CHAPTIR RETIE O ADITINISTRATION OF THy FINAL T"“T
ATD STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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Once the final form of the tegt is eavailable, 2 study needs
he conducted to assess the nsture, validity and reliability of
scores hynothesised for different factors and to establish norus.
The tests and *the criterion measures employed, scoring hypotheses

i
and procedure of administration end collection of the date have

<k

er, while valildity and reliability

}_,

been described in this chep

procedures will be described in the next chepter.
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8.1 ¥Final Test Battery and hypothesised i

..._.....-w-.-..-—-....-‘-_.—..._..-_——_-_._—_-_—

¥Final form of the test babtery under study has been
described in the previous chapter. £ copy of the ftest battery

(CR¥ I - IV) is given in the appendix C.
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A get of heterogeneous measures cénstituting a battery
of tests having relativgly high correlation with criterion
measures may be moreuseful end efficient for a practical puxrpose
than would homogeneoug set. ®ith heterogeneocus meesures, the

purpose often, is to mexzimise correletion with outside criterion.

o2

electing measures in the order of their correlation with the
criterion zecomplishes the objective (Duboig, 60)., Iain
objective was to see whether different scores for creativity -
factors from the same sets of responses using sone establishes
ways of muliiple scoring contributed significaently to creativity
criterion. HSuch scores which are reletively independent  and
contribnting significantly to the criterion, combined together
would give a,composite index of creative ability. Other
important objectives would be to study validity and reliability
of the composite index to be evolved and to study the nature of
individual scores through factor gnalysis which would lead to
somc speculation regarding the identification of factors and

substantiate some findings of earlier studies.

Hypothesised factor scores: Fuch has been said earlier

about fluency factor. TFluency was originally hypothesised as
the ability of creative person to "call up & relatively large
number of ideas per unit time" (Guilford, "ilson, Christensen

and Tewis: 110). Calling up ideas irrespective of gquality



involved ideetional fluency. ﬁsuélly number of responses

given to & gituation has been teken as 7 score. [lor 'brick
Uses' the nunber of uses given by & became the fluency score.
In Plot Titles and consequences tests, however, only nonclever
and non-remote responses respectively formed ideational fluency

o

scorves. (“uilford, 7ilson and Christensen: 111). In later
studies this factor was identified ag DIV (Divergent Production
f femantic Units). In circles Yest, & score for fluency is
simply the nuwmber of responses minus the number of duplications
and irrelevant respéhses (Torrance: 262).
Parallel to ideational fluency factor, another flmency
: :
factor in the figural content erea has been identificd.
Tigurel fluency referred to the ability to give 'units
of figural information' in unit time. 5Ss would produce units
of figuresg using the given figures or perits (BIx: lMeke-a-figure
Test) (Gershon, Cuilford and llerrifeld: 93). Other well known
fluency factors are word fluency, assgociational fluency and
exvresgional fluency. Definitions of these factors have
been given in Chapter 3. Tach is 2 divergent thinking ability.
Only factors for which scores will be hypothesised will be
discussed here. Iumber of responses given to figures in CRMN I

end CRI IT seem to he definitely fluency scores. “Thether each

o

of these scores (from CRYM I and II) represent purely single.
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content cetegories is a matterfor spcculation, Considering

-~

the neture of operstions the scores may either represent

ideational or figuresl fluency factors.

Tt

Utility wae scored for fluency and flexibility
(spontaneous). Total number of responses gave fluency score.
Tumber of clesses of responges gave & flexibility score.
(Guilford et al: 110). Sponteneous flexibility seemed %o
present the ability to produce diversity of ideas. ™M7hile

it requires the individuel to change set, i1t differs from
adavtive flexibility, in that the direction of set change is
not restricted. The individual is not required to arrive

at one particular answer in order o be successful. It might
be characterised as lability of ideas” (Cuilford et al: 111),
Semantic spontaneous flexibility has been recognised as Divergent

Production of Semantic Classes (DIC).

In circles Test a flexibility score has been obtained
by counting the number of different categories into which
subjects responses can be classified. The categories were
derived from &n analysis and classification of responses of
a sample of 5388 Ssg from Kindergerten through the college’

vears. (Torrance: 262).

In the ménner described above responses to CRIE T and IT -

figures can be classified and flexibility scorecan be obtained.
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Mot much is to be said sbout originality as the nature
of the score has been discussed often. Out of responses,
meaningless, and stereotyped though meaningful responses
should be cut off. TIn other words, number of rare mcaningful
responses or clever responses will give originalify score.
Thet responses cen be considered ag differentiating original
versons from those not original, amongz the responses to
ambigious figurel stimuli has been discussed egrlier with xm-
reference to studies conducted using MIT. Originality seenms
to be syﬁonymous with uncommonality (Guilford et al. 117).
Guilford's way of scoring for originality has been described
earlier. The factor originality has been given a logical
place in the 5T model. The cell is referred by trigram DXT
measuring diversent production of semantic transformations.
It has been defined as "the ability to produce unusual,
remote, or clever responses involving reinterpretation
or new emphasis or some aspect of an object or situetion.”

It hes been even termed as Semantic Adeptive Flexibility.

f}

Tn circles test, originality score was obtained by
assigning scale values on the basis ofgtetisticel infrequency
and / or obviousness (Jorrance: 262). Vallach and Kogan
obtained whet they called 'uniqueness score' Ifrom their
tests by selecting those responses which occured only once in

responses given by 150 children. xesponses to CRE I and II
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gtimulus figures c&n be scored for originality in the sanme

j)

\

menner., Hence it ig decided thet (i) stereotyped, cowmmon,
oft-occuring, part and meaningless responses should be dis-
counted first (ii) from the remaining responses, all those
considered as suiteble, clever, beeutiful indirect ones

. . 7 . . .
showing literary ské&ll should be counted to gzive originality

sCcore.

Elaboration has been identified as divergent production
of semantic 1mp110?ﬁ¢o s (DMI). It hag been defined as
production of a number of entecedents, concurrent, or
conseqguences of a given information. Both utility Test
(fluency) and Plot Titles (low) which ares fluency measures
have been found to be loaded with DMI (Cuilford et al; 114).
Guilford group scems not to have tried the method of mulitiple
scoring for elaborstion. Torrance, (262}, counted number of
pertinent detailsadded to the original stimulus flﬂure itself
to get an elchoretion score. fHence in CRM I and TI, total
number of additional ideas or details attached to central
idea of each of the responses would farm elaboration score.

Phe two scores derived frowm CRM I and II should be treated

seperately.

'Tluency in the production of symbolic relationships'

was ldentified in a study done by Hoepiner et al{ 142, \
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Aternate additions in which § is to choose different
sete of members from & given set evory time to make the
same specified total, stood for the said factor. CRL IIX
hag been formed after a gtudy of this test. Use of coded
information and that number of constituents should be
three {(triplets) are added restrictions. Total number

of rcsponses or triplets completed nay stand as a score
for fluency of symbolg relationships. In 8-I terminology,
the factor has been nz2med as ’divergenﬁ oroduction of -

symbolic relationships (DS:)'.

CR% IV may be another approach to the same score.
Given a set of five numbers and asked to use all the five

numbers and four operations, (+, -, x and -~~~} only once

in & specified manner to get as man positive whole
5
?

numbers as possible as end products, seems to involve either
symbolic relations or symbolic elaboration. Cymbolic

relations is involved in chooging @ number with 2 relation

(o]

A3

ot

oreseeing the product to be a positive whole number, just
ag in alternate 2dditions. Fence number of products got

has been taken to be the score.

Manipuletion of symbolic relations wae the theme of
gymbol elaboration test. (Hoepfner ¢ Guilford: 142). Given
peirs of simple algebraic equations, writing new equations

from the -given ones was the required operetion. Frobably
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thiz fector is also involved in C3RM IV as the Ss are

jo

continuously engaged in different number eqguations.

.

Table ¢ summerises the scoring hypotheses.

8,2 Criterion licasures:

S S e et St i i s B . e i AP s Bt

criterion measures used in some previous

h

Glimpses o
studies indicate creativity of individuals can wel% be
rated by teachers, supervisors or laboratory chiefs,

Taylor and Tllison (239) found that supervisory ratings of

creativity, over-all performénce by laboratory chiefs

and originelity in the written work as @mong the best of

]

the eriteria in preparing & biographic inventory. Ss were
2ir force scientists. Tor velidsting € biographic inventory

for finding out correletes (biogcovphic) of criistic and

literdry creativity in sdol&cent zirls, =snastasi end

Shaefer (6) used teccher's nominations supported by creative
producte as criterion. Tor inclusion in a creabive group,

3 hed to meet two criteria: (a) teacher nomination (b) score
above & minimum cut off on Guilford A;terﬁate—uses and
consequences tests. Sprecher T.R., (231) found that
creativity messures gimilar to those used by Ghilfoxd
significently predicted criterion ratings of creativity made

by exeminers, peers andsupervisors.
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TABLE 9
Scoring Procedures for CRM I - IV.

Hypothesised
Tegts Code factors Scoring Procedures
CRM I A Fluency Total number of relevant responses.

B Flexibility Total number of classes of responses.

c Originality Total number of rare and clever
responses.

D Elaboration Total number of additional ideas or
details attached to central idea of
each response.

CRM II E Fluency

F Flexibility
Same as above.

G Originality

H Elaboration

CRM III I Fluency Total number of products completed
correctly.

CRM IV J Fluency Total number of products completed
correctly.

K Blaboration Total number of sets of operations.

(+’ -’-!-’ X)
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YMaier and Janzen (199) found that supervisor female
problem solvers also generate solutions that are rated as
creative ﬁhen several solutions to a given problem are
possgible, 411 the studies mentioned above indicate that
Teacher's hetings of pupils' creativity may stand as a

‘valid' criterion.

Getzels and Jackson's findings thet creative children were

o

less liked as »upils by teachews has becn supported by
findings by others (¥allach and Fogan : 274, Hesen and
Sutcher: 134). Thig melzes any resesgrcher to be cautious in
accepting teachers ratings as sole criterion. However rating
creative performenée is different from 'lilting or disliking'
further if the teachers are furnished with soﬁe bases (say a
few gquestions) which they should consider while rating, the

effect of like-dislike dileme mey be reduced.

“hether individual factors should be roted seperately

~

has been consgidered in the light of the findings by
'Goodman et al., (105). To see whether each Ffactor score

significantly contributes to a wholesome criterion (rated
creativity) seems to be better than finding whether each
correlates significently with seperate ratings for factors.
¥hat human sense con identify or rate, at the moct seems to

be ‘'cresztivity' in performance as it is understood and

perceived by the raters and the soclety to which they



belong, that too at the time of rating. Critcrion measures,
thus, may be a combination of teacher ratings with sone

product measure as done by “na2gtasi and Schaefer (6).

In all three criterion measures were employed in the
final study - They are -
1. YTeacher ratings (using a rating scale specially
evolved for the purpose).
2. Torrance's Circles Test.
3. Activities Checklist (Prepsred on Things -
done model).
The foregoing paragraphs give a description of each of
the messures.

1. Teacher Ratings: Tamemoto (293) asserts that a
reliable criterion measure is desirable but 'its relevancy
for the particuslr purposes of the investigation cannot be

determined except by & careful logical analysis.'

N

't is true, in prepering the Teacher - Rating Sceale some
logical enelysis of operations involved in tests of
creativity came to help. The cumulated points creativity
rating scale (C2C7EY, if it oaﬁ be called so (Guilford: 113),
consists of four sections one For each of the four subject

are as viz., frt, Science, Titerature and ‘athematvics.
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bach gection contains five questions zbout the 37 to be

ensvered by the subject t-wocher as 'yes' or 'no' by putting

'

v of X ' mark accogdingly cgainst the
heme of the 8. 4 ' ' nark is equivalent to a score
of '1" end in all an S c¢efn ceryy & total score of '20', if

in 21l Four erees.

Guestion 1. is concerned with Z's ability to suggest

inprovenent or give ideas. Torrence's 'Toy Dog' test hae

'l
‘u./'
“«

o
(0]
o
o]
o]
l.J
i
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been built upon this nrinciple (Torrznce, 256

7/

veen felt, 1f in teacher's experience the ¥ under consideraition
nes peen resourcelul in his class room activities or cusside,

:

he ig creative.

fuvestion 2 1s concerned with Ss ability to ask guesiions

vhich oz

=

z

e vertinent to a situation., Torrence's pertinent
6} is beged on this principle.

questions (25

Question 3 is concerned with Ss ability to prepere

m

toys, vloymaterials etc., This hos been ubtilised in one

of Torrsnce's Te=ts.

1%

Nuestion 4. is concerned +ith Zs cbility to collect

tuings cf interest in *hat subject are: and orgenising

03]
W

them. “uch en interest, it hog often been considered o
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A

creative disposition. Zuch items hove found place in Torcence's

oncerned with 8% interest in one or the

=
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other subject 2rczes. Tt was felt thet such an interest showed

the dominent creative disnosition.

section

1. Zoes ne give ideag of his own when you are
teachim; or conducting experiments¥
o

2. Doeg he nul questions which you heve apvnre-

-

ciated often vwhile vou are teeching?

Z. Toes he make or try to éo scientific toys
vhich he misht have seen or read?

4. Does he show interest in maeking collection
of thinss iaportant to science?

5. Does he ghow relavively more interest in
sciznce thon in other class-roon subjects?

ct

™n other three sections relating to art, literature

1
=
(o

nethemeéiics questions were of parallel nature.

Tf e look into Tectorial nature of these guestions,
it becomes obvious to us thai ebility to gmive ideas, esk
cueations, prepere toys, co] lect things of interezt involves
sucu fictors ac ideational fluency, seneitivity to

problea: originality, flexibility etc., “hey elso seck
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svestion, however, trieg to trace the dominany ftrend of Ls

creotivity. All these points lead the suthoxr to believe

thaet @ total score would be definitely a good criterion

been ziven in “hepbter V. The test heg been taken s one
he criterion mezsures. However cnly one test out of
the three tests in the nonverbsl form hes been chosen and
is @ departure from the usual practice. This hes been done

on the following grounds:

P

a) The operations involved in the test seemed similar
to the operations iuvolved in ORI T and IT (This point has

been discus:zed while givinz & rationrle for the testi. ig

the cire
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g they vwould méke out of it. fox

exampl%see “ellech &nd Ilogen's insvénces eg., rame &11
the round things you cen think of'.

D

¢ for fluency, flexibility,

() The test gives scor

Ab]

originality and eleboration simultaneously derived fron
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le set of Yegponses. Ag deviving wultinle scores and
reteinina those vhich gyxe relatively independent among
themselves and'predictive of the criterion would be the
strategy, it would be convenient to study the scores

sinilerly cerived in C2M I and IL.

ot

(c} The circles tezt would be the sole rcprezentebtive

i

of figural stimulus - figurel response tyne bteets. =8

< &

~

Torzence heas considered, idestional fluency does play a
vert. It would be intercstingto see how ideational

fleuncy score on v rL&llT ewnressed ideas will be relsted

to dders cxpressed figurally.

(@} The other tvno tests of ICT (oy Winnesots) non-
verval form cre overstionally different from 'circles' test.

Hence including all the threc would give imnure measures.

[}

Feeping the 2above points in mind the investizator

nreferred to choose 'circles test' only, to be included

0
j= N

in the get of tests to be administered in the final study.

te from Guilford's group would

Fowever including & fe. te

D
ol

ed in the previous ch&pter,

o

heve been useful.  fs deseri

there is no single test which would zive 1l Ffour scores

!

s 'circles'. The rcorves heve been derived by lorrance

)
=5

begls of definition given by Guilford. The concepts

on thi

i,
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of idertional fluency, spontaneous flexibility, originality

end loboration have respectively stood for number ol

Lk

ders, number of claegses of ideas, cleverness or statistical

rerity end number of detsils in either's cése.

3. fctivities Checkligt: Thig is more oI less 2Znéelosous
to Torrance's 'things done on your own'. {256, Bg sre to

check the fctivities they &id on their own in the course

of one yeer., tome of the items in Torronce's list were

M,

unsuitcble to Indicn conditions. Thesc were removed and
some activities wore 2dded. Totol nuwber of acvivities

remained however seme st 100. In 2ddition list was nede

-

open-ended bv providing space for writing ectivities added

1

by the . ‘fnother difference thousght out was to get

.

core based on statigticsl rarity of activities rebher
than totel number of sctivities checked by the L. JFrocedure
adopted will bc described in the appropriste sgection on

"'scoring'.

2.3 Ggllection of the Neata:

+

M

Sample: Sample in the final study consisted of 230

P



Co-operation of the hecdmasters end the staif in all
the four schools was excellent. In all 231 (boys =nd
sppeered for the tesl. Only one boy wae to be discounted
Tor the reegon that he gove one of the popers blank.
Testinzg was done in groups of 40-50 children., Howeve: this
wag not & gtrict rule. Usually ¢ clags which varied in its

gtrength wag teken 2 group of study.

Muministretion: Tinal Tests (CRV L - IV) along with

two criterion measures viz., (1) Torrsnce Circles Test and
(2) fetivities checklist were administered to children

in the same fashion described in the pilot sludy. Toe

only difference was that the final tests were short. Hence
testing took two hours (approximstely) including the time
of ingtruections and was done in single gesgsions The

investigator himpelf conducted the testing. Instructions

3

weve orelly given 2e described esrlier (see Chapter 6).

=g usual eech item wes individdallf timed, for Worrxence's
fest, directions given in the menuel (Torrance 262) were
followed. Us were supnlied with activities checklist end
the investizetor reed each of the ectivities one aitbex

the other while the Sg checked those activities they had
done. Sufficient time weg allowed for writing about
activities they had done but not found in the list. Order

in which the tests were sdainistered wes &z follows:
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oy I, 1T, IIT, IV, circles and efivities Checklist.

Teacher r=tines were token seperately ifroa tsechers

nominetcd by the headmezber. 7The inwvesztigator acqueinted

Scoring: Ucoring keys were necesser

s 2ot it s S i S

and orizinality scorinz in the cese of 0¥ I and 11, and

for number of correct products in the ca of CRI III.

Tlexibility and o?iginality keys were developed on the

]

basie of responses given by 100 g Trowm the pilot study

seaple., The 100 s (50 from esch of the two areas viz.,
Udipi end Dharvar; were selected randomly,
responses viere lisbed ivemwise Clagses were decided

crbitrerily. The investigator's discretion combined wit

sinilarity of r
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Yerys for originality scoring were developsd 25 follows:

Those responses which occurred four times or less were
retained &g rars responses. The lists of responses

~

swige) were supplicd to two judzes esking thet to decide
which of the resconses were obviously not original.

2esponses for which the dacision of the two judges concurred

2g not originel were rejected. Thesekeys however got
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B

enlérzed while scorinzg, by addation of fen wore responpes
which did not occur mreviously and were considered to be
orizinal by the invesvigetor. This amount of freedom
hes been made possible in other teste too (Torvence: 262,
)

Sarron: 23

=

. “he keyve

given in the envendix .

Tircles test was scored according to the keys given
in the divections &nd scoring manuel develoved by Torxrence
(262). fctivities chechilist wes scored in the following

were eximined for

o

[eA
&)

S,

manner - Checklists from ninetby
frequency of checls for each of the 100 items. “hosge items

“which were checked by more than twentyfive Ss were rejected,

Thus fortysiz items were to be rejectec. Only Iiftylour
itens were regarded for scoring. DMuober of items checked

fiftyfour items »lus & veight of three

t

tivity written

"n the folloning section of this chapter statisticel

.,

enelysis of the date hep been prescented.

In the previous section, how 11 scores from the four

tests of the bvattery CRM I - IV end the six criterion

~



medsures from three different procedureg namely Torrance's
circles test, Teacher's Ratinezs and dcbivities checklist
ere obtained was degcribed. Of these, the last measufﬁ
obtained through checklist +ili be used ceutiously ef a

er described the nature

ok

I e em s o o e
later svage. The present chap

of the reagining sixteen score

-y

&3]

scoxriny procecures to ve retained to give & conposite

crectivity measure. Addition and multiplication machines
were emsloyed in computine 211l stetistics to be glven

herecafter:

“ﬂ

wards.

T.eang and S5.Da: !'eang ond stendard devietiom of the

sixteen measures (rew scores: hove been precented in Table
These have beeﬁ celeulated using the fozaul s (1) and (16)
given in Garret (90). The sizxteen messures have been
coded using 2lphabets vim., 4 to 2. Herewfterwards scores
mill be referred throuch vespective codes. 'fhis hag beexn
siuply for the scke of convenience anc codes do not carxy

eny other abbrevisted meening excent thet they stand for

the resoective lypothegised factor content.

Transformation into Compareble Unite:

e o v it e T B o e T e e i A ot Y ok e St S 6

Obviously some of the distributions seen to be

nositively skezwed. It ig, however, decided to treat

¥
:

the disgtributions as thev sre, for the reagon thay

gvatigticoally, thus finslising

10.



190

TABLE 10

Means and Standard Deviations of the 16 measures of
Creativity (CRM I - IV and criterion
measures) for 230 X std. children

Score ( froge?:vf(gc): ores) " Standard Deviation (G)
A 19.0304 6.6256
B 11.7826, ‘ 2.7522
C 3.5478 2.5276
D 22 .6261 12.4785
B 17.1826 6.7122
F 13.6304 4.6497
G 3.6652 2.4166
H 12.6913 " T7.1582
I 6.2043 ) 2.5584
J 343913 27000
X 2.3826 1.6075
L 6.3088 4.5057
M 4,9261 3.3147
N 4.7044 4.8991
0 11.5000 B.4230
P 4.3870 3.5829
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of resnonseg to individual tests namely CRM X, II, IV and
Torrance's Circles Test and besyr interrelstionships emong

thenselver. ‘fny nor.rlisation would tell differently

on different score -~ distributions and hence interreletionships

o

will be affected.

n order to meke coupfrigon poesible, row scores
T D e 2 mob e A Daa S A ey S 2 £ 50
heve been converted into stendard scores of mesn ol LU

and O~ of 10 using linezr transgformation cquation no. 19.2
~iven by *uilford (113 given in Chepter 5. Tor all

future calculation standsrd scores would be employed and

would be treated ag if the are raw scores.

A study of intercorrelations: In order to study the

i e St i s i g e i e s e e P 20 S 2t 9o R o R o 4 1t

nature of relationship among the eleven creativity nessures

derivel fro.a the tosts unler considerstion and o gee how

meny of these neasures fre glgnificently related to
criterion meamures, coefficlents of correlsestion among 21l

the sixteen me2gures hove bsen computed. Ag already

pointed standard score equivaleﬁts»of roy scores hove been
employed in computing intercorrelations. Jormula (32)
given by Oerret (92).has been utilised for computations.

inter-correlations fmong the sixteen measures have been

presented in Table 171,

«

-~



Yature of esch of the eleven messures under study in
terme of sicmificant relstbionships with the five criterion

ryelation

matrix hes

wete L
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been Giscussed in the following paragraphs.

i1, as hypothesised, has shown significent relation -

ghix with fluency score 'D' froa circles test. 4 has no
sisnificent reletionshipg with 'P'. There 1s no gufficlient
sround to believe tLg? score 'B', hvpothesised to go with
flexibility score 'I1' from “ircles Tess. tos 1t has eny
significant relationghins with vescher's etings. Instoead N

it hes gone with fluency score.

£

'$' ap hypothesiged, nas significeant relationshin =with

'3t originality score from Zircles Test &nd hizghly significont

'

h 'D'( teacher ratings ) indicating thatb

teachers have regerded 'originelity' in theilr rETINES . ’
- fend = A

’ﬁ‘, hypoth?siseé to go with elaboration h&s
significent relctionshin with teachers retings., It is
ite vossible that teacherg have regazded'elaborative
ebility. Towever D hfs no significent relationshipy with
elrboration score 'C' of -ecirvcles test. It is also possible

1

that 'econtent' of elaboration score differed in the two



TABLE 11

Correlation Matrix: Showing inter-correlations among
16 creativity measures obtained from a
sample of 230 X std. children

A B C D B F G H

846 499 438 693 698 436 4738
483 413 =504 562 450 440
520 390 411 499 377

M7 452 379 674

919 517 483

537 470

351

W O =# B " o4 H H o &W @ U o W &=

Note: Decimal points omitted.
*For 4f 228 r 13 significant at .05 level.
*PFor 4f 228 r .17 significant at .01 level.

VA



TABLE 11

Correlation Matrix
(Continued)

195

I J K L M N 0 P
A 178 007 =063  167* 114 =034 084 016
B 242 127 023 131* 093 -082 069 080
¢ 054 007 =069 018 040 130 094  241*
D 086 031 =023 - -049 -022  O71 084  209*
E 072 010 =063 043 045 -028 =045 040
F 083" 038 =061 051 066 006 000 032
G 019 005 025 O72 09  188% 113 138
B 029 097 =021 =024 =032  OT1  199%  227¥
I 411 347 269% 337* 092 179%  293*
3 791 108 211% =019 096 - 245*
X 098 =093 =073 019  259%
L 872 469 736 143
i ‘ 499 765 132
N 549 159
0 134
P

Yote: Decimal points omitted.

*For df 228 r » .13 significant at .05 level.
*For 4f 228 r 3> 17 significant at .01 level.
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It igs notebly strenge that 'M' has feiled to go

o

weme ig the case

¥

J s
g
4]

]
<

O

By
ot
i)

o)

(]

>

ot
prn
O]

[}

[

O

o

B

[0

9]

1]

ot

H

4]

w

°

3

with '®' showing 1little reason to believe that ¥ differed

from 'Y,

Tt is dmportant to note thot 'G' a5 hypothesised,

.y - N L QPR P kS o ™t -
haz zhown significan I oend 'PY asg
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T

its peer 77 4dicd.

"' hag ghown significent relationship with 'O
{(elaboration) and also with teachers redtings (P).

‘I supnﬁsed a gymbolic test, score shong si
relationghiyz vwith thr:ze of the circles test scores, T, i
and 7; and also with teccher ratings (P). iwen though
factorial nature of thig score cennot be speculcted here,

the zelationshine cre sufticient to retain it s @

o

cres tijj'i'fj,y‘ messure.

)

'J' differs from 'I' in thet it hag significant

relationship with X and P only. ¥ differs from J and I

3
<

in thet 1t is related significently with T only.

Jownes kil

ox

o]
el

the correlation coefficients among the

measures of the first cluster £, B, C, and D is .41 &nd -

ey

lowest of the correletion coefficients @uong the reasures

s ~ -

of the second cluzter 3, &, { and

tert
(53

is .35. Thnis is

o}



conparable =ith the lowesh of the corg

of gimilar meestres from circles vest

0}, which ig .469.
the muWEizle'measures derived froa C7

“igegmires I, J and X being symboli

b
-+
O
oy
B
<y
[

blv positive signi

F2 10 Sy T - P, - - o T T
T3 meegures 9s well 2z with P.

n order to rotain any score in t

o be develomned, the following conditi

&

reasonable.

o be retained, a measure sghould
correleted with at lcast one of the cr

fthis is irresnective of foctorisl orl

clueter (1o which it helonss) in terus
with eriterion measures. “hese points

clear in the 8bove discussion.

2001

eletion coefficients

ciuster (L, ¥, IT and

Thig scewms to be surfficient to shows that

I'apd IT difrfered

rneagsures from circles

e in content differ
IT as evident from

to.  Secondly they

=

slationshins with

<

he composite messure

cngs seemned

be (1Y gignificently

iterion peapures

entation which is

fron its peers 1v

0f ite relationships

have been made



Tn conclusion, it can be said thet except B, T and i
211 measvres 2re qualified to give a composite cre eativity
index. 5, B and T scores heve bheen rejected. LT, 0,
“, T, 7, J end & beve been retzined to form o comnowlie
me-gurel of crestivity. This will be hereefterwérds
r=ferred to ss ° corposite creetivity index’ or T.U. .. which
ig nothine but o siwle sum of stonderd scorss of elight
veriables chomer viz., , ¢, &, 1, ¥, 7, J and .
teen £pd 9.7, of the gomposite creativily iadex: s
me s 0.5 end intercorrelstions for the cight creativity
necaures sre svallsble, mean end s.d of their composite
(i.e., compogite cregtivity 1 index) obtarned by adding the
stenlerd scores, heve been computed using the formales
A .33 and 7 %4 ziven in Gui3;ord‘{113‘ respectively.
Teen end S.7. of $wT.7.T (F=230) have been found to be
respectively 400.27 and 40.82.
“ext chepler derls with vzlidity end reliebility
the compozite messure begides thnrowiln light into
factorial neture of the scores. n atteapt to establish



