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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The capacity to create and the experience of having one's cre­

ations deemed worthy by critical acclaim are generally regarded as 

separate aspects of any creative endeavor. It is a well-established 

fact that only a portion of gifted persons are able to conquer these 

two estates during the time of their life. A great many never live to 

see their works achieve recognition. Instead, as often happens, 

posterity bestows success upon their accomplishments and upon them; 

whereas the society in which they lived may have virtually failed to 

acknowledge their existence. It may also transpire that many--perhaps 

even most of those who do not achieve recognition in their own life­

time--will be forgotten forever. 

On the other hand, there are creative individuals who are able 

to see their work gain recognition during their own lifetime. Per­

sonality differences between these two groups of creative individuals 

(i.e., those who achieve recognition in their own time and those who 

do not) have not been studied extensively. It has not been determined 

for example, whether successful creative individuals manifest a dif­

ferent cognitive style and problem solving orientation, than other 

gifted, but unsuccessful, persons who are in the same field of endeavor. 

It has also not been established whether successful creative men and 

women differ from each other along these dimensions. The paucity of 

1 
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research in this area gives rise to the problem as to whether viable 

comparisons of cognitive process variables and other personality di­

mensions can be made. That is to say, does the achievement of having 

one's creative work recognized in one's lifetime make a difference in 

terms of the personality characteristics of the achiever? By the same 

token, do the personality characteristics of the creative person deter­

mine whether that individual will be successful (acclaimed) or unsuc­

cessful (unacclaimed) in his or her chosen field? 

It could be stated at the outset that becoming acc1aimed for 

what one produces is for the most part, if not entirely, a matter of 

chance. As an example, the argument could be made that, the fact that 

Melville's Whale was virtually unacclaimed in the nineteenth century 

and in the twentieth century became known as the "Great American 

Novel," was in no way a function of the personality makeup of Herman 

Melville, but rather was a result of luck, or factors (e.g., social, 

political, etc.) that conspired to detain the recognition of true 

genius. Though a persuasive argument could be made along these lines, 

it still does not suppress the importance for social scientists to in­

quire into the relationship between personality and success in order 

to discover if there are more than chance factors at work. 

The need for this type of research was elaborated upon by 

Stein (1962) in a monograph written nearly twenty years ago, in which 

he called for a cooperative effort in studying recognized creative 

individuals by means of administration of a core battery of tests, in­

cluding measures of cognitive style, personality, and environment: 
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Unless some such program is undertaken it is likely, judging from 
the history of other assessment areas, that the research of 
the future will continue to produce a proliferation of technique­
oriented studies on diverse groups without any necessary incre­
ments in our understanding of the creative individual or in our 
ability to predict who those individuals will be who will make 
future creative contributions. (1962, p. 87) 

Despite the numerous studies on learning in gifted children, and the 

theoretical formulations that have evolved concerning the nature of 

cognitive development, we have not yet arrived at a level of under-

standing twenty years hence, "to predict who those individuals will be 

who will make future contributions." It is toward this goal that the 

present study has been directed. 

Thus, there is an existing need to find valid constructs to 

serve as predictors of creative achievement. In working towards this 

goal the attempt was made to determine whether a group relatively sue-

cessful and unsuccessful male and female artists, were similar and/or 

different in terms of the following personality dimensions: (1) cog-

nitive style (field dependence-independence); (2) problem finding; 

(3) problem solving; (4) self-concept; (5) gender; and (6) socio-

economic status. 

Cognitive style, in terms of field dependence-independence 

refers to the opposite poles of the global-articulated dimension of 

cognitive functioning (Witkin, et al., 1977). Field dependence is as-

sociated with global functioning, which is characterized by the tendency 

to passively adhere to the structure of the prevailing stimulus field. 

Field independence is associated with articulated functioning where 

the tendency exists to analyze the stimulus field and to structure 

experience. The present study attempts to investigate whether this 
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variable endures as a valid construct among differentiated groups of 

creative individuals. 

Problem finding refers to the ability to find and formulate problems, 

and to raise questions from ill-defined problems. Problem finding is 

considered by Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) to be the essence of 

"the creative vision." In the present study it served as an exploratory 

variable for purposes of comparison of successful and unsuccessful 

artists in relation to cognitive style, problem solving, and self­

concept. Problem solving, in terms of adaptive flexibility, is the 

ability to restructure and redefine (Guilford, 1980). In terms of the 

structure-of-intellect (SI) model it is recognized as the "divergent 

production of figural transformations (1980, p. 1)." Problem solving 

ability was compared in both successful and unsuccessful artists. 

Self-concept, as defined in terms of self-esteem, refers to the feeling 

that one is "capable , significant, successful, and worthy (Hoffmeister, 

1976, p. 1)." It is also defined in terms of self-other satisfaction, 

which denotes the level of satisfaction a person has with respect to 

his/her self-esteem. In the present study, differences in self-concept 

were examined in successful and unsuccessful artists and in relation 

to cognitive style. 

Gender refers to the biological sex of an individual. In the present 

study, gender differences were viewed in terms of the field dependence­

independence dimension in both successful and unsuccessful artists. 
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Socioeconomic status was assessed for each subject and utilized as 

the sole basis of determining whether significant social class dif-

ferences exist between successful and unsuccessful artists. 

Artistic success/unsuccess was operationalized in terms of 

critical recognition. The criteria upon which this definition is 

based is outlined in Chapter III. 

The decision to study artists is based upon the tradition of 

viewing painters, sculptors, and the like, as the main arbiters of 

creative endeavor. This idea is expressed by Getzels and Csiks-

zentmihalyi (1976) in their longitudinal study on problem finding and 

art: 

The artist has been for centuries the archetype of creativity, 
at least in Western culture. The artist's ability to shape inert 
matter into lifelike forms that, once created, take on a life of 
their own, has become a symbol for the human power to change, order, 
and improve the environment. (1976, p. v) 

The artists in the present study were comprised of Chicago-based 

painters and printmakers. They were all actively engaged in their 

work in terms of producing art, in receiving attention in art shows 

and exhibitions, and in trying to market what they produced. Some of 

the "successful" artists had attained national reputations, and many 

were eminent within "the Chicago art scene." 

Although it has for a long time been acclaimed for its art in-

stitutions and leading architectual innovations, Chicago has become 

recognized within the past ten years as an art world. It has become 

notable in this respect because of its creative artists, and it has 

hosted several international art expositions. Although New York is 
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generally considered to dominate the art world, Chicago has uniquely 

attracting features of its own. 1 To quote Franz Schulze, "There is a 

Chicago take on things, a Chicago attitude about things. This quality 

attracts art critics and buyers from esteemed art centers including 

New York, to give serious consideration to Chicago art (1981, p. 1.)" 

Chicago thus provides a viable environment in which to study artists. 

Inasmuch as the issues regarding personality determinants of artistic 

success will be reflected by the sociocultural context of the Chicago 

art world, it is hoped that investigation into these issues will fur-

ther illuminate the realities of this dynamic environment. 

Finally, the attempt was made to integrate the major findings 

of the present study with the philosophy of aesthetics based upon 

symbolic logic operatives. In this effort, it was hoped that insight 

obtained from the vantage point of philosophy would illuminate the re-

lationship between the personality of the creative artist and the making 

of that individual's artwork. 

Statistical Hypotheses 

In order to gain insight into the relationship between field 

dependence-independence, problem solving, problem finding, self-concept, 

sex differences, and socioeconomic status in successful and unsuccess-

ful artists, the following statistical hypotheses were advanced. 

Statistical Hypotheses 

HI Successful artists are significantly more field independent 

than unsuccessful artists. 

1A c · · ch· s T. ( P K · k 1981 · rt r1t1c, 1cago un- 1mes see . ra1na , , 1n 
Bibliography). 
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HI Successful artists do not differ from unsuccessful 
0 

artists in field independence. 

H~ Successful artists are significantly more field inde­

pendent. 

HII Successful artists are not significantly higher in problem 

solving ability (adaptive flexibility) than unsuccessful 

artists. 

H11 Successful artists do not differ from unsuccessful 
0 

artists in adaptive flexibility. 

HIII There is a significant positive relationship between problem 

solving (adaptive flexibility) and problem finding in sue-

cessful but not in unsuccessful artists. 

Successful artists do not differ from unsuccessful 

artists in adaptive flexibility and problem finding. 

There is a stronger positive relationship between 

adaptive flexibility and problem finding in successful 

artists. 

HIV There is a significant positive relationship between field 

independence and problem finding in successful artists. 

HIV Successful artists do not differ from unsuccessful 
0 

artists in field independence and problem finding. 

HiV Successful artists are significantly more field inde­

pendent and have a higher problem finding index. 
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HV There is a significant inverse relationship between cognitive 

style (field dependence-independence) and high self-concept. 

HV There is no relationship between cognitive style and 
0 

self-concept 

Hr Field independence and self-concept are inversely re­

lated. 

HVI There is a significant positive relationship between artistic 

success, self-concept, anf field independence. 

HVI There is no relationship between artistic success, 
0 

self-concept, and field independence. 

Hr1 Artistic success, self-concept, and field independence 

are positively related. 

HVII Successful female artists are more field independent than 

field independent successful male artists. 

There is no difference between successful male and fe-

male artists in terms of field independence. 

Successful female artists are significantly more field 

independent. 

Successful artists have a significantly higher socioeconomic 

index than unsuccessful artists. 

HVIII Successful artists do not differ from unsuccessful 
0 

artists in terms of socioeconomic index. 

Hrrrr Successful artists have a significantly higher socio-

economic index. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The Study of Creative Personality 

The attempt to understand what motivates the creative indiv­

idual to create, and to discover how that person differs from others 

has led to investigation in virtually every area of personality func­

tioning and human development. This includes study of the creative 

individual's genetic background, childhood, and adult personality 

characteristics, perceptual processes, problem solving and problem 

finding behavior. 

Some investigators (Cattell, 1906; Lehman, 1953; Wertheimer, 

1959; Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi, 1976) have argued that creativity 

resides in individuals whose creative products have achieved recog­

nition. While others (Guilford, 1959; Wallach and Kogan, 1965; Dellas 

and Gaier, 1970) assume that traits of creativity are related to crea­

tive production and are found in normal populations. Greeno (1980) 

makes the point that those who achieve recognition for creative produc­

tion have usually been working for years on the problems which result 

in their contribution. 

Nevertheless, there remains a cluster of personality attributes 

and cognitive dimensions which appear to be aligned with certain 

features of human behavior designated as the "creative personality." 

It has been generally agreed upon that the manifestations of this 

9 
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personality type vary according to the field of creative endeavor. 

Most investigators distinguish between the processes involved in 

artistic and scientific creativity. Specifically, MacKinnon (1962) 

points out that in scientific creativity the creator invests little of 

himself as a person in the creative product. Whereas in artistic 

creativity quite the opposite·is true: the artist essentially projects 

him/herself into the public arena. 

Empirical validation of differences between artistic and sci­

entific creativity in terms of personality traits was in part the sub­

ject of a study by Csikszentmihalyi and Getzels (1973). The authors 

found that the traits specific to artists as opposed to scientists were 

low ego strength, low conformity to norms, high subjectivity and imagina­

tion, and low self-sentiment (1973, p. 102). They advanced the hypoth­

esis that high sensitivity and self-sufficiency were demand charac­

teristics for all individuals involved in creative production. Whereas 

low superego and high subjectivity and imagination were viewed as con­

textual requirements for artists only. 

MacKinnon (1962) has targeted the personality of the architect 

as being a conglomerate of the artist and scientist. Yet, while the 

architect shares traits of both types of creative personalities, there 

is a marked tendency to score higher in aesthetic rather than theo­

retical value orientation on the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey scale. Mac­

Kinnon notes that this is the reverse of the value profile for sci­

entists. 

The comparisons in personality functioning between artist and 

scientist providethemost comprehensive attempts to differentiate 
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between groups of creative individuals. Such differentiation is 

necessary in order to arrive at a clearer understanding of the per­

sonality variables underlying creative achievement. Of special im­

portance in this regard is Barron's research on creative writers and 

Roe's work on the creative scientist and artist. Barron (1968, pp. 

240-47) found that his group of writers scored high on the Barron­

Welsch Art Scale and preferred figures that were free-flowing and 

asymmetrical. They tended to be of:high intelligence with high ratings 

of flexibility, originality, and independence. There were also in­

dications of these subjects being more introverted than extroverted 

and of having an intense fantasy life. 

Roe's (1960, pp. 66-67) study of scientific creativity revealed 

that eminent scientists are characterized by independence, curiosity, 

high energy and intelligence. Scientists, also found to tend to re­

main socially aloof. She notes that most of them were shy as chil­

dren and adolescents, and generally lacking in social interests. Roe 

concluded that there exist no marked differential characteristics be­

tween scientists and non-scientists, or between those in differing 

fields of science. And in her study of artists (1946) Roe determined 

that no criteria could be established that would indicate the ability 

to be a successful painter. These conclusions are particularly rel­

evant to the present study. Roe is one of the few investigators to 

carry out empirical research on the relationship of creative personal­

ity variables to career success, and her conclusions seem to beg 

further investigation. 

The need for continuation of research in his area seems par-
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ticularly evident in light of more recent developments in the study of 

artistic creativity and achievement. Csikszentmihalyi and Getzels 

(1973) for example, have found that successful art students differ in 

terms of sex and field of specialization (e.g. in regard to perceptual, 

cognitive and value attributes) (p. 97). And they are of the opinion 

that the fine arts major is most representative of those students who 

embody the personality characteristics associated with the artistic 

temperament. 

Other areas of development are represented by innovative ap-

proaches to art education such as Harvard's Project Zero (Reveron, 

1982) where the emphasis has been upon investigating the "development 

of artistic knowledge" {p. 38) according to subjective experience. The 

role of personality in determining success in the art field would seem 

an important area for art educators whose responsibility in guiding 

their students toward vocational commitment requires sensivitity to the 

differential factors affecting achievement. 

The Relationship of Cognitive Style 
to Artistic Success 

The work of Witkin (1950; 1962; 1954; 1977; 1971) on the di-

mension of perceptual field dependence-independence has stimulated 

considerable research over the years in a wide variety of areas re-

lated to personality and cognitive functioning. Such research has 

been aimed at demonstrating that there exists a broad dimension of 

self-consistency in terms of cognitive functioning--the global ar-

ticulated dimension--which taps the spectrum of the well known areas 
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of personality, i.e., social behavior, body concept, controls, and 

defenses. 

It is the aim of this section to explain the basic concepts 

of cognitive style, i.e., perceptual field dependence-independence, 

its relationship to creativity, and more specifically, to artistic 

creativity and artistic success. 

According to Witkin (1977) cognitive styles refer to "in-

dividual differences in how we perceive, think, solve problems, learn, 

relate to others, etc." (p. 15). Thus, cognitive style is defined in 

process terms, the emphasis being on form rather than content. 

Cognitive styles are also considered to be pervasive dimen-

sions, meaning that, they cut across the diverse psychological areas 

traditionally used to compartmentalize the psychic system. The pre-

mise of cognitive-style theory that broad dimensions of personality 

I 

functioning may be "tapped" by cognitive activities, had led to re-

search on the adaptive functions served by cognitive processes in the 

psychic economy of the individual (Witkin, Oltman, et al., 1971; 

Goodenough and Karp, 1961). 

The research on the field dependent and field independent cog-

nitive styles had its origins in the laboratory, specifically, with 

regard to perceptual-motor experiments concerned with orientation 

toward the upright in space (Witkin, 1950; 1954). Witkin and his 

colleagues performed a number of experiments in which the visual and 

postural frames were posed against one another, in order to determine 

which of the two was dominant in subject's perception of verticality. 

One of the chief means of studying subject's reactions to perceptual 
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alterations was the tilting-room-tilting chair apparatus, otherwise 

known as the Body Adjustment Test (BAT). A small room about seven 

feet in each direction was constructed so as to be rotatable on a 

horizontal axis. While sitting in his/her chair and facing the wall 

the subject could be tilted to the lateral right or left. In this 

regard posture was manipulated. When the room itself was tilted the 

subject's visual field was manipulated. Thus, either frame of ref­

erence--visual or postural--could be tilted while the other was held 

constant; or, combinations of tilt could be produced, in equal or un­

equal amounts, in the same or opposite direction. The subject's task 

was to adjust the chair to a position where he/she experienced it as 

upright. 

Witkin and his colleagues (1971) designed a test structurally 

similar to the BAT, known as the Rod and Frame Test (RFT), in which the 

subject, seated in a totally darkened room, was given the task of ad­

justing to the upright a tilted luminous rod centered within a tilted 

luminous frame. This same test was made portable and can be admin­

istered in a fully lighted room (Oltman, 1968). 

According to Witkin (1977) individual differences in per­

formance on these tests are similar. In the case of the Body Adjustment 

Test, some individuals perceive their own bodies as upright when they 

are fully aligned with the room, even when they are tilted as much as 

35 degrees. 

These represent the extreme of field dependent individuals. 

At the other extreme are subjects who are able to correct their posi­

tion to the true vertical regardless of their position or the position 
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of the surrounding room. These latter represent the extreme of field 

independent individuals. 

With regard to the Rod and Frame Tests, field dependent in­

dividuals are those who adjust the rod in line with the surrounding 

frame even when the frame is radically tilted. Field independent in­

dividuals by contrast are able to adjust the rod to the true vertical 

regardless of the position of the surrounding frame. 

According to Witkin (1977) the performance of most individuals 

falls somewhere in between these two extremes. Sex differences have 

reportedly been found in the field dependence dimension. Boys and men 

tend to be more field independent than girls and women. 

In the aforementioned tests the subject's performance in 

finding the true vertical depends upon the ability to disembed his/her 

body (in the case of the Body Adjustment Test) or the luminous rod (as 

with the Rod and Frame Test) from the surrounding context. A third 

test of structural similarity also requiring the ability to disembed 

a given entity from a surrounding context, is the Embedded Figures 

Test (EFT). 

The subject's task is to locate a simple figure within a com­

plex pattern. Subjects able to locate the simple figure within a rel­

atively short period of time are considered field independent, com­

pared with subjects who take a longer time to accomplish the task. The 

latter are considered relatively field dependent. As Witkin (1971) 

states, "the EFT quickly reveals that what is assesses most of all is 

ability to break up an organized visual field in order to keep a 
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part of it separate from that field" (p. 4). 

Witkin contends that these three tests have high convergent 

validity in the measurement of field dependence-independence (Witkin, 

et al., 1954, 1971). Some investigators, however, have taken issue 

over the validity of these claims. 

For example, according to Loo (1979) the measures of field 

dependence-independence can be clustered into two groups: embedded 

figures tests (EFT) and adjustment tests (BAT and RFT). Summarizing 

a number of studies which espouse the two-clusters position, Loo re­

ports that performance on embedded figures tests is highly related to 

performance on both performance and verbal intelligence tests; whereas 

performance on the adjustment tests is only slightly related to per­

formance on intelligence tests. 

Regardless of whatever differences may exist between the com­

ponents underlying performance on embedded figures tests and the ad­

justment tests, the designations "field dependent" and "field inde­

pendent" find considerable support as viable constructs relating to the 

perceptual-cognitive approach a person brings with him/her to an ar­

rangement of situations of a given structure. 

Characteristic differences in these approaches have been found 

(Witkin, 1954; 1977). The field independent approach is characterized 

by the propensity toward imposing structure when it is lacking, and in 

attending to the relevant details of the stimulus field or environment. 

By contrast, the field dependent approach involves the tendency to be 

overcome by the stimulus field and is characterized by the inability 

to attend to the relevant details of the environment. Field independent 
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judgment is thus analytical compared with field dependent judgment, 

which is more global in nature. The distinction between global and 

analytical accounts for the global-articulated dimension of cognitive 

functioning. As Witkin (1977) states: 

The person who experiences in an articulated fashion tends to 
perceive items as discrete from background, when the field is 
organized, and to impose structure on a field ••• when the 
field has relatively little inherent structure. In contrast, it 
may be said that experience is more global when it accords with 
the overall character of the prevailing field. • . • (p. 10) 

As already mentioned, the global articulated dimension has 

been conceptualized as cutting across broad areas of personality. In 

a survey of the literature on field dependence-independence, Witkin 

(1977) summons considerable evidence from previous studies to show that 

differences in social behavior, learning and memory, vocational choice, 

and a host of other domains of functioning in psychology and education 

have been attributed to differences in cognitive style, i.e., global 

(field dependent) versus articulated (field independent) functioning. 

Along these same lines the cognitive constructs of creativity 

and global articulated functioning (field dependence-independence) 

have in a number of studies been shown to bear a positive relationship 

to one another (Hoppe, 1978; McCarthy, 1977; Ross, 1977; Del Gaudio, 

1976). Creative problem-solving is believed to be facilitated by the 

ability to attend to the relevant details of the environment and to 

act, if necessary, independently of it. Morris and Bergum (1978) ex-

plain, however, that while not all subjects scoring high on field in-

dependence are necessarily creative, most subjects who score high on 

tests of creativity tend to be field independent. Most studies 
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attempting to demonstrate the relationship between creativity and 

field dependence-independence have operationalized creativity solely 

in terms of performance on problem solving measures with normal popu­

lations. Research on global articulated functioning and creativity 

conducted with recognized creative and/or gifted subjects is scarce. 

There is some evidence that the clues as to which component(s) 

underlie the relationship between creativity and field dependence­

independence rest in analysis of group differences between creative 

and non-creative individuals. In a study by Myden (1959) in which 20 

top ranking artists from diverse fields are compared with an equal 

number of non-creative subjects, there was noted to be a significantly 

stronger sense of psychological role-in-life characteristic of the 

creative group. Myden described these subjects as "inner-directed 

and not easily swayed by outside reactions and opinions" (p. 156). 

The analogy to field independence seems apt here, particularly in 

view of the early experimental work of Witkin, et al. (1950; 1954) 

where individuals were delineated in terms of their ability to be 

inner-directed in holding to the true vertical (versus those who were 

easily influenced by the surrounding framework). 

The results of certain studies on creativity and field de­

pendence-independence are ambiguous regarding the relationship of 

these two constructs. As an example, Wilson (1976) found in under­

graduate art majors a significantly positive relationship between 

creativity as measured by the Remote Associates and Original Uses 

tests, and field independence measured by the Embedded Figures and Rod 

and Frame tests. However, low correlations were found in this same 
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sample between field independence and creativity, the latter as 

measured by professor's ratings and Productivity Uses for Things 

Test. These results indicate that the relationship between creativ­

itY and cognitive style is not always clearly defined. Similar con­

clusions were reached by Brennan (1976) in a study in which creative 

ability in dance was found not to correlate with performance on E~ 

bedded Figures and Rod and Frame tests. 

Clarification of ambiguous results such as these is offered in 

an intriguing paper by Kirton (1978), who argues for the existence of 

a stable characteristic differentiating people in their ability to 

absorb novelty. He differentiates these individuals according to 

their tendency to either retain or destroy and replace existing 

paradigms. The former he labels "adaptors," the latter "innovators." 

Kirton supports Witkin's (Witkin et al., 1954; 1971) contention that 

individual differences at the perceptual level also pervade the higher 

cognitive levels. Kirton's study involving measured differences be­

tween responses on the Embedded Figures Test and the Kirton Adapta­

tion Inventory, demonstrates that innovators tend toward field in­

dependence. 

Another conceptual link between creativity and field de­

pendence-independence is provided by Del Gaudio (1976) in a study re­

lating the two constructs in terms of psychological differentiation. 

The concept of psychological differentiation, originally put forth by 

Witkin, et al. (1962) refers to the specific characteristics which 

correlate across psychological domains, and which appear to reflect 

tendencies toward more differentiated (articulated) or less differ-
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entiated (global) psychological functioning. Del Gaudio succeeded in 

demonstrating that there exists the tendency for more differentiated 

individuals to perform consistently high on the Remote Associates 

Test, thus suggesting that the analytical approach is essential to 

creativity. 

The foregoing studies appear to argue mostly in favor of the 

relationship between creativity and the perceptual-cognitive style, 

field dependence-independence (global-articulated functioning). 

Regarding the present investigation, this area of inquiry can 

be extended into an examination of the relationship between cognitive 

style and artistic creativity. Along these lines, Getzels and 

Csikszentmihalyi (1976) have remarked that, "an area where one might 

look for characteristics that distinguish the artist is the perceptual 

domain" (p. 31). Among the first to utilize a perceptual test in 

analyzing the process of creative imagination in artists and other 

creators was Hermann Rorschach (1951). The perception of human move-

ment on the Rorschach test, scored by the symbol M, stood for creative 

imagination or fantasy. As Zudek (1968) points out, a number of 

studies have demonstrated a positive relationship between Rorschach 

M and artistic creativity. In support of these findings, Zudek notes 

that, 

The only important negative study using the Rorschach with 
artists has been that of Anne Roe, but it can be severely critic­
ized on methodological grounds. Her group of 20 painters were all 
chronic alcoholics with a mean age of 51. A high M would not be 
expected for chronic alcoholics or for men in this age group. She 
made no effort to see if the painters could produce high numbers 
of M if asked to do so. Nor did she check on whether they actu­
ally still were productive as painters. (p. 538) 
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In his own study comparing the Rorschach records of successful, 

i.e., "good" or original artists with unsuccessful, i.e., "bad" or 

imitative artists, Zudek found that neither group could be dis­

tinguished solely on the basis of Rorschach M. It was noted, how­

ever, that in the Rorschach record the presence of primary process 

thinking, which is akin to Guilford's factors of fluency and flexi­

bility, could be used to identify creative talent and its productive 

use (Zudek, 1968). 

In terms of perceptual ability, Getzels and Csikszent-

mihalyi (1976) in their longitudinal study of artistic creativity, 

found that artists generally perform better than non-artists on tasks 

requiring perceptual skills. They noted, however, that artistic ex­

pertise in visiospatial perception should not be equated with artistic 

creativity. Rather, the former is merely a requirement of artistic 

expression and is independent of the cognitive ability to create. In 

this sense, the perceptual superiority of artists to non-artists ap­

pears relevant to the area of perceptual-cognitive styles and creativ­

ity. As an example, Clar (1971) found that field independence is as­

sociated with artistic interest. This result accords with Witkin's 

contention that persons who are more psychologically differentiated 

(field independent) are likely to favor and be suited for different 

vocations than less differentiated (field dependent) persons (Witkin, 

et al., 1977; 1971). 

The success of artists in their chosen vocation appears to be 

a direct function of perceptual ability when sex is taken into account. 
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To quote Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi once again, "Success for women 

seems almost exclusively a matter of perceptual abilities, which play 

no part in the achievement of men" (1976, p. 65). 

Thus, while the literature suggests that field independence 

tends to correlate with artistic interest; and that, artistic success 

is more a function of perceptual ability in women than in men, the 

question is still open as to whether highly successful artists have 

differing cognitive styles. 

This issue is addressed in a developmental study by Rosslyn 

Gaines (1975), who compared the perceptual skills and cognitive styles 

of 30 "master" artists to those of non-artist groups of different ages, 

beginning with kindergarten children, and including adolescent and 

adult comparison groups. Gaines found that the artists were signif­

icantly more field independent, as measured by the Portable Rod and 

Frame Test, than all other groups. Interestingly, high school 

sophomores were less field dependent than non-artist adults. 

In her study, Gaines dealt with the methdological problem as 

to what criteria constitute successful, or in her terminology, "master" 

artists. The criteria Gaines chose to define "master" artists were: 

(1) non-commercial productions; (2) economic dependence on their pro­

ductions; (3) recognition by professional art critics, and (4) peer 

approval. The artist's ages in Gaines' study ranged from 28 to 60 

years. 

In attempting to understand why the master artist group had 

superior scores on the Rod-and-Frame Test, Gaines put forth several 

explanations. Firstly, she concluded that the art profession requires 
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the ability to draft a true vertical. This accords with Getzels and 

Csikszentmihalyi's (1976) somewhat self-evident finding that artists 

are superior to non-artists in perceptual ability. Secondly, master 

artists choose a life style counter to the generally accepted cultural 

demands for achievement and success. Gaines notes, "It is possible 

that their superior scores on the Rod-and-frame test could be a re­

flection of their independence from cultural pressures" (1975, p. 

994). Here again, the relationship of field independence to artistic 

success is suggested by the remarks of Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi 

(1976) concerning the personality traits of the creative artist. To 

quote, "It takes a person who is cut off from others .• who does 

not depend on outside direction and support, to break away from the 

premises on which the majority bases its thinking" (p. 40). Sim­

ilarly, Gaines (1975) is explicit in stating that although the cog­

nitive qualities necessary for competence in the art field could re­

quire artists to "turn their backs on many cultural modes and mores," 

she acknowledges that superiority in field independent judgment measured 

on the Rod-and-frame test may represent a self-selected minority posi­

tion in society, insofar as many of these artists had career options 

at one time or another which were highly compatable with cultural mores. 

In summary, it has been stated that the field dependence­

independence dimension involves both the ability to find the upright 

in space, and to dis embed a particular e-lement from the surrounding 

context. This ability appears to bear a strong relationship to 

artistic creativity and artistic success. Studies investigating 
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these relationships tend to emphasize that perceptual skills requisite 

for artistic excellence may only partially account for superior per-

formance on field independent tasks. At a more complex level of per-

sonality functioning, field independence can be viewed as an inherent 

characteristic of the creative artist's self-chosen alienation in 

society. 

The Relationship of Problem Finding and 
Problem Solving to Artistic Success 

The area of problem finding has in recent years become a field 

of investigation in the areas of thinking and creativity. Tradi-

tionally, these areas were associated with research in problem solving. 

Problem finding however, is becoming a field of research in its own 

right. This is in contrast with the large body of literature dealing 

with problem solving as approached from the viewpoint of classical 

associationism, gestalt psychology, Piagetian cognitive psychology, 

and more recently the area of information processing. 

Problem finding generally refers to the asking of questions, 

the finding and formulating of problems, which from time immemorial 

has been regarded by philosophers, scientists, and artists, to reflect 

the substance of higher achievement. Immanuel Kant (1965), addressing 

this subject said, 

To know what questions may reasonably be asked is . • • a great 
and necessary proof of sagacity and insight. For if a question is 
absurd in itself and calls for an answer where none is required, 
it not only brings shame on the propounder of the question, but 
may betray an incautious listener into absurd answers, thus pre­
senting, as the ancients said, the ludicrous spectacle of one man 
milking a he-goat and the other holding a sieve underneath. 
(p. 97) 
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Kant assures us that we can deduce a great deal about an individual's 

intellectual ability by examining the kinds of questions he asks. 

Philosophers and scientists in the twentieth century have ex-

pressed similar opinions regarding the importance of asking questions. 

Einstein, in particular, has noted that the creation of knowledge is 

for the most part an outcome of question-asking and problem-finding 

far more than it is the result of question-answering and problem-

solving (Einstein and Infeld, 1938). Einstein is of the opinion that 

the searching question is what leads to discovery, whereas finding the 

answer or solution to a problem is often a matter of sheer technique. 

Einstein's own revolutionary theories about the universe have been 

considered in themselves to be the outcome of problem finding activity. 

A. P. French (1979), in commenting on this subject has stated: 

In the general theory of relativity we see one of the most mar­
vellous products of speculative but disciplined thinking about 
the physical world. It can be said to have begun with a question 
so simple yet so profound that most people would not think to ask 
it, or would be content with a superficial explanation: "why do 
all objects whatever their nature, fall under gravity with the 
same acceleration?" Einstein, by concentrating on this question, 
created for the first time a genuine theory of gravitation. 
(p. 111) 

Much of the recent literature in problem finding is not related 

to issues concerning higher-level cognition and creativity. Rather, 

attempts have been made to foster rational decision-making within di-

verse social contexts, e.g., community organizations, business and in-

dustrial firms, etc. Studies of this sort are entirely different from 

empirical research in creativity which investigates the nature of 

mental processes. 

As an example of the former area, Guthrie (1976) attempted to 
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identify classroom problems affecting teachers within the potential 

teacher education population of a midwestern university. He found 

that, although some teachers were able to name crucial problems using 

self-report techniques most were not. In a similar vein Hoyt (1977) 

looked to problem finding as a means of effecting centralization of 

career counseling and placement functions within educational settings. 

This was attempted by organizing a series of questions for students 

to answer about their career goals. It was believed this method would 

provide a valuable and efficient mode of helping students make career 

choices. And in a study by Yinger (1978) the classroom teacher's 

daily dilemmas were once again utilized to generate hypotheses re­

garding the use of problem finding strategies. Problem finding was 

in this study described essentially as a process of becoming aware of 

what specific problems needed to be solved within a general, non­

specified problem situation. 

Although similarities do exist between these descriptions of 

problem finding, and problem finding investigated in the context of 

artistic or scientific creativity, the differences between them are 

sufficient to allow us to distinguish between pragmatically-oriented 

problem finding research, and problem finding research aimed at in­

vestigating the creative process. 

The literature dealing with creativity as problem finding has 

to a large extent evolved from the work of Getzels and Csikszent­

mihalyi (1964, 1969, 1973, 1975, 1976) with creative artists. Their 

longitudinal study of problem finding in art (1976) represents the 



27 

first major attempt to formulate a comprehensive model of the creative 

process from the standpoint of problem finding. 

In order to understand the activities of the art students 

they studied, Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) devised a conceptual 

framework in which the creative process can be viewed as a response to 

a problematic situation. Within this scheme there are situations in 

which problems are presented and ones where they are discovered. Both 

types of situations represent extremes between which lie variations 

wherein corresponding mental processes can be inferred. Three "type­

cases" are presented, each containing the basic elements of a paradig­

matic problem situation. Type-cases 1 and 2 represent problem-solving 

paradigms, whereas type-case 3 corresponds to problem finding. In 

type-case 1 the basic cognitive process (i.e., dominant mode of 

thought) is retrieval, whereby the individual in order to solve a 

presented problem, plugs given data into a known formula to reach the 

solution. An example, would be to find the area of a square when side 

a is 4. 

Type-case 2 involves utilizing reasoning and logical thought 

as the main cognitive process. In this case the individual reflects 

upon the presented problem until reaching a solution that is known to 

others, such as, "How would you go about finding the area of a square?" 

The type-case 1, 2, and 3 paradigms illustrate the problem 

finding/problem solving distinctions. In the experimental situation 

in which the investigators explored creativity in art students, problem 

finding was sought after by having the experimenter pose a general 
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dilemma to the subjects. For example, some objects, e.g., fruit, 

automotive parts, statuettes, were laid out on a table and the subject 

was asked to arrange and draw or paint the objects on canvas in any 

way desired (1976, p. 141). Problem finding was evaluated according 

to the degree of personal involvement with the task at hand, in addi­

tion to scores on level of problem finding, and judges' ratings of the 

finished product. Since the general task was generated within an 

artificial (experimental) situation, it is not known whether these 

same students would have produced paintings of markedly different 

quality outside the experimental situation. It was found, however, 

that subjects who received high scores of problem finding ability 

also tended to reveal similarities in personality characteristics and 

in artistic creativity. 

According to Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) problem 

finding originates in the feeling that there is a problem to be form­

ulated. The authors contend that this holds true both in and out of 

the experiemntal situation. They view that problem finding is the es­

sense of "the creative vision," and thus assume that problem-formulation 

is the cognitive process which first brings forth that vision. 

Problem-formulation is operationalized as "selection and ar­

rangement of objectg'(l976, p. 88), in terms of the study of artistic 

creativity. Notable differences with regard to the objects at this 

stage were number (of manipulated objects), interaction (of artists 

with objects), and uniqueness (of selected objects). 

According to the authors, the next stage in the creative process 
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is problemrsolution. It is one of the unique fetures of this model 

that the problem solving stage is characterized by problem finding. 

This is seemingly a contradiction in terms, for how can one ask ques­

tions at the same time one is answering them? The authors contend that 

this is not a contradiction when viewed in terms of the need for prob­

lem formulation to persist in the stages of problem solution. That 

is, in solving a problem one needs to redefine what the problem is be­

fore the work is completed. Problem finding and problem solving ac­

tivities can thus be thought of as coalescing during the creative 

process. This makes sense when one considers that it is possible to 

ask questions about the questions one is trying to answer. Problem 

solving can of course occur along the lines of convergent or diverg­

ent activities, as postulated by Guilford (1973). 

These factors taken together form the basis for the model of 

the creative process as formulated by Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi 

(1976). This model is schematically represented in Figure 1. 

The model shows that creative production is a blend of many 

elements which form the creative process. The basic elements of 

creativity--problem formulation, method of solution, and the actual 

reaching of the solution--are seen as responses to problematic situa­

tions, which, depending upon the case in which they are known or un­

known, recognized or unrecognized, serve to delineate discovered and 

presented problem situations. In addition to these basic features 

problem finding and problem solving are distinguished according to the 

dominant modes of thought that characterize each. Although Guilford's 

concept of divergent problem solving has been predominantly associated 
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with creativity, or creative thinking, Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi 

assume that the finding of problems requires more imagination than 

the solving of them. 

Nevertheless, Guildord's factor analytic approach to the study 

of creativity (Guilford, 1959; Guilford, 1973; Guilford and Guilford, 

1980) has produced one of the most conceptually comprehensive views on 

that subject. The structure-of-intellect (SI) model includes five 

categories of informational content--visual, auditory, symbolic, 

semantic, and behavioral--each of which occurs in six different 

products--units, classes, relations, systems, transformations, and 

implications. The combination of these SI categories yields 30 items 

of information upon which five kinds of operations--cognition, memory, 

divergent production, convergent production, and evaluation are per­

formed. In total, there are 120 different traits that comprise the 

entire structure. 

The trait cluster of fluency, flexibility, and originality is 

what Guilford (1973) believes is responsible for creativity. Divergent 

thinking requires ideational fluency, but is most consistently as­

sociated with the trait of adaptive flexibility which Guilford de­

fines as "an ability to restructure or redefine .•• " (1980, p. 1). 

This factor has also been conceptualized in terms of the "divergent 

production of figural transformations," and is parallel to originality. 

Although Guilford has not established a sequential hierarchy 

for the development of problem solving ability, other theoretical 

conceptions have been advanced in this regard. Specifically, Piaget 

has postulated that the problem solving state, i.e., formal opera-
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tional thinking, represents the "final equilibrium" of cognitive 

development (Inhelder and Piaget, 1958). This position has been 

challenged by Arlin (1975, 1977) on the basis that consistent, pro­

gressive changes in thought structures may extend beyond the level of 

formal operations. Arlin argues for the existence of a more advanced 

stage, one which is characterized by problem finding processes. 

Problem finding is based upon Getzel's conceptualization of the vari­

able, and is defined as the ability to raise" .•. general questions 

from ill-defined problems" (1975, p. 603). The "problem finding 

stage" is based upon the criteria for stage model: sequencing, pro­

gressive integration, and qualitative advances in development. The 

model further implies that satisfaction of the requirements of the 

earlier stages is a necessary but not sufficient condition for reach­

ing the new stage. 

In Arlin's study (1975) problem finding, which formed the de­

pendent variable, and formal operations as the independent variable 

were both measured in each subject according to task performance. 

Arlin reports two critical aspects of her data that a significant pro­

portion of high problem finders were found at the level of formal 

operations; and that there were no high problem finders at the non­

formal level. Arlin takes this to mean that formal operations is a 

necessary but not sufficient condition for high problem finding. How­

ever, inspection of Arlin's data (1975, p. 604, Table 1) reveals that 

there are a substantial number of medium problem finders at the non­

formal level. Furthermore, this group along with the lower-level 
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problem finders seems to demonstrate a pattern of hierarchical order­

ing in the quality of their questions. The questions asked by sub­

jects rated as high problem solvers but not high problem finders are 

categorized as belonging to the relations and systems categories of 

the Guilford SI model. The implication is that these categories are 

"logically prior" to the implications and transformations categories 

which characterize high problem finding type questions. Clearer dis­

tinctions between high and medium problem finding are not yet avail­

able, and statistical inference appears to be the primary instrument 

for gauging fine differences in this area. 

Though the results obtained in Arlin's study do not appear to 

demonstrate the existence of cognitive structures beyond formal opera­

tions, her study does present intriguing possibilities in terms of 

viewing problem finding from a developmental perspective. Her hypoth­

esis regarding the formation of new structures related to creative 

thought has provoked somewhat of a controversy. Fakouri (1976) takes 

issue with Arlin's conclusions, arguing that problem finding can be 

interpreted as improvement in content rather than structure, and as 

such, this improvement he views as quantitative rather than qualita­

tive. Fakouri attributes problem finding abilities to selective mani­

festations of the problem solving stage. 

On the same side of this argument is Cropper, et al. (1977), 

who have attempted to replicate Arlin's experiment. Interpretation 

of their data supports the traditional view of problem finding as 

improvement in content and form rather than structure. Their data 

shows 14 percent non problem solvers to be high problem finders. 
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Cropper speculates that problem finding behavior might not be in-

dicative of a new level of thought development as much as a "predis-

position to creative responses." 

One of the potent differences between problem finding and 

problem solving activities appears to be the way in which they are 

reflected in vocational commitment, particularly in the arts. Accord-

ing to Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) fine artists are devoted to 

problem finding endeavor, whereas commercial artists tend to be more 

involved in problem solving tasks. The authors note that success in 

the fine arts is not purely a matter of artistic skill; in fact, the 

commercial artists in their study were somewhat more adept at problem 

solving technique than those in the fine arts group. The vocational 

choice of fine arts they suggest, by definition reflects the preference 

for working in discovered rather than presented problem situations. 

The authors are careful to note, however, that problem finding ability 

alone did not ensure success in the art field in their subjects. 

Other factors, such as the need to earn a living, to maintain self-

respect, and to gain critical recognition are crucial variables related 

to artistic success. Nevertheless, the authors conclude that, 

Despite personal and social forces that prevent more than a few 
students from attaining recognition, the longitudinal results 
show that those who endure in art are suited to their calling. 
They are not merely luckier or more persistent; they also possess 
the problemrfinding orientation that seems necessary for creative 
work. (1976, p. 183) 

What is unclear from these conclusions is whether problem finding it-

self contributes to the artist's ability to surmount the obstacles in 

the way of success. Apart from it being a vital component of the 
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cognitive ability to create, there is as yet no evidence that the 

problem finding orientation enables the artist to adapt to the legit­

imizing process which is essential for achieving recognition in the 

art world. 

In summary, problem finding and problem solving are cognitive 

process variables which are interrelated in creative activity. Pro­

lem finding can be viewed as the more far reaching of the two in terms 

of higher-level cognition. The finding and formulating of a problem 

is what many believe leads to discovery; solving the problem is often 

a technical matter. 

Problem finding and solving activities are seen to coalesce 

during the creative process. Creative problem solving has been 

studied extensively in terms of Guilford's divergent thinking factor 

and is associated with the triad of creative traits known as fluency, 

flexibility, and originality. 

Problem finding and problem solving can also be viewed as de­

velopmental concepts. Problem solving represents the Piagetian stage 

of formal operations. Problem finding is conceptualized develop­

mentally as the cognitive stage beyond formal operations. Empirical 

valididty regarding the so-called fifth stage of problem finding is 

uncertain. 

Both problem finding and problem solving abilities appear 

crucial to artistic success in the fine arts field. Success in the 

commercial arts appears to be more a function of the problem solving 

orientation in which the artist works in presented problem situations. 
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Success in the fine arts involved commitment to working in discovered 

problem situations. It is unclear, however, as to whether problem 

finding ability facilitates adaptation to the personal and social ob­

stacles that confront the fine artist in pursuing his/her career. 

The Relationship of Self-Concept to Artistic Success 

One of the fundamental issues in educational and social­

psychological theory revolves around the controversy as to whether 

positive self-concept is necessary for individual achievement, or 

whether rewards based upon achievement merely enhance self-concept. 

The belief in the power of self-concept as a source of attaining in­

dividual aspiration has historical antecedents in our society. As 

Scheirer and Kraut (1979) point out, "The proposition that a person's 

self-concept influences his behavior has long been a part of American 

individualistic social philosophy" (p. 131). The stereotype of the 

artist, in terms of temperament and life style, highlights this his­

torical trend, insofar as the artistic identity is for the most part 

at variance with American society. 

Regarding the aspect of self-concept itself, the question may 

be posed as to what this conceptual entity is and whether it is a use­

ful explanatory construct. A number of behavioral investigators in­

cluding James, Cooley, Mead, Sullivan, Rogers, and Hilgard have ar­

rived at different formulations of self-concept, and they have virtu­

ally all identified it as a core construct of personality. 

William James (1910) was perhaps the first recognized psy­

chologist who emphasized that a person's beliefs about himself will 
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influence his deci~ions and behavior. James identified two aspects 

of the self, one in which the self is regarded as a knower, and the 

other in which the self is an object of that which is known. This 

latter aspect James regarded as including the social self which en­

compassed the views and perceptions others hold of the person, 

C. H. CooleY (1902) and George Herbert Mead (1934) conceived 

of the self as an entity which develops out of social interaction, 

and which is formed by appraisals mirrored by other persons. Cooley 

emphasized that language contributes significantly to definition of 

self. In particular, he noted that what an individual labels as 

self--designated by pronouns such as "I," "me," "mine"--will tend to 

produce stronger emotional reactions than what is labeled as nonself. 

According to Cooley, it is the interaction of symbols with feeling 

that allows for identification of self. Cooley also put forth the 

concept of the "looking-glass self," which refers to an individual 

perceiving of himself as others perceive him. 

G. H. Mead expanded upon Cooley's concept of the "looking­

glass self." Mead postulated the self as a composite of social 

roles. According to Mead, internal self-regulation is guided by the 

individual's responses to incorporated estimates of "the generalized 

other," i.e., society at large. 

Sullivan (1953) also believed that the self arises out of 

social interaction. However, rather than focusing on interactions with 

"the generalized other," Sullivan emphasized the interactions of the 

child with significant others, particularly the maternal love object. 

Sullivan noted that the child strives to attain rewards on the basis 
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of what is valued by significant others and in so doing, internalizes 

those values. The self, or self-system is organized around the in­

ternalized values and around the tendency to fend off anxiety by 

means of "security operations." 

Rogers (1951) views the self in terms of the relationship of 

"the I" and "the me." The "I" refers to those inner attitudes, 

perceptions, thoughts, and feelings which remain unshared in social 

interaction. The "me" refers to the social self, that part of the 

personality which is available for public consumption. In Roger's 

view, the human need to be accepted by others accounts for the need 

to maintain and enhance the self. Threat to the maintenance and or­

ganization of self-concept produces anxiety. 

According to Epstein (1973), Hilgard apparently provides in­

teresting and substantial evidence to postulate the existence of a 

self-concept but makes no attempt to identify it. The types of evi­

dence he cites are "continuity of motivational patterns, genotypical 

patterning of motives and interpersonal nature of motives" (p. 406). 

Continuity of motivational patterns refers to individuals assessing 

themselves as they have in previous times, i.e., seeing that they are 

basically the same persons they were the previous year. And gena­

typical patterning refers to the human ability to satisfy a particular 

motive by more than one type of action. 

Taking these theories into account, Sheirer and Kraut (1979) 

make reference to four different component processes which in their 

view underlie any basic definition of self-concept. The first com-
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ponent is categorization, in which a person labels him/herself in 

terms of social roles and personality traits. The second component 

involves learning the socially-ranked desirability of a label, and 

this process they term evaluation. The third component is the ~-

parative dimension, "for qualities which are potentially quantifi-

able, such as intelligence or athletic skill" (p. 141). The fourth 

component is affective. In terms of self-concept the affective comr 

ponent refers to self-esteem, i.e., the overall feeling of well-being 

and self-worth. 

The self-esteem component in particular, can be seen as play-

ing a vital role in the relationship of self-concept to success in 

general. That is, the social implications of success seem to imply 

that self-esteem is conditional upon "success." To quote Erich 

Fromm (194 7), 

Since modern man experiences himself both as the seller and as 
the commodity to be sold on the market, self-esteem depends on 
the conditions beyond his control. If he is "successful," 
he is valuable; if he is not, he is worthless. (p. 79). 

There is some empirical evidence to indicate that in highly 

developed persons self-esteem has less to do with factors beyond 

one's control, and is more a matter of individual control based upon 

creative potential. This was the conclusion reached by Workman and 

Stillion (1974) in a correlational study relating Loevinger's model 

of ego development to creativity, in which the authors concluded that 

the more autonomous levels of ego functioning (associated with in-

creased self-esteem according to Loevinger's model) are positively 
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related to creativity, as measured by the Torrance Tests of Creative 

Thinking. 

Self-esteem, according to Gilmore (1974) appears to be an 

essential element in the creative personality. He states: 

There is increasing evidence that all genuinely creative persons 
have a basic quality of self-confidence, or self-esteem. It is 
difficult to explain their possession of such traits as persis­
tence, independence, tolerance for complexity and challenge, and 
sensitivity to the environment without the speculation that they 
have (or have had) someone close to them who has believed in 
them and in whom they have had complete trust and confidence. 
Without the assurance that someone, either in reality or fantasy, 
believes implicitly in their uniqueness as individuals, such 
persons would not be able to accomplish their objectives. 
(p. 31) 

A number of studies on self-esteem in successful creative 

individuals tend to support the general assumption that creative in-

dividuals have a relatively high self-esteem. MacKinnon (1962) found 

the most creative group of architects to be more self-confident and 

self-assured than subjects in the other groups. Barron (1968) re-

ported similar findings in a study comparing mature professional 

writers with student writers. Those in the mature professional group 

reported higher levels of aspiration and interests, while those in the 

student group were anxious and relatively insecure. Drevdahl (1974) 

studies faculty members from university psychology departments and 

classified his subjects as creative productive, noncreative productive, 

and noncreative non productive. Psychologists in the creative pro-

ductive group were found to be more emotionally secure than those in 

the noncreative nonproductive group. Similarly, Bergum (1974) reported 

that faculty members with high publication rates perceived themselves 
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as more individualistic, independent, and creative than faculty members 

with low publication rates. 

The results of these studies tend to support what certain 

other investigators have discovered concerning the relationship of 

self-esteem to artistic creativity and artistic success, namely, that 

successful artists maintain a generally more positive self-concept than 

unsuccessful artists. This difference is highlighted dramatically by 

Simpson (1981) who studied the SoHo art scene in New York. He states: 

Artists without obvious success feel that their creativity re­
quires them to maintain at least a symbolic marginality, if not 
precariousness, in their lives. The easy references some of 
these artists make to suicide plans, to doubts of their own 
sanity, to the manic-depressive emotional cycle to which they 
say their creativity is tied, and the acute adolescent self­
consciousness to which they refer in everyday conversation as 
incantations of marginality. Such self description seems to 
enhance the existential vertigo which they feel is necessary to 
hold their creative edge. The family and personal lives of the 
successful artists, by contrast, are stable retreats from the 
public world that verifies their identities as artists. Success­
ful artists may acknowledge the tensions and strains of their 
occupation, but they do not parade an existential precariousness 
or instability as evidence of their creativity. (p. 66) 

Success, according to Simpson, is defined by the young SoHo artist, 

as critical recognition and sufficient income. Thus, differences in 

self-esteem are not necessarily associated with differences in artistic 

ability among successful and unsuccessful SoHo artists, since attainment 

of critical recognition and income depend upon additional factors. As 

Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) note, "to be able to earn a live-

lihood and to develop a self-concept as a bona fide artist distinct 

from a 'sometime painter,' artistic behavior is not sufficient. One 

must be legitimized by the appropriate social institutions" (p. 185). 
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Simpson (1981) observed in this regard, that maintaining 

the artistic identity involves extreme delay of career gratification 

and tolerance for the vicissitudes of the art market. And Wheelis 

(1958) points out that art is one of the few vocations which is, 

"truly knowable only after long experience" (p. 207). Furthermore, 

Wheelis indicates that by the time such knowledge is acquired it is 

often too late for the person to easily explore other career options. 

In the art world then, it is apparent that extreme pressure is 

exerted upon individual self-concept and self-esteem in successful as 

well as unsuccessful artists. Although self-esteem is not mentioned 

specifically, Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) note that, none of 

the artists interviewed in their longitudinal study felt secure with 

what their art could accomplish. 

In summary, the aforementioned studies support the view that 

creatively successful individuals in art tend to have a more positive 

self-concept than less successful individuals in the same fields of 

endeavor. The studies do not lend any conclusive evidence, however, 

to the controversy as to whether these individuals are creative be­

cause of positive self-concept, or whether their achievements (or lack 

thereof) are what affects most of all, the self-concept which is be­

lieved to influence their behavior. 

The Relationship of Sex Differences to Artistic Success 

The comprehensive attempt to identify a consistent set of 

traits or characteristics in any group of individuals involves the 
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study of interrelated areas of personality. One such area of inquiry 

is the biological. The value in discovering individual differences 

which are biological in origin derives from understanding that such 

differences can be considered as specific in the gene pool of our 

species. In this regard, the examination of sex differences provides 

what Gray (1973) has termed, " .•. an unrivalled clue to the biolog­

ical and physiological bases of human personality and social behavior" 

(p. 442). 

In terms of the present study it would appear that sex-related 

differences in competition and achievement are of primary significance. 

Fundamentally, there is a tendency, as Gray has noted, for males to 

be the "epideictic" sex, that is, to be concerned with those behaviors 

which regulate population density control. He states, however, 

" ..• there are occasional reversals of sex role in competitive be­

havior, with the female becoming the epideictic sex •.. " (1973, 

p. 444). 

In men and women the antecedents of competitive behavior are 

seen by Bronfenbrenner (1961) as essentially different. He notes that 

effective behavior is a function of optimal regulation of affection 

and control, which differs for both sexes and involves different risks 

in the developmental process. 

Along the lines of these theoretical considerations, Foer­

sterling (1980) investigated sex differences in risk taking behavior 

as related to probability of success. The study involved 60 makes 

and 60 females, all of whom selected tasks which supposedly differed 

in objective difficulty. In addition to completing the tasks subjects 
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were asked to rate their probability of success. Results indicated 

that females selected tasks which were objectively easier than the 

ones selected by males. These same tasks, however, were perceived 

by the female group as subjectively more difficult than those for 

males. The conclusionsdrawn from these results is that females are 

more conservative than males in targeting objective probabilities of 

success; but females are riskier when subjective probability of suc­

cess is an indicator of goal attainment expectancy. 

Sex-related differences in competition and success such as 

those described in the aforementioned study can be viewed as a func­

tion of the need for achievement. Reviewing the literature on sex 

differences in McClelland's nAch, Davies (1980) identified as the 

principal factor related to women's relative lack of success, the 

arousal of nAch by different cues for both sexes. Other factors, 

e.g., low level nAch and fear of success, were considered by Davies 

as invalid in explaining women's relative lack of success. 

Arieti (1976) takes a wholehearted environmentalist position 

on the issue as to why there is a striking disparity between men and 

women in terms of creative accomplishment. He cites as inadequate and 

superficial the anatomic and physiologic studies purporting to demon­

strate a biological inferiority in women.Arieti believes the relative 

lack of success in women is purely sociogenic, and he states, "It is 

fair to assume that, given equal status and opportunities, they would 

have contributed as much as men" (p. 318). 

These theoretical and empirical viewpoints are relevant to the 

present investigation on artistic success in that, the art profession, 
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and for that matter the entire history of art, have been male-

dominated. Addressing themselves to this issue, Getzels and 

Csikszentmihalyi (1976) indicate that success in art for women is a 

matter of perceptual abilities, whereas for men it is more a matter 

of being rewarded for having a certain type of personality. To 

quote: 

Art teachers seem to appraise a male student on the basis of 
long-range possibilities suggested by his personality, rather 
than on his perceptual aptitudes; they seem to appraise a female 
student on the basis of the perceptual skills she actually dis­
plays. This may reflect a tacit belief that a male student will 
develop his aptitudes with time, while a female student who does 
not have them to begin with will abandon her aspirations and 
settle for more traditional pursuits. (p. 65) 

Taking this same basic arguemnt a step further, Wayne (1974) 

insists that women artists have been discriminated against throughout 

art history because of the romanticization of the male artist per-

sonality. That personality she terms, the demonic image. By this is 

meant the myth of the artist as one possessed of mysterious forces 

that uncontrollably express themselves in the creative act. According 

to this image the male artist is believed to have come into the world 

an artist, rather than having developed his creative powers through 

intelligence and discipline. As Wayne (1974) states, " •.• the 

demonic myth presents the artist as biologically determined--born with 

Promethean fires as it were" (p. 108). 

According to Wayne, this cultural stereotype provides the 

camouflage for male artists to be accepted as quasi-females in female 

positions. Thus, for a woman to be successful she needs to present 

demonic traits in order to offset the stigma of the feminine mystique. 
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In summary, sex-related differences are seen as valuable 

clues in understanding the biological basis of personality and social 

behavior. The process of socialization involves regulation of af-

fection and control and entails different risks for both sexes. Risk-

taking behaviors in competition and achievement are somewhat different 

for males and females both in terms of objective probability and sub-

jective perceptions of selected risks. 

Need for achievement in terms of cue arousal, is a crucial 

variable in explaining women's relative lack of success. Sociogenic 

explanations are essential to understanding the differences in achieve-

ment between men and women. 

Sex-related differences in success in the art profession are 

viewed mainly as the result of females having been rewarded on the 

basis of perceptual ability, and males for having been rewarded for 

having a stereotypic personality. This personality is seen as a cul-

tural manifestation of the demonic myth, which allows the male artist 

to be accepted as a quasi-female. Whereas, it is believed that the 

female artist must counteract the feminine mystique by carrying demonic 

markings, in order to be successful at her profession. 

The Relationship of Socioeconomic 
Status to Artistic Success 

One of the most commonly disputed issues pertaining to the 

subject of artistic success is that concerning the social class back-

ground and economic level of the artist. The familiar image of the 

starving painter struggling to complete a canvas while subsisting on 

a meager income is associated with artists such as Van Gogh and 
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Munch, and with the Blue Period of Picasso. It is common knowledge 

that such artists lived in utter poverty and that some became wealthy 

and famous in their own lifetime, while others did not. Indeed, 

Picasso and Van Gogh are striking examples of artists with such 

radically different life histories. We may also speculate as to what 

turns the life of Leonardo da Vinci would have taken were it not for 

his having a benefactor, The Duke of Milan, Lodovico Sforza. 

Such examples provoke inquiry regarding the role of socio­

economic factors in artistic success, and in achievement in general. 

In order to evaluate the extent to which socioeconomic status en­

ables one to succeed in our society some clarification is required as 

to the nature of social class structure itself. 

According to Warner (1960) social class is the result of social 

complexity. The social status hierarchy is viewed by Warner as a 

structural imperative, necessary for group survival in the face of in­

creased divisions of labor and diverse social units. The presence of 

class order is determined by the need for coordination and integration 

of these numerous and diverse functions. Warner believes that although 

technological advancement is a significant factor in the determination 

of class and status orders, it is the values and rules of the social 

system that determine the kind of technology and economic institutions 

that survive in any nation. 

In the United States, as Warner (1960) points out, the Ameri­

can Dream encourages everyone to achieve success regardless of social 

class position. Nevertheless, he indicates that certain contradic­

tions exist in the basic tenets of that vision. Specifically, the 
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assumptions that we are all equal, and that everyone has a right to 

reach the top, are seen as mutually contradictory: 

for if all men are equal there can be no top level to aim 
for, no bottom one to get away from ••. but only one common 
level into which all Americans are born and in which all of them 
spend their lives. We all know such perfect equality of position 
and opportunity does not exist. (p. 3) 

Despite these inherent discrepancies, Warner recognizes the powerful 

influence of democratic faith, in terms of its operating to reconcile 

the dilemmas of the American Dream. Specifically, Americans have 

insisted upon equal rights as citizens, and also have become quite 

proud that a great many of their fellow citizens have reached the 

peaks of success who began at the bottom of the social hierarchy. 

Having sufficient proof that in certain cases, " ... enough of the 

Dream is true to make all of it real" (1960, p. 4), makes it possible 

according to Warner for Americans to tolerate and adapt to the dis-

crepant parts of the proposition. 

Warner's schema of social stratification lists five specific 

classifications. In descending order, they are: (1) the Upper class, 

(2) the Upper Middle class, (3) the Lower Middle class, (4) the Upper 

Lower class, and (5) the Lower Lower class. 

The Upper class is composed of old-family and new-family seg-

ments. Old-family wealth is inherited from three or more generations; 

new-family wealth is more recently acquired. Families of the Upper 

class are organized into cliques and exclusive clubs. 

Below them are members of the Upper Middle class, whose in-

comes are derived primarily from business and professional enterprises. 

Members of the Upper Middle class generally aspire to the Upper class. 
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The Lower-Middle class is comprised of white-collar and some 

skilled blue collar workers. The Upper-Lower class consists of semi­

skilled or unskilled workers. Primarily it is the Lower-Middle group 

that is associated with "the stable working class." 

Finally, the Lower-Lower class consists of poverty-stricken 

people who are perceived by virtually all members of the social classes 

above them as "shiftless and lazy." 

The life style and value system of the socioeconomic group 

within which the family is a functioning unit have been viewed by a 

number of investigators (i.e., Douvan and Adelson, 1966; McKinley, 

1964), as significant influences upon the potential productivity of 

the family members. In this respect, Gilmore (1974) has remarked that, 

"the fundamental family relationships in the backgrounds of all pro­

ductive persons share certain qualities which we might view as the 

source of academic achievement, creativity, and leadership" (p. 178). 

According to McKinley (1964) socioeconomic distinctions are 

related to achievement motivation. Since socioeconomic classifica­

tion is based primarily upon father's occupation and educational level, 

it is indirectly a reflection of his achievement mastery. This view 

is in line with that of Hollingshead and Redlich (1958) who are of the 

opinion that in the family the father transmits the cultural values 

and mores. Their findings clearly demonstrate that in the middle and 

upper class families where there is a considerably higher level of 

education and occupational status, parents are significantly more 

attuned to providing nurturance for achievement in their children than 
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are parents of lower class families. Fathers in the upper social 

strata provide better role models for their children. And mothers-­

particularly those in the upper middle-class--tend to maintain a 

superior balance between structure and permissive practices in helping 

their children develop than do lower-class mothers. However, with 

many women seeking careers of their own, complex issues are raised con­

cerning the effects of maternal employment upon children's level of 

productivity and achievement. 

Moore and Holtzman (1965) found no difference in the attitudes 

of adolescent boys and girls toward academic competence in families 

where the mother worked from families where the mother was unemployed. 

In contrast to these findings, a study by Langner and Michael (1963) 

revealed that the influence of a mother's employment varies according 

to socioeconomic position. In homes where the mother worked full-time 

children's mental health tended to be poorer than in those where the 

mother was not employed at all. These findings were valid at all socio­

economic levels. However, in the high and low socioeconomic levels 

children experienced better mental health in home environments where 

the mother was employed part-time. Similar findings were reported by 

Douvan and Adelson (1966), that low academic productivity in adolescents 

occurred in families of the lower socioeconomic level where the mother 

works full-time. 

The findings of these studies suggest that the families of chil­

dren from the lower socioeconomic levels tend to be less achievement­

oriented than families of the upper social strata. And though the 
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studies are not in complete agreement on the issue of maternal employ­

ment, there is considerable evidence that children are not only less 

productive but less emotionally sound in families where the mother works 

full-time compared to families where she works part-time. 

These findings partly accord with the data presented by Getzels 

and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) pertaining to artistic success and family 

background. In general, it was found that the successful artists, i.e., 

those who were still in the field 5 to 6 years after graduation, came 

from families of higher socioeconomic status than unsuccessful artists 

(those who had left the field entirely). Fifty percent of the fathers 

in the successful group were professionals and businessmen, and 50 per­

cent had white collar jobs. In contrast, the respective proportions 

for the unsuccessful group were reported as 27 percent and 73 percent. 

Socioeconomic differences between the successful and unsuccess­

ful groups were also reported in terms of mothers' occupational status. 

Apparently, 62 percent of the mothers in the successful group compared 

to 20 percent in the unsuccessful group were employed. It was not re­

ported whether employment outside the home was full or part-time. 

Thus, it is not clear whether these findings are at variance with 

those in the aforementioned studies concerning maternal employment and 

children's productivity. However, it was concluded that the working 

mother's education and occupation were more related to the son's 

artistic success than was the father's education and occupation (1976, 

p. 165). 

Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi(l976) offer two explanations as 

to why it helps to come from a higher socioeconomic background in 
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achieving artistic success. The first is that having the time and 

money to pursue a career in art is a distinct advantage in terms of 

maintaining the commitment to what is a relatively non-lucrative vo­

cation. A second explanation is that children born into a higher 

socioeconomic family environment will be exposed early in life to more 

sensory and intellectual stimulation. The authors conclude however, 

that not enough information is available at hand that would favor one 

explanation over the other, and they indicate that further research in 

in this area is needed. 

The practical necessity of having to work to support an art 

career appears to be a crucial psychosocial factor related to artistic 

success. According to Simpson (1981) fine artists who take jobs in 

teaching or in commercial art in order to pay the rent usually acquire 

secondary identities which often consume the fine arts identity. Also, 

Simpson points out that the older artists who endure economic hardship 

have virtually all received critical recognition; but, because such 

recognition is usually momentary, it does not bring lasting financial 

rewards. Thus, the older artist, " ••• works for the day when the 

critical success of a show five or fifteen years ago may be repeated 

or surpassed" (Simpson, 1981, p. 59). 

In formulating what he considers the desirable attributes of 

a "creativogenic" society, meaning a society which is devoted to 

facilitation of the creative process, Arieti (1976) considers that 

beneficial economic conditions are a minimal requirement. In addition, 

availablility of cultural and physical means is necessary, including 

provision of scientific equipment or material for artistic work. 
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In a related sense, large scale attempts to help artists sup­

port themselves are being made in Holland where the Dutch government 

has recently agreed to buy an artist's work if no one else wants it 

(Newman, 1982). Apparently, a rather extravagant system has been 

worked out whereby the government will buy from an artist rather than 

having that individual give up their career because of financial hard­

ship. In turn, the artwork is used by the government for civic pur­

poses. Thus, the artist functions in a sense as a civil servant, and 

is at the same time allowed to pursue his or her creative endeavor. 

In summary, socioeconomic dilemmas are seen as crucial in the 

attainment of artistic success. Of importance in this regard is the 

role of social class in creative achievement. Social class itself is 

viewed as the result of social complexity. The status hierarchy in 

our society is validated by popularized success out of which contra­

dictory tenets of the American Dream are tempered by democratic faith. 

There is evidence that achievement motivation is partly the 

result of social stratification, those in the lower socioeconomic 

groups being lower in productivity, and members of the higher levels 

being higher in competition and productivity. Some studies indicate 

that in families where the mother works part-time children enjoy better 

mental health than in families where she works full-time. 

Although the families of successful artists appear to come from 

the higher socioeconomic levels, it is not clear whether it is the 

material comforts which contribute to the success of the artist or the 

intellectual stimulation provided in the upper-level home environments. 
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Theoretical considerations as to the "creativo·genic" society 

are seen as relevant to socioeconomic factors and artistic success. 

And large-scale attempts at helping artists maintain a decend standard 

of living have been recently developed. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

This study investigates the personality characteristics of 

successful and unsuccessful artists. Two groups of creative artists 

were studied. The first group, the successful artists, was comprised 

of male and female artists considered successful by virtue of having 

achieved critical recognition for their artwork. The second group, 

the unsuccessful artists, was also comprised of male and female 

artists, none ofWhomhad achieved critical recognition for their art­

work. The nature and degree of critical recognition was controlled on 

the basis of criteria to be outlined in this chapter. 

All subjects in the study were Chicago-based painters and 

printmakers, all of whom were actively engaged in the process of 

creating handcrafted fine art. The study utilized correlational and 

descriptive methods and compared the two groups by means of vocational 

history data and various paper-and-pencil tests. It was hoped that 

both qualitative and quantitative data would reveal significant dif­

ferences between the two groups, that would adequately identify the 

personality characteristics of the successful and unsuccessful artist. 

Subjects 

The subjects in this sample were eighty artists· 

of both sexes. The subjects ranged in age from 29 to 48 years. The 

breakdown of ages for both groups of artists--successful and unsuc-
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cessful--is presented in Table 1. 

The data pertaining to the number of male and female sub~ 

jects for both groups are reported in Table 2. 

The subjects in the study ranged in socioeconomic status (SES) 

from the lower to the upper social classes. The distribution of SES 

for both the successful and unsuccessful groups in presented in 

Table 3. 

All subjects included in the study had acquired between 7 to 

12 years of experience in the art field beyond art school. The dis­

tribution of years of experience for both the successful and unsuc­

cessful groups is presented in Table 4. 

Though many of the subjects had, at one time or another, spent 

some part of their professional career outside the Chicago area, few 

had been to New York or any of the other prominent "art scenes" for 

more than a short time. All of the artists, with the exception of 

one, made Chicago their base of operations at the time of the study. 

The question may be posed as to whether any of the subjects 

were successful in another field of endeavor. As it turned out, 19 

(47.5%) of the successful group, and 31 (77.5%) of the unsuccessful 

group earned their living in a field outside of art. These data are 

reported in Table 5 along with the breakdown of vocational category 

for each group. It is not known whether the subjects were successful 

or unsuccessful in their respective outside vocations, since no at­

tempt was made to assess level of achievement in this area. 

The subjects in this study were individuals who came from 
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Table 1 

Subject 1 s Ages 

Successful Artists Unsuccessful Artists 

Mean 37.2 Minimum 29.0 Mean 34.1 Minimum 2 9. 0 

Mode 32.0 Maximum 48.0 Mode 30.0 Maximum 44.0 

Median 37.0 Variance 21.9 Median 32. 7 Variance 18.2 

Range 19.0 Range 15.0 

n = 40 n = 40 

Table 2 

Subject 1 s Sex 

Successful Artists Unsuccessful Artists 

Absolute Relative Absolute Relative 
Freq. Freq. (%) Freq. Freq. (%) 

Male 16 40.0 Male 21 52.5 

Female 24 60.0 Female 19 47.5 

Total 40 100.0 Total 40 100.0 
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Table 3 

Subjects Socioeconomic Status 

Category Label Absolute 
Freq. 

Successful Artists 

Upper 5 

Upper middle 24 

Lower middle (working class) 10 

Lower 1 

Total 40 

Unsuccessful Artists 

Upper 8 

Upper middle 7 

Lower middle (working class) 12 

Lower 13 

Total 40 

Relative 
Freq. (%) 

12.5 

60.0 

25~0 

2.5 

100.0 

20.0 

17.5 

30.0 

32.5 

100.0 



Table 4 

Number of Years Experience in Art Field in the Sample of Successful and Unsuccessful Artists 

Number of Years Absolute Freq. Relative Freq. (%) 

Successful Artists 

7 1 2.5 Mean 10.675 Std. error 0.216 

8 2 5.0 Mode 12.000 Std. dev. 1. 366 

9 5 12.5 Median 10.944 Variance 1.866 

10 8 20.0 Range 5.000 

11 9 22.5 

12 15 37.5 
\.J1 

Total 40 100.0 \0 

Unsuccessful Artists 

7 6 15.0 Mean 8.900 Std. error 0.229 

8 13 32.5 Mode 8.000 Std. dev. 1.446 

9 9 22.5 Median 8. 611 Variance 2.092 

10 6 15.0 Range 5.000 

11 3 7.5 

12 3 7.5 

Total 40 100.0 
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Table 5 

Distribution of Subject's Vocation Outside 

of the Art Field 

Vocational Absolute Relative 
Category Freq. Freq. (%) 

Successful Artists 

Insurance 1 2.5 

Sales 4 10.0 

Modeling 1 2.5 

Teaching (art) 8 20.0 

Teaching (non-art) 0 0.0 

Other 5 12.5 

No other vocation 21 52.5 

Total 40 100.0 

n = 40 

Unsuccessful Artists 

Sales 6 15.0 

Music 1 2.5 

Nursing 1 2.5 

Law 1 2.5 

Computer science 1 2.5 

Teaching (art) 12 30.0 

Teaching (non-art) 3 7.5 

Other 6 15.0 

No other vocation 9 22.5 

Total 40 100.0 

n = 40 
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virtually all walks of life and who had tried to make art their sole 

vocation. Only a few (17.5%) of the total sample were able to survive 

without turning to an outside vocation. For purposes of this study, 

material success (i.e., income derived from selling artwork,was not a 

criterion of subject selection). Nevertheless, it should be stated that, 

most of the subjects selected seemed serious in their artistic aims, 

so that for them art was more than an avocation. 

Selection of subjects was not determined by age but instead 

by number of years of experience in the art field, as the latter cri­

terion was thought to be a more valid indicator of artistic success. 

The distribution of years of experience for both groups is presented 

in Table 4. 

The determination of length of time in the art field was based 

upon the contention that once an artist leaves art school there is an 

interlude during which he/she needs to demonstrate career commitment 

in terms of (a) building a portfolio of artwork, and (b) establishing 

a social network by means of which the artwork may gain exposure. 

For purposes of the present study this time period was limited to 7 

to 12 years post art school. Thus, it was an implicit condition of 

subject selection that each subject had previously attended art school. 

The rationale for limiting the "make it or break it" time 

period to 7 to 12 years is based in part upon Getzels' contention 

that, "The former student who a few years after graduation from school 

has not begun 'making it as an artist' is not likely to 'make it as an 

artist'" (Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi, 1976). Getzels further indi­

cates that with regard to those artists who have failed to show their 
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work professionally, "It is still too early five years into their 

careers to write off this group entirely." It seemed reasonable 

therefore, to allow a margin of two years to the "five years" min-

imum, and to allow another five years as the maximum time limit. 

Thus the first major criterion of subject selection can be illus-

trated in terms of, 

and, 

> 

t . = 7 years nun 

t = 12 years max 

where, t 0 represents graduation from art school, and t . I , the nun max 

minimum and maximum nunber of years an artist was allowed to have 

engaged in painting and/or printmaking beyond art school in order to 

be included as a subject in the study. 

The second major criterion of subject selection, and the one 

which was utilized to classify artists as "successful" or "unsuc-

cessful," wat that of critical recognition. Operationally, critical 

recognition referred to an artist having had his/her show, exhibition, 

or general artwork reviewed in any one of the following respected 

bl . . 1 art pu 1cat1ons: (1) ARTnews; (2) Art in America; (3) Art Forum; 

(4) Arts; (5) American Artist; (6) New Art Examiner; and (7) 

Chicago Tribune (Art Section). 

1The list was compiled from suggestions submitted by two 
independent sources: (1) Head Librarian of the Art Institute of 
Chicago, and (2) Mr. Dennis T. Banning, Liason-at-Large (1981) to 
City of Chicago Council on Fine Arts; formerly Director of Creative 
Arts Services, State of Illinois. 
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Subjects were classified as "successful" if they had one 

or more published reviews of their work in any of the (7) respected 

art publications. Subjects were classified as "unsuccessful" if 

they had no published reviews of their work in any of the (7) re­

spected art publications. 

The essential characteristics of subject selection can be 

summarized as follows: 

I. Successful artists were individuals who 

(a) had been producing handcrafted fine art (painting 

and printmaking) 7 to 12 years beyond art school, 

and who, 

(b) had received critical recognition for their artwork 

by, 

(i) having been reviewed once in any one of the (7) 

respected art publications. 

II. Unsuccessful artists were individuals who 

(a) had been producing handcrafted fine art (painting 

and printmaking) 7 to 12 years beyond art school, 

but who, 

(b) had not received critical recognition for their 

work in any one of the (7) respected art publications. 

The frequency with which a given publication was the source 

of a published review is presented in Table 6. It should be noted 

that, the New Art Examiner was the predominant source of published 
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Table 6 

Frequency With Which a Respected Art Publication 

Was the Source of a Published Review in the 

Sample of Successful Artists 

Absolute Relative 
Publication Code Freq. Freq. (%) 

(1) ART news 1 2.5 

(2) Art in America 1 2.5 

(3) ART FORUM 1 2.5 

(4) Arts 1 2.5 

(5) American Artist 2 5.0 

(6) New Art Examiner 27 67.5 

(7) Chicago Tribune (Art Section) 7 17.5 

Total 40 100.0 
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reviews. The second most frequently cited source was another Chicago 

newspaper, namely, The Chicago Tribune. These data are consistent with 

the methodological decision to select Chicago-based artists as the sample 

population in that these publications--the New Art Examiner in particu­

lar--reflect the significant trends in the current Chicago "art scene." 

Design 

This study attempted to test theoretical assumptions about the 

relationship of cognitive style to creativity and artistic success, and 

to demonstrate that field dependence-independence endures as a valid 

construct among differentiated groups of creative individuals. 

The study examined artists actively engaged in painting and 

printmaking in the Chicago area. Two groups, categorized as success­

ful and unsuccessful artists, were compared in terms of the following 

independent and dependent variables: 

Independent Variables 

(1) Cognitive Style (field dependence-independence); 

(2) Sex; (3) Socioeconomic Status; and (4) Success in the 

art field. 

Dependent Variables 

(1) Problem Solving (Adaptive Flexibility); (2) Problem 

Finding; (3) Self-Concept (Self-Esteem). 

All the independent and dependent variables except for sex were 

treated as continuous data. Cognitive style was expressed as reaction 

time, i.e., number of tenths of a second required for a subject to com­

plete the field dependence-independence task. Subjects were not 
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compared strictly in terms of field dependent or field independent 

groupings but rather on the basis of scores on the Embedded Figures 

Test. 

Between-group or within-group comparisons were made in terms 

of relatively high (field dependent) or low (field independent) per-

formance scores. 

Socioeconomic status (SES) was treated interchangeably as 

continuous and nominal data. That is, SES was assessed by reference 

to indices of categorical information pertaining to subject's family 

background. The indices then yielded scores which were easily con-

verted into the well-known socioeconomic categories. 

Sex was treated as a qualitative variable. Male and female 

subjects were compared in both groups. 

All the dependent variables were treated as interval data. 

Problem solving, operationalized as the divergent production of figu-

ral transformations (adaptive flexibility) was assessed according to 

a range of scores. 

Problem finding, operationalized as the finding and formulating 

of questions pertaining to a group of common objects, was rated ac-

cording to levels of cognitive complexity, for which a quality index 

was computed. For purposes of attaining reliability in scoring, two 

separate ratings were conducted for each problem finding protoco1. 1 

Self-concept, operationalized by responses to questions dealing 

1one rating was conducted by the present investigator, and 
the other by someone well-versed in the Guilford structure-of-the 
intellect model. 
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with issues of self-esteem, was represented in terms of a collapsed 

score for the response pattern. 

Thus, all the dependent variables were continuous in their 

makeup. 

In order to acquire further insight into the personality char­

acteristics of successful and unsuccessful artists the study sought 

to obtain vocational history data for each subject. It was also 

hoped that these data would help serve as internal validating indi­

cators for the independent and dependent variables. 

In essence, this study examined perceptual-cognitive and bio­

social differences between painters and printmakers who had received 

critical recognition for their artwork, and painters and printmakers 

who had not received critical recognition for their artwork. Critical 

recognition was defined as an artist having had one published review 

of his/her artwork in one of the seven specific highly respected art 

publications. 

Between-group differences were controlled for by insuring 

homogeneity of subject selection criteria with respect to number of 

years of vocational experience beyond art school. Subjects differed 

only in terms of critical recognition. 

Age was controlled by substituting in its place years of 

experience as a more valid indicator of artistic success/unsuccess. 

I.Q. was controlled by selecting subjects with at least a moderately 

high academic background. Sex as a variable was incorporated into the 

study as an independent variable. Socioeconomic status was in-

cluded as an independent variable. 
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Procedure 

Materials 

The subjects in this study were interviewed and tested at one 

of two locations, those being either the examiner's office, or the 

subject's own art studio. Though it was the original intention of this 

investigation to examine all subjects at the examiner's office, this 

arrangement turned out not to be feasible due to the inconvenience im-

posed upon those artists whose busy schedules did not permit them time 

to leave their studios. Thus, the decision was made early on in the 

study, to obtain an equal number from both groups, of those subjects 

d h • • I ff• 1 teste at t e ~nvest~gator s o ~ce. These data are presented in 

Table 7. The remaining number of subjects (76) were then examined at 

their respective art studios. 

The investigator's office was shared by a counselor and was 

regularly used for interviewing purposes. It was a comfortable set-

ting, with modern furniture consisting of a sofa, two padded swivel 

chairs in front of a wide desk behind which was another chair and a 

bookcase. The room was relatively free from auditory distractions and 

served as a benign environment in which to conduct the research. 

The subject's art studios were also relatively free from 

auditory distractions. The subjects cooperated in insuring that the 

sessions remained undisturbed by external influences. 

The research conducted at the Subject's art studios may have 

1The decision was made after two artists from the unsuccessful 
group had been tested at the examiner's office, that location could be 
changed to the subject's studio only after two artists from the suc­
cessful group had been tested in the same setting. 
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Table 7 

Distribution of Subjects Interviewed and Tested 

Location 

Examiner's Office 

Subject's Art Studio 

Total 

Examiner's Office 

Subject's Art Studio 

Total 

in Different Locations 

Absolute 
Freq. 

Successful Artists 

2 

38 

40 

Unsuccessful Artists 

2 

38 

40 

Relative 
Freq. (%) 

5.0 

95.0 

100.0 

5.0 

95.0 

100.0 
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provided for a more in-depth view of the individual artist, the reason 

being, that the studios themselves contained an atmosphere central to 

the creative work being done by each individual artist. The studios 

in general, contained works in progress, and oftentimes prints of the 

artist's well-known artwork. Some of the art studios were a complex 

of formal art gallery and work area. It was always possible to make 

use of a wide table for purposes of interviewing and testing. 

Subjects were administered the following tasks: 

Embedded Figures Test (EFT) 

The EFT is Witkin's measure of the field dependence-inde­

pendence construct. It consists of 24 complex colored figures, each 

containing one of eight simple figures. The subject's task is to 

trace with a stylus the simple figure embedded in the complex. 

Each item is scored on the basis of time that is taken to find 

the embedded figure. 

Reliability for the EFT is high, with test-retest coef­

ficients of .89 (reported, for both men and women, with a three year 

testing interval between administrations) (Sixth Mental Measurements 

Yearbook, 1965). 

Validity of the EFT as reported by Witkin (1954) is extremely 

high. Gough's review of the EFT in the Sixth Mental Measurements Year­

book states that, " ••• one of the most attractive features of this 

test is its firm anchoring in a systematic context of theory and em­

pirical evidence" (1965, p. 210). 
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Match Problems 

This is a test of adaptive flexibility, taken from the Kit 

of Reference Tests for Cognitive Factors and based on Guilford's work 

(French, et al., 1963). Adaptive flexibility, or originality in 

dealing with concrete visual material, is measured by a series of 

match-stick problems to be solved in a given amount of time. The 

Subject's score is calculated by summing up the number of correct 

solutions in terms of the Guilford model, a high score requires the 

divergent production of figural transformations. 

Norms are available for adult populations. Adaptive flexi­

bility, as measured by the Match Problems correlated significantly 

with traits associated with creativity in a group of young scientists 

(Garwood, 1961). Another study using the Match Problems to relate 

adaptive flexibility as a function of art experience in elementary 

education majors, concluded that the Guilford test effectively measures 

related kinds of flexibility (Armstrong, 1968). And Rainwater (1964) 

used the Match Problems in a study on the effects of set on proble~ 

solving. She found that the Match Problems discriminated better than 

all other measures (Remote Associates, Alternate Uses, Consequences 

et al.) for females as to set utilization and creativity. 

Problem Finding Task 

The purpose of the Problem Finding Task is assessment of the 

cognitive ability to initiate generic questions and restructure stereo­

typed wholes. Assessment of problem finding performance is carried 

out by use of an array of 12 types of objects selected on the basis 
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of (1) stimulus value and potential use as components for "dis­

covered problems" (Arlin, 1974); (2) previous use in problem finding 

research (Arlin, 1976, 1975, 1974; Getzels & Csikszentimihalyi, 

1976); (3) previous use in problem-solving research (Dunker, 1945; 

Maier, 1970). 

The object array consists of: 1 C clamp; 1 black wooden 

cube; 1 plain wooden cube; 1 scissors; 1 box top; 1 box bottom; 1 

quarter; 3 candles; 3 wooden matches; 10 thumb tacks, two 6-foot 

(1.8m) cords and 1 small piece of red cardboard with a dime-size hole 

in the center. 

The subject is given a time-limited period (10 minutes) in 

which to generate as many general questions as he/she can. 

Success in problem finding is evaluated on the basis of the 

Guilford Information Processing categories 4-6. Scoring method is 

based upon the following categories: 

Problem Finding 

1. Units 
Low 

2. Classes 

3. Relations 
Medium 

4. Systems 

Intellectual Products (IP) 

Basic units of information 

Classification, taking into account 

different sets of particulars. 

Connections between units; part­

whole, cause-effect. 

Inherent properties of things, e.g., 

rules, principles, which make things 

work in· certain ways. 
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Proble~Finding Intellectual Products (IP) 

High 
5. Transforma­

tions 
Change of elements within or between 

objects (reversals, etc.) 

6. Implications Connection between two units of 

information; similar to traditional 

notion of association. 

There is a Quality Index, which describes overall performance 

of a subject's problem finding. The Index is computed using the fol-

lowing formulation 

Quality = l(catl) + 2(cat2) + 3(cat3) + 4(cat4) + 5(cat5) + 6(cat6) 
total number questions asked 

Arlin (1974) found that problem finding performance correlated 

.21 (<.05) with elaborative thinking. There is also some indication 

from study with the problem finding task that successful performance 

correlates significantly with level of cognitive development, spe-

cifically, formal operational thinking (Arlin, 1975, 1976). Inter-

rater scoring reliabilities have been found to be .84 and .80 (Arlin, 

1974). 

There is no standardized version of the Problem Finding Task. 

At this time its use would appear limited to gathering data for ex-

ploratory research purposes only. 

Self-Esteem Questionnaire (SEQ-3) 

The SEQ is an instrument designed to measure an individual's 

level of self-esteem and interpersonal self-acceptance. There are 

two subscales, self-esteem and self-other satisfaction. The test 

consists of 21 items. Twelve are the self-esteem items. On the other 
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nine items subjects rate the degree to which they are upset by their 

answer to previous self-esteem items. These latter comprise the self­

other satisfaction subscale. 

All items are answered on a scale of 1 to 5 points, ranging 

from "not at all" to "yes, very much." There are several items which 

tap satisfaction with self, e.g., "I feel sure of myself." Both 

scales are scored 1 to 5. Scores are reported as low, situational, 

or high. 

According to Crandall (1978) self-esteem and self-other satis­

faction factors correlate about .17 to .60. Test-re-test reliability 

is about .70 for both scales. The range of alpha coefficients for 

both scales is .80 to .96. Correlations with other self-esteem short 

forms is .61 and .40. 

Index of Status Characteristics (ISC) 

The ISC was constructed for use in evaluation of socioeconomic 

status (SES). It was developed in 1949 and remains in use to this day. 

There are four rating scales for the ISC. 

1. Occupation 

2. Source of Income 

3. House Type 

4. Dwelling Area 

For occupation there are 7 ratings ranging from professionals to un­

skilled workers. 

For source of income there are 7 ratings ranging from Inherited Wealth 

to Public Relief. 
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For House Type there are 7 ratings ranging from Excellent to Very Poor. 

For Dwelling Area there are 7 ratings ranging from Very High, e.g., 

Gold Coast to Very Low, e.g., Slum. 

The ISC is scored by multiplying the separate ratings for each 

subscale by an assigned weight, and then combining these into a single 

numerical index. The weighted totals are then converted into social­

class form: (1) Upper, (2) Upper Middle, (3) Lower Middle, (4) 

Lower. 

The complete index need not be used to derive SES. It has been 

shown that with reliable data two or three indices will suffice, as 

compared to other methods of determining SES (Warner, 1960). 

Structured Interview 

In order to have a viable means of facilitating rapport with 

subjects, a brief 10 question interview was constructed by the in­

vestigator. Eight of the questions were extracted, with slight modi­

fications, from the published journal transcript of an interview with 

a highly acclaimed artist (Issacs, 1980). The others were con-

structed by the investigator. These latter are marked with an 

asterisk (*). 

(1) How do you think of your artwork principally? 

(2) When did you decide to make art your career? 

*(3) Did anything in your childhood influence you to become 

an artist? 

(4) What other events in your life were instrumental in 

shaping your career? 
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(5) Have any of your known forebears, or current relatives 

been in the art field? 

(6) Which have been your most productive years, and why? 

(7) What has been your most difficult obstacle? 

(8) Have you been happy in your career choice? 

*(9) Where do you get your ideas from? 

(10) What are your favorite works or achievements? 

Process 

The subjects in this study were located through artist direc-

tories and slide registers. These sources of information were avail-

bl f bl . h h d . "1 1 a e or pu 1c use t roug state an c1ty arts counc1 s. They con-

tained relevant data about the artists, including formal education, 

shows and exhibitions, and critical recognition. In addition, the 

slide registers presented samples of the individual artist's work. 

Another source of subject contact was the list of 7 respected 

art publications used in determining subject selection. A number of 

subjects were contacted because of their having appeared in relatively 

recent issues of those publications. 

Still another viable source of subject contact was through the 

owner of a recently founded print center and gallery in Chicago. 

Subjects were initially contacted by mail at their studios,. 2 

The written request specified that the present investigator was con-

ducting his Ph.D. dissertation research on the subject of artistic 

1For the Midwest region: Illinois Arts Council; and Chicago 
Council on Fine Arts. 

2see Appendix for letter of initial contact. 
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creativity; that he was acquainted with the artist's works, and that 

1 
he hoped the artist would consent to participate in the study. 

Following the written request, prospective subjects were con-

tacted by telephone. The investigator identified himself and asked if 

the written request had been received. When the answer was affirma-

tive and subjects agreed to participate, an appointment was arranged 

for one individual interview/testing session. When the response was 

non-affirmative or vague, the investigator thanked the individual and 

indicated that if things changed, he/she was welcome to contact the in-

vestigator by telephone. In the case of a non-affirmative answer no 

attempt was made to re-contact the individual. · 

Those who agreed to participate in the study were scheduled 

within one to two weeks of the telephone contact. Numerous re-

schedulings were unavoidable. 

The individual interview/testing session itself was divided 

into three phases: 

(1) Structured Interview 

(2) Administration of testing battery 

(3) Debriefing 

At the beginning of the session subjects were seated and asked 

to sign the consent form. Next, the structured interview began. Sub-

jects were asked by the investigator for permission to tape record the 

1A prerequisite for having contacted any artist was that the 
investigator had gained some familiarity with that artist's work. This 
was made possible not only through shows and exhibitions, but from the 
public slide registers which have recorded on slides and/or microfilm 
the artist's principal works. 
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interview. When the subject refused, the investigator took notes on 

the interview instead. 1 

Immediately prior to beginning the interview each subject was 

told the following: 

There are some questions I'd like to ask before we begin with 
the tests. I believe I mentioned having seen your work. What 
I'd like to know is ••• 

(Examiner then asked Question No. 1) 
• • • How do you think of your artwork principally? 

Each subject was allowed approximately one minute per question. How-

ever, since the purpose of the interview was to facilitate rapport as 

well as serve as an instrument for gathering qualitative data, no 

rigid time limit was imposed upon this first phase of the session. 

Most subjects took between 10 to 15 minutes to answer all ten ques-

tions. 

During the second phase subjects were supplied with paper and 

pencil and administered the battery of tests in the following order: 

Approximate Time in 
Minutes 

Embedded Figures test 18 

Match Problems V 22 

Problem Finding Task 10 

Self-Esteem Questionnaire 15 

Index of Status Characteristics 5 

Total approximate time 70 

10n1y 9 subjects granted permission to have the interview tape 
recorded. The remaining 71 others did not want to be tape recorded, 
and so the interviews were taken by hand. 
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The second phase of the interview/testing session took one hour 

and ten minutes to complete, though the total time varied slightly from 

subject to subject. 

The first paper-and-pencil task administered was the individual 

form of the Embedded Figures Test (EFT). The test took approximately 

18 minutes and was administered according to the standardized direc-

tions (Witkin & Oltman, et al., 1971). 

Each subject was then administered the Match Problems Test 

(MPV). This lasted approximately 22 minutes, and the test was ad-

ministered according to standardized instructions on the test form 

(Merrifield & Guilford, 1969). 

Next, subjects were administered the Problem Finding Task 

(PFT). While seated, the array of twelve objects as previously de-

scribed, were displayed on the table where the subject was seated. 

The subject was then read the following instructions: 

You have before you several common objects. You may arrange them 
any way that you wish. In a ten minute time period, please raise 
as many questions as you can about any one object or any group­
ings of them. The questions may take any form you wish including 
the posing of problems using the objects. You can also make 
puzzle-like questions that are imaginative involving the objects. 
I will write down your questions. The only requirement is that 
you refer to one or more of the objects in her questions. Before 
beginning, do you have any questions? 

Each subject was next administered the Self-Esteem Question-

naire (SEQ-3) for which he/she was supplied with a computerized 

answer sheet and a pencil. Directions for the questionnaire are the 

standardized ones given in the manual (Hoffmeister, 1976). The task 

took approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
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Next, each subject was evaluated for socioeconomic status 

(SES). This simple procedure required no more than five minutes per 

subject. Evaluation of SES was based upon father's occupation, 

father's source of income, and dwelling area. 

Subjects were told: 

There are a couple of questions I'd like to ask, per­
taining to your family. 

1. What was your father's occupation? 

2. What was his primary source of income? 

3. Where did your family live? 

The third and final phase of the interview/testing session 

consisted of subject debriefing. Subjects were told the following: 

That concludes the testing. Are there any questions you 
would like to ask? 

Virtually every subject in the study was interested in the 

purpose of the investigation. Subjects were told that the study tried 

to get at the nature of artistic thought and artistic achievement. 

All other questions were handled in the most general manner possible. 

Subjects were thanked for their cooperation and dismissed. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The data which were obtained to test out the hypotheses pre­

sented in Chapter III consisted primarily of numerical test scores on 

measures of perceptual-cognitive functioning and self-esteem ranking. 

Numerically-indexed demographic data were also used in this study, in 

order to test out one hypothesis pertaining to socioeconomic differ­

ences and artistic success. 

Qualitative data based on individual interviews were con­

sidered separate from the objective measures, and were in no way used 

to reject or not reject the statistical hypotheses. 

Hypothesis I 

The first hypothesis of this study states that successful 

artists are more field independent than unsuccessful artists, meaning 

that, successful artists would have a significantly lower reaction time 

to the Embedded Figures Test than unsuccessful artists. 

Table 8 presents the mean reaction times for both the success­

ful and unsuccessful groups. It can be seen that the means differ 

widely, from 447.2 tenths of a second for the unsuccessful group to 

277.7 tenths of a second for the successful group. 

The means and standard deviations for the Reaction Time vari­

able in this table were tested for significance by means of the t test. 
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Table 8 

t-Value of Two Independent and Three Dependent Variables for Both Groups of Subjects 

Group 1 Unsuccessful 
Group 2 Successful Separate Variance Estimate 

Number Standard Standard t- Degrees of 2-Tailed 
Variable of Cases Mean Deviation Error Value Freedom Probability 

RTime Field Dependence--Response in Tenths SE 
Group 1 40 447.2199 183.975 29.089 

5.23 56.94 0.000 Group 2 40 277. 6874 90.814 14.359 

Find 12 
Group 1 40 612.9750 131.541 20. 799 -5.40 76.60 0.000 
Group 2 40 761.9500 114.838 18.157 

00 

Socio-Economic Status 
N 

Status 
Group 1 40 2.7500 1.127 0.178 2. 77 63.81 0.007 
Group 2 40 2.1750 0.675 0.107 

PSolve Problem Solving Rating 
Group 1 40 10.5000 4.006 0.633 -2.33 74.74 0.022 
Group 2 40 12.4000 3.241 0.512 

Esteem Self Esteem Rank 
Group 1 40 394.0500 47.946 7.581 -2.02 73.83 0.047 
Group 2 40 413.5250 37.624 5.949 
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A~= 5.23 ~>3.416), degrees of freedom= 56.94, with a 2-

tailed ~ = 0.000, indicated there is a highly significant difference 

between the mean reaction times of the successful and unsuccessful 

artists. 

Since the mean reaction time for the successful group is much 

lower (indicating relative field independence) than that of the un­

successful group, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis II 

The second hypothesis states that successful artists do not 

differ from unsuccessful artists in problem solving ability (adaptive 

flexibility) as measured by the number of correct responses to the 

Match Problems Test. 

Table 8 presents the mean number of correct responses with 

corresponding t values, etc., for the problem solving task for both 

the successful and unsuccessful groups. 

It can be seen that there is a difference between the two 

means of 1.90 correct responses, with the successful group being the 

higher of the two. 

The means and standard deviations for the problem solving 

variable in this table were tested for significance by means of the 

t test. 

A~= -2.33 ~>2.284), degrees of freedom= 74.74, with a 2-

tailed ~ = 0.022, indicated there is a significant difference between 

the mean number of correct responses given on the problem solving task 

by the successful and unsuccessful artists. 
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Since it was stated that there would be no significant differ-

ences between the successful and unsuccessful artists on problem 

solving ability, the research hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis III 

The third hypothesis states that there is a positive relation-

ship between problem solving (adaptive flexibility) and problem finding 

in successful artists, but not in unsuccessful artists. 

Table 9 presents the correlation coefficient between problem 

1 solving and problem finding for both groups of artists. 

It can be seen that the correlations in Table 9 are in the low 

range of .05 to .07 for the successful group, and in a negative direc-

tion and low range of -.16 to -.21 for the unsuccessful group. 

Each correlation in this table was tested for significance 

using the Fisher r to z transformation (Snedecor & Cochran, 1967, 

pp. 185-86). The z scores and corresponding~ values are also pre-

sented in Table 9. 

The Fisher transformation from E to quantity ~ provides a 

means of testing the equality of two correlation coefficients, and 

thus of testing the null hypothesis, p1 = p2• It is assumed that 

when p = 0 the distribution of r becomes skewed. However, the Fisher 

transformation allows for an almost normal distribution of E, and is 

virtually independent of the value of the correlation in the popula-

tion from which the sample was drawn. 

1Two sets of correlations are given: one for problem finding 
as scored by the present investigator (PFind I), and another for 
problem finding as scored by the second rater (PFind II). 



Tabil.e 9 

Fisher Z Test for Equality of Correlation Coefficients 

Hypothesis Variables r z .E.. Value -

Group 1 Group 2 

HIII Successful Unsuccessful 
(.!!_=40) (.!!_=40) 

Success/PFindi x PSolve . 0. 067 -0.156 0.978 0.33 
Success/PFind II x PSolve 0.052 -0.205 0.543 0.59 

Group 1 Group 2 

HIV Successful Unsuccessful 
(.!!_=40) (.!!_=40) 

Success/PFindi x Rxn Time -0.138 -0.238 0.444 0.66 
Success/PFind II x Rxn Time -0.127 -0.346 1.026 0.31 00 

U1 

Group 1 Group 2 

HVI Successful Unsuccessful 
(.!!_=40) (.!!_=40) 

Success/Esteem x Rxn Time -0.284 -0.253 -0.142 0.89 

HVII Group 1 Group 2 
Male Female 
(n=37) (n=43) 

Sex/Success x Rxn Time -0.226 -0.799 3.69 0.01 
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The relation of z to r is represented in terms of the following 

equation: 

z1 2 = l/2[log (1 + r) -log (1- r)] , e e 

The Z score is computed as, 

Z difference 
cr sum 

where, Z difference = A1 minus z
2

, 

and, cr sum -;/ 1 + 1 
- n -3 n -3 

1 2 

In both cases (PFind I, E = .33; and PFind II, E = .59) the 

correlation was not significant at the .OS level. 

All the correlations are low and in a negative direction, thus 

resulting in the failure to reject the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis IV 

The fourth hypothesis states that there is a positive relation-

ship between field independence (as measured by reaction time to the 

Embedded Figures Test), and problem finding (as measured by the quality 

index of the Problem Finding Task) in successful artists. 

Table 9 presents the correlation coefficient between reaction 

time and problem finding (PFind I and PFind II) for both groups of 

artists. 

It can be seen that the correlations in Table 9 are in a nega-

tive direction and range from -.13 to -.14 for the successful group; 

and from -.24 to -.35 for the unsuccessful group. 
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Each correlation in this table was tested for significance by 

using the Fisher r to z transformation. 

In both cases (PFind I, ~ -.66; and PFind II, -.31) the cor­

relation was not significant at the .OS level. 

Since all the correlations are in a negative direction and are 

not significantly different from zero; and since no significant dif­

ferences were found between the successful and unsuccessful groups, 

the fourth hypothesis failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis V 

The fifth hypothesis states that there is an inverse relation­

ship between field dependence (as measured by reaction time to the Emr 

bedded Figures Test) and self-concept (as measured by self-esteem scores 

on the SEQ-3). Table 10 presents the correlation between reaction time 

and self-esteem for the total population (n = 80). It can be seen that 

this correlation is a negative value of 0.3395. 

The correlation in Table 10 was tested for significance by ref­

erence to the~ value derived for that coefficient (~ = 0.00). The 

correlation shows that as reaction time increases and thus tends towards 

relative field dependence, self-esteem decreases, and vice versa. There­

fore, in the fifth hypothesis the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis VI 

The sixth hypothesis states that there is a positive relation­

ship between artistic success, self-concept, and field independence. 

Table 9 presents the correlation between self-concept and reac­

tion time in both the successful and unsuccessful groups of artists. It 

can be seen that these correlations are negative and are of similar 
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value from -.28 for the successful group and -.25 for the unsuccessful 

group. 

Each correlation was tested for significance by means of the 

Fisher r to z transformation. The z scores and corresponding ~ values 

are also presented in Table 9. 

In each case the correlation was not significant at the .05 

level (~ = .89), and no significant differences between the comparison 

groups were found. 

Since the direction of the correlations for both groups were 

negative and not significantly different from zero, the sixth hypothesis 

failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis VII 

The seventh hypothesis states that successful female artists 

are more field independent than successful field independent male 

artists. Table 9 presents the correlation between success and field 

independence for both male and female subjects. The entire set of Pear­

son coefficients and corresponding ~ values for both male and female sub­

jects are presented in Tables 11 and 12 in the Appendix. 

It can be seen that correlations for both males and female 

subjects are negative, and that from Tables 11 and 12 the correlation 

between success and reaction time is considerably higher for women 

(~ = -.80; ~ = 0.00) than for men (~ = -.23; ~ = 0.09). 

The correlations in Table 9 were tested for significance by 

means of the Fisher r to z transformation. The z scores and corres­

ponding £ values are presented in the same table. 
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The~ value of .01 indicates that there is a significant dif­

ference between the two correlations, the relationship between success 

and reaction time being considerably more inverse for women than men. 

Since a negative correlation implies a relatively slower (more field 

independent) reaction time; and since this is the case much more for 

the successful female artists compared to the male artists, the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis VIII 

The eighth hypothesis states that successful artists have a 

higher socioeconomic index (as measured by the Index for Status Char­

acertistics) than unsuccessful artists. 

Table 8 presents the mean socioeconomic status (SES) and cor­

responding~ values, etc., for both the successful and unsuccessful 

groups. 

It can be seen that the means differ slightly, from 2.18 for the 

successful group to 2.75 for the unsuccessful group. The means and 

standard deviations for the SES variable were tested for significance 

by means of the t test. 

At= 2.77 (!?2.638), with 63.81 degrees of freedom, and a 

2-tailed ~ = 0.007, indicated there is a significant difference between 

the mean socioeconomic rating of the successful and unsuccessful artists. 

Since the mean socioeconomic rating is lower (indicating rela­

tive higher SES) than that of the unsuccessful group, the null hypoth­

esis is rejected. 
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Subsidiary Analysis 

Of all the hypothesized relationships examined thus far between 

cognitive style, problem finding, problem solving, self-concept, sex 

differences, and socioeconomic status in successful and unsuccessful 

artists, probably the most significant interactions appear to have oc­

curred between the cognitive style and artistic success variables. 

Specifically, cognitive style, as measured by reaction time to the Em­

bedded Figures Test, when compared for male and female subjects of both 

the successful and unsuccessful groups, yields significant interactions. 

These relationships can be examined more closely by reference to Table 

10, which presents the mean reaction times for both groups. Reference 

should also be made to Table 11 which presents the tests of significance 

for these reactions times. 

These data permit analysis of four significant interactions which 

can be schematized as follows: 

(1) M1< )Fl 

(2) M1< >F2 

(3) M2< >F2 

(4) M2< )Fl 

where, M1 represents successful male artists, F1 successful female 

artists, M2 unsuccessful male artists, and F2 unsuccessful female 

artists. 

In the first interaction, it can be seen that the degree of 

difference in reaction time is slight compared to that of the second 
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Table 10 

Mean Reaction Times for Successful and Unsuccessful 

Male and Female Artists 

Sex 

Male Female 

X 274.46 X 279.84 

s 53.48 s 110.03 
X X 

n = 16 n = 24 

X 324.57 X 582.78 

Unsuccessful s 137.86 s 123.57 
X X 

n = 21 n = 

Table 11 

Tests of Significance for Reaction Time 

Using Sequential Sums of Squares 

19 

Source of Variation df Mean Square F Sig. of F 

Within cells 76 

Constant 1 

Sex 1 

Success 1 

Sex by success 1 

12,846.05 

10,509,813.02 

244,163.56 

683,322.21 

312,713.54 

818.14 

19.01 

53.19 

24.34 

0.0 

.000 

o.o 

0.0 
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interaction. That is to say, successful male artists are only slightly 

more field independent than successful female artists, but eminently 

more field independent than unsuccessful female artists. In fact, the 

highest degree of difference between mean reaction times of the four 

interactions, is that of the second interaction (M1~~----~F2 = 308.32 

tenths of a second). 

It is important to note that comparison of mean reaction times 

between successful male and female subjects yields different results from 

does comparison of correlation coefficients for both groups (see Rvii 

of previous section). The essential difference was that, while suc­

cessful males were relatively more field independent than successful 

female subjects in terms of overall reaction time, the successful fe­

male subjects not as a whole, but individually, demonstrated the ca­

pacity for significantly greater field independent judgment. This 

finding is indicative of reaction times in an exceedingly lower range 

than that of the successful male subjects. 

The next highest degree of difference in mean reaction times 

was between the unsuccessful male and unsuccessful female subjects 

(M2 - F2 = 258.21 tenths of a second). In this instance, the unsuccess­

ful females can be seen as being relatively more field dependent than 

unsuccessful male subjects. The opposite is the case, however, when 

unsuccessful males were compared with successful females, as in the 

fourth interaction (M2 - F1 = 44.73 tenths of a second). Here it can 

be seen that unsuccessful males are field dependent relative to success­

ful female subjects. 
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Thus far, the findings indicate that within each group the 

male subjects were more field independent than the female subjects; 

and that, when both groups were compared with one another the most 

field independent subjects turned out to be those who were successful 

(male or female). 

Thus, it appears that in making within-group comparisons sub­

jects can be said to be field independent on the basis of sex; 

whereas, between-group comparisons demonstrated that subjects were 

field independent on the basis of success. 

In order to further determine how the degree of difference in 

a reaction time was different for male and female subjects, the data 

were analyzed in terms of the ratio of differences between the signif­

icant interactions of both groups. 

It was determined that, the degree of difference between sue-

cessful male and unsuccessful female subjects (M1<------>F2) was ap-

proximately fifty-seven times that of the difference in mean reaction 

time between the successful male and successful female subjects 

(Ml< >Fl). 

A finding of similar magnitude was that the difference in mean 

reaction time between unsuccessful male and unsuccessful female sub-

jects (M2<~--~>~F2 ) was approximately forty-eight times that of the 

difference in mean reaction time between successful male and successful 

female subjects (M1<~--~>F1). The implications of these findings in 

terms of the variables studied will be discussed in the next chapter. 

It should be noted that the differences reported thus far concerning 
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the reaction time differences for male and female subjects of both 

groups, are all highly significant, as given by theE values presented 

in Table 11. 

Summary of Quantitative Results 

The eight hypotheses presented in Chapter III were tested for 

statistical significance either by means of the~ test (HI' HII' 

liviii)' or in the case of(HIII' HIV' livii) by means of the Fisher r to 

z transformation. Hypothesis V was tested for significance by deriving 

a confidence level for the Pearson correlation coefficient. 

Four of the eight hypotheses were given substantial support. 

Hypothesis I revealed that the successful group of artists were sig­

nificantly more field independent than the unsuccessful group of 

artists. 

For Hypothesis V it was demonstrated that an inverse relation­

ship exists between field dependence and self-esteem. 

For Hypothesis VII significant group differences were found in­

dicating that successful field independent female subjects were more 

field independent than successful field independent male subjects. 

And Hypothesis VII revealed that successful artists have a 

significantly higher socioeconomic index than unsuccessful artists. 

Negative results included the following: 

Regarding Hypothesis II, it was found that successful 

artists were better problem solvers than unsuccessful artists, 

thus invalidating the hypothesis that there would be no sig­

nificant differences between the two groups on the problem 

solving variable. 
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The third hypothesis failed to demonstrate any positive 

relationship between problem solving and problem finding that 

was significantly different in successful as compared to un­

successful subjects. 

The fourth hypothesis failed to support the contention that 

a positive relationship between field independence and problem 

finding existed for successful but not unsuccessful subjects. 

And the sixth hypothesis failed to demonstrate a signif­

icant positive relationship between artistic success, self­

concept, and field independence. 

Subsidiary analysis of significant interactions was conducted 

for data pertaining to differences· in mean reaction time between male 

and female subjects of both groups. The interactions revealed that 

within each group, male subjects were more field independent than fe­

male subjects, although this difference was slight for subjects in the 

successful group as compared to the unsuccessful group. 

Furthermore, it was found that in comparing cognitive style 

(field dependence-independence) of male and female subjects, sex was 

the relevant variable for making within-group comparisons; whereas 

success was the relevant variable in making between-group comparisons 

of male and female subjects. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The eight hypotheses examined in this study were aimed at 

identifying the personality characteristics of a group of success­

ful artists, and were also aimed at differentiating these character­

istics from those of a group of unsuccessful artists. The results 

as presented and summarized in Chapter IV indicate that four of the 

eight hypotheses were supported. These were: Hypotheses I, V, 

VII, and VIII. The hypotheses which failed to be supported were 

-Hypotheses II, III, IV, and VI. The theoretical and practical im­

plications of the positive and negative results is discussed later in 

this chapter along with suggestions for further research. 

For each hypothesis an attempt was made to predict the outcome 

for the relationship between at least two variables, each variable 

representing a particular domain of personality. In all but one 

hypothesis (liv), artistic success was included to represent the be­

havioral domain, in that, achievement formed the basis for distin­

guishing between comparison groups. Hypothesis V involved prediction 

of the relationship between the variables cognitive style and self­

concept for the total population, and thus did not entail comparison 

of successful and unsuccessful subjects. 

For Hypotheses I, II, and III comparisons between the success­

full and unsuccessful group of artists were made in terms of the cog-

96 
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nitive domain. Overlapping domains were also juxtaposed, as in 

Hypothesis VI (Cognitive/Affective/Behavioral) and Hypothesis VII 

(Biological/Social/Behavioral). The social sphere of personality was 

examined in relation to the comparison groups in Hypothesis VIII, 

which dealt with differences in socioeconomic status. 

Discussion of Negative Results 

What follows is a discussion of the negative results obtained 

for Hypotheses II, III, IV, and VI as presented. 

The first hypothesis to be dealt with in terms of negative 

results is Hypothesis II, which predicted no difference between suc­

cessful and unsuccessful artists in problem solving sbility (adaptive 

flexibility). As it turned out, the successful group was slightly 

higher in adaptive flexibility (difference in means= 1.90; ~ = .022). 

This unpredicted difference may have resulted from the conditions under 

which testing occurred. In general, the unsuccessful group of artists 

tended to be somewhat suspicious of the investigator's intentions re­

garding the testing compared to those in the successful group, who 

tended to be more "open-minded" towards the procedure. In fact, 

the highly successful artists, i.e., those with many recognized achieve­

ments in art, appeared to be the most open to accepting the testing pro­

cedures. This difference in attitude may have manifested itself on 

peformance of the Match Problem test. In addition, a troublesome 

feature of the Match Problems test which seemed to confuse virtually 

every subject in the study (successful and unsuccessful) was the test 

directions. Since these usually had to be repeated two or three times, 
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it could be interpreted that subjects in the successful group were 

better able to adapt themselves to the test directions because of a 

more open attitude to the testing procedure. 

These explanations are tenable if serious consideration is 

given to the difference in scores between successful and unsuccessful 

subjects on the Match Problems test. However, it should be noted that 

the mean score for the Match Problems test as reported by Guilford and 

Guilford (1980, p. r., Table 2) is 11.0 with a standard deviation of 

4.4. In the present study,the difference in mean scores between suc­

cessful and unsuccessful subjects is not even one-half a standard de­

viation from the mean. Guilford also reports that reliability esti­

mates for the Match Problems test (MPV) are not sufficiently high to 

warrant confidence in accuracy of individual scores (1980, p. 4). 

Thus, the slight difference in means between the two groups, when 

viewed in the context of the descriptive statistics for the MPV test, 

could be less significant than the level of statistical significance 

deems it to be. 

Negative results were also obtained for Hypothesis III which 

predicted a stronger positive relationship between problem solving 

ability (adaptive flexibility) and problem finding in successful 

artists than in unsuccessful artists. Comparisons of the low cor­

relations obtained for adaptive flexibility and problem finding for 

both the successful and unsuccessful subjects (see Table 9) indicated 

there was no statistically significant difference in the relationship 

between problem solving and problem finding in each of the two groups 
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at the .05 level of significance. As it turned out, however, prob-

lem solving and problem finding were positively correlated in the suc­

cessful group, whereas they were negatively correlated in the unsuc­

cessful group. Furthermore, these results were consistent when prob­

lem finding was scored by different raters (PFindi and PFindii). Thus, 

although the relationship between problem solving and problem finding 

was positive and stronger in successful artists than in unsuccessful 

artists as predicted by Hypothesis III, the difference between these 

two sets of correlations is not statistically significant (as deter­

mined by the Fisher~ transformation). Although these results could 

be inferred as a false negative, the apparent lack of statistical 

strength may be partly attributed to the relative weakness of the 

problem finding measure in terms of predictive validity. As previously 

explained in Chapter III, problem finding was incorporated in the study 

as an exploratory variable. This decision stemmed from the lack of 

standardization of the Problem Finding Task (PFT) and from the paucity 

of descriptive statistics on this measure. Since there were no 

methodological guidelines as to the usefulness of the PFT it is most 

likely as a result of this deficiency that Hypothesis III was not 

supported. 

Similarly, with Hypothesis IV, which predicted a significantly 

stronger relationship between field independence (reaction time) and 

problem finding in successful artists than in unsuccessful artists, the 

aforementioned methodological weakness regarding the PFT can be cited 

as the primary potential cause of negative results. In this case, all 

the correlations were in the low range and in a negative direction 
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(see Table 9). Since field independence as measured by the Embedded 

Figures Test had already been found in Hypothesis I to differentiate 

successful from unsuccessful artists, it is possible that the inability 

of the combined variables field independence and problem finding, to 

produce a significant amount of variance could be attributed to the 

problem finding variable. 

Finally, in Hypothesis VI, which predicted that artistic suc­

cess, self-concept (self-esteem) and field independence (reaction time) 

would be positively related in successful subjects but not in unsuccess­

ful subjects, negative results were obtained. As it turned out the 

correlations between self esteem and field independence for both groups 

were in a negative direction and were in a moderately low range (see 

Table 9). Thus, while the correlations for each group are not ex­

ceedingly low the difference between the two correlations as deter­

mined by the Fisher E to z transformation is far from being statistic­

ally significant (£ = .89). However, self-esteem, as measured by the 

Self Esteem Questionnaire (SEQ-3) and cognitive style (field depend­

ence-independence) as measured by reaction time on the Embedded Figures 

Test (EFT) were inversely related, as evidenced by the predicted out­

come for these two variables in Hypothesis V. The correlations pro­

duced are significant for the population as a whole. 

Of significance is the fact that for self-esteem and reaction 

time group differences were not statistically significant. The find­

ings thus appear to suggest that, for the total population high self­

concept and field independence are positively related; and that low 
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self-concept and field dependence are positively related. Since this 

trend is consistent for both groups the question is raised as to why 

significant differences do not exist when the population is split 

into the "successful" and "unsuccessful" groupings. 

Considering that we know the cognitive style variable differ­

entiates the two groups, it can be surmised that self-esteem, as meas­

ured on the SEQ-3, does not vary significantly as a function of rela­

tive artistic success. In the present stud~ this could be due to 

ceiling effects of the SEQ-3 in an adult population. There is evi­

dence to support such an interpretation, since Hoffmeister (1976) 

reports only one comparison of the SEQ-3 with a standardized test, 

that being the Coopersmith, where the population consisted of fifth 

graders. 

Another possible explanation for the negative results ob­

tained in Hypothesis VI, is that, the research design may not have 

sufficiently maximized the variance of artistic success as an inde­

pendent variable. That is, the criteria utilized to define "success­

ful" versus "unsuccessful" artists1 might not have allowed for the 

selection of artists whose level of self-esteem would vary consist­

ently with their having achieved or not achieved critical recognition. 

The problem of choosing adequate criteria for subject selec­

tion can thus be viewed as a contributing factor to the negative re­

sults obtained for Hypothesis VI. These considerations and others 

pertaining to all eight hypotheses are dealt with in the follow­

ing section. 

1see Chapter III, Design. 
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Theoretical Implications of Results 

The foregoing discussion has focused primarily on the analysis 

of negative results obtained for Hypotheses II, III, IV, and VI. The 

discussion at hand will attempt to place in a theoretical perspective 

these findings along with the positive results obtained for Hypoth­

esis I, V, VII, and VIII. Hopefully, these results will have con­

tributed to the identification and understanding of the personality 

characteristics of creative individuals who have received critical 

recognition for their work as compared to those who have not. 

Cognitive Style: 

The field dependence-independence dimension appears to be a 

highly viable dimension of personality for distinguishing between 

"successful" and "unsuccessful" artists. As noted in the Subsidiary 

Analysis section of Chapter IV, the most significant interactions 

were between cognitive style and artistic success. 

What is the theoretical import of having differentiated be­

tween successful and unsuccessful artists on the basis of cognitive 

style? Firstly, the present investigation presents empirical evi­

dence that cognitive style i.e., field dependence-independence holds 

up as a valid construct among differentiated groups of creative in­

dividuals. It will be remembered that a number of studies (Del Gaudio, 

1976; Hoppe, 1978; Morris & Bergum, et al.) had demonstrated a posi­

tive relationship between field dependence-independence and creativity. 

And only one study (Gaines, 1975) had compared different groups of 

fine artists (i.e., painters) along the cognitive style dimension. 
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While the latter study had in fact found that the "master artist" 

group was eminently field independent compared to the non-artist 

groups, it remained an open question as to whether select groups of 

artists differed in terms of cognitive style. 

The findings of this dissertation suggest that successful 

artists (i.e., those who receive critical recognition for their art­

work) possess a stable characteristic differentiating them at the 

perceptual and cognitive levels from artists who do not receive 

critical recognition. The former type of creative individual is re­

lated to what Kirton (1978) has termed an "innovator," as compared to 

the latter type which can be conceptualized as an "adaptor." These 

conclusions would seem to suggest an intrinsic relationship between 

the cognitive capacity to produce original artwork and the ability to 

adapt to the legitimizing institutions of the art world. What this 

may mean, is that field independent artists are better able to pro­

duce artwork which will receive acclaim in their own lifetime. While 

there is obviously an enormous range of artwork which in the time of 

one's own life will be given critical acclaim, the field independent 

artists--at least those in the present study--have generally been able 

to distinguish and produce the kind of artwork which fits in with what 

art critics believe deserves aesthetic merit. 

A number of the successful artists indicated that they actively 

"market" their artwork, by showing it where it is likely to be received 

and by establishing a network of admirers. As such, these artists ap­

peared to be socially outgoing. Whereas by contrast, the unsuccessful 

artists were by and large more reluctant to engage in the social 
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process. They considered this type of activity "selling out." One 

unsuccessful female artist in particular, whose art has been exhibited 

in a number of prominent exhibitions but had not received any pub­

lished reviews, stated that she felt the artists who become highly 

successful are attuned to what people want, but because of this get 

lost in the business aspect of art and in so doing, sacrifice their 

own creativity. Her insights may to a certain degree be accurate in 

terms of describing the art world. In terms of personality charac­

teristics which reflect these disparate attitudes, it appears that 

the ability to produce the kind of art which will be readily accepted 

by the critics (and the art-loving public) is related to the ability 

to disembed a particular element from the surrounding context in which 

it resides. 

Problem Solving: 

Problem solving ability as examined in Hypothesis II seemed to 

be higher for successful than unsuccessful artists. The discussion of 

negative results for this hypothesis seems to suggest that problem 

solving ability (adaptive flexibility) is linked to the cognitive con­

struct field independence. Adaptive flexibility, defined as "the 

ability to restructure and redefine" (Guilford & Guilford, 1980, p. 1) 

bears a conceptual resemblance in cognitive process terms to field 

independence, which is defined as the ability to impose structure on 

a given field (Witkin, 1971). Viewed alongside one another, these 

cognitive abilities comprise part of the personality profile of the 

successful artist. Because of the possible methodological defects 
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of the ~futch Problems test however, it is unclear as to the degree which 

problem solving ability distinguishes the successful from the unsuc­

cessful artist. 

Problem Solving and Problem Finding: 

The failure to reject the null hypothesis of Hypothesis III and 

to find a statistically significant relationship between problem solving 

and problem finding in successful artists compared to unsuccessful 

artists, is interpreted primarily as a deficiency in the predictive 

validity of the Problem Finding Task. These results however, are sig­

nificant in terms of the theoretical implications related to artistic 

achievement. 

The findings of the present investigation suggest that problem 

finding is a valid construct pertaining to creativity. The correla­

tions between problem solving and problem finding do not appear to 

distinguish between successful and unsuccessful artists, despite the 

fact that problem solving does differentiate the groups. The findings 

would appear to suggest that the combined ability to find and solve 

problems is not related significantly to the achievement of critical 

recognition (i.e., published reviews in art). Yet, because there is 

evidence from Table 8 that successful artists have a significantly 

higher mean problem finding index (E < .001) it can be concluded that, 

in general, successful artists are superior in problem finding ability 

than unsuccessful artists. The model of the creative process as put 

forth by Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976) and which is schematically 

represented in Figure 1, appears to be valid for successful and unsuc­

cessful artists, in that the problem finding and problem solving 
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components are active for both groups. It is not necessary, accord­

ing to the model, that these components be equally weighted for 

creative artists. In fact, Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi have pointed 

out that the more creative artists tend to have superior problem 

finding ability, though not necessarily the same level of problem 

solving ability. 

Nevertheless, given the previously mentioned difficulties with 

clarity of instructions, and overall lack of standardization, the afore­

mentioned conclusions must be regarded as highly tentative. 

Cognitive Style and Problem Finding: 

As was mentioned in the discussion of negative results, Hypoth­

esis IV presented the same methodological difficulties as Hypothesis 

III because of the Problem Finding Task. Thus, any discussion of the 

theoretical implications regarding problem finding must be placed in a 

highly tentative framework. 

It could be inferred on the basis of the finding in the present 

study that problem finding does not contribute nor detract from the 

ability to disembed an element from its surrounding context. What this 

may mean in terms of artistic achievement is that there is still no 

evidence that problem finding enables the artist to adapt to the legit­

imizing process involved in achieving recognition in art. It seems 

likely that the activity of raising questions from ill-defined problems 

is not essential to the imposing of structure upon the stimulus field. 

However, until the Problem Finding Task is further refined for general 

testing purposes, it will remain an open question as to whether the 
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combination of the aforementioned cognitive activities are necessary 

for artistic success. 

Cognitive Style and Self-Concept: 

Examination of the results for Hypothesis V demonstrated a 

statistically significant inverse relationship between the variables 

cognitive style and self-esteem (see Table 12). That is, high self­

esteem is associated with field indpendence, and low self-esteem with 

field dependence. These findings seem to contradict the results of 

a study of Felsen (1977) on the relationship between self-esteem, 

field independence, and response to stress. Felsen reports that her 

stressful feedback groups showed singificant differences in self evalu­

ation regardless of field dependence--self-esteem classification. 

Cognitive style, however, when viewed as a pervasive dimension 

of personaltiy, can be thought to affect self-concept, even in its 

primitive form. As Fisher (1970) points out, Witkin regards a clear 

sense of one's body, a definite concept that one's body is a separate 

entity, as a necessary condition for being able to differentiate an 

object from the context in which it is embedded" (p. 18). Though 

Fisher is referring to the body adjustment tests of field dependence­

independence, the findings of the present study based on Embedded 

Figure Test scores, tend to support the assumption that body integrity 

is a correlate of field independence. The justification for making 

this as.sumption is based on Witkin's (1977) contention that the em­

bedded figures tests and the adjustment tests are structurally sim~ 

ilar and have high convergent validity. Theoretically then, a well-
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integrated sense of one's body can be considered the essential per-

sonality characteristic relating cognitive style and self-concept. 

Cognitive Style, Self-Concept, 
and Artistic Success: 

The negative results obtained for Hypothesis VI relate to the 

theoretical controversy articulated by Scheirer and Kraut (1979) 1 as 

to whether positive self-concept is necessary for achievement, or 

whether achievement merely enhances self-esteem. The findings based 

upon empirical investigation in this dissertation indicate that the 

criteria of achievement need to be refined before accurate assessment 

can be made in this area of inquiry. The results of this study seem 

to make clear that the definition of achievement is the pivotal con-

cept in the aforementioned controversy. In order to properly differ-

entiate individuals in the same field of endeavor we need to attend to 

gradations in achievement for purposes of maximizing the experimental 

variance. In this way it may be possible to detect whether individuals 

who manifest an inherent sense of well-being are significantly more pre-

disposed towards achievement than those who are without this sense. 

The results of this dissertation suggest that artists--success-

ful or unsuccessful--vary in terms of self-concept. But the relation-

ship of self-concept to cognitive style does not seem to differentiate 

artists as successful or unsuccessful according to the criteria used 

in this study to define these groups. 

1see Chapter II on "The Relationship Between Self-Concept and 
Artistic Success." 
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Sex Differences, Cognitive Style, 
and Artistic Success: 

The positive results obtained for Hypothesis VII (see Table 

9) indicate that successful female artists tend to be significantly 

more field independent than successful male artists in terms of in-

dividual reaction times. The Subsidiary Analysis presented in 

Table 10, however, indicates that this is not the case when the en-

tire group of successful female subjects is compared to the entire 

group of successful male subjects. In this latter case, the success-

ful males are slightly more field independent. And successful female 

subjects are eminently more field independent than unsuccessful males. 

In general however, these differences appear to support the 

conclusions reached by other investigators (e.g., Hulfish, 1976; 

Tracey, 1973) that regardless of biological sex, those subjects whose 

role identification is masculine will tend to be field independent, 

and those whose role identification is feminine will tend to be field 

dependent. A similar opinion was arrived at by Tracey (1973), namely, 

that career women tend to be field independent, and in addition, tend 

to achieve the higher levels of ego development if they are high 

achievers in their chosen career. 

Results of the present study confirm these conclusions and in 

a sense, lend support to Wayne's (1974) contention that, in order for 

a woman to be successful in the art profession she must counteract the 

feminine mystique by assuming the (romanticized) role of the male 

artist personality. 

The latter point deserves special consideration in the his-
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torical context of women in art. It should be noted that there have 

been prominent women artists throughout the history of art, but most 

tended to remain on the fringes of their profession. The more notable 

ones included Renaissance painters such as Lavinia Fontana, Artemesia 

Gentalesci; and prominent Seventeenth and Nineteenth Century painters 

including Raschelle Ruysch, Marie Angelica Kauffmann, and Elisabeth 

Vigele Brun, the court painter to Marie Antoinette. In addition to 

these are the names of Mary Cassatt, and Suzanne Valadon of the Im­

pressionist Period (the latter became the first woman from the Working 

Class to achieve prominence as an artist). And in the Twentieth 

century there have been a number of famous women artists such as Paula 

Becker, Katte Kolwitz; and Georgia O'Keefe, who has become an American 

legend. 

If it is possible, as Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976, p. 

40) conjecture, that the personality traits necessary for pursuing a 

career in the fine arts have prevailed in Western civilization since 

the Renaissance, then cognitive style would appear to be rooted in 

historical precedent. The validity of this conclusion would to a 

certain extent be sustained by virtue of the cognitive style dimension 

having been demonstrated in the present investigation to be one of the 

primary personality factors associated with certain women artists be­

coming successful in their field. 

It can therefore be postulated that cognitive style is one of 

the personality variables which may predispose successful women 

artists toward assuming the stereotypic role of quasi-female, a role 

traditionally reserved for the male artist. 
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The findings in this dissertation support these theoretical 

contentions. As such they call into question Witkin's (1954, 1977) 

assumptions regarding sex differences and cognitive style, which are 

that males seem to be more field independent than women. It would ap­

pear that these assumptions do not hold up when vocational commitment 

is taken into account. 

Socioeconomic Status and Artistic Success: 

The findings reported for Hypothesis VIII demonstrate that 

subjects from the successful group of artists have a statistically 

significant lower socioeconomic index (mean ISC = 2.18) than subjects 

in the unsuccessful group (mean ISC = 2.75; ~ < .01). The lower in­

dices are associated with higher socioeconomic status (SES), and vice 

versa. 

Categorical data are presented in Table 3 in which the dis­

tribution of social class among subjects of both groups can be seen. 

These data reveal that of all the subjects in the successful group 

29 (75.5%) are from the upper and upper middle socioeconomic levels. 

Whereas, in the unsuccessful group 15 (37.5%) are from the upper and 

upper middle levels. These findings substantiate to an even greater 

degree the findings obtained by Getzels and Csikszentmihalyi (1976, 

p. 164) for SES and artistic success, who report 50 percent of fathers 

in the successful group as coming from the upper classes, and 27 per­

cent of the unsuccessful group as having the comparable background. 

These findings lend support to the theoretical assumption that 

artists who have the time and money to devote to their career will be 



112 

more likely to succeed than those who are lacking in material re­

sources. The conclusions reached on the basis of empirical evidence 

in the area of socioeconomic status and artistic success suggest that 

popular notions of wealth and status as not being significant influ­

ences in determining artistic success may to a large extent be invalid. 

The reasons for SES affecting artistic success are still not clear. 

It would seem obvious, however, that lack of financial resources would 

affect self-esteem; and that low self-esteem would in part determine 

artistic success. Along these lines, a study by Hare (1975) suggested 

that SES exercises a highly significant negative influence on self­

concept and achievement. Although as previously discussed, results of 

the present study demonstrated an inverse relationship between cog­

nitive style and self-.concept, it did not clarify whether self-concept 

by itself differentiates successful from unsuccessful artists. 

Nevertheless, some of the successful artists who came from the 

lower middle (working class) socioeconomic level indicated that financial 

difficulties were somewhat of an obstacle to success, but by no means 

the only ones. One successful male artist from the lower middle class 

stated that achieving the right mental attitude towards his work was a 

more difficult obstacle than pure material resources. For him this 

meant approaching art as he had been taught to approach sports by his 

athletic coach--"to give everything in trying to win and not lose be­

cause of being defeated by yourself." 

Still another successful artist, a female from the same socio­

economic level, suggested that growing up in a large family in the 
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Working Class, where the extended family lived together in one apart-

ment building, might have helped her develop artistic sensitivity 

putting her in tune with human nature. 

A successful female artist from the upper middle class had 

another outlook on this matter. She stated that she "never accepted 

the idea of being a starving artist." Though she was financially in-

dependent, in that she did not receive assistance from her parents 

during or after art school, this artist indicated that her art work 

had in more recent years become less of a priority than maintaining 

a decent standard of living. 

Philosophic Inquiry: The Relationship 
of the Personality of the Creative 
Artist ·to the Aesthetic Domain 

The purpose of this section is to explore the relationship 

between the personality of the artist and creation of aesthetic form. 

In the context of the present study, it is possible to infer a rela-

tionship between the cognitive style dimension of personality ~.e., 

field dependence-independence) and symbolic logic derivatives which 

characterize a work of art. In regard to the latter variables, the 

distinction needs to be made between propositional logic, which obeys 

mathematical laws related to the elements within a given field, and 

set logic, which refers to the symbolic operatives of the entire field 

itself. Field independence, which has been defined as the ability to 

attend to the relevant details of the stimulus field, is analogous to 

propositional logic in that, the focus of attention is upon field 

elements. In contrast, field dependence, briefly defined as the 
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relative inability to attend to relevant details of the stimulus 

field, is akin to set logic in that, the quagmire of the entire field 

becomes the focus of attention. 

Thus, field independendpropositional logic and field dependent/ 

set logic operatives can each be thought of as parallel modes of de­

scribing processes which are subject-object related. That is to say, 

the artist can be characterized as imposing field independent or field 

dependent judgment; while the work of art can be construed in proposi­

tional versus set logic terms. In this sense we are provided with a 

conceptual link between the personality of the artist and the aes­

thetic domain. Examination of this relationship can be extended to 

reckoning with differences between the successful and unsuccessful 

artist, the subject of the present investigation. 

Aschenbrenner (1979) has remarked that the value judgments of 

aesthetic appraisal characteristically involves discrediting state­

ments which, because they are intended to wound, are not immediately 

accepted by the subject to whom they are applied. Aesthetic critic­

ism is in essence, repudiated more often than not. Nevertheless, a 

number of highly successful artists in the present study indicated an 

openness to criticism, whereas the unsuccessful subjects tended to be 

more close-minded in this regard. We also know from the data pre­

sented in Table 10 that successful artists were significantly more 

field independent than unsuccessful artists. Hence, we can postulate 

on the basis of the aforementioned distinctions concerning set and 

propositional logic, that successful artists create according to 
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propositional type operatives, whereas form creation for unsuccessful 

artists obeys set operatives. 

Openness to criticism can thus be hypothesized as a correlate 

of propositional logic. The acceptance or rejection of a value state-

ment which is considered a reflection of what Aschenbrenner refers to 

as the meaningfulness of the appraisal, will be linked to the inherent 

symbolic qualities of the art work itself, and to the artist's cog-

nitive style. 

Conceptually, these hypothesized interrelationships have much 

in common with the theoretical formulations of Susanne Langer whose 

work is based upon symbolic logic. According to Langer (1953, p. 40), 

"Art is the creation of forms symbolic of human feeling." For Langer, 

the symbol not only emerges from the work of art but actually is the 

work of art. To quote: 

The artistic symbol, qua artistic, negotiates insight, not ref­
erence; it does not rest upon convention but motivates and 
dictates conventions. It is deeper than any semantic of accepted 
signs and their referents, more essential than any schema that 
may be heuristically read. (1953, p. 22) 

In Langer's view, the creative process is not characterized 

by original invention, but rather by the production of any work sym-

belie of human feeling. Form creation can serve as an expression of 

feeling because of the resemblance of abstracted patterns of color and 

line to imaginal content. As Langer points out, " .•. what art ex-

presses is not actual feeling, but ideas of feeling" (1953, p. 59). 

Thus, the modulation of feeling and form are what gives rise to artis-

tic creativity. 
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Interestingly, it is the modulation of feeling and form which 

on the Rorschach test is considered the hallmark of psychological 

maturity and adjustment. Specifically, the form color (FC) and color 

form (CF) responses are characteristic, according to Beck (1950) of, 

II . the persons who do get on well in their world, they with the 

adjustive wisdom" (p. 98). Furthermore, Beck puts forth the thesis 

that feeling is a vital component of knowing. That is to say, in 

order to secure a true sense of meaning, one must understand not only 

with the intellect but with the organic sensations as well. 

In the realm of aesthetics we can apply this maxim to critical 

appraisals, whose meaningfulness is contingent upon both emotional and 

intellectual experience, modulation of feeling and form. Feeling is, 

in terms of cognitive style and symbolic operatives, associated with 

field dependence and set logic; form with field independence and 

propositional logic. And the artistic moment (i.e., "the creation of 

forms symbolic of human feeling") would be the endproduct of those 

cognitive and emotional factors having combined in the form of in-

tuitive knowledge. 

Hence, for a critical appraisal to be meaningful it would seem 

that it should represent intuitive knowledge. And for a work of art 

to be worthy of critical appraisal, it should reveal both direct 

aesthetic quality1 and the symbol of feeling. 

The ego of the creative artist is thus confronted with the 

task of giving order to inner thoughts and feelings. And the quality 

1Aesthetic quality is referred to by Langer (1953, p. 50) as, 
"The semblance of a thing •.• thrown into relief." 
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of the solution of that task is what the art critic gives recognition 

to. The critic's praise or disapproval will then be a reflection of 

the artist's ego activity, which will have been successful or unsuccess­

ful in synthesizing disparate psychic elements. The nodal occurrence 

of this process--when quantitative leaps of imagination are trans­

formed into aesthetic quality and symbolic expression--constitutes the 

artistic moment. And the success of the artist, if it is based upon 

critical acclaim, can be conceived of in part as the outcome of this 

moment, in which the critic's appraisal, if it is meaningful, will re­

flect the ability of the artist's intellect to console the emotions in 

allowing field independent judgment and propositional logic operatives 

to discover the essential forms that symbolically express emotional 

experience. 

In conclusion, the artistic moment can be conceived of as a 

meld of subject-object related events which encompass the personality 

of the artist and the artwork that he/she creates. On the basis of 

the present study it can be said that successful artists tend to be 

relatively field independent compared to unsuccessful artists. Suc­

cessful artists are therefore hypothetically moregivenin to proposi­

tional logic type thinking than unsuccessful artists and would there­

fore be oriented towards form-modulated creation. Whereas unsuccess­

ful artists, who tend to be relatively field dependent, are given in 

to set logic type thinking and feeling-modulated creation. 

Although the present study has dealt with fine artists only 

(i.e. painters and printmakers) it remains the task of future research 

to discover whether the foregoing characteristics can be related to 
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artists in different disciplines whose symbolic feeling expression 

varies according to the patterns inherent in their artistic modality. 

It should be noted that a methodological limitation of this 

study is the logical inconsistency in using the criteria of the critic 

in determining the success of the artist. This inconsistency arises 

from the fact that the data support the artist's perspective and not 

that of the critic. 

Practical Implications and Suggestions 
for Further Research 

Having identified a set of personality characteristics which 

appear significantly related to specific criteria defining artistic 

success, the question arises as to whether there is any practical 

utility for the conclusions reached in this investigation. 

In general, it would seem that we are in somewhat of a more 

favorable position to predict whether a given individual is likely to 

succeed in the field of fine arts, specifically painting and/or print-

making. Individuals who come from the upper socioeconomic levels, who 

are relatively field independent, with superior problem solving 

skills are more likely to achieve recognition than those from the lower 

socioeconomic levels, who are relatively field dependent with less than 

superior problem solving skills. 

In addition, gender appears to be rather significant in the 

person entering the fine arts field. Females need to be more field 

independent than males in order to succeed. There is some evidence 

that a high self-esteem may contribute to success. And at least a 
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moderate level of problem finding ability appears essential for 

artistic success. 

Equipped with this knowledge art educators would hopefully be 

more attuned to the personality characteristics of the art students for 

whom they are responsible for administering personal support and voca­

tional guidance. Keeping in mind Wheelis' (1958) remarks pertaining 

to the vocation of art, as being, "truly knowable only after long ex­

perience" (p. 207), it is crucial that art educators have a psycho­

logically enlightened view of the key features related to the arduous 

task of achievement in art. 

Research in this area needs to begin with finding ways of 

translating the technical aspects of cognitive process variables into 

language which is readily comprehensible in terms of everyday experi­

ence. This is essential if educators and administrators are to become 

aware of psychological and educational research on the differential 

cognitive components underlying artistic success. 

Future research which is practical in terms of advancing the 

assessment of creative personality involves refinement of certain 

methodological procedures utilized in this dissertation. Specifically, 

increased internal validity for future study requires revision of the 

directions for the Match Problems test. Along similar lines, .is the 

much needed standardization of the Problem Finding Task (PFT). The 

PFT, which appears to be a potentially useful tool of research, needs 

to be administered to diverse populations of creative and non-creative 

individuals for purposes of obtaining normative data. 

Similar studies need to be conducted with the Self-Esteem 
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Questionnaire (SEQ-3) in order to counteract ceiling effects with adult 

populations. 

Finally, there is the problem of selecting criteria that ac­

curately describe and define the exact nature of creative achievement 

in both artistic and scientific endeavor. From the results of this 

dissertation, it can be concluded that the pinpointing of gradations 

in achievement holds promise to the solution of the criterion problem. 

It would be helpful to conduct exploratory studies in which the number 

and kinds of achievement are attended to in terms of the specific 

features which are by consensus of those in the field, considered to 

constitute creative accomplishment. 
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APPENDIX A 

TABLES OF PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 



Table 12 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Both Successful and Unsuccessful Groups 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0.5093 
(80) 

£_=0. 000 

Status -0.2992 0.0376 
(80) (80) 

.E_=O. 004 .E_=0.370 

PFindl 0.5258 -0.3869 -0.0823 
(80) (80) (80) 

.E_=O.OOO .E_=O.OOO .E_=0.234 f-' 
w 
0 

PFind 2 0.4881 -0.3890 -0.0027 0.8961 
(80) (80) (80) (80) 

.E_=O. 000 .E_=O.OOO .E_=0.490 .E_=O.OOO 

Esteem 0.2231 -0.3395 -0.0310 0.1502 0.1388 
(80) (80) (80) (80) (80) 

£.=0.023 .E_=O.OOO £_=0. 392 .E_=O. 092 .E_=O .110 

Others 0.0786 0.0556 0.0139 0.0557 -0.0011 0.5329 
(80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) 

.E_=0.244 .E_=0.312 .E_=0.451 £.=0.312 .E_=0.496 .E_=O.OOO 

PSolve 0.2553 -0.2123 -0.1596 0.1124 0.0776 0.0091 -0.0209 
(80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) (80) 

.E_=O.Oll .E_=O. 029 .E_=0.079 .E_=0.160 .E_=O. 24 7 .E_=0.468 .E_=0.427 



Table 13 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for the Successful Group 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime 99.0000 
(40) 

.E_=***** 

Status 99.0000 -0.1531 
(40) (40) 

.E_=***** .£_=0.173 

PFindl 99.0000 -0.1384 0.0658 
(40) (40) (40) 

.E_=***** .E_=0.197 .E_=0.343 ...... 
w ...... 

PFind2 99.0000 -0.1270 0.1462 0.8968 
(40) (40) (40) (40) 

.E_=***** .E_=0.217 .E_=O. 184 .£_=0.000 

Esteem 99.0000 -0.2839 0.0083 -0.0886 -0.0768 
(40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 

.E_=***** .E_=O. 038 .E_=O. 480 .E_=0.293 £_=0.319 

Others 99.0000 0.1072 -0.0401 -0.0314 -0.0972 0.5204 
(40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 

.E.=***** .E_=0.255 £_=0.403 £_=0.424 .E_=0.275 .E_=O.OOO 

PSolve 99.0000 -0.0862 -0.0966 0.0666 0.0523 -0.0626 -0.0759 
(40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 

.E_=***** .E_=O. 299 .E_=O. 277 .E_=0.342 £_=0.374 £_=0. 351 .E_=O. 321 

Note. A value of 99.0000 is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed. 



Table 14 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for the Unsuccessful Group 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime 99.0000 
(40) 

_E=***** 

Status 99.0000 -0.0965 
(40) (40) 

_E=***** £_=0. 277 

PFindl 99.0000 -0.2381 0.1471 
(40) (40) (40) 

£.=***** £_=0.070 £_=0.183 I-' 
w 
N 

PFind2 99.0000 -0.3460 0.2293 0.8167 
(40) (40) (40) (40) 

£_=***** £_=0.014 £_=0. 077 _E=O.OOO 

Esteem 99.0000 -0.2526 0.1033 0.2240 0.1945 
(40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 

£_=***** £_=0.058 .£_=0.263 £_=0.082 £_=0.115 

Others 99.0000 0.1274 0.2875 0.1204 0.0587 0.5818 
(40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 

£_=***** £_=0.217 _E=0.036 _E=0.230 £_=0. 359 £_=0.000 

PSolve 99.0000 -0.1393 -0.0797 -0.1563 -0.2047 -0.0323 0.0325 
(40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) 

P=***** _E=0.196 .£_=0.312 _E=0.168 _E-0.103 _E=0.422 £_:=0. 421 

Note. A value of 99.0000 is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed. 



Table 15 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Male Subjects of Both Groups 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0.2262 
(37) 

.E_=0.089 

Status -0.3367 -0.1209 
(37) (37) 

£_=0.021 .E_=0.238 

l>Findl 0.5283 -0.0683 -0.1207 
(37) (37) (37) 

£_=0.000 .E_=O. 344 £_=0. 238 I-' 
w 
w 

PFind2 0.4251 0.0162 0.0242 0.8421 
(37) (37) (37) (37) 

£_=0.004 £_=0.462 £_=0.444 £_=0.000 

Esteem 0.2003 -0.2906 -0.1455 -0.0426 -0.0852 
(37) (37) (37) (37) (37) 

£_=0.117 £_=0.040 £_=0.195 .E_=0.401 .E_=O. 308 

Others 0.2337 -0.1534 -0.1681 0.0549 -0.0167 o. 6513 
(37) (37) (37) (37) (37) (37) 

.E_=0.082 £_=0.182 £_=0.160 £_=0.373 .E_=O. 461 .E_=O.OOO 

PSolve 0.2856 -0.2605 -0.1551 0.2151 0.1920 -0.0037 0.1196 
(37) (37) (37) (37) (37) (37) (37) 

£_=0. 043 £_=0.060 £_=0.180 .E_=0.101 £_=0.128 .E_=O. 491 .E_=0.240 



Table 16 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Female Subjects of Both Groups 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0. 7985 
(43) 

£_=0.000 

Status -0.2292 0.2674 
(43) (43) 

.£.=0.070 .£.=0.041 

PFindl 0.5395 -0.5444 -0.0663 
(43) (43) (43) ...... 

.E_=O.OOO .E_=O.OOO .E_=0.336 w 
+=--

PFind2 0.5432 -0.5771 -0.0209 0.9235 
(43) (43) (43) (43) 

£_=0.000 £_=0.000 .E_=O. 44 7 .E_=O.OOO 

Esteem 0.3087 -0.3216 -0.0321 0.3015 0.3105 
(43) (43) (43) (43) (43) 

..E_=0.022 .E_=0.018 .E_=O. 419 .E_=0.025 .E_=0.021 

Others -0.1276 0.2980 0.2502 0.0656 0.0161 0. 3712 
(43) (43) (43) (43) (43) (43) 

.E_=0.207 .E_=0.026 .E_=O. 053 £_=0.338 £_=0. 459 .E_=O. 007 

PSolve 0.2102 -0.2792 -0.1229 0.0466 0.0046 0.0648 -0.2234 
(43) (43) (43) (43) (43) (43) (43) 

..E_=0.083 .E_0.035 .E_=0.216 .£.=0.383 .E_=O. 488 E"o. 340 .E_=0.075 



Table 17 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Subjects of Both Groups in the Lower Class 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0.1732 
(14) 

.E_=O. 277 

Status 99.0000 99.0000 
(14) (14) 

.E_=***** .E_=***** 

PFindl 0.5370 -0.4367 99.0000 
(14) (14) (14) 

£_=0.024 £_=0.059 .E_=***** I-' 
w 
I.J1 

PFind2 0.3736 -0.4596 99.0000 0.9270 
(14) (14) (14) (14) 

£_=0.094 £_=0.049 .E.=***** .E_=O.OOO 

Esteem 0.2068 -0.1687 99.0000 -0.0947 -0.2050 
(14) (14) (14) (14) (14) 

£_=0.239 £_=0.282 .E_=***** £_=0.374 £_=0.241 

Others 0.1288 0.1061 99.0000 0.0569 0.0069 0.6831 
(14) (14) (14) (14) (14) (14) 

£_=0.330 .E_=O. 359 .E.=***** .E_=O. 423 £_=0.491 £_=0.004 

PSolve 0.3721 -0.3718 99.0000 0.4907 0.4484 0.1566 0.2154 
(14) (14) (14) (14) (14) (14) (14) 

.E_=O. 095 .E_=O. 095 .E_=***** £_=0.037 .E_=0.054 £_=0.296 £_=0.230 

Note. A value of 99.0000 is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed. 



Table 18 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Subjects of Both Grol,lps in the Lower Middle Class 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0.6785 
(22) 

.E.=O.OOO 

Status 99.0000 99.0000 
(22) (22) 

.E.=***** .£_=***** 

PFindl 0.5435 -0.3456 99.0000 
(22) (22) (22) 

.E_=O. 004 .£_=0.058 .E.=***** f-1 
w 
0\ 

PFind2 0.5695 -0.4557 99.0000 0.9094 
(22) (22) (22) (22) 

.£_=0.003 £_=0. 017 .E.=***** .£_=0.000 

Esteem 0.3342 -0.5641 99.0000 0.0690 0.1141 
(22) (22) (22) (22) (22) 

.£_=0.064 £_=0. 003 P=***** .£_=0.380 .£_=0.307 

Others 0.1116 0.2645 99.0000 -0.0539 -0.1189 0.1709 
(22) (22) (22) (22) (22) (22) 

£_=0.311 £_=0. 117 .E_=***** £_=0.406 .E_=O. 299 .E_=0.223 

PSolve 0.1693 -0.1685 99.0000 -0.0812 -0.0656 -0.0188 -0.1570 
(22) (22) (22) (22) (22) (22) (22) 

.E_=O. 226 .£_=0.227 E._=***** £_=0. 360 .£_=0.386 .E_=0.467 .£_=0.243 

Note. A value of 99.0000 is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed. 



Table 19 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Subjects of Both Groups in the Upper Middle Class 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0.2529 
(31) 

.e_=O. 085 

Status 99.0000 99.0000 
(31) (31) 

.e.=***** .e.=***** 

PFindl 0.3584 -0.2478 99.0000 
(31) (31) (31) 

.e_=0.024 .e_=O. 089 P=***** 

Pfind2 0.3431 -0.1352 99.0000 0.8540 I-' 
w 

(31) (31) (31) (31) "'-J 

.e_=0.029 .e_=0.234 P=***** .e_=O.OOO 

Esteem 0.3166 -0.4358 99.0000 0. 3720 0.2870 
(31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

.e_=0.041 .e_=0.007 .e.=***** .e_=0.020 .£_=0.059 

Others 0.2504 -0.1977 99.0000 0.1749 0.0091 0.6701 
(31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

.£.=0.087 .e_=0.143 .£.=***** .e_=0.173 .e_=0.481 .£_=0.000 

PSolve 0.1179 -0.2057 99.0000 -0.1087 -0.0915 -0.0263 -0.0690 
(31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) (31) 

.£.=0. 264 .£_=0.134 .E_=***** .£_=0.280 .e_=O. 312 .£.=0.444 .e_=0.356 

Note. A value of 99.0000 is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed. 



Table 20 

Correlation Coefficients of the Personality Variables for Subjects of Both Groups in the Upper Class 

Success RTime Status PFindl PFind2 Esteem Others PSolve 

Success 

RTime -0.8461 
(13) 

£_=0.000 

Status 99.0000 99.0000 
(13) (13) 

E._=**** E._=**** 

PFindl 0.4698 -0.2664 99.0000 
(13) (13) (13) 

1-' 
.E_=0.053 £.=0.189 E._=***** w 

00. 

PFind2 0.4760 -0.3993 99.0000 0.9379 
(13) (13) (13) (13) 

p_=O. 050 £_=0.088 E._=***** .E_=O.OOO 

Esteem 0.1479 -0.3013 99.0000 0.2594 0.3244 
(13) (13) (13) (13) (13) 

.£_=0.315 £_=0.159 .E.=***** £_=0.196 .E_=0.140 

Others -0.1270 0.0972 99.0000 0.1350 0.0708 0.3892 
(13) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13) 

.£_=0.340 p_=0.376 .E_=***** .£_=0.330 p_=0.409 .£_=0.094 

PSolve 0.3755 -0.0984 99.0000 0.2488 0.2055 -0.0848 -0.3522 
(13) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13) (13) 

£_=0.103 .£_=0.375 .E_=***** p_=O. 206 p_=O. 250 .£_=0.392 p_=0.119 

Note. A value of 99.0000 is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed. 
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Dear ------------
I am a graduate student at Loyola University of Chicago, 

presently working on my Ph.D. dissertation in educational psychology, 
and am in the process of trying to locate Chicago-based artists will­
ing to participate in this study. My reason for contacting you, is 
that I am familiar with your artwork and would appreciate the oppor­
tunity to include you in the study. 

The study is aimed at trying to identify the personality 
characteristics of successful artists. The study examines a number 
of personality attributes including perceptual-cognitive character­
istics, sex differences, self-concept, and socioeconomic factors. 

There are no ink-blot tests, or any similar clinical instru­
ments used in the study. The format consists of brief paper and 
pencil tasks. The total time for administration is about 60 to 70 
minutes. 

I will be contacting you by telephone in the near future to 
find out whether you are interested in participating in the study. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. Kovar 

Ph.D. Candidate, 
Loyola University of Chicago 
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