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Evaluating individual creativity is an important challenge in creativity research. We developed a training
module for non-expert judges in which participants learned the definitions of components of creativity
and received expert feedback in an interactive creativity judgment exercise. We aimed to test whether
and how the training module would increase the reliability and validity of non-expert ratings. Study 1 (N = 79)
showed that the training had a positive effect on the test–retest reliability and validity of creativity ratings.
Study 2 (N = 126) replicated the results on test–retest reliability and validity but with low absolute values, indi-
cating that trainedparticipants cannot substitute experts. In addition, Study 2 showed that the effect of the training
module on the validity of creativity ratings was mediated by increased validity of ratings of novelty and elabora-
tion. The results are discussed in terms of theoretical and practical relevance.

© 2014 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Despite a growing interest in creativity research, the field is often
challenged because of the difficulty in finding reliable and valid
methods to assess individual creativity. In the literature various
measures of individual creativity, including divergent thinking
tests, attitude inventories, ratings by peers, and judgments of prod-
ucts, are described (Lubart, 1994). One of the most used techniques
to evaluate individual creativity is the Consensual Assessment Tech-
nique (Amabile, 1982, 1996; Hennessey, 1994; Kaufman, Baer, &
Cole, 2009; Kaufman, Baer, Cole, & Sexton, 2008; Kaufman, Gentile,
& Baer, 2005; Runco, 1989). This technique consists of assessing an
individual's level of creativity by assessing the creativity level of cer-
tain products made by this individual. The technique is based on giv-
ing minimal information about creativity to a group of judges who
have to rate the creativity of a set products relative to other products
in the sample (Amabile, 1996; Dollinger & Shafran, 2005). Because
creativity is a relative construct it is commonly expected that judges
should be familiar with the domain, i.e. experts or, at least, gifted
novices (Amabile, 1996; Dollinger & Shafran, 2005; Kaufman et al.,
2009). Several studies show that experts have a good interrater
agreement (Kaufman et al., 2009; Kaufman et al., 2008; Kaufman,
Baer, Cropley, Reiter-Palmon, & Sinnett, 2013; Kaufman et al.,
2005). A potential difficulty, however, in using this technique is find-
ing and asking experts to evaluate sometimes hundreds of products;

this may pose a real challenge to creativity researchers (Cropley &
Kaufman, 2012). The aim of the present paper is twofold. From a
practical viewpoint we aim to investigate whether it is possible to
teach novices how to evaluate the creativity of products made by in-
dividuals. From a more conceptual/theoretical viewpoint a parallel
aim that we have is to shed more light on the underlying processes
of learning to judge creativity. By doing this we aim to understand
how exactly people arrive at creativity judgments.

1.1. Previous research

Recently, Dollinger and Shafran (2005) suggested that non-
expert judges could becomemore familiar with a domain of products
by exposing them their prototypes. They conducted an experiment
in which they compared expert judges' creativity ratings of drawings
(made by university students) with trained non-expert judges' rat-
ings of the same drawings. The training module consisted of present-
ing 16 representative drawings to non-expert judges before they had
to evaluate the target drawings. Their results showed that trained
judges' and expert judges' ratings loaded on a single principal com-
ponent; thus expert and trained non-expert judges' mean creativity
ratings were highly correlated. They concluded that showing non-
expert judges representative drawings previous to the actual crea-
tivity judgment can make their creativity ratings more similar to ex-
pert judges' creativity ratings. However, because this study had no
control group, it is difficult to assess causality and the extent to
which their training module increased the validity of non-expert
judges' creativity ratings compared to a baseline. Considering the
number of participants in their study – 5 expert judges and 5 non-
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expert judges – it is even more critical to have a baseline to which
they could have compared the trained group. Dollinger and Shafran
(2005) suggested that further research should be conducted to gen-
eralize their results regarding the possibility to enhance the exper-
tise of non-expert judges with a training module.

According to most creativity researchers (Besemer & O'Quin,
1999; Caroff & Besancon, 2008; Runco & Charles, 1993; Storme &
Lubart, 2012) creativity ratings of a product typically involve rating
subcomponents of creativity, such as novelty, resolution and elabo-
ration. These subcomponents are used in various scales such as
the Creative Product Semantic Scale (CPSS; Besemer & O'Quin,
1999; White & Smith, 2001; White, Shen, & Smith, 2002; O'Quin &
Besemer, 2006) and the Creative Solution Diagnosis Scale (CSDS;
Cropley & Kaufman, 2012), to judge creative ideas, products or de-
signs. A study conducted by Cropley and Kaufman (2012) suggests
that novices can be reliable judges when they are provided with
precise criteria to assess creativity. The study aimed to develop the
Creative Solution Diagnosis Scale, based on four subcomponents of
creativity (relevance, novelty, elegance and genesis). The results
showed that novices had a high level of interrater agreement
(Cronbach's α ranging between .87 and .98) when rating the same
products. Note that in this study the researchers did not assess the
validity of the novices' creativity ratings by comparing their ratings
with ratings of experts, but nonetheless the study shows that relevance,
novelty, elegance and genesis are meaningfully related to each other. It
appeared that these four components of creativity loaded on a single
factor which the authors called ‘functional creativity’.

In sum, previous research suggests that novices may learn to judge
creativity as long as they have knowledge of the existing products in
the domain to be rated (Dollinger & Shafran, 2005) and knowledge of
the subcomponents of creativity (Cropley & Kaufman, 2012). Yet to
our knowledge there are no existing studies that directly investigated
the role of these subcomponents when novices are taught to judge
creativity. In the present paper, we report on two studies in which we
implement a new training module that we compare to a control group
of individuals who are not trained. To give our trainees an analytical
understanding of what creativity is, we provide them with a precise
definition of creativity involving the subcomponents of creativity. This
allows us to investigate the underlying mechanisms involved in the
learning of rating creativity. In addition, our trainees are not only pas-
sively exposed to representative prototypes of the products to be
judged, as in Dollinger and Shafran's (2005) study; but they also receive
expert feedback in an interactive creativity judgment exercise.

Our aim was twofold. First, we investigated whether our training
module, compared to a control module, would increase the reliabil-
ity and validity of creativity judgments. Second, to show the under-
lying mechanism of learning to judge creativity, we investigated
whether the effect of the training could be (partially) explained by
the extent that trainees made correct use of the subcomponents of
creativity.

1.2. Principles of the training module

In this section we describe the basic principles behind our training
module. Wewill elaborate further on the procedural details of the train-
ingmodule in theMethod section. In order to study the effect of training
non-expert judges, we developed a specific training module based on
children's drawings. The training module consists of two stages. The
first stage consists in providing participantswith a definition of creativity
based on explaining to them that products (in this case drawings) differ
in creativity because they differ in elaboration, novelty and resolution.
More specifically, they are explained that they should take these three
subcomponents into account when deciding on the creativity level of a
given drawing. In this first stage trainees are also shown prototypical
drawings to familiarize them with different levels of creativity. Thus,
the first stage aims to give participants an analytical understanding of

creativity and familiarize them with representative drawings of varying
levels of creativity.

In the second and last stage participants get an opportunity to exer-
cise judging creativity levels of a new set of drawings. First, they are
asked to rate the creativity level of a set of drawings. Then they receive
feedback on how well they did. Compared with the first stage, the sec-
ond stage is a more interactive feedback stage in which participants
learn to rate creativity.

To sum up, the training consisted of first presenting participants
with a precise definition of creativity, then showing participants proto-
typical drawings, and finally providing participants with feedback on
the accuracy of their creativity judgments in a creativity rating exercise.
We expected that the training, compared to a control condition, would
improve the reliability and validity of creativity judgments in a final set
of drawings, and that this would be mediated by improvements in the
validity of judgments of the subcomponents of creativity.

1.3. Overview of the studies

This article reports on the results of two studieswhich aimed at test-
ing the effectiveness of a training module for judging creativity,
intended for non-expert individuals, and to investigate learningmecha-
nisms of creativity judgments. Our first study aimed at investigating
whether it is possible to learn to judge creativity, and the size of the
effectiveness of our trainingmodule.We hypothesized that trained par-
ticipants would producemore reliable and more valid creativity ratings
than non-trained participants. To this end, we assessedwhether trained
participants agreed more with each other (i.e. had higher interrater re-
liability) than non-trained participants. We also assessed whether
trained participants weremore stable over time (i.e. had higher tempo-
ral stability) in their creativity judgments than non-trained participants.
Finally, we assessed whether the ratings of trained participants, com-
pared to the ratings of non-trained participants, were more reliable
andmore in agreementwith the ratings of expert judges (i.e. had higher
validity).

The second study aimed at investigating the underlying psycho-
logical mechanisms of learning to judge creativity. Because the train-
ing module provided our participants with a precise definition of
creativity based on novelty, elaboration and resolution, we expected
that the training module would also improve the trained partici-
pants' validity of novelty and elaboration judgments. More specifi-
cally, we expected that the more valid the judgments of novelty
and elaboration are (i.e. the more in agreement with expert judges'
evaluations of novelty and elaboration), the more valid the judg-
ments of creativity would be as well. In other words, we hypothe-
sized that increased validity of novelty and elaboration judgments
would mediate the relationship between the training module and
the validity of creativity judgments.1

2. Study 1: global effect of the training on reliability and validity

Participantswere randomly assigned to a training or controlmodule.
The control module was comparable to the training module to the
extent that participants were exposed to the same drawings as in the
training module, but participants received no definition of creativity
and no feedback on their accuracy in the exercise session. Including
this condition to our study design allowed us to rule out alternative
explanations for the effect of the training, and assess the extent to
which the training had an effect compared to a baseline of non-trained
participants.

1 We decided to limit the number of dimensions to be evaluated by the participants to
make the judgment process not too complex. Since the products to be evaluatedwere chil-
dren's drawings, we dropped judgments of resolution/usefulness from the ratings.
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