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The Progress and Trends of Domains of Creativity: From Opposition to Conciliation

Lin suqin', Shen Chaonan®, Duan Haijun?>, Hu Weiping?
(1 School of Education, Shaanxi Normal University, Xi'an 710062; 2 Key Laboratory of Modern Teaching Technology, Ministry of Education,
Xi'an 710062)

Abstract

Is creativity domain—general or domain—specific? This is a primary issue that should be considered in the
field of creativity research. The domains of creativity have always been controversial on some basic problems,
such as definition and research methods of creativity. This paper reviewed theoretical perspectives as well as em-
pirical evidences on whether the creativity is domain-specific or domain—general. And, based on this, we illus-
trated the existing questions of today’s research about creativity with domain-specific or domain—general which is
in a dilemma, and demonstrated that researches related to this topic were fusing together instead of former oppo-
sition. Future studies should further refine the sub-dimensions of creativity as well as strengthen the exploration
of creativity training based on the syncretic theory of creativity, so as to reveal a whole picture of the domains
of creativity with multiple methods and techniques according to the research ways of behavioristic—historical sur-
veying—cognitive neuroscience—genomics.

Key words creativity, domain generality, domain specificity, conciliation.



