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Introduction 

Our search for knowledge is tied up with a curiosity about how we come up with 

ideas – so we are drawn to evaluate the psychological process underlying our 

creativity. Theories of creativity either endorse guidedness or blindness; and 

Darwinian theories of psychological creativity fall into the latter category. They draw 

an analogy between creativity and biological Darwinism, describing creative thought 

as the mind’s production of blind variants and selective retention of some variants 

based on particular selection criteria.  

This Blind Variation and Selective Retention (BVSR) model is an effective description 

of the creative phenomena we observe, except that it does not seem consistent with 

our instinctive sense that the creative process is both guided and intentional. We can, 

however, eliminate this apparent inconsistency. The key is to posit that 

consciousness is required in the initial and final steps of the BVSR process, and also 

allow for an associative model of the blind variation stage. These two features 

combined yield what I will call “Associative Poincaréan BVSR”. Inspired by both 

Mednick and Poincaré, it describes creativity as a subconscious associative process, 

sandwiched between a conscious period of preparation and a conscious period of 

reflection.  

Several examples unequivocally support the idea that some subconscious process, 

whether blind or directed, is present in creativity. But I believe that observations are 

highly consistent with an associative version of blindness. Campbell, at the end of the 

paper in which he coins the term BVSR, admits that theories of creativity would more 

appropriately be named perspectives or orientations on creativity, given the lack of 

experimental means to test competing versions.1 Therefore the model is essentially a 

hypothesis, and we must evaluate a hypothesis based on its consistency with 

observations. I will aim to show that what we observe in the creative process, and in 

creative products, is consistent with an associative blind variation stage within a 

process initiated and concluded by conscious work. Furthermore, I will argue that 

objections to BVSR, including several raised by Kronfeldner, are ill-founded when we 

accept this version of the model. My goal is not to argue for Psychological Darwinism 

as the only effective description of creativity; rather, I aim to defend Associative 

Poincaréan BVSR as a highly feasible hypothesis.  

                                                           
1 (Campbell, 1960, p. 395) 
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The Role of Subconscious Chaos & Diversity as a Basis for Analogy 

Several great creative minds have considered combinatorial sources of thought 

variation, including Alexander Bain, Paul Souriau, Ernst Mach, and Henri Poincaré.2 

The first “Darwinian theory of creativity” was introduced by William James soon after 

the publication of Darwin’s On the Origin of Species.3 Decades later, Donald Campbell 

developed the BVSR model; according to this model, a subset of myriad blindly 

created variants are selected according to some criteria and these selected variants 

form the basis of a creative product.4 The BVSR model has been endorsed and 

developed by Simonton, alongside the notion that blindness exists as a spectrum – a 

notion disputed by opponents of BVSR and scientists who endorse the Modern 

Synthesis view of biological evolution.5 Each of these versions describes creativity as 

an unguided process, in which the variants produced are in some sense detached 

from the creator’s aim in producing them. More precisely, all versions of 

Psychological Darwinism deny that ideas are produced because they will be useful.  

The existence of subconscious chaotic activity in creativity has been given testimonial 

support by many famous thinkers. Physicist Ernst Mach writes “from the teeming, 

swelling host of fancies which a free and high-flown imagination calls forth, suddenly 

that particular form arises to the light which harmonizes perfectly with the ruling 

idea”6. He supports the idea that creativity has its basis in chaotic subconscious work, 

alongside other creative figures from Mozart to Newton to Wagner.7  

Several of my own experiences seem to consolidate their claim. I can draw an 

example from my research process in writing this essay. Simonton describes blind 

variation as a process based on the erratic formation of combinatoric associations.8 

After reading this statement for the first time, I told myself to write down some 

creative challenges. Which entities are combining? Thoughts? Or sub-thoughts that 

once combined are thoughts? Are we always unaware of the combinatoric process 

as it is happening? These may or may not be hefty challenges to his theory – but from 

my thought experiment emerged another key question. How did I think of those 

questions? I told myself to think of objections to Psychological Darwinism; but I could 

not say exactly how I came up with the questions I did.  

We therefore have a basis to investigate a relationship between creativity and 

subconscious chaos. But to take this further, and establish an analogy between 

creativity and Darwinian biological evolution, it is important to note that we see 

                                                           
2 (Simonton, 2009, p. 66) 
3 (Simonton, 2009, p. 64-65) 
4 (Campbell, 1960, p. 380-381; Simonton, 2009, p. 65-66) 
5 (Simonton, 2009, p. 66) 
6 (Mach, 1962, p. 174) 
7 (Mach, 1962, p. 174) 
8 (Simonton, 2009, p. 66) 
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astonishing levels of adaptiveness and diversity in creative acts and products. The 

other process known to us to produce such incredible adaptiveness and diversity is 

biological evolution, an unguided process based on blind mutations and natural 

selection. Therefore we have reason to propose that creativity might work in an 

analogous way – certainly, this would be consistent with the vastness of the idea base 

accessible to us as creative individuals.  

Associative Poincaréan BVSR 

In his 1962 paper “The Associative Basis of the Creative Process”, Sarnoff Mednick 

argues that an individual’s creative capacity depends on his ability to create links 

between seemingly unrelated ideas.9 This is a combination of two claims. First, that 

creative thought generation involves chains of associated ideas, where an idea 

variant is activated at time t+1 because it is related in some way to an idea that was 

activated at time t. Second, that the relationship between unrelatedness of ideas and 

probability of activation for a given individual determines that individual’s creative 

capacity. For my analysis of BVSR, I am chiefly concerned with the existence of an 

associative chain of idea variants; I endorse the first point, while I do not endorse or 

deny the second.  

The existence of associative chains in creative idea generation has been supported 

both implicitly and explicitly by other philosophers, and in psychology research. For 

example, Mednick’s associative principle is reminiscent of a chapter written by Hume 

two centuries prior in his famous An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding.10 

Section III, “Of the Association of Ideas”, outlines Hume’s conviction that subsequent 

ideas are related to each other, even when this relation is not immediately apparent.11 

Hume writes that even for a common conversation there must be something “which 

connected it in all its transitions.”12 If there seems to be a gap, for example, if someone 

interrupts a conversation and seems to change the subject, “the person, who broke 

the thread of discourse, might still inform you, that there had secretly revolved in his 

mind a succession of thought, which had gradually led him from the subject of 

conversation.”13 He characterizes association as the combined effect of Resemblance, 

Contiguity, and Cause or Effect.14  

More recently, several psychology experiments have confirmed the existence of 

associative chains within cognitive processes. Psychologists Meyer and Schvaneveldt 

conducted an experiment where subjects were given several series of letters, and 

                                                           
9 (Mednick, 1962, p. 221) 
10 (Hume, 2008, p. 16-17) 
11 (Hume, 2008, p. 16-17) 
12 (Hume, 2008, p. 16) 
13 (Hume, 2008, p. 16) 
14 (Hume, 2008, p. 16) 
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asked to identify which represented words and which did not.15 Their results showed 

that subjects were quicker to identify a word if it had been preceded by another word 

with a similar meaning.16 This reveals an associative activation process – we are 

quicker to activate an idea if it is associated with an idea that has recently been 

activated. In another experiment, Freedman and Loftus were able to conclude that 

people are faster to produce a member of a category beginning with a certain letter 

when they are given the category before they are given the letter.17 Revealing the 

letter before the category led to a greater average response time.18 The explanation 

is that we associate a category like “fruit” with a limited number of other semantically 

related ideas (e.g. “apple”, “orange”, etc.), while we associate a category like “words 

beginning with the letter A” with a huge set of other ideas that might not be related 

to each other semantically (e.g. “apple”, “aardvark”, “alteration” etc.).19 Clearly this is 

an instance of priming, where a cognitive response is altered by prior exposure to 

some stimulus. Here we see once again that a subject’s cognitive process is intricately 

linked to the associative network in her mind.  

It seems fair to conclude that associative chains are prevalent in general cognition, so 

surely they are also prevalent in the creative process. In particular, they should exist 

in the idea generation stage of any proposed model of creativity. In a BVSR model, 

this is the blind variation stage. I am therefore proposing that blind variants are 

produced using associative chains, where the probability that a current idea variant 

A leads to activation of future idea variant B is based on the level of association or 

‘relatedness’ between A and B. Note that this is contrary to Poincaré’s notion of a 

random incubation stage, where sets of future blind variants are produced randomly 

based on the current set of variants.  

An associative incubation stage could easily appear to remove the blindness from 

blind variation. However, I argue that it does not. Absence of blindness implies the 

presence of a strict causal link between probability that a variant will emerge, and the 

utility of that variant. This link does not exist in an associative blind variation stage – 

the probability of activation for idea A is not fundamentally related to the likelihood 

that idea A will be useful for the desired end. Given an activated idea, other related 

ideas are activated; except that these variants are related to the previously activated 

variants, their activation is unrelated to their utility. Furthermore, there is no need 

for an associative chain to contain obviously related ideas. An associative link might 

connect two ideas that are seemingly unrelated, as long as they are in fact related to 

some small degree.  

                                                           
15 (Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971, p. 227-334) 
16 (Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971, p. 227-334) 
17 (Freedman & Loftus, 1971, p. 107-115) 
18 (Freedman & Loftus, 1971, p. 107-115) 
19 (Collins & Loftus, 1975, p. 416) 
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I do not endorse the randomness in Poincaré’s notion of BVSR; but I firmly agree with 

his writing on the initial and final stages of this process. If we are to consider a BVSR 

model of creativity, it is essential to emphasize the presence of conscious 

preparation and conscious thought organization. While I doubt that many, if any, 

adherents to Psychological Darwinism would deny the presence of conscious steps 

in the process, few besides Poincaré have stressed that these steps are necessary. In 

his words, effective blind variation and selective retention “is possible, and of a 

certainty it is only fruitful, if it is on the one hand preceded and on the other hand 

followed by a period of conscious work.”20 Conscious preparation and conscious 

thought organization are both essential; indeed I believe they should be treated with 

the same weight as variation and selection. 

As Poincaré notes, conscious preparation is essential as a means of limiting the 

number and scope of ideas that enter the subconscious incubation stage. Comparing 

these initial ideas to “mobilized atoms”, he explains that they “are not any atoms 

whatsoever; they are those from which we might reasonably expect the desired 

solution”21. Furthermore, consider the following thought experiment. Imagine we 

abolish conscious preparation. There would be no point of departure for the blind 

variants. Unconsciously produced blind variants must emerge from something, 

because they must be variants of some original idea. In order to solve a problem, we 

need to supply this original idea; we must give our unconscious a solid starting point. 

Without conscious preparation, the entire process breaks down; effectively, it cannot 

even begin.  

Now imagine we abolish the final period of conscious thought organization. The 

creative process would not work. Without a final stage of order, we cannot make 

sense of selectively retained ideas, and how they logically follow from our previous 

knowledge and thought processes. Even if the solution to a mathematician’s problem 

emerged from a highly chaotic state in his brain, he must be able to trace it back to a 

logical foundation. Otherwise the solution would not seem to fulfil the criteria of 

creativity, in particular Grant’s second criterion – that for an act or product to be 

creative “it must be plausible for the [creator] to believe that [their creation’s] non-

derivative properties had a reasonable chance of achieving something”22. Without a 

final step of conscious thought organization, the mathematician cannot evaluate 

whether his solution is sound.  

 

                                                           
20 (Poincaré, 1970, p. 83) 
21 (Poincaré, 1970, p. 87) 
22 (Grant, 2012, p. 279) 
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Returning to the example from my research process, it seems plausible that my self-

instruction to think of objections to BVSR defined a set of selection criteria; and that 

blind variants were then produced and selectively retained in my subconscious using 

these selection criteria. But I needed consciousness to recognize the selected 

variants, piece them together into full thoughts, and type them out as objections to 

BVSR. 

Some might argue against necessity conscious preparation or thought organization, 

citing creative thinkers who claim “Eureka! The idea just came to me!”. Yet even to 

make this announcement, the thinker must consciously acknowledge that her idea 

exists and is significant. Consciousness is necessary – even in cases where its 

influence may seem fleeting and instantaneous.  

I propose Associative Poincaréan BVSR, a conception of Psychological Darwinism that 

combines the two components I have discussed above: associative blind variation, 

along with conscious preparation and thought organization. 

Objections, and Their Flaws 

Psychological Darwinism has been heavily criticized on several grounds. However, I 

argue that none of these criticisms are powerful enough to make an Associative 

Poincaréan view of BVSR inconsistent with our observations of the creative process. 

I will begin by addressing two major concerns raised by Campbell in his inaugural 

paper on BVSR. First, he worries that a BVSR-based creative process might 

undermine the achievement of a creator.23 In general, suppose an individual comes 

up with an extremely clever idea. How can he claim responsibility for this idea if it was 

created by blind combinations of ideas within his brain, and influenced greatly by his 

environment? It seems that we can only credit him with a very limited form of genius, 

and Campbell seems to worry that this is unnatural. My response is that if we follow 

the proposed form of BVSR our problem is solved. Associative Poincaréan BVSR 

emphasizes the necessity of consciousness to piece together the results of an 

unconscious process. We can therefore describe genius as something that may or 

may not be present in an individual’s conscious packaging and analysis of 

unconsciously selected variants.  

Secondly, Campbell worries that the base of variations is too large for any given 

problem.24 This is similar to a concern raised by Stein and Lipton – that if creativity is 

indeed based on blind variation the astronomer should be shocked that she is able to 

come up with a theory on something as specific as an asteroid.25 Why are her 

thoughts not consumed by wildly irrelevant topics, if the variation is completely 

blind? This question is answered by the presence of conscious preparation and 

                                                           
23 (Campbell, 1960, p. 390) 
24 (Campbell, 1960, p. 392) 
25 (Stein & Lipton, 1989, p. 38) 
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associative chains. Conscious preparation directs a subject’s blind variation process 

towards a certain desired area of knowledge, and associative chains within blind 

variation ensure that variants – while wide-ranging and diverse – tend to be relevant 

to that area. This is true even if they are unexpectedly relevant, having been 

subconsciously formed from a link between ideas that are related in a non-obvious 

way. Campbell’s concern becomes even less pressing if we make an appeal to 

biological evolution. It is not the case that we see highly well-adapted and diverse 

species in spite of the fact that evolution is based on blind mutations. The underlying 

blindness encourages the adaptiveness and diversity, as it gives a species access to a 

vast space of possible genetic mutations.26 The separate selection process then has 

a huge base from which to select the most adapted version of a species in every 

generation, in a gradual, step-by-step accumulation of adaptive, but individually 

improbable steps.27 In Dawkins’ words, “The essence of life is statistical improbability 

on a colossal scale.”28 The astronomer’s ability to come up with specific ideas on 

astronomy is analogous to a species’ ability to develop nuanced adaptations to its 

environment. 

A further extensive critique of the BVSR model was provided by Kronfeldner in 2010. 

She begins with the claim that there cannot be a spectrum of blindness; she uses this 

to argue against Simonton’s argument that creative processes are blind to some 

extent.29 I agree when it comes to ‘things’ – given some thing a, we are either blind or 

unblind to a. However, she falls for an oversimplification; every thing a might be a 

component of a larger process or concept B, which may have several component 

things (e.g. a, b, c, and d). We are either fully blind or fully unblind to every component 

a, b, c and d. Yet if we are fully blind to some component ‘things’, and fully unblind to 

others, we are overall blind to some extent with respect to the process or concept B. 

For example, consider Person X who is blind to only red. Compare person X with 

person Y who is blind to every colour but red. They are both either fully blind or fully 

un-blind to any given frequency of colour. But we would say Person Y is overall more 

blind to the concept of colour by comparison, because she is fully blind to more 

components of the colour spectrum, and fully un-blind to fewer components. And 

both would also be blind to the concept of colour to some extent, because both are 

fully blind to some colours. Maintaining Simonton’s spectrum of blindness therefore 

lies in acknowledging a distinction between ‘things’ and ‘concepts or processes’. If we 

make this distinction correctly, we can maintain that there is nothing faulty in his 

claim that the creative process might be blind to some extent. 

 

                                                           
26 (Dawkins, 2006, p. 73) 
27 (Dawkins, 2006, p. 317; Dawkins, 1997, p. 77-78) 
28 (Dawkins, 2006, p. 317) 
29 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 199) 
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Kronfeldner continues by objecting to the “Bias compatibility argument” for BVSR as 

introduced by Stein and Lipton. Again, it is not clear that her argument is fully sound. 

Stein and Lipton propose that there is bias inherent in biological evolution, so that 

the presence of bias in creativity would no longer break down an analogy between 

the two processes. In particular, they make an analogy between biological heuristics 

or preadaptations (e.g. the half-wing) and epistemic heuristics, arguing that both 

create an appearance of guidedness by restricting the variants that can be 

produced.30 

According to Kronfeldner, this argument fails because its adherents confuse bias 

caused by previous sessions of biological evolution with bias inherent in the current 

stage of every creative process.31 However, her concern seems to be based on a 

misunderstanding of Stein & Lipton’s work – they compare biological preadaptations 

to epistemic heuristics, and both of these are previous adaptations. Both are 

developed in previous sessions of the process, and inflict boundaries on variants 

produced in the current session.  

To support her point, Kronfeldner argues that Stein and Lipton would be apt to 

mistakenly compare the effects of the external environment of an organism, 

something that does not depend only on the history of that organism, with the effects 

of a person’s existing knowledge base, something that does depend on the history of 

the knowledge accumulation of that person.32 See the following excerpt from 

Kronfeldner: “The tree in the selective environment of a giraffe is not an effect of 

previous selection rounds of the giraffe as a type. Yet, our previously acquired 

knowledge (comparable to the tree) is indeed the effect of previous selections of the 

body of belief, whose evolution is at issue (analogous to the giraffe)”33. Her mistake 

here is in making the wrong comparison. Stein and Lipton are comparing biological 

preadaptations, not effects of the environment on biological species, to epistemic 

heuristics. The tree is therefore not a relevant basis for comparison. Comparison 

should instead be made between the giraffe’s current genes (or preadaptations) and 

a person’s existing knowledge (or knowledge heuristics) – then a strict analogy holds. 

The length of a giraffe’s neck, for example, is indeed an effect of previous selection 

rounds of the giraffe. 

Peter Skagestad raises a separate objection to Stein and Lipton’s work – that 

evolutionary and epistemic preadaptations might not be analogous because they 

might have completely different effects.34 “[Skagestad] claims that a biological 

preadaptation increases the likelihood of further adaptations, while an epistemic 

preadaptation often decreases the likelihood of further adaptations by either leading 

                                                           
30 (Stein & Lipton, 1989, p. 35, 37) 
31 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 210-211) 
32 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 210-211) 
33 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 210-211) 
34 (Stein & Lipton, 1989, p. 51) 
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its possessor to a conceptual dead end or by getting its possessor stuck in a rut.”35 

This is an interesting thought, but it is not necessarily true. How does a biological 

preadaptation increase the likelihood of further adaptations? As Stein and Lipton 

note, it does not affect the likelihood of further adaptations in general, it only limits 

or directs what these adaptations might be.36 And does an epistemic preadaptation 

really decrease the likelihood of further adaptations? I would argue instead that it is 

good for a thinker’s thoughts to be restricted, as in directed towards thinking about 

the solution he wants to solve. This can be seen in light of the asteroid vs. steroid 

scenario.37 It is good for an astronomer’s thoughts to be restricted, as in directed 

towards astronomy; otherwise her thoughts could be directed towards any number 

of unrelated subjects. In short, an epistemic predapation does not decrease the 

likelihood of further relevant adaptations. 

Furthermore, while I do not disagree with the argument presented by Stein and 

Lipton, I believe that we could achieve the same result by making two simpler 

analogies. Namely, instead of comparing biological preadaptations with epistemic 

heuristics, we can compare a biological specimen’s existing genes with an individual’s 

existing knowledge. And we can compare the existing developmental/behaviour 

patterns of the former with the associative knowledge chains of the latter. These 

comparisons can explain apparent guidedness in creative thought, and identify an 

analogous source of guidedness in biological evolution. Genetic mutations in 

evolution are in general undirected with respect to their adaptive advantage.38 But 

they still must emerge from a specimen’s genes – a set of genes that already exists, 

and varies based on the specimen and species. An individual’s thought variations must 

emerge from his existing knowledge – and this base of knowledge is different for each 

individual. Far from being incompatible, these two concepts seem strictly analogous.  

Furthermore, a biological specimen’s existing developmental/behaviour patterns, 

influenced by various environmental factors, can mould the generation of 

adaptations in that specimen.39 Similarly, an individual’s associative knowledge chains 

can mould the generation of creative variants, if we consider Associative Poincaréan 

BVSR. Once an astronomer activates astronomical knowledge in conscious 

preparation, her blindly created idea variants will emerge from a chain of ideas 

associated with astronomy. If this seems to threaten the existence of real blindness 

in creativity, it poses an analogous threat to biological evolution. Biological mutation 

would not lead to a specimen with an ear growing from its arm, for example. If we are 

worried that associative chains might imply a weak causal connection between 

generation and utility of idea variants, our consolation is to acknowledge that a similar 

                                                           
35 (Stein & Lipton, 1989, p. 51) 
36 (Stein & Lipton, 1989, p. 51-52) 
37 (Stein & Lipton, 1989, p. 38) 
38 (Dawkins, 2006, p. 312) 
39 (Laland et al, 2015, p. 1) 
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connection is present in nature. Biological mutations are likely to be useful in the 

sense that they stem from, and are related to, existing useful structures and 

functions. Mutations are not directly linked to utility, but they are related to existing 

useful systems and to each other. 

We return now to a further objection by Kronfeldner: that theories of Psychological 

Darwinism could threaten the common-sense notion that the ideas produced by an 

individual are influenced by his knowledge.40 She notes that Kekulé discovered the 

ring-like chemical structure of benzene, but was clearly influenced by his knowledge 

of other compounds and their structure.41 This objection reveals the relevance of my 

argument for simplification of Stein and Lipton’s model. As I pointed out, the apparent 

guidedness in creative thought based on the influence of prior knowledge is 

analogous to a fundamental guidedness in biological evolution – namely, the fact that 

mutations must emerge from existing genes. Creativity must obviously be based on 

prior knowledge. To deny this would be irrational, and analogous to the claim that 

mutations in a specimen’s offspring are unrelated to the specimen’s genes.  

The question is: given that you have prior knowledge, how are connections formed 

between pieces of this knowledge to result in creative ideas? Importantly, supporters 

of BVSR do not deny that it might be a step-by-step process. Campbell notes early in 

his paper that BVSR allows for current variants to be statistically dependent on past 

variants, in the same way that the traits of current biological mutants are statistically 

dependent on the traits of their ancestors.42 BVSR incorporates a “strategy of 

cumulating selected outcomes from a blind variation, and then exploring further 

blind variations only for this highly select stem.”43 This step-by-step application of 

selection criteria can be used to explain the efficacy and seeming directedness of 

BVSR, in the sense that it allows a single creative product to draw from many 

‘generations’ of selectively retained blind variants.  

By accepting the stepwise nature of BVSR we immediately alleviate a separate 

concern presented by Weisberg and Hass – that the independence between “wild” 

thought variations does not make intuitive sense.44 Note that they use “wild” to 

describe the blind nature of variants. First of all, if we allow for associative chains 

within the generation process, it is not clear that blind variation implies their sense 

of wildness. But even if it does, we can have a step-by-step blind variation and 

selective retention process, whereby variants are created wildly and selectively 

retained, and from those retained more “wild” variants are produced. Until finally, 

after some – perhaps long – period of time, a few variants are brought to the person’s 

consciousness. Therefore, it is possible for all variants to be created wildly based on 

                                                           
40 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 200-205) 
41 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 200-201) 
42 (Campbell, 1960, p. 381, 393) 
43 (Campbell, 1960, p. 393) 
44 (Weisberg & Hass, 2007, p. 354) 
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past selected variants. This idea, I believe, is highly intuitive; and it does not rely on 

independence between neighbouring generations of variants. 

Kronfeldner concludes her work by objecting to the “Hidden chaos compatibility 

argument”, the idea that even though the conscious process appears guided, there 

may be an underlying unconscious process that is based on truly blind variation.45 

She notes that this argument lacks evidence – in particular that any examples used 

as evidence are also consistent with other models of creativity.46 This is similar to 

Campbell’s worry that BVSR is in general descriptive rather than predictive, because 

we do not understand how the process of blind variation could fit within a 

deterministic framework.47 Yet it is difficult to measure quantities that tend towards 

infinity; it is difficult to measure blindness; and it is difficult to measure unconscious 

processes. The proposed BVSR mechanism for creativity is heavily reliant on all of the 

above – extremely large numbers of thought variations, created blindly, and 

unconsciously. Thus perhaps it is not logical to expect that we should be able to find 

evidence for the theory using traditional quantitative explanatory techniques. While 

we may not have unequivocal evidence, we have qualitative support for BVSR in the 

striking variety of ideas brought forth by creative minds. This variety intuitively seems 

highly consistent with an idea generation process that is in general unguided, as I have 

discussed in my appeal to Dawkins’s work on biological evolution. 

Conclusions 

We have seen above that the most pressing objections to Psychological Darwinism 

are not trivially false. But I have shown they are not so sound as to make a BVSR 

inconsistent with our observations. We continue to be astonished by human 

capability to form, connect, and build ideas, making wild associations between 

glimpses of the imagination that eventually produce the next scientific breakthrough, 

the next bestselling novel, and the next artistic masterpiece. This sense of 

astonishment, combined with the diversity and adaptiveness of our ideas, harbors an 

uncanny resemblance to biological evolution. It lends itself well to a model of 

Psychological Darwinism that includes associative blind variation along with 

conscious preparation and thought organization. I have argued that creativity is 

consistent with such a model, by responding to concerns of Campbell, Kronfeldner, 

Skagestad, and Weisberg and Hass. Critics have objected that we intuitively feel the 

creative process is directed; yet a sense of directedness is not inconsistent with BVSR 

in its proposed form, especially if we acknowledge the presence of associative 

networks in the blind variation stage. Furthermore, the presence of an underlying 

layer of subconscious chaos gives us an explanation for the vast breadth of thoughts 

and ideas accessed by creative minds, in the same way that blind variation and natural 

                                                           
45 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 211) 
46 (Kronfeldner, 2010, p. 211-213) 
47 (Campbell, 1960, p. 396) 
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selection explain the adaptiveness and diversity we see in biological species. In short, 

Associative Poincaréan BVSR looks promising as a hypothesis. However, we must not 

confuse hypothesis with predictive theory. As yet, the Associative Poincaréan BVSR 

description of creativity remains a hypothesis – but a promising one. 
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