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ABSTRACT y _

o . - The relationship between formal education and
cr-ativity vas investigated in two studies. A reanalysis of Cox's
(1:26) 361 geniuses indicated that achieved eminence of creators is a
curvilinear inverted-U function of formal educatioa. Seconily, 2

. study of 33 American presidents found that dogmatism (i.e.,
‘idealistic ‘inflexibility) 4is a curvilinear O-shaped function of

- ‘formal education. Since creativity and dogmatism are negatively

- assoclated, and hag represent opposite points on a single bipolar

personality dimension, these findings imply that the optim:l -amount

of formal education for naximal creative potential is a college.

S experience ‘that falls' just short of.attaining the baccalabreate
.- degree. 9p- to the: junior year formal education las a positive effect,
. probably through the ‘acquisition of general knowledge and skills, but
= thereafter the increased specialization required for graduate and
~-~professional ‘training seenms ‘to reverse creative growth. It is
- suggested . ‘that this Tesult leads to several questions.for further
. 'Tesearchy: 4ncluding - possible implications for the design of
ﬁ~?;postgraduate prograus.~other questions for additional research
-+ 'include the. folloving: the magnitude of" educatiocn®s effect upon

- creative’ developnent. whether the curvilinear relationship holds
' eqnally vell across: aiscinlines. and whether ‘diffavences in native

' “ability or scholastic per<ormance affect the functional relationship

between formal education and creativity. (huthor/sw)
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Abztrz—

Althoug- - ers he»v beem w1y investigations into == -elationship between

formal aducz—.or. and Crearavity. few w=ve attempted toc discover the exact’
~ functional curve. Twe studies =i eminent persons reve ! that the relaticnshir

may be curvi_inssz. ““irst. A re-amalys= of Cox's (. eniuses indi:ates how

achieved emr=noe T arertors = a surslinear invesi=—T function of foirz:

education. SwoTr., @ studv of 33 amerizz oresider— Zound that dogmatis
(i.e.,<idealistiz inflewizility) is a curvilinear U-s—=m=d function of farmzl

- education. Sings crratirity ad do.;ma:»;" are negativel: associatéd, and
indeed may represemt coexcite points o 2 single bipoiar :;c.rsbnality- )
dimensiph, thess Iindings imply that —e optimal amount < formal educatizr
for maxinal cresz.se por:ntial is a c=ilege experience .wl';::h: falls just smort . '

: ; .

of ai;taining the Maccalaureate degree.. Up to he junior v=ar formal education
has a;ipo?sitiire ==fact;, prebably throug: thé acquisition o general knowledge
and skill_s,' but ther—after tme increased specializétion ~zquired for grazuate

and p'ro'f.essipnal. trairisn sooes to zféverse creative growsoie This result leéds

to several qqesticac. far fureher ‘reseaich, including possible implications for

@

| thedesztgn of pdst—gram programs.
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Formal Education, Eminence, and Dogmatism:

L The Curvilinear Relationship

Research on'creativity has long been concerned with the impact of
“'education ke;g:, Torrance, 1962). Does education.foster or prevent the
: growth of creative potential? How- well do creative youths fi. in with
traditional Lducational programs? Most -of the empirical investigations o1
‘Athis topic have sampled"rom contemporary populations of scnool children,
where'Creativity is usually assessed_v1a some variety of ' creativity.test
vh.(e.g., Gctzels & Jackson, 1962) A much less frequent alternative is to
study eminent creators and then determine retrospectively the role of edu-
. cation in their creative development. For example,”Hudson (1958) looked
_ at the underéraduate academic records of_Fellouszof_the Royal Society and
. found their grades generally poor, and definitely not any better.than non-
Fellows (cf. MacKinnon,'léGO)' Likewise;.Goertzel Goertzel & Goertzel
- (1978) inspected biographies of. eminent twentieth century personalities to
show that the acs . 41c performance of creators is oﬁten miserable. - While
these results }:a touiiv cent with the complaints of many critics of tradi—
/; tional educaf :it .. . Parnes, 1913), the research on the relationship
between education and creativity has failed :o'consider_the preciie func-
tional curve between the'two crucial variables. The inquiries hawve just
assumed‘that the function.is either‘positiVe or negative, but in either
-case linear. Yet it is uery plausibleAthat the relation couid be described
by a curvilinear.inverted-U -function.. That is, some formal education may
encouraée creatiue development -mAby promoting the‘acouisition of requisite
knowiedge and intellectual skills -- but excessive amounts of academic
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.training may inculcate an overcoﬁmitncnt to traditional perspactives -
artistic ané scientific issues. [If the functional relation ic curvi_ Zmen:
then the most obvZous next question is the location of the crpuiimum poon

~Hov much‘formal education is requirz=d tolmaximiae zhe develommaznt of

 ative potentizl?

In this paper I will review two investigations which are .ost ge-

w

to this last question. The first study involved the sample c:i 301 ze se:
collected by Cox (1926), the second the much more restricted group oI WX
can_presidents. Each study approaches creativity in rather differen way's.
the first by assessing eminence and the second by measuring dogmatLS‘ Aoy Tir-
theless, we will find that despite the disparity in operationalizat ' me,

_beth studies concur on the functional shape of the curve.

Achieved Eminence. The Cox Sample .

The classic methodological difficulfy in creativity regsearch i
‘ so-called "criterion problem (e. g., Taylor, 1964) In designing :
. tivity test," how does one. -80- about validation? Evaluations of peerz . ERNE 3

.of experts are notoriously unreliable, subject asjthey are to ficklie  :-

and transient fashion. In.the final analysis, therefore, creativit z

be defined in terms of . achieVed ‘eminence in a particular cultural -y,
- whether_artistic or scientific. No other operationalizatlon enjoy: SN |
‘"face validity} When we think of creative persons, our minds immed:=t:

recall names like Michelangelo, Beethoven, Newton, Descartes, or Tc__ 3 -

.57 individuals whose contributions to civilization have endured and w=_ 21 ali

”'“.;flikelihood continue to endure.; Certainly a theory of creativity which: {iils

T explainfthe‘emergence of such well—known figures must be Judged defimient




7y Jazzr McKessm L well (1903), anothe: pioneer in osyzhology. But probably
1@ a8t #igh. ... .. example is the study by Cox (1 ic 2731 geiuses, a

s -ud-- wo—mobk ocommuy ntes the second volume of Terman s -+26) classic Genetic

ifuwéies =% Smm.ug. Cox took the most erinent creatmTs zzd 1t ¢ s onm
Toort2ll's "lsgn moooamm o to certain ra28tristions rega——i: LT e, field,
=z datz T _.az’: _t. The ranked emine::ce of these ir:ividuz: 5 ras also

:mumber of

ih

taxen frmom Jat . .znﬁ,fherefore was acssessed accbrding T
i:nesAdevo :d ‘- : -ch genlus in gtandarc reference worus. Aag'§~§rimary
purpose wits tc mmmanstrateithat ranked eminepc; and IQ &-e ;osi:iveiy related,
& ce2momviisa.ic wi._ch she'failed to fully acéomplish (fr—~ the s.ource. of

‘s;ur;oumywu , s2« Simonton, 1976, PpP- 223-224: cf. Walbi-g, Rasner & Pérkerson,

198d). Hdoemver, :n the process of gathering the requis.ce biographical data,

?’.‘ lT

R
.\

 ske did provide ~rough info?hation which can be used tc code a variable of
-...eres. to us here, namely, formal education. In a- earlier study, the

fillowis; point :ystem was devised (Simonton;:1976, -, 221):

no formzl éducation = 0, compleéed high sc:z:ol or appren-
ticeship = 1, baccalaureate or equivglent rsgree =2,
master's degfee = 3, and doctorate or otHET professional
degree such as an MD = 4. if an individua. Zell somewhere
between two points on the.scale, .5 was add: to the lower
of the two (e;g., someone who did not finisi :csllege re-
ceivaed 1.5 points). Neither years of formal 2iucation nor

any informal education (e.g., studyiﬁg for the bar) were

counted.




Y 5
I then usad multipie regression analysis to détermine the =zf:=_ . of
. formzl edur-tion on rac-.:c =minence, controlling for such varia- &= as
~father's : .ius, intell:. -ze, versatilit life span, data rel:: _lity,
and -ear cZ :irth. In ..iizion, product cz=rms were introduced . =st for

bot: ‘ine.2r and cirvilizz=ar -:lationships and interaction terms -=r= adced

to - t=s functiona’ ~e. :-‘on differed hetween leaders and :z::z:cors.
. The wur-_as was most inczz: 4. - First, in the case of leaders t = rela- .
- ti= petwaen achieved :-mfmence and formal education is stric:-iyv linear

an— zep. ive. The highest ranked politicians, generals, admiral:, reformers,

i

-di _oma. revolutionaries =-d religiouv- innovators tend to hav% the least

. fc =—al e.¢cation; Eviden a Ph.D. does not contribute to the develop-
m~~. of 2adership ébilit Second, the fu;ctional ~elationship for creators
i- iiescribed by a curvili ¢ inverted—U‘curve; Hence, I concluded that

"= teo a point, fprmal training appears to increase :hé probabiiicy of
= ewzative aCHiévéﬁéﬁf:;BhL :oélﬁﬁéﬁrfgfmél.éducatfdh“é;ﬁmacﬁﬁally decrease
i=dividual chaﬁcés'of’at:aining'the 'top'" (Simohton, 1976, p. 224). A
moderate amoﬁnt oflfgrmal educééibn aﬁpeérs to be Sesf, but what do I mean
" by "moderate"? - As crucial as this question may be for gducators,'l did not
make the answer explicit'in the'earlief article. (cf. Bennett, 1980).. Nome- .
fhe%eSB, by applyiﬁg a little calculus and some analytic geometry to the

published regression equation, it is possible toc graph the functions. These

graphs. appearaianigure 1.

Insert Figure 1 about here

‘Here we see mosf_c1ear1§ the genera1’negativellinear function for

" leaders‘and the gurvilinear inverted-U function for creators. The latter




ccurve is by far the most interesting. In the firs: pliace, it is most fas-
cinating to find that creators with doctorates ter— to be slightly less
eminent than those with.very little formal educati:m:n at all. Even more

“,critically, the peak of the curve is at 1.85 on th:- icale, a value wxich

.translates as a collegefeducation to a point just - -rt of a bacheircr s
R :degree. That is; the most eminent creators -- scz=r ciszs, philogophers,

'ﬁriters, artiata, and composers ——,teno.to comple e :heir'junior“Years but

‘ io not go on to finish'theirisenior years g0 as t= earn the degree. Ap-

: parently,'college edncation can be a very enrich'ag experience so lcng as
it'concentrates on a broad "liberal arts" educa: .on, but once the student
is obliged to become more specialized by takin: "upper oivision" sourses
kin hia or her‘major, the effect'becones more de -rimental to creative
vdevelopment. Perhaps this finding by itself dc=s ncz deserve to »e assigned
htoo much Weight, at least not without further empirical collaboration. Yet
such’ additional support is immediately ;orthcomlng iz the nexr.section,‘and
from a.totally different direction.

' DogmatiSm. Presidents of the United States

Maranell (l970) had 571 American historians rate 33 U.S. presldents
‘on general prestige, strength of a"tion, presidential activeness, idealism
versus practicality, flexibility, administration accomplishments, and re-
spondant's amount of information. These ratings included all presidents
before Nixon except for two presidents with excesaively brief terms.(viz,
Garfield.and W. Harrison). A principle axes analysis of these seven measures
yielded two factors accounting for 85/ of the explained variance (Simonton,;
Note 1) cf. ‘Wendt & Light 1976) The first factor consists of all measures

except - the idealism versus practica]ity and the flexibility ratings with

_'factor loadings from .840 to'.998, and it accounts for 84% of the explained'kl
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" variance. Tt : "z~tor was called "presidential greatness" and factor scores
were producei + :mmply summing the raw scores for the five component‘measures.
The coefficiE:: zirha for the resulting composite is a highly respectable .98,
~ The second fzctor is strictly bipolar, consisting of flexibility with a:high
'positive loauiting and idealism versus practicality with 2 moderate negative
'loadingu:— z. factor clearly contrasting pragmatic flexibility against ideal-
.jstic inflex:bility. Because flexibility has double the factor loading of |
- idealism, thZs factor should be labelled a "dogmatism dimension. - _A com-
posite measure of "presidential dogmatism was accordingly produced byqsub—
tracting th= score on flexibility from the score on idealism versus practi-
.calitys Since this measure contains.only two items and is generated by'a
difference score, coefficient alpha is only .49- 'Nonetheless, it is impor-
tant to point out that the results to be reported here hold not only for
the dogmatism indicator, but also for each of its two cocmponents separately,
though in the opposite direction as’ befits their negative relationship.
, Formal education was operationa‘ized using a scale only slightly
;ﬂ;”~f:'modified from Simonton (l976) 1 point if attended college, 2 ooints if a.
' college graduane 3 points if earned a master's degree, and A points iF
evearned a Ph.D. (Simonton, Note 1). The reason for thisuslight modification
“is that the vast majoritygof presidents, being largely either lawyers or
_army generals, are college educated to some extent. In any case, to check
‘for a curuilinear relation, this-yariable>was also put in mean-deviation
~ form and”squared. Both greatness and dogmatism'measures were then regressed

- y

“on the linear and Quadratic functions of formal education, along with a

@

“f,ufllarge number of control variebles (Simonton, Note l) Presidential greatness

2

dbore no relationship with formal education, whether linear or curvilinear.

,This outcome may be interpreted as - conflicting with the negative relation
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between_eﬁinent_leadership and formal education found for the Cox data.
However, not only may greatress be somewhat separate from eminence (éf.

Simonton, 1977), but moreover the U.S. presidents may bfovide far too homo-

?geneous a group for fair comparisons to be made with the leaders in the

Cox sample.

Forﬁaliedudation.does_have a noticeabie impact upon presidential

- dogmatism, however, as can be judged from”Figure 2. Here we observe a

4iCurviliﬁeaf U+Qh§ped relationship.between formal education and assesséd

dogmatism. 'The'moég dogmatitfpresidents are those who either have véry
little formal edutatibn (such as Andrew Johnson whs was actuallyvilliterate

until his late teens) or have Ph.D."'s (such as Wilson who is theionly presi-

" dent with a doctorate)."on the.other hand, the least ddgmatic presidents

tend to have'.a moderate amount of formal education, the low point occurring

. at 1.53. This minimum is remarkably close to the maximum witnessed in

Figure l“fdrteﬁihent creativity, at least.once we provide for the light

- difference in the two scales. A minimum of 1.53 in Figure 2 converts to a

value of 1.76 in Figure 1, a value strikingly similar to the observed maxi-
mum at 1.85. The curves for dcgmatism =nd fér eu'nent creativity are

virtually mirror images of each other! Thus some college education just

" short of a baccalaureate degree tends to lessen idealistic inflexibility,

the most amount of such reduction occurring by the end of the junior year.
Evidently, the liberal arts exposure in the first years of college widenp

the student's outlook and provides him or hef with. the intellectual tools

junior year, increased formal education tends to undermine this pragmatic

’flexibility in the process of training a more academic,_ivory—tower intel-

-1ec£.l@.




Iusert Figure 2 about here

‘ Na*urally, what makes the above finding most valuable is that dogmatism

4

and creat-vity cannot - be considered independent, orthogonal dimensions ‘of

. human information processing. ‘On the contrary, .there is ample evidence that
‘these’ two constructs represent opposite ends of\a\bipolar dimension._Certainiy

' creativity is negatively associated with authoritarianism (Grossman & Eisenman,
-1971), rigidity (Leach 1967), and dogmatism (Uhes & Shaver, L970) ‘And the

general personalityacharacteristics’of creative individuals tend to be'almost

ident1cal to persons low in dogmatism or authoritarianism (for example,

"

'”compare Stein, 1969, with Rokeach 1960 or Adorno, Frenkel—Brunswick
o Levinson, & Sanford 1950) . In a nutshell creativity requires flexibility. o
_Hence, the observed relationship ‘between formal education and eminent creativity
can be said to be independently substantiated by the mirror reflection found

'ﬁ_:between formal education and dogmatism. . -

P —"’-

,,;;.‘_‘g f“;obviously, the above evidence'suggeste that formal education may have _
o very mixed Tepe. cussions for creative development. Up to the first °°“B}9///’5f////’

”yearo'of college, the acquisition of formal education tends to increase

ff;Conclusion

Acreative potential and'reduce dogmatism. Yet the specialization which takes .

//

o bplace in the last year of undergraduate training may. tutn this beneficial

‘”influence completely around. The ultimate outcome is an individual who. is

ot A

;potential and the acme in dogmatism._ Higher education is thus a. very mixed
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' ;blessing. Moderate émounts provide the indiviaual with the basic infor—
”mation and techniques sine qua non of success. in any field while extreme
amounts produce negative transfer. The over—trained student may overconform

-Lto conventional vlewpoints on. centrai artistic and scientific problems and

B thereby become less apt to,revolutionize their'dlsCuplines. However, I think

¢ i

7it is still too early ‘to defend a brcad Londemnation of advanced education.

"Rather, the two studies reviewed here should be adopted as points of depar—
.31ture for further research. Future inveetigations should concentrate on the

/

'following five critical questions. : S s
—— I

l. ~What precisely is the magnitude of education's effect upon creative
idevelopment? Is the effect size 80 large as to signal a virtual/crisis or °
: ~
: so~tiny as to ha negllgible? The pair of investigations discussed above
wi 2T toatative even if not perfectly concoraan- answers. - Ia the cese-of

tved eminence as a creator, about 2% of the total variance can be uniquely
u“)unted by formal education. Whether this percentage should be taken as
large or small mostly depends on one s outlook._ My own?inclination'is to

sec 2Z as a substantively significant proportion of variance.- In the first
place, this figare represents only the unique,impact of formal‘eggcation,
exc]uding any variance that predictor may share with other variables in th'."

v-equation (e. 8> socioeconomic status and IQ). Even more criticallv, I.N

persona’ly believe that achieved eminence in any creative endeavor is a very

~

z

complex phenomenon with multiple determinants, some physiological others
_psychological' and yet othen;sociocultural (°imonton, 1978) If genius has

7
some four dozen predictors,\the unique contribution of . eaoh single predictor

can only average around 2% of the variance anyway. Finally, this 2% of the

total variance translates into almost 9/ of the explained variance. That is,.




11

*within a :egression equation consisting of'almost two dozen variables, about

9%'of the total predictive power of the equation ¢an be ascribed to formal

education. Thus, the impact of this predictor cannot be ignored, especially

~given its even greater significance in predicting presidential dogmatism.

o About 13% of" the total (or 23% of the predicted) variance in idealistic

AW

inflexibility can be uniquely attributed to formal education. So any detri-

‘mental consequences of formal education deserve serious consideration in

N
\\

future research.-

H

2. Does the curvilinear relationship hold equally.well across disciplines?

v

‘Given the very different functions for leaders and creators, the response

to this question may be negative. In particular, it is likely that artistic
and scientific activity may each require different amounts of formal educa—
-tion for ‘optimal creative development. Hudson (1966), for example, has

‘indicated that "divergcnt thought processes may be more necessary for artistic

'creativity, convergent" processes more mandatory for scientific creativity,
twhere traditional educational techniques favor convergent over divergent
B ‘)cognition (cf.v Haddon & Lytton,'1968) Likewise, Schaefer and Anastasi (1968) -

J,have shown that the academic records of creative adolescents in the sciences

-:tend to bo superior to those in the arts. when we consider the severe .

:complexity and s0phistication of modern science, it seems pnobable that even ;

n_if the function is curvilinear, the peak is shifted towards higher amounts

of formal education.' Perhaps the optimum point is the doctorate any declin

"‘fappearing during postdoctoral training (cf Zuckerman, l977) Unfortunately,

o othe number of scientists included in the . Cox sample is far too small to ’

‘answer this question now.i Still I should point out one counter—argument.; '




It may very well be that formal education is conducive to achievement in
';;"normal science," but not- to becoming a truly revolutionary scientist (cf.

;5Kuhn, 1970) Isaac Newton went no further than a baccalaureate degree,

“r7fﬁand in the twentieth century Albert Einstein did not have good enough grades

’7L;to go on to graduate school.‘ Einstein was obliged to acquire his doctorate

if?not through formal training but rather by submitting one of his publications
ivffor consideration as a dissertation while he was working full-time in a
‘fHSwiss patent office. Thus truly revolutionary scientists may display curvi-

1ﬂ‘linear relationships not unlike those found for artists (cf. Koestler 1964)

3-f;3’d Is the observed.relationship between formal education and creativity
"b;transhistoricall" invariant? Proponents of higher education are ﬁ? doubt
vfree to draw the defense-that "times have changed" g.nce the Cox sample was
*taken.g;After all,fthose_30l‘geniuses come from the'fourteenth through nine-
teenthcénqnies'ébefore‘the advent~of our intricate twentieth century society
t'and‘equally prior to4the extensive democratization“of higher education3.~Be,
'..'that as it may, there are several reasons for tentatively accepting the trans-
‘historical invariancelof the discovered relationship, at least until further
research indicates otherwise. To begin with, trend analysis of the formal
'educational levels achieved by the 301, geniuses reveals no general tendency
for the amount ofosuch education to increase over_time (Simonton, 1976).
Moreover,vthe study of'presidential dogmatism revealed a mirror—image curve

. for theantithesis of creativity even though that sample consists of primarily
.nineteenth and twentieth century historical figures. Thus although the average
birth date for the Coxvand president samples are over a century apart (l705 =

d.,versus 1820 respectivaly), they agree almost perfectly that the turn-arpund
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fpoint'occurs just after the junior year of college. A function which has
been valid from Leonardo da Vinci through President L.B. Johnson may continue
"to;be so in the future. \In addition, empirical studies of contemporary popu-
4 lations have noted'the decline in creativity scores during the college years,
'especially upon entrarce into programs of augmented specialization (e.g.,
Eisenman, l970). Finally, we must recognize that the increased complexity
and SOphistication of a society may require more formal education on the part
of its "technocrats" or "mandarins," but that requirement may nevertheless
. exert an‘adverse effect on creativity in that-culture. Byzantine, society
ﬁ vas.a massively intricate culture dedicated to preserving the best of Classical /
.and Christian traditions. Success of Byzantine scholars demanded'an awesome
erudition far surpassing that demanded of their predecessors in the Golden
nge’of Greece. 'Yet the Byzantine world, for all its ability to survive
with sporadic flashes of splendor, exhibited very little creativity. Byzan-
tine civilization acted not so much as a stimulant to cultural advance but
“‘ratherfas anveffectivenformaldehyde.

A

”7v4 Do differences in native ability or scholastic performance affect the.

3

ﬁffunctional relationship between formal education and creativity? Let us

; - e e i e e e e

'supposeffor the moment that excessive formal education tends to reverse

:”creative development by narrowing the student 8 breadth of perspective and

”.fﬁ;flexibility.l That is, advanced 1ev’els of education may oblige the student |

'{fto become too committed to traditional ways of approaching major problems,

‘fand; his commitment produces_a negqtive set against the discovery of. truly,
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”attainment of higher degrees. 1 see two major possibilities. First,.the
greater the student's native intelligence, the less time he or she must
devote to mastering the educational materials, and hence the more time re-
maining for extracurricular activities which serve to maintain if not

.'improve_breadth of perspective and intellectual flexibility (cf. White, 1931).

————— 2y

Less able'students are forced to devote full time to their studies, with

U;little time‘left forfextracurricular enrichment. To»be sure, the knowledgev
tto be”mastered‘in graduateﬁschool demands more "brain power" than that in
”ﬁﬁfli undergraduate school, and thus even the very bright btudent may have little
| free time'when seeking an advanced degree. Even so, the peak point in the
curve may be shifted upwards towards higher amounts of formal education in
the case of»the'extremely gifted. Naturally, the foregoing argument assumes
‘that all students, gifted and less gifted alike, are worhing for the top -
grades requisite for continuing up the educational 'ladder. This assumption
: brings me to my second point' Students may avoid some ofwthe negative effects

s

of formal education by not seeking straight—A grade point averages. At the

‘

. beginning of!this paper.I pointed out that creative persons are not neces-

sarily superior students. - By not attempting to attain the highest grades, - |

*’“students“are;free*to*continue'their“duestffor"a‘generalieducation‘untramelled;{!
by the requirements of specialization. Thus; those students who do not‘get

the best grades may dctually be able to attain higher levels of formal educa—

[—

¢

tion without negative consequences for creative development. Altogether,
then,"the optimal point of the curve may”be shifted upwards for those students
either.who enjov higher native ability or who.are'not.committed to:the highest
scholastic'performance. The common £actor to both escape routes is’hoslmuch

time the,student'has to continue a more general education outside“the. class-

' room.
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_5. The final duestion'emerges quite naturally from'the above discussion:‘
Can rafo-=s be introduced to make‘the impact of formal education more posi-
tive in our graduate and professional schools? Normally, a general "liberal
arts' education is acquired during the first couple of years in college,

:'after which specializationfoccurs in the guise of upper division courses in'

. a chosen major. 5by'the senior.year, exposure to a broad range of ideas in
a wide array‘of disciplineSVhas practically ceased. And, of course, this

A narrowing of the educational focus continues with a vengence in graduate,
law medical business, or other professional schools. 'Therefore, the most
immediate way of limiting the decline in creative potential in postgraduate
programs 1is to snmehow encourage the continued acquisition of general know-
ledge and'skills during this phase of specialiaation. One means for accom-
lishing this task is to get up interdisciplinary seminars which try to

‘;; , demolish the walls between disciplines and between the academic world and the

lay community. " Another means may be to take steps to discourage excessive

-competition which tends to leave graduate and p.ofessional students with far

~too little time for outside activities, intellectual -or- otherwise. Naturally, T

directors of graduate and professional schoolSrmay argue “that they are HOL

in the business of - creating genzuses, ‘but rather only in producing competent
' $
academicians, doctars,»lawyers, business executives, or other professionals.

' Very true.; But few would maintain that we do not need major innovators in '

e any of these professional endeavors. And even if creativity-is unsought,

.\

all professions may gain by the persistent development of well-rounded

pe/Bonalities._ As afconsequence, the ruture may see fewer scientists doing,

Y

‘ research in naive ignorance of the ethical ramifications of their work or

fewer doctors or lawyers divorcing ‘their own personal concerns from the needs
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offthe‘larger society updn.which they must ultimately depend;‘ Thus the

:'upshot may not only be more creative minds to spur intellectual cultural

lrv;technological and economic progress, but additionally a professional estab-
tfh{lishment which is better integrated with the coumunity as a whole.

-‘f 1 am compelled to reiterate a caveat. "Without further research along
f;ﬁthe lines indicated'by the foregoing fiVe questions,-the empirical relation-
ix:hiShip between formal education and creativity should not be applied uncriti—:

: \ :
callj to p@actical decisions. In the first place even thouga excessive

formal eaucation may have a debilitating impact upon crehtive development,
thehfact‘temains that formal:education,exerts a beneficia‘ influence almost~
yto‘the end of college. Thua-primary and secondary school‘teachers,'and aven
-'ycollege professors primarily engaged in undergraduate xnstruction, should

¢ - \
"ot feel that they are stifling potential genius in their claSsrooms or

>

lecture halls. So most. educators have no real cause for gullt or dispair

given that the vast majority are contributing to the creative development of

And»the—high—school studeht should not decide not to go to

their_students.

d e i e e T

s
college for “fear o of’being inculcated with an ivory—tower idealistic inflexi—

bility and intellectual or*artistic conformity " After all a college educa—-
tion may be conducive to creative development so long as it concentrates on
‘the mastery of general knowledge ‘and skilis, Moreover, we all must keep - in
mind that the'adverse effect”of more”advanced training concerns only the
greatest of”the great'—i the‘tophhund“ed or so of eminent creators;? ﬁost

| of us would no doubt rest in peace even if we wére the most meagre runner-upg

_with a: rank somewhere in the thousands or ten thousands A typical Who s.

' u;Who contains thousands or °ntries, and yet who does not’ sense the honor of

:f,having a puny paragraph with a most familiar name hidden amongst the many?

e PR : : ) ’ r
. .
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S So if your ambitioniis not to rival Michelangelo, Newton,xBeethoven, or
Shakespeare in the annals of history, why' worry about finally finishing your

\dqctora] issertation? And . certainly if you do take that last fatal step,

whé‘ié.fq say'thap'other_pausal factors will not compensate for the damage

~,

\/

égne, and evenﬂpfopel ydu to the top déspite'youf thesis? Hence, for my part,

I have not”regretted earning by Ph.D.!

1

Y

Q
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Figure Captions

. '
)

Figure 1 Curves fdf‘relationéhip between

formal eduéation and ranked

{’ - eminence for leaders and creators from the Cox sample of 30l‘géniuses.

o R . ' S k ' ,.«-’"M
: - Figure 2. (Curve for relationship between formal education agg,dogmﬁfism
(i.e., idealistic inflexibility) for 33 Americ n»pfégidents.
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