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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

pfforts to encourage student progréss in art productiqn
on the college level have included moiivational stimuli which
are almost as varied as the expressive aspects of the visual
arts. Since many college art teachers have no courses in
teaching methods, curriculum, learning theory, or educaticnal
psychology, they approach teaching in an "intuitive" manner
(very similar to their method of creating art). Their method
of {eaching 1is based more on imitative behavior {(imitation of
their former teachers) than any scientific approach to teaching.
Their wmethod of motivating students has encompassed stimuli
from clear, explicit, and well-formulated directions to vague
and nebulous expectations. Part of thié deviation in teaching
methods among college art teachers has been caused by the
ambiguity inhereant in aesthetics. Another cause of this
variety in teaching that exists in art schools was stated by
Keelin as the ". . . reverbe;gting echo of the anonymous
cliche: artists are born and not made" (20, p. G9). Another
statement by Kaelin exemplified the conflict among thé
various teaching methods cmployed by art teachers:

There seems to be a deeply felt conviction that art

is a discipline which cannot be taught, while on

the other hand the conviction is belied by many
examples of successful artists who have learned



at least the rudiments of their craft from some
kind of teacher (20, p. 70).

Psychologists and the lay public have entertained many
diverse theories on the artist's personality. The artist
has often been depicted as a bizarre, neurotic non-conformist;
however, many contemporary psychclogists have a different view
toward the personality of the artist. Maslow (22) stated that
many writers make psychological health and creativeness almost
synonymous} He also mentioned that healthy people are able to
accept and use their "primary processes" rather than always
controlling them and that this was one of the main conditions
conducive to creativity. Barron (3, p. 213) has advanced the
point of view that the disposition towards creativeness mayl
function as an organized mode of responding to experience
and that socially disrated traits of rebelliousness, dis-
orderliness, and exhibitionism, as well as socially valued
traits of independence of judgment, freedom of expression,
and novelty of construction and insight may be associated
with creative predispositions in the personality structures
of artists.

Scientific research in art eduction related to personality
characteristics of the art student has been on & more micro-
cosmic level than theoretical psychology on the artist. Many
resea;ch studies in art educabtion have indicated that personality
characteristics of students are related to thé student's art

production and experience. Burgart (5) found that art



experience was significantly related to self-sufficiency,
social inﬁepcndeuce, non-conforming behavior, flexibility of
response, flexibility in manipulation of environment, and
ability to identify with self-concept. Burkhart (6) in
experimentation with a creativity-personality continuum in

art noted that students who worked in a précess which he termed
"deliberate” are restricted by rigid stanlards set by authority
_figures and suggested that our present analytical teaching

methods may be damaging to this type of student.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to determine whether there
was any relationship between selected personality variables
and art production with structured and non-structured stimuli.

The purposes of the study.were as follows:

1., To compare the effect of structured and non-
structured stimuli on art production of selected éollege art
majors and minors.

2. To determine the relationships of certain personality

variables as measured by the ¥dwards Personal Preference

Schedule to aesthetic proeduction as influenced by structured

and non~-structured stimuli.

Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were formulated for examination
within the framework ©f the above stated.purposes of the

researchy



l. The structured stimulus group wili have a signifi-
cantly higher mean score on aesthetic production than will
the non-structured stimulus group.

2, The following hypotheses are made for those subjects
in the sfructured stimulus group:

A. There will be a significant positive correlation
between each of the following personality variables and
aesthetic preoductions

1. Deference
2. Order

3. EIExhibition
4. Succorance
5. Change

6. IEndurance

B. There will be a significant negativé correlation
between each of the following personality variables and
aesthetic production:

l. Autcnomy

2. Dominance

3. Abasement

4. leterosexuality
5. Aggression

C. There will be no significant correlation between
the following personality variables and aesthetic

production:



1. Affiliation
2. Intraception
3. Nurturance
4. Achievement
3. The following hypotheses are made for thoée subjects
in the non-structured stimulus group:
| A. There will be a significant positive correlation
.between each of the following personality variables and
aesthetic production:
1. Order
2, IExhibition
3. Autonomy
4. Dominance
5. Change
6. Endurance
B. There will be a significant negative correlation
between each of the following personality variables and
aesthetic production:
l. Deference
2. Succorance
3. Abasement
4. Heterbsexuality
5. Aggression
C. There will be no significant cofrelation between

the following personality variables and aesthetic pfoduction:



1. Affiliation
2. Intraception
3. Nurturance
4. Achievement
4. The following relationships will exist between the
structured stimulus group and the non—structufed stimulus
group in regard to the personality variables:
A. Subjects in the structured stimulus group
who score high (top one third) on eaclh of the following
variables will have a significantly higher mean on
aesthetic production than subjects in the non-~structured
stimulus group who score high on the variables:
l. Deference
2. Succorance
B. Subjects in the structuréd stimulus group wheo
score high (top one third) on eaéh of the following
variables will have a significantly lower mean on
aesthetic production than subjects in the non-structured
stimulus group who score high on the variables:
l. Autonomy
2. Dominance
Background and Significance of the Study
Differences exist among personality theorists in their

analysis and interpretation of the relationship between certain



aspects of personality of the artist and the aesthetic products
that he creates, Theories have attempted 1o explain the
relationship of personality to art bylexamining the artistic
products found in man's divergent cultures. Most general
theories espoused by anthropolngists explain art as manifes-
tations of superstition and religion and the artist's "feelings"
interacting in a social millieu; however, many of these theories
about personality and the art product are ambiguous and
indistinct. They are primarily concerned with explaining
social forces rather than specific individual personality
atiributes, Only with the advent of psychoanalysis has the
latter aspect occurred., Hatterer {(18) and Schaneider (28)
huve made interesting psychocanalytic approaches to artists and
their personalities.
In a comment relevant to this study, Schneider said:
In modern psychoanalytic literature, to simplify
clinical investigation, the psychology of cresting has
sometimes been sel up as tantamount to the psychology
~of art. This tends to blur the distinction between
intent and result (and thus wipes out the phenomenon

of endowment); this lack of distinction seductively
leads to the view that art is a combination of neurotic
sublimination and reaction-formation to intolerable
aggressive impulses. It is true that all forms of
"making things" have certain features in common. But
we are concerned with those specific attributes that
distinguish the consistent creative artist from the
"makers" (28, p. 63).

Dewey (8), as a philosopher-psychologist, epitomized an

empirical approach to personality and tlie art product. lie

discussed some psychological aspects of aesthetics and in the



process stated: "Because of the individual interests and
attitude of the artist, because of the individual character
of every work of art, the specifically personal cont?ibution
must be sought in works of art themselves" (8, p. 245).

Most research on personality and the art product has
been on the "fringe" of investigation into the creative
process. Beh&viofial scientists such as Ray (26) considered
originality to be the true component of creativityland
following his mode of thinking, many studies use the two terms
synonymously. Since many authorities believe an important
criterion for judging an art product is its originality, a
review of research relating creativity to peréonality may
add relevance and greater clarity of focus to the area being
examined in the pregent study.

Guilford (15) described characteristics which he called
mental abilities and aptitudes, and he pointed out some
personality traits associated with creativity when he said,
"Individuals who are high on scores for ideational fluency
are inclined to be more impulsive, more ascendant, and more
confident and to have a stronger appreciation of creativity"
(15, p. 151).

Tyler (31) described a study by Getzels and Jackson
which indicated a relation between personality and creativity
exists. The study concluded that creative students (sixth

through twelth grades) used freer fantasy, more humor, more



playfulncss,'and more vieolence in story telling and pictiure
completion.
Taylor, without describing the personaliity scale used

(which must have been very similar to the Idwards Persounal

Preference Schedule), made the following comments on person-
ality and creativity:

There is some evidence that creative persons are
more autonomous’ than others, more self-sufficient,
more independent in judgment (they go against group
opinion if they feel ti is incorrect), more open to
the irrational in themselves, more stable, more
feminine in interests and characteristics {especially
in awareness of their impulses), more dominant and
self-assertive, more complex, more self-accepting,
more resourceful and adventurous, more radical
~{Bohemian), more self-controlled and possibly more
emotionally sensitive, and more introverted but
bold (30, pp. 27-28).

Taylor (30, p. 37) also stated that typical correlations for
perscnality and originality scales range from .10 to ,30.
MacKinnon conducted research comparing creative with
non-creative architects and described the creative person
(especially the creative architect) according to responses

on the California Psychological Inventory as follows:

lle is dominant (Do scale); possessed of those qualities
and attributes which underlie and lead to the achieve-
ment of social status (Cs}; poised, spontaneous, and
self-confident in personal and social interaction (Sp);
though not of an extremely sociable or participative
temperament (low Sy); intelligent, outspoken, sharp-
witted, demanding, aggressive, and self-~centered;
persuasive and verbally fluent, self-confident and
self~assured (Sa); and relatively uninhibited in
expressing his wories and complaints {(low Wb).
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.. He is relatively frcece f{rom conventional
restraints and inhibitions (low So Sc), not pre-
occupied with the impression which he makes on
others and thus perhaps capable of great independence
and autonomy (low Gi), and relatively ready to re-
cognize and admit self-views that are unusual and un-

conventional (low Cm).

Ee is strongly motivated to achieve in

situations in whiclh independence in thought and

action are called for (Ai). DBut, unlike his less

creative collcecagues, he is less inclined to strive

for achievement in settings where conforming

“behavior is expected or required (Ac). In efficiency
and steadiness of intellectual effort (Ie), however,
he does not differ from his fellow workers.

Finally, he is definitely more psychologically

minded (Py), more flexible (¥Fx), and possessed with

more femininity of interests (21, pp. 161-162).

Many studies conducted in the area of art education have
implied directions similar to those of the present investigation.
Frankston (11) conducted a study that described the effects of
two programs {(prescribed and self-developed) and two methods
of teaching (spontaneous and divergent) on the art performances
of adolescents. According to nhis research, the teacher art
strategies appeared to have little effect on student perforaances.
Beittel (4}, in a review of research on art education, described
a study that lLe did where he varied three conditions between
drawing sessions. Ile found art quality to be influenced by
process feedback and self-discovered evaluative criteria.
Beittel mentioned another study that he conducted which

questioned gencralizations associating personality with

drawing style. Gordon (14}, as a result of his investigation,
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advocated the need of personality examinations for use by art
educators that would make clearer related implications of the
effects of personality on art than those personality examinations
investigated in his study. |

An exploratory study by llardiman and Johnson {(17) described
the presentation of varying motivational stimuli for art
productioﬁ. The study involved written structured, scrambled,
and non-structured stimuli {lhat were used on groups of art
students., HBardiman and Johnson concluded that the type of
stimuli for motivating influenced the product, ". . . a
structured stimulus develops a structured ﬁroduct, a scrambled
stimulius develops a scrambled product, and a non-structured
~stimulus motivates self-dependence rather than stimulus
dependence in product development" (17, p. 17).

Final implication of the significance of this study, was
made after investigation of the literature. No direct
reference to correlation of persconality characteristics to art
production under different stimulus conditions using cqllege

art majors was found.

Definition of Terms
The following terms were defined for this stﬁdy:

1. Personality Variables. The personality variables

consisted of those variables which are measured by the Zdwards

Personal Preference Schedule. See Appendix A.
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2. Motivational Stimulus. The class conditions created

by the art teacher for his students was considered to be o

motivational stimulus. TFor the purpose of this study, two

specific operational definitions of motivational stimulus

follow:

A. Structured Stimulus, This was a motivational

stimulus that was organized and thematic in nature.
The stimulus was in the form of a two and one half
feet by four and one half feet reproduction of one of
Picasso's most famous paintings, Guernica. The
painting is basically monochromatic and has rather
sharply defined non-painterly overlapping shapes which
should influence collage production; Jansen stated that
this painting met ". . . the ultimate test of the validity
of collage construction" (19, p. 525). See Appendix F.
The structured stimulus waslconsidered as an ex—
ternal stimulus - a stimulus that originated outside
the individual.

B. Non-structured Stimulus. This was a motivational

stimulus that did not provide any specific examples or
modes of attgck but only "stimulated" the student to
use self-~developed approaches to art production..

The non~struciured stimulus was approached in a

manner similar to Haeffle's definition of the Rorshach
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as ". . . a completely unstructured situation in which
“no right or wrong answers are involved, and where free

use of the imagination can be tapped" (16, p. 127).

The non~siructured stimulus was considered as an
internal stimulus - a stimulus that driginated within

the individual.

3. Collage. The method of gluing objects (paper,
fabries, bric—a-brac) onto a flat surface that was developed by
Picasso and Brague was considered a collage. This study was
concerned with collages created from clippings taken from Life
magazine and developed on & twelve by twenty-~two inchi sheet
of white tag-board.

4, JAesthetic Production., This was the finished art

product of those subjects involved in this study. This product
was a collage that was rated by professional artists/teachers

on an ordinal scale covering relative aesthetic merit.

Limitations of the Study
The study was limited to freshman and sophomore art majors
or art minors who were enrolled in Art 144 or Art 145 (both are
courses in basic design) at North Texas State University in the

spring semester of 1968,

Basic Assumptions

The following assumptions were made for this study:
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l. The selected personulity‘variables inéluded those
aspects of personality relevant to the population which the
groups used in this study represented.

2. The rating of aesthetic products by professiocnal
artists/teachers was sufficiently valid to warrant its use
as an expurimental criteria.

3. The population sample used was representative of
freshman and sophomore art major and art minors at North

Texus State University.

Source of Data

Data for this study were derived from the responses of
students who were enrolled in Art 144 and Art 145 classes
that were offered at North Texas State University. ZIach
student who was in the selected classes created a collage.
Only those.collages that were produced by freshman and
sophomore art majors or art minors were used as data for ihis
study. The data for the personality variables were derived

from the Edwerds Personal Preference Schedule which was

administered to the previous subjects in the class meeting that

followed the production of the collage.

Statistical Procedures for Treating Data
The acgquired data were treated in the following manner:
1. The tenability of hypotheses one dnd four was tested
by the 1 test between independent means of two groups. The .05

level of significance was used to accept or reject the null



hypotheses.

2. The tenability of hypotheses two and three was
determined by tﬁe Pearsou lProduct Moment Correlation
Coefficient formula. An appropriate table was consulted to
determine the .05 level of significance.

3. Judge agreement was determined by the Pearson Iroduct

Moment Correlation Coefficient.

Summary

With.the increasing awareness and interest of our
contemporary society in the artist and the art product, this
study recognized the need for investigation in£o the training
of the artist in relationship witih selected personality
variables, Theories and experimentation in various areas
{psychology, creativity, and art education) have indicated
a relationship between the artist's personality and his art
production. This study, in seeking to obtain additional
knowledge associated with the training of the arﬁist, concern—
trated on two divergent motivational stimuli for art production.
The data were collected from freshman and sophomore art majors
and art minors who were enrolled in basic design classes at
North Texas State University. The data consisted of a collage
created by the students which was ranked by professional
artiéts/teachers and the students' responses to the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule, Hypotheses were formulated to
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test the relationships between personality variables,
motivational stimuli, and the art product; and statistical
methods for treating the data were described. Terms,
limitations, and assumptions were discussed and explaiﬁed in

order to clarify the purpose of the study.
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CHADPYER II
SURVEY O LITERATURE

The college art instructor of today freguently acts as
a synthesizer of diverse knowledge from psychkology, cducation,
art history, and studio methods. Iis interaction with his
students is based on a multitude of factors. One of these
factors is the motiV;tional stimulus that he uses in presen;
tation of assignments to his students. Knowledge that is
attained through teaching experience leads the art instructor
to realize the diversity in personalities of his students; he
realizes that a stimulus which seems to motivate some studeats
often seems to be inadequate for others. Recognition of this
difficulty, a broader knowledge of overall teaching methed,
knowledge of the desired end product, and methods of evaluating
this produc£ are implied and often specifically recognized,
throughout the literature, as problems which permeate the
teaching of art. Despite the ambiguities encouniered in
teaching art, many art educators tend to be objectivg and
optimistic., Iastie stated:

Art teachers, as any kind of teacher, must now how

to manipulate all of the variables, especially their

own behaviors, that determine learning. To explain and

control the teaching of art requires a science and
technology of art teaching (18, p. 257).

20
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Keel {22) conmented on the contemporary state of
iﬁstructional praclices of art education in colleges and
universities. Ilc stated that a gradual shift took place
from theor etical and historical treatment to exploratory
and creative studioc work,

Colleges without art instruction generally added

some kind of program, freguently with an emphasis

on studio pracitice and on convemporary forms of expression.
A new tradition of responsible studio instruction
gradually beceme established as professional

painters, sculptors, prinitmakers, ceramists,

photographers, designer-crafitsmen, and others

accepted and adjusted to their role as bona-fide college
faculty members (22, p. 48}.

Instruction and the College Art Student
Smith (31) suggested that everything we know about teaching

has come from philosophy and psyéhology by speculation. e
mentioned that the actual process of teaching is acquired by
observation unless teaching can bLe described as an observable
and modifiable form of behavior. Iis premises are applicable

to the teaching of art in college. feitzlsummed up his

approach to these premises with the following statement:

Our circle is drawn and I can stop. I began by
askiug whether the teaching of art rests on a true
theory of it. I then iried to show {that the teaching
of art does not, canunot, and need not, rest on such
& theory. Rather, thal the theories of art comprisec
different sets of directions - indeed, tlie best there
are - for the richest possible participation in the
arts. If my argument is correct, teachers of art
should go to the theories of art not for nonexistent
true definitions but for all their fertile suggestions
about the very teaching of art, since the theorists
themselves have been the best instructors (37, p. 56).
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According to Eisner (11), research in art has not been
limited to investigations in the behaviorial sciences. Ie
considered philesphic inquiry to be a form of research and
that work, such as that Dy Hcker, has been important because
it emphasized the cognitive aspect of artistib experience.
Eisner mentioned that art has often been considered emotional
while ". . . other subject arcas, such as mathematics and the
sciences, have been considered products of thought" (11, p. 321).
Bisner remarked that art may be considefed visual problem solving.

For, if art activity is mediated activity, it is

intelligent activity carxried out in behalf of

aesthetic ends, then surely such activity can

be made more intelligent through appropriate

instruction (11, p. 321).

Bisner commented further on the need for research in the
teaching of art. He staﬁed that more scientific research
had been done in the years between 1950 and 1960 than had
been done in the first half of the century. He pointed out
the need for new theories that would tie loose-ended non-
theoretical studies into a compreheansive approach to art
education. Hausman (20) suggested that research in the teach-
ing of drt should be directed towards the dynamic relation-
ship between the student, the teacher, and the teaching
environment. Ie pointed out that art students approach their
activitiés with their own values, perceptions, and expectations.,
In regard to this, Hausman stated that research should
investigate the ". . . relationships between a person's self-

image and his expectations as tointrinsic and extrinsic



revards" (20, p. 1112},

Beittel (5) described a teaching experiment conducted by
Burkhart and Nitschke which involved ninety-five college
students in a scemester's work under the following conditiens:

1. A depth approach which allowed the students to do
over a dozen works in any medium they chliose.

2. A breadth anproach which allowed the students to do
an average of threc works in six different media.

Beittel interpreted Burkhart and Nitschke's conclusions
by statings

Iv thus appcars that the more media used, tlie
- less 1s the progress in spondaneity and aesthetic
guality of productis. Conversely, the more snroducts

per medium, the greater is the progress in both

spontanegity and quality. Teacher differences are

ruled ouv to an extent because even within the depth

groups, where there was freedom of choice in number

of media used and in number of works done, these

relationships persisted (5, p. 391).

Another study that was related to the variables which
are inherent in the teaching of art was concerned with the
influence of college art instructors upon their students'
painting styles. Doerter (10) conducted the study with a
random sample of eight students from each of five painting
¢lasses that were selected {rem the state university of
Pennsylvania and two Pennsylvania state colleges. The
procedure consisted of rating the first and final paintings
of the studenis and two paintings of each instructor and

then relating the students' work with their instructor's

paintings; Doerter developed two instruments that achieved
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the previous. Doerter made the following counclusion and
thieoretical implications derived from his conclusion:

The investigator concludes that this study shows
¢vidence that college painting students are influenced
into a stylistic paintiang expression similar to that
of their instructors. That this particular objective
was intentional on the part of the teachers is doubt~
ful. This tynme of influcnce seems to be in opposition
to the genceral statements of teaching philosophy
espoused by fine artists and art educators.

The findings of this research should enccurage
painting teachers to re-examine either the gencral
objectives or the current practices of instruction.
Perhaps the strong ego, needed to support and maintain
creative individuals and iustructors, must become more
flexible during instructional periods. This flexibility
and tolerance would allow for diversity and freedom of
choice of student style and expression. If students
are cognizant of the instructor's personal painting
expression, then the students must be assured that
many forms of individual expression are acceptable and
valid in the studio (10, p. 53).

Further investigation of the effect of the teaching
approach on the art product wus evidenced in a research
project that was supported by the federal O0ffice of Lducation.
Frankston (12) investigated the effect of two art programs
(self-developed and prescribed) and two methods of teaching
(spontaneous and divergent) on the arit products of adole-
scents. This created a twvo by iwo study Qﬁth nine to fifteen
students in each of the four groups. The students were
selected from the Children and Teen-age Art Classes of the
Art Iducation Department of The Pennsylvania State University.

From his measurcment, Original Aesthetic Cualitv, TFrankston

was able to cvaluate the quality of the students' art products.

Frankston concluded that the program which was developed by
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the teacher (self-prescribed) was better for the spontuneous
teacher than the divergent teacher and that the two methods
of teaching seemed to have no difference in effcct on the
students! art production.

Hardiman and Johmson {17) conducted an exploratory study
on the effect of motivational stimulus siructure on the art
products of eighty-eight students, mostly college sophomores,
from art education classes at The Pennsylvania State University.
Tiie study presented the unaltered Gettysberg Address as the
structured stimulus to a group of thirty—o@e students, the
Address taken apart and reconstructed as the scrambled
stimulus to a group of twenty-seven students, and twenty-

- four emqtive words derived from the Address as the non-
structured stimulus for a group of thirty students. The

groups were given a time limit of seventy-five ﬁinutes to create
a collage utilizing various periodicals. Four judges used a
five point scale for rating the collages on five bi-polar
criteria: aesthetic naivete - acsthetic sophistication,
impersoﬁal symbolism - personal symbolism, random composition ~
clustered composition, non-dominant color - dominant color,

and verbal dependence - non-verbal dependence. The
statistically significant results indicated that the structured
group was rated higher on aesthetic sophistication than the
scrambled group, the non-structured group was rated higher

then the scrambled group which in turn was rated higher than

the structured group on personal symbolism, and the
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structured group was rated hdgher then the scrombled group on

the clustered composition,

Personality and the Artist

Many diverse theorics have beon nromulgated on the artist's

behuvior and the causitive factors for the creation of arit.
Oue of the earliest end most forceful thecries was developed
from psychoanulysis. Vaelder quoted a theory from Freud un

the bLehavior of the artist:

An artist iz originully a wan whe turns away from reality
because he cannot come to terms with renuncistion of
instinctual satisfaction which it at firsgt demands, and
who allows his erotic and ambitious wishes full »lay in
the life of phantasy by maling use of .specisl gifis to
mould hig phantasies into truths of a new kind, which

are valued by wen as precious reflections of reality

(36, »n. 25)}.

Prom investigations of seversl case studies, Fricd
(13, n. 163) concluded that the nroductivity of the artists
L] 1

involved in her study was positively affecied by psycho-

aualytic therapy aind that the old adage that the artist
i (&)

Wio becomes ecmotionally well ceuses to create waus Qlsproveu.
dried deseribud poveriully stoesed gqualities of aggression as
Lubidbitory factors in the soluticn of the arftist's work
provlems.  She statled that the artists vesorted tu sroducthive
. FR T T L TR S U S S .l

wiad ereative means of subliwinnting ugpressive energics.

; - Y - . g .

Read (28, ». 95) had a theory that was in contradiciion to
that of Pried om "the integration of personality"™ through

psychoanalysis:
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hut is in no obicetive sence scientific, The
well-idjusted nersonality, ithe 'good nmixer!,

is a tervible bhore. A soci=ty 1s kent togcther
by its tensions, by currents that alternate, by
an overall vibration of conflicting forces. Tet
us assume that it is o rood thing to b2 kent
alive, hut i% is not necoessary, for the nresent
discussion, to assume more (28, »n. 95).

Arpheim (1) mentioned that some psychologisﬁs are satis-
fied with the idea that art is produced or consumed becuuse
1t is "pleasing,” and he pointed out the inadequacy of this
theory becouse 1t could not oxplain why an.activitytis
pleasiog. Ilo mentioned that psycho-analytic theories of
artistic motivation were open to serious ohjectioné because
of their one-sidedness, and thut this one-sidedness was
cansed by laca ol w substantial alternate theory.

Stein and Yeinze (32, ». 295) cited o study hy Roe that
utilized datn from twenty livine American painters. Roe had
concluded that the charncteristics of the oroup included
asncets of a bnfter than average intelligzence, tendencies
toward abstraoct thinking, and a nen—aggreszsive versonality.
Gther clharacteristics included cmotionul adapiations that

wn,? EICE T N T LTt Ly PR T N - —
VMOy iR i l1UY a0y SULa~UiL0lualiut Giluw LT WOl
5

Werd pusni
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UL L DRAE badd v S10MC wid iR S0 COlATRC UYL LTLAChD Culdil. LDUCLU 2SS
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MuSLile s 2.

[

noo-n nEoap T , * . D e e 1.1, - s .
siiiy wiiferenviate thon from other successlu

cle by doe

Foa

P R roos ., . A ;o . i) 3
stein und deinze (32, . 296) cived auothors ard
dor, L PP N T 7 3 = 3 e . . N . N

Laidt couvinuew investbigation of the previous tveaty paiunters.
The stady utilized duta from cliaical intesviewvs, study of

a

tne mea's work, Jdorschgel tests, and Theuatic apporception




Yest scores, Roe found extreme heterogeneity in the results

of the orschach analysis aud decided that there was no

personality pattern common to all artists; she concluded that

* 1

coeative ability may exist withouv being shown in the Rorschuech
or one might be a successful asrtist withoubl havianyg creative

m

ability. IResults on the Thewatic Apverception Pest tended to

conflirm the results of the Rorschacn. General directions of

non-aggression and a tendency toward passive, feminine interests

were found on the Themnatic Apnercepntion Test,

In dnothor study cited by Stein and lleinze (32, p. 295},
Munsterberg and lussen tested seven hypotheses thut were
derived from psychoanalytic theory and empirical resecarch.

The study utilized a group of thirty art studeuts and a group
of thirty non-art students; both groups wefe equated from age,
sex, and ycars of college attendance. Ten of the Thomatic

Avperception Test cards and a questionaire related to the

subjectélinterests and partvicipation in artistic activities
were administered {o the groups. After statistical testing of
the hypotheses, Munsterberg and Musseu concluded that the
artists have quieter, more introverted personazlities and
suffer from more intense guilt feelings, and that the artists
were less likely to have overt aggressive tendencies.
Munsterberg and Mussen indicated that the artists were more
concerned with acceptance and approval of their work than
personal success while the non-~artists were more inclined to

accept the demands of society and parental pressure. The non-
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artisis placed greater value on 5road, superficial socla
relations.

In a study_conductcd at the Institute of Personaliiy
Assessment aud Hesearch, Darron described a bi~polarlfactor
witich opposed ". . . a preference for perceiving and dealing
with complexity to a preference for perceiving and dealing
with simplicify" (2, p. 311). Barron reviewed the Yelsch

Figure Preference Pest and the Barron-Welscl Art Scale

and other related developments that led up to the research
that he covered in his article. Barron's conclusions were
based primarily on relationships found in a sample of

Torvy male graduwste students from different departments

of the University of California. The subjects were studied
by a large number of objective tests, and experimental
procedures and various personal interviews were conducted.
From these tests, correlates were identified for the factor
variable "complexity":

1. This variable was positively related to personal
tempo, verbal fluency, impulsiveness, e¢xpansiveness, origi-
nality, good taste, asrtistie expression, inteliccet, sense
of humor, breadth of interest, sensuality, sentience,
aesthetic interest, effiminacy, and femininity in men.

2. The complexity variable was negatively related to
naturalness, likeability, laci of deceitfulness, adjust-
ment and abundance values, rigidity and constriction, control

of impulse by repression, political~economic conservatism,



subservience to authority, ethoocentricism, ﬁnd soclal
conformity.

Child (9) conducted a study which reached coﬁclusions
similar to many o¢f the previous conclusions made by Burron.
The study was an effort to measure the personality correlates
of aesthetic judgment in college students. The subjects used
by Child were 138 men; one was a graduate student and the
rest were undergraduate students at YalelUniversity. In
two group sessions and one individual session, the subjects
wvere administered the following tests: skill of pexrcepiion

in visual form (adapted from Thurstone),l Psychological

Corporation Test of Spatinl Helations, Barron's Ink 3Blot

Test, Mycrs-Brigrs Type Indicator, Independence of Judgment

Scale, Gough's Masculinity-Femininity Test, Franck Drawing

Completion Test, Barron-~Welsch Art Scale, and many other

tests developed or adapted by Child. He made the following
- conclusions: |

1. Aesthetic judgment is related to amount of back-
ground in art. | |

2. No statistical significances of relationship were
found between aesthetic judgment and the following (although
Child did question the measures which he used): skill in
perceiving visual form, skill in perceiving human meaning in
ambiguous stimuli, masculinity versus femininity,land
originality.

3. lle did find significant positive correlations with



the follouwing:s tolerance of complexity, scanning, indepen-
dence of judgment, anxiely as measured by a questicaaire,
aildl severel measures of visunl preferences. A signilicant

negabive correlavion was found between aesthetic judguent

and viscerotonia (love of comfort and relaxation;.

Child stated:

0f special importance is the general pgatliern

into which a number of [indings fall, suggesting

hat good acsthetic judgment is in large measure

an outcome of a general cognitive approach to the

wvorld, an approach invelving scearch for complex

and novel exaperience whiclhi is then understood and

evaluated through relatively autonomous interuction

of the individuul with objects providing such cxpericnce.

The aesthetic value of works of art, ou this hypothesis,

would be a function of their aptness for emngeging

and rewarding the attention of a person whose cognitive

approach to the world is of this character (9, p. 510).

Much research in art education has heen developed fronm
thcories and research conducted by Burkhart. A schism away
from the traditional procedure of ranking or judging art
products on a Gestalt {the overall aprnearance) acsthetic
quality of high or low was caused by Burkhart (7) through his
advancement of methods that rated the art produci on process
as well as the actual product. He found spontanecous and
deliberate processes to create a polarity in the productioa
of an art object. Ille defined spontancous handling as a freedom
or ease in the use of materials and rendering of forms and

deliberate as opposite to this. MHe also used objective

defliaiticons for rating the two, such as shary or clean countours
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for deliberate versus burred or rough contours foxr the
spontaneous. The subjects used in one investigation reported
by Burkhart consisted of forty—fou} students from the ninth
and tenth grades in a high school in Fianeytown, Chio. Twenty-
two of these were considered spontaneous and twenty-two were
considered deliverate. In self-descriptions, the spontaneous
highs rated themselves as self-confident, uninhibited, and
versatile while the spontaneous lows rated themselves as
aloof, noisy, egotistical, and self-confident. The deliberate
highs rated themselves as clever, conservative, pleasant,
practical, modest, and organized while the deliberate lows
rated themselves as painstaking, simple, wealk, and worrying.
Measures of personality structure that were used on these
subjects included Barron's measure for complexity, a test for
"Estheticism," & test of ofiginality develﬁped by Gough and
Barron, the Allport-Gordon-Lindsay study of values, a test
for "Liberalism,” a test for "Social Maturity," a test for
"Development Status,"” and a test to measure.non~authuritarianism.
All of the previous testshad & correlation within the range
of .38 to .62. with the spontaneous deliberaté continuunm.
Beittel stated his interpretation of Burkhart's research as
", . . a process—in-product criterion which has significant
connections to predictors in the personality domain" {5, p. 382).
After concluding his discussion of Burkhart, Beittel

mentioned some research that he and Burgart did:



Durgart and I began to collect measures of
generalized personality traits related to
creativity tests and criteria. IFourteen such
tests were taken from existing sources {(Gough,
1957; Bales and Couch, The Value Profile:
Cattell, The Sixteen Personality Factors Qucstion-
nuire), while nine remaining scales werc coaposed
by durgart and me. 1In all, there were 415 iteus
in our first research version. Factor analysis
-on a varicty of art and nonurt college and
graduante populations indicated that the major
dimensions dealt with were the following: {(a)
flexibility, (b) spontancity, (¢) nonconformity,
(d) rich internal 1ife, and (e) independcnce and
self-sufficiency {5, p. 385). ‘

Beittel proceeded, from the previous statement, to
describe a study conducted by Burkhart with art and non-art
students in which many of these scales correlated with
judgments of spontaneity in art products. However, Gorden
(14), in a study that consisted of thirty female non-art
majors and thirty female art majors found no relationship

between the Gough Adjective Check List (a test composed of

a check list of three hundred self-descriptive adjectives)
and the spontaneous-divergent continuum. The art group did
display more spontaneous and less divergent characteristics

than the non-art group.

33



34

Summary

The survey made evident the lack of knowledge concerning
the effect of the many variables related to the téacher/
learner relationship in the teaching of art. The theories
and studies related to college art instruction indicated that
art teaching and its effect may be objectively investigated
in some areas. The literature on instruction also indicated
that many factors may be operating that influence the student's
art production - factors that art instructors may not
recognize. The literature on personality and the artist
indicated that there is interaction between the artist's
personality and his productivity. Some of the tests mentioned
in the research have shown correlation between identifiable and
definable personality variables and the artist's product.

The survey has indicated that there are mno specific studies
concerned with the purposes of the present study, but
~directional trends of thought and synthesis of the various
areas support the hypothesis that motivational stimuli should
have different effects on the art prodﬁction of students in

relationshbip to personality variables.
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CllAPTER III

PRCCEDURLES OF THE STUDY

In order to obtain a large sample of art students,
courses offered in Art 144 and Art 145 (both are basic
design classes) were selected because they equaled a total
of eighteen classes - more than any other related lab courses
.offered in the art Debartment at North Texas State Universiiy
in the spring semester of 1963. These classes consisted of a
potpourri of various art majors, art minors, and clective
students. The basic design classés are reyuired of all art
majors and include ". . . experimentation with a range of
media in the solution of problems involving the use of point,
line, shape, mass, space, texture, color and form in two-

and three-dimensional design" (12, p. 116).

Subjects

The 144 subjects that were used in this study were
selected from 12 classes (out of eighteen) in basic design
that were offered in the spring semester of 1968 at Norih
Texas State University. The original classes consisted of students
of diverse educational objectives; from these students, only those
who listed themselves as art majors or art minors of freshman or
sophomore classification were used in the final data tabulation.
The female subjects outnumbered the male subjects in an
approximate ratio of two to one - probably because of the

large number of females that major in art education or minor
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in art. The subjeccts were predominatly second semester
freshmen because of the planning of most art degree programs.
Most of the subjects had an exposure of one desiga class and
were taking Art 144 cor Art 145 os the final course of a two
course requirement. Since the experiment tool place
approximately one week after the beginuing of the semester

and the investigator requested each design instructor not to
assign work in collage, the subjects should have.been comparable
in adeptness wiith collage Construction.l The fiﬁal 144 subjects
consisted of freshman or sophomore art majors or art minors.
From the original 180 subjects in the 12 classes, 35 were

- deleted because of classification other than freshman ox
sophomore art major or art minor and 1 was deleted to equalize
the data tabulation for thie purpose of statistical testing of

the hypotheses.

Description of Instrumcuts
Instruments were used that would provide measurementis

related to the purpose of this study. The desthetic DProduction

dating Scale was developed in order to have a valid eriterion

for measuring the art products. The Idwards Personsl Drelerence

Scinedule was selected as an indicator of'thé persenality variables
of the subjects. |

The APRS wus developed by counducting a pilot study using
collages from two design classes that were not used in the
experiment. Eightljudges were selected from the North Texas

State University faculty on the basis that they.had thirty



40

graduate hours of coursé work in art and bad experience with
teaching design. Xach of the eight judges was requested to

rate thirty-six collages on a nine point ordinal scale. The
Judges ranked the collages counsidered superidr in the eud of

the scale that was valued at nine points to those acsthetically
inferior at the end of the scale valued at one point. Lach judge
wvas required to place four collages in each area of the nine
point scale. Lach judge took from twenty to ninety minutes for
rating of the collages in the pilot study. Table I indicates

simple correlation ccefficients of the judges' ratings.

TABLE I

CORRELATICRS OF JUDGES' RATINGS
FOR PILOY STUDY

J-1 .45 .63 .60 77 .26 .54 .26
J-2 .31 .41 .48 .08 .40 .09
J-3 | ' 64 .79 .33 .56 .43
J-4 .69 .51 .61 .40
J-5 . 40 62 |- .35
J-6 | .24 .14
J-7 - .43
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Judges 2, 6, 7, and 8 were consistently lower in agrecment
than the other judges. ansultation with these judges
indicated that personal symbolism in +the collages influenced
their judgment. Consultation with Judges 1, 3, 4,.and 5
{(the lowest correlation among their judgments wvas .60)
indicated that they tended to rate the collages on their
aesthetic value (use of the art elements and art principles

was valued more than personal symbolism.

NN . . e

Fig. 1 -- Mosaic-like péttenlin collage.
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2. To avoid personal bias as onc judge indicated the
three child-like figures in Tigure 2 could have causcd his
rating vhe collage high because the figures were similar to

clements in his own worlk.

Fig. 2--Personal bias in rating collage



3. Qo aveid retling collages having clever pevsolul

symbolisw high as in Fiyure 3.
&

inn\/\ !

YR

SR
Best f

L, o
[HTI -\":
o
.“.1
e -
A, ©
%, <Ca ~ ) ;

\:'1._ v ! ’Ir'if .f(':'.‘ [\
un~ 4 TR ) W

me S Be suwicinusﬁ? "By

TN 1

: e .
. b i gt e

Fige J==Clever personal symbolism im collage.

4. To realize accidentul ¢lassifications will occur
as in Figure 4 which illustrates a collage rafcd Low Ly oue
Judge. Discussion with the judge indicated thut he thought
his rating on this particular collage should have beeil
higher, but it was possible that he could huve accidently
shifted the collage into the wroung stack during the process

of rating.



Fig.

The
that the
comments

with the

1.

4~-pccidental clussification in rating collage.

remaining three photographs indicate the collages
judges rated in perfect unison. The following
are explanations that developed from discussions
judges on the agreement in their ratings:

Figure 5 illustrates a collage that was consisteatly

rated low. The collage was considered wealk in design and

cliche~like in approach to personal symbolism.
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Fig.,6~-Consistently rated average collage.

3. PFigure 7 illustrates a.collage that was consistently
rated high. The alternation of a similar visual element (the
oval) and the use of the negative space as a factor in the

design was considered superior.
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R

Fig. T--Consistently rated high collage.

The information in Appendix B was preseanted to each
Judge befére the rating was made of the 144 collages used
in this study. Iach collage was given a score of one to
nine by the judges in a manner identical to that described
Tor use with the pilot study. Hach judge took approximately

three hours in rating the collages. The total of the four

judges' ratings was the subject's final score on the collage.



Table Il indicates the agreement amony the judges'

final ratings.

TABLE IX

CORREBLATIONS OF JUDGHS' TUNAL
RATINGS ON Tl COLLAGES

J-1 | g-2 | g-3 | J-4
J-1 AT .52 .53
J=2 .69 .64
J-3 | .58
J~4

N=144

The lowest agreement depicted, .47, was accepted as
significant for a large number (144) of ratings on art
products. (This correlation is cimilar to agreement found
throughout the literature on studies that have utilized
aesthetic ratings on art products.)

The Rdwards Perszonal Preference Schedule is a forced

choice iuventory which was designed by Zdwards te show the
relative importance of fifteen needs within the individual
(see Appendix A). The scale contains 210 differeat pairs of
forced choice statements and has items from each of the 15
sub-scales paired off twice against items from the other 14.

The instrument has norms based on.students from 29 colleges

and universities and adults from a nation wide census-based



sample. The test is untimed and requires about 45 minutes;

it may be machine scored or hand scored (6). Gekoski (9)
stated that the reliability coefficients for the scores

vary from .74 to .88. Validity dcscriptioné covered agreements
between test scores and self ranking; slight agreement with

personality tests such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Perscnality

Iaventory and the Guilford-Zimmerman have been found (1),

Buros (3) has a lengthy descrption which included mention of
a multitude of studies that utilized the test.

Some of the data available that suggested the validity
of using the IPTS as an instrument for ﬁhis investigation
developed from studies dealing with conformity {the non-
structured stimulus could allow for a freedem in approach
that would enable more non~conforming behavior in the art
production)., Levy (11) found a positive correlation of
Affiliation and Nurturance and a negative correlation of
Heteroéexuality with his measure of conformity. Gisvold
(10} found a negative correlation of .54 significant at the
+02 level of confidence between Autonomy and Conformity
scores. Christensen (4) found no relationship'between'design,
texture, or color preferences and the LPYS; however, this
conclusion was with art related preférences and not art

production.



Procedures Tur Collecting Zatla
Pcrmisaion 1o conduct the study with Art 144 aad Arl 145
claosses that were taught in the spring scmester of 19068 was
requested and granted from the chalrman of the Ard Depuriment
at North Texas State University.
Because of the impracticality of random assignment to
large groups {space limitation for collage production) and

L

inubility teo interfere with the students' course schedules,

tlie sample utilized six sub-groups for both the structured

and pun-structured groups. Thirteen classes of Art 145
were vaught, and among these, there were five occasions
when two classes met at the same time. DFive classes of Ard
144 were taught, end among these, there was one ovccasion
when two classes met at the same time., This wmade o total
of six occasions when two classes met at the same time.
These six occasions were used to randomly assign, by sex, the
students from the two clagses meeting at the Sameltime to a
structured or non-struciured sub-group to last for one
experimental session during their regular cluss period.
aalaom assignment by sex was usced Lo avoid any influence
that could be attributed to sex differences between the
sub-groups. IZocli of the six sub-groups (of the structurca
and noa-structurced groups) was combined with the otlher like
sub-groups; these two combinations were treated as a vhole,

for theizr respective groupys, in data tabulations.



Lxposure to ihe motivatioual stimuliltouk place the
sccond week alfter the beginning of the semester. The
investigator administered the two different stimuli to the
approp{i&te sub-groups at various times throughout the week.
The investigator tried to control any conceivable relevanti
variable, e.g., room displays. Administration consisted of
giving each student in the structured sub-groups a copy
of the instructions found in Appendix C. The investigator
nmade as few vexrbal comments as possible; he did state that
the exhibited reproduction could influence the thene,
composition, or method of handling magazine clippings.

Sach student in the mon-structured stimulus group reccived

a copy of the instructions found in Appendix D, and
practically no verbal commentls from the investigator were
necessary. The stimuli were administered ot the same time

to the structured and non-strucitured sub-groups that met

at the time (the groups met in different roomsj. dn one
cccasion, the structured stimulus sub—grbup was starved

first and then the administrator immediately went to the

room of the non-structured stimulus group and initiated the
experimental procedure; the administrat&r spent the remaining
time equally between the two groups. On the next occasion,
tihe non-structured sub-group was started first; this
alternation of whieh group to begin first continued thoughout
the other four occasions. Comparable materials {a sheet of

plain white tagboard, fourtcen by twenty inches, and a



7t
o

complete copy of a recent, 1966-1968, issuc of Lifc magazine -
the issue was different for each member of the sub-group)

were provided'to all subjects for the production of the
collage that was rated. The students were requested prior

to the experiment to bring their own scissors and glue. They
were allowed seventy-five minutes to complete the collage;
however, each group usually had one or two students fomaining
at the end of this time whom the investigator had to encourage
1o leave.

Dufing the administration, the investigator was asked
a few questions such as, "Does the space have to be solidly
filled?" he investigator was non-commital and non-
directive when it was necessary, out of courtesy to the
students, to reply to these questions.

The LPPS was administered to the students during the
students' regular class period in the class meeting that
folloved the stimuli exposure. Since two classes met at
the same time, the investigator would start one class and

hen the other. Ile divided his time between the two classes
in the remaining time necessary for students to complete the
LPPS. The EPPS was later scored by hand following the pro-
cedure outlined in the test manual (6, Pp.7-8).

The students were requésted to label their collages
and theif EPPS answer sheet with the last four digits of
their social security number, their major, and their classi-

fications. The last four digits of the student's social
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sevuri by wuwmbes vere used in oae attempt Lo provide vie sitUacd

cotiplele anonynity.

Statisbtical Trocedure

-~

The Tearsoan rroduct Momeut Cceeflfficient Correlation
forruula and the 1t test for siguificunce of differciceo
Ledween indepeadent means were used on the hypotheses in
order to test the hypotlheses for statistical significance.
The .05 level of significance was used on all the hypotheses
in order to accept or reject the null hypothesis. The
Tearson Product loment Correlation Coefficient formula
was used to determine judge agreement.

Hypothesis I: The 1 test for significance of dilference
between two independent means was used to test the statis~
tical difference between the structured and non-structured
croups on their scores for aestlietic production.

Nypothesis II: The Tearson Droduct ioment Correilation
Coefficient formula was used to determine the correlation
of the aesthetic production score of the students in the
structured stimulus group with their scores on the
personality variables,

Lypothesis III: The Pearson Product Moment Correlation

ICoefficient formula was used to determine the correlation of



the students ia the mnon~structured stimulus group wilh thelr
scures on the versonalily variables.

Uypothesis IV: The 1 test for significance ol difflerence
tetween two independeat means was used to determine if tae
studenis in each group who scored high on selected personality

variables hud a statisticaelly significant difference in meaus

on their aesthetic production score.

Sumnary
The 144 subjects in this study were selected from
basic design classes {Art 144 and art 145) that were taught
in the spring semester of 1968 at North Texas State University.
The subjects were randomly assigned by sex to two different
stimaulus groups. One group received a structured stimulus
and one group received a non-structured stimulus for the

production of a collage. The collages were rated by professional

artists/teachers whe had been through a training program to
provide consistent criteria for use in their ratings based

on a nine point ordinal scale. The subjects were administered
the EPPS 1in order to determine ratings on the selected
personality variables. The collected data was organized and
tested statistically in order to ascertain sipnificant
differences and correlations. The Pearson Product Moment
Correlation Coefficient formula and the i test for significance

of difference between independent means were used in testing



the hypotheses; the .05 level of significance was used to

accept or reject the null hypothesis.

A\
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CUHADTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSESICN OF RASULTS

The major purposces of this iuvestvigetion were to determine
significant differences between structured aud non-structured
stimuli for art production of collepge art majors ah& minors
of freshman or sophomoere c¢lassification, and determine the

relationships of persomulity variables as measured by the

cawares Personal Prefesence Schedule to art production under

———

a structured or non-sitructured stimulus. The raw datae from

the subjects were scored and tabulated in order to be
processed by aix INM 1620 Computer. The computation utilized
an analysis of varisnce program that obilained the information
nccensery to compute o b test; the 1 test procedure was used
to determine the level of sigrificance for the difference
between two weans. Computation also involved utilization of
a4 Pearson Produck moment Correiation Coecificient program in

order to desceriine significant relationskips among the selected

(=]

personulity variables.
¢

tdypotiesis I
The datu lor lesting liypothesis I were cobiained from
derivaticn of the wmean scores va aesthetic production for the
stractured group and the non-siructuvred group. The mean of the
Subjects in the structured group was compared to tlhe mean of

the subjects in the nou-structurcd group by using Lhe &

test for the significance of difference between two



59

independent means. Table III is an analysis of the differcence
between means of the structured stimulus group aud the non-

structured stimulus groups on sesthoetic production. A& mean
TaBLEl IXI

DIFFERENCE IN MOANS ZULWEEN THM STRUCTURED STIHULUS
GROUDZ AND TiE NON-STRUCTURLD STINULUS
GROUD? ON ALSTHITIC PRODUCTION

Group Number Mean Standard i Level of
Deviation Significance
S 72 19.381 8.55 .
N-S 72 20.19 3.47 -.2723 NSD¥

¥No significant difference (.05 level is 1.65)

difference wasz considered significant at the .05 level of
significance (df=142) if the 1 ratio was at 1.65 or greater
in the direction predicted. As can be seen from Table I, the
i did not attain this level of significance, aond thus, the
null hypothesis was accepted.

This lack of difference between means on aesthetic
production indicates that the presentation of u structured
stimulus or non-structured stimulus, as defined by this study,
has no difference in effect on group differences in the art

products of freshman und sophomore art majors and art minors.

liypothesis II
The testing of Hypothesis II required the computation,

by the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient, of
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the correlations betweew the structured stimulus subjects!
scores on aesthetic productiocu and their scores on the
personality variables. Table IV depicts the findings relevant
to liypothcsis II.

Sub~hypothesis A under ilypothesis II predicted a signi-
ficant positive correlation of Deflerence, Order, Dxhibition,
Succorance, Change, and Indurance with aesthetic production
under & structured stimulus. JAnalysis of Table IV indicates
that all of the persosality variables had a positive direction
except Clhange; however, none of the variablces was considered
significant at the .05 level of significance. The correlations
for tiids sub-bypothesis range from ~.0L to .18. The correlation
of .20 ox greater in the predicted direction was considered
significant at the .05 level. The correlation of .13 éuggests
thatl o positive relationship may exist between Order and
asesthetic production under a structured stimulus. The null
hypothesis was accepted for ecach of the corrclation nreliciions
that Deference, Order, IZxhibitionm, Succorance, Change and
4

Zodurance would hiave a positive corrclation with aesthetic

production under a structured stisulus.

Sub-hypothesis B under Hypothesis II predicted u 31lgni-
Jicant negative correlaution of autonomy, Dominance, Ahusegént,'
Heterosexuality, and Aggression with aesthetic production
under & structured stimulus, Analysis‘of Table IV indicates

that the correlations were in the predicted negative direction

except for Autonowmy. Further analysis indicates that the



Tadl IV

CQRIACLATIOCN DalTa CN L DERSONALILYY VARIABLLIS!
RELATIONSILIY TO AZSTUHETIC PRCDUCTION
OF TUE STHUCTURIED STINULUsS GLROUP

Variable Mean Standard Correiation
Deviation Coefficient
Achievement 14,19 4,03 .08
Deference 10,29 | 3.58 .08
Oxrder _ 9.09 3.54 .18
axhibition 14.63 3445 .08
Autonomy 15.03 4.32 .00
Affiliation 15.32 3.70 15
Intraception 16.90 4.47 . 00
Juccorance 11.26 4.41 .06
Dominance 12.24 4,31 -, 2%
Abasement 14.47 5.28 -.13
Nurturance 15.35 4.53 .00
. Change | 18.81 4.70 =01
Zndurance 12.57 5,45 .09
Hetcrosexuality | 16.53 5.15 - -7
Aggression 12.25 5.06 -.16
Consistency 11.81 1.72 -.20
N=T 2

*¥Significant at the .05 level (.20 or higher in the
predicted direction. Consistency required a two-tailed
test of .23)



correlations ranged from .00 to -.24. 4AY the .05 level of
signific&uce,Iuppruximutely oue variable out of the sixtcen
couid ve significant by chance. 3ut since a courrelation of
~e2% va Dominance is sigunilficaud at the .02 Lovel, the uull
bypovihesis was rejected for the Dominance variable. The
aull hypothesis was accepied for each of the correlution
predictions that autonomy, Abasement, deterosexuality, and
Aggressioﬁ would have a negative correlation with acsthetic
production under a struciured stimulus. Howevcr; the
coerrelations of -.12 on Abasemeni and —-.10 on Aggression,
both of which are counsidered in the literature as influential
on the artist's productivity, suggest a relationship,
The.personality variable of Dominance, as mcasured and

eirsonal IPrefervence Schedule, doces

. o] oy
-

defined by the Idwards

quve a significant aegative relationship with aesthetic pro-

ductiecn under a structured stimulus, bubt since this vas an

extremely low correlation, even if signilicant, discussion
.- 1 A

of ihls relutiviehilp must be irresclute. Havin:

4 @ structurcd
stimulus may negatively influence the art produclicn of

1
i
v

soune wrb ostudentn who ave Ligh on the personaliby variable
of Duninance.

Sub-Lypotliesis C undoer Iypodhesis II oredicted uo
siguilicant corrclation ol Affiliation, Intracepbion, Rur—
turance, and Aclhicevement wilh aesthetic Qroduction under o«

svructured stimulus. Analysis of Table IV indicates that

done of the wvariables was significant at the .05 level of



significance. The correlatious had a range of .00 to .135.
0f this group of vuriables, Affiliation had the highest
correlation which was .1i5.

The variable of comsistency, a measure of the UPPS thav
indicates thelnumber of identical choices which & subject
makes to two sets of the same Ififteen items, thet 1s shown
in Table IV with o correlation of ~.20 was not predicted in
the research hypotheses, but il was correl#tcd because of
a "hunch" suggested to the investigator. Since the direciion
of the wvariable wes not predicted, a two-tailed test was
necessaé& (2,pp: 61-63); the test of éignificance revealed

the variable to be non-significant at the .05 level.

Hypothesis ILI
The testing of Hypothesis IIT followed the same pro-
cedure as Hypothesis II except the present hypothesis was
concerned with the correlutious beitween ihe non-structured
stimulus subjects’ scores on acstiietic production and their

scores on the personality variables, Table V depicis the
Tiadiags relevant to liypothesis IIT.

Sub-hypothesis A under Llypotiesis 11 predicited a
significant positive correlalion of Urder, Ixhibition,
Aulouwomy, Jominence, Change, and Indurance with acsthetic
production under the non-structured stimglus. dnalysis of
Table V indicates that all of the previocus variables excapd
xhibition hiave a posiitive direction, but none of the

variables ationined the .05 level of significance. The
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CORRELATION DATY O T PIIGUNALTTY VaRI1ADLIES!
RELATIONSUHID TO ALSTHETIC PRODUCTION
O THE NCN-STRUCTURLED SUTIMULUS CROUL

Variable | Mean [ Standaxd Correlation
| Jeviation Coefficient
Achievement 12.92 4.19 -.03
Deference 9.15 3.14 .00 -
Order T.72 3.55 : .19
Exhibition 14.56 3.02 -, 09
CAutonony 13.58 4. 77 .02
\ffiliation 16.94 4.15 N -.16
Intraception 16.64 4,69 .01
Succorance 12.56 4.061 -.02
Dominance 12.21 4,27 .09
Abasement 15.68 4,58 ~.15
Nurturance 16.43 4.70 -.02
Change 18.31 5.33 ' ..02
Endurance 11.10 >.24 | .05
ifleterosexuality | 17.57 5.71 -.02
Aggression 13.43 4.65 ~.04
Comnsistency 11.93 1.53 -, 25%
N=T2

*¥Significant at the .05 level (.20 or higher in the
predicted direction. Consistency required a {wo-tailed
test of .23)



correlations had & range of -,09 to .19. The variable of QOrder
with the correlation of .19 almost reached the level of
significance. Since the variable also approached this level

in the structured group, there adglht dbe o positive relaticushi)
between the personality varieble and westhetic production

1
=

under either stimulus. The research hypotheses for su
Lhypotheses A under iypothesis ITI werce rejected, and the uull
hypoilicses were accented for the correlation predictions of
JP N 1

Order, Exhibition, Autononmy, Dominance, Change, and ifindurauce

’ ? H b oV
beiug related to aesthetic producition under o non-structured

& P
stimulus.

Sub-hypothesis B under [ypothesis III predicted a
significant nejgative correlation vl Peference, Juccorance,
Abasemen deterosexuality, auc Aggression with acsthetic
\basement, letc > lity, auc Aggy i witl thetl
production under the non-siruciured stinmulus. Analysis of
Table V 1indicates the rauge o correlatious for thesc

variables to be .04 to -.13. 'The correlavion of «.135 fo

Lot

Abasement wvas the closest to the .05 level of siguificauce,
buv the null hypotliiesis was accepted for each predictled
correlation.

sub~hypotiacsis C under ypotliesis III predicted no
significant correlation of Affiliation, Intraception,
Nurturance, and Achievaement with acsthetic productioa under
a nou-structured stimulus, Analysis of Table V indicates
that nome of the variables wasg significant at the .05 level

my

of significance., The correlations covered a range of .01 1o



-,16. QOf {his ygroup of variablés, affiliation had {he
highest correlation. The unull hypothcﬁes,'which in tihls
sub-liypothesis coincided with the research hypothescs, were
accepied.

The wvariable of Consistency which is shiown in Table V
with a correlation of ~.25 with aesthevic production was
significant at the .05 level., The almost significant negative
correlation of Consistency in the structured stimulus group
and the significant negative correlation in tlie noun-structured
stimulus group suggest that there may be 2 negative relation-
ship between consisteuncy in takiug 2 formal written test and
aesthetic produciion for some individuals regardless of the
motivational stimulus. Becausc of these correlations, the
investigator followéd a "hunch" and re-examined the data; |
omitting subjects in boeth groups whose Consistency score
would be considered significantly low 1o render their scores
invalid {(as described by the test wanual). Appendix I includes
tables and explanations of information obtained througa furilher
analysis using the same statistical procedure on the dale Trem

the remgining subkjects,
aypovhesis IV

Por sub-hypoethesis A-1 under lypoihesis IV, dat

&

testing the significance of differeace between {these who score
high {(top onc third) in Defercuce under the structured stimulus

aud those who score high in Delerence under the non—structured
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atimulus wis obtaianed frow the deviveticn of the mzsan for the
wenbhictic groduciion scores in cach gooup. The differcnce wis
cumpared by using ithe t test lor signilicance of difference
Letlween the bwo independent meawa. Table VI 25 an aunlyeis of
the mean difference on aesthetic producivion scyres Jor thosc
AL A

high in weference in the structured group and these Ligh in
NofMaranos o 1t K Y RV TR R & {l Y ey A el 1 3 {\f DR R Y (Y A BTy
Deferecnce 1n the non-stirucitured group. A mean dilfference was

considered significant at the .05 level cof significance

(Af=46} if the 1 ratio was 1.68 ox greater. As can be seen

Ut
N

from Table IV, the 1 did not attain the level of signiflicance
TADLE VI
DITPERENCE IN MEANS BUDVELN 519 HIGHI QX LEFLIRINCE
IN THT STRUCTURED ”MLHUL,u QROUY AwD 5'5 I ON

) Fiapy M v Tre . Ay Y TN rat ~Ay T o LT
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and thus the null hypothesis was accvepted. There was no
difference between subjects high on Deference in the struciured
stinulus group and the subjects high on Deference in the non-
structured stimulus group.

Sub~hypothesis A-2 under Hypothesis IV was treated in the

same manner as sub-hypothesis A-1. Since the I ratio of -.,2124

depicied in Table VII [ails to attein bthe necessary level of



68

sigunificance for accepiing the research hypothesis, the null

hysothesis was accented thot there was no difference between
the means of those subjects high on Succorance in the

structured stimulus group and the subjects high on Succoruince
in the non-structured stimulus group.

s 41T M IrT T
AR SD PRI Y

DIFFINENCS IN MDANS S20WI3EL 205 UIGH Cn sUCCCRANCE IN
THD STRUCTUNLS STINULCS Gaoud ARD 3'0 HIGHE O
SUCCORANCYE 1N 0I5 NCN-IIRLCIURAED STIIVLUS GROtR
Ch ADCTHIZIIC 2RCLUCTLION
aroup Nuniber Mean sltanaard 1 "Level of
Deviation Significance
1 R ¢ Q "
24 19,40 3,47
RES 24 20,00 8.82 -.2124 NoD*
- . 1
level is 1.068)

*¥No significant differeance (.05

Sub-hypothesis B-1 under IHypothesis IV was dreated in the
L

sime manner as sub-aypothesis A-l. Since the i ratio of -1.0017
depicted in Table VIII fails 1o attain the necessary level of

significance, the null hypothesis was accepted. There was
no significant difference between subjects Ligh on Autonomy

in the structured stimulus group aad the subjects high on

Aautonomy in the non-structured stimulus group.

Sub-~hynothesis B-2 under rpethesis LV was treated in
I £y

the same manner as sub-hypothesis A-1. Since the t raiio
& -—

of -2.2835, as shown in Table I¥X, was in the direction

predicted and was significant at the .05 level of

significance, the null hypothesis was rejected. Studentis
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TABLID VIII

DIFFERENCES IN THE MEANS BETWEEN 5'S HIGI ON  AUTONOMY
IN THE STRUCTURED STIMULUS GROUD AND THD S's HIGH
ON AUTONOMY IN THE NCHN=STRUCTURLD STIMULLUS GROUP
ON AZSTUETIC PRODUCTION

Group Number rfean Standard a7 Level of
Deviation Significance
S 24 10.68 8.92
e 24 21.21 6.72 ~1 0017 RIS

*No significant difforence (.05 Llevel 1is 1.65)

wlio are high in Dominance as measured by the IEPPS tend to
produce an inferior art product under a structured stimulus
when compared to art students high in Dominance under a uon-—

structured stimulus.

TAZLE IX

DIFFERENCE IN MEANS BETWEEN S'S IIIGH ON DOMINANCE
IN THE STRUCTURDED STIHULUS GROUDR AND S'S IIGIH
ON DOMINANCE IN TIE RON-STRUCTURID STIMULUS

' GROUP ON AESTHLTIC PRODUCTION

Group Number Mean Standard ¥ Level of
Deviation Significance
S 24 16.58 6.9 :
N3 24 21.46 7.83 |-2.2835 SD

*¥Significant Difference (.05 level ié 1.68}
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Interpretation of the results from computation of the
data indicated that there were small measurable differences
between the structured stimulus group and the non-structurcd
stimulus group on aesthetic production. OCf the two
significant correlations obtained, only the one on Dominance
correlated as predicted in the hypotheses for the structured
stimulus group, Dominance was significant at the .02 level of
significance. However, a correlation of -.24 is not high and
only suggests that some individuals in the group had this
negative relationship between their Dominance score and the
aesthetic production rating. The sigunificunt negative
correlation of the Consistency score with aesthetic production
for {ihe non-structured stimulus group and the nearly
significant negative correlation for Consistency in the
structured stimulus group suggested that being comnsistent
in answering a formal written test is negatively correlated
with the ability to produce a gualitatively superior art
product. This result is similar to many implications of
.research'in creativity and art education. The null Lypothesis
for all of the other predicted correlations was accepted.
The t test for significance of difference Letween independent
means that was used on several hypotheses produced a

significant i ratio for only ome of the sub-hypotheses. The



mean of those subjects high in Dominance in the structured
stimulus group was significantly lower (Ia't. the .05 level of
significance) than the mean of those subjects high in

Dominance in the non-structured stimulus group.
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CHADPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATICONS

Summary of the Study

the present study was an attempt to determine whether
any relationship existed between selected personality
variables and art production with structured and non-
structured stimuli. The purposes of the study were to determine
the effect of structured and non-structured stimuli on art
production of college art students and to determine the
relationéhips of the personality variables measured by the

Ldwards Personal Preference Schedule to art production under

@ slructured and a non-structured stimulus. Theory aﬁd
‘research from the literature in diverse fields that are
concerned with instruction and the art student and personality
and the artist acted as é catalyst for the development of the
study; synthesis of research in instructiocan and personality
provided a basis for the hypotheses and procedure.

Subjects of the study were selected frow basic design
classes taught at North Texus State University in the spring
of 1968. The subjects, 144 freshman or sophomore arit majors
and art minors, were randomly assigned by sex to a structuréd.
or non-structured stimulus group; this made a total of 72 in
each group. The collages produced in the one experimental

session wererated by an Aesthetic Production Ratine Scale.

The APHS was developed by conducting a pilot study to establish
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judge agreement and to isolate some of the variables
relevant to the judging of the collage. After tle

experimental session, the Bdwards Personal Preference Schedule,

an instrument that measures fifteen personality variaﬁles
based on Murray's theoryol personality needs, was administered
to the subjects,

Thé structured stimulus consisted of exposure to a
reproduction of Guernica, a painting by Picasso, and a
suggestion to the students that this reproduction should act
as motivational stimulus for their collage. The non-structured
stimulus consisted of a suggestion to the gtudents to use self-
developed approaches and their own ideas as motivational
stimulus for their collage.

Statistical procedure utilized for testing the hypotheses
included the 1 test for testing the significancé of difference
between two independent means and the Pearson Product Moment
Correlation formula. The .05 level of significance was used
on all of the hypotheses in order to accept our reject the
null hypothesis.

The following were the proposecd hypotheses aud the
results of their statistical treatment:

1. The structured stimulus group would have a signifi-
cuntly higher mean score on aesthetic production than the non-
structured stimulus group. The t test did not shﬁw a
significant difference between means of the two groups. The

null hypothesis was accepted.



2. A significant positive ﬁorrelation was predicted for
the structured stimulus group between asesthetic production
and the following personality variables: Deference, Order,
Oxhibition, Succorance, Caange, and sndurance. o signilicant
negative correlation was predicted for Aufunomy, Dominance,
Abasement, leterosexuwality, and Aggression., No siguaificaat
correlation was predicted for Affiliation, Intraception,
Nurturance, and Achievement.

Dominance did have a significant negative correlation
with aesthetic production. The research hypothesis was
rejected for all other variables -~ except the no signiflicant
correlation predictions which did not reach a level of
significance and, thusly, were accepted. (Correlations
computed alter climinating tliose subjects' tests that were
low on Consistency scores negated the Dominance correlation
and produced significant correlations for three other
variables: unegative correlations for Abasement and Aggression
and a positive correlation for Order.)

3. A significant positive correlation was oredicted
for the non-structured stimulus group between aesthetic
production and the following personality variables: Order,
Exhibition, Autonomy, Dominance, Change, and Endurance. A
significant negative correlation was predicted for Defereunce,
Succorance, Abasement, Heterosexualiiy, and Aggression. No
significant correlation was predicted for Affiliation,

Intraception, Nurturance, and Achievement. The resecarch
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hypothesis was rejected for all of the variables - except
the no significant correlation predictions which did not
reach a level of significance and, thus, were accepted. 7The
Consistency scores for the variables had a significant
negutive correlation with the aesthetic production scores
in the non-structured stimulus group. {When those low on
the Consistency scores were eliminated and new correlations
were computed, the results were the same as previously
except [or the Consistency scores correlation which dropped
from a -.25 to a -.04.)
4. Sub-hypothesis i-1 predicted thut subjécts in the

structured stimulus group who scored high (to? one third)

on Deference would have a significantly lhigher mean score

on aesthetic production that subjects high on Ueference in
he non-structured group. An identical hypothesis was nade
in sub-hypothesis A-~2 for Succorance. The 1 test did not
~show a significani difference between the means of the two
groups for either of the two sub-hypotheses: the null uypothesis
was accepted for each of the sub-hypotheses. |

Sub-~hypothesis B-1 predicted that subjects in the

structured stimulus group who scored high (top one third) om
Autonomy would have a significantly lﬁwer mean scoxre on
aesthetic production than subjects in the non-structured
stimulus group who scored high on Autonmomy. The 1 test did
not depict a significant difference on the means of the two

groups; the null hypothesis was accepted.
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Sub—hypdthesis B-2 predicted that subjects in the
structured stimulus group who scored high (top ocue third)
on Dominance would have a sigpificantly lower nean score on
aesthetic produﬁtion than subjects in the non-structured
stimulus group who scored high on Autonomy. The 3 test did
not depict a significant difference on the mecans of the two
groups: the null hypothesis was accepted.

Sub-~hypothesis B-2 predicted that subjects in the
structured stimulus group who scored high (top one third) on
Dominance would have a significantly lower mean score on
aesthetic production than subjects in the noun-structured
stimulus group who scored high on Dominance. The t test
revealed a L 'ratio of ~2.2835. Since the t was in the
predicted direction, a 1 of 1.68 or higher was significant
at the .05 level (the .025 level is 2.02), the null hypo-
thesis was rejected.

Conclusions

The conclusions drawn from the data of this study are
as follows: |

1. The motivational stimuius, whether structured or

4

nen-structured as defined by this study, has no difference in

~

effect on lhe means of aesthetic products of freshman and

sophomore art majors und art minors. This result suevests

AT
L2
that some variable in the stimulus exposure would require

further manipulation, possibly, a stiwulus other than tlose

used, length of exposure, or a variation in the social situation,



in order to cause a signiflicaut group difference botweén e’
structured stimulus and a non=-structured stiwulus for aesthetic
production.

A theory, contrary to this invesligation's hypothesis
prediction, prevalent among some art educators thut a non-
structured stimulus will cause qualitatively superior art
products wus.uot supported by the results of this investigatiou.
Difference in the results of various stimuli on the aesthetic
production means of classroom groups remains to be scientifically
determined,

2. DNone of the personality variables measurcd by the
LPPS, except Dominance, has a significan£ relationship with
art production under a structureld stimulus, Dominance with a
correlation of -.24 with aesthetic production was .significant
at the .02 level, but this was still a low correlation.
Interpretation of the Edwards' definition of the Dominance
variable (. . . to be a leader . . . 1o versuade and influence
others . . .) suggests that ithe structured stimulus may not
allow some students who are high in Déminance to fulfill +the
need thut Dominance measured - and this lack of need fulfillment
may be harmful to their aesthetic production {the caontrary may
be true for those students low in Dominance).' The non-
structured stimulus may enable more adequate need fulfillment
for art students who are high in Dominanée so that they do
better when producing an art object with a non-structured

stimulus. (When those low on the Consistency score were

]
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climinated and another correlation conducted, a significant
negative correlation existed for Abasewment and Aggression
and a significant positive correl;tion existed Lfor Crder.
The Domdnance variable dropped frowm -.24 to ~,13 whiclh was
no longer significant at the .02 level; this was apparently
an interaction effect that resulted Lrom the removal of those
who were low on the Consistency score,)

3. Art students who are high on the personality variable
of Dominance tend to produce an inferior art product uader
a structured stimulus when compared to art students high in
dominunce under a nou-structured stimulus., The nou-—
structured stimulus may enablce more adequate need fulfillment
of Dominance so that art students who are high in Dominance
do better with a non-structured stimulus than with a structured
stimulus when producing aﬁ art product.

4. None of the persconality variables measured by the
EPPS have a significant correlation with art production under
a non-structured stimulus. {This conclusidn was also true
whien those low on the Consistency score were eliminated and
another correlation conducted.) Apparently, the non-structured
stimulus provides such a variety of approaches that it has no
relationship with the personality variables measured by the
EPPS.

5. Students high in the personality variables of Deference,
Succorance, and Autonomy do not produce a qualitetively different

art object under a structured motivational 'stimulus than students



‘high in these variables produce under a non-structured
motivational stimulus.

6. The EPPS may not be significantly adequate for
measuring personality variables related to art pruduétiun.

7. The variable Consisteuncy, a measure on the EPPS
that indicates the number of identical cheices which a
subject makes to two sets of the same fifteen items, appears
‘to be negatively related to aesthetic production under a non-
structured stimulus., Some students who are inconsistent
in their answers on the EPP?S, which is a structured objective
test, tend to produce a qualiteatively better art nroduct
than those students who are cousistent. Tossibly, the
unidentified element in some art students' personalities
that might cause them te take objective tests without a
concern for being consistent may also cause them to produce
an aesthetically Quperior product when working under a non-

structured stimulus.



Recommendatlions

The couclusions of this study origimated the folloviug
recommendetionss

1. [PFurther studies should continue the invesitigatioun
of the relntiénship ol the college art student's personality
tu his art product. This should include research with the
LPPS and other personality vests.

2. Furtiher rescarch should be conducted with investi-~
gation of the effects of motivational stimuli, otiier thun
thosze used in this study, on art studeaits' products (duration,
muraidbude, and intensity of the stimulus could be varied).
Aid the effects of these stimuli should be considered in
relation to the students' personalities.

3. Dominance {(and Aggression, Abssement, and Order),
as measured by the IEPPS, should be investigated further in
relaticﬁship to aesthetic products and motivational stimuli.

4, Consistency, or thoughtful application in taking
an objective test (such as the EPPS scems to be measuring
by its Consistency variable), should bLe investigated in
relationship to the production of nestlhietic objects of college
art students.

. Lxperimentation with measurements other than
personality investories should be conducted to find relatiovn-

ships between the artist's personality and his art product.



APDENDIX A

DDWARDS DREAGONAL DRESuRSNCE SCILEDULD

1. ach Achievement: Te do one's best, Lo be successiu
. M . 2
to accomplish tasks reguiring skill and effort, Lo be o v
nized wathbority, to accumwlish some Whing of grent significen
to do a daifficult job well, to solve difficult problems an

J
puzzles, 1o be able 1o do tu&nbs botter than otuura, to write

a great novel or play.
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2. def Deference: To cet suggestions Trom others, to
find out what others think, 1o follow instructions and do
whot is expected, to praise others, to tell others that they
have done a good job, to awccept thie leadership of others,
to read about great wen, to counform to custom and avoid the
unconventional, to let others make deccisions.

3. oxd Order: [To have written work ncat and orxrganized,
to make plans before starting on o difficuit task, to have
things crgunized, to kheep things neat and orderly, {o muke
advance plang when talking a trip, to organize details of work,
to keep letters and files according to some system, to have
meals organized anud a definite time for eating, to have things
arranged so that they run smoothly without change.

4, exh Bxhibition: To say witty and clever itliings, to
tell amusing Jokes and stories, tuv talk about personal adven-
tures and experiences, to have others notice and comment upon
one's appearance, to say things just to see what affect it
will have upon others, to tellk about personal achievements,
to be the center of attention, to use words that others do nct
know the meaning of, to ask questions others cannol answer.

5. aut Autonomy: To be able to come and go as desired,
to say what one thinks about things, to be independent of others
in making decisions, to feel fiee to do what onc wants, to do
things that are unconventional, to avoid situations whb "¢ one
is expected to conform, to do things without regard to what
others may think, to c¢riticize those in a position of authority,
to avoid responsibilities and obligations.

6. aff sffiliation: ¢ be loyal to friends, to participate
in friendly groups, to do thanb for friends, to form new
friendships, %o make as many frlend as possible, to share
things with frlends, to do things with friends rather than
alone, to form strong attacnmentb, to write letters to friends.



7. int Intraccniisn: To analyze onc's motives and foolings,
to observe others, 4o undergtand how others feel abhout problems,
ta put onc's self in another's nlace, to judye people by wily _
they do things rather than what they do, Yo analyze the behavior
of otlhers, to analyze the motives of ollicrs, lo predict how
otliers, bto analyse the motives of otiiers, to predict how otliers
will act, '

8. suc Succorance: To liave others provide help when in
trouble, lo scelk encoursgement from others, to have others be
kindly, to have uilhers be sympathetic aud undersianding aboul
personal problems, Lo reccive a great deal of affection Lfrom
others, to have others do favors cheerfully, to be helped by
others when depressed, to have cthers feel sorry when one is
sick, tu have w fuss made over one when aurt.

9., dom Yominauces Lo argue for one's point of view to be
a leader im grouns to whiclh once belongs, to be regarded by
others as a leader, to be elected or appointed chairman of
committecs, to aake group decisions, to settle arguments and
disputes betwveen others, to persuade and influeuce others to
do what one wants, Lo supervise and direet the actions of
others, te tell others how to do their jobs.

10, aba Abasement: To feel guilty when one does something
wrong, to accept blame when things do not go right, to feel
that personal paid and misery suffered does more good than
harm, to feel the need for punishment for wrong doing, vo feel
better when giving in and avoiding a fight than wvhen having
one's own way, to feel the need for confession of errors, to
feel depressed by inability to handle situations, to feel
timid in the presence of superiors, to feel inferior to others
in mest respects.

11. nur Nurturance: To help friends when they are in
trouble, to assist others less fortunate, to treat others
with kindness and sympatly, to forgive others, 1o be generous
with others, to sympathize with others who are hurl or sick,
to show a great deal of affection towards others, 1o bave
othexrs confide in one about personal problems.

2. chg Chenge: To do new and different things, to travel,
to meel new people, to experience novelty and change in daily
routine, to experiment und try new things, to eal in unev and
different places, to try new and different jobs, Lo move about
the country and live in different places, to participate in
new fads and fashions.

13. end Dodurances To keep at a job until it is fiuisled,
to comnlete any job undertaken, to. work hard at a tasik, 1o
keep ut a puzzle or probLlem urntil it is solved, 1o work at «
single job before taking on others, to stay up late workiug
in nrder ta ool a iob done. to vut in lonsr hours of work
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without distraction, to stick at the problem cven thoeurh it
may seem &s 1f no progress ls being made, to avoid beiug
interrupted while at work.

14. het Heterosexuwlity: To go out with members of the
opposite sex, to engage in social activities with the opposite
seX, bto Lo in leve with someone of the opposiie sex, to kiss
those of the opposite sex, tu be regarded as physically
attractive by those of thie opposite sex, 1o participate in
discussions about sex, to read books and plays involving sex,
to listen to or tell jokes invelving sex, to become sexually
excited.

15. agg Aggression: To attack contrary points of view,
to tell others what oue thinks about them, to get revenge
for insults, to criticize others publically, to make fun of
others, to tell others off when disagreeing with them, to be-
come angry, to blame others when things go wrong, to read
newspaper accounts of violence.



ADPPENDIX B

AESTHETIC DPRODUCTION RATING SCALE

DIRECTIONS: In rating each collage, keep iu mind that the
ratings should be based on this specific set of collages
and not in relation {to other collages and their standards.
Theoretically, your initial judgment willlplace each product
into three stacks,.then you should sort each of these into
three staciks. You should attempt to keep an equal number in
each stack*. Your final judgment should have all products
aistributed on a nine point ratihg scale that has progressive
dowaward dircction from the following criteria for the
superior collages:

1. Coherent application of art principles and elemeats
relevant to collage. |

2. Inventiveness and slkill in techaical maunipulation.

Where there is difficulty in making a decision, rate
the collage on the amount of effort and industriousness that

is revealed,

*When finishied, you shiould huve nine stacks with
cighteen collages in each staclk.
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DIANCTICNS:  Yoa are to be iavolved in an expcrimeutltdat
will relate the art product which you aake today bo othex
factors; do not relate this experimwent to students outside
this class for at least two weess.

Please use ouly the materials available and develop a
collage by gluing magaziue clippings on the sheet provided.

Use the exhibited reproduction as motivational stimulus

for your preduct.

Tlease do not sipgn your name. Priant the last four di
of your social sccurity uumber in the top rigat hund coruer
on the back of yovur collage.

You may leave when you are sure that you are finished;
you have & maximum of seventy-five minutes.

Please o not ask any questions unless absolutely

necessary.



APDENDIX D

SON-SLRUCTURLED ST INHULUS

DIRECTIONGS: You are to be iunvolved in an experimeal that
will relate the art product whichi you make today 1o other
factors; do not relate this experiment to studentis outside
this class for at leasi two weeks.,

Please use only the materials available and develop a
collage by glulng magezine c¢lippings on the sheel provided.

Use vour own ideas and self-developed approaches as

mobivational stimulus for your sroduct.

Please do not sign your uneme. Print the last four
digits of your social security number in the top right hand
coruner on the back of your collage.

You may leave when you are sure that you are finished;
you have & maximum of seventy~five minutes,

Please do not ask any questions unless absolutely

necessary.
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FURTIIDE ANALYSIS OF CORRELATION DATA

In order to investigate the influence of the Consistency
score on the EPD2S, the tests that were comsidered slightly
invalid because of subjects incomnsistency in responding were
climinated; this elimination included tests with Cousistency
scores of ten or less. The test mwanual states that ", . . if
vhe counsistency score for a subject is 1l or higher, we may re-
card this as evidence that the subject is not maling his choices
on the basis of chance alone.”

Table X depicts the new correlatioans for Hypothesis II.

S

Tlie vescarch hypotiieses were rejected for all correlation
predictions in Hypothesis II for the structured stimulus

group - except Order, Abasement, and Aggression (and the

varisbles predicted as having no significant correlaticn;.
Order had.a significant positive correlation with aesthetic
production as predicted and Abasement and Aggression hed a
significant negative correlation as predicted. he removal
of the "invalid" tests produced these three significantd
correlations that only approached the .05 level of signifi-
cance in the original correlation. However, an interaction
effecct apparently dropped the previous negative significant
correlation between Dominance and aesthetic production from
~.24 to -.13 which may no longer be considered siganificant
at the .05 level. Consistency had an almost significant

¢

negative correlation with aesthetic production on the original



CORRELATION DATA dh TS PORBUNALITY VARLADLES
RELATTIORGHIP TO AESTUNTIC PRO JUCTI‘N**
OrF Tiid ST%ULfUth STIMULUS GROUD wITi
CELIMINATION OF "INVALIOM Tf”fb

Variable Mean Standaxrd Correlation
Deviation Coefficient
Achiocvement 14,50 .28 W13
Jeference 9.89 3.48 .03
Ordef 9.13 3.73 P 22%
Exhiibition 14.59 3.50 «15
Autonomy 15,11 4.84 - .00
Affiliation 15.44 3.95 «19
Indraception 17.15 4.30 .05
Succoraance 11.43 4.54 .11
Jolilnance 12.17 4.51 -.13
Abasement 14,65 5.52 -, 22%
Nurturance 15.37 | 4.79 .00
Change 13.59 4.68 -.08
ndurance 12.11 5.73 .07
ileterosexuality 16.59 | 5.04 -+ 11
Aggression . 12,50 >.49 -, 22%
Congistency 12.64 0.98 -.19
N=54

¥Significant at the .05 level (.22 or higher in the
predicted direction)

*¥Aesthetic Production: mean now u{ualg 19.17 aud
standerd .deviution equals 8.72

89
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covecelation; Ithc removal of the bests thnd vese low wiL
Cousistency had litvtle effect on tle correlation of Cousin-
teucy with aestietic production uuder a siruciured stimulus.

Yuble U deicts thie awew correlations lor [lypothesis I1.
The research hypotheses were rejected for ail correlation
sredictions (except those predicting no significant relation-
ships which were accepted). This result is ideantical to the
first correlation without the removal of the "invalid® teéts.
Apparently, subjects who have a low Consistency score on the
SP7S arc also subjeets who producce the aesthetically superior
art producis under a non-structured stimulus; the previously
significant correlation of -.25 (for 72 N) dropped te =.25
{f£or 72 N) dropped to =.04 {for 61 N) when the "invalid"
tests were removed from the original correlation.

The second correlatibn procedure eliminated eighteen
tests considered "invalid" from the structured stimulus

group leaving fifty-~four, and eliminated eleven from the

non-structured stimulus group thus leaving sixty-one.



CORRELATION DATA ON Til3 PERSUNALITY V.2IADLZS!
RELATIONSIIP TO MESTHETIC DRODUCTIGN®* CF TLR

NON=STRUCTURED STLNULUD GROUD
BLIMINATION OF "IHVALID"™ TESTS

4

Variable Mean Stondard Correlation

Deviation Coelflicicnt
Achicvement 12.87 4.34 ~.03
Jelerence 9.11 3.24 -.02
Order 7.36 3.53 L5
Exhibition 14.52 3.17 -.08
Autonomy 13.49 4674 .06
Affiliation 16.97 4.10 -.16
Intraception 16.72 4,91 -.02
Succorance 12,66 4.34 - 00
Dominauce 12.30 4.41 .09
Abasement 15.98 4.71 -.12
Nurturance 16.51 4,92 -. 04
Change 19.10 432 11
Indurance 11.38 5.37 .06
ieterosexuality 17.39 3493 .00
Aggression | 12.95 4,43 -.01
Consistency 12.39 1,89 ~.C4

5i=01

*Bigaificant at the .35 level (.21 or higher in the predicied
: > )
direction;

¥Xhestbetic production: wean now equals 19.10 and standard
deviation equals 3.54 :
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