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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the impact of a painting psychology course on the creativity of rural
children. Methods: Two fourth-grade classes of rural children were tested using a creativity scale
before and after the intervention. The intervention group received 10 lessons of painting psy-
chology, and the effect of the intervention was analyzed across four dimensions of creativity: ad-
venture, curiosity, imagination, and challenge. The control group did not receive any intervention.
Results: After the painting psychology course, the intervention group showed significant differ-
ences in adventure, curiosity, and imagination (p < 0.01). Boys and girls in the intervention group
showed significant differences in adventure, curiosity, and imagination, in the intervention group,
the left-behind children showed significant differences in curiosity and imagination; The control
group showed significant differences in curiosity and imagination (p < 0.01), among which the
boys achieved significant differences in curiosity and imagination, the girls achieved significant
differences in curiosity, and the left-behind children in the control group achieved no significant
differences in all dimensions. Conclusion: The painting psychology course can enhance the crea-
tivity of rural children, which was particularly predictive for left-behind children and girls.
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Table 3. The comparison of each variable score among boys and girls before and after intervention between intervention
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Table 4. The comparison of each variable score before and after intervention between intervention group and control group
of left-behind children
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