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SN ‘ . ' Three randomly a551gned groups of_slxth grade

~==5students watched a videotaped white female model present sets of:
»Eresponses to a creativity test categorized as low. flex1br11ty, low

originality; high flexibility, low. originality; and . high; flexibility,-

.fhlgh orlglnallty. A randomly a551gned control group viewed the same

“.yideota'red model giving instructions but not creative responses.

.. Subjects: then Tespcnded to the Unusual Uses and Just Suppose tests .

- from the Torrance Tests of Creatlve Thinking. Modeéling 'did have an’

:“effect cn- chlldren' ‘creative’ performance, ‘but direction and

g'magnltude of the effect was dependent upomn sex, race, creat1v1ty

fmtralts measure_, and test used. (Author) .
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Within the. ﬂast two decades many critics, theoriéts, and practitioners
have'called fon(1ncreased emphas1s on the deve]opment of creat1ve prob]em -
so]v1ng ab111thes and the estab11shment of an educat1ona1 env1ronment where /

~5uch-ab111t1Fs wa11.flourlsh. warn1ng that our cu1ture w111 perish un]ess //
man can make new and original adaptat1ons to the env1ronment Car1 Rogers//
-(1Q59) expressed concern that schools turn out conform1sts and sterotyped/
1nd1v1dua15 rather than creat1ve and or1g1na1 th1nkers - Also concerned/
vthat schoo]s,have been preoccup1ed too Tong with order and contro] Char]es
Sl]berman (1é70) has said rnat the goal of educat1on must be not on1y to ‘
-prepare peop]e to earn, a 11v1ng but a]so to Tive a 1ife which is creat1ve,‘
humahe, and sens1t1ve L1kew15e, Rollo May- (1975), recogn1z1ng the perhapsi

d1sma] prosoects for the future, has po1nted out the need for the/oourage

/

e w ¥

I Recently modelnng, whnch is an aspect of soc1a1 1earn1ng theory, has
éeen cons1dered one “of the poss1ble means of fac111tat1no creat1ve behav1or
/ Research regard1ng tne effects of mode11ng on creat1ve performance is-sparce,
“though.” One except1on is a study done by Z1mmerman and D1a1ess1 (1973) in
which they 1nvest1gated the 1nf1uence of a v1dectaped ma]e who mode1ed
: responses to a creat‘v1ty test/vary1ng in fluency and f]ex1b111ty for f1fth
'.and 51xth grade students They found that (1) model f]uency was d1rectﬂy
fre]ated to. subJects f]uency and f]ex1b111ty on a s1m11ar creat1v1ty test,
(2) mode] f]ex1b111ty was 1nverse1y reTated to subgects f]uency and flexi- )
lb111ty on both a s1m11ar and d1ss1m1qar creat1v.ty, and (3):mode1~f1ex1b114ty
had a s1gn1f1cant1y d.fferent effect for mzle and fema]e subJects on bot?

',tests The eFfect of mode] f]uency on subJect f]uency was cons1stent j}th

A
L

[} . ) . . . /
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'-to create new forms, new symbols, and new patterns on wh1ch soc1ety can bu11d;
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. soc1aT Tearh1ng theory; however, the effect of/ odel fTex1b1T1ty was contrary

to soc1aT Tearn1ng expectations. " The fact thdt or1g1na11ty was not considered

/

is'a def1n1te weakness -of the1r/study which’ oqu account for such conf11ct1ng
/

'resu1ts, espec1a11y when it 1sfnoted that in the1r h1gh f1uency h1gh fTex1b111ty
-/

/

.treatment cond1t1on the modeTed responses were Tower 1n or1g1na11ty than were
;those in their high fTuercy—Tow fTex1be ty treatment cond1t1on
It seems obv1ous that/much more r'searchf1s needed before we know with

.any assurance whether or not modeT1ng can be used to fac1T1tate creat1ve

hav1ors are most fac1T1tat1ve for whom,.

I

' The purpose of this study was to i est1gate the 1nf1uence of ‘a creat1ve model .

behav1or and, if so, what modeTed b

on the creat1ve performance of chderen / Spec1f1ca11y, the obJect1ve was to
,determ1ne the effect of sets of modeTed responses wh1ch var1ed in fTex1b1T1ty .
“and originality on the creat1ve performance of bTack and white boys and g1rTs

as measured by the UnusuaT Uses and Just- Suppose tests from the Torrance Tests

.of Creat1ve Th1nk1ng (1974)

" METHOD
The subJedtd for th1s study cons1sted of 237 s1xth graders in a m1dd1e
'.'schooT'1n a southern un1vers1ty c1ty who ranged in ages from 11 to 13 years
”;They were random]y ass1gned by race and sex to three treatment groups and a
controT group with each group hav1ng approx1mate1y eqLaT numbers of bTack maTes,
bTack femaTes, wh1te maTes, and wh1te femaTes Mean IQ scores as measured by -
the Ca11forn1a Test of MentaT Matur1ty ranged from TGT to 103 across the four

/ .
groups. MentaT]y retarded subJects were not included. in this sampTe L gl




_Procedure

/:

A v1dez}aped white female mode] preserted one of three sets of 20 samp]e

\.'

responses from the Unusua] Uses Test for Cardboard Boxes, subtest five of

verba1 fo m A of the Torrance Tests of Creative 1nk1ng (TTCT) - (Torrance,.

1974) t6 each of the. three exper1menta1 groups.
F]ex1b'11ty—1ow or1o1na11ty responses hav1ng total fTexibi]ity score of 1

and o 1g1na11ty score of O relative to TTCT/scor1ng schemew (2) high f]ex1-'

\
\
\\

,/;/ bility-Tow or1g1na11ty responses hav1ng a/tota1 f]ex1b111ty score of 12 and

or g1na77ty score of 0 relative to the TTCT scoring scheme, and (3) h1gh

f ex1b111ty h1gh or1g1na11ty responses/hav1ng a total f]ex1old1ty score of

2 and or1g1na11ty score of’40 re1at1ve to the TTCT scoring: scheme She‘

| ‘also gave 1nstruct1ons for the test1ég whyﬁh was the f1na1 part of the

exper1menta1 procedure The contro]/group v1ewed the. same fema]e mode1

.,»x'g1v1ng test 1nstruct1ons and d1rec71ons but not creat1ve samp]e responses
v1deotaped mode], subJects in each group

Immed1ate1y after v1ew1ng th

took the Unusua] Uses for Tip Cans Test, subtest f1ve of verhal;form B of._‘

. the Torrance tests, which 745 s1n11ar to,the mode]ed ‘test. They ast‘took
- subtest seven of verba] form B8 éf the Torrance tests, Just Suppoce which .
.was dgss1m1]ar to the mode]ed test. | |

o i The entire. exper1menta//procedure took p1ace 1n one. morn1ng between

9: OO and 11:00 a.m. For the treatment each of the . four groups were random]y.

| ass1gned to one of the four 30-minute.experimenta1 sessionsl The eXperimenters
. 4 ; / . ’ ' . X

\\

- served as. mon1tors for gach session.
/

Data reported’1n the norms techn1ca1 manua] for the TTCT (Torrance, 1974)

reviews such as those by Ho]]and {1968), and numerous stud1es by others 1nd1cate

r

/
useful re11ab11nty and va11d1ty for the Torrance tests Interscorer re11ab111ty

The . thiree sets were: .(1)'1ow'h

.
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for the professional scorers from the Georgia'Studies"Of Creative Behavfor who
I

.'.scored the fests on- f1uency, f]ex1b111ty, and or1q1na11ty.'or th1s study was
/- , . ‘

1

.90 or above

o / R hf ANALYS Is AND RESULTS
TLe compos1t1on of the treatments and subJects y1e1ded ad X 2 X 2
ffactor1a] ana]ys1s of.variance des1gn. There were four 1eve1s of the mode]1ng
"Or:treatment'tactor: ’(1)l1ow.fleijil1ty-1ow or1g1na11ty, (2) h1gh f]ex1b111ty-
'1ow.origina1ity,j(3) high flexibility-high originality, and (4) contro1sy1ew1ng
e.no modeTedereative reeponses The suojects were further c1assifiedlaccording |
:to race. and sex factors w1th there being two 1eve15 for each of these two factors."
| ;Ana1yses of the effects of the four treatment 1eve1s, 1nteract1on‘of treatment
iby race,.treatment by sex, and treatment by race by sex were computed with
suojeets' f]uenoy 1ex1b111ty, and or1g1na11ty sc0res on both the s1m11ar
| Unusua] Uses test and the d1ss1m11ar Just Suppose test/as dependent var1ab1es
“ Duncan 5 mu1t1p1e range test was ut1]1zed when F tests proved significant at
rhe,.05~1eve] 1n»order~to identify the.spec1f1c source of mean.d1fferenoes.
- The data uere analyzed using the Statistica1'Ana1y§js System (Barr &
.Goodnight;.3972), a_comorehenéive'set of Cdmputerized,statisti:a] programs.
The ‘means and Standard deviations for-f]uencr ‘flexibi1ity,'and origi— '
‘na11ty on the Unusua1 Uses and the Just Suppose tests for the thrne treatment

groups and the contro] group are reported in Tab]e 1 - As can easily be

" 4 " - " " s e = o L e e . e s B o et s e O o} e M e i e

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT/HERE
d1scerned from Tab]e 1 there is a significant main effect for trnatment on
'f1uency us1ng the Unusual Uses test F(3 221) 12 14, p <. Duncan~s u
- mu1t1p1e range test 1nd1cated that the 1ow fTex1b111ty-1ow or1g1na11ty group
(X=27;71) scored h1gher than the h1gh f]ex1b111ty Tow or1g1na]1ty group (X 16 89),

. /
the high f]ex1b111ty-hjgh or191na11ty group.(X=19.20), and the control group




. . \ 5 -
»\(X=2i 63)‘ A s1gn1f1cant treatment by race .interaction [F (3, 221) ; 2‘64 p < .OSj,
i a]so resu1ted for f]uency on the Unusual Uses task.. Here blacks in Group 1 |

'(X .26. 21) scored, 1gn1f1cant1y higher than blacks in the contro] gYOup (X—lQ.OQ)
‘:wh11e whites in Gtoup 2 and Group 3 (X s=18. 38 and 20 a6, respect1vejy) were "

_s1gn1f1caht1y ]over than wh1tes in the contr01 group (X 26.00). Treatment by'sex s

- .

"  and treatment by race by sex on f1uency for thc Unusual Uses task y1e1ded F's < 1. OO
' “Readily” adlarent in Tab]e 1 also is the swgn1f1cant treatment effect for
.f1ex1b111ty scores on the Unusua] Uses tests,y - F(3 221 = 11, 94 E_< .00T1. Agawh
. the Tow f1ex1b111ty Tow or1g1na11ty group (X 6. 64) was thets1gn1f1cant}§ ]
“‘pdwfferent group as- shown by Duncan 5 mu1t1p1e range test but this. t1me the mean
.was s1gn1f1cant1y lower than the mean for the h1gh f1ex1b11nty Toew oridinality
"_group-(X-Q 65), the high f1ex1b111ty h1gh or1g1na11ty group (X 10 18), and the
'-;L-control group (X=9 23) The treatment by race by sex 1nteract1on for f]ex1b111ty :
on the Unuswa] Uses test was swgn1f1cant F(3, 221).’= .3.12, p < A]together,°
f out of: 120 1nteract1on compar1sons, 51 swgn1f1cant mean . d1rferences occurred whwch :
-;fare d1ff1cu1 to 1nterpret However, some trends d1d appear that h1gh11ght race-
sex- treatment 1nteract1ve effects For examp]e, black fema(es and wh1te ma]es
reacted s1m11arlz’tg,trea+ments Means for black fema]es (R=4.00) and wh1te-ma1es .

. e
- (R= 7 47) in Group 1 were respect1ve1y 1ower ‘than means for black fema]es (8= 8 50)

and white. ma]es (X 11. OO) 1n the control’ g“oup whwte females responded d1fferent1y f
:1n that there were no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between means in the four treatment -
cond1t1ons On the. other hand, b]ac< ma]es in ur0up 3 (X= 8,00),scored swgn1f1cant1y;_
' -hfgher than black ma]es~1n_Group 1 5X=4.67) and black ma1es‘in the control group |
: (%=3.50). ] _ | o ’
Referr1ng back to Tab]e.l, 1t,1s further obvious that the treatment effect
" -‘for orwg1na11ty for the Unusual Usés test was’ s19n1f1cant F(3 221) = 8.39,

E_< .001. Here the mean for the contro1 group (R=24.33) was s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher

1 .
e : . ) o o T




A

‘than means for experimental Group 1 (R=12. 68) Group 2 (X 13. 84), and Group 3

Ll

'(X‘17-20) as revealed by Duncan's test. The treatment by race interaction was

' ;s1gn1f1cant for or1g1na11ty on the Unusua] Uses test F(3 221) 7. 98 p < .001.

Means for wh1tes in Group 1 (X—16 94), Group 2 (X=14. 62), and Group 3 (X—]8 10)

 were s1gn1f1cant1y Tower than the control group mean for wh1tes (R= 33, 11) while

"treatment cond1t1ons _ . ‘ g o

there were no significant differences between b]ack subjects in the“four

Only a cursory observat1on of Tab]e 11s needed to see that the mode11ng

effects were much less s1gn1f1cant for the Just Suppose test as compared to

‘the Unusua] Uses test, espec1a11y on. the f]uency and f]ex1b111ty measures.

On the Just Suppose test the main effects for treatment treatment by race

: 1nteract1on, treatment by sex 1nteract1on, and treatment by race by Sex “inter-

_action were all 1nsqgn1f1cant for f]uency and flex1b111ty. The treatment

C effect on originality for thevJust‘Suppose test was'significant,'£j3,221)m=

.3.30;vp_< .05. Here the mean for the CQntrol’groupJ(X=8,28) was the highest of

A the'fourvtreatment Tevels and significantly‘higherfthan.the mean for Group 3

(%=5.21),

/

[ DISCUSSION

The ev1dence subsequently presented for thc Unusua] Uses test fa11ed to .

‘ reso]ve the anoma]y ﬂLat model fluency 1ncreased subject fluency and mode]

- f]ex1b111ty decreased subJect f]ex1b111ty as 1mp11ed by Z1mmerman and D1a1ess1

" With regard to f]uepcy in the present study, d1fferences vere found between

'exper1menta1 and‘cpntrol groups and_subgroups although model.fluency was he]d-

' ! _ . :
constant. An hypOthesis which might. help ‘to"expiain these resu]ts'cou]d be

-that the exper1mdhta1 mode11ng conditions served as-a Tow f]uenc;~mode1 for

the white sub3e7és and a high f]uency model for ‘the black subJects.

8['
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.....

flexibility was not genera]]y 1nverse1y re]ated to subJect flewalllwy Black:

P a —

fema]es and white males in the high f1ex1b111ty high orwg1naﬁ1ty group and
the control group responded w1th s1gn1f1cant1y higher. f1ex1b111ty than those
in the low/ffe;1b111ty Tow or1g1na11ty group. ., The hwgh f]ex1b111ty 1ow .
or1g1na11ty mode1 a1so 1nf]uenced bTack fema1es and wh1te males to produce
more f1ex1b1e responses than ,black fema]es and wh1te mafes exposed to the
tow flexibility-Tow or1g1na11ty mode] The fa11ure of the wh1te fema]es to
respond d1fferent1y on flexibility across all treatments 1s an added indica-
t1on that d1scuss10n of mode] effect on f1ex1b111ty wou]d need to be supporteo
by a statement of subJect race and sex. S f '
. On both the Unusua] Uses and the Just Suppose test one ‘consistent f1nd1ng ‘
emerged: whftes in the control‘group_scored s1gn1f1cant]y h1gher than those in
, the experimenta] groups For'some reason the mode]ing of ooth low originality
and. h1gh originality seemed to suppress orwg1na1 responses by +he white subjects.
Th1s finding def1n1te1y warrants - further study L :
On the d1ss1m11ar Just Suppose test no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found
among the groups on subject fluency and f1ex1b111ty Such resu]ts might have
‘ been expected for fluency s1nce'th1s var1ab1e was held constant. 'However,
L f1ex1b‘44’y, uh1ch was var1ed, m1ght have been expected to have had d1fferent1a1
-/;///5??;;;2. Lack of d1fferent1a1 resu1ts here suggests cautwon before genera11z1ng '
) modeling.effects to d1ss1m11ar situations.
o Reiating results of this'study to social learning theory; we find predictabTe
the'outCOne'that subj'ectc who obserVed the Tow fleXible-low'origfnal'mode1 .

responded with Tower f1ex*h111ty scores than the subJects who, observed the

hwgh f1ex1b1e Tow or1g1na1 mode1 the h1gh flekible- hlghvor1g1na] mode], and




the control model. However 'resu1ts revea1ing that sdbjects who observed a
1'h1gh1y or1g1na1 mode] gave fewer or*g1na1 responses on both the similar and
djss1m11ar-tasks than SubJELtS in the control group is most inconsistent with
| -soc1a1 1earn1ng theony | e

Truely, the re]at1onsh1p between mode11ng and creat1v1ty is a complex-

one thCh can be fathomed only w1th extens1ve study -Such 1is recommended
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S . |
‘ TABLE 1
) MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS o FLUENCY,
FLEXIBILITY 'AND ORIGINALITY FOR THE UNUSUAL USES AND JUST 4
! | SUPPOSE TESTS FOR THE FOUR LEVELS OF TREATMENT |
Trait | Cantrol o Groub 1 | ‘ 7Grdup‘2 ‘Group 3
| (N560) (N=b9) ' - (N=57) (N=61)
Mean SD Mean SD I@ean SD Mean -~ SD
| v'.UnusuaI Uses Test - | |
* Fluency 21.63 14.16 27.71 12.05 16.89 7.74 .19.20 9.42
| Flexibility  9.23 4.08  6.60° 4.28  9.65 .68 10.18 - 3.80
" Origimality  24.33 23.61  12.68 14.22 - '13. 84 8.65  17.20 9.98
' _' ‘. | Just Suppose Test - . _ |
Fluency 730 4.52 7.2 4.81 . _7.63_?5.44' 6.85. 4.15 -
: FIegibIIity 2.26;“'2.31 188 1.63 - 2:58 3.62 " ?2,57|,-2.38
Originality ~ 8.28 7.57  6.10 4.54 551 8.57 5.21.7 4.00

.Note.5fGroup 1
Group 2
Group 3

1ow f]ex1b111ty 1ow orIgIna11ty
high f]ex1b111ty 10w orIgInalIty
hjgh_flexIbIIIty-hIgh originality




