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Super Summary Search

I used this summary search to research gender and cultural differences in creativity testing.  The three types of articles I focused on were—articles about creativity tests and measures of creativity in general, articles about gender differences and creativity, and articles about African American cultural differences and creativity.  I used the ERIC to conduct the search and included the reference and the authors’ abstract.

Also included for four of the articles is my summary and a discussion of its importance to the field.

Category One: Creativity Test and Measurement

Cropley, A. J. (2000).  Defining and measuring creativity: are creativity tests worth using? Roeper Review, Vol. 23, Issue 2.

Abstract:
Creativity tests measure specific cognitive processes such as thinking divergently, making associations, constructing and combining broad categories, or working on many ideas simultaneously. They also measure noncognitive aspects of creativity such as motivation (e.g., impulse expression, desire for novelty, risk-taking), and facilitatory personal properties like flexibility, tolerance for independence, or positive attitudes to differentness. Raters can score the various kinds of test with substantial levels of agreement, while scores are internally stable to an acceptable degree. The tests also correlate to a reasonable degree with various criteria of creativity such as teacher ratings, and are useful predictors of adult behavior. Thus, they are useful in both research and education. However, they are best thought of as measures of creative potential because creative achievement depends on additional factors not measured by creativity tests, such as technical skill, knowledge of a field, mental health, or even opportunity. However, the multidimensional creativity concept they define indicates that assessments should be based on several tests, rather than relying on a single score.


Plucker, J. A. & Runco, M. A. (1998).  The death of creativity measurement has been greatly exaggerated: current issues, recent advances, and future directions in creativity assessment, Roeper Review, Vol. 21, Issue 1.

Abstract:
Discusses some of the concerns about creativity measurement. Most popular technique for measuring creativity in educational settings; Issues and developments in creativity assessment; Future directions for psychometric approaches to creativity research
Reynolds, N. (1998).  Does failure on a creativity test mean you are not creative?  Gifted Child Today Magazine, Vol. 21 Issue 2, p26, 2p.

Abstract:
Discusses the significance of a creativity test. What the test might show about the examinees; How the author's conceptual framework of the importance of tests came about; Author's view on achievement test.
Cramond, B. (2001).  Interview with E. Paul Torrance on creativity in the last and next millennia.  Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, Vol. 12 Issue 3, p116, 5p.

Abstract:
Interviews gifted child education scholar E. Paul Torrance on the future of creativity research. Important advances in creativity research from 1950 to 2001; Indicators of creativity in children; Surge of interest in the cross-cultural field.
Sternberg, R. J. & Lubart, T. I.  (1996).  Investing in Creativity.  American Psychologist, v51 n7 p677-88.

Abstract:  Argues that psychology has under-investigated the study of creativity, provides six reasons for this neglect, and describes recent work on creativity that is leading to wider interest in the topic. Confluence theories, representing various multidisciplinary approaches to creativity, are proposed as offering a more promising approach to the study of creativity than do the uniperspective views.

Shaughnessy, M. F. (1995).  On the Theory and Measurement of Creativity.

Abstract:  Developments in the measurement and theory of creativity are reviewed, and the present status of creativity vis-à-vis psychometrics and theory is explored. The realm of creativity has been a quagmire of definition problems, with creativity variously defined in terms of process or stages. In past eras, creativity was essentially measured by output or productivity. Contemporary measures include the Torrance tests, derived from the structure of intellect model, and various tests such as the Remote Associates Test (Mednick, 1962), the Starkweather Originality Test (1974), the Group Inventory for Finding Creative Talent (1980), the Barron Welsh Art Scale, and a number of rating scales and surveys. The proliferation of tests suggests that it is necessary to review the components of a test before issuing it, looking for an operational definition of creativity and support for test reliability and validity. Minimum requirements include: (1) outside empirical support for the test; (2) long-term follow-up studies; (3) comparison measures against other recognized measures; (4) essential basic agreement in the field as to what "creativity" means; and (5) an adequate theoretical base for research and test construction.

Cramond, B. (1994).  We can trust creativity tests. Educational Leadership, Vol. 52 Issue 2, p70, 2p.

Abstract:  Focuses on the value of creativity tests in assessing the function and development of the human mind. High degree of ability as a measure of a person's increased chances to behave creatively; Problems in seeking an expert judgment; Multidimensional aspects of assessment.

Baer, J. (1994).  Why you still shouldn't trust creativity tests. Educational Leadership, Vol. 52 Issue 2, p72, 2p.

Abstract:  Presents reasons why educators should not trust creativity tests. Use of divergent-thinking tests in selecting students for the gifted/talented (G/T) programs; Expert opinion as the best criterion of judgment; Distinction between aptitude and achievement; Overlap between what the Torrance Tests and intelligence tests measures; Teaching of creativity to students.

Baer, J.  (1994).  Why You Shouldn't Trust Creativity Tests. Educational Leadership, v51 n4 p80-83.

Abstract:  Although divergent-thinking tests were once the most common creativity measure in psychological and educational research, their popularity among researchers is waning because of serious questions concerning validity. Recent research suggests that divergent-thinking test scores fail to predict real-world creativity. A task-specific approach may yield better results.

Baer, J.  (1994).  Performance assessments of creativity: do they have long-term stability? Roeper Review, Vol. 17 Issue 1, p7, 5p, 2 charts.

Abstract:  Discusses the importance of the assessment of creativity products as technique for measuring creativity. Long-term stability of measures of creativity based on the assessment of creativity products.

Cooper, E. (1991).   A Critique of Six Measures for Assessing Creativity.  Journal of Creative Behavior, v25 n3 p194-204.

Abstract:  This paper critiques the following tests of creativity: (1) the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking; (2) the Creativity Assessment Packet; (3) subtests of the Structure of the Intellect Learning Abilities Test; (4) Thinking Creatively with Sounds and Words; (5) Thinking Creatively in Action and Movement; and (6) the Khatena-Torrance Creative Perception Inventory.

Booth, V. H. (1996).  The creativity test. Arts & Activities, Vol. 120 Issue 1, p22, 3p, 4c, 2bw.

Abstract:  Presents a creativity test employed by the author for his art class. Features of the test; Procedures; Benefits to students; Four ways of measuring creativity.

Category Two:  Gender Differences

Abra, J.  (1991).  Gender differences in creative achievement: a survey of explanations. Genetic, Social & General Psychology Monographs, Vol. 117 Issue 3, p235, 50p

Abstract:  Presents explanations for the gender differences in creative ability. Factors affecting creative ability; Meaning of creativity; Issue of biased cultural standards; Issue of confidence; Alienation. Thus far, in most fields of endeavor, the majority of seminal achievements have come from men. In this article, we have considered some possible explanations for this phenomenon, and for each of these explanations, some theories of creativity that would stress it. We have emphasized that creative achievement depends on both biological and environmental factors and that inborn talents establish a potential whose fulfillment depends on appropriate experiences. Because men and women differ in both factors, either or both could have produced the achievement difference. Moreover, achievement can occur in fields requiring different abilities. Talent may not be wide ranging but directed toward specific endeavors, with men and women differing not in amount of talent but in the fields preferred. Changes in women's roles and cross-cultural studies may shed further light on the gender difference, but environmental explanations alone are premature.

Rejskind, F. G.  & Others.  (1988).  Gender Differences in Divergent Thinking?: An Investigation of Block's Gender Specialization Theory.

Abstract:  The study evaluated a theory of gender specialization by J. H. Block that postulates that gender differences in personality and cognitive functioning are closely linked, both arising from the same sex-differentiated socialization experiences. This study tested the theory as it applies to creativity in children. Subjects were 244 children in grades 4-8 attending Montreal-area summer schools for gifted children. Two divergent thinking tests, each with a familiar and an unfamiliar item, were used to test cognitive style. Other measures were used to evaluate independence and social orientation. No sex differences were found in personality or in cognitive style and no significant association was found between measures of cognitive style and personality scores. Results are discussed in light of the moderating influence of sex-role flexibility and the relative freedom boys and girls experience in peer groups and play.

Norlander, T., Erizon, A. & Archer, T.  (2000).  Psychological androgyny and creativity: dynamics of gender-role and personality trait.  Social Behavior & Personality: An International Journal, Vol. 28 Issue 5, p423, 14p.

Abstract:  The present study was performed to describe the involvement of gender-role and personality traits in a cluster of tests to ascertain individuals' creative ability. Participants were 200 students at Karlstad University. Five gender-role types, based upon masculinity/femininity scales were derived, namely the androgynic, stereotypic, retrotypic, midmost and undifferentiated types. Results indicated that the androgynic group scored higher than the other groups on creativity, creative attitude (trend), dispositional optimism and graffiti/scrawling — with the exception of the stereotypic group which scored non-significantly higher on optimism. Nor was the androgynic group significantly different from the retrotypic group with respect to creativity although this group scored significantly higher than did the stereotypie group. Small, or negligible, gender differences were found on the masculinity/femininity scales.

Baer, J. (1998).  Gender differences in the effects of extrinsic motivation on creativity.  Journal of Creative Behavior, v32 n1 p18-37 1st Qtr

Abstract:  Four studies were conducted to assess gender differences in the effects of extrinsic motivation on creativity. Results indicate expectations of evaluation and work for reward lowered the creativity of middle school girls, but not that of boys. Expecting ungraded feedback reduced the negative impact of expecting evaluation and the gender difference.


Ai, X.  (1999).  Creativity and academic achievement: an investigation of gender differences.  Creativity Research Journal.  Vol. 12, Issue 1, p329. 9p, 1 chart.

Abstract:  Investigates gender differences in the relationship between creativity and academic achievement in students in Basque County, Spain.  Creativity barriers administered to the students. Teachers rating of students’ creativity.  Students’ self report on their achievements in six subject areas.  Correlation between academic achievement and creativity based on measure used.  Sex differences in academic achievement.
DeMoss, K. & Milich, R. (1993).  Gender, creativity, depression, and attributional style in adolescents with high academic ability. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, Vol. 21 Issue 4, p455, 13p, 3 charts.

Abstract:  Examines the relationship among gender, creativity, depression and attributional style among high-achieving adolescents. Completion of various tests; Relationship between figural creativity and a depressogenic attributional style for both sexes; High verbal creativity, low levels of depression and a positive attributional style for females.

Category Three:  Cultural Differences (African American)

Baldwin, A. Y. (2001).  Understanding the challenge of creativity among African Americans.  Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, Vol. 12, Issue 3

Abstract:  Analyzes the under-identification of Afro-American gifted children for gifted programs and services. Special approach of Afro-Americans of exhibiting creativity; Importance for educators to recognize the different ways in which individuals can express their mental processing abilities.

Gates Jr., H. L. (1994).  Black creativity: on the cutting edge, Time, Vol. 144, Issue 15

Abstract:  Looks back over the long history of African-American art and asserts that its latest flowering may be the most promising of all. Past black American renaissances; What began the current efflorescence; Alice Walker; Toni Morrison; August Wilson's `Fences' in 1987; Henry Hampton's `Eyes on the Prize'; How economic developments have influenced the nature of the new black art.

My Summary of Four Articles

1.  Baldwin, A. Y. (2001).  Understanding the challenge of creativity among African Americans.  Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, Vol. 12, Issue 3

My critique of this article would be that I don’t think that it lives up to its title.  I think it could have just been titled understanding the challenge of creativity.  I focused on the defining of creativity and gave very little insight to the creativity of African Americans.  I not sure that this article has much value to the field.  Its value would be that it would spark research interest and maybe that’s enough.  

2.  Cramond, B. (1994).  We can trust creativity tests. Educational Leadership, Vol. 52 Issue 2, p70, 2p.

This author makes really good points.  The question about trusting creativity test should be, “trust them to do what.”  No. Creativity tests are not good at doing everything, but they are good at doing some things.  They are the best that we have for measuring a specifically defined construct.  I think this article is beneficial as a reminder about test in general.  They are only as good for what you use them for.  Don’t mistake them for anything more than what they are.

3. Baer, J. (1994).  Why you still shouldn't trust creativity tests. Educational Leadership, Vol. 52 Issue 2, p72, 2p.

The author again asserts that if educators would teach to all students in a way appropriate for developing creativity or divergent thinking, then testing for potential creativity will not be necessary.  The article would be valuable for educators.  Teachers really need to understand that all students have potential in enriching environments.  A test score could mean little to nothing in an impoverished environment.  It’s analogous to IQ score in impoverished environments.

4.  Baer, J.  (1994).  Why you shouldn't trust creativity tests. Educational Leadership, v51 n4 p80-83.

This author speaks about divergent-thinking test being used to place children in gifted programs.  He believes that creativity is task-specific and that divergent-think tests are an inefficient measure of the construct of creativity.  His believe is that we should not use these test on children.  Teachers should just teach in ways to nurture divergent-thinking in all students.  Placing student in gifted classes may not be appropriate.  I would say that this article would be valuable for teachers to read.  Pigeon holing students based on test scores in almost never appropriate.  Teaching all students so that they benefit from the experience is appropriate.
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