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ABSTRACT
Art and design involve divergent creative processes. Design is a more constrained domain than art. While

creativity in some specific domains, such as painting, sculpture, and music, has been widely studied, some
have as yet been little explored. One example is stone carving. What characterizes stone carving, as a creative
occupation? What is a stone carver’s creative process? We set out to answer these questions by interviewing
a stone carver about his profession, his process, his productions, and his place in society. In this case study,
we examined the stone carver’s discourse using a combination of three content analysis software tools.
Taken together, the results highlight and detail 3 of the 7 Cs of creativity: the stone carver as creator, his
creating (creative process), and his creations (productions) on which the interview focuses. The results of
this participatory case study were validated by the stone carver himself. They reveal that stone carving sits at
the intersection between handicraft, design, and art.

Keywords: stone carving, process, conception, realization, designer.

Creativity is the combination of originality and adaptiveness (Lubart, Mouchiroud, Tordjman, &
Zenasni, 2015; Paulus & Nijstad, 2003; Runco & Jaeger, 2012). Corazza (2016) argues now that “creativity
requires potential originality and effectiveness” (p. 262), signifying that an idea may not be creative at a
given moment but become so later. Thus defined, creativity can be situated on timescales that are more or
less long, and more or less iterative. Creativity has been described in terms of seven components, known as
the 7 Cs of creativity (Lubart, 2017): creator (the creative individual), creating (the creative process), collab-
oration (the collective dimension of creativity), context (the creative environment), creation (creative pro-
ductions), consumption (the uses of those productions), and curricula (creative training).

While talking about creativity tends mainly to evoke thoughts of art (Schlewitt-Haynes, Earthman, &
Burns, 2002; Stanko-Kaczmarek, 2012), it is also expressed in other domains. The 7 Cs have been studied,
often separately, in many creative domains, such as art, science, design, writing, music, and cooking. But is
it the same creativity that is in play in all areas? In many publications, Baer (1998, 1999, 2010, 2012) has
argued that performance and personality traits differ between creative domains. The objective of the present
study is to explore a relatively little-studied creative domain: stone carving. We will focus on three of the 7
Cs: the creator, the creative process, and the creations themselves.

We began with the hypothesis that stone carving can be included in the domains of art and/or design.
However, defining these two domains is not a straightforward matter. Stecker (2005) presents a literature
review on attempts to define art, which ultimately does more to open up the debate than to provide a spe-
cific response. In any case, he considers that art must be defined historically and in a way that integrates the
full variety of features involved in earlier attempts at definition. These varied definitions highlight the fact
that art has not just one value or function, but many. For example, art may be an artist’s personal represen-
tation of reality (and not a reproduction of reality), allowing them to express themselves and their
emotions.

In 2004, Miller proposed to define design as “the thought process comprising the creation of an entity”
(p. 4). He explained each of these terms: the “thought” in question consists of insight, intuition, and reason;
the “process” is a nonlinear, iterative sequence of events and procedures; the term “comprising” means that
it “includes, or contains, every thought and action required to create that which is being designed”; the “cre-
ation” is the realization of an “image of possibility” that initiates the creative design process; and the
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“entity” is the final product. Bonnardel (2006) proposes another definition of design that clearly connects it
with the definition of creativity: “to design is to define the characteristics of an object (or a procedure) that
presents a certain novelty and that is adapted to an evolving set of varied constraints” (p. 29).

According to these two definitions, art and design both involve the creation of an object, which can
come in many forms in the field of art and which can be understood in a broad sense in the field of design
(such as an event, an idea, a procedure). So, while the definition of art emphasizes the artist’s expression,
that of design emphasizes adaptation to constraints. In this study, we will seek to position the domain of
stone carving in relation to these two broad creative domains with particular attention to the 7 Cs of
creativity.

FIRST C: CREATOR
The multivariate approach to creativity (Lubart et al., 2015) groups the creator’s characteristics into four

broad categories: cognitive (intelligence, knowledge), conative (personality, motivation), emotional (traits
and states), and environmental (physical and social environment).

The cognitive factors are intellectual abilities that favor the emergence of a creative solution (Lefebvre,
Reader, & Sol, 2013; Sternberg & O’Hara, 2000). These include the abilities to (a) identify, define and rede-
fine a problem, (b) select relevant information to solve the problem (selective encoding), (c) observe similar-
ities between different domains (selective comparison), and (d) associated the assembled ideas (selective
combination), as well as (e) flexibility (Lubart et al., 2015).

The conative factors in creativity concern personality traits and motivation. Creative individuals are gen-
erally described as open to new experiences (Feist, 1998; Furnham & Bachtiar, 2008; Soldz & Vaillant, 1999;
Wolfradt & Pretz, 2001; Zenasni, Besanc�on, & Lubart, 2008) and tolerant of ambiguity (Sternberg &
Lubart, 1995; Zenasni & Lubart, 2001, 2008). They are also characterized by perseverance, individualism,
risk-taking, and psychoticism (Lubart et al., 2015). Motivation is also an important factor for creativity
(Nakamura & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003).

With regard to emotional factors, studies show that individuals with high emotional intelligence tend to
be more creative (Guastello, Guastello, & Hanson, 2004) and have personality traits linked to creativity (S�a-
nchez-Ruiz, Hern�andez-Torrano, P�erez-Gonz�alez, Batey, & Petrides, 2011). Emotional intelligence involves
the enhanced perception of the emotional environment, which favors the emergence of creative ideas (Car-
meli, McKay, & Kaufman, 2014).

Finally, the multivariate approach also emphasizes environments that offer physical (Dul & Ceylan, 2011)
and/or social stimulation that is favorable to the generation and maturation of ideas, which reinforces moti-
vation (Lubart, 1999). The environment includes the social appreciation of creative productions, and social
learning to judge creativity (Storme, Myszkowski, C�elik, & Lubart, 2014).

The multivariate approach thus identifies the factors involved in creativity and their interactions. Other
elements may also explain individual differences between creators. In a major meta-analysis on personality
and creativity, Feist (1998) showed that the personality traits of creative individuals in different domains
(art and science) are also different. For example, artists tend to be more affect-driven, emotionally unstable,
and anti-social, while scientists tend to be more conscientious.

SECOND C: CREATING, BETWEEN ART AND DESIGN
The creative process is the succession of thoughts and actions that culminates in a creative production

(Lubart, 2000–2001; Lubart et al., 2015). This process differs between different domains, notably art, and
design. Gl�aveanu et al. (2013) interviewed recognized experts in multiple creative domains and highlighted
both similarities and differences between them. They found that professional artists and designers share
characteristics including a strong desire to create, a general processual pattern (idea–work–idea), an influ-
ence of physical properties on their production, difficulties with access to tools, and the emotions associated
with creation (dis/satisfaction). However, three elements distinguish the two groups from each other: (a)
their initial motivation: namely to express themselves, for artists, and to solve a problem, for designers; (b)
the difficulties they encounter: namely, access to material for artists, and budget, for designers; and (c) social
influences: namely, the key role of colleagues, for artists, and of clients, for designers. The qualitative study
of Gl�aveanu et al. (2013) shed some light on the last of these, social interactions, in the two domains. They
found that colleagues enable artists to exchange, discuss, and adopt other points of view on creation. By
contrast, designers’ constant interactions with clients impact their creation—particularly at the outset, when
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the client sets out the guiding ideas or goals while leaving the designer some freedom, and at the end when
it is time to decide whether the work is finished.

Consequently, models of the creative process in these two domains are not equivalent. For example, in
the domain of art, Mace and Ward (2002) describe a four-phase model on the basis of interviews with pro-
fessional artists. The artistic process begins with the conception of the artwork. Here, the work is introduced
by a more or less vague idea or impression. The second phase is idea development. Here, the artist struc-
tures, enriches, and restructures the idea. They also identify possibilities for the development of the work
based on their ideas and their feelings. Furthermore, they make decisions, both implicit and explicit, as they
observe their work. This evaluation pushes them to consider which ideas, expressions, metaphors, and anal-
ogies they want to actually use, and which they prefer to abandon or set aside for use in future works. The
third phase is making the artwork. In this step, the artist transforms the idea into a physical entity. The
fourth and final phase is the finishing and resolution of the artwork. Here, the artist evaluates the produc-
tion, and they may choose to put the production process to an end, continue it, abandon it, or postpone it.
They may choose to store or destroy the work; if they consider it successful and satisfactory, they may
choose to exhibit it. Recently, Daniel (2020) sought to quantify artists’ characterization of their creative pro-
cess using a specially constructed questionnaire. A total of 339 artists responded. Daniels found that 72% of
artists made plans (although these could change over the course of the process of creation), 82% consider
art as a means of self-expression, 63% are motivated to “move” their audience emotionally, physically or
spiritually, and 79% indicated that inspiration came at random.

In the domain of design, based on a literature review of the design process, Howard, Culley, and Deko-
ninck (2008) proposed an eight-process model. The first is formulation: in this operation, design students
translate the desired function (a constraint) into a behavior that is expected to enable it. Next comes synthe-
sis: the students transform that expected behavior into a potential structure. The third operation is analysis,
where they derive the actual behavior that would result from that structure. They then evaluate that behav-
ior in relation to the expected one (process 4). The next operation is to produce documentation describing
the design for construction or manufacture (process 5). The final three operations are three different types
of reformulation. If the behavior produced by their proposed structure is unsatisfactory, they change the
structure (process 6), the behavior (process 7), or the function (process 8).

Few studies have compared the respective creative processes in art and design. However, Botella and
Lubart (2015), looking at a population of students, found that design students begin by analyzing con-
straints, whereas graphic art students are particularly influenced by chance events and constraints emerge
only at a late stage, when they are finalizing the work. In design, constraints are at the heart of the process
that emerges out of the definition of the problem and that leads to many stages (insight, reflection, judg-
ment, implementation, chance, and convergent thinking). These differences in the process seem to be linked
to the different levels of constraints associated with different types of creations.

THIRD C: CREATIONS
Different object(ive)s in art and design

Not only do artists and designers have different creative processes, but the objects they create also pursue
different objectives. Deforge (1990) distinguishes between works and products, depending on function. When
the object is dominated by its function as a sign, then it is a work; when it is dominated by its use function,
it is a product. On the basis of this theoretical framework, Didier (2017, 2018) and Didier and Leuba (2011)
have proposed a “Design–Realization–Socialization” model of creative production. According to this model,
the design consists in anticipating the object’s use and context (its socialization) and shaping the object that
will be produced (realization) on the basis of that anticipation. This forms a loop where socialization “feeds
back” into design. The creator can follow a loop that gives priority to the object’s function as a sign, creat-
ing a work, which responds to their desire for expression and communication with others. Or they can
choose a loop that gives priority to the object’s use function, yielding a product, something intended above
all to respond to a need or to be usable. Didier and Bonnardel (2020) argue that because the designer’s pro-
cess aims both at creating a useful object and at communicating with others, it takes place at the intersec-
tion of the two loops.

The role of constraints in creativity
Constraints are strongly associated with the definition of creativity (Lubart et al., 2015). As we saw

above, creativity is defined by two criteria: originality and adaptation. The second of these implies that to be
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creative, ideas must respond to the constraints of the situation (Lubart et al., 2015; Runco & Jaeger, 2012).
Constraints limit the options available for the design of an object (Bonnardel, 1989). They can be external,
prescribed directly by the problem, or internal, added by the creator (Bonnardel, 2006). These constraints
are not all equally important. Some are obligatory, others guide design work on a discretionary basis, and
others still are flexible—that is, they are supposed to be obligatory but can be circumvented (Vessey, Jarven-
paa, & Tractinsky, 1992). Bonnardel (2006) also explains that constraints act at different moments in the
process: at the beginning, as the search for solutions begins, and at the end, when it is concluded. A large
body of evidence shows that greater restrictions and constraints enhance creativity (Moreau & Dahl, 2005;
Stokes, 2005) and this, whether the constraints are internal or external (Haught-Tromp, 2017).

In art, the main focus is usually on originality, while adaptation to constraints can be minimized. This is
partly due to the implicit acceptance of the applicable constraints. For example, a painter may have so
deeply integrated the size of the canvas, or the limitation to two dimensions, as elements of their creation
that they may not even perceive these as constraints at all. But in design, as we have seen, the constraints
continue to be a focus throughout the process (Botella & Lubart, 2015; Howard et al., 2008).

AIM OF THE PRESENT STUDY
This literature review has highlighted the domain dependence of the creative process. We have seen that

studies highlight some similarities between the creative processes of artists and designers, but also some
important differences. These differences may, first of all, be due to the object’s main intended function: art-
ists focus predominantly on their works’ function as a sign, while designers focus mainly on their products’
use function. Moreover, the design seems to involve more constraints than art.

While the creative process in various specific domains (painting, writing, design, etc.) has been investi-
gated (Gl�aveanu et al., 2013), many other domains that involve a creative process remain largely unexplored.
It is thus essential to study new creative domains in order to capture the singularity of the associated crea-
tive process. For this purpose, we have chosen to study the field of stone carving that has not yet been
investigated in detail. Indeed, we postulated that this field could be positioned between art and design
because of the important constraints of the craft. According to the employment orientation website of the
Île-de-France region, “The work of the stonemason or stone carver lies halfway between that of the builder
and that of the sculptor. They cut and carve blocks of stone for use in the construction, decoration and res-
toration of monuments, staircases, chimneys and gravestones” (https://www.oriane.info/metier/tailleur-de-
pierre/35).

The constraints on stone carving are mainly material. Stones are natural products extracted from the
Earth, and the characteristics of each block of stone are unique. Stone varies along many dimensions,
including color, veins, grain size, friability, distribution of hardness, micro-fracture patterns, etc. (Rock-
well, 1990). The importance of the uniqueness of each stone is highlighted, for example, by the fact that
many stone carvers use the block itself as the starting point for a new piece (Constantine, 2012). Rather than
basing a future work on an idea or a concept, they base it on the stone block itself.

Stone is a relatively hard material (ranging from 3–4 for limestone and marble, to 6–7 for granite, on
the Mohs scale of mineral hardness). Carving stone is thus a slow process. It takes time, a lot of time. More-
over, the impossibility of adding material (unlike with clay, for example) makes every action a definitive
one. The definitiveness of each action leads to at least two approaches, which usually coexist in each sculp-
tor. One is the tendency to let oneself be driven by what happens: that is, to adapt and modify the project
with the outcome of each stroke or cut, whether or not it was intended. The other is to plan each action
carefully, because errors are costly, and the more the project advances, the greater the loss. Glue can mitigate
the consequences of a break but cannot perfectly correct it. And the inability to add material has other
effects, which are clearly visible in any domain based only on removing material (milling, machining, wood-
carving, etc.). Mental visualization needs to work like a negative, and it is highly demanding, because as the
stone is removed, so are the points of reference. Moreover, some shapes that are perfectly feasible in additive
materials are simply impossible in stone (like a hollow sphere, for example), which reduces the range of
possibilities.

The principal objective of the present study is to identify the creative process in the domain of stone
carving. Considering how little investigation there has been into creativity in this specific domain, this study
has the following secondary objectives: (a) To identify the attributes/specificities of stone carving as a crea-
tive occupation, and (b) to understand the specific creative process of this domain. Through the application
of stone carving, this study aims to grasp the differences between art and design concerning the different
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dimensions of creativity, facilitating the differentiation. Based on the definition of stone carving, we hypoth-
esized that stone carving may represent a superposition of existing creative domains, in particular between
art (because the work of a stone carver could be similar to that of a sculptor) and design (because the work
of a stone carver includes many constraints as the functional use of the object).

METHOD
To meet these objectives, we conducted a single qualitative case study. This method allows for the rigor-

ous, in-depth empirical study of a phenomenon by studying an identified example in its context (Creswell
& Clark, 2017; Crowe et al., 2011). In our case, this means investigating and exploring how a professional
stone carver goes about his work. For this study to be able to serve its purpose in theoretical verification
and development, careful attention was paid to the essential characteristics of case studies (Eisenhardt &
Graebner, 1989; Fielding, 2012; Flick, Garms-Homolov�a, Herrmann, Kuck, & R€ohnsch, 2012). These include
theoretical sampling, the involvement of multiple investigators, the iterative performance of analyses within
the case using divergent data analysis techniques, and attention to the logic of replication between cases in
order to develop, extend, and refine the theory.

Our study also draws on the tools of participatory research, with an interactionist approach that allows
for collaborative relations between actors and that makes it possible to take into account their varied con-
texts, needs, and constraints (Le Breton, 2004). After beginning as a participant, the stone carver and
researcher Benjamin Frantz then took on different roles as the study progressed: first expert consultant, and
ultimately analytical and editorial collaborator (Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995).

CASE STUDY PRESENTATION
For this single case study, we chose to interview Benjamin Frantz, a French 35-year-old stone carver. The

other authors chose this participant because, in addition to his work in stone carving, he also has training
and experience in psychology, enabling him to actively participate in the study. Indeed, before his stone
carving career, he had a master’s degree in cognitive psychology. For rather 10 years, he was a Do It Your-
self enthusiast and made numerous projects, as a hobby, in many fields (woodwork, leather work, tailoring,
pastry, etc.). He then changed his career to stone carving, motived by a will “to switch from hobby to pro-
fessional” and “to explore a totally unknown field.”

He trained in stone carving in Canada and acquired a professional diploma (DEP) in the domain in
2018. He has since worked part-time in a company making furniture and other domestic objects (tables,
pots, trays, etc.), taught stone carving (initiation for adults and substitute teaching on the diploma course),
and pursued personal projects. In stone, he has produced various objects from drawings, such as a fountain,
coffee tables, and engravings (see Figure 1 for examples). His personal projects are based on interactions
between stone and light, and the fact that light can drastically change the appearance of stone. He has
designed and produced various stone lamps highlighting the particularities of different materials (granite,
quartzite) through transparency effects. To allow light through, the stone must be made particularly thin.
The constraint is then that the stone becomes very fragile and the final assembly must be very precise, with
the joints being particularly narrow (see Figure 2 for examples).

FIGURE 1. Examples of objects produced by the participant from drawings.
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FIGURE 2. Examples of lamps produced by the participant based on the stone-light concept.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE AND STUDY DESIGN
The interview guide is taken up from previous studies (Botella et al., 2013; Gl�aveanu et al., 2013). It con-

sists of four parts: a general presentation of the creator; a description of his working conditions; a precise
description of his creative process, initially in a general way, and then by describing a particular creation
using the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954); and reflection on the stone carver’s place in society.

First of all, Benjamin Frantz was contacted and signed an informed consent form to be a non-
anonymous, active participant in the case study. The interview was conducted in French1 by the first author,
and took place by videoconference, due to geographical distance (France-Quebec). The interview was
recorded and lasted 96 min. It was then transcribed literally, that is, writing out all words and using conven-
tional punctuation (Blanchet & Gotman, 2007). It was only after the interview that Benjamin Frantz was
integrated into the research team. He then took part in the verification of the results and the writing of the
article.

This design allows to implement a cross-look as reflexivity at 2 levels: (a) the participant researcher on
himself and (b) between the participant researcher and the other members of the research team. This
approach enabled to achieve greater reliability of results while assuming a certain degree of subjectivity.

CONTENT ANALYSIS
The content analysis is directed at the two objectives of the study: understanding stone carving as a crea-

tive occupation and characterizing the creative process that it involves. The framework for the analysis is
grounded theory, an inductive empirical approach first described by Glaser and Strauss (1967). Three analy-
sis software packages were used to triangulate the data: NVivo, Tropes, and IRaMuTeq. The principle of
these three tools is the same: to construct thematic clusters, and possibly subclusters, in order to organize
the discourse.

Thematic coding: NVivo
The first software used was NVivo (QSR International, 2020). This software allows classification to be

created by hand based on parts of a corpus. For this analysis, two psychology students, not specialized in
content analysis or creativity, began by reading the interview multiple times, and then worked together to
propose an initial classification. This first, bottom-up reading revealed key elements from the corpus. The
first two authors, the first an expert in creativity and the second in content analysis, then worked together
on this classification to give it its final form. This double coding served to construct the classification on the
basis of the content, rather than theoretical considerations.

Cognitive discourse analysis: Tropes
In parallel, we used Tropes, a software tool based on cognitive discourse analysis (Ghiglione & Blan-

chet, 1991; Ghiglione, Kekenbosch, & Landre, 1995). This semi-automated discourse analysis tool begins by
counting word frequencies and then allows the user to manually create a classification. This classification
was created by a student, who is not an expert in the field, along with the first author.

Automated analysis: IRaMuTeq
Finally, the interview was analyzed with the IRaMuTeQ� software (Ratinaud, 2009) using the method

described by Reinert (1983). This method involves quantitative content analysis based on vocabulary, such
that the data can be organized and a way that makes sense. This automated analysis is based on the fre-
quency of terms and uses a recursive, inductive approach that identifies and quantifies co-occurrences (Dele-
fosse, Bruchez, Gavin, & Stephen, 2015). Descending hierarchical cluster analysis then allows the discourse
to be organized into clusters identified by the specificities of their vocabulary (Kalampalikis, 2003). Each
cluster represents a key idea in the corpus.

Summary of the three analyses
The two first authors and the student who worked with Tropes collaborated to integrate the three ana-

lyses. The three word clusters generated by IRaMuTeq served to guide the integration of the classifications
produced with NVivo and Tropes. Since Tropes provides a lexicometric analysis, its classification was readily

1 The verbatims presented in this article were translated by a professional and the translation was checked by Benjamin Frantz to
guarantee the accuracy of the content.
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applicable to the words in the clusters identified by IRaMuTeq, and then to project the classification from
NVivo, whose analysis is built on parts of speech, onto it.

RESULTS
The descending hierarchical cluster analysis conducted with IRaMuTeq highlighted three distinct clusters

that served as a basis for the classifications produced with Tropes and NVivo. The first cluster, explaining
27.82% of the variance in the corpus, relates to the creator, and to stone carving as a creative occupation.
The second, which explains 42.48% of the variance, corresponds to creating: that is, to the creative process.
The third and final cluster, explaining 29.7% of the variance in the corpus, concerns creations: the stone
carver’s productions. The division of the discourse into these three clusters is coherent with the structure of
the questions in the interview guide, which address the specificities of stone carving as a creative occupation,
the creative process that is involved, and examples of productions using the critical incident technique
(Flanagan, 1954). Below we present details on each cluster, including excerpts from the interview for illustra-
tion. We also present a schematic visualization to show how the elements may be organized within each
cluster.

CREATOR: PROFESSIONAL CONSTRUCTION
This cluster explains 27.82% of the variance in the entire corpus. Our synthesis of the three content ana-

lyses identified six major categories of discourse concerning the stone carver’s professional development
within this cluster: training, materials, motivation, field, the balance of salaried employment and indepen-
dence, and identity as a stone carver (see Figure 3).

First of all, speaking of his training, Benjamin Frantz described his one-year course in Quebec as “very
eclectic and quite complex” and said that it allowed him “to acquire all the techniques used to work in
stone.” He also distinguished between the theoretical knowledge that he acquired in the course and the prac-
tical skills that must be developed in order to carve stone. The theoretical knowledge includes “all the steps
you need to carve stone [. . .] geology for the composition of different kinds of stone, their physical charac-
teristics, their resistance, how they behave as they’re carved, as they’re cut, how they break, their weight,
their density, their colors, their origin, etc. [. . .] There’s also all the work of extraction. What do you have
to do to extract the stone, what techniques are used, what equipment is used.” A short training course is
enough to master these theoretical foundations. However, acquiring the practical skills, the manual move-
ments involved in stone carving, takes considerable time, experience, and practice: “Stone carving, like most
manual trades, requires you to acquire a set of skills, know-how, techniques, habits, precise movements of

FIGURE 3. Schematization of the stone carver as a creator.
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the hands. . . and that, all that procedural learning, is something that necessarily requires repetition and
time. So to become really skilled, it definitely isn’t enough, but to know how to do it, it’s enough.” The
training he received thus provided him with sufficient theoretical foundations, but he developed his skills
later, with practice and experience.

A second category of discourse focuses on materials. It was identified by IRaMuTeq and detailed in the
analysis with Tropes but did not emerge in the NVivo analysis. This category evidently covers stone, blocks
of stone, different types of stone (granite, marble, etc.) but also other materials that Benjamin Frantz uses,
such as wood, metal. and paint. The focus here is on all the specific materials that he uses and that charac-
terize his work as a stone carver.

The third category covers both his motivations for training as a stone carver and the motivations that
drive his work. We divided this category into intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. Speaking of his intrinsic
motivation for choosing stone carving, Benjamin Frantz said: “I wanted to do something that would be in a
domain that I wasn’t familiar with. Stone carving was something I knew nothing about, something manual
and something complex, I mean that involves varied enough types of activity.” This general motivation to
discover previously unfamiliar things can be seen in all of his productions: “One of the things that doesn’t
interest me personally is doing something I’ve already done. So personally I tend to spend a lot of my time
doing things I’ve never done, and that I don’t know how to do, and so that I’ll be learning how to do. So
that’s one of the drivers.” He associates this desire for novelty with the notions of a hobby and of pleasure
(“Personally I want to do cool stuff. It’s pretty simple, right?”), and of not having to be profitable—that is,
not having to sell his work to live (“For my creativity I think this is extremely important, not having to
make a profit”). He was also driven to create these lamps by a need because he did not have a lamp in his
house (“The basic reason is that at home I had no bedside lamp, I had no lamp and it was a pain [. . .] I
like making my own stuff, and so I said to myself, ‘I’m going to make a lamp’, and it started from there”).
The extrinsic motivations lie in the specifications that his productions must meet. These can be based on an
order, which may include a model that must be followed or a precise deadline to be met, or can emerge as
part of a gift that he wants to give someone. One example he described was a time when his task was to
produce an object for the school. Note that, in addition to the specifications directly given by the institu-
tion, such an order involves other constraints that the creator can deduce: “I tried to figure out something
that would work to decorate the interior of a corridor in a school. So it had to be something that wouldn’t
be totally crazy in terms of representation.” If the goal is to create a gift, this may also make a difference in
the production. In this case, Benjamin Frantz sets himself specifications based on the expectations of the
intended recipient (“For example, I made the lamp that I made thinking that it would be a gift. I knew who
it was for and I knew I wanted to make a lamp”).

For him, the motivations that guide his production involve finding a balance between his status as an
employee and as independent: “I work half-time so I have what I need to pay my bills, and so the rest of the
time I do other things that I enjoy.” His status as an employee gives him not only financial security but also
access to a workshop and equipment; while his status as an independent creator gives him the freedom to
do what he pleases.

Over the course of the interview, Benjamin Frantz explained how he positions himself with respect to
associated creative domains: craft (or artisanry), art, and design. In his view, “art is guided more by a concept
that is translated into an image.” That is, artists produce works that are not obliged to be useful. The notion
of utility features in his definition of design (“You take an object that’s going to perform a function”),
which is limited exclusively to conception (“It’s just that design for me is the conception of the object, not
the making of it”). Finally, the craft is the making of a useful object: “Craft is guided more by the quality of
the production of the object: the object is made in a way that’s efficient, precise, etc.” Benjamin Frantz posi-
tions himself more as an artisan/craftsman, accepting a role as a designer to a limited extent and rejecting
the notion that he is an artist: “I don’t consider myself an artist. I consider myself more as an artisan, and
maybe a designer, in the sense that my productions or what I want to make are largely guided by a sense of
utility. I have relatively little interest in just making a work that isn’t useful, or rather I think that an object,
an interior object, has to be useful, not just to be used as a decoration, just to be put somewhere and that’s
it.” The three connected domains of craft, art, and design shape his identity as a stone carver. Craft leads
him to produce useful objects (“My productions are largely guided by a utilitarian aspect”), art leads him to
create esthetic objects (“You try to make the object esthetic”), and design leads him to create original objects
(“If it’s commonplace it becomes less interesting, so it has to be an idea that’s original, or let’s say rare, not
something that’s been seen too many times”).
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Finally, the last category relates to his identity as a stone carver. Its essential characteristics were identified
by all three software tools, but here, the Tropes analysis provided the most detail. Stone carving is a particu-
larly lengthy process (“The time investment is really large”), and thus requires patience (“There’s a notion
that’s very important when you’re working in stone, the first is patience”). The time and patience derive
from the fact that work in stone can only subtract, never add. There is no room for mistakes, and precision
is a required characteristic (“You can’t make mistakes, because in general, you have a block, and you just
can’t mess up. If you mess up it’s all over, and so it’s very stressful in the parts that are tricky to do”). Being
a stone carver is thus a complicated business, involving numerous constraints. It is also highly varied work.
Stone, by all its combinations of characteristics, presents many interesting options that expand the field of
possibilities to create an object.

CREATING: THE CREATIVE PROCESS AND THE FACTORS INVOLVED IN STONE CARVING
The second cluster explains 42.48% of the variance in the entire corpus. In keeping with his tripartite

division of the work of the designer, the artisan, and the artist, Benjamin Frantz’s creative process is divided
into three major steps: (a) conception, or design (the work of the designer), (b) realization, or making (the
work of the artisan), and (c) to a lesser extent, postproduction (the work of the artist) (see Figure 4). Each
phase can then be divided further into substeps.

The first phase, conception, begins with a core idea or a concept that will not change as the process goes
on: “Basically, how I personally proceed is: I have a concept that’s vague, a little like a general constraint.
The example is that I want to work on light and stone.” Second, he explores the concept from all angles in
search of a good idea: “What is it that generates that idea? For me, it’s a lot of probing, a lot of trial and
error.” This exploration of the concept can be a conscious, active search for ideas—for example, by brows-
ing the internet in order to get a sense of the field of possibilities (“One of the things I often do is I’ve
looked at what’s possible, I’ve seen a lot of things that never exist, that don’t exist, I mean I’ve thought of
things that don’t exist and that in theory are possible nonetheless”). Or it can be unconscious, during the
incubation phase (“And then it stayed there for a bit and then a bit later I said to myself. . .”). After devel-
oping the broad outlines of the project during the search or incubation phases, it becomes possible to detail
and specify the concept: “There’s a lot of excitement, energy, that develops once you’ve got the concept,
especially in the phase where you’re searching for the details of the thing that will make the object cool.”
The third step is illumination: “And then all of a sudden it hits you, illumination. And I say to myself that’s
it, that’s what I want to do.” Like the subphase of exploring ideas, illumination can be provoked either by

FIGURE 4. Schematization of the stone carver’s creative process (creating and creations).
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associating two commonplace ideas and arriving at an original one (“There can be a good idea that emerges
by bringing together two things”), or it can arise by chance (“By pure chance, a year later, I came across
[. . .] and I found it a really good idea. I said to myself okay that’s it. That’s a good thing”). Fourthly and
finally, when Benjamin Frantz has hit on the right idea, he must plan the project. In this phase, Benjamin
Frantz produces drawings and plans, attempting to visualize the result in order to refine the details of the
project (“What am I going to make exactly, what’s going to come out of it, I try to imagine, to visualize
how it will look”).

Then comes realization, a step that, in Benjamin Frantz’s view, is artisanal work. First, because stone
carving is subject to numerous constraints, which we will look at in detail in the next section, he carries out
tests that allow him to determine what is or is not feasible, because small changes have major implications:
“In the way that I work, I always do quite a few trials and tests first, which do take time, but which allow
me to see that okay, this is possible, that will cause breakage, here chamfering isn’t possible on this type of
stone because it splinters all over the place, etc. So I do tests on it so I don’t definitely waste my time later.”
Second, there is the making of the object as such, which consists in transforming the project into a tangible
object: “There’s the whole phase of carving in itself.” The Tropes analysis shows that this phase consists in
assembling, hollowing, producing, forming, bringing to light. This step is particularly stressful and “a pain”
Third, failures can occur, implying either that the concept must be adapted and plans thus revised (“When
I get it wrong, because that happens, I make little changes to the form, the concept, things like that”) or the
production adapted, meaning that the concept is maintained, but certain techniques are ruled out (“So at
the outset I wanted to do a rustic finish. In the end, during production there were too many different
breakages. So in the end we did a different type of finish”). On Benjamin Frantz’s view, adapting the con-
cept is common in the domain of art, but artisans are more likely to adapt their production (“An artist
might change their plan along the way—‘Oh shoot, I went too far, ah well it’s okay, I’ll cheat a bit and sort
it out, I’ll change my concept a little bit and then it’ll evolve and it will work out in the end’. But the arti-
san, typically, will go ‘I went too far, well, I have to start over, because it doesn’t fit with the plan anymore’.
In reality there are lots of techniques to cheat a bit, sort out a problem.”). At this point, it is worth noting
that Benjamin Frantz does not totally adopt the attitude he attributes to the artisan, when he indicates that
it is possible to “cheat a bit.” Here he instead takes up the artist’s stance. Fourth, there are finishes or details
that were not necessarily planned at the outset, which are added at the end: “Then there’s a whole bunch of
stuff that I can add later on, little details like coloring, like what type of finish I want, is it polished? Is it
burnt? Is it smooth? Does it look more sawed? Do I leave tool marks? That sort of thing. That’s more in the
details later for the finish.”

Finally, the last step in the creative process of stone carving is postproduction, which, in Benjamin
Frantz’s terms, is closer to the artist’s work. The first step in this phase is verification, as highlighted by the
analyses produced using Tropes and IRaMuTeQ. This consists in making sure that production is successful,
that it works and has yielded good results. Second, production comes to an end if he is satisfied or pleased,
and finds the object “cool” (“I’ll start with the end: satisfaction, contentment, pride. That’s when it
matches”); or if he no longer wishes to take risks and has had enough (“Or maybe I say to myself this is
going to be too risky, I don’t want to scrap my piece, so I’m going to stop. I won’t go any further. I would
like to do something a little finer on a piece like this because I think the result would be better, but in the
end I don’t do it because I’m too scared it will break the piece”). Finally, there is promotion. This can take
two forms: either modifying the environment to showcase the object (for example changing the lighting
around the object, moving it closer to or further from the wall and thus making use of the direct/indirect
light contrast), or giving it a meaning a posteriori. During the interview, he described how he came to tell a
story about an object in order to persuade someone of its value: “I spoke exactly like that with one person,
and it was clear that I had to talk to him about the sort of artistic side. So in the moment I came up with a
story.” The process behind this interpretation is the same as that of the art critic, who offers their vision of
the work independently of the artist’s own.

In addition to these three broad phases, this second cluster also includes the resources that support the
stone carver’s creative process. For one, Benjamin Frantz mentioned material resources: how he takes advan-
tage of elements of the environment (“For example I would look in the courtyard of the workshop to see
what blocks of stone were available”). For another, he spoke of social resources, like support from classmates
and teachers when he was in training, and more recently from colleagues and from people in general (“I
talked about this with the prof. He’d never seen super thin pieces like that, he had absolutely no idea
whether it would work or not, and so all that gave me some validation for my idea that it could be good”),
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and even the absence of people to disturb him (“The night time is pretty good because at night you can
stretch it out pretty far, much further than you think in general, and there’s nobody there to come interrupt
what you’re doing”). Finally, he explained that drugs and alcohol interfere with his creativity.

CREATIONS: PRODUCTIONS AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT
This third and final cluster, for creations, explains 29.7% of the variance in the corpus. It concerns the

stone carver’s productions and the external constraints that influence his production.
It was mainly identified by the analyses with Tropes and IRaMuTeq. In it, Frantz speaks of his produc-

tions: lamps, of course, and furniture, as well as specific objects such as a maple leaf, a drop of water, an
egg, or a clock to illustrate his work. This category also includes tools, with the use of “machinery,” “ham-
mer,” “tool,” “sandblasting,” “diamond,” and “setup.” Finally, it also includes techniques. These can be sep-
arated into production techniques, where IRaMuTeQ includes verbs such as “working,” “putting,” “cutting,”
“using,” and “going,” and finishing techniques involving “coloring,” “painting,” and “traces.”

Finally, this cluster includes the many external constraints that influence production. First, this includes
environmental constraints, the context in which he creates (workshop, light, space): “Basically, I’ve always
worked in workshops where there’s no external light source, there’s no light. . . there are practically no win-
dows. So it’s always with electric lighting.” Second, it includes social constraints such as the number of peo-
ple involved in a project: “There were only four of us who could work on it.” Finally, it covers the material
constraints inherent to stone carving that derive from the extraction of the stone itself. Some are major
obstacles that can even be completely incompatible with a concept, such as those relating to light (some
types of stone are too opaque to let light through and thus to work for his initial stone-light concept),
financial constraints (“One thing that gets in the way a lot is the accessibility of materials and tools. That is,
if I don’t have the option, then I can’t do it, and that’s very frustrating and it keeps me from making some
ideas a reality. I mean there are things I’d like to do but that I just can’t do because I can’t physically make
them, so that’s an obstacle, a major obstacle”). The effect of other constraints is more to orient his creativ-
ity, like those linked to the stone in itself (its color, density, fragility, transparency) or the spatial constraints
that give the stone its dimensions and form (“I want to hold on to that roundness to maximize the usage of
the stone and lose as little as possible, so to maximize the size of my object I’ll go for something that’s
round”).

DISCUSSION
Creativity, and more specifically the creative process, varies between creative domains. The objective of

this study was to shed light on creativity in stone carving, a little-studied domain. What are the specificities
of this creative occupation? What is a stone carver’s creative process? To answer these questions, we inter-
viewed a stone carver about his creative processes and products. We then combined three content analyses
in order to position the domain of stone carving more precisely with respect to two broad creative domains:
art and design. Here we will discuss the three clusters identified in the specific case of stone carving: creator,
creating, and creations, three of the 7 Cs of creativity (Lubart, 2017).

THE STONE CARVER AS CREATOR
Besides being a creative occupation, stone carving is a manual activity. As such, while formal training

provides theoretical foundations, practical skills cannot be entirely grasped through studying. Moreover,
given the manual nature of the domain, it is unsurprising that the stone carver’s discourse often referred to
materials. As the name indicates, stone is an essential element for the stone carver. But a specificity of Benja-
min Frantz’s own creative practice is that he also works with other materials, such as light, wood, and
metal.

In this first cluster, we also identified both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. The stone carver’s work
can be guided by an external order, which brings precise specifications; or it can be guided by an intrinsic
motivation such as a need, the desire to discover things that do not yet exist, or pleasure. Non-commercial
work is a major element of his stone carver’s identity. However, as we also saw, stone is a costly material.
Thus, to take pleasure in his productions, Frantz has sought to strike a balance between his statuses as an
employee and as independent: one to achieve financial security, and the other to be able to create without
obligation. There are several elements here that echo the work of the designer. Interviews with expert crea-
tors in different domains have shown that both artists and designers are motivated by the desire to create,
but that artists are mainly driven to express themselves, whereas designers are mainly driven to solve a
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problem (Gl�aveanu et al., 2013). Moreover, designers spoke of two major obstacles to their work: problems
with tools and with costs. Here, Benjamin Frantz’s work is closer to that of a designer, both in what drives
his creation and in the obstacles he encounters. In his discourse, he emphasized the view of his work as
craft, rejecting the notion that he is an artist and accepting a view of himself as a designer only to a limited
extent. However, the relation between his work and identity as a stone carver to these creative domains is
less sharply defined than this. According to Benjamin Frantz, although his primary motivation is not the
object’s esthetic character (artist) but its usefulness (artisan) and originality (designer), his productions are
nonetheless guided by esthetic considerations, and in particular by the desire to please himself (“There are
several things. The first is the esthetic aspect. Do I find it pretty? I don’t give a crap about how others might
conceive it, perceive it. Do I find it beautiful myself?”). He thus also positions himself as an artist. In addi-
tion, Benjamin Frantz sees himself as an artisan. In his view, the artisan is a maker of physical objects; and
he does in fact devote a large part of his creative process to realization. His positioning as an artisan is
coherent with his motivation to produce precise, useful objects. Finally, Benjamin Frantz accepts the possible
view of a part of his work as design work. As he sees it, the designer is the one who conceives the project
and the artisan is the one who makes it. This clear distinction between the two roles was already and con-
cisely resumed by “Design Proposes. Workmanship Disposes” (Pye, 1968, p. 11). We also saw, in dividing
his creative process into phases, that a substantial part of his time is devoted to the work of conception. In
the end, we conclude that his identity as a stone carver sits at the intersection of craft, design, and artistry,
but that the three are hierarchically organized.

Finally, out of this first cluster emerged all of the characteristics of stone carving as an occupation: it is
varied, complicated work, involving creativity, precision, patience, and time, and subject to numerous con-
straints. The importance of constraints has already been demonstrated in other creative domains (Moreau &
Dahl, 2005; Stokes, 2005), and particularly in design (Botella & Lubart, 2015; Howard et al., 2008). Indeed,
constraints correspond to the criterion of adaptation that features in the definition of creativity (Lubart
et al., 2015; Runco & Jaeger, 2012). Because in stone carving it is not possible to add, only to subtract, it is
understandable that it involves such long, patient work. And the more time the creator spends working on a
product, the less inclined they will be to take risks, as a mistake may destroy it and mean having to start
over from the beginning.

This cluster linked to the creator thus groups together different factors, in accordance with the multivari-
ate approach to creativity (Lubart et al., 2015). The stone carver’s training represents the acquisition of
knowledge, and thus cognitive factors. Motivation, an important factor for creativity (Nakamura & Csiks-
zentmihalyi, 2003), and features of the stone carver’s identity (patience, precision) represent conative factors.
The materials involved are environmental factors. Only the emotional factors in the creator’s creativity did
not emerge from the thematic analyses.

STONE CARVING AS CREATING
The interview shows that Benjamin Frantz’s creative process is specific to him. However, his overall pro-

cess is quite similar to those described by both artists and designers (Gl�aveanu et al., 2013), involving an
idea–work–idea sequence. According to the view that he articulated in the interview, the initial idea corre-
sponds to conception (the designer), the work to its realization (the artisan), and the second idea to post-
production (the artist). Benjamin Frantz’s initial conception step resembles the conception phase as
described by artists (Mace & Ward, 2002) but with a difference: whereas artists speak of having more or less
vague idea or impression, Benjamin Frantz has a precise concept that he then implements in a way that
depends on situational constraints or his desires. In the end, his process is better described by Didier and
Leuba’s (2011) design–realization–socialization model. Didier and Leuba describe one loop for the creation
of a work, which focuses on its function as a sign, and another loop for the creation of a product, whose
main function lies in its utility. The designer sits at the intersection of the two (Didier & Bonnardel, 2020).
Benjamin Frantz’s process does in fact involve conceiving an original product (designer), realizing a useful
product (artisan), and communicating its esthetic value to others (artist).

Let us now look at each of the major phases in turn. In the conception phase, Benjamin Frantz begins
with his core idea: stone-light concept. The next subphase, reflection, includes incubation, a key step in the
creative process (Russ, 1993; Zhang, Zhang, Wu, Tan, & Luo, 2019). Incubation consists of the unconscious
association of ideas (Martindale, 1981; Simonton, 1980; Smith & Dodds, 1999). Because it is unconscious,
this step is very difficult to identify in discourse, which expresses the creator’s conscious awareness. Incuba-
tion can thus only be guessed through discourse involving words such as “trial and error” and
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“uncertainties.” Insight is the sudden and unexpected emergence of an idea (Sternberg & Davidson, 1999).
This step has long been a matter of scholarly debate. Some authors argue that such sudden and unexpected
leaps happen but are very uncommon, and that most ideas emerge gradually (Gruber & Davis, 1988; Weis-
berg, 1988). Benjamin Frantz’s discourse speaks to both sides of this debate. He mentioned how insight
could come through the association of ideas from one to the next (gradual emergence) or by chance (sud-
den emergence). This description is in line with the idea of the “prepared mind”: being in the state of
exploration, and ready to identify, accept and use the unexpected, and refers to the concept of serendipity
(for more detail, see Ross & Copeland, 2022). And the final substep in conception consists in planning the
work that is to follow. Here, this is similar to Howard et al.’s (2008) synthesis and analysis, wherein the
expected behavior is given structure as a solution, and the solution is adjusted. In addition to the time
required for conception, the involvement of emotional factors such as energy and excitement is also worthy
of note.

When describing the realization (or making) phase, Benjamin Frantz explained that he always begins
with test productions to make sure that his project is feasible. But could it be that these tests are due to his
lack of experience, and more seasoned stone carvers with a stronger sense of how the stone will react may
not need them? We may hypothesize that while more experienced stone carvers probably have less need for
tests, the high level of precision required and the minimal margin for error probably leads most, even those
with considerable experience, to carry out some (if possibly fewer) tests. Given Benjamin Frantz’s drive
toward discovery and the novel, it is likely that he will always perform such tests. The opposite would mean
that the effects of his work were known and foreseeable, and he would thus lose interest in them. If, in the
course of realization, Benjamin Frantz comes to feel that the project does not correspond to what he had
planned, then he may modify either the concept or the ongoing realization. This step bears some resem-
blance to the three reformulations that Howard et al. (2008) suggest design students may choose if their
design leads to an unsatisfactory behavior: changing the object’s structure, its behavior, or its function. In
the case of stone carving, it is noteworthy that realization is stressful and “a pain” due to the characteristics
of both stone (costly) and the carving process (lengthy). It is interesting to note that despite the fact that
the interview guide contains 2 specific questions on the place of emotions in the creative process, stress and
“being a pain” are the very few expressions of emotion that appear in the discourse.

In postproduction, the carver checks the production, decides to stop work on it, and sets out to present
and promote it socially. It is interesting to note that after a highly cognitive step (conception) and a highly
manual step (realization), the process ends on the basis of emotions. Benjamin Frantz indicated that he
stops when he is satisfied with the result and it matches his expectations—or he is fed up. Once again, emo-
tional expressions are rare. Indeed, when Benjamin Frantz was interviewed about the place of emotions in
his creative process, his answer was very concise (“I will start with the end, satisfaction, contentment,
pride”). Moreover, this step seems to correspond both to the second idea in the idea–work–idea sequence
(Gl�aveanu et al., 2013) and to socialization (Didier & Leuba, 2011). It involves reconsidering the message of
the production after it is completed.

This second cluster also includes talk about the resources needed for creativity. It reflects the importance
of the creator’s physical, physiological, social, and material environment. These resources are among the
environmental factors identified in the multivariate approach to creativity (Lubart et al., 2015). All three
content analysis programs highlighted the importance of social resources. Benjamin Frantz explained that
“discussing” or “talking” with others is a very effective way to reflect on his project. Note, however, that for
realization itself, he finds the absence of social distractions essential (“I like to work at night, or rather I like
to work when there’s nobody around, when there are no possible distractions”). The differentiated role of
social support at different stages of creation position, and so, these resources position Frantz’s work in a
sociocultural context (Gl�aveanu, 2015). The creator acts on the object, which itself interacts with the public
and the environment. The creator is thus not an isolated individual, and his productions are the result of
interactions with his social and material environment.

CREATIONS IN STONE CARVING
The final cluster, creations, is a particularly descriptive one. It consists of Benjamin Frantz’s descriptions

of his creations, techniques, and tools. Here we can see the importance of the manual character of the stone
carver’s activity. This cluster also includes all the constraints linked to working in stone. As we saw above,
constraints are inherent to the definition of creativity (Lubart et al., 2015; Runco & Jaeger, 2012), and they
favor it (Haught-Tromp, 2017; Moreau & Dahl, 2005; Stokes, 2005). The designer’s process consists precisely
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in managing these constraints (Howard et al., 2008). The main specificity of stone carving with respect to
other forms of art is that the constraints of the form are much more present throughout the whole process.

It is important to note that the constraints are interlinked. The constraints of the stone-light concept
condition the cost of the stone, which conditions the desire to maximize the size of the block and minimize
losses; working with costly and delicate material allows a minimal margin for error, leading to a need for
time and patience, as well as the need to be able to take carefully measured risks and to know when to stop
before breakage occurs. This strongly echoes with the motivational danger described by Sennett (2008): “the
obsession with getting things perfectly right may deform the work itself” (p. 11). But since breakage usually
means total destruction, the balance to find between perfection and failure arouses such stress that it is trea-
ted as a strong constraint, or more precisely a growing constraint since it becomes more and more critical
as the project advances, and hence the more to lose there is. At this stage, it is important to recall that dif-
ferent constraints have different statuses. Some are obligatory, some merely guide the work, and some are
flexible (Vessey et al., 1992). The status and weight given to each depend on the creator (Bonnardel, 2006),
but the nature of the craft may have a strong impact.

FURTHER RESEARCH AND LIMITATIONS
This study has brought together interacting contributions from three different analyses, allowing us to

triangulate the data and deepen our understanding of the creative process. By combining a qualitative analy-
sis (NVivo) with semi-automatic (Tropes) and automatic (IRaMuTeq) lexicometric analyses, we were able
to analyze the creator’s discourse down to a fine level of detail. Automatic analysis with IRaMuTeq identi-
fied three main thematic clusters, while the two other content analysis tools allowed us to specify details
within each cluster. For example, one limitation is that Benjamin Frantz emphasized the cognitive and cona-
tive factors of his creative process, but despite specific questions, he provided few details about the emo-
tional factors. While this in-depth case study has allowed us to better understand the stone carver’s creative
activity and process, it remains a case study, and the generalizability of the results is thus limited. Nonethe-
less, the classification that emerged is in line with the existing theoretical and empirical literature and may
be reused for further qualitative studies in different creative domains. In future studies, it would be interest-
ing to consider the characteristics of individual creators, such as their previous training and level of exper-
tise, in order to better capture those factors’ mediating role in the creative process.

This study also raises the question of how creativity, “potential originality and effectiveness” (Cor-
azza, 2016, p. 262), is defined across fields. Indeed, according to Benjamin Frantz’s definition, the artist cre-
ates esthetic but not necessarily useful objects, the designer conceives useful objects by responding to the
constraints of the situation but does not necessarily produce them, and the artisan produces a useful object
without having conceived it. Here, he does not make the distinction between originality and adaptation but
between conception/realization of the object and its meaning (esthetic/useful). At this point, it is important
to remember that this is a case study and consequently the point of view of a single participant. It therefore
seems delicate to us to question the consensual definition of creativity, but perhaps, there is in this proposal,
an opportunity to explore in future research in order to converge toward a definition of the characteristics
of creativity common to all fields.

CONCLUSION
Through this interview, we sought to understand stone carving and the associated creative process, and

to situate it in relation to two major creative domains, art, and design. A threefold content analysis
highlighted the polymorphous character of this stone carver and his creative activity, which sits at the inter-
section of design, craft, and, to a lesser extent, art. This combination is due to the desire to create a product
in Deforge’s (1990) sense: that is, an object that, while it may be original and esthetic, is aimed above all at
being useful. The complex positioning of stone carving shows that creative domains are not totally indepen-
dent of one another, and deserve to be explored in relationship to one another.
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