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Abstract 


For modern visual artists and graphic designers, creativity is the Sine qua non, and it should be equally important to fashion designers. The main objective of this study was to investigate the relationships among figural creativity, creative potential, and personality in a sample of Taiwanese fashion design undergraduates. Convenient sampling was used. A sample of 90 first-year fashion design undergraduate students (73 women and 17 men) at Asia University in Taiwan was recruited from the Foundation of Design, which is the foundational fashion design course, to participant in this study. This study's results suggest that figural creativity is not related to creative potential or to personality. However, we suggest that using alternative or additional instruments to measure creative potential and/or include additional relevant variables might build on these findings and increase our understanding of the relationships among figural creativity, creative potential, and personality.
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Introduction


Creativity tends to characterize distinguished people in the sciences, arts, politics, and business. As such, it could be considered a highly desirable quality and an important tool for coping with life's stresses and problems [1]. For modern visual artists and graphic designers, creativity is essential [2,3], and it should be equally important to fashion designers [4].

The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (TTCT), which assess verbal and figural creativity, are probably the most frequently applied tests of creativity [5,6]. Previous studies on figural creativity often employed the figural portion of the TTCT (TTCT-Figural) to measure figural creativity because the TTCT is widely accepted as an indicator of individual creativity [7-9]. The TTCT-Figural comprises three activities: picture construction, picture completion, and repeated figures composed of lines or circles. It assesses five aspects of creativity: (1) fluency and quantity of relevant ideas; (2) originality and quantity of statistically infrequent ideas; (3) elaboration and quantity of added ideas; (4) abstractness of titles and the extent beyond labeling; and (5) resistance to premature closure and the extent of psychological openness.

Kim [10] compared the Kirton Adaption-Innovation Inventory [11] to the figural portion of the TTCT using confirmatory factor analysis. He found that the measures of fluency, originality, and resistance to closure in the TTCT related to Kirton's"Innovator" style, and the measures of elaboration, abstractness of titles, and creative closure in the TTCT related to Kirton's'Adaptor style."

Although the TTCT is popular among students of creativity, several scholars have challenged its legitimacy and pointed out its deficiency as possibly assessing individual creative performance incorrectly [12,13]. These scholars have argued that actual creative performance should be the gold standard used to assess individual creativity, and they tend to use method that examines creative products. A frequently used method is Amabile [14] Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT), with which experts in relevant fields assess creative products, such as poems, collages, or short stories.

According to Batey & Furnham's [15] and James & Asmus's [16] critical review of the research on personality and creativity, it is challenging to develop a comprehensive list of personality variables across the various domains of creative endeavors. However, although they found that certain personality traits were more important for certain domains than others, one group of characteristics somewhat consistently related to creativity, including self-esteem, independence, introversion, perseverance, social poise, tolerance of ambiguity, willingness to take risks, behavioral flexibility, and emotional variability.

The Big Five Personality Traits in the Big Five Personality Theory (openness to experience, extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) are the most commonly used traits in personality research [17]. Among them, openness to experience is the most closely related to creativity [18]. Extraversion also is important to creativity. Sung & Choi [19] found that extraversion might be the most significant predictor of individual creative performance and, empirically extraversion and openness to experience significantly influenced individual creativity. In addition, in Tsai's [20] study, the results show that creative problem solving and personality was correlated.



This study aimed to gain knowledge about the figural creativity and creative potential of fashion design undergraduates. Through that knowledge, we hope to determine the extent to which we should promote creativity in these students.


Purpose and research questions

The main objective of this study was to investigate the relationships among figural creativity, creative potential, and personality in a sample of Taiwanese fashion design undergraduates. Fashion illustration is an important skill for fashion designers because fashion design sketches might be the maps used in the subsequent stages of producing apparel. In addition, creativity could be an asset for fashion designers who design their personal unique apparel. Therefore, the current study focused on understanding creative performance among student fashion designers. Based on preceding discussion, personality is also important factor to affect creativity. As is clear from the previous discussion, personality is important to creative expression, and this study considered personality traits when assessing the subjects' creative performance. The following three questions were developed to address the study’s objectives.

1.	What is the relationship among the figural creativity, creative potential, and personality of student fashion designers?

2.	Do personality traits predict figural creativity or creative potential?

3.	Does creative potential predict figural creativity net of the effects of personality traits and vice versa? 


Method


 Participants

Convenient sampling was used in this study. A sample of 90 first-year fashion design undergraduate students at Asia University in Taiwan was recruited from the Foundation of Design, which is the foundational fashion design course, to participant in this study. About 81% (73) of the sample was female and 19% (17) of the sample was male. Mean age was 18.6 years old (SD=1.85).

Instruments and Measurement



 Figural creativity

Figural creativity was assessed with Clark's Drawing Abilities Test [21]. The CDA Thas been used on more than 5000 elementary, middle and high-school students in the US and other countries, and it is a reliable and valid instrument [22,23]. The CDAT comprises four tasks: (a) drawing an interesting house as if you were viewing it from across the street; (b) drawing a person running very fast;
(c)	drawing yourself playing with your friends in a playground; and (d)	drawing a fantasy pictureusing your imagination. The scores on these tasks have four criteria: originality, expressiveness, creative solutions, and drawing skills. Because of this study’s goals and research questions, we used task (d).

The scoring method on CDAT followed Chan's [22] use of Amabile’s [14] CAT. Five art educators were invited to serve as a panel of experts. They were provided with scoring sheets and instructed to assign global ratings on figural creativity, drawing skill and aesthetics for each participant on a scale, ranging from 1=very low to 5=very high. Inter rater reliability was assessed using Cronbach's alpha, which was 0.882 on figural creativity, 0.901 on drawing skill, and 0.911on aesthetics. Index scores were created by computing the mean of the figural creativity, drawing skill, and aesthetics scores assigned by the five experts.

Creative potential

The Chinese version of the Runco Ideational Behavior Scale (RIBS; Tsai [20]) was developed by Runco [24], Plucker & Lim [25] to measure individual ideational behavior as the combination of ideas to generate them. Plucker, Runco & Lim [24,25] argued that the main reason for developing the RIBS was to create a criterion of creative potential as a possible alternative measure of divergent thinking. The 23 items in the RIBS measure actual overt behaviors related to ideation. According to Runco et al. [24] and Tsai [20], the RIBS is a reliable instrument, although its construct validity is somewhat ambiguous. Both studies found that two factors in the RIBS, but, because of lack of theoretical justification, Runco et al. [24] suggested thata one-factor structure should be used to interpret RIBS results.

Personality

The 10-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; [26]), was used to measure the participants' personality traits. The TIPI’s 10 items are structured into five domains of two items each one of which is positive and the other of which is negative. The participants were asked to assess their personalities on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging where 1=disagree strongly to 7=agree strongly.

Gosling et al. [26] reported on the TIPI’s reliability and found Cronbach’s alpha of 0.68 on extraversion, 0.40 on agreeableness, 0.50 on conscientiousness, 0.73 on emotional stability, and 0.45 on openness to experience. These relatively low alpha values likely relate to the fact that each factor has only two items. The same authors reported adequate test-retest reliability ranging from 0.62 to 0.77, over a six-week period, and validated their 10-item inventory using the 44-item Big Five Instrument [27] using the NEO-PI-R [28]. The results indicated that the TIPI had adequate convergent validity.


Procedure

Participation in this study was a course requirement. First, the study and its objective were explained to the participants. Then, they were asked to provide personal information on age and gender. The tests were then administered. The participants were asked to draw the first task with a pencil during a 20-minute period so that their figural creativity could be assessed. After the drawing task, they were provided with 10 minutes to complete the selfevaluation of creative potential and the personality tests. The entire process was completed in 35 minutes.

Results

Correlation analysis

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients on the five personality traits, RIBS, figural creativity, skill, and aesthetics. The Pearson correlations indicate that figural creativity, skill, and aesthetics positively and significantly correlated with each other, ranging from r=0.886 to r=0.906. However, figural creativity did not significantly correlate with creative potential or personality. Creative potential significantly correlated only with extraversion (r=0.316) and openness to experience (r= 0.469). Among the five personality variables, agreeableness and emotional stability were positively correlated (r=0.369), and openness to experience positively correlated with extraversion (r=0.352) and conscientiousness (r=0.288).


Table 1:    Means, standard deviations, and correlation among nine variables.
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** p< .01.

Prediction analysis





Table 2:    Standard regression analysis summary for personality predicting figural creativity.
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Table 3:    Standard regression analysis summary for personality predicting creative potential.
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Multiple correlation regression analysis was used to address the research question regarding the relationships of the personality traits to figural creativity. The results found that F(5, 84)=1.39, p=0.24 and, as Table 2 & 3 indicates, none of the measures of personality were statistically significant predictors of figural creativity. The analysis of the effects of personality on creative potential found that F (5, 84)=6.44, p< 0.001, but openness to experience was the only statistically significant predictor in the model, t=3.76, p< 0.001, β= .40, R2=0.277.


Table 4:    Standard regression analysis summary for eight variables predicting figural creativity.
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To obtain a complete analysis of the effects of other factors that influence figural creativity, figural creativity was regressed on eight variables (five personality variables, creative potential, skill, and aesthetics). The results found that F (8, 81) =54.68, p< .001, and Table 4 shows that three variables were statistically significant predictors in the model (R2=.84): emotional stability (t=2.01, p=0.048, b=0.10), skill (t=5.93, p< .001, β =0.65) and aesthetics (t=2.58, p=.012, β=.28).


Discussion

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting these findings. First, the analysis used the RIBS to measure ideational behavior to assess creative potential. Although divergent thinking tests like the RIBS are popular in the creativity literature, several concerns exist regarding the scoring system [29]. Therefore, future studies should consider using other creative potential assessments or using more than one such measure. Another salient limitation is that the sample was recruited from one institution and the participants are all of one ethnic background. However, cross-cultural studies seem to a promising option for validating the current findings. Finally, our study was correlation in nature. In terms of research design, conducting an experimental study could provide robust findings on the relationships among these three variables.

The main objective of the current study was to identify relationships among figural creativity, creative potential, and personality in a sample of fashion design college students. According to zero-order correlations, we found that figural creativity correlated with neither creative potential nor personality, and creative potential only correlated with extraversion (r=0.316) and openness to experience (r=0.469). These findings were unexpected, but one explanation for them is that although the RIBS was designed to measure creative potential, the RIBS framework is theoretically grounded in divergent thinking, not creativity. Moreover, because this study used the participants' work products to assess their figural creative performance by having five experts rate their output, the two instruments were, in essence, from different perspectives on creativity.

Regarding personality, the results on extraversion and openness to experience positively correlated with creative potential, which supports previous studies on creativity. In fact, openness to experience is generally considered the personality trait most important to creativity [12]. However, none of the measures of personality correlated with figural creativity in our data. This finding seems to contradict previous studies, but, to the best of our knowledge, studies on the relationship of personality to figural creativity are scarce. Consequently, it would be useful to conduct more studies on this relationship.

The second research question of the current study was "Do personality traits predict figural creativity or creative potential? To address this question, we estimated two multiple standard regression models. The results found that personality was not significantly influential to variation in figural creativity in our sample, but personality was significantly important to variation in creative potential. Specifically, openness to experience (β=0.40) significantly predicted creative potential. As previously discussed, more research is needed to obtain a clear picture of the relative predictive power of these variables on figural creativity.


The final research question of this study was "Does creative potential predicts figural creativity net of the effects of personality traits and vice versa?" In a multiple regression estimation including all eight variables, we found that emotional stability (β=0.10), skill (β=0.65), and aesthetics (β=0.28) were statistically significant (controlling for the effects of the personality variables), among which skill was the strongest predictor of figural creativity (β=0.65, p< .001). This finding means that drawing skill positively influenced figural creativity. It is clear that, to express creativity, knowledge and skill are needed. The creativity literature indicates that to achieve outstanding breakthroughs and creative achievements, individuals need at least 10 years of study in the field [30]. Moreover, in this model, only one personality trait (emotional stability) was a significant factor. When we further examined these relationships, the statistical significance was marginal (p=0.048). We speculated that unobserved variables might have influenced the results. We suggest that future studies include relevant variables to clarify these possible relationships.







Conclusion

This study's results suggest that figural creativity is not related to creative potential or to personality. However, we suggest that using alternative or additional instruments to measure creative potential and/or include additional relevant variables might build on these findings and increase our understanding of the relationships among figural creativity, creative potential, and personality. Despite its weaknesses, this study is a first step toward understanding variation in the creative performance of fashion design students. Importantly, the next steps for educators should be attempts to facilitate creativity among students in classroom settings. By maximizing students’ creativity in the classroom, their fashion design projects (apparel or accessory design) and their future career paths might be substantially supported.
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