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This study identified springboards and barriers to creative risk-taking that interior 

design students perceive in their design studio courses.  The sample was composed of 

66 undergraduate interior design students from the University of Florida, including 21 

sophomores, 23 juniors, and 22 seniors.  Four research questions were asked: 1) What 

personality traits associated with creative risk-taking do interior design students‟ 

display? 2) What springboards and barriers to creative risk-taking do interior design 

students perceive in their studio courses? 3) What personality differences exist between 

students identified as safe-keepers vs. risk-takers? 4) What perceptions of the design 

process do safe-keeping vs. risk-taking students have when designing in their studio 

courses?  Do any differences emerge? 

The NEO-PI-R was used to profile personality traits while a locally developed 

survey identified student perceptions of creative risk-taking in studio.  Using self-

reported and faculty ratings of student risk-taking the sample was split into a group of 

safe-keepers and a group of risk-takers for data analysis.  Private interviews with 

students in each risk-taking group were conducted to further understand their 

perceptions of risk-taking.  Personality findings indicated that the sample displayed 
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higher levels of Extraversion, Openness, and lower levels of Agreeableness than 

normative populations.  Safe-keepers and risk-takers displayed significant personality 

differences on activity, assertiveness, competence, and Extraversion.  Safe-keepers 

expressed a need for compassionate support, positive feedback, and more guidance in 

the development of ideas from professors; whereas, risk-takers wanted professors to be 

more challenging and critical in their feedback, and exhibit more influence on their 

ideas.  Safe-keepers favored a more detailed project structure with more requirements; 

whereas, risk-takers preferred a loose project structure with broad instructions and 

limitations.  Safe-keepers also wanted team members that offer ideas and support; 

whereas, risk-taking students wanted team member that were creative and free flowing 

with their ideas.   
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CHAPTER 1 
RISK-TAKING IN CREATIVITY 

Introduction 

Creativity is inseparable from design.  In fact, Lawson (1997) stated that “most 

people would describe design as one of the most creative of human pursuits” (p. 148).  

Designers are tasked to develop creative solutions that address client problems…they 

must also function appropriately due to the sizable impact they have on people and their 

life (Lawson, 1997).  As designers develop solutions they must be willing to step outside 

the boundaries of precedent and take creative risks.  In fact, creativity is seen as a 

professional competency that must be nurtured and developed through design 

education (Pederson & Burton, 2009).  As Kowaltowski, Bianchi, and de Paiva (2009) 

noted, “Contemporary goals in higher education and particularly design education 

include giving students tools to stimulate the search for creative solutions to problems” 

(p. 454).  As design educators pursue this goal, it is important that they understand the 

varied perceptions students have toward taking creative risks in their studio courses. 

Creative problem solving involves a high degree of uncertainty, since new ideas 

are often unproven in their function and appropriateness; therefore, the creative 

process, especially for students, may include multiple perceived “failures”.  In fact, 

Casakin and Kreitler (2009) found that design students exhibiting higher levels of 

creativity were more motivated to “delve into the unknown” and “apply individual criteria” 

during problem solving; however, too often students fail to take the necessary risks that 

push their thinking to new levels of creativity (p.479).  Kowaltowski et al. (2009), 

observed that “most students cling to their first design solution, considered aesthetically 
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„pleasing‟ and are reluctant to abandon this, even when problems are pointed out” 

(p.458). 

How can design educators help students to step outside of their comfort zone and 

push the boundaries of precedent?  All students do not embrace creative risk the same, 

indeed, “those who prefer a more ordered and certain world may find themselves 

uncomfortable in…design” (Lawson, 1997, p. 157).  Students who prefer a sense of 

stability and security are often less inclined to challenge the status quo and experiment 

(Sternberg, 2003).  Risk-takers embrace challenge despite the potential risk of failure.  

Mackinnon‟s (1962) classic study on the creative personality found that creative 

architects embraced risk and were “free from conventional restraints and inhibitions” (p. 

37).  How can design educators support students with different levels of risk-aversion? 

Purpose 

Despite the importance of creative risk-taking only a limited number of studies 

have been conducted on the subject.  Fewer, perhaps none, focus on student 

perceptions of creative risk-taking in design education.  Students and professors may 

not fully realize the springboards and barriers to creative risk-taking that play out in their 

studio courses.  As Dewett (2002) noted “theory must become focused on the role of 

risks as it relates to creative performance…to meaningfully capture the concept of risk 

and describe what factors influence the risk in the context of creativity” (p. 3).  

Addressing this need the current study was developed to uncover springboards and 

barriers to creative risk-taking in interior design education.  Creative solutions by 

definition bring about something “new,” untried and untested that often evolves along a 

path of failures and dead ends.  Portillo (2002) stated “Creative practitioners occupy a 

position of great consequence as they pioneer new vistas in their work” (p. 10).  
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Learning to take these creative risks must begin at the educational level in order to 

prepare students for a fruitful and rewarding career. 

The current study was developed to empirically profile springboards and barriers 

to creative risk-taking in design studio courses.  The study specifically pinpoints 

perceptions between safe-keeping and risk-taking students to identify differences that 

may impact pedagogical strategies in the classroom.  A personality assessment, the 

NEO-PI-R, was used to profile student personality traits; whereas a locally developed 

survey was used to identify student perceptions of creative risk-taking in their design 

studio courses.  Self-reported and faculty rankings were employed to develop two 

groups for data analysis, safe-keepers and risk-takers.  Interviews were then completed 

by both groups of students, the safe-keepers and risk-takers.  The information garnered 

from this study will be useful to determine perceptions students have of creative risk-

taking in design education and how students with varying degrees of risk-taking 

propensity can be supported in their studio courses. 

Research Questions 

This study was designed to identify how students perceive creative risk-taking in 

their design studio courses using the following research questions.  (1) What personality 

traits associated with creative risk-taking do interior design students display? And how 

does this relate to normative populations? (2) What springboards and barriers to 

creative risk-taking do interior design students perceive in their studio courses? (3) 

What personality differences exist between students identified as safe-keepers vs. risk-

takers? (4) What perceptions of the design process do safe-keeping vs. risk-taking 

students have when designing in their studio courses?  Do any differences emerge? 
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Summary 

Studies conducted on creative risk-taking will add valuable information to the body 

of knowledge.  Although, the study of creativity has vastly increased over the last 30 

years the topic of creative risk-taking in design education has received little empirical 

attention.  This study employed a systems approach to identify psychological and  

sociological antecedents of creative risk-taking and their perceived impact on creative 

performance in the domain of interior design education. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature discusses creativity, creative risk-taking, and design 

problem solving in four sections.  The first section defines creativity and illustrates a 

common framework used in creativity studies.  The second section looks at research of 

the creative personality, the Five Factor Model (FFM), and how the NEO-PI-R has been 

utilized to profile creative personalities.  Section three outlines recently emerging 

systems theories that focus on psychological, social, environmental, and process 

interactions that lead to creativity.  Finally, section four considers risk-taking and 

creative risk-taking in design. 

Defining Creativity 

A Novel and Appropriate Consensus 

Creativity is a complex and multifaceted topic with many debated issues.  Due to 

this complexity one may question, how has creativity been defined and is there a 

consensus among scholars?  Torrance (1988) explained , “creativity defies precise 

definition…even if we had a precise conception of creativity, I am certain we would have 

difficulty putting it into words” (p. 43).  Runco and Sakamoto (1999) noted, “creativity is 

among the most complex of creative behaviors” leading to difficulty of definition (p. 62).  

Although, a universal definition of creativity is still needed, most scholars agree that 

creativity involves the creation of a final solution or product that is both novel and 

appropriate (Amabile, 1983, 1996; Torrance, 1988).  Novelty denotes “original, unique, 

new, fresh, [and] different”  while appropriate suggests that the idea or contribution 

created is directly relevant and significant or that it is “valuable, meaningful, 

relevant…[and] worthwhile”.  When these two characteristics come together they “serve 
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as the keystone in scholarly discussions and definitions of creativity” (Plucker & 

Beghetto, 2004, p. 157).  Plucker and Beghetto (2004) explained that products and 

solutions are not considered creative unless they display both novelty and 

appropriateness; “that which is novel but has no use, merit, or significance is simply 

novel, not creative.  Likewise, that which is useful but is not novel, unique, or original is 

simply useful, not creative” (p. 157).  In fact, Amabile (1996) explained, “the definition 

that is most likely to be useful for empirical research is one grounded in an examination 

of products” (p. 33).  The use of “novelty and appropriateness is found in most 

conceptual definitions of creativity”; these definitions, used by most creativity 

researchers place “emphasis on the product” (Hennessey & Amabile, 1988, p. 13).   

Common Framework: The Four Ps 

The four Ps, person, process, product, and press  (environment), are conceptual 

approaches or lenses often used by scholars to categorize and understand creativity.  

“It has become traditional to consider creativity from four different viewpoints: person, 

process, product, and press” (Torrance, 1993, p. 232).  This framework, first proposed 

by Mooney (1963) was used to clarify and identify different approaches to the study of 

creativity found in the literature.  The person approach looks at identifying personality 

traits and behaviors which denote creative people.  The process approach looks at the 

decisions and actions of the creator while problem solving; it examines how changes 

and interventions during the process can positively or negatively impact creative 

solutions.  The product approach emphasizes the creative solution and its acceptance 

or rejection by the field. The last approach of press, (environment), focuses on cultural 

or physical elements within one‟s surroundings and their impact on creative problem 

solving (Mooney, 1963).  While each of the four categories has a specific focus all parts 
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interact to either support or impede creativity.  Rhodes (1987) defined each category in 

succinct relation to the other: the person creating, the processes involved in the 

creation, the environment where the creativity occurs, and the product that is the 

outcome of the creative activity and subject to scrutiny by the field.  

The Creativity Personality  

Trait Based Approaches 

Research into the creative personality is extensive, in fact Amabile (1996) stated 

that “the major emphasis in creativity research over the past three decades has been on 

personality studies of creative individuals” (p. 4).  Feist (1999) explained “The most 

intriguing issue raised with regard to personality and creativity is the potential causal link 

between the two domains” he maintained “personality has an influence on creative 

achievement in art and science” (p. 274).  Personality studies have led to the discovery 

of multiple core traits that comprise creative individuals.  Barron and Harrington (1981) 

found creative individuals to possess traits such as “broad interests, attraction to 

complexity, high energy, independence of judgment, autonomy, intuition, self-

confidence, and a firm sense of self as „creative‟” (p. 453).  Sternberg (1988) found that 

the creative personality exhibits a high tolerance of ambiguity, willingness to overcome 

obstacles, willingness to grow, intrinsic motivation, risk-taking, and desire of recognition. 

Interestingly, paradoxical characteristics often characterize creative individuals.  

Csíkszentmihályi (1996) described the creative individual as complex, with the ability to 

contain extremes that are contradictory whereas, most individuals usually develop one 

pole of a specific trait.  In his classic study of creative architects MacKinnon (1962) also 

found paradoxical traits especially with dominance and introversion.  “despite their wish 

to be left alone…on a measure of the desire to exert and exercise control over others, 
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creative architects score higher than any other professional group” (p. 28).  Another 

difference between the low and high creative architects in MacKinnon‟s study was 

perceiving and judging and attraction to complexity.  Low creative architects were 

significantly more prone to judgment than higher creative architects who preferred 

perceiving.  High creative architects also “have a strong need and a superior capacity to 

achieve the most difficult and far-reaching” showing their desire for complexity 

compared to a lower desire of complexity for less creative architects (MacKinnon, 1962, 

p. 30). 

Five Factor Model 

While trait-based research has helped to define the gamut of the creative 

personality one standardized model for describing human personality has received 

growing attention in psychological research.  Feist (1998) explained “the field of 

personality has recently witnessed a relatively well agreed upon standardization of the 

basic dimensions of personality…the Five Factor Model (FFM)” (p. 292).  

The study of personality analysis was prompted by William McDougal‟s suggestion 

that personality could be defined by five distinguishable factors.  This led to 

considerable efforts to organize the construct of personality into a “coherent structure” 

(Digman, 1990, p. 418).  The body of knowledge in the field of personality developed 

from studies using language analysis and questionnaires.  The analysis of language led 

to large pools of terms used to describe personality traits while the questionnaire 

approach allowed for more concise and objective organization of thousands of terms 

identified by language analysis (Digman, 1990).  Language analysis and the 

questionnaire approach eventually merged and formed the contemporary Five Factor 

Model (FFM) (John, Angleitner, & Ostendorf, 1988; Digman, 1990; McCrae & John, 
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1992).  After much debate by researchers and scholars the five traits have become 

typically referred to as (I) Extraversion vs. introversion described as assertive and 

energetic vs. reserved, (II) Agreeableness described as good-natured, cooperative, and 

trustful; (III) Conscientiousness defined as dependable, responsible, and orderly (IV) 

Neuroticism vs. emotional stability; (V) Openness designated as flexibility of thought; 

(John, Angleitner, & Ostendorf, 1988; Digman, 1990).  The FFM has been analyzed by 

enough “competent, independent investigators” who agree that human personality can 

be adequately described by five “superordinate constructs” (Digman, 1990, p. 420).  

Despite consensual support for the FFM some discrepancies have emerged regarding 

the “interpretation of these constructs” (Digman, 1990, p. 420).  The five constructs, 

sometimes vary with semantic differences, produced by varying researchers.  Some of 

those differences include likeability vs. agreeableness, social adaptability vs. 

extraversion, or will to achieve vs. conscientiousness (Digman, 1990).  Although, 

differences exist among naming conventions of the five constructs, the widely adopted 

terms of the FFM in the psychology include: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness (Feist, 1999).  These dimensions are 

collections of “specific cognitive, affective, and behavioral tendencies” (Costa & 

McCrae, 1995, p. 23).   

McCrae and Costa (2010), further described the terms used in the FFM and their 

personality assessments the NEO inventories, as Neuroticism (N) which “contrasts 

adjustment or emotional stability with maladjustment”; those who are high in N are 

prone to irrational ideas, and are less able to cope with stress and impulses (p. 19).  

Those who score low in N are emotionally stable, calm, and even-tempered, they can 
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face stressful situations without being upset or overwhelmed.  Extroverts (E) prefer 

large groups, are sociable, assertive, and talkative.  They like excitement and 

stimulation they also usually have a cheerful disposition.  At the other end of the 

spectrum, introverts are reserved, independent, and even paced.  A misconception is 

that introverts are unhappy and pessimistic; however, they just do not have the same 

fervor and liveliness as an extrovert.  Characteristics associated with Openness (O) are 

active imagination, aesthetic sensitivity, attentiveness to inner feelings, and preference 

for variety, intellectual curiosity, and independence of judgment.  These individuals are 

willing to “entertain novel ideas and unconventional values” their lives are “experientially 

richer than those of closed individuals”.  “Openness is especially related to aspects of 

intelligence such as divergent thinking – that contribute to creativity” (McCrae & Costa, 

2010, p. 20).  Agreeableness (A) is a dimension of “interpersonal tendencies” (McCrae 

& Costa, 2010, p. 20).  An agreeable individual is altruistic, sympathetic, and eager to 

help.  Those who score low in agreeableness are usually antagonistic, egocentric, 

skeptical, and competitive.  These traits should not always be viewed as negative; the 

ability to disagree and fight for an idea is often useful in professions such as the arts 

and sciences.  “Skeptical and critical thinking contributes to accurate analysis in the 

sciences…” (McCrae & Costa, 2010, p. 20).  Finally, Conscientious (C) individuals have 

self-control, and are planners and organizers.  They are “purposeful, strong willed, and 

determined…few people become great musicians or athletes without a reasonably high 

level” of conscientiousness (McCrae & Costa, 2010, p. 20).  Although, this trait can lead 

to achievement, on the negative side it can also lead to “annoying fastidiousness, 

compulsive neatness, or workaholic behavior” (McCrae & Costa, 2010, p. 21). 



 

23 

Five Factor Model and the Creative Personality 

The FFM, has helped to clarify basic personality traits; however, studies that use 

the FFM to define the creative personality are still needed and are slowly emerging 

(Batey & Furnham, 2006).  Feist (1999) explained the strongest relationship is formed 

between Openness and creativity.  Feist (1998) conducted a study on creative scientists 

versus non-creative scientists and artists and non-artists.  Creative scientists were 

found to have positive correlations with Extraversion and Openness.  Artists were found 

to be negatively correlated with Conscientiousness and positively correlated with 

Openness (Feist, 1998).  Batey and Furnham (2006) found that across various 

personality tests Extraversion was predictive of creativity and Neuroticism inhibits 

creativity in science but improves creativity in artistic domains.   

The NEO-PI-R is a “well-established and widely used” questionnaire designed to 

assess the five factors of personality: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness (Batey, Chamorro-Premuzic, & Furnham, 2010, 

p. 92).  Many studies have been found that use the NEO-PI-R yet, very few have 

directly examined the relationship between creativity and the FFM; however, two studies 

were found that employed the NEO-PI-R in various capacities to study creativity.  Batey, 

Chamorro-Premuzic, and Furnham (2010) used the NEO-PI-R in their  study of 

ideational behavior, personality, and intellect.  The study was conducted on 

undergraduate students of an introductory personality psychology course at a British 

University.  They found that “intelligence and personality traits were systematically 

related to creativity” (p. 93).  There was a positive correlation between Ideational 

Behavior and Openness and a negative correlation between Ideational Behavior and 

Conscientiousness.  Findings also revealed several subscales that correlated with 
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Ideational Behavior.  For example; angry hostility positively correlated and vulnerability 

negatively correlated with Ideational Behavior (both subscales of Neuroticism); 

aesthetics and ideas positively correlated  while actions negatively correlated with 

Ideational Behavior (all subscales of Openness). Finally, competence was positively 

correlated and deliberation was negatively correlated with Ideational Behavior (both a 

subscale of Conscientiousness) (Batey, Chamorro-Premuzic, and Furnham, 2010).  

Another study by Harris (2004) used portions of the NEO-PI-R.  The study, “Measured 

intelligence, achievement, openness to experience, and creativity”, used the ideas 

subscale of Openness and self-discipline, a subscale of Conscientiousness.  Her study 

looked at undergraduates from a psychology course.  The ideas subscale was used to 

measure Openness and self-discipline was used to measure achievement.  The study 

found stronger correlations between Openness and Intelligence than Achievement and 

Intelligence.  Further studies into creativity using the NEO-PI-R will help to solidify the 

use of the FFM in creativity literature focused on personality traits. 

Limitations of Solely Trait Based Approaches 

Research by scholars (Gruber, 1988; Eysenck, 1997; Feist, 1999) into creative 

personality traits is important to understanding the concept of creativity more 

thoroughly; however, models of creativity based solely on personality traits do not fully 

explain creative risk-taking in context.  One‟s creative pursuits are also subjected to 

social and environmental influences; therefore, it is an unrealistic approach to define 

creativity by personality traits alone (Csíkszentmihályi, 1988a).  “Despite the clear 

importance of social and environmental influences on creative performance…theory and 

research have focused almost exclusively on a personality approach to creativity” 

(Amabile, 1983, p. 357).  Both Amabile (1983, 1996) and Csíkszentmihályi (1988a, 
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1996, 1999) emphasize the important role of social and environmental factors in 

creativity scholarship.  Amabile (1983) explained, the creative person has been studied 

to the expense of creative situations, intrinsic determinants have been researched with 

inattention to extrinsic determinants and finally, genetic factors have been examined 

with inattention to social environmental factors. 

While the significance of the personality should not be ignored, it is imperative to 

acknowledge that other factors contribute to creativity.  In fact, Sternberg and Lubart 

(1999) explained, “many recent works on creativity hypothesize that multiple 

components must converge” to produce a creative outcome (p. 10).  Csíkszentmihályi 

(1996) supported this by saying “creativity can be observed only in the interrelations of a 

system” (p. 27).  Many scholars approach creativity by suggesting a systems or 

confluence model that includes the environment that the creative individual works within 

(Amabile, 1996; Csíkszentmihályi, 1988a; Sternberg & Lubart, 1992, 1996). 

Creative Environment 

 Amabile (1996) developed a componential model of creativity seeded in social 

psychology.  There is very little research that looks at social and environmental 

influences on creativity; the historical tendency of researchers is to compartmentalize 

and narrow their studies to one concern.  The field of social psychology does not claim 

to be an all-inclusive answer to the complexities of creativity, rather an integration 

(Amabile, 1996).  Amabile‟s (1996) three part model is the integration of dispositional, 

cognitive, and social factors that produce favorable conditions for creative performance.  

The componential framework includes: domain-relevant skills, creativity-relevant skills, 

and task motivation. 
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Domain-relevant skills are the skills an individual needs to be competent in a 

particular field; they can include factual knowledge, technical skills, and other distinctive 

talents.  Creativity-relevant skills can be applied across multiple domains, rely on an 

individual to have creative personality traits, and allow them to take on new 

perspectives to a problem.  Task motivation includes the motivational variables that help 

to establish an individual‟s drive or ambition towards a task (Amabile, 1990).  These 

three components operate at different levels of specificity.  Creativity-relevant skills are 

most general; these are skills necessary for creativity in any domain.  Domain-relevant 

skills require more specificity and are those necessary for creativity to occur in a specific 

domain (Amabile, 1996).  The last component, the most specific, task motivation 

pertains to the motivation for a particular task within a given domain, “the difference 

between…what she can do and what she will do” (Amabile, 1990, p. 79).  Amabile‟s 

model differs from other systems theories due its strong focus on task motivation.  A 

significant amount of her research focuses on task motivation because it is “central to 

the social psychology of creativity” therefore; it demands a greater level of explanation 

and detail (Amabile, 1996, p. 107).   

A “strong and positive link” exists between intrinsic motivation and creative 

performance (Hennessey & Amabile, 1988, p. 11).  Intrinsically motivated, “people will 

be most creative when they feel motivated primarily by the interest, enjoyment, 

satisfaction and challenge of the work itself – not by external pressures” (Hennessey & 

Amabile, 1988, p. 11).  At the opposite end of the spectrum certain types of extrinsic 

motivation can potentially have detrimental effects on creative performance (Collins & 

Amabile, 1999).  Research has led to an understanding of two types of extrinsic 
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motivation, those that are controlling and those that are informational.  Controlling 

extrinsic motivation is negative and detrimental to creativity; however, informational 

extrinsic motivation can enable an individual to be more creative (Collins & Amabile, 

1999).  Constraints caused by extrinsic motivation can be either social or physical 

including: evaluation, rewards, task constraints, peer and authoritative figures, and 

physical classroom or workplace climates (Amabile, 1996).  Content analysis of 

previous research led Amabile to develop a list of several stimulants of creative 

behavior (Amabile, 1996). 

 Freedom in what or how to perform a task 

 Sufficient resources 

 Encouragement: of new ideas, an environment free of threats 

 Recognition: creative work will get feedback, recognition, and reward 

 Challenge: task that the individual sees as a personal sense of challenge 

 Pressure: internally generated 
 

The same analysis also led to a list of environmental obstacles of creativity. 

 Little regard for innovation 

 Lack of freedom in what or how to perform task 

 Lack of organizational support, interest, or faith 

 Inappropriate or inequitable evaluation and feedback, focus on criticism 

 In sufficient resources 

 Insufficient time to think creatively, too large of a workload 

 Overemphasis on Status Quo: unwillingness to take risks 

 Competition that creates a self-defensive attitude 
 
Creative individuals must negotiate paradoxical obstacles that surface in their 

work.  Some of these obstacles and concerns include: evaluation and recognition vs. 

rejecting societal demands and criticism, external rewards vs. competition (Hennessey 

& Amabile, 1988).  For example, the creative individual often displays an internal locus 

of control and does not need approval from others in order to proceed and find value in 



 

28 

their work however, it is ultimately approval from the intended audience that would 

deem the work creative and appropriate.   

Emerging Systems Theories 

Csíkszentmihályi (1996) explained, that creativity is “systemic”, it is not simply an 

“individual phenomenon” therefore, we must not look at the person only but also the 

sociocultural context in order find creativity and understand it more fully (p.24).  “It has 

become increasingly clear that variables external to the individual must be considered if 

one wishes to explain why, when, and from where new ideas or products arise and 

become established in a culture” (Abuhamdeh & Csíkszentmihályi, 2004, p. 33).   

The first component proposed by Csíkszentmihályi‟s model is the Domain; a 

domain is defined by rules, processes, procedures, and instructions.  An example of a 

domain would be art and the different movements and styles of art would be 

subdomains (Abuhamdeh &Csíkszentmihályi, 2004, p. 33).  Creativity cannot be 

understood or studied by “removing” the individual from the domain or the social context 

in which it exists.  Innovation and creative thought “does not exist in a vacuum.  It must 

operate on a set of already existing objects, rules, representations, or notations” 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1999, p. 315).  In other words, without pattern or reference to the old, 

one cannot possibly know what is new and original.  “‟New‟ is meaningful only in 

reference to the „old‟”; therefore, a creative risk is also only definable in reference to 

what has been done in the past (Csíkszentmihályi, 1999, p. 315).  When an idea or 

product is modified or is added to a domain then it can be considered creative.   

The next component of Csíkszentmihályi‟s model, the Field, relates to the social 

aspect as well.  The field is defined as gatekeepers to a given domain that either 

accepts or rejects a new product or idea (Abuhamdeh & Csíkszentmihályi, 2004).  The 
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field holds all the “gatekeepers” to a domain, these individuals consist of experts such 

as teachers, critics, and historians (Csíkszentmihályi, 1999, p. 315).  Good ideas are not 

always accepted by the audiences they are intended for.  A creative idea or product 

must be evaluated by a group of experts in order to decipher its value.  “This evaluation 

is not an objective process made with reference to independent criteria” it is a 

“relative…judgment” made by field experts (Csíkszentmihályi, 1988b, p. 62).  Likewise, 

creative risks will be evaluated by the field, ultimately leading to acceptance or rejection.  

Csíkszentmihályi (1999) stated that without “public recognition” or adoption, an idea is 

nothing more than an idea, not a creative contribution (p. 314). 

The final component of Csíkszentmihályi‟s model is the Individual.  When an 

individual develops a product or idea within a domain and it is accepted by the field, 

only then is it considered creative and adopted by the domain (Abuhamdeh & 

Csíkszentmihályi, 2004).  Csíkszentmihályi (1988a) proposed in his model, “dynamic 

links of circular causality”; he explained the connections between the person, field, and 

domain affect each other.  He described each system as “moments” in the same 

creative process (p. 329).  It is possible to begin at any location within this model rather 

than always beginning with the individual, this is due to information from the domain 

being required to exist long before the creative individual.  This information was stored 

in the culture of the domain.  Also, the field is made up of individuals; these roles are 

privileged as gatekeepers and as such they may have a higher chance of incorporating 

change into a domain (Csíkszentmihályi, 1988a).  The field and/or the domain can also 

directly stimulate new ideas thus, again proving that although the main trend is to begin 

at the person, creativity can start in one of the other two systems as well.  His model 
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also represented a spiral in cultural evolution, “every new bit of information added to the 

domain will become the input for the next generation of persons” (Csíkszentmihályi, 

1988a, p. 333).  Creativity is not merely the outcome of an individual it is the result of 

social institutions or the field, a cultural domain, and finally, the individual who brings a 

creative change to both the field and the domain for acceptance. 

The Role of Risk Taking 

Risk Taking Defined  

Risk is defined as the degree of “uncertainty” in the outcome of a decision, 

whether it be “significant and/or disappointing” (Sitkin & Pablo, 1992, p. 10).  Risk-taking 

is, rejecting the strictures and pursuing the unknown or the uncertain (Farley, 1986).  

Although, easily defined, risk and risk-taking is a “multidimensional concept” that often 

intertwines: propensity or attitude, situation or domain, and personality (Slovic, 1964, p. 

228; Kogan & Wallach, 1967; Jackson, Hourany, and Vidmar, 1972).   

Mindsets and attitudes contribute to one‟s choices and decisions towards risk.  

MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1985) explained that two components exist in risk-taking: 

the extrinsic riskiness of a situation and the intrinsic willingness of the individual to take 

a risk.  Risk attitude is a mind-set towards taking or avoiding risk in a situation, 

commonly called risk propensity and risk aversion (Rohrmann, 2002).  Due to the 

unlikelihood of a person‟s risk propensity to remain the same in various situations 

studies must be furthered to find systematic differences in risk attitudes (MacCrimmon & 

Wehrung, 1985). 

In some research, risk-taking has been treated as a concept able to be 

generalized across situations, rather than multi-faceted notion.  It has been, conceived 

as “a unitary dimension” however, “data suggest that risk taking may vary across broad 
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situational domains” indicating “the increasing need for a set of measures which will 

embody situational specifics within a trans-situational framework” (Jackson, et al., 1972, 

p. 485).  Jackson, et al. (1972) found that risk-taking can be organized into four 

categories: 1) monetary, 2) physical, 3) social, and 4) ethical.  Monetary risk involves 

financial gain or loss; physical risk relates to adventurous activities that could lead to 

bodily injury; social risk may involve embarrassment, loss of social status or esteem; 

while ethical risk involves compromising one‟s standards or values to achieve a goal.  

Another approach to risk-taking focuses on the individual and their personality 

type.  Farley (1991) developed what he called the Type-T personality, individuals that 

seek thrills, stimulation, excitement, and takes risks.  The type-t is a biologically based 

temperamental trait that can be identified early in one‟s life and remains relatively stable 

over time.  The type-T personality is composed of both a negative and destructive side 

as well as a positive and constructive side.  The positive and negative dimensions form 

a continuum with some stimulation and risk-taking as positive (i.e. arts and sciences) 

and some as negative (i.e. drug taking and theft) (Farley, 1991).  There are Big-T (also 

known as Type-T) individuals and Small-t individuals.  These individuals have varying 

motivating factors for example, Big-T‟s are motivated by uncertainty, unpredictability, 

high risk, novelty, complexity and ambiguity; small-t‟s are driven by certainty, 

predictability, low risk, familiarity, clarity, and structure (Farley, 1991).  There is also 

another dimension to the Type T (thrill seeker) personality: T-mental, T-physical, and T-

balance (Farley, 1991).  T-physical types seek physical stimulation, while T-mentals 

primarily seek cognitive or intellectual stimulation.  A T-balance type, is as implied, the 

balance of the two mental and physical (Morehouse, Farley, and Youngquist, 1990).  
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“Most psychological phenomena are a mixture of both the mental and the physical” 

(Farley, 1991, p. 373).  Another interpretation would be how people risk or what people 

risk, either physical or intellectual/social.  T-physical individuals are those who seek 

exhilaration for physical risks, such as skydiving.  T-mental types would be those who 

seek intellectual risks in daily and/or scholarly settings.  T-positive and negative 

concepts cover behavior and the T-mental and physical cover the domain in which risk-

taking behavior takes place (Farley, 1991). 

Creative Risk-Taking Defined 

Risk-taking is essential to creativity and creative thinking, it “is at the core of 

human creativity” (Farley, 1991, p 372).  Creative risk-taking can be understood as a 

social risk that opens one up to evaluation and criticism (Jackson, et al., 1972).  “To 

engage in creative efforts is not a risk free proposition”, creative individuals do not have 

“a priori knowledge of the outcome of his or her work”; ideas that are new or different 

are not always deemed “novel and useful by relevant others” (Dewett, 2004, p. 258-

259).  Creative risks can lead to failure which may lead one to abandon rather than 

push their idea forward.  Dewett (2004) explained “if we are to understand how an 

employee might consistently engage in a process that will…result in creative outcomes, 

we must develop a theoretical understanding of the mechanism that drives their 

behavior” (p. 259).  Dewett‟s (2004) study of creative effort and risk-taking in the 

workplace parallels the study of creative risk-taking in education and design studios.  To 

facilitate students‟ creative risk-taking we need to understand the perceptions and 

motivations towards creative risk-taking. 

Understanding ones‟ willingness to take risks is a precursor to creative efforts or 

creative risks.  Willingness to take risks can be explained as “a willingness to take 
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calculated risks within the scope of one‟s job in an effort to produce positive job-related 

outcomes such that one is open to potential failure as a result” (Dewett, 2004, p. 260).  

Willingness to take risks is a relatively new construct in creativity literature used to 

specifically “recognize that risk is present and salient” in creative fields (Dewett, 2004, p. 

260).  At the opposite end of the spectrum risk aversion is the idea that most people 

avoid risks still in hopes of outcomes that will yield the same or better results (Larrick, 

1993). 

Kirton‟s (1989) Adaptor Innovator Theory (AI) identifies two types of creative 

personalities Adaptors and Innovators.  Adaptors typically rely on well accepted 

paradigms. The characteristic adaptor is left brained, is less tolerant of ambiguity, and 

displays numerous safe-keeping traits.  They are also typically more introverted, 

humble, conscientious, controlled, and anxious (Kirton, 1989).  In contrast the 

characteristic innovator is more right brained, self-confident, is often impractical, 

unpredictable, and displays numerous risk-taking traits (Kirton, 1989).  Organizations 

need innovators in order to survive and stay in ranks with competition; likewise, 

organizations need adaptors to implement ideas while avoiding unnecessary and non-

productive risk (Kirton, 1989).  Kirton (1989) stressed that the personality traits of 

adaptors and innovators exist on a continuum and that one preference is not pejorative, 

“what for a person can be seen as an advantage or disadvantage is situation specific, 

not some implied character deficiency” (Kirton, 1989, p. 6). 

Dewett (2004) explained that it is also important to “recognize the multidimensional 

nature of creativity” (p. 261).  Unsworth (2001) developed a typology that identified 

different forms of creativity; the typology includes responsive, contributory, expected, 
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and proactive creativity based on drivers and problem type.  Dewett (2004) modified 

Unsworth‟s (2001) typology of creativity to include potential risk related to each type of 

creativity.  Responsive creativity is a situation where employees respond to an 

“environmental demand to solve a particular problem that has a known or accepted 

path”, which involves a low perceived risk.  Expected creativity also responds to an 

environmental demand but happens because of a “response to a self-discovered open-

ended problem”, and involves modest perceived risk.  Contributory creativity is “self-

determined” but on “clearly formulated problems” therefore, risk is also modest.  The 

last type is proactive creativity where the individual is “internally motivated” and “actively 

searching for open-ended problems” here the risk is the highest (Dewett, 2004, p. 261).  

Open problems and internal drivers cause higher levels of perceived risk vs. closed 

problems and external drivers.  Open problems “require one to consider untested 

ideas…unknown probabilities” closed problems are more easily approached with 

previously forged paths or typical solutions (Dewett, 2004, p.262).  An internal driver is 

intrinsically generated by the creator and does not rely on external prompts or 

suggestions.  Conversely, externally driven problems are “sanctioned…permission has 

been granted to behave creatively” internally driven triggers, despite the role of intrinsic 

motivation, “suggests that perceived personal risk may be higher” (Dewett, 2004, 

p.262).  While these different types of risk and their influence on willingness to take risks 

have been applied in an organizational settings they can be used to draw similar 

conclusions on willingness to take risks in educational settings. 

Studies Examining Creative Risk-Taking 

Dewett (2007) explained “the role of intrinsic motivation relative to risk taking and 

creativity remains largely unexplored in applied settings” (p.198).  However, a few 
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studies have been conducted.  Using 165 employee and supervisor pairs from a private 

R&D organization in the Southwest United States Dewett (2007) examined links 

between intrinsic motivation, risk taking, and employee creativity and common creativity 

antecedents such as, encouragement, autonomy, self-efficacy and openness to 

experience.  Employee creativity was based on ratings of  creative behavior, determined 

by supervisors, as well as objective measures such as awards, patent applications, 

invention disclosures, etc.  Dewett (2007) made two hypotheses: 1) that intrinsic 

motivation would mediate the influence of encouragement, autonomy, self-efficacy, and 

openness on an employee‟s willingness to take risks, 2) that an employee‟s willingness 

to take risks is linked to intrinsic motivation and employee creativity.  Dewett‟s first 

hypothesis was supported, with significant relationships of encouragement and self-

efficacy.  Hypothesis two was also supported, intrinsic motivation was found to 

significantly influence employee willingness to take risks.  This study made three 

important contributions to the creativity body of literature 1) it demonstrated the 

importance of intrinsic motivation in an applied setting, 2) it provided evidence that the 

effect of intrinsic motivation on creativity is spread through an increased willingness to 

take risks, 3) the pattern of findings varies due to the type of creativity indicator that is 

used (Dewett, 2007).  While Dewett‟s study produced useful information pertaining to 

creative risk-taking in organizational settings few, if any other studies have specifically 

examined creative risk-taking in education.   

Scope of Study 

More studies are needed that examine creativity and risk-taking from a systems 

perspective (Amabile, 1983, 1990, 1996; Csíkszentmihályi, 1988a, 1996, 1999); 

therefore, the current study endeavored to examine creative risk-taking across person, 
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process, and press.  Trait based research has revealed the connection personality plays 

in creativity and thus creative risk-taking (Barron & Harrington, 1981; Feist, 1999); 

therefore, a standardized personality assessment based on the Five Factor Model 

(FFM) was used to profile these traits.  Following Kirton (1976, 1987, 1989) the current 

study assumes that both safe-keeping and risk-taking traits play an essential role in the 

creative problem solving process.  Relating personality to system-wide influences, the 

study also employed a locally developed survey and interview protocol that assessed 

perceptions of studio climate, projects, and processes as they relate to creative risk- 

taking.  Finally, studies are needed that examine creativity and risk-taking in applied 

(Dewett, 2007) and domain-specific settings (Csíkszentmihályi 1996).  The current 

study addresses this call by examining creative risk-taking in an applied educational 

setting with a nationally accredited interior design program. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

This study was designed to reveal springboards and barriers to creative risk-taking 

perceived by interior design students in their studio courses.  A standardized 

psychometric instrument was used to profile personality while a locally developed 

survey and interview protocol identified perceptions and tendencies toward creative risk-

taking.  A second survey was created for faculty, as field experts, to rank their 

perception of each student‟s creative risk-taking (Appendix C, D, and E).  Content 

analysis of the student survey was used to identify perceived springboards and barriers 

of creative risk-taking in the studio environment.  Content analysis of the interviews 

further identified perceptual differences between safe-keepers and risk-takers.  Figure 

3-1 is a model reflecting the design of this study. 

Participants 

Students 

The student sample (n=66) included sophomore (n=21), junior (n=23), and senior 

(n=22) undergraduate interior design students enrolled in their respective Spring 2011 

studio courses at the University of Florida, a Council for Interior Design Accreditation 

(CIDA) accredited program.  Due to the large proportion (91.7%) of female students 

enrolled in CIDA accredited programs male students could not be effectively studied 

and were not included in the quantitative data set (Council for Interior Design 

Accreditation, 2010). 

Faculty 

The faculty sample included six professors who teach interior design studio 

courses.  The faculty members included five tenure track faculty, and one licensed 
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professional adjunct professor with a master‟s degree in interior design.  The faculty 

have educational backgrounds in architecture, interior design, art history, fine arts, and 

historic preservation.    

Instruments 

Assessing Student Personality Traits with the NEO Personality Inventory Revised 

The NEO Personality Inventory Revised (NEO-PI-R) is one of a series of 

instruments developed by McCrae and Costa to profile personality traits; namely, 

Extraversion (E), Neuroticism (N), Openness (O), Conscientiousness (C), and 

Agreeableness (A).  These main traits or domains are typically referred to using 

capitalization.  A different version of the instrument, the NEO-PI-3, is used when 

assessing individuals 12 and older, it is a modification to the NEO-PI-R to allow for the 

inclusion of a younger sample and adults with lower education levels.  The NEO-Five 

Factor Inventory 3 (NEO-FFI-3) is a shortened version of the NEO-PI-R allowing for a 

fast and reliable measure of the five personality dimensions.  It can be used when a 

limited time frame is available and only a broad assessment of personality traits are 

needed (McCrae & Costa, 2010).  The NEO-PI-R was selected for this study based on 

age, education level, and desired range of personality traits.  There are two forms of the 

instrument, the Rater (R) and Self (S); this research used the S form, to be completed 

by each of the students based upon their self-rating.  The instrument is 240 questions 

long, and uses a 5-point Likert scale (Weiner & Greene, 2008). 

Costa and McCrae developed the NEO-PI-R specifically to assess the five main 

dimensions of personality (Rossier, Stedelhofen, & Berthoud, 2004).  They began their 

research in the 1970‟s using cluster analysis on the Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire (16PF).  During this analysis two major dimensions of personality traits 
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were identified, Extraversion and Neuroticism.  Extraversion assesses the extent and 

intensity of interaction for example, “activity level, need for stimulation, and capacity for 

joy”.  Neuroticism measures “adjustment versus emotional instability” for example, 

distress, coping abilities, and cravings (Leong & Dollinger, 1990, p. 527).  A third 

dimension, Openness, was also identified during their research; this dimension 

considers open or closed to stances towards experiences.  Costa and McCrae felt the 

Openness dimension was not measured adequately by the 16PF; therefore, they 

developed the Experience Inventory (EI) to measure this dimension using multiple 

subscales.  Openness measured by the EI became the third dimension in the 

personality trait construct and was added to Neuroticism and Extroversion to become 

the NEO-PI Inventory.  The use of subscales on the Openness dimension proved so 

sound that subscales were developed and integrated in Neuroticism and Extroversion 

(Leong & Dollinger, 1990).  With the growing popularity of the Five Factor Model Costa 

and McCrae developed and integrated the last two dimensions, Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness to the inventory and it became the NEO-PI-R (Rossier, Stedelhofen, 

and Berthoud, 2004).  The Agreeableness and Conscientiousness dimensions were 

added to the inventory based on factor analysis research by Norman (1963) and 

Goldberg (1981).  Their research indicated five factors that spanned adult personalities, 

also known as the Five Factor Model (FFM), mentioned earlier.  The revised NEO 

inventory, now known as the NEO-PI-R, measures the five dimensions of the FFM and 

six subscales for each dimension (Leong & Dollinger, 1990).  The dimensions and 

subscales of the NEO-PI-R include: Neuroticism (anxiety, hostility, depression, self-

consciousness, impulsiveness, vulnerability), Extraversion (warmth, gregariousness, 
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assertiveness, activity, excitement-seeking, positive emotions), Openness (fantasy, 

aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, values), Agreeableness (trust, straightforwardness, 

altruism, compliance, modesty, tender mindedness), and Conscientiousness 

(competence, order, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, deliberation) 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992).  These five scales and their six subscales give a 

comprehensive review of personality in normal adults. 

The NEO-PI-R reports good internal reliability (Weiner & Greene, 2008).  The self-

rating forms have excellent dimension level reliabilities or, a coefficient alpha, of .86 to 

.92 and subscale level reliabilities at .56 to .81.  Median reliabilities for each dimension 

include: Neuroticism .76, Extraversion .73, Openness .715, Agreeableness .70, and 

Conscientiousness .67 (Tinsley, 1994).  Test-retest scores ranged from .75 to .83 and 

averaged .79 for the five scales.  The standard error of measurement on the five scales 

is +/- 4T points two-thirds of the time (Weiner and Greene, 2008).  NEO-PI-R norms are 

a good representation of the general population as it comes from a sample of 1000 (500 

men and 500 women) stratified to match the 1995 U.S. Census for age, gender, and 

race (Botwin, 1996). 

The NEO-PI-R scales demonstrate validity in multiple ways.  Strong consensual 

validity exists between the different report forms of the test: self, peer, and spouse 

(Botwin, 1996).  Consensual validation is “offered when measures of the same traits are 

provided by a different person who knows the subject well”.  This type of validation is 

often hard to obtain but is a trademark of the NEO-PI-R and aids to dispel objections 

about self-perception bias (Leong & Dollinger, 1990, p. 532).  The NEO-PI-R scales 

also correlate with analogous scales of other well-known instruments such as the 
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Meyers-Briggs Type Indicator, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the 

Adjective Check List, and the California Psychological Inventory (Botwin, 1996).  Finally, 

concurrent validity also has been found between the five dimensions and the adjective 

rating scale, the validities ranged from .57 to .64 (Leong & Dollinger, 1990). 

The authors of the NEO caution against simplistic interpretation of the scales; the 

scales represent continuous dimensions or a continuum with extreme poles for each 

dimension.  For example, one should not be placed in either an “extrovert” or “introvert” 

category.  Individuals that score high or low in a dimension are “said to have certain 

characteristics” rather than being labeled as a particular type of personality (Leong & 

Dollinger, 1990, p. 530).   

The five dimensions provide a “diversity of information” that “ensures its 

applicability in a great variety of research and applied situations” (Tinsley, 1994, p. 454).  

These five dimensions and the original 18 subscales have good internal consistency 

and convergent and discriminate validity.  The most recently added 12 subscales have 

adequate validity; however, they have less internal consistency and lower convergent 

and discriminant validity.  Regardless, of these minor criticisms the NEO-PI-R has an 

“enthusiastic recommendation” for both “research and …applied settings” (Leong & 

Dollinger, 1990, p. 537).  Tinsley (1994) supported Leong and Dollinger‟s 

recommendation and regards the test as “one of the best instruments available for the 

assessment of normal adult personality” (p. 454).  “These scales should be considered 

a standard set of useful tools for personality assessment” (Botwin, 1996, p. 863).  “The 

NEO-PI-R is a reliable and well-validated test of personality features…yielding an 
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instrument that represents a comprehensive operational translation of the Five Factor 

Model of personality” (Juni, 1996, p. 867). 

There were no time constraints for the students to complete the inventory; 

however, most students completed it in 45 minutes.  Scoring for the NEO-PI-R was 

done by calculating raw scores for each participant using a tally sheet included with 

each rating packet.  Using the raw scores multiple analyses were run on Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 19). 

Assessing the Studio Climate for Creative Risk-taking 

A survey was developed for the current study to assess students‟ willingness to 

take creative risks in their current studio environment (Appendix C).  The survey was 17 

questions in length and included items using 5 and 7 point Likert rating scales and 

open-ended questions.  Question topics included: task/project, process/procedures, 

self, and environment (physical and social) (Figure 3-1).  Students were not restricted 

by a time limit to complete the survey; however, most participants completed it within a 

30 minute timeframe. Through content-analysis and scaled questions the survey 

provided qualitative and quantitative information.   

Assessing Creative Risk-Taking Performance: Identifying Safe-Keepers and Risk 
Takers 

The faculty participants were asked to complete a survey about their students‟ 

creative risk in their studio courses (Appendix D).  The survey asked faculty to identify 

each students‟ propensity to take creative-risks by ranking them as a high, average, or 

low creative risk-taker.  Due to the professors‟ varying schedules they were asked to 

complete the survey on their own time and return it to the researcher when completed.  
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The faculty survey provided qualitative information gathered through content-analysis 

and quantitative information provided by scaled questions.    

Assessing Differences among Safe-Keepers and Risk-Takers 

Interview questions were developed to gain further qualitative information from 

safe-keeping and risk-taking students.  Students, (3) safe-keepers and (3) risk-takers 

from each cohort (sophomore-senior), were selected to the complete the interview.  

These students were selected by combining scores from their self-rankings and 

professor rankings.  A total of 18 students, 27% of the total sample, were interviewed.  

The interview protocol included a series of qualitative open-ended questions.  Interview 

questions were based on findings of questions three and four of the student creative 

risk-taking survey (all students participated in survey) (Appendix C).  Answers from 

question three and four of the student survey produced categories in which interview 

questions were organized.  The questions included: 3) What hinders or would hinder 

your ability to take creative risks in your studio projects? and 4) What facilitates or would 

facilitate your ability to take creative risks in your studio projects?  The interview 

questions were designed to delve deeper into the process the students take during their 

projects and what they felt influenced their ability to take creative risks.  The interview 

process was not timed; however, most student interviews were completed within 30 

minutes.  The student interviews were transcribed and content-analyzed to identify 

emerging themes. 

Procedures 

Data collection took place in the spring 2011 semester in three stages; stage one 

during week 7, 8, and 9; stage two during week 6, 7, and 8; and stage three during 

week 12 and 13.     
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Stage 1: Each professor was contacted to set up optimal times for data collection 

to minimize conflicts with assignment due dates in their courses.  The researcher 

attended a studio course of each level (sophomore-senior) to administer both the NEO-

PI-R and the student survey on the same day.  Students were presented with the 

informed consent procedure, which covered anonymity and that any type of participation 

would not affect studio course grades.  Professors were not present during the 

completion of both the personality inventory and the survey to further provide anonymity 

to the students who volunteered for the study.  The last half of the studio course, 1.5 

hours, was dedicated to the inventory and survey completion.  First students were given 

the NEO-PI-R to complete.  When they completed the inventory they returned it to the 

researcher who then gave the student the risk-taking survey.  When each student 

completed their survey they returned it to the researcher and were given a brochure 

“How to Increase Creativity” to thank them for their participation.  Students who were 

absent from class were individually approached to take the inventory and survey at a 

later time.  This procedure was completed in a private room in the same manner as the 

scheduled procedure. 

Stage 2: The second stage involved the faculty survey.  Each professor was given 

the survey via email or their office mail to complete.  The survey included directions, a 

short description of purpose, and an informed consent form.  Upon completion, the 

professors either returned the survey via email or to the researcher personally. 

Stage 3: The third stage involved the student interviews.  Students were selected 

based on self and faculty ratings of their creative risk-taking propensity.  Each selected 

student was emailed a request to schedule a private interview with the researcher.  
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Safe-keepers and risk-takers from each studio completed their interviews during two 

scheduled days.  The two days scheduled for each cohort, sophomore-senior, resulted 

in six total days of interviews.  Students participated in the interview in a separate room 

during class time. 

Limitations 

Study Design 

This study was cross-sectional in design.  This type of design does not allow for 

students to be followed throughout the trajectory of their education.  Although, research 

has shown personality traits to be relatively stable throughout one‟s life a longitudinal 

study would be beneficial to understand developmental milestones to creative risk-

taking. 

Sample and Domain 

Other limitations to this study included sample gender, domain specificity, and 

case.  Due to the high percentage of females enrolled in accredited programs nation-

wide, 91.7% according to CIDA program studies, studying creative risk-taking in a 

sample of male interior design students was not within the study scope (Council for 

Interior Design Accreditation, 2010).  Although findings of this study may translate to 

other design disciplines the findings should be viewed as domain specific to 

undergraduate interior design education.  Finally, this is only one case on a topic that 

needs much more replication through research. 

Instrument 

The form “S” or self-rated form of the NEO-PI-R was used for this study.  Since 

this is a self-report instrument findings may reflect personal bias.  Individuals may score 

themselves as they wish to see themselves rather than as a true representation of their 
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personality.  Students were also aware of the topic of the research, creative risk-taking, 

and could have appropriated their responses on both the profile and survey to what they 

thought the researcher was looking for.  Anticipating bias, professor rankings of 

students assisted in the selection of safe-keeping and risk-taking students.   

Both the surveys and interview protocol for this study were not standardized and 

were developed by the primary investigator.  The student survey was pilot tested to 

receive feedback on question type and format.  These instruments would benefit from 

additional iterations to improve questions to more closely obtain desired information. 

Assumptions 

The current study utilizes five assumptions that have been set forth by previous 

researchers.  First, it is assumed that a continuum of creativity exists, meaning that 

there is a spectrum of high to low creativity.  Big “C” results in great discoveries that 

change the way we live; little “c” creative acts are those that are seen in everyday life.  

Second, also related to this spectrum are the degrees of creativity individual‟s exhibit 

within all of the work they produce.  Their work may demonstration different levels of 

creativity, not every work or idea produced leads to high levels of creativity.  The third 

assumption is that everyone can be creative; therefore, creativity can be a learned 

behavior.  Fourth, certain personality traits have been found to exist in highly creative 

individuals (Amabile, 1996).  Finally, based on Kirton‟s (1976, 1987) research on 

adaptors and innovators, it is assumed a continuum of  creative risk-taking exists.  Risk-

taking is assumed to be beneficial to the development of creative solutions; however, 

too much risk-taking can be counterproductive and inhibit the implementation of a 

design solution.  The role of safe-keeping is therefore seen as an equally vital part of 

the design process. 
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Figure 3-1.  Research study design. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Question 1: What personality traits associated with creative risk-taking do 

interior design students’ display?  How do interior design students compare to 

normative populations?  Z-tests were conducted to compare the sample to population 

norms on the NEO Personality Inventory Revised (NEO-PI-R) (McCrae & Costa, 2010).  

The resulting z-tests are presented in Table 4-1. 

The z-tests indicated that the sample (n=66) displayed significantly higher levels 

on Neuroticism (z=2.52, p<.05) and two of its subscales; anxiety (z=4.12, p<.05) and 

impulsiveness (z=2.65, p<.05).  The sample also displayed significantly higher levels on 

Extraversion (z=6.49, p<.05) and five of its subscales; gregariousness (z=5.70, p<.05), 

assertiveness (z=3.05, p<.05), activity (z=1.98, p<.05), excitement seeking (z=8.96, 

p<.05), and positive emotions (z=4.70, p<.05).  Similarly, the sample displayed 

significantly higher levels on Openness (z=7.58, p<.05) and five of its subscales; 

fantasy (z=7.35, p<.05), aesthetics (z=6.25, p<.05), feelings (z=4.90, p<.05), ideas 

(z=6.36, p<.05), and values (z=2.12, p<.05).  The sample also displayed significantly 

higher levels on two Conscientiousness subscales; achievement striving (z=2.82, p<.05) 

and deliberation (z=2.58, p<.05)  and significantly lower levels on two subscales; 

dutifulness (z=ˉ2.58, p<.05) and self-discipline (z=ˉ4.30, p<.05).  Likewise, the sample 

displayed significantly lower levels of Agreeableness (z=ˉ4.22, p<.05) and four of its 

subscales; trust (z=ˉ5.36, p<.05), straightforwardness (z=ˉ4.47, p<.05), compliance 

(z=ˉ2.50, p<.05), and modesty (z=ˉ2.40, p<.05).   

Question 2: What springboards and barriers to creative risk-taking do 

interior design students perceive in their studio courses?  Content analysis of the 
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creative risk-taking survey responses identified six perceived barriers to creative risk 

taking (Table 4-2).  In descending order, 37.89% of students reported professor 

personality/ teaching style; 30.30% identified project characteristics; 28.79% stated 

evaluation/critique; 25.76% specified their own personality; 16.67% mentioned peers 

and team interactions; and finally, 15.15% noted their own abilities. 

Conversely, the following springboards to creative risk taking where identified by 

the sample (Table 4-3).  In descending order, 40.91% of students stated professor 

personality/teaching style; 39.39% mentioned project characteristics; 31.82% identified 

peers and team interactions; 7.58% reported the physical environment; 6.06% specified 

evaluations/critiques; 6.06% stated their own personalities; and finally, 4.55% identified 

their own abilities. 

Professor personality/teaching style was recorded as the top category in both, 

springboards and barriers.  Project characteristics ranked second in both categories.  

Evaluations were also ranked in both categories however, it was seen as a barrier by 

nearly 26% of students and a springboard by only 6%.  Peer and team interactions were 

seen as positive by over 30% of students and negative by almost 17%.  A high number 

of students 26% saw their own personalities as barriers while only 6% saw their 

personality as a springboard.  Students mentioned their own abilities as barriers and 

springboards at fairly low levels in both categories 15% and 5% respectively.  Lastly, the 

category of physical environment only surfaced as a positive influence. 

Question 3: What personality differences exist between students identified 

as safe-keepers vs. risk-takers?  A survey question, “I often take creative risks in my 

work”, based on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 , 1 being do not agree and 5 being strongly 
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agree, was used to identify safe-keepers and risk-takers.  A mean split was used to 

group the sample into, safe-keepers (n=32) and risk-takers (n=34).  An ANOVA test was 

performed to reveal significant differences between safe-keeping and risk-taking groups 

on the following four NEO scales and subscales: activity (F(1,64)=8.59, p=.005), 

assertiveness (F(1,64)=9.462, p=.003), Extraversion (F(1,64)=6.046, p=.017), and finally, 

competence (F(1,64)=4.2521, p=.043).  Gregariousness (F(1,64)=3.728, p=.058) was 

approaching significance and therefore was included in the presented findings (Table 4-

4).   

Question 4: What perceptions of the design process do safe-keeping vs. 

risk-taking students have when designing in their studio courses?  Do any 

differences emerge?  Content analysis from transcribed interview data identified 

differences between the safe-keeping and risk-taking groups (Tables 4-5 - 4-9).  

Student responses were organized in the following categories: professor 

personalities/teaching style, project structure, evaluation/critiques, studio teamwork, and 

self-perceived personality traits (Appendix E). 

Professor Personality and Teaching Style 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers displayed a range of opinions on professor 

personalities and teaching styles.  Both safe-keeping and risk-taking students felt 

professor personality played significant roles in creative risk-taking.  Safe-keepers “play 

to their professor”, want to be criticized in a “good” way, want professors to be energetic 

and “give ideas” and feel that if professors are not supportive of an idea then “you can‟t 

push your ideas further”.  Risk-takers want professors to be “open” because of their 

significant role in the creative process, they want professors to be critical, motivating, 
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and excited.  However, one risk-taking student insisted that professor personalities 

played no role in their creative risk-taking. 

Safe-keepers wanted professors‟ that: are compassionate, explain ideas/help each 

step of the way, offer positive reinforcement/good feedback, and draw and give ideas.  

Risk-takers wanted professors that:  are not afraid to influence, involve open-ended 

work styles, and are critical.  Further, safe-keepers listed unfavorable traits of 

professors as: judgmental/critical, do not give enough feedback, cannot suggest other 

designers‟ work to review and inspire.  Risk-takers suggested an unfavorable trait of 

professors to include getting too involved in projects.  Finally, safe-keeping and risk-

taking students also varied on safe-keepers wanting structure and routine while risk-

takers wanted a loose, informal, or casual teaching style (Table 4-5). 

Projects 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers varied in all response categories pertaining to 

projects.  Safe-keepers indicated that they prefer more requirements on projects, while 

risk-takers indicated preference towards loose project structures with broad generalized 

instructions.  Safe-keepers need more detail and risk-takers want open ended projects 

with less detail.  Finally, while working on a project safe-keepers prefer to meet with 

their professors more often than risk-takers (Table 4-6).   

Evaluations/Critiques 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers also varied in their perceptions of evaluations and 

critiques.  Safe-keeping students said receiving a negative critique would hinder them 

and they would be cautious afterwards, they would “take a step back…” and “reconsider 

the design…”, or change their project.  Risk-takers said: it would put them back a bit but 

they would bounce back after getting a new idea, they would re-valuate their decisions 
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and find a new idea, they also said they like criticism and find it motivating.  Students 

also differed in their preference to have their ideas supported or challenged.  Safe-

keepers said, “I need some sort of validation…”, and “supporting but then…feedback to 

help push the design”.  Risk-takers said “I like a challenge… it forces you to be more 

creative”, “I would learn more if [project/ideas] were challenged”, “whatever it [my 

project/idea] deserves…if it needs to be challenged I can fight it”, and “[professors] can 

support your ideas but challenge the way you are thinking about your ideas” (Table 4-7). 

Studio Teamwork 

Students also seemed to assume different roles when working in groups.  Safe-

keepers were contributors, supporters, and tended to question or challenge ideas to 

make sure they were plausible.  Risk-takers pushed ideas, were leaders, and combined 

ideas and strengths of students.  

Differences also emerged in team characteristics that hinder creative risk-taking 

and team characteristics that facilitate creative risk-taking.  Safe-keepers found 

dominant individuals and individuals with similar design approaches as hindrances.  

Risk-takers found partners that just want to get the work done, are unreliable, and 

criticize but offer no other solutions as hindrances.  Characteristics of teams that 

facilitate creative risk-taking also varied and included safe-keepers wanting, “people 

who help push ideas” and people who are organized and responsible.  Risk-takers 

wanted people who are passionate and willing to work and people who are free flowing 

with their ideas and just put themselves out there (Table 4-8).   

Self-Perceived Personality Traits 

Differences also emerged when students were prompted to discuss self-perceived 

personality traits.  Personality traits safe-keeping students have that they felt support 
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creative risk-taking included: a logical and methodical nature and being good at listening 

to others.  Personality traits risk-taking students have that they felt support creative risk-

taking included: being curious, confident, and avoiding feeling comfortable.   

Personality traits safe-keeping students found that hinder creative risk-taking 

included: too methodical and logical often getting stuck on minor details, they also felt 

they were not natural risk-takers.  Risk-takers found that sometimes they were too 

functional and do not think as creatively as they should (Table 4-9).
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Table 4-1.  Personality differences between the sample and NEO-PI-R 
norms (n=66)  

 

 
Population 

Norms 
 

Sample 

 Mean SD  Mean SD Z value Cohen D 

Total Neuroticism 83.1 21.7  90.18 20.994 2.52* .33 

Anxiety 15.4 5.4  18.31 5.657 4.12* .53 

Hostility 12.6 4.8  12.97 5.060 0.59  

Depression 12.9 5.6  13.69 5.263 1.09  

Self-Consciousness 15.0 4.5  15.54 4.872 0.91  

Impulsive 16.3 4.6  17.87 4.674 2.65* .34 

Vulnerable 10.9 4.0  11.88 4.392 1.86  

Total Extraversion 110.3 18.4  125.97 19.767 6.49* .82 

Warmth 23.6 3.8  24.04 4.378 0.87  

Gregariousness 17.0 4.7  20.54 5.307 5.70* .71 

Assertiveness 15.4 4.8  17.31 4.970 3.05* .39 

Activity 17.8 4.4  19.91 3.621 1.98* .28 

Excitement Seeking 15.7 5.1  21.69 5.431 8.96* 1.14 

Positive 20.8 4.5  23.55 4.503 4.70* .61 

Total Openness 111.0 17.2  128.51 21.482 7.58* .90 

Fantasy 16.2 5.0  21.10 5.995 7.35* .89 

Aesthetics 18.5 5.1  22.64 5.044 6.25* .82 

Feelings 20.8 4.1  23.42 4.182 4.90* .63 

Actions 16.8 3.6  17.30 4.519 1.03  

Ideas 18.2 5.0  22.36 5.227 6.36* .81 

Values 20.5 3.8  21.58 4.694 2.12* .25 

Total Agreeableness 128.5 14.4  120.27 18.956 -4.22* .49 

Trust 21.7 4.0  18.81 5.109 -5.36* .63 

Straightforward 22.2 4.3  19.64 5.095 -4.47* .54 

Altruism 24.3 3.2  25.01 3.740 1.67  

Compliance 19.6 4.1  18.22 5.143 -2.50* .30 

Modesty 19.7 3.8  18.46 5.103 -2.40* .28 

Tender-Mindedness 21.0 3.1  20.42 4.072 -1.38  

Total Conscientiousness 122.7 17.8  122.16 22.066 -0.23  

Competence 21.8 3.5  22.19 3.470 0.86  

Order 19.1 4.2  19.01 5.409 0.00  

Dutifulness 23.2 3.8  21.91 4.166 -2.58* .32 

Achieving 19.6 3.9  21.06 4.539 2.82* .35 

Self-Disciplined 21.7 4.4  19.15 5.617 -4.30* .51 

Deliberation 17.3 4.3  18.81 5.753 2.58* .30 

*p<.05
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Table 4-2.  Barriers to creative risk-taking perceived by students (n=66) 
 Frequency Total % 

Professor Personality/Teaching Style n=25 37.89% 

-Too opinionated/impose personal taste on student projects   

-Reject student ideas/not open to creative ideas   

-Lack of support/lack of guidance   

-Not creative themselves   

-Demanding and strict attitude   

-Focus on technical details vs. concepts   

-Team teachers that do not agree   

-Teaching style   

Project Characteristics n=20 30.30% 

-Too many restrictions/guidelines   

-Not enough time/deadlines   

-Cost of materials/out of pocket expense   

-Design elements (i.e. geometries such as angles are difficult to work with)   

Evaluation/Critiques n=19 28.79% 

-Negative feedback/criticism   

-Gives low grades for failed creative risks   

-Push/use their own ideas instead of student ideas    

-Does not listen to student during feedback/discussions   

-Criticizes students in front of class   

My Personality n=17 25.76% 

-Fear of failure/fear others will reject ideas   

-Too realistic when designing   

-Desire to please others   

-Nervous to take creative risks   

-Seeing other students‟ work   

-Interest in the type of project   

Social – Peers & Group members n=11 16.67% 

-Judgment/criticism from peers   

-Close minded/opinionated group member   

-Cautious group member   

-Too much time spent explaining ideas to group members   

-Group members   

My Abilities n=10 15.15% 

-Lack of creativity/skill set   

-Ideas are too different/too creative   

-Cannot explain ideas/misunderstood   
Students may have listed items in multiple categories.  Items listed in descending order. 
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Table 4-3.  Springboards to creative risk-taking perceived by students (n=66) 

 Frequency Total % 

Professor Personality/Teaching Style n=27 40.91% 

-Giving encouragement/support for ideas   

-Open-minded   

-Pushing creativity   

-Taking time with students/giving guidance on projects   

-Appreciation/encouragement for creative risk-taking   

-Giving feedback   

-Giving praise for successful projects   

-Enthusiastic Attitude   

-Having multiple professors   

-Believing in students‟ skills   

Project Characteristics n=26 39.39% 

-More freedom/less guidelines   

-More research, finding precedents/inspirational images   

-More abstract thinking/process work /brainstorming   

-Doing charrettes/break-out “creative time”   

-Sufficient amount of time to complete project   

-More time conceptualizing/more focus on concept   

-Type of project (i.e. competition)   

-Less deadlines/laid back deadlines   

-Open ended project statements   

-More inspiring projects   

Social – Peers & Group members n=21 31.82% 

-Group work/collaboration   

-Around open-minded peers   

-Get encouragement/support from peers   

-Seeing other students‟ take creative risks   

-Relaxed atmosphere   

-Get feedback from peers   

-Competitive atmosphere   

-Group members that help push thinking   

Physical Environment n=5 7.58% 

-Access to resources   

-Studio environment    

-Views to nature/daylighting   
Evaluation/Critiques n=4 6.06% 

-If taking a creative risk would not impact grade   

My Personality n=4 6.06% 

-Desire to stand out   

-Feel comfortable   

-Interest in project   

My Abilities n=3 4.55% 

-Ability to take project to the next level   

-Skills/Sketching   
Students may have listed items in multiple categories.  Items listed in descending order. 
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Table 4-4.  T-Test results differentiating personality traits of safe-keepers vs. risk-
takers (n=66) 

 p Mean 
(Raw Score) 

SD n 

Assertiveness .003*    

Safe-Keepers  15.53 4.945 32 

Risk Takers  19.09 4.447 34 

Activity .005*    

Safe-Keepers  17.63 3.765 32 

Risk Takers  20.12 3.131 34 

Extravert (total) .017*    

Safe-Keepers  120.06 18.852 32 

Risk Takers  131.68 19.479 34 

Competence .043*    

Safe-Keepers  21.38 3.405 32 

Risk Takers  23.09 3.343 34 

Gregariousness .058    

Safe-Keepers  19.22 5.085 32 

Risk Takers  21.71 5.363 34 

*p > .05 
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Table 4-5.  Interview responses on the topic of professor personality and teaching style   
(n=18, safe-keepers=9, risk-takers= 9)  

Safe-Keepers Risk-Takers 

“I think when the professors get more 
involved it really helps us, we know more of 
what they want to see and we can deliver that 
better” 

“professor personalities do not affect me” 

“[I like] when [professors] are more 
compassionate, just more understanding of 
my ideas where I am coming from” 

“[I like] someone who is willing to criticize you 
and not afraid to influence you” 

“[it is important to have]  a professor that will 
help you and will explain…what they want to 
see in a project” 

“[I like] a professor who listens and… is giving 
advice when you need it instead of trying to 
steer you a certain way and trying to impose 
their opinion too much”  

“if [professors] aren‟t supportive of your ideas 
or don‟t listen then you can‟t push your ideas 
further” 

“[I like] someone who is willing to criticize you 
and not afraid to influence you”  

“[I like] positive reinforcement”  
“[I like when professors are] excited about 
every weird crazy thing” 

“[it is helpful when professors] sit and listen to 
your idea and help you expand on it” 

“you need a professor that is critical but not so 
critical that they are difficult to work with”  

“[it helps] when [professors] are more 
compassionate, just more understanding of 
my ideas where I am coming from” 

“Honesty, [criticism] to me is really important”  

“[I don‟t like] a professor who isn‟t vocal, I had 
an issue with the professors not telling me 
everything that they wanted to see in my 
project” 

“[I like a] very loose style where [professors] 
give you the project and a few directives and 
come see you every now and again…kind of 
let you go do your own research and educate 
yourself” 

“when [professors] are judgmental and critical 
that always makes me standoffish…I‟m just 
going to stand back and do something simple  

“when professors are very involved in what you 
are doing…it hinders a little bit because they 
have their opinions and you have to go with 
them to get a good grade” 
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Table 4-6.  Interview responses on the topic of projects  
 (n=18, safe-keepers=9, risk-takers= 9) 

Safe-Keepers Risk-Takers 

Do you prefer more structured or unstructured projects? 

“I need a lot of guidelines and then I think from 
that I can be creative” 

“I don‟t like it when you have so many 
guidelines” 

“I like the detailed projects…opened ended I 
feel like I go crazy with it”  

“open ended leaves a little more for creativity 
and you can kind of interpret yourself”  

“very detailed so I know exactly what I need to 
do”  

“I like a loose project”  

“you really need details it directs you” “I prefer open ended” 

“more clarified because it will lead you into a 
better direction” 

“I feel like no matter what the structure is I‟m 
going to find a way to take that creative risk” 

 “I am very structured and detailed and I like a 
routine…when it is always just everywhere 
and there is no routine I get overwhelmed and 
distracted” 

  

How often do you like to receive professor desk critiques on a project? 

“as often as I can, every day if I could”  
“whenever I feel like I have come up with 
something [new]…I don‟t like meeting and 
having small assignments everyday” 

“every studio class…you know exactly what 
you are doing” 

“once a week, not necessarily every class, I 
think you need some breathing time” 

“I like to meet with them or have the option of 
meeting with them for every class” 

“I only meet with them when I‟m completely 
100% sure of what I‟m doing. I don‟t like to 
meet with them when I don‟t have my ideas 
clear” 

“every class…I love to meet and get critiqued 
for the next step…” 

“sometimes I don‟t need to talk to them 
(professors) for a week and then sometimes I 
really need to talk…maybe once a week” 

 “I like meeting with them after every time I 
change something…it is good to have their 
constant feedback” 
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Table 4-7.  Interview responses on the topic of evaluation and critique  
 (n=18, safe-keepers=9, risk-takers= 9) 

Safe-Keepers Risk-Takers 

How do you feel / respond when you receive a negative critique? 

“[a negative critique] can hinder because if 
you do take that risk and it is not applauded 
then you wouldn‟t want to try again…” 

“[a negative critique] would probably put me 
down a few steps but the second you come up 
with another really good idea that they like you 
shot back up there again” 

“if [a critique] was negative I just go back and 
change it completely, with whatever [the 
professors] said, just follow the professor” 
 

“[a negative critique] would be pretty depressing 
but at the same time it might be opening a new 
door…I would re-evaluate my decisions and 
ideas and maybe find a new one” 

“you play to your professors‟ to make them 
happy”  

“once I have resolved that issue [from a 
negative critique] I‟m back in the game”  

“[if I get a negative critique] I probably would 
be really cautious the next time around in fear 
of getting another bad critique”  

“I actually love criticism more than praise for my 
projects so I appreciate when I get criticism it 
helps me work and correct the mistakes…and 
forces me to be more creative” 

 
“[criticism] just motivates me more I think to do 
better and to think of something completely 
different” 

Do you prefer your ideas to be supported or challenged? 

“I need some sort of validation that at least 
where I was headed was right or my intentions 
were right and I do like being challenged…I 
think it is important for people like me I feel 
other people more naturally push themselves”  

“I like a challenge I think it makes it more 
difficult and forces you to be more creative…I 
would prefer to be challenged more so than 
supported” 

“Supported. But then if they have any feedback 
to help push the design forward that would be 
helpful”  

“whatever [my project] deserves…I would rather 
it be truthful…if it needs to be challenged I can 
fight it” 

“[I need] a little bit of both…it is nice to get the 
support because you know you are doing 
something right but if you are not challenged 
then you aren‟t growing” 

“It is nice to have your ideas supported but I feel 
that I would learn more if they were 
challenged…it would be more useful to get your 
ideas challenged”  

 
 “maybe both, I think [professors] can support 
your ideas but challenge the way you are 
thinking about your ideas” 
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Table 4-8.  Interview responses on the topic of studio teamwork  
 (n=18, safe-keepers=9, risk-takers= 9)  

Safe-Keepers Risk-Takers 

What role do you usually play on team-based projects and assignments? 

“I am really good about taking the team 
support role…I am really good a filling the 
gaps” 

“I usually take the lead…I want to make sure 
things are getting done and if I don‟t see 
someone giving out dates and setting times or 
responsibilities then I will immediately do that” 

“I always seem to be the person who is like 
„guys that is too weird we have to pull back a 
little bit or that wouldn‟t actually work…‟ I 
always feel like I‟m being realistic while 
everyone else is being creative” 

“[individuals who] don‟t accept ideas that seem 
crazy ...they just say no, we are going to do 
this because it is easier and faster  

“I tend to challenge ideas…I think of the pros 
and cons of the ideas thrown out there”   

“I try and get more action done than 
conversation…I say, „now that we figured that 
out what are we going to do about it‟ I am the 
person that turns it from an idea into an action” 

 
“I take the role of the leader a lot…I like to… 
grab the essence of things and push people” 

What hinders creative risk-taking on a student team? 

“critical or judgmental…or if people kind of 
takeover”  

“[individuals who] just want to get things done 
quickly and don‟t like to take the time to think 
about things” 

“if there is one person that seems dominant in 
the group [hinders creative risk-taking]” 

“people who just want to get by and not go in-
depth in the project and people who are not 
reliable” 

“if we are both like-minded” “a team that is not really in it for the project  

“if you are with someone  who has similar 
design approaches as you”  

“[individuals who] consistently keep bring up 
issues with the design…but they don‟t offer any 
sort of solution”  

 
“people that criticize without giving another 
option” 

What facilitates creative risk-taking on a student team? 

“people who are open to hearing your ideas… 
and help you along and push you farther in 
design” 

“working with people that are motivated and 
they want to compete in a healthy competition”  

“being organized is one of the main things, I 
love to work with someone that is pretty 
organized and responsible”  

 “a team that is passionate about the project and 
has a value set that reflects wanting to change 
things rather than just get the project done” 

“having more creative people on my team”  
“free flowing [group members] and thinking 
more and putting their ideas out and not being 
scared”  

“a team with a few different people who have 
different design approaches” 

 

“willingness to spend as much time as 
necessary”  
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Table 4-9.  Interview responses on self-perceived personality traits  
 (n=18, safe-keepers=9, risk-takers= 9) 

Safe-Keepers Risk-Takers 

What personal traits do you have that support creative risk-taking? 

“I am very logical and methodical about 
things” 

“a lot of me is like a kid…that definitely helps 
me to take creative risks” 

“I am really good about listening and looking 
at my project objectively …taking ideas from 
professors and other students” 

“my stubborn to keep pushing even if it doesn‟t 
work out” 

“I think it is easy for me to put myself in 
someone else‟s shoes” 

“I don‟t really care what people think a lot of 
times” 

 
“very driven person, I just want to do the best I 
can and push my boundaries all the time” 

 
“I‟m very curious and I try to avoid feeling 
comfortable with things” 

What personal traits do you have that hinder creative risk-taking? 

“a fear of it not being perfect or it not being 
exactly what my professors or I ultimately 
want” 

“my procrastination…definitely makes it more 
difficult to take creative risks” 

“I have a lot of trouble just getting myself to 
not look at something so realistically” 

“I think even as much as I try to think outside of 
the box there are times where I still do think of 
things normally” 

“[if I could] push myself…not always stay in 
my comfort zone…it takes a little more 
nudging to get me out… 

“sometimes I‟m too concerned with what other 
people think so if I cared less then I would 
probably take more risks” 

“my fear of taking too many risks…there is a 
greater risk you will be critiqued badly…if you 
have an average project then you don‟t have 
to worry about a bad grade or harsh critique” 

“to completely have no inhibitions at all, not be 
shy, not feel that any ideas is stupid or crazy or 
weird…lay it out there and if people don‟t like it, 
who cares” 

“research other projects and get inspiration 
from other things…” 

“having the yearning to go out there and see 
more and research more, to open my mind 
more” 

“I just need to be less stringent…let it be 
sometimes just go with it and not be so strict 
on all the little details” 

 

“I wish…I could just disregard little details at 
certain points…and look at the overall picture” 

 

“I am methodical…sometimes you just want to 
be free with it and let it flow and I just don‟t 
really work that way” 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

This pedagogical study was designed to explore the phenomenon of creative risk-

taking in undergraduate interior design studios.  Creative solutions are vital to success 

in today‟s job market; design students must first learn to take creative risks in the 

classroom in order to apply that same knowledge in the organizational atmosphere 

(Dewett, 2004).  Creative risk-taking can lead students‟ to develop cutting-edge and 

novel solutions in their work; however, it must be acknowledged that a counterpoint of 

safe-keeping is also necessary to ensure that solutions are appropriate to a given 

context and domain.  The following discussion examines the role of personality traits 

and perceived springboards and barriers to risk-taking.  Educational strategies and 

relevant instructional approaches are discussed based on implications surfacing from 

the findings. 

Question 1: What personality traits associated with creative risk-taking do 

interior design students’ display? How do interior design students compare to 

normative populations?  The z-test scores on the NEO-PI-R indicated that the sample 

displayed significantly higher levels in the following personality scales and subscales;  

Neuroticism: anxiety, impulsiveness; Extraversion: gregariousness, assertiveness, 

activity, excitement seeking, and positive emotions; Openness: fantasy, aesthetics, 

feelings, ideas, and values.  The sample also displayed significantly higher levels in two 

Conscientiousness subscales, achievement striving and deliberation, as well as 

significantly lower levels in the subscales of self-discipline and dutifulness.  The sample 

also displayed significantly lower levels of Agreeableness and its subscales; trust, 

straightforwardness, compliance, and modesty.  Findings from the z-tests reveal a 
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sample that is primed for creativity when compared to population norms, as the majority 

of personality differences are traits indicative of highly creative individuals.  

The sample displayed significantly higher levels of Neuroticism and two of its 

subscales, anxiety and impulsiveness.  Batey and Furnham (2006) found that across 

various personality tests Neuroticism improved creativity in artistic domains, because 

these individuals are typically more emotionally sensitive; and therefore, can appreciate 

and express ideas involving emotional content.  Emotional sensitivity can be viewed as 

an important trait for interior designers, as they design spaces for clients and users who 

ultimately foster connections with their environment.  Interior designers must understand 

and help support these emotional connections through design.  Feist (1999) also 

suggested artists are more prone to anxiety and impulsiveness.  Impulsivity is often 

linked to artists‟ “rebellious and nonconforming dispositions” (Feist, 1999, p. 275).  

The sample also displayed significantly higher levels of Extraversion and five of its 

subscales; gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement seeking, and positive 

emotions.  Extraversion has often been correlated to the creative personality.  In fact, 

Csíkszentmihályi (1996) explained that creative individuals are capable of displaying 

both introverted and extroverted traits at the same time; however, he highlighted “the 

importance of seeing people, hearing people, [and] exchanging ideas” as a vital 

component of the creative process (p. 66).  Interior design is a collaborative field 

therefore, it follows that individuals with gregarious and extraverted traits may be 

attracted to the profession.  Other subscales of Extraversion are also linked to the 

creative personality; such as, assertiveness, activity, excitement seeking, and positive 

emotions.  Mackinnon (1962) found that highly creative architects display higher levels 
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of assertiveness while Feist‟s (1999) research found that highly creative scientists‟ have 

a tendency to exhibit dominance, assertiveness, and high self-confidence.  Activity or 

“high energy” has been frequently correlated to the creative personality (Barron & 

Harrington, 1981, p.453).  Csíkszentmihályi (1996) explained that creative work often 

entails many hours of intense concentration and thus, requires a “great deal of physical 

energy” (p. 58).  The sample also displayed higher levels of excitement seeking.  These 

types of individuals enjoy stimulation and active environments (McCrae & Costa, 2010).  

Hirt (1999) described creative individuals as “excited about new possibilities” he also 

explained that they are “energetic…in generating ideas and pursuing them” (p. 252).  

Farley (1991) described the creative individual as one that seeks excitement, 

stimulation, and enjoys risk-taking.  Creative individuals thrive in environments that are 

“cognitively and perceptually stimulating” these types of environments have been found 

to “enhance creativity” (Amabile, 1996, p. 249).  The sample also displayed significantly 

higher levels of positive emotions. Many scholars have suggested that positive affect 

increases creativity.  Isen (1999) explained “positive affect fosters cognitive complexity, 

creativity, and innovation” (p. 530); however, a positive outlook can also help one to 

persevere against emerging blocks and failures during problem-solving (Hirt, 1999; 

Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987).   

The sample also displayed significantly higher levels in Openness and five of its 

subscales: fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, ideas, and values.  Openness is a trait 

repeatedly linked to the creative personality.  Feist (1999) found openness to 

experience as a distinguishing trait in both creative artists and scientists.  When 

individuals are open to experience they exhibit a desire for finding “new ways of doing 
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things” and they have “potential for improving and changing the status quo” (George & 

Zhou, 2001, p. 514).  Creative individuals are more prone to using their imagination 

resulting in an openness to fantasy (Feist, 1999).  People who are “open” to change and 

new ideas are often drawn to creative professions such as design.  The sample also 

displayed significantly higher levels in the aesthetics subscale.  These individuals have 

“a deep appreciation for art and beauty” they are “intrigued by art” (McCrae & Costa, 

2010, p.22).  MacKinnon‟s (1962) study of creative architects also supported this 

finding, revealing architects‟ high scores of aesthetics.  Design is a highly visual field 

requiring sensitivities to color and aesthetics; this connection may explain the high level 

of the aesthetics subscale within the study sample.  Students also displayed higher 

levels in the ideas and values subscales, individuals who score high in ideas have  

“intellectual curiosity” and a “willingness to consider new…unconventional ideas”.  

Those who score high in values are willing to reexamine typical ideals (McCrae & 

Costa, 2010, P. 23).  Designers must tend toward fresh and untried ideas to always stay 

a step above.  Csíkszentmihályi (1996) explained “a good dose of curiosity, wonder, 

and interest…in how things work” is “a great advantage for recognizing potential 

novelty.  Every creative person is more than amply endowed with these traits” (p. 53).   

Finally, the sample also displayed significantly higher levels in the feelings subscale of 

Openness; these individuals are receptive to their own inner feelings, these individuals 

often feel more keenly that others who may score low in this subscale (McCrae & Costa, 

2010).  Feist‟s (1999) findings show artistic and creative individuals to be more sensitive 

and in tune with emotion. 
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On the Conscientiousness subscales the sample displayed significantly higher 

levels in deliberation and achievement striving as well as significantly lower levels of 

self-discipline and dutifulness.  Individuals that score high in deliberation and 

achievement have high aspirations, are diligent, have purpose, and think carefully 

before acting (McCrae & Costa, 2010).  Feist‟s (1999) research showed that creative 

artists and creative scientists both display high levels of achievement.  Similarly, 

Mackinnon‟s (1962) study found that highly creative architects were determined, 

diligent, and conscientious or deliberate.  With regard to the lower sample scores on 

self-discipline and dutifulness, Csíkszentmihályi (1996) explained that creative 

individuals are often child-like, light-hearted, and free flowing.  “Playfulness and 

discipline, or responsibility and irresponsibility” are paradoxical traits that creative 

individuals tend to possess (p.61).  Creative individuals have the unique ability to 

possess contradictory traits such as hard working and whimsy “without inner conflict” 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1996, p. 57).  High scorers of dutifulness, “adhere strictly to their 

ethical principles…[and] moral obligations as they understand them” (McCrae & Costa, 

2010, p. 24).  More so than any other, artists tend to “rebel against established 

norms…questioning, challenging, and pushing the limits…[these] may be the defining 

traits of being an artist in modern society” (Feist, 1999, p. 278).  Csíkszentmihályi 

(1996) explained yet another paradoxical condition within the creative individual.  He 

said it is impossible to be creative without understanding and respecting a domain 

however, it will always remain unchanged if someone is not willing to push the limits of 

precedent.  A creative person must be “both traditional and conservative” while being 

“rebellious and iconoclastic” at the same moment (p. 71).  In design it is important to 
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respect the past and accepted norms; however, creative design requires one to 

question accepted values and doctrines.   

The sample also displayed significantly lower levels of Agreeableness and four of 

its subscales: trust, straightforwardness, compliance, and modesty.  Low levels of 

agreeableness are commonly found creative people.  For example, agreeable 

individuals often rely on the belief of an external locus of control and are more likely to 

conform to the status quo, become a follower rather than a leader, and tend to shy away 

from competition.  People who display low levels of Agreeableness usually have an 

internalized locus of control and a belief that the control of external events lies within 

themselves (Feist, 1999, Woodman & Schoenfeldt, 1989).  Interior design is a highly 

competitive field and may attract people with an internal locus of control who are less 

likely to agree with social norms and the status quo.  Students also displayed lower 

levels of trust and straightforwardness.  MacKinnon (1962) found that highly creative 

architects were slow to trust others, he stated that they showed “profound skepticism” 

(p. 32).  A high level of curiosity and skepticism will lead individuals to constantly 

question norms and precedent.  Individuals that score low in straightforwardness may 

be more likely to use flattery, manipulation, and persuasion (McCrae & Costa, 2010).  

Designers must convince or influence others‟ in order to get them to accept their 

creative endeavors or ideas.  Creative individuals must often be persuasive to “sell” 

their idea.  Csíkszentmihályi (1999) stated the importance of persuasion “if you cannot 

persuade the world that you had a creative idea, how do you know that you actually had 

it…it is impossible to separate creativity from persuasion” (p. 314).  Simonton (1990) 

also acknowledged the importance of persuasion, as he included it in the framework of 
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the four p‟s.  “The attribution of creativity hinges on whether a person has actually 

influenced others into concluding that creativity has in fact been 

exhibited….persuasion…is the ultimate arbitrator” (pp.98-99).  The sample also 

displayed lower levels of compliance and modesty.  Creative individuals are often 

independent and do not conform to rules (Feist, 1999).  Furthermore, creative 

individuals can be arrogant and lack modesty.  Their accomplishments provide self-

assurance and often pridefulness (Csíkszentmihályi, 1999).  This same confidence and 

self-assurance surfaces in design as well; the creative architects, in MacKinnon‟s (1962) 

classic study of architects, saw themselves as dominant, ascendant, and self-assured.     

Question 2: What springboards and barriers to creative risk-taking do 

interior design students perceive in their studio courses?  Content analysis of the 

Creative Risk-taking Survey identified several perceived springboards and barriers to 

creative risk-taking in the studio environment.  While categories of perceived affects 

remain consistent, student comments revealed different rankings of importance.  

Categories are listed in descending order of response rate.  Students saw professor 

personality/teaching style; project characteristics, evaluation/critiques, their own 

personality, peers and group members, and their own abilities as barriers that hindered 

their creative risk-taking.  Conversely, students saw professor personality/teaching 

style, project characteristics, peers and group members, evaluations/critiques, their own 

personalities, and finally, their own abilities as springboards to creative risk-taking.  A 

discussion of each identified category follows.  

Professor Personality/Teaching Style 

Nearly 38% of students saw professor personalities or teaching styles as a barrier 

to creative risk-taking and just over 40% found them to be springboards to their creative 
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risk-taking.  Findings from the study showed that students want “more risk-taking and 

innovative attitudes from professors” and “professors who encourage risk-taking are 

more helpful than others”.  One student stated that it would help to “have the professors 

look at the student‟s intentions behind design decisions” suggesting a more open and 

accepting stance.  Students also explained that having their ideas shut down or 

dismissed hindered their creative risk-taking.  Listening seemed to be a core trait that 

students‟ desired; “I am hindered when a teacher dismisses my idea…not even allowing 

for an explanation from me”.  Another student commented, “[my creative risk-taking is 

hindered when] professors are very strongly opinionated and do not listen very well”.  

Students also suggested that it was important to take time to develop a rapport, 

communication, and trust with their professors.  “I would like more time with professors 

to discuss projects and design ideas”.  One student explained, “I really like it when 

professors sit down with you and [the design discussion] is conversational…like a 

casual friendship kind of style where you work through things together”, another student 

explained, “if I am scared of the professor then I don‟t have intimacy if I want to share 

and idea and I‟m not comfortable sharing it or explaining…having closeness with the 

professor and trust is important”. 

A responsive classroom atmosphere allows to students to express themselves 

creatively with teacher behaviors that welcome unusual questions, are respectful of 

imaginative and unusual ideas, and show [students] that their ideas are valued 

(Torrance & Myers, 1970).  Teachers must be accepting, open, and flexible (Dacey, 

1989) and develop relationships with students (Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980; 

Morganett, 1991, Ryans, 1960).  It is important for professors to listen to students and 
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encourage communication through expression of feelings and ideas.  Professors should 

promote communication of ideas, be respectful of student ideas, and realize the value in 

student ideas, this is a reflection to the student that the professor is listening and 

encouraging creativity.   

Project Characteristics 

After professor personality, project characteristics were the second most 

mentioned component that could positively or negatively impact students‟ willingness to 

take creative risks in studio.  Over 30% of students identified project characteristics as 

barriers and nearly 40% identified project characteristics as springboards to creative 

risk- taking.  In general, students indicated that increased freedom on projects facilitated 

creative risk-taking while timelines and guidelines hindered creative risk-taking.  As one 

student commented, “When we have a little more freedom and [projects are] not so 

structured, I feel like some of the projects we do have similar results, I can be a little 

more creative when I can kind of make my own project”.  Some students expressed a 

desire to work at their own pace, having freedom in their working style and preferred “a 

very loose [teaching] style where [professors] give the project and a few directives and 

they kind of come see you every now and again… [professors] let you go and do your 

own research and educate yourself”.  Encouraging independence and freedom of 

choice allows students to find their own creative style; one way to accomplish this is to 

integrate choices into assignments (Cole, Sugioka, & Yamagata-Lynch, 1999).  

Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron (1996) explained that creative results are 

more frequently produced when people have autonomy and control in how they work.  

Dewett (2004) explained that willingness to take risk is affected by autonomy.  When 

individuals feel that they have freedom in their work they will take more risks.   
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Amabile, et al. (1996) also commented on timelines and workload pressures.  A 

paradox exists on workload pressures; some degrees of pressure can have positive 

influences whereas extreme loads can hinder creativity.  Some students work well 

under pressure while others need less stressful deadlines and more time.  One student 

explained “if I had more time to experiment with ideas, techniques, etc., I think I could 

take more creative risks”.  Another student explained “with very little time given, 

sometimes I just want to finish the work without putting too much stress on myself to 

take risks”.   

Deadlines are inherent characteristics of interior design studio projects.  

Suggestions to relieve the stress from deadlines might include: allowing students to set 

a pace comparable to a professor‟s deadlines, in order to keep track, for example 

including grace periods before and after the due date.  Students may also be allowed to 

choose from a selection of deliverables and varied techniques.  Another suggestion 

would be to gage students‟ abilities each semester; one cohort may differ from another 

prompting a professor to modify demands of a completed project.   

Evaluation/Critiques 

Evaluation was also found to play a significant role in creative risk-taking, most 

frequently as a barrier; almost 30% of students identified evaluations and critiques as a 

barrier, while only 6% found evaluations and critiques as springboards to creative risk-

taking .  One student explained “I sometimes have a fear of taking too many risks 

because there is a greater risk that you can be critiqued badly for it but, if you have an 

average project then you don‟t have to worry about getting a bad grade or getting 

critiqued harshly on a project”.  Kawenski (1991) explained some students are “afraid to 

take risks, afraid to explore new ideas, afraid to fail” (p. 263).  Some students may feel 
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more comfortable not taking risks and not being creative for fear of poor evaluation and 

the possibility of a low grade.  One student stated the importance of grades “grades are 

important in college and if a professor is constantly grading negatively on my 

project…then I would compromise to get the grade”.  Another student supported that by 

saying “I am more worried about getting a good grade than testing the boundary”.  

While conducting research in organizational settings Dewett (2004) noted that the 

nature of the evaluative feedback given to an employee by their supervisor can impact 

an employees‟ willingness to take risks in the future, depending on how was received.  

This can also be applied to the classroom; students that get positive feedback even for 

failed attempts may be more encouraged to take creative risks in the future. 

“Traditional methods of assessment have contributed to students‟ pursuits of 

grades rather than pursuits of learning” (Berenson & Carter, 1995, p. 182).  In order to 

avoid this type of thought, Berenson and Carter (1995) suggested that teachers “provide 

an opportunity for students to make conceptual connections and reflect on 

understanding” (p. 182).  Also, to help circumvent the fear of evaluation professors 

could integrate projects that are evaluated based on creative risk-taking alone or 

projects that are discussed without a scaled evaluation.  Torrance and Myers (1970) 

suggested “occasionally have pupils do something for practice without the threat of 

evaluation” (p. 253). 

Peer and Team Interactions 

Peer and team interactions can also influence creative performance; nearly 17% of 

students found peer and team interactions as barriers to creative risk-taking however, 

over 30% found these interactions to be springboards.  Some students explained they 

would take more creative risks if “teachers weren‟t biased in their opinions and didn‟t 
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play favorites”.  “A flat structure where teamwork rather than rank is emphasized” 

improves creativity; with this type of relationship “creative ideas are explored more in-

depth” (Horng, Hong, ChanLln, Chang, & Chu, 2005, p. 355).  Students also create 

hierarchical structures whether real or perceived.  One student explained, “[I am 

hindered when] working with students who try to control a group too much and limit the 

decisions of other group members”.  Some students mentioned that they prefer groups 

where everyone is on the same playing field and one student is not dominating the 

group.  Students also mentioned that they usually enjoy team projects and that “group 

projects are easier to take risks with because you always have someone pushing you 

and feeding off your ideas”.  They also felt more comfortable with risk because they 

have others in the group to share the criticism and to help defend ideas.    

Group learning should be implemented regularly as a large number of students 

regard this type of learning as beneficial; it also prepares students for the profession 

where most projects are team efforts.  Professors should encourage team building and 

prime teams to understand the role that safe-keeping and risk-taking play in problem 

solving.  They can do so by: 1) establishing the importance of team work, explain why 

teamwork is important in their profession, provide specific examples; 2) defining the 

task, “establish clear objectives at the outset of the project” this helps students stay on 

track and “practice teamwork skills necessary for timely completion of projects”; 3) 

encourage establishment of roles, “Successful teams need a balance of task and 

relationship roles.  Task roles include seeking and providing information…relationship 

roles refer to the social interaction of team members” and; 4) meet with teams, 

professors should attend some group meetings in order to observe progress and 



 

75 

provide feedback (Page & Donelan, 2003, pp. 125-126).  Encouraging level playing 

fields between students is also important; one way to do this is to help students 

understand and respect the different working styles of their peers, “people have different 

cognitive approaches for assimilating data and solving problems”.  Professors should 

foster an appreciation of those differences among students and teach students to 

employ the differences to lead to creative solutions of problems (Leonard & Straus, 

1997, p. 1).  Professors can assist students in getting to know each other‟s differences 

by employing team building activities that identify safe-keeping and risk-taking 

temperaments.  Instead of jumping into a project right away professors could give 

students time to acclimate to their new team members, and allow for a brief team 

building exercise.  One of these activities may involve having students discuss their 

personal and work characteristics (Page & Donelan, 2003).  Another suggestion to 

incorporate differences would be to set aside time for both divergent and convergent 

thinking during a project as it has been shown that students excel in different aspects of 

cognitive styles (Leonard & Straus, 1997; Meneely, 2010).  It is also important for 

students to address conflict in the early stages of a project for example, one suggestion 

from Leonard and Straus (1997) was to “handle conflict by stating that anyone [can] 

disagree with anyone else about anything, but no one [can] disagree without saying the 

reason” (p. 1).  Professors should teach students to “depersonalize conflict” and 

“acknowledge that other approaches are not wrong…just different” this should not be 

taken personally. Finally, professors must always remind students to keep the “project‟s 

goal in front of the group” (Leonard & Straus, 1997, p. 1).   
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Personal Abilities and Personalities 

A small number of students felt their personalities, 6%, and abilities, almost 5%, 

helped to support creative risk-taking.  “Even though I am practical I am also a dreamer 

and I love the idea of fulfilling peoples‟ smaller desires with creative innovation”.  

Another student stated “my artistic and creative side has definitely helped me take 

creative risks”.  One student explained “my ability to look at things differently facilitates 

my ability to take creative risks”.  Conversely, a larger majority of students felt their 

personality, over 25%, and abilities, over 15%, were barriers to creative risk-taking.  “My 

realism always seems to beat out my dreaming.  I am too afraid of creating something 

ridiculously non-functional”.  One student explained, “I am afraid to take creative risks 

because I sometimes feel I cannot produce what is in my mind.  Another said “Creative 

risk entails more time spent on a project, I work very meticulously and it hinders my 

ability to work quickly”.  It is not unexpected that students perceived their abilities and 

personalities to affect their creative risk-taking.  Dewett (2004) explained that self-

efficacy is linked to creativity and influences behavior.  An employee that has self-

efficacy increases their willingness to take risks likewise, a student with high self-

efficacy would be more willing to overcome obstacles and take risks in their projects.   

Puccio and Grivas (2009) conducted a study that examined the relationship 

between personality traits and creativity styles using Foursight and the DiSC Personal 

Profile System.  Foursight is a self-report measure of creativity that “helps individuals 

identify the strength of preference they have for… [the] stages of the creative process” 

including: problem clarification, idea generation, solution development, and 

implementation (p. 248). The categories one might identify with in the Foursight model 

include: the Clarifier, Ideator, Developer, and Implementer respectively related to the 
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creative process stages.  The other instrument used by Puccio and Grivas (2009) was 

DiSC which stands for dominance, influence, steadiness, and conscientiousness; it is 

used to measure surface traits that are descriptive of certain behaviors.  Individuals with 

the Dominance trait “are said to be active when dealing with problems and challenges”, 

those with Influence traits are “associated with enthusiasm, persuasiveness and 

optimism”, Steadiness “refers to individuals who dislike change and prefer a steady 

pace and security”, finally, those who are Conscientious are “concerned with producing 

quality work and are described as cautious, careful, exacting and systematic” (p.250).  

Puccio and Grivas (2009) found that “a clear distinction emerged between the 

clarification and ideation steps of the creative process” (p. 253).  They concluded that 

“those who express strong preference for the idea generation stage of the creative 

process are likely to show such traits as willingness to challenge prevailing thought, 

need for change and attraction to variety” (Puccio & Grivas, 2009, p. 247).  They also 

found that those who have a preference for problem clarification have “tendencies to be 

cautious, careful, analytical, accurate and tactful” (Puccio & Grivas, 2009, p. 247).  

Puccio and Grivas (2009) continued to explain that these distinctions within the creative 

process make sense for example, “when engaged in clarification of a problem, more 

tempered personality traits would seem to be beneficial… [they] enable an individual to 

concentrate on the details” (p. 253).  Conversely, the stage involving the generation of 

ideas needs traits “that compel the individual to play with possibilities, to not be satisfied 

with the status quo, and openly search for unique connections” (Puccio & Grivas, 2009, 

p. 253).  Puccio and Grivas (2009) explained that “creative achievement is facilitated by 

a diverse set of personality traits that enable individuals to more easily navigate 



 

78 

through, and engage in, the varying kinds of mental operations associated with the full 

creative process” (p. 253).   

Kirton and de Ciantis (1986), with the Adaption-innovation (A-I) theory, supported 

the idea that personality dimensions have connections to cognitive styles, or an 

individuals‟ preference for handling and storing information.  Adaptors prefer the tried 

and true; they often use solutions that have been known to work.  Innovators prefer to 

approach problems from a new angle and break with typical or known solutions (Kirton, 

1987).  Kirton and de Ciantis (1986) found correlations of the Kirton Adaption-Innovation 

Inventory (KAI) and Cattell‟s Sixteen Personality Factor Inventory (16PF).  The 

correlations for Adaptors included: Humble, Conscientious, Conservative, and 

Controlled; Innovators correlated with: Assertive, Expedient, Experimental, and 

Undisciplined.  Adaptors can be described as cautious, able to maintain a degree of 

accuracy in detailed work, methodical, often seek solutions using past methods, 

precise, reliable.  Conversely, innovators are impatient with detail, bored with routine, 

challenge rules, question assumptions, and bring about radical change (Kirton & de 

Ciantis, 1986).  Students in the study described similar traits that they viewed to both 

hinder and facilitate their creative risk-taking; all of these traits can be viewed as 

important at various points in the creative design process.    

Professors should encourage students to identify with the type of personality traits 

their behavior tendencies reveal, as well as encourage students to step outside of their 

comfort zone and engage in activities to grow and improve in the other types of 

behaviors that support the creative process that they are not as comfortable with. 



 

79 

Question 3: What personality differences exist between students identified 

as safe-keepers vs. risk-takers?  Statistically significant personality differences 

appeared between safe-keepers and risk-takers on the following NEO-PI-R subscales: 

Extroversion, assertiveness, activity, and competence. Risk-takers displayed 

significantly higher levels of Extraversion than safe-keepers.  McCrae & Costa (2010) 

described the extraverted individual to enjoy excitement, and stimulation; they are also 

assertive, active, and talkative (McCrae & Costa, 2010).  Research has shown that 

personality characteristics have “major effects on risk behavior”; and that extraversion 

has a strong connection with risk propensity and risk-taking (Nicholson, Soane, Fento-

O‟Creevy, & Willman, 2005, p. 158).  Farley (1986) also linked extroversion, risk-taking, 

and experimental artistic preferences together.   

Risk-takers also displayed significantly higher levels of assertiveness.  Assertive 

individuals are “dominant, forceful, and social[ly] ascendant…they speak without 

hesitation” (McCrae & Costa, 2010, p.22).  Several scholars support assertiveness as a 

recurring trait of the creative personality (Mackinnon, 1962; Feist 1998, 1999).  Eighty-

two percent of creative architects were ranked as assertive in Mackinnon‟s study of 

creative architects.  Mackinnon (1962) noted that when required to interact with others 

highly creative architects “do so in a dominant manner, with marked social presence 

and…skill” (p.28).  Likewise, Kirton‟s (1987) study of adaptors and innovators found that 

innovators “tend to take control in unstructured situations” and often display “low self-

doubt when generating ideas” (p. 285).   

Risk-takers also displayed significantly higher levels on the activity subscale. 

Active individuals display a “rapid tempo and vigorous movement, a sense of energy, 
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and a need to keep busy” (McCrae & Costa, 2010, p. 23).  Active individuals tend to 

display an internal locus of control and put themselves out there in the world.  Traits 

such as a drive for accomplishment, task-focus, perseverance in the face of obstacles, 

risk-taking, and high-energy are consistently correlated to the creative personality 

(Sternberg & Lubart, 1995).  Sternberg and Lubart (1995) noted “To go beyond mere 

potential and actually be creative, one needs to be motivated”; innovators must be 

“energetic [and] productive” (p. 9).     

Finally, risk-takers also displayed significantly higher levels of competence. 

Competent people are “capable, sensible, prudent, and effective” (McCrae & Costa, 

2010, p. 23).  Creative ideas entail some level of risk since they challenge social norms.  

Torrance (1963) explained, “being a minority of one makes one uncomfortable” 

therefore, a creative individual must have “independence of judgment” requiring “great 

courage” (p. 222).  Competence and perseverance are associated with high self-esteem 

and an internal locus of control, (Feist, 1999, Amabile, 1996; Sternberg & Lubart, 1995).   

While many risk-taking traits have been correlated in the literature to the creative 

personality; it is important to note that the external locus of control embodied by the 

safe-keeping personality does play an important role during problem solving.  A safe-

keeping mindset may be particularly suited to identifying, clarifying, and understanding 

the problem at hand (Puccio & Grivas, 2009).  Also safe-keeping may be particularly 

suited for implementing ideas and ensuring that solutions meet certain criteria for 

acceptance in the domain.  Portillo and Dohr (1994) found that different designers often 

consider different criteria when designing.  They suggested that various types of training 

and personality may affect a designers‟ approach to designing and design criteria.  
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“Perhaps an intuitive orientation coupled with an inner, reflective focus encourages the 

weighing of many criteria” (Portillo & Dohr, 1994, p. 415).  Csíkszentmihályi (1996) 

explained the two poles of any given trait are important; without the first pole “new ideas 

would not be recognized” and without the second “[ideas would] not be developed to the 

point of acceptance” (p. 76). 

Question 4: What perceptions of the design process do safe-keeping vs. 

risk-taking students have when designing in their studio courses?  Do any 

differences emerge?  A content analysis of the interview transcripts revealed different 

perceptions and preferences for professor personality/teaching style, project structure, 

evaluation, teamwork roles, and self between safe-keepers and risk-takers.  This 

section explores these differences and suggests educational practices that encourage 

creative risk-taking for students of all dispositions.    

Professor Personality/Teaching Style 

Both safe-keepers and risk-takers felt that professor personalities influenced their 

ability to take creative risks however, some differences emerged.  Safe-keepers 

expressed a need for compassionate support, positive feedback, and more guidance in 

the development of ideas from professors; whereas, risk-takers wanted professors to be 

more challenging and critical in their feedback, and exhibit more influence on their 

ideas.  One safe-keeping student explained, “[we] play to our professors‟ …you kind of 

do your work to make them happy because they are the ones evaluating [your project]” 

while another safe-keeper stated, “when [professors] are judgmental and critical that 

always makes me standoffish…I‟m just going to stand back and do something simple”.  

In contrast, one risk-taker commented, “[the professor‟s personality] doesn‟t really affect 

me to be completely honest, I can say whatever I have to say and I‟m not going to be 
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embarrassed if somebody says „that‟s a terrible idea‟” while another risk-taker said “I 

actually love criticism more than praise for my projects so I appreciate when I get 

criticism it helps me work and correct the mistakes…and forces me to be more 

creative.”   

Kirton‟s (1987) research of adaptors and innovators found similar differences.  

Adaptors like safety and tried and true paths to solutions, which explains safe-keepers‟ 

desire to have professors thoroughly clarify an idea; they are more apt to embrace 

precedent to gain the approval of a professor.  Dewett (2004) found in his organizational 

study “affirming behavioral consequences are positively related to the consideration 

of…creative efforts” (p. 263).  This idea can be transferred to the studio.  By providing 

more approval and affirmation of risk-taking behaviors and the important role of learning 

from “failed” ideas professors can provide safe-keeping students with the external 

validation they need to feel “safe” to take risks.  Innovators are the opposite; they like to 

question the status quo, challenge authority, and do not need approval from others.   

Studio professors need to understand where their students fall in the risk-taking/ 

safe-keeping continuum and decipher which students require more direction and 

positive reinforcement and which students not only need less but desire less.  

Developing deeper relationships with students lets them know you have a vested 

interest in them professionally and personally (Cole, Sugioka, & Yamagata-Lynch, 

1999), this also provides the instructor with valuable information on how to best support 

each student‟s learning behavior.  Professors also learn more about students by 

observation; they typically can assess a student‟s working and thinking preference by 

seeing their work unfold throughout their studio course.  Long term this method is 
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effective; however, implementing a brief reflection assignment at the beginning of the 

semester will help both the professor and student learn valuable information about their 

working and thinking preferences early on.  Problem solving “is among the most 

meaningful and important kinds of learning and thinking” (Jonassen, 1997, p. 65).  

Creating a problem solving reflection assignment using well and ill-structured problems 

is a good and accurate way to learn about students‟ working and thinking preferences.  

Well-structured problems are clarified, and “engage the application of…rules and 

principles”, the types of problems a safe-keeper would gravitate towards.  In opposition, 

ill-structured problems “contain uncertainty about which concepts, rules, and principles 

are necessary for the solution”; the type of problem a risk-taker would enjoy working on 

(Jonassen, 1997, p. 65).  This type of reflection assignment helps the student think 

critically about the problem at hand, engages them in two types of problem structures, 

and allows them to see their working and thinking preferences.  This type of assignment 

also allows the professor to learn more about the student and how they approach 

problems; armed with this information a professor would know where each students‟ 

strengths lie and how to better serve the student in future studio projects. 

Project Structure 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers also varied on their preference of project structure 

and how often they would like to receive feedback.  Safe-keepers favored a more 

detailed project structure with more requirements; whereas, risk-takers preferred a 

loose project structure with broad instructions and limitations.  One safe-keeper 

explained, “I like the detailed projects…on open ended [projects] I feel like I go crazy” 

another safe-keeper commented, “you really need details, it directs you”.  In contrast, 

risk-takers noted that they “prefer loose projects” as one explained, “open ended 
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[projects] leave a little more room for creativity and you can kind of interpret them 

yourself”.   

Safe-keepers also expressed a desire to meet with their professors more often to 

receive feedback on their projects than risk-takers.  One safe-keeper mentioned they 

would like to meet their professor “as often as I can, every day if I could.”  Another safe-

keeper said, “I need some sort of validation, that at least where I was headed was right 

or my intentions were right”.  In contrast, risk-takers noted, “[I prefer to meet] once a 

week, not necessarily every class, I think you need some breathing time” and “I don‟t 

like to meet with [professors] when I don‟t have my ideas clear”.   

Dewett (2004) explained that there are various types or levels of creative risk one 

is willing to take.  Responsive creativity requires the least amount of risk because an 

individual has been given permission to approach a problem with well-defined solutions, 

and can reference precedent for things that have worked in the past.  Safe-keepers are 

more likely to find comfort in responsive creativity because of the low level of risk 

associated with it.  Expected and contributory creativity involve somewhat higher 

perceived levels of risk because the types of problems and drivers change; expected 

creativity has open problems with external drivers and contributory has closed problems 

with internal drivers.  Expected and contributory creativity may have a range of risk-

takers that it attracts.  For example, safe-keepers enjoy defined problems and therefore, 

may be comfortable with contributory creativity.  Risk-takers are often internally driven 

and enjoy open problems so they could be attracted to both types of creativity.  The last 

type of creativity is proactive and requires the highest amount of risk, with open 
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problems and internal drivers.  Risk-taking students would be much more drawn to 

proactive creativity versus safe-keeping students because of the level of risk involved.   

Adaptors, are those less willing to take creative risks, “turn to conventional rules”, 

approach problems methodically, sometimes experience self-doubt, and are vulnerable 

to social pressure thus reacting with compliance (Kirton, 1987, p. 283).  It follows that 

these individuals would rely heavily on their professors for detailed and clarified design 

problems and more extensive support during more ill-defined phases of the design 

process (ex. ideation and conceptualization).  In contrast, innovators “take control in 

unstructured situations” and often discover problems, these individuals also have little 

respect for past custom and do not need endorsement from authority (Kirton, 1976, p. 

623).  It can be understood that risk-takers do not need as much guidance from their 

professors during more ill-defined phases that they prefer to “interpret” things on their 

own and form their own rules; however, professors should ensure that risk-taking 

students embrace external criteria to evaluate and implement their ideas during more 

well-defined phases of the design process (ex: problem analysis and design 

development).  

People have different preferences for different learning styles (Nussbaumer, 2001) 

and thinking styles (Meneely, 2010).  Nussbaumer (2001) explained that instruction 

incorporating multiple strategies and learning styles “will allow students to learn through 

their individual styles and be challenged to learn through other styles” (p. 35).  The key 

is to challenge and encourage students to incorporate multiple learning styles.  Different 

student preferences for either detailed or loose project structures can be reconciled by 

implementing various stages in projects.  The initial stages of a project may be ill-
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defined and less structured which is supportive of risk-takers.  “Ill-structured problems 

possess multiple solutions, solution paths…and contain uncertainty” thus appealing to 

risk-takers (Jonassen, 1997, p. 65).  During this phase students should be reassured 

that further detail will be given at a later time (the second portion of the project).  Safe-

keepers may require more support and affirmation during the initial stages of the project 

that incorporate the ill-structured problem.  The second stage should include well-

structured problems which are “constrained problems with convergent solutions that 

engage the application of a limited number of rules and principles” which appeals to 

safe-keepers (Jonassen, 1997, p.65).  Problem solving in different contexts and 

situations requires different skills thus engaging both types of creative risk-

takers/learners at the different stages (Jonassen, 1997).  This type of project staging 

causes both types of students, safe-keepers and risk-takers, to break-set with their 

tendencies at one point in the project stage and learn to incorporate various learning 

strategies.  Professors need to help students identify which type of problem solving they 

prefer and where their strengths might best come into play.  Metacognitive strategies 

where student reflection on their thinking and behavior during assignments is important 

to incorporate into the classroom (Meneely, 2010).  “When a person engages in 

reflection, he or she takes an experience from the outside world, brings it inside the 

mind, turns it over, makes connections to other experiences and filters it though 

personal biases” resulting in learning that allows one to approach problems differently 

than if reflection had not occurred.  Reflection assignments also teach students to think 

critically (Daudelin, 1996, p. 39).  Danko, Meneely, and Portillo (2006) suggested one 

type of reflection assignment to include a narrative where a student writes about a 
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space from the perspective of a visitor.  This type of reflection causes the student to see 

the design through someone else‟s eyes, to “‟walk in someone else‟s shoes‟ and 

describe the encounter that visitor might have” this allows the student to “share that 

person‟s experience of the space” (p. 15).  When used in their study the narrative 

increased holistic thinking, “a majority of students indicated that the act of writing the 

narrative enabled them to synthesize diverse design elements… [and] envision space 

as a holistic experience” (Danko, Meneely, & Portillo, 2006, p. 21).  This type of 

reflection assignment is important in education and may help students and professors 

identify the students‟ preference of thought while helping them to learn to think more 

holistically.      

Professors should also be attuned to student needs when answering questions 

and giving critiques and feedback.  As the current study showed students prefer 

different levels of attention from professors throughout a project.  Professors should 

temper any feelings they have about critiquing every student, every day.  Instead, 

students should be asked at the beginning of class and at the middle of class who 

needs time to talk. This strategy would allow both types of students the freedom to 

either ask for help or decline until they need it; however, a professor may want to check 

in with students at least once a week to avoid a student from falling off track. 

Evaluation/Critique 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers also preferred different types of evaluation and 

critique.  Safe-keepers described more adverse reactions to negative critiques and 

preferred to have their ideas supported.  As one safe-keeping student noted, “[a 

negative critique] can hinder because if you do take that risk and it is not applauded 

then you wouldn‟t want to try it again”.  Another commented, “[I would rather have my 
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ideas] supported but then, if [the professors] have any feedback to help push the design 

forward that would be helpful”.  There was even a safe-keeper who placed the locus of 

control completely on their professor, “you play to your professors‟ to make them 

happy”. 

In contrast, risk-takers seemed to have more ability to get past a negative critique 

and generally preferred to have their ideas challenged.  One risk-taker explained “[a 

negative critique] would be pretty depressing but at the same time it might be opening a 

new door…I would re-evaluate my decisions and ideas and maybe find a new one”. 

Another risk-taker said, “I like a challenge I think it makes it more difficult and forces you 

be more creative”.   

Kirton (1987) noted that adaptors rarely challenge rules and only do so when they 

are confident of receiving strong support.  They try to adapt a common solution to make 

it fit the current problem.  Innovators challenge rules, have less of a need for guidance, 

and have low self-doubt in regards to their ideas.  

As noted earlier within the two types of locus of control, internal individuals feel as 

though they have great control over the outcomes of situations whereas external locus 

of control individuals feel that contextual and social influences govern outcomes 

(Woodman & Schoenfeldt, 1989, p. 85).  Evaluation is one such contextual influence 

internal locus of control individuals may allow to affect their creativity.   

Evaluation is necessary for growth and learning, one must learn where mistakes 

were made and where improvements can occur.  In Nussbaumer‟s (2001) theoretical 

framework for interior design instruction she suggests that teachers play differing roles 

throughout a design project.  Those roles include: motivator, teacher, coach, facilitator, 
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evaluator, and remediator.  This idea of different roles can also be applied to the 

evaluation of a project.  Professors are needed at varying levels for different students; 

thus enters the different roles of facilitator, coach, motivator, and consultant.   

As this study showed some students are more sensitive to evaluations than 

others.  These students may exhibit reactions that suggest an external locus of control, 

feeling as though they have less control over the situation at hand.  Suggestions for a 

student that has evaluation sensitivities would be to approach those students as more of 

a coach or consultant during reviews and critiques.   

Amabile (1996) found evaluation to decrease creativity when students were 

expecting it.  Another study, by Torrance (1965), showed that extrinsic reward increased 

creativity; during that study children were given a monetary incentive for the most 

creative work.  Harrington (1975) also found that students who were told they were 

going to be judged on creativity were more creative than students who were not told 

they were going to be judged on creativity.  The suggestion that can be taken from 

these scholars‟ work is that when “evaluation is perceived as a threat, it usually hurts 

creativity”.  Evaluation standards or a rubric is important in design and may alleviate 

stresses from evaluation for some students; it is always beneficial to ones‟ creativity to 

know what criteria they will be evaluated by (Sternberg & Lubart, 1995, p. 261).  It may 

be helpful to make evaluation standards known and upfront during the start of a project.            

Studio Teamwork 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers also saw their roles differently in team work.  Safe-

keepers typically fell into supportive roles and did not like working with group members 

that were “critical or judgmental…or if people take over” another student said “[it is hard 

to work on a team] if there is one person that seems dominant in the group”.  In 
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describing the role they normally play on a team one safe-keeper said, “I feel like I 

always seem to be the person who is like „guys that is too weird we have to pull back a 

little bit‟…I always feel like I‟m being realistic while everyone else is being creative.” 

Another stated, “I am really good about taking the team support role”.   

Conversely, risk-takers typically fell into leadership roles and found team work 

difficult when “[group members] don‟t accept ideas that seem crazy…they just say „no, 

we are going to do this because it is easier and faster‟”.  They also found “people that 

criticize without giving another option [hard to work with]”.  One risk-taker also explained 

“I usually take the lead [in a group]…I want to make sure things are getting done” 

another student said “I try and get more action done than conversation”.  

 Adaptors often view innovators as “abrasive, insensitive and disruptive…”; 

innovators on the other hand see adaptors as “wedded to systems, rules and norms of 

behavior which…are restrictive and ineffectual” (Kirton, 1987, pp. 285-286).  It can be 

understood that these two groups often have conflict when working together.  Safe-

keepers and risk-takers both have important roles in the development and 

implementation of design work.  It is when these two groups collide in working 

environments that they quite often come upon disagreements.  Kirton (1987) explained, 

when adaptors and innovators work together adaptors offer “stability, order and 

continuity” whereas innovators supply “the break with the past and accepted theory”; he 

continued on to say both of these types of individuals are necessary to a successful 

institution (p. 285).  It is at various stages in design that these two groups are most 

helpful, for example, innovators excel during the beginning of a project when ideas need 

to be abundant and unpredictable.  At the implementation of the design work is when an 
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adaptors‟ “precision, efficiency” and attention to detail would be highly valued.  These 

two groups of individuals need to realize and respect the various traits and skills each 

has to offer.  Meneely (2010) suggested the idea of assembling “whole brained” groups, 

a mix of both adaptors and innovators which will ensure “a diverse mix of thinking”.  

Kirton (1987) explained “there is a significant correlation between hemispheric 

preference”, left-brain dominance is related to adaption and right-brain dominance is 

related to innovation (p.289).  Meneely (2010) found interior design programs typically 

have a higher number of right-brained individuals.  He suggested the distribution of left-

brained individuals across groups of right-brained individuals to increase creative 

abrasion.  Creative abrasion is working with different minded individuals to increase 

“cognitive diversity” and decrease “entrenched thinking” thus leading to creative 

outcomes (p. 30).   

Self-Perceived Personality Traits 

Safe-keepers and risk-takers also described different personality traits which they 

felt facilitated or hindered their creative risk-taking.  Safe-keepers felt their methodical 

nature and good listening skills improved their creative risk-taking.  One safe-keeper 

explained “I am very logical and methodical about things, I‟m not just throwing 

something out there, I am more likely to take a risk because I can back it up”.  Another 

safe-keeper said “I am really good about listening and looking at my projects 

objectively…taking ideas from professors and other students”.  In contrast risk-takers 

felt that their curiousness, confidence, and stubborn nature facilitated their creative risk-

taking.  One risk-taker said “I‟m very curious and I try to avoid feeling comfortable with 

things” another mentioned, “my stubbornness to keep pushing, even if [my idea or 
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project] doesn‟t work out [helps me]”.  Finally, one risk-taker explained “I don‟t really 

care what people think a lot of times”.   

Students also identified traits that hindered their creative risk-taking ability.  Safe-

keepers felt their methodical nature and their tendency to get stuck on details hindered 

their creative risk-taking.  One student said “I am methodical…sometimes you just want 

to be free with it and let it flow and I just don‟t really work that way” another student 

explained “I have a lot of trouble just getting myself to not look at something so 

realistically”.  One safe-keeper described their problems with details, “I wish…I could 

just disregard little details at certain points…and look at the overall picture.  Another 

student also struggled with details “I just need to be less stringent…let it be sometimes, 

just go with it and not be so strict on all the details”.  Risk-takers sometimes felt their 

desire to be functional hindered their creative risk-taking and sometimes they just were 

not creative enough.  One risk-taker explained “I think sometimes my functionalist 

mindset kind of hinders because I don‟t always think of the most creative solution”.  

Another student said “[it would help my creative risk-taking] to completely have no 

inhibitions at all, not be shy, not feel that any idea is stupid or crazy or weird…lay it out 

there and if people don‟t like it, who cares”.   

Adaptors are often characterized by “precision”, “efficiency”, and “methodicalness” 

while innovators are less predictable “seen as undisciplined” and approach “tasks from 

unsuspected angles” (Kirton, 1987, p. 285).  While these two types of individuals have 

opposing characteristics and approaches to problems, both are necessary for design.  

Meneely (2010) explained “designers must think, objectively yet subjectively, critically 

yet creatively, divergently yet convergently”.  These paradoxical traits when pulled 
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together allow for a “multifaceted and adaptable approach to problem solving” (p. 21-

22).  The role of the professor is to help students “understand the value of adaptable 

thinking”, be aware of their thinking preference, and realize when to apply a “less 

preferred” mode of thinking (Meneely, 2010, p. 30).  Zimmerman (2002) stressed the 

importance of educating students to become self-regulated learners to help them 

“compensate for their individual differences in learning” and to prepare them for “life-

long learning skills” (p.66).  He described three phases which are part of self-regulated 

learning: 1) forethought which includes task analysis and self-motivation, 2) 

performance which includes self-control and self-observation, 3) self-reflection which is 

self-judgment and self-reaction (Zimmerman, 2002).  Professors should encourage 

these phases in the studio to increase self-regulation.  Suggestions may include: phase 

one, have students set goals for projects such as incorporating new materials or 

learning a new technique for rendering; phase two, have students self-observe and take 

note of their ideas during a brainstorming session; finally, phase 3, encourage students 

to self-evaluate their projects.  Self-evaluation of a project could be the “final” stage in a 

project rather than having the work “critiqued” by professors or professionals this could 

take place as a casual one-on-one meeting with professors to encourage honest self-

constructive criticism.  Self-regulated learning teaches students how to “activate, alter, 

and sustain” learning skills and practices that best suit their needs (Zimmerman, 2002, 

p.70). 

Conclusion 

This study identified personality traits, springboards and barriers interior design 

students perceive to affect creative risk-taking, as well as personality differences and 

perceptions safe-keepers and risk-takers have towards creative risk-taking. The findings 
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of this study, identifying differing personality traits and perceptions of safe-keepers and 

risk-takers, gained substantial support through Dr. Michael Kirton‟s (1987) work on 

adaptors and innovators and Dewett‟s‟ (2004) model on willingness to take risks.  It is 

important to stress that both safe-keepers and risk-takers play vital roles at different 

phases of the design process.  When the importance of both types of creative risk-

takers is realized, the necessity of supporting both types of individuals in studio 

becomes clear.  

Safe-keepers and Risk-takers in the Design Process 

As this study has shown, safe-keepers and risk-takers have different personality 

traits and behavioral tendencies that align with the various parts of the design process.  

In an effort to recognize these differences; suggestions from the study have been 

overlaid on Zeisel‟s (1984) well known model of design development (Figure 5-1).  

Zeisel (1984) described design “as an ordered process in which specific activities are 

loosely organized to make decisions about changing the physical world…” (p. 5).  He 

continued to explain, designing is a complex process composed of “three elementary 

activities”, imaging, presenting, and testing (Zeisel, 1984, p. 6).  By elaborating on these 

three elementary activities, both safe-keeping and risk-taking students can find their 

place in the creative design process. 

The imaging step in the design process can be understood as going “beyond the 

information given”.  In this phase designers are focusing on a problem, and developing 

a plan to approach the problem.  It is here where designers produce mental images to 

analyze and work through the given problem.  Safe-keepers and risk-takers work 

differently in this step based on the type of problem presented; well or ill-structured 

(Figure 5-1).  As the current study presented safe-keepers work best with and often 
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prefer well-structured problems; whereas, risk-takers typically favor ill-structured 

problems. 

The next stage in design development is presenting; designers work in this phase 

through sketching, modeling, etc. in order to communicate their ideas and images.  This 

phase can be broken into two parts, divergent and convergent development, and may 

require multiple passes (Figure 5-1).  Risk-takers typically excel at divergent thinking, 

coming up with an excess of “good ideas”.  However, not every “good idea” can be used 

or brought to fruition.  Safe-keepers are valuable and adept at narrowing down 

possibilities through convergent thinking.  Zeisel (1984) explained in the presenting 

stage “designers present ideas to make them visible…and develop them” he went on to 

say “presenting includes the very important characteristic that for each design one must 

choose and organize only some elements from a larger number” (p. 8).  This stage in 

the design process benefits from the input of both safe-keepers and risk-takers. 

The last step is testing, and involves various types of tests such as, appraisals, 

criticisms, comparisons, reflections, and reviews.  Once an idea has been presented, it 

must undergo critique in order to decipher feasibility, appropriateness, and novelty.  

This step may include critique from other design team members, clients, and/or safety 

regulations.  “An interesting dimension of the design activity of testing is that designers 

look both backward and forward simultaneously” (Zeisel, 1984, p. 9).  Designers are 

looking backward in order to decide if the product under scrutiny will be good and 

forward in order to continue refining the idea and product (Figure 5-1).  Safe-keepers 

can be used in this process for  “reviewing, criticizing, and analyzing” a presented idea 

or image “preparing the way for the next creative leap” for risk-takers (Zeisel, 1984, p. 
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9).  While the testing stage aides directly in contributions to innovation, if the design 

fares well; it also helps a designer to make the number of potential solutions more 

manageable if more work must be done to an idea to make it work (Zeisel, 1984).  Each 

one of these stages or “elementary activities” is part of the larger “design as a spiral 

process”.  Designers repeat these activities in series in order to move closer to a design 

solution (Zeisel, 1984, p. 14).  

Future Research 

Creative risk-taking is an area of scholarship with much room for exploration.  

Future areas of research may include further study into creative risk-taking involving 

Kirton‟s A-I Theory assessment, the KAI.  The body of knowledge on this topic would 

also benefit from 1) longitudinal studies of creative risk-taking in order to monitor 

student developmental trajectories through the course of their education, 2) studies 

looking at creative risk-taking and students‟ design resolution, and finally, 3) future 

studies would be more valuable if able to include a sample with male interior design 

students. 

This study was undertaken in order to better understand student perceptions 

toward creative risk-taking in their design studio courses.  The motivation for conducting 

this study arose from the suspicion that many of the springboards and barriers to 

creative risk-taking lay hidden from our view as they play out in studio.  While this study 

helped to clarify personalities and perceptions across a continuum of risk-taking 

students more effort is needed to put this knowledge into practice by developing and 

testing new educational strategies. It is important that design educators and students 

acknowledge and value the role of risk-taking and safe-keeping in their work. As both 

play important and distinct roles in design problem solving.  Ultimately, educators and 
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students alike, should seek to value the dichotomous and adaptive role each contribute 

to the design process.  
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Figure 5-1.  Process of design development (Modified from Zeisel, 1984, pp. 10, 14) 
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APPENDIX A 
STUDENT CONSENT FORM 

Purpose of the research study:  

The purpose of this study is to identify student perceptions towards creative risk-taking in interior design 
studios; participating students include sophomores, juniors, and seniors.  Qualitative and quantitative 
items will be used to identify springboards and barriers students perceive in creative risk-taking.  These 
findings will be used to improve the quality of design education. 

What you will be asked to do in the study:  

You will be asked to take a personality assessment, to identify personality traits associated with creative 
risk-taking.   
 
You will also be asked to fill out a survey developed by the researcher to identify variables that affect your 
creative risk-taking.   
 
You may be asked at a later time to participate in an interview used to gain further qualitative information 
on perceived springboards and barriers within the interior design studio. 

  

Time required: (approximate) 

(1) 30 minute interval - Personality Assessment 

(1) 30 minute interval - Survey 

(1) 30 minute interval - Interview 

1hr 30 minutes total 

Risks and Benefits:  

Students will receive a publication, name of publication, with suggestions for improving their creative risk-
taking skills.   

Compensation:  

A brochure, How to increase your creativity. 

Confidentiality:  

Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law.  Based on your previous project(s) 
from your studio courses, each faculty will rate the level of creative risk-taking evident in your work.  

Beyond the coordination of student responses to the faculty ratings, your personal information will not be 

used, at that time names will be replaced with a number system.  The same numbering system will be 
implemented to replace student names on the personality assessment, the survey, and the interview in 
order to protect student privacy.  Faculty will not be present during any session of data collection.  Data 
will be locked in the researcher‟s office and will only be accessible by the researcher.  No faculty will have 
access to individual information. 



 

100 

Voluntary participation:  

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. There is no penalty for not participating.  Your 
choice to participate or not to participate will have no bearing on your grade.  

 

Right to withdraw from the study:  

You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without consequence. And you can choose to 
not answer any question you do not feel comfortable answering.  

Whom to contact if you have questions about the study:  

Natasha Ferguson, Graduate Student, Department of Interior Design, phone 352.422.2108  

Jason Meneely, Assistant Professor and Thesis Advisor, College of Design, Planning, and Construction 
331 ARCH P.O. Box 115701 Gainesville, Florida 32611-5701 

Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study:  

IRB02 Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; phone 392-0433. 

 

  

Agreement:  

I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the procedure and I have 
received a copy of this description.  

Participant: ___________________________________________ Date: _________________  

Principal Investigator: ___________________________________ Date: _________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
FACULTY CONSENT FORM 

Purpose of the research study:  

The purpose of this study is to identify student perceptions towards creative risk-taking in interior design 
studios; participating students include sophomores, juniors, and seniors.  Qualitative and quantitative 
items will be used to identify springboards and barriers students perceive in creative risk-taking.  These 
findings will be used to improve the quality of design education. 

What you will be asked to do in the study:  

You will be asked to participant in a survey, to independently rank students‟ on a 3 point Likert scale from 
low, medium, to high in their creative risk-taking ability.  This ranking should be developed from your 
perceptions of you students‟ individual work in their studio courses.   

  

Time required: (approximate) 

(1) 30 minute interval - Survey 

30 minutes total 

Risks and Benefits:  

The study may also be used to help improve course curriculum in the future.  

Compensation:  

None 

Confidentiality:  

Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law. Your personal information will not be 
used during this project.  Students will not be present during the faculty survey.  Data will be locked in the 
researcher‟s office and will only be accessible by the researcher.  No students will have access to 
completed survey information. 

Voluntary participation:  

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. There is no penalty for not participating.   

Right to withdraw from the study:  

You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without consequence. And you can choose to 
not answer any question you do not feel comfortable answering.  

Whom to contact if you have questions about the study:  

Natasha Ferguson, Graduate Student, Department of Interior Design, phone 352.422.2108  
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Jason Meneely, Assistant Professor and Thesis Advisor, College of Design, Planning, and Construction 
331 ARCH P.O. Box 115701 Gainesville, Florida 32611-5701 

Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study:  

IRB02 Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; phone 392-0433. 

 

  

Agreement:  

I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the procedure and I have 
received a copy of this description.  

Participant: ___________________________________________ Date: _________________  

Principal Investigator: ___________________________________ Date: _________________  
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APPENDIX C 
STUDENT CREATIVE RISK SURVEY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Creative Risk Survey 
 

 
This survey will ask you to consider your creative risk taking while in the 

studio environment.  You will be asked to identify barriers and supporting 

elements of your creativity. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Important Note: 

This survey is about your opinions and perceptions therefore, there are 

NO Right or Wrong Answers.  All answers will be confidential. 
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Please answer the questions below by circling the appropriate 

number on a scale of 1-7, 1 being lowest and 7 being highest: 

 
  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 
 

 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

 

Somewhat  

Agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

        

1. In general I feel 

free to take 

creative risks in  
my day to day 

activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

        

2. In my current 
studio I feel free 
to take creative 
risks in my 
studio projects. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Respond to each question with a short written answer: 

 
3.  What hinders or would hinder your ability to take creative risks in your studio 

projects?  

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

Please explain why this would hinder your ability. 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 
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4. What facilitates or would facilitate your ability to take creative risks in your studio 

projects? 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________  

Please explain why this would facilitate your ability. 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

 
5.  Do you enjoy taking creative risks in your studio projects?   Explain why or why 

not. 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________    

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 
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6. Do you think your studio projects are improved when you take creative risks? 

Explain why or why not. 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

    ____________________________________________________       ____________ 

 

Respond with a short written answer to parts A and B of each 

question: 

 
7. Can you elaborate on any interactions with others at school (peers and 

teachers) that hinder and facilitate your ability to take creative risks in your studio 

projects?  

A. Hinders: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
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B. Facilitates: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

 

8. Can you elaborate on any personal characteristics that hinder and facilitate 

your ability to take creative risks in your studio projects?  

A. Hinders: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 
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B. Facilitates: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

 

9.  Can you elaborate on any aspects of your physical environment(s) that hinder 

and facilitate your ability to take creative risks in your studio projects?   

A. Hinders: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

B. Facilitates: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

 

10.  Can you elaborate on any processes or procedures that hinder and facilitate 

your ability to take creative risks in your studio projects?   

A.  Hinders: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

B. Facilitates: 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 
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Please answer the questions below by circling the appropriate 

number on a scale of 1-5, 1 being lowest and 5 being highest: 

           
  

 
 
 

Do Not  
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Uncertain Agree Strongly 
Agree 

      
 

11. I am a creative risk 
taker. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

      
 

12. I often take creative 
risks in my work. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

      
 

13. I took a creative risk on 
my last studio project. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

      
14.  I feel that I can take 

more creative risks 
during group projects. 

1 2 3 4 5 

      
15. I feel that I can take 

more creative risks 
during individual 
projects. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Respond to each question with a short written answer: 

 
16.  Based on question 14 and 15 please elaborate on why you feel that you can 

take more creative risks in either individual or group projects? 
 
___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 
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17. If you could change anything in studio what would you change in order to 

facilitate your ability to take creative risks?  

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you for participating! 
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APPENDIX D 
FACULTY CREATIVE RISK SURVEY 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Creative Risk Survey 
 

 
This survey will ask you to consider each Students’ creative risk taking 

while in your studio course.  Please base your answers on your personal 

knowledge of each students’ performance in your current studio course 

while also considering any prior studio experience you may have with each 

student. Please base your ranking of students relative to each other rather 

than to some absolute standard. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Important Note: 

This survey is about your opinions and perceptions therefore, there are 

NO Right or Wrong Answers.  All answers will be confidential. 
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Please answer the questions below: 

1. How long have you work at the University of Florida? _______ 

   

2. How long have you been teaching studio courses? __________ 

 

Respond to each question with a short written answer: 

3.  How do you define creative risk-taking in student work? 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

Please rate your students‟ creative risk-taking by circling the appropriate 

number on a scale of 1-3, 1 being lowest and 3 being highest.  Rankings 

should be made relative to the students you teach, not an absolute 

standard. 

 

 

Student 

LOW 

Creative Risk 

Taker 

MED. 

Creative Risk 

Taker 

HIGH 

Creative Risk 

Taker 

1.1 1 2 3 

1.2 1 2 3 

1.3 1 2 3 

1.4 1 2 3 

1.5 1 2 3 

1.6 1 2 3 

1.7 1 2 3 

1.8  1 2 3 
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Student 

LOW 

Creative Risk 

Taker 

MED. 

Creative Risk 

Taker 

HIGH 

Creative Risk 

Taker 

1.9 1 2 3 

1.10 1 2 3 

1.11 1 2 3 

1.12 1 2 3 

1.13 1 2 3 

1.14 1 2 3 

1.15 1 2 3 

1.16 1 2 3 

1.17 1 2 3 

1.18 1 2 3 

1.19 1 2 3 

1.20 1 2 3 

1.21 1 2 3 

1.22 1 2 3 

 

Respond to each question with a short written answer: 
 

4.  Based on the above chart what characteristics and behaviors make risk takers 

standout? 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 
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5. Based on the above chart what characteristics and behaviors make safe-keepers 

standout? 

 ___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________ 

Please rate your students‟ ability to resolve their design solutions by 

circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1-3, 1 being lowest and 3 

being highest.  Rankings should be made relative to the students you 

teach, not an absolute standard. 

 

 

Student 

LOW 

Design 

Resolution 

MED. 

Design 

Resolution 

HIGH 

Design 

Resolution 

1.1 1 2 3 

1.2 1 2 3 

1.3 1 2 3 

1.4 1 2 3 

1.5 1 2 3 

1.6 1 2 3 

1.7 1 2 3 

1.8  1 2 3 

1.9 1 2 3 

1.10 1 2 3 

1.11 1 2 3 

1.12 1 2 3 

1.13 1 2 3 

1.14 1 2 3 
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Student 

LOW 

Design 

Resolution 

MED. 

Design 

Resolution 

HIGH 

Design 

Resolution 

1.15 1 2 3 

1.16 1 2 3 

1.17 1 2 3 

1.18 1 2 3 

1.19 1 2 3 

1.20 1 2 3 

1.21 1 2 3 

1.22 1 2 3 

 

Please answer the following question by circling the appropriate 

number on a scale of 1-5, 1 being lowest and 5 being highest: 

 
6. Based on previous cohorts, does this class as a whole rate high or low on 

creative risk-taking?   

  

Low 

Creative  

Risk-Takers 

Somewhat  

Low Creative 

Risk-Takers 

Medium 

Creative  

Risk-Takers 

Somewhat  

High Creative 

Risk-Takers 

High 

Creative  

Risk-Takers 

1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX E 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

Project 
1. What type of project or project structure would help you take risks?  For example, what is 

the nature of the project is it well detailed with many guidelines for you to utilize or 

maybe something realistic instead of something developed just for the course or a 

competition. 

2. Do you prefer more open ended projects statements versus more detailed and thoroughly 

clarifies every part of the program? 

3. Could you describe a past project that you were able to take a creative risk?   

4. What project characteristics help you to take creative risks? …hinder creative risks 

5. Would you prefer having a schedule to follow, for example planned deliverables along 

the way or do you prefer just having one large deadline to include all portions of the 

project? 

6. When working, how often do you prefer to meet with professors? ______________ 

a. As much as possible 

b. 3x a week 

c. 2x a week 

d. 1x a week 

e. Every other week 

 

Environment 
7. If you could change anything about your physical studio environment to improve your 

creative risk taking what would that be? 
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8. If you could change anything about your studio culture (the social environment) to 

improve your creative risk taking what would that be? 

9. Tell me the characteristics of a team that would help you take creative risks? 

10. Tell me the characteristics of a team that would hinder your ability take creative risks? 

11. What role do you normally fill in a group?  __________________ 

a. Leader 

b. Conceptualizer 

c. Presenter 

 

Professor 
12. How important is your studio professors’ personality in your ability to take creative 

risks? 

a. What are some favorable traits? 

b. What are some unfavorable traits? 

13. What type of teaching style would help you to take creative risks? 

14. On a scale 1 to 5.  5 = important 1 = not very important.  How important is a professor’s 

feedback in order for you to move forward in a project?  

15. On a scale of 1 to 5 5 = important 1 = not very important.  How important is it that 

faculty encourage your ideas on a studio project?  

16. On a scale of 1 to 5 5 = important 1 = not very important.  How much do you like 

challenging a professor in support of a creative risk you may have taken on a project? 

 

Critique 
17. How would you define a critique that supports creative risk taking? 

18. Have you ever had a time that a critique got in the way of you taking a creative risk? 
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19. Assume you just received a negative critique what would that do to your ability to take 

creative risks in a project? Can you give an example when this may have happened? 

20. Has a negative critique ever helped you take creative risks? 

21. Can you explain a time when you received a negative critique but still took a creative 

risk? 

I have some different scenarios to ask you about now, on a scale of 1 to 5.  5 being high 

stress and 1 being low stress. 

22. How much stress do you have when you have a desk crit? 

23. As a group desk crit? 

24. In front of a student audience on an individual project? 

25. In front of a student audience on a group project? 

26. In front of professionals/critics on an individual project? 

27. In front of professionals/critics on a group project?  

 

Self 
28. What traits do you have that support your ability to take creative risks?   Can you give an 

example? 

29. Conversely, what traits do you have that hinder your creative risk taking?  Can you give 

an example?  

30. Is there anything you would change about yourself to make you take more creative risks? 

31. Would you rather have your ideas challenged or supported when working on a studio 

project?  What kind of value do you see in it, if any at all? 
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