel very accurate to me. 

His thoughts on the limitations of historiometry and consensual assessment techniques 

strike me as especially insightful, as do the extensive comments on needed improve-

ments to theory-building within the field (see also Vartanian, 2014). Quite simply, the field 

can do better in these and related areas, and Glăveanu deserves considerable credit for 

his willingness to share these observations. I could write many pages emphasizing our 

considerable points of agreement, but that is not the purpose of this set of critiques, and 

I ask the reader to keep this in mind when considering the following constructive criticisms. 

I have only minor concerns with the general tone and approach of the analysis. For ex-

ample, many of these issues are common across social science fields (and, I suspect, 

many other fields). For example, he questions the attraction of neuropsychological re-

search on creativity, leading to concerns about creativity research being largely method-

driven. Absolutely, but every social science field experiences this phenomenon – try pub-

lishing a paper about education that does not use hierarchical linear modeling! These 

fads and tendencies are largely the result of human nature, and creativity researchers 

should not be faulted for having the same tendencies. 

In a similar vein, Glăveanu’s concerns about the types of questions being asked and 

answered are well-taken, but they go a bit too far. For example, creativity journals are in-

creasingly publishing research from Chinese scholars, and much of this research involves 

replication of studies that have been well-researched in Western cultures. This develop-

ment may give the impression of a lack of originality and boundary-pushing that Glăveanu 

decries, but we need to be sensitive to our Chinese colleagues’ desire to replicate previ-

ous work to determine if it is relevant to the Chinese context. This is both reasonable and 

an important and necessary step for advancing the science of creativity (see Makel, 

Plucker & Hegarty, 2012; Makel & Plucker, 2014a, 2014b). 

For example, Yi, Hu, Plucker and McWilliams (2013) conducted a conceptual replica-

tion of Torrance’s (1968) seminal study on the fourth grade slump. Few previous replica-

tions have been successful, but Yi et al. were curious about whether a Chinese sample of 

students would show developmental differences related to their grade level. The results 

were significantly different from previous research, in that the students exhibited a slump, 

contrary to many studies with Western samples, but the slump occurred much later than 

Torrance observed. It also extended the previous research by examining the role of 

school climate on creativity. Was this study motivated by questions that were “ bold, new, 

and surprising”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 27)? Not really, but the study provided helpful infor-

mation for practitioners (another of Glăveanu’s recommendations) and some insights into 
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the role societal and organizational variables may play in the development of creativity. 

Given Glăveanu’s sociocultural perspective, his emphasis on the need for a distributed 

approach to creativity development (Glăveanu, 2014a) is not surprising, and it corre-

sponds well with my colleagues’ work with distributed conceptions of talent development 

(McWilliams & Plucker, 2014; Plucker & Barab, 2005). That said, I do not find this concept 

to be described in sufficient detail. How would a sociocultural model of distributed creativity 

look different from the individual differences and systems theories approaches that are 

widely used today? More discussion of this vision would be of great assistance to the field. 

Our only area of major disagreement is found in the lengthy section on definitional is-

sues. Intriguingly, he cites our paper on these issues (Plucker, Beghetto & Dow, 2004), 

in which we called for better use and explicit stating of definitions in creativity research, 

but then he does not share our proposed definition that addresses many of his concerns. 

Glăveanu correctly states that Stein’s (1953, p. 311) definition, emphasizing novelty and 

usefulness, is the basis for most research in the field, but he does not note that the Stein 

definition has subtle aspects that address some of his own sociocultural concerns. Stein 

very specifically noted that a creativity product needed to be “ accepted … by a group in 

some point in time” . Stein has never been given enough credit for his acknowledgement 

that creativity is in the eye of the beholder (and that his definition accounts for this relativi-

ty), and that judgments about a work’s creativity may vary across time. Our definition 

sought to extend this and related conceptualizations by formally acknowledging the role 

of context, which includes but can go far beyond time, group context, and other external 

variables: “ Creativity is the interaction among aptitude, process, and environment by 

which an individual or group produces a perceptible product that is both novel and useful 

as defined within a social context”  (Plucker, Beghetto & Dow, 2004, p. 90, emphasis 

in original).  

 Quite frankly, continued discussion about definitions feels like we are chasing each 

other down the proverbial rabbit hole. Variations on what we proposed in 2004 (e.g., Si-

monton, 2012) are, from our perspective, already included in the definition, and little pro-

gress is being made here. However, a less-emphasized point in Glăveanu’s analysis, the 

“ need to make explicit one’s paradigmatic assumptions”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 13, em-

phasis in original), is very fair. Journal editors should require any published creativity re-

search to provide the authors’ definition of creativity and, if relevant, paradigmatic lens at 

the beginning of each paper. That alone would address many of Glăveanu’s major con-

cerns and provide the field with a stronger conceptual foundation as it moves forward. 

 Somewhat surprisingly, I find the recommendations (Glăveanu, 2014b, pp. 27-28) 

to be the least provocative part of the paper, in large part because they do not necessari-
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ly focus on the author’s main question, when he observes early on that the field is rapidly 

developing, but “ developing towards what?”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 10, emphasis in origi-

nal). I am not sure this question is ever answered in the paper, and the recommendations 

dance around this issue. For example, one can hardly deny that we should be asking 

“ bold, new, and surprising questions,”  (Glăveanu, 2014b, p. 27), but if the field does not 

have a shared understanding of our ultimate goals, then will asking bold, new questions 

do anything more than make the same old material feel more exciting, when it really is 

not? Oddly, the aspect of the paper that most excites me – the call for a new, unified di-

rection for the field and a move away from rampant reductionism – is somewhat can-

celled out by recommendations that are mostly reductionist (e.g., ask better questions, 

take definitions more seriously, reconsider units of analysis, develop new methods, build 

better theory, have more practical conclusions). 

I agree with most of these recommendations, but one could follow each of them and 

the directionless – or multi-directional – nature of the field would be unchanged. Our 

scholarship would be undoubtedly improved, but to what end? Glăveanu deserves a 

great deal of credit for pushing us to reexamine the field, but I am sure he agrees that this 

is merely the start of a much more involved, lengthy conversation. 
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This comment considers Glăveanu’s observations about the 

state of creativity studies. I agree with Glăveanu’s view 

of creativity research but disagree that it is bad. The history 

of psychology shows that “ big theories”  inevitably fail to ful-

fill their promise. Instead, as George Kelly argued long ago, 

complex problems with many facets are better served by 

a mix of big and small theories. Likewise, the diversity of cre-

ativity research is a sign of healthy pluralism, not lamentable 

fragmentation. Science doesn’t proceed via central planning, 

and claims of “ fragmentation”  and “ wasted effort”  raise dis-

turbing questions about who gets to decide what other scien-

tists should study. Finally, creativity research should be more 

method-driven than it is. Methods are interesting in their own 

right, and they can be heuristics for generating good ideas 

as well as tools for solving problems. All told, this era of cre-

ativity research will be remembered as a period 

of renaissance rather than decline.  

I’m happy to have a chance to read and reflect on Glăveanu’s (2014) essay on the state 

of creativity studies. We Americans are justifiably known for our thick-headed optimism — 

“ It will all be okay”  could be our motto, alongside “ Does that come in a bigger size?”  — 

so it is easy for us to miss signs of impending disasters. Fields do occasionally wither or 

wander into dead ends. In experimental social psychology, one field I work in, a classic 

critical piece (Ring, 1967) predicted a doom that did come to pass. Is the science of crea-

tivity headed for a similar crisis? 

My own perspective on this topic is shaped by having too many irons in too many fires. 

Much of my work is in creativity, but I have separate lines of work in aesthetics, motivation, 

emotion, psychophysiology, experience-sampling methods and psychopathology. I also 

have a humanities side that reads and appreciates history and criticism. Traveling in many 

circles has provided a sort of anthropological perspective on the growing field of creativity.  
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BIG THEORIES ARE OVERRATED AND PROBABLY COUNTERPRODUCTIVE 

If psychology has learned anything since its inception, it should be that big, grand theo-

ries fail to deliver on their promises. Like alluring boyfriends, they swear they’ll make it up 

to us and never let us down again and we buy into it, perhaps out of the same naïve be-

lief that this time we might have really found “ the one,”  the perfect mate that can meet all 

our needs. Until recently, for example, personality psychology was dominated by grand 

theories (Dumont, 2010), and what did they buy us? Did the Freudian decades open 

or constrain the study of personality? Doesn’t matter—that slightly perverted suitor got 

dumped for staid and stolid Hullian theory (Hull, 1943; 1952). And how did that Hullian 

model of motivation, personality, and culture work out? The fact that almost no psycholo-

gist under 35 has heard of Clark Hull, probably the most influential experimental psy-

chologist of his era, says much about the perils of putting our eggs in one basket, no mat-

ter how big and grand it looks. 

Psychology has largely stopped searching for “ Mr. Right”  grand theories and become 

more promiscuous. It has a lot of “ Mr. Right Nows,”  mid-range theories and small-scale 

models that work best for focused problems. And long live licentiousness. In his landmark 

writings on personal constructs, George Kelly (1955, 1958) argued that scientific theories 

have both a broad range of convenience — the region of things they can speak to — and 

a narrow focus of convenience — the small set of things they explain most incisively. 

Theories that share the same range of convenience — such as the many theories of cre-

ativity — don’t necessarily conflict, provided they have different foci of convenience. 

In a sense, all theories can say a little about a lot (their range) and a lot about a little (their 

focus). 

One implication of Kelly’s reasoning is that we will always need more than one theory 

because theories usually have different foci. Take, for example, any of the broad theories 

of creativity mentioned by Glăveanu, such as Amabile’s (1996) componential theory 

or Sawyer’s (2012) sociocultural theory. Sawyer’s theory has a broad range, but it is most 

detailed and focused when applied to problems like the interactions between domains, 

audiences and gatekeepers. Amabile’s theory, too, has a broad range, but it is best 

known for its detailed guidance on motivational aspects of creativity. For other problems, 

such as the cognitive dynamics of idea generation, these theories give at best fairly gen-

eral guidance. In contrast, problem-solving models of creativity can be painfully detailed 

about how people generate ideas (e.g., Finke, Ward & Smith, 1992), but they offer only 

vague generalities about how groups generate ideas in real-world creative domains 

or how motivation might affect creativity. The approaches have overlapping ranges but 
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non-overlapping foci, as Kelly would say. We should use a sociocultural theory to under-

stand how creative domains evolve, but use cognitive theories to understand how 

knowledge constrains idea production. 

In Kelly’s writings, scientific and personal theories are tools people use to make sense of 

the world and predict what might happen. For complex problems, no single theory can ex-

plain all facets equally well. The choice between small models, mid-range theories and big 

frameworks is false, just as the choice between owning a hammer or a screwdriver is false. 

FRAGMENTATION OR PLURALISM 

One person’s fragmentation is another person’s pluralism. The fact that creativity has 

sparked the inspiration of so many people in so many different fields of scholarship 

seems like something to celebrate, not lament. We don’t all publish in the same journals, 

go to the same conferences, understand everything each other writes, or even agree on 

much, but that’s what things look like when a vigorous interdisciplinary community tackles 

a big problem. Consider the example of major depressive disorder. Within psychology, 

this is studied by people with interests in genetics, neuroscience, gender, relationship pro-

cesses, cognitive psychology, human emotions and many other subfields. But it is also 

studied by historians, cultural anthropologists, critical theorists, literary scholars and many 

other thinkers who look at depression through lenses that psychologists might find foreign. 

You can view this in two ways. One is as horrible fragmentation, as an inefficient use 

of energy, as a woeful lack of communication and coordination between far-flung tribes. 

Or you could see it as vital pluralism, as a sign of intellectual dynamism, as the momen-

tary state of a long-term intellectual project. My own work on depression, for example, is 

pretty narrow. I don’t and probably won’t ever dabble in historical, cultural, or critical 

methods. But I’m glad people are doing that, and I see them as intellectual kinfolk, not as 

misguided others who are “ doing it wrong.”  

And the same for creativity. Its division of intellectual labor is a sign of maturity and 

progress. My own creativity work is far from cultural, critical, sociological and anthropo-

logical approaches — I think inside small boxes, where my tiny candles do a better job of 

banishing the darkness. But I’m glad other people are doing other kinds of work. I read 

widely in creativity and can appreciate the sacred texts of neighboring tribes. 

And what, indeed, is the alternative to an intellectual division of labor that some see as 

fragmentation? One is to encourage everyone to do everything, to convert our myopic 

specialists into big-picture polymaths. This is unrealistic — we can only do so much. 

The years needed to learn critical methods cannot also be spent learning neuroscience 

methods, social theory, computational linguistics and the many other methods brought 
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to bear on creativity. This, of course, is why we divide labor, why geneticists collaborate 

with psychologists instead of getting PhDs in both fields. Another option is to eliminate 

some of the occupations and focus everyone’s effort on the most promising path. 

Like Mao’s Great Leap Forward, which sought to make farmers and blacksmiths of every-

one, this too would lead to famine (Dikötter, 2010). 

In short, I see diversity instead of fragmentation, energy instead of cacophony, net-

works instead of tribes. And I will confess that my humanities side, the part that gets cof-

fee with colleagues in history, gender studies and social theory, does wonder if there’s 

more than a whiff of “ intellectual capitalism”  in complaints about fragmentation. Is the 

process of scholarship a factory that must churn out and distribute the commodity 

of knowledge as efficiently as possible? Must we all use only the methods that have the 

highest “ yield”  of output per unit of time invested? Must the whole enterprise 

be “ managed”  from the top to ensure a standardized product that meets the market’s 

needs? Should we keep wayward laborers in line when they stray from what the powerful 

have defined as desirable production practices? A critical theorist might say that the dis-

course of fragmentation needs to be problematized. 

DON’T DEFINE CREATIVITY 

If the science of creativity were a gritty knowledge factory, a general definition of creativity 

would be its banal mission statement: something just specific enough to describe what 

it does yet just vague enough to avoid hurting someone’s feelings. I’m glad there’s no 

consensual definition of creativity, and I would rather people stop defining it. If I edited 

one of the creativity journals, I’d probably ask most authors to delete the standard boiler-

plate definitions that one usually sees, but I admit that my views on writing articles (Silvia, 

2015) are probably best kept out of the hands of today’s impressionable youth.  

Do we see creativity as a static thing, as a noun (Billig, 2013)? And if so, do we see 

it as the same thing for all contexts? Are all creativity scholars studying the same sense 

of creativity, or even the same thing? Would all intellectual, social, or practical purposes 

find the same definition fruitful? For example, there’s a sense of creativity implied by mi-

cro-level research on what the brain is doing when people try to come up with clever met-

aphors for common experiences (Benedek et al., 2014). This sense of creativity — com-

ing up with a small-scale idea that people similar to you find clever, funny, or compelling 

— seems different from the creativity studied in research on the success of movies, how 

teachers improvise in the classroom, the science of machine learning, and the history 

of why some arts flourish in some communities. We don’t need a definition that applies to 

all of these fields. Some people will study different sides or facets of the same creativity; 
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others will study different creativities entirely. 

RESEARCH SHOULD BE MORE METHOD-DRIVEN 

People talk about “ method-driven research”  like this is something bad. Usually this phrase 

is said dismissively by people who would like us to all be more theory-driven — by their 

theories, usually. But I think creativity research should be more method driven than it is.  

It is rational and desirable to try new methods on for size. When you have a hammer, 

everything does look like a nail, including things you never thought of as being nail-like 

that might benefit from a good thumping. Methods are systems for testing ideas but also 

heuristics for generating them. They might crack open a hard problem, put parochial de-

bates in perspective, or open a door we didn’t see before. New methods might also be 

interesting things worth studying for their own sake, even if the knowledge-factory fore-

men think such research projects are myopic and unproductive, something better done 

after clocking out. For example, I use experience sampling methods (e.g., Nusbaum 

et al., 2014; Silvia et al., 2014), but I also study them (e.g., Burgin, Silvia, Eddington, 

& Kwapil, 2013; Silvia, Walsh, Myin-Germeys, & Kwapil, 2013). These intricate methods, 

for whatever reason, strike me as challenging and interesting in their own right. Similarly, 

what’s wrong with studying methodological and measurement issues in creativity? Why 

not? It would be weird if everyone studied them, but it’s good for a field when at least 

some people study its nuts-and-bolts. 

Of course, methods aren’t tools that only lab researchers use. The broad category 

of non-quantitative methods — the rich families of historical, interpretive, narrative, phe-

nomenological and hermeneutic methods, for example — grows quickly, too. Innovative 

methods evolve in these families at least as quickly as new methods evolve in quantita-

tive research. We won’t know if they’re useful until we try them. Consider, for example, 

a perspective like enactive intersubjectivity (Fuchs & De Jaeger, 2009). This might be fer-

tile for creativity research on collaborative creativity. But it might not. Someone should 

tinker with this method and see if it buys us anything. Likewise, consider “ black box”  ma-

chine-learning models for studying dynamic social interactions. These might buy 

us something for understanding collaborative creativity. But they might not. 

CONCLUSION 

I agree with nearly all of Glăveanu’s observations about the state of creativity studies, but 

we reach different conclusions: what might seem like flaws strike me as strengths to build 

on. Creativity research is flourishing, and I’m glad it is the way it is. The sky isn’t slowly 

falling — we’re growing taller. 
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The paper presented is a commentary on Prof. Vlad P. 

Glăveanu's paper published in the previous volume of the 

journal. In reaction to his inspiring and valuable text, while 

confirming the vast majority of his detailed observations, 

I have articulated a different opinion about its main conclu-

sion: the presence of a crisis in the domain of the psycholo-

gy of creativity. In my opinion such a crisis does not exist. 

On the contrary: intense, though rather unsystematic, devel-

opment may be observed within the discipline. This stand-

point is explained in detail in my commentary. 

IS IT WORTH WAITING FOR THE MESSIAH? 

In 2003, in a digressive footnote to my doctoral thesis (published six years later), I some-

what viciously expressed my personal opinion: “ in comparison with other fields of the hu-

manities and even with social sciences, the philosophy of psychology (i.e., its metames-

sage, or fundamental assumptions) is marked by unusually strong conservatism. In the 

absence of discussions over the principals (due to lack of interest), conservatism mani-

fests itself implicitly — in scientific practice (Chruszczewski, 2009, p. 111). In other words, 

instead of babbling, one should do research. Of course the way to do research is com-

monly known, i.e., experimentalism, inductive statistics. Theorizing should be — as far as 

possible — avoided, at least until one gets old; however even then it is safer to content 

oneself with criticizing younger colleagues (preferably in anonymous reviews). I am all the 

more grateful to Prof. Glăveanu for his invigorating article (Glăveanu, 2014) because 

even though discussions on essential issues, including the way of doing science (contrary 

to the verbatim understanding of what I have written above), have taken place in the his-

tory of psychology, they have always been far too scarce. I would also like to mention 
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here, on the one hand, the opinions of Ambrose (1996) and Karwowski (2012) which con-

verge with many of Glăveanu’s theses, and on the other hand, the text of Baer (2011), 

which is highly critical of metanarrative nostalgia. They both provide a very interesting 

theoretical context for the following comments on Glăveanu’s article. 

I will restrain myself from repeating here all the detailed arguments made by the au-

thor, with whom by the way, I am often inclined to agree. I will only mention, among other 

things, the great quantitative increase in research on the psychology of creativity coun-

tered, at the same time, by a strong deficit in valuable synthesis and new theories, and 

the phenomenon of focusing research on and through research techniques, which in-

cludes the emphasis on improvement of measurement methods, rather than on problems. 

This has been true for a long time now, for already Hudson (1967) wrote about the risk of 

statistical and test reductionism in psychology, and yet “ the world has moved forward”  

since his times. Nevertheless, some concepts in the psychology of creativity, including 

those stemming from multivariate analysis, are still quite sophisticated, whilst, for exam-

ple, in the psychology of personality, the factorial approach has reached its Olympus 

of reductionism in the form of one general factor of personality (Musek, 2007). At this 

point, the question comes to mind: is only the psychology of creativity in crisis? I will re-

turn to this problem later. 

Glăveanu’s remark that the study of creativity, as indeed other types of research 

as well, does not take place in a socio-political vacuum, but on the contrary, is part and 

parcel of a certain ideology, is in my view rare, precious and original. The individualistic 

orientation on competing entities who contribute to the production of values of which the 

final goal is to increase both consumption and socioeconomic hiatus, which he consid-

ers dominant in theories and research on creativity (while dealt with critically from a left-

wing standpoint), is also worthy of appreciation and wider discussion. The fact that soci-

ology, for example, has had no problem in recognizing the political context of ways 

of practicing scientific discourse, while psychology has an almost clinical problem with 

it, is also astonishing. 

There is also a need, as Glăveanu points out, for critical reflection upon the definitions 

that determine the directions of research and types of questions posed, while other ques-

tions are left unspoken. At the same time he writes — in the spirit of Lyotard (1979/1984), 

or even Sartre (1943/1972), if not Hegel himself (1807/1977) — that every act of analysis 

is a kind of violence against reality. How rare an observation among representatives 

of the empirical sciences! 

But can modern methodology provide a conclusive study of such systematic, dynamic, 
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contextually entangled and time-varying relations as the phenomenon of creativity, as in 

my opinion Glăveanu understands it? I am afraid that such methods are (so far?) nonex-

istent, or else they are not known to most researchers (including me). An interesting har-

binger of methodological progress which might also be employed within the realm of the 

psychology of creativity is perhaps the apparatus of dynamical social psychology, though 

unfortunately somewhat complicated (Nowak & Vallacher, 1998). 

If we do not stand up to the challenge, we may face an all too familiar postmodern im-

passe: not wanting to give priority to any point of view at the expense of another and 

avoiding cognitive violence of the whole at the expense of its parts, we may mistake total-

ism for totalitarianism and due to the fear of falling into an unlawful dictatorship of thought 

we will not be able to say anything categorically about anything, or merely describing ten-

tative, transient, kaleidoscopic configurations of phenomena while disregarding any kind 

of classification. In the case of science which aspires to intersubjectivity this leads, how-

ever, to aporia and epistemic failure, unless we are ready to trust the popular, contempo-

rary, feminist philosopher Butler (1990, p. 15) who writes that “ without the presupposition 

or goal of “ unity” , which is, in either case, always instituted at a conceptual level, provi-

sional unities might emerge in the context of concrete actions that have purposes other 

than the articulation of identity.”  However, it is unlikely that psychologists representing 

a rather essentialist orientation would voluntarily agree to such a thing. Nevertheless, 

such processes can occur without their conscious consent. 

It is a peculiar paradox that Glăveanu, aware of restrictions inherent in the cognitive 

apparatus of contemporary psychology of creativity, deconstructs this apparatus, while 

complaining about the dispersion of results and the lack of great theoretical syntheses. 

It is either-or. For a long time we have been departing from scientific theories (and in the 

domain of culture from world-views) that are general, comprehensive and aspiring, how-

ever not always explicitly, to the rank of absolute truth in favour of theories that are local, 

particular, specific and relative. This can be observed in psychology, including the psy-

chology of creativity, e.g., in the discussion on its generality or specificity (i.e., Baer, 

1998). Such divergence, which maximizes the variety of results, contexts and perspec-

tives, could be potentially creative, if there were to be a reconfiguration of components 

together with their (in a way convergent) synthesis. 

Should we yearn for the return of great, or at least big metanarratives? Prof. Glăveanu 

recalls some great names from the past. However, the issue is that earlier in the history 

of psychology, theories of larger calibre were sometimes shaped by the rhetorical talents 

of their authors, and their often imposing general knowledge, the courage to express per-
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sonal beliefs and their extreme insensitivity to criticism, rather than by arguments which 

proceed from observation and research carried out by them. Freud, Jung and Laing are 

examples of this. Today the situation is different. And let us also not forget that the veraci-

ty of numerous elements of these early theories was negated on the basis of more objec-

tive reasons. Of course I am well aware that creative and innovative concepts do not 

have to be entirely correct or agreeable with all available data. A creator does not have to 

be the grandmaster of accuracy. Opening a new perspective is oftentimes more important 

than a carefully written prescription. Unfortunately, it seems to me that in today’s era, 

dominated by the worship of scrupulous, efficient and — as far as possible — continuous 

scientific productivity, which should additionally be accepted in the review system adopt-

ed by journals, revolutionary ideas are far more difficult to postulate (cf. Charlton, 2009). 

Thus, there are no great theorists in our field or else they are not heard, or otherwise 

deemed untrustworthy. 

Maybe we should return to Butler’s remark and hope that a certain level of deregula-

tion of the system (here: the psychology of creativity) and overburdening it with test re-

sults will lead back to spontaneous, parallel and bottom-up reorganizations which will be 

like new bubbles in a broth that has been bubbling for some time. Forasmuch waiting for 

a new grand theorist may be, I am afraid, like waiting for the messiah. 

IS IT REALLY THAT BAD? 

Despite its limitations, the psychology of creativity has been booming since Guilford. So is 

it actually that bad? It is always easier to diagnose a critical state of something, if we first 

determine what the ambitious criteria of ‘normal’ are. Does such an intention not echo in 

the text under discussion? Glăveanu’s ideas are, after all, convincing, his claims to reality 

are usually accurate and the outlined aspirations — extremely ambitious (although they 

are heuristically and thus quite generally, delineated). If we want to bring his theoretical 

thinking to the extreme (even if it is a logical extreme) we might say that the day when we 

reach a good theory of creativity par excellence, will be the day on which we learn what 

specific conditions are required to create a philosophical treatise, lead a political group to 

victory or write a drama. In my opinion such a day will never come. 

Therefore, I would like to oppose the impression that might impose itself after reading 

Glăveanu’s very interesting article that the psychology of creativity — perhaps in compar-

ison with other fields of psychology — is in some special way deficient, stuck in a particu-

lar crisis, and, while creating nothing new, merely administers outdated concepts by sub-

stituting conceptual thinking with methodological impetus. In my view, the psychology of 

creativity is not in a different position from the rest of psychology, and perhaps some of 
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the other socio-humanistic fields as well, although I lack sufficient orientation to make this 

claim with full conviction. And if we were to focus on the psychology of intelligence or per-

sonality, would we not see similar symptoms of crisis? And is it inevitably a crisis? 

One can criticize methods of questionnaire and test diagnoses for their peculiar artifici-

ality. Cannot experimental situations be artificial as well? Tests of divergent production 

can represent the totality of the creative process only to a very limited extent. But cannot 

the same be said about IQ tests in relation to the processes of thinking and solving prob-

lems? And yet IQ tests are, within their own limits, accurate and reliable (indeed more so 

than “ creativity tests” ), and their employment in research—due to the objectification of 

mental assessments — has yielded very good results. Is knowledge of the genetic basis 

of human behaviour not scattered? Or was there recently a breakthrough in developmen-

tal psychology thanks to some new Vygotsky? Or rather, as I inclined to think, do we still 

have theoretical polyphony and a huge variety of research? Such questions are endless. 

We can also ask a different question: are these signs of exhaustion, or maybe of unsys-

tematic development? 

Conclusion: there is not a greater crisis in the psychology of creativity than in other ar-

eas of psychology; what is more, I am not sure whether psychology (including the psy-

chology of creativity) is in crisis at all, although — when reading Glăveanu — I believe it 

is! However, some time after reading his article, I think that this “ crisis”  is an inevitable 

stage of development which follows understandable boredom caused by the exploitation 

of common research directions, easy acceptance of existing definitional and conceptual 

systems and finally of the hypertrophy of data analyzed by routine methods. However, if 

the “ crisis”  is to be “ overcome”  it will happen “ bottom-up”  rather than “ top-down” . The 

real hope lies neither in a theorist-messiah nor genius-creator, but in the primordial broth 

— bubbling with the promise of startling reconfigurations — which we all co-create. 
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Glăveanu’s essay is a call for a radical re-examination not 

only of the psychology of creativity, but of the entire academ-

ic enterprise. It challenges our disciplinary fragmentation and 

reminds us of the importance of stepping back and under-

standing the larger enterprise of inquiry, the need to relate 

theory and practice, to communicate among disciplines and 

research programs, and to integrate. Transdisciplinarity is an 

emerging approach that helps in understanding the challeng-

es ahead, and provides directions for future work. 

Vlad Glăveanu’s essay, in which he argues that creativity research, and specifically the 

psychology of creativity, is a discipline in crisis, is a welcome breath of fresh air and a se-

rious and provocative challenge for creativity researchers (Glăveanu, 2014b). The impli-

cations of his argument are far-reaching. They resonate strongly with the need for 

a broader  questioning of the epistemological foundations of academia today (Alhadeff-

Jones, 2010; Bocchi & Ceruti, 2004; Delors, 1996; Gidley, 2007; Giroux, 2010; McGregor 

& Volckmann, 2011; Morin, Ciurana, & Motta, 2003; Oliver & Waldron Gershman, 1989). 

Glăveanu’s article resonates strongly with my own research agenda, which has focused 

quite explicitly on the construction of knowledge, and specifically the construction of what 

we call creativity and creativity research (Eisler & Montuori, 2007; Montuori, 2005a; 

2011e; 2011f; Montuori & Purser, 1995; 1996; 1999).  Because of this strong resonance, 

I have taken the liberty of including a personal dimension to this reflection. 

My introduction to the world creativity research was through the work of Frank Barron, 

who went on to become my mentor, colleague and dear friend. Frank saw himself as very 

much part of the larger community of the psychology of creativity. But he also admitted to 

me he was always viewed as a bit of an “ odd fellow”  by some of his peers, something he 

didn’t see as entirely problematic, and perhaps even appropriate, given the subject 
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(Barron, 1968, 1993). Barron was a founding member of IPAR where legendary studies 

of creativity employed a holistic approach, and was known for his psychometric research. 

But as he sometimes told me, with a twinkle in his eye, the larger community was per-

plexed and in some cases quite disapproving of his frequent references to the poet Wil-

liam Butler Yeats and to other non-psychologists. This was because Barron was not dis-

cussing Yeats just as a creator, as a subject of research, but also as a colleague, a fellow 

researcher in the psychology of creativity, engaged in explorations of the creative person 

and process. “ Why does Barron cite poets instead of empirical research,”  his colleagues 

would wonder, sometimes in print. Equally disturbing to the community, it seems, were 

the liberal references to Bergson, Berdyaev, C.S. Peirce and other philosophers and art-

ists who had explored creativity. It seems to me, that a community that celebrates 

“ openness to experience”  should not close itself off to these important sources and to 

important larger questions. As Glăveanu points out, the Creativity Research Journal’s re-

cent shift to requiring exclusively quantitative work, all of the time, is a sign of the times 

and not exactly heartening for those of us who like to draw on wider sources and now see 

most integrative work on creativity in the hands of journalists like Jonathan Lehrer and 

Steven Johnson, who are free to roam the literature without restrictions (Johnson, 2010; 

Lehrer, 2012).  Glăveanu (2014, p. 13) writes that:  

“ Scholars seem to have abandoned the ‘big’ questions in favour of increasingly spe-

cialised inquiries leading them to develop subfields of a subfield (adding small bricks to 

an existing edifice) rather than contributing to our overall understanding of creativi-

ty”  (consider the edifice itself).  

This is an important critique that echoes the work of the French philosopher Edgar Morin 

(Morin, 2008a; 2008b; 1999) on transdisciplinarity, and a topic of considerable interest to 

me. Academia is also struggling with the mood of a postmodern suspicion of metanarra-

tives, of any attempt to address the “ big picture” ,  coupled with a focus on the measura-

ble, the empirical, and, of course, the brain! This has led, as Glăveanu points out, to 

a proliferation of more and more specialized research projects that mostly do not com-

municate with other projects, let alone most other people. In other words, academia is es-

sentially a world of increasingly non-communicating hyper-specialized silos that are not 

integrated in larger frameworks (Taylor, 2009). This is a problem not limited to the psy-

chology of creativity, as Morin has gone to great lengths to point out (Morin, 1990; 2001; 

2008a; 2008b; 1999; Morin & Kern, 1999; Morin & Le Moigne, 1999). In 1993, for exam-

ple, management theorist Jeffrey Pfeffer launched a strong and controversial critique of 

the excessive pluralism in his discipline, arguing that it should be ignored in favor of an 
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agreement to set up a larger research agenda addressing fundamental questions 

(Pfeffer, 1993). 

I agree with Glavenau that it is precisely these big questions concerning what he calls 

the edifice of creativity that need to be addressed. This includes the kinds of epistemolog-

ical questions about the construction of knowledge and the relationship between theory 

and practice that have recently fallen out of favor. In our age of transition, creativity has 

become the subject of much attention. Futurists argue that the key competence for cop-

ing with our complex and troubled times is creativity. Creativity is now being hailed as 

a key competence for leaders, business is enamored with creativity and innovation and 

increasingly, sociologists are pointing to the importance of “ creating”  our lives: surely it is 

also time for creativity researchers to become more, not less, engaged with the larger dis-

course and explore the implications and applications of their work, as well as engage criti-

cally with the larger issue of how creativity is understood and applied (Bauman, 2005; 

2007; Castells, 2000; Harman, 1998; Morin & Kern, 1999; Sardar, 2010; Slater, 2008).  

Compare the narrowness Glăveanu speaks of, with Frank Barron (1995, p. 6), situating 

his own research agenda: 

“ The psychology of the individual, the person, is the study of a world in itself. Yet, that 

world intersects and intermingles with the world of other individuals, so that very soon 

we must consider community, habitat, the intersection of the personal with cultural his-

tory, expectations of the future, and perhaps above all else in the human case, values 

and philosophy of life.”  

And again: 

“ The problem of psychic creation is a special case of the problem of novelty in all of 

nature. By what process do new forms come into being? The specification of the condi-

tions under which novelty appears in human psychical functioning is the task to which 

the psychology of creativity addresses itself. In doing so, it links itself to the general 

scientific enterprise of describing the evolution of forms in the natural world”  (Barron, 

1969, p. 9). 

The intellectual adventure Barron presents is “ homeless”  in a strictly disciplinary sense 

(Montuori, 2005a). It travels between disciplines, it moves across domains of knowledge, 

rather than remaining in a disciplinary box. Frank had a broad general culture that drew 

on philosophy, the subject of his undergraduate degree, literature and the arts, as well as 

the sciences. This broad background, something that is not encouraged in education to-

day, coupled with his deep understanding of his own specialization, made his far-

reaching explorations so compelling and ahead of their time. Today there is perhaps even 
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less of a place for this intellectual nomadism in the psychology of creativity than there 

was in Frank’s day.  

Glăveanu (2014, p. 12) further states that: 

“ Here lies perhaps one problem within the discipline: plenty of divergence and relatively 

little (constructive) accumulation. We seem to be asking every kind of question about crea-

tivity without listening enough to what others are doing or what they have found.”  

Compounding this problem is the eagerness in academia to use only the most recent 

references, to stay on top of the latest research, and often skip over the extensive re-

search that has already been conducted, relegating it to being a matter of merely his-

torical interest. 

This increasing disciplinary hyper-specialization and fragmentation is surely one of the 

main reasons for Beghetto’s concern that the psychology of creativity is not being used in 

education (Plucker, Beghetto, & Dow, 2004), at a time when there is a real crisis of crea-

tivity in education (Lovitts, 2005; 2008; Montuori, 2011b; 2012; Robinson, 2001). The 

practitioner is faced with a profusion of interesting research papers and data points, but 

no real sense of how to apply this in the larger educational context, no framework within 

which to integrate, and no real sense of where all this relevant knowledge can even be 

found, because relevant research may be in the psychology of creativity, but also in edu-

cational research, sociology, and any number of other mostly non-communicating disci-

plines. Consequently new fields emerge, like “ design,”  which explicitly address creativity, 

but often with minimal references to the research in the psychology of creativity. Moreo-

ver, before the emergence of transdisciplinarity there was no integrative discipline of dis-

ciplines, no framework for putting this all together let alone applying it. As another trans-

disciplinary thinker, Gregory Bateson (2002, p. 19) wrote: 

“ At present, there is no existing science whose special interest is the combining 

of pieces of information. But I shall argue that the evolutionary process must depend 

upon such double increments of information. Every evolutionary step is an addition 

of information to an already existing system. Because this is so, the combinations, har-

monies, and discords between successive pieces and layers of information will present 

many problems of survival and determine many directions of change.”  

Over 10 years ago I designed a Master’s in Leadership and a Transdisciplinary Ph.D. 

program at my institution based on the fundamental assumption that education can be 

a creative process (Montuori, 2010a; 2010b). Not surprisingly, this effort at the implemen-

tation and operationalization of creativity also led me to reflect on the larger questions 

of what creativity is in an academic context, how it can be fostered in the classroom, and 
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so on.  The very basic definitions of creativity were not sufficient: yes, a dissertation is 

supposed to be an original and useful contribution to one’s field. In that very basic sense, 

the traditional definition applies. But really it only applies to the extent that it tells us the 

dissertation is, or should be — by definition! — a creative product. How does that trans-

late into the everyday activities of the graduate student? Into the writing of a literature re-

view (Montuori, 2005b; 2013)? It is a sad irony that even though the Ph.D. dissertation is 

supposed to be an original contribution to one’s field, hardly any doctoral programs (or 

graduate programs) discuss creativity or the creative process. Plagiarism, on the other 

hand, gets a mention. 

I have written elsewhere about the challenges of developing graduate programs that 

foster creativity, and I have proposed what I call “ Creative Inquiry”  as an approach to in-

troducing creativity as central dimension of education (Montuori, 2006; 2008b; 2011a; 

2011c; 2011d; Montuori & Donnelly, 2013). Space does not permit me to explore this top-

ic in detail, but I do want to focus on another aspect of my work in education, because it 

ties in very closely with Glăveanu’s assessment of what is needed to revive creativity re-

search. Glăveanu calls for us to delve more deeply into existing research and our para-

digmatic assumptions as researchers. Expressing his concern for disciplinary fragmenta-

tion Glăveanu (2014, p. 13) states that: 

“ (T)his concern goes beyond simply referencing relevant literature, it refers to the need 

to make explicit one’s paradigmatic assumptions.”  

Transdisciplinarity differentiates between disciplinary work, which is intra-paradigmatic, 

and where the assumptions of the discipline itself are hardly ever questioned, and trans-

disciplinary work, which involves an awareness and questioning of multiple sets of para-

digmatic assumptions, including one’s own, and requires the integration of the inquirer 

into the inquiry (Montuori, 2005a; 2008a; 2010a). Intra-disciplinary work is akin to what 

Kuhn called normal science (Kuhn, 1996). In other words, getting on with the problems 

of the established research agenda, within the mostly unquestioned established assump-

tions. There’s nothing wrong with this, of course. As the physicist and transdisciplinary 

philosopher Nicolescu (2002, p. 122) states:  

“ The transdisciplinary method does not replace the methodology of each discipline, 

which remains as it is. Instead the transdisciplinary method enriches each of these dis-

ciplines, by bringing them new and indispensable insights, which cannot be produced 

by disciplinary methods.”  

Disciplinary research needs to be supplemented by a reflection on our individual, as well 

as our disciplinary and philosophical paradigmatic assumptions, and an integration of per-
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tinent knowledge from whatever sources are available for purposes of application.  

Much of the popular creativity literature proposes following a step-by-step “ how to”  

recipe, while ignoring, or at best cherry-picking from the vast research literature. A more 

informed application arguably requires a transdisciplinary approach. Applying creativity 

research to education requires an ability to integrate, draw from multiple relevant sources, 

and implementation by a specific person or persons in a specific context. I would argue 

that transdisciplinary scholar-practitioners may be akin to “ para-professionals,”  inevitably 

not experts in all relevant specialized research fields, but more broadly oriented towards 

ongoing integration and application, an ongoing dialogue between theory and practice, 

between theorists and practitioners, and constantly seeking to enrich one with the other in 

the crucibles of experience and reflection (Ogilvy, 1977). This requires an orientation to-

wards more practical, applied knowledge as well as a higher-level awareness of the con-

struction of knowledge, found in the philosophy of social science.
1 

In summary, Glăveanu’s rich and provocative essay is a call for a radical re-examination 

not only of the psychology of creativity, but of the entire academic enterprise. It challenges 

our disciplinary fragmentation, our increasing entrenchment within the quantitative and 

(lately) the neuro-scientific, and is a call for self-reflection, historical and contextual 

awareness, as well as a recognition of philosophical questions and frames, and above all 

a generative dialogue about these issues. This re-visioning of creativity will likely require 

the development of alternative spaces, journals, conferences, dialogues and explorations.  

Glăveanu’s own efforts at developing a cultural psychology of creativity and articulating 

the various paradigms of creativity, as well as the article discussed here, provide im-

portant steps in this direction (Glăveanu, 2010a; 2010b; 2011; 2014a; 2014b; Glăveanu 

& Lubart, 2014). I can only hope that his work will stimulate further reflection as well as 
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1 As I have argued elsewhere (Montuori, 2005a) that transdisciplinarity can be summarized as requiring four dimen-

sions. A focus that is inquiry-driven rather than discipline driven. This does not involve a rejection of disciplinary 

knowledge, but the development of pertinent knowledge for the purposes of action in the world. In other words, it is the 

demands of our situation and application that guide our inquiry. A stress on the construction of knowledge through an 

appreciation of the meta-paradigmatic dimension — in other words, the underlying assumptions that form the paradigm 

through which disciplines and perspectives construct knowledge, and consequently the way various understandings 

of our situation are constructed. Disciplinary knowledge generally does not question its paradigmatic assumptions. 

An understanding of the organization of knowledge, isomorphic at the cognitive and the institutional level, the history 

of reduction and disjunction (what Morin calls “ simple thought” ) and the importance of contextualization and connection 

(or “ complex thought” ). In a “ live”  situation of integration and application, where we draw on an ecology of ideas, we 

must go beyond analysis to bring in synthesis and take into account the networked phenomenon of interconnected-

ness. The integration of the knower in the process of inquiry, which means that rather than attempting to eliminate the 

knower, the effort becomes one of acknowledging and making transparent the knower’s assumptions and the process 

through which s/he constructs knowledge.  
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action in the development of a more open, distributed, integrative creativity research that 

is both theoretically richer as well as more aware of, and concerned with, practical appli-

cations.  
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In this commentary to Glăveanu (2014), I address one spe-

cific issue raised – that of the need for a grand or unifying 

theory of creativity. I discuss whether our understanding 

of creative cognition has progressed sufficiently to allow for 

the development of, or inclusion in, a grand theory of creativ-

ity. Specifically, I argue that there are many gaps in our un-

derstanding of two major processes, problem identification 

and construction and idea evaluation and choice. I further 

provide some suggestions for how we can move the field 

forward on these individual aspects, and still strive for inte-

gration. 

In his paper, Glăveanu (2014) provides an overview of the field and research in creativity, 

and suggests that we must move toward a more integrative approach. I do not disagree. 

Indeed, at times, it does feel that we are doing fairly narrow work, and that we forget to 

consider how all the various findings tie together, and how they fit with a larger theoretical 

framework. As research in the area of creativity has expanded, and exploded, in recent 

years, keeping track of these disparate findings, and making sense of sometimes conflict-

ing findings has become more difficult. 

That said, I believe that there are still some areas in which we have a significant lack 

of knowledge, and proceeding to a unifying approach, a grand theory, without the basic 

knowledge can be problematic. One example of an area where we have a much more 

limited understanding is that of the cognitive processes associated with creative thinking. 

While many theories of cognition have been proposed (Finke, Ward, & Smith; 1992; Mer-

rifield, Guilford, Christensen, & Frick; 1962; Mumford, Mobley, Uhlman, Reiter-Palmon, 

& Doares, 1991; Osborn, 1953; Sternberg, 1988; Wallace, 1926), testing of all the specif-

ic processes proposed has lagged behind. Reiter-Palmon and Illies (2004) suggested that 

there are some common processes across the different models such as problem identifi-

cation and construction, idea generation and idea evaluation and selection. When looking 
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at these three processes, it is clear that idea generation has been extensively evaluated. 

In fact, in some cases, idea generation has become the de-facto measure and definition 

of creativity (Reiter-Palmon, Herman, & Yammarino, 2008). 

While research on idea generation has been plentiful, that is less so the case with the 

other two processes. As a result, what we know about these two important processes is 

limited. In the case of problem identification and construction, we know that creative indi-

viduals tend to engage in the process and be better at it, than less creative individuals 

(Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Okuda, Runco, & Berger, 1991; Reiter-Palmon, Mum-

ford, & Threlfall, 1998), that experts spend more time in problem construction than novic-

es (Kay, 1991; Rostan, 1994; Voss, Wolfe, Lawrence, & Engle, 1991) and that when indi-

viduals are asked to actively engage in the process, they are more likely to come up with 

creative ideas (Redmond, Mumford, & Teach, 1993; Reiter-Palmon, Mumford, O’Connor 

Boes, & Runco, 1997). With regard to idea evaluation and choice, we know that individu-

als can accurately evaluate ideas for originality (Runco & Basadur, 1993; Runco 

& Chand, 1995). That said, other work suggests that more creative individuals are more 

accurate in their evaluations (Basadur, Runco, & Vega, 2000). While idea evaluation was 

found to be related to divergent thought more so than convergent thought (Runco 

& Smith, 1992), factors that influence idea generation seem to influence idea evaluation 

in a different way (Herman & Reiter-Palmon, 2011). Finally, the standards that influence 

idea evaluation are different based on domain (Sullivan & Ford, 2005) 

However, there is still much we do not know about these two processes. For example, 

multiple methods have been used to elicit active engagement problem identification and 

construction (Reiter-Palmon & Robinson, 2009) though it is not clear whether and how 

these methods may differ in terms of their effect on the process of problem identification 

and construction and resulting creativity. In addition, it has been suggested that problem 

identification and construction is related to experience (Gick & Holyoak, 1983), and re-

search indeed suggests that experts spend more time constructing an ill-defined problem, 

however, the exact nature of the role of experience in how the problem is constructed has 

not been examined. For idea evaluation, the relationship between idea evaluation and 

idea choice has not been fully examined. For both problem identification and construction 

and idea evaluation, the differences between the processes at the individual and team level 

have not been examined. It is not clear if these processes operate in the same way at the 

team level, or in what way are individual cognitions aggregated or combined to create a 

team problem construction or team evaluation (Reiter-Palmon, Wigert, & de Vreede, 2011). 

While understanding how these processes operate and the basic factors that influence 

them is important, following the call by Glăveanu, I would like to suggest some additional 
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important issues that require a broader and integrative perspective to study. That said, 

given the limited basic research, I do not believe this particular area is yet ripe for a grand 

integrative theory. Instead, I would suggest that in addition to studying and understanding 

each process in isolation, we are indeed ready for the next step – integrating these pro-

cesses with other factors that influence creativity. One area in which we need to focus on 

integration is within the study of the processes themselves. Investigations into how the 

specific processes interact with one another and affect one another are limited. For ex-

ample, how does structuring the results from problem identification and construction influ-

ence the information that is being searched? How do the goals developed in the problem 

construction phase influence the standards used to evaluate solutions? How do the num-

ber and creativity of the ideas generated influence idea evaluation and selection? Further, 

while it has been suggested that these processes may not necessarily occur in a sequen-

tial manner (Mumford et al., 1991), and that individuals may cycle back and forth between 

the processes, how and when this is done is not well understood. 

Other important integrative research questions have to do with the potential influences 

of other factors such as personality, motivation, social processes, leadership and culture 

(at both the organization and national level) on the application of these processes. 

For example, research suggests that problem construction effectiveness is related to per-

sonality (Reiter-Palmon, Mumford, & Threlfall, 1998) and that promotion and prevention 

foci, a motivational characteristic, have different and opposite relationships with idea gen-

eration and idea evaluation (Herman & Reiter-Palmon, 2011). The role of additional per-

sonality and motivational characteristics such as goal orientation, emotional stability, cre-

ative self-efficacy, task interest and intrinsic motivation should be further investigated. 

Further, it is important to delineate the effects of these variables on the different process-

es independently and interactively. Similarly, it is not clear how culture (be it depart-

mental, organizational or national) or social processes (such as communication, cohesion 

or conflict) will influence creative cognitive processes. For example, do cultures that em-

phasize risk taking promote idea evaluation and selection of more risky, and potentially 

more original, ideas? Do open discussions within teams facilitate sharing different per-

spective about the problem, and the development of broader and more comprehensive 

problem identification and construction? 

Glăveanu (2014) suggests that it is important that we move from disjointed individual 

findings to a more coherent state of affairs in the study of creativity. I agree that the field 

is ready, to some extent, to move beyond single findings into studying more complex rela-

tionships. I have reviewed the state of research on early and late cognitive processes, 

those that precede idea generation and those that come after. While I agree that we must 
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strive for a more unifying approach to the study of creativity, the research has not pro-

gressed in a uniform fashion across the different areas of creativity. Creative cognition is 

one aspect where progress has been slow, at least in some areas, and therefore, we may 

not be able to develop a global approach. 
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Dr Eric Shiu agreed with Professor Vlad Petre Glăveanu that 

although the amount of research on creativity is increasing, 

a corresponding theoretical breakthrough is not apparent. 

One main culprit is the overwhelming dominance of the quan-

titative approach in creativity research. Another is the lack 

of consensus in the definition of creativity. Shiu draws from 

his research experience in both innovation and creativity re-

search, and feels that the path of academic development for 

the innovation field is healthier. For instance there is more 

consensus in the definition of innovation, the categorization 

of innovation and the process of innovation than in creativity. 

Echoing Glăveanu’s recommendation to study creativity 

in its time and space context, Shiu added that the space con-

text should extend to the cultural setting. So far research ef-

forts on creativity are predominantly American and to a lesser 

extent Western European. As a result, alternative concep-

tions of creativity nurtured and practised in some other parts 

of the world may be relatively neglected. Lastly, Shiu is fasci-

nated by the great potential for creativity researchers from 

different disciplines to conduct cross-disciplinary cooperation 

and research, but he also warned that creativity research, 

which is “ owned”  by many academic disciplines, may suffer 

from further fragmentation. Effective cross-disciplinary dia-

logue is needed to combat this danger. 

I have the honour to be invited by Dr Maciej Karwowski, co-editor of the journal of Crea-

tivity: Theories — Research — Applications to write a commentary on the above manu-

script authored by Professor Vlad Petre Glăveanu. I am a fellow creativity researcher, but 

have to firstly declare that my academic background is related, but clearly different from 

that of the author, who has developed his expertise in the psychology field in general, and 

the psychology of creativity in particular. My broad academic background is in manage-

ment and marketing, within which I have specialized in innovation before discovering cre-

ativity research a few years ago. Professor Glăveanu’s manuscript covers many im-
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portant issues in the study of the psychology of creativity. I don’t feel comfortable in re-

viewing and commenting on every important issue raised by Professor Glăveanu in his 

manuscript. I will therefore only review and comment on some, in areas where I have 

knowledge of the issues concerned.  

I totally agree with Professor Glăveanu, that in spite of an ever increasing amount 

of research on creativity, a corresponding theoretical breakthrough in creativity research 

is not apparent. The background literature in creativity studies still often refers to famous 

creativity researchers and the not-so-recent theories they proposed. One of the major cul-

prits, as noted in Professor Glăveanu’s manuscript, is that the quantitative approach 

is overwhelmingly dominant in creativity studies. Indeed, the Creativity Research Journal 

only considers papers using the quantitative rather than the qualitative approach. Howev-

er, to explore a new theory and then to test it, the researcher should not refrain from us-

ing a variety of research techniques. More often than not, theoretical development re-

quires the use of both quantitative and qualitative approaches, capitalising on the ad-

vantages of each and offsetting the disadvantages (Shiu, et al. 2009a) in order to build 

a valid theory. Another major culprit contributing to a less than satisfactory state of theo-

retical development in the creativity field is the lack of consensus in the definition of crea-

tivity. Dawson & Andriopoulou (2014) reflect that the number of definitions of creativity is 

probably the same as the number of academic authors in the creativity field. One old Chi-

nese saying is worth recalling here: before doing anything about something, one needs to 

give that something a proper definition. Different definitions of creativity lead to different 

conceptualisations of the nature and scope of creativity as seen by different creativity re-

searchers – this is certainly not a healthy condition in the study of creativity. 

As a researcher in both innovation and creativity, I feel I may have a certain level 

of knowledge to allow me to compare the academic developments between innovation 

and creativity. Innovation and creativity are very closely linked to each other. Innovation 

is the de facto application of creativity (Shiu, 2009b). In spite of their close linkage, the 

two have their own paths of academic development. Comparing the two I feel that the 

path of academic development for the innovation field is healthier than that for the field of 

creativity. It is true that there is still no universal definition of innovation, that is followed 

by all innovation researchers; there are still debates over how to categorize innovation; 

there are different numbers of stages in the innovation process suggested by different 

scholars. However the differences in opinion regarding the definition and other issues in 

the innovation field may not be as big as those in the creativity field. For example, I would 

be very surprised to find a definition of innovation that is significantly different from that 
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proposed by the OECD (1991), which is “ an iterative process initiated by the perception 

of a new market and/or new service opportunity for a technology-based invention which 

leads to development, production, and marketing striving for the commercial success 

of the invention.”  The beauty of this definition, as noted by Garcia & Calantone (2002), 

is that it captures the essence of innovation from an overall perspective and addresses 

two key characteristics of innovation. First, it notes that innovation is not all about the 

technological development of an invention, but should also consist of the introduction 

of that invention to end-users through adoption and diffusion. Second, its emphasis 

on iteration implies that innovation includes both the first introduction of a new innovation 

and the re-introduction of the same innovation in an improved form. I also doubt that any 

innovation researcher would challenge the existence and meanings of the two key cate-

gories of innovation, i.e. radical innovation and incremental innovation, even though there 

have been only sporadic studies on the categorization of innovation, such as really new 

products as noted in Schmidt & Calantone (1998) and re-innovation as proposed 

by Cheng & Shiu (2008). There are, among others, the five-step innovation process as 

developed by Crawford & di Benedetto (2011) and the thirteen-activity innovation process 

as proposed by Cooper & Kleinschmidt (1986). All these versions of the innovation pro-

cess comprise a different numbers of steps and use different words to name essentially 

the same step. Yet in spite of these different versions of the steps of the innovation pro-

cess, none would argue against the notion that the innovation process must include idea 

generation/concept development, product development and product launch. Along the 

path of academic development for innovation, there are different voices on issues such 

as definition, categorization and process, but the nature of these differences is not too 

fundamental and is not too chaotic. Probably the same cannot be said of the creativity 

field, which, in my opinion, may be more chaotic in its academic development. This more 

chaotic nature is detrimental to the continual theoretical development of the creativity 

field. The over-emphasis on the quantitative approach in the creativity field as opposed to 

a more balanced use of qualitative and quantitative approaches in the innovation field al-

so contributes to the difference in the state of health of the academic development of the 

two fields. 

Professor Glăveanu rightly argued that creativity should be studied in its time and 

space context, as one cannot detach creativity from its context and should not (wrongly) 

assume that there is no interaction between them, which is in tandem with what Placone 

(1989) drew attention to in relation to the contextual dynamics of change in the creativity 

process. As Professor Glăveanu (2014) states: there are very few who would disagree 
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with this premise (that creativity can indeed be educated), which implies that the context 

a person is put into can have an effect on his/her creativity. Indeed not only is context in-

fluential with regard to an individual’s creativity, but it also provides criteria for judging 

to what extent a person is creative. Putting today’s person, with a certain level of creativi-

ty, back 200 years, would almost certainly result in his/her creativity level being judged 

very differently. By the same token, putting a person from one spatial context into anoth-

er, would most likely mean that his/her creativity level would be judged differently by his/

her contemporaries in their respective spaces. We need to judge a person’s creativity in 

the context the person is put into. A few years ago, I watched a TV programme introduc-

ing a child prodigy in India who was widely praised by people in his village as an extreme-

ly creative and talented child. He applied what he knew, together with common sense and 

logic, to derive new ways of diagnosing and curing diseases. In spite of his creativity and 

talent, some of his thoughts were still immature and might well have been incorrect. If we 

were to judge this child on the basis of what he thought and did, he almost certainly 

would not have received the same level of praise in say the USA where the “ context”  for 

nourishing creativity development is better (by the standards of the USA or more broadly 

by the standards of the West) than that back in an Indian village, which was the context 

for this child’s abilities. In keeping with this line of thinking, both previous and current re-

search efforts on creativity are predominantly American and to a lesser extent those 

of Western European. These research efforts tend to promote, albeit mostly inadvertently, 

the orthodoxy of the American-Western European notion of creativity processes, and 

in so doing, alternative conceptions nurtured and practised in some other parts of the 

world, may be relatively neglected. As Shiu (2009b) has argued, the resulting problem 

is two-fold. First, given the potentially vast differences between cultures, models of crea-

tivity developed and successfully followed in western culture may not be applicable 

to a similar extent in another culture. Second, by not giving the creativity behaviours ex-

pressed in other cultures the attention they deserve, we as creativity researchers, as well 

as organizations trying to tap the talents of creativity, are losing the opportunity to make 

potentially very rewarding use of these alternative conceptions of creativity, not to men-

tion the possibly even more rewarding route that could integrate knowledge in the field 

of creativity across different cultures in a novel way, thus promoting “ out-of-the-cultural-

box”  creative ideas that could make even greater impacts and contributions. 

In the field of innovation, there have been real life cases of cross-cultural learning, 

such as the example of a leading ice cream company learning from a locally popular taste 

in Buenos Aires and applying it successfully in new product development, a famous 
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sports shoe company learning a new design initiated by a world class footballer from Bra-

zil, and an American jeans company learning a new style of jeans that originated in Japan 

(Crawford & di Benedetto, 2011). These are cases of cross-cultural studies in innovation 

that originate from creative thinking. We need more than case studies. We need to learn 

the “ ways”  that have to be there in the first place, that are common in a particular culture 

and nurture creative thinking. These “ ways”  can be very different from the models of cre-

ativity we, as creativity researchers in the West, have learned. These “ ways”  cannot be 

called theories, because they might not have been scientifically proven, but they have 

been in the culture for hundreds or even thousands of years. Although there have been 

a number of studies on comparing creativity between cultures (Cheng, 1999; Niu & Stern-

berg 2002; Morris & Leung 2010), they are far and few between and are mostly on mak-

ing comparisons between West and East. However, we have many other cultures, apart 

from the Chinese culture or East Asian culture, whose inhabitants may have their unique 

“ ways”  of creative thinking, but unfortunately these have not been studied properly. Fur-

thermore most, if not all previous creativity studies making comparisons between cultures 

have been approached in a broad sense (e.g. intuition versus logic by Wonder & Blake, 

1992) thus not allowing us to study the unique creativity process (the “ way”  of creative 

thinking) of a particular culture in adequate detail. We need to open our eyes and minds 

to try to learn these ways in detail. In order to learn these in an “ under-the-skin”  manner, 

we have to be flexible in our approach, as the quantitative approach alone is not enough. 

To relate what I have discussed and suggested previously to what Professor Glăveanu 

said, we need to take into account the spatial context when conducting creativity re-

search, and this space can be geographical or cultural. 

My final point is probably the only point in which I may not totally agree with Professor 

Glăveanu. I need to stress that what I have discussed and suggested in all the previous 

paragraphs results from trying to see the creativity field as a whole, and not just from the 

perspective of the field of the psychology of creativity. Psychology, in my understanding, 

briefly speaking, is fundamentally about the study of the human mind, and therefore 

it may not be particularly “ off track”  for psychology researchers to just focus on the hu-

man mind and study the creativity within it and care very little about the corresponding 

context. Creativity may be the subject of research and teaching in many disciplines, such 

as psychology, education, sociology, management, engineering and even perhaps philos-

ophy. The fact that creativity draws interest and input from different disciplines is fascinat-

ing, because there is great potential for creativity researchers from different disciplines 

to conduct cross-disciplinary cooperation and research. However, the same fact may also 
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lead to creativity research efforts that are piecemeal and fed by knowledge from only one 

discipline, especially if there is no cross-disciplinary dialogue, for example, as in studying 

the brain mechanisms of creativity without considering the context, or studying the con-

text for creativity without adequate attention being paid to the human brain. It is therefore 

of paramount importance to have cross-disciplinary dialogue, cooperation and research 

on creativity, by drawing upon the experience of researchers who specialize in the psy-

chology of creativity, the sociology of creativity, the management of creativity, the educa-

tion of creativity and the philosophy of creativity, among others. 
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It is debatable whether the psychology of creativity is a field 

in crisis or not. There are clear signs of increased fragmenta-

tion and a scarcity of integrative efforts, but is this necessari-

ly bad? Do we need more comprehensive theories of creativ-

ity and a return to old epistemological questions? This de-

pends on how one understands theory. Against a view 

of theoretical work as aiming towards generality, universality, 

uniformity, completeness, and singularity, I advocate for 

a dynamic perspective in which theory is plural, multifaceted, 

and contextual. Far from ‘waiting for the Messiah’, theoreti-

cal work in the psychology of creativity can be integrative 

without having the ambition to explain or, even more, predict, 

creative expression across all people, at all times, and in all 

domains. To avoid such ambition, the psychology of creativi-

ty requires a theory of context that doesn’t arbitrarily sepa-

rate person and environment or simply postulate the exist-

ence of ‘levels’ of context without questioning the relations 

between them. In order to understand these levels and their 

inter-relations we need however to consider insights from 

a variety of disciplines outside psychology, in a truly trans-

disciplinary manner. Consideration needs to be given as well 

to connected scholarship focusing on imagination, innova-

tion, and improvisation. Last but not least, an expanded the-

ory of context cannot ignore the institutional context of doing 

research on creativity. Creativity scholars are facing consid-

erable constraints when it comes to advancing theory be-

yond disciplinary limits, but this makes such efforts all the 

more worthwhile.  

It is a great privilege to have such a large number of colleagues offer comments on my 

‘critical reading’ of the field published in the previous issue of this journal (Glăveanu, 

2014a). Their thoughtful remarks and suggestions have certainly enriched my thinking 

and made me reflect further on my own ideas as well as their (intended or unintended) 
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consequences. I found myself in agreement with most of the views expressed and found 

also particularly useful those views that differ radically from my own. More debate is pre-

cisely what I advocated for in the lead article and this fruitful exchange of ideas is a great 

illustration of such an exercise; therefore, I am very happy to see the call of the target ar-

ticle answered and, once more, would like to thank the editors for making this exchange 

possible. Considering the large number of comments received, I will focus in this short re-

ply on only half of them, mainly those that explicitly referred to the role of theory in the psy-

chology of creativity. This is an essential topic for me and, although I am not able to dis-

cuss it at length here, I take this opportunity to add some, hopefully useful, clarifications.  

The starting point for my reply is the deliberately controversial claim that the psycholo-

gy of creativity is a field in crisis. For me the signs of this crisis are represented by a) in-

creased fragmentation into more and more specialised fields, b) a lack of sustained dia-

logue between them and a scarcity of integrative efforts, and c) losing sight of key theo-

retical questions related to epistemology, methodology, and disciplinary practices. While 

these observations themselves were not essentially contradicted by any of the commen-

tators, the conclusion that they signal a crisis or that this crisis has serious negative con-

sequences was received differently. While some agreed with my assessment enthusiasti-

cally (Montuori, 2014), others ‘stopped short’ of claiming there is a crisis (Cropley, 2014) 

or thought that, according to the criteria mentioned, many areas of psychology if not the 

whole discipline can be said to be experiencing a crisis (Chruszczewski, 2014; Csikszent-

mihalyi & Lebuda, 2014). Interestingly, for others there is a crisis but precisely for the op-

posite reasons: too many general models and not enough ‘fragmentation’ (Baer, 2014). 

But the most common alternative view was that, in fact, the crisis might not be a problem 

but an opportunity, a natural state of affairs in the development of a relatively young field 

(Beghetto, 2014; Cropley, 2014; Csikszentmihalyi & Lebuda, 2014). At the other extreme, 

the crisis itself became the very sign of progress and something that should be celebrat-

ed rather than lamented (Silvia, 2014). 

It is not the acceptance or rejection of the idea of crisis that concerns me. In fact, 

as I anticipated, “ several of what I consider limitations might be taken as signs of pro-

gress by others”  (Glăveanu, 2014a, p. 27). What interests me here are the different inter-

pretations behind considering the current state of affairs harmful or productive. And, when 

focusing on this issue, a rather salient dichotomy seems to emerge between the ‘One 

Theory’ and the ‘messiness’ the empirical world or, in the inspired words 

of Chruszczewski (2014), between waiting for the Messiah and having progress gradually 

arise out of a bubbling, ‘primordial broth’. 
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CONTEXTUALISING THEORY 

As a cultural psychologist I have always been concerned with the construction of theory 

and this concern clearly transpires through my critique of mainstream research within the 

psychology of creativity. The fact that I am a great admirer of integrative theoretical pro-

posals is obvious from the lead article and most of my other work in the area of creativity. 

It is not my aim, however, to impose my own preference on others but reflect on its 

strengths and limitations. Therefore, in the commentaries received, I paid particular atten-

tion to criticism since it gave me the chance to better understand, define and refine my 

own position.  

First, let me re-state some of my claims: 

“ Scholars seem to have abandoned the ‘big’ questions in favour of increasingly spe-

cialised inquiries leading them to develop subfields of a subfield (adding small bricks 

to an existing edifice) rather than contributing to our overall understanding of creativity 

(consider the edifice itself)”  (Glăveanu, 2014a, p. 12). 

“ (…) the trouble is that researchers (…) are often not aware of their meta-theoretical 

choices and their important consequences. In this sense, besides the questions actual-

ly formulated in various studies, most of the assumptions underpinning the research 

remain unfortunately unquestioned”  (Glăveanu, 2014a, p. 14) 

“ (…) we need to acknowledge the importance of ‘grand theories’ for organising and 

guiding our research (…) findings and middle-level models cannot float around, unsup-

ported, they need to be ‘located’ somewhere within a conception of what creativity is 

in relation to what being a person is, or what it means to live within a society and cul-

ture. (…) it is a matter of knowing these theories and making the effort to understand 

and work with or against them”  (Glăveanu, 2014a, p. 22-23).  

It is to be noted that, despite my own preference for high-level theorising, the statements 

above do not invite colleagues to elaborate more and more grandiose theories of creativi-

ty. What they call for is awareness of the bigger picture. In other words, a critical reflec-

tion on theoretical and epistemological issues and being sensitive to the broader theoreti-

cal basis we build on and contribute to with our empirical work. I was therefore surprised 

to find, in some of the commentaries, a certain depiction of what focusing on theory is or 

can be that doesn’t correspond to what I am advocating for. More than this, some 

of these comments suggest an image of theory characterised by universalism, generality, 

uniformity, singularity, completeness, and exclusivity. Ultimately, a view of theory that 

is absolute and a-contextual. My own, essentially pragmatist approach to theory, is very 

far from, if not the exact opposite of this; as such, I take this chance to add a few clarifica-
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tions regarding the kinds of theoretical work I had in mind when writing the lead article. 

1. Theory should not be universal but contextual. The suspicion that meta-theoretical 

narratives want to explain everything and end up explaining nothing is well warranted. 

However, this is not the kind of theory I envision for the field of creativity and the sociocul-

tural frameworks I have tried to build in the past testify to this. Cultural psychology itself, 

which is my own theoretical orientation, emerged as a reaction to universalistic claims 

within general psychology (focused primarily on physiological processes) and, later, cross

-cultural psychology (with its standardised view of culture; for details see Shweder, 1990; 

Cole, 1996; Valsiner, 2007). In this sense, my own position is closer to that of Baer than 

his comment might reflect (see Baer, 2014). I too share the same belief that any theory of 

creativity, independent of its level of theorising, must start from context. Domains are one 

of the key ways in which context is integrated into our thinking about creativity, although 

not the only one. A clear example that a theory can be ‘general’ (in terms of level) and yet 

contextual (in scope) is precisely the Amusement Park Model (Baer & Kaufman, 2005)! 

The apparent disagreement originates in the fact that Baer and I use the term 

‘fragmentation’ in different ways: he points to domain-specificity while I refer to the fact 

that subfields don’t communicate well with each other. 

2. Theory is not singular but plural. Related to the above is the (mis)conception that the 

best theory is all-encompassing and, therefore, singular. Having different, even opposing 

theories, for different facets of creativity is bad according to this logic. Such a view how-

ever is not only unrealistic but harmful and I full-heartedly join Silvia (2014) in celebrating 

pluralism, in both theory and research, over singularity. I am not sure where the idea that 

having people interested in creativity “ in so many different fields of scholarship”  is la-

mented (Silvia, 2014, p.235), but in any case I would like to dispel this critique. Theoreti-

cal pluralism is undoubtedly “ a sign of intellectual dynamism”  (p. 235). Now, Silvia and I 

do seem to disagree, however, on how useful it is for these efforts to develop and contin-

ue to exist largely separately, with only surface-level dialogue between different commu-

nities. 

3. Theorising takes place at many levels. Chruszczewski (2014) metaphorically re-

ferred to waiting for the Messiah in creativity studies whenever we hope for the ‘big’ theo-

ry to emerge. For him, and not only, a special place needs to be reserved for 

“ spontaneous, parallel and bottom-up reorganizations”  (Chruszczewski, 2014, p. 243), in 

other words, for middle-range theorising (Karwowski, 2014). I completely agree with this! 

When I argued for going back to the ‘big’ questions I did not mean they require ‘big’ theo-

ries to answer them. In line with Montuori (2014), my plea is to question the epistemologi-
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cal foundation and practical applications of theory — ‘big’, ‘middle’ or ‘small’. Silvia’s ex-

ample that “ we should use a sociocultural theory to understand how creative domains 

evolve, but use cognitive theories to understand how knowledge constrains idea produc-

tion”  (Silvia, 2014, p. 235) fails, from this perspective, to properly reflect on differences 

in epistemology… 

4. Theory doesn’t need to be predictive. Chruszczewski (2014, p. 243) notes that, “ the 

day when we reach a good theory of creativity par excellence, will be the day on which 

we learn what specific conditions are required to create a philosophical treatise, lead 

a political group to victory or write a drama. In my opinion such a day will never come” . 

I would add to this that we shouldn’t also look forward to such a day. A ‘good’ theory par 

excellence is not, in my view, one that explains creativity away, one that postulates and 

predicts all outcomes at all times. Theory can describe and organise (frameworks) as well 

as explain and even locally predict (models) and so its value should not be judged 

in terms of prediction alone.  

5. Theory is not optional. Studies that aim to develop theory in the psychology of crea-

tivity are relatively rare, especially as regards high-level theorising. And this is perhaps 

a natural state of affairs as Simonton (2014) writes — what would we do if everyone start-

ed creating new theories and new vocabularies that go with them? We are, I would say, 

safe from that. It is much more common for research to contribute to a certain line of the-

ory, test a model on a new population, add a factor to an existing list, etc. There is no  

a-theoretical research simply because, from the very choice of our method or sample 

to how we interpret findings, we necessarily contribute to a certain line of scholarship, 

to a certain paradigmatic view of creativity. My argument has been that we need, first and 

foremost, to be aware of this. For this reason it is all the more surprising to read Silvia’s 

(2014) call for more ‘method-driven research’. When I mentioned this in the lead article, 

I referred to the way in which well-established methods can be used uncritically, simply 

because they are just ‘there’, available and legitimate. Silvia (2014), on the other hand, 

argues for trying new methods and, through this, potentially extending or complexifying 

our understanding of creativity. This might very well be an interesting exercise. But trying 

‘new methods on for size’ without taking into account their theoretical basis can only be, 

I argue, less fruitful than expected. My reading of his suggestions highlights, in fact, pre-

cisely this: new methods are exciting precisely because they introduce us to new theoreti-

cal or conceptual landscapes. There is no purely method-driven research simply because 

one cannot separate theory from method; neither of them is optional. 

In summary, the (re)turn to theory I advocate for is not one towards a singular, general, 
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universal and final theoretical construction. It is not a call for uniformity or for a situation in 

which a small number of gatekeepers would control academic output based on the tenets 

of one grand theory (Cropley, 2014; Silvia, 2014). In the lead article I even postulated the 

fact that some of the most interesting work (including theoretically) comes from the 

‘periphery’ rather than the ‘centre’. What I didn’t make explicit there, and I take this op-

portunity to clarify, is that I understand theory-building as a dynamic, iterative process 

(see for example Valsiner’s, 2014, methodological cycle).Theory is not only the ‘endpoint’ 

on the ‘arduous path of cumulative science’ (Benedek & Jauk , 2014) and very often we 

are not even close to reaching an integrative framework (see the case of creative cogni-

tion; Reiter-Palmon, 2014). Theories are not in fact ‘points’, final and static entities, but 

the mark of ‘transitions’; they are not meant to make reality uniform and flatten its asperi-

ties, on the contrary, they help us observe it through ever-changing lenses. This is why 

the key for me doesn’t reside exclusively in constructing theory (bucket building for 

Beghetto, 2014) but relating theories and conceptions to each other, putting them in dia-

logue (see also Kaufman, 2014).  

I personally do not subscribe to the view of doing science put forward by Benedek and 

Jauk (2014, p. 213-219), despite it probably being the most common in psychology and 

beyond. For them, the study of a highly complex phenomenon like creativity necessarily 

starts with simplification, reduction to simple, tractable problems. This leads to the accu-

mulation of dependable knowledge, replicable effects, and integrating existing evidence 

into available models; progressing, in time, from simple to increasingly complex models. 

The two authors argue for recognising the value of this process and the fact that it cannot 

be side-stepped by immediately jumping to new, grand theories. I do not disagree with 

this last remark. But the mainly inductive process outlined above ignores the role of theo-

retical assumptions underlying even the most simple (if not precisely the most simple!) 

segmentations that allow empirical research. As I have argued above, research doesn’t 

end with theory: it starts from it and is guided by it throughout. The analytical approach 

Benedek and Jauk mention belongs to a certain, largely positivist, legacy of doing re-

search which is one option among many. Historically, holistic thinking dominated psychol-

ogy (see Diriwächter & Valsiner, 2008) and I advocate for starting from wholes, as com-

plex as they might be, and proceeding analytically to study them in a non-reductive man-

ner (not reducing wholes to their parts; for example reducing creativity to the creative per-

son, the creative person to cognitive processes, and cognitive processes to divergent 

thinking). Of course, deciding what the whole is, in the case of creativity, and what the 

parts are, is itself a crucial theoretical question (for a discussion of this issue, see 
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Glăveanu, 2015b). And this theoretical question brings us back to the central notion of 

context and its implications for theory and research.  

TOWARDS AN EXPANDING THEORY OF CONTEXT  

The psychology of creativity needs a theory of context, something that has concerned me 

for a number of years. This concern stems from the holistic approach adopted by cultural 

psychology in dealing with the study of phenomena in context. Moving away from ‘flat’, 

uni-dimensional models that privilege the intra-psychological alone (e.g., cognitive opera-

tions, personality traits, etc.) we should strive towards 3-D models that incorporate social-

ity, materiality, and temporality into our thinking about creativity (Glăveanu, 2014c,d). The 

problem is that these aspects, particularly the social and material, are assigned by many 

to context rather than the phenomenon of interest itself and context is usually given a 

secondary role. Context surrounds instead of being that which ‘makes things grow’ (Cole, 

1996). Context is external rather than an integral part of what we are studying. This theo-

retical perspective makes it legitimate to separate phenomenon from context, even while 

admitting that context ‘shapes’ the phenomenon. Take the example of person and social 

environment in the psychology of creativity. Very few researchers would claim the latter is 

not important but, since it is part of the context, it can be set aside in order to zoom in on 

the person and his/her bio-psychological makeup. This is not possible within the para-

digm of cultural psychology which considers mind and context as co-constitutive and inter

-dependent (Shweder, 1990). 

I have repeatedly claimed above that there is no, nor should there ever be, one grand 

theory of creativity. The integrative theoretical efforts I argued for are not meant to take 

us to this, but rather to conceptual and methodological exchanges and to frameworks that 

are able to articulate multiple levels or (compare and contrast) multiple domains. In other 

words, lead us to systemic theories. Systemic models are not absent in the psychology 

of creativity (see Csikszentmihalyi & Lebuda, 2014) but truly systemic thinking is rare. 

Commonly, systems are represented as additive structures that start from the biological 

(the brain), move to the psychological (intelligence, personality, motivation, etc.), and add 

to them several social layers (inter-personal, group and intergroup), up to the most far-

reaching levels of society and culture. This is considered a sufficient theoretical move 

to bring in ‘the big picture’ and continue doing research at one level while only postulating 

its relation to the others (my accusation towards the neuropsychology of creativity). But 

what is the nature of these relations? Simply arguing that each ‘layer’ of the system is 

qualitatively different doesn’t answer the big question of how one can relate or integrate 

findings.  
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This is further complicated by the fact that the different ‘levels’ or ‘layers’ of a systemic 

model are studied from different epistemological positions and integration is never 

achieved by simply putting things together, akin to a shopping list. Different disciplines 

might very well hold different pieces of the creativity ‘puzzle’ and, as such, context be-

comes much broader than what psychology envisions. In moving towards systemic think-

ing we need to take into account findings and assumptions from a variety of fields (see 

also the proposal of creatology; Magyari-Beck, 1999). Does this mean we have, from now 

on, to know and do everything if we are to succeed in becoming “ big-picture poly-

maths”  (Silvia, 2014, p. 235)? Certainly not. My critique of fragmentation is not one of the 

academic division of labour (although I am indeed critical of sharp disciplinary bounda-

ries). This is not a call for psychologists to become, in turn, sociologists, anthropologists, 

linguists, neurobiologists, and so on. The alternative mentioned by Silvia, that of eliminat-

ing “ some of the occupations and focus everyone’s effort on the most promising 

path”  (Silvia, 2014, p. 236), what he humorously compares to Mao’s Great Leap For-

ward, can only be equally disastrous. What Silvia doesn’t take into account however 

as a potential answer is transdisciplinarity.  

Montuori (2014, also Montuori, 2008, 2013) has made important contributions in this 

regard, particularly in relation to creativity, creative inquiry, and complexity theory. His ref-

erence to the thinking of Bateson, Morin and Barron is highly relevant for any efforts 

aimed at expanding the context of psychological approaches to creativity. Intra-

disciplinary research rarely questions its own assumptions because it is not faced with 

any form of radical ‘otherness’, for as diverse as any one discipline might be (and the 

psychology of creativity is a complex field, informed by cognitive, personality, social, and 

developmental scholarship, among others). Inter-disciplinary collaborations represent 

a step forward but they often leave things at the level of acknowledging another perspec-

tive and, in many cases, do not really challenge the established consensus (for example, 

today’s dialogue between cognitive and neuroscience approaches to creativity). In con-

trast, transdisciplinary work “ involves an awareness and questioning of multiple sets of 

paradigmatic assumptions, including one’s own, and requires the integration of the inquir-

er into the inquiry”  (Montuori, 2014, p. 250). Transdisciplinarity doesn’t ask us to know 

everything about everything and it also doesn’t result in uniformity; it fundamentally in-

volves meta-paradigmatic exchanges and the contextualisation of (disciplinary) research 

efforts. Moreover, it fundamentally relates knowledge construction to action in the world, 

something that resonates deeply with pragmatist accounts of science (James, 1907) to 

which I thoroughly subscribe. This appeal to look beyond psychology in order to under-
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stand creativity in a broader context resonates with other commentators, notably Kauf-

man (2015; also Reiter-Palmon, Beghetto & Kaufman, 2014), who argues for the need to 

become ‘multilingual’. Different commentaries to the lead article also bring in various the-

oretical and disciplinary perspectives, from engineering (Cropley, 2014) to marketing and 

management (Shiu, 2014). 

An expanded theory of context in the psychology of creativity not only builds on sys-

temic and transdisciplinary thinking but necessarily has to engage with related notions 

such as imagination and innovation. Beghetto (2014) offers an insightful sketch of an inte-

grative imagination, creativity, and innovation (ICI) model, drawing on the notion of medi-

ation. His focus rightfully is not on these concepts themselves but the “ reciprocal, bi-

directional, mediated, and moderated relationships”  (Beghetto, 2014, p. 209) between 

them. His framework is integrative while at the same time being flexible, not prescriptive, 

proof of the dynamic nature of theory building I mentioned before. His proposed alterna-

tion between zooming in and out as well as the coordination between ‘bucket building’ 

and ‘bucket filling’ are useful for redefining the relation between general and particular / 

local in creativity theory. What I would add to the list is the concept of improvisation, thus 

suggesting a tetradic rather than triadic framework (much as triangular depictions are pre-

ferred in models of mediation). This tetrad is not accidental. It actually resonates, without 

a perfect one-to-one matching, with several other typologies based on discipline 

(education and creativity, business and innovation, the arts/sciences and imagination, 

everyday life and improvisation), on creativity ‘units’ (person/imagination, process/

improvisation, product/creativity, press/innovation), on creativity level (mini-c and imagi-

nation, little c and improvisation, Pro C and creativity, Big C and innovation), and stages 

of creative work (from imagination to creative ideas, then an improvisational process of 

making and finally implementing the outcomes as innovations). Of course none of the 

above captures everything imagination, creativity, improvisation and innovation can be or 

have been studied as. This is why cross-fertilisation between these different literatures is 

vital for each. Each one of them can highlight certain facets of the creative process and, 

most of all, can help us connect them. For example, imagination brings the symbolic to 

the fore and the processes of distancing that make as-if thinking possible; improvisation 

highlights the temporal in the unfolding exchanges between person and environment; fi-

nally, innovation focuses on the social sphere and the institutionalisation of creativity. 

Each of these facets appears thus, in turn, as central figure or context, depending on the 

questions we ask.  

 

Vlad Petre Glăveanu / CREATIVITY 1(2) 2014 



  

 

277  

THEORY IN (INSTITUTIONAL) CONTEXT 

This reflection brings me to the last aspect of context I would like to mention. It is not only 

the case, as I have argued above, that we need a theory of context in the psychology of 

creativity (by which I don’t mean one singular theory; see the first section), but that, in 

building it, we are constrained by the academic context of our own activity. Theoretical 

work might be appreciated by some but it is also regarded with scepticism and even sus-

picion; some of the commentaries in this issue illustrate this attitude. In today’s landscape 

of doing Kuhnian, ‘normal science’ (Benedek & Jauk, 2014), theorising is something to be 

kept for last and empirical work becomes a priority. This is inscribed also in the implicit 

hierarchy of many journals, not only in creativity, but more broadly in psychology. Re-

search reports are called for more than theory papers and, among the former, quantita-

tive research is much more common than qualitative research. Moreover, there is little 

space, at least in specialised journals, for publishing transdisciplinary work. All of these 

institutional constraints need to be taken into account when discussing what is / might be 

a crisis in our field. Many commentators made reference to similar restrictions and their 

larger, socio-political basis. Montuori (2014) said that academia today is not a place for 

nomadism or recovering old scholarship (the more or less explicit rule of citing from the 

last five years…). Plucker (2014) referred to the implicit requirement of using certain 

methodologies, like hierarchical linear modelling in education. Simonton (2014) com-

plained about the general ‘publish or perish’ policy that favours quantity over quality. All 

of these make it less likely to formulate, express and pursue novel or ‘revolutionary’ theo-

retical ideas (Chruszczewski, 2014). 

In this context one has to wonder if the set of general ‘guidelines’ I proposed at the 

end of the lead article can actually work or would make it difficult, if not impossible, to 

achieve academic recognition in the area of creativity research. These guidelines them-

selves have been received differently. Cropley (2014) analysed their utility, point by point; 

Simonton (2014) used them as a checklist for self-reflection. For Plucker (2014, p. 230), 

however, they were “ the least provocative part of the paper”  while Csikszentmihalyi and 

Lebuda (2014, p. 194) saw them as “ bland and bureaucratic” . This might well be the 

case. Future readers are advised that this list, as I mentioned in the lead paper, is neither 

exhaustive nor prescriptive. In retrospect, I should have added perhaps a final piece of 

advice, in the spirit of Orwell’s (2006) politics for the English language: ‘break any of 

these rules sooner than say anything outright barbarous’.  
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