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The aim of this study is to examine the creativity of university students studying
in the field of fine arts in terms of demographic and school factors. In this context,
the Kaufman creativity areas of the participant students were examined through a
comparative approach on the basis of the comparative relational survey research
model. The study group of this research consists of 241 Fine Arts Faculty students.
Kaufman Creativity Fields Scale was used to collect research data. According to
the analysis of the data, the academic creativity of the participating students was
low, their mechanical creativity was at a medium level, and their artistic creativity
was at a high level. In addition, significant differences were found in the creativity
areas and levels of the students according to gender, department type, class and
achievement levels. It was observed in the research that the academic creativity of

the participating students was low. In this context, activities and practices for
students' skills such as research, problem solving, and using the scientific method

in original processes can be included in all departments of the relevant faculties.

Introduction

Considering the definition of creativity, the literature on the subject is as rich as the definition of intelligence, with
both classical and modern contributions (Corazza 2016; Corazza & Lubart, 2020; Kharkhurin 2014; Mayer 1999;
Parkhurst 1999; Sternberg 1988; Weisberg 2015). Creativity is a multifaceted, variable and complex process.
There are a wide variety of factors that influence people's creativity, from interpersonal components (for example,
cognitive strengths, personality or motivation) to external components such as the social environment (Amabile
and Pillemer , 2012; Hofreiter et al., 2021). Following this perspective, numerous studies have focused on the
workplace (e.g. Amabile et al., 2004; Shalley et al., 2004), schools (e.g. Cole et al., 2004). et al., 1999; Yi et al,
2013), in the arts (Kara, 2021; Kibici, 2022), and cultures (for example, Maddux and Gilinsky, 2009 ).

Rehn and De Horoz (2009) revealed that the novelty aspect of the creative process can be based on reducing or
simplifying things. Therefore, many features in positive, negative or opposite directions are included in the
concept of creativity (Sternberg & Kaufman, 2010). Creative thinking is a dynamic activity that takes place
consciously and subconsciously and includes mental operations. Creativity is a property of the mind, not a special
talent. It is considered that creativity may emerge earlier because the more activities are done, the more creative

they become.

“Creativity requires both originality and effectiveness”. This definition is in line with most definitions that can

929



Oztiirk & Susuz

be found in the relevant literature, but a debate is still active as to the number of criteria needed to define creativity
(Kharkhurin 2014; Runco & Jaeger 2012; Weisberg 2015). As Corazza (2016) claimed, he emphasized only a
form of creativity specific to a field, rather than a complete creativity phenomenon, in which the originality and
effectiveness of a stream of thought and/or action is positively regarded by some observers. It is like
photographing a wave at its highest peak: it may be the pivotal moment, but it does not represent the entire

undulating phenomenon, missing the dynamics that lead to creative success.

Creativity is fundamentally a dynamic phenomenon, and there are at least two main reasons for changing the
standard definition of creativity to account for this dynamism. The first reason is that the creative process is an
activity characterized by risk in the sense that creative results are unpredictable. If they were, they could not be
original and therefore creativity would be rejected. When an actor engages in a creative activity, perhaps
challenging the latest highly consolidated information in a field, it means that originality and effectiveness cannot
be guaranteed (Mursid, Saragih & Hartono, 2022; O'byrne et al., 2018). As in Corazza (2016), we define the event
in which the goals of the creative process are not achieved as a state of creative failure. The latter should not be
conceived as failure: creative failure is an integral part of the process, and indeed all great creative geniuses share
the ability to go on and emerge from some fruitless conditions, others perhaps insurmountable and enough to let
go. Creative inconsistency is an extremely significant condition in the process, so the theoretical framework and

the definition of creativity on which the theoretical framework is built should be able to include it.

The second reason a static framework is inadequate is that even when results are produced positively from a
creative process, estimating their value in terms of originality and effectiveness is a potentially uncertain, never-
ending process. In the history of art, science, and technology, there are numerous examples of tangible and abstract
ideas and works that were at first harshly criticized or rejected, but which, after a few years, sometimes tens or
hundreds of years, lead to creative disruption. Here is an example: Vincent Van Gogh's paintings were completely
neglected by critics and the public during the painter's sadly short life. Indeed, Vincent was able to sell only one
of his paintings in his lifetime. Success would only come after his death, thanks to the efforts of his fans, who
organized the first Van Gogh exhibitions and had to struggle against the critics of the period. For these two main
reasons, Corazza (2016) introduced the dynamic definition of creativity, which predicts that “creativity requires
potential originality and effectiveness”. The difference comes from the introduction of "potential” into the
definition of creativity. The level of potential rests upon the challenge posed to the knowledge available
throughout the creative process. If one stays within the comfortable limits of available knowledge, focuses on
bright and correct answers, the potential tends to zero. The potential for originality and effectiveness requires

extreme energy to go beyond prior knowledge.

There is no solid agreement on the best structure of creative domains. Studies investigating self-reported creative
behavior and abilities often result in different numbers and categories of domains (lvcevic & Mayer, 2009;
Kaufman, 2012; Diedrich et al., 2018; Benedek et al., 2019; Ozdemir, 2021; Ozturk, 2023), many of which are
often intellectual. It includes aspects of STEM-related and artistic (including visual, writing, and performance)
creativity. It is worth noting that most of the above studies were conducted in Western countries. As Kandemir

and Kaufman (2019) suggest, the creativity domain structures may differ in different countries. For example,

930



International Journal on Social and Education Sciences (I1JonSES)

Werner et al. (2014) applied the Revised Creativity Domain Questionnaire (CDQ-R) (Kaufman et al., 2009) to a
Chinese sample and found that a five-factor model was more appropriate than the current four-factor model

(constructed with an American sample).

Mengili (2007) and Sungur (1988) discussed creativity in four dimensions: 1- Scientific Creativity: It is the
creation of an innovative idea by using scientific laws, rules and methods. 2- Artistic Creativity: It is a source of
power that helps to achieve personal or social goals with inner inspirations in a free environment. Even if it can
be developed with education, having a natural talent is a prerequisite (Atan; 2000; Kibici, 2022). 3- Technological
Creativity: Itis a type of production-targeted creativity based on scientific discoveries. Industrial creativity mainly
includes technological creativity as well as other types of creativity. This type of creativity is oriented towards
continuous research and improvement of what is researched. 4- Industrial Creativity: Industrial creativity
comprises of a combination of scientific, artistic and technological creativity. Research and development centers
have begun to be established in order to create or change a product or service in the industry (Akat, Budak, Budak;
1999; Rouquette; 1992; Cakir, Oztiirk, & Unal, 2019).

The ability to create is a multifaceted ability. In terms of creativity, the development of the method of projecting
the process of concretizing the creative idea comes at the beginning of the individual difficulties. Moreover, in
today's world of confusion, art and design, when considered as a professional discipline, is a complex, multi-
disciplinary action that has to cooperate with many sub-disciplines without a single field of study or product field.
Since art and design are the result of the act of creation, it is not enough for the designer to find a good idea.
Entrepreneurial skills, the use of opportunism in using new communication tools, and the ability to adapt the
knowledge and skills learned in one field to another related field in a unique way are among the qualities of the
artist and the designer (Akca & Kavak, 2021; Amabile, 1988; Kurt, 2021; Norman, 2007).

It is obvious that some factors other than creativity in the fields of science and technology are involved in art, and
that elements such as ‘innovation, originality, invention' alone will not be sufficient in order to be able to talk
about a work of art (San, 2008). Creativity is the only feature that defines the artist. The innovation that the artist
tries to bring will be hindered by tradition; the artist, on the other hand, has to create, seeks new ways, and that's
exactly why he crosses borders. Writer Thomas Mann also adopts what the composer Schonberg famously said:

“Art comes not from being able, but from being compelled.” (Ozkaya, 2000).

Given that artistic products have a creativity dimension, it can be mentioned that there is a relationship between
creativity and all fields of fine arts such as cinema, literature, photography, painting, theatre, music, acting,
composition etc. While arranging branches of art such as art according to their own structural and technical rules,
the creativity of the artist, who has been involved from the very beginning, cannot be denied (Sevimli, 2019). As
stated by many educators who have a crucial role in the contemporary education system, the place of creativity in
art education is indisputable. For this reason, discovering and developing the creativity of students in their
education and training processes, the level of creativity in the social environment and country they live in, from
the family environment they raised, is closely related to the qualifications of educational institutions. In this

context, it is considered that the determination of the creativity areas of the students studying at the Fine Arts
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Faculties will contribute significantly to art education.

Conrad defines artistic creativity as “the emergence of an effective harmonious metaphor within a creative search,
research and discovery process that includes the concepts of sensation, perception, emotion, and imagination”
(San, 2007) is to create artwork. The artist sets out from a problem in his/her work and embarks on an imaginary
journey in the solution process. Creativity in children is an effort to transform this imagination and critical thinking
into a lifelong behavior (Kirisoglu, 2014). An artist's creation expresses an activity in which the real world is
assimilated, recognized, evaluated, made conscious, interpreted, and thus a spiritual communication emerges
(Artut, 2004; Dalkiran, 2008; Kigukoner, 2018). San (2010) claims that the mental thinking stages of scientific
and technical creativity and artistic creativity are not different from each other. However, scientific creativity uses
the left hemisphere of the brain, while artistic creativity uses the right hemisphere. In order for the desired level

of creativity to emerge, the whole brain must work in interaction.

The environments in which individuals live play an important role in the development of their problem-solving
abilities and creativity. Learning-teaching environments in art education requires to be restructured in order to
raise individuals who think creatively, solve problems, access information, use and share information, give priority
to scientific literacy and inquiry, show persistence in their studies, and have positive feelings even after failure.
So as to move away from classical education, to achieve the goals set in visual arts teaching and to develop
students' mental skills, making visual arts teaching practical on an original basis, integrating it with daily life,
enriching with new learning methods where students gain learning satisfaction, their curiosity is stimulated and

their creativity is supported, should be adapted to the fine arts curriculum and put into effect.

Apart from the aforementioned studies, the main problem of this research in terms of bringing a different
dimension to the subject of creativity for our country is the question of "what are the field-specific and individual
factors related to these characteristics of visual arts students with creative thinking skills". For this purpose,
answers to the following questions were sought in the study:

e What is the level of Kaufman creativity of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts?

o Do the creativity levels of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts differ significantly according to their

genders?
e Do the creativity levels of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts differ according to their departments?
o Does the creativity of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts differ according to their grade levels?

e Do the creativity levels of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts differ according to their achievement?

Method

This study aims to examine the creativity characteristics of the students of the faculty of fine arts in terms of some
variables. The study was designed with the comparative relational survey model and the comparison type
relational model within the scope of the general survey model. Apuke (2017) defines the general survey model as
“the screening arrangements made on the whole universe or a group, sample or sample to be taken from it in order

to make a general judgment about the universe”. In the screening model, the event, individual or object that is the
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subject of the research is accepted in its own conditions and as it is. Based on these explanations, the current
research fits the general screening model as well as the comparative relational screening model because it
examines the dependent variable in terms of independent variables. “Comparative relational screening model is a
research model that aims to determine the existence and/or degree of variation between one or more dependent

variables according to two or more independent variables” (Apuke, 2017).

Study Group

Kaufman creativity characteristics of the students of faculties of fine arts in Konya and Ankara were investigated
with a comparative approach, and the scope of the was first defined. The target population of this study consists
of fine arts faculty students studying at state universities in Turkiye. Reaching all fine arts students studying in
these provinces requires excessive time, effort and economy. In this respect, the representation of the study
universe was provided by the cluster sampling method. This sampling method has been preferred because the

variables studied are generally found in groups in the sample and have easy, economical and accessible features.

In this context, firstly, the list of faculties of fine arts in two provinces was prepared, and as a result of preliminary
examinations, it was seen that there were more than 2000 students in this province in the 2021-2022 academic
year. A total of 241 students from the state universities were included in the research process. It is understood that
the number of samples reached is sufficient based on the theoretical sample size (1065 for 1,000,000) calculated

for the 95% confidence level and the 3% deviation amount (Anderson, Kelley & Maxwell, 2017).

Data Collection Tools
Personal Information Form for Students

In the personal information form, 12 questions were included in this section to determine the students' gender,
grade level, school type, parental education status, socio-economic level, previous semester mathematics course
grade and similar characteristics. During the preparation process of the this form, studies on the subject in the
literature were examined and various questions were developed for the personal information form. Then, the
personal information form took its final form in line with the feedback given by the experts, who were shown to

2 faculty members from the field of educational sciences, as field experts, to examine the questions.

Kaufman Creativity Test

In this study, the Turkish version of the (KCT) developed by Kaufman (2012) and adapted into Turkish by Sahin
(2016) was used to measure the creativity perceptions of the students of the faculty of fine arts. The Turkish

version of the 'KCT' consists of 42 items in 5-point Likert type, just like the English original. The grading is “not

EENT3 EENT3

at all,” “very little,” “moderately,” “a lot,” and “very much,” with a scoring of 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively. There
is no item in the scale to be calculated by reversing. Scale items are distributed over five subscales. Construct
validity analyzes with confirmatory factor analysis included five items of KCT: Academic Creativity (eleven

items), Mechanical Creativity (eight items), Artistic Performance Creativity (nine items), Self/Daily Creativity
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(nine items), and Artistic Creativity (five items).

The subscale score is calculated from the sum of the scores given to the item belonging to each subscale, and the
total scale score is calculated from the sum of the subscale scores. The reliability of the scale and its subscales
was calculated only with the Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient. Cronbach's alpha internal
consistency reliability coefficients ranged from 0.87 for the whole scale and between 0.76 and 0.88 for the
subscales. Acceptable reliability coefficients were found for both subscales and total scale. In line with the data
obtained within the scope of this study, the Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients of the scale
for measuring creativity perception were found to be 0.89 for the whole scale and between .78 and .89 for the

subscales. The values obtained show that the scale is reliable for this study as well.

Data Analysis Techniques

Non-parametric tests were used to analyze the differentiation of Kaufman Creativity test scores of Fine Arts
faculty students according to various variables. While deciding to use non-parametric tests, the conformity of the
scores obtained from the scale and subscales to the normal distribution was tested. In this context, it was
determined that the arithmetic mean and median values of the scores obtained from the scales were close to each
other, and the peak values were generally far from the other two values. Yurt (2011) states that close arithmetic
mean, median and peak values are an indicator of normal distribution. In this direction, it was decided that these

three values obtained within the scope of the research were not acceptable, taking into account other criteria.

On the other hand, it is stated that the values obtained as a result of dividing the skewness and kurtosis values by
the standard error of both values are between -1 and +1, which is a proof of the normal distribution (Morgan,
Leech, Gloeckner, & Barrett, 2011). It is understood that the obtained values are not suitable for normal
distribution. Other ways of testing the normal distribution are also suggested. Among these ways, as well as
graphical options (Q-Q chart, etc.), normality tests (such as Kolmogorov-Smirnov, Shapiro-Wilk) are also used.
The Q-Q graphs and normality test results obtained within the scope of this research show that the data are not
normally distributed. Based on all these bases, it was concluded that non-parametric tests could be used in the

study.

Finding

In Table 1, the arithmetic mean of the academic creativity subscale of the Faculty of Fine Arts students is 3.41;
the arithmetic mean of the scientific/mechanical creativity subscale was 2.75; and the arithmetic mean of the
Creativity in the Field of Artistic Performance subscale was 3.12. It is seen that the arithmetic mean of the
Self/Daily Creativity subscale is 3.81 and the arithmetic mean of the Self/Daily Creativity Artistic Creativity
subscale is 3.59. Based on the arithmetic averages obtained, it is understood that the Scientific/Mechanical
Creativity of the participant students is 'low’, the Creativity in the Field of Academic Creativity and Artistic

Performance is at 'moderate’, and the Self/Daily Creativity and Artistic Creativity are at 'high'.
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As seen in Table 2, the Kaufman Creativity levels of Fine Arts faculty students according to their gender,
Academic Creativity (t= 1.188; p>0.05), Scientific/Mechanical Creativity (t= - 3.871 ; p<0.05), Creativity in the
Field of Artistic Performance (t= -1.955 ; p p>0.05); Self/Daily Creativity (t= 1.663 ; p>0.05) and Artistic
Creativity (t= 0.493 ; p>0.05) values were calculated.

Table 1. Descriptive Analysis of the Kaufman Creativity Fields of the Faculty of Fine Arts Students

Standard

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Deviation
Academic Creativity 241 1.18 5.00 341 0.80
Scientific/ Mechanical 241 1.00 5.00 2.75 1.00
Creativity
Creativity in the Field of 241 1.00 5.00 3.12 1.06
Artistic Performance
Self/ Daily Creativity 241 1.00 5.00 3.81 0.93
Artistic Creativity 241 1.00 5.00 3.59 0.93

According to these t values, a significant difference was found in the field of scientific mechanics according to
the gender factor. When the average scores of the students are examined, it is seen that male participants are at a
higher level than female students in the mentioned dimension. However, there was a significant difference in the

other sub-dimensions of the Kaufman Creativity Scale according to the gender of the students.

Table 2. t-Test Analysis of the Differences in the Kaufman Creativity Area Scores of the Faculty of Fine Arts

Students by Gender
Standard
Gender N Mean Deviation t P
Academic Creativity 1 156 3.36 0.80 -1.188 0.236
2 85 3.49 0.79
Scientific/ Mechanical 1 156 2.57 0.98 -3.871  0.000
Creativity 2 85 3.08 0.95
Creativity in the Field of 1 156 3.03 1.03 -1.955 0.052
Artistic Performance 2 85 3.30 1.09
Self/ Daily Creativity 1 156 3.89 0.91 1.663 0.098
2 85 3.68 0.95
Acrtistic Creativity 1 156 3.61 0.98 0.493 0.622
2 85 355 0.85

As seen in Table 3, Kaufman Creativity levels of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts according to their
departments was carried out with the F test. According to the analysis, Academic Creativity (F= 4.463 ; p<0.05),
Scientific/ Mechanical Creativity (F= 3.165 ; p<0.05), Artistic Performance Creativity (F= 4,526 ; p<0.05);
Self/Daily Creativity (F= 4.489 ; p<0.05) and Artistic Creativity sub-scale (F= 10,798 ; p<0.05) were calculated.
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According to these F values, a significant difference was found in all dimensions of the Kaufman Creativity Scale
according to the section variable. According to Scheffé test analysis, it was seen that the students studying in the

Painting department achieved higher creativity scores compared to their peers in other departments.

Table 3. The F-Test Analysis of the Differences in the Kaufman Creativity Area Scores of the Faculty of Fine

Aurts Students according to their Departments

Standard
Creativity Department N Mean Deviation F p
Academic Creativity Painting Department 44 4.15 0.94 4463 0.005
Graphics Department 122 3.31 0.79
Traditional Turkish Arts 38 3.61 0.80
Ceramic Department 37 3.37 0.55
Total 241 3.41 0.80
Scientific/ Painting Department 44 3,54 1.43 3.165 0.025
Mechanical Graphics Department 122 2.74 0.96
Creativity Traditional Turkish Arts 38 2.83 1.05
Ceramic Department 37 2.27 0.71
Total 241 2.75 1.00
Creativity in the Painting Department 44 4.03 0.90 4526 0.004
Field of Artistic Graphics Department 122 2.98 1.01
Performance Traditional Turkish Arts 38 3.42 1.10
Ceramic Department 37 3.10 1.10
Total 241 3.12 1.06
Self/ Daily Painting Department 44 4.68 0.27 4489 0.004
Creativity Graphics Department 122 3.69 0.95
Traditional Turkish Arts 38 4.00 0.87
Ceramic Department 37 4.01 0.79
Total 241 381 0.93
Artistic Creativity Painting Department 44 4.23 1.12 10.798 0.000
Graphics Department 122 3.47 0.89
Traditional Turkish Arts 38 3.97 0.82
Ceramic Department 37 3.88 0.82
Total 241 359 0.93

In Table 4, Kaufman Creativity levels of Fine Arts faculty students according to grade levels was carried out with
the F test. According to the analysis, Academic Creativity (F=1.706; p>0.05), Scientific/ Mechanical Creativity
(F=1.929; p>0.05), Artistic Performance Creativity (F=0.369; p>0.05); Values were calculated for Self/ Daily
Creativity (F=1.486; p>0.05) and Artistic Creativity sub-scale (F=6.476; p<0.05). According to these F values, a
significant difference was found only in the field of artistic creativity of the Kaufman Creativity Scale compared

to the class variable. According to Scheffé test analysis, it was found that the students studying in the fourth and
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third grades had significantly higher artistic creativity than the students in the lower grades.

Table 4. F-Test Analysis of the Differences in the Kaufman Creativity Area Scores of the Faculty of Fine Arts
Students by Grade Levels

Grade Standard
Creativity Level N Mean  Deviation F p
Academic Creativity 1 77 3.32 0.77 1.706  0.166
2 63  3.30 0.91
3 56 3,56 0.71
4 45 353 0.76
Total 241 341 0.80
Scientific/ Mechanical Creativity 1 77 2.83 1.04 1.929 0.126
2 63 2.87 1.00
3 56 2.77 1.04
4 45 244 0.83
Total 241 2.75 1.00
Creativity in the Field of Artistic 1 7 3.06 1.02 0.369  0.775
Performance 2 63 3.07 1.08
3 56  3.22 1.01
4 45 3.19 1.17
Total 241 312 1.06
Self/ Daily Creativity 1 77 3.67 0.90 1486  0.219
2 63 3.75 0.98
3 56 3.95 0.81
4 45 3.96 1.03
Total 241 343 0.93
Acrtistic Creativity 1 77 3.34 0.91 6.476 0.000
2 63 381 0.97
3 56  3.95 0.68
4 45 3.80 1.01
Total 241 359 0.93

As seen in Table 5, Kaufman Creativity of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts according to their success levels
is seen. According to the F-test analysis, Academic Creativity subscale (F=6.610; p<0.05), Scientific/Mechanical
Creativity (F=3.415; p<0.05), Artistic Performance Creativity (F=1.582; p>0.05); Self/Daily Creativity (F=6.308;
p<0.05) and Artistic Creativity subscale (F=Artistic Creativity; p<0.05) were calculated. According to these F
values, a significant difference was found in all sub-scales of the Kaufman Creativity Scale, except for the
Creativity dimension in the Artistic Performance Field, according to the achievement variable. According to

Scheffé test analysis, it was seen that students with very high achievement levels achieved higher creativity scores
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compared to their other peers.
Table 5. F-Test Analysis of the Differences in the Kaufman Creativity Area Scores of the Faculty of Fine Arts

Students according to their Achievement

Creativity Achievement Standard
N Mean Deviation F p
Academic Creativity 1 92 3.59 0.72 6.610 0.002
2 113 3.33 0.83
3 36 2.58 0.45
Total 241 3.41 0.80
Scientific/ Mechanical 1 92 2.80 0.96 3.415 0.035
Creativity 2 113 2.77 1.02
3 36 171 0.39
Total 241 2.75 1.00
Creativity in the Field of 1 92 3.27 1.07 1.582 0.208
Artistic Performance 2 113 3.05 1.05
3 36 2.76 0.92
Total 241 3.12 1.06
Self/ Daily Creativity 1 92 4.08 0.80 6.308 0.002
2 113 3.66 0.97
3 36 3,56 1.03
Total 241 381 0.93
Artistic Creativity 1 92 4.02 0.75 19.269 0.000
2 113 3.33 0.93
3 36 2.97 1.08
Total 241 3.59 0.93

Discussion and Conclusion

The research, which examines the creativity fields and characteristics of the students of the Faculty of Fine Arts,
was carried out on a sample of university students consisting of different departments of the relevant faculty.
According to the research findings, it was seen that the Scientific/Mechanical Creativity, which is one of the sub-
dimensions of the Kaufman Scale, of the Faculty of Fine Arts students was at 'low’, their Academic Creativity and
Acrtistic Performance were at a 'moderate’ level, and their Self/Daily Creativity and Artistic Creativity were at a
'high' level. These fumes are similar to the findings of the studies conducted by Artut (2004), Dikici (2006), Dikici
study (2006), Kara (2020), Kibici (2022), and Mwiria (1987). In Dikici's (1996) study in which the creativity
levels of high school students who received and did not receive art education were compared, it was observed that
students who received art education achieved high averages especially in the fields of artistic and daily creativity.
Creativity and art education are concepts that directly affect each other. Traditional education, devoid of creative

understanding and qualifications, is considered an unacceptable approach in today's contemporary education
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methods. Unfortunately, some schools have an understanding that blunts creative critical thinking by bringing
academic-analytical thinking to the fore (Artut, 2007). Mwiria (1987) stated that as a result of their studies,
creativity potential increases especially with art-based activities and education, and that creativity is stronger in
adults than in young people. In other words, we can develop creativity with education. The high artistic creativity
of the participants in the study, especially in the last year, is also similar to the results of the studies in the literature
(Zaeske et al., 2022). On the other hand, creativity, experience and openness to experience are highly correlated
in the personality literature (Feist , 1998 ; Puryear Vd., 2017). According to Zaeske et al., academic experiences
specific to the field and sharing it with the social environment improve the creativity of individuals. For this
reason, we can say that the students who are studying in the last year develop their creativity as their experience

in fine arts increases.

Another variable discussed in the study is the comparison of the creativity of the participants according to their
gender. According to the research findings, a significant difference was found only in the field of scientific
mechanics creativity according to the gender variable. No significant gender-specific differences were found in
other creativity domains. In the study, it was found that male students had a higher level of creativity in the field
of scientific mechanics than female students. On the other hand, in the four sub-dimensions of the Kaufman
creativity scale, both genders have obtained equivalent environments. These findings are similar to the findings
of the studies of Kogak, igmenoglu (2012), Sonmaz (2002) and Reese, Lee, Cohen and Pucket (2001) and Yontar
(1999). Studies on the relationship between gender and creative thinking scores show different results according
to the tests they use, sample and research designs. There is an ongoing debate on the gender variable, which is
significantly dependent on cultural variables. There are many studies in the literature regarding this result. In the
researches of Pala (1999), Tuna (1999), Sonmaz (2002) and Reese, Lee, Cohen and Pucket (2001) no significant
differences were found according to gender. In the sample of Kogak, igmenoglu (2012) including gifted students
(Science high school), male students achieved slightly higher averages. In the findings of Yavuzer (1996) and
Yontar (1999), no significant difference was found in terms of gender. In his study, Pruit (1989) determined that
both male and female students have creative potential and can be increased with education. Oyundoyin and
Olatoye (2007) suggested that although creativity performances are partially related to the gender factor, many

factors such as education, intelligence, motivation and learning area will lead to a significant change in creativity.

Another striking finding reached in the study is related to the differences in Kaufman creativity areas regarding
the department variables of the participating students. As to the findings of the study, a significant difference was
found in all dimensions of the creativity scale according to the department variable. According to further analysis,
it was seen that the students studying in the Department of Art achieved higher creativity scores compared to their
peers studying in the ceramics, traditional arts and graphics departments. This finding is similar to the findings of
Dogru (2022), Kara (2020) and Kibici (2022) studies. According to the curriculum of YOK (2022), the students
in the Departments of Art try to reflect the volume, space, movement and light effects, form, drawing, color, tonal
differences, texture features and similar elements in different works through pictorial elements. In addition, the
combination of the elements in the painting in various ways creates an original composition. Composition allows
to tell real or unreal events and phenomena, to describe a story or simply to create abstract visual images. In this

respect, the students of the Department of Art try to come up with many creativity-based composition products
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throughout their academic learning-teaching processes. These activities may have caused the moments to achieve
higher levels of development in their creative areas. Today, the art of painting in faculties of fine arts aims to train
artists who are partially independent from other fields and who can express themselves with both traditional and

contemporary materials with their original styles.

The last finding reached in this study is the comparison of creativity areas and levels with respect to the
achievements of the participants. As regards the findings, a significant difference was found in all other
dimensions of the Kaufman Creativity Scale, except for the Creativity dimension in the Field of Artistic
Performance, as to the achievement variable. According to Scheffé test analysis, it was observed that students
with very high achievement levels exhibited high levels of creativity. According to Rosenbusch, Brinckmann and
Bausch (2011) and Matejun (2016), success-specific factors such as academic competence, interest and motivation
play an important role in the reflection of creativity and innovation skills in any field. According to these
researchers, realizing their goals in the field and being open to changes come to the fore in producing original
performances in creativity and innovations in the field. In this respect, it is desirable in terms of the learning
outcomes of Fine Arts faculties that the creativity of the students who are academically successful and competent

in their art-oriented courses is at a high level.

Based on the findings of this study, several suggestions can be made to shed light on practice and new studies.
First of all, instructors can give more place to creative education in art classes. Creative education should be
included more in the curriculum. The effect of working methods and course-specific activities on students'
creativity can be examined with a larger sample group consisting of students studying at faculties of Fine Arts.
Seminars, conferences and workshops can be held on creativity, creativity in art education and creativity in the
field of visual arts. In addition, in future studies, on the basis of qualitative research methods, the curricula of Fine
Arts Faculties can be examined in terms of supporting and inclusion of creativity areas. Finally, it was observed
in the research that the academic creativity of the participating students was low. In this context, activities and
practices for students' skills such as research, problem solving, and using the scientific method in original

processes can be included in all departments of the relevant faculties.
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