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Artistic talent is sometimes thought to be a mysterious capacity that individuals are lucky 

enough, or not, to be blessed with at birth. Yet creativity is not limited to artists, and even the 

practice of art itself is not restricted by any clear definition that sets it completely apart from 

other human activities.  

 

The arts invite reflection: reflection on the world, on the world’s issues, on our own issues, on 

ourselves. The visual creation can speak for itself, yet we are often directed to analyse the 

artwork in order to extract its hidden thought process. Can we go beyond the artwork itself to 

understand how those thought processes might have risen out from the neural networks in the 

artist’s brain? Neuroscience and cognitive psychology aim to do just that by modelling human 

cognition. These models piece together the functions of distinct inter-related areas within the 

brain in order to better understand the neural processes that support creativity.  

 

Scientific explanations of the artistic process is a delicate matter that many regard as a curiosity 

that we should not want to explain. Nevertheless, localising creative processes within the human 

brain has been of interest in the scientific community for many decades. A common 

misconception is that cognitive functions involve sequences of discrete, isolated operations that 

are carried out in distinct brain regions. However, many neuroscientists have held that the brain 

functions as an integrated whole, with distinct neural networks interacting with one another [1]. 

In effect, artistic creation requires a combination of a number of different cognitive processes 

(attention, planning, executive functions, cognitive flexibility, memory recollection, implicit 

knowledge etc.) that are carried out by different interactive neural circuits. These defined, 

separate cognitive functions have been well studied within the scientific community, such that 

inferences regarding how these might apply to artistic creativity can now be made [2-5]. 
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However, to date relatively little research has investigated the interaction between these different 

cognitive functions and how their influences on one another could impact artistic creativity 

(Ding et al., 2014).  

 

In addition to these relatively well defined cognitive processes, intuition appears to be an 

essential cognitive “ingredient” that many artists believe to be vital for visual creation. Yet the 

understanding of intuition and how it may influence the artist’s creative process remains very 

limited and still something of an enigma. Indeed, intuition is commonly regarded as being a sixth 

sense, something unique and influential. Generally described as a subjective conviction of truth, 

a feeling that we all experience at one time or another[6], intuition plays a role in a variety of 

fields ranging from politics, to morality and religion, and even science and mathematics. Art 

historian Martin Kemp refers to this idea as “structural intuition” by which he implies that many 

works begin at the intuitive level, wherein our curiosity arises from our recognition of patterns 

and order (Kemp, 2000). 

 

Cognitive psychology and neuroscience aspire to uncover and explain what is behind this dimly 

understood cognitive ability. Learning and memory processes are thought to be at the heart of 

this phenomenon. In recent years, a number of authors have tied intuition to implicit learning [7-

11], which suggests that it is nothing more than the fruit of common cognitive processes that we 

all use in our daily lives. Practically, how does intuitive thinking manifest itself? What are the 

optimal external and internal (cognitive processes) conditions that must be exploited in order to 

benefit from it? 

 

In this article, we wish to provide possible answers to these questions by focusing on research 

that has been conducted on the competitive relationship between the explicit and implicit 

learning processes [12-14]. Indeed, some studies have suggested that attenuating prefrontal 

functions that rely on explicit knowledge should lead to greater implicit learning abilities [15-

17]. Their working hypothesis is that partial suppression of cognitive processes in prefrontal 

regions of the brain should enhance intuition. This article presents the “Andras-effect” theory 

that focuses on the competitive interplay of neurocognitive processes in order to explain artistic 

cognition and intuition.  

 

Since artistic talent is rare and few are able to produce artworks universally considered 

successful, this begs the question of what underlying neural differences might differentiate those 

with outstanding artistic talent from the rest of the population. Creativity is an activity in which 

we all partake; however, as with other faculties, some have stronger abilities. It is theorised that 

differences in the neural mechanisms involved in the interactions between neural circuits 

underlying implicit and explicit cognitive functions lie at the heart of these differences, such that 

artistic cognition can be regarded as a particular functional organization of neural control.  

This article discusses the relation of intuition to artistic creativity from a cognitive science 

standpoint. Our aim is to shed light on this human, cognitively driven activity without in any way 

reducing or diminishing the fascination that is artistic creation and splendor. We aim to 

deconstruct what is meant by the concept of intuition, to explore how it applies to our subjective 

experience of art, and to consider what artistic cognition might be in terms of underlying, 

competitive neurocognitive functions.  
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