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The commentary confirms and builds on Glăveanu’s critical 

scrutiny of the current stage of creativity research. The need 

for more actors, theories, methods and definitions will 

not be fulfilled until critical reflection concerning what 

has been done and synthesis between different research 

attempts are achieved. The authors first expand the creativi-

ty stage by discussing what will happen in creativity research 

attempts if we alternate with a “ she, you and they”  perspec-

tive? They then present a new definition of creativity. Crea-

tivity is seen as a collective, generative, novel way 

of experiencing reality ending with the idea of a shared prod-

uct that is evaluated as creative in a relevant context. 

This definition is in line with the development of a new crea-

tivity tool or measurement, the Test for Distributed Creativity 

in Organizational Groups (DOG). The DOG can be used 

both for measuring the products of creative groups and in-

vestigating their processes.  

Is the creativity field close to a crisis? We would like to first state that in itself a crisis 

is not something bad. Crisis means turning-point. We hope that Glăveanu’s seminal at-

tempt to create a dialogue will lead to new and valuable input – or effective surprise – to 

the creative stage (Glăveanu, 2014). He asserts that the field is productive in the accu-

mulation of more and more studies, but at the same time has stagnated theoretically. 

“ We need to build more systematically on what we have achieved”  (p. 26). 

Recently, one colleague came and complained that nobody wanted to pass on the ef-

forts of the late creativity professor’s work anymore, concerning research on creative mi-

cro-processes. The colleague had herself tried to find apprentices in the field, but now 

announced that she was giving up. Despite the fact that the professor had written about 

his ideas well into his 80-ies and people internationally had started similar work (Brown, 

2008; Draguns, 2008), after his death the younger generation of researchers had not con-

tinued the work. His work on a process model of personality also included creative pro-

cesses (Smith, 2001; Smith & Carlsson, 1990). The professor had dealt with questions 
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of how the processes of being and becoming a person thoroughly influence and can also 

be scientifically captured in the person’s perception and understanding of the world –  

including the individual’s creative perception. A large share of the research effort was 

dedicated to the development and validation of various measures of the perceptual pro-

cess, in order to experimentally study aspects of the personality based on a psychody-

namic framework. Perhaps the strong focus on measurement was one reason why 

the model did not find its way into mainstream psychology. Experimental research efforts 

are often dependent on the measurement of creativity and measurement might also con-

stitute a limitation to its implications, as indeed Glăveanu asserts in his article (2014). 

In this case, the testing of creative potential could only be done under exact laboratory 

conditions, and over the years a lot of effort was spent on computerizing the measure-

ment. A possible continuation of the professor’s model of the micro-processes of creativi-

ty would also have been to find ways of investigating it outside the laboratory in real life 

contexts or as Hutchins puts it, “ in the wild”  (Hutchins, 2012). 

One of the critical points that Glăveanu brings up is how we can start building on other 

people’s work, so that we not only work on our own “ specialized inquiries in subfields 

of subfields”  (Glăveanu, 2014, p.12). This means that future research has to move away 

from the “ He” , the “ I”  and expand to the “ We”  focus. In addition, we claim that scientists 

also need to move towards the "She”  (for example, our colleague), towards the 

“ You”  (others with their specializations) and also take a closer look at the “ They”  (e.g., 

cultural psychology proponents) in the research dialogue. In agreement with Glăveanu 

we do not want a compartmentalized creativity theory. We were in fact inspired to expand 

somewhat on possible creative actors and on underlying assumptions concerning values. 

She. Glăveanu points to our tendency to uncritically accept implicit assumptions. When 

made explicit, this can tell us about the hidden dynamics underlying the surface. If the 

paradigmatic He – word gets changed into She, this perspective may focus more light 

on sensitive, seemingly insignificant non-verbal precursors in the creative process. These 

include necessary emotional and motivational roots. In the creative micro-process, these 

precursors eventually get more articulated at the end – stages of the creative process. 

The She – connotations open our minds to innumerable forgotten creators. They also 

open our eyes to the “ He – bias”  in the preference for pointing to important new techno-

logical (and military) artifacts, while not considering the possible exploitation of other cul-

tures – in liaison with the accelerating exploitation of the Earth´s natural resources. 

The She – connotations make us think of the fear of weakness and interdependence, 

which may have a share in the conception of creativity as the outcome of successful 

products on the market, rather than as effortful, continuous processes in our everyday lives. 
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You. When the paradigmatic I is changed into You, associations highlight the emotion-

al connections and contagion between people (a notion that is given support by the so-

called mirror neurons in the brain). In people’s everyday talk and interactions, explicit 

words are just the tip of the iceberg, while implicit messages are communicated in facial 

expressions, gestures and prosody. This underlines the important tension mentioned by 

Glăveanu (2010) between the creator and others, since phrases, statements and indeed 

policies explicitly stated may stand in total contrast to the factual and lived interactions 

between people.  

They. The We-paradigm is currently the most prevalent and promising, according to 

Glăveanu (2010). Important tensions indicating underlying issues concerning values can 

be discerned here too. When switched to the word They, obviously the issue of in- or out-

groups is brought into focus. Of course this may provide us with new perspectives, if we 

do not end up doing too much “ group-think” . But creative endeavors always aim to 

achieve a goal of some kind. At one end-pole, the creative goal for an artist can be to get 

relief from trauma by accomplishing symbolic expressions of the traumatic experience. At 

the other end-pole, the creative goal for a nation can be to secure valuable natural re-

sources – which may instigate individual traumas. Ultimately, conflicts of interest are in-

herent in any artifact. As discussed by Hennessey and Altringer (2014), Hofstede catego-

rized cultures along several dimensions, including collectivism, masculinity and long term 

orientation. It would be interesting to compare a culture characterized by masculinity, indi-

vidualism and short term orientation, with a culture defined by femininity, collectivism and 

long term orientation – how would each tackle the issue of global climate change?  

Other implications of opening up the stage are the challenge of developing more criti-

cal theoretical work, for example in terms of arguing and discussing definitions. Glăveanu 

asserts that the broadening of the definition might help researchers lift their eyes away 

from simple questions concerning new and useful products analyzed apart from the pro-

cess. Our process definition states that creativity is “ a productive or generative novel way 

of experiencing reality – including the perceiver’s own self (Hoff & Carlsson, 2002) and is 

one attempt to show that the creator and the created are difficult to separate. Glăveanu 

suggests that creativity is acted out within an interactional system and that we need to 

expand the creativity stage with actors, action, artifacts, audiences and affordances 

(Glăveanu, 2013). The a-words as opposed to the p-words imply that the parts of creativi-

ty cannot be broken apart into separate pieces analogous to our former professor’s idea 

that creative perception is dependent on the experiences of the creative actor. 
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In an attempt to build on already existing theory, but also to explore creative acts in 

new ways in order to advance theory and practical implications, our research group is de-

veloping a new measurement. Hitherto (experimental) research has mainly investigated 

an individual’s (he) creativity while very little group creativity (she and he) has been ad-

dressed. There is a lack of instruments to assess group creativity, most probably due to 

problems with providing adequate controls. But our field would stagnate if we were overly 

concerned with controllability. As creativity is often a collaborative process (Sawyer & De-

Zutter, 2009), we must be bold enough to move beyond divergent thinking tests with indi-

viduals (Glăveanu, 2014). In our creative process test, known as Distributed Creativity in 

Organizational Groups (DOG), groups experience a creative process, starting with idea 

generation phases and ending in an evaluation and selection phase (Hoff & West, 2014). 

The final artifact - or creative product - is judged by a panel of judges (i. e. the Consensu-

al Assessment Technique, CAT). The DOG not only provides a score that allows for com-

parison between groups (West, Hoff & Carlsson, 2015) but it can also be related to other 

organizational measures as demanded by “ unit-analysis psychology” . 

The test format also provides process material in the shape of sketches and written 

material, as well as observational data or experiences, for instance in the form of video 

recordings or follow-up interviews. The DOG builds on several ideas from other research 

- divergent thinking, variation-selective retention, distributed creativity and the CAT 

(Guilford, 1967; Campbell, 1960; Sawyer & DeZutter, 2009; Amabile, 1982 respectively). 

It combines them in a new way, to be able to measure group creativity (nomothetic 

knowledge). But it also opens up the possibility for exploring processes, thus it represents 

a form of ideographic research. In a further effort to build on other people’s work and in-

spired by Glăveanu’s call for alternative definitions, we also suggest an update of our per-

son-orientated definition from 2002. Creativity that is captured in the DOG is a collective, 

generative, novel way of experiencing reality ending with an idea of a shared product that 

is evaluated as creative in a relevant context. Both Tanggaard’s (2013) concept of socio-

materiality and Sawyer and De Zutter’s (2009) work on distributed creativity and emer-

gence are sources of inspiration. 

Despite our colleague’s worries about the lack of interest in the late professor’s signifi-

cant work, our new work is actually inspired by it. The micro-processes of creative action 

can be explored with this new tool, but in a non-experimental environment with actors 

working in collaboration. 
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