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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CREATIVITY STYLE
AND MUSIC CAREER IN UNIVERSITY
MUSIC STUDENTS

David A. Zmudka, M.M.

Western Michigan University, 2006

This study investigated the relationship between creativity style and choice of
musical career among university students. Data was collected from 74 students
enrolled in one of four majors in music; music education, music therapy, instrumental
performance and jazz performance, as assessed by View.: An Assessment of problem
solving style, which included 34 items defining problem-solving style across three
dimensions including Orientation to Change (OC), Manner of Processing (MP), and
Ways of Deciding (WD) scales. Subjects also provided demographic information
concerning their declared major, preferred musical career, and level of education.
Significant differences were found between the four groups on the OC and WD
dimensions when using preferred musical career as the category variable. No
differences were found when declared major was used as the category variable.
Results suggest problem-solving style is likely to be associated with problem types
found in specific musical activities and therefore a musician’s preferred career in

music. Implications for music education and teaching creativity are discussed.
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CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION

Creativity in Music Education

In spite of centuries of study and debate, creativity remains one of the most
enigmatic concepts of human behavior. Performers of the musical, written, and visual
arts have always been considered “creative” in spite of the lack of a clear and concrete
understanding of the word. Music educators, as well as educators in all the creative
arts, having long focused on the performance aspects of their disciplines, are now
being encouraged to teach students how to be creative. Among the many goals set
forth for music education at the Tanglewood Symposium in 1967 was to teach
creativity in music. Since then, teaching creative thinking in the creative arts has been
espoused regularly as natural and appropriate (DeTurk, 1989, 29). In the music
classroom however, cultural awareness, musical concepts and performing skills are
still the primary emphasis. In practice, creativity is rarely encouraged in this subject,
the most abstract of the creative arts (DeTurk, 1989, 29).

Current arts and music education curricula, along with countless articles in
any number of Music Education journals stress the importance of teaching and
encouraging students to be more creative. We have also seen the development of The
National Standards for Arts Education, which eventually evolved from the
proceedings at Tanglewood. The Symposium drafted the Tanglewood Declaration,

which stressed the necessity for the music education profession to address current and



future musical needs of students in terms of civil rights, rapidly developing
technology, and schools that were rapidly becoming inadequate for the education
needs of the populace. This vision, realized by the Music Educators National
Conference (MENC) through the implementation of the Goals and Objectives (GO)
Project in 1969, identified thirty-five objectives that evolved into The National
Standards For Arts Education (Consortium of National Arts Education Association,
1994), written under the auspices of the MENC in response to the Goals 2000 Act of
1994 (Mark, 2000). The National Standards call for our young people to be fully
educated and to obtain competence in the arts by developing the physical and mental
abilities needed to learn any art form (Mark, 2000). Competence, as defined by the
National Standards, means the ability to use an array of knowledge and skills.
Behaviors exhibiting these abilities include creation (emphasis mine), performance,
production, history, culture, perception, analysis, criticism, aesthetics, technology, and
appreciation (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994, 18). To
this end, each Content Standard at each level of the National Standards includes
achievement standards specifying creative activities that will result in a creative
product.

Current curriculum models, such as the Wisconsin Guide to Curriculum
Planning in Music (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 1989), prescribe
modes of musical behaviors or outcomes for each element of music and its associated
group of concepts at each level. These behavior modes, or active musical learning

experiences, include performing, describing, and creating. Creating activities are




intended to give students an opportunity to apply what has been discussed and
performed for each experience or activity. These activities, such as composition and
improvisation, should show that students possess a “broad, synthetic understanding of
various musical concepts” (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 1989, 9).

In spite of the various suggestions, criteria, and standards to further this end, it seems
that, at least in practice, most music programs avoid directly addressing the problem
of creativity education.

Understandably, many educators are content with the “status quo” leaving the
emphasis on performance aspects of music. After all, how can you teach something
that is so poorly understood? It is highly probable that music educators themselves
have only a meager understanding of what creative thinking is, much less how they
themselves demonstrate their own creativity, or why they prefer a given mode of
creative expression. In the past, students have been encouraged to understand
creative thinking rather than taught to do it (DeTurk, 1989, 29). This approach to
teaching creativity, achieved through recognition and appreciation of creative thinking
in others (e.g., Copeland, Stravinsky, etc), can be strengthened, by doing it (DeTurk,
1989, 29). This thinking is echoed by Hoffer (as cited in De Turk, 1989, 29), who
states “musical learning should not be confined to the re-creation of what others have
done. At a level consistent with their musical sophistication, students should engage
in creating music through composition or improvisation, or both”.

Methodology for the teaching of creativity is controversial (DeTurk, 1989,

29). The personal nature of creative thinking almost dictates that assessment be made




on an individual basis (DeTurk, 1989, 30). Studies often mention three different
aspects of creativity: Process, product, and characteristics of the individual. Only the
first two aspects are appropriate for evaluation in the schools since the third does not
vary as a result of instruction (DeTurk, 1989, 30). Kratus (as cited in DeTurk, 1989,
30) presents a series of evaluation scales, checklists, and data collection techniques
for assessing the processes and products of creative thinking rather than the traits of
the creative thinker. It is Kratus’ position that by focusing on process or product
instead of the person, measurement can more directly measure a music lesson’s
objective or a music program’s goals in terms of student behavior in specific
activities.

While one can see the logic in this methodology for teaching creativity, there
is some difficulty with this thinking. Characteristics of the individual, including
cognitive and personality factors, may directly affect the way an individual exhibits
their creativity, as has been found to be the case with learning styles. Learning style,
as summarized by Keefe (as cited in Wisconsin Curriculum, 80), can be described as
the “characteristic cognitive, affective, and psychological behaviors” which indicate
the way in which learners “. . .perceive, interact with, and respond to the learning
environment”. Current thinking about learning suggests that teachers do not teach the
way they were taught. Rather they teach the way they themselves prefer to learn.

For this reason a teacher whose style of learning is primarily visual,
sequential, and reflective may have trouble understanding a kinesthetic, random-

thinking, impulsive student. The teacher will need to adapt his or her teaching so that



it aligns with this student’s learning style (e.g. help the student grasp a concept
through some sort of activity involving bodily movement). Although children are
more alike than different in their learning patterns, the average classroom contains
learners who exhibit different cognitive, affective, and psychological learning
strengths (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 1989, 80). In view of the fact
that creativity is primarily a cognitive function (Kirton, 2003; Guilford, 1964), it is
likely that the same issues will hold true for teaching creativity. This, along with
insufficient training in teaching methods and evaluation, may provide at least a partial
explanation for music educators’ lack of understanding of creativity, and the resulting
reluctance to include it in their musical activities.

Adaption — Innovation Theory (Kirton, 1976) postulates a theory of creative
style based on cognitive and personality factors (Goldsmith, 1984). Subsequent study
indicates that creative style, or more accurately, preference of creative style as
determined by personality factors, plays a role in the choice of career by an individual
based on the style of creativity required to successfully solve problems in that field
(Kirton, 2003). Recent study has expanded on this theory and developed new, more
robust models of problem solving style such as VIEW: An Assessment of Problem
Solving Style (Selby, Treffinger, Isaksen, and Lauer, 2004a).

Based on these theories, while musicians may be considered “creative” in
general, we cannot simply assume that all are equally creative, or exhibit the same
style of creativity. Furthermore, the term “musician” is not one-dimensional. Most of

us have observed the widely varying temperament and personality types among



musicians practicing the many career paths within the field of music, some of which
are familiar stereotypes. These observations suggest that various aspects of
personality traits may play a role in what we do and how we do it in music.

Musical experiences such as performance, improvisation, and composition,
provided through elementary and secondary school music programs, reflecting the
National Standards, are similar to those encountered in, and may lead to “interesting
and valuable career and avocational opportunities” in music (Wisconsin Department
of Public Instruction, 1989, 3). Music programs in our colleges and universities
provide formal education and training in these career paths.

The list of fields of study in music includes, but is not limited to, performance,
jazz studies (improvisation and performance), music education, musicology (theory
and history), music therapy, composition, arranging, and conducting. Practitioners in
these areas rely on a common set of musical concepts, skills and proficiencies, while
employing widely differing skills and knowledge requirements. These differences are
deep and significant, and suggest that the style of creativity exhibited by a concert
performing artist is different from that of the jazz improviser, the composer, the
conductor, the music instructor/pedagogue, and so on. If there is a range of creative

styles, as Kirton and Selby, et al, assert, it is at least a reasonable conjecture that
creativity styles play a role in the expression of creativity and therefore would be
related to the choice of a musical profession as well. Furthermore, it would make

sense that an understanding of one’s own creative style, as with learning style, will



enable music educators to teach creative musical thinking in the classroom more

effectively.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to determine if a range of creativity or problem
solving styles, as described by Kirton’s Adaption-Innovation theory and measured by
VIEW: An Assessment of Problem Solving Style, is present in musicians enrolled in
the study of music at the university level, and to determine if there is a relationship
between creativity style and a student’s choice or preference of music major or

profession in music.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Historical Perspectives of Creativity

Defining a Difficult Concept

To understand creativity, it is first necessary to understand how creativity is
defined from both current and historical perspectives. Any research into definitions of
creativity quickly reveals a multitude of definitions varying in scope and depth that
often conflict. Analyzing the domain, L.C. Repucci (1988) has identified between
fifty and sixty different definitions of creativity and divided them into six categories.
These include: Gestalt/Perception definitions describing the recombination of ideas,
concepts or symbols to form new or better ones; End Product/Innovation definitions
that describe the qualities of something newly produced; Aesthetic/Expressive
definitions emphasizing self expression deemed to be “creative”;
Psychoanalytic/Dynamic definitions of the creative person, based on personality traits;
Solution/Thinking definitions based on thinking processes; and various other
definitions not fitting into the above categories. In this light, E. Paul Torrance (1988)
may be correct when he says “Creativity defies definition . . . creativity is almost
infinite. Much of it is unseen, nonverbal, and unconscious. Even if there were a
precise concept of creativity, I am certain we would have difficulty putting it into
words.” These reservations notwithstanding, progress has been made in the

understanding of creativity in recent years. In this light, the various definitions of



creativity will be reviewed from a historical perspective, tracing the evolution of our

present understanding, and debate, of creativity.

Ancient Portrayals — Mystical Inspiration or a Gift From the Muse

Ancient philosophers believed creativity to have mystical origins. Both Plato
and Aristotle wrote about the concept of creativity, referring to it as either inspiration
(the breathing of an insight into the mind of man from a god) or natural talent. These
qualities were bestowed upon the creative person, an empty vessel to be filled with an
inspiration, as dictated by the Muse. The individual would then reveal these inspired
ideas in the form of a creative product (i.e., choral songs or epic poems). Both Child
and Dudek (cited in Albert and Runco, 1999) observe that originality, a present-day
indicator of creativity, was not considered a necessary component of creativity during
this period of history. The word genius (derived from the Latin ingenium), originally
associated with the mystical powers of protection and good fortune, first appeared in
Plautus (circa 300BC). It was defined as a “tutelary spirit embodied in each man, not
entirely identical with him, but intimately connected with his personality,” and was
considered both a natural disposition and innate ability (Eysenck, 1995). The aspects
of genius proceeding from ancient times consist of natural endowment (intelligence),
hard work (persistence), divine or mystical inspiration (creativity) and a personality
indulging in behavior that is distinctively unusual, often thought of as madness or
frenzied inspiration. Perceptions of such behavior linked with the creative individual

persist to this day.



10

The Influence of the Catholic Church — Devine Inspiration

The view of creativity as a mystical or divine endowment has persisted
through the centuries. As the power of the Catholic Church grew after the fall of
Rome, the focus of the source of inspiration changed from the mystical Muse to the
Divine Spirit (i.e., the Holy Spirit). The idea that the creative individual (usually
male) was merely a conduit through whom artistic, musical, or other extraordinary
talents and abilities were expressed persisted throughout the middle ages. In the
second century A.D., St. Augustine, in his manuscript City of God (p.55, cited in
Albert and Runco, 1999), set forth a new doctrine urging Christians to turn their eyes
to the future, proclaiming that “Christianity . . . played a leading role in the discovery
of our power to create”. However, the idea that humans possessed the power to create
did not take hold until the arrival of the Renaissance when the attribute of genius, the
power to create found in great artists and artisans, was recognized as an attribute
possessed by the individual (Albert and Runco, 1999). Nonetheless, the influence of
the Catholic Church and the teaching that all things flow from the Divine Creator was
unmistakable. Creative ability, as with all human talents, although possessed by the
individual, was believed to be a gift bestowed by God, rather than an inspiration

mystically implanted in or channeled through a chosen individual.

The Great and Endless Debates — Creativity as a Human Endeavor

In the 1700’s philosophical discussions and debates concerning imagination,

talent, and genius began to take place, mainly in England, generating much progress
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in the understanding of creativity. The goal of these debates, involving philosophers
such as William Duff and his contemporaries, was to define the differences between
the concept of creativity and the concepts of genius, originality, talent, and formal
education. By the 1750’s, the phrase “creative imagination” was used extensively in
these debates. Duff (1767), reflecting this thinking, stated that “of those that apply
themselves to the pursuit of either the sciences or the liberal arts, only a small number
were . . . qualified to extend their empire and advance their improvement in any
considerable degree. To explore unbeaten tracks, and make new discoveries in the
regions of Science, to invent the designs and perfect the productions of Art, is the
province of Genius alone. These ends are the objects to which it constantly aspires;
and the attainments of these ends can only fall within the compass of the few
enlightened, penetrating, and capacious minds that seem destined by Province for
enlarging the sphere of human knowledge and human happiness.” Duff goes on to
state: “Having suggested the objects to which genius naturally aspires, it will be more
easy to discover the means by which it attains them; or, in other words, the principal
ingredients which constitute the singular accomplishment. These are imagination,
judgment, and taste,” where imagination is defined as “having the plastic power of
inventing new associations of ideas.”

By the late 1700’s, although creativity was still referred to as genius,
imagination was viewed as that which governed creativity. In addition, four
distinctions forming the foundation of present-day views of creativity were widely

accepted: Genius was divorced from the supernatural; genius, although exceptional,
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was a potential in every individual; talent and genius were distinguishable from one
another; and their potential and exercise were dependant on the socio-political
atmosphere of the time. Genius was now recognized as a human phenomenon. While
not all humans possessed it, any human, under the proper social and political
(nurturing and allowing freedom of thought versus repressive) environments, would

be able to display it (Albert and Runco, 1999).

Nineteenth Century Origins of the Scientific Investigation of Creativity

However, divorcing creativity from the supernatural was one thing; explaining
it was quite another. The traditional 19™ century view of the nature of creativity, in
spite of the debates of the previous century, still placed heavy emphasis on its
mystical and mysterious nature and saw the fine arts and poetry as the only creative
endeavors. Nevertheless, vanguard efforts were underway that would begin to
redefine the understanding of creativity. Sir Francis Galton (cited in Eysenck, 1995)
defined genius in terms of achieved distinction, or reputation, which he stated as “the
opinion of contemporaries, revised by posterity...the reputation of a leader of opinion,
of an originator, of a man to whom the world deliberately acknowledges itself largely
indebted”. Later, employing the principles of scientific investigation to eminence-
achieving subjects, Galton (as cited in Albert & Runco, 1999, 24 - 25) found evidence
to support the four distinctions of genius arrived at in the debates of the 18™ century:
Genius was divorced from the supernatural and, although exceptional, was a potential

in every individual because ability (as postulated by Darwin) is distributed throughout
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populations. He concluded (as cited in Albert & Runco, 1999, 25) that “creative
products” came largely from “general ability” which he believed was one of the
essential capacities for genius.

What was perhaps the most far-reaching intellectual (and creative)
breakthrough of this period was implied in the role that Darwin (as cited in Albert and
Runco, 1999), a contemporary and associate of Galton, gave to adaption in survival
(i.e., natural selection). It was only after Darwin worked out the processes underlying
adaptation and natural selection that the characteristics of creativity as problem
solving (behavioral and genetic) was recognized, and that solved problems (of
survival) leading to “successful” adaptations were individual in character to be passed
on to the general population. While these concepts had little impact on the
understanding of creativity during the 19™ century, they became the basis for several
theorists’ views of creativity in the 20" century.

Becker (as cited in Albert and Runco, 1999) has documented the first
indications of interest in the concepts of creative and divergent thinking that began to
develop during the 19 century as well. He observes that as early as 1837, Bethune
was interested in the ability to “originat[e] new combinations of thought” and felt that
creative genius could “store away ideas for future combinations”. Becker also quotes
Jenons definition of genius as being “essentially creative” and “manifest when there is
a divergence from the ordinary grooves of thought and action”. He also cites William
James, who in his unique description displayed an understanding of the rarity of

ideational complexity, included the elements of “abrupt cross-cut transitions, unheard




of combinations of elements, and subtle associations of analogy” in his discussion of
what is now identified as divergent thinking. James further described the process as
being “suddenly introduced into a seething cauldron of ideas...where partnerships can
be joined or loosened in an instant, treadmill routine is unknown, and the unexpected

seems the only law.”

Psychology and the Study of Creativity in the Modern Era

Around 1900 Sigmund Freud, the father of modern Psychoanalysis, began his
attempts to define the human psyche. As the field of Psychology grew in the early oo™
century, and its various branches began to appear, creativity studies began to focus on
the various aspects of creativity and the creative person, resulting in a multitude of
definitions, if not a good deal of confusion. It is with Freud’s attempts to describe the
creative process in terms of human cognitive processes (this will be discussed in one
of the following sections) that real progress into understanding the full breadth of the
nature of creativity began. Most modern era definitions of creativity fit into three
basic categories, the creative product, the creative person (personality traits), and the
creative process (cognitive processes). Definitions for each of these three categories
will be presented separately, along with a new “confluence” category that combines
theories or definitions from each category. As the various approaches to creativity
developed, progress was hampered by both ambiguity in the definitions as well as a
lack of consensus among researchers and theorists, fueled perhaps by the resistance of

some to remove creativity from its shroud of mysticism. The definitions will first be

14



presented chronologically in each category, eventually demonstrating how the three
categories interact to provide a broad, in depth view of the manifestation of creativity
in the individual. It is the blending of certain aspects of personality and cognitive
processes that result in a creative product. These interactions provide the underlying

structure of this thesis.

Product Definitions of Creativity

Most product definitions of creativity include the characteristics of novelty
and appropriateness. Amabile (1996) cites the definitions of Barron, Bruner, Ghislen,
Jackson and Messick, and MacKinnon in her discussion of the creative product.
Barron proposed that to be judged as “original” the response should possess a “certain
stated uncommonness in the particular group being studied”, it must be “ to some
extent adaptive to reality”. Bruner describes a creative product as anything generating
“effective surprise in the observer”, as well as a “shock of recognition that the product
or response, while novel, is entirely appropriate”. Ghislen articulates the following
somewhat ambiguous criteria: “This quality of uniqueness, recognizable and
definable, either is present in full force or is absent entirely. The products to be dealt
with are not more or less suffused with creativity as an object may be tinged with
color in one or another degree of saturation. Either a product of the mind is creative
in one respect or another or else it is not creative in any”. Jackson and Messick
proposed that creative products should “elicit a distinct set of aesthetic responses from

observers: surprise, satisfaction, stimulation, and savoring”. Stein suggests that
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creativity results in the “production of some novel result that is useful, tenable, or
satisfying, and represents a real “leap” away from what has previously existed”.
MacKinnon, adopting Barron’s two criteria, added a third that hints at a description of
the creative process: “true creativeness involves a sustaining of the original insight,
an evaluation and elaboration of it, a developing of it into the full”. Perkins (1981)
holds that “products judged highly creative by the society will have features such as
scope and significance, which in addition to originality imbue creative products with
value.” Gedo (1996) concludes “it is essential that the novel configuration created
represent the creator’s authentic point of view, that it transcend one specific instance
by transmitting as clearly as possible something of wider significance, and should
have a commitment to ethical values, at the very least in terms of formal or technical
excellence. In all these ways, creativity goes beyond utilitarian goals — without

disregarding the value of social utility.”

Defining the Creative Person — Personality and Creative Behavior

Attempts to define creativity in terms of the creative person did not gain
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