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ABSTRACT
VALUING OF THE MATERIAL ENVIRONMENT:
A CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF OBJECT VALUE

By
Virginia T. Boyd

The study focused on the interface between an individual and
the material environment, and on one aspect of that interface in
_particu]ar:l the value that the individual assigns to objects, The
study developed out of the work of value theorist Clarence I. Lewis.
Two dimensions of extrinsic value were identified which individuals
appear to use to assign value to objects and an interrelationship
between the two was suggested. Based on the two dimensions, a con-
ceptual model for discrimination of object value was developed. The

dimensions were: an evaluation of the object's instrumentality or

its ability to function for an end beyond itself, and an evaluation

of the object's inherentness or its ability to provide intrinsic

satisfaction directly. The model allows the individual to assign a
weight to each of the dimensions, either positive or negative which
permits four categories of object value: (1) negative instrumental
value and negative inherent value--an object neither functions well
nor is visually appreciable, (2) negative instrumental and positive
inherent value--an object does not function well, but is visually

very appreciable, (3) positive instrumental and positive inherent
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value--an object is functional and appreciable, and (4) positive
instrumental and negative inherent value--an object is very func-
tional, but is not considered visually appreciable.

The conceptual model was submitted to an empirical test to
determine its validity. The procedure for determining validity con-
sisted of assembling 13 photographs of objects representing the four
value categories and developing a test form to record respondents’
evaluations of the objects in four ways based on the conceptual
model. A panel of design professionals and a sample of 116 female
students from an undergraduate introductory design class were asked
to evaluate the objects using the test developed.

Three hypotheses were identified to determine whether valid-
ity for the conceptual model as presented in the empirical test had
been established:

Hypothesis 1: The conceptual model was capable of consis-
tently discriminating four categories of

object value across several groups of
individuals.

Hypothesis 2: The conceptual model was capable of detect-
ing change in the perception of object value
over time.

Hypothesis 3: Individuals having high aesthetic interest
(as defined by the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey
Values Inventory) would evidence greater
consistency with the classifications of the
panel of professionals and the author than
those without a high aesthetic value orienta-
tion.

Findings of two of the three hypotheses were supportive of
the hypotheses which gave evidence for the validity of the conceptual

model. In response to Hypothesis 1, consistency of responses among
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author, panel of professionals, and design class at both pretest and
posttest occurred for nine out of thirteen objects. In order to
respond to Hypotheses 2, data was taken at both the beginning and
end of the design course hypothesizing that if the empirical model
was capable of asses;ing dimensions of value, it would be able to
(egistgr change in value‘assignations which could be expected when
students were introduced to fundamental design concepts. Results
supported the hypothesis for eight out of the thirteen objects and
the group mean for the total score developed for the empirical test
changed significantly (.001) toward greater consistency on posttest.
Analyses of interaction effect obtaihed from a two-way analysis of
variance technique suggested that individuals used a common set of
criteria for assigning value and used it in a systematic manner.
This suggested that when new information was introduced (the design
course) or when items were changed on the empirical test, the empiri-
cal model and by implication, the conceptual model, was capable of
registering the change. The third hypothesis could not be adequately
responded to because the subsample of individuals within the class
was not large enough to provide reliable information.

£* Results of the study showed support for the formulation of
is such a logical construct held and used in a systematic and pre-
dictable manner by at least the group of individuals participating
in the study.

Several implications were drawn from the study. The graphic

presentation of the empirical model serves as a useful discussion
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tool for value clarification and the teaching of value with respect
to objects because it provides categories for evaluating objects
which are less subjective than the more common like/dislike value
categorization, but are more subjective categorizations than evalua-
tion based on purely formal design criteria such as balance, propor-
tion, and unity.

From an economic perspective, the conceptual model provides
a way of assessing the relationship between value and the investment
of materials. It provides a system for looking at the relationships
between investment of resources and degree of utility and degree of

satisfaction obtained from a particular investment.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Value Position Underlying the Study

This study was guided by the proposition that the earth of
1976 is no longer a world of infinite possibility among unlimited
resources, but is in essence a spaceship with finite dimensions
requiring maximum utility from limited means. It was guided by the
belief that although material resources are limited, the individual's
human potential to develop personally and to better the environment
remains a domain of infinite possibility. Only the utilization of
material resources must be viewed with an increasingly economical
perspective.

The following value position was taken. With declining raw
materials and an increasingly scarce supply of energy with which to
process them, consumption must be reduced, the things produced be
made to last longer and to give greater satisfaction during their
use. However, implementing these will be exceedingly difficult.

How can standards be set in these areas? What constitutes better
quality? Is quality defined in a functional sense or in a sense of
satisfaction achieved? Is there a consensus among people on accept-
able standards? The questions are qualitative in nature and will

require a qualitative evaluation of objects in order to answer them,



an evaluation which is not only highly abstract, but which touches
deeply held attitudes and beliefs which are difficult to deal with
without evoking strong emotional responses. Answers to the questions
will require determining how objects are valued.

Research was also guided by the belief that the material
forms which an individual creates out of natural resources and with
which one surrounds oneself are a direct external expression of the —
individual's inner self. A society's forms are therefore a gather-
ing together, an accumulation of the expressions of each of its
individuals. A given form achieves relevance and meaning within a
society only as it serves an active function within the lives of
the individuals of that society. "For the only justification of any
order, of any form, which men produce is, that men discover in it

possibilities which they could not have without it."]

Definition of Object

Only a particular domain of the total material environment,
the domain of objects man intentionally creates from the wide.range
of available materials occurring naturally within his environment,
was investigated. The‘ggjggg_was defined broadly to include two <
kinds of intentionally material objects; those things created in
order to extend one's abilities--those things designed to work, and
those things designed to express oneself--those objects whose value

accrues with their ability to communicate in a dimension and medium

]John F. A. Taylor, "The American Artist: An Essay on the
Uses of Freedom," The Centennial Review 7 (Fall 1963): 419.




3

beyond the limits of language: By defining the object with this
breadth an attempt was made to recognize that all objects are
naturally interrelated and in a sense are interdependent each having
an individual yet integrated function in daily existence. However,
contemporary life has increasingly moved in the opposite direction,
toward compartmentalizing objects and dealing with the divisions
independently and often competitively. The value position taken
suggested that not only is it inappropriate to consider and consume
the different kinds of objects independently, but that with increas-
ingly more limited resources society can no longer afford the result-

ing expenditure of resources which such fragmentation demands.

Statement of the Problem

A conceptual framework for understanding the dimensions on
which value is attributed to objects was developed. It was based on
the proposition that value with respect to objects is not divided
into only two categories of value--artistic objects and useful
objects--as the area of object value is often subdivided. Rather,
it was suggested that there are four classes of value with respect
to objects and among the four there is one class of object value
which is particularly important with the general need to reduce the
number of objects while maintaining a high degree of satisfaction
from those remaining. This class was termed Economy of Value
objects because of their ability to be highly valued on two value
dimensions simultaneously. Economy of Value objects are those

objects designed not only to perform a specific task, but which are



also intended to function in a manner beyond their ability to work,
as objects to be appreciated, to provide pleasure through their
presence alone. Architecture has been recognized as having this
dual capacity as have objects in the graphic and decorative arts.

The architect creates a house which not only must work well as
shelter and as a "machine for 1living" but it must often also visually
express characteristics of its occupants as well. The inhabitants
derive a certain pleasure from the visual form of their immediate
material environment itself, in addition to its utilitarian function.
Not as commonly included in the category of Economy of Value objects
have been things such as clothing, urban environments as entities of
organized space, everyday household items such as brooms, kitchen
pots and pans, newspaper advertising, and the various objects for
transportation. If a society is required to husband resources it is
to this group of objects that it may most profitably turn, fggugngj(
dual-nature permits them to satisfy not only mundane utilitarian
~Qg_eq:s{but. also the need for something visually appealing and satis-
fying as well. Increasing the prevalence of dual-natured Economy of
Value objects would resu]twin an equivalent amount of satisfaction
from less material investment, and would hopefully begin a slowing

each designed to satisfy only a single need or desire rather than
several simultaneously.
It has been exceedingly difficult to study this group of

objects as a whole because of the high degree of specialization



encouraged, often through necessity, by both academic disciplines
and the professions. The "pie" of object value, the total range of
forms, things, and objects is broken into pieces which become the
intellectual territory of the several groups. Engineers design and
construct and evaluate the useful objects needed by society to
carry out its tasks--its bridges, highways, dams, communication
systems--and the principal criterion for valuation is how efficiently
the object does the job. Artists create, appreciate, and evaluate
those objects far removed from the world of work, those things whose
value accrues solely through their ability to give satisfaction, to
be appreciated for the very fact that they exist.

Some fields such as architecture and graphic art integrate
functional and aesthetic concerns because their piece of the object
pie contains objects which require not only that they perform a
utilitarian function, but that the form that fuction takes must have
an appreciative dimension in addition. They thus are involved with
dual-natured Economy of Value objects. The form the architect
creates is limited in some measure by the functions the house must
serve; it must have bathrooms, a given amount of window space per
interior footage, systems for energy and water. The graphic artist
is restricted in the visual form his product will take by the
requirements of the message, the spacing of letters and words, reada-
bility at various distances and positions, the limitations of avail-
able printing techniques, and usually the cost ceilings of the client.

Although the previous two professions are both intimately

involved with the i1lusive ambidextrous Economy of Value object, they



are each only involved with their own type of object within that
larger class and when asked to cross boundaries to discuss another
type of dual-natured object, they find it difficult and are reluc-
tant to do so. A specialist in clothing may consider herself worlds
removed from the furniture designer, perhaps feeling greater affinity
with the artist even though clothing and furniture have a great deal
in common. Their commonality results from the fact that they are -
the two Economy of Value objects which physically touch the body
most intimately and which are concerned with anthropomorphic and
anthropometric considerations; considerations which are of little
concern to the artist.

Because of the preceding situation among professionals and
academics in regard to objects, this study suggested that there was
a current need to consider all objects as a group and to develop
through an analysis of value a conceptual approach which could
accommodate all kinds of objects within a single conceptual frame-
work. It only began such a large undertaking by developing a con-
ceptual framework for viewing the wide range of objects from a single
perspective, proposing a model, and attempting to determine the
validity of that model for dealing with the range of objects in the
environment.

The source from which the conceptual framework was developed
was the larger field of value theory. Primary impetus for the frame-
work came from the work of value theorist Clarence I. Lewis who
tentatively suggested a substructure within object value and who also

suggested a need for evaluating such a framework empirically.



Overview of the Study with Respect
to Value Research

Because the conceptual model developed in a sense suggests
a new structure for a field of inquiry, if not a new field of inquiry
altogether (the study of Economy of Value objects) the dissertation
must be considered exploratory in nature rather than conclusive,
perhaps having raised more questions than it answered.

The experimental researcher generally begins with previously
identified variables which are manipulated to determine their inter-
relationships which are then used to predict future behavior. The
present undertaking began even further back. It first determined
what was actually there to be studied, what names could be given to
it, what characteristics did it have, and how could it be meaning-
fully organized. Only when this basic knowledge had been assembled
can variables now be developed, concepts agreed upon, and true theory
building begun in the érea of object value--the discovery of ;hg
interrelationships among concepts which explain and predict behaviér
;?Eﬁﬁ;ggsggi.fvobjects. The present product is a conceptual frame-
Qé;kvgﬁiﬁh will hopefully provide at least a crude instrument for
facilitating increased understanding of the material environment in
order to permit its more efficient and satisfying use.

It must also be recognized that the content under investiga-
tion, the interaction between the material reality of an object and
the perception of it by a human observer, involves a complex and
highly individualized integration process. Integrally involved are

feelings, sensations, judgments, reasoning, motivation,



characteristics of personality, and past experiences, all of which
are unique to each individual and all of which are brought together
at a point in time when the individual is confronted with a tangible
"fact"--a material object. With such a range of factors involved

in the interaction with a single object, it is impossible and unde-
sirable to expect exactly the same experience resulting from inter-
action with the same object across a number of individuals. However,
there appear to be several broad dimensions used by individuals to
assign value to objects, dimensions which are perceived with some
consistency across individuals and which are integral to the com-
posite experience which results for each individual. The conceptual
framework to be discussed will look in detail at characteristics
common to all objects which determine the value assigned to that
object. This information, in turn, can hopefully be used to obtain

satisfaction from objects more effectively within a social context

of increasing demand for a decreasing quantity of resources.



CHAPTER II
RELATED LITERATURE
The literature and research which influenced development of
the conceptual framework will be organized according to the follow-

ing broad topics; the concept of value, the object, the experience,

the perceiver, and the role of theory.

The Concept of Value

The concept of value has been studied from many perspectives
over a long period of time. For the present study, two approaches
were instrumental: a perspective developed within philosophy, and
a perspective developed within the social sciences.

Philosopher Ralph Barton Perry] approached value through an
understanding of interest; to be for or against something, to be

inclined toward or react against, "this state, act, attitude, or

disposition of favor or disfavor, to which we propose to give the

name of 'interest.'" His conception of the term value implied inter-
est in the sense of desire as opposed to interest in the sense of
attention. Perry continues, "any object, whatever it be, acquires

value when any interest, whatever it be, is taken in it; . .

1Ra'lph Barton Perry, General Theory of Value (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1926), pp. 115-116.
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The view may otherwise be formulated in the equation: X is valuable
= interest is taken in X . . . ." And with respect to the valuing of

objects "It follows that any variation of interest or of its object

will determine a variety of value." As the object of the value
changes, or its characteristics change, the value itself assumes a
different character.

The interdisciplinary nature of the study required solid
footing in two disciplines with respect to the definition of value.
Perry's classic definition of value from philosophy was thus paral-
leled with Clyde M. Kluckhohn's classic definition from the social
sciences: A value is "a conception, explicit or implicit, distinc-
tive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable
which influences the selection from available means and ends of
action."2

Both definitions used "desire" as the integral component of
valuing. Kluckhohn integrated the concept of desire directly and
Perry viewed "desire" as integral to "interest." Both definitions
were interpreted to mean selective behavior or preference among v
alternatives. For the research the two definitions were considered
compatible and acceptable as the foundation on which to build a con-

ceptual framework of a particular kind of value--value with respect

to objects, or object value.

2Clyde M. Kluckhohn, "Values and Value Orientations in the
Theory of Action," in Toward a General Theory of Action, eds: Talcott
Parsons and E. A. Shils (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951),
p. 395.
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Morris3 viewed the "value situation" as the occasion where
preferential behavior occurs. He identified three dimensions of the
value situation: value as operative, value conceived, and value
objectified. Value considered from an operative sense "signifies
the preferential behavior of a given individual in a variety of

né It is observable behavior. The individual who con-

situations.
sistently selects chocolate ice cream over all others operationally
values chocolate ice cream. Conceived value is something "signi-
fied and liked or disliked as signified. The object or situation
need not be present and need not even exist."5 Many Americans hold
a conceived value with respect to land ownership because it is con-
sidered to be an ideal state whether or not they are able to achieve
it or to operationalize the value. Morris' third category which was
of concern to the study defined the preference situation value

with respect to an object, "some objects are such that they support
positive preferential behavior to them by some organisms. Others
are such that contact with them leads to negative preferential
behavior by some organisms." Object value was defined as the prop-
erties of an object considered in relation to its ability to rein-

force preferential behavior directed toward it by some orgam‘sms."6

3Char]es Morris, Signification and Significance (Cambridge:
MIT, 1964), p. 18.

41bid., p. 19.
SIbid.
61bid., p. 20.
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The Object

Clarence I. Lewis suggested that object value could be sub-
divided into four categories based on differing value characteristics
held by objects: objects having instrumental, instrumental and inher-
ent, inherent, or neutral value. The conceptual framework developed
began with this continuum and will be discussed in detail in
Chapter III.

Most writing on object value was limited to the analysis of
predominently fine art objects including painting, sculpture, and
architecture. It was thus essentially analysis of strictly aesthetic -
object value. Asa result, itdid not provide the breadth of approach
required for the present study which focused not on fine art objects
exclusively, but on developing a way of discussing within the same
theoretical model, those and all other objects with the environment.

However the two aestheticians discussed below alluded to a
need to broaden the base of objects considered appropriate for inves-
tigation beyond only fine art objects. They provided a precedent for
considering as aesthetic objects things other than paintings and
sculpture, a position which was essential to this research.

Formalist aesthetic theory approached the object through com-
positional principles such as 1ine, color, proportion, and harmony.
Clive Bell7 suggested that there are certain combinations of these

elements and principles which, when presented to an observer provoke

7Clive Bell, "Significant Form," in A Modern Book of Esthet-
%g;, ed: Melvin Rader (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston), pp. 228-
37.
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a particular kind of emotion: the aesthetic emotion. He suggested
that only those objects having this combination, which he called
"significant form" are capable of producing the desired aesthetic
emotion. Although Bell discussed significant form primarily as it
occurred in painting and sculpture, his original definition of an
object was broader, an intention which was important to this study,
"there is a particular kind of emotion provoked by every kind of

visual art, by pictures, sculptures, buildings, pots, carvings,

textiles, etc., is not disputed, I think, by anyone capable of feel-
ing it."8 It would not be a violation of Bell's intent to insert for
the word "art" in "every kind of visual art," the word "object,"
"every kind of visual object." "Significant form" would then
approximate one of the two dimensions of object value proposed in
the conceptual model which will be discussed in detail in the follow-
ing chapter.

The writings of Bell were also important to this study
because of his position with regard to the perceiver (this discussion
will be recognized as belonging under the Literature Review section

The Perceiver but because it is brief it will be included here in

order to consider Bell's work as a whole). Bell stated that to
experience fully the aesthetic emotion the perceiver must bring with
him:
a sense of form and color and a knowledge of three-dimensional
space. That bit of knowledge . . . is essential to the appre-

ciation of many great works since many of the most moving forms
ever created are in three dimensions.9

81bid., p. 228

bid., p. 232
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The statement implies that in order to evaluate an object most
effectively, one needs a degree of critical ability acquired through
visual training. This premise provided the rationale for one of the
measures of the validity for the empirical test which will be dis-
cussed in Chapter IV. Specifically, it provided a conceptual ration-
ale for the inclusion of a panel of design professionals within the
research design.

Aesthetician Horatio Greenough extended Bell's concept of the
appropriateness of giving critical attention to objects in addition
to those of the fine arts. Greenough matured intellectually within
the eclectic revival art milieu of the mid-1880's which sanctioned
only those contemporary forms which followed as closely as possible
historical antecedents. Within that intellectual climate Greenough
thus spoke as a revolutionary when he redefined Academy art to
include within the definition of art an object such as a clipper
ship, describing it as a work of art saying "There is something I

10 Greenough's position could

should not be ashamed to show Phidias."
be considered the philosophical foundation on which the study rests.
He argued that exactly the same serious, informed, critical yet appre-
ciative approach should be applied not only to the objects designated
"art" but also to the common ordinary objects essential to everyday
life. It is as appropriate to talk of Bell's "significant form" and

Greenough's "organic significance," or the subordination of all parts

loHoratio Greenough, Form and Function (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1962), p. 226.
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to the whole and of the whole to the overriding function of the
object, in the presence of Doric columns as it is in the presence of
kitchen blenders.

Although the work of aesthetic theoreticians could make only
Timited contribution to this study because of their orientation
toward only the fine arts, theoretician Dewitt H. Parker]] did pro-
vide a conceptual tool for the analysis of objects beyond those of
the fine arts. Like Bell's and Greenough's principles, Parker's
concepts of organic unity, principle of the theme and thematic varia-
tion, balance, and the principle of hierarchy are as relevant in the
artist's studio as in the industrial design laboratory.

The field of experimental aesthetics carried the theoretical
analyses of philosophical aesthetics regarding object value into
empirical formulations in order to determine the degree to which the
theories developed could be demonstrated to describe aspects of

. worked on the problem of

reality. For example, Irvin L. Child
consistency of aesthetic judgment of object value across groups of
individuals. He presented pairs of paintings similar in subject or
style but differing in their aesthetic value according to the judg-
ment of a panel of experts. Individuals were asked to identify the
selection of the experts within each pair. Child did not accept the

view that agreement with the experts' selections was due primarily to

]]Dewitt H. Parker, "The Problem of Esthetic Form," in
A Modern Book of Esthetics, ed: Melvin Rader (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1935), pp. 250-251.

lzlrwin L. Child, "Enjoying Art--What Does It Mean?"
PHP (June 1975): 70-75.
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indoctrinated standards of taste, but rather that broad formal, in
the sense of compositional, aesthetic characteristics exist which
most individuals with an aesthetic inclination recognize and respond
to. Child based this hypothesis on what he considered to be a paral-
lel fact, that certain moral values exist cross-culturally, a cross
cultural characteristic which he felt was also characteristic of
aesthetic sensitivity. His results showed that individuals with
developed aesthetic inclination within their own culture tended to
agree with the evaluations of the sample of Western experts more
often than individuals native to Western culture without formal
training. Japanese potters selected the choices of Western experts
more closely than American high school students agreed with the
experts. Pakistani fine art students identified thé Western art
experts' selections more consistently than non-fine art Pakistani
students.

Child also looked at the relationship between personality
characteristics and aesthetic sensitivity. In particular, he looked
at three aspects of cognitive style: tolerance of complexity, inde-
pendence of judgment, and regression in the service of the ego.

The design of the empirical model used in this research was
influenced by this work though with a significant modification.
Child's pair comparison method was used but the forced-choice aspect
was eliminated.

Like most aesthetic judgment research, Child's work was
restricted to the consideration of only fine art objects, and paint-

ing in particular. The present study was influenced by his



17

methodology but considered a much broader range of objects within

its investigation.

The Experience

Perhaps the most familiar classification of value is by an
intrinsic and extrinsic distinction. For example, when education is
acquired principally for the pleasure of increased understanding and
personal satisfaction, it is valued by the individual intrinsically
--for its own sake. An object, event, or experience considered good
simply for its own sake, by its existence alone is said to be valued -
intrinsically. When education is acquired as a tool to effect social
change, it is valued primarily not for itself but for the sake of
something beyond itself, in this case perhaps as a tool to achieve
social justice. When the object, event, or experience is valued for
the sake of an end distinct from itself, as the means to obtaining a
further goal, its value is said to be instrumental or extrinsic.

13 and because they

These distinctions were made by Ralph B. Perry
were integral to the conceptual framework developed, they will be
discussed in detail in Chapter III. However, because the concept
of intrinsic value is necessary to the presentation of the following
writer, the distinction was developed briefly at this point.

With reference to a work of art, the peculiar experience it
evokes, the sense of satisfaction and pleasure it elicits, identifies

it as intrinsically valuable according to George Santayana. The

sense of beauty, the perception of pleasure objectified as the

]3Ra1ph Barton Perry, General Theory of Value (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1926), pp. 131-134.
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quality of a thing, the aesthetic experience itself, can be perceived
and described "Beauty is a value, that is, it's not a perception of
a matter of fact or of a relation: it is an emotion, an affection

n14

of our volitional and appreciative nature and it "springs from

the immediate and inexplicable reaction of vital impulse, and from
the irrational part of our nat:unr'e."]5
The study was concerned strictly with objects as they were
considered to be valued extrinsically which was outside of Santay-
ana's concern with the intrinsically valued aesthetic experience
which the objects create. For Santayana beauty is the ultimate good,

n16 His approach to an aesthetic

the intrinsic "perfection of life.
object is through conceived, or ideal value. The approach to the
object of the present study was through instrumental value. However,
the inclusion of Santayana's approach within the review was necessary
because the reader must not lose sight of the fact that the concep-
tual model developed in this study is only an instrument for enabling
an observer to identify what objects occasion or have the potential
of occasioning the ideally pleasant emotion as it is conceived by
Santayana. The purpose of the framework was to identify which
objects are capable of acting as springboards to the experienc-

ing of beauty as Santayana so compellingly expresses it, and which

objects do not have that capability. The framework attempted to

]4George Santayana, The Sense of Beauty (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1896; Dover Publications, 1955), p. 31

B1bid., p. 14.
161h1d., p. 149.
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identify what other objects in addition to the relatively few uni-
versally reliable great works of art have the ability to produce at
least in small measure the intoxication, the pure pleasure of per-
ception intrinsically valuable to all sensing human beings. The
focus of the framework on the extrinsic value of objects assumed
that the need to do so was to provide increased access to intrinsic
experience, to Santayana's sense of beauty through a more informed

understanding of extrinsic value as it is found in objects.

The Perceiver

The field of experimental aesthetics mentioned previousiy
in connection with Irvin Child's work has been most commonly inter-
ested, not in analyzing the object as was Child, but in identify- -~
ing characteristics of the aesthetic observer. Issues such as the
following have been central to experimental aesthetics analysis:
the distinction between aesthetically inclined observers and non-
aesthetically inclined observers, characteristics of personality
influential to the perceptual process, the relationship between an
observer's aesthetic abilities and other nonaesthetic aspects of
personality, and the effect of aesthetic training and experience on
aesthetic interest. The field of art education in particular, has
focused on these issues. The present study was not concerned with
characteristics of the perceiver of the object but with the object
itself. However, to assess the validity of the conceptual model, a
measure of each individual's personal value orientations was used in

the research design. Although these areas are outside of the issues
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of concern to this study, mention of it is made to identify where
most current aesthetic research is being done. Two studies are pre-
sented as characteristic of this approach.

Robert See]hor'st:]7 looked at the relationship between human
values and three aesthetic orientations: aesthetic performance,
aesthetic sensitivity and sensitivity to problems. His sample of
109 college students in art education programs was selected to
include a range of levels of art experience from undergraduate
through graduate status. Five basic values were identified by means
of factor analysis of Charles Morris' "Ways to Live" instrument
designed to assess basic value orientations. A score for aesthetic
performance was obtained from a panel of experts' evaluations of work
done by each subject in response to a verbal motivation. A score of
aesthetic sensitivity was obtained by using a subset of questions
from the Beittel Instrument of Aesthetic Sensitivity. Correlations
were run on the six possible combinations of the three variables on
which the following conclusions were based. Value orientations
identified as "enjoyment and progress in action" and "self indul-
gence" were negatively significantly correlated with aesthetic per-
formance at .05 level of significance. A third value orientation,
"withdrawal and self-sufficiency" was positively correlated with
aesthetic performance at the .01 level of significance which the

researcher interpreted to mean that individuals with internalized

]7Robert C. Seelhorst, "The Relationship Between Human Values,
Aesthetic Performance, Aesthetic Sensitivity, and Sensitivity to
Problems"” (Ph.D. dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 1960).
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values perform better aesthetically than individuals whose general
value orientation is more outgoing and socially oriented. No corre-
lations reached significance for variables "aesthetic sensitivity"
and "sensitivity to problems" for the sample as a whole. However,
among the subsample of those with the highest level of experience,
i.e., graduate students in art education, there was a significant
correlation between aesthetic performance and sensitivity to prob-
lems.

Art judgment studies have a long tradition and several
instruments have been developed. One instrument and a study which
used it is presented as illustrative of the approach. In an early

18 using the Meirer-Seashore Art Judgment instrument,

study by Calahan
a sample of art and nonart students, and a test-retest design,
Calahan obtained the following results. Aesthetic judgment was con-
sistent over a period of one year with art students more consistent
than nonart students. High aesthetic judgment scores were more con-
sistent from test to retest than low scores. Aesthetic judgment was
positively related to knowledge of compositional principles. The
last finding provided a method for assessing the validity of the
present empirical test through use of a pretest-posttest research
design with the intervening treatment a course in design principles.
Home management research has focused on objects within the

near environment as one of a family's several resources which can be

organized to meet needs and wants. Research in this area has

]8Ellen J. Calahan, "The Consistency of Aesthetic Judgment,"
Psychological Monographs 51 (1931): 75-87.
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emphasized the operationalizing of values, and the role of the indi-
vidual's value system within the decisionmaking process. A char-
acteristic study within this area of investigation was that of
Dorothy Rams]and]9 which looked at consistency between husbands' and
wives' value orientations and the value they assigned to items of
household furnishings. The relative strengths of basic value orien-
tations, identified with the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey and the Expressed
Response instruments, were identified for both husbands and wives

of fifty student couples. Ramsland found little consistency between
the value orientations of husband and wife generally, moreover, an
individual's dominant value orientation identified by the Allport-
vernon-Lindzey instrument was not similarly reflected in the
Expressed Response instrument.

The only similarity between the present study and the Rams-
land study is that individuals were asked in both to evaluate objects
according to a particular set of value characteristics. Ramsland
asked subjects to identify which one of the six Allport-Vernon-
Lindzey value categories matched most closely the value they held for
particular objects in their home. The present study asked individuals
to assign value to objects according to two value dimensions--inher-
ent and instrumental value. The present study included a wider range
of objects in its conceptualization than did the Ramsland study.

Literature in the area of management has stressed the need

to look more closely at the role the material near environment plays

]gDorothy Ramsland, "Values Underlying Family Utilization of
Home)Furnishings" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University,
1967).
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in daily life. Dorothy Lee stated, "Comparatively little attention
has been paid by academic researchers to material resources. . . .
they are, however, parts of the whole organization to which human

20 With the material

beings react and with which they are involved."
resources available to a partciular social group--the family,
Beatrice Paolucci stated, "the house and its furnishings are but
resources to be managed for the good of the family. Recognizing
this obligates the home manager to so arrange the materials and space

21 To achieve this

within the home that special values are mediated."
end, a great deal more needs to be known about the kinds of value
objects have for individuals. This research addressed itself to this
task by identifying two dimensions commonly used to assign value to
objects and suggested a possible relationship between the two. Such
knowledge has direct application, for as Edward Hall stated "by
broadening his conception of the forces that make and control his
life, the average person can never again be caught in the grip of

patterned behavior of which he has no awareness.“22

A Concept of Theory

Morris Weitz made the following statement regarding the role
of theory with respect to the fine arts which was equally appropriate

to the consideration of all objects:

20Dorothy Lee, "The Individual in a Changing Society,"
Journal of Home Economics 52:2 (February 1960): 73-82.

2]Beatr'ice Paolucci, "Home Management: Yesterday--Today,"
Penney's Home Fashions and Fabrics 8 (1962): 3.

22Edward Hall, The Silent Language (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday, 1959), p. 212.
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these theories are supposed to be factual reports on art. If
they are, may we not ask, are they empirical and open to veri-
fication or falsification? For example, what would confirm
or disconfirm the theory that art is significant form or
embodiment of emotion or creative synthesis of images? There
does not even seem to be a hint of the kind of evidence which
might be forthcoming to test these theories; and indeed one
wonders if they are perhaps honorific definitions of "art,"
that is, proposed redefinitions in terms of some chosen con-
ditions for applying the concept of art, and not true or
false reports on the essential properties of art at all. 3

His response to his own question could be considered a justification
for the present undertaking,
But what makes them--these honorific definitions--so supremely
valuable is not their disquised linguistic recommendations;
rather it is the debates over the reasons for changing the
criteria of the concept of art which are built into the defi-
nitions. In each of the great theories of art, whether
correctly understood as honorific definitions or incorrectly
accepted as real definitions, what is of the utmost importance
are the reasons preferred in the argument for the respective
theory, that is, the reasons given for the chosen or preferred
criterion of excellence and evaluation. It is this perennial
debate over these criterion of evaluation which makes the
history of aesthetic theory the important study it is.24
The argument was even more pertinent to the study of objects
in general, an area of investigation which has not had and which badly
needs, the long tradition of scholarly debate which identified and
clarified issues pertinent to the building of theories of art. At
the present time a single theory of art has not been agreed upon,
but the issues central to one have been carefully laid out and seri-
ously discussed. The same process must occur in order to develop a

theory which includes all objects. Weitz continued, "To understand

23Morris Weitz, "The Role of Theory in Aesthetics," in Prob-
lems in Aesthetics, ed: Morris Weitz, 2nd ed. (New York: MacMiTlan,

T970), p. 173.
24

Ibid., p. 179
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the role of aesthetic theory (read: the theory of objects) is not
to conceive it as definition, logically doomed to failure, but to
read 1t as summaries of seriously made recommendations to attend in

).“25 The primary

certain ways to features of art (read: objects
value of the conceptual model to be presented is perhaps not as
much for the concepts it develops, but as it brings the analysis

of object value into greater prominence thus submitting the area of
investigation to the clarifying effects which are often the result

of rigorous debate.

Summar

Literature and research suggested the following points rele-
vant to the present study:

1. Aesthetic theory was limited in the degree to which it is
concerned with analysis of only a small segment of the total objects
in the environment, of only art objects. However, it provided sev-
eral theories on which to build a conceptual model descriptive of a

wider range of objects. And two theorists suggested the appropriate-

ness of expanding the range of objects to be considered beyond merely .

art objects alone.
2. Empirical aesthetics generally places its focus on analy-
sis of the observer rather than on analysis of the object. However,

its methods and experimental designs had relevance for the present

study.

251hid., p. 180.
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3. Research in family management and value with respect to
the object has focused on the material object as it functions as a
resource to be considered in the decisionmaking process. It has
looked at object value from an operational rather than theoretical
perspective.

4. Literature in art theory suggests that the value of the
discussion which is generated from critical analysis of new theories
may be as great as the value of the ideas proposed. The present
research will hopefully serve as a catalyst to begin serious dis-

cussion of object value.



CHAPTER III

TOWARD A MODEL OF OBJECT VALUE

This chapter presents a conceptual model for the classifi-
cation of object value. The following chapters will present the
empirical test which was constructed to assess the validity of the
conceptual model, and the results of the research design which
applied the empirical test.

Any object can be evaluated by its observer from several dis-
tinct perspectives. Each added dimension of evaluation gives a more
complete understanding of the object as a whole through providing
additional information peculiar to that analytical approach. Take,
as example, the quilt illustrated in Plate 3.1. It can be evaluated
in its role as a communicative, nonverbal symbol within the colonial
American cultural milieu. Nonverbal communication occurs through the
articles of material culture in the form of information or a message
which is transferred from a source, in this case the quilter, to the
receiver, in this case the observer or user of the quilt. Added
understanding of the quilt as an object can therefore be obtained by
researching the provenance of the indivdual motifs used in the overall
pattern, the traditional "Feathered Star" and "Flying Geese" patterns.
These symbolic allusions were commonly understood by the contemporary
community and the quilt, therefore, functioned as a vehicle for
transmitting this meaning among members of the social group.

27
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PLATE 3.1.--Patchwork Quilt, Feathered Star with
Flying Geese Borders
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The purely formal design characteristics of the quilt can
add a dimension of understanding to the quilt as a whole. Analysis
would include such things as the use of particular combinations of
pattern elements, the handling of color, the relationship between
positive and negative spaces, the division into dominant and subor-
dinant areas of pattern, the organization of the whole with respect
to the concepts of balance, proportion, and unity.

The quilt can be evaluated as a fact which, when perceived by
an observer, elicits a particular kind of response. That response
may serve as an impetus to use the quilt in some manner, or it may
be a purely enjoyable feeling in response to the visual image created
by the quilt, or the response may be é combination of the previous
two possibilities.

Any one of the three kinds of evaluation could be studied
with respect to most design objects. However, only the last form of
evaluation will be investigated in the present discussion. The
quilt, or any object, will be viewed as an aspect of a total activ-
ity, of a particular kind of integrative process occurring when an
individual interacts with a material object. The activity or expe-
rience will be viewed as a process of valuing and an attempt will be
made to identify two characteristics of objects which the individual
uses to determine whether a particular object has positive value in
general, and how that value might be described or classified. Object
value in this discussion will be viewed as the complex transaction

in which an artifact deliberately formed for a predetermined purpose
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L The definition of

is contemplated and judged by an interpreter.
the object remains as stated in Chapter I: an object is defined as
any intentionally created material artifact. The category includes
those things termed art objects, those useful things termed tools

and instruments, and those useless things termed junk and refuse.

The subscriber to an object's value will be the individual attend-
ing to or contemplating the object.

Classic value theory as outlined by Ralph B. Perry struc-
tures value with respect to objects in the following manner. Con-
sider Johann Rohde's pitcher (Plate 3.2). If we attend to the
pitcher and experience a sense of enjoyment and satisfaction occa-
sioned by the smoothness and ref]ectiﬁeness of the finish, the grace-
ful character of the curving line as it moves from lip across the
opening, along the handle, eventually merging with the body of the
form, the sense of elegance it imparts; the sensation we feel is a purely

aesthetic experience and has positive value for us. The experience,

that sense of satisfaction obtained in the presence of the object, is

]This definition of the object is based upon but enlarges in
1ts scope the following definition of art developed by John F. A.
Taylor [John F. A. Taylor, Series of Lectures: "Philosophy of
Aesthetics." Michigan State University (September-December, 1974)]:

The process of art is a complex transaction in which an
artifact deliberately formed for the purpose of expres-
§ion is contemplated by an interpreter who finds value in
it.

The present author believes that there is a need to approach
not only art objects but many other categories of objects with the
discriminating appreciative approach often reserved only for tra-
ditionally defined art objects. (See discussion in Chapter II, Th

Object.)
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6-17  Johan Rohde’s silver pitcher

PLATE 3.2.--Johan Rohde: Silver Pitcher
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considered good simply because it occurs. The object is appreciated ~
for purely visual qualities which occasion the experience.that we
find particularly pleasant and worthwhile. We regard the value of
the experience itself to be of intrinsic value. In value theory
terminology, something regarded as good in its own right or good for
its own sake, is said tohave intrinsic value. Its goodness is not
conditional upon any other state, it is good just by virtue of the
fact that it exists. If a second pitcher is presented to the same
observer, one of perhaps a more ornamental style yet visually appeal-
ing in its own right, both pitchers, though presenting different
visual stimuli, occasion the same kind of experience--a positively
valued experience. The resulting experience in both cases is of
similar value--of intrinsic value. Objects or events occasioning
this experience may, therefore, be quite different in appearance but
the intrinsically valued sensation they stimulate in the observer is
of the same kind. Similar intrinsic satisfaction may be occasioned
by an unusually patterned fabric, a painting by Rembrandt, and a
sketch on a breakfast food box. However, the intensity and quality
of the experience may be quite different for different individuals
in each of the three cases.

The experience is valued intrinsically as good in itself.
The pitcher which occasioned the experience is valued conditional
on its ability to provide that intrinsic good. Its value is con-
sidered extrinsic as it serves as the means by which the creation of

an intrinsic good, the experience, is realized. An object valued
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extrinsically is considered good, not for its own sake, but for the -
sake of something distinct from itself. The relationship can be

expressed by the following figure:

VALUE
///// [X is good]
EXTRINSIC INTRINSIC
[X is good for the [X is good for its
sake of something else] own sake]

FIGURE 3.1.--Value Defined as Extrinsic and Intrinsic.

However, when this dichotomized approach to value is applied
to a number of diverse objects, it does not seem to be sufficiently
discriminating to describe the full range of value situations with
respect to the wide range of existing objects. Continuing with the
pitcher, intuitively one feels that there is a difference in the
value attributed to the tools used to produce the pitcher and the
value attributed to the pitcher as a product; and that both--the
tools and pitcher--are distinct from the value of the experience
gained by contemplation of the pitcher. The forge required to melt
the silver, the molds required to form it, and the burnishers nec-
essary to smooth its surface, are all objects and must all have some
kind of extrinsic value, according to the definition. However, their
extrinsic value seems to be acquired for different reasons than the

extrinsic value of the pitcher. The difference rests in the fact
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that the pitcher provides intrinsic experience directly, the observer
values the pitcher for its visual effect, for the pure satisfaction
which results from interacting with it. The tools, on the other
hand, are not generally considered as directly gratifying in them-
selves. The observer does not, upon contemplating a burnisher or
forge, feel a sense of pure satisfaction from their presence alone,
rather he regards them primarily for their utility, for their ability
to produce other things. The burnisher and forge are valued indi-
rectly as they efficiently work in order to make the pitcher or

other objects which provide intrinsic experience directly.

Both kinds of objects--pitchers, and forges and burnishers--
are valued extrinsically in that they}are valued for something
distinct from themselves. But in the case of the pitcher, the
object is valued as an instrument for creating an intrinsic aesthetic
experience directly. In the case of the burnisher or hammer, the
object is valued as it creates intrinsic value indirectly. It is an
instrument used to make the pitcher and its value accrues from its
ability as a tool, not as an end in itself. The pitcher, on the

other hand, is valued for its own sake, for the satisfaction which
it occasions. For the purposes of discussion, any object which is
valued extrinsically as the immediate occasion for satisfaction,

i.e., of an intrinsic value, will be described as having extrinsic
- . 2

iﬁherent valﬁe, according to the phrasing of Clarence I. Lewis.

Anyth1n§/§alued extrinsically for the sake of an intrinsic good,

2Clarence I. Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation
(LaSalle, I11.: Open Court PubTishing Co., 1946), p. 432.
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in this case the pitcher, is said to have inherent extrinsic value.
In contrast, anything valued or considered good for the sake of
another extrinsically valued good, in this case the forge and burn-

isher, is said to have extrinsic instrumental value; This distinc-
3

tion is made graphically by John F. A. Taylor™ in Figure 3.2.

If the total range of objects is considered in 1ight of
Figure 3.2, generally speaking, objects valued inherently are com-
monly thought of as art objects, objects which according to Lewis
provide direct gratification and gratification of a higher order.
And objects valued instrumentally are those things generally
described as utilitarian, whose value is derived from their ability
to produce other goods but which are not generally considered to be
directly satisfying in themselves.

However, aq~9?ifEEwT9y be valued simultaneously both inher-

ently and instrumentally. The burnisher and forge have instrumental

value. However, the pitcher has a more complex nature. It is
valued instrumentally if one attends to its ability to hold and to
dispense a liquid. In this light, it is regarded as a tool, a
facilitator created to produce another extrinsic good, perhaps in
this case, drinking. And it also serves in the creation of an
intrinsic experience as a rsult of its particularly pleasing visual
formal qualities. The pitcher appears to carry both kinds of

extrinsic value, both instrumental and inherent. I; functions as an

! X,
i N\%.\ N

\,\\\

3C1arence I. Lewis, op. cit., p. 435.
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aesthetic object in one sense and as a useful tool im another sense; -

Zﬁbothmfunctions occurring simultaneously in the same object. .
Fortunately, Lewis suspected an inability of the model of
inherent/instrumental value to describe adequately the full range of
extrinsically valued objects within the environment: “There are
relatively few things which are good exclusively in the sense of
inherent value, and do not possess in addition some usefulness."
For example, a Cezanne painting, though generally considered to be
art, created without regard for its usefulness, may in fact be used
to decorate a room, a degree of instrumental value in addition to

its dominant inherent value. Lewis' statement suggests that there

is a degree of interweaving between the categories of instrumental

and inherent value; that they are not as mutually exclusive as they

would at first glance appear to be. His statement continues suggest-
ing that there are a significant number of objects falling within
this undefined region:

Since there are two main types of value to be found in
objects, inherent value and instrumental value and since a
single objective existent may be good in either or both
senses, we have three classes of good things: those which
are preponderantly or exclusively useful, those possessing
some degree of inherent value and also some use; and those
which by being preponderantly or exclusively good in the
sense of being directly gratifying, are candidates for the -
label "aesthetic." (There is, of course, the fourth class
of objects also, which neither afford direct gratification
nor have any use, and are wothless altogether.)4

_Yisually these four categories of objecE_va]ue-mﬁght be repreéented

as four degrees on a’Eéntinuum,fﬁéi”encompasses all possible objects.

p E
Clarence Lewis, op. cit., pp. 435-436.
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The continuum, as represented in Figure 3.3, would extend from
objects having no value, Lewis' worthless objects, to those having
pure inherent value.

It is the opinion of the author that the domain of object
value is structured not in the form of a single continuum, but
rather consists of two dimensions: a dimension of "inherentness"--
an ability to provide satisfaction directly, and a dimension of
"jp;grqmgnta1ity“--an abi]ity to perform a useful task, to provide
satisfaction indirectly. And any object can be meaningfully
evaluated against these two criteria. However, the central issue is
not simply the determination of the strength of each value dimension
for a given object, but determining the particular interaction of
the two dimensions with respect to a particular object. What is
really desired is not only to determine how useful an object is,
and independently, how appreciable it is, but rather to determine
the degree of interaction between these two dimensions for a single ~
object. It would be informative to know whether a given object is
generally considered more useful than visually pleasing as compared
to another object which also has both characteristics or whether its
value is predominantly based on its appreciableness rather than its
usefulness.

It is therefore proposed that the two dimensions be viewed
as two axes perpendicular to one another (Figure 3.4). The total
space within which all objects, with respect to value, are located

is then divided into four sub-spaces or quadrants. A reading on
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AXIS OF INSTRUMENTAL VALUE
[Degree of Instrumentality]

AXIS OF
INHERENT VALUE
[Degree of

Inherentness]

FIGURE 3.4.--The Field of Instrumental and Inherent Value.

either axis is interpreted as the degree to which that character-
istic is present or absent for a gfven object. A positive reading
is interpreted as value present, and a negative reading interpreted
as value absent.

The four quadrants enable four different combinations of
characteristics with respect to the two criteria to be distinguished.
A1l objects located within a particular quadrant have a particular
unique combination of characteristics with respect to the two dimen-
sions in common. Objects placed within each of the four quadrants
have either positive or negative value in varying degrees of inten-
sity. They are not neutral in value.

Quadrant A (Figure 3.5) contains objects which will be termed

the Economy of Disvalue Objects. They may also be described as the
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INSTRUMENTALITY

+

B C
Utilitarian|Economy of
Objects Value Objects

+ INHERENTNESS

A D
Economy of [Aesthetic
Disvalue |[Objects
Objects

FIGURE 3.5.--A Model of Object Value.

litter in the environment. They are evaluated "negative" on both
axes neither serving a positive useful purpose nor providing posi-
tive satisfaction by their existence alone. Into this quadrant fall
such things as unrepairable toasters, junked automobiles, and
wrinkled candy wrappers. If they work at all they are difficult,
thwarting, or frustrating to use and therefore are rated negative

on the Instrumental axis. They are not merely ordinary to look at
but, if not ugly, at the least are displeasing to observe, there-
fore rating negative on the Inherent axis. Unfortunately, a great
number of the objects in our environment fall into the Economy of
Disvalue category and because they are not positively valued, they
continue accumulating at an increasing rate as discarded refuse
1ittering the environment. They required an investment in materials
and labor to produde and are giving little return on that investment.
They may in some ways be a handicap to daily existence as they gradu-

ally accumulate without an evident purpose.
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In contrast, objects in Quadrant B, Utilitarian Objects, are

highly valuable. They are those things which are very useful. They
perform a useful task and are thus located along the positive sec-
tion of the Instrumental axis. They do not have positive value as
providers of aesthetic experience, they are, in fact, sometimes
unattractive or offensive in appearance. They, therefore, rest on
the negative end of the Inherent axis. Carburetors, bulk handling
milk pails, refuse bins behind commercial buildings and industrial
sites all work well and efficiently. They are highly valued for
this utility and there is no doubt that civilization literally could
not continue without this group of objects.

On either axis it is possible to suggest the relative degree
of instrumentality or inherentness present with respect to an object.
A heavy iron skillet is useful in that it distributes and retains
heat well. However, it requires careful handling to keep it from
rusting and food cannot be left sitting in it. In contrast, an iron
skillet which has been enameled has all of the thermal advantages of
the uncoated iron skillet but, in addition, it requires less care in
terms of maintenance. Food can be left in it and it will not rust.
As a result, the iron skillet would perhaps be located somewhere in
the lower right of Quadrant B (Figure 3.6) since it is positively use-
ful but with some reservations and for this observer, it is not
conducive to an intrinsic aesthetic experience. The_enameled skillet
might be located further away from the origin on the Instrumental
axis than the iron skillet since it is easier to maintain and hence

has greater all around utility, and it may be ambiguously close to
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being considered positive on the Inherentness axis depending on its
form, color, and surface. The issue of ambiguity will be discussed
below. The enameled skillet may seem to rest exactly on the border
between Quadrants B and C (Figure 3.6), not positive on the Inherent
axis in the sense of eliciting intrinsic aesthetic value but cer-
tainly not negative in the sense of ugly or unpleasant to look at

either.

INSTRUMENTALITY

+

Enameled
Skillet ¢

Irgn 0
_ Skillet + INHERENTNESS

FIGURE 3.6.--A Quadrant B and a Pure Utilitarian Object.

The previous example has raised an important issue. In some
respects the visual representation of the model is inadequate. The
axes suggest that there is an absolute line of demarcation between
any two quadrants. The format of the axes would seem to demand an
either--or classification into one quadrant or the other. However,
the borders or axes themselves, particularly those between Quad-
rants B and C and between Quadrants C and D, actually represent a

number of objects which might be considered pure types. A location



44

directly on an axis represents objects which are one dimensional:
one axis has positive value and the second axis is neutral, resting -
on the point of origin as neither positive nor negative. The
enameled skillet may be considered purely useful if it occasions
neither positive intrinsic aesthetic satisfaction nor evokes a nega-
tive feeling of unpleasantness or ugliness. It is, then, neutral
with respect to inherent value and therefore rests directly on the
margin between Quadrants B and C. The issue of "pure type" objects
is perhaps more critical on the margin between Quadrants C and D
and will be discussed in connection with Quadrant D objects below.
Quadrant C objects are unique because they are the only
objects described by positive value on both axes. In defining his
four categories of object value (Figure 3.3), Lewis asserts that "in

order to qualify as an object which is good on the whole a thing

must usually possess some instrumentality to other good objects, in
addition to its potentiality for direct gratification."5 “An object, -
therefore, has greater value or "good on the whoIe“'if it is dual-
natured, fulfilling two criteria simultaneously. A Quadrant C
Economy of Value object, is not only useful, having positive Instru-
mental value, but its value accrues as a result of something beyond
its usefulness. The function of the object has been translated

into a form which is not only appropriate to the function, but

seems by eminent fitness of form, to express it. The end product

is not only useful, but seems visually to enhance daily existence -~

for the user. Economy of Value objects have a characteristic of

SIbid., p. 236.
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perspicuous efficiency, of artful economy, of having everything
essential to the function and nothing extraneous to it. These are
not objects whose attraction is generated out of curiosity, shock,
or startlement at their eccentricity. Their attraction has a dura-
bility over time because they are highly useful and visually appre-
ciable. The work and they are visually attractive.
Lewis continues the previous statement:

In order to qualify as an object which is good on the whole,

a thing must usually possess some instrumentality to other

good objects, in addition to its potentiality for direct

gratification, or else the inherent value findable in the
presence of it must be of a higher order.

The last phrase describes objects in Quadrant D; objects
whose value is positive on the Inherent axis providing "higher order"
intrinsic aesthetic experience directly, and negative on the
Instrumental axis because they are frustrating or difficult to use,
or costly in terms of their usefulness. Quadrant D Aesthetic
Objects are most commonly described as fine art objects. The pur-
pose of their existence is to serve as a direct source for intrinsic
experience. Their high value accrues from their ability to express
or communicate in a visual form. Their difficulty and costliness |
are tolerated because their inherent value justifies their expense.
Quadrant D objects are not meant to be casual, comfortable presences,
but rather require appropriate psychological distance. As a result,
objects such as great paintings and sﬁulpture do not integrate
easily into daily existence and its mundane routines. The effort

they require in order to extract their potential intrinsic value
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requires a singleness of purpose not easily arranged in the many
leveled styles of everyday existence. We do not have the time, we
cannot go to the museum, we cannot afford the cost and requirements
of ownership even though we are aware of the value they have for us
because of the sometimes unparalleled satisfaction they can often
provide. The quadrant includes objects such as Michelangelo's
"Pieta" and Leonardo's "Mona Lisa:" sculpture and painting deemed

so valuable in terms of their Inherent value that their preservation
is almost too costly. They cannot be easily moved because of the
security felt necessary to protect them, and their inherent value is
often unobtainable because the constant crowd of viewers which sur-
rounds them which prevents them from being seen at advantage by
anyone.

As exhilarating as Quadrant D objects are, it is unrealistic
to expect to maintain that level of intense intrinsic satisfaction
with any one object for extended periods of time. It is at this
point that it is appropriate to turn back to Quadrant C, Economy of
Value objects. They have a function both useful and visual, and
include a wide range of objects: from a Trecento Italian altarpiece
to a contemporary leather armchair. They provide positive intrinsic
value, but do not have the intensity of the art object. They are
familiar and integral to our daily lives. We can live with them
rather than being demanded to concentrate on them. Because of their
familiarity, our interest and involvement with Economy of Value

objects can be sustained for longer periods of time without becoming
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over saturated than is possible with art objects. Response to
Quadrant C objects is low-keyed rather than highly intense. They -
are described with comfortable aesthetic adjectives such as well
done, attractive, and pleasant. In contrast, art objects are
described with much more intense adjectives such as strikingly
beautiful, breath-taking, monumental: terms which are not likely to
describe objects which are comfortable to 1ive with over time.

The issue of "pure type" objects, those which are essentially
one-dimensional with respect to value, was discussed above and is
pertinent again in connection with the axis between Quadrants C and
D. The value of some art objects is purely Inherent since value
accrues for their ability to provide intrinsic experience which is
enjoyable without great cost. They are, therefore, neither posi-
tively useful nor negatively useful. As shown in Figure 3.7, they
rest exactly on the axis between Quadrants C and D rather than

within Quadrant D.

A B
Pure Art
Qbjects
C D

FIGURE 3.7.--Pure Art Objects.
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A great percentage of all painting and sculpture probably
falls along this 1ine. The objects are highly appreciable and they

can be appreciated without cost; they are not negatively valued

with respect to instrumentality. When intrinsic experience can

only be achieved at some cost, at some discomfort, or under some
negatively felt condition, then the inherently valued object is

located within Quadrant D, not on the axis itself.

The model identifies an additional group of objects beyond
objects within the four quadrants and "pure types" located directly
on the axes. The last category includes those objects which have -~
neither positive nor negative value on either axis. They are not
one-dimensional but in a sense are without value. In Lewis' classi-
fication of object value, he referred to this group of objects as
"worthless." Without either positive or negative value they corre-
spond to the point of origin on the model. They are absolute zero
objects which lie outside of the valuing process. They neithgr
serve nor thwart our purposes, they neither satisfy nor offend our

sensibi]i}jgs. In the natural world these objects are relatively
ea;%iy identified. A blade of grass or a grain of sand is generally
not referred to as having either positive or negative value. Each
simply exists. It is more difficult to identify objects with neutral
value in the domain of intentionally created objects because the
very fact that they were considered valuable enough to be made in
the first place takes them out of the category of neutral value

objects to some degree. Perhaps the category includes things such
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as wooden spools whose thread has been used up, or used corks from
wine bottles. Both items, once useful, no lTonger have positive
instrumental value nor are they particularly appreciable in an
inherent sense. But the value society attaches to the material they
are made of, wood or cork, respectively, makes one hesitate to dis-
card them. At the present moment, they are neither useful nor
visually appealing, but neither are they negatively useful nor
visually undesirable. They are just present. They simply exist
until we are tired of moving them and throw them out or transform
them into another object which has positive value. For example, the
spools may be made into beads for children's play. This category of
objects is conceptually critical to the model since it defines a
feature integral to the visual model: the point of origin. It is
difficult to illustrate the conceptualization of the category with
specific objects, which may be due to the fact that by nature these
objects are rather neutral, they evoke no value response and hence
are present within the environment, but are camouflaged, in a sense,
to our perception.

Placement of objects within the four quadrants depends on
determining how a given individual most characteristically or most
typically interacts with or responds to the object. The important
question is whether this construct for object value is a meaningful
way of talking about object value: whether the construct provides
a terminology and set of relationships which have meaning across a

significant number of people and thus permits communication. If



50

there is some consistency across individuals in the way they evaluate
a given object's usefulness and its reliability as a source of satis-
faction, its instrumentality and its inherentness, then there is
evidence that there is a common meaning for those terms. There is
no doubt that, if taken to the extreme, a painting can be considered
useful--that it can be "used" to cover a hole in the wall; or that a
set of highly polished industrial ball bearings can be set apart in

a museum and called "sculpture." However, a painting is generally
not valued as a patch for a wall, but rather as an appreciable
object. Ball bearings are typically not valued as appreciable
objects, but rather are more commonly valued as highly useful
instruments designed to reduce friction. If the two previous
examples seem correct, then there is evidence for a common meaning -
of the concepts of "inherent" and "instrumental" value.

In summary, this chapter has presented a conceptual frame-
work, identified its theoretical source, and developed the individual
concepts which it employs. However, a conceptual framework appro-
priate and helpful to only one individual has limited value. Only
if others use it to structure the same world and the two find con-
sistency in the way they use it can it be said that a path for
communication has been identified. It becomes true communication
because it is shared meaning, not similar terminology masking quite
different underlying conceptual frameworks. There is a need to
bring true communication, a sharing of meanings, into the area of

object value. The following chapters will assess whether the
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conceptual framework developed is capable of moving slightly closer
toward that further goal of shared meaning with respect to the value

assigned to objects.



CHAPTER IV

AN EMPIRICAL FORMULATION OF THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

Statement of the Problem for
Research Implementation

As stated above, a conceptualization of object value which
had meaning and provided understanding for only one individual had a
small role to play in furthering the understanding of object value
generally. To determine whether the model presented in Chapter III
had such a limited role or whether its formulation had a certain
logic which others would find useful, an empirical model based on
the conceptual model was developed. The intent was to determine
whether the evaluations of objects by the author, a panel of design
professionals, and a sample of college students in an introductory
design course would provide evidence that all were using the concep-
tual model in a consistent manner; that all had a common understand-

ing of the concepts of inherentness and instrumentality.

Research Hypotheses

To provide a standard with which to assess the persuasiveness
of the conceptual framework as presented in the empirical model, the
following hypotheses were identified and evidence proposed for each
which the author felt would constitute agreement with each hypothe-

sis if obtained under controlled conditions.

52
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Hypothesis 1: The conceptual model was capable of consis-
tently discriminating four categories of
object value across several groups of
individuals.

Evidence for agreement was to be similar classifications of
a number of objects by the author, a panel of design professionals
and a class of design students at the end of an introductory design
course.

Evidence for agreement was to be consistent classifications
_EEEEEE_EQg_;hree groups when a particular object was presented aloﬁé
and when it was presented simultaneously with a similar, yet not
identical object functioning as a distractor.

Hypothesis 2: The conceptual model was capable of detecting

change in the perception of object value over
time.

Evidence for agreement was to be change toward greater dis-
criminatory ability from administration of the test at the beginning
of a design course and at the posttest administration at the end of
the course. Greater consistency of response among the three groups °
(author, professionals, students) was expected at the posttest than
at the first administration.

Hypothesis 3: Individuals having high aesthetic interest in
general would be expected to evidence greater
consistency with the classifications of the
panel of professionals and the author than

those without a high aesthetic value orienta-
tion.

Evidence for agreement was to be higher performance on the
empirical model at both the pretest and posttest situations for

individuals who scored at or above the nationally normed
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82 percentile on the aesthetic score of the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey
Values Inventory than individuals with lower aesthetic value scores.

The three hypotheses provided a means for assessing the
validity of the empirical test developed from the conceptual model.
They provided a means for responding to the question: Given the
theoretical model, what behaviors, conditions, or responses, when
observed would provide evidence for the existence of the object
value construct which the conceptual model proposes.

To as great a degree as possible validity was interpreted
in accordance with the standards developed by a joint committee
whose members represented the American Psychological Association,
the American Educational Research AsSociation, and the National
Council on Measurements Used in Education. The committee defined
validity on three dimensions: content, criterion-related, and
construct validity.] Each of the three dimensions will be intro-
duced as each becomes pertinent within the development of the

empirical test.

Assumptions
The study was based on the following assumptions:

1. An individual's valuing behavior is not random
but has some consistency over time and with
respect to content.

2. An individual's predisposition toward broad interest
orientations can be identified though not necessarily
measured.

]Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests and
Manuals (Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association, 1966),
section on Validity.
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3. Valuing behavior may be changed as a result of inter-

vening educational experiences. S
»'\]".» _‘“ P

4. The aesthetic attitude assumes a positive appreciative jf‘

approach to an object on the part of the observer. g,w»(ﬁ‘

Development of the Empirical Test

The Empirical Test-Version II (Appendix B) is the product of
three trial runs and subsequent revisions. An initial presentation
of the conceptual model itself was made to select an appropriate
vocabulary with which to present the conceptual model in an empirical
test which could be easily and quickly understood by individuals
unfamiliar with design or value theory terms. The conceptualization
of the model was presented verbally along with a graphic representa-
tion to a class of 50 undergraduate and graduate students. The class
was then shown slides of two objects and asked to locate each within
the conceptual model. Discussion immediately after this session pro-
vided the following insights which were incorporated into the first
version of the empirical test (Appendix A).

It was evident that the test would first have to help the
subject make a distinction between evaluations of intrinsic and
extrinsic value. Although they occur simultaneously with respect to
a given object, only the second was of concern in the present study.
\Mtﬁnsic value response evidenced ina sense of satisfaction from
an objecth:;:preference felt for it, was outside of the 'scope of the
present study. An evaluation of the actual intrinsic experience
occasfoned by an object cannot be externally evaluated or questioned

by. a second individual, it is an individual's emotional response in

a3
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the presence of the object ranging from satisfaction to displeasure.
An individual may like Victorian design and dislike what is termed
modern functional design. For the purposes of this study, intrinsic
evaluation had to be kept distinct from the extrinsic evaluation of
Victorian and functional design which identified the specific dimen-
sions in each which were capable of producing or not producing for
a given individual, the intrinsically valued experience. Extrinsic
evaluation of an object is involved with the properties of the
object which are capable of creating intrinsically valued experience.
The first question of the test asked the respondent to first
gbirisperize her immediate response to the object being presented:

was it liked, disliked, or did it evoke a neutral response. The

discrimination identified the individual's intrinsic response to the

object. The second discrimination was the one of primary concern to
the study and involved evaluation of extrinsic value for the same
object. Discrimination II asked the respondent to locate the object
in one of the four quadrants within the value field. The two ques-
| tions, Discriminations I and II, therefore, separated the respon-
dent's intrinsic and extrinsic evaluation of the same object.
Separation of intrinsic and extrinsic judgments also solved

a conceptual problem brought up by the fourth assumption of the
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study. By definitionzhgp aesthetic evaluation assumes a positive,
_appreciative attitude on the part of the evaluator. The act of
attributing positive aesthetic value to an object occurs simultane-
ously with enjoyment of that object. It is meaningless to say that
aesthetic value should be appreciated, for aesthetic value does not
exist except as it is recognized by an appreciative observer. An
1ndividua1‘who responds negatively to an object may find it diffi-
cult if not impossible to make a positive aesthetic evaluation of it.
In the context of the empirical test then, it was difficult to mark
"I dislike it" in Discrimination I, and in Discrimination II to use
the right half of the model Quadrants C and D, which rest on the
positive end of the Inherent axis. To be located within these quad-
rants, the object must have provided intrinsic aesthetic experience
for the observer. By strict definition that intrinsic experience
would have been impossible to obtain without a positive attitude,
identified by the response of "I 1like it" in Discrimination I. How-
ever, there are times when any sensitive observer will say something
to the effect that "I think this object is very attractive or
aesthetically pleasing though personally I don't like it." Strictly

speaking, even though the observer professes not to 1ike the object,

2George Santayana, The Sense of Beauty (New York: Scribner's
Sons, 1886; Dover, 1955), p. 13. '"There is no value apart from some
appreciation of it," and Vernon Lee, The Beautiful (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Press, 1913) reprinted in Melvin Rader, ed., A Modern Book of
Aesthetics (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1935), p. 359.
Lee refers to the motivation of aesthetic experience as "empathetic"--
as "feeling oneself into something." Bertram Morris, "An Analysis of
the Aesthetic Experience and of the Aesthetic Judgment as Reflecting
upon a General Theory of Value" (Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell Univer-
sity, (1934), p. 5. "The value situation first arises when an object
is appreciated or enjoyed."
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he has at least a minimally positive appreciative attitude toward
the object. By separating Discrimination I into three possible
responses, the test could distinguish between strong positive atti-
tudes (I like it), and less positive attitudes (I am indifferent to
it, or I dislike it).

As assumption of a positive attitude as prerequisite for the
determination of value did not seem as essential a condition with
respect to the instrumental axis as for the aesthetic axis. There
is no reason to suggest that an individual must be positively
inclined toward an object generally in order to determine whether it
is useful or not. An evaluation of an object's instrumentality is
not dependent upon having a positive attitude toward the object
generally.

The first verbal presentation also identified a need to
describe as precisely as possible, the value combinations within
each of the four quadrants. The abstractness and unfamiliarity of
the concepts of inherent value and instrumental value prevented
these ideas from being internalized rapidly enough within the time
constraints of experimental conditions to be used with facility when
presented with an object. As a result a set of quite specific cri-
teria for each axis (Appendix A, p. 1, criteria A and B) was devel-
oped which, when combined in four different ways, expressed a value
combination unique to each quadrant. Criterion A stated simply,

"It (the object) was designed to serve a useful purpose."” The three
statements in Criterion B were intended to reflect the three char-

acteristics of an aesthetic object as described by Lewis; its
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designation as something intrinsically good in itself, its ability
to cause a "contemplative pause" when an individual comes into con-
tact with it--an arrest in reaction to its higher order value, and
its reliability as an object of inherent value of many people over
an extended period of time.3 The subject would determine what com-
bination of the two criteria described the object and would select
the quadrant of the model which matched that combination; neither
criteria A nor B, A only, both A and B, or B only.

After development of the test, a selection of objects in
slide medium was assembled which met the following criteria. All
objects were within the Western cultural tradition and extant in
Twentieth century culture. The purpose of this requirement was to
use only items which were potentially familiar to contemporary expe-
rience, whether in a museum, within ordinary households or as part
of the outdoor public environment. In order to be able to interpret
the results, an attempt was made to avoid objects which could have
been interpreted as having several kinds of instrumental value. For
example, clothing or housing may be "instrumental" in several senses:
as protection for the body, as symbols for communication of messages
such as power or social status, or as objects carrying sentimental
associations. Forty slides of objects were assembled which satisfied
the above criteria and which, according to the evaluation of the
author, gave equal representation to each of the four quadrants.

Selection of the slides, therefore, responded to the require-

ments for content validity, the representativeness or sampling

3 ewis, op. cit., pp. 455-456.
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adequacy of the content selected for an instrument. The selection of
slides attempted to identify a group representative of the universe
of content which the conceptual const;uct described.

At this point several actions were taken to eliminate any
objects which were ambiguous from a technical standpoint. Indepen-
dently, two graduate students in design fields classified each and
discussed their classifications with the author. Objects were
eliminated where there was a disagreement between the two reviewers'
perception of a given object due to such technical considerations as
the readability of the slide, or the influence of the photographic
style itself on the perception of the object. For example, a simple
spark plug can be made to appear an imposing piece of statuary when
scale, color, and lighting are manipulated under studio photographic
conditions. Eight slides which appeared to be susceptible to these
kinds of problems but which for other reasons were desirable to
include were then presented to a graduate seminar as part of a pre-
sentation on the conceptual framework. The slides continued to be
ambiguous and all but one were eliminated from the empirical test.
The winnowing process left 15 slides which were subsequently used.

A third Discrimination was developed which focused on the
relationship between the two value dimensions. A number of state-
ments were selected by writers who had expressed with some success
the nature of the relationship between inherent and instrumental
value: the form in relation to the function of an object. Respon-
dents were to read the statements, and when shown simultaneously two

objects of similar function but with forms which differed slightly,
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were asked whether each object illustrated the kind of object the
writers were describing. The decision to present objects in pairs in
this section was an attempt to increase awareness of the potential
range of different solutions to the same design problem and to help
intensify differences between various solutions. When two chairs
which differ only slightly in their outward appearance are displayed
together, the observer almost immediately perceives the point at
which they differ due to their close proximity and can easily iden-
tify the characteristics unique to each. If the two chairs are
presented to an observer separately, their unique characteristics
may be overlooked without the foil of the different solution to the
same problem which brings the characteristics into prominence.

Use of a comparative technique for analyzing phenomena is
sometimes questioned on the grounds that although it brings character-
istics into prominence, it also sets up a forced choice situation in
which the perceiver is unconsciously biased toward a predetermined
response. However, in this situation the individual was asked to
evaluate both objects and was given the same number of alternatives
with which to evaluate both objects. The subject was not forced to
choose only one or the other, but could select from the full range
of possible evaluations for each object. To be sure that there was
no forced choice effect, a check was built into the test to determine
the effect of the comparison situation on the classification response
the results of which will be discussed in Chapter V.

The three Discriminations in the first version of the test

were ordered so that the respondent progressed toward increasingly
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more subtle evaluations of the same object. Discrimination I made

a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic value, asking whether
the object has intrinsic value for the individual. Discrimination II
dealt with the four broad categories within extrinsic value asking
the individual to evaluate the object by placing it in an appro-
priate quadrant. Discrimination III concentrated on the discrimina-
tion of the two dimensions of extrinsic value using a single state-
ment which integrated the two dimensions rather than using two sep-
arate criteria.

The first version was tested within a controlled situation
to a sample of 28 female undergraduate students enrolled in an intro-
ductory design course of 35 students. Respondents were asked to
describe briefly in writing why they placed each object in the
quadrant that they did in order to check again for confounding fac-
tors within the slides. Two objects were eliminated at this point.
One was eliminated because respondents were attending to objects
secondary to the object which was intended to be evaluated, and one
in which the slide was too dark to be clearly visible.

From the written comments of respondents and from the tabu-
lated results of this first run, it became evident that the format
of the two sets of criteria (A and B) forced the evaluator to view
the model as four separate boxes, rather than as two intersecting
dimensions each with a range extending between negative and positive
poses and thus having degree of value, not simply inherent value
either present or absent and instrumental value either present or

absent.
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Perhaps a more important inadequacy of the format of the
first version was that it did not allow the respondent to designate
a locus directly on either axis. The conceptual model described pure
art objects as those resting directly on the Inherent axis between
Quadrants C and D having neither positive nor negative instrumental
value; and pure utilitarian objects as those resting directly on the
Instrumental axis having neither positive nor negative inherent
value. As Discrimination II was arranged it was impossible to
locate a point directly on either of the axes, an object could only
be lTocated in the area between the axes and thus the empirical test
did not reflect the sensitivity of the theoretical conceptualization
of the model.

The second Discrimination was redesigned to resolve the two
issues raised, creating a second version of the Empirical Test
(Appendix B). Rather than presenting the model with a visual repre-
sentation of the two perpendicular axes, the revised version asked
the individual to respond to two statements: the object is designed
to serve a useful purpose (a statement descriptive of the Instru-
mental axis of the conceptual model), and secondly, the object is
enjoyable just to look at for its own sake (a statement descriptive
of the Inherent axis). The individual's response was not restricted
to only yes or no, an either-or forced choice response, but could
vary along a five point continuum from strongly negative through

neutral to strongly positive responses as illustrated in Figure 4.1.
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The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

neutral

The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own
sake and one would not tire of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 4] +2
l | | I |

ordinary

FIGURE 4.1.--Extrinsic Evaluation Continuums for Empirical Test--
Version II.

The neutral point in the center of each continuum provided a means
for registering a response such as, "the statement does not seem
appropriate in the case of this object," or "the object is not
strongly enjoyable nor particularly unattractive, it simply exists."
The two continuums which replaced the set of criteria and graphic
model for Discrimination II in the first version of the test there-
fore provided a range of potential response and also provided a
position for objects located directly on the axis as proposed in the
conceptual model. This can be observed if the two continuums are
placed perpendicular to one another at the neutral points on each
(Figure 4.2). Evaluating an object as neutral on one of the con-
tinuums places it directly on the axis of the second dimension when
the two scales are combined. For example, if the two evaluations of

a painting are 0 on the instrumental continuum meaning neither
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Instrumental
+2j
+1—
-2 -1 +1 +2
l l 0 I J Inherent

0
-1—
-2

FIGURE 4.2.--Combination of the Two Extrinsic Evaluation Continuums
of the Empirical Test--Version II.

positively nor negatively instrumental, and +2 on the inherent con-
tinuum, meaning very enjoyable visually, the locus of that object
when the two scores were plotted would be directly on the Inherent

axis (Figure 4.3) .

I )

-4

FIGURE 4.3.--Locus of a Painting on both the Empirical Test
Continuums and as Described within the Conceptual

Model.
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The theoretical model identified this kind of object as a
pure type having high value on one dimension only, with neutral
value on the second. The locus resulting from the two independent
continuums and the locus resulting from the conceptual model are at
the same point on the graphic representation.

In the second version of the test then, the conceptual model
evolved out of two independent evaluations of the object by the
respondent, rather than by presenting the conceptual model directly
to the individual. Discriminations I and III remained the same in
the second version of the test with only minor changes in format and

wording.

Validation of the Empirical Test

The revised Empirical Test was then used to gather the data

necessary to respond to the three hypotheses posed.

A Sample of Professionals

In order to respond to Hypothesis 1, the test was given to
four professionals representing four areas of design.4 It was felt
necessary to have a sample of individuals professionally interested
in and constantly involved with the kinds of issues being raised in

the study for the following reason. Aesthetic theory5 suggested

4Individuals in the sample represented the fields of interior
design, industrial design, clothing, and textile design. All were
currently teaching within their area of specialization, and with the
exception of the specialist in clothing, all were currently profes-
sionally active in their respective design areas.

5For example, see Susanne Langer, Feeling and Form (New York:
Scribner's Sons, 1953), p. 406.
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that a truly discerning evaluation of an object required not only an

instinctive, intuitive response, but an informed understanding of how -

the effect was created; an analytical and critical ability which
could only be acquired through continued appreciative experience
with objects. Professionals in design could be assumed to have that
informed appreciative approach to their particular kind of object.
The rationale for inclusion of the group of professionals was to
determine whether professionals with a relatively high degree of
insight into these design issues, would similarly evaluate the same
objects when asked to use the conceptual model. Similar responses
would signify common usage of the two concepts basic to the con-
ceptual model and a similar manner of applying them in a given
situation. The purpose of the professional sample was not to create
a "standard" of excellence or a "correct" evaluation for each object
against which the author and the design students would be compared,
but to determine whether their evaluation of the group of objects,
an informed and appreciative evaluation would evidence any patterns
as a group in common with both the author's evaluations and to those
of the design students. Consistency of responses among the four
professionals, the author, and the students would be considered

evidence of support for Hypothesis 1.

A Sample of Students

Since their purpose was as a means for validating the test

in several specific ways, rather than to permit the findings of the
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study to be generalized from the samples to a larger population, both
the professional and student groups were not statistically random
samples.

The sample of 116 undergraduate female students was taken
from a population of 224, a class enrolled in an introductory design
course.6 This permitted the validation of the empirical model by a
group which could be expected to consider the issues being dealt with
in the conceptual model with more interest and involvement in the
content of the research than might be found in a sample taken from a
group without a design focus. The group might be expected to have a
higher incidence of respondents with the positive attitude necessary
for evaluating objects. Presumably students enrolled in a design
course, either as part of a design major or interested enough to
select it as an elective could be expected to have a more positive
attitude toward design in general than other population subgroups.

A second reason for taking the sample from a design course was
because it could also be expected to contain a high number of indi-

viduals with high aesthetic interest, a subgroup required for

responding to Hypothesis 3.

6Student sample was taken from the Fall Semester, 1975,
class of the course Environment and Design 120, Fundamentals of
Design, University of Wisconsin at Madison. Because there may be
a significant difference in socialization practices between male
and female children, it was felt prudent to control for sex in the
sample since the results of socialization patterns may be influe-
ential to the way individuals attribute value to objects. The
number of males in the class was not large enough to be able to
compare evaluations between male-female subgroups.
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A Pretest-Posttest Research Design

To validate the empirical test and by implication the con-
ceptual model, the research design called for a pretest and posttest
for the following reason. Based on the third assumption for the

study, any design curriculum assumes that valuing behavior with . -

e = . —

respect to objects may change with the introduction of information

and analytical training in design principles. The study assumed

that during the interval of a design course, a change with respect

to value classification of objects would occur. Therefore, if the
empirical test was indeed sensitive to discriminating categories of
object value, change in valuing behavior between pretest responses

to the empirical test and posttest responses after the interval train-
ing period should be evident. Change in value discrimination ability
could also be influenced by a number of other conditions such as the
effect of the test itself on sensitizing the respondents to these
kinds of distinctions, increased awareness and knowledge introduced
by the course content, experiences of the subjects during the thir-
teen week interval between the pre- and posttests, or a general
change in the subject because of the normal maturation during the
interval. Whether because of the course itself or to these secondary
causes, the study hypothesized that change in an individual's ability
to distinguish object value would occur and that the empirical test
would be capable of detecting the change. There was no reason to
control for differing art or design backgrounds within the sample

selected because the only concern was the fact that at whatever level
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the individual entered some change upward in the score could be per-
ceived on the posttest taken at the end of the course.

The second approach to validation, Construct validity, would
be established by documenting change in a predictable direction
from the pretest to the posttest situation. The validation of the
test would be strengthened if change toward greater consistency
occurred between the evaluations of the author, professionals, and
the posttest after a thirteen week exposure to basic design concepts
than occurred at the pretest before the design training.

Following the posttest administration of the test, individu-
als completed the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Values Inventory (AVL)
(Appendix C). The AVL inventory was used in order to respond to

Hypothesis 2, to provide criterion-related or concurrent validation

for the empirical test. Concurrent validity is generally understood
to mean the comparison of results obtained with a new test with a
known measure believed to measure similar attributes or character-
1stics.7 No instrument could be located which measured discrimina-
tory ability with respect to object value. The AVL instrument
measures aesthetic interest and was the only instrument with tested
reliability and validity which measured in any way the concepts
integral to the present study. The relationship suggested between
the AVL instrument and the empirical test was that an individual with
high aesthetic interest as defined by the AVL inventory might be

expected to have greater aesthetic sensitivity, perhaps greater and

7Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests and
Manuals, op. cit., p. 13.
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perhaps more experience in making aesthetic discriminations than
individuals with little aesthetic interest. Individuals who scored
high on the aesthetic score of the AVL inventory would therefore be
expected to have a high score on the empirical test which discrimin-
ated among categories of object value, one of which was an aesthetic
discrimination.

Based on Edward Spranger's Types of Men8 the AVL inventory

purports to measure the relative prominence of Spranger's six basic
interests or motives in personality: theoretical, economic, aes-
thetic, social, political, religious. Created in 1931, the inventory
has been revised and renormed twice. Spearman-Brown product-moment
correlation for reliability of the aesthetic value is presently .89,
with mean reliability coefficient (Z transformation) for the test

as a whole .90. Repeat reliability for a two-month interval is .87
for the aesthetic value. The aesthetic score estimates the degree

to which the respondent shares the following outlook:

The aesthetic man sees his highest value in form and
harmony. Each single experience is judged from the stand-
point of grace, symmetry, or fitness. He regards life as a
procession of events; each single impression is enjoyed for
its own sake. He need not be a creative artist, nor need he
be effete; he is aesthetic if he but finds his chief inter-
est in the artistic episodes of life. . . . The aesthetic
either chooses, with Keats, to consider truth as equivalent
to beauty, or agrees with Menchen, that "to make a thing
charmigg is a million times more important than to make it
true."

8Edward Spranger, Types of Men, trans. Paul J. W. Pigors
from the 5th German edition of Lebensformen (Halle: Max Niemeyer
Verlag, 1929).

9Gordon W. Allport, Phillip E. Vernon, and Gardner Lindzey,
Manual: Study of Values (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1970), p. 4.
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Because of the unresolved questions concerning what personal-
ity inventory instruments actually measulr'e,]0 the aesthetic AVL
score was interpreted very broadly to mean an identification not of
a precisely defined aesthetic value as such, but rather of a relative
predisposition toward, or interest in, aesthetic concerns as com-
pared to the other five groups.

Individuals were asked to complete the inventory during the
class period. It was prefaced only with the statement that the
purpose of the values inventory was to identify the basic interest
orientations present in the class, much 1ike demographic information
such as age, sex, and level of education is requested in other kinds
of research. |

In summary, this chapter presented the hypotheses necessary
in order to establish validity for the conceptual model presented and
developed in Chapter III, and the assumptions which were necessary in
order to proceed with the validation. The three stages of the devel-
opment of the empirical test were discussed and the specific behaviors
were identified which, if observed, would be accepted as measures of

validity for the empirical test and by implication, for the conceptual

model.

]ORollo Handy's discussion of the AVL instrument; Chapter 4,
sec. B. in Measurement of Values (St. Louis, Mo.: Warren Green, 1970)
presents the central issues involved.




CHAPTER V

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The previous Chapter presented an empirical model appropriate
for analyzing the validity of the conceptual framework developed in
Chapter III. The present Chapter will present the data obtained
using the empirical model and will discuss the results.

The discussion of results will be presented in the following
sections: descriptive characteristics of the samplé, results of
Discrimination 1, Discrimination 2, Discrimination 3, results for
high aesthetic value subsample, and summary analyses on the empirical

test as a whole.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample

Sample size of both pretest and posttest groups was 116
female students enrolled in an introductory design course. The
sample was described as predominently freshmen and sophomores, white,
and between the ages of 18 and 20. The pretest was administered with
the sample divided into five sections at the first discussion session
of the course; and 13 weeks later at the end of the course, again in
five groups. A brief explanation of the study and directions were
read to each group in order to maintain consistency of the test sit-

uations across the 10 periods.

73
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Description of the sample with respect to basic value 6r1en-
tations according to the six value or interest categories identified
in the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey values inventory is presented in
Table 5.1.

It had been anticipated that individuals, knowing they were
involved in a research project concerning aesthetic choices, might
consciously or unconsciously bias their scores on the AVL value
inventory toward high interest in aesthetic value as compared to the
five other groups. In order to correct for that situation, the cut
for the upper group (High) was set in order to include only those
individuals falling above the 82 percentile of all females (as
normed by the AVL instrument, Appendix C, p. 12), or only those
individuals with outstandingly high aesthetic scores. Comparison of
the number of individuals scoring high for aesthetic value (N=11)
with the number of individuals described as high in the other five
value categories, N=10, 15, 10, 7, and 8 respectively shows that an
artificial bias toward high aesthetic value because of the content of

the research did not occur.

Results of Discrimination 1

Although not essential to answering the three hypotheses
posed for the study, an observation on the responses to Discrimina-
tion 1 is indicated in relation to the fourth assumption underlying
the validation of the conceptual model. Discussion in Chapter IV
suggested that aesthetic evaluations cannot be made unless the atti-

tude of the evaluator toward the object is positive. Appendix D
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breaks the classifications of objects into the three attitude cate-
gories of Discrimination I; whether the individual 1iked the object,
was indifferent to it, or disliked it. Comparison of the three sets
of data shows that there was a definite interaction between one's
attitude toward an object, whether the object had intrinsic value for
one, and the extrinsic evaluation of the object which occasioned that
positive experience. Individuals who liked an object tended to eval-
uate objects higher on both Inherent and Instrumental axes than those
who did not like it. Individuals who were neutral or indifferent
toward the object tended to use the neutral point on the two axes
more frequently than the other two attitude groups. Individuals who
disliked the object tended to use the‘lower ends of the two axes more

often than the other groups.

Results of Discrimination 2

Hypothesis 1 proposed consistent classifications among the
three groups represented in the research design: author, panel of
professionals, and class on the posttest. Hypothesis 2 proposed
thaf the empirical model could detect change in perception of object
value evidenced by change in the consistency of responses between
pretest and posttest results in response to the intervening treat-
ment. In order to measure change between pre- and posttests a norm
classification was identified for each object. The norm was deter-
mined as the classification having the greatest frequency among the
author and four professionals. Discussion of the results will be

presented individually for each object used in the empirical test.
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Table 5.20 summarizes agreement with the two hypotheses for the
group of objects illustrated in Plates 5.3-5.15, and reported in
Figures 5.1-5.18 and Tables 5.2-5.19.

Data (Figure 5.1 and Table 5.2) showed agreement with
Hypotheses 1 and 2. Location of the quilt (Plate 5.3) within Quad-
rant C as an Economy of Value object having both utilitarian and
aesthetic value, was supported by the author (A), three out of
four of the professional panel (V), and the class in both pretest
(o) and posttest (*).

Using Quadrant C as the norm identified by author and panel, .
analysis was made to determine the degree of change from pretest to
posttest responses selecting Quadrant C. Chi-square statistic
showed significance at .01 in support of Hypothesis 2.

Consistency for location of the Balcony (Plate 5.4, Figure 5.2,
Table 5.3) within Quadrant A as an object with negative utilitarian
value and negative aesthetic value was obtained between author,
panel, and pre- and posttest data. Chi-square statistic to detect
change in response toward greater consistency at the posttest was
not significant because of the high degree of consistency already
existing at the pretest situation with 91 out of 116 respondents
agreeing with author and panel.

The painting (Plate 5.5) represented the category of objects
which, according to the conceptual model, would rest directly in the
positive end of the Inherent axis and at the neutral point of the

Instrumental axis. The norm was set at that location since three
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INSTRUMENTAL
+
AVo*
B
+ INHERENT
A
- A Author

V Panel

o Class-Pretest N=115
* Class-Posttest N=115

FIGURE 5.1.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

TABLE 5.2.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Field:

Quilt.

Groups for Object: Quilt.
Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant
N % N % N % N %
A 1.7 1 .9
AB 4.3 1 .9
B 6.9 3 2.6
BC 1 25 10 8.6 10 8.6
c 1 100 3 75 79 68.1 98 84.5
cD 8 6.9 2 1.7
D 1 .9
AD 1 .9
Origin 1 .9
N 1 100 4 100 115  99.1 115 99.1
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PLATE 5.2.--Object 2: Balcony
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INSTRUMENTAL
+
B|C
- + INHERENT
A
AVo*
- A Author
Vv Panel

FIGURE 5.2.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field: Balcony.

TABLE 5.3.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

o Class-Pretest N=115

* Class-Posttest N=116

Groups for Object: Balcony
Quadrant Author Panel Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 100 4 100 91 78.4 89 76.7
AB 14 12.1 6 5.2
B 3 2.6 9 7.8
BC 2 1.7 3 2.6
C .9 2 1.7
cD 1 .9
D 2 1.7
AD 3 2.6 3 2.6
Origin 2 1.7 1 .9
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116 100
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PLATE 5.3.--Object 3: Painting



FIGURE 5. 3.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field:
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INSTRUMENTAL

+

0 *
BiC

AV
A|D

. A Author
V Panel

o Class-Pretest N=116
* Class-Posttest N=116

Painting.

+ INHERENT

TABLE 5.4.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating
Groups for Object: Painting.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant
N % N % N % N %
A 1 .9 1 .9
AB 1 .9
B 2 1.7 1 .9
BC 2 1.7 1 .9
c 62 53.4 66 56.9
cD 1 100 3 75 33 28.4 36 31.0
D 4 3.4 7 6.0
AD 1 25 1 .9 1 .9
Origin 11 9.5 2 1.7
N 1 100 4 100 116  100. 116 100.
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of the four panel members agreed with the classification of the
author. This was thought to be one of the more difficult discrim-
inations, a view which the data supported (Figure 5.3, Table 5.4).
Both pretest and posttest data were not consistent with the norm
location directly on the Inherent axis but rather gave the painting
high utilitarian value, therefore placing it in Quadrant C. This
might have been because of the fact that 28 percent of the sample
were interior design majors, a profession which often "uses" art

as part of the decoration of a room.

Support for Hypothesis 2 was not attained since the change
between pre- and posttest responses was not significant. The
response to the object did not support Hypothesis 1 as stated
though the distribution of the responses was consistent between
pre- and posttests, and consistency occurred between author and
majority of the panel.

Results for the paper holder (Plate 5.6) supported both
hypothesés (Figure 5.4, Table 5.5). Consistency was obtained between
author, panel, and posttest for locating the object directly on the
Instrumental axis as a very useful object with the Inherent axis
neither positive nor negative. Pretest results weighted most heav-
ily (41%) in Quadrant B, changed significantly in posttest results
with the largest percent (46%) consistent with the norm location
directiy on the axis. Chi-square statistic for the change between
pre- and posttests was significant at the .05 level supportive of

Hypothesis 2.
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INSTRUMENTAL

+
A|V*

B|C

+ INHERENT

AlD

- A Author

V Panel

o Class-Pretest N=116
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FIGURE 5.4.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Paper Holder.

TABLE 5.5.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object:

Paper Holder.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant —_— —
N % N % N % N %
A 9 7.8 5 4.3
AB 6 5.2 5 4.3
B 47 40.5 34 29.3
BC 1 100 4 100 36 31.0 53 45.7
C 10 8.6 10 8.6
cD
D
AD 1 .9
Origin 8 6.9 8 6.9
N 1 100 4 100 116 100. 116  100.
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Support for both hypotheses was shown in the responses to
Bridge 1 (Plate 5.7, Figure 5.5, Table 5.6). Complete consistency
was obtained between author and panel identifying Quadrant C as the
norm. Comparison of the degree of change between pre- and posttest
against the norm gave a Chi-square significant at .01 level.

As stated in Chapter IV, to determine a measure of reliabil-
ity for the empirical model, three of the objects were shown twice
within the test and one object was shown three times. The four
were shown alone the first time and the second time were shown
simultaneously with a foil of a similar yet not identical object.
The procedure was done to determine the reliability or strength of
an individual's evaluations. Use of the comparison technique was
intended to increase the observer's sensitivity to the characteris-
tics of the object by presenting something with which to compare it.
The technique was supported by the results. When the object,

Bridge 1, was shown a second time with a similar, but not identical,
object, Bridge 2, the classification of Bridge 1 remained in Quad-
rant C across the three evaluating groups; but the support for that
classification increased. Comparison of Figures 5.6 and 5.7 demon-
strates the change. The first showing of Bridge 1 in the pretest
resulted in a frequency of 51 which increased to 61 when shown with
the foil. Although not statistically significant, the same phenome-
non occurred at posttest when the first showing frequency of 77
increased to 81 at the second showing. The results therefore give

a very rough measurement of the reliability of evaluations made

with the empirical test. The same classification of an object
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FIGURE 5.5.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Bridge 1.

TABLE 5.6.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating
Groups for Object: Bridge 1.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant _ A
N % N % N % N %
A 2 1.7 2 1.7
AB 1 .9
B 16 13.8 7 6.0
BC 40 34.5 26 22.4
c 1 100 4 100 51 44.0 77 66.4
cD 2 1.7
D
AD 1 .9 1 9
Origin 2 1.7 1 .9
N 1 100 4 100 115 100 114 100
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was repeated when the object was shown again within both a short
period of time (during the same test) and over an extended period
of time (the 13 week interval between pre- and posttests).

Analysis of the results of the second presentation of
Bridge 1 alone (Figure 5.6, Table 5.7) again supported Hypotheses 1
and 2 with consistency among classifications of author, panel, pre-
test and posttest and with respect to the degree of change between
pretest and posttest significant at the .01 level.

When the results are arranged in order to assess classifi-
cation of this object as familiarity with it increased, it is appar-
ent from the following tabulation of frequencies that the greater

the exposure to the object, the more consistent the classification

became.
Pretest Pretest Posttest Posttest
First Second First Second
Showing Showing Showing Showing

Bridge 1 51 61 77 81

2

X" is significant .001 level.

The second bridge (Plate 5.8) served as the foil for Bridge 1.
Considering it as a separate object, results were supportive of
Hypothesis 1 though not of Hypothesis 2 (Figure 5.7, Table 5.8).
Consistency occurred across the four groups of author, panel, pre-
test and posttest for location in Quadrant C. However, there was not
significant change between pre- and posttests in order to support

Hypothesis 2.
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FIGURE 5.6.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Bridge 1--Second Presentation.

TABLE 5.7.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating
Groups for Object: Bridge 1--Second Presentation.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant —_— —_—
N % N % N % N %
A 3 2.6 2 1.7
AB 1 .9
B 1 9.5 12 10.3
BC 38 32.8 17 14.7
C 1 100 4 100 61 52.6 81 69.8
cD
D
A
Origin 2 1.7 3 2.6

N 1 100 4 100 115 100 116 100
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FIGURE 5.7.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field:

Bridge 2.

TABLE 5.8.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object: Bridge 2.
Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant
N % N % N % N %
A
AB 1 .9
B 11 9.5 19 16.4
BC 34 29.3 29 25.0
c 1 100 4 100 67 57.8 64 55.2
cD 1 .9
D
AD
Origin 2 1.7 3 2.6
N 1 100 4 100 115 100 116 100




94

Results obtained for the first spoon (Plate 5.9) were support-
ive of both Hypothesis 1 and 2 (Figure 5.8, Table 5.9). Consistency
was obtained between the author and panel for locating the object in
Quadrant C as an Economy of Value object, establishing that quadrant
as the norm. On the pretest the highest frequency (56) placed the
object directly on the Instrumental axis having positive utilitarian
but not positive aesthetic value. Classification of posttest shifted
consistent with that of the author and panel in support of Hypothe-
sis 1. As a result of the shift, Hypothesis 2 was also supported
with a statistically significant change between pre- and posttests
at .01 level.

The second presentation of Spoon 1 with a foil also pro-
duced positive results (Figure 5.9, Table 5.10) with consistency
between the four groups for location within Quadrant C at both pre-
and posttests. And change from pre- to posttest (Chi-square signifi-
cant at .02) suggested again the influence of the foil on intensify-
ing characteristics of the primary object.

The positive effect on consistency because of familiarity
with the object was noted again as shown in the following tabulation

of frequencies.

Pretest Pretest Posttest Posttest
First Second First Second
Showing Showing Showing Showing
Spoon 1 39 47 63 66
X2 significant .001 level.



PLATE 5.7.--Object 7:

95

Spoon 1
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FIGURE 5.8.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Spoon 1.

TABLE 5.9.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating
Groups for Object: Spoon 1.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant E— A
N % N % N % N 4
A 2 1.7
AB 3 2.6 2 1.7
B 14 12.1 10 8.6
BC 56 48.3 37 31.9
c 1 100 4 100 39 33.6 63 54.3
cD 1 .9
D 1 9
AD
Origin 2 1.7 2 1.7

N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116 100
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FIGURE 5.9.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field:

Spoon 1--Second Presentation.

TABLE 5.10.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object:

Spoon 1--Second Presentation.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant —_— _—
% N % N % N %
A 2 1.7
AB
B 13 11.2 10 8.8
BC 52 44.8 37 32.5
c 1 100 4 100 47 40.5 66 57.9
cD
D 1 .9
Ad
Origin 2 1.7
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 114 100
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Results for the foil to Spoon 1 were not as clear. For
Spoon 2 (Plate 5.10, Figure 5.10, Table 5.11) consistency among the
panel and author was not complete with two members dissenting from
the norm, Quadrant A. Class responses to the object were consistent
with the norm at both pretest and posttest though the low percent-
ages (39 and 41 respectively) reflected the basic ambiguity char-
acteristic of the object. No change between pre- and posttest
consistency was observed.

Complete consistency among the four groups was obtained for
locating the first mailbox (Plate 11) directly on the Instrumental
axis as an object valued highly for its usefulness rather than for
its aesthetic qualities (Figure 5.11, Table 5.12). Therefore
Hypothesis 1 was supported. Although change toward greater con-
sistency occurred between pre- and posttests (frequencies of 55 and
62 respectively) the change was not statistically significant.

When shown a second time with a foil (Figure 5.12, Table
5.13) in order to determine reliability of the empirical model,
consistency was maintained for all groups and the comparison tech-
nique again seemed to emphasize the object's characteristics since
the frequency of the norm location response increased between the
first and second showing (55 and 64 respectively). The positive
effect on consistency of increased familiarity with the object over
four showings was again evident as illustrated in the following

tabulation.
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PLATE 5.8.--Object 8: Spoon 2



FIGURE 5.10.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Spoon 2.

Field:
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TABLE S.Ii.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object: Spoon 2

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant -
N % N 4 N % N %
A 1 100 2 50 45 38.8 48 41.4
AB 5 4.3 7 6.0
B 10 8.6 13 11.2
BC
c 1 25 14 12.1 10 8.6
(o)) 13 11.2 1 9.5
D 1 25 24 20.7 23 19.8
AD 3 2.6 1 .9
Origin - 2 1.7 2 1.7
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 115 100
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PLATE 5.9.--Object 9: Mailbox 1



FIGURE 5.11.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field:
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TABLE 5.12.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object: Mailbox 1.
Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant
N % N % N % N %
A 2 1.7 2 1.7
AB .9
B 18 15.5 20 17.2
BC 1 100 4 100 55 47.4 62 53.4
C 36 31.0 27 23.3
cD 1 1.9
D
AD
Origin 3 2.6 5 4.3
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116 100
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FIGURE 5.12.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field:

Mailbox 1--Second Presentation.

TABLE 5.13.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object:

Mailbox 1--Second Presentation.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant -—
N % N % N % N %
A 3 2.6
AB 1 .9 1 .9
B 14 12.1 8 6.9
BC 1 100 4 100 64 55.2 68 58.6
c 36 31.0 36 31.0
cD
D
AD
Origin 1 .9
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116 100
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Pretest Pretest Posttest Posttest

First Second First Second

Showing Showing Showing Showing
Mailbox 1 55 64 62 68

xz significant at .04 level.

The second mailbox (Plate 5.12) served as the foil for Mail-
box 1. Considering it as an object in its own right, it proved to
be one of the ambiguous objects (Figure 5.13, Table 5.14). Low
consistency was obtained among the evaluations of the panel, though
there was some agreement for locating the norm for the object in
Quadrant B as useful, but aesthetically negative. Both pretest and
posttest placed the object within Quadrant C as having not only
usefulness but a positive aesthetic dimension as well. This may be
due as much to the current interest in antique American objects as
much as it was a response to the object on formal aesthetic quali-
ties. The object may therefore have had a confounding dimension
which should have precluded its use in the empirical test at this
time.

The chair (Plate 5.13) was selected because of the richness
of its connotations including its statement as a gimmick, perhaps an
erotic or sensual connotation, its witty play with the concept of
“support," and it ambiguous nature as both sculpture and furniture.
The complexity of the object was reflected in the responses to it.
There was no consistency among the panel nor between the author and

panel which precluded the setting of a norm for the object. And
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PLATE 5.10.--Object 10: Mailbox 2
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FIGURES.13.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field:

Mailbox 2.

TABLE 5.14.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object: Mailbox 2.
Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant S
N % N % N % N 4
A 4 3.4 3 2.6
AB 25 2 1.7 1 .9
B 1 100 2 50 15 12.9 23 19.8
BC 25 23 19.8 20 17.2
c 69 59.5 67 57.8
cD 1 .9
D
AD 1 .9
Origin 2 1.7 1 .9
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116 100
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PLATE 5.11.--Object 11: Chair 1
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there was no consistency between the two tests and the author.

There was consistency between pre- and posttests for locating the
object within Quadrant C though the percentages were not high in
either case (50% and 49% respectively). For methodological purposes
the object was shown three times: alone, and with two different
foils. Again, the purpose was to determine whether the use of a
foil served simply to emphasize and increase awareness of the origi-
nal object's characteristics, or whether it forced a change in the
classification. The chameleon-1ike quality of this object seemed

to make it susceptible to outside influences when one tried to
classify its value. The first foil was purposely selected to be an
object which would be expected to consiétently generate high classi-
fications on both axes. In comparison with such a clearly and
highly valued object, the evaluation of the original chair might
have been expected to go down somewhat. The second foil was a

third chair, ambiguous in nature like the first, particularly with
respect to its instrumental value. In comparison with the original
chair, 1ittle influence was expected to originate from this foil
since both objects were quite similar with respect to the two value
dimensions. Results presented in Figures 5.14, 5.15, 5.16, and
Tables 5.15, 5.16, 5.17 showed that the foils did not change the
classification of the first chaik for either the panel or the class.
As anticipated, the use of foils did not force a change in classifi-
cation but only served to emphasize characteristics. The results

therefore resolved a methodological concern though they did not
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FIGURE 5.14.~-Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Chair 1.

TABLE 5.15.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object: Chair 1.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant _ R
N % N % N % N %
A 1 100 20 17.2 17 14.7
AB 1 25 11 9.5 7 6.0
B 12 10.3 11 9.5
BC 1 25
C 1 25 58 50.0 57 49.1
cD 9 7.8 8 6.9
D 1 25 6 5.2 14 12.1
AD 1 .9
Origin 1 .9

N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116

100
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FIGURE 5.15.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Chair 1--Second Presentation.

TABLE 5.16.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating
Groups for Object: Chair 1--Second Presentation.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant S — R
N % N % N % N %
A 1 100 21 18.1 23 19.8
AB 1 25 7 6.0 2 1.7
B 12 10.3 13 11.2
BC 1 25 2 1.7 3 2.6
c 1 25 55 47.4 54 46.6
cD 7 6.0 7 6.0
D 1 25 9 7.8 12 10.3
AD 2 1.7 1 .9
Origin 1 .9

N 1 100 4 100 115 100 116 100




NOTE: V See Table 5.17

FIGURE 5.16.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Chair 1--Third Presentation.

Fi
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TABLE 5.17 .--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object:

Chair 1--Third Presentation.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant _—
N % N % N % N %
A 1 100 18 15.5 24 20.7
AB 1 25 4 3.4 6 5.2
B 1 25 15 12.9 5 4.3
BC 1 25 3 2.6 5 4.3
C 61 52.6 58 50.0
(o)) 6 5.2 2 1.7
D 1 25 7 6.0 12 10.3
AD 2 1.7 1 .9
Origin 3 2.6
N 1 100 4 100 116 100 116 100
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support either of the two hypotheses since there was little con-
sistency in the various responses (though in this case consistency
was not anticipated) and there was no change between pre- and post-
tests.

Support for both Hypotheses 1 and 2 was obtained from the
results for the second chair (Plate 5.14, Figure 5.17, Table 5.18)
which served as a foil for Chair 1. Consistency was obtained
between the author and panel which established Quadrant C as the
norm. Pretest consistency with the norm was low but increased
considerably at the posttest. Change between pre- and posttests
was statistically significant at the .001 level.

Like Chair 1, the ambiguity anticipated with respect to the
third chair (Plate 5.15) object appeared in the results (Figure 5.18,
Table 5.19). Consistency was not obtained either among members of
the panel or between panel and author thus preventing a norm from
being established. Distributions of classifications were widely
spread across the Field at both pre- and posttest. Neither hypothe-
sis was supported, though again, the object was selected for its
ambiguity which was supported in the results.

Agreement with Hypotheses 1 and 2 for each of the objects

is summarized in Table 5.20.

Results of Discrimination 3

The third discrimination was intended to test the evaluation
of objects when the two value dimensions of instrumentality and

inherentness were used simultaneously. Discrimination 2 had the
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FIGURE 5.17.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value

Field: Chair 2.

TABLE 5.18.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating

Groups for Object: Chair 2.
Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant _—
N % N % N % N %
A 7.8
AB 4.3 1 .9
B 25 21.6 14 12.1
BC 35 30.2 31 26.7
c 1 100 4 100 37 31.9 66 56.9
CD 1 .9
D 1 .9
AD 2 1.7
Origin 2 1.7 2 1.7
N 115 99.2 116 100
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PLATE 5.13.--Object 13: Chair 3
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FIGURE 5.18.--Summary of Classification of Object Within Value
Field: Chair 3.

TABLE 5.19.--Distributions of Classifications of Four Evaluating
Groups for Object: Chair 3.

Author Panel Pretest Posttest
Quadrant S
N % N % N % N %
A 1 100 22 19.3 21 18.1
AB 1 25 17 14.9 13 11.2
B 1 25 22 19.3 21 18.1
BC 16 14.0 21 18.1
c 22 19.3 32 27.6
cD 2 1.7
D 7 6.1 5 4.3
AD . 3 2.6
Origin 2 50 5 4.4 1 .9

N 1 100 4 100 114 100 116 100
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TABLE 5.20.--Summary of Agreement with Hypotheses 1 and 2 by Object.

Osgect prectertwith  pdressent wich
Quilt Yes Yes
Balcony Yes Not applicable
Painting No No

Paper holder Yes Yes

Bridge 1 Yes Yes

Bridge 2 Yes No

Spoon 1 Yes Yes .

Spoon 2 Yes Yes
Mailbox 1 Yes Yes
Mailbox 2 No No

Chair 1 No No

Chair 2 Yes Yes

Chair 3 No No

individual separate the two dimensions by providing two apparently
independent continuums. However, the intent of the conceptual model

was to look at the interaction of the two value dimensions within a
given object. The Third Discrimination therefore asked the indi-

vidual to simultaneously evaluate the presence or absence of positive
inherent value--the object's visual form, and positive instrumental
value--the object's function. Respondents were asked to read the
statement, "The formof some objects is so perfectly fitted to the func- =~
tion which the object performs that it seems almost to proclaim itself

as a perfect solution." When shown an object the respondent

answered yes or no to whether the object illustrated the kind of
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object described in the statement. Table 5.21 shows the high degree
of agreement among pretest, posttest, panel, and author for this
Discrimination which strongly supports the claim central to the
study; that a consistent criterion was used to evaluate the relation-
ship between an object's inherent and instrumental value, and that
there were essentially similar interpretations of the concepts of
inherent value and instrumental value across the group of respond-

ents, the panel, and the author.

TABLE 5.21.--Crosstabulation of Results of Discrimination 3 by
Evaluation Groups.

Test Administration

Object
Pretest Posttest Panel Author

Bridge 1 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Bridge 2 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Spoon 1 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Spoon 2 - No No No No
Mailbox 1 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mailbox 2 Yes Yes No No
Chair 1 No No No No
Chair 2 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Chair 3 No No No No

Results for Sample with High Aesthetic Value Score

Hypothesis 3 proposed that validity for the empirical model
would be obtained if individuals who scored high on the aesthetic

measure of the AVL values inventory showed greater consistency with
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the norm responses than individuals with lower aesthetic value
scores at both pretest and posttest. Tables 5.22-5.39 illustrate
that the subsample with high aesthetic value did not display any
greater consistency in classification on either the pre- or post-
test than the remainder of the sample. Lack of evidence to support
the hypothesis might have been because of the small number (11) in

the subsample rather than to falseness of the hypothesis itself.

Summary Analyses on the Empirical Test

With a view toward developing at a future time the empirical
model into a tested evaluation instrument for research purposes,
several analyses were made.

A total score was developed for each individual from the
total number of times the individual selected the norm response.
Distributions of the total scores for pretest and posttest (Table |
5.40) show an approximately normal character, slightly bimodal at
the upper end in both cases. Thg_defigj;g shift jp};gqres“upwarq v
between pre- and posttgsts solidly supported Hypothesis 2, i.e.,
that thevempf;iéglumodel was capable of detecting change in
performance after exposure to training in design analysis
skills. The mean score moved upward from 7 to 9 points. A t-test

1 was applied and the difference between means

for dependent samples
from pretest to posttest was significant at the .001 level.
The range of scores remained approximately the same (pretest = 10,

postest = 11) but the spread moved upward several points at

]Glass and Stanley section 14.4 equation 14.5.
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TABLE 5.22.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Quilt.

High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N y4
A 2 1.9 1 1.0
AB 5 4.8 1 1.0
B 1 9.1 7 6.7 3 2.9
BC 1 9.1 1 9.1 9 8.7 9 8.7
c 8 72.7 10 90.0 Al 68.3 88 84.6
cD 1 9.1 7 6.7 2 1.9
D 1 1.0
AD 1 1.0
Origin 1 1.0
N 11 100 11 100 104 100 104 100

TABLE 5.23.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Balcony.

High Not Righ

Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

N % N % N % N %
A 8 72.7 9 81.8 83 79.0 80 76.2
AB 2 18.1 1 9.1 12 11.4 5 4.8
B 3 2.9 9 8.6
BC 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 1.0 2 1.9
C 1 1.0 2 1.9
cD 1 1.0
D 2 1.9
AD 3 2.9 3 2.9
Origin 2 1.9 1 1.0

N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.24.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Painting.

High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 .9 1 .9
AB 1 .9
B 2 1.9 1 .9
BC 2 1.9 1 .9
C 7 63.6 9 81.8 55 52.4 57 54.3
(o)) 3 27.3 2 18.1 30 28.6 34 32.4
D 1 9.1 3 2.9 7 6.7
AD 1 .9 1 .9
Origin 11 10.5 2 1.9
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100

TABLE 5.25.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Paper Holder.

High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 1 9.1 7.6 4 3.8
AB 1 9.1 2 18.1 5 4.8 3 2.9
B 5 45.5 4 36.4 42 40 30 28.6
BC 3 27.3 3 27.3 33 31.4 50 47.6
C 1 9.1 1 9.1 9 8.6 9 8.6
(o))
D
AD 1 .9
Origin 8 7.6 8 7.6
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.26.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value

Orientation and Test Administration: Bridge 1.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 1 1 2 1.9
AB 1 1
B 1 9.1 1 9.1 15 14.4 6 5.8
BC 4 36.4 1 9.1 36 34.6 25 24.3
c 5 45.5 9 81.8 46 44.2 68 66.0
cD 2 1.9
D
AD 1 1 1 1
Origin 2 1.9 1 1
N 11 100 11 100 104 100 103 100

TABLE 5.27.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration:

Bridge 1--Second

Presentation.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 1 .9
AB 3 2.9 2 1.9
B 1 9.1 14 13.3 9 8.6
BC 6 54.5 2 18.1 50 47.6 35 33.3
C 4 36.4 7 63.6 35 33.3 56 53.3
cD 1 .9
D 1 .9
AD
Origin 1 9.1 2 1.9 1 .9
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.28.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value

Orientation and Test Administration: Bridge 2.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A
AB 1 .9
B 1 9.1 2 18.1 10 9.6 17 16.2
BC 5 45.5 1 9.1 29 27.9 28 26.7
C 5 45.5 7 63.6 62 59.6 57 54.2
cD 1 1
D
AD
Origin 1 9.1 2 1.9 2 1.9
N 11 100 11 100 104 100 105 100

TABLE 5.29.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value

Orientation and Test Administration: Spoon 1.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 2 1.9
AB 3 2.9 2 1.9
B 9.1 14 13.3 9 8.6
BC 2 27.3 2 18.1 53 50.5 35 33.3
c 8 72.7 72.7 31 29.5 55 52.3
cD 1 .9
D ] .9
AD
Origin 2 1.9 2 1.9
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.30.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration:

Spoon 1--Second

Presentation.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 2 1.9
AB
B 13 12.4 10 9.7
BC 2 18.1 2 18.1 50 47.6 35 34.0
C 9 81.8 9 81.8 38 36.2 57 55.3
(o))
D 1 .9
AD 2 1.9
Origin
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 103 100

TABLE 5.31.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value

Orientation and Test Administration: Spoon 2.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 2 18.1 2 18.1 43 41.0 46 44.2
AB 1 9.1 1 9.1 4 3.8 6 5.8
B 2 18.1 3 27.3 8 7.6 10 9.6
BC
C 2 18.1 2 18.1 12 11.4 8 7.7
cD 1 9.1 13 12.4 10 9.6
D 3 27.3 2 18.1 21 20 21 20.2
AD 1 9.1 2 1.9 1 1.0
Origin 2 1.9 2 1.9
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 104 100
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TABLE 5.32.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Mailbox 1. .

High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %

A 2 1.9 2 1.9
AB 1 9.1
B 1 9.1 1 9.1 17 16.2 19 18.1
BC 4 36.4 6 54.5 51 48.6 56 53.3
C 5 45.5 3 27.3 31 29.5 24 22.9
(o)) 1 1.0 1.0
D
AD

Origin 1 9.1 3 2.9 4 3.8
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100

TABLE 5.33.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Mailbox 1--Second

Presentation.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 3 2.9
AB 1 1.0 1 1.0
B 1 1.9 14 13.3 7 6.7
BC 7 63.6 5 45.5 57 54.3 63 60.0
( 4 36.4 5 45.5 32 30.5 3 29.5
cD
D
AD
Origin 1 1.0

N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.34.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Mailbox 2.

High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 1 9.1 3 2.9 2 1.9
AB 2 1.9 1.0
B 2 18.1 2 18.1 13 12.4 21 20.0
BC 3 27.3 23 21.9 17 16.2
C 8 72.7 5 45.5 61 58.1 62 59.0
cD 1 1.0
D
AD 1 1.0
Origin 2 1.9 1 1.0
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100

TABLE 5.35.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration: Chair 1.

High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 2 18.1 19 18.1 15 14.3
AB 1 9.1 10 9.5 7 6.6
B 2 18.1 2 18.1 10 9.5 9 8.6
BC
C 6 54.5 6 54.5 52 49.5 51 48.6
cD 1 9.1 1 9.1 8 7.6 7 6.6
D 6 5.7 14 13.3
AD 1 1.0
Origin 1 1.0

N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.36.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration:

Chair 1--Second

Presentation.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 3 27.3 20 19.2 20 19.0
AB 1 9.1 6 5.8 2 1.9
B 2 18.1 12 11.5 11 10.5
BC 2 18.1 3 2.9
C 5 45.5 6 54.5 50 48.1 48 45.7
cD 7 6.7 7 6.7
D 2 18.1 7 6.7 12 11.4
AD 2 1.9 1 1.0
Origin 1 1.0
N 11 100 1 100 104 100 105 100

TABLE 5.37.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value
Orientation and Test Administration:

Chair 1--Third

Presentation.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 3 27.3 17 16.2 21 20.0
AB 1 9.1 4 3.8 5 4.8
B 2 18.1 1 9.1 13 12.4 4 3.8
BC 1 9.1 2 1.9 5 4.8
C 7 63.6 5 45.5 54 51.4 53 50.5
CD 6 5.7 2 1.9
D 1 9.1 7 6.7 1 10.5
AD 2 1.9 1 1.0
Origin 3 2.9
N 11 100 11 100 105 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.38.--Crosstabulation of Classification by Aesthetic Value

Orientation and Test Administration: Chair 2.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 8 7.7
AB 5 4.8 1 1.0
B 4 36.4 3 27.3 21 20.2 1 10.5
BC 27.3 3 27.3 32 30.8 28 26.7
C 27.3 5 45.5 34 32.7 61 58.1
(o] 1 1.0
D 1 1.0
AD 2 1.
Origin 2 1. 2 1.9
N 11 100 11 100 104 100 105 100

TABLE 5.39.--Crosstabulation of Classification by

Aesthetic Value

Orientation and Test Administration: Chair 3.
High Not High
Quadrant Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
N % N % N % N %
A 1 9.1 1 9.1 21 20.4 20 19.0
AB 1 9.1 2 18.1 16 15.5 1" 10.5
B 4 36.4 4 36.4 18 17.5 17 16.2
BC 2 18.1 2 18.1 14 13.6 19 18.1
C 1 9.1 1 9.1 21 20.4 31 29.5
CD 2 1.9
D 1 9.1 1 9.1 6 5.8 4 3.8
AD 3 2.9
Origin 1 9.1 4 3.9 1 1.0
N 11 100 11 100 103 100 105 100
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TABLE 5.40.--Frequency Distribution of Total Score at Pretest and

Posttest.
;ggil Pretest Posttest

18

17
16 2
15 2
14 4
13 3 1
12 3 14
11 3 11
10 14 12
9 14 24*
8 18 18
7 20* 17
6 16 5
5 17 6
4 7

3 1

2

1

*Mean Score, T statistic for difference between mean
scores was significant at .001 level (t = 7.094).
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posttest (range at pretest = 3-13, range at posttest 5-16). This
documented that as was expected, E}ydents performed better on the ¢ v
test after exposure to training. The approximately normal shape and
consistency of the distributions across time also suggested that

the construct presented in the conceptual model does exist. The
results again suggested that the empirical test with its underlying
conceptual framework elicited consistent responses which implied
consistency of meaning for these concepts across at least these three
groups of individuals.

The validity of the conceptual model was also investigated
using an analysis of variance statistical technique. A two-way
analysis of variance model was implemented with test items and sub-
jects as the two factors. The F-value for between item variation
was significant at the .001 Tevel for both pretest and posttest
scores meaning that the items (the objects) were discrete; that
individual variation was noted across items. This appeared to
suggest that changing the objects would significantly change the
scores of respondents. The result showed that the items are not
interchangeable but rather that each makes a unique contribution
within the test. According to this finding, substitution of the
Washington Bridge for the Mackinac Bridge would elicit different
responses thus having an affect on the total score; a finding one
would hope to obtain when the research involved aesthetic discrim-
inations.

A second finding of the two-way analysis of variance test

was particularly critical toward evaluating the power of the
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empirical test. Variation because of potential interaction between
certain objects and certain subgroups of respondents was not present.
F-values for interaction effects were .22 for pretest and .18 for
posttest. These nonsignificant F-statistics were interpreted to
mean that there was no interaction between items and subjects.
Rather, a consistency in the way all individuals responded to the
items was evidenced. Such consistency or pattern to the responses
implied that there was a definite construct or set of criteria which
individuals used to assign value when confronted with an object.
Responses were not at all random, nor were responses systematically
different for subsets of subjects which would be the case if there
had not been a common underlying construct or if the construct had“ v/‘rj

been conceived quite differently by different individuals.

Summary of Results

3

Results obtained from empirical testing of the conceptual
 model were favorable. Agreement was found for two hypotheses:
there was consistency among the classifications made by the four ‘i
evaluating groups and the empirical test was capable of detecting
change in valuing behavior across an interval of time. The third
hypothesis that individuals with high aesthetic value would gener-
ally show greater consistency than others remained unanswered,
because in part to an insufficient sample size.

It is important to note that for all measurements and at all
decision points the most rigorous.of the alternatives available was

chosen in order to attain the greatest exactness possible in a
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content area which is generally thought to have a high degree of
ambiguity. It was felt that if the results could meet the most
exacting criteria which could be identified as appropriate for
evaluating the conceptual construct, then the conclusion that the
conceptual model represented an existing construct would be more
readily accepted. The results met the rigorous criteria suggesting
that indeed there was an underlying construct with respect to object
value which was used in a similar manner by this group of individuals.
The results supported the formulation of that object value construcf

in accordance with the conceptual model presented in Chapter III.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
The present chapter will Took at the study in retrospect.
A problem was identified, a conceptual model presented to respond

to the problem, an attempt was made to validate the model, and now

-an evaluation of the undertaking will be made.

Conclusions of the Study

The underlying question throughout was whether the conceptual
model developed actually represented an existing construct which is
uncohsciously used by individuals which the conceptual model identi-
fied on the conscious level. The results of the validation, in both
a statistical sense and a logical sense, suggested that the concep-
tual model does reflect a conceptual construct held in common by at -
least the group of individuals sampled: a group which included indi-
deua]s particularly sensitive to the issues under investigation.
Statistical support for accepting the model as a representation of
an existing construct was obtained by confirming that individuals
did respond in a patterned predictable manner to the empirical model, -
sudbesting that they had used some criteria in common in making their

evaluations. Evidence that the dimensions described in the concep-

tual model were the criteria the individuals were using came with
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v

the upward change in total scores after individuals were given train-
ing directly related to using the two criteria or dimensions of the
conceptual model. Tangible support for the existence of the concep- -
tual framework was also provided by £ﬁ§;59g§i§tehqyvqf;the_régbbnses'
across severa] different groups and across an interval of tine.

Logical support fér the existence of the conceptual framework
came particularly from the fact that a quite diverse panel of pro-
fessionals were also quite consistent in the manner in which they
used the empirical model. They presumably use the conceptual con- ~
struct under investigation in their professional work and presumably
have thought through the issues involved.

Perhaps a more subtle kind of support for the logic of the
proposed conceptual model was the fact that having presented the idea
to many individuals informally and formally over the course of two
years, the model itself was never seriously questioned once an indi-
vidual understood how to interpret the graphic representation. The
questions were raised a step beyond the model itself with respect
to creating an empirical form which could adequately test the con-
ceptual model. The model itself seemed to be something many indi-
viduals had thought about in much the same way but had not set forth
precisely, another reason to believe the model represents an exist-
ing conceptual construct.

The most difficult problem encountered with respect to the

model was to prevent it from being used as an arbitrator of object

value: as a tool for judging object value. For example, when an
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object is located consistently in a quadrant by many people that
does not mean that any individual who does not locate the object in
that quadrant is incorrect in his value assessment. Consistent
location of an object in a quadrant means only that there is evi-
dence that many individuals value it in the same way; that there is
shared meaning with respect to the value of that object. Interpre-
tation of the value of an object which does not generate a consis-
tent location on the model means simply that the value of that-
object is very different for different individuals. Therefore, when
‘we talk about the object it would be advantageous to identify for
others how we value it, on what dimensions, because they may be
valuing it quite differently for quite different reasons. The model
only identifies whether there is or is not shared meaning with
respect to the basis on which value is assigned to that object.
Different people may perceive its value very differently. The
advantage of the model is that it is capable of assessing when
there is and when there is not shared meaning with respect to the

value of an object.

Limitations of the Study

It must be stressed that the empirical model is not a
tested evaluation instrument ready for value research. The empirical
model was developed strictly in order to evaluate the validity of the
conceptual model. Although it is evident from preliminary analyses
on the empirical model itself that it does have potential for future

development into an evaluation instrument for value research, it
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would first need to be analyzed with respect to reliability, valid--
ity, and the sampling of items.

A second limitation results from the sample used in the
study. The student sample was not a statistically random sample,
but rather was selected because it had two characteristics necessary
to the research design: it could be presumed to contain a subsample
of individuals with a high aesthetic value orientation, and the
introduction of that particular course content was necessary to the
research design. As a result the findings cannot be generalized to
a larger population. The results only establish validity for the
conceptual model.

A third caution concerns value research generally, and
research in aesthetic value in particular. Individuals often feel
a strong reluctance to express an aesthetic evaluation if it differs -
markedly from that which is considered to be socially acceptable.
The class was informed at both test administrations that the empiri-
cal model was not testing for correct or incorrect evaluations of
the objects. However, the results may be biased to an unknown
degree because of the problem of individuals responding what they
assume to be the socially correct response rather than their own.

A fourth limitation may be due to the effect of the research
situation itself on value decisions. Because the valuing process
involves both cognitive and affective dimensions there is the possi-
bility that under the scrutiny of controlled research conditions, .

the spontaneous affective, appreciative quality of the aesthetic
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valuing process may turn into a mechanically performed and purely

cognitive decision.

Implications for the Study

This study is only the most basic groundwork for a compre-
hensive understanding of object value. However, it does make a
definite contribution to that goal.

Perhaps the most valuable outcome for applied research is
that the empirical model provides the first step toward an instru-
ment sensitive.to dimensions of object value. With a tested evalua-
tion instrument questions such as the relationship between valuing
behavior with respect to objects and different personality character-
jstics or socialization differences, or environmental conditions and
situations, could be invéstigated.

The empirical model, as it is without further testing, can
serve as a very useful discussion tool for value clarification and
~ the teaching of value with respect to objects. It is particularly
useful because it provides categories or criteria for evaluation of
objects and a set of relationships among those criteria which are
less subjective than the traditional like-dislike categorization.

On the other hand, it is a more subjective categorization than purely
formal design evaluation which uses categories or criteria such as
proportion, balance, and unity.

The conceptual framework might be developed further in order
to understand how value is assigned when objects are presented in

groups. The objects used in the present study were presented to the
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respondent alone or with only one other object which had several
characterisitcs in common with it. When objects are perceived in

the environment, however, they are generally only part of a total -~
gestalt and there may be a definite effect on the valuing process

as a function of an increase in the number of objects or the complex-
ity of individual objects.

At the present time the conceptual model does not discrim-
inate subtle variations existing within either the Instrumental or
Inherent dimensions. However, as we begin to expect greater satis-
faction from the objects within our immediate environment subtle
distinctions such as these will have to be made and perhaps the
present conceptual model can be refinéd to accommodate more sensitive
distinctions. For example, given the same house, two families may
both value it highly Instrumentally. However, for one family its
Instrumentality is due to the house's ability to provide shelter.

To the second family the Instrumental value of the house exists not
simply for its ability to provide shelter, but also for its ability
to communicate something of the family's social status and position
within the community. At different times priority may be placed on
one or the other dimensions within the broader dimension of Instru-
mentality. This suggests further development of the conceptual
framework itself.

From an economic perspective the model provides a way of .
assessing the relationship between value and investment of materials.

For example, the greatest amount of value per object is obtained
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from Economy of Value objects because they are valued on two dimen-
sions simultaneously. In contrast, Quadrant A objects provide the
least amount of value per object since they are not valued on either
dimension. If the value position taken for the study as a whole is
correct--that with increasingly scarce resources those remaining
will have to be used more efficiently--the model provides a way of
analyzing where trade-offs among objects might be made in order to
use resources more effectively. For example, it might be more
efficient to redesign some of the Quadrant B objects to be not only
useful, but also visually satisfying, thus permitting them to func-
tion on two levels as Economy of Value Objects. The shortage of
resources would probably suggest eliminating Quadrant A objects as
much as possible by recycling that material into objects with posi-
tive value on one or both of the dimensions identified. The model is
particularly suited for such an analysis because it represents the
total field of all objects in the environment from art to junk to
industrial machinery.

The several implications suggested for the model are all
attempts to better understand the interdependence between an indi-
vidual and the things which surround and express the individual..

The interface between man and his material environment is an integral
aspect of daily life and yet we have few theories to understand it on
a concrete basis. The primary contribution of this study is that it

may help to move closer to a better understanding of that interface.
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APPENDIX A

EMPIRICAL TEST
VERSION 1
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Booklet Numbesr,

You will be shown a series of slides of objects and will be asked to make several discriminations on
each. The discriminations are independent of each other. They represent separate ways of evaluating
a given object from different perspectives.

Part |

RIMIN (Is concerned with the satisfaction of the observer produced by the object)

Directions; What is your immediate reaction to this object? Check the response which most
closely matches your reaction.

| am
I like it. indifferent to it. I dislike it.

DISCRIMINATION Il (Is concerned with properties of the object)

Directions: With an X place this object in one of the four fields of the model below according
to the following criteria:

It is attractive.
It might cause one to stop

It is designed to and enjoy looking at it.
A serve a useful B It could be appreciated
purpose. over an extended period
of time.

Both A
A only And B

- +
Neither A B only

Nor B

To the right of your response describe briefly why you located the
object in that particular field.
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~ For the object shown in each slide make the following two discriminations:

1. EVALUATE THE BEDSPREAD

| am
DISCRIMINATION | | like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.
DISCRIMINATION i
Both A Why?.
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
2. EVALUATE THE RUG
| am
ISCRIMINATION | like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.
RISCRIMINATION 1l
Both A Why?,
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B




3. EVALUATE THE BRIDGE

RISCRIMINATION | | like

DISCRIMINATION I

it.

Both A
A only and B
Neither A B only

nor B

4, EVALUATE THE BALC

ONY

DISCRIMINATION | | like it.

DISCRIMINATION 1i

Both A
A only and B
Neither A B only

nor B
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| am
indifferent to it. | dislike it.
Why?

| am
indifferent to it. | dislike it.

Why?
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5. EVALUATE THE CLOTHING OF THE HORSEMAN

| am
DISCRIMINATION | | like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.
DISCRIMINATION 11
Both A Why?
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
6. EVALUATE THE URBAN ENVIRONMENT
I am
DISCRIMINATION | | like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.

DISCRIMINATION 11

Both A Why?
A only and B
Neither A B only

nor B
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7. EVALUATE THE MAILBOX

| am

DISCRIMINATION | ! like it. indifferent to it. I dislike it.

DISCRIMINATION I

A only

I Both A Why?

8. EVALUATE THE TOILET PAPER HOLDER

! am
DISCRIMINATION 1 I like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.

DISCRIMINATION i

Both A Why?
A only and B
Neither A B8 only
nor B
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9. EVALUATE THE CHAIRS

| am
DISCRIMINATION | | like it. indifferent to it. | distike it.
DISCRIMINATION 11
Both A Why?
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
10. EVALUATE THE PAINTING
I am
DISCRIMINATION | | like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.

DISCRIMINATION II

Both A Why?
A only and B
Neither A B only
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1. EVALUATE THE SPOON

| am

DISCRIMINATION | I like it. indifferent to it. I dislike it.
DISCRIMINATION |1
Both A Why?.
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
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Part (I

For both slides of each comparison make the following 3 discriminations:

DISCRIMINATION 1|

Directions: What is your immediate reaction to this object?
| am
| like it. indifferent to it. | dislike it.

DISCRIMINATION 1l

Directions: With an X place this object in one of the four fields of the model below according
to the same criteria used in Part | given on page 1.

+

Both A
A only and B
— +
Neither A B only
nor B
DISCRIMINATION {11
Directions: Read the group of statements on the following page. Does the object in each slide

illustrate visually the kind of object the authors are describing? Circle

Yes it illustrates the kind of object being discussed.
or

No it does not illustrate the kind of object being
discussed.
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STATEMENTS
Author | The Balinese say: We like to do all things beautifully.
Author 2 Instead of camouflaging a building by a shell of sculpture, the endeavor of an

architect and his clients must indeed start with a commitment to the purpose of the building—but
not just as a useful object, nor just as an object whose usefulness deserves to be shown, but as an
object whose function translated into a corresponding pattern of visible behavior will enhance the
spirit of our existence and conduct as human beings.

Author 3 If you will trace the ship through its various stages of improvements, from the
dugout canoe and the old galley to the later type of sloop-of-war, you will remark that every ad-
vance in performance has been an advance in expression, in grace, in beauty, or grandeur, according
to the functions of the craft.

Author 4 The form of some objects is so perfectly fitted to the function which the object
performs that it seems almost to declare, to proclaim itself as a perfect solution.



151

12.  COMPARISON OF CHAIRS

Left Slide
ISCRIMI
Like Indifferent Dislike
DISCRIMINATION i
Both A
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
Why?.
RISCRIMINATION Jil

Yes it illustrates the kind of object

discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed

Right Slide
Like Indifferent Dislike
Both A
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
Why?,

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed
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13. COMPARISON OF BRIDGES

Left Slide
DRISCRIMINATION |
Like Indifferent Dislike

DISCRIMINATION 11 +

Both A
A only and B
Neither A B8 only
nor B

Why?

Right Slide

Like Indifferent Dislike

+

Both A
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B
Why?

DISCRIMINATION 111

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed
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14. COMPARISON OF MAILBOXES

Left Slide Right Slide
DRISCRIMINATION |
Like Indifferent Dislike Like Indifferent Dislike
DISCRIMINATION Il
DIECRIMINATION ] | +
Both A Both A
A only and B A only and B
Neither A B only Neither A B only
nor B nor B
Why? Why?
DISCRIMINATION Ui
Yes it illustrates the kind of object Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed discussed
No it does not illustrate the kind No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed of object discussed
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15. COMPARISON OF CHAIRS

Left Slide
DISCRIMINATION |
Like Indifferent Dislike

DISCRIMINATION 11

Both A
A only and B
- +
Neither A B only
nor B
Why?
NATION (Il
Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed

Right Slide
Like Indifferent Dislike
+
Both A
A only and B
- +
Neither A B only
nor B
Why?.

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed



16. COMPARISON OF URBAN ENVIRONMENTS

Left Slide

Like Indifferent Dislike

DISCRIMINATION Il

Both A
A only and B
- — +
Neither A B only
nor B

Why?

[ IMINATION 111

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed

Right Slide

Like Indifferent Dislike

Both A
A only and B

Neither A B only
nor B

Why?.

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed
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17. COMPARISON OF BRIDGES

Left Slide

DISCRIMINATION |
Like Indifferent Dislike

DISCRIMINATION 1i

+
Both A
A only and B
Neither A B only
nor B

Why?

- DISCRIMINATION 1l

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed

Right Slide
Like Indifferent Dislike
+
Both A
A only and B
+
Neither A B only
nor B
Why?.

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed
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18. COMPARISON OF SPOONS

Left Slide
DISCRIMINATION |
Like Indifferent Dislike
DISCRIMINATION (I +
Both A
A only and B
— -
}
Neither A B only
nor B

Why?,

DISCRIMINATION 111

Yes it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

No it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed

Like

Right Slide

Indifferent Dislike

+

A only

Why?

Neither A
nor B

Yes

No

it illustrates the kind of object
discussed

it does not illustrate the kind
of object discussed
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Name

Booklet Number

You will be shown a series of slides of objects and will be asked to make several
evaluations on each. The evaluations are independent of each other. They repre-
sent separate ways of classifying a given object from different perspectives.
Answer Item 1 with an X, and circle the number ( +1.) on Items 2 and 3.

EVALUATE THE QUILT
1. What is your immediate reaction to this object?

I like it. I am indifferent to it. I dislike it.

2. The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

| 1 . )
Yes, but it does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well
use

3. The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not
tire of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

| 1 L ]
It 1s unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive
curifosity
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EVALUATE THE BRIDGE

1. What {is your immediate reaction to this object?
I like it. 1 am indifferent to it. dislike it.
2. The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.
-2 -1 0 +1 +?2
L 1 1 1 |
Yes, but it does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well
use
3. The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire
of it for a long time.
-2 -1 0 +1 +2
(- 1 1 1 J
It is unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive
curiosity
EVALUATE THE BALCONY
1. What is your immediate reaction to this object?
I like it. I am indifferent to it. 1 dislike it.
2. The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.
-2 -1 0 +1 +2
L 1 1 1 J .
Yes, but it does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well
use
3. The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire

of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

L 1 | | J
It is unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or 1t is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive

curiosity
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EVALUATE THE MAILBOX
1. What is your immediate reaction to this object?
I like it. I am indifferent to it. I dislike it.

2. The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2
] | )
Yes, %ﬁf‘Tf’abes l Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well

use

3. The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire
of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 +1 2

L 1 i 1 — )
It is unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of ' attractive
curfosity

EVALUATE THE TOILET PAPER HOLDER
1. What is your immediate reaction to this object?

I like 1t. I am indifferent to it. I dislike it.

2. The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

| 1 i | . |
Yes, but 1t does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well

use

3. The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire
of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 +1 +?2

L | | | ]
It is unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive

curfosity
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EVALUATE THE CHAIR

1.

What is your immediate reaction to this object?
I like it. I am indifferent to it. I dislike it.

The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

<2 -1 0 +1 +2

- | 1 | J
Yes, but it does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well

use

The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire
of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

L 1 j
It is unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive
curiosity ‘

EVALUATE THE PAINTING

1.

What is your immediate reaction to this object?

I Tike it. I am indifferent to it. 1 dislike it.

The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

l . 1 | 1 |
Yes, but it does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well

use
The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire
of it for a long time.
-2 -1 0 +1 +2
| _ ]
Yes, it is

L |
It is unattractive, Ordinary
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive

curiosity
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EVALUATE THE SPOON

1.

What is your immediate reaction to this object?

I like it. I am indifferent to it.

The object is designed to serve a useful purpose.

__ I distike it.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

| | | | ]
Yes, but it does Neutral Yes, and it
not work well, it works very
is frustrating to well

use

The object is enjoyable just to look at for its own sake and one would not tire

of it for a long time.

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

| | | 1 J
It 1s unattractive, Ordinary Yes, it is
or it is noticeable very
only as an item of attractive

curiosity
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Page 2

Part |

Directions: A number of controversial statements or questions with two alterna-
tive answers are given below. Indicate your personal preferences by writing
appropriate figures in the boxes to the right of each question. Some of the
alternatives may appear equally attractive or unattractive to you. Nevertheless,
please attempt to choose the alternative that is relatively more acceptable to you.
For each question you have three points that you may distribute in any of the
following combinations.

i
{
b

[o]

1. If you agree with alternative (a) and dis-
agree with (b), write 3 in the first box and 0
in the second box, thus

2. If you agree with (b); disagree with (a),
write

3. If you have a slight preference for (a) over
(b), write

b

4. If you have a slight preference for (b) over
(a), write

Do not write any combination of numbers except one of these four. There is no
time limit, but do not linger over any one question or statement, and do not leave
out any of the questions unless you find it really impossible to make a decision.

S oy P

Tt [ [ S



~N

. The main object of scientific research should be

the discovery of truth rather than its practical
applications. (a) Yes; (b) No.

. Taking the Bible as a whole, one should regard it

from the point of view of its beautiful mythology
and literary style rather than as a spiritual reve-
lation. (a) Yes; (b) No.

. Which of the following men do you think should

be judged as contributing more to the progress of
mankind? (a) Aristotle; (b) Abraham Lincoln.

. Assuming that you have sufficient ability, would

you prefer to be: (a) a banker; (b) a politician?

. Do you think it is justifiable for great artists, such

as Beethoven, Wagner and Byron to be selfish
and negligent of the feelings of others? (a) Yes;
(b) No.

. Which of the following branches of study do you

expect ultimately will prove more important for
mankind? (a) mathematics; (b) theology.

. Which would you consider the more important

function of modern leaders? (a) to bring about
the accomplishment of practical goals; (b) to en-
courage followers to take a greater interest in the
rights of others.

. When wil i y (ecclesi-

astical or acndemlc, mductlon into omce etc.),
are you more impressed: (a) by the color and
pageantry of the occasion itself; (b) by the in-
fluence and strength of the group?

Total
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Page 4

. Which of these character traits do you consider

the more desirable? (a) high ideals and rever-
ence; (b) unselfishness and sympathy.

. If you were a university professor and had the

necessary ability, would you prefer to teach:
(a) poetry; (b) chemistry and physics?

. If you should see the following news items with

headlines of equal size in your morning paper,
which would you read more attentively? (a)
PROTESTANT LEADERS TO CONSULT ON RECONCILIA-
TION; (b) GREAT IMPROVEMENTS IN MARKET CON-
DITIONS.

. Under circumstances similar to those of Question

11?7 (a) SUPREME COURT RENDERS DECISION;
(b) NEW SCIENTIFIC THEORY ANNOUNCED.

. When you visit a cathedral are you more im-

pressed by a pervading sense of reverence and
worship than by the architectural features and
stained glass? (a) Yes; (b) No.

. Assuming that you have sufficient leisure time,

would you prefer to use it: (a) developing your
mastery of a favorite skill; (b) doing volunteer
social or public service work?

. At an exposition, do you chiefly like to go to the

buildings where you can see: (a) new manufac-
tured prod (b) scientific (e.g., i
apparatus?

. If you had the opportunity, and if nothing of the

kind existed in the community where you live,
would you prefer to found: (a) a debating society
or forum; (b) a classical orchestra?

Total




20.

23.

. The aim of the churches at the present time

should be: (a) to bring out altruistic and char-
itable tendencies; (b) to encourage spiritual wor-
ship and a sense of communion with the highest.

. If you had some time to spend in a waiting room

and there were only two magazines to choose
from, would you prefer: (a) sciENTIFIC AGE; (b)
ARTS AND DECORATIONS?

. Would you prefer to hear a series of lectures on:

(a) the comparative merits of the forms of gov-
ernment in Britain and in the United States;
(b) the comparative development of the great
religious faiths?

Which of the following would you consider the
more important function of education? (a) its
preparation for practical achievement and finan-
cial reward; (b) its preparation for participation
in community activities and aiding less fortunate
persons.

Are you more interested in reading accounts of
the lives and works of men such as: (a) Alex-
ander, Julius Caesar, and Charlemagne; (b)
Aristotle, Socrates, and Kant?

Are our modern industrial and scientific develop-
ments signs of a greater degree of civilization
than those attained by any previous society, the
Greeks, for example? (a) Yes; (b) No.

If you were engaged in an industrial organization
(and assuming salaries to be equal), would you
prefer to work: (a) as a counselor for employees;
(b) in an administrative position?

Total
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Given your choice between two books to read, are
you more likely to select: (a) THE STORY OF RE-
LIGION IN AMERICA; (b) THE STORY OF INDUSTRY
IN AMERICA?

Would modern society benefit more from: (a)
more concern for the rights and welfare of citi-
zens; (b) greater knowledge of the fundamental
laws of human behavior?

Suppose you were in a position to help raise
standards of living, or to mould public opinion.
Would you prefer to influence: (a) standards of

living; (b) public opinion?

Would you prefer to hear a series of popular lec-
tures on: (a) the progress of social service work
in your part of the country; (b) contemporary
painters?

All the evidence that has been impartially accu-
mulated goes to show that the universe has
evolved to its present state in accordance with
natural principles, so that there is no necessity to
assume a first cause, cosmic purpose, or God
behind it. (a) I agree with this statement; (b) I
disagree.

In a paper, such as the New York Sunday Times,
are you more likely to read: (a) the real estate
sections and the account of the stock market;
(b) the section on picture galleries and exhibi-
tions?

Would you consider it more important for your
child to secure training in: (a) religion; (b) ath-
letics?

Total
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Part I

Direcrions: Each of the following situations or questions is followed by four
possible attitudes or answers. Arrange these answers in the order of your personal
preference by writing, in the appropriate box at the right, a score of 4, 3, 2, or 1.
To the statement you prefer most give 4, to the statement that is second most
attractive 3, and so on.

Example: If this were a question and the following statcments were alternative
choices you would place:

4 in the box if this statement appeals to you
most.

-_-__-_--___-___________.H_-

3 in the box if this statement appeals to you E?] i
second best.

2 in the box if this statement appeals to you
third best.

1 in the box if this statement represents your
interest or preference least of all.

~

You may think of answers which would be preferable from your point of view to
any of those listed. It is necessary, however, that you make your selection from
the alternatives presented, and arrange all four in order of their desirability,
guessing when your preferences are not distinct. If you find it really impossible
to state your preference, you may omit the question. Be sure not to assign more
than one 4, one 3, etc., for each question.




e 8 |

. Do you think that a good government should aim
chiefly at—( Remember to give your first choice 4,

etc.)

a. more aid for the poor, sick and old

b. the development of manufacturing and trade

¢. introducing highest ethical principles into its poli-
cies and diplomacy

d. establishing a position of prestige and respect
among nations

. In your opinion, can a man who works in business
all the week best spend Sunday in —

a. trying to educate himself by reading serious books
b. trying to win at golf, or racing

c. going to an orchestral concert

d. hearing a really good sermon

. If you could influence the educational policies of

the public schools of some city, would you under-

take —

a. to promote the study and participation in music
and fine arts

b. to stimulate the study of social problems

c. to provide additional laboratory facilities

d. to increase the practical value of courses

. Do you prefer a friend (of your own sex) who —

a. is efficient, industrious and of a practical tun of
mind

b. is seriously interested in thinking out his attitude
toward life as a whole

c. possesses qualities of leadership and organizing
ability

d. shows artistic and emotional sensitivity

. If you lived in a small town and had more than

enough income for your needs, would you pre-

fer to —

a. apply it productively to assist commercial and in-
dustrial development

b. help to advance the activities of local religious
groups

c. give it for the development of scientific research
in your locality '

d. give it to The Family Welfare Society

. When you go to the theater, do you, as a rule,

enjoy most —

a. glays that treat the lives of great men

b. ballet or similar imaginative performances

c. plays that have a theme of human suffering and
ove

d. problem plays that argue consistently for some
point of view

Total
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. Assuming that you are a man with the necessary

ability, and that the salary for each of the follow-
ing occupations is the same, would you prefer to
bea—

a. mathematician

b. sales manager

c. clergyman

d. politician

. If you had sufficient leisure and money, would

you prefer to —

a. make a coll of fine sculp or paintings

b. establish a center for the care and training of the
feeble-minded

c. aim at a senatorship, or a seat in the Cabinet

d. establish a business or financial enterprise of your
own

. At an evening discussion with intimate friends of

your own sex, are you more interested when you
talk about —

a. the meaning of life

b. developments in science

c. literature

d. socialism and social amelioration

. Which of the following would you prefer to do

during part of your next summer vacation (if your

ability and other conditions would permit) —

a. write and publish an original biological essay or
article

b. stay in some secluded part of the country where
you can appreciate fine scener{

c. enter a local tennis or other athletic tournament

d. get experience in some new line of business

. Do great exploits and adventures of discovery

such as Columbus’s, Magellan’s, Byrd’s and

Amundsen’s seem to you significant because —

a. they represent conquests by man over the difficult
forces of nature

b. they add to our knowledge of geography, meteor-
ology, oceanography, etc.

c. they weld human interests and international feel-
ings throughout the world

d. they contribute each in a small way to an ultimate
understanding of the universe

Total

Page 9
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12,

13.

14.

15.

Should one guide one’s conduct according to, or

develop one’s chief loyalties toward —

a. one’s religious faith

b. ideals of beauty

c. one’s occupational organization and associates

d. ideals of cEarity

To what extent do the following famous persons

interest you —

a. Florence Nightingale

b. Napoleon

c. Henry Ford

d. Galileo

In choosing a wife would you prefer a woman

who — (Women answer the alternative form be-

low)

a. can achieve social prestige, commanding admira-
tion from others

b. likes to help people

c. is fundamentally spiritual in her attitudes toward
life

d. is gifted along artistic lines

(For women) Would you prefer a-husband

who —

a. is successful in his profession, commanding ad-
miration from others

b. likes to help people

c. is fundamentally spiritual in his attitudes toward
life

d. is gifted along artistic lines

Viewing Leonardo da Vinci’s picture, “The Last

Supper,” would you tend to think of it —

a. as expressing the highest spiritual aspirations and
emotions

b. as one of the most priceless and irreplaceable
pictures ever painted

¢. in relation to Leonardo’s versatility and its place
in history

d. the quintessence of harmony and design

Total
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SCORE SHEET FOR THE STUDY OF VALUES

DiRecTIONS:

5

First make sure that every question has been answered.

- Note: If you have found it impossible to answer all the questions, you may give equal

scores to the alternative answers under each question that has been omitted; thus,

PartI. 1% for each alternative. The sum of the scores for (a) and (b) must always
equal 3.

Part II. 2% for each alternative. The sum of the scores for the four alternatives under
each question must always equal 10.

2. Add the vertical columns of scores on each page and enter the total in the boxes at

©

the bottom of the page.

. Transcribe the totals from each of the foregoing pages to the columns below. For each
page enter the total for each column (R, S, T, etc.) in the space that is labeled with
the same letter. Note that the order in which the letters are inserted in the columns
below differs for the various pages.

) 2 24
Paged | (@) ) x) m (s) (R) 24
Page5 | (X) (R) @ (s) m ) 21
Page6 | (s) x ) ®R) @ m 21

Part Il
Page8 | (v) m (s) [t4] (R) x) 60
Page9 | M (2) (R) (v) (X) (s) 50
Page10| (R) (s) m x) ) () 40

Total 240

Final Total 240

4. Add the totals for the six columns. Add or subtract the correction figures as

indicated.

5. Check your work by making sure that the total score for all six columns equals 240.

(Use the margins for your additions, if you wish.)

6. Plot the scores by marking points on the vertical lines in the graph on the next page.

Draw lines to connect these six points.

*In the 1951 Edition these figures were: Theoretical 43, Social —3. These new

correction figures have been employed in determining the norms in the 1960
‘manual.



DATE

Last

Page ]2 ‘ NAME

First Middle Initial

§§X ‘M or Fl:

PROFILE OF VALUES

.
70 70

High- 60 & ’

| 50 50 ]

T et +- == |

Average{ 40 —— «»—"\//éﬂ}\ 40 1

30 0

lowy 20 [ 20 ‘

10 10 1

Theoretical Economic Aesthetic Social 1 P;)liticoi i!eligious .

Average Male Profile

Average Female Profile ______.

INTERPRETATION
The profile can be best interpreted if the scores obtained are com-

pared with the following ranges.

(Detailed norms for college students

and for certain occupations will be found in the Manual of Directions.)

Men

High and low scores. A score on one of
the values may be considered definitely
high or low if it falls outside the follow-
ing limits. Such scores exceed the range
of 509 of all male scores on that value.

Theoretical 39-49  Social 32-42
Economic  37-48  Political 38-47
Aesthetic ~ 29-41  Religious  32-44

Outstandingly high and low scores. A
score on one of the values may be con-
sidered very distinctive if it is higher or
lower than the following limits. Such
scores fall outside the range of 82% of all
male scores for that value.

Theoretical 34-54  Social 28-47
Economic  32-53  Political 34-52
Aesthetic  24-47  Religious  26-51

Women

High and low scores. A score on one of
the values may be considered definitely
high or low if it falls outside the follow-
ing limits. Such scores exceed the range
of 50% of all female scores on that value.

Theoretical 31-41  Social 3747
Economic  33-43  Political 3442
Aesthetic 3748  Religious 3750

Outstandingly high and low scores. A
score on one of the values may be con-
sidered very distinctive if it is higher or
lower than the following limits. Such
scores fall outside the range of 829 of all
female scores for that value.

Theoretical 26-45  Social 33-51
Economic  28-48  Political 29-46
Aesthetic  31-54  Religious  31-56
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