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‘What is now proved was once only imagin’d’

from William Blake, Proverbs of Hdll

People cannot live in the world as it is. They haleays imagined alternatives to it
or created new, fantastic worlds beyond it. Theyeh@ways been incapable of just
reproducing that which is given and of acceptirgrtplace within it. Through art,
religion, music, literature, dance, drama and feytthey have tilted their
imagination against the oppressive givenness gptegent and the compelling
routines of their daily lives. Through their creatiwork they have changed the
world and the history of the forms of human, imagwe expression is the history of

human civilization itself.

Modern industrial societies have given this progedsstinctive twist: they have
programmed it into the workings of their econommd golitical institutions.

Through massive Research and Development budg&f3)(Rjreat schemes of
public works from dams to space travel, througlemsitiic work geared to

commercial ends and public support for the Arts,fhblitical and commercial
leaders of modern societies have channelled thgiimative powers of people to
discover new knowledge, develop new ideas and todms a matter of routine as
part of the daily requirements of their jobs. Cinggt has been thoroughly tamed and



disenchanted. Its ultimate sources in the human mind may rerstliha mystery, but
that does not matter as long as sufficient numbktisose minds are hard at work
producing new ideas, products, images, experiemogsolutions. Without a
developing capacity continually to improve in thiay, no modern society, or any
organisation within them, is safe from the chalkengf intense, global competition
or from forces that threaten the freedoms theiatore vitality rests upon.

It is surprising, therefore, that in the main sygsteof social and political theory
which have shaped the modern world - in Marxisngi&8ism, Utilitarianism,
Conservatism, Liberalism and Fascism and in masteroporary varieties of
sociological theory - themselves a product of humaagination - little was or is

said about the phenomenon of human creativityfitdemajor consequence of this is
that we lack not only and adequate theory of satiahge and of history, we have

also only an impoverished sense of the creativsipities in every human life.

It is the purpose of this paper to explore thigppition and its implications. The
guestions pursued are these: how can the imagmatid creative powers of adults
be understood, nurtured and celebrated? How cagplgeontribute more effectively
to the building of a better world? How can the imnatjon of people be nurtured so
that they approach all the problems they faceéir tommunities, in their places of
work and in the societies they live in, in freshya@a The answer to be explored is
this: people can be helped to be more creativeblytif there is a change in the
prevailing cultural models of creativity itself; lgnf people are enabled to see

themselves and the creative possibilities of tbein lives in a different light.

For that to happen, we all need a better understgrad creative activity, how it is
possible, the forms it takes and, at least fompilmposes of this chapter, of how
people typically construct their own ideas abouatvbhmeans to be creative. The
paper presents some data which illustrate howdiiferent groups of people (a total
of 72 individuals - 47 men and 25 women) - alllzérn meeting to discuss creativity
- viewed the nature of creativity itself and howytassessed their own creative
potentialities. The data were not collected torbedme narrow sense, scientifically
credible. The study was done to illuminate thedgipways in which creativity is
understood in this society. It was to explore thevpiling cultural models of



creativity tacitly embraced by people and throughcl they made judgements of
their own creative possibilities and the achievetsien others.

The groups were not randomly selected but ememged the teaching programme
of a university department of Adult and Continulducation. Each group,
following well-tried methods of syndicate work agibup discussion (see Jarvis
1992, Williamson 1992) was helped to articulatewviasvs of its members about
creativity. The groups were as follows: miners (8);ses (14), Manufacturing
Managers (12), Manufacturing Supervisors (19) art-fime adult education tutors
(19). The individuals covered an age range fronetimyy 20s to over 50s. The
members of each group filled in a questionnairelkxplored aspects of their own
individual creative activity and each group, thrbwnall group work, discussed
several aspects of the problem of creativity taldgh an overall perspective on it
which they could agree with. The method is a goag o probe the views of
people. While the data cannot be held to be reptaee of the prevailing views of
people in the society as a whole, the interpratatibey sustain have a credibility
beyond the immediate context of the study and itdytapen up questions for

further debate and research.

The key proposition to be explored is this: if pleogan be helped to a better
understanding of the creative process and to rezedneir own creative potential
more clearly, then they will be able to developgrthéilities, their contribution to
their societies and reach forward towards a newesehthemselves and of the
possibilities of their lives. What people do undansl of these issues is not
something they arrive at by themselves. They drapon prevailing ideas within the
culture which identify for them the people whoserk#y ideas and achievements are
exemplars of creativity and genius. The storiey themar about such people, in
whatever domain of achievement, provide the naedtameworks upon which to
build their understanding of creativity itself. e stories are embedded in a wider
discourse which encodes prevailing psychologicdl sotiological assumptions
about how people are able to change the ways ichvthey think about the world.

In this sense, the prevailing, taken-for-grantediet® of creativity within a society,
which enable people to judge themselves and thieashents of others, reflect the



terms of whichever discourse is dominant. If we eaderstand this, then we can
think of new ways to release the full creative ptitd of everyone. The tragedy for
millions of people - which becomes a collectivegedy for us all - is that they hold
such a diminished sense of the creative possdslif their own lives that they never

realize their full potential as human beings.

Social Theory And Creativity

In Marxism, history, by and large, just happengviblves through a sort of
mechanical process of unfolding contradictions,math dependent upon the
conscious action and imagination of sentient hub&ngs. ‘Men make their own
history’, proclaimed Marx, but then added, darkbyt they do not make it just as
they please; they do not make it under circumstohesen by themselves, but
under circumstances directly encountered, givent@msmitted from the past’
(quoted McLellan 1971:61).

From the materialist perspective which is the fatmah of Marxism, all kinds of
human, creative achievement - in art, philosopémy, religion, are merely part of the
ideological superstructure of society, and a compdflection of its economic base.
It is not even clear how the revolutionary classsmousness of the proletariat,
which in Marx’s theory provides the catalyst fbetdemise of capitalism and the
vision for the future, communist society, wouldfbemed. That it could come into
existence is surely a reflection of the power ahlan beings to think new thoughts
and to anticipate in their hopes, new futures. Maovides no satisfactory account

of how this can happen.

It is one of the tragic consequences of this ihdteninism, the vision of the new
society had to be imposed by the revolutionary vang. Russia became, as did the
People’s Democracies of Eastern Europe, a kindisép of the soul which stifled
both revolutionary politics and all forms of humereativity. Of course, the
suppression could never be complete. Creativityoghe contained. Soviet art and

music, science and technology and, of courseatitee, spawned some of the



greatest achievements of the twentieth centuryoiocan ever know, however, how
much more might have been achieved in a less ogipeeegime. The historic irony
is that the Party’s attempt to control creative kvar ideological ends created the

dissent among artists and writers which undermined

In what Marx called bourgeois political economyraaition of economic and social
theory from Adam Smith and Ricardo to modern wsitén which we would now
include Hayek and Milton Friedman, history happemgersonally through the logic
of markets giving shape to human behaviour. Thetedltradition of evolutionary
social theory - in the work, for example, of Spenclistory evolves in a Darwinian
frame of chance, in which selective advantage igezroed on those random
adaptations which led to some groups being prieegver others. Looked at from
this angle, creativity - and, therefore, changelfitsis an impulse of evolution but
random in its origins and consequences, sometharglly which is a matter of

chance and of individual endeavour and achievement.

For some writers, Max Weber, for example, whosesien this matter echoed those
of Nietzsche, history is given momentum and meathngugh the pursuit of power
in which individuals and groups of people struggledomination over others. How
they imagine what they will gain by this or whasiein of the future they hope to
realize is not made clear. It is as if power wagmdh in itself and not merely the

means to some other anticipated or imagined end.

Among the writers on the lunatic right of the twetit century, whose diseased
minds spawned Fascism, with its nationalism, aatitism and racial biology,
history came to be conceived as an inevitable gteulgr survival between different
races of people, its driving force mystically flawgithrough the blood of a culture. In
none of these views of social change is any spatt@htion given to the ways in
which human beings come to think in new ways orgima new worlds. Indeed, the
main thrust of them was to justify the suppressibareativity and to promote only
those forms of it which in some way dignified thats itself. Soviet realism and
Nazi art had this in common: creative artists wexpected to promote the dominant

ideology of the state and the party.



There has been much written in social and politisabry about the ways in which
different world views, ways of thinking and expriegsideas, can be shaped and
influenced - by ideology, religion, mass commuricratthe actions of competing
classes struggling for power - but no convincingoamt of the social processes of
creative thought itself. Western social theory thass given us history without
imagination and a theory of social action whiclipstfrom people their capacity to

learn new things and think new thoughts.

Contemporary social theory has not overcome thidtmans of its classical origins.
Homo Sociologicus was indeed a pale shadow of a human being, trapgéeé roles
he or she is required to play, socialized to knavothers and held in the iron grip of
deeply internalized structures of rules, perceptiand modes of understanding the
world. Cast now to the winds of post-modernist utaiety, modern men and women
no longer have faith in the old ‘grand narrativektheir culture - religion, science,
progress, reason - but that does not make thermang capable of thinking fresh
thoughts. It just leaves them uncertain and readgetieve almost anything. John
Rundell (1994) captured the ambiguity nicely introshg a collection of essays on

the imagination. He writes that

The cultural constellation of (post) modernity agseto swing
between the experience of open-ended creativitytlamgarade of

manufactured images consumed by a voyeuristicapzied public
(p2).

This is, of course, just a version of the old massety theory with its implicit
division of the social world into creative (and sgiimes very dangerous) leaders and

the dull mass of the people they so easily cgedund lead.

Even to those modern social theorists (see Cro488¢) who build on the insights
of philosophical phenomenology and attribute to harheings a capacity to think, to
create symbols and build a shared, meaningful asengiallyinter-subjective

universe in which to live, the really important olgas in the development of
knowledge, culture and society, are the resulhefwork of the few, of artists and

intellectuals, and not of the many who remain tezpjm already-existing



constructions of social reality which have beenosgal on them.

Within all these traditions of social theory, itsvalways recognized that people were
capable of utopian thought, but in the main, tlopiats they imagined, were
dismissed as mere ideologies, of no special siganfie in themselves except in so
far as they mystified the more fundamental seaoclam objective understanding of
social realities. Even within the traditions of pian thinking, there is scant attention
paid to the processes of imagination which enabtgple to conceive of the different
worlds the aspire to. Utopias are therefore imagiaanew worlds which have to be
created for people to behold; it is as if it was indheir power to create them for

themselves.

None of these traditions, therefore, contain aibtedheory of imagination and
creativity. Yet they all require one, for in eadse there is an attempt to understand
how thought and feeling relate to action and hosvahmulative outcomes of the
actions of millions of people shape the patternsoziety and of human experience.
Without imagination and a capacity to hope anat@st our thoughts with feelings,
in ways which confer meaning on existence anddtrite range of all our emotions,

human beings would be indistinguishable from angmal

The importance of a clear understanding of thegs®es of human imagination
cannot therefore be understated. It is the keyutaunderstanding of the past.
Without a theory of the imagination, we shall notlarstand how people experience
their lives - their joys, sorrows, hopes and feassappreciate beauty or sense the
sublime. And the exercise of the creative imagoratiin art, science, politics and,
indeed, in everyday life - is, both from the padfview of the quality of life for
individuals, and for the development of societyaaghole, what all our futures

depend upon.

Without a cultivated capacity to conceive of diffiet ways of organizing our
societies, we would be condemned to live the Isetdor us by dead generations
past and we would, literally, have no future. Withthe means to experience
ourselves and our world in fresh ways, to enlahgerange and depth of our feelings,

to enjoy the creativity of others, our lives woble dulled to a bored insensitivity.



One of the consequences of the industrial divisidlabour at the heart of the
modern economy, as Adam Smith well understoodhasthe lives of millions of
people are reduced to the narrow limits of thedtemanding work. Fantasy, rather
than creative effort, then becomes the vehicleutjnowvhich they escape it, and
fantasy itself, packaged as accessible pleasutss bought in the market place, is

relentlessly commoditized.

But not necessarily; the other side of what caa Bery gloomy picture, is that the
imagination always wins through; that millions @gple are engaged in creative
work - in their leisure, in their homes, in theamemunities. Millions more, through
the media which can trivialize their dreams, hagedme aware of possibilities in
their enjoyment of art, music, drama and in theirse of the possibilities open to
them, which are far richer than anything availdblerevious generations. What,

then, is this capacity that people have to trargtieemselves and to create?

I magination Defined

Imagination, which is the basis of all human cnestj is a universal quality of
human minds. It is a process of thought and feefinghich people explore the
contours and boundaries of their consciousnessnéxhem and give expression to
the new thoughts and feelings which arise in dgimglt is an inescapable, lifelong
activity of the minds of each unique human beinge Brain is its biological

substrate but not its source.

The forms in which ideas are expressed, howevernarst of the resources for their
expression - in art, language and science - aengaBy social. They are part of the
cultural order of a society and are altered andhgbd through time. The process at
the root of all creationthinking - is, as a prominent neurologists (Edelman 1992)
has noted, ‘a skill woven from experience of thelda.’ (p174). ‘The acquisition of
this skill’ he writes, ‘requires more than expegerwith things; it requires social,
affective, and linguistic interactions.” (1992:17#)follows, therefore, that a theory

of imagination adequate to the complexity of themdmenon itself, must go beyond



the insights of biology and psychology and embtaocse of history and social
theory.

Since the ability of people to exercise their inmadive faculties is limited or
enhanced by their education and experiences atttkliinds of lives they lead,
there is an essential sociological and politicedelsion to its development which
cannot be ignored. Vaclav Havel (1991), now theplaght President of the Czech
republic, reflecting on his own creativity while pmsoned in Czechoslovakia for
dissident activity in the 1980s, was clear abouwt tinngs: first, that although he had
unlimited time for thinking, he had not come upwét creative idea in months.
‘Mental activity’ he noted, ‘needs outside impuldest it become stunted (p58).
Above all, however, he explained in another Iditem prison, ‘creation is related to
freedom’ for without that even writers become pagbin the joylessness of being

and lose their sense of their own creative horizspossibilities.

The starting point for a theory of imagination amdativity, has to be, however, with
the fundamental ontological question: why have humands become organized in
ways which enable people, through the exercisbaf tmagination, to transcend the
limits of their immediate environments and pastezignce, to be able to conceive of
ideas which enable them to alter their world? Thestjon is part of another: why do
humans have culture? For culture is the resouréehvdnables people to generate

new thoughts and to express them in novel ways.

The evolutionary answer has to be this: throughdeheslopment of culture human
groups have, over millennia, enhanced their adam@apacity to their environments.
Through an ability which is essentially linguistieymans have been able to
consolidate their knowledge in memory and to comigaig it through the
generations, and have therefore, increased thairagts of survival through being

able to capitalize on the knowledge and experiehcthers.

In this way, human being do not need to learn ftbeir mistakes; they have the
mistakes of others to inform them and this is afpund evolutionary significance.
For it means that individuals do not have to repleaiexperience of their elders in

order to come to know the world in which they leved understand its dangers.



It also means that human beings can develop spEdactivities within the groups
in which they live. They do not need to know evknyg) in order to survive for they
can depend on others to know it. This confers andrubeings a capacity to work
together, to acquire what Kropotkin called, ‘hatotsnutuality’ on the basis of
which, human society became one of the most congueiproductive mechanisms
of the whole of creation.

Such a view, though analytically powerful, is stilbwever, limited. For it ignores a
key element of human culture: that cultures comgtisystems of meanings and
symbols with a capacity, achieved through the mofdsique individuals, to
generate new symbols, meanings and ideas and tihtbag to reflect back into the
processes of thought and imagination. Cultureimgsanse is self generating, the
property not of individuals, but of groups, whosktural identities transcend those

of their individual members.

It is this self organizing, regenerative capacityroman cultures which has enabled
homo sapiens to achieve, as a species, its eviodusicuccess. The biological
residue of the process is the human brain, an argpable of fantastic computations,
insights, feelings, ideas and possessed of a coahplenpredictable but vast
capacity to generate new ways of thinking whichdifierent to those acquired by

people in the course of growing up.

Because these ideas and new experiences can beuoicated, human beings can
incorporate into their private worlds, the expecenf other human beings, both
living and dead, so that the capacity of individu@al think, or to dream, is constantly
renewed and refreshed. Human consciousness, asegquence of human culture, is

open and attuned to seek out new experiences.

So far so good; but the ideas just set out only bgplain the development of human
strategies of survival - in finding food, defendithgmselves against predators and
developing their technologies to live in their @oviments. It says nothing about
other features of the human imagination: its pllgss, its non-utilitarian delight in

novelty and its search for significance in experéen

10



The search for meaning in the events of birth,ldaat catastrophe, may be at the
root of the universal, human phenomenon of religiut culture is not just a
reflection of serious issues: it reflects, too, shehisticated - though in this case not
exclusively human - capacity for play and formewgpression which celebrate joy
and delight in completely non-utilitarian ways. @anart, music, sexual pleasure,
narcotics, laughter and playfulness certainly haeegnizable functions in all
human societies e.g. in binding people togetherantommon identity, or to release
tensions, but they reflect, too, a human needdocheout the new, to live beyond the

present constraints of their world so as to undesaind change it.

This human need is one which must be met both diyiolual people and by human
cultures themselves, for it is linked to the oviesdlaptive capacity of the group and

its ability to respond to changing circumstanceshlfrom within and without.

This cultural-evolutionary view of imagination gsves an account of the human
need to be creatively innovative and of the cagadfithe healthy, human brain to
enable us to act in that way. Furthermore, it ldadsvo more fundamental

guestions, whose answers, insofar as there aralafige the scope of the field of

the study of imagination.

The first is this: why do different societies, cuts and epochs differ from one
another in the way imagination is expressed? Sdégowtly are individuals, each
endowed with brains with this phenomenal capacitgreate and to learn, so

different in the use they make of their creativd anaginative potential?

The first question is about the forms and contéhiuonan creative expression and
the historical and socio-cultural traditions whioker hundreds of years, have
shaped them. The second can only be answered thesugxploration of the ways in
which people are constrained in their personal ldgveent by their position in the
social order of the societies in which they livleTconstraints which matter most are
those which are woven into the arrangements of@oanand political life and

which are reinforced by the prevailing views inogisty about how the creative
possibilities of all human beings are understoam& societies - modern Japan is a

good example - plan, through long-term investminsucceed in industrial and
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commercial innovation and have found ways to englagemployees of companies
in the continuous improvement of their products sexvices. In many other
countries, commercial and industrial innovatioteis to the chance of the market
place or to individual initiative. At the root ofich differences are differing views of

the creative process itself. It is to this thatveev turn.

Cultural Models Of The Creative Process

Two, linked themes need to be considered: how tteesreative process work and,
how do people in different societies and culturelselve it works? What model of
creativity and of the imagination prevails in atau? It is vital to know the answer
to this question, for we must understand what felead values constitute the

prevailing view of human potentiality in a society.

Such fundamental beliefs shape how people are dane how they value
themselves. Ours, unfortunately, is a society laudund what Pierre Bourdieu
(1974) once called, ‘an ideology of giftedness’winich it is held as a matter of
scientific fact, that those who succeed in the atlanal and cultural realm, do so
because they possess unique gifts, which the magfrpeople do not have and

cannot acquire.

It is this tacit, yet misleading belief, which, tadcally at least, has shaped attitudes
among teachers, psychologists and politicians ahthe agendas both of
psychological research into human abilities andipydwlicies in the fields of culture
and education. Together, these traditions of epdpetief and action, have
culminated in the view that the kinds of socialgnalities which exist in modern
society which stifle initiative and creativity, anet only inevitable but are, indeed,
legitimate. It is not a universally accepted viéws a highly contested one about
which each generation raises new questions. Atabieof them all is the underlying
question: what is the nature and source of humeattige potential and expression?

In Greek thought, these questions were raised gfrthe study of epistemology and
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poetics. Throughout the Middle Ages and the Reaaiss, human beings were
thought merely to imitate in some way the patte@inand forms of Nature. God was
held to be at the centre of his creation so thertethvas necessarily a divine
inspiration behind all forms of human creative egsion. Faced with an empty
canvass, medieval artists said a prayer. The agtitecentury philosophers placed
reason at the centre of the imagination. RomamntiGgsught out the creative spirit
and the poet’s muse. The Victorians searched sioatiyy for the roots of genius
and twentieth century psychology has fully secakdithe issue of creativity as a
particular feature of human cognition to be studireis relationship to different

patterns of social organization and communication.

In the closing decade of the twentieth centurystilestruggle with the legacy of
these interpretations. It is becoming clearer, h@awgethat creativity is not confined
to the Arts or to Science but that it is generialtof the contexts in which people
live and work and, in principle, at least, to etbiyg they do. This generic model is
not widely understood; it does not yet provide peapth an account of their
experience or open their eyes to the creativeiactyoing on around them. It does
not yet supply people, both those in authority work, politics or the community -
and those struggling to change their world in vasiavays, with a model of practice
from which could flow new ideas, solutions, praeicsentiments and hopes. The
older models which too readily tied creativity tistic or scientific work and which
gave it therefore a rather narrow and highly ingdiilisticframe, still hold sway.
The emerging, generic model which embraces allgbaple do and is built on a
strong collectivdrame to understand and support the creative endeavfour o
individuals, are becoming clearer but do not yattan profound changes in the

ways in which we organize work, politics and comitlife.

The Psychology Of Creativity

John Keats, reflecting in 1817 on the nature a$@etachievement wrote (in a letter
to his brothers) that the quality decisive to isvidegative Capability’ (1988:539).

He defined this as ‘when a man is capable of bingcertainties, Mysteries,

13



doubts, without any irritable reaching after facte&&ason.’

Modern psychologists who study creativity have miachay about the qualities of
creative individuals are in agreement with him. @aemmary of this research by
Tardif and Sternberg (1988) sets out their conohsias follows. Creative
individuals are said to display four k&gits: intelligence, originality, verbal fluency
and a good imagination. The are held to possesrdauof cognitiveabilities: to be
able to think metaphorically, to be flexible in @#en-making, to show independent
judgement, to enjoy novelty, to think logically,tsualize problem, to escape
conventional ways of thinking and to search foreorid chaos. The style of their
thinking is thought to be characterized by a qoastg attitude and they are
particularly interested in what is not known absoinething as in what is known. It

is claimed, too, that they are willing to take sk

Creative work builds upon a sound training in dipatar domain and rests on hard
sustained work. Howard Gardiner (1993) has resedrte creative achievements of
Freud, Einstein, Picasso and other great men anaewpincluding T.S. Eliot,
Margaret Thatcher and Gandhi and claims to find tteir creativity is related to
their childhood experiences when most of them diggad the qualities of the
explorer and the innovator. Creative individuaks chaims, organize their lives to
heighten the prospect that they will achieve alifgaugh in a particular domain or
field of enquiry. Creative individuals, argues Gaat, are ‘self confident, alert,
unconventional, hardworking, and committed obsetgito their work. Social life or
hobbies are almost immaterial, representing at méshge on the creators’
worktime’ (1993:364).

But their achievements are not merely the outcohtleair special qualities as
thinkers or human beings. Each needed the suppothers, both in terms of
personal intimacy and professional acknowledgeraedteach was fortunate in that
their placement in time was fortuitous. Picasso &8l Eliot both worked among a
circle of fellow artists who were themselves atédges of creative endeavour in
painting and poetry. Of great significance for Bamwas Braque and for Eliot, Ezra
Pound. They lived at a time when the main tradgiof their art forms were at an
end and avant-garde work was valued. Thomas Kubs2)lhas made a similar
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point about scientific creativity. Breakthroughsr@when a scientific tradition - a
paradigm - can no longer solve the problems ofareseand an entirely new

approach is required.

What happens when the creative breakthrough octMre® has changed? The
answer is clear: patterns of thinking and feelihgrige. The frames through which
people perceive the world (or, at least, that phitin which they are working) alter
and new questions arise in their minds. Old apgresito problems appear
inadequate. The cumulative outcome of millions@dge achieving such
breakthroughs in their way of thinking is that fyedterns of understanding within a
culture alter, transforming the ways in which peoipterpret the world around them
and, through that, change their perception of tledves.

From this perspective, creativity is a process wimst be viewed in its
psychological, social and cultural complexity. Vhilo one would claim to be able
to pick out the next Einstein or Mozart there iseamerging consensus among those
who research this field that there are ways to ecd#he creative potentiality of
individuals, that elements of the process can bghiaand that social organizations -
companies, parties, pressure groups, schools diegje® - can be changed to
enhance the creative capacity of the people whé wathem. To do that, however,
requires a shift of perception from within both tirganizations themselves and the
people in them; both have to acquire a new sentggiossibilities before them.
Whether they do that depends upon the kinds ofngteteding of creative work

tacitly at work among them.

Models Of Creativity

How do people view the creative process? Whatagtkvailing model? These are
empirical questions and in searching for answetkdm | followed a well-known
practice in the world of adult education of asketgdent groups their views on the
matter. In a series of structured dialogues, weearaadattempt to clarify what

individual people felt their creative potentiallde and to explore how people in this
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society viewed the creative process itself.

Asalready explained, six groups wer e engaged in the dialogue. The groupswere

made up asfollows:
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Tablel

Groups: Gender

Groups Male Female Total
Miners 8 0 8
Nurses 4 10 14
Managers 11 1 12
Supervisors 16 3 19
Tutors 8 11 19
Total 47 25 72

Each group had come together to follow a diffeanirse of study and agreed to
take part in a half-day session to explore aspEateeativity. Following a short
introduction about the purpose of the meeting &ed tagreement to take part in it,
members of each group were asked to complete,ichdilly, a short questionnaire
which probed several aspects of their understanafitigeir own creativity and of the
issue of creativity itself. The questionnaire wasigned to help them focus their

thoughts on a range of issues which would latesutect to open discussion.

Data from the questionnaires indicates a groupeopfe who, whatever their
occupation, are quite active in their leisure tiffileey visit libraries, concerts and
plays; they watch television, cook and do househepairs. Five miners claimed to
be involved in writing as a creative activity thdugone attend classes to develop
this interest. Eleven of the nurses had, as agaltormed on the stage and five had
written poetry. Similar patterns emerged with thi@eo groups. From a list of
eighteen activities e.g. writing poetry, designingldings, dreaming up new recipes,
performing on stage or organizing people to doghisuch as raise money, protest or
strike, the top five categories to emerge for tlamug as a whole were: helping
people solve problems, home decoration, writing tafithg stories, cooking and
creative photography. While music appeared as songepeople would like to be
able to do, very few had attempted to be creativéis field in any way. Nurses and
tutors showed an interest in public performance gitoup as a whole contained a

large number of people who are clearly organizetheir communities and work
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place. But their creative activity is by an large/ate and concerned with home-

based activities.

One of the questions asked members of the groudedheir capacity to solve

problems and think about new ways of doing thiAdeey were encouraged to

answer in respect of any area of work or activitgluding their normal

employment. What the replies indicated was that lnooén and women have a

positive view of their own problem-solving, creaiabilities. The responses to the

guestionnaires suggest that there are no signifaiffierences between men and

women in this respect or between the different gsan the study.

Table?2

Per ceptions of Creative Ability: Gender () =%

Very Good Not Bad Not so Poor Total
Good Good
Men 9 (19) 23 (49) 13 2 47
Women 5 (20) 13 (52) 5 2 0 25
Total 14 36 18 4 0 72

Members of all groups had clear creative ambiti&ach was asked to list three

things they would like to do but at the moment dbao. These were classified into

six main groupings as follows:
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Table3

Creative Ambitions and Hopes

Society | practical| Educa- Music Painting Leisure
and Work tion and

Paolitics Writing
Miners 1 7 5 5 2 2
Nurses 15 10 3 1 1
Managers 2 8 4 10 5 5
Supervisors 4 13 11 6 7 10
Tutors 4 4 17 11 8 4
Total 11 47 47 35 23 22

Neither the world of work or the public realm ofliios figures highly on any
group’s list of creative hopes. Under Practical Waeople listed activities like
building design, home decoration, landscape gangefiihere was a strong interest
in writing and in music making. The picture emergépeople nurturing hopes that
they may extend themselves and achieve new le¥@lsrsonal cultural enrichment.
These hopes are private, they exist in the realfreetiom rather than of necessity.
We can only speculate whether there is a widesgresxkption in this society which

confines ideas about creativity to the realm orilthe individual.

One guestion asked people to list the names qfesiple, dead or alive, who are
thought of as being famous for their creative acdmeents. A large number of
different names were listed with a few standingaunearly every list: Einstein,
Mozart, Picasso, Brunel, Faraday, Leonardo butmlgdern figures like Bill Gates
or Stephen Spielberg. | classified the names aggkld those mentioned by each

group. The results were as follows:
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Table4
No of Creative People by Group

() indicate rank order

Engin- Sgien- Paint- Writ- Epter- Ppliti- Musi-cians | Archi-

eers tists ers ers tainers | cians tects

Miners 2 8 (2) 5 4 9 (1) 4 3 1
Nurses 7(2) 7 (2) 3 10 (2 9 6 3 1
Managers 9(2) 8 5 2 13(1 4 9(2) 1
Supervisors 18 (1) 16(2 10 4 11 7 15 2
Tutors 9 9 15 26 (1) 17 (2 8 13 0

Entertainers were the most frequently mentionediaf creative people followed
by writers, with engineers and scientists and niaisgcclose behind. Politicians do
not figure highly in these lists. There is a himthiese data that people tend to
identify creative people in their own domain ofargsts and that the lists are
influenced by the level of education of the groMiners highlighted entertainers
well known in popular culture: Gary Glitter, Phibllins, Michael Jackson, the
Beatles. Tutors in higher education singled outexsiand highlighted names like
Shakespeare, Hardy, Dickens. Manufacturing supaismientioned engineers and

scientists.

Debates among researchers about creativity raisgtigns about whether the
abilities of individuals are genetically determin@dsubstantially shaped by
education and training. The members of these graugips asked to comment on this
and a strong view emerged that although genetiorfatiad some significance, the
importance of the early social environment anddfoation and training were far
more decisive. There is little support among thesaple for a genetically

determined model of creative gifts.

This point was reinforced by their answers to goestabout themselves. The
creative gift model would lead us to expect thatgbe would look back over their
lives and see themselves as having been mostvaehtiing the early years. It turn
out not to be the case. In each group, without gtiae, people reported that they felt
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they had been at their most creative in the repgastt. Some even said their best was
yet to come. These are positive observations stiggdbat people do see room in

their lives for change and improvement and deepaative fulfilment.

When they were asked about the factors which itddliheir own creative ability ,
both men and women highlighted the limitationsiiet, opportunity and ability.
Shame or the fear of failure at completing a taskamot significant factors holding
people back. Several of the miners felt that treeabe of money held them back
from being more creative and this contrasts withribirses who felt the key
constraint was time. Such differences of viewpanet a reflection of the cultural
orientations of different social groups, especidilferent social classes. Access to
the realm of freedom for miners requires moneyniarses, managers and tutors it is

time that is in short supply.

Each group was asked to break up into smaller grémponsider a number of
different questions about creativity. These coneértne characteristics of creative
people, how people can be helped to be more cegativether or not different
civilizations or periods of history could be saadde more creative than others and
what would have to change in their personal livegtiem to be more creative.

These ‘grouplets’ generated lively discussion. fidslts were reported back in
plenary session and further discussion followed &kercise enabled some of the
tacit assumptions people have about creativityetme explicit. They also revealed
something of the prevailing categories and wayhioking about these issues which
exist in this society. If we listen to the languagged to discuss a phenomenon, we

can gain some insight into how that problem is tituted within a culture.

All groups agreed that different civilizations cduiot be ranked in terms of their
creative achievements. The groups who discusssaviiie emphatic. There was no
sense of a glorious past - ‘The splendour that@r@ece, the Glory that was Rome’
- to inform their thinking here. They could acknedtje that some creative
achievements had universal cultural validity angantance but comparison was
impossible. Each culture was unique with its owalewng capacity to be creative.

One group captured this in the comment that ‘Theets were human; the twentieth
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century is a product of the machine’.

The qualities they all identified that describeatiee people included the following:
energy, persistence, dynamism, risk-taking andipas$hey saw creative
individuals as people acutely conscious of thein amdividuality with a willingness
to be unconventional, critical and able to livehtiénsion in their lives. The nurses
group highlighted qualities like imagination, cigity and open-mindedness. The
miners highlighted confidence and played down theartance of hard work or
education as important factors in the lives of tvegpeople. The managers had
acquired from their course some additional waysosiceptualizing creativity. They
saw creative people as those able to ‘step odteoframe’ of conventional thinking,
to be able to initiate a ‘paradigm shift’. The tgonot surprisingly, place some
emphasis on the skills and education of talenteglee without a solid background

in an area of enquiry, people could not innovatiawiit.

One question asked people to comment on a numhoeErcapations and rate them in
terms of the capacity of people in them to solabfems in fresh ways and to be
innovative. In all groups there was a remarkableseasus: politicians and civil
servants, particularly the latter, were rated y@grly. It is as if the public realm of
politics was run by unimaginative bureaucrats Jlatelittle glimpse into a facet of

British political culture and social imagery.

All groups were agreed that creativity is somethimag can be released, if people are
helped and given the right opportunities. The managgoup were clear on this: if
certain barriers were removed - guilt, inhibitié@ar of being under-valued - and
more opportunities were opened up, through timegstment, encouragement and
reward, most people could achieve more and thimktheughts. The miners made
telling comments: as might be expected from a grelipse own school
achievements were poor, they did not see educasidhe vehicle to catalyze
creativity. One was very emphatic. ‘People confasalligence with creativity’ he
said but noted, ‘some people can be thick as ik still be very creative’. Their
concern was about opportunities to be creativeinljmanoney and time - and they
felt strongly that if more of both was availablepeople then they could achieve
much more in their lives. They took a dim view loé teducation system insisting, as
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one put it ‘a lot are being left behind’ and ‘igeing to get worse’. The tutors, on the
other hand, saw learning, work with others andigigdtion in creative activity as

the elements of creative success.

There are hints here that people perceive creatiwibugh the subtle constraining
lenses of their education, their experience and ttess. There are gender
differences at work, too, though they are not emngtas some might have expected.
Both men and women have a positive view of thesative potential. They share a
very similar view of the factors that inhibit thefrom their discussions, it might be
said that the miners placed more emphasis on masmayconstraint than did others,
particularly the nurses, who were more concerneldedr lack of time for creative
work, but the issue needs much deeper exploralioa tutors’ responses reinforce
the strong impression that in this society, clags@ducation are good predictors of a

willingness to be creative, especially in the am@gsersonal expression and the arts.

What was lacking in all groups, and perhaps magir&ingly of all among the
managers and supervisors, was a strong, work-lmaeddl of creativity. Their
perception of creativity was very much framed witthe prevailing cultural model
of it which clearly has roots stretching back intoeteenth century Romanticism. It
is about personal development, individual creat@ent and achievement and it is
highly focused on activities outside of the worfdamrk. This may be a typically
British phenomenon where the cultural divide betweerk and non-work is clear
and a reflection of other distinctions bound deeply the class structure, history
and sensibilities of the society as a whole: the ¢witures of science and the arts,
the distinction between manual and mental labdwer hierarchy of artistic
achievement from the merely popular to the seramgsa strong undercurrent of
individualist philosophy, often with a radical edgéhich defines a strong boundary
between the worlds of the public and the privateer€ is certainly something unique

in the absence of any sense of creativity beirdytbepublic political discourse.

Towards A Conclusion

There is much to be optimistic and excited aboutmthe creative potentiality of

people in modern society is considered. Modernesies are dynamic. Industrial and
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commercial innovation, tied to the relentless gloaftnew knowledge is one of the
hallmarks of economic life. In the global villagayltural diversity can be celebrated
and more people can learn to think about their dviorinew ways than ever before in
human history. The Arts have become thoroughlylseized and made accessible to
millions. More books are being written, sold andd¢han ever before. In the
developed industrial societies secondary and higtlecation are now a birthright.
Modern organizations, both private and public,sirectured to generate innovation
and change. Millions of people have been freed filmendrudgery of mind-
destroying work and are now able to celebratefteadom and indulge themselves

in whatever creative fancy turns them on.

Yet there is a paradox. Millions of people st¥didull, programmed lives and feel
unable to act to change the circumstances of thethe world of work, there is a
relentless pressure to reduce jobs to routine task®ontrol those who do them ever
more tightly and to remove from people the guamofesecure employment. Insofar
as the modern economy breeds both inequality agtddspirations, it necessarily
nurtures in those who do not succeed, a sensduffaresentment and hopelessness
which lead on inexorably to a sense of powerlessnksst at the point when the
realm of freedom could expand for everyone, théwed necessity has become ever

more restrictive.

The people discussed here - with the exceptiohefitiners who were about to lose
theirs - all had jobs. They all display a rich giyabf hope and are possessed of a
strong sense of the creative possibilities in the&s. Their hopes were, however,
highly individual; their sense of what creativityas/did not really embrace the public
realm which, were it to be different, could offeora of them the opportunities and
the encouragement their further development requirbose in work complained of
their lack of time to develop their creative intrefurther and few saw the realm of

work as the arena in which they would realize tdetams.

It seems clear that both the ability and the wilsess among ordinary people to be
more creative in their lives. Yet they feel constea in ways which do not allow
them to develop their potential. The model of wihateans to be creative that they
carry in their minds is in no way inconsistent withat social scientists have found
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out about creativity. They hold to no false theofyiftedness. They acknowledge
that people can be creative throughout their lifé®y know people need support
and encouragement to be creative. How then candtestive potential be fully
realized? How can society as a whole benefit mama the resources of innovation

of people?

The problem is one of balance, between necessityraadom, creativity and

constraint. It can be pictured like this:

Figurel

Freedom, Necessity, Creativity

Constraint Freedom
Frustration Imagination
Realm of Necessity Blighted Hope Possibility Realm of Freedom
De-skilling New Learning
Control Support

s
Y

It is as if there are contradictory pulls in theisty that people experience in the
immediate contexts of their daily lives and whiokier time, shape decisively how
people come to see themselves, the opportunitfesebhem and their own creative

potentiality.

In Britain there is a distinctive twist to thise¢alThe balance between the realm of
freedom and the realm of necessity is a changireg Miore people than ever before
experience their lives as open possibilities. Tihaye found ways to free themselves
from the older controls of class, gender and piaatthrough increased income,
education and leisure are able to attend moreecto divn personal development.
There are more books, libraries, learning oppotiesmand in every town and city

more films, plays, dance troupes, concerts andoéidms than there is time in a
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normal life to see.

From these angles, Britain and other modern sesidite it, would have to be
described as lively and creative opening up tevalb want them, opportunities to be
creative in any way they dream of. People are gtyodisposed to join clubs and
societies so that the networks of what Gellner Q) 9tas called ‘civil society’ are
dense and vital. There are horticultural clubsgestips, poetry societies, book clubs,
birdwatchers, rambling associations, model engnugeties. There are keep fit clubs,
youth clubs, women'’s institutes, ex-servicemen®amtions and evening classes
galore. There are churches, pressure groups, emv@wotal groups and parish
councils. Educational television has opened upciunoal zone of learning to give
people access to almost any subject they ever écaim

The opportunities within all this for personal dieyenent and change, for the
development of new skills and competencies andigesabilities has never been
better. The problem is that none of this activitgages with the creative challenge
of changing the society itself, its institutionsustures of power and the
predominant modes of organizing its economic lifes the constellation of
constraint in these realms of necessity that Wiat people can actually do. By the
same token, of course, once this is known, ackmibydd and acted upon - in work,
in the public realm of government, in educationg@mmunities - much could be
done to release the creative energies of everyotegand their realm of real
freedom.

The central challenge which many have taken uperfield of community
development and community politics, (see Smith }#94o enable people to reflect
on what they know, share ideas, engage in credialegue with one another and
learn their way out of the problems they face. Hapeople who participated in the
discussions which have informed this chapter beawil from the worlds of
community politics or radical political or envirormtal movements, their models of
creativity might have been different and perhaps ladividualistic. The paradoxes
would still remain, however. People are creativiee Thodern, global economy is
driven hard by the creative energies of enginekgsigners, marketing managers,
financiers. The world they are creating is nonets&lone in which millions of other
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people are denied the opportunity and resourcegdrxise their creative
potentialities. People can realize their creatireads. But the society around them

has to change to enable it to happen.
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