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Abstract 

 

The purpose of the present study was to reveal of future teachers' (studying at Vilniaus kolegija/University of 

Applied Sciences) perception of their creativity.  

The design, methodology, and approach. The present study was aimed at disclosing students’ self-perceptions 

of their personal creativity manifesting itself in different domains, including self/everyday, scholarly, performance, 

mechanical/scientific, and artistic domain in relation with their personality qualities, including neuroticism, 

extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness. The investigation was conducted with the participation 

of 88 students of Pedagogy at Vilniaus kolegija/University of Applied Sciences. The distribution of respondents 

according to their study programs was: 48 students of Early Childhood Pedagogy, 25 students of Pedagogy of Primary 

Education, and 15 students of Social Pedagogy. The distribution of respondents according to their gender was: 7 male 

and 81 female students. The sample was formed according to availability sampling, one of non-probability selection 

methods. The average age of respondents was 30 years. To achieve the aim, the quantitative methodology was used. 

The theoretical framework of the present investigation was based on the investment theory of creativity, its central 

assumption being that creativity can be taught and learnt and that creativity-supportive environments play a significant 

role in the process, as well as on Kaufman’s typology of personality traits and the domains in which creativity 

manifests itself. 

The findings. The research data were analyzed with the help of the SPSS package (Version 23). In order to 

ensure the reliability of the research instrument, each group of questions regarding the domains, in which creativity 

manifests itself, underwent the Cronbach Alpha coefficient calculations, the meanings of which demonstrated a high 

level of homogeneity of the questionnaire: the meaning of Cronbach Alpha coefficient in the group of questions for 

Self/Everyday activity was found 0.757; for Scholarly – 0.875; for Performance (encompassing writing and music) – 

0.864; for Mechanical/Scientific – 0.739; and for Artistic – 0.835. The overall Cronbach Alpha coefficient is 0.833. 

The findings of the survey demonstrated that the personal quality of openness was statistically significant for all the 

domains of creativity, and that it was least statistically significant for agreeableness. The findings of the investigation 

revealed that the students of the programs of Early Childhood Pedagogy, Pedagogy of Primary Education and Social 

Pedagogy shared very similar personality traits. Only the meanings of openness displayed statistically significant 

differences. Thus, the assumption could be made that more creative students tended to demonstrate more openness in 

comparison to less creative students. Likewise, the meanings of agreeableness did not show any significant relationship 

with creativity either. The meanings of conscientiousness in our investigation did not have much in common with 

creativity. relationship between conscientiousness and creativity was rather weak. There was no statistically significant 

relationship found between creativity and neuroticism either. 

Research limitations and implications. This study was designed to investigate students' personal components 

of creativity. Personality characteristics are one of the most important factors influencing creativity. However, there is 

no common view on what distinguishes a creative personality. Most authors point to different traits of a creative 

personality. Since scholars from different fields (Amabile (1996), Sternberg & Lubart (1996), Wolfradt & Pretz (2001), 

Csikszentmihalyi (2006), Sternberg (2006), Robinson (2011), Kaufman (2012), Karkockienė (2010, 2013), Urban 

(2014), Barevičiūtė (2014), Rakauskaitė (2014), Byrge & Hansen (2015), Rimkutė-Jankuvienė (2016), Burkšaitienė 

(2018), Kaufman (2019), etc.) addressed these issues, there developed different tendencies in this area of research, and 
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different instruments of measuring creativity were applied, either with the focus on creativity in relation to individual’s 

general capability and thinking, or in relation to the very process and outcomes of creative output, etc.  

Practical implications point to the possibility that the results of this study could be used as a base for further 

research in the area. 

Originality and value of the study. The scientific literature points out different traits of a creative personality, 

and an emphasis is generally laid on negative factors that hinder personal creativity, namely, lack of conscious self-

perceptions of one ‘s creative capacity, insufficient self-esteem, and attitudes diminishing the value of creativity that are 

often provoked by outsiders’ skeptical opinions or continuously displayed criticism. Thus, it is important to identify and 

promote those personal qualities that can lead to the manifestations of creativity so that specifically targeted programs 

and methods aimed at encouraging creativity could be put to good use. The study Self-Perceptions of Creativity of 

Future Teachers Studying at Vilniaus kolegija/University of Applied Sciences was conducted while relying on the social 

and personal attitude research where the focus is on revealing the factors of personal, motivational, and sociocultural-

environmental manifestations that significantly influence manifestations of creativity. 

Keywords: creativity, research of creativity, self-perceptions of creativity, future teachers. 

Research type: research paper. 
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Introduction 

 

Ongoing change of technologies and development of the knowledge society are typical of the 

21st century and moves forward advancement in the science of education. According to Sales,  

Fournier and Sénéchal (2007), modern society is strongly interested in accumulating knowledge and 

information, it is sort of ’obsessed’ with different manifestations of communication and creativity, 

and creativity is treated as considered reflection. In the run of present changes in the world, creative 

education becomes especially important since learners constantly and inevitably face new 

phenomena, thus the need for life-long education becomes complemented by the need to be able to 

learn and think creatively.  

The complex and everchanging environment poses the need for solving problems creatively. 

The Lithuania’s progress strategy Lithuania 2030
1
 emphasises the role of education that should 

provide all necessary conditions for the development of a creative, responsible and open-minded 

personality.  At the same time, both foreign and Lithuanian researchers point out that present-day 

institutions of education tend to use a lot of practices that are directed towards reproductive rather 

than creative approaches towards education. Traditional teaching that had mainly been knowledge 

transmission-oriented is no longer valid in training teachers for fairly unpredictable future activity 

while living in the ever-changing world.  

Creativity, as the ability to generate ideas, to think independently, to display the immediate 

reaction, and to find timely and original solutions to problem situations
2
, becomes one of the key 

human qualities in this rapidly developing twenty-first century world, driven by multiple 

information processing. The concept and manifestations of creativity as well as the processes of its 

                                                 
1
 Lithuania’s progress strategy Lithuania 2030, from: https://www.docdroid.net/ERhjMs3/en-lietuva2030-pdf  

2
 The European Commission. Education and Training: Key competences and basic skills, from: 

https://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/school/key-competences-and-basic-skills_en  
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education have been widely researched and discussed in research literature. The scholars of 

different fields have researched creativity and analyzed its educational aspects by approaching the 

phenomenon from different perspectives. As a natural consequence, there have developed different 

directions in the field of creativity research. Since different researchers attribute different qualities, 

characteristic of a creative personality, it is next to impossible to present one overall picture of a 

creative personality. Craft (2008), while discussing the situation in the research of creativity, states 

that creative personalities tend to display different qualities, that is why it is difficult to apply one 

and the same measure to them. Rimkutė-Jankuvienė (2016) points out that “researchers in different 

countries have been involved in discussions on the issues of identifying manifestations of creativity, 

of decisive factors for its development, of the indispensable conditions for different ways of its 

manifestations”. Stenberg and Lubart (1996) hold the opinion that this kind of variety in the 

approach as well as the magnitude of research in creativity preconditioned different points of view 

towards creativity. 

Researchers in various parts of the world (Amabile (1996), Sternberg & Lubart (1996), 

Wolfradt & Pretz (2001), Csikszentmihalyi (2006), Sternberg (2006), Robinson (2011), Kaufman 

(2012), Karkockienė (2010, 2013), Urban (2014), Barevičiūtė (2014), Rakauskaitė (2014), Byrge & 

Hansen (2015), Rimkutė-Jankuvienė (2016), Burkšaitienė (2018), Kaufman (2019), etc.) are 

involved in the discussion on how manifestations of creativity should be recognized, what factors 

impact its development, and what indispensable conditions, means and methods could facilitate 

creativity. Since scholars from different fields addressed these issues, there appeared different 

tendencies in this area of research, and different instruments of measuring creativity were applied, 

either with the focus on creativity in relation to individual’s capability and thinking, or in relation to 

the very process and outcomes of creative output. The study Self-Perceptions of Creativity of 

Future Teachers Studying at Vilniaus kolegija/University of Applied Sciences presented here was 

conducted on the basis of social and personal attitude research. The focus is on revealing the factors 

influencing the manifestations of creativity – personal, motivational, and socio-culturally 

environmental. 

However, it is hardly possible to pinpoint with assurance exceptionally specific traits and 

qualities that always characterize a creative personality. The opinions of different researchers on 

this problem vary considerably. Grakauskaitė-Karkockienė (2013) “points out to different traits of a 

creative personality, and emphasis is generally laid on negative factors that hinder personal 

creativity, namely, lack of conscious self-perception of one‘s creative capacity, insufficient self-

esteem, and attitudes diminishing the value of creativity that are often provoked by outsiders’ 

skeptical opinions or continuously displayed criticism“. Thus, it is important to notice, cherish and 
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value the personal qualities that can lead to creative manifestations so that specific-target programs 

and methods aimed at encouraging creativity could be put to good use. 

 

1. Theoretical context 

 

In the handbook of personality The ‘Big Five’ factor taxonomy: Dimensions of personality in 

the natural language and questionnaires, John & Srivastava (1999) reviewed the history of the ‘Big 

Five’, including the discovery of the five dimensions, research in replicating and extending the 

model, its convergence with research in the questionnaire tradition, and the development of several 

instruments to measure the ‘Big Five’ factors. They also compared three of the most frequently used 

instruments and report data regarding their reliability and convergent validity. The researchers 

provided the ‘Big Five’ taxonomy, which is structured hierarchically, about the development of the 

five dimensions, and whether they predict important life outcomes, and how they combine into 

personality types, and whether they are descriptive or explanatory concepts. 

Grakauskaitė-Karkockienė, in her afore-mentioned article (2013) devoted to the identification 

of personality traits, also relies on the questionnaire of the ‘Big Five’ (Big Five Inventory, John 

(1990)). The author surveys opinions of different researchers about the characteristic features of a 

creative personality. The researcher also points to some negative factors that interfere with 

creativity, like lack of conscious perception of one’s creative capacity, lack of self-esteem, and 

intentional diminishing of one’s creativity, provoked by outsiders’ negative comments and 

continuous criticism.  

Rimkutė-Jankuvienė (2016), while generalizing the research on creativity, states that different 

directions in the study of creativity appeared due to the fact that researchers from quite different 

fields got interested in creativity. In her opinion, different instruments for measuring creativity were 

designed while viewing creativity as manifestations of individual abilities and thinking, and 

creativity was mainly studied as the process and outcome of creation. Rimkutė-Jankuvienė (2016) 

presents creativity models offered by representatives of systemic creativity research where 

creativity is analyzed as a complex phenomenon, with a system of its subcomponents interacting 

with one another. Present-day science tends to view creativity as a systemic phenomenon (Sternberg 

& Lubart, 1996), especially with reference to its wide context, not merely the psychological one; 

and patterning of creative tasks here is treated as an effective way of developing creativity. Thus 

creativity tends to become a skill of contemporary everyday living, and, like any other skill or habit, 

it can be encouraged or suppressed. 

Kaufman (2012), in his article Counting the Muses: Development of the Kaufman Domains of 

Creativity Scale (K-DOCS), relies on his prior research in the attempt of conceptualizing the 
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structure of creativity and developing the scale of creativity as an instrument for measuring it 

according to every domain of the scale (K-DOCS). On the basis of prior research, which made use 

of self-perceptions questionnaires, the author presents a new instrument – the Kaufman Domains of 

Creativity Scale (K-DOCS). The researcher focuses on the major issue here: how is it possible to 

identify the domains of creativity valid for measuring? In the course of this research, the researcher 

came up with 50 statements that he placed into 5 concepts: Self/Everyday, Scholarly, Performance 

(encompassing writing and music), Mechanical/Scientific, and Artistic. Kaufman’s scale was meant 

to identify the five factors that are responsible for the personality traits as established by Goldberg 

(1999). Those characteristics of personality (the ‘Big Five’ Factors) were approved by the 

International Center of Personality Research (Goldberg, 1999, Goldberg et al., 2006; cit. Kaufmann, 

2012): neuroticism/emotional stability, extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and 

openness. 

In both afore-mentioned articles the authors pointed out that they asked the respondents to 

evaluate their own creativity according to Likert’s five-point scale: in Kaufman’s article (2012) – 

from 1 (as least creative) to 5 (as most creative); in Grakauskaitė-Karkockienė’s article (2013) – 

from 1 (‘absolutely disagree’) to 5 (‘absolutely agree’). In the research under discussion, the 

respondents were also asked to evaluate themselves according to Likert’s five-point scale, by giving 

their answers from 1 (‘definitely yes’) to 5 (‘definitely not’). 

Taking into consideration the fact that the questionnaires in the afore-mentioned research 

instruments did not quite meet the conditions of our investigation, (Grakauskaitė-Karkockienė’s 

article was devoted not exceptionally to student creativity, but also to the interface of student 

creativity, personality traits and respondent’s birth order in the family; besides, the respondents’ 

demographic data also differed), a modified instrument of measuring was used in our research by 

way of introducing several additional statements, focusing on the topic of the research (for instance, 

statement 9 was included in relation to the ‘Big Five’ factors that were discussed in both afore-

mentioned articles), also by modifying the demographic section of the questionnaire. However, the 

Creativity Scale of Kaufman (K-DOCS) remained the solid basis of the present research. 

The questionnaire consisted of the following parts: 

1) introduction to the questionnaire; 

2) the demographic section; 

3) the section with the main statements focusing on the research topic and falling into 5 

illustrative groups of Creativity Scale of Kaufman (K-DOCS) (see Figure 1). 
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Source: composed by author according to Kaufman (2012).  

Figure 1. Creativity Scale of Kaufman (K-DOCS)  

 

With focus on the previously conducted investigation by other researchers (Kaufman. 

Development of the Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale (K-DOCS) (2012), Big Five Inventory 

Questionnaires), the present study was aimed at disclosing students’ self-perceptions of their 

personal creativity manifesting itself in different domains, including self/everyday activity, 

scholarly, performance, mechanical/scientific, and artistic domains in relation to their personality 

traits, including neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness.  

 

2. Methodology 

 

The object of the present research as presented in this article is future teachers' self-

perception of creativity. 

The aim of the present research is to determine future teachers' views regarding their own 

creativity. 

The method applied in the study was a questionnaire answered in writing by future teachers 

studying at Vilniaus kolegija/University of Applied Sciences 

The investigation was conducted with 88 future teachers studying at Vilniaus 

kolegija/University of Applied Sciences (see Table 1). 

  

Creativity Scale  of Kaufman  
(K-DOCS) 

Self/Everyday Scholarly 
Performance 

(encompassing 
writing and music) 

Mechanical/ 
Scientific 

Artistic 
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Table 1. Distribution of respondents according to study programs and gender 

Study programs Number of respondents Male students Female students 

Early Childhood Pedagogy 48  

7 

 

81 Pedagogy of Primary Education 25 

Social Pedagogy 15 

Total: 88 

Source: composed by author.  

 

The sample was formed according to availability sampling, one of non-probability selection 

methods (Žydžiūnaitė, 2007). The average age of respondents was 30 years.  

The theoretical framework of the present investigation was based on the investment theory of 

creativity (Sternberg & Lubart, 1996), its central assumption being that creativity can be taught and 

learnt and that creativity-supportive environments play a significant role in the process, as well as 

on Kaufman’s (2012) typology of personality traits and the domains in which creativity manifests 

itself. 

All respondents were contacted in person, ahead of the date of investigation, and their oral 

consent to participate in the study was received. In accordance with the principle of data anonymity 

and information confidentiality, the respondents were informed that their identity would not be 

revealed, and that their answers would not have any impact on the results of their future studies 

(Žydžiūnaitė, 2007). 

The participants of the investigation were assured that their agreement (or disagreement) to 

take part in the investigation will not result in negative consequences of whatever sort from outside 

sources.  

To increase students’ motivation, it was mentioned that I was seeking to involve students into 

the processes of study content selection so as, focusing on our joint effort, we could make their 

studies more interesting and attractive. After all the respondents had filled in the questionnaire, we 

thanked them all and reminded them of the possibility of addressing us by the indicated e-mail 

address, in case any problems might arise in relation to the investigation they had become part of. 

The instrument of research was designed while following these scientific resources:  

• Kaufman (2012). Counting the Muses: Development of the Kaufman Domains of Creativity 

Scale (K-DOCS);  

• the article The Interface of Student Creativity, Personal Qualities and Succession of Birth in 

the Family by Grakauskaitė-Karkockienė (2013);  

• John & Srivastava (1999). Handbook of Personality. The ‘Big Five’ factor taxonomy: 

Dimensions of personality in the natural language and questionnaires;  

• the article Theoretical Discourse of Creativity by Rimkutė-Jankuvienė (2016).  
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The theoretical framework of the present research was based on the investment theory of 

creativity, its central assumption being that creativity can be taught and learnt and that creativity-

supportive environments play a significant role in the process, as well as on Kaufman’s typology of 

personality traits and the domains in which creativity manifests itself. 

The research data were analyzed with the help of the SPSS package (Version 23). In order to 

ensure the reliability of the research instrument, each group of questions regarding the domains, in 

which creativity manifests itself, underwent the Cronbach Alpha coefficient calculations, the 

meanings of which demonstrated a high level of homogeneity of the questionnaire. In comparison 

with the findings obtained by the developer of the original research instrument (Kaufman, 2012), 

the findings of the present research can be qualified as the ones closely relating to those of the 

formerly carried out research: the meaning of Cronbach Alpha coefficient for the group of questions 

Self/Everyday activity is 0.757, (in the original research instrument – 0.86); for Scholarly – 0.875, 

(in the original research instrument – 0.86); for Scholarly Performance (encompassing writing and 

music) – 0.864, (in the original research instrument – 0.87); for Mechanical/Scientific – 0.739, (in 

the original research instrument – 0.86); for Artistic – 0.835, (in the original research instrument – 

0.83). Except, only the meanings of Mechanical/Scientific. The overall Cronbach Alpha coefficient 

is 0. 833. 

 

3. Findings /results 

 

The findings of the survey demonstrated that the personal quality of openness was statistically 

significant for all domains of creativity, and that it was least statistically significant for 

agreeableness.  

The findings of the investigation revealed that the students of the programs Early Childhood 

Pedagogy, Pedagogy of Primary Education and Social Pedagogy shared very similar personality 

traits. Only the meanings of Openness displayed statistically significant differences. Thus, the 

assumption could be made that more creative students tended to demonstrate more openness than 

less creative students. The scholars who researched creativity (Wolfradt & Pretz, 2001) also tended 

to consider that Openness seems to be the only personal quality shared by all creative personalities. 

No statistically significant relationship was found between Extraversion and Creativity; for 

comparison, Wolfradt and Pretz (2001) also asserted that the relationship between Extraversion and 

Creativity was rather weak. There was no statistically significant relationship discovered between 

Creativity and Neuroticism either. Extraversion is related to Self/Everyday activity and Artistic 

domains; Neuroticism is related to Artistic and Performance (encompassing writing and music) 

domains.  
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Likewise, the meanings of Agreeableness did not show any significant relationship with 

Creativity as well; in this case, our findings were close to those of Wolfradt and Pretz (2001).  

The meanings of Conscientiousness in our investigation did not have much in common with 

Creativity; for comparison, Wolfradt and Pretz (2001) also asserted that the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and Creativity was rather weak. 

The study also aimed at identifying correlations between separate variables. For instance, an 

attempt was made to disclose if the students, who could help other people cope with a difficult 

situation, were able to think of new ways to help people. In the course of the analysis of these 

findings, the average (r=0,517) and statistically significant (p=0,000<0,05) relationship were 

established. The analysis of the findings showed that the students, who could help other people cope 

with a difficult situation, in principle were apt to think of new ways to help people.  

An attempt was made to establish which group of respondents, male or female students, were 

more inclined to play intellectual games although the male group of the sample was too small to 

provide statistically meaningful results. The latter indication is 0,02 (p<0,05), which means that the 

relationship between gender and readiness to play intellectual games exists and that the relationship 

between the two variables is significantly meaningful. With the aim of establishing whether the 

male or female group was more inclined to play intellectual games, the frequency distribution in 

percentage was studied in the paired-up table of both frequency variables. It could be observed that 

the male group favored intellectual games more (71.4%) than the female group (15.6%).  

An attempt was also made to establish the degree of variance in the respondents’ abilities in 

separate types of activity. For instance, in reading and music activities, two rank variables were 

compared: Making up lyrics to a funny song and Composing an original song. Was aimed to find 

out if the respondents, who were able to create lyrics to a funny song, were equally capable of 

creating an original song. The analysis of the findings showed that the parameter Z meaning was -

3,181, and the meaning of criterion p was below the established significance level (p=0,01<0,05). It 

follows that differences of respondents’ abilities in carrying out the two activities of Making up 

lyrics to a funny song and Composing an original song exist and those differences are statistically 

significant. The size of effect was found as r=0,3391, and it can be qualified as average effect. 

Moreover, an attempt was made to find out whether observable differences existed between 

the two groups of respondents (male and female) in their ability to build something mechanical (like 

a robot). The analysis of our findings demonstrated the following characteristics: Z=-3,040, 

p=0,02<0,05. This allows us to draw the conclusion that the differences in male and female groups 

were statistically significant. With the aim of finding out which group demonstrated more positive 

results in creating something of mechanical nature (like constructing a robot), rank average 

meanings were compared with the help of a table (see Table 2). 
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Table 2. The comparison average meanings 

 

Source: composed by author.  

 

The ranking average in the female group was higher (46,83) than in the male group (17,50). 

Since the meanings of answers in the female group are higher, thus it is possible to conclude that 

female respondents displayed a higher inclination than male respondents for producing something 

of mechanical nature (like constructing a robot).  

With the aim of discovering the interdependence between students’ age and their ability to 

construct something from metal, stone, or similar material, three age groups of respondents were 

distinguished: 1) 18-25 years of age, 2) 26-40 years of age, and 3) 41-60 years of age. The analysis 

of the findings showed that the meaning of p was higher than the established level of significance: 

(p=0,64>0,05). No significant difference was found among the three different age groups in terms 

of students’ ability to construct something from metal, stone, or similar material. 

A comparison of six dependent samples in the domain ‘Self/Everyday’ was done to find out if 

students’ perceptions were more or less of the same rank, or if they tended to prioritize some of the 

following abilities: finding something fun to do when they had no money; helping other people 

cope with a difficult situation; teaching someone how to do something; maintaining a good balance 

between their work and their personal life; understanding how to make themselves happy; and being 

able to work through their personal problems in a healthy way. The investigation disclosed that the 

ability of finding something fun to do when they had no money was prioritized by the students. 

The analysis of the findings demonstrated that the meaning of criterion p=0,000<0,05, thus 

the conclusion can be made that differences in the students’ perceptions were significantly different. 

With the aim of finding out to which of the two abilities with the highest average ranking (Finding 

something fun to do when they had no money and Helping other people cope with a difficult 

situation) the respondents gave priority, a test of comparison was done. The analysis disclosed that 

parameter Z meaning was -8,214 and criterion p meaning was lower than the established level of 

significance (p=0,000<0,05). Thus we conclude that the difference between students’ abilities in 

Finding something fun to do when they had no money and Helping other people cope with a difficult 

situation exists and this difference is statistically significant. 

It was also aimed to find out if the students, who displayed higher abilities in everyday 

activity, also displayed abilities in scientific activity. The analysis gave the relationship of medium 

strength (r=0,646), which is statistically significant (p=0,000). This relationship speaks for the fact 
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that students’ higher abilities in everyday activity increase their scientific abilities. This tendency is 

statistically significant as 0,01. Drawing on the obtained results, it can be assumed that those 

students, who scored high in the domain of self/everyday, had more potential to score high in the 

scholarly domain as well. 

 

4. Conclusions 

 

1. In the run of present changes in the world, creative education becomes especially important 

since learners constantly and inevitably face new emerging phenomena, and the need for life-long 

education becomes complemented by the need to be able to learn to think creatively. Creativity as 

the ability to generate ideas, to think independently, demonstrate prompt reaction, and to find timely 

and original solutions to problematic situations becomes one of the key human qualities in this 

rapidly developing twenty-first century world, driven by multiple information processing.  Scholars 

from different fields addressed these issues revealing different tendencies in this area of research, 

applying different instruments of measuring creativity, with the focus on creativity in relation to 

individual’s capability and thinking.  

2. The theoretical framework of the present research was based on the investment theory of 

creativity, its central assumption being that creativity can be taught and learnt, and that creativity-

supportive environments play a significant role in the process. In the works of the investment theory 

approach to education, the interaction of components that can account for and/or influence 

creativity is emphasized. The research also built on Kaufman’s typology of personality traits and 

the domains in which creativity manifests itself. Thus, it is of utmost importance to notice, cherish 

and value the personal qualities that can lead to creative approaches in decision-making. 

3. Creativity is the ability that can and should be developed. The findings of the investigation 

revealed that the students of the programs Early Childhood Pedagogy, Pedagogy of Primary 

Education and Social Pedagogy shared very similar personality traits. Only the meanings of 

Openness displayed statistically significant differences. Thus, the assumption could be made that 

more creative students tended to demonstrate more openness than less creative students. With 

reference to the obtained results, it can be assumed that those students, who scored high in the 

domain of self/everyday activity, had more potential to score high in the scholarly domain as well. 

Creativity is viewed as a skill of contemporary living style, and, like any other skill, it can be 

encouraged or suppressed. Thus, it is of utmost importance to notice, cherish and value the personal 

qualities that can lead to creative manifestations so that specific-target programs and methods aimed 

at encouraging creativity could be put to good use.  
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