862 Creativity

Creativity

Intermediate article

Thomas B Ward, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas, USA
Katherine N Saunders, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas, USA

CONTENTS

Introduction

Types of creativity

Incubation, insight, and other creative processes
Making machines creative

Limits to creativity

Techniques for improving creativity

Models of creativity

Understanding individual differences in creativity

Creativity is the result of the convergence of basic
cognitive processes, core domain knowledge, and
environmental, personal, and motivational factors
which allow an individual to produce an object or
behavior that is considered both novel and appro-
priate in a particular context.

INTRODUCTION

One of the most salient features of the human mind
is its capacity to generate novel ideas that are useful
and appropriate for a given task or problem, that is,
to exhibit creativity. Creativity is a complex phe-
nomenon, determined by a wide range of factors,
and requiring a multifaceted approach to arrive at
even a partially complete understanding of the
topic. This article addresses some of the issues that
are important to that understanding, including a
consideration of whether or not there are different
types of creativity, what cognitive processes are
most associated with creative outcomes, the extent
to which machines can be said to be creative, the
factors that limit creativity, the techniques that
have been purported to enhance creativity, and
the sources of individual differences in creative
performance.

TYPES OF CREATIVITY

Although it is possible to describe creativity as the
production of novel and useful outcomes from a
convergence of skills, processes, knowledge, per-
sonal traits, environmental factors, and motivation,
this general statement belies potentially important
distinctions among types of creativity. These dis-
tinctions include contrasts between extraordinary
and more mundane instances of creativity, and
between general and specific manifestations of
creativity.

Examples of the attempt to differentiate be-
tween extraordinary and commonplace forms of

creativity include Boden’s (1992) distinction be-
tween psychological (P) and historical (H) creativ-
ity, Gardner’s (1993) contrast between ‘little C" and
‘big C’ types of creativity, and Czikszentmihalyi’s
(1988) separation of personally creative and unqua-
lifiedly creative individuals. Ideas that are P-
creative are said to be novel in the mind of the
individual currently having the idea, although the
same ideas may have occurred to many other
people before; in contrast, H-creative ideas are
novel with respect to all of human history. Simi-
larly, ‘little C’ creativity is manifested in everyday,
small variations on themes, whereas ‘big C’ creativ-
ity occurs rarely and can represent a striking de-
parture from what has come before. Personally
creative people can adopt original perspectives,
but unqualifiedly creative people radically alter
whole domains of endeavor.

Sternberg’s (1999) propulsion model introduces
still more distinctions among various types of cre-
ative contributions. The model views creative work
as propelling a field in different ways. These in-
clude replications that keep the field where it is,
redefinitions that provide a new perspective, incre-
mentations that move the field further in the direc-
tion it is already going, and redirections that take it
in a new direction.

A question of some debate is how best to account
for extraordinary versus everyday manifestations
of creative behavior. One approach is to suggest
that the minds of those who make notable creative
contributions operate according to fundamentally
different sets of rules than the minds of those
whose generative accomplishments are more mun-
dane. Alternatively, the cognitive processes may be
similar, but major breakthroughs may occur only
with very special convergences of personal, social,
historical, and societal factors. The thought pro-
cesses presumed to be involved in generating
novel ideas (e.g. combining of concepts, analogical
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reasoning, imagery) are ones available to most
humans, albeit on perhaps a lesser scale for
most, but it remains for future research to delin-
eate the ways in which these processes are invoked
in everyday and extraordinary creative accom-
plishments.

Another long-standing issue in the field is
whether creativity can best be characterized as
domain-specific or domain-general. Do creative in-
dividuals, in general, possess some common, core
set of traits and abilities that would allow them to
function creatively in any of a variety of domains,
or do the traits and abilities needed for creative
accomplishment differ considerably from one
domain to the next? One approach to providing
evidence on this question has been to assess the
personality traits of creative artists versus those
of creative scientists. Data from these types of
studies support a position between the extremes
of pure domain-specificity and complete domain-
generality. Creative artists and creative scientists
appear to share some traits and differ on others
(Barron and Harrington, 1981; Feist, 1999). For
example, creative artists have been reported to
be more open to experience, fantasy-oriented,
imaginative, driven, and ambitious, and to demon-
strate higher levels of anxiety, emotional sensitiv-
ity, and independence than non-artists. Creative
scientists, on the other hand, have been described
as possessing traits of arrogance, drive, introver-
sion, flexibility of thought, ambition, and inde-
pendence. Thus, in either domain, a basic level of
unorthodox thought and behavior is characteristic,
but achieving eminence in a scientific frontier may
require a greater degree of conscientiousness, re-
sponsibility, and emotional stability than that
which is found in the creative artist.

Another approach to the question of how differ-
ent or similar artistic and scientific creativity are is
to examine the cognitive processes associated with
the production of novel ideas in each of the
domains. Although specialized skills would be
expected to contribute differentially to success in
particular domains (e.g. visuo-spatial ability for art
or pitch discrimination for music), many of the
most basic generative processes, such as combining
previously separate concepts and using analogies,
are relevant in virtually all creative domains (e.g.
Finke et al., 1992).

INCUBATION, INSIGHT, AND OTHER
CREATIVE PROCESSES

A widely noted creative phenomenon is incuba-
tion, defined as a temporary withdrawal from the

problem at hand, which may culminate in an
illumination or insight; that is, a sudden realization
of a problem solution. Interestingly, there is much
less experimental evidence regarding incubation
than would be expected from the broad dissemin-
ation of the term. Historical anecdotes abound, in-
cluding Archimedes’ purported recognition of the
principle of displacement while bathing, and
Kekulé’s realization regarding the circular struc-
ture of benzene while dozing by the fire. What
such anecdotes have in common is a solution
sequence in which the thinker devotes considerable
deliberate effort towards solving a problem, reaches
an impasse, withdraws temporarily, and is then
struck with a sudden realization for a problem
solution.

Although the phenomena of incubation and in-
sight are broadly noted, the mechanisms by which
incubation may facilitate insights are not well es-
tablished. Theoretical mechanisms that have been
proposed include conscious work, unconscious
work, forgetting of interfering material, recovery
from fatigue, and assimilation of cues encountered
by chance during the incubation period.

According to the conscious work hypothesis, de-
liberate effort can continue on the problem while
the thinker is engaged in routine tasks, such as
bathing, which require only limited cognitive re-
sources. Because the conscious thoughts that led to
the solution may be quickly forgotten, the insight
may appear to come ‘from out of the blue’.

The unconscious work hypothesis also holds that
work continues on the problem during the incuba-
tion phase, but the work occurs below the level of
conscious awareness. That is, the effort is not con-
sciously noted and then forgotten, but rather it is
not available to consciousness at all.

The forgetting hypothesis states that inappropri-
ate strategies adopted and ideas considered during
initial work on a problem may be forgotten during
incubation, which can facilitate the retrieval or gen-
eration of more appropriate ideas.

Recovery from fatigue holds that incubation
serves as a kind of rest period during which the
problem-solver can recover from the debilitating
effects of an extended period of deliberate mental
effort on the problem.

Finally, according to the opportunistic assimila-
tion view, the problem-solver remains sensitive to
cues in the environment that may relate to un-
solved problems, even while not engaged in delib-
erate effort on the task.

There is little experimental research that clearly
favors one view of incubation over the others, but
at least some laboratory studies by S. Smith and his
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collaborators (e.g. Smith, 1995) are consistent with
the forgetting hypothesis.

Some models of insight attempt to specify com-
ponent processes that work in concert to produce
the phenomenon. For example, Sternberg and
Davidson’s (1995) model includes subprocesses of
selective encoding of problem-relevant informa-
tion, selective comparison of new and old infor-
mation, and selective combination of different
pieces of information.

Experimental findings do reveal some differ-
ences between insight problem-solving and ana-
lytic or logical problem-solving. For example,
Metcalfe (1986) has shown that feelings of “‘warmth’
or progress towards a solution increase gradually
as subjects near solutions to analytic problems,
whereas they jump dramatically for insight prob-
lems. In addition, J. Schooler has shown that
verbalization can interfere with insight problem-
solving, but not analytic problem-solving (Schooler
and Melcher, 1995). Such results suggest that in-
sight may be the result of special processes unlike
those involved in noncreative problem-solving.
However, Weisberg (1995) has attempted to show
that insights, even those described in historical
anecdotes, are the result of ordinary cognitive
processes applied to existing knowledge. By this
view, what appears as a dramatic change in aware-
ness of a solution may well reflect a more incre-
mental building of solution-relevant knowledge.

Although incubation occupies a special historical
role in attempts to understand creative functioning,
several fundamental cognitive processes have been
either theorized or demonstrated to be central to
the production of novel and useful ideas (see, e.g.
contributions to Ward et al., 1997). These include
conceptual combination, analogical reasoning, and
mental imagery.

In conceptual combination, the thinker merges
two concepts that had previously been separate.
Anecdotal accounts from creative individuals
often include reference to a combining of concepts
underlying some important creative advance. In
addition, some theorists (e.g. Rothenberg, 1979)
suggest that a simultaneous consideration of op-
posing concepts, termed ‘Janusian’ thinking, is a
particularly important source of emergently cre-
ative ideas, and laboratory research on how people
interpret novel combinations of concepts is begin-
ning to provide support for this idea.

Analogical reasoning, in which a thinker uses
information from a familiar domain to aid in
understanding a less familiar domain, is also a
central process underlying creative accomplish-
ment. Historical cases abound in science, music,

art, and literature. Recent analyses, such as Gen-
tner’s (1997) examination of Johannes Kepler’s use
of analogy in reasoning about the nature of the
solar system, have related historical accounts dir-
ectly to principles from contemporary process the-
ories. That work has helped to establish the validity
of claims that analogies between distant knowledge
domains can underlie great creative advances.
Studies of reasoning among contemporary scien-
tists, such as Dunbar’s (1997) look at the ongoing
activities of molecular biology laboratories, also
reveals that analogies to closely related domains
(as opposed to distant domains) often dominate
the day-to-day reasoning involved in creative
breakthroughs.

MAKING MACHINES CREATIVE

A number of attempts have been made to get com-
puters to function creatively, and Boden (1992) has
provided a thorough account of these efforts. An
important goal of such computational approaches
is to develop a better understanding of human
creativity by attempting to simulate it. In that
sense, to the extent that creative outcomes spring
from fundamental cognitive processes, even com-
putational models of basic processes such as ana-
logy (e.g. Structure Mapping Engine, or SME) are
relevant to the issue of making machines creative.

In addition to computational attempts to under-
stand broad processes such as analogy, there are
also more direct attempts at simulating specific
instances of creativity (e.g. scientific discovery).
One of the best-known examples of such an attempt
is BACON, which used heuristics to simulate the
discovery of scientific laws (Bradshaw ef al., 1983).
BACON was shown to be able to rediscover
Kepler’s laws of planetary motion from a set of
heuristics and data on observations of planetary
motion, although it has come under criticism for
underrepresenting the complexities involved in
real-world instances of discovery. Such programs,
along with others concerned with creativity in
drawing, literature, and music, still leave much to
be desired, but they do represent important first
steps.

LIMITS TO CREATIVITY

Both individual and environmental factors can pro-
vide limits to creativity. It is clear that below some
minimum level of intellectual ability (e.g. an IQ of
85), a person would have a limited capacity to
generate and express creative ideas, although stud-
ies tend not to examine creative functioning in
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those individuals. Studies on individuals with
somewhat higher scores have shown that creative
performance is linked with intellect in individuals
with an IQ below 120, but this link all but disap-
pears in individuals with IQs above 120 (Barron
and Harrington, 1981).

Environmental factors also play a role in the
expression of creativity. Extensive research by
Amabile has found that the use of external rewards
or evaluations decreases task motivation for cre-
ativity and overall creative performance in both
adults and children (Hennessey and Amabile,
1988). This negative effect of reward on creative
performance is so strong, in fact, that Amabile
found that merely the expectation of some sort
of external reward or evaluation diminished cre-
ative task motivation and performance in the
same way that actually using such external
constraints had.

TECHNIQUES FOR IMPROVING
CREATIVITY

A wide variety of techniques have been developed
with the goal of trying to improve creative perform-
ance. Some have emphasized the dynamics of
group interaction, others the learning of specific
idea-generation techniques, and still others the en-
hancement of intrinsic motivation.

One of the earliest and best-known techniques is
brainstorming. Developed by Osborn (1953), this
technique is designed to enhance creativity by en-
couraging groups (and individuals) to generate as
many ideas as possible about a problem without
expressing criticism towards those ideas. By elim-
inating criticism and allowing individuals to
‘piggy-back’ on ideas suggested by other group
members, brainstorming is supposed to result in
more ideas being generated, some of which may
be extremely creative and provide excellent solu-
tions to the problem being considered. Although
there is some support for the usefulness of the
procedure, a number of studies have actually
shown a productivity loss in groups. That is,
groups sometimes produce fewer ideas than the
same number of individuals working independ-
ently. Thus, the question of where, when, and
how brainstorming improves creative performance
is yet to be resolved.

Another well-known attempt to enhance creativ-
ity is Edward deBono’s (1970) lateral thinking
approach, which encourages people to engage in
thinking that moves off in different directions and
to adopt many different perspectives on a problem,
rather than thinking along a single narrow path. A

major aspect of the approach is to teach people
specific techniques designed to facilitate this type
of broad attack on a problem, including the ‘six
hats” approach, in which people ‘wear different
types of hats’, that correspond to different modes
of thought (e.g. critical versus generative) (de Bono,
1985). An approach that makes use of idea-
generation techniques and principles to facilitate
group interaction is Gordon’s (1961) synectics pro-
cedure, in which group members are coached to
generate ideas using analogies and metaphor
while also being instructed to suspend criticism of
ideas generated by others.

Brainstorming, lateral thinking, synectics, and a
host of other procedures have enjoyed a great deal
of popular success, but do they make people more
creative? To some extent the answer depends on
how one defines and measures creativity. Although
any given technique may be shown to facilitate
performance on a particular task, the extent to
which such changes in generative performance
last or generalize beyond the immediate situation
is less clear. Thus, it may be more appropriate to
state that various training procedures can alter pat-
terns of performance on a range of generative tasks,
rather than to claim that they make people more
creative.

Another avenue of training for improving cre-
ativity has been to increase creative motivation.
Developed by Amabile and colleagues, this
training paradigm, called inoculation training,
seeks to increase creativity by training individuals
to focus on the intrinsic joy that creative activities
bring (Hennessey and Amabile, 1988). Developed
as a way to counteract the negative effects of exter-
nal reward on creative performance, inoculation
training involves talking to groups about the in-
ternal or intrinsic rewards of behaving creatively.
This is done in conjunction with watching videos
demonstrating others behaving creatively in the
face of external reward and finding pleasure in
just engaging in the creative act alone. The use of
this type of training has been shown to increase
creative performance of both schoolchildren and
adults on tasks which have an element of reward
or evaluation associated with them.

MODELS OF CREATIVITY

Models of creativity differ in their scope, in the
factors they emphasize, and in the tendency to
view creativity as stable or malleable. Although
historical models of creativity sought to explain
creative behaviors as a reflection of differences in
individual personalities, beginning with Guilford
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(e.g. 1967, 1968) creativity began to be viewed as a
set of traits which, though stable, were influenced
by motivation and temperament (Brown, 1989).
Creativity was seen as the result of a set of traits
such as problem sensitivity, fluency, flexibility,
complexity, evaluation, the use of novel ideas, the
ability to break down existing symbolic structure,
and the general tendency to organize ideas into
larger patterns. When conceptualized this way,
variations in creativity could be measured using a
variety of open-ended tests.

Torrance modified Guilford’s definition slightly,
viewing creativity as the combination of ability,
skills, and motivation (Ford and Harris, 1992). By
including skills in the account of individual differ-
ences, creativity became a teachable entity to the
degree that a person’s creative skills could be
improved.

In a further departure from the focus on creativ-
ity as a personality trait, Amabile developed a
model in which creativity cannot be simply the
result of a single isolated personality trait or pro-
cess, but rather must be accounted for by a constel-
lation of personal characteristics, cognitive abilities
and processes, and social environment factors. By
this approach, creativity emerges from the conflu-
ence of domain-relevant skills, creativity-relevant
skills, and task motivation (Amabile, 1990).

Gruber (1988), in what is known as the evolving
systems approach, has also regarded creativity as
the merging of personal knowledge, affect, and
purpose. According to this developmental ap-
proach, creativity is the result of developmental
changes in knowledge systems that result from
the increasingly different situations that a person
encounters over time. In this theory, creativity is an
extended process, with a person having more than
one insight or metaphor over time, and with mul-
tiple changes in thoughts and knowledge systems
along the way.

A focus on a concert of factors as the root of
creativity can also be seen in the burgeoning of
research attempting to explain creativity as a multi-
faceted concept. Called componential theories of cre-
ativity, such theories hold that creativity occurs
when a variety of biological, cognitive, and social
factors merge or interact. As an example of one of
the modern componential theories, Czikszentmiha-
lyi (1988) regards creativity as an interaction of
components both within and outside the individ-
ual. According to this model, creativity results
from the interaction of the individual with any
given domain of knowledge and those controlling
the field of that domain. An individual is creative
only to the extent that he or she can use cognitive

processes, personality traits, and motivation to
alter a particular domain in a way that is acceptable
to the field at large. More recently, Sternberg and
Lubart (1999) have also pursued this idea of cre-
ativity as the convergence of multiple components.
In their investment theory of creativity, creative
people are those who can ‘buy low and sell high’;
that is, generate or adopt ideas before they become
popular, then popularize them, thus becoming as-
sociated with novel, impact-producing ideas. Such
behavior is thought to require the merging of
six resources: intellectual abilities, knowledge,
thinking styles, personality traits, motivation, and
environment.

In contrast to componential approaches, which
provide a global account of the factors that interact
to determine the creative impact of novel ideas,
cognitive models focus more narrowly on the way
in which basic cognitive processes operate on
existing knowledge structures to produce those
novel ideas. The models acknowledge that social
and motivational factors can influence the likeli-
hood or intensity of engaging in particular pro-
cesses. Similarly, they acknowledge that factors
outside the individual’s thought processes will de-
termine the extent to which an idea is judged ac-
ceptable or has an impact. However, they view
cognitive processes as the crucial source of the
ideas to be judged, and to some extent of the judg-
ments as well.

Often called process approaches, these cognitive
models focus on the acts of problem-identification
and solution-generation as the keys to creative pro-
duction. An example of this type of model is the
Geneplore model of Finke et al. (1992), which char-
acterizes the development of novel and useful ideas
as resulting from an interplay between generative
processes, that produce candidate ideas of varying
degrees of creative potential, and exploratory pro-
cesses that expand on that potential. Generative
processes such as retrieval, conceptual combin-
ation, and analogical reminding are assumed to
result in candidate ideas, which vary in their ap-
parent novelty, surprisingness, aesthetic appeal, or
other factors that would influence the creative per-
son’s perception that they hold promise for solving
the current problem. People can use such proper-
ties to determine which ideas to develop by way of
exploratory processes that modify, elaborate, con-
sider the implications, assess the limitations, or
otherwise transform the candidate ideas. The
model also assumes that real-world constraints,
such as the social acceptability of particular ideas,
can influence the form of initially generated
ideas, the person’s judgment about which ideas to
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explore, or the way in which a candidate idea is
modified through exploratory processes.

Other models focus on the production and reten-
tion of novel ideas, and make use of a Darwinian
perspective: many variations on ideas may be de-
veloped but only the fittest will be selected and
survive. Simonton (1999b) has extended the evolu-
tionary view and claimed that the production
of creative ideas should be viewed as akin to
blind variation, in which the creator does not
have any notion of whether a given generated
idea will be successful or not. While others adopt
a somewhat similar generation/selection view,
they do not necessarily endorse the blind variation
notion (e.g. Johnson-Laird, 1988; Perkins, 199§;
Sternberg, 1998).

UNDERSTANDING INDIVIDUAL
DIFFERENCES IN CREATIVITY

Traditional research concerned with individual dif-
ferences in creative performance attributes those
differences to one of two sources: differences in
the ability or tendency to use particular creative
thought processes, and differences in personality
attributes thought to be related to creative behav-
iors. The work has made use of psychometric pro-
cedures as well as assessments of the historical
record of the achievements of eminent creators.
Research concerned with thought processes has
focused on individual differences in the ability to
identify or recognize problems or solutions that
have creative potential, to tap into broad thought
networks, and to apply this expanded base of
knowledge to the task at hand. Defining differences
in creativity as the result of individual differences in
the ability to associate or bring together different
elements of thought to form new and useful cre-
ations is the hallmark of the associative approach to
creativity (Brown, 1989). This associative approach
is not a new one in psychology, as can be seen in the
many introspective studies and historical anec-
dotes concerning the creative process (Barron and
Harrington, 1981; Brown, 1989). Mednick (1962)
extended this approach by defining creativity as
the forming of associative elements into new com-
binations, which either meet specific requirements
or are in some way useful. By this view, individual
differences would be attributable to the ability to
access remote associations, which in turn gives rise
to the use of the Remote Associates Test as a meas-
urement technique (Mednick and Mednick, 1967).
Individual differences in creative thought have
also been explained by variations in divergent
thinking ability, including fluency (the tendency

to produce many ideas), flexibility (the tendency to
produce differing ideas), and originality (the
tendency to produce ideas that are normatively
uncommon). A classic example of a divergent
thinking task used to measure such differences is
the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (Torrance,
1974) in which people generate questions, unusual
uses, and/or drawings in response to particular
stimuli.

One question that can be raised about paper-and-
pencil measures of divergent thinking ability is
whether or not performance on those measures is
indicative of real-world creative skill. Although
various researchers have found a relationship be-
tween test performance and real-world indicators,
such findings have not been consistent. Measures
of divergent thinking, while related to some indices
of creative achievement, are often unable to signifi-
cantly predict creative achievement and behaviors
in a real-world setting (Barron and Harrington,
1981; Brown, 1989). In addition, concerns have
been raised about the domain-specificity of diver-
gent thinking.

Another type of explanation for individual dif-
ferences in creativity focuses on personality traits,
and assumes that creativity differences are based
on variations in personality attributes that are
thought to contribute to creative production. The
characteristics that have been identified as import-
ant to creativity are tolerance for ambiguity, open-
ness, independence, positive sense of self, high
energy, general curiosity, wide interests, as well
as introversion, attraction to complexity, need for
recognition, and a variety of others (Barron and
Harrington, 1981). As indicated previously, how-
ever, the importance of each of the characteristics
may vary according to the domain of creativity
being pursued. In fact, the search for the single
set of ‘creative personality’ traits that map onto
real-world creative performance has, so far, been
unsuccessful.

Variations in intrinsic motivation are another
possible source of individual differences in creative
performance. For instance, Amabile, in her seminal
research on the relationship between intrinsic mo-
tivation and creativity, found that creative per-
formance in such areas as writing and art can be
both enhanced and hindered by changes in intrin-
sic interest in a task. Hennessey and Amabile
(1988), in a continuation of this line of research,
have proposed the intrinsic motivation principle
of creativity which says that people will be the
most creative when they feel motivated to perform
primarily by the interest and enjoyment of the task,
and not by external factors such as reward or
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punishment. Thus, all individual differences in cre-
ative performance are due to those differences in
motivation towards the task at hand, and hence, all
creativity is, at heart, domain-specific to the inter-
ests of the individual.

Although much contemporary work on indi-
vidual differences relies on tests or laboratory ob-
servations of a broad sampling of participants,
another approach involves detailed, narrative case
studies of a small set of highly creative individuals
in history. Somewhere between these extremes
is Simonton’s (1999a) historiometric approach in
which historical data (e.g. number of publications,
citations, performances, and so on) is sampled for a
large number of contributors to a field, and statis-
tical tests are performed to relate those measures to
other indices. The approach can be used to examine
a broad range of factors, including intellectual pre-
cocity, family background, and propensity towards
mental illness. It goes beyond paper-and-pencil
measures of the attributes of the many to a detailed
look at individual differences among the eminent.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by the National Science
Foundation under Grant No. BCS-9983424.

References

Amabile TM (1990) Within you, without you: the social
psychology of creativity and beyond. In: Runco MA and
Albert RS (eds) Theories of Creativity, pp. 61-91.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Barron FX and Harrington DM (1981) Creativity,
intelligence, and personality. Annual Review of
Psychology 32: 439-476.

Boden M (1992) The Creative Mind: Myths and Mechanisms.
New York, NY: Basic Books.

Bradshaw GF, Langley PW and Simon HA (1983)
Studying scientific discovery by computer simulation.
Science 222 (4627): 971-975.

Brown RT (1989) Creativity: what are we to measure?
In: Glover JA, Ronning RR and Reynolds CR (eds)
Handbook of Creativity, pp. 3-32. New York, NY: Plenum.

Czikszentmihalyi M (1988) Society, culture, and person: a
systems view of creativity. In: Sternberg R] (ed.) The
Nature of Creativity, pp. 325-339. New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.

De Bono E (1970) Lateral Thinking. New York, NY: Harper.

De Bono E (1985) Six Thinking Hats. Boston, MA: Little,
Brown and Co.

Dunbar K (1997) How scientists think: on-line creativity
and conceptual change in science. In: Ward TB, Smith
SM and Vaid ] (eds) Creative Thought: An Investigation of
Conceptual Structures and Processes, pp. 461-493.
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Feist GJ (1999) The influence of personality on artistic and
scientific creativity. In: Sternberg R] (ed.) Handbook of
Creativity, pp. 273-296. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Finke RA, Ward TB and Smith SM (1992) Creative
Cognition: Theory, Research, and Applications. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Ford D and Harris JJ (1992) The elusive definition of
creativity. Journal of Creative Behavior 26: 186-198.

Gardner H (1993) Creating Minds. New York, NY: Basic
Books.

Gentner D, Brem S, Ferguson RW and Wolff P (1997)
Analogy and creativity in the works of Johannes Kepler.
In: Ward TB, Smith SM and Vaid J (eds) Creative
Thought: An Investigation of Conceptual Structures and
Processes, pp. 403-459. Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Gordon WJ (1961) Synectics: The Development of Creative
Capacity. New York, NY: Harper and Row.

Gruber HE (1988) The evolving systems approach to
creative work. Creativity Research Journal 1: 27-51.

Guilford JP (1967) Creativity: yesterday, today and
tomorrow. Journal of Creative Behavior 1(1): 3-14.

Guilford JP (1968) Intelligence, Creativity, and their
Educational Implications. San Diego, CA: Robert R
Knapp.

Hennessey BA and Amabile TA (1988) The conditions
of creativity. In: Sternberg RJ (ed.) The Nature of
Creativity, pp. 11-38. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Johnson-Laird PN (1988) Freedom and constraint in
creativity. In: Sternberg R]J (ed.) The Nature of Creativity,
pp- 202-219. New York, NY: Cambridge University
Press.

Mednick SA (1962) The associative basis for the creative
process. Psychological Review 69: 220-232.

Mednick SA and Mednick MT (1967) Remote Associates
Test, College and Adult, Forms 1 and 2 and Examiner’s
Manual. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.

Metcalfe J (1986) Feeling of Knowing in memory and
problem solving. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition 12(2): 288-294.

Osborn AF (1953) Applied Imagination. New York, NY:
Scribner’s.

Perkins DN (1998) Is the country of the blind an
appreciation of Donald Campbell’s vision of creative
thought. Journal of Creative Behavior 32(3): 177-191.

Schooler JW and Melcher ] (1995) The ineffability of
insight. In: Smith SM, Ward TB and Finke RA (eds) The
Creative Cognition Approach, pp. 97-134. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Simonton DK (1999a) Creativity from a historiometric
perspective. In: Sternberg R] (ed.) Handbook of Creativity,
pp- 116-133. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Simonton DK (1999b) Origins of Genius: Darwinian
Perspectives on Creativity. New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

Smith SM (1995) Getting into and out of mental ruts:

A theory of fixation, incubation, and insight. In:



Cultural Differences in Abstract Thinking 869

Sternberg RJ and Davidson JE (eds) The Nature of
Insight, pp. 229-251. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Sternberg R] (1998) Cognitive mechanisms in human
creativity: is variation blind or sighted? Journal of
Creative Behavior 32(3): 159-176.

Sternberg R] (1999) A propulsion model of types of
creative contributions. Review of General Psychology
3: 83-100.

Sternberg R] and Davidson JE (eds) (1995) The Nature of
Insight. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Sternberg R] and Lubart TI (1999) The concepts of
creativity: prospect and paradigms. In: Sternberg R]
(ed.) Handbook of Creativity, pp. 3-15. New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.

Torrance EP (1974) Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking:
Norms-technical Manual. Bensenville, IL: Scholastic
Testing Service.

Torrance EP (1988) The nature of creativity as manifest in
its testing. In: Sternberg R]J (ed.) The Nature of Creativity,
pp- 43-75. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Ward TB, Smith SM and Vaid ] (eds) (1997) Creative
Thought: An Investigation of Conceptual Structures and
Processes. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Weisberg RW (1995) Prolegomena to theories of insight
in problem solving: A taxonomy of problems. In:
Sternberg RJ and Davidson JE (eds) The Nature of
Insight, pp. 157-196. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Further Reading

Amabile TM (1983) The Social Psychology of Creativity.
New York, NY: Springer.

Czikszentmihalyi M (1996) Creativity: Flow and the
Psychology of Discovery and Invention. New York, NY:
HarperCollins.

Guilford JP (1950) Creativity. American Psychologist 5:
444-454.

Perkins D (1988) The possibility of invention.

In: Sternberg R] (ed.) The Nature of Creativity,
pp- 362-385. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Rothenberg A (1979) The Emerging Goddess. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.

Runco MA and Chand I (1995) Cognition and creativity.
Educational Psychology Review 7: 243-267.

Sternberg RJ and Lubart TI (1995) Defying the Crowd:
Cultivating Creativity in a Culture of Conformity. New
York, NY: Free Press.

Torrance EP (1988) The nature of creativity as manifest
in its testing. In: Sternberg RJ (ed.) The Nature of
Creativity, pp. 43-75. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Ward TB, Finke RA and Smith SM (1995) Creativity and
the Mind: Discovering the Genius Within. New York, NY:
Plenum.

Cultural Differences in

Abstract Thinking

Introductory article

Fons | R van de Vijver, Tilburg University, The Netherlands

CONTENTS
Introduction
Formal studies of abstract thinking

Informal studies of abstract thinking
Conclusion

Abstract thinking is a central part of reasoning
and the highest cognitive attainment in Piagetian
theory. Studies of cross-cultural differences and
similarities in abstract thinking show its relationship
with culture.

INTRODUCTION

There are two research traditions in cognitive
psychology for examining the relationship between
culture and abstract thinking: the formal and the

informal approach (Table 1). In formal research
the scientific approach is the normative model of
good problem-solving; there is an emphasis on the
application of inductive and deductive reasoning,
the solution of formalized problems that are un-
likely to be met in everyday life, and the correctness
of solutions (e.g., ‘continue the following series: 1, 2,
4,8,16,..."). In the informal tradition the ‘bricoleur’
(jack-of-all-trades) is the implicit model of prob-
lem-solving. There is an emphasis on problem-
solving in everyday life: an example would be,



