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ABSTRACT

Each developmental stage upholds new and its own unique competency requirements,
challenges, struggles and opportunities for personal human growth. When an individual is
in their early adolescence phase, his/her creativity is greatly influenced by its surroundings
and school environment is one of those crucial factors. Hence, the present study was
planned to explore the mediating role of school environment in students’ blocks and
consequences creativity. The primary data was collected from 300 academically bright rural
young adolescents. Z-test and ANOVA were administered to discover the influence of
independent variables (school environment) on the dependent variables (blocks and
consequences creativity). Results elucidated significant differences in blocks fluency,
consequences originality and consequences creativity across school type, academic class
and teaching method employed by the teachers. Blocks flexibility had significant differences
across school type and academic class. Blocks originality was observed to have significant
differences across academic class and consecutive academic record. It was revealed that
blocks creativity had significant differences across all the independent variables.
Consequences fluency of the students had significant differences across school type,
academic class and consecutive academic record.

INTRODUCTION

Each period of human development comes up with its own
new competency necessities, challenges and prospects for personal
growth. For the successful functioning of each stage of life it offers
certain prototypic challenges and competency demands. According
to Bandura (2006), there are several pathways through life and, at
any given phase, people differ substantially in how successfully
they handle their lives. The child on his own journey to becoming
an adult, during adolescence learns the various tasks of adulthood
and forms a unique identity for himself (Erikson, 1963).
Adolescence is not just a time period, rather it is process of
achieving the desired growth, development, attitude, beliefs and
methods for valuable contribution in society as an emerging adult.

The manner in which adolescents develop and apply their personal
inherent efficacy during this transitional period plays a key role in
setting the course their life follows. Hence, adolescents require
managing foremost biological, educational and social role transitions
parallel (Bandura, 2006). The transition of childhood to middle
schools involves major environmental changes that levy personal
efficacy. Despite that, in our country adolescence is never considered
as a distinct stage and hence the adolescents’ needs are not given
any special attention over and above their childhood needs. But it
is empirically proven that in the process of human development,
adolescence marks an important time in the passage between
childhood and adulthood [National Association of Social Workers
(NASW), 2003]. When an individual is in the phase of adolescence,
his quest for self-identity, creativity and personality is being
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molded by various surrounding human ecological factors such as,
home and school environments (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

 Creativity is never ending aspect of any person’s life starting
from conception onward through adulthood. Creativity can be
described as the ability to see things in a new manner, to view and
solve problems in different ways, which are still not invented,
untried, unusual and unique or different from the existing ones
(Edwards, 2012). Creative students are as achievement-oriented as
their less creative counterpart accomplishers (Beghetto & Kauffman,
2009; Siswono, 2011). Achievement in the area of education is
considered very important for children, especially during adolescent
years as in this competitive era, educational achievement has become
an index of success. In today’s world, academic excellence is marked
as safe zone for anyone successful future and career security.
Therefore, creativity in education is required in providing students’
adequate opportunities to extend their current knowledge and
possibility to create new ideas (Louca et al., 2014). The capacity
to think creatively is influenced by various environmental factors
and school environment is the one of these important variables.
Although the creativity has elements of spontaneity, many
investigators have emphasized on the relevant role that teachers
and school environment all together may play in the onset of such
creative processes through appropriate environment and the special
strategies. By keeping in view such studies, the present research
study was designed to assess the influence of students’ school
environment on their creative potential.

METHODOLOGY

 This study was performed on 300 rural young adolescent boys
and girls of age group 12 to 14 years from Hisar District of
Haryana, India. The participants were selected on criterion-basis
and the criterion was their academic brightness. The independent
variables (type of school, academic class, consecutive academic
record, teaching method employed by teachers and role of teachers
in adolescents’ creativity enhancement) and dependent variables
(sub-aspects of blocks creativity and consequences creativity i.e.,
fluency, flexibility and originality) were examined in order to
determine the differences in young adolescents’ creative abilities
based on their school environment. Type of school was categorized
as Government school and private school. Academic brightness of
the young adolescents was defined as 12 to 14 years old students
who scored more than 85% from the last three consecutive academic
classes. Consecutive academic record denoted the cumulative
academic performance of the respondents from the last three
academic classes consecutively. Academic class represented the class
in which participants were studying at the time of data collection.

Teaching method employed by teachers depicted the particular
teaching approach based on any learning theory that aims to achieve
maximum learning such as, theoretical, demonstration and mixed
method. Role of teachers for creativity enhancement of students
was assessed on the basis of the teachers’ support which involved
delivering classroom instructions, preparing effective lessons, using
appropriate teaching method, grading students’ work and offering
timely feedback, such as appreciating, encouraging, giving physical
reward and timely organizing various activities to enhance their
creativity. Blocks creativity was studied under four sub-aspects i.e.,

fluency, flexibility, originality and creativity. Consequences
creativity was studied under three sub-heads i.e., fluency, originality
and creativity. Fluency means generating as many ideas as possible
in any given situation. Flexibility can be described as generating
varieties of ideas that are different from each other. Originality can
be understood as ideas and thoughts that are new and not simply
extension of something already existing. Creativity is the ability to
produce something innovative as well as valuable and problem
solving based on any given situation.

All the participants were personally interviewed by the
researcher. Primary data regarding all independent variables was
gathered with self-developed questionnaire-cum-interview schedule.
While, the data pertaining to dependent variables was assembled
by using standardized Passi Test of Creativity developed by Passi
(2006). The data was analyzed and interpreted by using Statistical
Package for the Social- Science (SPSS) to calculate Z-test, ANOVA,
Mean and Standard Deviation (S.D.).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Highly significant differences were observed in adolescents’
consequences fluency (Z=3.64, p<0.01), consequences originality
(Z=3.83, p<0.01), consequences creativity (Z=4.11, p<0.01), blocks
flexibility (Z=3.61, p<0.01) and blocks creativity (Z=3.57, p<0.01).
Significant differences were elucidated in respondents’ blocks
fluency (Z= 2.64, p<0.05). The research results were supported
by other researchers’ research findings such as Pany (2014), Vaida
(2012); Tasaduq & Azim (2012) who revealed that creativity scores
differed significantly among Govt. and private school students
(Table 1). Private school students performed significantly better in
blocks fluency (Mean = 5.83), blocks flexibility (Mean = 11.41),
blocks creativity (Mean = 37.29), consequences fluency (Mean =
20.76), consequences originality (Mean = 17.97) and consequences
creativity (Mean = 38.71). The probable reasons behind this
performance difference can be various facilities such as, school
infrastructure, art activities, sports amenities and other co-curricular
activities which are only provided in private schools along with
this teacher in private schools also pays more attention towards
students. Research results were supported by Singh & Rana (2016)
who revealed that overall creativity was highest among private
school students. Whereas, contradictory results were obtained by
Sharma (2014), who found that level of creativity was highest
among Govt. school students as compared to the private school
students.

Table 2 revealed highly significant differences for blocks
originality (F = 9.09, p< 0.01), consequences fluency (F = 8.29,
p< 0.01), consequences originality (F = 6.32, p< 0.01) and
consequences creativity (F= 8.24, p< 0.01), whereas, significant
differences were elucidated in blocks fluency (F = 4.89, p< 0.05),
flexibility (F = 5.72, p< 0.05) and creativity (F = 4.56, p< 0.05).

The ninth graders were better in blocks fluency (Mean=6.03),
blocks flexibility (Mean = 11.44), blocks creativity (Mean = 36.94),
consequences fluency (Mean = 21.74), consequences originality
(Mean = 17.96) and consequences creativity (Mean=39.69), while
eighth graders performed significantly better in blocks originality
(Mean = 14.60). The research results were also in line with the
research findings of the study conducted by Reddy et al., (2015),
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which divulged that participant’s academic class had significant
impact on their blocks creativity.

Table 3 portrayed highly significant differences in only one
domain of creativity i.e., consequences fluency (F = 6.98, p< 0.01),
whereas, significant differences were revealed in blocks originality
(F = 3.65, p< 0.05) and blocks creativity (F = 3.23, p< 0.05) across
consecutive academic record. Respondents who had consecutive
academic record of 88 percent to 90 per cent performed better in
consequences fluency (Mean = 21.38), while students who scored
more than 91 per cent were significantly better in blocks originality
(Mean = 14.27) and blocks creativity (Mean = 36.34). The research
results were also supported by the two different research studies
i.e. Awamleh et al., (2019) and Sumangala (2014), which revealed
significant differences for adolescents’ creative abilities across their
grade point average (GPA). While another study conducted by

Table 1. Mean differences in adolescents creativity on the basis of school type

Variables Type of School Z-value

Govt. School (n= 150) Private School (n= 150)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Blocks Fluency 05.17 02.12 05.83 02.21 2.64*
Blocks Flexibility 08.99 05.63 11.41 05.98 3.61**
Blocks Originality 12.37 08.27 13.70 08.79 1.35
Blocks Creativity 29.77 17.18 37.29 19.21 3.57**
Consequences Fluency 16.92 08.46 20.76 09.77 3.64**
Consequences Originality 14.17 07.41 17.97 09.58 3.83**
Consequences Creativity 30.96 14.22 38.71 18.18 4.11**

*, **: Significant at 0.05 and 0.01 percent level of probability, respectively
S.D.: Standard Deviation; n: Sample size

Table 2. Comparison of creativity across academic class

Variables Academic Class F-Value

Eighth (n=131) Ninth (n=105) Tenth (n=64)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Blocks Fluency 05.21a 02.29 06.03b 02.13 05.22 a 01.90 04.89*
Blocks Flexibility 10.12 ab 05.79 11.44b 06.35 08.31 a 04.94 05.72*
Blocks Originality 14.60 b 08.79 13.39 ab 09.10 09.23 ab 05.52 09.09**
Blocks Creativity 33.41 ab 18.44 36.94b 20.30 28.16 a 14.38 04.56*
Consequences Fluency 17.46 ab 09.70 21.74 b 09.20 16.91 a 07.52 8.29**
Consequences Originality 16.00 ab 09.27 17.96 b 09.04 13.11 a 06.08 06.32**
Consequences Creativity 33.47 ab 18.03 39.69 b 16.72 29.69 a 11.38 08.24**

*, **: Significant at 0.05 and 0.01 percent level of probability, respectively
Note: Means in the same row that do not share superscripts differ at p<0.05 using Duncan multiple difference comparison
S.D.: Standard Deviation; n: Sample size

Table 3. Comparison of creativity across consecutive academic record

Variables Consecutive Academic Record F-Value

85% to 87% (n=130) 88% to 90% (n=103) 91% & more (n=67)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Blocks Fluency 05.25 02.24 05.72 01.98 05.63 02.34 1.45
Blocks Flexibility 09.55 06.03 10.94 05.38 10.31 06.44 1.62
Blocks Originality 11.52 a 07.34 14.14 ba 09.16 14.27 b 09.37 3.65*
Blocks Creativity 30.45 a 18.66 35.58 ba 17.46 36.34 b 19.45 3.23*
Consequences Fluency 16.82 a 09.65 21.38 b 08.30 18.45 ab 09.96 6.98**
Consequences Originality 15.50 08.22 17.15 09.09 15.52 09.22 1.18
Consequences Creativity 33.24 16.64 37.42 15.92 33.97 17.93 1.92

*, **: Significant at 0.05 and 0.01 percent level of probability, respectively
Note: Means in the same row that do not share superscripts differ at p<0.05 using Duncan multiple difference comparison
S.D.: Standard Deviation; n: Sample size

Anwar et al. (2012) presented contradictory results i.e., there were
no significant difference between high and low achievers in terms
of their creative thinking.

Another study conducted by Qadir (2014) to investigate the
impact of varying personality traits on the academic achievement
of male and female adolescents elucidated that personality traits
affected their school performance significantly in various subjects
including mathematics and general science. Another similar research
study conducted by Patil et al., (2018) revealed that various factors
such as, family income, parental occupation, lack of expected
cooperation from family members, health problems and lack of
concentration were probable risk factors leading towards academic
backwardness among adolescents.

Table 4 displayed significant differences in blocks fluency (F
= 3.84, p< 0.05), blocks creativity (F = 5.19, p< 0.05) and
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consequences creativity (F = 5.14, p< 0.05) across teaching method
employed by teachers, whereas, highly significant differences were
revealed in consequences originality (F = 7.72, p< 0.01).

The participants whose teachers adopted theoretical teaching
method performed significantly better in blocks fluency (Mean =
5.90) and blocks creativity (Mean = 38.39), while, the students
whose teachers used combination of both teaching methods
(theoretical and demonstration) were significantly better in
consequences originality (Mean = 17.73) and consequences
creativity (Mean = 36.84). Clark (2012) examined the impact of
school environment on adolescents’ creativity and results elucidated
that the creative abilities may be inhibited due to various factors
such as, school deadlines, supervisory restrictions, evaluation
techniques, reward structure and teachers’ attitude towards carving
students’ creative potential. Along with, Hari et al., (2013) found
that socio-cultural factors influenced the educational and
occupational aspirations of rural youth. Certain social factors such
as teachers, relatives, neighbors, media and social acceptance played
important role in the youth’ educational and occupational
preferences.

 Significant differences were elucidated in blocks creativity (F
= 5.49, p<0.05), whereas, no differences were revealed in the
remaining sub-aspects of creativity. The students whose teachers
made high level efforts were significantly better in blocks creativity
(Mean= 38.96). Contradictory results were observed by Rose
(2016), Budsankom et al., (2015); Devi (2015), who also found
that positive student-teacher relationship and better school
environment encouraged students in their creative endeavors.

CONCLUSION

On the basis of school type, highly significant differences were
revealed in young adolescents’ consequences fluency, consequences
originality, consequences creativity, blocks flexibility and blocks
creativity, whereas, significant differences were elucidated in blocks
fluency. Private school students performed significantly better in
blocks fluency, blocks flexibility, blocks creativity, consequences
fluency, consequences originality and consequences creativity as
compared to the Govt. school students. Results showed highly
significant differences for blocks originality, consequences fluency,
consequences originality and consequences creativity against
students’ academic class, whereas, significant differences were
elucidated in blocks fluency, blocks flexibility and blocks creativity.
The ninth graders were better in blocks fluency, blocks flexibility,
blocks creativity, consequences fluency, consequences originality
and consequences creativity as compared to eighth and tenth
graders. Highly significant differences were revealed in only one
domain of creativity i.e., consequences fluency across consecutive
academic record and significant differences were revealed in blocks
originality and blocks creativity. Students who scored more than
91 percent were significantly better in blocks originality and blocks
creativity as compared to their low achiever counterparts. Significant
differences were displayed in blocks fluency, blocks creativity and
consequences creativity across teaching method employed by
teachers, whereas, highly significant differences were revealed in
consequences originality. Respondents whose teachers adopted
theoretical teaching method performed significantly better in blocks

Table 4. Comparison of creativity across teaching method employed by teachers

Variables Teaching Method Employed by Teachers F-Value

Theoretical (n=126) Demonstration (n=129) Mixed (n=45)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Blocks Fluency 05.90 b 02.15 05.16 a 02.21 05.36 a 02.10 3.84*
Blocks Flexibility 10.93 06.43 09.59 05.39 09.89 05.80 1.71
Blocks Originality 13.29 09.42 12.76 07.77 13.09 08.24 0.13
Blocks Creativity 38.39 b 20.38 31.70 ab 17.36 30.76 a 15.70 5.19*
Consequences Fluency 18.69 09.37 18.81 09.30 19.33 09.43 0.08
Consequences Originality 16.75 ab 09.24 14.83 a 08.17 17.73 b 08.71 7.72**
Consequences Creativity 35.42 ab 17.47 33.57 a 15.94 36.84 b 17.02 5.14*

*, **: Significant at 0.05 and 0.01 percent level of probability, respectively
Note: Means in the same row that do not share superscripts differ at p<0.05 using Duncan multiple difference comparison
S.D.: Standard Deviation; n: Sample size

Table 5. Comparison of creativity of respondents based on role of teachers for enhancement of creativity

Variables Role of Teachers in Adolescents Creativity Enhancement F- value

High (n=33) Medium (n=110) Low (n=157)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Blocks Fluency 05.70 02.72 05.28 02.15 05.61 02.09 0.86
Blocks Flexibility 10.00 05.00 10.24 06.14 10.21 05.98 0.02
Blocks Originality 13.70 07.62 12.46 08.10 13.29 09.05 0.41
Blocks Creativity 30.39a 16.96 32.42 ab 19.31 38.96b 18.35 5.49*
Consequences Fluency 16.82 08.63 19.05 09.30 19.11 09.48 0.87
Consequences Originality 14.12 05.44 16.45 08.91 16.21 09.20 0.94
Consequences Creativity 30.94 12.61 35.50 16.93 35.19 17.35 1.01

*, **: Significant at 0.05 and 0.01 percent level of probability, respectively
Note: Means in the same row that do not share superscripts differ at p<0.05 using Duncan multiple difference comparison
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fluency and blocks creativity, while, the students whose teachers
used combination of both teaching methods (theoretical and
demonstration) were significantly better in consequences originality
and consequences creativity. Significant differences were elucidated
in blocks creativity across role of teachers in creativity enhancement
of the students. The students whose teachers made high level efforts
were significantly better in blocks creativity.
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