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Creativity has been often cited as an essential skill to be nur-

ured among students in 21st-century classrooms because of its in-

ovative contributions to individuals and society ( Newton & New-

on, 2014 ; UNESCO, 2006 ). Creativity stimulates a student’s senses, gen-

rates previously unknown knowledge, and assists students in synthesiz-

ng information while adding meaning to their educational experience

 DuPriest, 2017 ). Although most educators have endorsed that the de-

elopment of students’ creativity should be a fundamental educational

bjective of contemporary educational systems, many school teachers

re confronted with barriers when it comes to teaching for creativity

 Bahar et al., 2021 ; Maker, et al. 2021 ; Maker, et al. 2022 ). 

Kounios and Beeman (2015) defined creativity as “the ability to rein-

erpret something by breaking it down into its elements and recombin-

ng these elements in a surprising way to achieve some goal ” (p. 9). In

ther words, the concept of creativity includes core ideas such as creat-

ng something new, seeing old things in new ways, discovering new con-

ections, and eliciting pleasurable surprises ( Maley, 2003 ). According to

tarko (2018) , there are multiple definitions of creativity; for example,

some definitions focus on characteristics of individuals whose work is

etermined to be creative (What is a creative person like?), whereas

thers consider the work itself (What makes this creative?) ” (p. 12). For

 more general definition, creativity is the ability to think ’outside the

ox’ to solve problems and/or generate novel ideas or products based on

heir appropriateness ( Runco & Jaeger, 2012; Torrance & Shaughnessy,

998 ). 

eaching for Creativity 

Teaching for creativity necessitates a unique, personalized, and

eaningful exchange of knowledge and skill that allows students to

ngage in the creative process ( Hines et al., 2019 ; Rinkevich, 2011 ;
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orrance & Safter, 1990 ). Torrance and Safter (1990) advised that cre-

tivity required space to incubate and described the creative process of

tudents as exploring, questioning, experimenting, manipulating, rear-

anging things, testing, modifying, listening, looking, feeling, and then

hinking about it. Torrance et al. (1998) further explained that peo-

le prefer to learn creatively. Despite the preference and effectiveness

f teaching for creativity, opportunities to engage in the creative pro-

ess appear to be limited or nonexistent in the classroom. Maley and

olitho (2015) informed: 

It [creativity] is at the heart of learning but not at the heart of educa-

ion. And, curiously, the more highly developed an educational context

s, the less apparent incentive there is to be creative: teachers are often

ust required to fit into a predetermined framework; the less ‘developed’,

r the more difficult the teaching circumstances seem to be, the greater

he obvious incentive to be creative. (p. 435) 

While teaching for creativity may appear to be yet another expecta-

ion to meet in the classroom, carefully weaving creativity throughout

essons stimulates deep learning and assists students in absorbing essen-

ial knowledge ( Hines et al., 2019 ). 

Creative skills and abilities are vital for primary and secondary stu-

ents who will grow to be productive citizens and problem solvers

nd enter the workforce; arguments in favor of a focus on student em-

owerment and employability support the need to teach for creativ-

ty ( Papaleontiou-Louca et al., 2014 ). Teaching for creativity cultivates

oft skills such as time management, willingness to learn, teamwork

pirit, , conflict resolution, and creative problem-solving ( Majid et al.,

012 ). There are two creative generations. First generation creativity

efers to individual behaviors and ideas, whereas second generation cre-

tivity (i.e., everyday creativity) refers to purposeful collaborative pro-

esses and products. Particularly, second generation creativity places

reative endeavors in the processes of collaboration and ‘purposeful ac-
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ivity’ that aims to develop an ‘original’ and ‘appropriate’ explanation

o a situation or problem ( McWilliam & Dawson, 2008 ). McWilliam and

awson (2008) informed that second generation creativity is currently

aining prominence and is recognized as a critical driver in develop-

ng and sustaining an innovative economy. The activation of every-

ay creativity produces student empowerment and student-centeredness

 Papaleontiou-Louca et al., 2014 ). However, despite the significance of

econd generation creativity, little has been done to make the neces-

ary cultural shift and pedagogical shift in teaching for creativity across

ountries ( McWilliam & Dawson, 2008 ). 

Cultivating creative ability enables students to be more adaptable

nd flexible in a fast-paced and unpredictable global society, as well as

ncreases their competence to work peacefully and efficiently across cul-

ures and with others who think differently. In response to the question,

Can creativity be taught?, ” some researchers believe that students can

e taught to think creatively and encouraged to value and practice their

wn creativity ( Torrance, 1972 ; see also Crammond & Karnes, 2005 ).

reative action stems from having ample time to develop ideas, unstruc-

ured play, unpunished risk-taking, alertness to new associations, and

nteraction between like-minded peers or colleagues ( Johnson, 2010 ).

hus, creativity in the classroom should be measured by “what the

eacher makes possible for the student to do ” ( Stevick, 1980 , p. 20). 

resent Study 

Creativity is not only a skill but also a habit and an attitude to-

ard life ( Sternberg, 2010 ). Given the development nature of cre-

tivity, it is not surprising that various researchers have advocated

or increased emphasis on teaching for creativity in the classroom

 Sternberg, 2010; Sternberg, 2015; Torrance & Safter, 1990 ; Torrance

 Shaughnessy, 1998 ). Notwithstanding existing research on the needs

nd benefits of teaching for creativity, fostering students’ creativity is

arely regarded as a learning objective ( Sternberg, 2015 ). Based on our

eview of the literature, we identified the most common barriers to

eaching for creativity in kindergarten through 12th grade classrooms

K-12). This study will help us understand why creativity is lacking in

he classroom, despite its importance and developmental benefits. More

pecifically, this study asks what are the common barriers to teaching

or creativity in K-12 classrooms. 

ethod 

rticle Selection Process 

This research is a literature review of empirical studies on teach-

ng for creativity. The search terms focused solely on teaching for cre-

tivity rather than creative teaching or teaching creatively . Teaching for

reativity is the act of implementing processes throughout instructional

essons that require students to develop and activate their creative abil-

ties (e.g., think critically, problem-solve, effectively communicate, and

ollaborate with others, and maintain an open-mind). In contrast, cre-

tive teaching pertains to how a teacher delivers a lesson in a novel

nd/or engaging manner. Simply put, creative teaching practices em-

hasize what the teacher does rather than what the student is expected

o do in order to learn. In this literature review, we purposefully ex-

luded articles that did not identify a potential barrier or emphasize the

oncept of teaching for creativity in K-12 classrooms. Following the se-

ection process and phases as outlined below, a total of 10 empirical

eer-reviewed journal articles met the study’s criteria. 

hase One 

In the initial phase of the review, an electronic literature search was

onducted, utilizing database search engines such as Google Scholar,

ducation Research Complete, ERIC, PsycINFO, Child Development and
2 
dolescent Studies, and ScienceDirect. The publication years were re-

tricted to 2006-2022 in order to obtain the most up-to-date data. The

earch results were limited to articles that included the following search

ords and phrases: barriers, obstacles, or challenges to teaching for cre-

tivity, and teaching for creativity. The original search parameters re-

ulted in the recommendation of 1,914 journal articles. The results for

cholarly peer-reviewed articles (N = 1,509) were reduced (N = 1, 482)

hen adding academic journals to the search criteria. The first phase of

he study yielded 1,482 articles. 

hase Two 

In order to fit the study’s objective, an article must have discussed a

arrier(s) or teachers’ resistance and/or struggles to teach for creativity

n K-12 classrooms. Adding the search terms K-12 and classroom re-

uced the number of recommended articles to 75 and 11, respectively.

ext, a list was compiled based on the article’s title, overview/abstract,

ethodology, and findings. After reviewing each of the 11 publications,

ne article was removed since it was not an empirical study. 10 empir-

cal studies met the objective for this investigation after the second and

nal phase of the search for literature. The selected literature was or-

anized by similar themes indicating a barrier and why the barrier may

ccur. 

esults 

Following the selection of existing qualitative and quantitative re-

earch, we reviewed each study to identify common barriers to teaching

or creativity. During our review, we listed all of the barriers identified

y these studies. Finally, we divided these barriers into three major cat-

gories and analyzed the themes below. 

Teacher’s creative self-efficacy and beliefs 

Teachers’ personal beliefs about teaching and learning processes in-

uence how they can promote a creative environment in the classroom

 Nemer ž itski & Heinla, 2020 ). Research has identified poor teacher

reative self-efficacy as an essential and a common barrier to teach-

ng for creativity ( Huang et al., 2019 ; Katz-Buonincontro et al., 2020 ;

ubenstein et al., 2013 ). To shed light on this issue, Huang and his col-

eagues (2019) explored the relationship between teachers’ creative role

dentity, creative self-efficacy, and attitudes toward the implementation

f teaching for creativity by integrating role identity in Social Cognitive

heory (SCT). Their study sought to ascertain the impact of the self-

oncept dimension on teachers’ attitudes toward the use of teaching for

reativity. Huang et al. (2019) advised that “in the school context, al-

hough teachers may be creative in their daily lives, their innovative

erformance may not naturally lead to a willingness to implement teach-

ng for creativity, and similarly, neither will the school climate ” (p. 61).

his suggests that, even if teachers were creative personally, they were

ess likely to have creative efficacy that stimulated and nourished cre-

tivity in their students if schools lacked a creative culture. Likewise, if

eachers are unwilling to teach for creativity, schools will be unable to

oster a culture of creativity. In terms of process and product-focused di-

ensions, teachers’ willingness to implement teaching for creativity was

eavily dependent on the process. The process of teaching for creativ-

ty included “confidence in engaging students, and communicating and

nteracting with them, along with connecting the learning content to

he daily lives of students ” ( Huang et al., 2019 , p. 62). On the contrary,

onfidence in producing creative outcomes may not influence positive

ttitudes or efficacy in teaching for creativity. If teachers believed that

reativity meant producing a solid innovative outcome, they would most

ikely refrain from teaching for creativity. 

Teachers’ beliefs about the meaning of creativity were also

dentified as a common barrier to teaching for creativity. Katz-

uonincontro et al. (2020) explored teacher epistemic beliefs about
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eaching for creativity. Epistemic was defined as “implicit beliefs about

nowledge in certain areas that drive metacognition and cognition ”

 Katz-Buonincontro et al., 2020 , p. 1). Expanding on the significance

f belief, the authors asserted that beliefs informed thoughts and ac-

ions; thus, teachers’ epistemic beliefs referred to a specific concept (i.e.,

reativity) and drove their instructional practices (i.e., teaching for cre-

tivity). Katz-Buoincontro et al. used a qualitative approach, conduct-

ng semi-structured interviews with 16 pre-service and in-service teach-

rs enrolled in graduate programs (Master’s and Doctor of Philosophy

Ph.D.) degrees) at an American university. Five themes emerged from

heir content analysis: (a) creativity for teaching success, (b) conflict-

ng beliefs in creative teaching abilities, (c) diverse beliefs in student

reative potential, (d) the importance of creativity for student learning,

nd (e) how creativity gives students the freedom to express ideas. 

Katz-Buonincontro et al.’s (2020) findings were important to doc-

ment the erroneous beliefs of teachers. For example, some teachers

elieved that creativity was innate in students and could not be taught

r developed, and that creativity was more relevant to the arts (e.g.,

rawing, painting, dance, music, theater). Another finding was that

he participating teachers “described creativity as cognition relating to

he imagination, problem - solving, and idea-generating; however, they

ended to align these processes to their own thinking and development

f lesson plans, as opposed to developing students’ creative cognition ”

 Katz-Buononcontro et al., 2020 , p. 10). As a result, if teachers believed

reativity was limited to specific disciplines and irrelevant for other dis-

iplines, such teachers would avoid teaching for creativity. What’s more,

ome of their interviews confirmed common misconceptions or a lack

f differentiation between creative teaching practices and teaching for

reativity. Understanding the distinction between the two concepts is

ivotal for stimulating students’ creative abilities. 

Furthermore, Rubenstein et al. (2013) surveyed approximately 650

eachers in the United States using the Teaching for Creativity Scales.

o analyze teachers’ perceptions of teaching for creativity, the scales

easured four constructs: (a) teacher self-efficacy, (b) environmental

ncouragement, (c) societal value, and (d) student potential. Based on

hese four constructs, the authors produced 50 items placed on a Lik-

rt scale with the highest value representing strongly agree and the

owest value representing strongly disagree . Counter to the findings of

uang et al. (2019) and Katz-Buonincontro et al. (2020) , regarding

eachers’ creative self-efficacy and beliefs in student creative potential,

ubenstein et al. found that: 

Teachers felt that most students could grow in their creativity and

hat they, as teachers, were capable of developing student creativity.

his demonstrated that these teachers did not believe that students were

ither creative or not, which previous research suggested was the biggest

indrance to creativity development. (p. 332) 

Environmental constraints 

To add to the common barriers of teachers’ creative self-efficacy and

eliefs, our thorough analysis of the literature revealed environmen-

al constraints as typical obstacles to teaching for creativity. For exam-

le, Rubenstein et al. (2013) ’s second construct, environmental encour-

gement, had little to no correlation with the other subscales such as

eacher self-efficacy, societal value, and student potential. This “find-

ng supports the concerns voiced by many in our field regarding the

etrimental nature of the standards movement on creativity develop-

ent ” ( Rubenstein et al., 2013 , p. 332). The lack of correlation between

nvironmental encouragement and the three other constructs indicated

 creativity gap — while teachers valued creativity, they were unable

r not given the opportunity to provide environmental support to de-

elop students’ creativity. Referencing the question, “what are barriers

o teaching for creativity, ” this study asserted the possibility that the

pplication of standards within individual school districts may prevent

eachers from focusing on creativity. To support their argument, Ruben-

tein et al. ’s explained that existing qualitative research suggested that
3 
eachers experienced anxiety to meet curriculum objectives and there-

ore felt incapable to teach for creativity. 

In a qualitative study, Aktas (2016) found that high-school mathe-

atics teachers viewed standardized tests, curriculum limitations, and

he education system as barriers to fostering creativity within their stu-

ents. Aktas stated that minimal research had been conducted on math-

matical creativity as it applied to thinking, learning, and instruction be-

ause mathematics was considered a course that tended to offer fewer

pportunities for creativity. “In this context, Beghetto (2007) argued

hat creative thinking was neglected by teachers in courses such as math-

matics, where acquiring algorithms was considered to be superior and

reativity was regarded as a diversion ” ( Aktas, 2016 , p. 43). Due to the

ack of studies, Aktas explored seven Turkish high school teachers’ con-

eptions of creativity in mathematics by conducting semi-structured in-

erviews. One of Aktas’ research questions was, “What do mathematics

eachers believe are the barriers to creativity? ”

Aktas (2016) discovered that all teachers, with the exception of those

ith 20- 25 years of experience, considered textbooks as barriers to

ostering creativity skills. Teachers with 10 – 25 years of experience

iewed the current education system, crowded classes, and standard-

zed tests as barriers to fostering creativity. The sources of these barri-

rs were classified as students, teachers, and contextual obstacles, with

ajority of the teachers mentioning contextual obstacles . The contex-

ual obstacles were largely viewed as the current education system and

tandardized testing. The barriers in resources were cited as the inade-

uacy of textbooks, lack of time, and too many subjects to cover. Barriers

aused by teachers were viewed as old habits, which is comparable to

heung (2012) and Sternberg (2015) , and barriers caused by students

ere exam anxiety and wrong major choices (e.g., students forced into

lasses by their parents). 

Analogous to Aktas’s (2016) study, which investigated creativity in

athematics, Konstantindou and Zisi (2017) examined creativity in 60

hysical education (PE) lessons. During PE lessons, the authors observed

0 PE teachers from primary schools in order to gauge their behaviors

nd actions in their classes to promote students’ “expression of creativ-

ty ” ( Konstantindou & Zisi, 2017 , p. 423). The authors contend that “PE

hould be expected among the top subjects in schools for promoting stu-

ents’ creative potential given the long history of research in creative

ovement ” (p. 421). For several years, creative movement (kinesthetic

esponses) had been established and studied due to students’ ability to

evelop creative thinking during movement exploration and respond-

ng to motor problems ( Konstantindou & Zisi, 2017 ). Therefore, the au-

hors investigated teachers’ creativity-fostering behaviors and actions

n physical education by utilizing the Creativity Fostering Teacher Be-

aviors (CFTB) checklist. The CFTB checklist recommended behaviors

hat teachers should exhibit in order to foster their students’ creativ-

ty. Konstantindou and Zisi used a non-participant naturalistic system-

tic observation to look for 18 behaviors and discovered that eight of

hese behaviors were most prevalent per lesson. Based on their obser-

ations, the authors found that the least frequently observed behavior

as encouraging students to think in different directions even if some

f their ideas did not work. This specific behavior was unseen in 58 of

0 lessons and had “an almost nonexistent mean frequency of appear-

nce ” ( Konstantindou and Zisi, 2017 , p. 432). Other less seen behav-

ors included “1) opportunities for students to share their strengths and

eaknesses, 2) encourages students to take the frustration as part of the

earning process, and 3) encourages students who experience failure to

nd other solutions ” ( Konstantindou & Zisi, 2017 , p. 428). 

Referencing previous research from Konstantinidou et al. (2014),

onstantindou and Zisi (2017) rationalized that the barriers to foster-

ng students’ PE creativity were emotional barriers. Emotional barriers

ould cause students to become frustrated and fear expressing their cre-

tivity. If teachers did not act to remove frustration from students once

hey appeared, then students were likely to avoid creative challenges

nd potential ( Davis, 1999 ; as cited in Konstanindou & Zisi, 2017 ). Other

arriers to teaching for creativity may include limitations and conflicts
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hen implementing teaching policies. This could be explained by teach-

rs’ perplexity about creative concepts and how to put them into prac-

ice. When reviewing lessons for upper elementary grades, the term cre-

tivity, and other related terms were excluded or used less frequently.

he omission or limited use of these terms may imply that creativity

as a low-priority objective for specific activities or that creativity was

ot a learning objective of any kind. PE teachers’ lack of interest and/or

otivation to foster creativity, as well as their limited knowledge of the

ubject and training on creativity, were also cited as barriers in the class-

oom. According to Konstanindou and Zisi, these limitations in fostering

tudents’ creativity were caused by a disconnect between creativity and

he personalities and qualifications of PE teachers. 

In elementary education, common barriers to teaching for creativ-

ty were identified as time constraints in lesson activities and teach-

rs’ concerns about managing classroom behavior. Comparable to Katz-

uonincontro et al. (2020) , Cheung (2012) examined teachers’ beliefs

n fostering students’ creativity. Particularly, the author focused on the

onnection between early childhood teachers’ beliefs about effective cre-

tive practices and their actual instructional practices. The study de-

cribed the following: (a) characteristics of a creative teacher, (b) en-

ironmental settings important for developing creativity, (c) teaching

trategies used for developing creativity, and (d) criteria for judging

reativity in children. Cheung administered individual structured inter-

iews and classroom observations of 15 early childhood teachers from

ve early childhood settings in Hong Kong. The interview results re-

ealed that the majority of the participants held beliefs about good cre-

tive practices that aligned with expert literature. However, the class-

oom observations disclosed inconsistencies between the teachers’ be-

iefs expressed in the interviews and their teaching practices. 

Based on the structured interviews, approximately 50% of the teach-

rs stated that innovation, good thinking, and changeability were impor-

ant creative characteristics, while 20% - 33% of the teachers considered

ood observation, expressiveness, and openness to be important cre-

tive characteristics. Cheung (2012) coded the learning environment as

learning activity (60%), creative climate (53%), physical environment

53%), sufficient resources (47%), sufficient time (40%) and sufficient

pace (20%) ” (p. 46). When asked about teaching strategies that foster

reativity, 67% of teachers recommended asking questions; 47% sug-

ested encouraging self-expression and exchange of ideas; 20% - 30%

entioned feedback and simulation. Nonetheless, contradictions were

bserved. 

Cheung’s (2012) study found a relatively weak relationship between

he teachers’ beliefs about teaching for creativity and their instructional

eaching methods. “For example, the observed lessons were mainly

eacher-centered, with most teachers providing explanations and in-

tructions and asking questions and eliciting answers ” ( Cheung, 2012 , p.

9). The teachers seemed to focus on factual knowledge and behavior

anagement (i.e., getting students to be well-mannered). The author

mphasized that the teachers were more concerned with “controlling

he class ” than fostering creativity. In this case, possible explanations for

arriers to teaching for creativity in Hong Kong early childhood settings

ncluded 1) tight class schedules that required 30 minutes to complete

n activity (time), 2) continued use of traditional teaching approaches

ather than "innovative" approaches as indicated in interviews, and 3)

reater satisfaction for order and flow (control). 

Furthermore, Kyritsi and Davis (2021) evaluated the effectiveness

f Scotland’s 2004 launch of Curriculum for Excellence (CfE) over a

our-month period to determine how the practical implementation of

fE fostered creativity in primary school-age students. The authors uti-

ized field notes and interview transcripts from one Scottish primary

chool classroom with one teacher and 25 children aged 11–12, pri-

arily using the teacher and limited data from seven students. The

tudy revealed that children valued a balance of freedom and structure;

owever, structural barriers to creativity emerged from rigid teaching

ractices that reduced students’ autonomy, dialogue, collaboration, and

exibility. Hence, some teacher-centered teaching practices were docu-
4 
ented as barriers to teaching for creativity within the Scottish primary

chool classroom. 

According to previous research, diversity is essential for expressing

reativity; thus, practices that promote individualism create barriers to

urturing creativity ( Glaveanu et al., 2015 ; as cited in Kyritsi & Davis,

021 ). Kyritsi and Davis’ (2021) findings indicated that learning cul-

ures, such as grouping students based on academic ‘ability,’ excluded

pecific students and promoted individualistic discourses. This group-

ng method allowed for unequal participation, resulting in a lack of

isk-taking and a reduction in collective creative thinking. For example,

he teacher instructed students to form groups based on their ability

evel. When Kyritis and Davis interviewed students about group selec-

ion, they discovered that students chose the groups with the highest

bility to avoid "helping" those with lower ability. The authors also ob-

erved students working in groups; they noticed the students avoiding

isks and keeping their methods simple in order to finish the task easily

nd quickly. 

New Teacher Training with Old Practices 

There have been “countless pleas to teachers ” and “hundreds and

housands of articles on how to teach children to think creatively, ” yet

here has been very little teaching for creativity occurring in the class-

oom ( Sternberg, 2015 , p. 115). Sternberg (2015) used his previous

orks and existing literature from experts in the field to shed light on

he lack of teaching for creativity; the author identified three key issues:

tandardized testing, teacher training, and entrenchment. At no surprise,

urrent standardized tests did not measure creativity. Sternberg argued

hat attempting to think creatively on standardized tests would likely

arm a student’s performance because multiple-choice tests provide lit-

le room for creativity. In this case, teachers were more likely to teach

or the test than for creativity. 

Also, in 2014, Sternberg and colleagues conducted a large-scale

tudy on teaching for successful intelligence and teaching for creativ-

ty. Sternberg et al. (2014) discovered that “in small-scale implementa-

ions, teaching for creativity was successful; ” however, on a large or up-

cale implementation, there were marginal outcomes ( Sternberg, 2015 ,

. 116). This finding was unexpected and suggested that, within a pro-

ram, if one had “tight control ” over the implementations in the class-

oom, teachers were likely to teach for creativity and achieve positive re-

ults. In contrast, they were unable to monitor fidelity thoroughly within

arious schools involving thousands of students across the country. 

Not to mention, Sternberg (2015) confirmed that teachers reverted

o their normal teaching method (i.e., more familiar and comfortable)

“ways that they had seen as children and even seen in their training in

chools of education ” (p. 116). The observed regression to more famil-

ar and comfortable teaching practices could be attributed to a lack of

ducational innovation (carrying on traditions from the past), new gen-

ration teachers being trained on older generational teaching practices,

nd assessment-driven instruction (teaching for the test). Lastly, Stern-

erg emphasized that entrenchment was the most powerful deterrent in

eaching for creativity. Essentially, the author emphasized that if teach-

rs "did not have to" or if there was no incentive to do so, they would

e unlikely to change their instructional methods to include creativity. 

Kaplan (2019) explored creativity in education as it pertained to

eacher training and the application of creative theories in instructional

esign. The participants in Kaplan’s study were enrolled in an online

rogram at a California school of education and composed of teachers

nd teachers-in-training “of multiple ethnicities on intern and student

eaching tracks in special education, single subject in varying subject

reas, multiple subject credentials, and Teaching English as a Second

anguage (TESOL) ” ( Kaplan, 2019 , p. 141). The participants’ courses

ere focused on critical thinking in teaching and learning, and they

ere exposed to a creativity theory and trained to apply it to their ed-

cational practices and lessons in order to foster learner creativity. Ka-

lan found that the course successfully motivated teacher candidates to

xamine and apply creativity theory to their classrooms. As a result, cre-
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2  
tive theories should be taught to teachers as part of their professional

evelopmentin order to affect student growth, particularly creativity de-

elopment, These findings supported Sternberg’s (2015) contention that

eacher education needed to evolve and rid itself of older generational

eaching practices to effectively teach for creativity. 

Equally important, Tran et al. (2017) acknowledged international re-

earch that called attention to the infrequency and challenges in teach-

ng for creativity by investigating the effectiveness of teacher training

n developing assessments for creativity. Tran et al. conducted their re-

earch in Hanoi, Vietnam, at a private upper secondary school and a

ublic lower secondary school, utilizing the Assessment Criteria of a

esson for Creativity (ACLC), which was developed to improve teach-

ng for creativity in Vietnamese schools. The findings of Tran et. al. re-

ealed thatassessments that did not evaluate or measure creativity were

 common barrier to teaching for creativity. The authors reiterated that

o develop students’ creativity, “teachers should teach and assess what

nd how students think creatively ” ( Tran et al., 2017 , p. 12). The au-

hors referenced Sternberg’s (2012) advice for assessing students on how

hey create, discover, imagine, suppose, and predict; in conjunction with

orrance’s (1979) four creative thinking indicators: fluency, flexibility,

laboration, and originality. 

The concepts of Lucas, Claxton, and Spencer’s (2013) five-sided

odel of creativity were also incorporated into the development of the

CLC: inquisitive, imaginative, disciplined, cooperative, and persistent.

he ACLC was used to guide teachers in developing and implement-

ng lesson plans, as well as to assess teaching for creativity develop-

ent. Tran et al. (2017) used a treatment and a control group to as-

ess the effectiveness of the ACLC. The treatment group was taught how

o use creative tools and the ACLC, and they were given time to prac-

ice using them. They were also able to compare lesson plans, assess

heir lessons using the ACLC, and engage in a discussion about how

o improve lessons to meet ACLC standards. Following their training,

he treatment group created lesson plans using the lesson plan template

nd the ACLC, and they were observed implementing practices aimed

t teaching for creativity between March and April of 2016. When com-

ared to the control group, the treatment group produced significantly

igher student outcomes. 

In all treatment lesson plans, teachers developed goals for creativity

evelopment, defined creative tools and strategies to employ, and pro-

osed creative products that students would create. These elements were

issing from the lesson plans of the control teachers. When treatment

tudents were self-assessed, their imagination, creative thinking, and

uriosity increased by nearly 20%, 14%, and 8%, respectively. The con-

rol group’s creative development, on the other hand, remained constant

nd was lower than that of the treatment students ( Tran et al., 2017 ).

his study corroborated previous findings (e.g., Rubenstein et al., 2013 ;

ternberg, 2015 ; Kaplen, 2019 ) indicating the need to implement educa-

ional innovation in order to cultivate a creative culture within schools,

ntegrate creativity into teacher training and education, and create as-

essments that measured creativity. 

iscussion 

Based on the findings of this study, the following three challenges to

eaching for creativity were identified: (a) teacher creative self-efficacy

nd beliefs, (b) environmental constraints, and (c) new teacher train-

ng with old practices. These findings have significant implications for

ur understanding of how creativity is impalpable within the educa-

ional system. For instance, beliefs shape our ideas and actions; as a

esult, teachers’ epistemic beliefs are linked to creativity and guide

heir creative teaching methods ( Rubenstein et al., 2013 ; Huang et al.,

019 ; Katz-Buonincontro et al., 2020 ). The research findings also in-

icate that teachers who believe that children’s creativity occurs nat-

rally and cannot be taught or fostered, and that creativity is better

uited to the arts, are less likely to be motivated to teach for creativ-
5 
ty. On the other hand, teachers who believe that students can cultivate

nd strengthen their creativity are more inclined to teach for creativity

f their educational environment allows for it ( Katz-Buonincontro et al.,

020 ). A deficit in creativity is revealed by a lack of interaction between

nvironmental stimuli, such as time and/or a creative school environ-

ent. Teachers embrace creativity, but they are frequently unable to

reate a school environment that encourages students to develop their

reativity. 

Additionally, teachers frequently feel they are unable to teach for

reativity because they are concerned about meeting curriculum objec-

ives ( Rubenstein et al., 2013 ; Aktas, 2016 ). Consequently, teachers are

ore likely to teach for the exam rather than for creativity when they

re preoccupied with meeting curriculum objectives that do not promote

reativity. Students are also subjected to the stress and strain that comes

ith test preparation. Students are often convinced that exam scores are

ore important than originality. Likewise, cultivating creativity may

ecessitate some organized chaos. To facilitate organized chaos in the

lassroom, students will require additional time to contemplate poten-

ial solutions to problems, communicate with others, and work through

heir emotions as they go through the trial and error process (e.g., dis-

ppointments or frustrations). 

However, teachers who are more concerned with maintaining or-

er in the classroom than with stimulating creativity may see organized

haos as a problem. Classroom time is limited, and teachers are usually

ressed to move on to the next topic and/or class session. Teachers tend

o fully manage the class rather than delegate some control to students

n order to meet time constraints. While some teachers are unaffected

y time constraints, others feel more productive when order and flow

control) are maintained throughout classes. Teacher-led classes, as op-

osed to student-led classes, are usually taught by teachers who use tra-

itional teaching methods rather than teaching for creativity. This could

e attributed to teachers continuing to employ antiquated teaching ap-

roaches that they were taught or observed as students ( Cheung, 2012 ;

ternberg et al., 2014 ; Sternberg, 2015 ). 

To better understand the outcomes of this study, Saebo et al.

2007) provided insights on common barriers to teaching for creativity.

aebo et al. focused on individuals being creative in a specific domain,

hich differs from, but expands on, Sternberg’s (2015) three key argu-

ents. “To be creative in a particular area an individual needs a sub-

tantial grounding in subject knowledge together with the confidence

o understand how this knowledge can be used in various situations ”

 Saebo et al., 2007 , p. 208). To clarify, creative individuals within a

pecific domain possess substantial factual knowledge (knowing what)

s well as confidence in their knowledge (knowing how) and skills to

emonstrate creativity. This brings us to the topic of creativity in ed-

cation and the challenges that teachers may face when teaching for

reativity. It will be difficult for a teacher who lacks domain knowledge

o "be creative or to help students deepen their knowledge through cre-

tive activities in that domain" ( Saebo et al., 2007 , p. 214). Saebo et al.

ffirmed that “the challenge for schools and social institutions is to shift

he focus of education onto the development of a population that is ca-

able of thinking and taking new initiatives, not merely repeating what

ast generations have done ” (p. 209). 

Three possible solutions for preventing teachers from implement-

ng traditional teaching approaches that lack teaching for creativity

re: (a) teaching teachers to consider and/or apply creative theories to

heir pedagogy, (b) using helpful tools that reinforce creativity, such as

reative checklists to self-evaluate teaching methods, and (c) shaping

chool culture around creativity. Studies conducted by Kaplan (2019) ,

ubenstein et al. (2013) , Konstantindou and Zisi (2017) , and Kyritsi and

avis (2021) found that applying theory to practice and using a checklist

ere effective resources in supporting teachers in teaching for creativ-

ty. Educational theories provide a framework for understanding student

ehavior, reasoning, and development ( Ambrose et al., 2010 ; Harasim,

017 ; Lefrançois, 2019 ; Schunk, 2020 ). By understanding how and why
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Table 1 

Themes & objectives of the reviewed literature. 

Author(s)/Year Objectives Participants/Demographics 

Aktas (2016) To investigate Turkish high school teachers’ views on mathematical 

inventiveness. 

Seven high school mathematics teachers in Turkey. 

Cheung (2012) To examine the relationship between early childhood teachers’ 

beliefs about effective creative practices and their actual instructional 

practice. 

15 early childhood teachers from five early childhood settings 

in Hong Kong. 

Huang et al. (2019) To examine the relationship between teachers’ creative role identity, 

creative self-efficacy, attitudes toward the implementation of teaching for 

creativity. 

167 Chinese kindergarten teachers. 

Kat-Buonincontro et al. (2020) To discover and compare pre-service and in-service teachers’ epistemic 

beliefs on teaching for creativity. 

16 pre-service and in-service teachers enrolled in teacher 

education, Master and Ph.D. programs in an American 

university. 

Kaplan (2019) To explore the usefulness of creativity in educational planning for teacher 

preparation as a means to address the lack of schools that teach for 

creativity or train teachers to teach for creativity. 

21 students enrolled in online critical thinking in teaching and 

learning courses at a California (United States) school of 

education over the course of several terms. 

Konstantinidou & Zisi (2017) To observe physical education teachers’ teaching behaviors and actions to 

encourage students’ creativity in class. 

30 physical education teachers (PEds) from 27 primary schools 

in the region of Central Macedonia, North Greece. 

Kyritsi & Davis (2021) To explore what cultural and structural issues influence childhood 

creativity. 

One teacher and 25 children aged 11–12 in one Scottish 

primary school classroom. 

Rubenstein et al. (2013) To design an instrument (Teaching for Creativity Scale) that measures 

teachers’ implicit beliefs that may impact their ability to teach for creativity. 

650 teachers across the United States. 

Sternberg et al. (2014) ; 

Sternberg (2015) 

To examine the outcome of applying the Successful Intelligence Theory to 

instruction and assessment in grade four classrooms (i.e., mathematics, 

language arts, and science) ( Sternberg et al. 2014 ). 

7,702 4th grade students in the United States from 223 

elementary school classrooms, 113 schools in 35 towns with 14 

school districts located in nine states (i.e., (Alabama, 

California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Kansas, 

North Carolina, South Carolina, and West Virginia 

( Sternberg et al., 2014 ). 

Tran et al. (2017) To implement and evaluate the Assessment Criteria of a Lesson for 

Creativity (ACLC) to assist instructors in planning, carrying out, and 

evaluating their instructional practices of teaching for creativity. 

10th grade Vietnam classrooms (i.e., chemistry, history, 

language arts, mathematics) at an upper secondary school 

during the 2015 – 2016 academic year. 
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tudents think, learn, and behave in certain ways, teachers can more

ffectively design and implement class activities that not only engage

tudents but also spark their creative potential. 

Additionally, checklists enable teachers to focus on more creative

ctivities while remaining confident when delegating tasks; as a result,

hecklists can ensure that teachers are aware of the educational goals

nd criteria for teaching for creativity. Teaching for creativity can also

id in building a school culture that values creativity and addresses

any of the teachers’ barriers in nurturing students’ creativity. To shape

 school culture centered on creativity, district and school leaders should

onsider the following: 1) revising class schedules to providemore time

or the creative process, 2) including creativity and/or related terms

n curriculum standards, 3) professional development on assessing stu-

ents’ creative thinking rather than relying solely on standard multiple

hoice-question assessments, 4) strategically selecting textbooks and/or

alling for the need to create textbooks that implement creativity, and 5)

ncouraging and acknowledging positive and effective chaos as students

ngage in creativity. 

imitations 

This literature review consists of a small sample size; therefore, more

esearch is needed to expand and support the findings of this study. The

ajority of studies included in the review are qualitative, with only two

uantitative studies, which means this review is unable to find substan-

ial connections within quantitative research for this topic. Our review

f literature only investigates common barriers to teaching for creativ-

ty within K-12 classrooms; thus, we do not evaluate what barriers may

xist in higher education and how such barriers may compare and/or

iffer from barriers in K-12 education. Notwithstanding the relatively

mall sample, this work offers valuable insights into common barriers

hat teachers face in teaching for creativity. Although this study focuses

n barriers to teaching for creativity, the findings have implications for

otential frameworks to reduce or eliminate such barriers. 
6 
mplications 

This study has raised important questions about the nature of creativ-

ty barriers within the classroom and how they may be addressed to bet-

er support teachers with teaching for creativity. However, some ques-

ions remain unanswered. For example, the literature review utilized

ualitative and quantitative approaches that probed teachers’ perspec-

ives on teaching for creativity; hence, none of the studies mentioned

he viewpoints of district and school administrators (i.e., instructional

oaches, curriculum specialists, principals/vice principals, superinten-

ents, etc.). While teachers can implement change within the classroom

e.g., student impact), district and school leaders have the authority to

nact educational policies and practices that promote teacher success.

o support teachers in teaching for creativity, we must also understand

he role and perspectives of educational leaders, because teachers ad-

ere to teaching protocols that are ordered from the highest rank and

lan their lessons around meeting learning objectives as specified by

heir district’s curriculum. 

Therefore, further research on how district and school administra-

ors perceive creativity and consider barriers to teaching for creativ-

ty would add more value to the findings. Qualitative research should

e conducted to explore district and/or school administrators’ perspec-

ives on teaching for creativity, as well as how they describe barriers

o supporting teachers in teaching for creativity. Other studies (qualita-

ive, quantitative, or mixed methods) should be conducted to identify

dditional barriers that were not discussed, such as educational policies

hat influence teacher effectiveness, school funding allocation that limits

eacher resources, and/or student resistance to the creative process. 

The findings of this review can also be used to develop interven-

ions aimed at fostering teacher self-creative efficacy and aiding ad-

inistrators with effective strategies and policies that enable teachers

o effectively nurture creativity in their students. Due to the success

f Kaplan (2019) and Tran et. al. (2017) , interventions could incorpo-

ate strategies and resources from their studies. Pre-service teachers may

enefit from reading creativity theories as preparation for planning and
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Table 2 

Findings & recommendations of the reviewed literature. 

Author(s)/Year Methodology Findings Recommendations 

Aktas (2016) Ethnographic qualitative study using 

semi-structured interviews. 

Teachers cited a number of barriers to 

creativity, but they did not include 

themselves. These barriers included a 

rigorous and demanding curriculum, 

low-level students, education institutions, 

standardized tests, time limitations, 

crowded classes, and teachers’ old habits. 

Future research should include classroom 

observations 

to examine any discrepancies between 

what teachers say and do in the 

classroom. Further research should also 

be conducted with a larger population 

using qualitative or mixed research 

methods to examine the topic from a 

different and broader perspective. 

Cheung (2012) Qualitative study using data from 

individual semi-structured interviews and 

classroom observations. 

Early childhood teachers’ practices were 

not greatly affected by beliefs, but mainly 

by lack of time and experience. 

Need for more creative education and 

proper support for teachers to translate 

policy into actual practice, and future 

research to investigate reasons that lead 

teachers to teach in a manner that is 

inconsistent with their beliefs. 

Huang et al. (2019) Quantitative study using structural 

equation modeling with bootstrapping 

estimation. 

Within schools, lack of personal creative 

experiences and culture for creativity 

hindered teachers’ creative efficacy to 

motivate and nurture students’ creativity. 

Personal creative experiences, school 

implementation of innovative climate, 

and intervention projects or training 

programs on creativity. 

Kat-Buonincontro et al. (2020) Qualitative study using semi-structured 

interviews. 

Five themes with divergent epistemic 

beliefs were identified: 1) belief that 

“success in teaching ” is using creative 

approaches, 2) discordant beliefs in 

creative teaching abilities, 3) diverse 

beliefs in students’ creative potential, 4) 

general belief that there is importance in 

creativity for enhancing student learning, 

5) belief that teaching requires for 

students to have freedom. 

Discussions in the classroom and 

in-service mentoring can be used to 

resolve conflicting epistemic beliefs. 

Kaplan (2019) Qualitative study assessing 

comprehension and implementation of 

creativity theory by analyzing documents 

(i.e., lessons and projects). 

Reading theories on creativity prompted 

teacher education candidates to reference 

and apply theories in creative ways to 

develop creative lesson designs and final 

projects. 

Future studies to assign the experience 

differentially with a control group to 

make a causal claim about course efficacy 

and investigate how the teacher 

constructed designs influence learning in 

the classroom. 

Konstantinidou & Zisi (2017) A non-participant naturalistic systematic 

observation utilizing an observational 

checklist, the Creativity Fostering Teacher 

Behavior s (CFTB). Study used a 

quantitative approach, which calculated a 

total score of ticks for each observational 

item, but also composed of qualitative 

characteristics. 

Barriers to teaching for creativity 

included a lack of academic education, 

training, and continuous professional 

development. The curriculum itself may 

also limit physical education teachers 

from teaching for creativity. 

Educational institutions, allied 

organizations, and instructors themselves 

must implement a variety of policies and 

initiatives to promote teaching for 

creativity. 

Kyritsi & Davis, 2021 Qualitative study using field notes and 

interview transcripts from a case study. 

When children wereexpected to do well 

and concentrated on their own 

advancement, structural practices of 

differentiation could obstruct their ability 

to be creative. 

Recommendations included encouraging 

students to take responsibility of their 

learning, methods that value diversity, 

equity, and collaboration, and autonomy 

and risk-taking. 

Rubenstein et al. (2013) Quantitative study using exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analysis, data 

collected from surveys taken by the 

participating teachers. 

Although teachers believed that creativity 

was valuable, they lacked environmental 

support to teach for creativity; district 

standards detered fostering creativity, and 

teachers experienced anxiety to meet 

curriculum objectives. 

The instrument (Teaching for Creativity 

Scale) should be used to evaluate efficacy 

and interventions that influence teachers’ 

beliefs on creativity. Future research that 

designs a test/ retest to examine the 

reliability of the Creativity Scales should 

also be conducted over time. 

Sternberg et al. (2014) ; Sternberg (2015) Quantitative approach using descriptive 

statistics of pre-test and post-test 

performance scores 

( Sternberg et al., 2014). 

Sternberg (2015) identified origins of the 

problem with teaching for creativity as 1) 

teaching for creativity is not the latest fad, 

2) overreliance of standardized testing, 3) 

based on Sternberg et al. (2014) findings 

(as highlighted in Sternberg (2015) , 

teachers regress to teaching in more 

familiar and comfortable ways (i.e., 

taught as they were taught as children), 

and 4) teachers’ unwillingness to change 

their teaching strategies and methods 

unless they must do so. 

Reduce emphasis on standardized testing, 

change the way we teach future teachers 

in schools of education, and determine 

what is old and what is entrenched. 

( Sternberg et al., 2014 ; Sternberg, 2015 ). 

( continued on next page ) 
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Table 2 ( continued ) 

Author(s)/Year Methodology Findings Recommendations 

Tran et. al (2017) Mixed method approach utilizing 

thematic analysis of data collected from 

interviews with teachers and students, 

and non-parametric statistics to rank the 

treatment lessons and lesson 

implementation. 

A frequent barrier to teaching for 

creativity was teachers’ lack of knowledge 

of creative processes and pedagogies. 

However, the Assessment Criteria of a 

Lesson for Creativity (ACLC) helped to 

advance teaching for creativity by 

assisting teachers in Vietnamese 

secondary schools to prepare for and 

implement teaching for creativity, such as 

providing feedback on teaching for 

achievement and instructing teachers on 

how to use the ACLC. 

School leaders should conduct 

competency-based assessments on 

creativity and continuous professional 

development utilizing the ACLC to foster 

students’ imagination, curiosity and 

creative thinking. 
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pplying practices to teach for creativity. Since Sternberg (2015) as-

erted that teachers are prone to reverting to more familiar and com-

ortable methods of instruction, integrating creativity in initial train-

ng could address this issue. Based on Tran et al.’s (2017) findings,

he Assessment Criteria of a Lesson for Creativity (ACLC) effectively

upported teachers in preparing for, implementing, and self-assessing

eaching for creativity. The ACLC or a similar tool could be a valuable

esource and, as such, should be included in pre-service teacher training

s well as continuous professional development for in-service teachers

ables 1 , 2 . 

eclaration of Competing Interest 

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial

nterests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence

he work reported in this paper. 

eferences 

ktas, M. C. (2016). Turkish high school teachers’ conceptions of creativity in mathemat-

ics. Journal of Education and Training Studies, 4 (2), 42–52. 10.11114/jets.v4i2.1123 . 

mbrose, S. A., Bridges, M. W., DiPietro, M., Lovett, M. C., & Norman, M. K. (2010).

How learning works: Seven research-based principles for smart teaching. John Wiley

& Sons . 

ahar, A. K., Maker, C. J., & Scherbakova, A (2021). The role of teachers’ implementation

of the Real Engagement in Active Problem Solving (REAPS) model in developing cre-

ative problem solving in mathematics. Australasian Journal of Gifted Education, 30 (2),

26–39. https://search.informit.org/doi/abs/10.3316/informit.134990209201977 . 

eghetto, R. A. (2007). Does creativity have a place in classroom discussions?

Prospective teachers’ response preferences. Thinking skills and creativity, 2 (1), 1–9.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2006.09.002 . 

heung, R. H. P (2012). Teaching for creativity: Examining the beliefs of early childhood

teachers and their influence on teaching practices. Australasian Journal of Early Child-

hood, 37 (3), 43–52. 10.1177/183693911203700307 . 

ramond, B., & Karnes, F. A. (2005). Fostering creativity in gifted students . Prufrock Press

Inc . 

avis, G. A. (1999). Barriers to creativity and creative attitudes. Encyclopedia of creativity,

1 , 165–174 . 

uPriest, D. (2017). Creativity in the classroom. National Education Association .

https://www.nea.org/professional-excellence/student-engagement/tools-tips/ 

creativity-classroom . 

arasim, L. (2017). Learning theory and online technologies. Routledge . 

ines, M. E., Catalana, S. M., & Anderson, B. N. (2019). When learning sinks in: using the

incubation model of teaching to guide students through the creative thinking process.

Gifted Child Today, 42 (1), 36–45. 10.1177/1076217518804858 . 

uang, X., Chi-Kin Lee, J., & Yang, X (2019). What really counts? Investigating the ef-

fects of creative role identity and self-efficacy on teachers’ attitudes towards the im-

plementation of teaching for creativity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 84 , 57–65.

10.1016/j.tate.2019.04.017 . 

ohnson, S. (2010). Where Good Ideas Come From . Allen Lane/Penguin . 

aplan, D. (2019). Creativity in education: Teaching for creativity development. Psychol-

ogy, 10 , 140–147. 10.4236/psych.2019.102012 . 

atz-Buonincontro, J., Perignat, E., & Hass, R. W. (2020). Conflicted epistemic about

teaching for creativity. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 36 . 10.1016/j.tsc.2020.100651 . 

onstantinidou, E. P., & Zisi, V. Z. (2017). Do physical educators promote stu-

dents’ creativity? an observational analysis study. The Physical Educator, 74 (3).

10.18666/TPE-2017-V74-I3-7407 . 

ounios, J., & Beeman, M. (2015). The eureka factor: Aha moments, creative insight, and the

brain . Random House . 
8 
yritsi, K., & Davis, J. M. (2021). Creativity in primary schools: An analy-

sis of a teacher’s attempt to foster childhood creativity within the context

of the Scottish Curriculum for Excellence. Improving Schools, 24 (1), 47–61.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1365480220968332 . 

efrancois, G. R. (2019). Theories of human learning. Cambridge University Press . 

ucas, B., Claxton, G., & Spencer, E. (2013). Progression in student creativity in school:

First steps towards new forms of formative assessments. OECD Education Working

Papers: 86. OECD Publishing http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k4dp59msdwk-en . 

ajid, S., Liming, Z., Tong, S., & Raihana, S (2012). Importance of soft skills for education

and career success. International Journal for Cross-Disciplinary Subjects in Education

(IJCDSE), 2 (2), 1036–1042. 10.20533/ijcdse.2042.6364.2012.0147 . 

aker, C. J., Zimmerman, R., Bahar, A. K., & In-Albon, C. (2021). The influence of real

engagement in active problem solving on deep learning: An important component of

exceptional talent in the 21st century context. Australasian Journal of Gifted Education,

30 (2), 40–63. 10.3316/informit.135008842173235 . 

aker, C. J., Bahar, K., Alfaiz, F. S., & Pease, R. (2022). Developing and assessing

creative scientific talent that is transformational through Real Engagement in Ac-

tive Problem Solving (REAPS). Australasian Journal of Gifted Education, 31 (1), 5–21.

https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.376827543162155 . 

aley, A., & Bolitho, R. (2015). Creativity. ELT Journal, 69 (4), 434–436.

10.1093/elt/ccv036 . 

aley, A. (2003). ‘Creative approaches to writing materials. In B. Tomlinson (Ed.), Devel-

oping Materials for Language Teaching (ed.). Continuum . 

cWilliam, E., & Dawson, S. (2008). Teaching for creativity: towards sustain-

able and replicable pedagogical practice. Higher Education, 56 , 633–643.

10.1007/s10734-008-9115-7 . 

emer ž itski, S., & Heinla, E. (2020). Teachers’ creative self-Efficacy, self-esteem, and

creative teaching in Estonia: A framework for understanding teachers’ creativity-

supportive behavior. Creativity. Theories - Research - Applications, 7 (1), 183–207.

10.2478/ctra-2020-0011 . 

ewton, L. D., & Newton, D. P. (2014). Creativity in 21st-century education. Prospects, 44 ,

575–589. 10.1007/s11125-014-9322-1 . 

apaleontiou-Louca, E., Varnava-Marouchou, D., Mihai, S., & Konis, E. (2014). Teaching

for creativity in universities. Journal of Education and Human Development, 3 (4), 131–

154. http://doi.org/10.15640/jehd.v3n4a13 . 

inkevich, J (2011). Creative teaching: Why it matters and where to begin. The

Clearing House: Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 84 (5), 219–223.

http://doi.org/10.1080/00098655.2011.575416 . 

unco, M. A., & Jaeger, G. J. (2012). The standard definition of creativity. Creativity re-

search ournal, 24 (1), 92–96. 10.1080/10400419.2012.650092 . 

ubenstein, L. D, McCoach, D. B., & Siegle, D. (2013). Teaching for creativ-

ity scales: An instrument to examine teachers’ perceptions of factors that al-

low for the teaching of creativity. Creativity Research Journal, 25 (3), 324–334.

10.1080/10400419.2013.813807 . 

aebø, A. B., McCammon, L. A, & O’Farrell, L. (2007). Creative Teaching - Teaching Cre-

ativity. Caribbean Quarterly, 53 (1–2). 10.1080/00086495.2007.11672318 . 

chunk, D. H. (2020). Learning theories: An educational perspective (8th ed.). Pearson

Education . 

tarko, A. J. (2018). Creativity in the classroom (6 th ) . Routledge . 

ternberg, R. J. (2012). The assessment of creativity: An investment-based approach.

Creativity research journal, 24 (1), 3–12. 10.1080/10400419.2012.652925 . 

ternberg, R. J. (2015). Teaching for creativity: The sounds of silence. Psychology of Aes-

thetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 9 (2), 115–117. 10.1037/aca0000007 . 

ternberg, R. J., Jarvin, L., Birney, D. P., Naples, A., Stemler, S. E., Newman, T., & Grig-

orenko, E. L. (2014). Testing the theory of successful intelligence in teaching grade

4 language arts, mathematics, and science. Journal of Educational Psychology, 106 (3),

881. 10.1037/a0035833 . 

ternberg, R. J. (2010). Teaching for creativity. In R. A. Beghetto, & & J. C. Kaufman

(Eds.), Nurturing creativity in the classroom (pp. 394–414). Cambridge University Press.

10.1017/CBO9780511781629.020 . 

tevick, E. W. (1980). Teaching languages: A way and ways . Newbury House . 

orrance, E. P. (1972). Can We Teach Children to Think Creatively ? [Paper Presentation]

April 5. Chicago, Illinois: American Educational Research Association . 

orrance, E. P., & Safter, T. H. (1990). The Incubation model of teaching: Getting beyond

the aha! Bearly. 

https://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v4i2.1123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/optxImirr417a
https://search.informit.org/doi/abs/10.3316/informit.134990209201977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2006.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/183693911203700307
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/opt8QhUqwb9d3
https://www.nea.org/professional-excellence/student-engagement/tools-tips/creativity-classroom
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/optxmSGQA3ok0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1076217518804858
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.04.017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0008
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2019.102012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2020.100651
https://doi.org/10.18666/TPE-2017-V74-I3-7407
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0012
https://doi.org/10.1177/1365480220968332
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/optMGGHMii4aD
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k4dp59msdwk-en
https://doi.org/10.20533/ijcdse.2042.6364.2012.0147
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.135008842173235
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.376827543162155
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccv036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9115-7
https://doi.org/10.2478/ctra-2020-0011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-014-9322-1
http://doi.org/10.15640/jehd.v3n4a13
http://doi.org/10.1080/00098655.2011.575416
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2012.650092
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2013.813807
https://doi.org/10.1080/00086495.2007.11672318
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/optNLiqp0Py1t
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0028
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2012.652925
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000007
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035833
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511781629.020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2713-3745(23)00004-3/sbref0033


A.J. Bullard and A.K. Bahar Journal of Creativity 33 (2023) 100045 

T  

T  

 

T  

 

U  

 

G  

 

orrance, E. P. (1979). The search for satori & creativity. Creative Education Foundation .

orrance, E. P., & Shaughnessy, M. F. (1998). An interview with e. paul tor-

rance: About creativity. Educational Psychology Review, 10 (4), 441–452.

http://www.jstor.org/stable/23359472 . 
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