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The aim of the study was a Russian adaptation of the EBS 2.0 questionnaire (Diessner, Solom,
Frost, Parsons, & Davidson, 2008) measuring aesthetic responsiveness to the beauty of nature,
art, ideas and moral behaviour. Besides, the hypothesis of responsiveness to technics' beauty as
part of aesthetic responsiveness and the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) model additionally
distinguishing engagement scales (cognitive, somatic, emotional, spiritual) in the EBS structure
were tested. The original EBS was translated into Russian, extended by an experimental
Technical Beauty scale, and completed by 191 Russian lyceum students, 48% females and 52%
males, 14—17 years old from classes with advanced study of mathematics, or natural sciences, or
humanities. The CFA demonstrated the consistency of the Beautiful Ideas subscale added to
EBS 2.0 with the rest of the EBS. The Technical Beauty scale did not revealed such a consistency,
and was excluded from analysis. The MTMM model showed good fit, with half of loadings on
engagement scales being insignificant. In the reliability analysis Cronbach's a reached 0.92 for
the EBS total score, 0.82—0.90 for beauty scales and 0.66—0.75 for engagement scales. The
ANOVA revealed that girls rated in EBS total scores higher than boys, while humanitarians and
physicists did higher than chemists and mathematicians. Furthermore, girls and boys differed in
beauty scales and engagement scales profiles. Within-group factors of beauty and engagement
interacted too. Thus, the EBS Russian version demonstrated good psychometric qualities in the
sample of academically successful adolescents; the MTMM model matched the data. The
revealed differences in aesthetic responsiveness profiles also confirm that the questionnaire is
valid and the proposed model is appropriate.

Keywords: aesthetic responsiveness, psychometrics, gender differences, educational specializa-
tion, multitrait-multimethod model.

Measurement of the individual’s
mental characteristics related to aes-
thetic experience has a long history in
psychology and has been practiced
almost as long as the science of psychol-
ogy. In particular among the first
attempts to develop tests of aesthetic
abilities were those made by E. Thorn-

dike for visual senses and C. Seashore
for aural senses; aesthetic value was
regularly included in values surveys by
different authors: G. Allport, M. Ro-
keach, Sh. Schwartz. Contrarily to
other aesthetic psychological charac-
teristics, aesthetic responsiveness had
no measure until recently. Meanwhile,
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from A. Maslow’s works to modern posi-
tive psychology aesthetic responsive-
ness is considered as personal growth
factor influencing subjective well-being
and even as a benefit to recovery from
depression and anxiety disorders (Pe-
terson, Park, & Seligman, 2006).
Overall, this personal trait should be
deemed an important psychic resource
(though undervalued until recently),
thus meriting a dedicated valid measure.

Few self-report instruments devel-
oped in the last decades tap into the
domain in question, two amongst them
being personality inventory subscales:
the Aesthetics facet of the Openness
scale of the NEO Personality Inven-
tory—Revised (NEO PI-R) (Costa &
McCrae, 1992), and the Appreciation
of Beauty and Excellence subscale
(ABE) (Haidt & Keltner, 2004) of the
Appreciation of Values in Action
Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS)
(Peterson & Seligman, 2004). Not sur-
prisingly the Aesthetics facet concep-
tualizes aesthetic responsiveness as
openness to (as well as sensation seek-
ing of) corresponding specific experi-
ences, while the ABE primarily deals
with self-transcendent experiences of
awe, admiration, elevation. The former
has a narrow focus on art issues, while
the latter is devoted to responsiveness
in two different matters: (1) beauty and
(2) excellence, including its non-aes-
thetic forms of mastery and moral
goodness. Besides, the fact of both
being subscales makes them embarrass-
ing to operate as independent instru-
ments.

The two other measures are stand-
alone scales conceived specially to fill
the gap: the Engagement With Beauty
Scale (EBS) (Diessner, Solom, Frost,
Parsons, & Davidson, 2008), and the

Appreciation of Beauty and Excellence
Test (ABET) (Giisewell & Ruch,
2012). Conceptually both are similar to
the ABE, positing a second-order gen-
eral factor of aesthetic responsiveness
behind various kinds of specific experi-
ences. The EBS authors replaced the
term appreciation with engagement
with beauty, accentuating its specific
experiential nature and thus confining
the theoretical trait model solely to dif-
ferent kinds of beauty experience. The
ABET is based on a more comprehen-
sive responsiveness model similar to
that of the ABE including non-aesthet-
ic goodness as well. Giisewell and Ruch
assumed the intra-individual variance
of subscales due to a personal respon-
siveness profile in the good-beautiful
continuum. In the mentioned authors’
study the ABET showed a significant
convergent validity with the ABE and
the EBS, bringing evidence that all
three instruments measured the same
construct. The ABET differs from the
rest of the measures in that its proce-
dure implies stimuli’s rating by a par-
ticipant, therefore representing not a
self-report, but rather a kind of test
(just reflected by its name) that imme-
diately faces it with a lot of generic
problems of aesthetic testing (see
Sabadosh, 2015b, 2016). Besides, the
procedure of testing makes the ABET
more time-consuming and rather not
easy to administrate.

Thus, the EBS appears to be a more
convenient aesthetic responsiveness
measure, being short (14 items in
Version 1.0), with a clear underlying
theory ascending to Kantian views, and
a corresponding three-(sub)scales struc-
ture of the engagement with (1) natural,
(2) artistic, and (3) moral beauty. Each
scale contains four items relevant to dif-



A Russian Version of the Engagement With Beauty Scale 9

ferent aspects of the aesthetic response:
(1) cognitive, (2) somatic, (3) emotion-
al, and (4) spiritual, each expressed in
the same terms differing just in the
object experienced, plus two Moral
Beauty items concerning the desire to
be better. In the questionnaire items
are grouped by subject and come
always in the same order starting with
the cognitive aspect; there are no
reverse items in the list.

EBS 1.0 demonstrated good struc-
tural and concurrent validity as well as
retest reliability in the authors’ initial
studies using the North-American sam-
ple (Diessner et al., 2008). There are a
few translations into different lan-
guages; in corresponding validation
studies the initial finding about the
three-factor structure of the question-
naire was reproduced in rather modest
samples (Richel et al., 2008; Dachs &
Diessner, 2009).

Recently Rhett Diessner, the princi-
pal author of the EBS, added the fourth
scale, that of engagement with beauti-
ful ideas (Ideal Beauty) to the initial
questionnaire version, thus converting
it into EBS 2.0. It was translated into
Chinese, and the first validation study
conducted in Hong Kong brought an
unexpected result: instead of the
hypothesized four-factor structure, the
most of the variance accounted for a
unique factor (Hui & Diessner, 2015).
The authors explain the finding by the
holistic mentality of the Cantonese
sample. Meanwhile the new Ideal
Beauty subscale still needs to be vali-
dated.

The latter case raises some theoreti-
cal questions along with the EBS 2.0
validation task. There are plenty of
potentially aesthetic objects in the
world; if we add a scale to the existing

structure, why not to continue, and
when to stop? Does the last finding
with the Chinese sample mean that the
kinds of beauty’s list depend on cul-
ture? Then in particular, how long is
the list in Russian? As the next sub-
scale candidate we can consider the
engagement with beauty revealed in
appliances, constructions, facilities,
machineries and other technical stuff.
The technical beauty phenomenon,
though having some intersections with
artistic and ideal beauty, is distinct
enough to be conceptualized in its
proper categories of industrial design
and technical aesthetics. Therefore, we
can anticipate its independence as a
new factor in the EBS structure.

In their paper Giisewell and Ruch
(2012) suggested the use of the ABET
subscales and the corresponding con-
tinuum “beauty — goodness” for deter-
mining individual profiles of respon-
siveness besides general trait measure-
ment. The same possibility may be
examined for the EBS, with the indi-
vidual profile of beauty subscales pre-
sumably indicating the kind of pre-
ferred beauty and thus being related to
personal motivational attitudes. The
other promising plane for analysis is
items tapping into different aspects of
aesthetic response. In Diessner’s model
they are just correlated, while obvious-
ly pointing out important psychic
processes behind them. According to
my assumption, there is a possibility of
their aggregation into factors, or sub-
scales, constituting another continuum
“appreciation — engagement”, i.e. cog-
nitive — emotional, mentioned by
Gisewell and Ruch but not included in
their model. Thus I proposed the multi-
trait-multimethod model (MTMM)
comprising two planes: “objective”, i.e.
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kinds of beauty, and “subjective”, i.e.
aspects of engagement (Sabadosh,
2015a).

There has been no sufficiently vali-
dated self-report aesthetic responsive-
ness measure in Russian until now.
Though NEO-PIR and VIA-AS were
adapted in Russian (Oryol & Senin,
2004; Burovikhina, Leontiev, & Osin,
2007), no evidence of concurrent valid-
ity of the former’s Aesthetics facet or
the latter’s ABE Russian versions has
been reported. As it appears from the
above, translation of the EBS into
Russian and its validation is the opti-
mal solution to fill the gap.

1. Along with the task of EBS adap-
tation we can put in a set of hypotheses:

2.The EBS in Russian has a factor
structure similar to the original English
version.

3.The new EBS 2.0 Ideal Beauty,
and freshly introduced Technical beau-
ty subscales are consistent with the
EBS structure.

4. There are individual differences
not only in general engagement with
beauty level but in the subscales pro-
file.

5.There is another plane of sub-
scales in the EBS besides the kinds of
beauty: that of engagement aspects.

6.The Russian EBS has acceptable
internal and concurrent validity.

To test these hypotheses I ran an
empirical study.

Method
Participants
Participants were a convenience
sample of 191 Russian lyceum (highly

selective specialized school) students
from the city of Yekaterinburg, Ural

region, 48% females and 52% males, 14—
17 years old (M = 15.71; SD = 0.67)
from classes with advanced study of
mathematics, or natural sciences, or
humanities.

Measure

The EBS 2.0 was translated from
English into Russian by two psycholo-
gists, and translated back by a native
English speaker. The back-translation
was approved by the principal author of
the original EBS. In addition I created
a supplementary Technical Beauty sub-
scale intending to measure the engage-
ment with beauty revealed in industrial
design objects: machinery, construc-
tions, appliances, etc. Its items were
composed by putting the term “tech-
nics” in the same four types of sen-
tences as in the original subscales.

To preliminary test the EBS
Russian version content validity a pilot
study was run involving 14 school
teachers, who did not find any incom-
prehensible or ambiguous items or
other inconsistencies.

Procedure

Testing was organised according to
generally accepted ethical norms.
Students completed the EBS in class as
part of development control tasks.
Parental consent was obtained for
minors accordingly to the lyceum’s
rules. There were 8 participants who
skipped a total of 15 individual items in
various scales. The missing data was
substituted via multiple imputations in
CFA, pairwise deleted in reliability
analysis, and casewise deleted in
ANOVA. Analyses were performed
using the R software environment (R



A Russian Version of the Engagement With Beauty Scale

11

Core Team, 2016), with packages:
lavaan (Rosseel, 2012), mice (Buuren
& Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011), Dia-
grammer (Sveidqvist et al., 2017), and
ez (Lawrence, 2015).

Results

The EBS total scores had an actual
range of 24—126 with a possible range
of 18-126. The Moral Beauty scores
ranged from 8 to 42 with a possible
range of 6-42. Those of Ideal Beauty
actually ranged from 5 to 28 with a pos-
sible range of 4—28. Cognitive Engage-
ment scores had an actual range 7-28
with a possible range of 4-28. Actual
scores of the rest of the scales matched
their possible ranges of 4—28.

Scores distributions of all the scales
were left-skewed with average scores
above the neutral baseline, except for
Technical Beauty with a reverse pat-
tern (see Table 1).

Structural validity

To validate the structure of EBS
scales I conducted a confirmatory fac-
tor analysis (CFA). As items scores dis-
tributions differed from normal, the
maximum  likelihood  estimation
method with robust (Huber-White)
standard errors and the Yuan-Bentler
scaled test statistic were applied.

Five measurement models were fit-
ted in total.

Model 1 comprised four kinds of
beauty: Natural, Artistic, Moral, and
Ideal, as primary factors dominated by a
second-order factor of General Beauty. It
allowed correlations between the residu-
als for thematically similar items within
five groups of cognitive, physiological,
emotional, spiritual responses, and of
change for the better. The entire model
matched the structure of revised EBS 2.0.

Model 2 differed from the Model 1 in
Ideal Beauty factor being independent.

Table 1

Descriptive statistics of the EBS and its subscales plus the experimental Technical Beauty scale

Gender Both Female Male
Statistic Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Beauty
Natural 4.82 1.36 5.37 1.03 4.31 1.44
Artistic 4.51 1.42 5.16 1.12 391 1.41
Moral 4.74 1.31 4.99 1.21 4.51 1.36
Ideal 4.55 1.27 4.81 1.22 4.31 1.28
Technical 3.53 1.5 2.96 1.34 4.06 1.45
Engagement
Cognitive 5.49 0.99 5.78 0.83 5.23 1.05
Somatic 4.05 1.28 4.48 1.08 3.66 1.32
Emotional 4.71 1.25 5.2 1.02 4.26 1.28
Spiritual 4.07 1.33 4.54 1.18 3.63 1.32
Total score 4.66 1.05 5.07 0.86 4.28 1.07
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The rest of the three-factor structure
was adjusted to match the original EBS
1.0 study, where the residual variances
of Natural Beauty and Moral Beauty
were constrained to be equal. Model 2
represented an alternative hypothesis
of Ideal Beauty’s inconsistency with
initial EBS subscales.

Model 3 consisted of all five kinds of
beauty as primary factors dominated by
the single General Beauty factor while
allowing thematically similar items to
correlate like in Model 1. It represent-
ed my hypothesis of Technical Beauty
scale as a part of the extended EBS.

Model 4 differed from the Model 3 in
that Technical Beauty was independent;
in other words, Model 4 consisted of
Model 1 with an additional independent
Technical Beauty factor. It represented
an alternative hypothesis of Technical
Beauty inconsistency with EBS 2.0.

Model 5 comprised two groups of
primary factors: kinds of beauty (Natu-
ral, Artistic, Moral, Ideal), and kinds of
engagement (Cognitive, Somatic, Emo-
tional, Spiritual), the former group
being dominated by a single second-

order factor while allowing to correlate
the two items related to the desire to be
better. It represented the hypothesized
MTMM model of EBS.

CFA results for all the five models
are reported in Table 2.

Results for Model 1 showed its good
fit. All factor loadings were significant
positive.

Models 1 and 2 fit comparison deliv-
ered strong evidence in support of
Model 1: all the fit indices of Model 1
were far better than these of Model 2;
the »? difference test also revealed its
superiority: x? =87.48, p < 0.001, indi-
cating that Model 2 must be rejected in
favour of Model 1. Thus, Ideal Beauty
is consistent with the initial EBS ver-
sion and therefore may be included in
further analysis as part of the EBS.

CFA results for Models 3 and 4 were
very close both reporting acceptable fit;
the x? difference test revealed no supe-
riority of Model 3, indicating that it
must be rejected in favour of Model 4.
Thus, Technical Beauty is not consis-
tent with EBS 2.0 and therefore was
not included in the further analysis.

Table 2

CFA results: fit indices of the EBS five models by ML method using robust (Huber-White)
standard errors

Model X df | p* | CFI* | TLI* AIC RMSEA?* RMS(];:IA* 90% SRMR
1 145.05 | 106 | 0.007 | 0.976 | 0.965 | 11710.51 0.044 0.030-0.060 | 0.05
2 208.47 | 107 0 0937 | 091 11764.06 0.07 0.057-0.084 | 0.172
3 235.07 | 163 0 0.966 | 0.952 | 14447.79 0.048 0.035-0.061 | 0.072
4 237.58 | 164 0 0.966 | 0.951 14422.9 0.049 0.035-0.061 | 0.078
5 143.67 | 108 | 0.013 | 0.978 | 0.968 | 11868.77 0.048 0.031-0.063 | 0.051

*Indices with Yuan-Bentler correction
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Model 5 results showed its good fit,
being the only one with x? test’s p-
value > 0.01. The model with standard-
ized parameter estimates is presented
in Figure 1. Factor loadings were all
positive while 8 of 16 loadings on
engagement scales and specifically all
loadings on Cognitive Engagement did
not reached the significance level
p <0.05. Besides, the information-
based AIC prioritized Model 1 as being
more parsimonious. Nevertheless, as
Model 5 had been theoretically
grounded, more comprehensive and
encompassing Model 1, it was implicat-

ed in the further analysis. Indeed, it is
better to treat with an engagement fac-
tor instead of a bunch of inter-items
correlations posited in Model 1 (or
than to not consider them at all).

Reliability

Standardized Cronbach’s « reached
0.92 for EBS 2.0 total score; it ranged
0.82-0.90 for beauty scales and 0.66—
0.75 for engagement scales.

Corrected item-total correlation
coefficients had the range of 0.50—0.68
for EBS total score except for two

Figure 1

CFA results of the EBS multitrait-multimethod model (Model 5) with standardized
ML parameter estimates
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Cognitive Engagement items below
0.50, and of 0.54—0.78 for beauty scales.
Those coefficients were ranged from
0.36 to 0.49 for Cognitive Engagement;
two more of them were below 0.50 for
Somatic Engagement; those for the rest
of engagement scales having the range
of 0.50-0.57.

Concurrent (known-group) validity:
gender and specialization ef fects

Girls and boys had uneven distribu-
tion across specializations: more than
half the girls (54%) were in humanities
classes, while only less than one-fifth
(19%) of the boys did. In order to treat
specialization effect separately from

that of gender as well as to check these
factors for interaction mixed effects
Type I (hierarchical SS) analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was applied, with
beauty and engagement scales as with-
in-subject factors. In order to balance
item number across scales, only the first
four items of Moral Beauty were
included in the analysis, omitting the
two items related to the desire to be
better. A subsample was composed
from classes specializing in chemistry,
humanities, physics, or mathematics
selected as having enough members,
with N = 157 after the three lowest
scores were omitted as outliers.

The ANOVA results are presented in
Table 3. Besides that of Gender, analysis

Table 3
Mixed effects Type II ANOVA results of the EBS

Source of variation df | df err SS SS err F e
Gender 1 149 | 176.71 | 1919.38 | 13.72*** | 0.03
Specialization 3 149 |284.26 | 1919.38 7.36*** | 0.048
Beauty 3 447 54.9 1681.73 4.86%* 0.01
Engagement 3 447 | 82741 | 834.85 | 147.67*** | 0.127
GenderXxSpecialization 3 149 | 2817 | 1919.38 0.73 0.005
GenderxBeauty 3 447 | 60.42 | 1681.73 5.35%* | 0.011
SpecializationXBeauty 9 447 | 4278 | 1681.73 1.26 0.007
GenderxXEngagement 3 447 15.25 834.85 2.72*% 0.003
SpecializationX Engagement 9 447 | 25.46 834.85 1.51 0.004
BeautyXEngagement 9 | 1341 | 44.92 1241.59 5.39*** 1 0.008
GenderXSpecializationXBeauty 9 447 24.1 1681.73 0.71 0.004
GenderXxSpecializationXEngagement | 9 447 | 20.98 834.85 1.25 0.004
GenderxBeautyxEngagement 9 | 1341 | 9.54 1241.59 1.15 0.002
SpecializationXBeautyXEngagement | 27 | 1341 | 29.67 1241.59 1.19 0.005
GenderXSpecializationX Beauty 97 | 1341 | 1448 | 124159 0.58 0
XEngagement

*p<0.05 ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001. The p-values of the tests including between-subject factors
are reported with Greenhouse-Geisser correction.
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revealed the Specialization main effect.
Pairwise comparisons with the Holm-
Bonferroni correction revealed that
young humanity scholars and physi-
cists scored significantly higher on
EBS than chemists and mathemati-
cians did. No interaction of the Gender
and Specialization factors was found.

The two within-subject factors also
produced significant effects: of small
size for kinds of beauty and of medium
size for aspects of engagement. The
both factors interacted with Gender
and with each other. Pairwise compar-
isons revealed that girls’ scores of
Natural and Artistic Beauty were high-
er than those of Moral and Ideal
Beauty; contrarily with this finding,
boys were scored lower on Artistic
Beauty than on the rest of the beauty
scales. Cognitive Engagement mean
scores were higher than all other
engagement scales in the sample, while
Emotional Engagement scores were
higher than Somatic and Spiritual
Engagement ones. Boys, while scoring
in general lower than girls did not differ
from them in Cognitive Engagement.
Besides, post hoc tests revealed within-
subject factors interaction exact
details: Emotional and Spiritual
Engagement with Natural Beauty were
higher than with other beauty kinds,
while there were no statistically signif-
icant differences between kinds of
beauty scores in the rest of engagement
aspects.

Discussion

All initial EBS scales demonstrated
good discriminative power as it appears
from the descriptive statistics. The pos-
itive bias in aesthetic traits scales was
reported and interpreted by other

authors as a subjective value of aesthet-
ics (Lundy, Schenkel, Akrie, & Walker,
2010). On the other hand, the fact that
EBS contains only unipolar subscales
with no reverse items may explain the
bias as well.

The new Ideal Beauty scale of EBS
2.0 being theoretically grounded
showed good reliability, structural con-
sistency with the rest of the scale, inter-
acting in a similar way with Gender
and Specialization, thus demonstrated
different aspects of validity as part of
EBS and should be used as one of its
subscales.

The situation with the experimental
Technical Beauty scale is quite oppo-
site: while internally reliable, it showed
no significant relation to EBS, and its
frequencies distribution had opposite
bias. These features may be explained
in the same logic as above, i. e. by
Technical Beauty not being a part of
the “engagement with beauty” con-
struct and (consequently) having a less
subjective value. An alternative expla-
nation may be given to its distribu-
tion’s features: EBS items are grouped
by kinds of beauty and Technical
Beauty came the last; few participants
reported that the questionnaire was
boring. Thus there may be an order
effect. In all the cases Technical
Beauty’s lack of relation with EBS may
be treated as an evidence of the latter’s
discriminant validity.

Engagement scales are theoretically
well grounded, and the corresponding
measurement model fits well the data.
On the other hand, the latter finding
cannot serve as a strong evidence of the
model’s priority because of lack of its
statistical superiority over the alterna-
tive (initial) model. Engagement scales
were especially less reliable than beauty
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scales. Again, these results may be
explained by the order effect of the
items: while they are grouped by kinds
of beauty, aspects of engagement are in
turn dispersed that may cause their
lower reliability.

Cognitive Engagement had the
biggest lack of internal consistency
while demonstrating the highest aver-
age scores. Firstly as it appears from the
items content, cognitive engagement
means any form of beauty awareness
while other kinds of engagement are
focused on more definite, particular
engagement aspects. Subsequently
Cognitive Engagement obtains the
highest scores as the most generalized
scale. Then secondly, as the Cognitive
Engagement score distribution is the
most biased, left-skewed one, its corre-
lations indices may be lowered by the
ceiling effect.

Thus the overall fit of the MTMM
model may be affected by the men-
tioned EBS design flaws. However we
have enough evidences to consider this
model as matching the data and helpful
for various research and diagnostic
tasks.

Distinct gender bias was revealed in
the study, general aesthetic responsive-
ness being significantly higher in girls
in comparison to boys. The finding is in
line with traditional gender stereotypes
as well as with results obtained in some
of previous EBS validation studies.
Another important finding is the spe-
cialization effect where the humanity
scholars self-reported the highest
engagement with beauty level. The
result is anticipated and accordant
with those obtained in English version
EBS studies. The differences between
specialization in physics and other nat-
ural sciences are in turn unexpected

while also demonstrating the discrimi-
native power of EBS, but they need to
be investigated more in depth for accu-
rate interpretation, and in fact may be
due to the peculiarities of the sample.

Beauty subscales profiles depended
on the participants’ gender: girls were
particularly aesthetically responsive to
arts and nature, while boys paid the
least attention to artistic beauty. As to
engagement scales, while the order was
the same for all with Cognitive Enga-
gement being the most rated (that
again may be due to its overgeneraliza-
tion) followed by Emotional one, gen-
der affected the comparative degree of
engagement in that boys demonstrated
the same level of cognitive engagement
as girls while being much less respon-
sive in the affective plane. This result
stays in line with the traditional male
gender role as less emotional than the
female one. The reported boys’ relative-
ly high cognitive engagement can be
alternatively explained by the social
desirability effect, probably due to the
focus on the pupils’ cultural level in the
lyceum. The observed effects of gender
may be also due to its role in develop-
mental differences in adolescents.

Finally there is a relationship
between kinds of beauty and aspects of
aesthetic responsiveness: emotional
and spiritual engagements were more
intense in the case of natural beauty
while this difference was not shown in
cognitive and somatic aspects of
engagement. This relationship is await-
ing explanation, but meanwhile it
demonstrates the usefulness of engage-
ment scales assignment.

Thus, in the presented study con-
ducted on a sample of academically
successful adolescents EBS 2.0 Russian
version showed good psychometric
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qualities: discriminative power, reliabil-
ity, as well as different aspects of validi-
ty: content, structural, concurrent. The
freshly created and introduced techni-
cal beauty scale showed no relationship
with the engagement with beauty con-
struct as operationalized in the EBS,
the result we can see again as an evi-
dence of the EBS discriminative validi-
ty. The proposed MTMM model of
EBS, more complex as compared to the
original one, demonstrated its statisti-

respondent’s gender and educational
specialization were revealed. The gener-
alizability of these findings needs to be
justified by further studies.
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Appendix
The Russian version of the Engagement with Beauty Scale (EBS 2.0)

OTHOCHUTENIBHO BCEX HUKECJIEAYIOINX OTBETOB! nMeliTe B BHUY, YTO MbI CITpallliBA€M
TOJIbKO 0 Bamiem onwime 6OCNPUAMUSA U YYBCMBOBAHUSA YE€TO-TO KaK KpacCusozo. BOO6H.[€,
MHOTHE BeII MOTYT HaM HPaBUTbCA UJIN Mbl MOKEM CYHUTATH X Ba’KHBIMHU, B TO K€ BpEMA
(1)3.KTI/I‘{€CKI/I HeE 3aMeydasd B HUX KpaCOThI. B cBasu ¢ atuMm B IocJIeAyIOInX BOIIPOCax Mbl HE
CITpallinBaeM, HPAaBUTCA JIN Bam HEYTO; Mbl HE CIIpalllUBa€M, CHUTAETE JIN Bror neuro Bax-
HbIM; MbI CITpalllnBa€M TOJIbKO, €CTb JIN Y Bac YYBCTBO, YTO 3TO KpaCHBO.

OTMeTBTe KaKI0e U3 HIKECTEAYIONNX YTBEePKAeHIT drcaoM ot 1 10 7:

1 = oueHb HEIOXOKe Ha MeHs; 2 = HEIOXO0Ke Ha MEHH; 3 = HEMHOIO HEIIOX0Ke Ha MEHSI;

4 = HeHTpaJIbHO; 5 = HEMHOTO TTIOX0Ke Ha MEHs; 6 = MOX0)Ke Ha MEeHsI; 7 = 04eHb MTOX0Ke
Ha MeHsI.
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YrBepxkaenusa 1—4 HIDKe OTHOCATCA K MEPe’KUBAHUSM, CBS3aHHBIM C MPHPOAOH U
¢dusnyeckum MUPOM, BKIIOYAs FOPbI, CKaJIbl, PEKH, 03¢pa, OKeaHbl, IIyCTbIHU, PACTEHHS,
LIBETHI, /iePeBbs, KUBOTHBIX U T.A4. (HO HE uesnoBeueckoe Teno).

1. 51 3ameuaro KpacoTy B OZHOU nii GoJiee rPaHsix PUPOJIbL.

2. HabJmofiast KpacoTy B IPUPOJIE, 1 UYBCTBYIO U3MEHEHUS B MOEM TeJie, TAKUE KaK
KOM B TOpJIe, TIepeXBaueHHOE JIbIXaHue, yualeHHOe OUeHe Cep/iia WK APyrue TeIecHbe
OTKJTIKN.

3. Haburoast KpacoTy B TIPUPOJIE, ST UYBCTBYIO BOJHEHHUE, 3TO MEHST TPOTaeT —
HanmpuMep, UCIBITHIBAIO YYBCTBO OJIATOTOBEHMsI, YAUBJICHW, BO3OYKICHM, BOCXUIIEHUS
WJIN TIO/TbEMA.

4. Habuo1ast KpacoTy B TIPUPOJIE, I IYBCTBYIO YTO-TO BPOJIE IyXOBHOTO MEPEKU-
BaHU, BO3MOKHO — YyBCTBO €AMHEHUS, CIUSHUS CO BCEJICHHOM N TI00BU KO BCEMY MUDY.

YrBepkaenus 5—8 HIKe OTHOCITCS K MepeKUBAHHUSIM, CBSI3aHHBIM C HCKYCCTBOM,
HalpuMep >KUBONMHUCHIO, CKYJbNTYPOH, MY3bIKOW, TaHIEM, apXUTEKTypOiH, MO33uei,
poMaHaMu, JMTepaTypou u T.1.

5. 41 3ameuaro KpacoTy B MCKYCCTBE UJIU PYKOTBOPHBIX OOBEKTAX.

6. Habmomast KpacoTy B MPOM3BEAEHUN UCKYCCTBA, ST YYBCTBYIO M3MEHEHUS B
MOEeM Tejie, TaKHe KaK KOM B ropJie, IIepeXBaueHHOe JbIXaHue, YIallleHHoe OMeHne cep/a
W pyTrue TeJeCHble OTKINKU.

_ 7. Habumozast KpacoTy B IMPOM3BEJEHUHN MCKYCCTBA, sl YYBCTBYIO BOJIHEHUE, 9TO
MEH TPOTAa€T — HallpuMep, UCHbIThIBAIO YYBCTBO 6]IaFOI‘OBeHI/IH, yauBJi€HUA, B036y>K[[eHI/IH,
BOCXMHIEHWA UJIN 110 bEMA.

8. Haburoiast Kpacoty B IPOM3BEAEHUN MCKYCCTBA, s1 YyBCTBYIO Y4TO-TO BPOJIE
JIYXOBHOTO II€PEKUBAHUS, BOSMOKHO — YYBCTBO €IMHEHI, CJMSAHHUSA CO BCEJICHHON WMIn
J06BU KO BCEMY MUDY.

YrBepskaenus 9—14 Huke OTHOCITCS K EPEKUBAHUSIM, CBSI3AHHBIM C JIIO/IbMHU, KOT/Ia
Bb1 HaO01aeTe KOro-10 (WM CJABIIHUTE O KOM-TO ), KTO JIEMOHCTPUPYET 6ReUAMIAIOWULL
axm munocepous, npedannocmu, 000pomuvL, COUYECMEUL, NPOULEHUS, CAMONOHCEPMEO -
6aHUSL UNU UCKPEHHE20 CAYHCeHUS OpyeuM. Mbl OTHOCUM WX K HPABCTBEHHO KPACHBBIM
MOCTYITKAM.

9. {1 3ameualo HpaBCTBEHHYIO KPACOTY B JIOJAX.

_10. Haburopast HpaBCTBEHHO KPACHBBIN MOCTYIIOK, ST 9YBCTBYIO M3MEHEHHS B MOEM
TeJie, TAKMe KaK KOM B rOpJie, [IepeXBadeHHOe JIbIXaHue, yJyalleHHOe OMeHue cepiia uin
JpyTHe TeJIeCHble OTKJINKN.

_ 11, Habmonast HpPaBCTBEHHO KPACHBBII MOCTYIIOK, sI YYBCTBYIO BOJIHEHHE, 9TO
MEHSI TPOraeT — HAIlPUMEp, UCTIBITHIBAIO 4YBCTBO GJIArOrOBEHUS, Y IUBJICHUST, BO3OYIKACHUS,
BOCXMIIIEHUS WJIN TTO/IbEeMa.

~ 12, Habumosas HPaBCTBEHHO KPACUBBINA MOCTYIOK, s 4yBCTBYIO YTO-TO BpPOJE
JYXOBHOTO IepesKUBaHNs, BO3MOKHO — YYBCTBO €MHEHUS, CIMSAHNUS CO BCEJIEHHON Min
JM0OBU KO BCEMY MUDY.
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_13. Habuogast HpaBCTBEHHO KPACUBbII MOCTYIIOK, s1 OOHAPYKUBAIO B cebe sKeJa-
HUE CTaTh JIydllle.

14, Habumogast HpaBCTBEHHO KPACUBBII MOCTYIIOK, s1 OOHAPYKUBAIO B cebe skeJia-
HIIe fenaTh 00pble [esta v OOJIbIIe CHJT OTAABATH CJIY/KEHHUIO IPYTHM.

YrBepokaenust 15—18 Huzke OTHOCSTCS K ONBITY Nepe:KUBaHUil Uei, TaKuX Kak (pUio-
codckue umen, MOJIUTHYECKUE U/IeH, PeJUTHO3HbIe WIN AYXOBHbIE HIed, HAyYHbIe HJIN
MaTeMaTUyecKue Ueu u T.7.

_15.4 obpamiato BHUMaHKe Ha KPACUBbIE UJIEH.

_16. 3amymbIBasgch Ha/l KpacwBON WjeeH, S UyBCTBYIO M3MEHEHWS B MOEM Tele,
Takye Kak KOM B ropJie, iepexBaueHHoe JIbIXaHue, yualeHHoe OUeHne cepiiia au Apyrie
TeJeCHBIE OTKINKIL.

_17. 3agymbIBasich HaJl KPACUBOIT M/Ieeii, ST UyBCTBYIO BOJHEHUE, 3TO MEHS TPOTAeT —
HalPUMep, UCIBITBIBAIO YyBCTBO 0JIATOTOBEHUSI, YIMBJICHUS, BO30Y/KICHUS, BOCXUIICHUS
WJTU TIO/TbeMa.

~18. 3agymbiBasgch HaJl KPacUBOHM ujeeil, g 4yBCTBYIO UTO-TO BPOji€ yXOBHOTO
TepeRMBAHISI, BO3MOKHO — UYBCTBO €AMHEHUS, CUSTHUS CO BCEJEHHONW MM JIOOBU KO
BCEMY MUDY.
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Pycckas Bepcus Illkanst conpuyactaoctu kpacore EBS (the Engagement
with Beauty Scale): MHOroYepTHas--MHOTOMETOTHASI MO/IEJIb

I1.A. Ca6axomr®

“ Uncmumym ncuxonozuu PAH, 129366, Mockea, Poccust, ya. Apociasckas, 0. 13, x. 1

Pe3siome

ITesbio paboThl ObLIa aanTaius Ha pyccKoM s3bike onpocinka EBS, uamepsioniero acreru-
YEeCKYI0 OT3BIBUYMBOCTD HA KPACOTY MPUPOIbI, MCKYCCTBA, WEH U HPABCTBEHHOTO MOBEJCHUS.
Kpowme 91010 1poBepsuich mpenoaokerue 06 OT3bIBUMBOCTI Ha KPACOTY TEXHUKHU KaK COCTAB-
JIAIONIeN ACTeTUYeCKoll OT3BIBYMBOCTH, a TakKske MHOTouepTHass-MHoroMmeronHas (MTMM)
MOJIeJIb, Bblessgonas B ctpykrype EBS monosnnTesbHO 1Kabl CONPUYACTHOCTUA: KOTHUTHB-
HOH, TeJIeCHOM, DMOIIMOHATIBHOM, 1yX0BHOM. [lepeBo OpUrnHaIbLHOTO ONPOCHUKA OBLIT JOMOJIHEH
AKCIEepUMEHTANbHON TiKanoit Kpacorsr TeXHUKM ¥ 3amoJHSAJICS YYallUMUCS JIUIEs T.
Exarepun6ypra 14—17 ser, n = 191, geBymek 48%, oHomreil 52% u3 KIACCOB € YriayOIeHHBIM
U3yUYeHUEM MaTeMaTUKU, eCTECTBEHHBIX JINO0 ryMaHUTapHBbIX HayK. KorndupmaTophbiil (hakrop-
HBII aHAJIN3 TIOATBEP/INI KOHCUCTEHTHOCTD 1iKasbl Kpacorer el nepsonayanbHoil CTpyKType
EBS (ukasia gobasiena moszanee u TpeboBaia oTaeabHOM Basmausanun). Kpacora Texnuku e
obHapy:kuia koncucrenTHoctu ¢ EBS, mostomy Gbiiia nckiouena us anaauza. MTMM mozess
[10Ka3aJ1a XOPOIIYIO IIPUTOHOCTD, TIPU TOM YTO TIOJIOBUHA HATPY30K Y IITKAJI COITPUYACTHOCTH HE
JIOCTHTrajla 3HAYMMOro YpoBHs. B aHaimise HagexHoctn koadduiment o Kponbaxa pocruran
0.92 ma cymmaproro mokaszaresiss EBS; 0.82-0.90 mst mkan kpacorst u 0.66—0.75 st mkad
CONPUYACTHOCTHU. JIMCTIEPCHOHHDIN aHaIn3 BB OoJsiee BbICOKME obOmue nokasatean EBS y
JICBYIIEK OTHOCUTEJIBHO FOHOIIECH, a TAKIKE Y T'YMaHUTAPUEB U (PU3UKOB MO CPABHEHUIO C XMUMHU-
KaMi 1 MaTeMaTrKaMu. Kpome Toro, y /ieByIIeK 1 I0HOIIel pa3inyaanch yepeHeHHble Tpoduin
HIKaJl KaK KPAacOTbI, TaK U COIPUYACTHOCTU. BHYTpUrpymImoBbie (HakTopbl Bua KPacoThl U
COTIPUYACTHOCTH TakkKe B3anMojeiicTBoBain. Takum 06pasoM, Ha BBIOOPKE aKaJeMUYECKH
YCIIEIIHBIX [TOJIPOCTKOB pycckas Bepcust EBS nposgsuiia xopoiime rncuxoMmeTpuyeckne Xapakre-
puctukn; MTMM Mozesnb cooTBeTCTBOBAA AHHBIM. BbIsSIBIeHHbBIE PA3aMuns B aCTETHUCCKOM
OT3BIBYUNBOCTH, CBSI3aHHBIE C TTOJIOM ¥ y4eOHOII Cliennann3anueil peCIIOHIEHTA, TAKKe OITBEp-
SKAI0T BAJIM/IHOCTD OIIPOCHUKA M YMECTHOCTD TIPEJIOKEHHOI MOJIe/IN.

KimoueBble cioBa: scTeTHYecKast OT3bIBUUBOCTD, IICUXOMETPUKA, TEH/JAEPHbIC pa3/INn4du:d,
yqe6HaH Ccrienuaan3armsd, MyJabTUIepTHaA-MYyJIbTUMETO/IHAA MO/IEJIb.

Ca6aznom ITaBen AnekcanapoBuy — Hay4YHbIH cOTPyAHUK, MHCeTuTyT nenxonornn PAH, kanan-
JlaT IICUXOJIOTNYeCKUX HayK.

Cdepa HayuHbIX MHTEPECOB: My3bIKaJbHas IICUXOJIOIUS, [ICUX0JI0TMYecKas acTeTuka, quddde-
peHInaIbHas ICUXO0JIOTH, ICUXOMETPHKA.

KonraxTsr: sabadosh@psychol.ras.ru



