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I, INTRODUCTION

Problem

The walues of art experience, and the nced to
provide guidelincs for their implementation in the
public school, make it increasingly important to pro-
vide informtion ebout ways thc dimensions of art ex-

poerience interact. The relationship betwoen Art Judg-

ment and Art Performance is the primary concern of this

pilot study,

The dimensiong of art exporlencs known as Art
Judgmont and Art Porformance, using the terms without
intentional reference to mecchanical processcs and the
like, also reprcscnt two major approachos to toaching
art, Rcsoarch indicates the two dimonsions should bo
tought in different ways, Art Judgment appears based
on attitudes, values, and beliefs, and Art Porformnce
appcars based on genoral aculty, as points of majar
omphasis, The goals providing dircctim for art cXx-
perionce arc obviously tho corrsct questions to ask,

The ways the two dimensims, and tholr several sub=

dimensions, relatc within the studont is tho concern




of this recscarch.

To ask tho question of relatisnship between

those dimonsions and rclated sub-dimensions, the
disecropancics in tho students! responsc to tho two
dimensions, seomed useful information. The obscrve
ablc magnitude of this discrepancy 1£ practicc made
this approach seom at least logical,

To gain a more thorough rescarch into Art Per-
formnce and Art Judgmont, scveral sub-dimonsions of
cach were oxamined, Within Art Performancc, Experi-
mental Measurcs of Predictod Art Performancc, Predic-
tcd Art Porformance of Pecrs, Self-Evaluated Art Per-
formnece, and Evaluatcd Art Performence of Pcers, worc
usod, Within Ar% Judgmort, cxpcrimental mcasures of
judgmont of a Maaforonce” painting by-studcnts'and
professional Jjudges, ond judgments by professional
judgos on student art porformmee wWoro uscd,

Solf-Evaluatcu Art Performmcc, and Evaluatced !

Art Porformen cc of Peors wore considerocd to be rolated

to both Art Performm co and Art Judgment, The discrop-

ancics bitweon student prediction and cvaluation tasks

wero nocded as reforence measurcs for the cntirc study,
To providc a broador basc for the inquiry, all

oxpcrimontal mcasuros in tho study wero cxamincd with
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measurcs of Intclligoncc, Porsonality, and Croativitye
The problem, thon was to ¢xaminc as many rc-
lationships as pormissiblc within the limitations of
tho study, using the mechanism of cxperimental dis-
crocponey scorcs botween intornal projcetims of per-
forman ce prediction and cvaluation charactoristics.,
The natural ordcr of‘thcso discrcponcics and their rc-

lationship with oxternal phenomcna were considored a

likely basis to gain information about Art Judgment
and Art Porfornance, Such informetion is cansidcrgd
uscful in the development of art cxpericnces fo -pub=-

lic schools, F
Objectives

The fallowing quostions werc asked:

Qucstion 1, Is thoro significant rclation-

ship betwoon Predicted Art Perforiance and 1
Sclf-Evaluated Art Pcrfarmance? !
(A high corrclation was oxpccted, Tho study

will make usc of tho magnitude of difforence

bctweun scores,)

Quostion 2. Is thore significant rclation-
ship bctween Predictcd Art Porformance and
Sclf-Evaluated Art Performarce Discrepancy
and Judgcd Art Porformance?




et ik et = il i et St ettt )
- Rt i ottt ettt St i

(Judgcd Art Performance indicates scores
by cxpericnccd judges using uniform scal-
ing dovices cnd "gestalt" tcchniqucs,)

Quostion 3, Is therc significant rclation-
ship betwocen Prodictod Art Performance eand
Sclf-EvaluotoR Art Perfar mance Discrepancy

and Predictcd Art Porfarmmce of Pccrs?

Quostion li. Is thorc significant rolation-
ship betwecn Prcdicted Art Performonce and
Sc1f~-Evaluated Art: Porformancc Discrepancy
and Art Judgment?

(Student judgment of a "peference” painting.)

Question 5. Is therc significant rclation-
ship between Prcdicted Art Performance and
Judgcd Art Porformancc?

Quostion 6. Is thero significant rclatime-
ship Lotwoen Prodictcd Art Pcrformance and
Prodicted Art Porformancce of Pecrs?

Qucstion 7.Ie there significant relation-
ship betweon Seif-Evaluated Art Pcrforma cc
and Prcaictcd Art Performancc of Pcors?

Qucstiom 8, Is there significant rclatione-
ship botween Sclf-Evaluatcd Art Performance
and Judgcd Art FPerformancc?

oucstion 9. Is thorc significant rolation-
ship butween Predictod Art Performancc of
Poers and Judged Art Performanco?

The following is a list of the 22 oxpcrimgﬁtal
mcasurcs produccd by Questions 1-9: ‘

Exporimontal Sclf-Prodiction and Evaluation licasurcs
1. Frcdictcd Art Porformance
2, Prodicted Art Performance of Poors
3, Sclf-Evaluatod Art Performance

©
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Art Juderint (Studont judgment of a “roforeoncc" painting).

I, Bad-Good
5. Cool-Warm

6. Simplc=Complox
7. Brutal-Tendor
8. Boring-Intorcsting

9, At rost-Moving

10, Subjcctivsasdbjoctive
11, Unbalanccd~-Balanecd
12, Light-Hcavy

Discrcpancy

13. PDisercpancy botwoun Prcdictcd Art Pcr=
formancc and Sclf-Evaluatcd Art Perform-
&nec.

Art Pcrformancc (Judges! evaluation of student art per-
formance).

1lj. Intcrcsting-Boring

15, Crudc-Sophisticatcd

16, Litcrary-Visual

17. Usc of Czlor

18, Usc of Pictorial Spacc

19, Usc of Linc

20, Usc of Tonalitics

21, Undcrstanding of Page

22. Judges! projecetion of Studont Art Ability

The cvent of thcesc 22 cxpcrimcntal mcasurcs pro=-
duce? Qucstions 10-22 below rclative &5 meoasurcs of
Intclligcnee, Perscnality, and CGroativity.

Questiosn 10. Is thorc significant rclation-

ship bctween any of the 22 oxporimcntal mcas-

urcs and Lm guage Intclligoenec?

Qucestion 11, Is therc significant rilatime-

ship boctwcen any of the 22 experimental mcas-
urcs and ¥on-Language Intelligence?

Jucstiosn 12, Is thorce significant relation-
ship betwoun any of the 22 cxpcrimental mces-
urcs and the Personality Mcasure of Anxicty?
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Question 13, Is there significant rolation-
ship botwc.n any of thx 22 expcrimcntali zcas-
urcs ond the Personality Mcasurc of Sclf-Cone
fidcneo?

Question 1, Is therce significant rclation-
ship between my of the 22 cxpcerimuntel moas-
urcs and the Porsonality Mcasurc of Intorcst
in Rcfloetivo Thinking?

Question 15, Is therc significant rclatione
ship betwecen any of the 22 cxporimental mcas-
urcs and thc Personality Moasurs of Interest
in Divergent Thinking?

Qucstion 16, Is thore significant rclation-
ship between any of thc 22 cxpcrimental mcas-
urcs and thc Porsonality lcasurc of “Intorest
in Convcrgent Thinking? '

Qucstion 17. Is therc significant rclation-
ship bctwecn my of the 22 cxperimcntal moase
urcs and thc Pcrsonality Moasurc of Intcrost
in Logieal Thinking?

Qucstion 18, Is therc significmt rclation-
ship betwecen any of tho 22 cxperimcntal meas-
urcs and the Pcrsonality Mcasurc of Tolcranco
of Ambiguity? '

Question 19, Is there significant rclatiomn-
ship betwen any of the 22 cxperimontal meas-
urcs ané tho Crcativity Mcasurc of Altcrnate
Uswus?

Qucstion 20, Is therc significant rclation-
ship bctween any of tho 22 oxperimental mcas-
urcs né tho Croativity Mcasurc of Produce
tisn of Figural Effccts?

Question 21, Is therc significant rclation-
ship botwoon any of thc 22 cxpcrimental mcas-
urcs and the Croativity Moasurc of Gostalt
Tronsformations?




Question 22, Is there sigificant rclation-
shin betwocn any =f thc 22 cxperimcntal moas-
urcs and thc Crcativity Mcasurce of Similc
Intcrprotations?

Alth-ugh only onc discropancy scorc was included

in thc proposalls sot of 22 questisns thoro werc four
cxperimental scorcs of discrcpancy oxamincd. They arc
as f2llows:e -

-._\

1, Bctwoon Predictod Art Performance and Prc;
dictud Art Peorformancc of Pecrs?

2., Between Prcdicted Art Poerformance ond Self-
cvaluated Art Performance,

3, Butwoen Sclf-Evaluatcd Art_Performance and
Evaluatcd Art Porformancc of Poors,

i, Botwocn Predicted Art Performancc of Pocrs
and Evaluatod Art Performmco of Pcors. ’

Tho rolationshiﬁ between tho cxpoerimontal mcasurcs
»f discropancy and all cther mcasurcs in the study is stat-
cd as Qucstian 23

Qucstion 23, Is. thore signifiemt rclation-

ship betweon any of the four cxporimental

mcasurcs of discrcpancy, thc osthor 22 cx-

porimcntal mecasurcs, and mcasuwres °f Intclli-

genec, Porsonality, and Crecativity?

Ansthor subesbjecctive was to cxamince the intra-rc-
latisnship bctwecn tho 22 oxporimontal mcasurcs, This ap-

pcars in III, Analysis of tho Data, and is studicd briofly

to provide bettor understanding of the study's conclusions,




Rolatcd Rosoarch

The author dses not lmow of other studics di-

rcetly concornced with using discrcpancics for anchor-
ariablcs, Prleted roscarch has primrily focusced on
mecasurcs f Art Porformmec cnd Art Judgment, and tholr
relationship t2 mcasurcs of Intelligence, Porsonality,
and Crcativity,.

Gotzels and Jackson (1:75-77) suggost thot high
Intclligcnce and high Creativity may both yiold high
achiovoment scoros,

McFoc (2:6lj) suggosts a rclationship botwoon
high Won-Verbal Intolligunco and ncod to pursuc ideas ’
visually,

It is usually thought the factors which influ-
cnee judgment about Art may be attitudes, valucg, and
bclicfs, Training in art judgmont, through approcia=-

j§1§n courscs and the likc, usually moakc usc of an ine
'tolligont, rathor than attitudinal, baso, Convorscly,

training in art porformance is usually gained through

rcalization of attitudes, values, and boliofls,
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Burkhart (3:9) indicates that porsmality prie-
css factars partially detormine typcs of art porforme-

-

mcce Porsons of divergont capability yicld what aro
judged t2 be spontancous art performances,
Boittel (4:ly) found scoros on the polar jude-
ment gosé-bad correlatod hich (.81) with the polar
! .judgmcnt intcrosting-boring on tho samc work-sf-art,
Praccss stratcgics structurcd by Beittol (5),
Burkhart (6:2h-32), and Bernhoim (7), probably offor

the most uscful information for art ocducation, This

is partly duc t2 the lack of conscnsus on acsthetic
quality, Process cvoluations minimize tho issu, of
acsthctic quality; howeover, they can be praductive of
uscful informatisn for publie school art nccds. The

acsthotic quality of prociss, considerod as supcrior

in purposc to avsthotie product quality, remains a |
favoritc in doveloping botter ways to teach art, al- i
thoush limitod descriptions of process quality still |
cxist,.

Burkhart'!s (8:];) Divergent Stratogy rovealed

four typus of proccss control, 1) surface control, 2)

siaplo olomont eonstructizn, 3) variation of clomonts,
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and lj) progrossive contral, Burkhart's (8:h) Spontan-

oous Stratogy indicated four types of prscoss cmtral,

1) quick motion, 2) media ovoriayment, 3) flowing largo
movoments, and 3) crratic, wandering finc lincs,

Discrcpancics betwoon sclf-prodictim and solf-
oveluetisn arc considerod uscful far tho production of
now information about the naturc of acsthotic proccss
quality. Such Informetion would be uscful in the ime
plcmentatisn of art process involvomonts, which arc
m2st dosirable in public schools,

Harvey (9:20-25) indicates whon groups werc sori-
cd hich and low by Languagc I.Q., thc hiph '-'a'i'qup had =
sifnificantly hirhor mean score on the Croativity mecas-
urc of Elaboration (8= 3,667), md als> a hichor moan
seorc n the oxporimental Art Porformanco Moasure of
Form, The variability of facus by tho judpos on tho
oxperimcntal Moasurc of Form may have skowod that ro-

sult. Bently (10:112) sur~osts that Langnage I.Q. may

bc soparatc from Croativity., Michacl (11:103) indieatoes

that Intrinsic crcativencss rolatos t2 acsthetie quale-
ity, whilc crcativity influcnced by cxtornal sourccs

dacs note




Bontly (10:11llh) notod that scorcs from o test

. »f ercative thinking corrclatcd significantly with 2
porsonality mcasuro of divergont thinking. Tho creca-
tivc thinking and divergont thinking tasks worc sc-
montically basgcd.

Burns (12 129) notcd that active dcsign pro=
ductiosns sccmod to suggoest activo attltudos, or ac-
tive porsonalities,

Lindorman (13) indicatos that subjocts with
similar porsonality charactoristics rospond similarly

to> works-osf-art,

This réscarch ds not primarily intcnd t5 quos-

ti-n cxisting lknowlodge about rclationships bctweon Art

Performanco,: Art Judgmont, Intclligence, Porsonality,

and Croctivity. It mercly socks ansther approach into

how t> ask quostions for futuro roscarch. Tho rosoarch,

in it's conclusions, if not in it's dosign, 1s o con-

sorvativo ono. The numbor and magnitudec of tho proccss

mixcs in art must bc sorted cut and ro-thought svor timo

rclative to local goalse




II., PROCEDURE

Population and Testing Scquonco

It was roported in orror in the proposal 2f
this rcscarch that meoasurcs f Intolligcnco, Porsone-
ality, and Creativity wore part of tho 0fficc >f Edu-
cation Contract Mo, F156, That rosoarch did nat pro-
pasc t5 includc the Ninth-Grade at University Schocl,
Kent Statc Univorsity, Kent, Ohics, It was thereforc
noccssary to test tho Ninth-Grade populaticn on thosc

mcasurcs, in addition to the oxporimontal mcasurcs in

the study,
Tosting was comploted on the Ninth-Gradc (N=100)
in tho f2llowing ordor:
1) Experimontal Measurcs, 11/24/65
2) Intclligence, 1/13/66
3) Croativity, 1/17/66 |
i) Personality, 1/17/66 1
Tho ¥inth-Grade population (N=100), at Univor- 1

sity School, Kont Stato Univorsity , Kent, Ohlios wes

tosted on all moasurcs in the study within o 60 day

poriszd undor 355d4 conditions,
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Exporimecntal Moasures

Mcasuros of Prodictcd Art Porformancce, Precicte
cd Art Performence of Pours, Art Porformance, Sclf-Eval=-
uated Art Pofformanco, Evaluated Art Pcrformancc of Pcers,
and Art Judgment, worc gainod through the. usc of an cx-
porimental b33k10£ summarizced in Appondix A,

Uniformly through thc'exporimcntal booklct, rank
cholecs of ton positions wofo uscd on all mecasurcs, Ton
positions woro considored cncugh to cnsble choicee and ale-
s> pormitted likcncss t2 the public school scale far
studcnt sclf-ovaluation tasks,

Discrcpancy scorcs werc obtained by the magni-
tudc of difforoncc between raw scarus carricd on scpar-
ate parcs of the booklet,

Profcssional judsments of the "roforanec" paint-
inr werc raincd through tho usc of tho crivoria in Ap-
pendix B, With the oxclusian o>f thc sealc - itom Goode
Bad, it was thc samo suale uscd by the students €5 judre
-tho "rofcronce® painting, to sbtain Art Judmment scoros,

Tho profossicnal judgc«team was uscd twiec, to

cvaluntc student art porfarmance and to judge the "ref-

crcnce" pointing, BEach judge, judged independently of

e e il e Bl — e o




A o duns

tho othors,
Ts foeilitatce tho Art Performance Task, the

students worc asscmblo d with ampl drawing arca, and
Werc ﬁravidod 18"x24" promium drawing papor and sop-
arato boxes of sil craydns, Tho stimulus for the
task was olso vorbalized t2 tho group as it appears
in Appcendix A, Tho timo allowanecc of 30 minutos was
considero?@ ample aftcr tho rosults had been vicwed,
Ts facilitato Art Judgment, the largo "roforcnce"
painting was circulated in view of tho studonts during
o periz@ of cight minutces,.
Tho eriterion appecarinz in Appendix B was uscd
by tho students t> judge tho "roferonco" painting. Al-
thourh the items oppoar as polar concepts, this was

donce to facilitate rcsponsc, For oxample Cool ;g_
and Caol

would bo interprodtcd to msan the most 201,

._i%_ the lcast ¢33l, or warm.

The other critorisn appecaring in Appendix B was

uscd by tho judrc-toam t2 cvaluate studont art porform-

encce Apain, pdlar concepts wore used at timos for

clarity,

Dofinitions of tcrms appcar in Appondix C.
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Intolligonce Mcasurcs

Mcasurcs »>f Lm muago and Non-Lenguare I.Q. wore
sbtaincd throuch the usc »f the Lorgo~Thorndikoe Intclli-

ronec Test,
Crecativity Mcasures

Moasurcs sf Croativity werc gaineé throurh the
usc of the following four testse 1) Gestalt Transfor-
metiosng, 2) Simile Interprotations, 3) Altcrnate Usss,
and L) Production of Figural Effocts, The four tests.
caniec from roscarch by Guilford and Merrificld,

Gostalt Transformations yiclds a score rcscine
bling Clssurc, Altcrnate Uscs yiclds a seory rescmblinp
Oririnality, Similc Interprctatisns was uscd beceausc
it rclatcs to the Art Performonco stimulus, cnd rro-
duction of Firurel Effocts was uscd for 1t's lcas so-

montie noturc, Samplc itcms of the four tests and thelr

dcscrdptions eppoar in Appendix D,
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Porsonality Moasuros

Following aro the soven measurcs of Porson-

ality. usod in the study. Sampk itoms and descrip-
tions appear in Appendix D,

1, Anxicty

2. Sclf Confidence

3, Intorest in Roflective Thinking
i, Intercst in Divergent Thinking
5. Intorost in Convergont Thinking
6, Intorest in Logical Tninking

7. Toloronce of Ambigulity




ITTI, ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The corrclation of all data cmployed the

Poarson Product-loment Coofficicnt, and analysis-of-

veriancc techniquos, Frequency distributions woro

run a8 rcquircd to dotormine lincarity amonp corre-

lations, When it was c-nsidored noacessary for oo¢

cnalysis, Eta, Phi, and Biscrial statistics werc also

uscd,

Using 38 as tho numbor of variables in the

Statistical Przcedurcs
study, thc figwrcs .2732 and ,3541 werc computcd as j
|

the levels of significanco, % and 1% rcspoctivily.

4 rll

The Pcarson is a conscervative cstimate baged 2

linocar correlation, . |

Rosults !
Answors to Quostion 1«23 from pages 3-7 ore 1
1

summarizcd below for brevity,

Qucstisn 1, Ycs Quosti-n 12, N>
Qucstion 2, N> Quostion 13, No
Quostion 3, No Questi-n 1. Wo
Guostion he No Quosti-n 15, Yos
Qucstin 5, N> Quostio-n 16¢ N>
Question 6, Yo Qucstion 17 No
Question 7 No Quosti-n 18, No
Question 8, Ycs Qucstion 19, No ‘
Quostion 9, N> Quecstisn 20, Ycs |
Quostinl0o, N> Quostimm 21, N»o
Questisnll, Wo Qucstin 22, N2 J
Quosti-n 23, N> {
|

17




18

The primary yield of the research, gainod
through the pattern of anqg@ra to Quostions 1-23,
aro considdrod below in éa;iod form to indicate
major dimonsions in the study showing rolationship,
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Mcasurcs showing rclationship wore plottod

rraphieally t2 dctorminc thoe noeecssity »f moro ap-
propriato statisties, In tho fallowing cnalysis,
unlcss sthorwise mentioncd, scatter-grams indicate
cd the appraopriatncss of the statistic omployed,

As montioned provisusly, Phi, Eta, end Biscria
statistics woro used in cortain cascs whorc scottore-
arams indicatod non-lincar rolationship botween the

sots of date,

Analysis >f Moasures Showing Rolationship

Sclf-Mcasuros and Judped Studont Art Porformonco

Gomploto carrclations appcar on pare 51 of
Appondix E. This andl ysis should bc proccedod by
the information that Prodicted Art Performance and
Sclf-Evaluatcd Art Performonco worc highly rolated
(4381), as ocxpectod,

Tho deta indicate a significant rolatione
ship (.283) botwcen studont!s ovaluation 2f thoir
own art performance and the judgos! prajoction of
the studontt!s crt ability basod mn tho studont art

work, Sinecc Procrictod Art Porformanco aned Self-Eval-




uated Art Performance are highly correlated (,381),

3% is understandable that student!s prediction of
their art performance would relate highly (,267)
with the judge's projection of the student's art
ability based on the student art work. The data
indicate students and judges agreed on predict-
ed and projected art ability,

Student!s self-cvaluation of their own art
performance is significently related (.328) to the
judge's evaluation of the student art work on the
Measure of Color. When the Phi statistic was used
to remove effects of extreme cases, the coefficient
was reduced to 180, This result may indicate the
Measure of Color was particularly clear to the Judg-
es and, when the students evaluated their own per-

formance, their criteria largely embraced coslor. The

Moasure of Crude-Sophisticated was also a useful fac~

tor in the student's evaluatisn of their own wokk,. .

although there was not a significant relationship
(,260). The Phi statistic produced a coefficient of
120, The measure of Crude-Sophisticated was also a

category the judges interpreted relatlvely clearly.

There was an extremely high relationship (.740) between

1
|
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tho Moasurcs of Crudo=Sophisticatod and Czlor (pase
61), which inAicates tho measuros may not have boon

soparate in the Jjudring procosse

Porsonality and Judged Student Art Porformanco

Comploto corrclation botween thesc two major
dimensions appear on parfo 52 of Appcndix E,

The dota iIndiecatoc the Porsonality Moasurc of
Interost in Divorgont Thinking is reclated to Art
Porformenco, This Porsonality Mecasurc shows sig-
nificant positive rolationship with Judro” Studont
Art Porformanco Moasurcs of Pictorial Space (e345),
Undcrstanding of Page (.331), and Boring-Intorcsting
(£306). |

The student!s intorcest in thinking diveorgently
was a function of scmantically-boscd tasks, The
ability to dovolop Pictorial Spaco in 8 drawing
(scoc dofinition in Apponcix C) is usually thourht
of as a visucl abllity, The high, significant ro-
lationship may indicate the dovolqpmont of Pictorial
Spacc hos morce t2 4> with interest in divorgoncy.

Tho rolationship betwoen Intorcst in Divorgont

Thinking an?® studontt!s Understanding of Papo is loss
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casy to cxplain, If would socm that ability to
articulate cn idoa visually, from cithor external

sr omorgont oripin, wsuld morc noarly roquirc in-

torest in converpont thinking, It may bo that tho

Alverpent porsanelity alss has eonvorront poweor,

Tho mcasure >f Intorest in Convergont Thinking

shows o nerative rolationship (-.127) with tho
Mcosure Undorstanding of Page, The data soom 5
surrest the dlverpent porscnality can clavorge, as
requirecd in an art porformancce The itoms mcasuring
Intorcst in Diverrent Thinking appoar €5 have moro
scsthotie rcferonco, of tho kind rofcrrod to in Un-
dorstondine of Pago, than d> the items measuring Ine
tcrest in Convorgont Thinking,

The data d> nat indicato rolationship between In-
torost in Divergent Thinking and tho Crcativity Measurc
»f Gostalt Transformati-ns (Closurc), howover,

It may simply be tho divorgont thinking students
worc advm taged in tho verbally-motivatod art porforme
anco task, onourh t3 motivato them t5 the ond of |
handling thoir idcas within tho visual limitations

roforrod to in the concept, Understanding of Pege

(Sco dofiniti-n in Appendix C),
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Intorcst in Divorgent Thinking did not sirnifie-
cantly rolatc to thoe judges! projeetion of Student

>

Art Ability. Thore was a tendeney to rolate (J177)
and, thereforc studont's intorest in thinking di-
vergently docs have partially to Ao with prsjocted
ability in art,

Tho data shows significant correlatisn (,306)
boctwocn Intorost in Divorgent Thinkivg ond tho Art
Forformoncoe Mcasure of Boring-Intorosting, The diver-
mont personality dsos devolop intoresting art work,
and has a pracess advantago whon the art performence

is verbally motivated,

Crcativity and Judred Student Art Porformance

Complcto correlatimms botwoen those twos major
dimensions appear on page 53 of Appondix E,

Part scorcs on Croativity arc discusscd far ine
terost, Major conclusions aro bascd on total scores.

The Aata indicate relationship botwecn Moasuroes
of Croativity and Judged Studont Art Porformance, Gos-
talt TransformationB Part 1 1is significantly related
(4282) to the Art Porformancc Moasurc of Pictorial
Spacoe Usc of tho Phi 8tatistic reduced the number to

{,160°, Gcstalt Transformatisn is a moasurc of cone
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vornont praoductian of semantic transformetims, or
Cl;surc. Student ability to transf>rm somontic idecas
int> praductin vic thc Mecasurc of Pletorial Spaco is
the rclationship in question, This dacs not scom par
ticularly natowsrthy whon using tho morc consorvative
Phi stotistic. Tho Croativity Mecasurc of Gestalt Trnse-
formatins d20s not rolatec (.047) t> tho Porsmality
Mcasurc of Intorest in Diverront Thinking, Tho torms

of rolationship botwoon divergont pors:nality and
Creativity ncod furthor oxploratin,

There is a tondoney far Gestalt Transformations
Bart 1 to rclato to> Tonalitics (,265), and Uncer-
standing of Pago  (4267)e Tho Phi statistic reduccd
thoso numbcrs t2 180 amdl 080 rospcctively,

The Croativity implicd in the handling of Pic-
torial Spaco 1s alsoc scmantically-bascd, Divergoncey,
being as porssonality mecasurc, would scom basic to
bothe Divorroncy, only rclatcs to Pietorial Space,
howevor, Pictorial Spaco ability is scomanti cally ro-
latoed to tho abillty to ecmvorgse on scmantic tronse-

formations (Gestalt Transformations), A porssn able

to handlc Pictorial Spacoe could be ablo to divarpo
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and also to converge on the verbal-motivation. Again,
like Interest in Divergent Thinking, the data shows

o positive relationship (.261) between Gestalt Trans-
formations Part 1 and the Art Performance Measure of
Boring-Interesting, In sther words, there is m insig-
nificant relationship implied between the Measure of
Gestalt Transformations (Closure) and qQualitatively
interesting Art Performance,

The Art Judgment of the students, gained through
the Measure of Boring-Interesting on the "refercnce"
painting also showed no significant relationship (-.0i8)
with Interest in Divergent Thinking, or Gestalt Trms-
formations (-.260)., In both cases, a negative re;
lationship exists which approachses significance in the
casc of Gestalt Transformations,

The highest tendencies to significant'rela-
tlonship are generally betwecn Gestalt Transforma-
tions Part 1 smnd Judged Studont Art Performance Mcas-
ures, The Measure of Production of Figural Effects,
tends to relate to Color, Pictorial Space, and Under-

standing of Page,

Mean ratings of Judged Student Art Porformnce
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appear on page 59 of Appendix F, Appondix H shows
photographs of Student Art Performance jJudged h;gh,

average, and low, for furthor reference.

Personality and Student Art Judgmnt

Complete corrtlations botween thesc major dimon-
sions appcar on page 5l of Appendix E,

The only rclationship indicated betwecn those
two dimonsions is tho Personality Moasurc of Interost
in Divorgent Thinking and tho Studont Art Judgmont
Mecasurc of Brutele-Tonder, This rolatimshlp approache
es significance (4272). Using tho Phi statistic, this
number reduccd to 240,

Students who scored high on Intorest in Divergent
Thinking judged thc "reforence" painting as morc Tendoer,
Interest in Divergont Thinking appears to havo assoclation
with thc judges ovaluation of thc "rofcronco" painging
as more Tcnder, Considoring the Jjudgos rosponse, the
intorpretation could be made that the divergent per-

sonallty has morc capacity for aesthotic appreciation,

Thcro wore no significant rclationships betwoon

the Art Judgment itom Brutal-Tonder and 1) Lamguago

L — e . B -

. a
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I.Q. (s014), 2) Non Language I.Q. (.028), -3)7any.of -
the creativity measures, u¢ lj) any of the measures
of Judged Student Art Performance., There were also
no significant relationships between Interest in Di-
vergent Thinking and Language I.Q. (.069), and None
Language I.Qs (.068), to provide further understand=-
ing of this section. Although not of major Interest
in the study, Language I.Q. shows significant re-
latinship (,295) with the single Personality Meas-
ure, Tolerance of Ambiguity,

'It-should be mentioned at this point that there
were no statistically significant mean differences
between the students! and judges! judgments of the
"reference" painting,

The mean ratings of the "reference"™ painting
appear on page 59 of Appendix ¥, The chart does sbsw

ﬁﬁhégﬁﬁﬁdrity of judgment directions were the same,
but varied in intensity, or declsiveness., The pro-
fessional judges were more extreme In their Jjudg-

ments and were therefore more decisive,




Crcativity and Studont Art Judgment

Completec corrclation botwocn thosc two major
dimcnsions appcar on page 55 of Appondix E,

Part scorcs on Crootivity are discusscd for
intorcst, Major conclusions arc bascd on total scores,

Thoro arc sirnificant nogative corrclations bu-
twoen the Student Art Judgment Mcasure of Sub joctive-
Objoective concorning :the "roforonce" painting, and
the Croativity Moasures sf Altcrnato Uses Part 1 (-.274),
Production of Figural Effocts Part 2 (-.381), Part 1
(-+296), and the total score m tho tecst of Production
of Figural Effoects,(-.360),

The Mcan Ratings Chart on pago 59 of Appondix
F indicatcs tho mean judgmont on the "rofcronco"
painting to bc the samc fa both tho profossional
judgos and the students, As the figurc indicatos,
this "Mean" judgment is only slightly in the dircction
of Objcective, which indicates , in all probability, that
ncithor the profcssional judges, nor tho studonts, found
tho itcm particularly decscriptive,

Both mcasuros of Crcativity, Alternate Usos

Part 1, and Production of Figural Effoets, yield
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scoros of divergont production. Production of Fig-
ural Effccts yiclds divorgent production of figural
implications, Altcrnatc Usos yiclds divergont pro=
duction sf scmmtlic classcs,

The high invorsc rolationships indicated b7 the
data protebly should be interprotod to mcan that tho
concept Subjoctive is positivcly rclated to the ca-
pacity for divcrgont productions, The divergent pro-
ducer of scmontic and figural suteomcs sces the “ref-
oroncc" painting morc as Subjcctivc than Objcctivo,

Other relati-onships >f intercst arc between
tho Creativity Mcasurcs of Gestalt Transformaticns

Tstal an® the Lrt Judrment Measurcs >f Bad-Good

236), and BoringeInteresting (-.260), and Pro-

apetian of Ficural Effccts Total an” Bad-Good (=,262)

and BorinseIntercsting (=4225), None are sifnifi- |
cent prelationships, The data indleatus a tencdency g
to nepative rolationship., Since these "Gestalt" irt |
Judiment Moasures are reascnably tried throuch earl-

ier research an” significantly relote t> each other

in this rescarch (,606), the data is genorally inter-

preted to mean an almost 1ﬁ§orse relatimship exists

boetween prafuction on Creativity tests and judrments

on the "reference" painting as Bad and Boring,
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Discrepancles and Other Major Dimensions
Cpmplete correlati ons appear sn pages 56, 57,

and 58 of Appendix E,

The single, most interest.ng producer of nsar
significant relationships is Discrepancy 3 (page 7),
between Self-Evaluated Art Performance and Evaluated
Art Perfsrmance of Peers,

There are negative relationships, approaching
significance between Discrepancy 3 and the Art Juds-
ment Measures of Cool-Warm (-,238), and Boring-Inter-
esting (=,216)., Discrepancy 3 is a numerical function
-of Self=Evaluated Art Performnce end Evaluated Art
Performance of Peers. The data indicates & negative
significant relationship between the single measire of
Self-Evaluated Art Performence and the Art Judgment
Measures of Cool-Warm (-,309) and near significant on
Boring-Interesting (=.231), The single measure of Eval=-
uated Art Performance of Peers does not relate to Coole
Warm (=,092), or BoringeInteresting (-,018), The "dis-
cropancy" as such, ie no more useful than the single
Measure of Self-Evaluation, only understandable in terms
of itts parts. Certainly, though, the significant, neg-
ative relationship (~.309) between Self-Evaluated Art

a
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Performance and the Art Judgment Measurs of Cool=Warm
13 notewcrthy. Students with better opinions of their
own work, see the "reference" painting as more Codl,

Student self-evaluations were based sn personally
gained criteria, if indeed, thore were criteria at all,
This phenomenon is interpreted %o mean the students did
nolr organize criteria for evaluating their art perform-
ancej especially not of the type they were required to
use iIn the Art Judgment Task,

Self-Evaluated Art Ferformance doss not related
to any of the measurea of Persommality or Creativity,
Thers 1s an insignificant relationship indicate.g with
Non-Language I.Q. (,189), This may mean, in the ab-
sence of clear evaluvative criteria, students tended
to rely on quantitative evaluation such as measured by
Non=Language I.Q.

The Art Judgment Measures of Coql-Warm and Bore
ing-Interesting significantly relate'c?to each other
(.351). It ssrves to demonstrate the Art Judgment meas-
ures were not independent enough to minimize the ef;
fects of "transfer" of judgment, particularly between

the polar-sets, Cool-Warm, and Boring-Interesfing.It
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is interesting that the "Gestalt" Art Judgment Measure
Boring-Interesting, significantly relates to the par-
tially descriptive Measure of Cool-Warm, Therefors,
students who thought the "reference" painting was Bor-
ing, also thought it was more Cool,

The data indicate on page 56 of Appendix E a neg-
ative relationship, approaching significance (=.239)
between Discrepancy 3 and the Personality Measure of
Anxiety. Students who rate themselves higher than
thelr peers, appear less anxious, There 1s aj?Q?'
:ﬁ$11l , insignificant relationship (,211) 1ndica£ed
betwsen Discrepancy 3 and the Personality Measure
of Loglical Thinking, This may indicate the cri-
teria the studentfs nged for scif-svaluation and
evaluation of peer art performance, which is un-
known, was not particularly useful or appropriats,
but was perhaps somewhat logical,

The deta suggest a tendency to positive re-
lationship between Discrepancy 3, and the Judged
Student Art Performnce Measures of crude-$ophis-

ticated (.224), Color (.236), Tonalities ($220),

e —— . e oA -
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Projected Art Ability (,209), and Boring-Intersst-
ing (.203). Students who judged their own work
higher produced more sophisticated, cslorful, tonal,
and intercsting art work, and were considered to
have more ability at art. Since the Intra-relatione
ship of these art performance criterla are quite
high, as seen in Appendix G, it is reasonable to
assume they were not useful as separate criteria, It
may mean further, that student self-gvaluations

made use of generaliged criteria similar to that ace
tually used in the Judged Art Performancd of student
art work,..

Tho Ete statistic was computed betwsen Discrep-
ancy 2 and the Art Judgment Measure of Cool-Warm (.l460)
and b.etween Discrepancy 3 and the Art Judgment Measure
of Boring-Interesting (-.450), indicating signifi-
cant curvilinear relationships, Students who Judged
their o~work higher than their peers, considered the
tpeference” painting as p’d’i‘é ﬁoring. Students who

. predicted their work higher than they evaluated it,
‘;;?éed the "reforence" painting as Warm.

- The relatimship between the Art Judgment Meas~
ure of Boring-Interesting and the discrepancy between

Pred:l.cted.Art Performance and Predicted Art Porform~nce

of Poers (Discrepancy 1) was re=computed using the more
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conservative Phi coefficlent, It produced a signif-
icant relationship (-,280), The data indicate then,

wy

that when students predicted their own apt work highe-
er than their peers, they judged the "wreference"
painting as Boring,

L Judged Student Art Performmce Intra-Relationships
A particularly intoresting result is the ex-

tremely high positive correlation (,774) between the
Judged Art Performance Measures of Boringe-Interesting

and Projected Art Abil8ty. The data indicate pos-
1tive relationship (Appendix G) between Projected Art

Ability and 2l other Art Porfornance Measures, ex-
copt Literary-Visual, Literary-Visual was a confus-
ing item and not considered productive for this study,
Perhaps the determination of Projected Student Ary
Ability was based on accumulated descriptive art per-
formnce judgments, Perhaps, the data indicate that
Boring=Interesting 1s a major consideratim in the
projectin_ 2 Student Art Ability. Or perhaps more

impartant, it points to the usefulness of separate
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criteria for descriptive rather than evaiunative pur-
poses. Descriptive criteria may be most useful in
process-oriented conditions where it is given that

self-svaluation 1s the goal,




IV, SUMMARY

b e g

Conclusions

Within thc admitted limitations af thc study,
Ninth=-Gradc studcents proediet their Art Porformence in
agrcement with judpe!s prajoctions of Studnt 4Art Abil-
ity bosed on their work, Tho predictim of Student
Art Ability by thc judges arrces with student Sclf-Pro-
dicticn,

There orc indieations that student sclf-cvale-

2 1 2 =
uations of Art Porfarmoncs {monoraclized

cvaluations) relate to judges costimates of student art

pcrformance 2n mcasurcs that aro descriptive in nature,

The study alss indicatcs the "sestalt" manncr of |
judging studont art porformonce is as rcllablc as sopar-
atc dcseriptive eritoria, The question to be asked, of
coursc, still rclates to the intention of cvaluating
studecnt art pcrformonce. Scparatc, dcscripitve, cri-
tcria aroc the most uscful when the intention of the oval-
uatisn is t5 gulde student art prorross, Overall,
"eostalt" cvaluations arc apparontly accuratc, but not

informative for teachors of art,
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The Personnlity Moasurc of Interest in Divorgent
Thinking is rclated to cortain catosicrics of Art Por-
formonce and Art Judguent, Ninth-Grade students with .
highor intcrost in thinking divergontly are bettor
ablc t2 dovelsy space in their drawings, arc better at
understanding and salving tho limitations imposcd by
thc sizoc and shape of the drawing papor they 1 are riven,
and t§u1r~art'w3rk is morc intorcsting, Students with
hirh intorost in thinking divergently, tonded to judgo
tho "rocforonce" painting as moro Tondor, Students with
1ow intorost in thinking divorgently, tondcd to judgo
the "ﬂcfofoncoﬁ peinting as morc Brutal,

Tho Ninth-Gradc studont intcrested in thinking di-
vergently appears bettor ablc to eonvergoe on an art
task, than is his poer, who is morc intorcstod in think-
ing convorgontly, )

Scaorces on the Crcativity measurcs uscd in the

study Ao not convinecingly rolate to Ninth-Grade Art

Porfarmrinco., The singlc oxeoption is bdtweon the Cro-

©
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ativity Mcasurc Production of Figural Effccts and
certein moasurcos of Art Porformance, notably Color,
Pictorial Spacc, and Understanding of Pagc. A caus
ticus interprctation of tho data 1s that Creativity
scorcs arising from tasks primarily scmantic, such
a8 werc uscd in the study, ¢o nat accurately prodict
art Porformance, Other factors may have influcnced
tho rcsﬁlts, particularly, tho inheront woaknosses
in the critorion for judging Student Art Porformanco,
Retesting under bdttor conditions with better instrue
ments may roveal rclatiosnships betwecn scmantic mease
urcs of Crcativity and certain categorics of Art Por-
formoncee,

The rosults should be tempored with tho caution
that Intorost in Diverment Thinking does not relsto?
to any of thoe Crcativity mcasurcs,

The study indicates that profcossimal and. Ninthe
Gradce students! judgmonts concerning the "rofcrenco®

painting wore alikc in dircetion, Tho profossional,

©
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judges were only more decisive, The differences in
the mean judgments of the two groups were:not sta-
tistically significant,

Several measures of Creativity show significant,
nggative, relationship with the single Art Judgment
Measure of Subjective=Objective, The inverseness of
this relationship, and other relationships in this
section, suggest that Ninth-Grade students scoring *
higher on Creativity rete the "reference" painting
as Subjective,

It was hypothesized that discrepancies betwsen
internal projections of prediction and evaluation
may provide leads into the natural order of relation- |
ship between Art Judgment and Art Performance, The
discrepancy between Self-Evaluated Art Performance
of Peers seems the most useful discrepancy produced
by the study. There are weak tendencies for this
discrepancy to relate to cdrtain measures of Art
Performance and Personalityo.Perhéps, more soph;sti-

cated means of evaluating Art Performance and re&r. v.-—w




trieving discrepancy scores would mke the relation-

ship more clear. The data merely suggest that the
difference batween how Ninth-Grade students evaluate
themselfes and their peers tends to relate to certain
aspects of Art Performance and Personality,

When more appropriate statistics were used, there
was a significant relationship between the discrep-
mcy in how Ninth-Grade students evaluate their Art
Performance compared with their peers, and the Art
Judgmerit Measure of Boring-Interesting. A significant
negative relationship exists between how Ninth-Grade
students predict their Art Performance compared to
their peers, and the Art Judgment Measure of Boring-
Interesting., To summarize, students predicting their
Art Performance higher than their poers tended to oval-
watc the "reference" painting as Boring, Students
evaluating their work higher than their peers also
evaluated the "reference" painting as Boring,

The study also reveals a significant relation-

ship botween the discrepancy in how Ninth-Grade stu-
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dents predict and cvaluate their own art performance
and the Art Judgment Measure of Cool-Warm, If they
predicted their art performance higher than they ev=
aluated it, they ovaluated the "reference" painting
as more Warm,

Certain aspects of Art Judgment appecar predict-
ahlc through the use of discrepancy techniques, Dis-
crepancies and Art Performance appear less related by
this study, Certainly, both dimensiosns of Art Perform-
anec and Art Judgment warrant further study than is
provided by this pilot study using tho experimental

mcchanism of discrepancy scores,
Implicaticns ad Suggestions for Further Resocarch

The dosign of the study is limited, As a pi-
lot study, aiso conservative in analysis, it has in-
dicated promise in thc use of dlscrepancy techniques
to predict student disposition in the dimensions of
Art Performnce and Judgment, The natural order of
rolationship betwecen theso dluacnsions has net been

gained by the study, but this is considerod the fault
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of the dosign rather than the idea.,

The author would not wish to .mke predictions
on the basis of this pilot study, Further rcsearch,
developing ways of examining the variabillty of rela-
tionship botwocn Art Judgmont and Performance 1s very
much nceded, Further work with discrepancy techniques
socms particularly appropriate.

Greater sophistication is alsc nooded In the
measurcment of Art Judgment and Art Porformance,

Purcly non-discursive ways of examining the
productiéﬁ..and assessment of Art cculd perhaps be ine
dicated by further research with imporsonal mecha-

nisms like discropancy.
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[ Appendix A

Following arc summarics of thc pagos in the
oxperimental booklot used to gain scorcs on tho
cxperimental mcasures in this research,

Pagc 1 Instructions and title pagc.

Page 2 Self-Prodictod Art Porfor:imancoe.
Rank from 1-10, based on how well
the studont thought hc would por-
form with knowledge of the stimu=-
lus,

Page 3 Prodicted Art Performanco of Foers,
Rank from 1-10, basod on how woll
tho student thought his pccrs would
porform with rcspect to the same
stimulus,

Page I Instructions for 30 minute Art Pere
formanco, Thc writton end vorbal
stimulus was, "With clcetric sky
throatening, thcir thoughts turncd
%ngard, to thc warmth of days gmo

Y o

Pago 5 Sclf-"valuated Art Pcrformance.Rank
from 1-10, baded on how well the
stadent thought he performcd,

Pagec 6 Evaluated Art Porformnce of Poers, |
Rank from 1-10, bascd on how woll |
the studont thought his pocrs per- ‘
formecd, ' |

Page T Art Judgment, Studonts werc asked 1
to judge tho "roforonce" painting |
from 1-10, Bood~bad continuum,

Pago 8 Art Judgmnont. Soc Appondix B,

L5




Appcondix B

Tho following criteria woro used by the pro-
fcssional judges to judgo the "refercnce" painting,
Thoy wecre to rank from 1-10 on cach of tho follow=-
ing itoms, exprcsscd as polaritios for clarity.

1) Cool-Warm ,
2) Simplc-Complox
3) Brutal-Tender
) Boring-Inteorcsting
5) At rcst-licving
6)
7)
8)

3 o ~ PP N
Subjeetive=0bjcctive
cod

Unbalanced=-Balan
‘Light-Hoavy

Thesc arc the same itcms usod by the students
to judge the "refercnce" painting, with the single
exception that the students worc also to judge on the
basis of Bad-Good (Scc Appendix A} rcfleronce to Page
7 of tho cxperimental booklot),

The following criteria werc uscd by the pro-
fessional judges to judge Student Art Perfirarncee.

- They werce t0 rank iyrom 1-10 on cach of the follow-

irg ttems, 3 of which arc cxpresscd as polaritics
for clarity while tecsting, and 6 of which arc =
straight rank itcms, As thc analysis indicates, the
item, Literary-Visual was climinated because 1t was
not polar, Thc item Intorcsting-Boring was reversed
in the analysis and in tho tablcd information in Ap-
pcndix E, Lo make it rcad thc same dircction as the
other scalc items,

Intorosting-Boring
Crude=-Sophisticated
Litorary=-Visual

Color

Pictorial Space

Line

Tonalities -
Undcrstanding of Page
Projccted Art Ability

O O \nNFWN =
e e e S S s e N s




Appondix C

>

Following arc dofinitions of torms used in
tho study,.

Litcrary-Visual

ofors to subjoct-mattor dorivation. A
litorary dorivation rcfors %o conception of
content bascd on hooring tho stimulus., A vis-
ual dopivation rofors to contont omorging
from thc materiacls omployod, and lcss dircct-
1y rclated to the stimilus, Not the samo as
naturalistic-abstract,

Color
Mumbor end uscd of cdlor, resulting in

overall color handling with rcspoet to draw-
ing, rathor than tho stimulus.

Linc

Numbor and uscs of differin 1linos,. Tho
oxprcssive rathor than dolincatin., uso of
linc,

Tonalitics

—Mhc ability to devolop tho illusion of
threc=-dimcnsions within a drawing, through
shading and tinting. ~

Undorstandine of Pago

ho ability to tako an ldea, and doal
with it in torms of an 18"x24" pagc. Tho
phonomonon of scalcs and proportion,




Appendix D

and Persmallty tests used in the study are present-

_ _ Explanations and sample items of Creativity
cd below, :
r

1, Similc Interpretations, Give different explan-
atory statements absut the same simile, e.g.,
A woman's beauty is liko the autum..eeeeezccs

2. Scored for DMX-"divergont production of semantic
systems" (oxpressimal fluency); the ability to
organize clementary idtas into complex ideas,

ject, e.g., 8 nowspaper, snd its common use, list
a variety of uncommon used, Each uneommon use is
almost always in a different class of uscs,

Scored for DMC-"divergent praduction of semant-
ic classes" (spontancous flexibility): the abil-
ity to produco a variety of class idcas approp-
riate to a given idea,

3. Prcduction of Figural Effects, Givenaa simple
1ine, such as a V-shaped figure, build sther ‘
lines arsund it, adding details %> mke a more 1
complex figure, , |

implications™i(figural elaboration): the ability

ts olaborate upon given figural information.

’ 2. AHlternatec Uses, Glven the name >f a czmmdn db-
Seared for Iﬁi}"dive cnk productim of figural 1
{

L. Gostalt Transformation. Select one of five altor-
nathve objocts, or parts of objects, to be used
to sorve a stated purpose., A sample item Peads:
TO LIGHT A FIRE
1, cabbage
2o fish
3. pocket watch
L. string '
5, pipe stem
answer: racket Watch(use cover as condensing lons). |

18 | }




ability to produce a chango 2f cmphasis on,

or intorpretation of, ideas so that the change
cd ideas are related in a new way, to meot a
specific eritverion, - '

| 5. Interest InventorxgzprsonalitgjBureau of Educ-

| ational nesearch, Rent otate university, 1966,

Based on previsus research with adults and

childron, involving the factor analysis of

interitem correlations for several large

groups, 56 items are grouped into T scales |
>f 8 itoms each, Response to each item is |
"aegree" or "Disagree". These respomses were

nat factor-analyzed; scores in this study are ‘
} based on number of responses agrecing with }
!

:
Scored for NMT-somantic redofinitisn": tho

the key, which consists of responsces most |
logical in terms of previsus results, }

Names of the 7 scales and sample items follow,

Intorest in fvergent Thinking
When you start to think abouw a problem,
your thoughts stand to go off in all dir-
ections. (Agree)

Interest in @onvorgent Thihking
Usually you donlt iose sight of the goal
you arec working toward while solving a
prsblem, (4Agrec)

For most questions therc is just one
right answer once you are able to get
all the facts (Disagree),

|
Tolerance of Ambiguity i
i

Intggegjlz_‘ in Leg}cal Thinking
You Like to0 1ook ior orrors of rcasoning
In an argument. (Agreo)

Interest in Reflective Thinking
¥ou 11ké to 1ivo in thc present, leaving
the past and the future out >f youwr thoug-
hts, (Disabree)

49 1




Self:ganfidence
ere are some things that you can 4o

better then most of your friends. (Agree)

Anxlsty :
When the teacher says that she 1is going
t2 find out how much you have learned,
you got a funny feeling In your stomach,

(Agree)

50
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Appendix B
Tabﬂgv 1
Completw Pearson Product-Moment Coefficierits Between
e ~ rimencal Measures ol Judge ucen

B
L

A

Crude-~-Sophisticated
Literary-Visual

Color

Pictorial Space
Tonalitiesg
Understaﬁding.of Page.”
Pro jected Art Ability

Boring-Interesting
Line

L 4

o
o>
=2
\n
(0]

Predletod Art

Performence of | ,112] ,103} .234}.077 |.047 .051987 .05t ,082
Pears #

g e

Self-Evaluated # b 5
irt Performance .eool.zéo .188k328 .1961.220}.210 1. 179} ,283
\

’
Nt

Evaluated Art
Ferformance of | .003}.046}.022,119 |, 061 «0324.013Y,054 {.095

lorbe g

#8ignifiecant at 5% Leovel-Of-Confidence
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ATT Periormence,
k
1
. Self-Predicted #; .
Art Performance | ,227% .16l o «186 .OIOt}ls .1331.269




Tabls 2

Complete Pearson Product-Moment Coefficients

Between lcasures of Personellity an xger...-
montal Measures of Jpdged ﬁtudent Art Perform-
) m‘%‘"’t@‘ ance'
b
? &
g & 2 |2 B
- oy (9] ] ™~ o 'g 'Uf-l
+ ori < « or~d P O~
! o a R ol A D o
Wolto|as~ £ “ | m 00
S EFI R TR L a8 |e%
o 0] ool QD "™
selhelaal o [Sg) 5] 5 152|8¢
anlon JAS o |Ra'l 8 &6 |54 183
Anxiety 103} 5038} s13L} .0537630 | $089] .006] T042] 138
Self-8onfidence] .07 009 (117 .16(].038 .008; ,052! ,027} 05
TR :
0 ec ve [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ J o © [ ] r’ L
Thinking 022} .065] 008} 410,015 } 018} 4107} 059} .01
fpborost, 30 21 .23 .269 (338 .1
Thinking . 243} 269 (331} ,177]

Interest in
Conve:zl'ﬁent

231 .03:;, 7127 3

Thinking

ﬁ%ngei ’066 -.Oh 006 00910003 oohu 011' .021

-

Tolerance of
Ambigulty «063] 4139 ,012] .oos’.osa 145 403F LO7U!
' { : '

# Significent at 5% Level=of=Confidence
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Table 3

Complete Pearson Product-Momont Coefficionts Be-

perimontal M

weon casures o reavliv !
: urcs 0o E uaon r oY

3=

ormncCe e~
Lo} KL 1 O
5 g . = ‘ 2»,’. ‘gta? 'UE
o+ orf (] ol e O
i 0 <+~ 23 o« <49 42 42 o
tSojt n e~ & o] 0 Gy 0L
fioealod {8 a & o9 11 ~ GO § o<
wolgg (08 | O POt o 9 o . |=
g-&a :394@4301 7; :_)‘g' f.’. g 'g%, a-g
R RN dat o |&a]a (g |Sq|a<
Gestalt i 1 gﬁ -
Transformations 1§ .261] +2247132 |.208 | .263) .23 .265] 267 . 240
Gostalt -
Transformations 2 .oui 014063 025 Lo21 | 014 .002| 0186003
Gostalt
%oansformations 163 143,113 L,137 {178 L132 | .157 .1%.11;0
Simile Inter-
pretations 1 020} .olly .05d.092 {,106 {028 {,030 .o93' .181
Simile Intor- 2' :
pretations 2 .01 014 5234 ;048 .035 .010soLl | 063,028
Simile Inter= | j
pretations Total | ,019 .039 T113 .02l 083 0235009 .09%.119
Altemate A
Uses 1 084 ,221 7024 .209 199 .167.157 | .194 . 148
Siormate 1;{ 5d s10d .126 114 .079.001 | .10 J120)
Uscs o0 «05Q 5104 . o ° o o o
;, J il
Altemate ,
Uses .33 +083 161 003 .16 .190 .144.110 |, .19 .183
-~ . s — 4
Alternate
Uses Total .063 +173 5059 .204 .21{.1& 107 | .20q +181
Production of '
Figural Effectsl | $173 .243 sohq 251 22 | 177.169 ] 229 .199
Production of 1
Figural Effects2| 3148 .16 .18 .213 .21d.081 | .20 .122
Production of '
Figural Effocts { 3177 .233 U8 ,238 ,21M,107 { 24Y 183
Total ? ! i i

1y - #Significant
o T En g R S Ront 8o rS

g T F

2Gonc1usi n
woere lInclude
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Table I

Complece PearsommeProduct-Moment Coefficlents Bew-
perimenta

___IL_____________P_____.

twecen Measurcs of Personal

ty z2and

— Mocasurecs of ostudent Art Judgmont,

)
5
o+
/7]
: f
1T §e B D
22133 ;
nYy o= k4
AnXiety 0193 .ll.}O
Self-Confidence 021} 7180
IAeTosTIn éfkv
eflective
Thinking .087} 006
Intorost T o - T T
Divergont ,063}3002| 5013} .272] T0L48] +023] 1051 . 049} . 008
hinking .
Intérest in - ol =116] =06 8 136
GRRaTgont .091..00 7116} 3069] . 132} ,021} 5083 034} 313
Intgroit in '
Logica 0068 ,007] 5067] s0L0} 407U} + 119} 4 OL5] T0ET) T05T
Thinking fﬁk
Tolerance of o ,
Ambiguity :015,.05& $106| . 029} .062] 4003} 5G76] 5003} 5006

SRR

R

#Missos 5% Loveleof=Confidence .001
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Ir_ll__.ji_...._____nmu
— Measures of Su

otWeon Moasures of Lroativity

Tabie 5

Gom 15te Pearsan Product-lioment Coefficients

Measures of

r and

ﬁigarimental

wudent Art Judgment, 1,

varkans; sogfficdants

shout

2
R T I R S T
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t.
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tex

J tni ] !
e o) G
A a2 18w
LJ38 By |SElE |85 188 (4
t =gl (T feo w o | 5 o>
28135128 B2 (B2l 155 1B |9s
fo oz lne |88 |aS ks |40 Ba |as
— .. i GRS - i
Gestald -
Transformations 1 [159 {3167 ].100 s21l |3192 7112
Gostalt : 1
Transformations 2 [s249 [$101 15002 },027 {5237 9;322l {3087 5066
Gestalt | i |
Tronsformitions 236 |7156 |.058 |, 089 3260 <250 [v163 |10,
Total S
Simile
Interpretations 1 5063 {.,060].002}15019 :1631.061 036
Simile -1 T B
Interpretations 2 [5032 JoLh2i.042 511 07715019§,032
Simiis - ,
%ngeiprotations 057{.061},073 081 0Ll
To6a L 1
.Alternate
Uscs 1 T0581,.,2521.0991.003 2020
Altornate 1 ~
Uses 2 +1061,111{3078}.018}% 51,127
Alternate # T |
Uses 3 .052].,082] ,006]5035 .188
Alternate a
Uses Total 0401741 .010}5006 121
Production of S
Figural Effects 1}3236]|35154]3016}3012 »033
4
Production of )
Figural Effccts 2{s2u5|3067 :023%;015 +218 1]314k} .013
oductisn of ' ‘ 3k —
g{gural Efracts =262} $130{3020 {7011 5225 . 0301 $360}$159; 5028
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Table 6

Completo Pearson Product-Momont Coefficients
een erimental Measures of Discrepanc
%nd —Eﬁ-: er%mentai Moasures of otudent Art Judgment,

o |
. b S8 3
R e 103 (R |oB |88 1
o lhe B3 (B8 |55 185 |28 |35 |58 |
v |98 [E5 155 |BEHL5 |8 18% |20
— M o= MEd M- qz‘.iwo M [
Discrepancy #1 _
(page T7) .138} 5081 .,015} T0U43
_ﬂ;
Discrepancy #2
(page 7) c010] SCUT7 50163165
Discropancy #3 o
($age 7) | 049 {4134
Discrepancy #l
(pago T) 10083 «1571.111{3146].,0481,08315051

Table 7

Complete Pearson Product-Moment Cocfficients Be-
tweon Bxporimental Measures of Discrbpancy and

A e THicosures. SiParsonall g.
- . £

1

In

ol Q@ 3o o] 3
Lo LoB ol wled wie widk
B 1Sgassioasn0s [oa |98 u
Q : soMistMinoX [SOXM IHE O
ol <'H§ Ot & omﬂgb.ﬁ gg)‘g 0)--1.'"‘3
é '3'14 g‘%ﬁ "é.’:.:a' s::g.c: s:u.c:EG-n-i
- G W HEE BHOE B oS
Discrepancy #1 | : .
(page 7) 3061 1,200 }.089 }.071{,132].n78 {5038
Discrepancy #2 T
(page 7) 042 |7028 [sn06 1,068 §.095 |308) 15087
Discropancy #3 a T
(page 7) 5239 {4091 13008 |5012§,193 |.211 {J 1L
Discrepancy #4t | . - "
(page 7) $069 {312 {052 |.ch61.082 ¢ 141 |, 184

o
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Tablo 8

Compleote Pearson Product-Moment Coofficlents
screpanc

otwaen rimen va casures of UI
an oerimenta aasure3 0! !ugeé §§Een§
? o 0210rmanco, |

Discropancy'#l

(page T)
Discro anc
(pago

D:lacmpancy #3
(page 7

Discropanc #4
(page 7)
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Tablo 9

Complote Pcarson Product-Moment Coefficients Bo-
twoon Measures of Croativity end El_:perImentaT

56

S, il o e — <. et e — —

oasures 9 8CrCpancy.
g’(: B~ g@ g"?
82189 |89 |59
osioad |0 g‘ Od
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O 1O 190 O~
Al leden | s
QA3 103k A3k A%k

Gestalt *ij
Transformations 1 <057 .02% v118

Gostalt _ -

Transformitions 2 LL:OHS .019} 056
Gostalt . -1
Transformations $059] ,023f 5102
Total
Simile
Interpretations 1 0451 $015) ,05h |-
Simile _ '

- Interpretations 2 +048} 5087 .039] .13
Simiio T
Interpretations oO01h1 .11}
Total }— 1
Alternate
Uses 1 s0711,156
Altemate
Uses 2 «037].034
Alternate
Uses 3 «057 | sOLL} 5086 {5000

=
Alternste
Uses Total
Production of
Figural Effects 1

. Production of
Figural Effccts 2
Production of
Figural Effects Total |,045 !,002!,015 {2003
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.- Chart

<

Apgendﬁ?':" E ‘

1

Mean Ratings of Judgels and Student's Judgments
on the "Heference Faintﬁﬁ. .
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Chart 2

e eaihe

Meon Ratings of Judged Student Art Porformanco
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Boring - finteresting
Crudc Eophisticat-
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Literary Visual
Color w
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Appondix G

Table 10

Intra-Correlation of Separate Measures of

T Juaged. Snaag:
3 :“ T Y i
; R tes o
0
Lo 0
0] 2 NEE
g1 8 {4 -1 o |5 S ol
+ ot > o i (DH!
woleh |8~ by 512 183
Sgled B8 18 |82, |3 |5g |80
el IBa 17 SRS |8 (B |8E
mH jown lf"”f h, vt | A Fe-. S jag |
"Boring= o768 1.2551,662 |4 7194688 77
Interesting 1| , L 1.
Crude= '
Sophisticated .1824:7h0 .76?4:728
Litorary=- jr ‘ﬁL
Visual -J L009}1.2401.210
Color | «785 {1,658
Pictorial
8pace 1 971,816
Tonalitles oTTh].7h2
—cvan . —
Understanding
of Page «8314.793
Projected
Art Ability

1 As the data indicate, intra-relatimships
are oxtremely high except with the ltem
Literary-Visual which wes considered ine
appropriate, Rofer to text for discussion,

61




Appoundix H

Following arc four random vxamples of Student
Art Performance with corresponding "lean" ratings
of the judges, They were sclected to show perform-
anccs rated high interesting, average interosting,
and lew intcresting, in comparison with "Hcan" rate
ings on the desceraiptive criteria, Sce Appendix B,

for the itcms uscd to cvaluatc Student Art Performe
ancec,

HIGH INTERESTIMG




}
L
f
AVERAHE INTERESTING
‘
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LOW INTERESTING

Data shown am the four photographs was not clear
and is summarized below,

| ele |y
P@l pPal pm | 4=
231 59539 | &
| & 0 folos o 8o
égglf’oé’g’ Soa 3%
HEE 15581558 |9 58
Gostalt Meoasure of Interestink 9.75] 825! 475 | 1.50
ﬁ?otal of Descriptive Meas-
ures Excluding Litorarye 8.75; 5.12f 5,58 | . 3.25
Visual
t . _Lf
¥ o3 Jua}2 judes|i julges
Projected Ar} Ability udgesioes vesl yos no
°8 11 jué-|2 judges
no_ino




