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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the influence of family 
structure, as well as age and sex, on the creative ability 
of preschool children in four family structures: one
parent families, two parent nuclear families, extended 
families, and step families. Subjects for the study were 
134 preschool children attending six randomly selected 
day care centers in Tucson, Arizona, and the parents of 
these children. The Starkweather Originality Test, the 
Smith Creativity Tasks, and the Creativity Checklist were 
used to assess creativity. One-way analyses of variance 
were employed to ascertain the relationship between indices 
of creativity and the identified variables. Results 
indicated that family structure was significantly related 
to children's creativity as measured by scores on the Smith 
Creativity Tasks and the Creativity Checklist, and that age 
was significantly related to creativity as measured by the 
Smith Creativity Tasks and the Starkweather Originality 
Test. There was no reported difference for the main effect 
sex. Discussion focused on possible interpretations of 
these findings as they relate to the development of cre
ative ability in preschool children.



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

The past three decades have witnessed a broadening 
research interest in the phenomenon of creativity as it 
affects individuals' potential for optimal development.
Along with this interest, there has been particular concern 
for deciphering the earliest manifestations of creativity 
in human life and the conditions necessary for fostering 
its growth. . A sufficient body of recent research (Guilford, 
196 7; Gowan, 1977; Rhea, 1976; Smith, 1968; Starkweather, 
1976; Torrance, 1964) suggests that creative ability is 
present at least as early as the preschool years. In fact, 
the preschool years may constitute a sensitive period for 
the development of creative ability in children. If, as 
Smith (1968) contends, creative ability is an important 
and necessary safety valve allowing for the expression of 
young children's feelings, then it may be particularly 
important to continue the search for those factors which 
nurture creativity at this stage.

In actuality, many questions about these factors 
remain to be defined and investigated. Several of these 
questions relate to the context of the child's family 
setting. Some current research (Aldous, 1973; Campbell, 
1977; Dewing, 1970 ; Haimowitz § Haimowitz, 1966; Miller §



Gerard, 1979; Rhea, 19 76) indicates that family attitudes 
and behaviors have an important impact on the development 
of creative ability in children. Miller and Gerard (1979), 
for example, found parents of creative children to be 
indifferent to social demands, to have personal security, 
and to encourage their children to be self-reliant and 
independent. Although it is clearly important to under
stand parental and family attitudes and behaviors, it may 
also be important to understand this information in light 
of variations in family forms. Little is known, for exam
ple, about how creative development may be influenced dif
ferently in families varying from the traditional two 
parent family. In as much as recent reports (U.S. Census, 
1979) indicates a dramatically increasing number of variant 
family forms in the United States (i.e., one parent fam
ilies, step families, and extended families), it may be
hoove researchers to learn more about the specific effects 
on creativity which participation in these family forms 
may generate.

Purpose.
The purpose of this study was: (1) to compare the

difference in creative ability of preschool children reared 
in four family structures: one parent families, two parent



nuclear families, extended families, and.step families, and 
(2) to assess the potential for creative ability among
preschool children. i

i!
Hypothesis

There is no significant difference in the creative
I

ability of preschool children in four family structures 
one parent families, two parent nuclear families, extended 
families, and step families.

Justification 
Creative development is viewed as being shaped in 

an important way during the preschool years. Although one 
crucial influence on creativity during this period is 
thought to be the familial setting * little substantive 
research has been conducted to ascertain the possible rela
tionship of family structure to the development of ere-. :., 
ativity. The ability of researchers to decipher such a 
relationship would have at least two positive effects. 
First, a finding that creative ability does in fact vary 
for preschool children in various family structures might 
have the effect of highlighting the differential causative 
factors and ultimately enabling parents in any family form 
to capitalize on those factors deemed most facilitative of 
creative development. Second, a finding that creative 
ability does not vary for preschool children in various



family structures, particularly those varying from the 
traditional two parent nuclear family, might have the 
effect of reducing the negative stereotypes surrounding 
children who are reared in variant family forms. Regard
less, the conclusions emerging from this study should pro
vide substantial information to bridge the gaps in current 
knowledge about the effects of family structure on creative 
ability of preschool children.

Definition of Terms 
Creativity. For the purposes' of this study, .cre

ativity, as related to preschool children, was defined as 
the emergence of a new product (i.e., responses) growing 
out of the uniqueness of the individual on one hand and : 
the materials, events, people or circumstances of his life 
on the other (Rogers, 1962).

Creative Ability. For the purposes of this study, 
creative ability was operationally defined as the scores, 
obtained on the Starkweather Originality Test (Starkweather,
1976) and the Smith Creativity Tasks (Smith, 1968).

Family. The Family is a small kinship-structured 
group with the key function of nurturant socialization of 
the newborn (Reiss, 1965).

One Parent Family. A one parent family is mainf' 
tained by one natural parent, whether as a result of di
vorce, death, or by choice.
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Two Parent Nuclear Family. A two parent nuclear 
■family is maintained by both natural parents.

Step Family. A step family includes at least one
1 'parent who is not the natural parent of at least one of 
the children in the family.

Extended Family. An extended family consists of 
parents and relatives other than the nuclear composition, 
such as: Grandparents, Aunts, Uncles, Cousins, etc.
living together.

Assumptions
1. Creative ability is of vital, importance in a world of

rapid change and expanding knowledge.
2. Creativity is a human quality possessed to some degree

by every person of normal intelligence.
3. It is possible to measure creative ability in preschool

children.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature is divided into three 
sections. The first section focuses on definitions of 
creativity and the characteristics of creative people as 
discussed by prominent researchers. The second section 
describes the research related to creativity in preschool 
children. The third section discusses family influences 
on the development of creativity in preschool children.

Creativity
Investigations dealing with the issues of creative, 

ity have emerged largely as a result of the belief that 
creativity aids individuals in dealing with an increasingly 
complex environment. Creativity depends upon many vari
ables, each accounting for only a small part of the total 
variation in creative ability.

Torrance (1962) defines creative ability as the 
process of forming ideas or hypotheses, testing hypotheses, 
communicating the results, and possibly modifying and re
testing the hypotheses. Bartlett (as cited by Torrance,
1962) characterizes creative ability as "adventurous think
ing. " Simpson (as cited by Torrance, 1962) defines creative

6



ability as the initiative which one manifests by his power 
to break away from the usual sequence of thought into an 
altogether different pattern of thought.

Rhodes (1961) uses the term "four P's" to define 
creativity: the person involved, the creative process, the
press or relationship between the parents and his environ
ment, and the product being created, either through his 
language or craft. Lowenfeld (1962) developed a list of 
eight criteria for creativity: flexibility, fluency, sen
sitivity to problems, originality, and the ability to an
alyze, synthesize, and redefine materials and problems and 
organize them coherently. Bruner (1964) describes ere- f. 
ativity as a placing of things in a new perspective-.. He 
states "creative ability is not under our voluntary con
trol, yet it does require a certain attitude on our part." 
Likewise, Rogers (1962) and Maslow (as cited by Gowan,
1977) view creativity as being interrelated with mental 
health. According to Maslow's hierarchy of self-actu- 
tualization, one is at his highest level of creative abi
lity when he successfully meets all his personal needs and 
is "self-actualized." For Rogers, creativity is the only 
way to keep abreast of the changing world. He contends 
that if a person is free to be creative, then creativity 
becomes a part of the personality and will influence inter
actions with the environment; Roger defines creativity 
as the emergence of a new product growing out of the



uniqueness of the individual on one hand and the materials, 
events, people or circumstances of his life on the other.

Tumin (1962) observes creativity in a sociological 
manner. He believes society is hostile to human creativity 
and more friendly to man as an instrument of social order. 
Most people will not take the challenge of creativity until 
they reach a considerable amount of status, safety, and 
assurance. Tumin maintains society selectively represses 
and inhibits creative ability. He states that society can 
exist without creativity, but that it would be an unhealthy 
society. Rogers (1962) maintains it is dangerous to be 
original or different, and this lack of originality con
tributes to maladjustment in individuals, tension within 
families, and the perishing of society.

In addition to defining creativity, investigators 
have also been concerned with deciphering personal char
acteristics that tend to identify the creative person. One 
of the most striking characteristics of the creative person 
has been identified as "openness to experience" (May, 1959; 
Rogers, 1962; Torrance, 1962). In a study of highly cre
ative individuals in a variety of fields, May (1959) empha
sized the importance of being sensitive, of being open and 
aware of environmental stimuli, and of maintaining an open
ness which fosters a keen awareness of reality within and 
without. Rogers (1962) suggests that a creative person is 
sensitive to what is going on in his environment, and



sensitive, perhaps most of all, to the feelings, reactions, 
and emergent meanings which he discovers in himself. 
Campbell (19 77) has grouped the characteristics of creative 
people into: (a) essential characteristics, those that
are crucial for the genesis of new ideas, (b) enabling 
characterictics, those necessary to keep ideas alive once 
they have been produced, and (c) subsidary characteristics, 
those that do not appear to have any place in either the 
creation or its substance but, nevertheless, often affect 
the behavior of the creator.

In reference to the characteristics of the ere-: 
ative child, Torrance (1962) found creative second graders 
to show unpleasant behavior, little consideration for the 
group, little or no goal orientation or group identifi
cation, and little heed to less creative peers' leadership 
attempts. Rhea (1976) , in contrast, describes the creative 
child as an original thinker who is curious, playful, and 
honest in perception.

Summary. Investigations in the area of creativity 
tend to agree that the ability of individuals to express 
creativity is important to mental health in a changing and 
complex society. The creative process is thought to encom
pass such elements as originality, independence, and non
conformity. The creative person has. been characterized 
as open and sensitive to other people, his environment, 
and himself.
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Creativity in Preschool Children 
The earliest manifestations of creative thinking, 

according to Torrance (1964), are the infants manipulations 
of objects. The rudiments of creative thinking are seen 
in his facial expression and in his ways of interpreting 
the facial expressions of others. Torrance believes that 
since the infant has no use of vocabulary, he learns mostly 
through creative behavior instead of authority. Taylor's 
(1959) levels of creativity includes a first level of 
"expressive creativity", which involves the preschool years 
when a child needs free trial-and-error, exploration, and 
observation for subsequent creative growth. In his obser
vations of the imaginary play of children between two and 
six, Andrews (as cited by Rhea, 1976) found consistent 
creative behaviors such as imitation, experimentation, 
transformation of objects and animals, sympathetic acts, 
dramatizations, imaginary playmates, fanciful explanations, 
fantastic stories, new use of stories, constructions, new 
games, extensions of language, leadership with planning, 
and esthetic appreciation. Smith (1968) maintains that 
the general creative ;ability of a preschool child depends 
upon an accessibility of a variety of material, time, and 
a permissive atmosphere for work, family support, and a 
teacher with creative activities experience. She found a 
high correlation between originality and fluency scores in
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her study of creativity in preschoolers, and she also dis
covered that children with imaginary friends scored sig
nificantly higher on creativity. Finally, Torrance (1964) 
reports that creative teaching results in increased cre
ative growth of the preschool child as measured by creative 
ability tests, an increase in creative activities by the 
children, and an increased liking for school.

Summary. The development of creative ability be
gins in the preschool years and according to current re
searchers has the potential for continuing to grow and to 
develop if fostered and nurtured by the children's envi
ronments .

Family Influences on Creativity 
Parental Attitudes. Family influences play an 

instrumental role in fostering or hindering creative abil
ities in preschool children (Rhea, 1976). Investigations 
have listed certain parental attitudes which correlate 
with children's high creative performance. Miller and 
Gerard (1979) reviewed studies which link children's cre
ative ability to parental attitudes. They found parental

V  ■ '

feelings of personal security and indifference to social 
demands to be positively associated with their children's 
creative ability. Parents of creative children were found 
to be highly competent, to respect their children, and to
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give them responsibilities, coupled with autonomy and 
freedom. Families of creative children were found to be 
not close. According to Dewing (1970), parent variables 
of importance in the development of creative children are: 
(a) an unpossessive relationship which encourages the child 
to be self-reliant and independent, (b) permissive child- 
rearing methods, and (c) diverse and intellectual interests 
of the parents.

Family Background. There are certain family back
ground characteristics that appear to be associated with 
the development of creativity in children (Haimowitz § 
Haimowitz, 1966; Miller § Gerard, 1979). Social class is 
related to children's creative ability only in terms of 
verbal ability. Family.size was found not to be a factor. 
Parental loss is more common among the very "gifted". 
First-born children were found to be achievement oriented, 
while late-born children appeared to be more original. The 
youngest child distant in age to an older sibling was found 
to be less creative than.the older sibling. Highly cre
ative children were found to have younger siblings close in 
age. Gender differences were found to be caused by social
ization into culturally defined roles... Aldous (1973) 
found similar results when investigating family background 
characteristics and originality in children. Campbell 
(1977) adds that parents who motive their children to be
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creative will not achieve this goal unless they themselves 
are motivated to be creative.

Summary. Family influences, both in terms of 
parental attitudes and social structure characteristics 
appear to play an important role in the development of 
creative ability'among family members.

V



CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Subjects
.The sample for this study included 134 preschool 

children, ages three to five years, attending six pre
schools randomly selected from a list of all preschools 
in Tucson, Arizona. The demographic characteristics of the
sample are included in Appendix A.

. ' : ' . : : ■ ■■ ' . '

Procedure
Following approval of the study by the Committee 

for Protection of Human Subjects, University of Arizona, 
letters explaining the study and consent forms were distri
buted to the parents of the children attending the selected 
preschools. Parents receiving the letter who gave consent 
for their children to be included in the study were asked 

to complete an Environmental History Questionnaire which 
assisted the researcher in describing the sample. The 
questionnaire was previously coded to insure subject 
anonymity and to facilitate the matching of score sheets 
and Environmental History Questionnaires prior to analysis 
of data. Children in the sample were administered the
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Starkweather Originality Test and the Smith Creativity 
Tasks by child development students at the University of 
Arizona who were trained by the researcher. One training 
session was conducted to familiarize the interviewers with 
the research instruments and the procedure for recording 
responses. A second training session was conducted to pro
vide interviewers with an opportunity to practice admin
istering the instruments and to provide the researcher with 
an opportunity to measure interjudge reliability among the 
interviewers. In that the design of the instruments used 
in this study required no subjective judgements by the 
interviewers, interjudge agreement on the scores was one 
hundred percent. Parents were asked to complete the Cre
ativity Checklist, and return it along with the Environ
mental History Questionnaire.

Instruments 
Starkweather Originality Test

The Starkweather Originality Test (Starkweather, 
1970) was designed as a measure of creative ability in 
preschool children. The instrument consists of 40 pieces, 
four each (i.e., red, blue, green, yellow) of ten different 
shapes.

Administration. All 40 pieces are presented to
. i ;

children in an open-top shallow box. They are encouraged 
to take the test pieces, one at a time, and respond by
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telling what each piece might be. Whether or not children' 
give different responses for the various shapes, their
responses are accepted and i recorded on a score sheet

■ ■ I

Appendix B ) . ' ■
Scoring. The test provides an opportunity for

i
children-to respond to each of the 40 pieces. The forty 
responses are scored in order .inwhich "they appe^r^cgn. the 
score sheet and one point is given each response which is 
different from all previous responses. Credit is not given 
for an object which is named a second time and altered by 
a minor adjective (e.g., ball and big ball). Scores are 
then ranked from highest to lowest, with the highest scorer 
considered to. have the greatest potential for originality.

Interjudge Reliability. Interjudge reliability for 
this test was determined by (a) having two judges (who 
participated in the development of the test) jointly score 
children's responses, and (b) comparing these scores with 
those of another person, trained in child development, but 
who had no experience with the test. While specific levels 
were.not reported. Starkweather (1970) reported that the 
correlation between the.two sets of judge's scores was 
statistically significant.

Validity. Validity was demonstrated by comparing 
teacher's judgements of children's originality to the 
children's scores on this test. Agreement between the 
teacher's judgements and the children's scores was found
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to be statistically significant. Starkweather (1970) 
also found this test to be independent of verbal ability 
by conducting an analysis of originality scores and scores 
of children earned on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test.

Smith Creativity Tasks
The Smith-Creativity Tasks " (Smith," 1968) were--de

signed as a measure of fluency amd originality of creative 
ability in preschool children. The test was adapted from 
a measure constructed by Wallach and Kogan (1965) to be 
used with fifth graders. The instrument consists of (a) 
three abstract drawings and (b) four objects. Children are 
asked to respond to each abstract drawing by stating what 
it looks like to them, and to respond to each object by 
stating its possible uses i Pilot testing revealed this 
test, in its entirety, to be long and somewhat boring for 
the children tested. Therefore, only the "objects" portion 
of the Smith Creativity Tasks was used for the purposes 
of this study.

Administration. The portion of ;the Smith Creativity 
Tasks used consists of questions about objects which were 
selected for their variable shapes, their flexibility, their 
familiarity, and their many possible uses. Children are not 
shown these objects, but are asked: (1) "What could you do
with dirt?", (2) "What could you do with a box?", (3) "What 
could you do with a stick?", and (4) "What could you do with
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a newspaper?" Children are allowed to give as many re
sponses as possible with no time limit. All responses to 
the questions are recorded on a score sheet (Appendix C).

Scoring. The test provides an opportunity for 
children to respond to each question as many times as 
possible. One point is given for each response. Total 
points are calculated and ranked from highest to lowest 
with the highest score considered to reflect the greatest 
potential for fluency relative to creative ability.

Reliability and Validity. While Wallach and Kogan, 
(1965), Rhea (1976), Smith (1968),and Ward (1968) have 
reported acceptable levels of validity and reliability, 
specific figures are not available.

Creativity Checklist
The Adjective Checklist and Creativity Scale 

(Domino, 1970) was designed as a creativity scale for adult 
subjects, and was used as a model by the researcher in 
designing a parents' ratings of creativity in their pre
school children. The Creativity Checklist is a semantic 
differential scale consisting of 25 pairs of creative and 
uncreative adjectives (Appendix D).

Administration. The parents are instructed to rate 
their children according to each pair of opposite adjectives
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as illustrated;

creative _______'_______uncreative
ext. somewhat, neutral somewhat ext.

Scoring. The rating of each pair of adjectives is 
scored on a scale of 1 to 7, ranging from extremely uncre
ative to extremely creative, respectively. The highest 
possible score (175) represents a high parental rating of 
creative ability of their children, while the lowest pos
sible score (25) represents a low parental rating of cre
ative ability of their children.

Reliability and Validity. Domino (1970) and others 
have found the Adjective Checklist and Creativity Scale to 
be reliable and.'valid Ih^previous use, although no specific 
levels have been reported.

Analysis of Data 
The Starkweather Originality Test total scores, 

the Smith Creativity Tasks total scores, and the Creativity 
Checklist total scores were standardized to enable a common 
basis for discussion of test results. Standardization was 
accomplished by transforming raw scores into fraction scores 
with lower and upper bounds of 0 and 1 respectively and 
then transforming fraction scores into arcsins to stabilize 
the variance. The standardized test scores on the three
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measures of creativity were then used as response variables 
against family structure in one-way analyses of variance. 
The Least Significant Difference procedure was employed to 
determine which groups were significantly different from 
each other.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This study was designed to compare the creative 
ability of preschool children in four family structures: 
one parent families, two parent nuclear families, extended 
families, and step families. Subjects included 134 pre- 
school children attending six randomly selected preschools 
in Tucson, Arizona. Measures of creativity were the Stark
weather Originality Test, the Smith Creativity Tasks, and 
the Creativity Checklist.

Table 1 reports means for the Starkweather Orig
inality Test, the Smith Creativity Tasks, and the Cre
ativity Checklist by family structure, as well as by age 
and sex.

Hypothesis. There is no significant difference in 
the creative ability of preschool children in four family 
structures: one parent families, two parent nuclear fam
ilies, extended families, and step families.

The hypothesis was investigated by separate one-way 
analyses of variance on scores of the Starkweather Origi-■ 
nality Test, the Smith Creativity Tasks, and the Creativity 
Checklist. A summary of these analyses are reported in 
Table 2 for each measurement. It is clear from this table

21
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Table 1
Mean Scores on the Starkweather Originality Test 

(SOT), The Smith Creativity Tasks (SCT), and the Creativity 
Checklist (CC) by Family Structure, Child's Age, and 
Child's Sex.

MEAN

Variable SOT SCT CC

Family Structure
One Parent .35 .38 .70

' n=31 n-31 n=30
Two Parent Nuclear .32 .30 .66

n=77 n=77 n=76
Extended .26 .25 .66

n=7 n=7 n=8
Step .12 .19 .66

— . ' • n= 7 n= 7 n= 7
Child's Age . .- ■ ■■

Three-years-old .31 .16 .65
n=2 0 n=20 n=26

Four-years-bid .30 .32 .68
n=58 n=5 8 n=5 7

Five-years-old .38 .36 .67
n=41 n=41 n=35

Child's Sex
Male . .34 .30 .67

n=69 . n=69 n=66
Female .31 .31 .67

n=65 n-65 n=62



Table 2
A Summary of the Analysis of Variance for Family 

Structure, Child's Age, and Child's Sex on scores of the 
Starkweather Originality Test (SOT), the Smith Creativity 
Tasks (SCT)", and the Creativity Checklist (CC) .

Variable SOT 
dfa F . dfa

SCT
F

CC
dfa F

Family
Structure (3,120) 1.3 (3,120) ' 2 . 5.*' ' (3,121) 2.5'

Child's Age (2,117) 3.3** (2,118) 8.6**** (2,117) 1.0

Child's Sex (1,133) 1.4 (1,133) .21 (1,12 7) .01

* E > .  1 0  

05
****£(2. 001

a Some respondents' failure to include necessary infor- . 
mation on social structural variables resulted in missing 
data which is evident in varying n sizes and differences 
in the reported total degrees of freedom.
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that the main effect family structure was related to the 
Smith Creativity Tasks and to the Creativity Checklist. 
Because the analyses revealed a significant difference for 
family structure, the null hypothesis was rejected. Cre
ative ability of preschool children appears to vary by 
family structure. Relative to the Smith Creativity Tasks, 
preschool children from one parent families scored signif
icantly higher than children from step families. In 
reference to the Creativity Checklist, single parents 
scored their children significantly higher in creative 
ability than parents from two parent nuclear families.

Table 2 also makes it clear that age was signif
icantly related to scores on the Starkweather Originality 
Test and the Smith Creativity Tasks. Relative to the Stark
weather Originality Test, five-year-old children scored 
significantly higher than four-year-old children. In 
relation to the Smith Creativity Tasks, four- and five- 
year-old children scored significantly higher than the 
three-year-old children.

In that the results confirmed a significant differ
ence on creativity scores for preschool children living in 
one parent families, it was desirable to know if the par
ticular sex of the parent in these one parent families 
appeared to differentiate levels of creativity in male and 
female children in these children. Ad hoc analyses were 
therefore undertaken to determine the extent to which such
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a contention might be true. The main effects of parent sex 
and subject sex for the Starkweather Originality Test, the 
Smith Creativity Tasks, and the Creativity Checklist were 
analyzed by one-way analyses of variance. Results revealed 
that there was no significant relation between sex of par
ents and their children's creativity scores as measured by 
the Starkweather Originality Test (F (2 ,26) = 1.047, -p=. 367). 
and the Smith Creativity Tasks (Fy(2,26)=1.305, £=.290). 
However, there was a significant difference between the sex 
of the single parent and sex of the child scored on the 
Creativity Checklist (F (2,26)=2.682, p^.10). The mean 
scores of male children in mother only one parent families 
were higher than those of female children.



CHAPTER 5

d i s c u s s i o n ::

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
difference in creative ability of preschool children in one 
parent families, two parent nuclear families, extended 
families, and step families. The major findings were:
(a) that children living in one parent families scored sig
nificantly higher . on..the Smith Creativity Tasks than chil
dren.. living .In step families , and '(b). that single parents • 
scored their children significantly higher on the Creativity 
Checklist than parents in two parent nuclear families scored 
their children. These findings suggest that there may be 
some aspects of life in a one parent family, as opposed to 
other family structures, which facilitate the development 
of creative ability. One plausible explanation of the 
higher creativity of children in one parent families may be 
the unique combination of extra responsibility, autonomy, 
and more permissive childrearing strategies characteristic 
of these families. A number of researchers (Haimowitz § 
Haimowitz, 1966; Dewing, 1970; Miller § Gerard, 1979) have 
reported that these characteristics are associated with 
creativity. It may also be true that single parents are
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more indifferent to social demands than parents in other 
family structures, a characteristic which has also been
linked to creativity (Campbell, 19 77; Miller § Gerard,

11979). It sould be noted, however, that while children 
from one parent families scored consistently higher on all 
measures of creativity, they did not score significantly 
higher on each measure than children in each family struc
ture. Therefore, some important questions should be ad
dressed. First, why did children in one parent families 
score significantly higher than children in step families 
on the Smith Creativity Tasks, while not scoring signif
icantly higher than children in two parent nuclear families 
and extended families on this measure? ' Second, why was 
there a significant difference between single parents' and 
two parents' ratings of their children's creativity, but„ 
not a significant difference between single parents' and 
either extended or step parents' ratings of their chil
dren's creativity? Third, why were children from one par
ent families more significantly creative in terms .of both 
the Smith Creativity Tasks and the Creativity Checklist, 
but not in terms of the Starkweather Originality Test.

With reference to the first question, i.e., why did 
children in one parent families score higher than children 
in step families on the Smith Creativity Tasks, while not 
scoring significantly higher than children in two parent 
families,.and extended families on this measure, one



might speculate that conditions typically arising in the 
step family situation, e.g., the need to conform to a change 
in lifestyle, the need to establish relations with new 
family members, and the possible need to geographically 
relocate one's residence, may be the types of conditions 
which most dramatically offset the creative development of 
children in these families. When the relative consistency 
of lifestyle in two parent nuclear families and extended 
families is compared to the inconsistency of lifestyle in 
step families generated by these conditions, it is more 
apparent why the difference in creativity of children in 
step families as judged against the children of one parent 
families was more pronounced than for the children of two 
parent families and extended families.

With reference to the second question, i.e., why 
was there a significant difference between single parents' 
and two parents' ratings of their children's creativity, but 
not a significant difference between single parents' and 
either step or extended parents' ratings of their children's 
creativity, one speculation is offered. In that children 
who live in two parent nuclear families probably experience 
the most consistent and less complex environment, compared 
with children in other family structures, in terms of the 
range of events, routines, and interactions, it is possible 
that there is not as great a need for these children to 
develop the characteristics that have been associated with
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creativity, i .e ., autonomy, independence, and self-reliance. 
The lack of need for these characteristics in children

: living in two.parent nuclear families is seen to be in
I 'i great contrast with the need for these characteristics in

children living in one parent families, step or extended
1 families. Yet, if it is assumed that the need for children
1

to develop independent and self-reliant behavior is greats 
est within the one parent family structure, and this need 
is least for children in two parent nuclear families, it 
becomes more readily apparent why the difference in parents' 
ratings, of their children in two parent nuclear families 
was significantly different from parents' ratings of their 
children's creativity in one parent families, but not from 
step or extended families.

Relative to the third question, i.e., why were chil
dren from one parent families significantly more creative 
in terms of both the Smith Creativity Tasks and the Cre
ativity Checklist, but not in terms of the Starkweather 
Originality Test, one might speculate that the difference 
in measured creativity is a result of differences in the 
test themselves. By definition, the Smith Creativity Tasks 
measured fluency of creative response, while the Stark
weather Originality Test measured uniqueness of the re
sponse. While the findings appear -to suggest that children 
from one parent families may be more creative than children 
in other family structures in terms of a fluency component.
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but not in terms of an originality component, it should 
be noted that the Smith Creativity Tasks offered a greater 
opportunity for creativity to be measured. The Smith 
Creativity Tasks allowed all possible responses to be 
counted, whereas the Starkweather Originality Test allowed 
only the most original.of a limited number of responses to 
be counted. It is possible that placing a limit on the 
potential responses of a child may in fact result in a 
failure to demonstrate his/her ability to respond creatively.

The findings of this study relative to age provide 
rather clear cut support for the contention that creativity, 
at least in the preschool years, is positively related to 
age. A number of possible explanations for this finding 
may be offered. First, in that the Starkweather Originality 
Test and the Smith Creativity Tasks require verbal re
sponses (e.g., "What could you do with a stick?"), one would 
expect that older children, as compared with younger chil
dren, would have larger, more useful, and.better differ
entiated vocabularies, with which to respond to these ques
tions. Second, in that the Starkweather Originality Test 
and the Smith Creativity Tasks require responses to parti
cular objects and shapes, it might be anticipated that older 
children, as compared with younger children, would have 
had more familiarity with the objects that were presented 
in the Smith Creativity Tasks. Similarly, older children 
as compared with younger children, would probably be better
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cognitively oriented to shapes used in the Starkweather 
Originality Test, such that they would be better able to 
respond to the test questions, In that the findings for 
age were so strong, it may in fact be true that the 
Starkweather Originality Test and the Smith Creativity 
Tasks were actually measuring these verbal and experiential 
based qualities rather than creativity, per se.

The findings of the study relative to sex suggest 
that creative ability in preschool children, as least as 
measured by the Starkweather Originality Test, the Smith 
Creativity Tasks, and the Creativity Checklist, is not 
different for males and females. In effect, one would not 
have expected a difference, given that preschool children 
have not yet been consistently exposed to societal settings 
(e.g., the public school system) in which sexist attitudes 
toward creative expression in children are pervasive. In 
addition,' the findings for no sex differences may provide 
some support for the contention that positive influences 
have accrued from a recent trend toward non-sexist curricula, 
in preschool programs.

The reported ad hoc analysis of sex of single par- 
_ents and sex of their children, though intriguing, was 
made particularly difficult by the small number of single 
father (n= 2) families in the study. In that both single 
fathers had daughters, as opposed to sons, it was in fact 
impossible to determine whether differences existed in the
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creative ability of sons and daughters of single fathers. 
However, the slightly significant (p_̂ . 10) difference in 
creative ability of males and females in single mother fam
ilies, as measured by mothers' perceptions of their chil
dren's creativity ^suggests in a limited way that a cross- 
sex influence in creative development in the direction of 
sons of single mothers being more creative than daughters 
of single mothers, may be operative. It may be that sons 
of single mothers are perceived as being more creative as 
a result of the fact that they carry more responsibility 
than daughters of single mothers. A greater independence 
allowed sons in single mother families may also influence 
the greater development of their creative ability. Fi
nally, Domino's (1969) findings support the interpretation 
that these single mothers may themselves be creative and 
both their personality characteristics and their creativity 
may be evocative of greater creativity in their sons.

Limitations to the Study 
Measurement of Creativity. One limitation to this 

study, as well as any study of creative ability, may logi
cally involve the accuracy of assessing and/or quantifying 
creativity. This speculation is supported by the knowledge 
that most theorists have had difficulty even in agreeing 
about what creativity is. In effect, it may not be possible
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to measure precisely this somewhat vague and illusive 
quality, particularly in preschool children.

Instruments. Assuming that it is possible to 
measure creative ability in preschool children, a second 
limitation to this study may involve the failure of 
available instruments to measure creativity per se, and 
not a host of related but independent abilites emerging in 
children as they get older, e.g., verbal ability or famil- 
.;.iarit^_with th."e 'ob jects,?. The a-ge-.-f-i-nSdrng- thjyy'stuiLy-... 
in particular would-appear, to suggest that.a clustering
. of . age - r e lat edyab ili-tins rather, than unique creative' ""T."':'
ability,...may h#.ve been .re.fl.et.ted inichildren's te'sponses 

7 to the; measunee: ..emp.lpyed in this, study.
Sample. A third limitation to this study may 

involve the sample composition. First, all the subjects 
were enrolled in day care programs. It is possible that 
the range of creative ability of children cared for in 
settings other than day care may vary substantially from 
the creative ability of the children in this sample. In 
addition, the inclusion of a greater proportion of single 
parents in this sample would have enabled a more complete 
and accurate analysis of the relationship between sex of 
single parents and the creativity of their male and female 
children.
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Implications for Future Research
It is clear that future research in creativity 

among preschool children in various family structures will 
need to address the problems cited in the limitations, es- 
pecialTy in regard to more precise and■accurate measurement 
of creativity, and more breadth in sample composition such 
that greater generalizability of results is possible.

While* this study utilized three instruments to mea
sure separate aspects of creative ability, it may be that 
using instruments which simultaneously measure many aspects 
of creativity other than fluency and originality, such as: 
problem-solving, flexibility, sensitivity to the environ
ment, and - Imagination-, wi 11:- allow - for.. a broader analysis of 
creative ability. In addition, methods "of measurement 
other than the standard verbal response or paper and pencil 
tests, such as observational study or group study may be 
more appropriate for the measurement of creative ability 
in preschool children. Longitudinal approaches to this 
study may also yield useful information. Additionally, 
future investigations of creativity in preschool children 
may yield information suggesting that a greater range of 
experiences by children (e.g., preschool programs, home 
care, neighborhood settings) will elicit a wide range in 
degrees of creativity.
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APPENDIX A
.Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Total Percent

Family Structure
One parejit " 31 2 5

mother only 29
father only 2

Two parent nuclear 77 63
Extended 8 7

Age.

Sex

Step 7 5

Three-years-old 20 17
' Four-years-old 58 49
Five-years-old .. 41 34

' Male 69 52
Female 65 48

Education of Father
Some high school 1 1

High school 10 8
Some college / 53 " 43
College 34 28%
Graduate degree 25 20%
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o\<=
> 

o\» 
o\o 

o\Q 
o\Q 
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" APPENDIX' A---6ontinued

Total Percent

Education of mother
Some high school 3 2%
High school 17 14%
Some college 48 40%
College 29 24%
Graduate degree 24 20%

Ethnic Heritage
Native American 13 10%
Mexican-American 8 6%
Caucasian 10 7. 84%

Family Income
Not reported 15 13%
Less than $9,999.00 27 23%
$10,000.00-19,999.00 29 24%
Over $20,000.00 47 40%
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a
stick?

f. 
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APPENDIX D

For each set of adjectives listed below, please mark the 
space on the scale that best describes your preschool child.

active 
adventurous 
non-artistic 
autocratic 
careless 
clever 
curious 
uncreative 
disorderly 
dissatisfied 
energetic 
humorous 
imaginative 

. dependent 
insightful 
intolerant 
original 
outspoken 
quick 
rational 
rebellious 
unresourceful 
self-centered 
sens itive 
serious

:inactive 
:cautious 
:artistic 
:non-autocratic 
:careful 
:dull
:uninterested 
•.creative 
: orderly 
•.satisfied 
/lethargic 
/humorless 
unimaginative 

/ independent 
/narrowminded 
/tolerant 
unoriginal 

/quiet 
/  slow
/irrational .
:conformative 
resourceful 
people-centered
: insensitive
:flippant

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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