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Introduction

According to Alder (2002) [1]; Jensen et al (2010) [2], creativity helps to orient students’ 
future careers and is the basis for teachers to change teaching methods to suit each group 
of subjects, improving creativity for learners. In Vietnam, according to Tran Thi Bich Lieu 
(2016) [3], teachers still have limited understanding and teaching about creativity. They fo-
cus more on creativity when it is required by policies and curricula and often use familiar 
and convenient creative tools.

Research by Nguyen Cong Khanh (2007) [4], shows that 19.4% of students have low 
and very low CQ benchmarks, 49% are average; 24.1% above average and high to very high 
only accounted for 7.6%. Le Thi Tuyet, et al. (2018) [5], have research on students showing 
that 16.5% of students have a low level of creativity; 47.0% average; only 1.9% good and 0.7% 
excellent, saying that parents’ stable careers, participation in cultural and extracurricular 
activities at school have an influence on creativity. Participating in the class officer helped to 
develop creativity by about 5 times. Duong Thi Anh Dao, et al. (2017) [6], studied primary 
school subjects, using the TSD-Z method, showing 11.2% low levels; 43.1% average level; 
14.7% average good; 11.6% good level; 8.7% excellent, and 6.3% excellent, but there was no 
difference in the rate of creativity between the sexes.

Research by Aranguren M, et al. (2012) [7], shows that individuals who pursue artistic 
activities have a higher creative quotient than those who do not. Teresa M Amabile, et al. 
(1986) [8], examined the impact of rewards on the creativity of children and adults. Failure 
to receive a reward or just a surprise reward will not have the same negative impact on 
creativity as performing an activity to receive a reward. Tierney P, et al. (2011) [9], claims 
that people who experience increased demand for creativity at work report a decrease in 
effectiveness for creative work.

Up to now, in the world, there are many definitions of creativity. According to Taylor 
DW (1961) [10], “create” - means to produce, to create something on the basis of an exist-
ing one or a newly formed one. From the perspective of personality, K Urban, et al. (1995) 
[11], argues that creativity is a personality attribute that manifests in a product that works 
uniquely and optimally, surprising oneself and also being new to others. German psycholo-
gist Pippig (1988) [12], defines creativity as a special personality attribute, which manifests 
when people are faced with problematic situations; it is a combination of psychological qual-
ities by which people, on the basis of their experiences and by independent thinking, create 
new, original, and rational ideas on an individual or social level. There, the creators get rid 
of the traditional solutions and come up with a new, unique and appropriate solution to the 
problem posed. Le Nam Hai (2011) [13], believes that creativity is a personality attribute that 
manifests through new and strange ideas and unique products that are not only valuable to 
individuals but also to society. According to Nguyen Duc Uy (1999) [14], there is no distinc-
tion in creativity, whether more or less is all creativity.

Researching on the characteristics and expression of creativity, Guilford and Torrance 
(1979) and professor Pham Thanh Nghi (2012) [15,16], stated that creativity is determined 
by a combination of the following characteristics and capabilities: (1 ) originality, (2) flexibil-
ity, (3) fluency, (4) elaboration and redefinition.

Studies at the Personality Institute of the University of California have come to the following 
conclusions: 

1. Creative people excel in complexity in thinking;

2. The creator is more subtle and complex in the mind movement;

3. Creators are more independent in their evaluation;

Context: Creativity is now said to be an important and top priority in education today. This is an important personality quality of a person expressed through 
thoughts and actions, especially ideas or products, solutions that a person gives to a problem, and creativity is the key factor to help one stand out or be differ-
ent from others, it is even more important than intelligence or human potential. Anyone has the potential to be creative if they have the right understanding 
of creativity and are developed and honed in the right environment. However, traditional educational methods are causing limitations to students' creativity 
and it can be widely seen that the Creative Quotient (CQ) index in research papers on students is mostly average. Besides, the characteristics of today's new 
society along with the development of 4.0 technology, the expression of creativity in students has had certain changes compared to the studies of the past years.

Objective: The study was conducted on 222 students from 2 groups of gifted schools and non-gifted schools in Da Nang city, focusing on describing the 
current status of students' awareness about creativity and their creativity levels, learning about the expressions, components of creativity as well as analyzing 
the subjective and objective factors that affect creativity.

Methods: Research using questionnaire survey methods and in-depth interviews to survey the awareness on the creativity of high school students today, at 
the same time using creativity test TSD-Z (The Test for Creative Thinking Drawing Production) to test students' creativity level, analyze the development 
ability and the correlation between the components of creativity with respect to factors such as grade, gender, group of gifted or non-gifted schools, thereby 
finding out the factors affecting creativity in high school students. Mathematical statistical methods using SPSS software were also used to process data and 
analyze results.

Results: In terms of awareness, students now have a basic knowledge of creativity's characteristics but still do not have a deep understanding of the compo-
nents of creativity. In terms of creativity level, up to 57.4% of high school students are creative at an average level, about 9.3% of students are at a low level 
and 2.8% are at a high level according to the TSD-Z test. Factors such as gender, age, academic performance, behavior performance, or groups of gifted and 
non-gifted schools do not affect creativity and the components that make up creativity in high school students.

Conclusions: Thereby, from understanding the awareness's status of students; assessing the level of creativity and creative expression in students, the research 
team has conducted to develop appropriate measures to help improve students' understanding of creativity; Design creative enhancement programs in a 
variety of formats to help cover a wide range of audiences. At the same time, raising awareness and popularizing students' understanding of the knowledge 
they need to know related to creativity (such as the components that make up creativity) will be a theoretical method that contributes to improving students' 
creativity.
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4. Creative people have higher self-consciousness, higher self-confidence;

5. Creators are always against imposition and restriction.

Davis (1992) concluded that personality traits of creators include: (1) their sense of cre-
ativity, (2) originality, (3) independence, (4) risk-taking, (4) enthusiasm, (5) curiosity, (6) 
humor, (7) intrigued by complexity and novelty, (8) artistic sense, (9) openness, (10 ) need 
for privacy, (11) high perception.

 
From the perspective of process, Torrance (1962) [16], defined creativity as an active pro-

cess that ends in a unique new product that is recognized as useful by a certain group of 
people at a corresponding time. He supposed that “creativity is understood as a process of 
generating an idea or hypothesis, testing this idea or hypothesis then arriving at a result. The 
results obtained are more or less new, something that man had never seen before and had no 
consciousness of it.” The author Watson (1928) [17], said that creativity is viewed as a process 
of creating new things in human activities, creativity is evaluated on the basis of new, unique, 
and valuable products. Guilford (1967) [18], considers creativity to be a problem-solving pro-
cess because each problem-solving situation requires individual creative thinking. Faced with 
a problem, man mobilizes his experiences, combines them into a new structure, and with 
this new form of experience the problem is solved. In everyday life, around us, creativity is a 
necessary condition for existence, and everything that goes beyond the old framework and 
contains even a single feature of the new, its origin is due to the creative process of humans.

 
The creative process includes thinking analysis, comparison, synthesis, imagination, as-

sociation, exploration, discovery, experimentation, and evaluation. Lucas, et al. (2012) [19], 
decided that creative students will (1) Explore (2) Imagine (3) Specialize. Le Nam Hai (2011) 
[13], said that creative people have many initiatives, have the ability to master different prob-
lems, they are sensitive to problems, and are unique in their way of solving problems.

From the perspective of the product, creativity is the product of new relationships among 
people, living backgrounds, and works of art. Ghiselin’s (1956) [20], definition of a creative 
product is the most widely accepted, according to which: “Creative product is the newest 
form of the world of experience, which best expresses the perception of the creative subject 
of the world and of himself as well as his relation to it”. According to Guilford, there are two 
types of innovative products:

1. A specific perceptible creative product or a creative product recognized by a culture; 

2. Psychological products are not achieved by specific external activities, not necessarily 
perceived by the senses, but may be expressed ideas or exist only in the form of prod-
ucts of thought.

Guildford argued that in the creative process, most thought products fall within the do-
main of divergent thinking, so they are called divergent products. Each factor in the Guilford 
model corresponds to certain capabilities as measured by the divergent product sum test 
(Divergence Productions - Test Batterie = DPT). These competencies are: 

1. Fluency: is the ability to recall details and events accurately in the form of a) Words; 
b) ideas; c) Association; d) Sentences or words. 

2. Flexibility: the ability to transfer information memorized. 
+ Spontaneous movement of information; 
+ Adapting appropriate approaches to problem-solving; 

3. Originality. In 1967, Guilford called it the Transformation Factor, that is, the willing-
ness to see things differently first, expressed through: 
+ Rare and strange answers  
+ Distant association 

4. Create a new structure (Elaboration): the ability to create a new structure on the basis 
of the given information. 

5. Sensitivity: the ability to recognize problems quickly, openness towards the surround-
ing environment. 

6. Redefinition: the ability to interpret an object or part of a thing differently than before 
and use it for a completely new purpose.

Regarding the factors affecting creativity, creativity is also heavily influenced by so-
cio-cultural factors such as education, parents’ occupation, family economic conditions, and 
socio-cultural environment differences between urban and rural areas [4]. Research by Ama-
bile (1983a, 1983b) [21] and Do Thi Thanh Mai (2002) [22], both confirmed that the environ-
ment affects students’ creative motivation, that children in urban cities have higher creativity 
than their children in rural areas. Lubart & Lautrey (1998) [23], asserted that children from 
families with flexible rules tend to be more creative than children from families with rigid 
rules, regardless of economic level. Research by George JM (2007) [24], suggested that the 
positive or negative mood of the members and the parent’s educational style also affect the 
development of creativity. The stable occupation of parents also positively affects creativity 
[5]. Pham Thanh Nghi (2012) [15], claims that parents of highly creative children, showing 
their closeness in dealing with their children, less domination or prohibition; meanwhile, 
parents’ habits of behavior and answers when kids say they have a good idea also have an 
impact.

According to Pham Thanh Nghi, (2012) [15], the general atmosphere of the open class 
is meant to encourage creativity. Research by Deci, Nezlek, and Sheinman (1981) [25] and 
by Rosenthal, Baratz, & Hall (1974) both show that the personality and behavior of teachers 

have an influence on students’ creativity. The author’s Le Thi Tuyet, et al. (2018) [5], said 
that participating as a class officer helps to develop high creativity about 5 times. Sternberg 
(2010) [26]; Christina ES (2004) [27], Amabile TM (2004) [28], acknowledged the impor-
tance of activities, especially the participation in extracurricular activities. In the classroom, 
the lack of skills needed to be creative, lack of recognition, or isolation from the “basic” or 
core curriculum, can be a hindrance to creative thinking in math, science, and science. stud-
ies, languages, and social sciences (Shepard, 1988). Drews (1961) [29], argues that organizing 
classes for students of the same level create better conditions for creativity than classes with 
students of different levels.

R Keith Sawyer (2012) [30], claims that more or less intelligence does not determine a 
person’s level of creativity and the level of intelligence required for creativity is sometimes 
surprisingly low. Nguyen Cong Khanh (2007) [4], concludes that the CQ index also has a 
relationship with the ability to work independently, the ability to adapt, the ability to self-
study and research as well as the mastery of skills. Conti, et al. (1996) [31], also believed that 
cognitive style, working style, and thinking ability also influence creativity. According to Bass 
M et al. (2008) [32], creativity is most enhanced by active or positive mood states and is as-
sociated with approachable motivation and a motivating focus such as feelings of well-being.

Research by Amabile (1983a, 1996) [21,31], and other scholars has pointed out the im-
portance of motivation for creative work, arguing that it is difficult for people to do a creative 
job in their field unless they love doing it and focus on the work passionately due to the 
attraction of the object and the work content rather than because of the reward. Research 
by Torrance (1987) [33], also shows that people who do things they enjoy are more creative 
when pursuing them.

Discussing measures to enhance creativity, Dan Rea (2003) [34], argues that it is a need 
to influence education so that students learn to self-regulate their own motivation, educators 
need to support students to be aware of the measures to control their motivation and learn 
to control their own motivation. self-regulating way to reach the peak of optimal motivation 
for creative intelligence.

Amabile (1983a) [21], Cropley (1992) [35]; Sternberg & Lubart (1996) [36], acknowl-
edged the importance of developing creativity through training, creating an environment, 
and improving motivation. Haddon and Lytton (1968) [37], propose to create a learning en-
vironment in which students can open and freely exchange ideas, encourage teamwork and 
discussion and cooperation, prioritizing individual freedom. The home environment can 
provide cognitive (eg, intellectual stimulation) and affective (eg, emotional security) support 
for creativity [38]. Acceptance of creative ideas and creative individuals is also regarded as 
an important factor [40]. Developing creativity is possible through strengthening three ele-
ments of the new problemsolving structure: motivation, logical action, and intuitive action 
[42], which also encourages creativity every day, even small changes, but in the long run 
these small changes lead to big differences. The home environment can provide cognitive 
(eg, intellectual stimulation) and affective (eg, emotional security) support for creativity [38].

 
Methods to enhance creativity can be mentioned as A. Osborn (1953) [43], with Brain-

storming Method used to activate creative ideas or Lateral Thinking by EDe Bono (1970) 
[44], Synectics according to W. Gordon (1961) [45], Creative Problem Solving by Guastella 
(1998) [46], Herrmann Brain Dominance Instrument by N. Herrmann (1988) [47], especial-
ly the Six Thinking Hats method of E. De Bono (1985) [48].

In this article, we determine: the creativity of high school students is a quality, character-
istic, and personality that is revealed through new, strange ideas and unique products in the 
life process (related to family, school, self...). At the same time, in this research, we will also 
find out about students’ awareness of creativity, the components that make up creativity, and 
the status quo of creativity’s level of high school students in DaNang City, as well as make a 
comparison between male and female.

Materials and Methods

A sample of 222 students participated in the survey by completing an electronic question-
naire comprising 69 male students and 153 female students. These students were select-
ed evenly from 2 groups of schools which are gifted and non-gifted schools (above seven 
schools in the city) and three grade levels which are grades ten, eleven, and twelve.

Overview of gifted school 

Gifted School: Gifted students demonstrate a high degree of intellectual ability. Typically, 
identification can be done through a combination of gifted tests and assessments. In many 
cases, tests are used to determine whether a child is gifted or not since performance com-
pared to peers is an important way of gauging a child’s academic abilities.

Measure 

Measure the awareness of students about creativity

Participants who agreed to participate signed informed consent and then completed 
the questionnaire. We developed a questionnaire consisting of 5 question groups, including:

1 Question group 1: awareness of students about creativity (importance, forms express-
ing, factors affecting, components) 
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2 Question group 2: current status of creativity educational for students (at home and 
at school); 

3 Question group 3: proposed measures to develop creativity 

4 Question group 4: expressions of creativity in students with 21 items, using a scale of 
1 to 5 points

1 = completely incorrect; 

2 = hardly true; 

3 = moderate; 

4 = almost true 

5 = completely correct

5 Question group 5: Students' general information: Gender, grade level, school, academ-
ic performance, behavior performance, hobby and aptitude...)

Measure the creativity level of students 

The TSD-Z test has only one page on which a number of textures are given that stimulate 
the subject’s freedom to continue drawing. The test asks the subject to redraw a complete pic-
ture with 6 available strokes called 6 textures. The participants also wrote the necessary infor-
mation in the section on the test page such as: Full name, gender, class, school, time of testing, 
and the subject of the picture. Drawing products will then be evaluated on 14 criteria with 
a maximum total score of 72 points. The total maximum score in a TSD-Z test is 72 points. 

Figural production is evaluated according to 14 evaluation criteria which represent the 
present test construct: 

●	 Use of presented fragments (Wf) – at most 6 points 

●	 Sketching (Eg) – at most 6 points 

●	 New elements (Ne) – at most 6 points 

●	 Graphic connection (Vz) – at most 6 points 

●	 Thematic connection (Vth) – at most 6 points 

●	 The border exceeding dependent on a figure (Bfa) – 0; 3 or 6 points 

●	 The border exceeding not dependent the figure (Bfu) – 0; 3 or 6 points 

●	 Perspective (Pe) – 0 or 6 points 

●	 Humour, effectiveness, emotionality, expressive power of drawing (Hu) – at most 6 
points - 

●	 Unconventionality A (manipulation with material) + B (abstraction, surrealistic topic) 
+ C (use of signs and symbols) + D (not using of stereotype figures) – for each factor 
0 or 6 points.

●	 Time factor (Zf) – at most 6 points.

Table of distribution of students’ creativity levels according to TSD-Z Urban.

Level A Poor B Low C Average D Above 
average E High F Very 

good G Excellent 

Points <18 18-22 23-36 37-45 46-53 54-63 >63
 
The table specifies the score according to each component of students’ creativity levels 
according to TSD-Z Urban.

Component Criteria Maximum point

Flexibility Vth, Eg, Pe 18 points

Originality Ukb, Ukc, Ukd 9 points

Fluency Bfu, Vz 12 points

Redefinition Ne, Uka, Bfa, Hu 27 points

Elaboration Wf, Zf 12 points

Analysis

Mathematical statistical methods: The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
version 22.0 was used for data analyses. We use SPSS 22.0 software to analyze mean score 
data; ratio %; standard deviation, the correlation between groups,... The coding procedure 
was performed as followed:

●	 0 = do not agree 

●	 1 = agree 
 
Results And Discussion 

Students are well acknowledge than that orginality (which has M=0.942 in male and 
M=0.916 in females) and noveare well acknowledgednts of creaoriginalityese are the two 
highest-ranmalesfactors. However, apart from the above two factors, students are completely 
confused about the essential elements of a creative product. Besides, there are 2 factors “Hav-
ing public’s recognition” with and “Having big impact and causing an immediate change” 
which are the two confounding public also ranked lowest, meanwhile there is still a number 
of students choosing, which means that there is still a misunderstanding among students 
about creativity. In terms of the difference between males and females, it is found that there 
is no obvious difference in perception between men and women with sig. greater than 0.05 
(Table 1).

Regarding students’ awareness of the factors affecting creativity, the most important 
factor is “Enthusiasm and interest in an issue” with M = 0.942 in males and M = 0.935 in 
females. In second place is the element “Motivation and desire to develop creativity”. Similar 
to the results on the perception of the characteristics of creativity, in this part, students also 
recognized two main confounding factors, “The relationship between teachers and students 
in the school” and “Peer pressure”. After deep analysis, with sig. greater than 0.05 indicates no 
difference in the perception of factors affecting creativity in both sexes.

Thereby, when comparing with previous research results in Vietnam and the world on 
influencing factors, it can be seen that students’ perceptions are relatively correct, they have 
a basic knowledge of creativity and students know what will affect their creativity through 
their own experiences and perspectives. At the same time, high school students have grasped 
the elements of creativity, but still do not have a deep understanding of the elements of cre-
ativity. A student, N.V.H, from Le Quy Don high school for the gifted shared his thoughts 
“In my opinion, novelty means both “new” and “unique”, not repeating boring, dry things, in-
teresting, unique, easy to absorb, easy to associate, easy to apply. Those are the points that a 
person or something I consider creative must-have, and they also really attract me the most.” 
L.T.M.K, a student from Phan Chau Trinh high school supposed that “I often push myself to 
be creative and try to be stand out in projects or jobs that I’m interested in and really passionate 
about, the other things that I do not like I just do normally, whatsoever”. Importantly, there is 
no difference in perception between males and females (Table 2).

In terms of gender, specifically, in both males and females, the highest proportion is still 
the average level, in which male is 51.61% and female is 59.74%. Next, the second-highest 
rate is still the good level, in which the male rate is higher than that of females when it is 
32.26% for males and 19.48% for females. The remaining levels account for a relatively small 
proportion and are scattered.

The results of the T-Test for genders and creativity levels showed that there was no sta-
tistically significant difference in the creativity level of students of different genders (p=0.94> 
0.05).

In terms of grade, creativity at the average level accounted for the highest rate in all 3 
grades, in which the rate of 12th grade was higher than that of the other 2 grades, from 10th 
to 12th grade was 43.75% 51.35%, and 64.45%. respectively. The second highest rate is above 
average and this ratio is true for all 3 grades. Grade 10 is evenly distributed at low, above 
average, and good levels with 18.75% at each level, there are no students at low and high 
levels. For grade 11 there are 2.7% at a poor level. Grade 12 has 5.45% high creativity and no 
students at a low level.

Figure 1
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Table 1. Student’s awareness relating to components of creativity and factors influencing.

Essential elements of a creative idea S  M SD R 

Originality 
Male 0.942 0.2354

1
Female 0.916 0.2789

Flexibility 
Male 0.435 0.4994

6
Female 0.422 0.4955

Fluency 
Male 0.58 0.4972

5
Female 0.519 0.5013

Novelty 
Male 0.826 0.3818

2
Female 0.838 0.37

Practical applicability 
Male 0.623 0.4881

3
Female 0.597 0.492

Developing on the old things 
Male 0.594 0.4946

4
Female 0.539 0.5001

Having public’s recognition 
Male 0.29 0.457

8
Female 0.201 0.4023

Having big impact and causing an immediate change 
Male 0.435 0.4994

7
Female 0.351 0.4787

Total 
Male 5.884 2.2657

Female 6.351 2.1191

Factors that influence creativity

Family care for children 
Male 0.435 0.4994

7
Female 0.37 0.4844

How parents deal with situations 
Male 0.551 0.5011

6
Female 0.5 0.5016

How teachers teach in schools 
Male 0.681 0.4694

4
Female 0.669 0.4722

The relationship between teachers and students in the school 
Male 0.188 0.3939

10
Female 0.143 0.3511

Persistence towards the goal 
Male 0.667 0.4749

5
Female 0.662 0.4745

Enthusiasm and interest in an issue 
Male 0.942 0.2354

1
Female 0.935 0.2472

The initiative towards work naturally 
Male 0.797 0.4051

3
Female 0.773 0.4204

Motivation and desire to develop creativity 
Male 0.797 0.4051

2
Female 0.786 0.4117

Reward or punishment for doing something 
Male 0.406 0.4946

8
Female 0.305 0.462

Peer pressure 
Male 0.275 0.45

9
Female 0.182 0.387

Total 
Male 3.841 1.2558

Female 4.247 1.2436

S: Sex; M: Mean; SD: Standard Deviation; R: Ranking.

Table 2. Creativity level of high school students in Da Nang City in terms of gender, grade, and school according to TSD-Z Test.

A Poor 
B Low 

Level 
Total 

C Average D Above average E High G Very good F Excellent

Grade 

Grade 10 
n 0 3 7 3 3 0 0 16

% 0 18,75 43,75 18,75 18,75 0 0 100

Grade 11 
n 1 3 19 12 2 0 0 37

% 2,7 18,75 51,35 32,43 5,41 0 0 100

Grade 12 
n 0 4 36 10 2 3 0 55

% 0 7,27 65,45 18,18 3,64 5,45 0 0



Page 5 of 6
Citation: Giang PT, Anh Thu PN, Quynh Trang LP (2021) Research on the Creativity of High School Students in Da Nang City. Ann Psychol. 1: 101.

Volume 1, Issue 1

The Anova test was used to analyze the relationship between creativity and, which 
showed that there is no significant difference in the grade levels (p=0.948 > 0.05).

In terms of school, it is clearly visible that the two factors with the highest percentage 
are the average and above-average levels respectively. In gifted school, more than half of the 
students, or about 64.41% of the students, were average and 25.42% above average. As for 
other non-gifted high schools, the rate is similar but slightly less, with 52.17% and 24.74% 
at average and above-average levels, respectively. Next in both groups of schools is low level 
with 6.78% in gifted schools and 13.04% in non-gifted schools. In gifted schools, there is still 
a percentage of students who achieve low and high scores.

The results of the T-Test for school and creativity levels showed that there is no statis-
tically significant difference in the level of creativity of students in 2 groups of gifted and 
non-gifted schools (p=0.687> 0.05) (Table 3).

Table 3. The average score of creativity between two sexes.

Gender Score Level 

Male 33.29 / 72 Average 

Female 33.81 / 72 Average 
 

From the table above, it can be seen that in the TSD-Z drawing test, both men and wom-
en reached the average level. Males have a score of 33.29 and females were 33.81 (women still 
scored more than 0.2 points higher than men). Although there was a difference in the TSD-Z 
tests, the difference was not significant.

Besides, according to the Independent Samples T-Test method, we get sig.=0.216 (>0.05). 
That shows that there is no difference in the level of creativity in both tests in gender (Table 4).

Table 4. Average components score of creativity between two sexes.

   Flexibility 
(max 18) 

Originality 
(max 9) 

Fluency 
(max 12) 

Redefinition 
(max 27) 

Elaboration 
(max 12) 

Male  

M 12.065 3.903 2.903 7.903 6.516

n 31 31 31 31 31

SD 2.6196 2.0225 2.9366 3.8846 2.5281

Female 

M 12.234 3.299 3.182 8.481 6.286

n 77 77 77 77 77

SD 2.906 1.9872 3.186 4.4592 1.9116

Total 

M 12.185 3.472 3.102 8.315 6.352

n 108 108 108 108 108

SD 2.8157 2.1968 3.1054 4.2922 2.0972

M: Mean; SD: Standard Deviation; n: number of participants

From the table above, it can be seen that in both sexes, ranked first is “flexibility” which 
has an average score that is much better than the rest, average score of men and women are 
12,065 and 12,234 respectively - above average of maximum score.

Next in both sexes are followed by “redefinition” and “elaboration”, while in “redefini-
tion”, women have a higher average score than men (M = 8,481 as for females and M= 7,903 as 
for males). then in “elaboration” men have a higher average score which is 6,516 than women 
with a score of 6,286. The two components with the lowest rankings of both sexes are “orig-
inality” and “fluency”. As for “originality”, men (average score is 3.903) higher than women 
with a score of 3.299. The comparison is different when come to “fluency” - a component with 
lowest ranking, the average score in male being 2.903 and female being 3.182. It can be seen 
that in some components women are superior to men, and in some components, the opposite 
is true, however, that difference is not too much, which means that there are still differences 
in the components that make up creativity, but in general, they are still equivalent and do not 

affect the overall level of creativity in both sexes.

In short we find that, a majority of students are quite good at “flexibility”, which is the 
ability to the ability to transform information received and quickly transfer it from this per-
spective of view to perspective, as well as the ability to redefine things in a whole new way. 
“Originality” and “fluency” of student’s just occupied one third of maximum score, which 
means they still need a lot of improvements in the ability to think far into the unthinkable as 
well as show a surprising difference in the choice of implementation of ideas from common 
everyday solutions (originality) in addition to the ability to combine individual elements of a 
situation as well as the ability to associate known ideas stored in memory in order to combine 
individual elements of things into a complete meaningful picture (fluency). 
 
Conclusion

Students now have a basic awareness of the characteristics or elements of creativity but 
still do not have a deep understanding of the components of creativity. The relationship anal-
ysis shows that if students perceive and understand the components of creativity, they will 
know how to improve their own creativity based on those constituent componens. Therefore, 
raising awareness and popularizing students’ understanding of the knowledge they need to 
know related to creativity will be a theoretical method that contributes to improving stu-
dents’ creativity. Students at the same time perceive and evaluate the influencing factors from 
themselves, from family, education to their own creativity. When comparing between men 
and women, there was no significant difference in perception between the two sexes.

In terms of creativity, up to 57.4% of high school students are creative at an average 
level, about 9.3% of students are at a low level and 2.8% at a high level according to Test 
TSD- Z. There is no difference in the level of creativity in both tests in gender. Regarding the 
components of creativity, the majority of high school students almost achieve a good level in 
“flexibility” component while they are quite weak and need an improvement in “originality” 
and “fluency”. Factors such as gender, age, academic ability, behavior, or groups of gifted and 
non-gifted schools do not affect creativity and the components that make up creativity in 
high school students. 
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