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Translation and Validation of the Kaufman Domains 
of Creativity Scale on a Croatian Sample of Early 
Childhood and Preschool Education Students 
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0 1e current literature describes creativity as a domain-speci2c phenom-
enon. According to Kaufman’s 2ve-factor model, creativity can manifest 
in the following distinctive domains: Self/Everyday, Scholarly, Perfor-
mance, Mechanical/Scienti2c and Artistic. 1e purpose of the present 
study was to validate the Croatian version of the Kaufman Domains of 
Creativity Scale. 1e scale was administered to a sample of early child-
hood and preschool education students (N = 333). 1e results of the ex-
ploratory factor analysis showed that certain Self/Everyday tasks did not 
load on any of the scales, whereas some music-related tasks separated 
from other Performance tasks into a separate factor. 1ese results could 
be explained by the characteristics of the convenience sample recruited 
for the study. 1e con2rmatory factor analysis of the 2ve-factor mod-
el and goodness-of-2t tests yielded results that are as satisfactory and 
consistent as previous validations. 1e Kaufman Domains of Creativity 
Scale is therefore considered to be a potentially feasible scale for assess-
ing creativity as a domain-speci2c phenomenon. Additional research is 
needed to con2rm the validity of the Croatian version of the scale with 
a representative random sample.
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Prenos in potrditev Kaufmanove lestvice ustvarjalnih 
podro?ij na hrva@kem vzorcu u?encev v zgodnjem 
otro@tvu in pred@olskih otrok

M()*+(,( -.#(,*/ B",*/

0 Sodobna literatura opisuje ustvarjalnost kot podro?no speci2?en pojav. 
Po Kaufmanovem petfaktorskem modelu se lahko ustvarjalnost izrazi 
na naslednjih speci2?nih podro?jih: osebnem/medosebnem, @tudij-
skem, izvedbenem, tehni?no/znanstvenem in umetni@kem. Cilj razi-
skave je bil potrditev hrva@ke razli?ice Kaufmanove lestvice ustvarjalnih 
podro?ij, ki je bila uporabljena na vzorcu u?encev v zgodnjem otro@tvu 
in pred@olskih otrok (N = 333). Rezultati eksploratorne faktorske ana-
lize so pokazali, da nekatere naloge osebnega/medosebnega podro?ja 
niso bile prisotne na nobeni lestvici, medtem ko so se nekatere naloge 
v povezavi z glasbo lo?ile od preostalih nalog izvedbenega podro?ja v 
lo?en dejavnik. Tovrstne rezultate je mogo?e pojasniti z zna?ilnostmi 
slu?ajnega vzorca, uporabljenega v raziskavi. Rezultati kon2rmatorne 
faktorske analize petfaktorskih modelov in testov skladnosti so enako 
zadovoljivi in konsistentni kot pri prej@njih validacijah, zaradi ?esar se 
Kaufmanova lestvica ustvarjalnih podro?ij uvr@?a med potencialno iz-
vedljive lestvice za ocenjevanje ustvarjalnosti kot podro?no speci2?nega 
pojava. Za potrditev veljavnosti hrva@ke razli?ice lestvice so potrebne 
dodatne raziskave z reprezentativnim naklju?nim vzorcem.

 Klju!ne besede: samoocena ustvarjalnosti, ustvarjalna podro?ja, 
faktorska analiza, Kaufmanova lestvica ustvarjalnih podro?ij, potrditev 
veljavnosti lestvice
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Introduction

Creativity is oBen associated with the arts because people can observe 
it and experience it immediately through artwork and performances. Although 
the term creativity is oBen used as a synonym for art, researchers frequently 
study creativity and its manifestation in multiple domains (Kaufman, 3C%3). 
Contemporary trends in education also recognise the importance of develop-
ing creativity through diDerent approaches, including creativity-oriented peda-
gogy (Cheung & Mok, 3C%E), the development of divergent thinking (Guilford, 
%FA&; Sternberg & Lubart, %FF') and the application of new, creative teaching 
strategies (CraB, 3CC'; Feldhusen, %FF4; Zoglowek, 3C%E). 

1e ability to improve creativity through all subjects across the cur-
riculum, not just the arts, has been demonstrated and discussed by numerous 
authors (CraB, 3CC'; Haylock, %FEG; Robinson, 3C%A). However, schools oBen 
use outdated practices in teaching that have been reported to have a negative ef-
fect on creativity (Beghetto, 3CCAa, 3CCAb; Robinson, 3C%A). More importantly, 
teachers’ dedication to lifelong learning and improvement of their own creativ-
ity is essential for developing their students’ creativity through education (Dar-
ling-Hammond, 3CCC; Jennings & Greenberg, 3CCF; Sanders & Rivers, %FF&). 
Teachers’ perceptions of creativity determine how they de2ne and understand 
creative thinking and creative behaviours, as well as the role of the classroom 
environment in supporting creative development (MaksiH & SpasenoviH, 3C%E; 
Runco, %FFF). Most teachers do not consider themselves to be creative (Pender-
gast et al., 3C%%), so they are unable to achieve one of the most important goals 
of contemporary education, which is to teach students how they can creatively 
solve problems on their own (SekuliH-Majurec, 3CCG).

Since creativity can manifest in almost every task, the phenomenon of 
creativity in the literature is oBen conceptualised and studied according to the 
four P’s: “Person: Who is creative?; Process: How are we creative?; Product: 
What is creative?; Press or Place: Where are we creative?” (Kaufman, 3C%&, p. 
%&). Plucker et al. (3CC4) describe creativity as the production of something 
useful and novel as a result of the interaction between aptitude, process and 
environment. Another description of creativity in contemporary literature dis-
tinguishes between little-c creativity as creativity in daily life and big-C crea-
tivity as the result of genius that will be remembered for generations to come 
(Csikszenmihalyi, %FFE; Simonton, 3C%'). As an extension of that de2nition, 
Kaufman and Beghetto (3CCF) proposed the concept of four C’s that are con-
sistent with creativity over diDerent stages of life, which would make little-c 
the type of creativity that emerges during early childhood and is shaped by the 
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environment, i.e., parents and teachers through education.
Domain-speci2c factors that determine what creativity is can vary across 

2elds and activities, so there is no universal agreement on the general de2nition 
of creativity, with numerous authors providing diDerent de2nitions of creativ-
ity (Amabile, %FF&; Beghetto, 3C%C; Csikszentmihalyi, %FF&; Feist, 3CC4; Feld-
husen & Goh, %FFA; Gardner, %FF'; Guilford, %FAC; Ivcevic & Mayer, 3CCF; Kauf-
man & Sternberg, 3CC&; Runco, 3C%4; Sternberg & Lubart, %FFF; Stein, %FA'). 
For example, Guilford (%FAC) uses a structural intelligence model as a basis for 
de2ning creativity as a new and eDective method for solving problems. Gard-
ner (%FF') conceives creativity as a process that is determined by personality, 
environmental support and multiple intelligences, so creativity is also a mul-
tidimensional concept that can manifest in diDerent domains depending on a 
person’s dominant type of intelligence. Stein (%FA') explains creativity as a pro-
cess of creating original and eDective ideas or products that a group or society 
in general 2nd applicable, useful and sustainable in practical situations during 
a certain period. Csikszentmihalyi (%FF&) de2nes creativity as a phenomenon 
determined by personal factors, domains and environmental support. For Fiest 
(3CC4), creativity is thinking or acting in a manner that produces an original 
and useful product, and creative expression is speci2c in diDerent domains, 
such as psychology, physics, biology, mathematics, linguistics, music and aes-
thetics. Ivcevic and Mayer (3CCF) also emphasise the importance of original 
and practical products or ideas as results of creativity, but their classi2cation 
of the domains of creativity includes the everyday domain (e.g., handcraBs, re-
lationships), the artistic domain (e.g., visual arts, music) and the intellectual 
domain (e.g., science, technology). Based on these de2nitions, it is evident that 
researchers tend to agree with the standard de2nition, which states that creativ-
ity is a process that produces an original and eDective product or idea (Runco 
& Jaeger, 3C%3; Stein, %FA'). An example product of creativity according to the 
standard de2nition would be innovative solutions to problems that are not ob-
vious and that have value in practical situations (Boden, 3CC4; Bruner, %F&3; 
Feldhusen & Goh, %FFA; Simonton, 3C%3; Sternberg & Lubart, %FFF). However, 
there are multiple diDerent classi2cations of domains in which creativity de-
pends on the relative importance of domain-speci2c factors.

Kaufman (3C%3) developed the Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale 
(K-DOCS) and proposed a 2ve-factor model of creativity dimensions based on 
the results of validation analysis. 1e dimensions are Self/Everyday, Scholarly, 
Performance, Mechanical/Scienti2c and Artistic. Each dimension of creativity 
is associated with tasks that people can encounter and solve in creative ways. 
1e Self/Everyday domain consists of all tasks that people can encounter in 
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daily life, such as 2nding the best solution to a problem or helping other people 
in a creative way. 1e Scholarly domain includes activities that involve analys-
ing and discussing topics or conducting other activities related to academia, 
such as providing constructive feedback on a scienti2c paper. Activities in the 
Performance domain can be performed in front of an audience or shared with 
an audience, such as playing an instrument, writing a poem, dancing and other 
forms of public performance. 1e Mechanical/Scienti2c domain includes ac-
tivities that require interest in and knowledge of STEM disciplines, such as 
computer programming, building something mechanical, etc. Finally, activi-
ties such as sketching people or objects and making a sculpture belong to the 
Artistic domain.

Previous validations of the K-DOCS instrument have been conducted 
on samples from diDerent cultural backgrounds, and goodness-of-2t tests sup-
port the 2ve-factor model of creativity domains, which is also a good indicator 
of the instrument’s potential for cross-cultural applications (Awofala & Fatade, 
3C%A; McKay, Karwowski, & Kaufman, 3C%G). 1e purpose of the present study 
was to validate the Croatian version of the K-DOCS. Two aims were addressed: 
(a) to identify the optimal number of factors and perform an exploratory fac-
tor analysis using this information, and (b) to examine the 2ve-factor model’s 
goodness-of-2t based on the responses obtained from a convenience sample of 
Croatian students.

Method

Participants

A convenience sampling strategy was used to recruit 333 students en-
rolled in the Early Childhood and Preschool Education programme at the Fac-
ulty of Teacher Education, University of Zagreb. 1e majority of the partici-
pants, 3%A (F&.EAI), were female. 1e age of the participants ranged from %F to 
'' years, but %F& (EE.3FI) of them were between %F and 33 years of age. Prior to 
attending university, most of the participants had graduated from a grammar 
school or a vocational school, %4' (&4.4%I) and GA (''.GEI) of the participants, 
respectively. Only four of the participants (%.ECI) had graduated from an art 
school. In addition to mandatory education, EE ('F.&4I) of the participants had 
attended aBer-school additional art education programmes.
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Instrument

1e Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale (K-DOCS) (Kaufman, 3C%3) 
was translated into Croatian and administered along with a demographic ques-
tionnaire to the participants. 1e K-DOCS consists of AC items that measure 
the respondents’ self-reported ability to creatively perform certain tasks from 
the 2ve domains of creativity: Self/Everyday (e.g., “Teaching someone how to 
do something”), Scholarly (e.g., “Debating a controversial topic from my own 
perspective”), Performance (e.g., “Playing music in public”), Mechanical/sci-
enti2c (e.g., “Taking apart machines and 2guring out how they work”), and 
Artistic (e.g., “Coming up with my own interpretation of a classic work of art”) 
(Kaufman, 3C%3). Respondents are asked to compare their ability to creatively 
perform a task to other people of similar age and experience, and their respons-
es are registered on a A-point Likert scale, as follows: % = much less creative, 3 = 
less creative, ' = neither more nor less creative, 4 = more creative, and A = much 
more creative. 1e respondents are instructed to estimate their creativity on 
tasks they have never performed based on their experiences with similar tasks.

Cronbach’s alpha coeJcients reported by Kaufman (3C%3) were above 
.EC for all 2ve scales on the total sample. 1e alpha coeJcients for the present 
sample were .GE, .EF, .EG, .EG and .E' for the Self/Everyday, Scholarly, Perfor-
mance, Mechanical/Scienti2c and Artistic scales, respectively. 1e values of 
Cronbach’s alpha coeJcients in the present study indicate good internal con-
sistency and are consistent with the coeJcients reported in previous studies 
(Awofala & Fatade, 3C%A; Kaufman, 3C%3).

Results and Discussion

1e K-DOCS (Kaufman, 3C%3) instrument was translated and adminis-
tered in a cultural setting that is diDerent from the one in which the instrument 
was constructed and validated, so an exploratory factor analysis was 2rst con-
ducted to compare the factors and item loadings with the results of studies con-
ducted with participants from diDerent backgrounds. 1e scree plot shown in 
Figure % indicates that 2ve factors are expected to be optimal, which is consist-
ent with Kaufman’s (3C%3) choice for creating the original 2ve-factor model of 
creativity domains, and with the results reported by Awofala and Fatade (3C%A).
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Figure "
Scree plot

1e results of the exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation are 
shown in Table %. 1e items “Finding something fun to do when I have no 
money”, “Helping other people cope with a diJcult situation” and “Mediating 
a dispute or argument between two friends” did not load on any of the 2ve 
factors. 1is outcome could be attributed to the characteristics of the conveni-
ence sample, which consisted mostly of female participants between %F and 33 
years of age. Kaufman (3C%3) conducted the exploratory factor analysis of the 
K-DOCS on a sample that also consisted mostly of female participants, but the 
participants of that study were between %E and && years of age. In a subsequent 
con2rmatory analysis, the instrument was administered to an international 
sample of adults between the ages of %E and G', as well as a sample of adults 
between 3& and 4& years of age from Poland, with male and female participants 
equally represented in the two samples (McKay et al., 3C%G). Awofala and Fatade 
(3C%A) administered the survey to a sample of students in Nigeria, but the sam-
ple had an equal representation of male and female participants and comprised 
students between %& and '' years of age and engaged in diDerent 2elds of study. 
Since the present sample consisted mainly of young female adults with similar 
interests and backgrounds, it is possible that the outcome of the analysis was 
inKuenced by experiences with everyday tasks and attitudes towards those tasks 
that are typical for that demographic group.
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Table "
Exploratory factor analysis results

Item 1 2 3 4 5

Finding something fun to do when I have no money -

Helping other people cope with a di!cult situation -

Teaching someone how to do something .41

Maintaining a good balance between my work and my personal 
life .42

Understanding how to make myself happy .46

Being able to work through my personal problems in a healthy 
way .69

Thinking of new ways to help people .48

Choosing the best solution to a problem .58

Planning a trip or event with friends that meets everyone’s
needs .43

Mediating a dispute or argument between two friends -

Getting people to feel relaxed and at ease .40

Writing a nonfiction article for a newspaper, newsletter or 
magazine .65

Writing a letter to the editor .67

Researching a topic using many di"erent types of sources that 
may not be readily apparent .57

Debating a controversial topic from my own perspective .71

Responding to an issue in a context-appropriate way .46

Gathering the best possible assortment of articles or papers to
support a specific point of view .48

Arguing a side in a debate that I do not personally agree with .69

Analysing the themes in a good book .59

Figuring out how to integrate critiques and suggestions while
revising a work .61

Being able to o"er constructive feedback based on my own
reading of a paper .61

Coming up with a new way to think about an old debate .55

Writing a poem .61

Making up lyrics to a funny song .75

Making up rhymes .76

Composing an original song .79

Learning how to play a musical instrument .48 .44

Shooting a fun video to air on YouTube .49

Singing in harmony .42

Spontaneously creating lyrics to a rap song .75
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Item 1 2 3 4 5

Playing music in public .40 .48

Acting in a play .38

Carving something out of wood or similar material .50

Figuring out how to fix a frozen or buggy computer .60

Writing a computer program .72

Solving math puzzles .54

Taking apart machines and figuring out how they work .78

Building something mechanical (like a robot) .81

Helping to carry out or design a scientific experiment .68

Solving an algebraic or geometric proof .70

Constructing something out of metal, stone or similar material .46 .48

Drawing a picture of something I’ve never actually seen
(like an alien) .58

Sketching a person or object .64

Doodling/drawing random or geometric designs .73

Making a scrapbook page out of my photographs .53

Taking a well-composed photograph using an interesting angle or 
approach .47

Making a sculpture or piece of pottery .59

Appreciating a beautiful painting .58

Coming up with my own interpretation of a classic work
of art .49

Enjoying an art museum .44

Note. 1 = Self/Everyday; 2 = Scholarly; 3 = Performance; 4 = Mechanical/Scientific; 5 = Artistic.
Adapted from Kaufman, 2012.

1e items “Learning how to play a musical instrument” and “Playing 
music in public” loaded on two factors: the Performance and Self/Everyday do-
mains. In order to better understand this outcome, the analysis was repeated 
with six factors, and the aforementioned items loaded on the sixth factor along 
with the item “Singing in harmony”. 1e separation of these items into a new 
factor could be explained by the characteristics of the sample, as the majority of 
the participants had extensive experience in the arts. Approximately 4CI (n = 
EE) of the participants had some form of additional, aBer-school art education, 
such as music, dancing and folklore as a combination of the two. 1erefore, 
participants with experience in the arts and public art performances could be 
less likely to generalise their abilities to diDerent types of arts than the general 
population. In other words, the participants of the present study do not, for 
instance, generalise their ability to play a musical instrument to acting in a play 
or the other way around. In addition to previous experiences in the arts, the 
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participants are enrolled in the study programme Early Childhood and Pre-
school Education as part of their initial teacher education. Many of their cours-
es are associated with the arts (i.e., singing, dancing, music) in order to prepare 
them for performing these activities with children. As a result of their previ-
ous experiences in the arts and participation in the arts through initial teacher 
education, they understand the nuances of diDerent artforms better than the 
general population, as well as their own abilities in diDerent art forms, so they 
assess their creativity accordingly.

It is also interesting to note that the items “Carving something out of 
wood or similar material” and “Constructing something out of metal, stone or 
similar material” loaded with higher coeJcients on the Artistic domain than 
on the Mechanical/Scienti2c domain. 1is result is not unusual, as creating 
something in both cases can imply both a mechanical approach to reproducing 
a blueprint or a creative approach to making something new from the imagi-
nation. Since most of the participants were either involved in the arts through 
aBer-school programmes or required to participate in arts activities through 
their study programme at college, it is possible that they interpreted the tasks 
as artistic and creative rather than mechanical. 1ese two items are the only 
items on the Mechanical/Scienti2c scale that describe tasks focused on creating 
something with physical materials instead of working on abstract tasks such as 
“Solving math puzzles” or “Writing a computer program”. 

Items that describe abstract tasks in 2elds of mathematics and computer 
science are less likely to be considered creative by participants who focus on 
arts in their education and do not have a strong enough background in 2elds 
such as mathematics or computer science to be creative in those types of tasks. 
On the other hand, carving and constructing something material can instead 
be considered artistic, as the participants would be working with tangible ma-
terials to create a physical product, much like a sculpture or a puppet that they 
are required to create as part of their initial education. It is also important to 
consider how the neglect of divergent thinking in education can contribute to 
these perceptions. Haylock (%FEG) demonstrated the ability to develop divergent 
thinking through mathematics, and several authors have elaborated on the fea-
sibility of integrating the arts and STEM disciplines to promote creativity across 
the curriculum (Conradty & Bogner, 3C%E; Henriksen, 3C%4). However, due to 
the current teaching practices in education, students oBen associate creativity 
with the arts and are not familiar with the ability to produce multiple correct 
solutions or use diDerent methods to solve a problem in STEM disciplines.

1e results of the con2rmatory factor analysis are shown in Table 3. 
1e 2ve-factor model developed by Kaufman (3C%3) was used. Overall, the 
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coeJcients are moderate and strong, greater than .4C, with the exception of the 
item “Mediating a dispute or argument between two friends” in the Self/Every-
day domain, which is .3A. 1is is an expected outcome given the factor loadings 
on the Self/Everyday scale observed in the exploratory factor analysis, in which 
the aforementioned item failed to load.

Table #
Con#rmatory factor analysis results

Items 1 2 3 4 5

Finding something fun to do when I have no money .51

Helping other people cope with a di!cult situation .41

Teaching someone how to do something .57

Maintaining a good balance between my work and my personal 
life .45

Understanding how to make myself happy .46

Being able to work through my personal problems in a healthy 
way .59

Thinking of new ways to help people .64

Choosing the best solution to a problem .68

Planning a trip or event with friends that meets everyone’s
needs .51

Mediating a dispute or argument between two friends .25

Getting people to feel relaxed and at ease .48

Writing a nonfiction article for a newspaper, newsletter or 
magazine .75

Writing a letter to the editor .75

Researching a topic using many di"erent types of sources that 
may not be readily apparent .66

Debating a controversial topic from my own perspective .71

Responding to an issue in a context-appropriate way .52

Gathering the best possible assortment of articles or papers to
support a specific point of view .56

Arguing a side in a debate that I do not personally agree with .66

Analysing the themes in a good book .62

Figuring out how to integrate critiques and suggestions while
revising a work .64

Being able to o"er constructive feedback based on my own
reading of a paper .67

Coming up with a new way to think about an old debate .64

Writing a poem .66

Making up lyrics to a funny song .83
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Item 1 2 3 4 5

Making up rhymes .83

Composing an original song .81

Learning how to play a musical instrument .40

Shooting a fun video to air on YouTube .55

Singing in harmony .40

Spontaneously creating lyrics to a rap song .72

Playing music in public .43

Acting in a play .47

Carving something out of wood or similar material .42

Figuring out how to fix a frozen or buggy computer .63

Writing a computer program .69

Solving math puzzles .53

Taking apart machines and figuring out how they work .82

Building something mechanical (like a robot) .84

Helping to carry out or design a scientific experiment .76

Solving an algebraic or geometric proof .71

Constructing something out of metal, stone or similar material .57

Drawing a picture of something I’ve never actually seen
(like an alien) .58

Sketching a person or object .63

Doodling/drawing random or geometric designs .73

Making a scrapbook page out of my photographs .52

Taking a well-composed photograph using an interesting angle or 
approach .60

Making a sculpture or piece of pottery .62

Appreciating a beautiful painting .63

Coming up with my own interpretation of a classic work
of art .59

Enjoying an art museum .41

Note. 1 = Self/Everyday; 2 = Scholarly; 3 = Performance; 4 = Mechanical/Scientific; 5 = Artistic.
Adapted from Kaufman, 2012.

1e goodness-of-2t was assessed using the chi-square test, as well as the 
following goodness-of-2t indices: the comparative 2t index (CFI), the Tucker-
Lewis index (TLI), the root mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) and 
the standardised root mean-square residual (SRMR). 1e results of the assess-
ment from the Croatian sample are shown in Table ' along with the results 
reported by previous K-DOCS validation studies for reference.
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Table $
Goodness-of-#t comparisons between samples

Sample χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

Croatian 2404.33 1165 .72 .71 .07 .09

Polish (McKay et al., 2017) 3822.58 1165 .77 .76 .07 .07

Nigerian (Awofala & Fatade, 2015) 1273.41 306 .95 .95 .04 n/a

International (McKay et al., 2017) 5214.57 1165 .80 .79 .07 .06

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, RMSEA = root mean square error of ap-
proximation; SRMR = standardised root mean residual.

Lower results of the chi-square test are associated with better goodness-
of-2t, L3(%%&A) = 34C4.'', p < .CC%. CFI and TLI indicate better goodness-of-2t 
as their value approaches %.CC, whereas RMSEA and SRMR approach C.CC as 
goodness-of-2t improves. 1e goodness-of-2t of the 2ve-factor model observed 
in the present study is comparable to the results reported by McKay et al. (3C%G), 
with better goodness-of-2t according to the results of the chi-square test and 
lower goodness-of-2t according to CFI and TLI. Awofala and Fatade (3C%A) re-
ported better goodness-of-2t than any other study validating the K-DOCS. 1e 
2ve-factor model shows consistent goodness-of-2t estimates when the scale is 
administered to participants with diDerent demographic characteristics, so it 
is possible to suggest that creativity could be de2ned as a domain-speci2c phe-
nomenon that can be applied in the following domains: Self/Everyday, Schol-
arly, Performance, Mechanical/Scienti2c and Artistic (Kaufman, 3C%3).

1e characteristics of the sample can aDect the results of the factor anal-
ysis, so the results of the exploratory factor analysis in the present study showed 
that the Scholarly domain accounted for the greatest proportion of total vari-
ance (.3A), followed by the Performance domain (.3%).  Kaufman (3C%3) found 
that the Self/Everyday domain had the highest variance, whereas Awofala and 
Fatade (3C%A) reported that the Mechanical/Scienti2c domain accounted for 
most of the variance, possibly because students from mathematical and tech-
nical disciplines were well represented in their sample. Given the age of the 
participants in the present study, as well as their experience with additional 
aBer-school art education, their formal secondary school education back-
grounds and the activities they have to complete as part of their initial teacher 
education, it is possible that their previous experiences in the Scholarly and 
Performance domains gave them greater con2dence in their creative abilities 
in these domains as opposed to other domains. According to Kaufman (3C%3), 
such variations are expected because “if the K-DOCS is a valid instrument, 
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then speci2c populations should score higher on diDerent domains (i.e., scien-
tists should score higher on Mechanical/Scienti2c)” (p. 'C4). 1e results of this 
and previous studies con2rm that sample characteristics can inKuence scores, 
which supports the validity of the scale, but more validations are necessary to 
establish the correlation between the self-reported assessment of creativity and 
objective tasks that measure creativity. 

In the present study, the participants were asked to self-assess their abil-
ity to perform tasks, but correlating an objective measurement of creativity on 
performing a certain task with self-reported values could further improve the 
validity of this study. 1e Croatian version of the scale should also be validated 
in a future study, but with a random sample that is representative of the general 
population. Although the results of the con2rmatory factor analysis are consist-
ent with previous studies and lend support to the K-DOCS as a valid instru-
ment for measuring the 2ve domains of creativity, the 2ndings of the explora-
tory analysis can be generalised only as far as the sampling strategy permits.

Conclusion

1e purpose of the present study was to validate the Croatian version 
of the K-DOCS instrument, a scale for measuring creativity in 2ve diDerent 
domains, on a sample of 333 Croatian early childhood and preschool education 
students. 1e participants considered themselves to be less creative in tasks that 
were associated with abstract thinking in the 2elds of mathematics and com-
puter science than in tasks associated with other 2elds. In terms of practical 
implications for teacher education, it is important to consider how students can 
be encouraged to develop a creative approach in all 2elds so that they can one 
day encourage their students to develop creative thinking in those 2elds as well. 
1e results of the exploratory factor analysis were mostly consistent with previ-
ous studies, but some variations were observed, which could be attributed to 
the characteristics of the convenience sample. 1e results of the con2rmatory 
factor analysis were consistent with previous validation studies, so the Croatian 
version of the K-DOCS is a potentially feasible scale for assessing creativity as 
a domain-speci2c phenomenon. 1e 2ve-factor model proved to be a good 2t 
in this study and previous studies, but further research to validate the Croatian 
version of the scale with a random sample is necessary given the inconsistencies 
with previous results that were observed in this sample.



! " # $  !ournal | Vol.11 | No3 | Year 2021 %GG

References

Amabile, T. (3C%%). Componential theory of creativity (Working Paper No. %3-CF&). Harvard Business 

School.

Awofala, A. O., & Fatade, A. O. (3C%A). Validation of the domains of creativity scale for Nigerian 

preservice science, technology, and mathematics teachers. Electronic Journal of Research in 

Educational Psychology, "$(%), %'%–%AC.

Beghetto, R. A. (3CCAa). Does assessment kill student creativity? %e Educational Forum, &'('), 

3A4–3&'.

Beghetto, R. A. (3CCAb). Preservice teachers’ self-judgments of test taking. %e Journal of Educational 

Research, '((&), 'G&–'EC.

Beghetto, R. A. (3C%C). Creativity in the classroom. In J. C. Kaufman & R. J. Sternberg (Eds.), %e 

Cambridge handbook of creativity (pp. 44G–4&'). Cambridge University Press.

Boden,MM. A.M(3CC4).)%e creative mind: Myths and mechanisms)(3nd ed.). Routledge.

Bruner,MJ.M(%F&3).MOn knowing: Essays for the le* hand.M Harvard University Press.

Cheung, R. H. P., & Mok, M. M. C. (3C%E). Early childhood teachers’ perception of creative 

personality as a predictor of their support of pedagogy important for fostering creativity: A Chinese 

perspective. Creativity Research Journal, $+('), 3G&–3E&.

Conradty, C., & Bogner, F. X. (3C%E). From STEM to STEAM: How to monitor creativity. Creativity 

Research Journal, $+('), 3''–34C.

CraB, A. (3CC'). Creativity across the primary curriculum: Framing and developing practice. 

Routledge.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (3C%4). Society, culture, and person: A systems view of creativity. In M. 

Csikszentmihalyi (Ed.), %e Systems Model of Creativity (pp. 4G–&%). Springer.

Darling-Hammond, L. (3CCC). Teacher quality and student achievement. Education Policy Analysis 

Archives, (, %. http://dx.doi.org/%C.%4ACG/epaa.vEn%.3CCC

Feist, G. J. (3CC4). Creativity and the frontal lobes. Bulletin of Psychology and the Arts, ,(%), 3%–3E.

Feldhusen, J. F. (%FF4). Talent identi2cation and development in education (TIDE). Gi*ed Education 

International, "+(%), %C–%A.

Feldhusen, J. F., & Goh, B. E. (%FFA). Assessing and accessing creativity: An integrative review of 

theory, research, and development. Creativity Research Journal, (('), 3'%–34G.

Gardner, H. (%FF'). Multiple intelligences: %e theory into practice. Basic Books.

Guilford, J. P. (%FAC). Fundamental statistics in psychology and education. McGraw-Hill.

Guilford, J. P. (%FA&). 1e structure of intellect. Psychological Bulletin, ,$(4), 3&G–3F'.

Haylock, D. W. (%FEG). Mathematical creativity in schoolchildren. %e Journal of Creative Behavior, 

-"(%), 4E–AF.

Henriksen, D. (3C%4). Full STEAM ahead: Creativity in excellent STEM teaching practices. %e 

STEAM Journal, "(3). https://doi.org/%C.A&43/steam.3C%4C%C3.%A

Ivcevic, Z., & Mayer, J. D. (3CCF). Mapping dimensions of creativity in the life-space. Creativity 



%GE 5)(,$6(5*7, (,8 9(6*8(5*7, 7: 5;" <(.:=(, 87=(*,$ 7: !)"(5*9*5> $!(6" 7, ....

Research Journal, -"(3-'), %A3–%&A.

Jennings, P. A., & Greenberg, M. T. (3CCF). 1e prosocial classroom: Teacher social and emotional 

competence in relation to student and classroom outcomes. Review of Educational Research, .'(%), 

4F%–A3A.

Kaufman, J. C. (3C%3). Counting the muses: Development of the Kaufman Domains of Creativity 

Scale (K-DOCS). Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, &(4), 3FE–'CE.

Kaufman, J. C. (3C%&). Creativity "+". Springer Publishing Company.

Kaufman, J. C., & Beghetto, R. A. (3CCF). Beyond big and little: 1e four C model of creativity. 

Review of General Psychology, "$(%), %–%3.

Kaufman, J. C., & Sternberg, R. J. (Eds.). (3CC&). %e international handbook of creativity. Cambridge 

University Press.

MaksiH, S. B., & SpasenoviH, V. Z. (3C%E). Educational science students’ implicit theories of creativity. 

Creativity Research Journal, $+('), 3EG–3F4.

McKay, A. S., Karwowski, M., & Kaufman, J. C. (3C%G). Measuring the muses: validating the Kaufman 

domains of creativity scale (K-DOCS). Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, ""(3), 

3%&–3'C.

Pendergast, D., Garvis, S., & Keogh, J. (3C%%). Pre-service student-teacher self-eJcacy beliefs: An 

insight into the making of teachers. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, $&(%3), 4&–AE.

Plucker, J. A., Beghetto, R. A., & Dow, G. T. (3CC4). Why isn’t creativity more important to 

educational psychologists? Potentials, pitfalls, and future directions in creativity research. 

Educational psychologist, $'(3), E'–F&.

Robinson, K. (3C%A). Creative schools: %e grassroots revolution that’s transforming education. Penguin.

Runco, M. A. (%FFF). Implicit theories. In M. Runco & S. Pritzker (Eds.), Encyclopedia of creativity 

(pp. 3–'C). Academic Press.

Runco, M. A. (3C%4). Creativity: %eories and themes: Research, development, and practice. Elsevier.

Runco, M. A., & Jaeger, G. J. (3C%3). 1e standard de2nition of creativity. Creativity Research Journal, 

-/(%), F3–F&.

Sanders, W. L., & Rivers, J. C. (%FF&). Cumulative and residual e0ects of teachers on future student 

academic achievement. University of Tennessee Value-Added Research and Assessment Center. 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=%C.%.%.4G4.'G'E&rep=rep%&type=pdf

SekuliH-Majurec, A. (3CCG). Uloga sudionika odgojno-obrazovnog procesa u stvaranju, provedbi 

i vrednovanju kurikuluma [1e role of participants in the education process in creating, 

implementing, and evaluating the curriculum]. In V. Previ@iH (Ed.), Kurikulum: teorije–metodologija–

sadr1aj–struktura [Curriculum: %eories-methods-contents-structure] (pp. 'A%–'EC). Zagreb, Nkolska 

knjiga.

Simonton,MD. K.M(3C%3).MTaking the US Patent OJce creativity criteria seriously: A quantitative three-

criterion de2nition and its implications.MCreativity Research Journal,)-/(3-'), FG–%C&.

Stein, M. I. (%FA'). Creativity and culture. %e Journal of Psychology, $&(3), '%%–'33.

Sternberg, R. J., & Lubart, T. I. (%FF'). Investing in creativity. Psychological Inquiry, /('), 33F–3'3.



! " # $  !ournal | Vol.11 | No3 | Year 2021 %GF

Sternberg, R. J., & Lubart, T. I. (%FFF). 1e concept of creativity: Prospects and paradigms. In R. R. 

Sternberg (Ed.), Handbook of creativity (pp. '–%A). Cambridge University Press.

Zoglowek, H. (3C%E). Teacher of the giBed – What is needed. In J. Herzog (Ed.), Challenges of working 

with gi*ed pupils in European school systems (pp. 3&A–3G4). Verlag Dr. Kova?.

Biographical note

M%&'(%)% *+,%)'- B.)'-, PhD, is an Assistant Professor at the De-
partment of Art at the Faculty of Teacher Education University of Zagreb. Her 
areas of scienti2c interest are the visual art teaching methodology, arts based 
research, creativity, competences of teachers and educators, puppetry and per-
forming arts, various pedagogical directions and approaches in encouraging 
and developing visual arts among children.


