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Abstract

— -

_ Two experiments .ﬁaminod the effects of evaluation expectation and the

pf.lonco of otherw on creativity. lﬁ both, some subjects expected

that their work would be evaluated by experts, while others expected

no gvaluatton. Evaluation cxpoctatioﬂ was crossed, in each

experiment; with the presence of others. In the first oxporimant..'

this variable was operationalized as coactionj some subjects worked
individually in small groups, while others worked alone. In the
second experiment, it was oporatiqnali:od as surveillancej some

subjects believed they were being watched while Qorking; Effects of

|
' evaluation expectation were consisténtly strong. . On both the verbal

task used - in Study 1 and the artistic task Qsed in Study 2, creativity
was lower;in thosorqfoups ogpecging'evaiuation. Evidence on the
social facilitation or social-ihh;biﬁion of creativity was less clear.
Coaction had no effect, and Qurveillanco had only a weak negati .o
effect. Moreover, there was no clear evidenca that the éffect of
surveillance was due to evaluétion apprahonsion. The results are
discugsed in terms of motivational and cognitive influences on

creativity.
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" Social Influences on Creativitys

Evaluation, Coaction, and Surveillance

The traditional image.of the strikingly creative person working
48 an isolate, protected from social 1nflu¢ngos. may actually have

~some validity. In a letter to a friend, Mozart described his idwal
'.uorktng conditionss "When I am, as it ware, completely myself, ///‘ )
entirely alon.. and 64 good cheer -- l.V. travelling in a car?iag.,'Or )
walking after a good mcal, or during the night when I cannot sloop; it
is on such occasions that ny ideas flou best and most abundantly“>
(Holmes, 1878, p. 211). The phonomonqlogy dcsqribod by Mozart and 5v'.
some other creative individuals (o.g.} Bpondgr, 19493 Tchaikovsky;
'1878) suggests that the presence of otﬁhﬁa'can be detrimental to' the
creative process. '. )
 Research into the effects that thi. presence of others can have on
- performance -- doncrally termed "social faéilttatton“ roloarch,
whether the effects are facilitative or inhibitory -= began with uhat
may be the firlt social psychological experiment ever pcrformod.
Triplett (1898) offdrrod ”dynamogonosts" as an explanation for his
cbservation that bicycltsts porformed better when other cycltsts were
riding alonqsido. According to this oxplanotion. the presence oé:
other cyclists arouses a "competitive instinct® that lpu;s the

performer on to greater effort, In Triplett’s experiment, children

who wound fis1ing reels in competition with others worked faster than

those asked to dontho.task alone. Allport’s later research: (19244
demonstrated that gippls tasks were poqformpq bcttcr"utth'coactoft'
(others working individually alongside the performer), but comple¥

tasks were performed better alone. This difference held for all
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lubj.ctl. except those who ware highly proficinnt at the complox task,

(For those subjects, of course, the ”complex task"” may be vi.nod as a

;-simplo one.) Several other studies have replicated the ftndino that

others, serving as toactors or as an audi-nco, fncilitato performance
on easy tasks but inhibit p-rformanco un ditficult task- (@.Q., -
Dalhtcll, 19303 Husband, 1931' Posltn. 1933y Travis, 1925).- )

' leonc (1963) proposnd a drive. thoory ot social facilitation to
explain both tho factlitativn and the inhibiting effects of tho
prooonco of othors. According to zajonc. the mere prosonco of others,
oithor a8 cCoactors é; as passive . oblorvers, produces an increase in
geneiral arousal. This arousal increases-tfie prohabtlity of domtnant

rosponsos and decroasos tho probability of subordinato responses.

Thus, i{f a dominant response is the corr.ct r.sponse on a task,

i

:pcriormanco should be onhanced by the presence of othors. 1¢,

however, the dominant rcsponso is incorrect, performanco should be
undermined. | _

Cottrell (1968) proposed that oyaluation‘appr.honsioﬁ, and nbt
here presence, is .he immediate inieccdent of the increase in &rivo
producep“by‘the presence of others. Some studies have suppofted this

proposition. For example, in one, lubjocts who worked in the presenco h

of potentially ovaluativo observers omitted mor. dominant responses

‘than thoso.uho worked alone. By cantrast, subj.ct' who performed in

- the presence o¢ others who could not cvaloato them (because thoy were

blindfolded) perfarmed just as. those uorktng'alono (Cottrell,: Na&&.
Sekerak, & Rittle,. (Mp8). This was not & particularty ltrong test of

- the evaluation hypothosis. though. since’it is unélear uhothor '

blindfolded 1ndtv1duals should be considered an "audience" at all.,

.
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: Horoov.r. othor rolnarch contradtcts the hypothosll. Some studies
,hav. .houn social facilitation oifocts with nonhuman species, such .as
cockroaches, where evaluation a;prnh-nlion is quite unlikcly (Zajonc,
| Hcingarncr. & Harmart, 1969). aAnd doainant rosponsos can be
facilitated by th.~pr-|onco ‘of othorl even when those responses are
oxprosltons of preference that cannot ‘be conltru-d as corroct or.
incorrect (Zajonc, Wolosin, ulolonn. & Loh, 1970).

There is soae tntrigu!nq evidence, though. that ovaluation
Qupoctation can add to tho offcctl of the more goneralt ed arousal
that might occur even in the presence of aunonovaluqttvosaudinnc..

Henchy and Glass (1968) compared the poriormanco of subjects who -

uorkcd alone with the performance of subjcctl in three other

’/

-—cﬁﬁditionsa those who worked before an oxpert (evaluative) audience,

those who uork.d before a non.xpcrt.(nonovaluative) audionce, and '
those who uorked alano but oupoctod subsequent expert ovaluation. The
r..ults sugqost.d that the udro presence of sven a nonevaluative
audience did increase the emission of dominant fesponsos (ovcf the
level of the "alono”'condition). but that adding the oxpoctatiﬁn of

" axpert evaluation by the audience 1ncroaled~tho fr.quincf of dominant -
responses ;von further. Horoovor, the actual presence of experts lod
to & higher rate of dominant responses than thc simple expectation o{,
futur. expert evaluation.

L Thus, it appears that thoimcro presence of othars, either as
coactors or as abservers, canltnpatr pc;furmancg on poorly learned or
- complex tasks, but enhance psrformance on well-learned or simple
tasksé. Most of the evidence also suggests, however, that in humans
the expaectation of evaluation can auqoont these social facilitation

.ffcctl (cé. Gocn & Gange, 1977).
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Croattvity is usually defined. as tho productton of son.thtno that
is both novel and uuoful.. In addttion. 1t may be tmportantetn A
dafining creativity to specify the nature of the task. Tasks that

are algorithmic -~ with a clear, straightforward path to solutian --

" do not allow creative performance. Croattvity;ccn‘onlvfb._dtsplay.ﬂ

on tasks that allow room for flexibility in responsg =~ heuristic:

tasks, where the p.th to solution: is not straightforward and;: honct.

'.‘som. oxploration is roquir.d. Thus, ‘a definition of creativity should

include thrco olomontll “A product or rosponlo (is) creative to the
axtent that (a) it is both a novel and approprtato. ul.#ul. corrcct or
valuablo ﬁosponl. to the task at hand, and (b) the task is h.urtstic |
rath.r than algortthmic” (Amabile, 1983, p. 33). By dofinttton. then,
croatlvity talkl are complox tasks and. accordinq to social

facilitation thoory. should be negatively in#luonccd‘by the prosenco

of others. Moreover, if a task has both algorithmic and heuristic

aspects, the heuristic asboctl of performance should be undermined by

the prnsonc. of othorl. \Porformanco on algorithmic aspacts atght

actually ‘be .nhancod. i

~.

Creativity theory, too. proposes that the pr.s.nco of others may

1nhibit cr.ativity.. The coupon.ntial nod.l of creativity (Anabt!e. in '

. prass) outlinos three componcnts’that are- essential for croattv.

perforaances (l) domain-r.lovnnt skilll. which 1nclud- unnulodqum

.talcnts, and technical sktlls in the domaing (2) croqttvity-rolqvant ,

skills, which include: cogntttvo .ty%.s, ubrking styl..; and. craativity
heuristics; and (3) task aottvatton. Accordinthd,th. modely~1%: 4e
the task motivation component that can be most directly aftfected by

immediate gsocial environments. 14 an individual performs a task under

ol GOPY AVAILABLE
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salient extrinsic éqﬁitiatnto. tholnottvatton will be primarily
| extrinsic. !G;‘houpvori th‘ro are no étrong constraints in the social
onvironﬁont, the uottvatton will be primarily intrinsic -- the
individual will p.rcotvq hisselt as inoaging in the activity prtoarily ‘
for its own sake. A'b.stc pronil. of tho conponcntial model 1. that
1ntrinstc motivation will be conductvo to crcativity. whereas
‘ oatrinltc\notivatton will be detrimental. To the axtent that the
| presence of other individuals in the social cnviré%mont liadl-p.&plo'
to become extrinsically al\otivat.d. either through. evaluation
expectation or;through some other mechanism, there should be social
inhibition effects on creativity.

There is evidence that evaluation oxpoctation can, by itsolf,
undormino croagivtty. In a ltudy where undorqraduato uon7n uado
artworks, those who .mpoctod oxport evaluation of their work exhibited
lower levels of creativity than those who expected no evaluation
(Amabile, 1979).‘ noroonr; in general, subjictl who oxpoctod
ov.luatian expressed lonor lov.ls of intrinsic interest in the art
acttvity than nonovaluatton subjects. These data suggcst that
.valuatioﬂ expeactation can indeed inhibit croattvity, possibly through
a doclin. in task-intrincic motivation. ; | : \

Roloarch ovtdonco on tho social facilitattou (or social ?
inhibition) of croativity is scanty. A few ltudios‘havo oxaainod tho
effects of differential administration of croattvity tostl. !n one
(Milgram & Ntlgran, 1976). olem.ntary school childron were gtvon a

creativity test either alone or in larqo groups. Nnnotftod chtldron

scored significantly. highor under individual adotntltrqtion, but thoro

were no di fferences between the two conditions for g@#tod children.
/
/

11 facilitation

These results recall those of Allport’s (1924) soci
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study, in which highly pro#icionttsubjocts'shouod~no differontial
effects of aere presence on complex task performance.
Only or_\_o'sfudy set out to directly ekamine socul ficnttatiorr

effects on creativity. Matlin and Zajonc (1968) gave subjects a uord

association test to do oithor alone or in the. presence of an audtonco.

Not only did subjocts give thotr associations more quickly in the
prosonco ‘of an audience, but thoy'also gave more common asscciations
when abserved than they did when alone. Thus, there is some support

for the proposition that surveillance will undernmine criétivit/. ‘
/
However, this studv did not oxamine ‘the possibil:ty that this social
" !

inhibition of novel associations was mediated by evaguation ' ‘f

N

‘approhonsion.

The studies reported here had two primary pPurposes. The first \
was to replicate the fipding that evaluation expectation can undor@ino
creativity, and the second was to determine what rblo, i# any, the
péesence of others plays in influencing creatiQe paerformance. In the

first study, evaluation expectation %as crossed with coactﬂon; in the

second, it was crossed with survéill&nce by an audience.

/ | Study 1
This study examined the possible effects of a subtle source of

soci al inf!uoncol coa:tion, in which sub jects work tndividually

g

alongside one another. Nithin a 2 X 2 factorial dosign, coaction was

My o ** LW I

crossad with ovaluation exp.ctation; thts dcsign was used to allow an
y PR I

"

examination of possible 1ntoractivo effects of ovaluation oxpoct.tion
and coaction. Since this study was also desiqncd to s.rvo as a f
conceptual replication and extension of carlier findings on the

effects of ovaluation expectation on artistic croatlyﬁty (Amabile,
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1979), the present methodology used a verbal cr.nttytty‘talk.'

| | Hethod - |

Subiscts . -
In partiax fulfillment of a psycholoqy course rcqutroml?t. 40 '.

female ltudonts at Brandeis Untvorstty voluntoorod Oor a study on*

‘handwriting analysis. These subj.ctl warae randonly and uqually

assigned to the four conditions of tho enpcrinont, with those in the

Coaction conditions particxpating ingqroupo of four.

Upon their arrival at the laborator, sub jects 1n-th.‘Aion.\3'

\

Prosadurs

conditioﬁs were asked to sit in a stnq;i desk-chair that had”b.on“‘
placed in a corner of the exper@mental room. For the Coaction
conditions, thrco additional chairs uera placed in the roos ;i
boforohanq. The four chairs formcd a circl.'wh.r.in the Coaction
subjects were sesated approximately three fcet apart from each othir;
Subjects in all conditions were told that the main purpose of the
experiment was to d.volop a new technique of handwriting analylil} one
for which it was necessary to obtain nriting samplos with original
content. Bubjects were told that, to this end, they would each urit.
an “"American HaikuJ poem according to a dotailed set of instructions.
Handwriting experts using a new tcchntquc would supposndly use th.
poam as the handuritinq sample to be analyzod: e
 Evaluation .x.:;.ctgt:on was intraduced by telling hald the
subjects, “Later, expert judges will rate xéur'bann, perforeing &«
detailed analysis of both the handuritihq"#nd the content of thb”f 1
poam. I will mail you & copy of the judges’ evaluation of your posm.®

So that all subjects, even those in the non.Yaluatian conditions, -

? '\ SEST COPY AVAILABLE
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. subjects in the present study was "Joy "

- Creativity

‘ uould make an attnmpt to write a logtttmato. cohoront posm, they were

. told that the pooms would eventually be donated to. a- high schod!

teacher for“use in his: classes. It was made clear that all.dongtad

i
*

popns wbu!d be kobt anonydous.' ' | . ~

The poctry-nriting activity is & verbal-creativity talk that has

b.on usaed luccolsfully 1n sovoral ltudiol (c$. Amabile, 1992).

\

Bubjocts aro‘pr.l.ntnd with a brtoﬁ set of instructions outlining the
form of tho ftvo~ltno Pomm to be urttten. Line 1 is a nounj Liho 2
consists of tuo uords, which are .djectives describinq the noun; Line

3 consists of three uordsk uhtch arn vorb forms descr;ban the noun'

. Line 4 is a phrase or sentence .bout the noun, wtth no length .

ltnitatton'/Lino S ropoats the noun of Line 1. Aftcr outlining the

/
haiku structuro. the instru;tton lh..t 1nclud.d two eaamp;es of
Vo , '

| American Haiku. : Co y 1

As tho techntqu. N.l‘hlqd in thil and otheﬁ studies, subjects

‘were given-the ftrnt ltn. (and, thus, the last }1ne). In effect,

then, subjoctl were asked to write three originpl lines (with some.
length r.ltrﬁctions) on a given theme. The firPt line given to
This technxque is
particularly useful for soctal-psychological research on creativity
because it presents :ubjpcts with an open-ended task that is
structured to reduce largo,indtvidu?l differences in baseline

4

creativity (see Amabile, 1982). -.\
[

Sub jects were given 20 ainutas é write their poems, a time that
was sufficient for .Q-ryoﬁc-to 4snsa;:' A filler task (writing the
alphabet with the non-preferred hand) was pravided for sub jects who
finished early. After the 20 minutes had el apsed, subje:ts were given

& questionnaire to complete on their_atﬁttudeu toward the poetry task
> ! ’ E
10
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and their performance on the task., All were then fully debriefed,
Cceativity Aasesseent | R
Ten poats s.rv-d as oxport judqos to rate the crcattvity o& the
Poeas prioduced by subjects in this. study. All rocruttod from t;o
Englﬁsh'dopartmont at Brandeis’ Univorsity. seven of th.s. poets uoro
graduato stud.nts and three were undorgraduatos. All had had at

least throe yoars’ nxporienc. wrtttng poetry,\and hal ¢ uoro publi
\

pO!tlo , \

Although the uudgqs made their ratings 1n one group ..SOiOﬂﬁ cach _F

- worked 1nd.pond.ntly. Each judge rocoived a booklet in which nach of

the subjocts’ poems had been typed cxactly as written, alorg with a

copy oﬁ the 1nltructton sheet that had. been givon to subjocts., Aftor

" being allowed to read through all of the poems, judges were askod to

rrto each _poem on a continuous scale of creativity ranging froa “low"
to "mediun® to "high". Each judge r.t-d the poems in a differont
random ?rdor. - S ‘ -

The apoarman-nroun reliability of Judg.s’ fhttngs in this study

nas .87, which is quite satisfactory and compares Gavorably with ~..
2 .
reliabilities obtained in other creativity studies.
Besults

Sinco the 1ntorjudg. r.ltabtlity of the croattvity ratings was

acccptablo. they were combt;zd into a mean croativity score
I \ ErE
for each poem. A 2 x 2 analysis of vartanco on thoo. croativtty
¢

-Scores revealed a strong effect of ovaluation, E (1, 47) = 14.14.

g < 0001, As indicated in Table 1, the nonevaluation groups wrot..

poams that were rated as more creative than those &ritt.n by the
' %

- 11
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Insert Table 1 about here’

|

ovalgation-qroups."ay contrast, coaction hap'no effact uhatéoovo( on
crodtivity (F< 1), and-tﬁof.'ﬂnl No interaction between evaluation -
cupéétation and coacttpn (E < 1). |

On the solfﬁb;iinq'quostionnalro that was administered io
gubjocts followigg the poetry writing, they}wero asked to indxcpto
their love§ of interest in and enjoyment of the activi(y, as w;ll as
their degree of satisfaction with the poem they had written. Only the
last item differentiated @ctueqp'tpo @valuatjion and the nénovaluation
groups, F (1,47)'- 4.28, p < .044, Subjocfs who had expected
evaluation of thotr-wdrk robortddcgosl satisfaction with their paemi
than did nonevaluation subjocts; | e

Interestingly, there wero\:ho self-rating items that revealed
significant effects of co,cttmn. Bhbj.cts‘who worked alone roporg;d
both more enjoyment of and sore interest in tﬁo poetry activity than
did subjects wor!ing with others (F (1, 47) = 4.89, p < .032 for
enjoyment, and £ (1, 47) = 3.77, g < .038 for interest). Although
these results suggest some undermining of'intrtnlic ipterest by the
nere presence of others, &hat.vnr'.ffccg midﬁg have been produced here
failed to influence the crgqﬁly(gy of the ?oomp’subjoctl wrot@. There

were no interactions between ovaluation;aﬁd coaction on the self-

~ . ‘

' N |
. 1

rating items. .

1~\\
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Subiscts -

- Creativity '%\
Study 2

Although Study 1 produced a clear replication of the naqativo

effect of evaluation oxpoctation on creativity, it provided no B

evidence that the presence of others can undermine crnativ:ty. Tno . //

‘nothodology employed in tnat ltudy, however, roprooontod a rolativoly /

subtle instantiation of aooial influence variabloa.' If there are
social innibition oifocta\on creative performance, it is likely that
surveillance by an audionco ;:11 have a stronger impact than the mere
presence of others working alonosidJ the oub)oct; noroovar, it ia
likely that por#ornanca on an easily observed task will be affoctod‘
more strongly than porformanco on a private task such as poetry
writing.
Thus, to provide a gtronger test of the social facilitation (or
social inhibition) of creativity, Study 2 uaod audience ourvaillanco
instead of coaction as the social’ facilitation variable. noroovar.
subjects in Study 2 were given a task where parformanco can s; easily
monitored by others: collage-making, | 3
As in Study .1, subjects in Study 2 either did or did not expect '
expert evaluation of their work. Because erluation is crossed with
audience presence or absonoo in Btuoy 2, tnis study provides a direct

test of the hypothesis sugoested by the results of Henchy and Giaoa '

(1968): an evaluative audience wiri have stronger uncermining of#oota

NN\‘\Qn creativity than will a nonevaluative audience. = = '

[ e, ltf"?

Ysthod

’ B I I Y
Subjects were 40 undergraduate women at Brandeis University 'who

volunteered for an experiment on mood induction in fulfillment of a

course requirement. They were scheduled for individual sessions.

L

| 1 | ‘
M mestcorvavaee
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Brossducs - |,

When subjocts'arrtvcd at th‘ laboratory, the. experimenter
1nform¢d thems that the pprpos- of the experiment was to. dotcrmino the
effact of vartous hcttvtttns on mood.; For this particular sossion.
lupposcdly. an art activity had besn chosen:. the making of & collage
us!ing cardboard, glue, and Yarious pieces of calorod papar.s The
enportm.ntor made 1t clear that. after complating their collaqos,
subjccts would be given a quoltionnaxro assessing their mood. The
collage-making tagk.uas simtlar“tolthat used in previgus studtos (see ’
Amabile, 1979, 1982). All subjects were g;von identical sets of ‘
materials . and were told to. use the materials in any way they w;sh;d to
make a collado that conveyed a feeling of "silliness." Thts»pillinosl

theme was used as a means of roducing within-group variability in“thg;

.
—

typaes of collages made by subjects, and increasing the likelihood that
subjects’ collages would shaw high baseline levels of croativxty...
The tabletat which subjbcts=uorkod wés placed perpendicular to a
wall with a one-way mirror.s' For half of the sub jects (No Audiénce
conditions), there was a heavy aopaque curtain coavering iho mirror, and
no mention was made of its presence. For the'rest of the subjects |
(Audiénéa conditions), the mirror was uncovofed.and sub jects believed
that other people ware able to saee thom.froa béhind the mirror. In
the Audience - No Evaluation condition,. the experinenter . Fold sub jects
that, if they heard any noisa from the next roon. 3L 3 uas»stmply sonme -

other students who were becoming dark-adapted before participattnq in

a vigsion eiperiment. In tho Audiaence - Evaluation condition; the -

.oxperimentor told Subjects that four artists would watch thon $rom thc

naxt room as thoy worked and evaluate their performance on the collage

14

15
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activity. These artistl were, supposedly, senior art majors who had
rocontly compl eted honors projocts in studio ar.v,

Bubjocts in the No Audinncn = Evaluation candition were told that
four artists (honors art studontl) waited in a room down the hall to
evaluate their collaqos a8 soon as they were completed. Thts
oxpoctatton of immediate evaluation was used to equate, as much as
possible, for th.-immndiato/.vnluatlon experienced by subjects in the
Audience - Evaluation condition. In both evaluation conditions,
subjects were told that thay would be Qiven a copy of the expert
'.§aluatfons of their collages hefore leaving the laboratory.

Evaluation of the collages was not mentioned to subjects in fho |
No Evaluation conditions, Instead, they were told that the function
of the collage-making was merely to provide them with an oxperiencn
whose mood-induction proportiol could lator be assessed. .

Folloying these instructions, subjecgs were left alone for 15
minutes to make their collages. When the experimenter returned, she
gave subjecto a quostionnairo which, in addition to some moo& items,
included several intrinsic-intercnt items similar to those used in
Study 1. The questionnaire algo assessed subjects’ feelingi of being
pressured or anxious while uorkinq. their concern with posqible
evaluations of their work, and the degree to which they f‘it
~ distracted while working. : : | . ‘ '/

Before subjects left the laboratory, they uero-fullv,d.briefad on
the purposes of the experiment. It was made clear to sub jects that
assessments of the collages would be made anonymously, at a later
time, and that np one had besn observing them asﬂthoywuorknd.

In accordance with the creativity assessment technique devol oped

‘1n previous studies (see Amabile, 1982), ten artists (cach with at




36) = 7.22, g < .Oti. Table 2 indicates that the

Creativity

least three years of experience in studio art) independently rated
each of the collages on both creativity and tochntca{ gaodness (the

degree to which the collage was technically well-done). Both sets of

ratings showed a high degree of inter judge reliabilitys «93 for the

creativity ratings, and .91 for the technical qoodﬂosl'rat1NQl.- Thul.
a mean over all judges’ ratings was computed for each collage, )
vyielding both a craatiéity score aﬁd a technicallgnodnosq,scor. for
each. |
| Results
As in Study 1, a 2 X 2 analysis 6f'var1ance'o# the creativity

scores rov.alodAa significant main effect of evaluation, F (1,

-ne

Insert Table 2 about here
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nonevaluation groups produced collages that were rated as more

creative tﬁan those produced by the avaluation groups. In addtt;on,

this analysis r.yoaled a nonsionificant:trend or a main effect of -
audience, E (1, 36) = 3,10, p ¢ .087. Subjects who believed they

were being watched made somewhat lass creative collages than those in

the No-Audience conditions. There was no int‘ractian between

evaluation and-;udienco on creativity, E < 1,

The technical qu‘lity of subjects’ sgllagos was largely
unaffected by the independent variables.  There was no effect of.
evaluation, and only a weak trend for a main effect of audience,

E (1,36) = 2,86y, g < .099; subjects who believed they Qore baing

watched made collages that were less technically well-done than those

16
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made by No Audience subjncts. The interaction of ovaluatton and
audience on technical goodness was nonstgntftcant.

Responses on the post-experimental questionnaire provide evidence
of possible. mochanisas for the performance o#fuctl obsorvod. Not only‘
did subjects in the evaluation cbnditions axperience groator concern
about ovaluattons of their work than did subjects 1n tho nonovaluatton\
condittonq {E (1, 38) = 23, 73, @ ¢ .001). buﬁ subjoctl in the audtonco

angitions oxpnrioncod Qreater concern about ovaluation than did
subjucts in the no-audience condttionl (E (1, 36) = 13.62, p < .001),
Into:Sbtinqu. there uas no interaction of ovalu.tion and audionco on
concern about ovaluation; in comparison with the Ibl.ﬂC. of an ,
audience, the presence of an audience pvuduged equtvalont increases in
feslings of being ovalu.ted whecher or not tho audionco was
evaluativae.

Evaluaﬁton expectation rosuliod‘iﬁ increased feclingl'of anxiety
in subjects (F (1,’36) = 4.3(. g < .045); and led subjects to réport
greater distraction while working on their collages (F (1, 3&6) = 3.86,
R € .057). In addittoﬁ, there was a tendency for subjects in the
Audionco conditions tn'roport feeling more prossurcd while working
than subjects in the No Audience condtttons. E (1, 36) = 3,30,

g < .078. |

Unlike Study 1, this study revealed no signiftéant effects of tho‘
independent variables on the intrinsic int.rolt items. Houovor, there L
is some evidence that intrinsic 16tgr00t in the collage gctivtty was
Ppositively related to creativity in the final pfq@uct.l Sub jects who

were most concerned with the external evaluation of their collage were

likely to produce the least creative collages (r = —.41,‘9 < J001),.

\
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| ~ Dissussion | -
Eaploying a verbal croativity task, Study 1 providol & strong |
conceptual replication of the underaining of artistic creativity by
evaluation expectation that was demonstrated in earlier research
(Amabile, 1979), mploying an artistic creativity task, Stu&y 2
provides a strong sxact roplication of that effect. It\gppoars that,
quite roltably. the oxpoctation of expert external evaluation can
undermsine croativity. o ' | | KiJ
Study 2 also precvides an important contrast betuoen crezkkv.
performance and technical performance in suscoptibility to ovaluation
effects. Although the crcativity of the evaluation groupl pas lowor
than the creativity of th. nonevaluation groups in that study, thero
was no difference 1p thc technical goodnoss of the artworks. This
finding is partial)y consistont with theoretical analyses of the
difference betuno? creativg aspects of perfor?ance‘and other aspects
(cf. Amabile, 1979, 1983, in press). . " |
The creative aspects of a task are houristic -- there islho CInaf
and straightforward approach to successful performance. Some se;rch
is required, some exploration of new ' thods or ideas. By contrast, .
other aspects of performance, such as ecﬁnical proficiency, are more
algorithmic. Here, little exploration or e»pnrimentation is roquirodl
the method of appropriate porformanco\is obvious. Accordinq to McGraw
' (1978), heuristic performance should be undermined by extrinsic
constraintl, but algorithmic porformahcn should be enhanced. Thus. it
would be expected that the croativtty of collago§ should suffer under

evaluation expectation, but tho t.chnical goodness of collagos (1

truly algortthmic) should tmprovo.
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In Btudy 2, the differential 1mpact of evaluation oxp.ctation on
creativity and technical goodnoss provtdos partta! support for this
propostt!on. Further rosoarch on tho question is required, though,
because there was no onhancomont of technical porformanco in the
Evaluation condttions, and because an earlier study (Amabile, 1979)
found an undermining of both croativtty and tochnical goodnoss.

Neither Study 1 nor Study 2 providcd strong evidence of thn
‘social inhibition of croativity.. Indeed, in Study 1 there uore no
differences whatscever between th. creativity of the subjects who
worked alone and the creativity of the subjects who worked in groups.
This fatlure to find differences might, on the face of it, be
accounted for by the use of coaction tnstead of direct observation by
others, and the use of a nonobservable task (poetry-writing). Evcn
in Study 2, however, where lubjcctl believed they ware under dirpct
surveillance while working and where subjects’ performance on the aft
activity was easily observable, only weak sqciai inhibition effects
were found. It mtdhf b., of courio, that. strong inhibition effects
\uould have been found 1# -an audience had actually baen present and
y1liblo to the subject. But, on\tho basis of the present ovidence,

@ can only say that the presence of others migng inhibit
creativity if those othorl are diroctly observing the performance.

To thp axtent that an audience can undqrpino creativity, a

. ]
mildly evaluative audioncolmight serve this function/ just as

@ff tively as a strongly evaluative one. In Study ‘2, even though an

attempt was made to implement an Audience - No Evaluation condition,
it appears that subjects did feel that there was some evaluation of
their work in that condition. Although they had been told that the

potont{al observers on the other side of the m}rror_uoro only other

19
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students waiting for another experiment, it is likely that they felt "{Efn

40y observation of their work would, necessarily, be evaluative. ‘This

possibility is supported by rpsults on the questionnaire. There was a

clear main effect of audionco on felt evaluation, and there was no’

y

1ntoraction with ovaluatton conditton. - - !
Thus, it is not poss bl.. on the basts of these results, to

detoraino:”puro” offocts of audionco survoillanco on crnativity.u

Binc. even a minimally bvaluativc audienco does have a negative

impact, we cannot rulg nut the Ppossibility that any audtonc. effacts

.aris. from folt ovaluation. Ultimately, rit may be impossiblo uith

humans to implemont a truly nonevaluative audienc. that consists of
normal humann. ra the extont that pooplo r.clly boliovo th.y ar¢.1
being watched, thoy probably fo.l ovaluated in some dogrc..

Thero was ‘some evidence in these studies that the n.gativo .f‘oct
of evaluation'expcctation on croativtty Js mediated by increases in
axtrinsic motivation. In Study l, ovaluation-group subjects reported
feal ing lgss satisfied with their ongaéement in the poetry icgivtty
than did noqovaluatton-group sub jects. And, in stqu 2, there vas a
significant negative ;qrr.iafion botwgon felt evaluation of the

collage and creattQity.of the final work. These results are not

overwhelmingly convincing, however, since there were no such effects

on a number of other intrinsic motivation items. Tho difficulty'tn .
interpretation presented by these qualif:ed rosults 1: augmented oy
the relatively weak results of solf-report measures. obtainod in othor
studies (e@.g., Amabile, 1979), Cloarly.‘it will be necessary, in

future rosoafch,utb find mori effective methods for 1dont1fyin6 the

precise mechanism by which extrinsic constraint undermines creativity,

. )| -
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Future research should also examnine other varieties of social .
influence on creativity, For ouambli, much of‘ghi literature on
troativity-trninino programs is concerned with the process 66 idea-
generation in groups. Osborn (1953), in defending the brainstnrmin§

”, procoduros'ho'prdpbsod for ;nhaqcing creativity, suggested that a
social faciliation effect occurs in graup settings; individualslx
stimulate ono~.nother’s thinking, léading to a larger number of
QDUUUIlnIQﬂ acéoptah@o ideas. Indeed, most of the litoraturo'on

\ creativity training implicitly 6r explicitly iudqests that wark~16

| grouﬁs is more conducive to creative productivity than spfitéfy work./
In addition ta,stquing the imbact'of passive observers, then, | /
researchers interested in the direct applicability of thgir work to f

real-world arenas should focus attention on the impact of activo‘coﬁ

hork.r:_on individual creativity.
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. Footnotes

1e This o#pcct held for those condtt!ons whers tho art task
r.matn.d hourtst‘:. 1¢ tho tasik was rendered algorithaic by

prowtdtnq subjocts with splcific instructions on how to make a

croattvo collagq, evaluation—-group subjects produced work judged

'htthr in "creativity.” Thus, the underminino qffect of evaluation

"expectation holds for tasks that qio truly heuristic -- tasks that.qbv

dnf!ntttnn;‘do indood call for creativfty.

2. This creativity assessment technique i{s described in more
detail by Amabile (1982, 1983).

3. Because the work tablc was perpendicular to the mtrror. the

mirror was to the subject’s side as she worked, rather than directly

"in front of her. This placement was used to aveid obj.cttvo sel §-

avarsness effects that might confound any pffocts of audience

presence (Wicklund, 1975).




No Evaluation

Evaluatton

- Creativity

Tabloll

Creativity of Poems

Study 1
Alone | Coactfon
22.48 - 23.76
17.29 16.20

These are mzans on a 40-point scale.

27




No Evaluation

Evaluation

Note. These are

Table 2

=

erattvtty

Creativity of Collages

Qtudy 2

No;Aud{enco
24.28

19.18

means on a 40-ppint scale.

Audience
20.62

17.36




