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A FIELD STUDY OF NCNVERBAL CREATIVITY

William C. Ward and Patricia A. Warren ; ;

Educational Testing'Service
Abstract

Creative'products submitted in restnse to a contest were examined to
discover whether creativity was relatedrto the sex and socioeconomic status
of the respoqdentvand whethérlcharacteriétics_of the objects could be
specified which would predict their.;evel of rated crgativity. No sex

difference was found, but socioeconomic status was significantly associated

Y

with creatiyity_for those objects tovwhich at least a modgrate_ambunt of
effort had been devoted. Ratings-ofithe'objects.on several simple
dimensions proved effective in predic;ing rated creativity. Judges differed
on which dimension best predicted their'creativi;y‘ratings, but differences
between subsets of the objects were of greater importance than individual
differences among judges in determining the bases or waich the ratings were

made.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic



A FIELD STUDY OF NONVERBAL CREATTVITY™

William C. Ward and Patricia A. Warren

Educational Testing Service

Most empirical investigations of creativity have used such easily
accessible populations as school and college students, though studies of
individuals whose professional producfivity has been noteworthy provideran
important exception (e.g., MacKinnon, 1962a). Thus, when the opportunity
arose to examine the creative products of a heterogeneous sample of .adults

‘in a nonlaboratory setting, it seemed worth while to do so despite the.
lack of control over confounding variables which is inherent in field
investigations.

In March, 1969, a New York radio station held a "Little Green Things"
contest. Listeners were invited to submit humorous and original little
green'things; the best would receive a $300 prize, and there were ten
consolation. awards of .$20 each. The contest ended on Saint Patrick's Day.,
but no suggestion was made as to appropriate themes or the kind of product
desired. After a few necessary deletions--living things, perishables,
money——the;sevéral thousand entries were made availsble for the present
reéearch.

Interest in. examining these objects revolved around two problems.

First, is the degree of creativity shown by-a product related to characteristics

of the individusl who contributed that product?: In particular, is nonverbal

creativity associated to a significant deégree with either the sex or the

socioeconcmic ‘status..of the.reépondént? ;The'availéble{datalsuggest-diffé;ent7 

answers to this

lQuéstibn,'depending on.whiéh of,two?bodiésLof-reséaxch'is[~ﬁf',
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examined. Studies in which objective tests of creativity have been administered

to relatively unselected groups of subjects (generally students) have not found
superior performance to be consistently associated with one sex (e.g.,
Torrance, 1963; Wallach & Kogan, 1965) or with higher socioeconomic status
(e.g., Covington, 19683 Zambito, 1968), although mot all the data are con—
sistent for either of these variables (Klausmeier & Wiersma, 1964; Savoca,
1965). Studies of outstandingly productive people, on the other hand, have
tended tc deal with individuals of above-average socioeconomic status (Helson
& Crutchfield, 1970; MacKinnon, 1962b) who are almost always males. The
limitation to males to some exient represents an assumption that women are.
not to be found in positions requiring great productivity; for example,
Terman and Oden, in discussing the achievement of their sample, commented
that "The study has been limited to men because.of the lack of a yardstick
by wkich to estimate the sﬁccess of wumen . . . no one has yet .devised a
method for identifying the best housewives and mothers, and this is what the .
vast majority. of women aspire to be" (Terman & Oden, 1947, p. 311). The one
exception encountered was Helson's (1967) study of creative mafhematicians;
she noted that her 18 creative female mathematicians "included virtually
efery creative woman mathematician in the country" (p. 216) and that, in .. .
cqmparison;with a.represéntativevsamplé of crqative male mathematicianss,;
only two women had.published as- many papers é,s, the average for the creative:
men. |

| Thereﬁare a multiﬁudei§f épssiﬁleiéxplébéfi?nsjfor;these,discrepancieSx.

bgtweén_the:twoutypes-of.étﬂdiéégfénd theipresentzinvestigatipnhwill;not

"appreciably léssenftheir‘nﬁmbér.; Nonethéiess, it;mayibe'heibfuljtoihave._

some data from a_sitﬁaﬁioﬁ:whibh is in some réspects intermediate to the
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settings in these two kinds of investigations. Here, the creative product
does not come from a testing situation, and it is obtained from individuals
who are self-selected for their willirgness to present a creative product;
to this extent the.situation is similar to that in work on outstandingly
productive individuals. On the other hand, realization of the creative
product is possible for individuals wh§ are quite ordinary with respect
to intelligence, motivation tc achieve; and special educational and pro-
fessional opportunities; to this extent_the.situation is more similar to.
that which has been used in the creativity testing literature.

The second problem was that of studying the précess by which objects
are evaluated with regard to creativity. Wha£ features of products lead to
their being judged high or low on creativity? Are there systematic differ-

ences among judges in the bases used for ratings? Skager, Schultz, and

Klein (1966) studied these questions with respect to the artistic creativity

of students in several schools of design; they found that ratings of artistic

products were highly interrelated within.clusters of judges, yet were virtually
unrelated for judges in different clusters. These results suggest that ‘it may
be possible to find both consistencies .and systematic differences .among

judges in their ratings of creativity.

YN

Study 1

| The initial examination of these objects concentrated on the .first of
;the-tWO‘pr05lemé raised in the introduction: 'ié'thé'aegfeéféf creativity
shown by produéts:relateaféo_certéinﬁcharaéferiéfics;'éspecialiy th§{Sex-é?ﬁ:ﬁ
éqcioedoﬁdmicFStatﬁs of thévindiﬁidﬁals §h6 qontribyted1thé prodﬁcfs? S

(Ahalysisféflﬁhe éfeafivit& rating prdcésé‘wasvreSef%éd er Study-2;_which
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also served to test the replicability of the results of this study.) Since
we had agreed net to contact the contributors, perscnal information on them
was limited to their names and addresses. From the name it was. generally
possible to code the sex of the respondent and, for females, whether married
or single. The street address was ueed to identify the census tract of
residence. On the assumption that individuals participating in the contest
tended to be representative of_the tracts in which they lived, it was then
possible to estimate a number of additional variables by using the median
value for a tract as the individual's standing on the index in question.

Two of these variables were of particular interest in that they pro-
vided the socioceconomic status estimates for the sample. These were median
years of schooliné an@ median family income. ZEducation has been the more
frequertly used variable in composite indices oi social class (e.g.?
Hollingshead, 1957), but -education and income are significantly related to
one another and to other possible social class measures, including occupation '

(Atherton, 19623 Hochbaum, Darley, Monachesi, & Bird, 1955; Kahl & Davis,

1955).

" Method

The objects were received in 13 mailbags, not knowa to differ from one

vanother in any systematic way. Four of these, containing a .total of 956

objects, wefe»examined; The 314 objects .which were noﬁperishable-and whieh
came fram theeboroughs of Brooklyn, the Bronx, or Manhatﬁen,were‘retained,for-
analysie; A:nuﬁﬁered tag waeﬁaétached"te each;objeef,Aall otherlidentifying_”
information was reﬁoved, agd a roster was drewn up»tefprovieeh;nfermetion_ 
on the sex, the meritelEetetus‘for females;_and:ﬁhe»address of'theeegntribptor.2



The nature of the contest was described to four Jjudges, zll resczrch
assistants, who were then asked to rate each object on "originality." An
original contriﬁution was defined as '"one which is clever and unusual, one
which shows imagination." A seven-point scale was used, ranging fram
"greatest originality" (7) through "average" (L) to "least originality" (1).

Census data were obtained for the tract frcm which each object was sent
(u.s. Bureau cf the Census, 1962). Of chief interest were the two indices
of socioeconomic status: median years of schooling, based on individuals 25
years of age cr older; and median income, bssed on the total family income
for one year. Other variables present in or derivable from the census data
were alsc recorded§ these were total poéulation of the census tract, pro-
portion of individuals of foreign stock, median age for individuals of each
sex, and proportion married and proportion widowed of each sex in the tract.
Proportion of-individuals of foreign stock was of interest because of Helson
and Crutchfield's finding that a substantial number of their creative
mathematicians were either foreign—born'or second—-generation Americans
(Helson & Crutchfield, 1970); for the remainder of -these variables, the only
Justification for their inclusion was their availability. All the census
tract varigbles with thg exception of socioeconamic status .proved uniformly
to be unrelated tq_the originality ratings, and they will not be corsidered

further.
 Results

Description .of items. . Table 1 presents a description of .the 283 objects

in the sample. The categories used are to a large extent arbitrary, but

they do.suggest the surprising number :of nea:—duplica:tions obtained. Ten
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Insert Table 1 about here

percent of the entries, for example, were leaves, ferns, or flowers; and
there were a number of cases in which identical objects were sent by cne per-
cent or more of the entrants; e.g., trading stamps, play money bills, garter
belts, and Green Giant brand labels. Almost one-fourth of the sample consisted
of objects apparently suggested by the Saint Patrick's Day deadline for the
contest.

At the same time, the objects within many of these categories showed
great diversity in.the cleverness and amount of effort they represented.
While a number of the Saint Patrick's Day artifacts were coammercially
available trinkets and cards, for example, there were others such as a
leprechaun's cane and a dyed-pebble "blarney stone" which were unique in
the sample. Likewise, "monstrous figurines" rsnged from a dime—-store
rubber lizard to a magnificént foot-higk hand-crafted o0ld crone.’

A second categorization of the objects, independent of the first, was
made to distinguish the objects on whether or not they had required at least
a modest investment of effort on the part of the individuals who contributed
them. "Found Things" were cbjects which were submitted to the contest in their
preexisting state, natural or manufactured, without significént addition or
alteration by the contributor. "Made Things" were those to which same ghange'
was made; objects were included in this category if the alteraticn was at least
as .great és, for example, painting an object green. "Verbal Addition" con-
sisted of objects.different from Found Things only through the addition of
written information, witty comments, etc.; merely providing a descriptive

labei wes not sufficient for inclusion  in this category. Of those?things

which could be classified in this scheme (a few could not be), 58% were Found

.. 8
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Things, another 8% had only verbal additions mede by the contributor, and
the remaining 34% were made or in some way modified by the entrant.

Description of entrants. Seventy-eight percent of the contest entrants

were identifigble as females and 13% as males; the remaining objects were
contributed by children, several persons working together, or persons whose
sex could not be determined. OFf the females, marital status was given by
51%; 83% of these were married. Thus, the sample was heavily biased toward

married females.o It was also probebly biased toward whites: For those

on whom census data were obtained, virtuelly all (96%) lived in census

tracts whose population in 1960 was 50% or more white, and 83% lived in

tracts which were S0% or more white.

Finally, the sample was composed of individuals of slightly above

average social class. Table 2 presents for each borough the medians, means,

and standard deviations on the two socioeconamic indices for the sample along

Insert Table 2 about here

with the median on these indices for the borough as a whole. By t-test,

median years of schooling for the tracts frem which this samplé was drawn

averaged significantly above the median for the borough in two of the three

boroughs, while family incame averaged significantly above the borough median

in all three; the comblned probablllty level over the three boroughs 1s ‘less

TR

than 0001 for each varlable.

Orlglnalltv ratlngs and entrant characterlstlcs. Origlnallty ratlngs'

by the four judges 1ntercorrelated from .hl to .61 W1th a medlan 1nter-

correlatlon of 55. ‘The ‘final orlglnallty scoré for each obgect el I
obtained bY averaglng the four- ratlngs for the’ object the rellablllty

of “this - average score was .80 (Winer, 1962 - pp- 1264127)

A
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Correlatlons between mean orlglnallty scores and entrant characuerl +iésg

fare shown in. Table 3.. The correlatlons are presented both for4a¢l the obJec+s~

‘ InsertTa‘b]_e 3 sbout here”

e

‘favallable, and when sample slze/permlts, for‘the subsets of obgects character—"‘
1zed as Made Thlngs and Found Thlngs.j These subsets were examlned.separatexy;f

-f.for.two reasons. F1rst, 1t was thought posslble that only the Made Thlngs

were s1mp1y sent 1n the1r preex1st1ng state mlght;:epresent less effort and

;1nvolvement and therefore glve a ress valld.lndlcatlon-of'the creatlve ,;EQ

o potent1al of the respondent. Second 1n prellmlnary attempts to Judge
»rmterlals of th1s klnd 1t appeared that ]uages were able to make rellable
ratlngs only for thosp obgects wh1ch were constructed or. altered by the

‘reSpondent. However, the latter was not true 1n th1s sample' the medlan

;nterjudge;correlatlons were

. 39 for the. Found ‘I’]:llngs and h9 for the Made L
Thlngs.: Each of these coeff c1e _ .

: QE < OOllfor each)
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of respondents of different.social'class levels; their means on the two

indices“were quite similar (t <1l'for each index). They did, as expected,

dlffer in their mean level of Judged orlglnallty (for Made Thlngs M= h o2,

s. S.D. = 1. 35 for Found Things, M M =2.39, §.D. = 1.19; t= s,ho,- ar = -230,
‘D < .001). |
Discussion

The findings ofﬁStudyhi can be sunmarized as follows: The sample ¢§ni
'sisted.primarily.of:married.white females, drawn from a socloeconomlc level
whlch was slgnlflcantly above the average for the boroughs in which they

; llved., Approx1mately one—thlrd of the 1nd_v1duals in this - sample actually
created - ‘or modified the products they submltted. There was no assoclatlon

v between socloeconomlc status and the Made Thlngs—Found Things' d1chotomy
There was however a‘slgnlflcant assoclatlon between soc1al status measures

and orlglnallty for entrants whose products represented some 1nvestment

,;.of effort.

The flrst purpose of Study 2 was to prov1de a repllcatlon of the flndlngs
'nt';of Study 1 TWO new samples, one of Made Thlngs and one of Found Thlngs were{»

vdrawn from the contest entrles,-and census data on socloeconomlc status we e’

‘obtalned Judges were:glven the task of aSSIgnlng the obgects scores on the ‘

-,seven<p01nt orlglnallty scale. One group of Judges was glven the set of

:7,>Made Thlngs to Judge w1theut belng 1nformed that entr1es 1n tne Found.Thlngs




O

'amount ‘of | effort was not rated for Found Thlngs.

5jtheisenderewés”notfefqhiid:fe_gronp;oﬁgperson§3Nor;efﬁerson[of;undetermined

B _lo_

procedure was 1ntroduced to assure that the failure of .the originality scores .
for Found Thlngs to relate to the socioceconomic data could not be attributed
to a p0531ble restrlctlon of range in these Judgments resultlng from unfavor—
gble comparlson w1th Made Things: A th1rd group of judges was given a sample
ineluding both Made' and Found Thlngs drawn from those glven to Judges of the

first two groups, and thus ‘had a task identical to that of the judges in -

- Study 1. This group made it posslble to Judge whether the nature of the

orlglnallty ratlngs for e1ther type of obJect was changed as a function of

-the_set w1th1n which the ratingslwere'madef

L Study 2 was also intended;to-provide_infonﬁetionzonvthe bases used by
judéesvin determining‘theeoriginality of-e'product. Five‘dimensions;”eaeh
presnmably simpler than "originality," were selected éhprioridfor investiga—,-
tion; these were the.complexity of en object» the'emount'of-effort invested
in produclngllt, 1ts‘attract1veness, its unusualness, and- 1ts humorousness.
Each Judge of those in the f.rst two groups.was glVen the task of rating one C

set of obgects on one of these dlmen51ons' she rated the Made .wlngs on

‘this dlmen51on if she had prev1ously rated Found Thlngs on orlglnallty,:and

the Found Thlngs 1f she had prev1ously rated Made Things on orlglnallty.

~Each set was rated on each dlmen51on by two 1ndependent Judges, except that

Preparatlon of obgects. Contents of flve more ma;lbags were examlned.‘

‘-fObJerS were 1ncluded in. the sample 1f they met all of the follow1ng cr1ter1a;f'HJ

wThey were nonperlshable, the sender wasffrom Brooklyn the Bronx,,or;Manhettan; o

- sex; and the cbject could be categorized as'a Found Thing or ‘a Made Tuing. - . -
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Aftervthree bagsdhaddbeen.eramined only Made ihingsbweredretained‘from

the final two'bags; The resultlng sample cons1sted of 131 Found Thlngs and .
103 Made'lhings.‘ Numbered tags were attached other . 1dent1fY1ng 1nformatlon
was removed and a roster was prepared prov1d1ng 1nformatlon on sex, marital
status for females, and the address of the respondent Census“data were
then obtalned for these obgects the data obtalned were llmlted to medlan
Years of schoollng and . medlan famlly income, the two 1nd1ces wh1ch prov1ded
the only s1gn1f1cant relatlons between census data and product or1g1nal1ty
in Study 1. | | "

Judges. Judges were twenty—s1x women w1ves of graduatedstudents,
recrulted through not1ces posted on bulletln boards in. two graduate student
nous1ng-nrogects. They were pald for the1r partlclpatlon. The first
eighteen volunteers Were randomly ass1gned to groups, elght to Judge the
:or1g1nal1ty of Made Thlngs and ten to Judge Found Thlngs. The f;nal:elght'
were ass1gned the mlxed set of obJects.,V'vk o o

” Procedure.r In the flrst part of the study each dudge rated one of
three sets of obgects forkorlglnallty One group rated the 131 Found Thlngs~p

a second rated the 103 Made Ihlngs' and the th1rd rated 120 obgects, a. random_

sample of 60 from each of the flrst two sets.h, Instructlons to the Judges

1ncluded a short explanatlon of the or1g1n ofithe objects and the def1n1tlon f;

‘of an orlglnal contrlbutlon as "one wh1ch 1s clever and~unusnal one whlch

'=hows 1mag1natlon. Judges were encouraged tohuse all polnts of the seven— mt:“3"
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After a thlrty-mlnute 1nterval f111ed with a paper.and pencll task
Jjudges who had rated Found Thlngs for orlglnallty in the f1rst part of the
study were shown the set of Made Thlngs wh11e those who had rated Made
-Thlngs .were shown the Found Thlngs.‘ ThoSe who had rated the mlxed set of
obJects ‘did not partlclpate in th1s part of the study The Judge was told
that we wanted to dlscover whether there were certaln characterlstlcs of
obJects that svstematlcally affected how they were Judged on orlglnallty.
She was then glven a deflnltlon of the one dimension she was- to rate for
th1s set of obJects encouraged to use all seven p01nts on the rating
scale and left as before to complete her. Judgments. | - ”

The five dlmens1ons rated in th1s part of the study were deflned .
as follows. | | -

Complexitx refers:to theLnunber offelements-or unfts making:up:the
obiect. o - . S e e e e

Infreguencz refers to how rare or. uncommon . th1s obgect or obgects li
like it are in th1s set of thlngs. | | R o

Humor refers to how clever or‘hunorous.the.object 1s4ﬂ'“; T

’ Attractlveness refers to how appeal‘ng or pleasant to look at the

object 1s.v;

Amount of effort 1nvolved refers to the effort expeuded 1n produclng R

th1srobJect by the person Who . contrlbuted,lt. 7 f

Of the ten judges who had rated Founthhlngs on orlglnallty, two were

af‘had not expended any effort in- produclng th ‘obJect
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Results

Description of objects and of entrants. There were no evident djiffer-

ences hetween the present sample of objects and those examined in the first
study. It should be recalled that the more nearly equal numbers .of Made

and Found Things in this sample than in Study 1 resulted from a sampling

rdecision.

En+rant characteristics were also qulte similar to those in Study 1.

Eighty-three percent of the entrants were. female and of those females whose

marital:status’could be ascertained5»88% were married. Entrants were‘of
slight;y above average social classj; as in»Study 1, median years of'schooling:
for:the.tractsvrepresentedtin:this,sample_was significantly higher than

the borough ‘median in two df the three boroughs, and median famlly 1ncome
vas. above the borough medlan in all three the comblned probablllty level is
1ess than .OOOl for each 1ndex. As in Study l, years of schoollng for

entrants from Manhattan was the one: borough-by—lndex comblnatlon for wh1ch a

s1gn1f1cant dlfference from the borough average was not obta;ned. S

Orlglnalltytratlngs.and;entrant.characterlstlcSu Orlglnallty ratings-

made by the ten Judges who were grven the set of Found Thlngs 1ntercorre1ated

- from .02 to .63, wlthta medlan of | 37, those by ‘the elght«gudges glven the

_vMade Thlngs 1ntercorrelated from 18 to 63, w1th a,medlan of hl.v Each of

i;these medlan,correlatlons was s1gn1f1cant1y dlfferent from Zero (2_<m-09il,?ii:

vand they dld not dlffer s1gn1f1cantly from one another. y%ﬁﬁﬁ}{,;xfhwf'




'“the average .2h (p.< 005) W1th years ‘of" schoollng and, 27 (p.< OOl) w1th
',income. The average correlat:Lon W‘l‘th 1ncome was -s1gn:|.f1cantly hlgher for\

| eMade than for Found Thlng;:

-1k

set of-Fouad'Things. The comparable correlation for the 5T Made Things in
the mixed sets was .T76. Thus when originality ratings were averaged over a -
set.pfvjudges they were highly reliable, and.the heterogeneity of the:set of
objectswithin which ratlngs were made had no apparent effect on the relative
orderingfof.the ratingsaassigned to ,objects of either type.

Relations between mean originality ratings and entrant characteristics

are presented in Table 4. As in Study 1, there were no sex differences in

Insert Table L sbout here

origiﬁality;~ There were too few ummarried females in the. sample te'permit

- examination of marital status differences. ' The two social status variables,

educationwand ineome,ishowed nonsignificant correlations withveriginality for
the set.pf:Foupd.Thiﬁgs {p > .10). However, ineeme’was'significantly:related
to-originalitylfortMade'Thiags'(r;é ;29, R_{ ;O;); While;yearstdf3Schooling
showed a margiﬁally significant-correlation'vithrorigipality‘for'objects in
this- set '(r‘ = 18 P.< ..08). o

The most powerful.test that -can ‘be made wlth the present Gata of the
relatlons between soc1al status ‘and- orlglnallty fbr the. two sets of objects

1Sfprov1ded'by average'correlatlons~across‘the two'studles;i For Found Thlngs, o

‘”‘orlglnallty had an. average correlatlon of .ll (p_<- OT) w1th years of schoollng

and. . of OT (E_< .25) w1th 1ncome, for Made‘Thlngs orlglnallty'correlated oni5’3

pg< Ol) whlle that w1th years of schoollng

,ald not show a s1gn1f1cant dlfference betwee:'Made ana Found,Thlngs; -
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coefficients ranging from .40 to .80 with a median of .64. Correlational

data involving these dimensions for each set of items are presented in

Table 5. 'Multipie correlations’were obtalned between average originality

Insert Table 5 about here

and the four or five additional dimensions rated for‘each set; only linear_
main effect terms were included in the»anaiysis.' For Found Things using
four predictors, the‘multiple correlation was .66 (p < .001); as suggested
by the data in Table 5, infrequency made the Jlargest Single contribution

of variance (30% of the variance in mean originality) and humor added

“significant additionalrvariance-(ll%). For Made Things using five predictors,

the multiple correlation was .83 (p < .001); humor accounted for 47% of the

originality variance, effort added 1T%, and attractiveness added an additional

Similar multiple correlations were computed between originality ratings

by each 1ndiv1dual Judge and ratings of other characteristics of the obJects..

For eight of the ten persons who rated Found Things,‘and for all of the

eight Who rated Made Things, the multipie correlation was significant at

‘the .001 level; the range over all judges Was.from 25 to .73 (Median = .53)
gfor Found Things, and from .hT to Tl (Medlan = 6h) for Made Things. There v

'were differences 1n the order 1n which varlables entered the multiple. For

- Found Things 1nfreqpency was the best s1ng1e predictor of or1g1nality for

<~>A

six Judges, and humor was best for three‘ 'For Made Things, humor was best '
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comparing predictions based on the best single predictor for a judge,with
those hased on the whole set of dimensions. Fourteen.of eighteen comparisons
showed a_significant increase in.variance accounted for by the set of pre-
dictors as opposed to the s1ngle predictor; on the average, the set of
predictors accounted for 41% more variance than did the best single pre-
dictor for Found Things, and 43% more than did a'single predictor for
Made Things. |

Finally, multiple correlations between originality and the set of
additional dimensions rated were calculated for Judges who had rated the
mixed set of objects; one set of correlations was celculated over -the
ratings of .Found Things in the mixed set, anotherlover.the reﬁings of Made
Things. Results for fhese eight judges were similer to those from the
bother groups: . Signif cant multlple correlatlons were obtalned for seven
of the eight Judges for their ratlngs of Found Things, and for all eight
for their ratlngs.of Made Thlngs; the medlan B_was .5h for Found Things
and. 68 for‘Made Things.. Six of- the elght vudges’ orlglnallty rablngs of
Made Thlngs were best predlcted by humor, four of the elght Judges'>rat1ngs-

of Found Thlngs were best predlcted by 1nfrequency.
Discussion -

" The task glven to Judges 1n thls 1nvest1gat10n was both arbltrary and

vague——arbltrary 1n;that the or1g1na11ty ratlng Was only one of many ways 1n ;;'

.whlch creat1v1ty could have been operatlonallzed° vague 1n that the only

1nstructlon con31sted of the deflnltlon of the scale to ;’

: used Nonetheless, ,"
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One purpose of Study 2 was to examine the bases used by judges in making
these ratings. Seversl of the dimensions that were chosen as possible com-
ponents of originality did *indeed account for much of the variance in the
average'jitings.- In fact, the multiple correlaticn relatlng an individual
Jjudge's or;glnallty ratings ‘to ratings by other judges of these additional

dimensions was significant for 16 of the 18 Judges who rated originality for

W b B R LA e e

the set of Made or Found objects in Study 2. However, no clear-cut subgroups
of judges were found who differed-on the basis used for originality ratings.
Individuals differed as to which of several dimensions provided the best‘
single nredictor of their ratings, but prediction~was significantlj improved
for most judges by considering the remaining dimensions as well. On the

other hand, the dimensions which were most closely associated with originality
differed across the two sets of objects that were distinguished. For both Made
and Found_Things, humor was an important contributor to the originality
ratings;: but for the former, amount of effort invested in the object was also
important, while for the latter, the infrequency‘of the object had an effect.
8 Individual differences among judges mightﬂreflect"dimensions with implica-

tions.of importance beyond the present situation, but it is not obvious that

E stimulus set differences do. Therefore; perhaps the oniy importance'or

f » these;findinge~is their fUrthersdemonstration*that'judges were behaving‘
‘reliably and that the1r ratlngs made reasonably good sense. L

- The other maJor pu:pose of'these studles was to determlne whether a
;lrelatlonshlp ex1sted~between the creat1v1tyvshown ln he °et ‘of products and

. several- characterlstlcs, especlally sex and socloeconomlc-status, of‘the fr'? :
: 1nd1v1duals who contrlbuted those products._ For sex; the test was not a’

good cne::: There was.a. substantlal dlsprovortlon in’ the number of males and

fEmales who partlclpated- and a8 the contest was announced malnly durlng
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working hcurs, it is quite possible that those males who did contribute
represented a somewhat special population, such as retired individuals.
Bearing in ‘mind these limitations, there was n5 indication of differences
either in the kinds of products given by males and females (for example, in
the proportion of Made and Found Things submitted by each sex) or in their
creativity. This lack of difference is consistent with the findings of the
majority of studies in which objective measures of creativity have been
administered to relatively unselected samples of individuals. With them,
it raises the possibility that, when males and females have equal oppor-
tunity and incentive for creative production, their products will be |
equally creative, and that the preponderance of males among those whose
professional productivity has been noteworthy is.due to factors other than
the capacity for creativity.

.The‘two social class indices, on the other hand, did show significant
correlations with the measure of creetivity- The relations were not strong,
averaging eronnd .25 for each index; but given the highly indirect nzture of
the measurement, it is striking_that;any_relationshipmemergedxat%all.:>Tne,g_»
assoeiation was, however, limited to thosenobjects that‘were made or modified.
by their contributors. The division,intO»Made and Fpund?Thinge ﬁas*aseumed,~
to be a division into‘those thingsfwhichvrepresented~at-least’efmoderate
investment of - effort‘by the sender and those tha+ represented essentlally'no':q
effort the ratlonale for looklng at .cor: elatlons separately for these groups ‘>5'

was that only those;thlngs 1n whﬂchleffbrtﬁhad:beenvlnvestedtmught‘provlde¢g~

a good 1ndex of the creatlve ablllty of the entrant. The reasonaoleness of

e1ther assumptlon could be questlonedn; Ind1v1duals could have-lnvested'

-great deal of effort in decldlng whlch of many obJects around them was‘the

— most clever 11itle green thlng, and some very Clever'ch01cesﬁ £ :Foun
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o beyond. wha.t is. a.va:.la‘ble *Prom measures wh:v.ch are more hea.nly dependent on
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might have failed to be recognized as such either because of limitstions in
the ;juc_iées,_ who were e. somewhat select group (graduate student wives e.nﬂ
research ass;i;sta.nts), or of li_mita.tions in the ;judgmental‘ situation, in which
there was no.first-hand informa.tion on the process entrants went through in ..
selecting”objects. "It could even be that tWo di_.stinct‘kinds of crea.tivi_ty_
are represented by the two hinds of c‘ontest entries——the one more passive
ard . perceptual, involving the intuitive recognition of an apt solution to
the problem posed by the contest the other .more active and assertive,
involving the crea.tlon of‘ a solut:i.on.5 In the absence-of_,contra.ry evidence,
however, it seems most parsimonious to construe the difference in the two
kinds of entries as a difference in whether or not these products represented -
a serious attempt at. cree.tivity on the part of the contributor, and there-
fore whether they did provide a ha.sis :ﬁ'or. Jjudging his .or her creativity.

Why a.-.socia.‘L class difference. in creatiﬁty was found remains unex-

ple.ined., Among those :Lndlv:.duals who chose to pa.rtlclpate, there was no

" association between soc:!.oeconom.c status and. the p*oba.blllty tha.t the in-

dlv:.dua.l would minimize the effort he ‘had to ex_pend. Moreover, it is not
at all obv:.ous tha.t the crea.tlon of a product wh:.ch Judges would ra.te hlgn

on orlglna.llty req_ulred sk::.lls mater::.a.ls ~_ ax assoc:.atlons wh:.:.ch should be

-more a:vallaible to .mdrnduals ha.v:l.ng grea.cer a:ffluence or educatlonal level.:.

EEhe results do suggest tna.t s1tuat10ns ]_'Lke the present one req_ulrlng.a

o .tanglble though modest crea.tlve I.roduct, ca.n prov:Lde usex"ul mfomatlon
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" ‘Footnotes -

7 g ot S R i s LA L LR

1
Appreclatlon 1s owed to WNBC Radlo, and partlcularly to Mr Robert M
Adams Advertlslng and Promotlon Manager, for the creatlve produc s usedy;n_
. S
g this research- and to Drs. Leonard Cahen and Norman Frederlk en for crltical,h

-reviews of the manuscript.

g
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.

2Thirty—one more objects‘were discarded atvthisupoint when”itlwas
d1scovered that tnelr contrlbutors had submltted two obgects in tne sample- h
of Blh, In each case the second obJect llsted for a person on the roster
. was.the'one d1scarded. "The remalnlng 283 obgects constltuted the sample‘
- Wthh was Judged on orlglnallty. For thlrty of-these:the census tract.
corresPondlng to the address_could not beridentified; these were excluded
from all further analyses.of~theldata. ’Finally, there;were:twentyéonevohjects‘ -
for which the census tract waS'located hutffor which»theicensus report did- o

not provide either income or educational'medians,.and.several additional ones

for whlch 1t prov1ded one of these averages but not the other. These obgects

hwere 1ncluded in all analyses for Wthh these m1ss1ng data were not relevant.
3Thesepercentages are based on an N of 253.‘ Slmllar calculatlons were \

'also performed u51ng all the obgects contalned 1nbfour mallbags; less only

those d1scarded as perlshable.. For these 888 obgects, the sex and marltal

_status percentages are comparable to those 1n the subset retalned for ana.'l.;)rs:Ls‘.x,‘j

4% of the entrants ere: known to be female, and of females whose marltal ‘;'-"

: status was known 877 were marrled- o

hAfter ellmlnatlon of obgects for whlch;ce‘ '*data could not be found

lithe Ns for all analyses wereoreducetho 12T,for=

ound Thlngﬁ, 99 for Made yf

o Thlngs, and for obgects 1n the mlxed set, to 59 Formd. Ihlngs and ST Made Thlngs.,MJ“'""




'? - o | o o =2k

5Th::.s d::.st:.nct::.on is suggested by. Neumann's . (1951&) descrlptlon of two
kinds of consc1ousness, the matrlarchal" and the patrla.rcha.l,". for whlch
Helson (1967) found some Justlf‘lcatlon *n contrastlng- creative fema.le -
mathemati“;:i}ans‘,, creative_male math’ematicians , and unc:c_-eatlve. conllp‘arlﬁs.oh

subjects.

PAFulText Provided by ERIC Lo
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: Table 1

Descrlptlon of Objects in Study 1 Sample

Category
» Salnt Patrlck’s Day artlfacts, 1nclud1ng.

fg_‘:Shamrocks (plastlc real or paper cut-outs)
(5.2% of total sample)

'Flgurlnes (5 27)
;Leprechaun apparel cane tooth etc. (2 h%)
Ei‘:Greetlng cards (3 l%)
iifOther- e. g., bow tles, blarney stone, dish towel (7. 7%)
iFlgurlnes w1thout Irlsh reference‘(approx1mately half
:ﬁpnstrous or creepyﬁ'half‘benigkﬁ‘
“Leaves, ferns, flowers, fonr-leaf.clovers.

~‘Cut—outs from newspapers, magazlnes- 1nclud1ng 1. h7

Green Glant Brand figures.

Stamps (tradlng and postage)

o ?Money (mostly play money blllo)
'Wearlng apparel (doll clothes, garter belts, etc )

,lFood (generally plastlc or drlea-'e g., 5p11t peas, o
' parsley flakes) B : ORI ,

']bulb, pens, etc )
‘fgSmall plastlc 1tems (e g., rlng, whlstle, horceshoe)

imeall paper 1tems (e g., c01n wrappers, parklng tlcketrip;f

ﬁf""Thlng wrltten_ln green 1nk)
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~ Tsble 2.

Compa.riéfdh'vof Soc:La.l Class Iﬁciicés for Stlidy 1 Sample

_ with Averages for the Bor':o'izghs"Sampled

Index'f '

Ye,a:“rs' o‘fv S,c’hoqiing, |

. Borough Median

 Sample Nedian
 Nean
'-,s;_»D.'\ -
K
E

< .

 Pamily Incomé e -

o BoroughMedlan

e i et o

e Mean N

| Borough

Memhattsa .  Bromx

0.6 95

1101 101

o R
20 0.9,

Brooklyn i

9.5
9.9
110.2
l.)-t-b
81 |
L.6

.001
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Table 3
' ""Correlat:.ons Between Mea.n Orlglnallty Ratings

and: Entrant Characterlstlcs 1n S‘bud,,r 1

Characteristic = AllItems " Made Things  Found Things
: | o 1 r ¥ ~£ o
se® 03 230
Marital Status B
. for Females®: - .03 118

Yesrs of Schooling = - .10 2h9 .3 76 11 152

Family Income 08 247 sk 75 05 disy-

aI\Io'l:e.——Con:‘::‘(:*la:l::l.ons for sex and ma.r:.tal status are po:.nt biserial; for
sex, Male = 0, Female = 13 for marital status, Unmarr:.ed = 0, Married = 1.
Correlations 1nvolv1ng these variables are not presented separately for Made
Things end Found Things because of the small N's (< 1k4) for the- smaller group .
1nvo.;.ved in each COrrela:tJ.on. :

R R R e R R el S L LR A e i

*p_ < .05.

C#®¥p < 01. ¢
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Table 4
COrrelatlons Between MEan Orlglnallty Ratings

and Entrant Charactevlstlcs 1n Study 2

vpCharacpe;istiq AMade'Thins e Found ‘Things
‘Sex_ . '_.01 E - : -.06
Yéaré,éf.Schoqling .18 , .;‘ k | 12
i 9** - | :lbjg‘:

Family Income

aNo‘be ——Correlstions fof'sex:are,péintfbisérial;.Malé"é'OQTFéﬁalétélllw
- N for Made Things = 993 N for Found Things = 127. T

‘**R < _.Ol.
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Table 5

- Correlations Among Dimensions Rated in Study 2%

Attractiveness Humor Comple;dty‘7 Infrequency . Ef:f‘ort
. Made Things | ) ' : | |

Originality - 2k ": .68 s .26 62
Attractiveness | (.51). - ST R .29 . _ -506;i | .2k
_Hhmo£- . o (e k0 N ';38 R
coﬁgiexié&’ : | o = o ' (,67)e | "‘l:;oaf; 65
Infrequency. o - I e (.50) .33

Effort - ] ‘gv I R (.80)

Found Things .

.,Originelity  - ARRE-C S .13 - -.19 - .55
Attractiveness‘v a (.bo) | —.osiiiiﬂ; i-l8 , S =.30
Complemty ._”__Ezgij i- ;‘(gsu)eve«,?:ef o7

V.Infrequency e . | o 69)

. a1\101:.e.——For Ma.de 'L’hlngs, N = 99, r = ,..26 for p< Ol- for Found Th:.ng
N = 127, . = .23 *’or R <: .Ol.,f Entr:.es in. parentheses are rel:.a'b:.l:r.t:.es. f




