_/;
THE UHIVERSTTY OF ALGEPTA
ANCEXPLORATORY STUDY OF PERSONALLTY VARIAGLLS
UNIQUE TO CRIATIVE HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

by

(::::)SYIVIA DAYAL KRYMANTUY

—

A THESIS

SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESPARCH

\ ,
Ift PARTIAL FULFILMENT QF THE REQUIRCMENTS FOR TilE DEGREL

OF MASTER OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

[SENN N 2

. EDMONTON, ALBERTA

FALL, 1973



~

Creativity is a much discussed topic in the field of"pucat1on
but appears to'lack an oper at1ond] definition and a viable means of
ﬁ@%ossmvnt. Much research has heen garriod out to develop cognitive
‘inﬂtrumnnts to measure levels of creativity, but Jit: e consensus has
been obtained, and many of the tests <cem to be asses,ing ingsﬂliqvnce
rather than gro;tivity. A more recent trend toward pﬁrﬁoﬁality
as%oésnpnt as a reans-of differentidting'bvtwvv* High Creative and Low
Creative students. This is a relativel. new oea of creativity

s .
research, and warrants further exploration.

The present study, which is exploratory in nature, has focused on
the following questions: '

1. Are ratings a useful method of selecting creative students for

research purposes? "How-much inter- and 1ntra-9roun consensus 1s
7/

obtained between teacher and peer ratings?
2. Is an Adjective Check List a potentially useful method of obtaininh
consensus apinion, such as for the selection of creativity criterial

How much consensus is obtained hetween teacher and student check
lists, and to what extent do they agree with published creativity

~ .’

scates obtalned in a similar way?
3. Do the personality profiles of those students ideq}ified as highly ..

creative fhrouqh pooled ratings procedures differ from other
. ' “

;students7 Are there persona11ty variables which uniquely distinguish
"creative hi:;/school students" from their ]ess creative peers?
Ten high school classes (Grades XI and XII) and their teachers were

used in the study to identify a High Qreative; and a Low Creative, group
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of students. The students completed a~Personality questionnaire, whith

. K . »
was used to isolate personality factors which differentiatad between

. o = .
the two groups. These subjeets, plus two Evening Credit alasses,laksb
%

1

identified criteria they would use to describe creativity, by’ checking
adjectives from an Adjective Check List. The findings show that:

1. Considerable consensus is obtained between students and teachers in

identifying very High, or very Low, Creative students throuah a

rating pyrocedure. o
! _' ™ by AN

2.. An Adjective Check List was found to be only partially useful in

obtainina qroup opinions. Coﬁsﬁd&rab]e consensus was %btained

L

bbfween students and teachers in selecting a small group of

adjectives which appear to be consistently used in describing

»

.

creativity. However,'tﬁe adjectives chosen by the suhjects in this

study differed from published Creativity scales, in that the’
sdﬁjects chose exclusively pesitive adjectives. Published séales

P

also included several negative aspects of creativity.
3. Personality differences were foun# between High and Low Creative
! . ‘.
groups. Two persona]it§'factorsywere identified which siggificantly

Ay

'differed between the two groups..

¢



ACKHOHLEDGEMENTS

The wfii?r wishes to thank her Superv}sor, Nr. Paul Sartorys,
for the assistance, 1nter6§t and quidance he-hai of fered throughout \\
the planning and writing of this thesis. She is also indebted to
Dr. ﬁalﬁh Hakstian for his help wjth the statistical design and

P —

analysis of the research, and to her committee members, D}.’Don
Sawatskyiand Profesgbr'Richard Glade, for their supnort and advice.

| The writer also wishes to express gratitude to Val Richmond, who
helbed’mark the data. Appreciation is also extended to the teachers
and students who -so willingly gave their time to take part in this
stﬁdy.
| Laét]y, much apprgciation goes to the wr{ter's hushand,‘Larry,
and daughteryaDebb%e, who werefoften neglected during the more péctit

moments of thesis writing. Without their support and understanding

the thesis could not have been completes.



Al

Z TABLE OF COATERTS
CHAPTER
I INTRODUCTION .
\ . Statement of the Problem
O S 0]
“Subjects .
Teacher Data
Peer Data .
-hﬁﬁvidua} Student Data . .
. 2 Application of the Desiqn .
[IT ~ PESULTS
. | L Criterion Adjectives for "Creativity" .
Highand Low Creative Groups

Personality Variables which Distinquish Creative
Students '

Creativity Definitions
Conclusion:

IV DISCUSSION .

Implications for Educationat:%ifctice and

Research e
s , e
Limitations'. . . . . . . . . . . . ..
V. SUMMARY
@ .

REFERENCES « & v v o e e e e e e e e

APPENDIX A . " . . . o o oo ..
APPENDIX B . . o v v o v i a e
APPENDIX C . . . . . . . e

vii

30

33

40

42
43

46
51
54

57

6

67
69



TABLE

Il

[T1

v -

Vi
VIl

VITI

LIST OF TARLL

(Ve

A Common Item Creativity Scale for the Adjective
Check List . . o0

Titles and Symbols for.Designating the 14
Personality Factors on . Cattell's HEPO

Comparison of First 50 Adjecfﬁves Selected to
Define Creativity by Students and Teachers .

~

Comparison of- Combined Taacher-Student Creativity

(Cr) Scale with Published Creativity Scales
Formed from the Adjective Check List

Comparison of Composite 26-Item Cr Scale witﬁ »
Yarnell's (1971) Combined 28-item Cr Scale . .

Comparison of Peer and Teacher Ratings of Creative

SHUAENLS + « . e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Results of Analysis of Variance of High and Low |
Creative Group Means According to Cattell's HSPO .

_Characteri§tic Expressions of Factor H oo

Characteristic Expressions of Factor I

Characteristic Expressions of Factor 0.

’ : . G
Results of Discriminant Function Analysis between
the !leans of High and Low Creatives on Cattell's
HSPQ . e e . . . .

PAGL o

17

32

34
35
37

38

39



>FIGHR[

1

: S /)/T’OF FIGURLS ’
' . ‘ ' PAGE

Personality Profi'le Comparison of High Creatives
and Law Creatives . .. . . . . . . . ... e . 36

- )
¥ [3
b
e
: *
¢
'
- f“
]
A
. \’
-
.-
4 .
. 11X



CHAPTER 1 ' A
. INTRODUCTION
- . ... creativity, like existentialismy has become increatingly

inflated and hazy. CEverybody is for it, but nobody knows what
it is. * (van den Haag, .1963; in Arasteh, 1968, p. 88}«

Research into the nature of creativity came into Xogue in the 1950'5;1
with increasing numgers of educational programs throughout the United
States dedicéted to creativity as the most important goal of education
(Barron, 1969). Yet,‘aftér twenty years of extensive research into the
area, no common conceptuatization of "creativity" ha; peen attéinedv

Guilford, in his Presidentiai address at the 1950 convention of the
American Psychological Association, remarked: "I discuss the Subjécg of

\ creativify with considerable he§itation, for it represents an area in
which psycho]ogists,.whether they be angels or not, haxf feared to
tread (1950, p. 444)." | |
. Thus, despite the quantity of research fnto the topic of creativity,
the quality often‘leaves much to be desired. There has been a general
failure to offer a viable operatiopal def\nition of creativity. As
Vernon points out: "“A good deal of the confusion inﬂthis-area.arises
\frOm loose usagé of tenns,lige creative, origina}, imaginative, non- \
conformist ,-gifted, ta]entéﬁ, gehiﬁs}'etc. (1970, p. 12)." |
Howevér, as Anderson (1965) sugge§ts. maybe the very ngture of
creativity leads to ayparadbxiin’appiying the scientific appyoach, in
that: ¢a1iditz means 1ik§hes$ and conformity whereas ére tivity means
unigyend&ss "and origiha1ity, o S ] j :
Barron;s-definifion of creatiﬁigy ".-. . reliance upon intditiqp,
. i . . . . R
hunches and iné&p1icable feelings; trusfﬁng‘non-rational,processes of

“ - ' ) KN
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one'sTown mind (1968, p. 23)" suqgests a rather nebulous entity which

implicitly dofies<ﬁ3ject1ve, qualftative definition and measurement.A
The word “creat1v1ty“ comes from the Latin creare (to brdnq into
beina) ‘Tn Taymlan's language it is common]y app11ed to certa1n products
which are deemed to be the-results of creative acls; thus confining
creativeness to certain”specific areas of human endeavor. Consequently,
it is assumed that any painter, any poet, anybcomposer is necessari1y a
creative person. nlternatively, creatiuity may be viewed as a process,
thereby including the person's lifestyle as well as hts tang%ble'

achievements.

. One of \the major problems in‘defining creativity has been to
formu]ate a‘broqd enough definition to include 41! forms of crnativity,
while at lﬁe same t1me exc]ud1ng other factors such as 1nte111qence
Most of the major research into "the area has been based upon an initial
Statement of definition, upon which the }ubsequent'study has been
pursuéd.. Unfortunate]y,‘there Hés been conciderable disagreement over

efin1t1ons, thus making research compar1sons extremely difficult.

Guilford's study of creatuwlty began in: 1949 and his research has

fbeen twofo\d- (1) the development of many new types of tests de51qned

to measure dlfferent aspects of creat1ve behav1or and (2) the use of ;

the stat1st1ca1 techanues of factor agnly51s to identify the separate

vfactors or apt1§ydes that .constitute creat1v1ty (Anastas1, 1965).
Gu1]ford S work deve10ped into a comprehens1ve study of the nature

of Intelllgence as a whole H1s Structure of Intellect model (1959)

: defines creat1ye apt1tudes under the heading of "d1vergent thinking".

Getzels and Jackson (1962) in their exp]oratory“@tudy of g1fted

students attempted ﬂo d1fferent1ate between creat1v1ty and 1ntelllgence




,wh1ch would be as

v

Their definition of creativity was stronglv influenced by Guilford's

divergent think{ng model, and led to the development of instruments

t

‘measuring divergency of thought and cognitive complexity. They

i

hypothesized that highly intel}igent students would perform bestlpn a
test of convergent thinking, such as the typical intelligence test.

ighly creative students, however, would underachieve on an intelligence
test and perform better on an instrument devised to allow for divergent
and 1mag1nat1ve responses. They suggest that 1nte1]1gence and
creativity are alternate'fonns of giftedness<

... if we recognize thdt learning involves the production
of novelty as well ag the remembering of course content--

discovering as well as reca]]1ng--measures of creat1v1ty
2 well as 10 become appropriate defining characteristics -

of giftedness. (Getzels & Jackson, 1962, p. 7) . K

Torrance applied a 3)%Glar approach to the study of,creativity as
did Getzels and Jackson, but tended to exaggerate the coﬁtrast between
“intelligence" (as defined by traditional intelligence tests) and
Creativity However Torrance a]so gave cons1derab1e attention to the

4

persona11ty prob]ems of h1gh]y creat1ve ch11dren and claimed that they
were estranged(from teachers and peers (Anastas1, 1965)4 )

Torrance deflned creat1v1ty as: . "The process of sensing gaps or
disturbing missing elements, form1ng new hypotheses concern1ng them,
test1ng these hypotheses and commun1cat1ng the results, poss1b1y | ‘
mod1fy1ng and retestlng the hypothfses (1963 p. 80) 'He'has compiled

a battery of tests designed to assess th1s process 1n r obJect1ve way

and wh1ch he c1a1ms provide an 1ndex of creative potential. Torrance

' suggests that 1t should be poss1b1e to prov1de school psycho]og1st;\and

counsel\orst1th s

ndard1zed batteries of tests of creat1ve th1nk1ng,.‘

sefu] and as easy to admfh1ster as such 1nd1v1dua11yz .

. . . .. - ) . S e PEEFRIE
ST . . 0y . $ s .
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admlnwstered 1ntel]1oence tests as the Wechsler Inte1]1qence Scale forr
[

" Children and the_Stanford—Blhet (Torrance, 1962). Thus, it seeus that

. I, . s :
Torrdnce views creativity as-am easily definable, cognitive style,

~

v . L 4
which @iffers “from intelligence in that it favors a divergent tDinkinQ

s

G

process.

Wallach (1970) suggests that Torrance's definition of creatf!ity
is'in rea]ity a'qenera] intelligence concept, liberalized by the -
addition of references to a problem-solution phase For this reason
wa11ach questions the d1st1nct1on made by Torrance between 1nte111gence
and creativity, and challenges the notion of a thresho]d of intelligence
necessary for creat1v1ty since he feels that Torrance S ‘tests are in.

fact meaSurinq intelligence factors. Wa11ach and Koqan (1965) based

their creativity research up0n Hedn1ck S (1962) def1n1tlon of creative
thinking: ". . . the form\ng of associative elements into new
‘combinations wh1ch either meet spec1f1ed requ1rements or are in some -

- way usefu] (p. 221).98 Us1ng thns assoc1at18e concept of creativity,

"4 .
. Wdllach and Kogan des1gned tests to generate unlque responses to -

assoctatlona] mater1a1 - This model assumes a h1erarchy of potent1a]
R

associations to any st1mu]us, with un1qae responses scoring h1gher for

' creat1v1ty -than stereotyp1c ones. . )

Whereas these definitions of creat1v1ty have relied almost
4;
ﬁexcﬂus1ver upon cogn1t1ve factors, there have also been. attemgts to .

defrne creativity as a perceptual miode and as a 11festyle
Schachte] (1959) suggests that creat1v1ty shou]d be stud1ed through |

the framework of, perceptua] theory, since that which d1st1ngu1shés o
creat1v1ty is the openness of the 1nd1v1dua1 to the wor]d around him,

. 3. :
'5hwhereby he becomes more fu11y neceptlve to new ref]ect1ons of the wor]d

.- | 2“3
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. -avaitability for enjoyment and for creative purposes (since less time
2

(r
"

and 1t (.)biv(.f‘,. The r'.wvwlmﬁwrntﬂl sitages of perception pase fron
autocentricityv in infan®y and Lhildhood to allocentricity in adoloscwn(é
énd‘adu]thnod. Schachtel sungests that in the procecs of this meta-
morphos 15 many adu]rs.bv<omv perceptual ly closed to the world by passing
into a stadv of \QSOHddFV embeddedness which %tiflps‘thf1r awareness of
Fhe er]d around them. He defines creativity as the ". . . art of
seeing 1hﬁ faﬂi]iar fully in its inexhaustible being, without using 1t
t

autocentrically for purposes of reemining embedded inYit and reassured

by it (p. deQ:” He Suqqeatx that man has the ability to remain

-

'perceptually open to the world and that he is motivated to o <0 in

T

3
terms of White's (1959) theory of competence, because he hds\a need to
. ‘ A .
relate- to the world around him. N

_
Mas 1ow (1988) distinguishes between "special talent creativemess”

4

and "self-actualizing (SA) creativeness". He suqgests that an essential
’ .

aspect of SA c?éativeness is a specia](kind of perception, and claims
that ". . . such Deop{q can éee the fresh, the raw, the concrete, the
'1dianaphic, as ‘well ag Ege generic, the abstract,"the.rubricized, the
categorized and the c]a;gified (P~37)."

, ‘. Maslow focuses on the ipteraction of ;Hencreative nerson with his
gny;ronmehf as a constructive, synthesizing, uﬁ%fyind and interprétive

£ . . g

Brocess, which depends in part on the inner integration of the person,
Anderson (3965) stresseé“thisgprocesé too, but differs froé Maglow ih
that he'squests/that creativity is not found in the person as such, but

in his interaction with the environment. Maslow's more total concept of

creativithy stresses the peréonality rather. than the achieyvements of the

- personf' He suggests that self-acceptance allows mere of the persoﬂ‘s

‘

. ] R
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" . b
and enerqgy are spent protecting the p(‘rsony from himself).

Roqgers (19Q?) also talks of an interaction nrocess and suagests

Nthat ". . . thv'pmduct-‘ iv not the individual, nor his materials, but
partakes of the relationship between the two A(p. (»b‘).“ He defines the
Creative process &s: ... the emprq:ncé in action of ; novel
relationa® product, qgrowing out of the uniqwfmf,s of the individual on
the one hand, and,the nmaterials, evepls, people, or circumstances 0f
his 1ife on the other (Ro_qers* ]‘962’,‘[\_, 65).”‘

A further dvfinitioﬁal,aspect'of crea%iviéy S novoTLy: Jruner
(1963) says that creative tﬂinkiﬁq oo .. consists of “an orderiﬁq‘of
elements in such a way that one sees ;e1a£ionships that were not evident
5eforo, groupings that were before not present, ways of putting things
thgether not within reach (p. 5)."

Henle (1963) concludes that whereas the creative process need not
be novel, nor a novel process creative, nevérthe}oss it is almost
impossible to iagnore névelty in any gefinition which attempts to fully
embrace the nature of creativity:

.. the creative solution, the creative idea 1s one

which the individual achieves by freeing himself from

his own conceptual system, and by which he sees in a

deeper and more comprehensive or clearer way the structure

of the situation which he is trying to unders tand.

(Henle, 1963, p. 35)

Henle feels tﬁat,nove]ty is relative to the(individua] and his
conceptual system. He discusses the creative process in terms of

 dealing with idea$ and problems outside of rigidly held preconceptions.

His definition of novelty permits ‘a far broader interpretation than

does ascribing the novelty to the product, in terms of uniqueness and
. oridqnality. )
Dellas and Gaier (1970), in a comprehensive review of the current,

- #
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literature, suggest that the major r‘(earch problem having to“do with
the nature of creativity is the absence of an ultimate criteéion. They
‘conclude that a change in the dynamics of creativity research is
warranted and suqggest that: "If some small number of parameters can bhe
isolatgd and defined in behavioral terms, great use of this might be
mobilized for identifving creative potential (Dellas & Gailer, 1970,

p. 68)." Dellas and Gaier support the current trend in research toward
a focus on personality varrabiles as possible predictors of creative

A -
potential. They feel that: . o
. a particular constellation of psychological traits

emerges consistently in the creative individual, and

forms a recognizable schema of the creative personality.

This schema indicates that creative persons are

distinguished more by interests, attitudes and drives,

than by intellectual abilities. (p. 68)

The move away from cognitive measures of creativity 1s supported by
MacKinnon (1962), who defines creaijvity as ". . . a pnrocess extended in .
time and characterized by originality, adaptiveness and realization
(p. 485)." He suqgests that creativity tests:

. fail to reveal the extent to which the subject faced

with real life problems is likely to come up with

solutions that are novel and adaptive and which he will

be motivated to Spply in all their manifestations. (p. 485)

MacKinnon's research is mainly based upon adult male subjects, who
have achieved recognized acts of creativity, and who were nominated from
within their own field of expertise. By running a battery of tests on
his creative subjects (ifcluding the CPI, the MMPI and the Aliport-
Vernon-Lindzey Stddy of Values), MacKinnon attempted to differentiate

between them and others in the same field who were not nominated. He

found that distinctive personality differences existed between the two

groups:

[}



The more creatiye a person 15 the more he reveals an
oponness-&; his*own feelings angremotions, a sen nsitive
intellect “pnd understand1ng Fer -awareness, and wide-ranging
interests including many which' in the Amprwcan culture are
thought of a% fem1n1ne (MacKinnon, 1962, p. 488)

Dellas and (dlor 1n their 1970 review of the literature noted that

the focus of the Lurrent recearch soems to be mainly on the fpllowing

two topice: (1) Ts Sﬁeativity independent of intelliqence? (2) Is

° o R

personality, per 3 rg, a vital aspect of creativity?

Without nOLPSQBFI]y denying the cognitive characteristics of
creativity, and the question of correlation between intelligence ang
creatiyity, there is considerable notice being taken of “. . . what
motivates individuals ; . . and needs, interests and attitudes that
help ghe individuals to be productive creatively (Guilford, 1967a,

p. 12)." 7 )

Bloom (1963) concluded rather reluctantly that ". . . personality
and motivational_ factors are a£ least asAjmportant'qs aptitude in
determining performance (p. 252)."

The most provocative concepts regarding personé]ity characteristics
of ﬁhe creative individual are thosé derived from the studies of the
eminent and well-established, which have been ca{ried out at the
Institute for Personality Assessment ang Research, in Ca]ifornia,runder
the leadership of Donald MacKinnon and Frank Barn&n. Using subjects
from such diverse fields as architecture, mathematics, industria];
research, physical science, creative writing, engineering, etc., they
found that typical personality charabteristics emerging for the creative
indiyviduals wéfe: se]f—tonf%dent, aggressive,'f]exibfe, self-accepting,
1itt}e concerned with social restraints or others' opinions, and

strongly motivated to achieve primarily in those situations where
. p .



independent thought and action, rather than conformity, we;:_::noanizeq
(MacKinnon, 1961).

Similar findings using eminent treative adults in a wide variety
of fields (mathematicians, creative writers, mﬁsicians,,psycholoqi<13,
research scigntists, etc.), and using a wfde range of ins truments
(Rorschach, TAT, Szondi test, Caite]]\Per§ona11ty Factor test, etc.),

> have been reported (Barron, 19634; Cyttell & Drevdahl, 19555 Cross,
Cattell § Butcher, 1967; Drevdahl & Cattell, 1958; Helson, 1961; Roe,
1952; Stein, 1956).
Despite certain résearch ]1mjtapions such as small sanmple size,
'ptedgmiggnce of male subjects, testing by mail, differing creative
criteria used for nominations (Dellas & Gaier, 1970), there seems to be
overwhelming evidenge‘to support thé idéntificétion of creativity on |
the basis of personality variables. K
A furtﬁer dimension ofﬁihis research is to determine. whether or not

the personality differences found in eminent'adults are similar to tho;e
-of young éfeatives. Studies with undergraduate; (Drevdahl, 195657
Garwood, 1964; Rees & Goldman, 1961), high school adolescents (Cashdan

& Welsh, 1966; Getzels & Jackson, 1962; Ho¥land, 1961; Littlejohn,

1966 Parloff & Datta, 1966) and elementary schodl children (Torrance,
1962, Weisberg & Springer, 1967)yrevea#@d ¢hat high[y creativg students
have similar, but 1?55 clearly defined, personality structures to those
‘of rechgnized creative aduits. An_interesting suygestion by Netlas and
Gaiei (1970) ¥s that thefg;}sona]ity'fgptors identified in young
creatives may be valid predictbrs of later créativity: "Their

mani festation at this level suggests that these characteristics may be.

determinants of creative performance rather than traits developed in
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response to recoqnition of creative hehavior fp. 60)."

)
Since ohjective tests of intellectual skills have failed to identify

those students who favor a creative approach, ong line of inquiry has
been to emp]p} teacher, peer and self ratiﬁgs t0§1gsptify the highly

. /

creative student.. Various studies (Orevdahl, 1956; fetzels & Jackson,t
19625 Holland, 1961; Rees & Goldman, 1961 To}rance,JIQG?, 1964) pased | .
upon creativity #atinqs found that fhe creative students could hé?
isolated psychoTOqica]]y in terms Qf’défihite behavioral and'persbﬁality
differences. ‘- ' ‘ to
g Creativity is a much-rese@rchéd topic and a much-discusse@tqua]ity
in the field of education. However, it wbu}d qbpear that lack of
conceptual clarity is a major drawback to proqres;-ihto the nature of
creativit}i Crockenberg (1972) discusses th;s problem and its éffects.rd
She feels that conceptual clarity between psycho]oqistslcou1d be
resolved by simply défining the domain in terms of an operational
defihftion. lowever, she stresses -a more important aspect:

. . . when psychologists wfite about creativity they speak

to an audienceeconsiderably more diverse than that of

fellow psychologists. “And it is this audience, made up of

educators, parents and interested laymen, that is kikely

to impose the prevalent conceptual meaning of creativity

on what was meant to be a narrow operational measure.

(1972, p. 40) R ’ o

An even Qreater problem is that misinterprefation (of a narrow
opérationa] definition) can lead to the unjusiified institution of
programs and selection ;nd evaluation of students. whereés research
into the nature of creativity is in itself harmless, the application of .
creativity test.resuTts, and.the subsequent labelling of.studehts as
"creative or non-creative”, seems questionaﬁ]e in view of éhe existing
discrepancies. | |

L
o
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Jellas and Gaier (1970) sﬁggest that further research into the use
of ratings as creativity.identifiers and predictors fis definite]y
warranted. Indeed, they. deplore the lack of replicgtion and follow-up
studies in the area of creativity, pointing out that the one-shot
research study is becoming more and more typical. The lack of status
or originality associated with replication énd fé]]ow-up studies makes
them an unpopular form of re;earch and yet they.can be of major import |
in gssessing reliability of results, contributing both tp their‘va]idity

and generalizability. '

Statement.of the Problem

‘ The preéent study will focus on the following questions, all of

which require furtﬁer clarification: )

1. This study employs teacher and peer ratings as a means of selecting
creative students fogkresearch purposes. How m;ch inter- and 1ntra1-\
group consensus is. obtained?

2. Is an AdjectivelCheck List a poténtia]]y useful methad of obtaining
consensus opinion, such as for the selection of creativity criteriaf
How much consensus is obtained between teacher and student check N
Tists and to what extent do they agree with published creativity
scales obtained in a similar #ay? (See Domirio, 19705 Smith &
Schaefer, 1969; Yarnell, 1971.)

3. - Do the personality profiles of tﬁose studeni% identified as highly

{
creative through pooled ratings procadures differ from others in

5@

their group? Are there bersonality variables which uﬁique]y

distinguish "creative high'séhoo] students" from their less creative
Y ) . . . . o
peers? - | < | @



As this is an exploratory study into gn area in which there 1is
considerable disaqreement"and in which conceptual clarity is one of the
greatest problems, no hypotheses are being put forward.

Nevergheless, it is Hoped that tﬁe.present study will clarify
rathef than confuse, some of the issues pertaining to theiidentification
of creative high school students. Conceivably, personalify profiles
might be used as one method of identifying creative students, in an

r attempt £o encourage creativity as a valid apﬁroach to learning. [f
3c:eative students do differ radically (in terms of personality
Jgriab1es) from other students, it is iike]y that they might also
function better in a different learning environment, or through a

) ’ A
different educational approach.
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METHOD

Subjects

The student population for this study was composed of 259 .fGrade XI
and XII students. These Students represented 10 classes, from four
Edmonton Public high schools. Grade XI and XI1 high Schoqt ‘students
were chosen as representing tHe most'mature student population, whose
personality traits should be fairly well established, and yet whose
identification was not likely to be hased entirely upon established
creative acls (as when recognized créative adults are used as subjects%.

’ C

The four participating schools in this study were: Eastglen, Queen
Elizabeth, Bonnie Ddon, and M. E. LaZerte. The co-operating principals
were asked to drovide a variety-of classes for the sample. The
researchér preferred not to use classes in the commonly termed "creative
subjects", such asﬂart, music and- drama, feeling that the se]ectjon of
creative students in these courses would be stroﬁg]y influenced by
specific ta]@ﬁfg-in these fields. The final sample was composed of
?Hésses in: Biology, English Lanquage, English Literature, Mathematics,
Social Studies, and Psychology. *

The.teachbrs of thele classes were also used in this study. There
were 10 teachers in all, with one teacher being common to two of the";
classes (at M. E. LaZerte), and another class being a team teaching
situation with two teachers (at Bonnie Doon). To increase the pumber,bf
tggcheg$ in the sample, two University of Alberta Evening Credit classes
'(Educatiénai Psychology 411 and 469), both composed ]argely of educators,
togk part in the study. The Evening Credit c]asses'provided‘43 and 22

13
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subjects respectively, brinaing the total teacher sample to 75.

o

Teacher Data -

The teaéhers were informed that they were taking part in a study
which was attempting to idehtify creatﬁve students.™ They were first
asked to complete the open-ended sentence: "A creative student is .
expounding their own concept of creativity rather than giving a
dictionary definition (see Appendix A for the questionnaire use%%.

The teachers were also asked to choose those adjectives frgm an
“Adjective Check List {ﬁEL) which were synonymous with'@ﬁgqi personal
concept of creativity. The ACL)contains 300 adjeétiVes,'and the

. 8 .
subﬁects weré advised to check'as many, or as few, adjectiveg as they -
wished, in accordance with their own concept of the lenn ”creativit;”.
A copy of the ACL can be found in,Appendix A.

Finally, the teachers of'the 10 classes in the present study were
asked to identify the 10 most, and the 10 least, creative studefits in

-

their own clasy 4see Appendix B). They were requested t¢ make this

se]ectlon on the bas1s of their previously stated cr1§;r1a‘4both»the
&

’ﬂwas mere]y a guideline, and that meaningless selections sh%ﬂ}d not be-
made in order to fu]fi]] this quota. It was stressed thqt 1fion1y two
or three students in‘the class fitted their concept of either, Qrfbbth,
categories, that only those .few students .should bé 1}sted.

Gough and Heilbrun' (1965) suggest that the ACL can be used either

to e1i9{t se1f-descriptions, or to elicit responses to imposed concepts,

ideals, descriptions, etc. The ACL was originally designed as a

technique'?or recording!the Obsérvétions of staff memBers in personality

assessments. It is now most commonly used in the area of self-reports.
, . | :

~

; %hd'the open-ended definition). It was explained- tbat tH§f2umber 100
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In the selection of 300 adicctgves for the ACL, an etfort wa<s nade
to include a wide range of human behaviors and theoretical bositidns.
As such, the ACL is a simple, systematic, and comprehensive method of
obtain;ng data. Gough and Heilbrun's recommended procedure for
analyzing composite reports (as were obtained in this study) {E&%O

consider adjectives checked by one-third or more of the observers as.

being "present" on the composite.

Smith and Schaefer (1969) used the ACL to develop a Creativity (Cr) .

- )

Scale, uginq 800 high school students’in the New York metropolitan area:
Initially, they deve]éped an g—itgp Cr Scale, by selecting only %hosé '
adjectives sigpificant at the .20 level or better on all four of their
comparison groupé. A second scale was constructed by, including all
adjectives significant at or beyond the .20 level in three of the-fo&}
comparisons. This second scale included 27 adjectives and was found tol
be successful in discriminating between creative and control subjects
across both sexes and diverse speciaity fields: "The results of this
study revealed that scores obtainéd on‘ACL creativity scales developed

on an initial sampie of adolescents yielded significant differences
> .

between creative and control adolescents in-a cross-validation sample

(Smith & Schaefer, 1969, p. 92." They concluded that there. are ‘a number

~of rather basic traits and abilities that are essential components. of
creative achievement reéard]ess of sex 6r spegfa]ty field.

| Domfno (1970) also attempted to develop and cross-validate a Cr
Scale from the ACL, using Liberal Arts Coj]ege students as his inbtiai
subjects. He obtained 68 items which statistiéally differe&tﬁatéd his
creative and control groﬁps at fhe éOS'leveI'or bﬁttgr. Fﬁftyqnfne ;

adjectives were more frequently checked to describe the creatives, nine

L4
v

4 .

r—‘

\

s
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items more fr#ﬁuent]y checked to describe the contro]s This 59—1tem
scale was cr?ss-va11dated against Schaefer's (]967) study, and all
4

comparisoné}found to be statistically significant (Domino, 1370, p. 50).
g R

~

YarneV1 (1971), in a review of Cr Scales formediQy Smith and
\

Schaefer, 41969 and Domino (1970), found that there were 28 ACL

ad3ect1ves which were common to at least two of the scales and whlch

w;en se]ected, were Tnd1cat1ve gf creativity. , Seven of these adjectives

were gommon to all three scales (Warnell, 1971, p. 466)(see Table I).

Peee Data

The students were similar]y informed that they were taking part in

¢

a study which was attempting to identify the nature of creativity.

-,

They, gb, were first asked to complete the same sentence as the

teacbers:” "A creative student is . . .", in accordance with their
v - _ _
personal understanding of the term “"creative".

A}
‘The student¥ were asked to check those adjectives from the ACL 7

which ﬂere synonymous with their persona) concept of creativity. As

with 'the teachers, the students were encouraged to check‘ee many, or as
fewifadjactives as they wished. Students were encohraged'to.work
independéht]y, and not discuss or'cbmpare their selections with other
Students.g It was pointed out-that the researcher was looking for

1nd1v1dua1 definitions of creativity, in order to compile group

-

def1n1%10ns - o

“Each class of 'students was also asked to identify the 10 most, and

N¢

the 10 ]ea$t creative students in their class. They were also requested .

to maka thelr selections on the bas1s of the1r prev‘ously stated
!

~cr1ter1a bearlnq 1n mind that 10 was mere]y a tentative gu1de11ne and
i

should nqt_affect their selection cr1¢er1a. S

{
.



A Common Item Creativity Scale
for the AdJect1ve Check List!

N

TABLE 1

o]

i
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28-item Cr Scale*

7-item Cr Wi+

-

adventurous
aloof
artistic
assertive
clever

complicated

clever
complicated
cynical
imaginative
origingl

reflective

cynical " unconventional
disorderly
dissatisfied e

eqotisticalt.

idealistic - 5
imaginative
impulsive ,
individudlistic ' o,
ingenjous
insightful
intelligent - J
“inventive
original
outspoken
quick

.-rebellious

" reflective
resourceful
restless . , /

sharp-witted -

spontaneo .

unconventional | , ,
\ . [ c

: ]The SEa]es re’échpiled by Yarnell, from his (1971) review of
pub11shed ACL Cr cales. , . :

 *Common to at Jeast 2 of the 3 scales reviewed ;
A **Common tu a11 3 sca]es rev1ewed ; 7

.
B
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Individual Student Data

The students were administered the High School Personality

Questionnaire (Catte]], 1968, 1ISPQ Form A, revised edition), a copy of

which is to be found in Appendix C. The HSPQ is designed to measure a
set of 14 independent dimensions of persona11ty as outlined in Table II.
The HSPQ has been planned and based on extensive research to measure
psycho]ogica]dy important traits of "proved functional unity‘. The
instrument s designed to giv; the "maximum information in the shortest

time about the greatest number of dimenSions of persona]wty” Moreover,

these 14 dimensions, wh1ch have been well confirmed 1n\¥ar1ous

experiments (Cattell, 1959; Cattell & Coan, 1959; Cattell & Gruen, 1954;

Coan & Cattell, 1958), cover most research-demonstrated dimensions of

-

personality (Cattell, 1962).

3

Applicatian of the Design

This s tudy was'exploratory in nature, ahd a non-statistical
e
approach was used to analyze much of the data-obtained. The opén-ended
sentence completion, the ACLs, and the peer rating data were all

. . .
analyzed through pooling information and looking for trends and

-differences. The HSPQ data was g1ven a stat1st1cal treatment

The ACL creat1v1ty rat1ngs of teachers and students were ﬁ#ﬁéyzed

(both as two separate groups and as one compos1te group) in order to

'determ1ne those adJect1ves which were cons1stent1y checked as be1ng

synonymous w1th the concept of creat1v1ty The Gough and He11brun
(19655 recommendat1on of u51ng those adJect1ves checked by one- th1rd of
the observers as "present" was taken as a tentdt1ve gu1de11he However,
the wrt&er found it more usefu] to cpns1der 1nstead the fipst 50- ranked
ad3ect1vestfbr each Cr Sca]e formed (student teaCher and comb1ned Cr

4
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Scales).

Comparisons were made between student and teaéher Cr Séa]es, and
.these wére then pooled to form a Combined Cr Scalg of 50 adjectives.
This Combined Cr Scale was compared with the Smith and Schaefer (1969)~
and Domino (1970) scales, and similarities were noted. Finally a Cr
Scale was formed of those adjectives common to at least three of the
comparison scales (Combined Cr Scale:vSmith and Schaefer's 8-item and °
27-item Cr Scales, and Domino's 59-item Cr Sta]e).' This final Cr Scale
‘was compared with Yarnell's (1971) composite Cr Scale, and éimi]arities
aga{n noted. , | '/?.

Students were rank ordered in terms of the number éf gimes they
were identified by peers as creative, and the top and bottam third
respectively wereuassignéd to two discrete cétegories (Hé/and LC).

These students were then compared with the teacher rating for creativity
in their class, and twbsgroups were formed of only those students for
whom a student-teacher consensus vote was obtained. Thése final groupsA
were combined for all 10 classes, to form two discrete groups of High
Creatives and Low Creatives.

The HSPQ results of these two Qréups were ana]yzedbstatistical};i
An analysis of variance was used to compare the mean differences between
the two groups, on the 14 personality factors in the HSPQ A linear
d1scr1m1nant funct1on was also performed in ordeﬂ)to maximize group mean
differences and to obtain scaled weightings for the 14 personality
factors. |

The ‘data obtained by d1scr1m ating between the HC and LC groups
was graph1ca11y p]otted on a personallty prof11e, as 1]1ustra%ed by

|
Catte]] (1962, pp. 19-21). Thus, a graph1s}11lq. pat1on of the
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similarities and differences observed between the two groups was
obtained. ' ’

The open-ended sentences which were completed to give a definition
of creativity byJStudEntS and teachers were analyzed non—seatistically.
The writer looked for trends in definition, end summarized the results.
into four major groupingS.

¢

The writer offered no hypotheses in this study which was designed
to be exp]oratery in nature. ,Howévec, ae attempt was. made to focus on
the following problems:

1. The identificat{on of criterion adjectives’used to describe the
creative student. |

2. The identification of students who are Unanihously seHected by
others as being creative.

3. The identification of persoqe%ity variables found consistently in
those’studenté who are sefeeted as being creative.

It was also hoped that the results would answer the following
questions :

1. (a) Are there descriptive adjectives which are consistently chasen ..
as cr1ter1a in the identification of creat1ve students?

(b) How much agreement is there between teacher and peer crwter1on
ed3ect1ves, and to what extent do they J91nt1y agree with
published Creativity Scales? !

2. (a) Are there personality variables which distinguish tﬁose students

-~ who afe unanimously identified as being creative by teacher and

peer ratings? '
(b) If there are such persona11ty d1fferences what are they, and to
>what extent are they significant (in teﬁﬂé of persenality

prdf11es)? -



CHAPTER ITI

RESULTS

Criterion Adjectives for "Creativity"

The Adjective Check List (ACL) was used to obtain crgstivity
criteria from students and teachers. Both groups were requested to
check as many, or as few, of the 300 ACL adjectives as they desired
according to their personal concept of the term “creativity". A
-comparisori£H:Creativity (Cr) gcales based on frequency of check-offs-by
students, “teachers, and their combined ratings is shown in Table III.

The Gough and Hej]brun (1965) recommendation of including on al/
composite scale (such as the concept of creativity) only those
adjectives checked by one-third of the observers as relevant to the
specific concept was modified in this investigation. Instead, both Ehe
student Cr scale and the’teacher Cr scale were formed by rank orderi;g
the 50 adjectives selected most frequently by each group. The combined
’v§tudent-teacher Cr scale similarly was a rank ordering of the 50
adjectives selected most frequently when student and teécher tallies
were combined. The first 50 adjectives in the combined Cr scale were
mostly common to the fi#;% 50 adjectives in both teacher and student Cr
scales. This.high degrée.of consggaus suggested that the first 50
ranked adjectives of the combined Cr‘scale were worthy of further o
cohsideratioﬁras being commonly used té describe "creativity".

As can be seen in Table III, considerable~consensus was obtained
within the firsf'lo adjectives, wifh'7 out of 10 ip ¢he combined group ‘
being common®to both students and teachers. Of the first 20 adjecti&es
selected by the combined grdup, ]3>were common to both groups. Of the
first 50 adjectivés selected by the cqmbinéd group, 35 were common to

¢
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Table I11
Comparison of First 50 Adjectives»

. Selected to Define Creativity by
Students and Teachers]

Students Teachers Combined Group

(N = 259) (N = 75). (N = 334)
artistic v imaginative imaginative***
imaginative adventurous ' artistic***
ambitious ‘ alert - alert***
interests wide enthusiastic interests wide***
alert o artistic T activex*x
active . active “  adventurous***
capable interests wide * “ , ambitious*
clear-thinking adaptable enthusiastic***
adventurous inventive capable**
enthusiastic ' individualistic , clear-thinking*
determined - curious individualistic**
confident original confident*
individualistic energetic determined*
appreciative capable ’ ‘ curious**
curious resourceful adaptable**
clever. enterprising ) appreciative**
adaptable sensitive orrg1na]** )
intelligent - initiative clever*
honest appreciative intelligent*
original ‘ versatile inventive":.q.ﬁfP
friendly intelligent changeable*
changeable daring ~ energetic*
natural : clever . friendly*
inventive confident honest
dependable clear-thinking sensitive*
energetic - ambitious . daring*
thoughtful changeable* independent*
calm independent - natural
easy-going _ self-confident " resourceful*
sensitive fseontaneous ' ' thoughtful*

1

Adjectives are presented in rank: order in all three scales.
*Checked by both students 4dnd teachers as being in the firsts50

**Checked by both:students and teachers as being in the first 20 .

***Checked by both students and teachers as being in the first 10



Table III (continued)
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" Students

Teachers Combined Group

(N = 259) (N = 75) (N = 334)
daring ingenious versatile*
independent determined industrious* .
realistic insightful dependable
sociable unconventional self-confident*
industrious industrious easy-going
logical progressive excitable*
good-natured conscientious idealistic*
idealistic excitable sociable
sincere friendly sincere
responsible foresighted calm
excitable thoughtful persistent*
resourceful impulsive realistic
reliable persistent logical
reasonable ‘emotional enterprising
versatile idealistic cheerful*
understanding cheerful emotional
persistent optimistic good-natured
.cheerful frank ) conscientious
helpful - complicated reliable
self-confident courageous responsible
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both groups. As previously stated, it can be seen that consensus
diminishes with ranked order of selection.

The 7 adjectives selected by consensus within the first 10 chosen B

N

were: imaginative, artistic, alert, interests wide, active,

advgnturous, and enthusiastic (in rank order). It appears that both
students and teachers regard these 7 characteristics as being closely
linked to creativity. The 6 additional adjectives checked by both

groups as being in the first 20 were: capable, individualistic, curious,
adaptable, appreciative, and original.

In Table .IV the Cr sca;; formed by the combiﬁed ACLs of teachers
~and students is Comparéd with published Cr scales formed from the ACL.
The Combined Cr scale (50-item) is compared with the Smith and Schaefer
(1969) Cr scales (27-item and 8-item), and'a}so with Domino's (1970)
59-item scale. The Combined Cr scale is pnesen%e? in alphabetical
. (rather'than ranked) order to permit easier comparison, since all
pub]ished scales used are listeﬁ alphabetically.

Four adjectives--artistic, imaginative, original,'ahd resourceful--
appear on all of the Cr scales in the comparison. The next four -
adjectives--clever, idea1i§tic, intelligent, and inventive--were
common to three of the Cr scales, but did not appear on Smith and
Schaefer's shbrt 8-item scale. It seems likely that these 8 character-
istics are very consistently linked to the éoncept of creatiVity by
various groups of people, and could be reasonably iso}éted, therefore,
as definitive criteria. * | ’
| Eighteen ofher adjectives were found to be included in two of the

Cr scales. Twenty-six adjectives (those common to two or more of the
. ,

. comparison Cr scales) were combined to form a composite Cr scale, and
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Table IV
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Comparison of Combined Teacher-Student Creativity (Cr) Scate
with Published Creativity Scales Formed from
the Adjective Check List

Combined Cr Scale

Domino (1970)

Smith & Schaefer

Smith & Schaéfer

(Teachers & Cr Scale (1969) Cr‘Sc.é; - (1969) Cr Scale

Students )l (59-item) © (27-item)} (8-item)
active* absent-minded artistic*** artistic***
adaptable* active* assertive imaginative***
adventurous* adaptable* clever** original***
alert* adventurous®* complicated progressive
ambitious* alert* co-operative quick ®
appreciative aloof cynical resourceful ***
artistic*** ambitious* foolish sharp-witted

——

calm argumentative idealistic** spontaneous
capable* ‘artistic*** imaginative**
changeable assertive impulsive
cheerful autocratic ingenious
clear-thinking* capable* insightful
clever** careless intelligent**
confident* clear-thinking* inventive**
conscientious clever** original***
curious* complicated peculiar
daring confident* progressive
" dependable curious* quick
determined cynical reflective
easy-going demandHing ‘resource ful***
emotional disorderly sharp-witted .
energetic* dissatisfied spontaneous
enterprising distractible .stolid
enthusiastic* egotistical- strong
excitable energetic* talkative
friendly enthusiastic* unconventional .
good-natured humorous versatile*
honest hurried
jdedlistic** idealistic**
imaginative*** imaginative***
]Combined Cr Scale presented in alphabetical order, not order of
- selection. , :

P sl

~ *Adjective common to Combined Cr Scale and one o£her scale
*¥Adjective common to Combined Cr Scale and two other scales
***Adjective common to Combined Cr Scale and other three scales

s



Table 1V (continued)

Combined Cr Scale Domino (1970) Smith & Schaefer Smith & Schaefer
(Teachers & Cr Scale (1969) Cr Scale  (1969) Cr Scale
Students)] 1(59-item) (27-1item) (8-item)

independent* impulsive -

individualistic* independent*

industrious®* individualistic*

intelligent** industrious* ‘

interests wide* ingenious

inventive** insightful

logical* intelligent**

natural interests wide*

original*** intolerant

persistent inventive**

realistic logical™*

reliable moody

resourceful *** origtnal*** \

Jresponsible outspoken

self-confident quick

sensitive* rational

sincere rebellious

sociabTe reflective

thoughtful reserved

versatile* resourceful***

restless
sarcastic

self-centered
sensitive*

serious

sharp-witted
spontaneous
tactless
unconventional
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compared.with Yarnell's (1971) 28-item sea1e~(see_Tahle V).

The two Cr scales in Table V conta?h 44 adjectives‘whigz appear
to be very closely linked to a common definition of creativity. These
adjectives have been consistently chosen by different samples,
researched'independently, and separate& bf time and p]éce. Ten
adjectives are common to both Cr scales {n Table V. These adjectives
are: adventurous, artistic, clever, idealistic, imaginative,
individualistic, intelligent, inventive, original, and resourceful.
It would 'seem valid to suggest that these 10 adjectives could be

identified as criterion adjectives coﬁhonjy used to describe creativity

and the creative student.

tive Groups

ntains a comparison of peer and teacher ratings of

;s, for each of the ]0/c1asses in the samp]e The scores
] A »"

), within each class. Student selections were based upon
composi: tings. Students we¢e'asked to rate other students in their
7 _eor LC. Student“ratihgs were'tabulated, and rank ordered
for eaél _fass in terms of Tevel;qf creativity (+, 0 or‘;). Each

class washdivided into three (approximately equa]) groups , cchrding
“to where‘natural breaks occurred’in the ratings.g The .two discrete
groups (HC and LC) were formed those . students falling into the
groups at either end of the Cr scale. }Teacher fatinbs.refer only to
the 1nd1v1dual c1ass teacher with ‘the exception of Class 6, which

represents f"'7combined rat1ngs of two teachers C]ass 6 was a team

teqch1ng sf ‘on (w1th two teachers) but for all other purposes was

" ‘considere '41arge class by the researcher,s The final groups'of,' ’

[ ] . R .‘“‘. . '

_umber of students rated as High Creatives (HC) and as Low" \ﬂ'
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aTab]e v P T
Comparison of Cogmposite 26-Item Cr Scale
with Yarnell's ()971) Combined 28-Item Cr ‘Scale
Composite Scale : * Yarnell's Combined Scale
(26-1item) - ' _ ~(28-item)
active ! - adventurous*
' adaptable - g aloof
adventurous* - artistic*
alert : assertive
ambitious ‘ clever*
artistic* comp]fcated
capable ' . cynical
clear-thinking . © disorderly -
clever* : dissatisfied -
confident : : - egotisttcal
curious . ideaiistit*,_
-energetic : imaginative*
enthusiastic , ' impulsive :
idealistic* . individualistic*
imaginative* ingenious .
independent A : insightful |
individualistic* oo _ 1nte1}1gent*
industrious inventive*
intelligent* original*
interests wide outspoken
inventive* B o quick
logical = / = ' ) rebellious
original* .-~ ' ' Py reflective:
resourceful* ) g - resourceful*
sensitive S restless
versatile ; T " sharp-witted
: B ' . spontaneous
‘. i S, uncpnventional
T ’\\ — - TR _
Note: Adjectives listed alphabet1ca]ly, not in rank order, for both
sca]es '

*AdJect1ve§ common to both scal§!

-
%
. 4 - .

DN 3
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Table VI
~ Comparisons of Peer and Teacher Ratings
' of Creative Students
L-
4 No. Selected Mo. Selected No. Selected

Class N by Peers by Teacher/ by Concensus

HC* LC** HC LC CHCLC

. s ‘
1 . 28 10 9 * 7 3 4 2
2 - 30 10, 10 R 4 5 3
3. 25 8 9 6 4 4 4

. 4 - )

4 25 9 . 6 6 2 2
5 26 10 9 8 i 3 3
6 38 - 0 12 6c 4 3 4
7 18 4 3 s34 0
8 27" . 94 8 2 ] 1 0
9 T2 6. 8 7 5w 4 4

8 9 6- 6 6

10 26 9

ol

]Class 6 was rated by two teachers. Teacher selection représents
their combined ratings.

*HC = High Creative \7 ‘
**| C = Low Creative -
. B
ah‘_ hd
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studenté, selectéd by copsensus by peers and teacher, were combinkd
from all 10 classes to form the two discrete groups of High Creatives
and Low Creatives (36 HC and 28 LC). ‘

An examination of class ratings'indicated gpnsiderab]e aqreement
between.teachers and students 1in %e]gcting thé top one or two students
in each category. Those students who weré rated very consistently by
their peers (either as HC or LC) also tended fo be isolated by their
teachers. Lack of consenSUg generally occurneﬂ/?n the rating of those
students for whom there was also disagre;hént amongst.peér ratings.

Some exceptions to these trends were noted. In Class 5 two .
students were convinciﬁg]y selected é; High Creatives by tﬁeir peers.
0f these two students, one was not rated by the teacher, while the
other was rated as a Low Creative. Class 8 received only three ratings
by the teacher (two HC and. one LC). Of these three, on]y one rating .
was in agreement w1th the student ratings. However, this ratipg was of
a student who was also high]y'ranked by his peers. O0f.the otﬁer two
raiinqs,:one was in direct opposition to the student rating (teacher
rated_HC where students rated LC), and the other»wasﬂfoég%fe as HC a
student not ranked by his,peers; . f“\\

. [ S
Persona11t17Var1ab1es which Distinguish Creative Students

The two discrete groups of Low Creatives and High Creatives were
analyzed 1n tefms of persona]1ty differences, using Cattell's "H1gh
School Persona11ty Questionnaire” (HSPQ). TabI?'VII contains the
,resu]ts of an ana1y51s of var1ance of the group means, according to
Cattell’ 'S 14. Persona11ty Factors (wh1ch are fu11y outﬂ?ﬁed in TaU]e 11,
~ pp. 19-21).. It can be seen that two factors differ s1gn1f1cant1y
)?ﬁi:between Low and High Creatives. Fagtofs H<and I are signfficant]y

¢ ‘e

aF
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Table VII

Results of Analysis of Variance
of High and Low Creative Group Means
According to Cattell's HSPQ

Dependent .

Variable Group Means R

_ MSw MSp ; b

Personality (df = 61) (df = 1) - -

r LC HC ‘

. ractor
A 9.32 10.23 - 12.82 12.79 998 322
R 8.11 8.8 3.75 8.75 2.330 132
C © 9,06 9.9 14.42 12.00 833 . .365
D 9.25 9.77 8.25 4.23 513 477
£ 10.25 10.14 14.12 18 .013 .910
2 " 9.82 10.34 13.34 4.23 317 576

L 10.68 10.83 10. 35 35 034 .855
i 8.14 11.03 \ 14.73 129.54 8.800 .004**
I 9.'2} 12.49% 31.93 162.87 5.100 .028*
v

J 9.82 10.00 10.70 .50 .047 .830
0 9,32  7.77 ©12.99 37.37 2.880  .094
Q, #0.04 10.49 14.29 3.15 .220 640
04 10.00 10.49 11.91 3.67 .308 .581
Q, 9.68 10.60 - 10.47 13.21 1.260 .266
*P o< 05 -
**p < 0]
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higher (at the .01 and .05 level respectively) for the HC group.
Factor 0 indicates a fairly large difference (at the .1 level of
signifiktance), with Higthreativesrscoring considerably lower on this
factor. The personality differences between high and low scores on

1

factors H, I and 0 are represented in Tables VIII, IX and X.

Table VIII
Characteristic Expressions of Factor H

L

Low Score versus High Score
Threctia,* H- Parmia,** H+
Shy, withdrawn VS Adventurous, likes meeting
' , _ people
~ Retiring in face of opposite 'S Active, overt interest in
sex , ! opposite sex
Emotionally cautious Vs Resporsive, génia]
Apt to be embittered ' vs Friendly
Pestrained, rule-bound VS Impulsive
Restricted interests Vs Emotional and artistic
St interests
* Careful, considerate, quick VS Carefree, does not see
to see dangers ' danger signals °

-

*Shy, timid, restrained, threat-sensitive
**Adyenturous, “thick-skinned", socially bold
The pérsonality differences between High and Low Creatives are
depicted graphically in:Figure 1; The significant différencgslbetween
facfgrs H and 1 for the two groups are clearly iftustrated in this
figure. The fairly large discrepancy between the groups on factqr 0
can also be seen in'this graph. c

‘ A cursory g]énce.at Tables VIII apd IX suggests considerable

contradiction in the comﬁingtion of H+-and I+ factors. The High
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Table IX

Characteristic Expressions of Factor I

Low Score High Score
versus
¥ Harria,*.[- ‘\\ Premsia,** [+
Unsentimental, expects little \ss Fidgety, expecting affection
and attention
Self-reliant, taking VS Clinging, insecure, seeking
responsibility help and sympathy
Hard (to point of cynicism) VS Kindly, gentle, indulgent to
oy self and others _
Few artistic résponses (but VS Artistically fastidious,
not lacking in taste) affected, theatrical
Unaffected by "fancies” Vs Imaginative in inner life
and in conversation
Acts ‘on practical, logical 'S Acts on sensitive intuition
evidence ' »
Keeps to the point VS Attention-seeking, flighty
Does not dwell qgp physical VS Hypochondrical, anxious
disabilities about self

*Tough-minded, rejects ﬁ]]usions ,
**Tender-minded, sensitive, dependent, overprbtected

/

Creative is revealed by factor H as an outgoing, adventurous,
-

- gregarious and carefree person, who responds to impulses and insights,

and has artistic interests. Factor I illustrates the other side of

the creative personality, through-such.traité as insecure, seeking
affection and é@iention, gentle, indulgent, hypochondriacal and anxious,
with an artisticrénd‘imaginative temperament. .Thus, thg_High Creative

profile appears to be complex in nature, combining both assertive and

insecure charac§eristics into a personality which is both imaginative

‘and sensitive, and also clinging and fidgety, yet capable of strength
' ' ! .

and determination in achieving desired goals. These diverse

. - | o
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Table X

Characteristic Expressions of Factor 0

-~

Low Score High Score
versus :

Untroubled Adequacy,* O- Guilt Proneness,** 0+
Self-confident VS Worrying, anxious
Cheerful, resilient VS Depressed, cries easily
Impenitent, placid VS Easily touched, overcome by

moods

Expedient, insensitive to VS Strong sense of obligation,
people's approval or . sensitive to people's
disapproval approval or disapproval -
Does” not care VS Scrupulous, fussy
Rudely vigorous Vs Hypbchondriacal and jinadequate
No fears v Vs Phobic symptoms ‘
Given.to simple action VS Lonely, brooding

*Self-assured, placid, secure, complacent, serene
**Apprehens ive, self-reproaching, insecure, worrying, troubled
Q;ha>acteristics are not fully reflected in the 10 most commonly chosen
’ ACL adjectives (see Table V, p. 31): adventurous, artistic, clever,
idealistic, 1magiaative, individualistic, intelligent, inventive,
original and resourceful. These %9 adjective§ refer to exclusively
positivebcharacteristics, both in terms of common definitién,'and
according to Gough and Heilbrun (1965, pp.‘12-13).- The more negative
attributes of the Hc'personality, as revealed by factor I, are not
accounted for by the ACL Cr scales formed by teacherﬁ and students in .
this study | |

Tablg XI contains the results of the d1scr1m1nant functlon

“ ana1y51s which was used to max1m12e the d1fference between the means of

~

the HC and LC groups. -It can be seen that factors H and 1 havp very
. . ~ .
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Table XI
Results of Discriminant Function Analysis

between the Means of High and Low Creatives
on Cattell's HSPQ

Variable Normalized Weights Scaled Weights

A 0.122 -3.414
B ' 0.345 , _ 5.220
C 0.047 - 1.393
D 0.390 8.740
E | 0.138 4.056
F . -0.019 | - -0.553
6 --0.250 o -6.298
H , 0.540 i 16.190
I 0.425 | 18N
J | | 0.077 | 11.974
0 | 037 -3.865
0, 0.150 | 4.428
Qq | .-0.084 | S -é,274
Qg o 0.321 ?. 8.100
Discriminant : * Group K E_ - p
Score lc ~ HC (df = 14.48) -
Mean 15.81 19.63 2.715 . .005
Variance ' e 5.52 3.75 | «
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high scaled weiaht values relative to the other 12 factors. These are
the two important factors differentiating the HC and LC groups. Not
only do these results verify the two factors (H and I) which were
tdentified by the analysis ofvvariance; but they also eliminate the
borderline factor (0) as being of importance. On H-and I factors the

HC group score high, and the LC group score low. Using these sca]ed .
weights, an equation could be calculated to predict an individual's

mean score on the HSPQ. The possible uses of this technique will be
expanded and discuésed in Chapter IV.

Table XI also illustrates that the combined mean difference
between the two groups (HC and LC), using a linear discriminant
function, is significant at the .005 level. These group mean
differences could be used to categorize individual mean scores into
HC or LC. This procedure would be of Qa]ue in the technique mentioned

..

in the previous paragraph. | " \\

Creativity Definitions

Both students and teachers were asked to complete the open-ended
sentence: "A creative student is . . . ." The responses to this task
' nere extreme1y varied, and consequently very difficult to tabulate
Some subJects ignored this task completely; others responded with a
one word or short sentence answer; the majority (both‘students and
. teachers) wrote 1ong and complex sfatements tqveXplaine;hein eoncept
of "creat1v1ty" -and the "creat1ve student" I ; ‘

| The writer noted a tendency for most responses to fall 1nto one’

of four categor1es 1. Imag1np;1ve;12f»0pen-m1nded; 3. Pos1tive.se1f—

concept; q, ProductiOn of creative works. Responses were sorted int04
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one of these four groubs, according to which one most fitted the
definition given. A small group of‘responses faited to belong to any
of these categories, and yet. contained no\essential ingredient for '
formﬁng a fifth category. This miscellaneous group referred to a
variety of chafacteristics, such as: intelligence, gQod humor, good
nature, good looks, friendliness, qood behavior, and other les§
specific attributes.

0f the “four categor}es already mentioned, the largest grbup Wwas
~ that composed of responses alluding to imagination. These responges
included: having original ideas, making novel combinations, being
artistic and imaginative in dealing with ideas, and in general
pertained to the ability of self-expression.

The second largest group dealt mainly with'open-mindednes;.
Responses in this category defined the creative student as being.
'individua]istic, and included responses such as: welcomes new ideas,
wi]]ingAto change and adapt, able to see life bben]y, an independent
thinker, a nonconforﬁist, and a flexible pe}son in ideas and

~

attitudes. N

The next category was concerned with the positive self-concept
attributed to creative individuals. Responses included: knows where
he's goiﬁg; good awafeness of goals; adventurous, determined;
persistent; and in genera]\the résponses outlined the type of person
who would stand out in a gron'as bging éélf-motivated.

The‘1ast categgry,‘which was also the sma]iest, referred to
creative production. This group very consistent1y defined creatfvity

in terms of the;cfeated object, and frequently stated that creativify

was mostly to be found in art, music, drama, and 1iteratufe.
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As noticed with the ACL ratings, subjects tended to define
creativity in exc]usiVe]y positive terms. The writer obsefved‘very
few negative attributes equated with creativity; rather, creativity

was defined as being extremely positive, and highiy'désirab1e.
! I

"

definitions separately in order to make comparisons. However, the

[t was originally intended to sort teacher and student

trends in definition were so similar that it was decided not to make

this distinctioh.

Conclusion

The results of this’study indicate that personality differences
can be identified which distinguish between, High Creatives and Low
Creatives. Two personality factors on the HSPQ were foﬁﬁd to differ
significqntiy between HC and LC high school students. A linear
discriminant function demonstrated a mean difference between the two
groups.on the HSPQ which was highly significant (.005 level). These
findings support the use of personality assessment as a possible means
of differentiating between HC and LC students. These findings,
however, are by no means conclusive, and considerable fo]]ow-dp and
- cross-validation woh]d be required to justify ihe use of the HSP( as
an identifier or predictor.of creative abi]ity. Nevertheless, the;
resg]tstf the‘present study do support Personality Assessment as a

valuable area of research into the nature of creativity. ="

. » . _ - )



CHAPTER Tv
DISCUSSION

The results of this study support the conclusions of Dellas and
'Ga1er (1970) that personaljty variables could be used as possible
predictors of creatijve potential. Dellas -and Gaier‘suggest that:

! . creative persons are distinguished more by interests, attitudes =~
and drives than by intellectual ab@hes (1970, _p. 68)." The highly
'51gn1f1cant differences between the HC and LC groups on HSPQ ‘
personality factors H and I (see Table II, pp. 19-21) are indicative cf
diffefing‘interests, attitudes and drives. 4ﬁcwever, factor B (which
de]jneates crx%ﬁﬁ]lized intelligence) only differs slightly between the

two groups.laﬁﬁrcan be seen in Figure'1 (p. 36), as might be expected,

that the HC group scores slight¥y higher on factor B, but the

difference between the groups is not significaﬁéi

Examination of the verbal definitions of "a creative student"
shows that pcrsohality differences are more often used as criteria than
are specific talents or creative acts. It is interesting to note
(pp. 40-42) that less than one-fifth of the total sample (teachers and
students) defined“creativity in tems of creative acts or special
taféhts | High intelligence, which is commonly considered to be highly
corre]ated w1tﬁhcreat1v1ty, figured very low in def1n1t1ona] frequency. <
The largest proportion of def1n1t10ns (those in the three main groups)
related to persona11ty character1st1cs These definitﬁons referred to:
imagination, originality, open-m1ndedness, self- motvvat1on and aware-

ness of goals. Such characteristics Tie‘more in the rea]m of 1nterests,

43
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attitudes :d do not appear to be direct]y related to
inte UL

' , éér and teacher ratings to isolate two discrete
;—High Creatives and Low Creatives. Since these

groups

ed at by consensus between teacher and students within
each cl3 Eﬁ

 eems reasonable|\to assume that these two groups have
distinct _écognizab]e differences. It is interesting to note,
however, ithese differences (as specified by ACL Cr scales) are

reflection of the differences noted between the groups

&

' only a pa
using the H ata. Both teachers and students in this study tended
to check exclusively positively-toned adjectives in describing

T-

créativity. tudent, teacher and combined Cr sca}es were all

formed from djectives only, whereas it was noticed that
pub}ishea SC -3156 included more negative terhjno]ogy,'such as:
aloof, cynisa , dissatisfﬁad, eqgotistical, peculiaf, rebellious,
restless, tactless, etc.

The HSPQ data depicts the HC student as a I}scinating cbmbination/

of \positive and negative elements. The apparent contradiction between
hd I, when further examined, suggests a deeper, more
personal conflict. While the HC student is commonly described as
'adventurous, outgoing, impu]siveﬁ)nd carefree, with an imaginative and
sensitiva temperament, it is seidom suggesteqfthat'he may also have a
weak, anxious, clinging sidé to his personality. The combination of
factors H+ and I+ (which account for the major differences between,Hb
nd LC groups) reveals .the HC student as be1ng assert1ve and yet
1nsecure The writer suggests that in order to pursue his orlg1na1

and often unconventIOnal, ideas and goals the creative student may

[}
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lheve incurred disapproval, and even punishment, from his parents,
teachers and peéﬁgﬁx Creativity,- it seems, can only be maintained and
developed et\SOme cost to personal security, since the values of the
creative child are se]dom in line with. the teacher and peer group value
systems. Torrance (1965) studied devé]opmenta?’patterns through
elementary schoo].t He noted that creative children acquire a
reputation of having "silly" or “"naughty" ideas. He found that by the
:hd of the third grade’fhey generally learned to be evasive and keep A
their thoughts to themselves. Getzels and Jackson's (1962) study with
gifted children revealed that HC students were unpopular with their
teachers. Getze]s and Jackson\concluded that the teachers' attitudes
werxe 1arqe1y determ1ned by the nature of the creat1ve students
themselves--thelr nonconformist atﬁ1tudes, values and aspirations.

The writer suggests that soc1ety\tends to\reward conform1ty and
convergent thinking. Consequently, the'HC student‘may be using his

outward assertive behavior to mask a basvc insecurity. If the HC

student frequently meets with disapproval a

1\honacceptance because of

nonconform1st original, wunusual and divergen 1deas,\then he is likely

to have developed psychological defenses The HC studen¢ may develop
weak , anxious, clinging, attent1on -seeking and 1n§ecure fee11ngs

through his failure to gain the approval of others ‘This aspect of

[

the creat1ve individual is seldom. nﬁipgn1zed as be1no of 1mportance

~The creat1ve persona11ty is ‘more common]y deplcted in terms of the _

'adventurous outgo1ng, 1mpulsive, artlst1c character1st1c§ also

\

observed 1h th1s study Eonswderat1on of many famous, cre%t1ve peopTe. b

however. supports the dual nature of the Ereative persona11ty There o
N

]

| are 1nnumerab1e anecdotes attest1ng to the fact that some of our ‘most "
. ‘ i |
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bf%]]iant, imaginative and Qriginal wﬂ!&irs, artists, musicians, etc.

. - :
are petulant, demanding, intolerant of e}iticism; and often surround .
themselves with loyal followers.”

" The adjeddves on the ACk most commonly used to describe
creativity*were:_ adventurous, artistic, clever, idealistic,
imaginative, individualistic, inte]]igent 1nvent1ve orlg1i)1 and
resourceful. These ACL results suggest that wh1Je both pee s and
teachers are aware of some of the personality dlﬂ{erences whlcb
. identify some students as being more creative than the norm, they are
unaware of the}total dynamics of the HC student. The positive siﬁe of
the creative personality is supported by the adjectives choseq b}

‘students and teachers, However, the negative traits (as shown by

factor 1) were noticeably excluded by the subjects in this study as !

)
o

‘being -part of their concept of creativity.

4 ‘ <

Implications for Educational Practice and Research

1t has Tong been considered valid to distinguish between high and

low IQ in educational settings, and fheqdently to establish different
J

curricula or teaching methods acdg;d1ngly “Tf’m1qg¥§be useful to

make a 51m11ar distinction between HC and LC students _ﬁ' order to

prov1de' the 1earn1ng envi ronment most suited to each groupﬂh‘e‘;
writer suggests that the persona11;¥ d1fferences between HC abd LC
students are stFongly influenbia1“0boh their breferreq gbgnitivetsty]e,

NDe Bono (1967) suggests thet there are two disgihEt coanitive
sty]es,"or methods of problem solving--lateral and vertfca] thinkihg.
"He po1nts out that: "Laterdl thinking %s nOt a new‘ magic formula

but 51mp1y a dlfferent and more creafwve way of us1ng the m1nd

;
b
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(¥§ Bono, 1967, p, h).¢ Lateral thinking as a cognitive style seems
v . e ‘
E/ﬁlore suited to the HC personality, since it draws upon the. imaginative
? and open—minded characteristics previqu]y identified. In contrast£
- ‘ .

"Vertical thinking has always been the only respectable . type of

thinking, In its ultimate form as loq1c 1t is the recommended ideal

toward which all minds are urqed to strive, no matter how far short_

they fall (De Bono, 1967, p. 13)." This latter cogn%tive style seems

ideally suited to the practical, ‘logical, rute-bound personality of

the LC student. ‘ ' : _ o

De Bono's theony of lateral thigking reflects closeiy the manner
in which high]y creQ¥1ve persons work. Arasteh (1968) chose to examlne

- the creative process of universally accepted creat1ve 1nd1v1duals {e.q.,
Pasteur and Ae&ton). He found that "the essentla] factor in cheat1v1ty
s hot‘production, but the cha1Jenqe of the assumption--that which is
geheraL]y eccepted as truth (p. 77)"™. This "challenge" %s the first
‘'stage of the creative process mehtioned by Schmidt: ‘“encounter, j
cohmitmehq, engagement (1964, p. 52)". This, commitment to the germ of
Lah idea is the essence of the creative process, in that the highly
creative person tends to view the caskﬂin which he is involved as a

o

gestalt. The lesser creative person tends* to work through prob]ems in

a 11near‘fash10n, re3ect1ng extraneous mater1a] at each stage of the
problem so]v1ng process, unt11 he progresses to a systemgt1c solutios.
Th1s method1ca] and-]og1ca1 process is what De Bono terms vert1cal
bthinkfng. The hiéh]y creatfvé person views a problem in_its'entirety :

(inc]uaing possibly extraneous materia]) then goes through a pefiod of

‘ﬁestat1on" befd?e arriving at an 1ns1ghtfu1 solution. IhiSCNEthOd.Of ’
- ) ; V

N

. Pl - -
.
\ , - . (
r wd
, .
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' nﬁg%lem solving approximates De Bono's lateral thinking process.

Anderson (1965) suggests that in general our schools operate on a
closed-system of learning, concerned with the memorizing of facts,
formulas, and beliefs, and the acquiring and storing of information.
Since practically all intelligence, attainment, aﬁd acﬁfevement tests
measure closed-system performance, scholastic success is measured by
conformity to the norms. This system perpetuates and rewards
‘convergent thinking ability through compulsory courses, specific
assignments, examinations and prizes. The vertical thinker, or LC
student, is Tikely to function optimally within this educational
system. This type of student, defined by Persona]itylFagtors H- and [-
(see Tables VIII ané IX,,pp. 35 and 37), appears to-enjoy quide]ineé
and directions within his educational environment. The LC student (in
terms’of Factgxs H- and I-) is characterized as: restrained,“rule-
bound, emotionally cautious, careful, practical, logical, to the point,
and having few artistic.fesponses. It would appear that the closed-
system of eduéation favors the LC student, by providing the necessary
guidelines and restrictions for him to optimally function.

Anderson (1965) subgésts that a more propitious learning
environment for the creative student is the personally open. system.

This system attempts to stimulate thE%:tudent and accept his uniqueness

by encouraging originality, experimen

tion, injtiative, and jnvention.
It incorporates such activities as class discussion, student projects,
seminar groups; individual $tudy, and student participation fn
ciassroom and curriculum planning. Epese activities seem likely to
attract and intgrest the HC student, since they would allow him to

develop and maximize his imaginative, original, adventurous, sensitive,
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and open-minded personality characteriitics, and would perhaps reduce
some of his insecurity and personal anxieties as well. In order for the
HC student to‘optima]]} function it séems necessar} to provide him with
an alternative to the traditional closed-system learning environment.

A more flexible learning approach (as outlined in this paraqraph)

. would appear gp.provide such an alternative.

: In view of Anderson's suggestions, and in the opinipn of the
writer, it seems to ng!xtreme]y important to bé able to distinguish
between HC and LC s£udents. If students can be assessed according to
thei; pfeferred cognitive style, and placed in the educatiopal setting
most suited to their personality needs, they will be more likely to
develop to their maximum levél of potential. Extremely gifted and
talented students will often perform poorly in compulsory courses and
traditional examinations, possibly due to their poor vertical thinking
abilities. Barron points out that: ", . . much pqtentia] creativity \_
is made to wither by an unfavorable climate.both in the classroom and

“in society at large (1969, p. 125)." |

The present study has focused on the identificazion of HC and LC
sthdents.‘ Student and teacher ratings were used to isolate HC and LC
groups in each-class, and consensus was obtained in identifying 36 <

High Creatives and 28 Low Creatives out of a fota] sample of 259 .
students. Only those students selected by corsensus were used, so
that two very distinct groups could be'ana]yzgd for'personality
differences. The results obtained indicated gjgnjfitant differences

between the HC and LC groups, supporting feaéher and peér ratings as a
valid method of i&eﬁtifying‘HC and LC students. However, ratings would |

, p .

be an impractical and unwieldy method of distinguishing between HC and
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L.C s‘nts throughout the school system. Contingencies such as:
personality con%licfé, be;t friends, appearance, behavior, intellectual
abilities, etc. are 1ike1y'to influence ratings to some degree. Also,
this method of selection would be unnecessarily Taborious and time-
consuming. It seems, therefo}e, that a general method of distinguishing
between HC and LC students would require an instrument which could be
administered and scored as easily as a standardized intelligence test’.

| The HSPQ was used in this study to distinguish between HC and LC
students (after they had been identified by ratings), and demonstrated
significant differences between the grqupé. However, it is important

to exercise caution in using these personality differences as predictors
of creativity. In order to fully diffdrentiate between the HC and LC
groups for research,purposes, two very extreme groyps were selected.
The fact that these two extreme groups do demonstréte significant
personality differences is an important researéh finding. However,
before this finding can be applied to a general predictive technique or
screeninq device, it will be hecesséry to refine the instrument used in
order to identify the creative Tevel of‘§tudents tﬁroughout the
spectrum of creativity. | ) s

If the HSPQ were foﬁqd to be an efficient instrument in

differentiating between less extreme levels 6f creative potential and
ability, it might bg of value as a predictor of créativity as menfioned
in_ Chapter III (p. 40);‘ By weighting a student's Personality Factor
scores on the HSPQ (nsing the scaled weights shown in Table XI), it
might be.possib]e'go categorize him as'HC or LC. The student's weighted
mean score would be compargg_with the group mean séores te ascertain
whether he most close]yﬂapbroximated the score for the HC sr LC group.‘

R R
’ o~ :
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The findings of this study support the current trend toward -
Personality fssessment in Creativity research and measurement. This is
still a relatively new and unexplored area, and further research is
dofinitely warranted.  An interesting follow-up to the present study
might be to &xaminw alternative instruments to the HSPQ, as well as

attempt to validate the HSPN jtself M correlation study of

Personality Assessment instrum.ta r;\iq?1t isolate further personality
variables to assist in the prediction of creative potential.

Another research area, which the writer found to be of great
interest to many of the teachers in the éamp]e, is the matching’of
teacher-student cognitive styles. Some teachers identified themselves
with the closed-system of education and stated that‘fhey taught better
in an organized and well-defined educational setting. It seems likely
that these teachers would operate best with a group of LC studghts.
Other teachers professed to enjoy the more flexible, spontaneous
approach to teaching, as outlined in a personally open system of
edqcation. These teachers would appear to function better with the
more se]f!%otivated HC student. A fasc{nating study could be cdnducted
to ascertain whether preferred educational settings, and personality -

J

profi]e, are correlated in any meaningful way.

Limitatidns

The Qse of 10 classes of students resulted in a very low teachér
population. In drder to h;ve obtained a large enouéh sample of
teachers in the ciassrooh, the sample size of students would have
beéome»unmanagéa61y large. It was therefore decided to supp]eﬁent'the

teacher sample by using Evening Credit class students, the-majofity of

-



.52
whom were currently teaching. This supplementary gréﬂp was not able

to provide creativity-ratinqs on the studenté, but was used to increase
the auantity of teacher definitions to a total sample size of 75. The
use of only one teacher to rate each class of studepts was undesirable.
The writer would have preferred to have each class rated by several
teachers, and to have formed a consensus rating as was done with the
students' ratings. The use of one‘teacher only permits the possibility
of personality differences, or similar contingencies, affecting the
selection of students, and could result in a student being assigned to
a qroup for reasons other than level of creat{vity, It.is suggested
that the use of consensus votes for ratings is a useful precaution
against random or doubtful votes.

The ACL presented certain dﬁ%ficu}ties as an instrument for
obtaining creativity criteria. The ACL is untimed, and consequently
there was considerable variation in time taken to check adjectives.
Although it was fecommended to respond fairly quickly, and to be
guided by first opinions, some subjects worked very slowly and
deliberated over each adjéctive. It seems very likely that length of
time takén to‘respond could affect ACL selections considerably. Those
students who w?rked very slowly frequently expressed difficulty in
fulfillina the task, and in making choices between the adjectives. It
might be preferab}e to use a time ]imit'in administering the ACL.
However, it WOylé also be néeessary to ensure that all students had
cdmpleted the instrument satiéfactori]y. |

It was noted in discussion with subjects kboth teachers énd
studenfs) that they commonly held a positive concept of creativity.: o

This was most apparent in their selection of adjectives which (in

AN
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contrast to published scales) tend to be of exclusively positive terms.
The writer observed this trend both in administering the instruments
and in analyzing the data. It was arbitrari1y decided not to deal

W .
» “With this issue in the present study, but merely to note that this

»

trend in defining'creativity as a positive concept was observed. The
creativity definitions analyzed in this study are almost unanimously
positive, and would appear to be‘a limitation of this study. The
major discrebanpy between the Cr scales formed in this-study, and
published Cr scales, is the absence of negative termino]ogy-in

defining creativity.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

The’present study arose out of an observed problem--tﬁe 1dentifita~
tion of creative students. The writer felt that mdst of the cognitive
measufes of creativity were in fact testing intelligence factors. A
review of the current liferature suggested that an interesting and
informative area of research might bé into personality differences
between High Creatives and Low Creatives. This study attempted to
differentiate between HC and LC high school students on the 14 factors
of Cattell's HSPQ.

| The subjeéts used in this study were 10 classes of firade XI and
XII students in four Edmonton Public schools, their 10 teachers, and a
group of University of Alberta Evening Credit students (most of whom
aré currently gngaged as teachers). In order to determine the attributes
and qualities associated with their concept of “creativity", all subjects
" were asked to respond to an Adjective Cheék List, checking those
adjectives which égmp]ied with their personal understanding of the term.
Subjects were also requested to\complete én open-ended sentence, in
order to more fully explain their coﬁcept of "creativity". The high
'school‘students, only, wéfe a;ministered Cattell's HSPQ. Student and
teacher ratings were'used to fdentify two discrete groups of HC and LC
students.._ 4 ‘ _

The results of this study were used to tabu]éte common conczg}x//
about creativity, and these were compared with published finding
Teacher and student rat1ng§ 1deqt1f4ed two d1screte groups of students-
HC and LC; These two groups were tompared on Cattell" s HSPQ, and

54
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siqnificént differences were noted,.
The findings of the study %re summarized as follows:

1. Comsiderable consensus was obtained BEEWEEH students and teachers
in identifying very High, or very Low, Creative students through a

" rating procedure. In most classes two or three students were
consistently ranked by both teacher and students as :g1onging to
one of the two discrete categories. QOut of ; total sample of 259
student¢, 36 were identified as HC and 28 as LC.

2. NMn Adjective Check List was found to be only partially useful in
obtaining a group definition of creativity. Considerable consensus
was obtained between studentg and teachers in se]ectingﬁa small
group of adjectives which appear to be consistently used in
describing creativity.» However, the adjectives chosen by the
subjects in this study differed from be]ished Creativity scales,

. in that the subjects chose exclusively positive adjectives.,
Publisheq sta]es a]so included éevera] negative aspects of
creativity.

3. Personality differences were found between HC and LC qroups. Two
personality factors were id%ntified on Cattell's HSPd which
significantly differed between the two groups. The'positive
aspects of these two factors were very simf]ar to those adjectivea
checked byutﬁe subjects in this study. However, it was also noted
that negative attributes were included in these two factors, which
were also found on published Cr scales;‘butlexcluded by the subjects
in this study. | -

The4findinquof this study are by no means conclusive, but suggest

that further exploratory reseactch into the area of creativity and

\ v
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personality variables is warranted. Significant differences between
HC and LC students were found on factors H ahd I on the HSPQ. However,
the writér sdqgests that further research using different Personality
Inventorie; s required in order to substantiate these persoﬁality
variables. [If, as much of the literature suggests, highly creative
studénts flourish best in an educational environment more suited to
thetr interests, cognitive style, and personality differences, then it
becomes crucial to develop 1nstruments to identify these students. It
seems possible that reséarch into pefsonality variables unique to highly
creative students may be a more fruitful approach than the development

’

of new cognitive instruments to test for creativity.

.

,
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APPENDIX A

Open-ended sentence and Adjectiye Check List
used by all subjects to define Creativity
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)

) This study is an attempt to identify creat{vity in the classroom.
It is hoped that .you will respond by indicating ygur own criteria that
you would use to identify a creative student. Please respond to the
following sentence, completing it in accord with your own beliefs,
rather than giving a dictionary definition:

"A creative student is

&
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This check 1ist is being used to identify those adjectives which

best describe a creative student.
you think are most applicahle.

too much time considering any one adjective.

most meaningful.

absent-minded
active
adaptab]é
adventurous
caffected
affegt{bnaté
aggressive
alert
- aloof
ambitious
anxious
apathetic -
‘appreciative
arqumentative
arrogant
artistic
assertive
atfraétive
autocratic
awkwgrdv
bitter
"blustery
boastful

"bossy

!

calm
capable
q@re]ess
cautious
changeab le
charming
cheerful
civilized
clear-thinking
clever

coarse

cold

commonplace

~ complaining

complicated

. conceited
confident
confused
conscientious
conservative

considerate

"¢ontented

~ conventional

cool

Please check those adjectives which
Work fairly quickly, and do not spend
First opinions are often

~co-operative
courageous
cowardly
cruel
curious

.cynical
darihg
Aeceitful
defensive
de]fberate
demanding

dependable

* dependent,

despondent .

determined -

‘. dignified = .

discreet
Qisorderly
dﬁssatisfiea~”
distractible
distruStfu]
dominant
dreary.

dull



easy-qoing
effeminate
efficienf
eqotistical
emotional
energetic
enterprising
enthusiastic
evasive .
excitable
fair-minded
fau]t—finding
fearful
feminine
fickle
flirtatious
foolish
forceful
foresighted
forgetful
forgiving
formal

frank ,
friendly

frivolous

“ fussy

generous -

Al

gentte
gloomy
good-looking
good-natured
greedy

hands ome
hard-headed
hard-hearted
hasty

heads trong
healthy
helpful
high-strung
hones t
hostile
humorous
hurried
idealistic
imaginative
immature
impatient
impulsive
‘independent

indifferent\

individualistic

industrious

infantile

informal
ingenious

inhibited

initiative

insightful

intelligent

interests narrow

interests wide
intolerant
inventive
irresponsible
irritabfe
Jolly
kind
lazy
leisurely
logical
Toud

\
loyal
mannerly
masculine
mature
meek
methodical
mild
mischievous

moderate



modes t
noody
nagqing
natural
neryous
noisy
obliging
obnoxious
opinionated
opportunistic
ontimistic
organized
original
pu{iﬁoinq
outspoken
painstaking
patient
peaceablc

" peculiar

-
persevering

persisteét
pessimistic
pianful, 0
pleasant
pleasure-seeking
dbised

polished

practical
praising

precise

‘prejudiced

pregocupipd
progressive
prudish
quarrelsome
queer

quick

quiet
quitting

rational

ratt]ebrainep

realistic
reasonab le
rebellious
reckless

reflective

relaxed

" reliable

resentful
reterved
resourceful

responsible

~ restless

retiring

—

rigid

robust
rude

sarcastic

~self-centred

65

sel f-confident

self-controlled

self-denyina

self-pitying

self-punishing

se]f—Seekiné
selfish
sensitive
sentimental
serious .

severe

ssexy

shallow

sharp-witted

shiftless

. show—of%

shrewd ™ *

‘ shy~

silent

simple

sincere

slipshod



Smug
snobbish
sociabie
soft-hearted
;ophfsticated
spendthrift
spine]éss
spontaneous
spunky
stable
steady

stern

stigqy
stolid
strong
stubborn
sﬁbmissiVe
sugggﬁxible
sulky
“superstitious
suspicious
sympathetic
tactful R
tactless

tatkative

temperamental
tense
thankless
thorough
thought ful
thrifty

timid
tolerant
touchy

tough
trusting
unaffected
unambitious
ungssuminq
unconventional
undependable

understanding

~

unemotional

unexcitdble

unfriendly

uninhibited

unintelligent

“unkind

unrealistic

unscrupulous

unselfish ©

‘unstable

N

vindictive
versatile
warm

wéry

weak

whiny
wholesome

wise

withdrawn .

witty

worrying

zany

66
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¥

Selection §heet used to list High and Low Creative Students
by High School Students and their Teachers .
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Ligt the 10 most creative students in this group, bearing in mind those
criteria you used to describe creativity.-

1.

. v

10. .

‘In the same way, 1ist the 10 least creative‘studentshin this grbup.

]
2.

10.
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SAMPLE ONLY

IPT

Jr.-sr.

FORM A

H_H ("*4 HD [(D /196869 Edition
N, \

WHAT TO DO:1. You have a Booklet and an Answer Sheet. Write your name, age, etc., .on
the Answer Sheet where it tells you to.

The Booklet before you has in it questions about vour interests and your likes and dislikes. Al
though you are to read the questions in this Booklet, you must put your answers on the Answer
Shect, making sure that thc number of your answer matches the number of (he question in
the Booklet.

First, we shall give you two examples so that you will know exactly what to do. After each of
the questions there are three answers. Reud the following examples and fill in the right boxes
where it says Example 1 and Example 2, on the Answer Sheet, below vour name, Fill in the
left-hand box if your answer choice is the “a’” answer. the middle box if your choice is the “'b"

answer, and the right-hand box if you choose the “¢" answer. °
8
EXAMPLES:
1. Which would you rather do: 2. If you have a quarrel, do you
a. visit a zoo, - make friends again quickly?
b. uncertain. a. yes, b. in between, ¢. no.

-

¢. go up in an airplane?

As you see from these examples, there are wsually ne right or wrong answers, although
sometimes a correct answer is expected. FEach person is different and you should say only
what is true for you. You can always find orie answer that suits you a mrh better than the
others, 3o never leave a qu(-stlon without marking one of the answers.

Ingide you will ind more questions like .the ones above. When you are told to turn the page,
begin with number 1 and g0 on until you finish all the questions. In answering them, please
keep these four points in mind:

" Answer the questions frankly and truthfully. Theré is no advantage in giving an untrue
answer ahout yourself because you think it is the “right thing to say."”

2. Answer the questions as quickly as you can. Don't spend too much time thinking about
them. Give the first, natural answer that comes to you. Some questions may seem much like
others, but no two are exactly alike so your answers will often be different too.

3. Use the middle answer only when it is absblntely impossible to decide on one of the other
chOICeqr(In other words, the “a” or the *“¢” answer should be used most of the time,

Dottt skip apy questions. Sometimes a statement ‘may not seem to apply to you, but an-
SwWer every question, somehow

If there ip anyiging you-don't undtstand please ask your quc\tlons now. If you have no ques-
uon now .but later on come across a word you don‘t know, ask the examiner then.

o

Covyright ¢ by The Institute fur Peraonality & Abllity Tnlln. 196%, 1962, 1982, 1y« International copyrigh® In all eountries under
the Rorne Union,. Huenne Atres, Bilaterai, and Univecsal Copyright Converntin ww, Al praperty righin reserved by The Institute for
Persunality & Abilnty Testing, 1602-0¢ Curunade Didve, Chatirpalyn, Hilinoi, 118 A. Printed in U.N A.

~ HEPQ-Ath-RAA
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L8, yes,

10.

. Have you understood the instructions?

a. yes, b. uncertain, c¢. no.

!

. At a picnic would you rather spend some time:

a. exploring the woods alone,
b. uncertain,
c. playing around the campfire with the crowd?

In a group discussion, do you like to tell what
you think?
a. yes, b. sometimes, c. no.

. When you do a foolisk thing, do you feel so bad

that you wish the earth would just swallow you
up?
a. yes,

b. perhaps, c. no.

. Do you find it easy to keep an exciting secret?

b. sometimes, c¢. no.

a. yes,

. When yo[z decide something, do you:

a. wonder if you may want to change your mind,
b. in between,
c. feel sure you're satisfied with it?

. Can yop work hard on something, without being

bothered if there's a lot of noise around you?
a. yes, b. perhaps, c. no.

If friends’ ideas differ from yours. do you keep

from saying yours are better, 8o as not to hurt

their feelings?

b. sometimes, c¢. no.

. Do you usually ask someone else to help.you

when you have a hard prohlem?
a. seldom, b. sometimes, c. often.

-

Would you say that some rules and regulations

are stupid and out of date?

a, yes, and I don't bother with them if I can
help it,’

b, uncertain,

¢. no, most rules are necessary-and should be
obeyed. )

. Which of these says bet¢er what you are like?

a. a dependahle leader,
b. in between,
¢. charming, good looking. .

12.

13.

14,

16.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21,

‘a. yes, b. sometimes,

71

Do you sometimes feel, before a big party or
outing, that you are not so interested in going?
a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no.

When you rightly feel angry with people, do you
think it's all right for you to shout at them?
a. yes, b. perhaps, c. no.

When classmates play a joke on you, do you
usually enjoy it as much as others without feel-
ing at all upset?

a. yes, b. perhaps, c. no.

Are there times when you think, “People are so
unreasonable, they can't even be trusted to look
after their own good”?
a. true, b. perhaps, c. Ialse.

=

-
Can you stay cheerful even when things go
wrong?
a. yes,

b. uncertain, c¢. no.

. /
q
. 7
Do you try to keep up with the fads of you
classmates? -

a. yes, b. sometimes, c¢. no.

Do most people have more friends than you do?
a. yes, b. uncertain, e¢. no.

g
Would you rather be:
a. a traveling TV actor,
b. uncertzin,
¢. a medical doctor?

. Do you think that life runs more smoothly and

more satisfyingly for vou than for many other
people? . .

L]

a. yes, b. perhaps, ¢. no.

Do you have trpuble‘ remembering someone’s
joke well enough to tell it ypurself?
‘€. no.



23.

24.

25.

26.

28.

. Have you enjoyed being in drama, such as school
. plays?

a. yes, b. uncertain, c. no.

“Mend”” means the same as:
2. repair, b. heal, . patch.

“Truth” is the opposite of :

a. fancy, b. falsehood. . denial.

Dov you completely understand what you read in
school ?
8. yes,

- -

b. usually, c¢. no.

wr

Whon chalk screcches on the blackboard does it
“give yuu the shivers'?

a. yes, b. perhaps, c. no.

. When something goes all wrong, do you get

very angry with people before you start to think
what ean be done about it?

a. often, b. sometimes, ¢. seldom.
;

When you finish schoul, would you like to:

a. do something that will make people like you,
though you are poor,

b. uncertain,

¢. make & lot of money?

a. yes,

3L

. Do you avoid going into narrow caves or climb-

ing to high places? .

2. yes, b. sometimes, <. no. \
y 4

~

. Are you always read§ to show, in front of every-

one, how well you can do things compared with
others?

b. perhaps, c. no..

Do you ask advice from your parents about the
best things te do at school?
a, often, b. sometimes,

e

c. seldom.

2
#
[}
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32. Can you talk to a group of stranygers without
stammering a little or without finding it hard to
say what you want to?

a. yes, b. perhaps, c. no.

33. Do some types of movies upset you?
a. yes, b. perhaps, «¢. no®

34. Would you enjoy more watching a boxing match ./
than a beautiful dance?

. b. perhaps, c¢. mp.

a. yes, perhaps.  c. mp

35. If someone has been unkind to you, do you soon
trust him again and give him another chanee?
a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no.

86. Do you sometimes feel you are not much good,
and that you never do anything worthwhile?
a. yes, b. perhaps, «¢. no.

2

37. When a group of people are doing something, do
you:
a. take an active part in what they are doing,
b. in between, )
c. usually only watch?

friends?

38. Do you tend to be guiet when out with a group of
a. yes, b, sﬁ

mes, €. no.

39. Do people say you are a person who can.always
be counted on to do things ex{ctly and properly?
a. yes, b, perhaps, ¢. no™ .

40. When you read an adventure story, do you:
a. just enjoy the story as it goes along,
b. uncertain,
c. get bothered whether it's going to end
happily? '

41. Does it bother _\"(m if you have to sit still and

wait for somell{inglto begin?
a. yes, b. inbetween, c. no.

©
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8 42. Do you feel hurt if people borrow your things  53. In a play, would you rather act the part of a

without asking you? famous teacher of art than that of 3 tough
N !
a. yes, b. perhaps. c. no.. ' . pirate?
- a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no.
X .« - L th . : . . .
43 .Fler.r: is ! Ck(i')p;mmte lnlf‘ 54. Which course would you rather take:
i y. ) n » € loosC. a. practical mathematics,
\ b. uncertain,
44. “Rich” is to “money” as “"sad” is to: ¢. foreign language or drama?
a. ‘trouble, b, friends, c. dund.
3 55. Would you rather spend free time:
45. Have you always got along reually well with your a. by yourself, on a book or stamp collection,
parents, brothers, and sisters? ] b. uncertain,  °
. a. yes, b.in between, c. no. ¢. working under.others in a group project? .

46. If your classmates leave you out of a game, do

you: $6. Do you feel that you are getting along well, and

. - : ; ing xpec f
u. think il just aw accident.’ ;}:;t,) ou do everything that could be exp ted of .

b. in between, - ) b B c. no
¢c. feel hurt and angry? 8. yes, - perhaps,  f- RO .

’ . P .:
47. Do people say you are 'somctim%s%xc’ltable and 57. Do you have trouble acting like or being like
o scatterbrained though they think you are a fing other people expect you to be?
person? v a. yes, - b. uncertain, c. no.
a. yes, b. perhaps, c. no. * )

58. If you found yowhad nothing tg do some evening.

48. When you are on a bus or train, do you talk:’ would you:

2. in your ordinary voice, a. call up some friends and do something with =
b. in between, « them
¢. as quietly ax possible? - b. not sure, - *
c. read a good book or work on a hobby? .
49. Which would you rather be: '
a. the most popular person in school. : ' :
b. uncertain, : 59. Would you like to be extremely good-looking; so
- ¢. the person with the best grades? that people would notice you wherever you go?»_
: . a. yes, b. perhaps, ¢. no, .
. In a group of pecple, are you generally one of
those whobtt-lls jokes and funny stories? - 60. When something important is coming upP. such as
a- yes, B perhaps, - c. no. ' . atest or a big game, do you:
o a. stay very calm and relaxed,
. Do you like to tell 'pébp]e b. in between, - RS .

to follow proper rules : .
. . , : . get very te nd worried?
and regulations? ¢ o : c. ge¢ y fense a ed -

a. yes, b. sgmetimes, c. o, ’

~ o L
. ~ 61. If somecone puts on ‘noisy music while you are
p2. Are your feelings easily hurt? - trying to work, do you fecl you must get away ?
: a. yes, ‘b. porhaps, c. no. . a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no. -
. R . ) R . BT .
. . : Le b L .. . ) .
- e | i
b » « . :
’ . - * ) S
3 : i, - . T, e
cTwg > Yoo, . ‘



62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

a. yes,

In dancing or music, do you pick'up a new
rhythm easily?
a. yes, b. sometimes, ¢ no. .
18 to: .

c. sleep.

“Run” is to “pant” as “eat”
a. exercise, b, jndigestion.

If Joun’s mether is my father's sister, what
relation iz Joan’s fatter to my brother?
a. second cousin, b, grandfather, ¢. uncle.

. . /
Do you often make big plans and get excited

about them,
work out?
b. occasionally, c.*

only to find that they just won't

no.
When thlr‘g: ,zo wrong and upsct you, do

belieye in:
a. just smiling,

you

"B in between,

'67.

68.

we

¢. making a fuss?

Du you often remember things differently from
other people, so that vou hiave to disugree about
what really happened ?

a. yes, b, perhaps, ¢. no.

. LY 3

Are there times when );)u feel so pleased with

“the world that you just have to sing and \hnu(:’

L]

2. yes, b, perham. c. no.
5

once that:

a. is steady an

b. uncertain,

¢. has lots of change and mcellngs with lively
people?”

. When you are;ready for a job, would you like

fife, even if it takes ha’r'd. work,

[

Da you like doing really unexpeclml And startling

things to people? . ar
a. yes,” b. once iva while,. ¢ no, .

/,,

If everyone were doing ~nmethmg you thmk is

wrong, woisd vnu x
a go alopg wWith thém
b. uncul.m\.

. L4
-¢.~do what you lhlnk is rizght?,
R
o o~ . '
. ) ‘ ‘
p ,
¥ 9. ’ L] £
. .

73.

74.

75,

ws
g
[=2]

71

79.

. 80.

81

74

Y
’

. Can you work just as well, without feelipg un-

comfortable, when people are watching you?
a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no.

Would you rather spend a free afternoon:
a. in a place with beautiful pictures and
gardens, ‘
b. uncertain, a
c. in a duck shooting match? '
Would you rather spend an afternoon by a lake:
a. watching dungerous speed hoat racing,
h. ungertain
¢. wialking bWthe lovely shore with a friend?
When you are in a Rroup, do you spend more
time: .
a. enjoving the frlendqh)p.
b. uncertain, '
c. watching what happens?

\

. Can you always teli what your real feelings are,

for example, whether you are tired or just bored?
a. yes, * b. perhaps, ¢. no.

When things are going wonderfully, do you:

a. actually almost * JumP mth joy,”

b. uncertain, -

c. feel good inside, while appénring calm?

. Would you rather be:

builder of bridges,
neerthin, : -
c.'a member of a traveling mum

[

When' something is bothering you a lot, do you
think i"s better to: .

a. try to ignore it until you cool off,

b. uncertain,

c. blow off st&am?

Do you sometimés say silly things, just to, sec
what people will say?

4. yes, b. perhaps, ¢ no.

When you do poorly in an important game, do

- you*

-d. Say,

. “This i~ just & L.IAI\O.
b. uncertain,
¢. get angiy and “Kick yourself™?

¥

©



82 Do you go out of your way to avoid crowded 92 When the class 1s discussing something, do you
buses and «treets? usually have something to sav?
a. yes, b perhaps,  ¢. no. a. almost never, .
b. once in 2" whiles
. ’ C. aiways. . ) -
83 “Usually 7 means the sarme as . '
a. sometimes, b oalways. ¢ generally. ! )

93. Do you stand up before vour class without look- -
urg nervous andll-at case?

-2} "i\'ht' wrandmother of the daughter of oy brother's a. ves, b. perhups, ¢, no. ,
sister o my
a. mother, b, sister-in-law, ¢. nlece.

94 Which would veu rathet watch on a fine eve.
- ning: :
85 Are you almostalwavs contented” . a. car racing.
a. ven, boin between, ¢ no b. uncertain,
¢. an open-air musical play?

B6. If+you heep breaking and acerdentally wasting .
thips when you are making something, do svou 95 Have yvou ever thouyht what you would da if
keep calr juet the same” you were the only person left in the world? ¢
a. yes, b, perhaps, ¢ ne 1 get furious. a. yes, b not sure, ¢ no. .

87. Have you ever felt dissatistied and sgid to vouar 96. Do vou leatn games quickly?
sel"(, “T et Teould run this school betler than the ' a. yes, b.in between, c. no.
teachers do’? N -

a. yes, h. perhaps, c¢. no. .
’ ) " 97 Do you wish you could Jearn to be more carefree
o ) , ) and lighthearted abopt your school work?
83 Would voou rather be a. yes, b, perhaps, ¢ no.
a. someohe who plans homes and parks, '
b. uncertain, .
¢. a singer or member of a dance hand? 98. ‘Are vou, like a lot of people, slightly afraid of
- ‘ ’ o - . lightoing? © .
. A o . a. Mes, b pethaps, ¢ no.

8§9. If you had:n chaneerto do somdthing really wild , ’ //>\
apd ml\f(niurmxs‘. but also rather dangerous, 9. Do you ever sugpest to the teacher afiew sub.
wenld you . , ° ject for the clisy to discusa”

a. probably not do it, o a. yes, b, perhaps, ¢ no.
b. not sure, : : T . .
¢. certainiyv do it? . . 4 '
100, Would you tuther =pend a break between morh-
. . . ' ing and afternoon classes in
e 90 When you huve homework to do, do you: | a.'a card game,
a. very often just not do it . ‘ b. uncertain, i R
b. in betwecen, ' ) ¢. catching up on homework?
¢ always get 1t done on time™ . . . ‘e
’ 1

. R 10}, When you are walking in'a guiet street in the

41 Do yon yanally disqires vonr activitied with voor - dark. do you ofteh et the feeling vou are being

parents? - C . ' . followed * ‘ : »
. R. 'yes, b. sometimes,  c.eno. ) . . a. )‘vaj.." h. pérhaps ¢ ne. .
. * ’ ‘ . Vv » 7 T -‘
' e
. ‘. " . )
. . \ g
’ K
L] . . ‘ N - '
® )
¢ \ - .
' ‘ i\ - \
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102

103.

104.

-

106.

106.

107

108.

140

111

112,

In tulking with your classmates, do vou dishke 113
telling your most private feelings”
a. yes, b. sometimes, c¢. no.

When you po 1nto a new group, do you:

a. quichly feei you know everyone, 114

b. in between, -~
c. take a long time to get to know people”

Look at these tive words  mostly, qladly, chrenty,

mainly, highly The word that does not belong 115,
with the others 1s-
a. m'oMl)-, b. gl@d!ly, ¢ highly.
Do you sometimes feel happy and® sometimes
feel depressed without real reason?
a. yes, b’ uncertain, c¢. no.
. : 116,
When people around you taugh and talk while
you are listening to radio or TV -
a. are you happy,
b. in between,
c. does it gpoil things and annoy you?
If you accidentally siny something odd 1n com- 117
pany, do you stay uncomnfortable a long time
and find it hard to foryet?
a. yes, b perhaps, ¢ no.
. 118
Whichwould you rather read about :
a. how to win at baskethall,
b. uncertain,
e. how to be nice to everyone?
- Are you best thought of as a person who: 19

a. thinks, b. in between c. acts?

o eevhane,
Do you spend most of your weekly allowance

for fun (instead of saving some for future
needs) ? ‘t. e -
a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no.' . : \/ 120

. AL .- LT,
l')o other people often get in your way? A
a. yes, b, in between, ¢, no. A : ,

! L)
How wuuld you rate yourselfge Ty 121.
- 8. inclined to be moody, '
b. in hetween, ” h .
¢. net at all mczod_v.
¥

76

How often do yvou go places or do things with a
group of friends

a. very often, bh. sometimes, c¢. hardly ever.

What kind of movie do $ou like best?
a. musicals, b. uncertain, ¢. war stories.

Do you get in trouble more often by saving to a
group that wang to do something :
. “Let's go'”
b. uncertain,
c. “I'd rather not join in™?

When you were growing up, did vou t'xpe-(’t the
world to be:

a. kinder and more considerate than it is,

b. uncertain,

c. tougher and harder than it is?

¢

Do vou find it easy to go up and introduce Your-
self to an important person?
A. yes, b. perhaps, ¢ no.

y .
Do you think that oftepn a committee of vour
classmates takes more fime and mihes poorer
decisions thih one person woull?

a. yes, b. perhaps, e¢. no.

Do you feelgrou are domyg pretty much what vou
should be doing in hife?
a. yes, b. uncertain, ¢. no.

i

»\ 1
Do yau sometimes feel so nnxod up that vou
don’t know what you are doing?
a. yes, b. perhaps, ¢. no.

.
. ’ ' .

When someone i~ disagrecing with you, do you:
a. let him say all hé has to say,

b. uncertain,
€. tend to interrupt before he finishes?

“at



122.

123.

124,

126.

127.

- 128.

129.

130.

Would you rather live:
a. in a deep forext, with only the song of birds

b. uncertain,

¢. on a busy street corner. where a lot hap-
pens?

If you were to work on a railroad, would you
rather:

a. be a conductor and talk to the passengers,
b. uncertain,

¢. be the engincer and 1un the train?

Look at these five words: belaw, heside, ahore,

behind, hetwern The word (hat does not belong

with the othera is:

u. below, b. between, c. beside.

If someone asks you to do a new and difhicult
job, do van:

a. feel gl:‘ad and show what you can do,

b. in between,

c. feel you will make a mess of it?

. When you raise your hand to answer a question

in class, and many otherx raise their hands too,
do you gt excited? :
a. sometimes, b. not often, c. never. .

’

Would you rather be:

a. a teacher, b. uncertain, ¢! ascientist?

On your birthday, do you prefer: -

2. to be asked beforehand to choose the present
you want,

b. uncertain,

¢. Lo have the fun of getting a present that's a
complete surprxse"

'

- <
Are you very careful not to hurt anvone's feel-s

ingsor startle anyone, even in fun?

a. yes, b. perhaps, c¢. no.

If you were working with groups’in class, would
you rather: : :

-a. walk around to carry things from one per-

son tg another,
b. uncer tiin,
c. specmlm: in showi ing pcublq how to do ene
dilﬁcult part" .

a

132,

133.

134

135.

136.

137

138.

139.

140.

141

a. yes,

. Are
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. Do you take trouble to be sure you are right be-

fore you sayv anything in class?
a. always, b. generally, ¢ not usuatly.

Are you so afraid of what might happen that
you avoid making decisions one way or the
other?

a. often, b. sometimes. «c. never.

When things are frightening, can you laugh
and not be bothered?

a. yes, b. perhaps. ¢ no

Do some books and plays almost muke you ery?
a. yes, ofgn. b. someétimes, c¢. no, nevey.

Would you like better, when i the (‘uuntry/‘.'
a. running a class plcmc
b. uncertain, /
c. learning 10 know all the diffTerent trees in
' the woods?

In group discussions, do you often find vou H(lf
a. laklng lone stand,

b. uncertain,

c. agreeing with the group? e

Do vour feelings get so bottled up that vou feel
you could burst?
a. often, b. sometimes, . seldom.
Which kind of friends do you like? Those who
like to:

a. “kid around,”

b. unccettain,
¢. be more scrious?

If you were' not a human being, would you
rather be: /
a. ap eagl'e on a far mountain,

b. uncertain,

¢. a seal, in a seal colony by the scashore?

Are you usually a very careful persyn?

8. yes, - b. in between, c. no.

Do ;wn.lll troubled sometim®s. “get on your
nerves’’ even Yhﬁll;'h\ von know that fhay are

‘not very important?

a. yes, b. perhaps, ¢ no.

you- sure have . answered

question?

you cvery

.

b. perhaps.  c. no.
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