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CHAPTER I

-INTRODUCTION

'Creativity, the ability to produce something new, unique or
original, is a relatively new field of reéearch. Little investigatioh. '
was done before 1950 when Guilfo%d (1950) spoke.of the apéalling
neglect of creativity by psychologists. Subsequéntly Guilford developed
’two concepts which have been ﬁseful in Studying créativity: divergent'
and'convergenf’thinking (Eisner, 1963). Divergént thinking, which most
characterizes créativity, is speculative thinking which departs from
information aiready posseséed (Eisner,.l963; Lewis, 1965). The I.Q.
score, as it is now'obtained, measures expectedvor convergent thinking
- and is not a re}iable predictor of creativity (Getzels and Jackson,.
-1962). Among.theinearly 60 dimensions of the mind discovered to aate,‘
more than 50 are‘noninteilectual in natﬁré’(C. W. Taylor, 1961) and één
not be measured by standard I.Q. tests.

‘Although little is known about thé growth of’qreativi;y, many
educators believe thatvéreativity in children is £00 often.stifled ;
before it has a chance to develop. Highly creative behavior is ﬁn-:
rewarded by_teacherS'and peers who are more comfortable with highly
intelligent students than highly creative students (Mukerji, 1965;
Getzels and Jackson, 1962). The beneficial aspects -of spontaﬁeous
,creativity‘in_young phildren has been greatly neglected. The persog§

whose response is original, inventive, and atypical is extremely



important socially, because‘progress takes place througb constructive
variafions from ;he accepfed,rthe convehtional?‘and the routine;

| Theoretieally, the study of the developmentsof creative ability;_
shouldjeegin with'the study of thebinfant; however,‘the complex and '
eluSive quality of ereativity has made sech an epproach iﬁpractical |
(Sﬁarkweetﬁer,’l964). Instead, much of‘the recent research has beeﬁ
_aevoted to;the'study of highly creative edults, usually identified»as.
creatiﬁe by_their»prodeets or their work. The pefsonaiities‘of these
adults heve been studied in'attempts'to.identify the various charac-
bteristics'which ere factors in, or which may be necessary fer, fhe
‘expression ofvcfeativity. Studies of adoleséenté>and,school-age children.
’heve followed; However?_Study bf‘ereative abiliﬁy in children of'pre-
school age has ‘been extremely limited, seemingly through ﬁegleet or lack
of suitable criteria for ﬁeasuring‘creativity in‘joUng children.

One probiéﬁ»which‘must»be taken into consideration when sﬁedying the
creatiVe~aBility of preschool children is ﬁhether creative potential can
Be ideﬁtified befdre there has been creative aehievement. Starkweathe:
(I965)zcoﬁclqded that the potentially creafive breschool child(éennot be
identified by his produeteae an artisﬁ or inventor can, But thet he‘may‘
 be iaeﬁtified by certain personality characteristics such as.originality
and.eufiosity. This leads'to.tﬁe'possibility that,fectors which affect
the development of personality mayialso affect the’develqpment of crea-
»etivity. A child'srordinal positionlin a'family‘is believed to influence
his personality (Adier, 1927, 1930; 'qulock, 1964;R'Hoffnien and Hoffman,
1966). The facters generated byibirth'order’which influenee‘pefsqnality

developmentvmay also affect the development of‘creativity.in a child.



Punishment‘andbridicule are the two greatest detefren£3‘to creative
acti&ity (Bossard, 1962; Rogers, 1960). Children fromlauthoritative,
harsh environmepts may be less creative than children from more favorable
or permissivé environments., Social class may Be'an influencing factbr
in the development of creativity because, in general, lower claés
parents are more authoritérian in child-rearing practices than middle
class parents (Smith, 1965; Bayley and Schaffér, 1960; Sears et, al.,

. 1957, Waters and Crandall, 1964). Therefore, it may well be that the
socioeconoﬁic status of tﬁe family into which a child is born will have
some inflﬁénce on the amouﬁt of creativity which he develops.. Howevér,
to date no reseérch has. been doﬁe‘lo compare the effects of different

socioeconomic classes on the development of creativity.

Purpose

The purposé Qf this research was to study the effects which birth
order - and socioceconomic class have on'creétivity expressed by preschool
~ children by:

1. comparing the creativity of preschool children from the 1o§ér
class with preschool children from thé-middle socioeconomic
qlass;

2. comparing the creativity of first-born and only children with

laterQborn‘childrén.

Hypotheses

Specifically, the following null hypotheses were tested:

1. There is no significant relationship between ordinal position and



originality of preschool children. First-born or bnly children

" and later-born children will be equally original.vi

There is no significant relationship between socioeconomic status.
and originality of preschool children. Lower-class and middle-

class children will be equally original.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Nature and Measurement gﬁ-CreatiVity

Carl Rogers (1960) defined the creative process as '"...the emergence
in action of a novel relational product, growing out of the uniqueness of
the ihdividualﬁon the one hand, and the materials, events, people, or
circumstances of his life on the other."

As reported by Eisner (1963), several important assumptions underlie
the work of psychologists who study creativity: (1) creativity is a
capacity possessed in some degreé by everyone, (2) creativity for the
researcher must be public in that it must be able to be observed, and
(3) creativity is measurable.

Torrance (1959) urged parents of creative children:

...t0 recognize that everyone possesses to some degree the

ability involved in being creative, that these agbilities can

be increased or decreased by the way children ‘are treated,

and that it is a legitimate function of the home and the

school to provide the experiences and the guidance which will

free them to develop and function fully.

Psychologists have developed many tests of creative thinking to
’identify the creative personality. Torrance (1959), who has studied
creativity of elementary school children, used such devices as the Ask-
and-Guess Test, Product Improvement Taék, Imaginative Stories about

Divergent Animals and People, Just Suppose Test, Incomplete Figures,

Circles and Sqdares, Picture Construction, and depth interviews.
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Starkweéther (1965), who has studied‘the creative ébility of pre-
school children,- said: |

...ohe‘can sp;culate that to be creative, an individual must

be relatively free from inhibition, free to make novel

combinations of ideas, and free to express his curiosity

and imagination; he must be willing to try difficult tasks

and willing to be a nonconformist.

Conséquently, she has been developing tests for preschool children
which measure four aspects of creativity: conformity-nonconformity,
Willingness to try difficult tasks,_originality? and éuriosity of A
preference for the n§vel. In all of her wérk she ié,seeking to
develop instruments which are»game-like and which permit the child to
make a simple behavioral response which will reveal the particglar
characteristic in which shevis interested.

Guilford (1959b) bresented three ways to measure the trait of
originality: counting the number of responses that areAjudged to be
clever, utilizing items calling for remote ass&ciations, and weighing
theiéuﬁject's fesponses in proportion to their infrequency of occurrence
in a population of subjects. Guilford (1957) stated that éubjects with
highef originality scores were more interested in esthetic expreésion,
refléctive_and divéfgeht thinking, more tolerant of ambiguity, and
felt less need for orderliness. |

Barron (1955) hypothesized that if some persons are regularly
boriginal while others are7regﬁ1ar1y unoriginal, it must bebthat certain
patterns of relatively énduring traits eithér'fécilitate,or impede the
production ofvoriginal>activities. He distinguished the original from

the unoriginal persons among captains in the United States Air Force,

then compared the two groups for personality traits. Originality was



found to be related to independence of judgment, to personal complexity,
to self-assertion and dominance, and finally to the rejection of
suppression as a mechanism forbthe control of iméulse.

deenfeld (1958) summarized the basic findings of seven years of
research on creativity by the Department of Art Education of the
vPennsylvania Staté University. Eight criteria of creativity which
differentiate between creative and non-or less-creative people were
repofted: (1) seﬁsitivity to problems; (2) fluency of ideas; (3) flex~
ibility; (4) originality; (5) redefinition and the ability to rear-
range; (6) analysis or the ability to abstract; (7) synthesis and
closure, that is, the combining of several elements to form a new‘

whole, and (8) coherence of organization.

Creativity and I.Q.

In a re&iew of literature Taylor and Holland (1962) found the
majérity of stddies suggested that the correlation of inteiligence
tests or components of intelligence tests to creative performance is
generally low»in unselected populations and is zero and even negative
for‘homogenous samples at high'levels of ihtelligence. The best con-
clusion at present is that intelligence, as now measured, accounts for
‘only a minor portion of the variation .in qreati&e performance and, by
itself, is by no'ﬁéans an adequate measure of creativity. In fact,
nearly all research that attempt§ to ﬁeasure and study creativity hés
focused on nonintellectuél tests, biographical inventories, and

environmental factors.




‘Bossard (1962) stated:
I1.Q. tests measure only a few of the mental abilities:

and appeal to particular types of individuals: ‘children who

accept yes = no, right - wrong question situations, those

who can memorize considerable amounts of culturally approved

data, and those who might be motivated by a desire to

ingratiate themselves with authorities. TI.Q. tests don't.

measure the child's fleXibility, originality ees and depth of

thinking or intuition.
According‘to'Lewis (l965),lthe I.Q. score, as it is now procured,-
measures expeoted or convergent thinking, whereas, creativity is most
characterized'by divergent thinking (Eisner, 1963} “Getzels and
Jackson (1962) found that intelligence was far from a reliable
predictor of creatiVity. Eisner (1963) asserted that the distinction
betweenicreativity’and intelligence is artifiCial," He said that the
'seeming'separation between these concepts is due to a too:narrowly
conceived ooncept of‘intelligence.

‘Guilford (l959) suggested that some componentsrof»memory, cogni-
" tion, evaluation, convergent production, and especially divergent'
production are'inVOlved;in creatiye_work° 'More'specifically, the high-
level aptitude factors mostfinvolved are probably originality, adaptive
_fleXibility, spontaneous fleXibility, ideational fluency, expressional
vfluency, assoc1ational fluency, word fluency, senSitiVity to problems,
visualization, judgment, and. redefinition,

Werner (1964)'compared the top 20% of-highly intelligent children
with- the top ZOA of highly creative children from five nursery and
elementary schools and - two high schools in Minneapolis and Chicago.

Five major nonintellectual factors differentiated the highly creative

from‘the highly<intelligent,and have also been found to distinguish
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creative adults: (1) a sense of humor; (2) the co-existence of both
masculine and feminine traits, such as sensitivity and independence;
(3) a preference for self-initiated play and work; (4) a willingness
to take risks; (5) a family setting which is non-conventional charac-
terized by open and not always calm expression of strong feeling, less
vigilant supervision by the parents, less stress on conventional
virtues and values, and a not overly close family unit. The overall
impression of families of children with high I.Q.'s was that, on the
‘whole, things were planned for and risks taken were minimal. The
overall impression of the families of highly creative children was
that risks were accepted and even sought.

Torrance (Mukerji, 1965) stated:

From the best research evidence available and thevobser-

vation of many investigators, creative imagination during

early childhood seems to reach a peak between 4 and 4% years

and is followed by a drop at about age five when the child

enters school for the first time. There are now indications,

however that this drop in five-year-olds is man-made or

cultural rather than a natural phenomenon. =
Getzels and Jackson (1962) found that teachers prefer high I.Q. students
to highly creative students. Highly creative behavior is unrewarded by
teachers and peeré (Mukerji, 1965) and, as Bossard (1962) has noted,

punishment and ridicule are the two greatest deterrents to creative

activity anywhere.

Ordinal Position and Creativity

Alfred Adler (1927) originally introduced the idea that an
individual's ordinal position in the family plays a significant role

in perSonality development. A child's place in the birth order of the
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children may be an influential factor in the formulation of his 1life-
style. According to Adler's theory: An eldest child must make an
effort to remain first. He is generally conventional, dependable, and
authoritative, He seems to have a high evaluation of power and is
markedly conservative, The secohd-born child is constantly under
strain, striving to catch up with the oldest, He is usually the one to
boppose authority. The middle child has neither the superior position
of the eldest or the youngest, and must ﬁush.his way to a more‘favorable
spot., The youngést may pe;céive himself to be the most disadvantaged
“ because ali the other children‘have a head start. He may bécome
determined to outdistance them all. However, the‘youngest is aléo the
most likely to be pampered and overindulged by his parents and may
decide that it is ﬁore advaﬁtageous to remain a Baby. The only child
becomes dependent to a high degree, waits constantly for soméone to
show him the way, and searches for support at all times (Adler, 1927,
19305. | |

‘Hoffman and Hoffmah'(l966) maintained thatAevery first-born child
is for altime an only child,>unless ﬁhere are adopted children or
children from another marriage. No other child is likely to receive
thé amoun£ of atténtion, time, energy; or concern as is the firét-bofn
prior t§ his dethroneménto ‘But he has inexperienced parents, who are
likely to be unsﬁre of themselves an& therefore less consistent and more
iikely to communicate théir anxieties to the infant,

Hurlock (1964) reported that studies of pérsonality and social
adjustment have reﬁealed th§t the oldest child is in a position which

makes successful adjustment very difficult., His rather high-pitched



relationship with his mother steadily lessens in intensity, especially
when a secoﬁd child arrives., Parental overprotection ié likely to make
vtherlder child moré conservative, less dominant ana aggressive than
his younger siblings. He usually lacks self-confidence and leadership
qualifies, is easily influenced by suggestion, is more dependent and
excitable, and has his feelings hurt more easily than later-born siblings{
The second=born is spared much of the parental anxiety, emotional
tension, and overprotection., As a result he is usually less dependent
than the first child. The mother-child relationship is warmer and more
relaxed. As a rule, second-born children are less neuretic and intro-
verted and moré fun-loving and humorous than first-borns.

According to Lasko’(1954), parental behavior toward first children
as contrasted to second-born children is, on the average, less warm
emétionally and more restrictive and coercive, These differences are
most apparent in.the pre=school years.v A similar Qifferential exists
between second and third children, but on a less distinct level,

There is evidence that parents become somewhat more consistent in
their child-care practices as they gain experiencg with a second and
third child (Lasko, 1954; Stout, 1960). - A high proportion of parents
have reported themselves more relaxed with 1ater-born children than
with their first-born (McArthur, 1956; R. R. Sears, 1950). One might
expect somewhat greater permissiveness on the part of parents with
their later-born children, especially in terms of tolerance of a wider
range of behaviors and less readiness to invoke harsh measures of

control  (Hoffman and Hoffman, 1966).
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Dean (1947) investigated the éersonality characteristics of twenty
pairs of children by having the mother make paired comparisons of her
own two children on a large number of items. Children in the first
ordinal position were judged by their motﬁers to be more dependent,
more worried, more excitable, to have their feelings hﬁrt more easily,
to be less demonstratively affectionate, and ‘to be less effective iﬁ
protecting themselves from verbal or physical attack,

McArthur (1956) found that first-borns are inclined to greater
acceptance of conventional or adult-approved activities. He reported
them to be more adult-oriented, conscientious; studious, and serious.
.With some consistency, mothers report the first~born to be more_fearful.

and anxious or tense than later-born children (Macfarlane, Allen, and
Honzik, 1954; P. S. Sears, 1951).

Schachter (1959) indicated that first-born children are subjected
to more incomsistent nurturance than are later-born children and
consequently show more anxiety and dependency behavior in the forﬁ of
affiliative respohsesa Thus, first-borns would be expected to be more
confq;ming in_a.sdcial situation than 1ater-born cﬁildren, This was

-confirméd in an experiment by.Sampsbn (1962)‘on birth order and con-
formity of Coast Guard recruits under conditions of reward and fine, in
which~he found first-bofns to be more conforming than later~bormns,
Becker and:Carroll (1962), in an effort to compare ordinal position and
conformity, conducted research using the Asch (1956) situation in which -
subjects exhibit varying degrees of conformity to a majority judgment.
Forty-eight boys,‘24 first-born and 24 later-born, served as subjects,

-The first-borns were considered the high-need Affiliation group, and



the later-borns the low-need Affiliation group. The hypothesis that
higﬁ need Affiliation ana aspiration to group membership would be
éssociated.&ith gfeater conformity was supported;» |

:In reviewing studies of the birth order of eminent men, Circirelli
(1967) found the first-born son to be highiy over-represented among the
eminent. While mény highly creative men are among the eminent, he
contended that certaihly\eminence and creativity ére‘not syﬁonyﬁous;,
Circirelli- (1967) reported that another study found no relationship
between the birth order of industrial chemiéts and ratings of their

‘creativity made By éuperiors ana co-workers. Kock (1955) found a
teacher rating of originality to be unrelated to birth ordér,amoﬁg
childrenvof kindergarten age. Using the Creative Design Test, Eiseman
(1964) found first;born college art students to be less original and
artistically créatiﬁe than the later-born students. Thué, othgr |
studies do ﬁot support the superiority of the first—born as'sugéested
by the étudies on eminence: It would seem that more information.is
needed to clarify the relation between birth order and creative abilit§
(Civx:cirelli, 1967).

'The'aqcumuiatioh of findings that parents of fifst-Born and only
children tend to be more anxious, overprotective, restrictive and coercive
with first-bérn and only children thaﬁ with later-bdrn children would
suggest that: first-born and only children would be  -less creative than
later-born siblings, This:seems to be supported by the literature that
réports first-born children to be more dependént, adult~oriented, serious,
and conforming than later-born children.. TLater-born children, spared‘muéh

of this parental anxiety and overprotection, are exposed to a warmer
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more relaxed atmosphere and are reported to be_more,independent, fun-
loving, and extroverted than first-born children. Therefofe, it would.
. appear that:laterfborn ohildren are in a more. favorable position for

bthe:developmentfof‘oreativity,

Authority and Creativity

The view that adult authority has inhibiting:effecte on the child
is promoted today by articulate spokesmen in the fields of education
Kand child rearing (Goodman, 1964 Maslow, 1954 Ne111 1964 Rogers,
1960) The nonperm1551ve parent, even when exerting rat10na1 authorlty
and encouraging the child to make many of his.own”decisions, is trying
to obtain.from the»child'oonfofmity with parental etandarde.' The parent
'nho exerts authorifahiVe control, even if it is hooed that as the-chiid
grows older control w111 gradually be rellnqulshed does lndeed exert
‘v1gorons efforts to shape the child's behav10r in his early years.'
~Accord1ng_to Baumr1nd_(1966), although the child may argue and test the‘v
limits, he is fundamentally satisfied with his relationship to his |
. parentejand does nothrevolt.
: In one‘of‘a sefies of’provocative*studies, Bing (1963) concluded*
_ The findings led to the general conclusion :hat discrepant .-
verbal ability is fostered by a close relationship with a
demanding and somewha; intrusive mother, while discrepant
- nonverbal abilities are enhanced by allowing the child a
considerable‘degree of freedom to‘experiment"on:his own.
Along similarblines, Getzels”and Jackson (1961) found'thatvparente of -
children whose I.Q. scores were high bnt‘nof their'c:eativity sco;es;
when compared t0~pafents of ohildren whose oreatiVity soores:wére high

“but not their I.Q. scores; were more authoritative in their discipline
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and more concerned about intellectual and social achievement than about
inner lifé. Firm, intrusive parents may inhibit nonverbal>achievement
and enhance “achievement in verbal areas.

Nichols (1964) conducted a study to test the hypothesis that
reétrictive, controlling attitudes on the part of the mother are
negatively related to originality and creativity of the child. Crea-
tivity was- assumed to bé inhibited by éxfernal control aﬁd coercion and
to be fostered_By permissiveness and psychological freedom. Thus,
adoiescents whbée mothers éxpress favorable attitudes toward authori-
tarian and coercive childrearing.practices should score lower on
personality measures of originality than those whose mothers favor 1es§
controlling childrearing practices., The subjects were 796 male and 450
female National Merit Scholarship Award finalists and their mothers,

The hypothesis.that restrictive, controlling parental attitudes inhibit -
creativity was supported by the data. The finding that the children of
authoritarian‘mothers obtained better grades in school and more favorable‘
ratings by their teachers is not inconsistent with the assumption that
authoritarian childrearing practices lead to conformity and "good"
behavior, but stifle originality. On the basis of findings in his
study, Nichols (1964) predicted that mothers in lower educational levels
would be expected to have more authoritarian attitudes and therefore

might also be expected to have the less creative children,

Socioeconomic Status and Creativity

Students of childvdevelopment seem fairly well agreed that there

are differences between middle-class and working-class mothers 'in their



. maternal practlces and obJectlves (Prothro, 1966) Rev1ews
:(Bronfenbrenner, 1958 Clausen and Wllllams, 1963) have 1nd1cated that
in the l950;s mlddle-claSS'mothers in the Unlted States dlfferedrfrom %1s"'
thelr 1ower class counterparts in belng more permlss1ve 1nvthe1r treat-"
"ment of lnfants and of young chlldren as well as more demandlng of !
'1ndependence and‘achievement of the growing child;
ﬁesearch tindings ower-the~past‘25 Years.show parents in the:
’hfmlddle-class to be more acceptlng ‘and edualltarlan in thelr relatlon-:
Shlp to the Chlld than parents in the 1ower class (Rosen, 1964) MlddleadFQ]f
class parents are more tolerant of the chlld's needs and rmpulses, they |
are more llkely to take 1nto account h1s lntent and motives when trans-’ifffehl
‘f,greSSLOns occur than 1ower class parents, who tend to respond to the | |

v 1mmed1ate consequences of the chlld's actlons (Kohn, 1959) In

.}dlSClpllnlng the Chlld mlddle-class parents more often use reasonlng
-and appeals to gullt and are somewhat less 11kely to employ phy31cal
‘]punlshment than parents ln the lower—class (Sears, Maccoby, and Lev1n,
f1957) ' The lower class famlly system has been descrlbed as rlgld and
g hlerarchlcal both as regards husband-w1fe and parent-chlld relatlon-’h’ '
‘A:>sh1ps (Rosen,nl964). | B

Waters and Crandall (1964) assessed relatlons between socio-

E economrc status andvchlld,rearlng‘practlces from 1940 to 1960, Soc1o-

;deconomic7statnsdwasvfound to be:positivelylcorrelated with noncoerclve,ﬁviz‘
’.'maternal,chlld rearlng'practlces. The hlgher the famlly status, the
‘ isless dictatorial were‘mothers attempts to 1nfluence thelr Chlldren s
behavror, and the less’ severe-nere thelr penaltles for mlsbehav10rs.'

.*-Coer01ve'maternal behav1or-waS“found‘to be*claSS.llnked. There 1s R
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agreement from a Variety éf sourcesr(Bayley and Schaefer, 1960; Sears,
Maccoby, and Levin, 1957; Kohn, 1959; Rosen,'1964;-Smith; 1965) thatxﬁ;
lower-class mothers ;se more forceful and punitive methbds of discipline
than middle-class‘mofhers.

-WA'Stddy by Bayley and Schaefer (1960) of the relation.of socio-
economic factoéa to observed maternal behavior in the Berkeley Growth
Study tends. to confirm findings from other'sﬁudies. For’the totalbgroup
there was a slight tendencf for the mothers of highef socioecon@mic'v
status to be more warm, understanding, and acéepting, and for‘those of
lower status to‘be‘more cohtrolling, irritable, and punitive. These
tendencies were'éfesent both during the children's first three years,
and later at 9 fo 14 years of age. The différences were mﬁch ﬁore.
.evident fér_fhe mothers of boys than of girlé;

Smith (1965) has suggested thét creative children are most oftén '
associated with an environment that eméhasizesﬁindependent,behavior,
risk-taking, and éersdnai judgment. In contrast, children who are.not
cfeative havé been characterized as being reared in a»situatiqn which
places emphééis onbthe safest solutipn. He contended that children from
lower socioeconomic situatiéns ére often forced to engage in indépéndent
 behavior earlier than children from middle-class circumstanées._ This
would seem to favor the development of creativity in lower-class children.
However,vharsh physical punishment is obsefved more frequently in lower
than middle socioecohomic hémes,‘and as Bossard (1962) indicated,‘punishf
‘:ment and ridicule are the two greatest deterrents to creative QCtivityi
anyﬁhere. This would inhibit the development of creativity of lower-

class children. Yamamoto (1964) pointed to a need for more studies on
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cultural determinants of creativity, including sex stereotyping, group
reaction to original members, and familial and social-class variables

affecting the development of a child's creativity,.



CHAPTER III

* PROCEDURE

Description g£>SubjeCts‘“

The crlterla for selectlon ofvthe subJects for thlS study were'lbj
‘_1; The Chlld must be attendlng a nursery school klndergarten, or,t“‘b
v‘day care cente:rln Southwestern V1rg1n1a. o
fz.:’The Child;nust‘be between the ages‘of 4vyears 07monshs5and 6‘years‘
'*o_moﬁihs atythe tine ofvtesting; d | | |
-%B.LTThe child mnst:bedin‘tbe:1owefvor,middle,socioeCOnomic olass‘as
b'i‘detefmined by‘tbebMoGuife;Wbite‘Index of SociaifStatds.;'Snort

Form. . | - o
4. The chiid must be of thenCaucasian race.
’(S;bJThe;ohild'mdst havebat beast'one sibling'liying.at'home witb the
"famlly unless the Chlld is an only Chlld o
E The sample conslsted\of 68 subJects 36 mlddle class chlldren and
’:32>fower—e1ass ohildren.x of tbe midd1e4o1ass,sub3ects, 18 were flrst-_
' born or only chlldren 1nc1ud1ng 9 girls and 9 boys andH18 nere 1ater-_
‘{born chlldren lncludlng 9 boys and 9 glrls. Of the lower- class subJeots;
. 12 were- flrst born or only children 1nc1ud1ng 6 glrls and 6 boys and 20 -
;;were 1ater born chlldren 1nc1ud1ng 10 girls and- 10 boys Table 1 shows :
‘:the overall dlstributlon of subJects by sex; ordlnal pOSltlon, and

A

»asoc10economxc‘status.' The chlldren ranged 1n age from 4 years 1 month

-19 -
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TABLE 1

Distribution by Sex, Ordinal Position, and Socioeconomic Status

Lower Class ‘Middle Class
Ordinal Position bM F M F . Total -
Oldest or‘Only. 16 6 9 9 30
Later-Born 10 10 9 9 38
Total 16 16 18 18 68

to 6 years 0 months at the time of testing.' The averége age of the total
sample of children was S'years 2 months.
The middle-class children were enfolled in thevUniverSity'Nursery

School of Virginié Polytechnic Institutevand’the MethodistiNurséry

School énd Kindergarten.inbBlééksburg,rvirginia‘for én average of 8
months, 1 week.’ Thé lower-class children were ehrdlled'inbthree'Total
Action Against Pqﬁerty Day Care Centers in_Roanoke,‘and in additioﬁvthe
_Floyd Day Care Center, thé ﬁéunt Tabor Nursery School, and the Blacksburg
Methodist Kindergarten all in Southwestern Virginia. The énfollmentxof
the lowef—cléés children ranged from 3 days t¢41 year 9 months with an

average of 8 months.

Instrument

This stﬁdy was limited to one aspect of creativity: originality.
The instrument used to investigate originality of preschool children was
the Originality Test developed by Starkweather (n.d.) for use with chil-

dren between the ages of 3 years 6 months and 6 years 6 months. The
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© test is game-like; coﬁsisting of ten pairs of stytofeem bbjecte to which
’thebchiId responds.when asked what they could be, Foé;vopportuhities
are ptovided for a child to respond to each form. Eacﬁ’child's'sebre is. -
thelhumeriCal count of the number’of different fesponses hevgiheeoi The
responses are 3cored in the order in which the.child has given them, an&
‘credit is given fof‘eachgresponse which isldifferent ftom ;11 previoue'
teSponsee.' The‘ﬁélue of the test, accoréing to Starkweather (n.d.),
lies in its ablllty to ldentlfy ‘the more orlglnal and the 1ess orlglhal
chlldren within a glven group and.to compare - dlfferent groups of chlldren.vyb
Starkweathervdetermlned the rellablllty.of-the test by means of a .
split-half'correlatien esing the Speafman;Brown formula, A coeffieiehtff7f
of +.93 (p(.dl) indicated”that the test ﬁas reliable. Theﬂvalidity‘ef1hibk
the instrument was deﬁonstrated by comparing teachets'bjuegments'with -
childreﬁ's seores. A Chi-square analysis showed agreemehthto-be o
statistically.significant (x2 = 22,75; p(.OOl); Inter;judge'reliahility o
in scorlng using the Pearson product-moment coeff1c1ent of correlatlon
was +.99, significant beyond the .0l level.‘ Addltlonal detalls -may be ;::

found in the Appendii.

Collection of Data

Prior to the‘actual éollectionjef'data,'the present‘inveétigatbrbﬁ-'
practlced giving the test to five chlldren not included in the sample
.1n an effort to. standardlze both her verbal and physical actlons durlng e
the testlng 81tuatlon. This was done in order to insure that each child
was handled in an 1dent1ca1 manner and that no verbal or physical cues

were given to one'child_and not another.



- 22 -

Scﬁoois in the vicinity of Blacksbdrg, Virginia, with kindergarten
br nursery schooi programs were contacted by the inveséigator¢ Background
ihformation on Fhe children was obtained from the record files in each
school. 1In most instances,‘if the files were lacking in some information,
the teachers were able to supply the missing data., The fathér's occupa-
tion, father's source of‘income, and father's education were needed in
order to classify the children.by éocioeconomic status according to the
McGuireFWhite Index of Social Status - Short Form. Children falling into
the middle and lower socioeconomic classes were then divided by sex into
first—born or only children and later-born children. There were a total

of eight categories into which the children were classified:

1. MBO - middle élass, boy, only or oldest
-2, MBL - middle class, boy, lafer-born.

3. MGO -.middle class, girl, only or oldest . :

4, MGL - middle class, girl, later-born |

5. LBO - léwefjclags; boy, only or oldesﬁ

6, LBL - lower class, boy, 1aterfborn

7. .LGO‘— lower class, girl, only or oldest

| 8. LGL.- 1oﬁer class, girl, 1ater-born‘

Eéch child in the sample was tested indiﬁidually by the investiga-
tor in an isélated room Or specialltestingkroom within ;he échqoi itseif.
In all seven schoéls in which children were tested, the directors and
teachérs Wére mdst'coopefatiVe in proViding a ﬁacant_room which was
suitable for testing. Each room was provided with a table and thre§

chairs and made void of other objects which might distract a child's °

attention from the test.
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Thg‘investigétor speﬁt timé observing in each classroom prior to
the a&ministration éf'tﬁe teét in order ép get vauaiﬁtéd with thebchil;:
.dren.. The teaéhers‘introdﬁced the investigator as a visitof or "Miss
Jéanne.”_ Whenever possible‘the investigator éelected those children
first with whom she had‘already established a relationship outside of
the schoolbsituation. These children had'previously attendedvthe
Virginia Polytechnic Institute‘Nursery School in which the researcher
ﬁas a graduate:assistant. These children were eager tb play the gaﬁe
and it is believed that this encouraged the other childrén in their classes
to want to play the‘”gameﬁ too. The test was always referred to as a
“game." ,Iﬁ all>cases after spending some time in»thé classroom, the
invegtigator Wentxdirectly to each subject and‘talked touthé child about
the ﬁgame" which he migﬁﬁ like to play. The child was ﬁhen asked to
accompany the ;nvestigétor té the room Wheré'ﬁhe "game woyld be.played.,

- Once in the room and seated the igvestigator shbwed the child the
suitcase with thebgame in it saying, "See, theré are blue.things,‘red
things,'and white things in this box. First of all we are going to play
with 'all the white omnes." The investigator would"thén'place them on the
table in front of‘the”child and encourage_him>to maniéulate them and to
talk about them aéking, "Do you see any pieces that look like something
to you or that you think can be made into something?" if the childbdid
not fespond,‘the‘inVestigator followed ﬁhe direcfions given by Starkweaﬁher
(See Appéndix -»Pretést or Warm-up Session). The child was praiéed.if he '
was‘éble_to give af'leastAfour different ideas during the warm-up session
by saying, "Good, yoﬁ thought of something differgnt for all these."

Only two children were not able to give four diffefent responses. In
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.these two eases, eech‘ehild was allowed"to play’with the objects, but
‘theirfresPonses were not recorded and they were:not ipinded ihfthex”
sample. Accordihg to Starkﬁeatherw(h.d.);othe test d;pends on a child's
-ability to eommuoioate Verbslly, end'therefore;fshoulginot be,administered‘f
‘to children who are Unebie to give‘four'different ideas dorihg the pre-

| tést."" , v . : - .
After the Warm-up sess1on; the main part of the test ﬁas admlnlsteredv'

f.by show1ng the child one pa1r of ldentlcally shaped styrofoam pieces at

a time. When he was shown the first palr, he was glven his choice of the =

'color he preferred. "Whlch color do you ‘like better, red or b1ue7"‘ The
~ color the child chose was placed on the table before ‘him and the other
color was plaoedlln front of the 1nvest1gator. The chlld was then asked
what hisvpiece'couid he‘or>Whatjit_cou1d be'mede‘into° After he responded,‘
’v he was askedfﬁhetvthe experimenter's piece coul& be. Approval of each ;s*-
1fresponse was‘giren hy saying‘either "Fine," kaay,ﬁ "All right," or "It‘hﬁ"‘f
jcertainly coold;be."f'whetherjor not a ehild éave different responsess :
f:forhthejvarious'shapes, his efforts were approved in the same manner;:te”‘
After the chfld responded to all ten pairs of‘styrofoam objects;:ta:;i'
-the entire set was presehted again, However,-this.time the chilo'wes
‘given the color he had not ohoseh and each pieoe~was placed beforebthef
"child in an alternate position, such as sideways or upfside-down.
-edministration'ofgthe entiregtest’averaged about fifteen or twenty
’:minutes»for eachvchilo. | |
‘A scoring sheet was used to record each ehild'sﬁresponses. Thisv
was held in_the inVestigator?s lap and mérked"as»the chiid‘responded tob

each.object. If'a‘child inquired as to What the investigator was
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"wrifihg, or seemed concerned, she matter-of-faqfly told him that she
‘ played the "game" with a lot of children and that writing it down hgiped
‘her remember what he said. This seemed to'éafisfy the few children who

- showed concern., -

Analysis of Data

A total of .68 Originality tests ﬁere individualiy administered to
preschool children enrolled in preschool programs. The children's
responses were scored and tabuiatéd by the investigator. The children
were classified’by sex, ordinal positioﬁ, and socioeconomic status.
Socioeconomic class position was assessed by the McGuire-White Index of
- Social Sﬁatus - Sho;t Form (1955).

The Mann-Whitney U test was.used to analyze the difference between
the originality scores of preschool children' in each of the following
areas:

1. A»comparison of boys with girls.

2. ' A comparison of middle-class children with lower-class children.

3. A comparison of first-born and only children with latef-born
children.

4, A comparison of sex and ordinal position.

5. A comparison of éex and socioeconomic status.

. 6. A coméarison by ordinal position and sécioeconomié status.

The values of U and z were determined by calqulations described

“by Siegel (1956). The .05 level of significance was accepted a;_the:

criterion for rejecting null hypotheses.



. CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results

v"Because sex mey be an’iﬁfluencing factor, it was necessary to
compare the relationship between sex end originality oflpreschool'chil- ’
dren in order to determine how much effect, if eny,‘it might have on the
other variables of eoeioeconomic status and ordinal position to be
measured~in this srudy. Therefore, the originality scores of boys and‘;
girls were compared. Table 2 presents the results of fhe cemparisonv
‘ between the totai sample'of‘thirty—four boys and thirty-four:gir1s. The
‘mean score of the totaivsample of thirty-four boyé was 20,56, Tﬁe mean’
score of the total sample of thrrtyffour girls -was 20.53. The_differeﬁcee
between these two grpupSTWaé not statistically.significant, indicating
that sexbwas not a contaminéting‘factor and, tﬁerefore, did not interfere
~ with the other veriables rhet were ﬁeasured. /fhis is in agreementrwith -
Starkweather's fihding (1967) of no difference‘between sex and original-
ity in a group of 80xpreschqol children. |

The'distributioﬁ of ‘scores differed greatly. ‘Indrvidual scores

ranged frem a low of 8bto a high of 36, indicating a wide variation.in_»‘
- the degree of origiﬂality Wﬁichnfhese-presehooi ehi1dren possessed., '
‘Thisrlends‘support‘to,the belief that this'inétruﬁent'can distinguisﬂ
original preschoei chrldrenlfroﬁ less origiﬁalrprescheoi ehi1dren,

- 26 -
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TABLE 2

Differences in Originality Scores of Preschool Children_By’Sex‘ o

N Mean sD .. oz

Boys 3% 20.56 7.87 | o
| . .0552 .48 (ns)
Girls 34 20,53 7.90 |

(Mann-Whitney U, Siegel, S. Values of z, p. 247.)
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Hypothesis l: There is no significant relationship between
ordinal position.and originality of preschool children.‘vFirst—born'or
“only children and later-born children will be‘equally original,

In order to test this hypothesis, the originality‘scores for these
twé groups were compared. As seen in Table 3, the mean score of the’
total sample of'oidest and only children was 22,5, whereas ﬁhe mean
score of the total sample of later-born children was 19.0. This
difference was sighificant at a confidence level of ,04, indicating
that first-born and only_chiidren are more original than later-born
children.

In analyzing“the distribution of scores, the scores were combined
into quartiles with a range of seven points in each., When grouped in
this'manﬁér, the scores in the 1oﬁest quartile fangéd from 8 through
15, those in.thelsecond quartile from 16 tﬁroqgh 22, those in the‘third
éuartile from 23 ihrough 29, and those in the_highest'quartile from 30
throﬁgh 36. Figufe 1 shows that 20.0% ofvthe first-born and only
children aébqompared with 10.5% of the later-borp children had scores
in the highest quartile., FOrfy-three pér ceﬁ£ of the oldest or-oniy
- children had scbfes bétweeﬁ 23 and 36 in the third and fourth quartiles,
buf only 29% of thevlater-Born children had scores in this same range. |
Thirtyefour per cént of the_iater-born children had scores in.the
" lowest quartile cémpared with only lé%vof the oldest or only children,
Table 4 éummafizes the findings when the originality scores are
- grouped by bothbsex and ordinal position. The aifference betwegn oldest‘
.Vor only boys and 1a£er-b6£ﬁ boys was notrsignificant. No significant

difference was observed when oldest or only girls were compared with
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TABLE 3

Differences in Originality Scores of Preschool Children by

Ordinal Position

N Mean SD z P

Oldest and Only 30 22.47 8.16
| | 1.81 .035
Later-born 38 19.03 7.31
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“TABLE 4

' Differences in Originality Scores of Preschool Children by -

Sex and Ordinal Position

Ordinal Position = N ‘Mean  SD U p
Boys (N=34)
- Oldest or Only . 15 - 22,40 8.40 - o
: - f‘ o - 104 V- I
Later-born ' 19 19,11 - 7.32
©girls  (N=34) |
0ldest or Only 15 - 22,53 - 8.21 -
I o . 105.5  ns
Later-born - 19 _ 118.95  - 7.50 o R

‘G%ann-Whitney'U; Siegei; S. Values of U, pp.:ll§ﬁ12Q.)I )
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later-born girls. However, the mean score of ;he oldest and‘only"
'fchilaren regardless of sex was higher than the mean score of the later-

- born children by approximaﬁely three points. When picéured graphicaliy
in Figure 2, the oldeét aﬁd only boys and girls have aqhigher percentage:
of the most original'scores of 23 through 36 than the later-born boys
and girls. Later-bo%n girls and boys have a higher percéntage of the
less original scores of 15 and below than first-born and only children.

On the basis of thgse results Hypothesis 1 was rejectéd.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationship Setween socio-
economic status and originality of preschool children. Lower-class and
middle-class children will be equally original. o

In order to test this hypothesis, the originality écores of these
two groﬁps were compared. Asvseen‘in Table 5, thebtotal sample of
middle-class children Had a mean score of 23‘and the total sample of
1ower;class chiidren had a mean score of 17.7. The middle-class children
on a‘whole_scored appfoximately five points higher on‘the Originality
‘Test than the 1owef-c1ass children. This difference is statisticélly-‘
significant beyond the .004 level of confidence. Oh the basis of these
.results, the above hypothesis was rejected. This result shows that .
middle-class children are more original in their response than lower-
class childrén. |

Figure 3 shows the frequenéy distribution of  the scores comparing
_middle-class and lower-class scores. A fourth of the middlé-class
<chilaren had scores in the top quartile with scores ranging from 30 to
36, whereas only 3.1% or one child from the lower-class scored in this

same range. Almost half of the 22 middle-class scores were 23 or above
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TABLE 5

Differences in Originality Scores of Preschool Children by

Socioeconomic Status

N Mean SD z . P

" Middle Class - 36 23.08 . 8.25
_ 2.635 .004
Lower Class _ 32 17.69 - 6.30 | ' '
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cdmparéd with‘approximately 229 of the lower-class scores. Slightly
over a third of the lower;class children, but less thaﬁ'one-fifth'of‘
ﬁhe middle-plaSS’childrén had scores in the lowest quartilé. :

In analyzing the data fﬁfﬁhér, the.originality sco;es‘of middle?' 
‘class boys were compared with those of lower-class boys, and the scorés
of middle-clgsé girls were compared with those of lower-class girls.
The results of thésé comparisons are presented in Table 6. A mean
score difference'of 6.1 between middle-class andylower-class boys was
obtained which is statistically significant beyond'the .05 confidence
level. Althoﬁgh a mean score difference of 4.71was obtained between’
middle-class and léwer-class'girls, this is not statistically signifi-
- cant. This indicates that middle-class boys are more original than
lower-class bojs, but thét there is no signifiéant difference between
the originality.of middle-class and lower-class girls. As shown
.graphically in Figure 4, 27.8% of‘the middle-class girisvbut none of
the lower-class girls.scéred in the,highest percentile;v For;y—five
per cent of the girls and'SO%'of the boys from the.middle-class scored
above 22, whereas oniy 25% of the'girlg and l9i of»thé boyé from the
lower-class scored in ﬁhis same range. | |

Table 7 reports a comparison ofbthe origigality65cores of tﬁe
total sample ofvéhildren by birth order‘and socioeconomic status.
Oldest and only middle-claéé and 1ower-cléss childreﬁ-ﬁere compared.,
Although there was a mean‘differénée-of 4.5 iﬁ the scéres-ih faVor‘of
-the middle-~class childreﬁ, this wasbnot statisticaliy significant. K
Comparingblater-born‘childreﬁ from the-middle-élaés and lower-class,

a mean differencé:of 5.4 was obtained in favor of the middle-class
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TABLE 6

Differences iﬁ'Originality Scores of Preschool Children

Sex and Socioeconomic Status

S8 - N Mean s .U
- R ~ value

Boys - (N=34)
" Lower Class 16 -  17.31 6.41 B
TR S T T g
- Middle Class 18 23.44 - . 8.07 S
Girls  (N=34)
Lower Class 16 18.06  6.37

Middle Class 18 22,72 8.65

985
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TABLE 7

"Differences in Originality Scores of Preschool Children by

‘Ordinal Position and Socioeconomic Status

SES N Mean SD - U P -
’ : “value '
Later-Born =  (N=38)
 Lower Class 20 16,45 5.88 -
, o K - 109.5
Middle Class 18 21.89 7.82
‘Oldest or Only = (N=30)
Lgﬁér Class 12 ‘ 19.75 6.68 , N

E | 73
Middle Class 18 24.28  8.72 :

005 . ‘
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subjects. This différence was significant at the .05 level of
'xconfidence; The results indicate that there is a relationship between
vsocioecénomic status'and originality of later-born children but not
between socioeconomic status and originality of first-born or only
children. Later-born children from the middle-class appeaf to be
more original than later-born children from the lower-class, whereas
. there is no significant difference in the originality of first-born
or only children regardless of socioeconomic status. Thé oldest éﬁd
only children from both the middle-class and the lowér—ciass had a
higher mean score than their 1ater-born counterparts.
Another intérestiﬁg finding shown in Table 7 is that later-
born chiidren f;om the lower-class seem to be the least créétivé
group in the entire sample, whereas oldest or only childreﬁ from the
’ 'middle-élass appear to be the most original in the sample. |
Figure 5 shows the comparison of birth order and socioeconomicb

status. Forty-five per cent of the iower-clasg later-born subjects
had scores in the 1owes£ quartile coméared with only l6.7% of the
lowechlass §1deét or bnly children. Tﬁe majority of oldest or only '
children from the lower-class, 58%, had‘scores.between 16 and 22, |
'Fifty-six per cent of the oldest or only children from the_middle;
class comparedﬂwitﬂ 39% of the later-born subjects from the middle-
‘class had scores of 23 or above. A much higher propbrtion of both
middle-class oldest or only children and later-born éhiidren,
' compared with their lower~-class counterparts, had scqres;in the top

quartile.
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Discussion

The purpose ot this study was to»determine the‘relationship o
between creativity and socioeconomic etatus, and creativtty and.birth
order of'ﬁreschool cﬁiidren. Just one aspect of‘creativity, originality;
was chosen for stqdy. Nullfhypotheses'Wereﬁthat middle-ciass andllowerA
class children WOﬁid be equally otiginal andithat’firet-bofn or only
children acd‘latef-born’children would:be eqﬁally original. The
reeultsrof the data_havevnot'supp;;ted these nu11~hypotheses; therefore, -
~ both were rejected. | | .

Middle-class children.were.found to be more creative thaﬁdlowerf ,;
ciaesdchildfen.i This Wae significant at the .004 level of confidence
as Shown’in Tacie'S; eTHis finding was indthe direction indirectly »
"'sdggested by prev1ous‘research that found middle- class carents -to be B
ﬁorebpermlss1ve 1n their treatment of infants and young chlldren as
‘well as more demandlng of 1ndepeddence apd achlevement than 1ower-

clasé.pafents. . |

Middle-class boys were found to be'more~origina1 than;lowerfclass:i

o boys, but'coﬁtrary-to expectation, no significant difference was found

between the originality of middie;claes and lcwef;class gifls.‘ Asd:‘
seen in Tabie.6, the_meaa”score of_the middleéciass girls was 4%

points higher than thaticf the 1ower-c1ase girls, Thisbwasdapproaching :; :
dthe .10 level of confldence but was not accepted as 91gn1f1cant in |
’ thlS study. ‘An explanatlon might be that in our soc1ety glrls arev:
protected, cuddled and restrlcted more than boys who are encouraged

to be,lndependent, rough, and outgoing. Creatlvlty seems to be
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. fostered by indépendence and thus boys,would have‘more of an advantage
" over girls;

The investigator believed that later-born children wéuld»be‘more
original: than first-born or only children. However, the results of
this study indicate just the reverse to be tfue. First-born or only
.children were more original than later-bornvchildren. As seen in
Tablé 3, this difference was significaﬁt at a>COnfidénce 1evé1 6f
.04, Evidentiy, fhe faptvthat parents are usually more inexperienced,
anxiéus, over-p?d#ective, and more restrictive and coercive with
ffirst¥born and only children than With later-bbrﬂ childreﬁ does not
seem to hinder the development of creativity. Perhaps the first-born
child is motivated>to‘develop ideas and mental-abilities at an earl&
agéibecausg he isbtélked,to more; played with ﬁbre, énd sti@ulaﬁéd
more, thus giving him an advantagejover'Iater-born siblings. ‘Therévi$:7
-a tendency for firgt-born_children to score slightiy higher‘iﬁ tests "
of vefEal inteliigéncé,‘especially at yoﬁhger ages.(Hoffmaﬁ and
Hoffﬁan, 1966). The first-born in all probability receiVe§ a great:g‘
‘deal~m§re verbai Stimulation from his parents thanlaﬁy'laterdbo:n
.cﬁildren (Lasko, 1954). It might bebpossible‘that thisnétimulation
by,the‘mother could also,incfease the firSt-born's éreativé ability.
‘Anothér theofétiéal explanation could be'that a'first-borﬁ child feels
kthreétened ﬁhenvdéthfoned,by other siblings and consequentiy works
harder £0'stay in'the-favoéed position{of hisrpareﬁté-by constantly
striviﬁg to excél;ﬁis brotheréland‘sisters; Latef-borﬁ,chiidrenvmight

conceivably look ﬁpvto the dldest sibling and depend on him for ideas
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and support instead of relying on themselves. This dependéncy on |
older siblings would not be conducive to independent, divergent'
thinking‘believed to be involved in‘cfeativity.

The data indiééte that'socioeconomic status is related to the
creativity of later-born children. As seen in Tablé 7, later-born
children from the middle-class were significantly more original than -
those from -the lower-class. This follows the trend suggested by
. Hypothesis 2 which-found‘the total sample of middle-class children:to
be more'original than the lower-class children. .Waldrop and Bell -

(1964), in ‘a study of the dependency needs of 44 preschool bbys as
reiated to family size and density, found indications,
... that after a mother has had more than the average
number of children she tends to become unconcerned about-

‘the younger ones. This unconcern may make her unrespon-

sive to the dependency demands made by a preschool child,
and also less likely to protect the child from anxiety- -
arousing situations ... It could be concluded from this-

‘that when a mother is not available to reward achievement

or approval-seeking behavior the child is apt to become
less independent and spend more time in support-seeking

behavior. - -

Although the difference has declined in recent years, parents of low
socioeconomic status tend to have moré-children, on the average, than |

~ parents of higher status (Jersild, 1968; Hoffmah and Hoffman, 1966).
'Perhéps the lack of individual attention in large familieS'makes later-
born children more dependent and less creative instead of more‘independ?~ '
ent and creative. This could have affected the lower-class 1ater-born a
children in this sample as most of them had fdur orvmore éiblings. In

fact, it was very difficult to.find firét-born or only'children from

the lower-class, but there was an abundance of later-born children.
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“It might be possible that‘the effects of depfivation tradigionally

' assoéi#ted with mother-child‘separation may also occur tﬁrqugh‘insuffie
cient interaction between méther and child when there are a large number
of children in the family. -

There was no significant.difference in the origihality scores of

oldestkor bnly éhildren from'the middle and lower classes. Althougﬁ the f."'

mean score of the middle-class éhildren; as seen in Table 7, waé appr@xi-
mately 4% points ﬁigher than that of the lower?qlass,children,’it was not
,sighificant in this study. Perhaps thé'extra»attentioh'énd étimulation‘
of the first-born‘child is ﬁniverSal regardless of soéibecoﬁomic statﬁs;
The first-Born child maj be highly métiﬁated, despite fhe cléss envirdn;f 
.vment into whicﬁ ﬁe was born, both by his_parentsband’by éﬁ inneévdrive to :>

remain first,

The fact that the lower-class children in this sample were all attend-

ing a nursery schdql, day care center, or kindergarten may‘haVé-favorablyiff‘”

influenced their ofiginality scores._‘Thesé chiidren Werebenrolled igrqne;ﬂ '
1  of these programs for an-average of eight.months at the time §f téstihg5 .' 
It is quite conceivable that in this length of time certainly théir baSiéi’
knowledge.apa possibly their creative ability must have beenbbroadeﬁédg'
and stimuiated.' This may partiallj accoﬁnt for the lack of significant':'k
~ differences between originality scores of middle-class and 1owér-class

- girlé and middle-class and lower-class oldest or‘dnly'childreno’

Limitations and Recommendations

" The present study was limited to a'felatively small sample of

' middle-class and ldﬁer-class children. The sample of first-born or only_ :
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iower;class children was especially limited because very, few were
enrolled in‘nurséry schools, déy care centers, and kindergarteﬁs"ﬂl
' thé:area. Negrbés and children of other nationalities were not
.iﬁcluded in the study as fhere were not enough of these children in
-the middle-class for comparison with those from the lower-class.
Nonparaﬁétric statistics were employed in analyzing the dafa; there-
foré, the results cannot be generalized to the larger population. |
Findings of éhis study apply only to this sample of children.
Future research might profitably replicate this study using

‘ Négro preschool cﬁildren in anleffort to investigate the relation-
:ship of race to thé develdément of creativity. A comparison of the
,.creative abilitj of lower-class children énrollgd in nursery school’
with that of those who have never been enrolled in a nursery school
ﬁould élso be beneficial. Another possible area of study would be a
follbw-up or:longitudinal study of highly creative preschool children
'through theielementary gfades in order to determine whether our
educational syStem really does stifle creativiﬁy as has_been‘suggested
(Tprrance, 1959; Getzels and Jackson, 1962). Another in;riguing
-possibility would be to investigate why some iower-class pféschodl
éhildren are highly créatiye. Perhaps. an in;depth study and compari-
,'sonvofvﬁhe physical, social, and emotiopal home envirbnments of

highly creativé and uncreative lower-cléss children unld‘offer some
 -c;ues.' A comparison of parental child-rearing attitudes of these
two groups of children might also'prové beneficiél. Thé same type pf
qomparisons could alsd be made between higﬁly creative and relatively

uncreative middle-class children. Because few studies have been
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conducted involving creativity of preschool children, the poSsibilities

ARNY
A

for future research seem limitless.



CHAPTER V.
SUMMARY

dThe purpose'of,this'researchswas to study the,relationship of
birth-orderdandvsocloeconomiC»status to.creativitydofdbreschool chil-
:dren. fThe:originality of lower-class“children»was”combared with that
:of mlddle class chlldren,'and the orlglnallty of flrst born ‘and only
‘chlldren was compared w1th that of later-born chlldren. »

| An Orlglnallty Test developed by Starkweather (n° d. ) to study
jcreat1v1ty'of preschool chlldren was 1nd1v1dually admlnlstered-to 68
bpreschool chlldren enrolled in seven nursery schools, klndergartens,
and day care centers in. Southwestern Vlrglnla. At the t1me of testlng
the chlldren ranged in age from 4 years 1 month to 6 years 0 months w1th
,the average age belng 5 years 2 months._ On the ba91s of lnformatlon
yobtalned from school records, the chlldren were classlflediby soc1al
class accordlng to the McGulre-Whlte Index of Soc1al Status - Short
'form, and by ordinal p051tlon. | | |

A'comparlson of the orlglnallty scores of mlddle-class and lower-
class chlldren revealed a 31gn1f1cant dlfference. The mlddle-class‘
vchlldren scored ‘an average of flve p01nts hlgher than the lower-class
chlldren; a dlfference 51gn1f1cant beyond the .004v1evel of confldence«
lln analyZLng the scores by sex and socloeconomlc status, mlddle-class

boys were found to be ‘more creatlve than lower-class boys ‘but.. there

=48 -
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,waa no significant difference between middle-class and lower-class
girls,

vContrary to ekéectaticn,-a cbmparison"of‘first-bOrh'and"cnly
children with later-born children revealed'that‘first-bern and ohly
¢hildren were more original than‘later-born children. This difference
was significant at the .04 level of confidence. In analyzing theidata
by ordihai'ppsiticn and‘sociceconomic statﬁa, cldest or chly»children
were found to‘be equally creative regardless of socidecqnomicvclass.
No significant drfference existed'betﬁeen first-born or onl& children
yin the middle and lower classes. ~On the other.hand; later;bdrn children
from the middle-class were‘fOunc to be aignificantly‘more eriginal than
those from the lower-class;

In this study birthvorder and socioeconomic status generally did
appear to affect significantiy the creativity of ﬁreschool children.
vLaterfborn children.frcm the‘lower-clasa were found to be the leaSt

original with a-meah score cf 16.5, and firstfhorh anc qnlyvchildren
in the middle-class were found to be the most qriginalrwithia mean
score of 24.3,
On the basis of this investigation; it appears‘that the life
‘experiences reiated_to social class position do~affect the 1evel of
creatiVity achieved by children. Thebcultural'anc>eﬁvirdnmental
: enrlchment of: the mlddle-class Chlld seems to foster creatlrlty. xhe
experlences related to b1rth order also appear to affect the develop-
meht'of_creatlvrty.‘ The flrst born or only p051t10n 1n the famlly

constellation seems to enhance creativity. -
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‘One important objective of research is to provide researchers

 and their associates with tools that expand their powers of prediction.'[f-'

“Froﬁ this study an estimate of a child's créétiﬁity can be predigted
'When his sbcibeconomic'étatus and birth'ofder'are knowﬁ.‘ Fbr example,-:
- a first-born child from the middle-class would.likely be more creati%é
than a later-born child:fromlfhe;lower-class; .PerhépSVWith more |
fesearchlﬁhis prediétive'pbwéf would become more definitive and
. accurate. |

Despite the findingvthat middle-class childreﬁ;were generally
more creative than lower-class children; a puzzling discovery is that‘
not all lower-class chilareﬁ-Were 1ow‘in-ofigina1iﬁy. In fact some
‘loweféclass children were;exceptionally’creative. Being bofn‘into the

“lower-socioeconomic status does not necessarily predispose lower-class

~ children to low creativity. Perhaps a study of the home environménté"»»;ijJ

"of these children Would prov;de the answer tobthis.puzzle.

| | Merely'being ih‘é‘preschodl»prograﬁ does'ﬁotrhelp'1ower-class‘
children catch up to théif ﬁiddle-class countéfpértéf Thé conscious :
development of-cteativity’is;no; 6ne of>the goals'qf'the méjoxity of
:»teachers. Moét:teachéré_are concerned withvdeVeloping a child's

_ social skills, I.Q., competence, attention span, academic skills and

knowledge.' Créétivity seeiiis to be é by-product of these other goals. _jf,L.'

"It is common’fqr‘téache:s to expect children;.begiﬁning with‘elemenﬁary o
?séhool, to conform to faﬁher‘strict rules, regulétions an& foutines |
“ and to,consume a‘multitudé;of‘facts witﬁoﬁt»proof'orjself-discovery."

Pepplé'are taughﬁ fhrougﬁout‘their“iives’to think convergent1y.

Cfeativity‘isicommpnly believed to be a gift that ‘an individual either
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has’or'does not have fromhhirth. Divergent thlnking'iszthought to‘he

‘One of the most 1mportant concerns at thlS stage of our - knowledge

is finding ‘methods for the teachlng of creativxty. Perhaps a person can .

-"learn creat1v1ty Just as he 1earns to spell or read or wrlte.’ It may

R future research

'well»be that dlvergent,thrnklng can be taughtr However, the thought that**wf"”7'
creativity-can be taught-has not -been given serious attention by mostv;‘;‘

educators. An experimental program-designed,to increase creativity is

b',‘needed to'determine whetherfor’not divergent thinkingfcan be:taught; E
Three matchedvgrOups’ofilower-class preschool children COuld‘beh
“utillzed in thisveffort: (1) a group rece1v1ng no preschool experlence;
'5(2) a group attendlng a regular preschool program, (3) an. experlmental

group in a preschool program especrally de51gned to 1ncrease creat1v1ty.ff

: Once the speCLflc factors involved in the development of creat1v1ty have g

'-pbeen-isolated these factors can be 1ncorporated and adapted 1nto

teachlng programs of all age 1evels and socloeconomlc classes.l De1v1ng,°

into the development of such a program is an . exc1t1ng prospect for
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APPENDIX



AN ORIGINALITY TEST FOR PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

developed by
“Elizabeth K. Starkweather 1 5

Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma

Recommended Age Range

Approximately 3 years 6 months to 6 years 6 months.

The originality test depends on the child's ability to communicate ' ;
verbally, and therefore, it should only be administered to children  who
are able to give at least four dlfferent ideas durlng the pretest or
warm-up session. ' :

'Older children obtain higher originality scores thanfyoﬁnger.children° .

When the test is administered to older children (e.g., seven year olds), ;;_.,

it cannot identify the more original children inasmuch as the median
score for such a group is apt to be near the ceiling of the test.

‘Pretest or Warm-up Session

'Six white styrofoam pieces, each a different shape, are placed on the~

table before the child. The child is encouraged. to manipulate them and

7: to talk about them, He may be asked a question such as, '"Do you see &

piece that looks like something?" When the child responds, the experiett;;f;ﬁ

menter agrees with his comment, whatever it is, and encourages him to
talk about another piece. If the child does not respond, the experi=-
menter picks up the rectangular piece and asks, "What could this be?"-

If the child still does not respond, the experlmenter makes a suggestlon~,ff.1r

in the form of a question, e.g., "Do you think it could be a window?"
The experimenter may then move this piece a little to one side, if ;
‘necessary, in order to focus the child's attention on the other pieces. .

If the child gives the same response for different pieces, his respoﬁseij“”y'

is accepted, but he is asked to think of something else that the piece
might be, For example, if the child said that two different pieces
could be a door, the experimenter would accept his response and at ‘the
. -same time encourage him to think of something different. ' '"Yes, it
- certainly could be a door, but we already have one door.  Can you think
of somethlng else that it could be?" : L

‘After the child has responded to the six forms, the experlmenter pralses,};’
him by saying, "Good ~you thought of something different for all these."

- In this way, during the warm-up session, the experimenter encourages the -
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child to think of different responses for the various forms. (During
the test proper, the child's responses are accepted without question
even though he may repeat the same idea several tlmes ) Ty

Originality Test

The originality test is admlnlstered by showing the child one pair of

- identically shaped styrofoam pieces at a time. When he is shown the
first pair, he is given his choice of the color he prefers. (The

colors in Form-A are red and blue; and the colors in Form-B are green
and yellow.) The color the child chooses is then placed on the table
before him-and the other is placed in front of the experimenter. The
child is then asked what his piece could be or what it could be made
into. After he responds, he is asked what the experimenter's piece
could be., For the first pair, and occasionally during the remainder

of the test, the experimenter includes the child's response in his next
question, "If yours is a (caboose), then what could mine be?" Approval
of each response is given by saying something such as, "All right," or .
"It certainly could be." Whether or not a child gives different responses
‘for the various shapes, his efforts are approved in the same manner,

When all ten pair of styrofoam forms have been shown to the child, the
entire set is again presented. This time the child is given the other
color, i.e., the one he had not chosen when they were first presented.
During this second administration, each piece is placed before the child
in an alternate position, e.g., sideways or up-side-down.

Scoring

The combination of the two administrations of the research instrument
offers four opportunities for a child to respond to each form, making a -
total of 40 responses. Each child's score. is a numerical count of the -
 number of different responses he gives. The responses are scored in the
order in which the child has given them, and credit is given for each .
response which is different from all previous responses. Credit is
given for objects which might be in the same category, such as a golf
ball and a baseball. Credit is not given for an object which is named
“a second time and altered only by a minor adjective, such as a ball and
a big ball. No. credit is given for a play on Words, such as kigless,
pigless, and sigless, :

Occasionally children respond by naming objects which they can see in

the room. This is noted on the score sheet, and in these instances,
credit is given only if the experimenter can see some relationship
between the responses and the styrofoam form which the child is holding, -

No norms have been developed for the Originality Test; nor will they be
developed, The value of the test lies in its ability to identify the
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more original and the less original children within a given group and to
compare different groups of children, e.g., age groups, cultural groups,
etec.

“Evaluation of the Originality Test

Inter-judge reliability in scoring was determined by a comparison of two
sets of scores. (1) The responses of individual children were scored
jointly by two judges'who participated in the development of the test;
and (2) the same responses were scored by another person, trained in
child development, but who had no experience with the test and who had
no instructions other than the written directions for scoring. 'The
coefficient of correlation (Pearson product-moment) between the two
sets of judges' scores was +0.989, significant beyond the .0l level.
In view of these findings, the directions for scoring were accepted
~as adequate. Their use should assure reliable scoring.

The internal consistency of the instrument'was demonstrated by means of
a split-half correlation (Spearman-Brown formula). A coefficient of .
+0.932 (p€.01) indicated that the test was reliable. :

The validity of the instrument was demonstrated by comparing teachers'
judgments with children's scores. Each child who scored high in
originality was paired with each child who scored low, and teachers
were. then asked to indicate the child who was the more original in .each
pair. Teachers' judgments were in the direction of the originality
scores in 106 pairs out of a total of 153. A Chi-square analysis
indicated this extent of agreement to be statistically 31gn1f1cant.
(x2 22,752; p<.001) -

Test results indicate age differences in originality, but not sex

- differences., In a group of 80 children ranging in age from 3 years
6 months to 5 years 1Ll months, the older children earned the higher
scores in originality. (X2 = 17.39; p<{.01)

Forms A and B of the originality test and. the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
test were administered to 18 children ranging in age from 3 years

4 months to 5 years 11 months, Half of these children were given the
originality tests in an A-B sequence and the other half in a B-A
sequence, A comparison of the scores obtained on the originality
tests indicated that the two forms, A and B, were comparable. The
product-moment correlation coefficient for the scores obtained on the

. two forms was +0.904 (p¢.01l), and for the scores obtained on the flrst

and second tests was +0.892 (pd.01).

The orlglnallty test requires verbal responses; nevertheless, the
originality scores are independent of verbal ability. This was demon-
strated by a correlation of the PPVT scores (verbal ability) and the
originality scores., The product-moment correlation coefficients for
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these two sets of. scores were +0.192 for Form-A and +0 162 for Form-B, |
neither of which was statlstlcally s:Lgn:LfJ.cant. ‘
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Figure 2. Forms used in the Résearch Instrument



‘A,

: Categorles of obJects

- 62 -

“DIRECTIONS FOR SCORING ORIGINALITY TEST

Score the responses in the order in whlch the child gave them, .
columns ‘A and B together and then columns C and D together.

'lA - lB - 2A»- 2B - 3A = BB etc,
Mark each response e1ther + for credlt or - for no credlto

’Mark a response + if 1t is dlfferent from all prev10us responses.

When in. doubt, give the Chlld credlt.

1. A child may name obJects which are 81m11ar ln category.

‘The child recelves credlt for each dlfferent type ‘of obJect in~
. the category. ‘

' _Ex:v golf ball (+), baseball (+), moth ball (+)

;2.-.A child may name. the category and then name a spec1flc object: 1nm

‘the category.
Ex: ball -, rubber ball (+), baseball (+)

”fExamples of o credit

i;l A Chlld does not recelve credit when he comblnes two prev10us

',responses for Whlch he has’ received credit.’
“:fEx:‘ tree C+), cookle ), tree cookle ( )
2. A chlld does not receive credlt when he names “an obJect a secondp
- time alterlng it Wlth a minor adJectlve. . - - :
;,dex-~ ball (+), big ball (-), half ball (-)
 Ex: duck (+), part of a duck (-)

::Exi egg C+), round egg ), cracked egg ( )

Ex: red ball (+), blue ball ( )

3. The ch11d recelves no credlt for a, play on words..

Ex: Klgless ( ), Plgless ), Slgless ( )
Ex: ngco (- ), Slg-co ( ) ’

o'Some chlldren look about the room for ideas.’ Thls is noted on the

score sheet. For such responses, the child receives credit if there,

" is a p0551b1e relationship between the response and ‘the test form.:
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF BIRTH ORDER AND SOCIOEGONOMIC STATUS

TO THE CREATIVITY OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

by

Joanne Sally Lichtenwalner‘i
ABSTRACT

The creativity of 68 middle- and lower-class Caucasian pféschool
children attending a nursery school, kindergarten, or day-care center in
Southwegtern Virginia was measured by an object-identification origi-

nality test developéd by Elizabeth K. Starkweather at the’Oklahomg State‘ 
University. Each child was tested iﬁdividually‘by the inveétigator in
an isolated room of special testing room. The Mann-Whitney U Test waé..
employe& to analyze differences; with‘a confidence level of .05. First
born and only children were significantly more creative than later-born
éhildren. Middle-class children were significantly more creative than
lower-class children.‘ It ﬁas concluded that enrollment‘in a preschool
program alone is nog sufficient to increase the creativity of lower-
class children té'the level of their middle-class éeers. It was also
pointed out that some lower-class children‘weré éxceptionaiiy creative
- and that further. research into the home environments of these pre-
schoolers might provide the énswer‘to this‘puzzle.v Expérimental pro-
graﬁs designed to increase creativity are needgd to determine Whethér

or not divergent thinking can be taught.
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