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1

ABSTRACT

Empirically derived indices of creative self-cencept
ccrreiated'pbgitiVéiy with multiple indices 6f'pSYéﬁbiégiéa1
masculinity in a sample of 85 undergraduate women &ééife’ré'gé
T = +.52) and 105 undergraduate men (average r'= +.55) and

among the women (average r = -.06) and men (average r = -.30).

Multiple regression analyses detected significant positive

linear interactions involving one set of masculinity and
femininity indices and the women's creative self-concepts:;
Results were discussed in terms of (a) balance; additive and.

of masculinity and femininity indices and concepts and

. {c) implicaticns for creativity in women.
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; 2
Creatlve Seif-eoncept Mascullnlty, Femlnlnlty
777777777777 1 2

v

Theory and ev1dence suggest that creatlve behav1or sometlmes,

or characterlstlcs wh1ch one sex seems to p'sséss more stronglx °

2 R — . R
. ..

than the other in contemporary American soc1ety. If so, one.

wouid expect psychologically androgynous individual®

(1 difxduals who 1ntegrate mascullne and feminine characterlstlcs)

to Ee; on the average; more creatlve than nOn-androgynous

indiVidnaisb The study reported here was an attempt to test .

this hypothes1s usxng multlpie Indlces of creatlve self-concept;

three 1mportant1y dxfferent conceptuai mpdels of psychologlcal

A, -
. R ) >

androgyny.

By labellng certaln characterlstlcs "mascuixne" or "femlnlne

valued by or for one séx more than the other nor that d1fferent1a1
manlfestatlons of the characterlstlcs reflect innate sex-related
dlfferences.v Instead we are s1mp1y applylng to the dcmaln of
fcreat1V1ty an’ essentlally atheoretlcal system of categorles and -
descrlptlve terms whlch have emerged from prlor emplrlcal studles-

IndIVIdual dlf/erences in other behaV1oral domalns. By d01ng
/

'
' N
.
. ©
-
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3

thlS we hope to 1llum1ﬁate<the creat1v1ty domain and further

evaluate the heuristic value: of these broad atheoretlcal
-constructs and the1r assoc1ated measures.

In con51der1ng the p0551ble relationshlp between creat1V1ty

and androgyny, it seems to us there are ba51cally three models

of androgyny to ccn51der- the orlglnal balance mode 1 (asi

pzoposed by Bem, 1974), the newer add1t1ve model (as proposed
by Hellbrun, 1976 and Spence, Helmrelch & Stapp, 1975, among

;others, and recently endorsed by Bem, 1977)4 and a barely

[

artlculated and rarely examlned catalytlc 91 multlpllcatlve

model A}l three models of androgyny res%lupon formulatlons of

(
orthogonal dlmen51ons (Bakan, 1966 Bem, 1974; Block Note\3 and
l973- Carlson, 1971 and Cénstantlnople,gl973) and related efforts

to measure.psychologlcal masculxnity and femlnlnlty by separate
: L I T

scales (Baucom & Sanders, 197 i Bem; 1974; Berzins, Welling & .
. v w )

Wetter, 1978- Block 1973, Brlm; 1958; Heilbrun, 1976; Kanner,

»

e

1976 and Spence, : Helmfelch & Stapp, 1975). _ , ;
; ThelBalance Model of Androgyny o ' g ,

Accordlng to Bem s orlglnal balance model aﬁaragyﬁy is a

state or process in whleh an 1nd1vmdual's mascullne and femlnlne

e

tendencres-are relatlvely evenly balanced It seems plausxble

to.us that some forms of creativity mlght be fac111ta?ed—by a
. -

bailance of certaln mascullne and fem1n1ne characterlsﬁlcs and

would be dlstorted or 1nh1b1ted by an 1mbalance.' An arch1tect{

for example; whose concerns wlth technical and engineering

t

i
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detalls (a putatlvely mascuiine characterlstIc) and aesthetlc

sen51t1v1ty (a putatlvely feminine characteristlc) are seriousiy

\.—

imbalanced mlght tend to produce architecture 1d wh1ch e1ther
the aesthetic or te¢hnical details would be Sacrificed for the
sake of j:he preddninant concern. A more b'alan'c”e”d or anéfééynéﬁé

\
these tWo concerns and thereby produce more creative works..

[For emplrlcai ev1dence llnklng balance-model androgyny with

personailty and cogn1t1ve characterlstlcs assoc1ated w1th

'creat1v1ty; see Harrlngton and Andersen (Note 7)]

The Addltive Mod

'According to proponents of’éhe newer; two-factor additive
model of androgyfy; the original balance model was seriously
deficient in failing to distinguish between individuals who were -
balanced by having strong masculine and strong feminine
characteristics fram those who were balanced by having weak o
masculine and weak feminine characteristics. The additive mode],
views as andrbgynbus only those individuals who are reiativeiy
high in both masculine and femlnlne characterlstlcs and views as,

undlfferentlated" or "ﬁﬁClaSSlflable" 1nd1v1duals who are ' :

relatively low on both dimensions. Because varlous forms of
creativity have been positiﬁeiy linked .to such c1a§§ic511y
m%scuirne chgtactenﬁétlcs as autonomy, 1ndependence, and self-

suffrcrency in both men and women, to psychologlcal fgylnlnlty'

scaies among men, and to such specific feminime characteristics
oL Lo L Lo ;,;Z,,,,,;Q, il JE ,;, R R - : .
as aesthetic interest and sensitivity in both men and. women,. one

~r ’ ’
O : ;



.~

o

Creativity and Androgyny
5
might éX?éct additivé:ﬁoéei aﬁééééyﬁééé in&iGi&nalé to he more

ot

the feminine chafacterlsélcs assoc1ated w1th creatlvrty, more

creatlve than the féminine 1nd1v1duals by virtue of the masculine

characterlstlcs associated with creat1v1ty and more creative

characterlstlcs. In terms of the arch1tect example, one would °

presumably prefer an architect W1th strong technical interests

an archltect weak in either or both respects; *[See Harrlngton

-and Andersen (Note 7) for full references and for emplrlcal
ev1dence ilnkxng addxtlve-model androgyny w1th personallty,

cognltxve and chxid-rearlng character SthS associated with

creat1v1ty;]

The Cataiytic ﬁéaéi bf Aﬁééagyﬁg

JE

'anérogyny is that of cataiytxc interaction -- an expiosiveii

productlve effect of mlxlng masculxne and femlnlne characterlstxcs.
%,

Accordln to this catalytlc, or mult pllcatlve, model of
. J

androgyny,\lncrements of psychologlial mascullnlty yleld

larger iricremerits of creat1v1ty in the context of relatlvely

high femininity than in the’ context of relatlvely low fem1n1n1ty

j> dhd; reciprocally, incremente of peychological femininity_yield
larger increments of creativity in the context of relatively

high masculinity than in the context of relatively low

masculinity. Again,. consider the architect example:. Increments

o
(
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‘of aesthetlc sensrt1v1ty may well yleld greater 1ncrements of
creat1v1ty in an architect who po sséssés trong technical

skllls (and who can. therefore manifest the aesthetlc sens1tiVitY'
in technicallg more advanced and complex sfructures) than in_an
architect whose technical skills are relatively weak and who

can therefore not take full advantage of the additional
aesthetlc sens1t1v1ty [Anét fééiﬁfécéiiy; increments of
techn1ca1 prof1c1ency may well Yielé éféétéf increments of
creat1v1ty in an aesthetlcally sensitive architect (who can use
the technlcal prof1c1ency in 1nterest1ng ways) than in an -

aés'hetlcally average archltect*]

psychologlcal androgyny.
| Method

bjects

Ss ‘were 85 UC Santa Cruz undergraduate women and 105 UC

Berkeley undergraduate men.

-7 a - -
Procedures : 4
. ‘ 7
. o N

All Ss were administered a Version of Gough's édjectiye

 Check List (ACL) (Gough 1952) in which the adjective "creative®

had been 1nserted. The ﬁet was scored for two sets of

masculinity and'femlnlnlty scales derived fran work by Héiiﬁrun
(i976) and Parker (igég); The Heilbrun éééiéé.aaﬁEéiﬁ adjectlves

Y

which discriminated between college men identified with.masculine
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between seif descrlptlons of Unlver51ty of Texas freshmen and

2 -
- 2
4

freshwomen in 1965;

-

creatlve from 1ess creat1ve 1nd1v1dua1s in at least two prev1ous
emplrlcal stud1es (Harrlngton, Note 4 & 6 and 1975) Because we

were dealing. w1th undergraduates who had not yet had opportunxty

to:establish themselves as: creative adults and whose creatlve

1

‘act1v1t1es were scattered inzxa varlety of domalns; we turned;td

these %ndlces of creatlve;self concept which have demonstrated

‘ with respect to creat1ve behav1or
f the ACL-based scales were sccred
by 2 a~techn1que which effeftiéei§ bartiaiied 6ut“generai tendency

s

to check adjectlves us1ng 51mp1e 11near regre551cn methods) .

The undergraduate womeq were‘also admlnﬁstered the Bem Sex
Role Inventory (BSRI) (Bem, 1974) which was scored for both the
orlglnal 20—1tem mascuilnlty and fem1n1n1ty éééiéé'(éﬁé‘“iaﬁéﬁ

.scales) and the new, . 10-item scales “{the " Short” ééaiéé);

(Bem, Note 2). o ok
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Results

: A Note on Data—Analytlc Strateg} in this Fieida-
We belleﬁe that data analytlc strategies appiied'to
of ten been 1ess incisive and revealing than they might have
been and we believe that historical factors may be to blame:

The 1n1t1a1 balance—model conception. of androgyny qulckly became

linked to a data-analytlc approach 1nvolv1ng 1~way ANOVAs -- an

analytlc procedure qulte approprxate ngen the baiance-model
?

_conceptlon. For reasons thch we do not fuily understand however,
the four fold classification system (androgynous, mascullne,

feminxne and-unciassxfied) assoc1ated w1th the newer, addltlye

dlmensionless categorles by means of l-way ANOVAs (e. g., Bem,
1977 Berixns et al., 1978' Kelly & Worell, 1976, Spence &

Helmrelch 1978) desplte the fact that the class1f1catlons

clearly rest upon two essentlally 1ndependent d1mens1ons. tfhese

bare’ the separate effects of.mascullnlty and femlnlnlty as well

as thelr 1nteract1ve effects (e. g., Baucom & Sanders, 1978 and

Hellbrun, 1976) Even 2—way ANOVASs applled to these data, however,

necessarlly throw away 1nformatlon and 1nappropr1ateiy hlghixght
L9

differences near the somewhat arbxtrary poxnts in the dIStIIbutIOnS_

used to classify individuals (Cohen & eoﬁéﬁ, 1975; pp- 299=391;

Harrington, Note 5)]: : o o
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In order to evaluate iﬁéféﬁﬁiiéébiiity of ‘the catalytic
mcaei of androgyny to creativity as seﬁsitiveiy as §assibié,
we analyzed our data uslng a combinatxon of slmple cbrreiatibnai
analyses and h1erarch1ca1 multxple regre551cn analyses in which

11near 1nteract10n effects were carried by Slmpne product terms

(Cohen, 1978)

, N
ﬁorrelatgons between Creative Se1f~Concept andlMascullnltyfand

e ) ; : :_: R . ‘

p

Insert Table 1 About Here

As éééﬁ‘iﬁ Table 1, 1nd1ces of creative self—concept were’
ﬁésitiéel§ aﬁé 51gn1f1cant1y related ‘to mascullnlty indices
éméﬁg bBoth men and women: The average r Bétméen mascullnlty
1nd1ces and creatxve self—ccncept scales was +.52 among the

womeﬁ and +. 55 among the" men.v

Indlces_of creative self-ééﬁcept and psychological femininity '

were slightly negatively related among the women (average r = =.06)

" .and mcdérately negativéiy'féiéééa éﬁaﬁg‘éhe men'(average r = =.30).

expected some of the femlnlne ad]ectlves and 1tems were
pos1t1ve1y assoc1ated with creatlve self- concept* Ggathe 93

adjectlves3 1n the Parker femlnlnlty scale, eleven (11: 8§)

~

i . . RN < . - ' -
. . . e PR . Lo PEN

it
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Self Concept scale in the full sample of 190 Ss. artistic,
compllcated; f;lendly;_enthuslastlc; headstrong; idealistic,
impulsive, natural, optimistic, outgoing and spontanecus. (The
Parker Femininity scale aé a whole correlated -:09 with the
‘composite creative Self-Concept scale in the Full sample): In

gﬁa£p~aaﬁéfagé; 5ﬁ1y one (4%) é% the 2é Héiiﬁéaﬁ féﬁiﬁiﬁié§

‘ Because these femlnlnlty 1nd1ces are Erlmariiz comprised of 1tems
Whlch are negatlvely assoc1ated W1th-creat1V1ty (e'g.; conventlonal,
cooperatlve, yleldlng, etc. ), the full femlnlnlty scales

'correlate negatlvely w1th our creatlve self- concept scales. The

_ the ]
.1mp11catlons regardlngﬁfactorlal and conceptual ccmplex1ty of
these mas ullnlty and . femlnlnlty scales whlch these flgures hint

9

at. w111 be dlscussed below.

Evidence of Mascullnlty ® Femininity Linear Interaction

 Insert Table 2 About Here

‘As seen in Table 2; there was essentially no evidence of

a iinéaf'intefaction inGoIGiné'ﬁaséﬁiiniti;'féﬁininiti and ;- -
,)' . . S | N .

creatlve self concept among the men4 but: some evidence of a.

-11near 1nteractlon among the women --— partlculariy Involvxng the -

-

Hellbrun mascullnlty and femlnlnlty scales Whlch eride&

& " . R '_ . -
v

b
I
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vlewed fran two equally legltlmate perspectrves. ?rom one

cogcept 1nd1ces “and the Hellbrun femlnlnlty scale tended to be

more p051t1ve when the Hellbrun mascullnlty scores were hIgh

_than’ when the mascullnlty scores were low. From the other f
N

perspectlve, they 1nd1cate that the rs between the creatrve

'_when.the femrnrnlty scores were lowf

these interactrons can be séen in the Irs 1nvolving the ACL

o~

Comp051te ereatfve Seif- Concept 5cale and the Hellbrun écaiés;k3

w1th respect to the1r Hexlbrun mascullnlty scores ah for the

other set were tr1chotomrzed wrth respect to thelr Heilbrun
7

femlnlnlty scores. The rs between Aeﬁ Comp051te Creatlve

Self—Concept and Hellbrun femrnrnrty among women w1th low, medium

and hlgh Hellbrﬁn mascullnlty scoresvyere -;24; :00 and +.26,

respectlvely. Symmetrlcally, the rs between Aeﬁ Comp051te

A

Creatlve Self—Concept and Hellbrﬁn masculinity among women with
low, medlum and hlgh Hexlbrun femlnlnlty scores were +;56; +:54

and +;?§; respectively. The pattern of correlatlons between

Heilbrun femininity scores and the four ACL creative self- concept

Bfales which yielded 51gn1f1cant 1nteractlons are 1llustrated in

[

Flbure 1.
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Creative Self-Concept as a Function of the Four=Fold

eiass1f1catxon

In order to examine standlng on creative self -concept as a

functlon of the four categor1es which have come to be conventional

in thls fleld, the women were class1f1ed on the basis of the BSRI
long scales us1ng the median values reported by Bem (1977) and
in terms of the BSRI short scales based on splits in the short

scaié distributions which came as close as péééiﬁié to ?iéi&iﬁé

Bem's l977 medlan values for the BSRI long scales. Clas51f1catlons
of men and women in terms of the Parker and Heilbrun scales were

made on the basis of median. splits relative to our total sample
of 190 Ss. 1In view of the serious misclassification problems .
reported by Kelly; Furman & Young (1973); it seemed wise to '

define androgyny us1ng,a variety of class1f1catory schemes Four

planned d@ﬁparlsons were computed for each creative self- concépt

1ndex w1th1n each sex -—- the contrasts of. ahérogyﬁous S .versus'

each of the three other types by means of Dunnétt;s test (ﬁiner;

l§7l) and the contrasts of androgynous Ss Versus non—androgynous

és éy means of planned t- tests. We found ' ‘that:

‘femlnlne Ss in 96 7% of the comparlsons (95% for the women and

P-‘w

.
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N
: -

comparxsons (65% for the women and 50% for the men).

(3) Androgynous Ss had weaker creative géif’:aicnaéptg ‘than
masculine Ss in 66:7% of the comparisons (50% for the women and -

¥

100% for the men) and signifioanti§ weaker in 6.7% of the

comparlsons (0% for the women and 20% for the men). (HaWéVér;

.

androgynous women obtained non—s1gn1f1cant1y hlgher creatlve P

self- concept scores ;than mascuirne women in 80% of the contraéts

.

when the women were clas51f1ed in terms of thEII Hellbrun Scales --

°

mascullnlty x f m1n1n1ty 11near 1nteractlon in Table 2 )

(4) Androgynous Ss’had stronger creatrve self concepts than

all non- androgynous 's§ comblned in 93.3% of the ccmparlsons (90%

the comparlsOns (55% for wonen and 10% for men) ; .
1 Y
These results can be summarized in terms of the "mascuilnlty
) advantage“ Wthh was shared by both the androgynous and mascdirne

Ss._ Prlmarlly by virtue of thelr "mascullnlty advantage,' the

androgynous Ss had stronger creatlve self-concepts than the

c"s
feminine or the unclas51f1ab1e Ss and, by virtie of their
masoulinity—based superlorlty to these two groups; had stronger

creative séif—éonéébts than all non—androgynous Ss combined.

androgynous Ss tended to have siigﬁtiy weaker creative self-concepts
than the masculiné Ss (though this was somewhat offset by the

positive masculinity x femininity lihear interactions among the

b
|



’

' Creativity and Ahéragyﬁy
*~ o | 14

women) . Because magéulihé §s tended to have slightly stronger

creat1ve self- concepts than androgynous és; of course; masculine

Ss also had cons1stently stronger creat1ve self= concepts than

the comblned non—mascullne Ss. Therefore, whlle it is accurate

to conclude that. androgynous és had stronger creatlve self—

concepts\than non-androgyngus és; it is even more true that

masculine Ss had stronger creative self-concepgs than

non-masculine E* The large differences in creative self-concé§t§

androgynous and masculine Ss on the_other;u.ﬁ

Discussion : T ’

We belleve our results have 1mpllcatlons regardIng (a) thé

appllcablllty to creativity of the’ three models of androgyny

outlined above, (b) propertxes of currently-used mascullnlty ‘and

femlnlnlty scales and c0nstructs, and (c) the’ very dlfferent

T
3

_self—concepts experxenced by men and women_str1v1ng to ba_

P

‘creatlve in thxs socxety. L - a

’Evldencerﬂegardxng ‘the Three Models -". .

The balance model == rejected as deficient. Ehe fact that

g

androgynous men and women had cons1stently stronger creative

attentlon to a fundamental danger inherent in the or1g1nal

7 balance—model v1ew of androgyny in wh1ch the distinction between

h1gh h1ghs and low-lows is essent1ally blurred. Because our

results suggested that appllcatlon of'the balance model of
. . , _ %
16



"preativityiandﬁAndroqznf
15

androgyny to creatlve self- concept data would serrously obscure

these Important d1fferences, we re3ected the balance model as

1nappropr1ate for our data.

The addifiiérﬁodélgggghaif right. - Though androgynous Ss

4

typlcally exhrbrted stronger creative’ self-conc@pts than

was alﬁost exclus1vely due to the mascullnlty-based advantage

<

of thé androgynous Ss reiatiﬁé to the femlnlne and unclass1f1ed
Ss, and was not due to an overall : femrnlnlty-based advantagé

reiative to the mascuiiné and aﬁalaggiéiéa Sseas aé had'expected.

one of 1ts two d1mens1ons.

The catalytlc model == sometlmes slrghtly rlght The

catalytlc model of andr'gyny v1s—a—v1s creat1v1ty received jus

enough support. 1n our «

agalq,the data revealed relatlonshlps sllghtly skewed from those
we had expected’ Because we had assumed that fem1n1n1ty Indrces
would éorréiété ééﬁéhhat‘positiveiy‘with creativity indices
overall,; we had assumed that mascuiinity x’fémininity linear
interaétions waaié refiect; for example, small positive rs
between éiéaé}viéyféﬁé'%éaiﬁiﬁity indices among Ss with iow

P

'creat1v1ty and;femrnrnrty Indrces among gs w1th high masculinity
scores. Instead, we obtained somewhat negative overall rs

17
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; only small p051t1ve rs between creat1v1ty and fem1n1n1ty 1nd1c'

among Ss w:th hlgh mascullnlty scores. (Flgure 1 depicts this
pattern clearly ) ¢ : ~ R ’ v

The catalytlc model of androgyny relatlve to creat1v1ty -

strlkes us as’ theoretlcally 1nterest1ng and we belleve the
parallel ev1dence 1nvolv1ng both the Hellbrun and Parker scales
and the\actual productlon of creatlve alternate uses by our male
'éé upon demand (see Harrlngton & Andersen, Note 7)] Justlfles its
fﬁithér éxploration by those studying creativity within a '
personallty framework. |

-

Factorial ' Complex1ty of Mascullnl;y and Femininity Constructs

and Indices s

!
The ‘fact that the femininity indices contained pro-creative
éiéménts in sﬁﬁstantiéiiy Garyiné proportions (0%, 0%, 4% and.
11: 8%) d1rected our attentlon to the factorlal canplex1ty Wlthln

S

\
these scales which has been prev1ously recognlzed and

Investigated (Berzxns, et al., 1978- Gaudreau, 1977 and Kéil?;

‘Caﬁdillé Hathorn & O'Brien, 1977). We see the differences

1nvolv1ng pro—creatlve elements as the manifestation of a morex
general and serlous problem. If psychologlcal mascullnlty and

femlnlnlty are factorlally complex constructs (and gkren their

i
\

Ty
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largely empirical rather than theoretical origins and définitions;

they aimost sureiy are coqg}px) and if dlfferent 1nd1ces reflect

those factors in dxfferent perDrtlonS, emplrlcal results may

N

vary substantxally fram Index to 1ndex dependlng upon the

Ed

.

Given the partlcular canbxnatxon of mascuilnlty and: femlnlnlty

factors 1ndexed by the Hellbrun scaies, for. exampie, we obtalned

conslstent\ev1dence of a small cataiytxc Interactxon vis a §¢§

vcomblnaticn of mascullnlty and femlnlnlty factors 1ndexed by the

‘Parker scales, we obtalned essentlally no ev1dence of such a

'

catalytlc 1nteractlon We belleve—the factorlal complexlty of

than it has received to.date, that it almost certalnly does

requlre the maklng of conceptual d1st1nctlons and fractlonatlonsv

v

and may requlre operatlonal fractionations of the sort;lntroduced
by Webster (1956) over twent? years a?o\and recentiy?used by
saééé_s béﬁiﬁa (1975).  While the global, multi-faceted constructs
and iaéiaéé af asgéaiiﬁié§ ;ﬁa femininity now in use mag prove

valuable for some purposes, we suSpect that fractlonated and

. L .-
more theoretxcaliy grounded constructs and 1nd1ces may be more ai}

]
- - - - "

useful and more incisive for many purﬁosés. {

“Gender—Approprlate" Characterxstxcs and ﬁreatryeeseif,ﬁoncegtsf

Confllct for Women and Congruency for Men?

N

. We belleve the substantlal positive correlatrons between

{

‘ﬁé"és of mascu11n1ty and creative self-concept among these men

-



for a soc1ety,wh1ch w1shes to foster the creative potent1a1

1nherent 1n;ail of its ﬁemﬁefs;-r

0 These correlatlons suggest that women str1v1ng to be

el

. creative in thls,soc1ety may experlence considerable conflict
between the masculine components of their creative séif-concepts

'and pressures toward - "gender—approprlate characteristics and
'behav1ors. (The 51gn1f1cant 9051t1ve correlations -of the eleven

Parker femlnlnlty scale adjectlves w1th the Ccm9051te Creative

Self.Concept scale suggest that potentlally creative men may

751sb-éx§ériénCé corniflicts between same facts of their_seif-
coficepts aﬁa "gender-appropriate" chéféetéfistiés;ftﬁaﬁéﬁhtﬁeif
cornflicts would apﬁeaé to be much- weaker and iégg §éf€§§iﬁé than
those expeiienceabby pcteutié11§ creative ﬁéﬁeﬁ;) We also |
believe our.resuits bféGiée a useful fééﬁewefi.iﬁ ﬁﬂiéﬁ to view
results reported by Schaefer and Helson that creative women --
many of whose creative characteristics tend to be "gender-
inapﬁfcﬁfiété“ -- are strongly cohflicted about their féﬁiniﬁiiy

in hlgh school (Schaefer, 1970) éﬁ& as profes51ona1 ééuits; are

less seif acceptlng than less creatlve men (Barron, iéééﬁ

_Table 7*5 and ﬁeison; 1967)

In summary, our data and those of Schaefer anid Helson suggest

Eﬁétennteutlally creatlve women mazrcurrently struggle agalnst

what is and is not "gender—approprlate behaV1or which men flnd

PR - )
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and endeavors. 0bv1ously//current social trends permlttlng

greater ééx—role'flex1b111ty for both sexes may make it -easier
for men and, especially, women to develop creative self-concepts,

and to behave creatively. - E

0o
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Footnotes

lThe assistance of Frank Barron at several stages of th1s

1nvolV1ng the Parker and Hellbrun scales (Horner, Note 8) is \

were made poss1ble by
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.Grant #503065.

2Requests for reprlnts Should be sent to Dav1d M. Harrlngton,

Stevenson College, UnlverS1ty of Callfornla, Santa Cruz,

Callforn;a,'95064.

Due to é'ciefiééi error; three adﬁécEiGés ("géky;" "submissive"

and * unlnhlblted") were omltted from the version of the AEE

admlnlstered to the women.’ Because ﬁexlbrun s full Zé:adjective

femlnlnlty scale and Parker s‘full 94—adjectxve femlnlnlty scale

both contaln the adjectxve "submxssxve,” we. were actually worklng

with very sllghtly (and presumably xnsxgnxficantly) truncated

'ver51ons of those scales in this study.

4See ﬁarrxngton and Andersen; Note 7* for evidence of

;for common objects among men 1nstructed to do S0, hHowever.
Though no main, or 1nteract1ve effects 1nvolv1ng quadratlc
‘ o — -
trends were theoretlcally expected, a series. of MRAs to examine

such effects were conducted for the sake of analytlc thoroughness

(Hanrxngton; Note 5).' Only one of 50 relevant statlstlcal tests.
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A e —

“was sxgﬁxfxcant in the case of the men and only §ix of 100

) relevant statxstxcai testsxnwe 51gn1f1cant in the case of the

women; though four of the six agaln 1nvolved thé Hé&lbruﬁ

mascullnlty X self-concept reiatlonshlp to weaken as mascuiinity

AN

increasad, paéiiéaiéiiy’iﬁ the context of relatively hlgh

'féﬁiﬁiﬁityf (Slgnlfxcant negatxve Fem1n1n1tyllnear X Masculinity

iﬁééfé%ic\terms were found vis-a-vis the Domino, Smlth & Schaefer

and Comp051te Creative Self- Concept scaleé and a 51gn1f1cant

negatlve Mascullnlty term was found vis-a-vis the IPAR

quadratlc

occurrerice, the results should probably be 51mply noted
systematlcally examlned in subseqé;nt studies but left
unlnterpreted untll the phenomeno """

clearly established.
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O ,L:_Q,,::, :::é7 fséa,iéé

and4indxcesgofgﬁs¥choiogica1fM§§Eﬁiiﬁiéﬁ,éﬁé ?éﬁiﬁiﬁity

. MAsculinity Scales

Parker Heilbrun . Bem Scales

Scales Scales . Long Short

ACL Scales Men! Women® Men Woiien Women Women

Domino +.47% +.44% +.49% ¥.49% +.38% +.43°

Smith & Schaefer #.522 #.51% +.537 #.51% ¥.37% +.a2
IPAR Architect #.64% #1707 #.72% %.697 +.53% +.57

a

Van zelst & Kerr ¥.42% +.54% #.48% +.59% +.29% +.55

Composite +.54% #.582 #.60% +.59% +.45% +.49
Femininity Scales o
b

Domino ~ =.37% =.02  -.46% -.26° -.30
Sith & Schaefer - =.20° +.14 -.§i§ -.08 -.14 -:10
IPAR Architect =.31P. +.03 -.328 -.07 -.22° +.06
vVan zelst & Kerr " =.09 +.05 '-;iéa f-.12 - -.15  +.07
caﬁﬁbéité - 7 ;.ééél +.05 -.428 -.13  -.22° +.04

a<.001. b<.0l. c©<.05. d<:10. (ALl tests 2-tailed.)
. € : . v
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Semi-partial Correlations® Between Creative Self=Concept Scales and

. Mascﬁllntty xrﬂemlnlnltygEroducts (Whlch Carry Linear Interact:onsl
Q\J S Parker Heilbrun Bem Scales

Scales Scales Long Short

AéL Séalés : Men? Women? Men Women Womien Women

DofiinG | A ~.00, +:03 -:05 +.20° <=.02 =.08
smith & Schaefer +.03 -:07 -:03 +.22°  +.11 +.06
IPAR Archltect _ +.08 +:06 +:09 +.165 +.17 +;6§3
Van Zelst & Kerr _+.09 +.10" +:08 +:05 +.06 +.02

-

Composi te | | ¥:03 4,11 +.04  +:23

1 Square roots of the increments in RZ brought about by adding

ﬁéééﬁiiiiE? x Femininity product terms as the third 1ndependent
variables (éfEéE ‘Masculinity and Femininity) in hierarchical

14

MRAS: "+° Indlcates a p051t1ve llnear 1nteractlon. =" indicates

a negatxve 1Inear rnteractlon.
24 =105. 3wn=ss.

a<:001: - b<:01: ©<:05. d<.10: (All tests 2-tailed.)
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