
Abstract
Artificial Creativity, if it is to be implemented, needs to derive its 
crux from the study of creativity in human beings, the factors that 
promote creativity and the study of environment. Along with the 
above factors a true random number generator, with complexity 
as low as possible, is needed. The later part has been implemented 
as Corpuscular Random Number Generator [3]. The work 
concentrates on the first part. Specifically that promote creativity 
in human beings, and in that too the role of internal motivation. A 
sample of 52 persons was taken in the experiment and the cause 
of creativity was studied. It was found that the creativity derives 
its strength from internal motivation and is hindered by external 
stimuli, the fact stated by Stemberg in 1988 by studying a group of 
children.  Artificial Intelligence is a problem that can be resolved 
but the cause creativity seemed difficult to decode. One view is that 
the problem is psychological different from intelligence  [4]. In the 
words of Robert J. Stemberg: “Research in creativity has taken the 
role of prodigal stepbrother to research on Artificial Intelligence. 
Stepbrother because it never measures up. It is prodigal because 
of its tendency to go beyond the accepted bounds" [4].
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I. Introduction
The study of Artificial Creativity has not been given as much 
importance as Artificial Intelligence. The study began in late 1950s 
and continued in the next decade with much vigor, but with no 
substantial results. This work intends to put focus on the field 
and explore the effect of internal motivation on the creativity 
of human beings. This will lead to the successful modeling of 
Artificial Creativity.

II. Artificial Creativity
Artificial creativity is extremely hard to define. Artificial creativity 
is, therefore, defined by reference to its natural counterpart: 
"Artificial Creativity is concerned with producing behavior in 
machines, which if acted out by a human, would be deemed 
creative".
Computational creativity is a multidisciplinary endeavor 
that is located at the intersection of the fields of artificial 
intelligence, cognitive psychology, philosophy, and the arts. 
Taylor gave some 50 definitions of artificial creativity. In the 
definitions of creativity he has expressed some widely different 
opinions about what it means for a person to be creative. The 
definitions can be divided into two broad categories [1].
The first view is creativity emphasize creative thinking and promote 
the view that creativity can be studied as a mental phenomenon. 
These approaches help to study creativity that deal with individuals 
in psychology, cognitive science and artificial intelligence. The 
models of creativity proposed by Koestler and Hofstadter give us 
a great insight about the cognitive processes involved in creative 
thinking, and also the processes involved in the generation of 
creative ideas. Many of the computational models of creativity 
are either based directly on these models or are based on similar 
models of creative thinking from psychology.

Definitions of creativity in the second category recognize that 
creativity is not just the generation of new ideas and society 
plays an important role in defining what is creative. Creativity 
is therefore defined as the result of a society’s appreciation of a 
work as it is the creator’s production. These definitions reinforce 
that creativity cannot occur in a vacuum and must be studied in 
the context of the socio-cultural environment of the creator. This 
definition has been popular in fields that consider the creativity 
of multiple individuals over large periods of time, for example, 
in history, sociology and anthropology. 

Fig. 1 :

Some researchers have attempted to combine these two views 
of creativity into unified theoretical frameworks. However, the 
resulting frameworks often maintain the distinction between 
personal and socio-cultural notions of creativity, as in Boden’s 
P-creativity and H-creativity which has been discussed in the 
following section.

II. Literature Review
Guilford delivered a powerful presidential address to APA, which 
put life into the research. He originally bought forward the idea 
that creativity is different from IQ. He proposed that creativity is 
something that is good and has got value, at the same time is also 
new. A thing which is good or has value is not creative it is just 
a technical craftsmanship .According to Pascal Wallisch “mere 
newness without value is just originality but not creativity” [4].
One thing that becomes clear by studying different papers is 
that creativity is inherently interdisciplinary. It is not just for 
psychologists to study, not just for sociologists, not just for 
historians and for that matter not just for academicians. 
In studying creativity different aspects that must be dealt with 
are 

The creative person: The question here is what makes a person • 
creative .This can be decoded using case studies except for 
other means of decoding the cause.
The creative process: The question here is which cognitive • 
processes lead to creativity?
The creative product: The question has been dealt with in • 
the next section.
The creative environment: The factors which promote • 
creativity are to be considered in this.

Margaret Boden [2] classified creativity as P-creativity and H- 
creativity. P-creativity is novel merely to the agent that produces 
it. It is “psychological creativity”. According to some P creativity 
is everyday creativity. It is doing a work in a new way. So, it 
is also hard to recognize. H-creativity refers to creativity that 
is recognized as novel by the whole society. It is “historical 
creativity”. It is commonly acknowledged that H creativity is a 
subset of P creativity Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2 :

She also distinguishes between the creativity that arises from 
an exploration within an established conceptual space, and the 
creativity that arises from a deliberate transformation of this space. 
The former is called as “exploratory creativity” and the latter as 
“transformational creativity”.

IV. Models of Creativity
The most acceptable model of creativity is the “systems view” 
of creativity, proposed by Csikszentmihaly, emphasizing the 
importance of social skills and social processes in the generation 
of creative acts. He tries to explain, why some cultures are far more 
creative than others, essentially considering creativity as “cultural 
evolution”. Moreover, this approach doesn´t view creativity as 
an intra-psychic phenomenon, but rather as a complex relation 
between an individual, the domain and the society Fig. 3.

Fig. 3 :

The domain is a system of representation of knowledge with some 
rules and contents. The society consists of a group of persons 
(or system in place) deciding, what belongs to the domain and 
what not.

V. Experiment
The study was conducted on a group of 52 persons. They were 
asked to write a short abstract about what made them achieve what 
they have achieved. Assuming that not all the people got what 
they have got. There must be some sort of creativity involved. 
For example In a Local College “Career Institute of technology 
and Management” a company TCS recruited hundreds of students 
but Oracle via an open interview took just two students from that 
particular college. Oracle was looking for creativity and not just 
technical craftsmanship. One of those two students was asked about 
his motivation and it was found that it was internal motivation 
that inspired him. In another instance one of the persons whose 
project was selected as one of the best projects in the town was 
inquired about his motivation. Again it was the internal motivation 
that worked. The abstracts were shown to a trained psychologist 
to help reach the conclusions.
The survey reinforced some of the facts that were established in 
1960s in a study by Stemberg [4]. The results are discussed in 
the following section.

VI. Observations and Conclusions
1. The first instance given above established the fact that 

knowledge is an essential ingredient of creativity. Without 
the knowledge a person cannot be creative in that particular 
domain. He can definitely be new but that newness need not 
be useful.

2. In almost all the cases it was found that internal motivation 
helps a person becoming creative. It has already been 
established that most of the creative persons were inspired 
by internal motivation and not just money.

3. Rewards are no guarantee that creativity will be enhanced. 
Giving rewards might just help in increase in productivity 
and not necessarily creativity. 

4. In order to be creative a work has to be good as well as useful. 
The usefulness of the work is not recognized by the society 
at times. They understand it at a later stage. For them it is 
just innovation not creativity. In my view society cannot be 
the ultimate criterion of judging creativity. There has to be 
something like neural network which gives feedback and 
decides whether the earlier work was creative or not. This 
part needs to be deliberated upon and as of now the question 
is unresolved.

5. Unrelated to experiment, related to the concept of motivation. 
The following example suggests how even a TV series can 
be a source of motivation, in this case motivation being 
negative. The instance explains what makes even a murderer 
creative. 

A. Cotton candy murder
In November 2009, Andrew Conley, 17, was arrested in Rising 
Sun, Indiana, in connection with the death of his 10-year-old 
brother, Conner. In an affidavit filed in Ohio County court, police 
said that Andrew told investigators that he identified with the 
character of Dexter, a popular TV series. “Andrew stated that 
he watches a show called ‘Dexter’ on Showtime, about a serial 
killer,” prosecutors said in an affidavit. “He stated, ‘I feel just 
like him.’” Conley is now serving life imprisonment without the 
possibility of parole.

B. Historic abrasion
In the above section point number 2 is contested by a historic 
abrasion discussed in the following part.
Leonardo Da Vinci is regarded as a painter, a sculptor, an architect 
and an engineer. His fascination with science and his in-depth study 
of human anatomy aided him in mastering the realist art form. 
While Leonardo’s counterparts were known to create static Fig.s 
in their works, Leonardo always tried to incorporate movement 
and expression into his own paintings. All the personages in his 
works are painted with great accuracy and detail. By all norms 
he was one of the most creative persons world ever had. But it 
seems that his creativity was not inspired by internal motivation. 
Leonardo’s early life has been the subject of historical conjecture.
Vasari, a historian, tells of how a local peasant made himself a 
round shield and requested that Ser Piero have it painted for him. 
Leonardo responded with a painting of monster spitting fire which 
was so terrifying that Ser Piero sold it to a Florentine art dealer, 
who sold it to the Duke of Milan. Meanwhile, having made a 
profit, Ser Piero bought a shield decorated with a heart pierced 
by an arrow, which he gave to the peasant. Many of his paintings 
were produced in workshop, called Verrocchio’s workshop and 
were done by his employees. According to Vasari, Leonardo 
collaborated with Verrocchio on his Baptism of Christ, painting 
the young angel holding Jesus’s robe in a manner that was so far 
superior to his master. Da Vinci was at best a good entrepreneur of 
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that time. He knew exactly how to get work from his subordinates 
and most of his work was driven by an urge to earn as much as 
possible. His creativity was governed by his urge to live a luxurious 
life, which explains why he worked for Ludovico after having 
worked in Milan for so many years. Leonardo worked on many 
different projects for Ludovico, like a model for a huge equestrian 
monument to Francesco Sforza. Seventy tons of bronze were set 
aside for casting it. The monument remained unfinished for several 
years, which was not unusual for Leonardo. In 1492 the clay model 
of the horse was completed. Florentine court records of 1476 show 
that Leonardo and three others were also charged.   

VII. Conclusion
Artificial Creativity is based on perception of human creativity. So, 
human creativity is the first and forth most thing to be analyzed 
while modeling artificial creativity. The above work tries t explores 
the motivation part of the factors deriving creativity. Due to limited 
recourses a small sample was taken such experiments can be 
conducted taking very large samples if surplus recourses are 
available. The study reinforces the fact that internal motivation 
is more important than the external stimuli. There was a need of 
such a study because until such factors are analyzed we will not be 
able to model artificial creativity. The next thing that needs to be 
studied and analyzed is the effect of environment on creativity. The 
study of Artificial Creativity should be given as much importance 
as Artificial Intelligence as only then we will be able to create 
machines that behave like human beings. 
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