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Abstract: 

This study aims NcNatt to explore teachers’ perceptions of and receptivity to creative 
teaching from the perspective of educational change. This study also discusses the influence 
of teachers’ perceptions of their own creativity based on self-reviews and their perceived 
expectations of colleagues and students, doing so from an organisational management 
perspective. A questionnaire was administered to 621 primary school teachers in China. The 
results showed that substantial support for teachers within the school setting was lacking, 
although there was considerable consensus that creativity could be achieved inside school. 
Significant differences were found between teachers from urban, suburban and rural schools 
in terms of their behavioural intention to implement creative teaching. Through multi-group 
structural equation modelling, teacher-perceived practicality and teachers’ creative behaviour 
were found to be significantly related to teachers’ behavioural intention to engage in creative 
teaching for all of the participants. The expectation from colleagues and students significantly 
influence teacher creative self-efficacy in a different way. In predicting behavioural 
intentions for creative teaching, the expectations of students were significant for urban 
teachers, while school support was a vital factor for suburban and rural teachers. This study 
has implications for the promotion of creative teaching in schools. 

 
Key words: creative teaching; teacher receptivity; school support; primary teachers; multi-
group structural equation modeling 
 
1. Introduction  

Creativity development has been increasingly accepted as one of the core missions in 
schools around the world. It has often been assumed or observed that young children are 
naturally curious, creative and ‘incipient scientists and artists’ (Hong, Part & Rowell, 2017). 
However, when children commence their formal schooling, a reduction in their ‘creative 
space’ has been noted. On the one hand, this suggests that traditional pedagogy may 
significantly constrain the development of student creativity (Lin, 2011); one the other hand, 
this also highlights the challenges that teachers encounter in implementing creative teaching 
(Bereczki & Kárpáti, 2018). Researchers have found that teachers’ behavioural intention and 
self-efficacy are pivotal in predicting whether teachers prefer to adopt an educational change 
in the classroom (Zee et al., 2016; Lee, 2000). If a teacher has a high behavioural intention of 
conducting creative teaching or has confidence in effectively carrying out such teaching, 
there is a strong possibility of that teacher transforming these positive beliefs into practical 
performance.  

To date, only a few studies have explored the factors influencing teachers’ self-
efficacy in terms of creative teaching (Farmer et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2014). Few studies 
have explored the effects of teachers’ perceived environmental influence on their self-
efficacy with regard to creative teaching (Bereczki & Kárpáti, 2018; Mullet et al., 2016). 
Regarding behavioural intention, little attention has been drawn to creative teaching. Drawing 
from theoretical frameworks on receptivity (Waugh & Punch, 1987) and social roles (Burk, 
1991), this study aimed to map the factors influencing teachers’ self-efficacy and behavioural 
intention in terms of creative teaching by including teachers’ personal attributes, 
environmental influence and the practicality of creative teaching, on the one hand, and 
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teachers’ behavioural intention and self-efficacy in terms of creative teaching, on the other 
hand.    

 
1.1 Creative teaching 
 

Before specifically discussing creative teaching, there is a need to place this concept 
into a larger perspective, into a nexus with other concepts such as creative learning and 
teaching for creativity. Lin (2011, p. 152) postulated a conceptual framework of ‘creative 
pedagogy’ consisting of three components: ‘creative teaching’, ‘teaching for creativity’ and 
‘creative learning’. Here, ‘creative teaching’ emphasises the ‘imaginative, dynamic, and 
innovative approaches’ that contribute to ‘teaching for creativity’ (Chan, 2007). These 
approaches aim to stimulate children’s motivation, curiosity and innovation. ‘Creative 
learning’ highlights the interaction of creative endeavours and behaviours between teachers 
and students and the unique features of ‘playfulness’, ‘supportive/resourceful context’ and 
co-operation (Lin, 2011, p. 152). With the advancement of creative pedagogy, it is noticeable 
that by providing a creative-friendly environment and modelling, creative teaching is pivotal 
for both teaching for creativity and creative learning.  

Grainger, Barnes and Scoffham (2006) used the ‘cocktail metaphor’ to represent the 
dynamic concept of creative teaching. This was comprised of three themes. Their first theme 
related to current societal trends and contexts, with the adoption of ‘metaphor, analogy and 
mental models’ to illustrate the connections between concepts and issues. Their second theme 
consisted of shifting from one teaching style to another with varying rhythms and various 
teaching resources, teachers’ positive, supportive relationships with students and teachers’ 
passion for and competence in teaching methods that value students. Their third and final 
theme related to the ‘learning experiences’ that affectively and emotionally motivated 
students, on the one hand, and challenged their reflections, on the other hand (pp. 246-251). 
This three-tier conceptualisation of creative teaching was also adopted in this study. 

Although researchers have noted a high level of consensus on creativity promotion in 
schools (Cachia et al., 2010), the actual implementation of related programs has run into 
difficulties (Katz-Buonincontro, 2012). To promote creative teaching, researchers have 
explored different approaches. At the level of teachers, Robson and Janniste (2010) explored 
the usage of integrating technology and the arts to promote creative teaching. Braund and 
Campbell (2010) borrowed from practitioner action research to improve teachers’ confidence 
in carrying out creative teaching. At the school level, Downing and colleagues (2007) 
highlighted that school learning cultures can significantly increase teachers’ performance in 
creative teaching. Davies and colleagues (2014) found that communication with external 
professionals could help the construction of school culture and promote creative teaching. 
However, due to dynamic school environments, the methods that work in one school may not 
be effective in another. The challenge of promoting creative teaching calls for an in-depth 
investigation of which factors influence teachers’ willingness and efficacy in creative 
teaching and how they do so.  
 
1.2 Teachers’ self-efficacy in creative teaching 

 
Relying on Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory, teachers’ self-efficacy is defined 

as a teacher’s judgement of his or her ability to successfully carry out a given course or 
promote student learning (Hoy & Spero, 2005; Klassen et al., 2011). Some scholars have 
found that teachers’ self-efficacy can exert a critical effect on teaching performance and 
professional commitment (Bandura, 1997; Caprara et al., 2003; Hoy & Davis, 2006; 
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Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Compared with teachers with low self-efficacy, self-
efficacious teachers are more likely to ‘view the principal, colleagues, and students as 
behaving in accordance with their obligations, and to perceive the whole school as a system 
capable of pursuing its mission’ (Caprara et al., 2006, p. 475). Thus, teachers’ self-efficacy is 
a key motivational belief that influences teachers’ professional behaviour and student 
learning (Klassen et al., 2011; Martin et al., 2012).  

Based on Bandura’s theory, Tierney and Farmer (2002) developed the concept of 
creative self-efficacy that refers to the extent to which teachers believe in their ability to 
produce creative outcomes, and the authors demonstrated that creative self-efficacy positively 
corresponded with teachers’ creative performance. Also, the positive relationship between 
creative self-efficacy and teaching performance has been confirmed by other empirical 
studies (e.g., Tierney & Farmer, 2011; Jaussi, Randel & Dionne, 2007). Regarding the 
antecedents of creative self-efficacy, only a few studies have addressed this issue in the 
context of schools. Beghetto (2009) found that mastery- and performance-approach beliefs 
are positively related to creative self-efficacy. Karwowski and Lebuda (2016) found that 
personality traits, such as openness to experience, conscientiousness and neuroticism, are 
positively correlated with creative self-efficacy. However, few studies have explored the 
effects of teachers’ perceived environmental influence on their creative self-efficacy 
(Bereczki & Kárpáti, 2018). 

 
1.3 Teachers’ receptivity to creative teaching 
 

Dating back to the 1980s, Waugh and Punch (1987) advanced an empirical model of 
teachers’ receptivity that is based partly on the psychological theory of attitudes, intentions 
and planned behaviour (Clarke et al., 1996). The psychological theories are based on Fishbein 
and Ajzen’s (1975, 1981) theories of reasoned action and planned behaviour. Their theories 
highlighted that individuals’ behavioural intention is a key indicator of predicting their 
receptivity to implementation of an educational change. Then, the scholars proposed that an 
individual’s behavioural intention is affected by several factors, such as the practicality of the 
change, school support for resources or professional development. If teachers believe that the 
new educational change is practical, the expected changes are valued in their context. Then, 
the teachers can access sufficient support from school, be inclined to accept the change, 
implement it in the classroom and actively pursue coping strategies when countering 
challenges or problems (Ajzen, 1991, 2002). This model has subsequently been modified and 
applied to research on curriculum innovation, such as the unit curriculum system in Australia 
(e.g., Waugh & Godfrey, 1993) and environmental and citizenship education in Hong Kong 
(Lee, 2000; Wong et al., 2015). By considering creative teaching as an educational change, 
we thus postulated that teachers’ behavioural intention is significantly influenced by teachers’ 
beliefs about the practicality of creative teaching and by their perceived school support for 
creative teaching.  

H1: The practicality of creative teaching is positively related to teacher behavioural 
intention of conducting creative teaching 

H2: Teacher perceived school support is positively related to teacher behavioural 
intention of conducting creative teaching 
 
1.4 The relationship between teachers’ social role, self-efficacy and behavioural intention 

 
Drawing upon structural symbolic interaction theory, Burke and Stets (2009) 

highlighted that the social roles of individuals combine different expectations that are closely 
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linked to social position. First, the development of a social role is a sense-making process of 
retrospective personal interpretation of the past and continuing roles (Grube & Piliavin, 2000). 
Through the interpretation of personal experiences, individuals formulate their understanding 
of what a specific role should look like. Second, Grube and Piliavin (2000) noted that 
individuals may be inclined to formulate views of social roles based on their expectations of 
significant others. Due to social roles being closely tied to social relations and structures, the 
formulation of social roles can also be shaped and reinforced by the perceived feedback of 
others (Stryker & Burke, 2000; Burke & Stets, 2009). Empirical studies have also 
demonstrated that the formulation of individual roles is influenced by supervisors (Scott & 
Bruce, 1994) and co-workers (Madjar, Oldham & Pratt, 2002; Tierney & Farmer, 2002). In a 
school context, due to both colleagues and students representing significant others to teachers, 
the formulation of teachers’ roles should be influenced and validated by their perceived 
expectations from colleagues and students. 

Swann (1985) stated that self-reviews can stimulate the attribution process, which can 
serve as a driver for the development of self-efficacy. McNatt and Judge (2004) highlighted 
that the expectations of others can reshape and validate individual self-efficacy. With regard 
to creative teaching, Craft and colleagues (2007) argued that teachers’ self-concept, in terms 
of creative teaching, can influence their attitudes. Farmer and colleagues (2003) also 
confirmed that an employee’s self-concept as a ‘creative person’ can significantly influence 
his or her creative self-efficacy. Therefore, in the school context we expect that teachers’ self-
concept corresponds with their self-efficacy in terms of creative teaching. The self-concept 
reflects a self-review of creative behaviour, perceived expectations of colleagues and 
perceived expectations of students. 

 
H3: Teacher self-review of creative behaviour is positively related to teacher creative 

self-efficacy 
H4: Teacher perceived expectations of colleagues are positively related to teacher 

creative self-efficacy 
H5: Teacher perceived expectations of students are positively related to teacher 

creative self-efficacy 
  
Notably, in the theory of teachers’ receptivity, ample attention has been drawn to how 

teachers perceive external factors with regard to environment and educational change. 
Comparatively, the individual dimension, which includes self-concept, has been ignored in 
the literature. Burke (1991) stated that personal role is not only linked to individuals’ attitude 
but also affects behaviour through the sharing of meanings implied by that role. Individual 
role, shaped by retrospective sense-making and positive experiences, can naturally increase 
the motivation to take on additional similar tasks. With regard to creative teaching, it was 
also found that teachers who are more open to new challenges are apt to experiment with 
innovative ideas in the classroom (Karwowski & Lebuda, 2016). Therefore, we postulate that 
teachers’ self-concepts, namely, their self-review of creative behaviour and their perceived 
expectations of colleagues and students, are positively related to behavioural intention.  

H6: Teacher self-review of creative behaviour is positively related to teacher 
behavioural intention on creative teaching 

H7: Teacher perceived expectations of colleagues are positively related to teacher 
behavioural intention on creative teaching 

H8: Teacher perceived expectations of students are positively related to teacher 
behavioural intention on creative teaching 
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1.4 Influence of school settings 
 

There can be striking differences between schools in rural, suburban and urban school 
settings in terms of school resources, the supply and quality of teachers and student academic 
level and discipline (Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008). These differences can significantly 
influence teachers’ beliefs and attitudes (Burns & Machin, 2013). In terms of teachers’ self-
efficacy, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) advanced that teachers must analyse teaching tasks 
and environmental factors before they make judgements about their capability to perform a 
task. For an example, ‘a very confident rural sixth grade teacher might shudder at the thought 
of teaching sixth graders in the city’ (p. 228). Ample evidence has confirmed that school 
environment is a pivotal factor in teachers’ self-efficacy (Labone, 2004; Pajares, 1996; 
Siwatu, 2011). However, studies have addressed the question of ‘which’ instead of ‘how’, 
meaning that research has found that teachers’ self-efficacy varies across different school 
settings, and studies have not identified precisely how various factors influence teachers’ 
efficacy across those settings (Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008). Similarly, in spite of 
considerable evidence demonstrating that school resources and support is a crucial factor 
significantly influencing teachers’ behavioural intention of implementing educational 
changes (Lee, 2000; Ma, Yin, Tang & Liu, 2009; Moroz & Waugh, 2000), little is known 
about how different school settings influence the nexus between teachers’ behavioural 
intention or about the degree of that influence. To fill in the research gap, this research also 
investigated how different factors influence teachers’ behavioural intentions in different 
school settings.  
 It should be noted that an educational institution, such as a school, does not have 
enhancing teachers’ personal creativity as a primary mission. Also, while many teachers 
believe in the importance of nurturing student creativity, they do not often make creative 
teaching and learning a high priority. Furthermore, schools have not been pro-active in 
integrating creative elements into their curricula and instructional practices (Hong et al., 2017, 
p. 318, 322). Therefore, creative teaching is often integrated with other pedagogical activities 
and cannot be identified or distinguished independently. In this study, we consider creative 
teaching as a form of educational innovation and explore the potential relationships between, 
on the one hand, teachers’ self-review of their personal creative behaviour and teachers’ 
perceived expectations and, on the other hand, teachers’ behavioural intention and teacher 
self-efficacy in terms of creative teaching. 

 
1.5 Research context 
 

In the East, and specifically in China, creative learning and creative education have 
been promoted by scholars such as Chongde Lin (2000a, 2000b), who advocated for 
‘exploratory learning’ and ‘automatic learning’ (Gu, 2017, p. 497). Creative teaching was 
also studied by Gu (2005) and Gu, Zhou and Fan (2010), who highlighted the importance of 
cultivating students’ creative thinking styles, generating creative ideas and displaying 
creative behaviour. Aligned with the theoretical trend of advocating creative teaching, a 
‘creative-driven curriculum’ has been part of China’s educational policy (Chien & Hui, 2010, 
p. 51; Zhu & Zhang, 2008). However, in Chinese societies, the drive for creative education 
has lacked a supportive environment at the school level. The implementation of creative 
teaching in schools has been impeded by the influence of cultural beliefs that reinforce 
obedience towards senior people, the pressure of an examination-oriented system and 
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parental emphasis on academic achievement, along with teachers’ preference for routine 
memorisation over creative and student-centred pedagogy (Hu & Szente, 2009; Zhou et al., 
2013). In addition, teachers do not have access to sufficient resources or the time to develop 
new pedagogies. Nor do teachers find it easy to question their established methods or to 
experiment with new ideas and tools (Dobbins, 2009; Gu, 2017).Regarding empirical 
research on creative teaching, in contrast to the many studies conducted in the West (e.g., 
Hong et al., 2017; Dobbins, 2009, Craft & Chappell, 2016; remin, 2009), few empirical 
studies have been conducted on which factors support or hinder teachers’ willingness and 
self-efficacy in implementing creative teaching in mainland China.  

In China, educational development in different school settings is imbalanced. Urban, 
suburban and rural districts represent three decreasing levels with regard to educational 
quality and teachers’ professionalism. Comparatively speaking, urban schools have the most 
sufficient teacher supply, the highest teaching quality and the richest and most diverse set of 
educational resources (Liu, Shi & Zhang, 2011). Also, student academic achievement is far 
ahead of their counterparts in suburban and rural districts (Wang & Li, 2008). In suburban 
schools, due to their undeveloped economies and limited educational resources, many 
teachers are inclined to move to urban schools (Xue & Liu, 2011), which directly leads to 
inequality in the distribution of good teachers and to instability of employment. Furthermore, 
with the trend of migrant rural workers, the large number of rural students enrolling in 
suburban schools leads to shortages of educational resources (Zhang, 2013), which further 
deteriorates teaching quality in suburban schools. In rural schools, the story is completely 
different. Due to the lower development of the economy and culture and due to student loss 
and migration, teachers often do not like to work in rural schools. Therefore, teacher shortage 
is a significant problem for rural schools (Xue & Liu, 2011). In addition, most rural schools 
lie in remote areas, making it difficult for teachers to access continuing professional 
development (Liu, Shi & Zhang, 2011). Therefore, the educational environment of rural 
schools is characterised by shortages of teachers, resource-poor environments and a scarcity 
of professional development programmes for teachers. 

 

2. Method 
 
2.1 Participants 
 

Since 2009, the educational department of Shanxi province has advocated creative 
teaching and provided teachers with large-scale training programmes (Educational 
Department of Shanxi Province, 2010). From that point on, creative teaching has been 
considered as a core competence for teachers in Shanxi. However, due to the lack of 
assessment or review mechanisms, the extent to which teachers can transfer the knowledge 
gained in professional programmes to their classroom teaching largely depends on their 
individual beliefs, competence and school context. 

Based on convenience sampling, a questionnaire was sent to 41 primary schools in 
eight cities in Shanxi province whose educational level ranked 15 out of 31 provinces in 
mainland China. In Shanxi province, the differences of educational input between districts are 
considerable (Wang, Yuan, Tian & Zhang, 2013). Six hundred and twenty-one primary 
teachers from urban, suburban and rural districts participated in this study.1 The mean age of 

                                                 
1 This study belonged to a large-scale research project conducted in Shanxi Province and the city of Chongqing, 
China. More than 2,000 teachers from kindergartens, primary and secondary schools were involved. Due to 
space constraints, this study only analysed the data from the Shanxi primary school teachers. 
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the sample was 33.92 years (SD = 8.24). There were 131 male teachers (21.1%) and 490 
female teachers (78.9%). Of the participants, 22.5% had 1-3 years of teaching experience, 
66.1% had worked 4-20 years, and 11.4% had worked 20 years or more. Among the 
participants, 139 (22.4%) taught in urban primary schools, 167 (26.9%) worked in suburban 
primary schools and 315 (50.7%) taught in rural primary schools.  
 
2.2 Instruments 
 

Corresponding to the research questions, three instruments were adapted and adopted 
in this study. The instruments were first developed in English, then cross-translated into 
Chinese. The two authors of this study served as translators. Based on forward and backward 
translation, the instruments were revised and confirmed by the researchers. 

 
 

2.2.1 Teachers’ behavioural intention, perceived practicality of creative teaching and school 
support 
 

In this study, three scales were adapted from the Teacher Receptivity Scale developed 
by Waugh and Punch (1987) and adapted by Waugh and Godfrey (1993). To fit the research 
context of this study, the statements of three scales were adapted from curriculum reform to 
creative teaching. Regarding these three scales, the teachers were asked to rate these items on 
a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.  

The subscale of behavioural intention was intended to investigate the extent to which 
teachers welcome the implementation of creative teaching in their classroom (α = 0.89). 
There are five items in this scale and a sample items is ‘In my behaviour and communications 
with other teachers, I will actively and openly support the introduction of creative teaching at 
this school’.  

The scale of perceived practicality aimed to investigate the degree to which creative 
teaching can be integrated with the current curriculum. The scale contains five items (α = 
0.89) and a sample items is ‘The principle of creative teaching suits my classroom teaching 
style’.  

The scale of school support was intended to explore teachers’ perceptions of the 
extent to which creative teaching is valued by the school (α = 0.89). There are seven items in 
this scale and a sample items is ‘There are regular meetings at which I can raise my worries 
and doubts about the implementation of creative teaching’. 

 
2.2.2 Teachers’ social role in terms of creative teaching 
 

Three scales, namely, teachers’ self-review of creative behaviour, perceived 
expectations of colleagues and perceived expectations of students, were adapted from an 
instrument related to Taiwanese employees’ creativity in the context of creative teaching 
(Farmer et al., 2003). The statements have been revised to fit the research context of this 
study.  

Regarding the scale of self-review of creative behaviour, eight items were designed to 
investigate teachers’ perception of their personal attributes in terms of creativity (α = 0.86). 
The sample items is ‘I need stimulations of frequent changes’. The respondents rated the 
subscale, ‘self-views of creative behaviour’ along a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  
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The scales of perceived expectations of colleagues and students were used to 
investigate to the extent to which teachers believed that creative teaching was required from 
the perspectives of colleagues and students respectively. There were six item in each scale 
(colleagues: α = 0.86; student: α = 0.84). A sample item in these two scales is ‘My students 
think creativity is important to my teaching’. The respondents were asked to indicate their 
choices for the subscales ‘perceived’ and ‘perceived student expectations’ using a 9-point 
scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 9 = strongly agree.   

 
2.2.3 Self-efficacy in creative teaching 
 

For self-efficacy in creative teaching, the questionnaire items were modified from a 
short-form (12 items) instrument on teachers’ efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The 
short form has been validated in five countries, including Canada, Korea and Singapore 
(Klassen et al., 2009). Only two sub-scales, namely efficacy for creative instructional 
strategies (α = 0.75) and efficacy for creative student engagement (α = 0.78), were used in 
this study. The respondents rated all of the items along a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. 

 
3. Result 
 
3.1 Analysis procedure 
 

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were first used to confirm the reliability of the 
measurement models before conducting further analysis. Factor loadings smaller than 0.4 
were removed (Field, 2000). Cronbach’s alpha test of internal consistency was conducted to 
assure the reliability of the scales. Descriptive statistics were then calculated for all of the 
variables. The model of the relationship between the different variables was tested using 
structural equation modelling (SEM, Amos 21.0.0), which is a good technique for testing 
relationships when integrating quantitative data and qualitative assumptions (Hair et al., 
2006). The criteria chi-square/degree of freedom ratio (X2/df) < 3.00, Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) > 0.90, Normative Fit Index (NFI) > 0.90, Tacker-Lewis Index (TLI) > 0.90 and root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) <0.07 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) were adopted to 
identify acceptable fit. Cohen’s suggestions (1992) were followed to interpret the 
standardised regression coefficients (β): magnitudes between 0.10 and 0.30 were designated 
small effects, those between 0.30 and 0.60 were moderate effects and those greater than 0.60 
were large effects. 
 
3.2 Data analysis 

 
3.2.1 Descriptive data analysis 
 

Based on the descriptive analysis of each item, some initial results are discussed 
below. With regard to the sub-scale of ‘school support’, the school principals highlighted and 
encouraged teachers to engage in creative teaching (see C6, 7 of Table 1). However, support 
mechanisms were not well established and the teachers could not secure regular support (see 
C3, 4, 1 of Table 4), as shown in Table 1. Across the different school settings, significant 
differences were found between primary schools in urban, suburban (county) and rural areas 
in the dimensions of perceived practicality and general behavioural intentions (Table 2). 
Teachers in the city were much more likely to implement creative teaching and to confirm the 
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practicality of creative teaching for primary schools. Correspondingly, they thought more 
about the challenge of applying creative teaching (M = 5.23, SD = 1.21) than teachers from 
suburban (M = 4.74, SD = 1.26) and rural schools (M = 4.88, SD = 1.18).  

 
3.2.2 Structural equation model analysis 
 

One of the focuses of this study was the relationship between the factors under 
analysis and teachers’ behavioural intention and self-efficacy. The mean, Standard 
Deviations of each scale and correlations for each variable are listed in Table 3. Based on a 
review of the literature, a theoretical model was constructed. The SEM results from this 
model are shown in Figure 1 and suggest that this model adequately fits the data (χ2/df = 
2.553, CFI = .996, NFI = .993, TLI = .986, RMSEA = .057). The three variables of school 
environment, school support (β = 0.16, p < 0.01) and teachers’ perceived expectations of 
students (β = 0.12, p < 0.05) appeared to have a small but significant influence on teachers’ 
behavioural intention to creative teaching. Teachers’ perceived expectations of colleagues (β 
= 0.16, p < 0.01) had a small but statistically significant effect on teachers’ self-efficacy in 
using creative teaching strategies, whereas the direct effect of students’ expectations on 
teachers’ self-efficacy in using creative instructional strategies was insignificant (p = 0.06). 
The teachers’ beliefs in the practicality of creative teaching were found to have a moderately 
significant correlation with their behavioural intentions (β = 0.37, p < 0.01). The self-review 
of teachers’ creative behaviour was identified as having a moderately significant influence 
on both teachers’ self-efficacy in using creative strategies (β = 0.47, p < 0.01) and student 
engagement (β = 0.48, p < 0.01). In addition, self-review of teachers’ creative behaviour had 
a small but significant effect on teachers’ behavioural intention of creative teaching (β = 
0.27, p < 0.01).  

 
3.2.3 Multi-group structural equation model analysis 
 

Having established a baseline model, the different types of measurement invariance 
should be tested by systematically constraining the components of the model across groups. 
Three necessary conditions – structural weights, covariances and residuals invariances – are 
required to be met (Davidov, 2008). The criteria |∆CFI| ≤ .010 and |∆RMSEA| ≤ .015 
indicates that the null hypothesis of invariance should not be rejected and implies that there is 
no substantial change in fit for model comparisons (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Marsh et al., 
2017; Kim et al., 2017).  

The resulting model fit statistics and comparisons are presented in Table 4 (Invariance 
Models M1-M4), and the differences in CFI, TLI, and RMSEA below were the rule-of-thumb 
cut-offs. Hence, the full invariance of the multi-group SEM was confirmed. The result 
implies that the meanings of the variables did not shift across groups, thus providing evidence 
of full comparability between urban, suburb and rural districts (Kane, 2013). 
 After factor mean invariance testing, the path coefficients for all three groups were 
examined, and the results are shown in Table 5.  
 Regarding behavioural intention, the practicality (β = 0.43 for urban, β = 0.29 for 
suburb, β = 0.41 for rural, p < 0.05) and self-review were vital (β = 0.20, 0.44, 0.20 
respectively, p < 0.05) for all three districts. Student expectations mattered for primary 
teachers in the city (β = 0.59, p < 0.05), but the primary teachers in suburban and rural 
schools were more aware of school support (β = 0.26, 0.18 respectively, p < 0.05). 
 As for self-efficacy, city teachers were concerned more with student expectations (β 
= 0.59 on efficacy of creative instructional strategy, β = 0.45 on efficacy of student 
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engagement, p < 0.05) than with the expectations of colleagues and school support. 
Regarding self-review of creative behaviour, its significant effect on self-efficacy was 
supported by both suburban (β = 0.44 on efficacy of creative instructional strategy, β = 0.46 
on efficacy of student engagement, p < 0.05) and rural teachers (β = 0.61 on efficacy of 
creative instructional strategy, β = 0.60 on efficacy of student engagement, p < 0.05). The 
expectations of suburban teachers’ colleagues significantly contributed to teachers’ efficacy 
of creative instructional strategy (β = 0.27, p < 0.05), while the efficacy of student 
engagement was significantly influenced by the expectations of students (β = 0.25, p < 0.05). 

 
4. Discussion  
 

Drawing upon theories of teachers’ receptivity and social roles, we examined the 
factors influencing both teachers’ behavioural intention and self-efficacy in terms of creative 
teaching. Based on multi-group structural equation modeling, this study yielded three major 
findings. First, with regard to teachers’ behavioural intention, the significant predictors are 
school support, the practicality of creative teaching, self-reviews of creative behaviour and 
student expectations. Second, with regard to teachers’ self-efficacy, a self-review of creative 
behaviour is a strong predictor of self-efficacy in the dimensions of creative instructional 
strategies and student engagement. Meanwhile, the expectations of colleagues are significant 
for self-efficacy on the dimension of creative instructional strategies while the expectations of 
students are significant for the dimension of student engagement. Third, teachers from urban 
schools are more influenced by student expectations while their counterparts in suburban and 
rural schools are more influenced by the school environment.  
 
4.1 Factors influencing teachers’ behavioural intention  

 
Our study found that to predict teachers’ behavioural intention, teachers’ 

understanding of the school environment, creative teaching and personal role are all 
significant factors. Like previous studies (Lee, 2000; Wong et al., 2015), this study confirmed 
the positive relationship between school support and teachers’ behavioural intention. In 
addition, the findings also indicated a mismatch between school requirements and supportive 
systems. Although nurturing creativity has been a clear requirement within schools, a 
corresponding school culture for promoting creative teaching has not been well developed. In 
promoting creative teaching and learning, Thomson (2011) argued that schools needed to 
build capacity by individual teachers changing their practices to accommodate more creative 
elements (content and approaches), and by teams of teachers establishing a consensual 
language of creative practices through collaboration and sharing. This entails structural 
change, such as developing new resources and creating a new management infrastructure by 
reallocating and reorganising time, manpower and resources. In addition, the promotion of 
creative teaching and learning involves the challenge of changing the status quo and existing 
beliefs and recognising creative practices through cultural change.  

Second, this study confirmed the positive relationship between teachers’ perceived 
practicality of creative teaching and behavioural intention. Like many other educational and 
curriculum innovations, creative teaching needs to be practical and feasible for 
implementation by teachers. These findings reveal how important the ‘practicality of creative 
teaching’ was to all of the participants in this study. They fit well with Hong, Part and 
Rowell’s (2017) observation that teachers may implement creative teaching but only after the 
curricula and teaching materials have been prepared for use. In terms of strategies for creative 
teaching or creative pedagogical practices, different scholars (e.g., Cremin et al., 2006; 



 

11 

 

Cremin, 2017) have conducted case studies or provided suggestions. There have also been 
examples of teaching activities implemented by creative teachers, such as child initiated 
activities, drama, interactive whiteboards, fieldwork, creative theme-based curriculum and 
play-based learning (Tian, 2001; Zheng, 2003). 

Third, this study found that both teachers’ self-reviews of creative behaviour and their 
perceived expectations of students are significant factors in teachers’ behavioural intention. 
The theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 2002) highlighted that individual beliefs about the 
normative expectations of other people are one of the main drivers of human behaviour. In a 
school context, previous studies have focused more on the expectations of the school or 
community (Lee, 2000; Wong et al., 2015). In contrast, this study found that student 
expectations of creative teaching could also serve as a predictor of teachers’ behavioural 
intention. Parsons and colleagues (2018) indicated that in an authentic classroom, teachers 
have to adapt their teaching strategies based on an understanding of student learning needs 
and interests. This can explain why student expectations are a factor in teachers’ behavioural 
intention. In addition, this study found that teachers’ creative attributes also contributed to 
behavioural intention. Empirical evidence across various educational contexts has 
consistently suggested a positive relationship between personality and performance (Barrick 
et al., 2005; Rockoff et al., 2011; Chamorro-Premuzic et al., 2007). From the perspective of 
teachers’ behavioural intention, we found that if teachers are inclined to be creative in their 
daily life, it becomes easier for them to accept creative teaching in the classroom.  
 
4.2 Impact factor of self-efficacy in creative teaching 
  

Based on the framework of Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), this study identified 
two dimensions of teachers’ self-efficacy in creative teaching, namely, efficacy for creative 
instructional strategies and efficacy for creative student engagement. We found that teachers’ 
self-review of creative behaviour is significantly related to these two dimensions. An 
incremental self-review can come from and result in more positive experiences and serves as 
one of the resources for self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). In a similar vein, McNatt and Judge 
(2004) advanced that the expectations of others can also influence or even shape individual 
self-efficacy. In this study, we produced parallel findings. The expectations of colleagues are 
a crucial factor in the efficacy of creative instructional strategies, while the expectations of 
students are pivotal to the efficacy of creative student engagement. Quin (2017) highlighted 
that teachers’ efficacy in engaging students largely depends on classroom experiences and 
interactions with students (Quin, 2017). Hence, teachers’ perceptions of students’ 
expectations can stimulate creative teaching experiences, thus contributing to teachers’ 
efficacy in creative student engagement. Regarding the impact of teacher perceived 
expectations from colleagues, Vescio (2008) found that teacher collaboration and 
professional discussions can effectively improve teaching strategies. Thus, professional 
development workshops and collaborations may increase the individual awareness of 
colleagues’ expectations, on the one hand, and improve the efficacy in adopting creative 
teaching strategies, on the other hand. Based on the findings of this study, individual teachers 
and teams should carry out peer observations and action research under the supervision of 
external university experts, and group meetings may be conducted to share ideas and plans on 
creative practices (Thomson, 2011). This, however, requires school management to set aside 
extra funds, establish a timetable and team planning times, encourage teachers to learn from 
other schools and test creative practices through time and duty releases and budgetary support. 
As Cremin et al. (2006, p. 16) explained, school ethos needs to be ‘safe, valued and trusted’ 
by teachers and students. Such a positive relationship can help nurture an ethos cultivated by 
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individual teachers who are willing to take risks, be creative and, in turn, positively affect the 
creativity of students.  

 
4.3 Different nexuses across school settings 
 

Examining the structural model in different school settings, this study found that 
teachers from urban schools are more sensitive to student expectations regardless of 
behavioural intention or self-efficacy. McCracken (1991) found that due to various 
backgrounds, urban and rural students had different educational aspirations that influence 
teachers’ decision making. This study indicated that compared with suburban and rural 
teachers, urban teachers were more sensitive to student expectations and were inclined to 
adapt their behaviour or introduce innovative experiments to cater to student needs. These 
positive experiences then contribute to the improvement of teachers’ self-efficacy in creative 
teaching. For rural and suburban schools, whether or not teachers welcome creative teaching 
largely depends on school support. Due to resource shortages and the scarcity of professional 
development, suburban and rural teachers still face challenges in effective teaching, let alone 
in creative teaching (Dobbins, 2009; Gu, 2017). In promoting student creativity, Chappell et 
al. (2008) put forward the concept of ‘possibility thinking’ as a practical way of creative 
teaching that could be implemented in schools. The themes associated with the ‘enabling 
context’ of ‘possibility thinking’ were ‘posing questions’, ‘play’, ‘immersion’, ‘innovation’, 
‘being imaginative’ and ‘self-determination and risk-taking’, all of which provide an 
alternative approach to creative teaching (Chappell et al., 2008, pp. 3-4). Notably, these 
themes still require time, resources and space for ‘standing back’, along with observations 
and documentation of teachable and learning moments, reflection on the part of learners and 
a consideration of the opportunities for collaborating with others, which call for the building 
the capacity to cultivate creative teaching, especially in suburban and rural schools (Chappell 
et al., 2008, pp. 4-5; Cremin, 2017, pp. 104-105). 
 
5. Limitations and future research directions  

 
This study had some limitations. First, the sample came from Central China and was 

not representative of the Chinese mainland. China is a vast country with substantial regional 
disparities in educational quality. A large sample from the central and eastern regions of 
China may provide a more comprehensive picture of creative teaching. Second, the number 
of schools in this study could be increased to facilitate a multi-level analysis of the data and 
discern whether there are within and across-school variances. In addition, some variables 
were related to teachers’ perceptions of creativity and practices of creative teaching. A 
qualitative study of teachers’ creative teaching could be designed to understand how teachers 
design and implement creative teaching individually and in teams at both the school and 
classroom level, and how teachers and students enact creative teaching and learning. 

 
6. Conclusion 
 

This study aimed to map the factors influencing teachers’ behavioural intention and 
self-efficacy in creative teaching. Given that little research has been conducted in the East, 
especially in mainland China, this work has not only filled a notable gap in the literature on 
creative teaching, but also contributed to the knowledge of teacher’s behavioural intention 
and self-efficacy by comprehensively mapping their influencing factors. This study also 
explored the different nexuses in various school settings, providing valuable insight into 
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policymaking by identifying different significant influencing factors of teacher behavioural 
intention and self-efficacy in urban, suburban and rural schools. Lastly, it is hoped that the 
findings of this study can provide a solid foundation for policymakers and the designers of 
professional development programmes as they consider customised policies and workshops 
to address diverse environments and teacher needs.  
 
Acknowledgement 
 

The authors would like to thank the editor and reviewers for their valuable and 
constructive comments. The authors would also like to thank Professor Wayne Hoy, 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and the Asia-Pacific Institute of Curriculum and 
Teaching (APICT), Southwest University for supporting the study. Our appreciation is also 
extended to the University of Hong Kong, the Education University of Hong Kong and Dr 
Snow Kuang for their assistance during the preparation of this manuscript. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, 
commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

14 

 

References 
Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 50(2), 179-211.  
Ajzen, I. (2002). Perceived behavioral control, self-efficacy, locus of control and the theory 

of planned behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32(4), 665-683 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman. 
Barrick, M. R., Parks, L., & Mount, M. K. (2005). Self‐monitoring as a moderator of the 

relationships between personality traits and performance. Personnel Psychology, 58(3), 
745-767. 

Beghetto, R. A. (2009). In search of the unexpected: Finding creativity in the micromoments 
of the classroom. Psychology of Aesthetics Creativity and the Arts, 3(1), 2-5.Bereczki, 
E. O., & Kárpáti, A. (2018). Teachers’ beliefs about creativity and its nurture: A 
systematic review of the recent research literature. Educational Research Review, 23, 
25-56. 

Braund, M., & Campbell, R. (2010). Learning to teach about ideas and evidence in science: 
The student teacher as change agent. Research in Science Education, 40, 203-222. 

Burke, P. J. (1991). Identity processes and social stress. American Sociological Review, 56, 
836-849. 

Burke, P. J., & Stets, J. E. (2009). Identity theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Burns, R. A., & Machin, M. A. (2013). Employee and workplace well-being: A multi-level 

analysis of teacher personality and organizational climate in Norwegian teachers from 
rural, urban and city schools. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 57(3), 
309-324. 

Cachia, R., & Ferrari, A. (2010). Creativity in schools: A survey of teachers in Europe. 
Luxembourg: Joint Research Centre (JRC), European Commission and Institute for 
Prospective Technological Studies. Retrieved from: 
http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC59232.pdf 

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Borgogni, L., & Steca, P. (2003). Efficacy beliefs as 
determinants of teachers’ job satisfaction. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(4), 
821. 

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Steca, P., & Malone, P. S. (2006). Teachers’ self-efficacy 
beliefs as determinants of job satisfaction and students’ academic achievement: A 
study at the school level. Journal of School Psychology, 44(6), 473-490. 

Chamorro-Premuzic, T., Furnham, A., & Lewis, M. (2007). Personality and approaches to 
learning predict preference for different teaching methods. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 17(3), 241-250. 

Chappell, K., Craft, A., Burnard, P., & Cremin, T. (2008). Question-posing and question 
responding: The heart of ‘possibility thinking’ in the early years. Early Years: An 
International Journal of Research and Development, 28(3), 267-286. 

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance. 
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14, 464-504.  

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing 
measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 9, 
233-255. 

Chien, C. Y., & Hui, A. N. N. (2010). Creativity in early childhood education: Teachers’ 
perceptions in three Chinese societies. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 5, 40-60. 

Clarke, J. S., Ellett, C. D., & Others (1996). Faculty receptivity/resistance to change, 
personal and organizational efficacy, decision deprivation and effectiveness in 
research I universities. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association for the 



 

15 

 

Study of Higher Education, November 1996. Memphis, TN. Retrieved from: 
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED402846.pdf 

Cohen, J. (1992). Statistical power analysis. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 
1(3), 98-101. 

Craft, A., & Chappell, K. A. (2016). Possibility thinking and social change in primary 
schools. Education 3-13, 44(4), 407-425. 

Craft, A., Cremin, T., Burnard, P., & Chappell, K. (2007). Teacher stance in creative 
learning: A study of progression. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 2(2), 136-147. 

Cremin, T. (2009). Creative teachers and creative teaching. In A. Wilson, (Ed.), Creativity 
in primary education (2nd ed.). Achieving QTS cross-curricular strand (pp. 36-46). 
Exeter, UK: Learning Matters, Retrieved from: 
http://www.steveslearning.com/Teacher%20Training%20resources/cremin.pdf 

Cremin, T. (2017). Teaching creatively and teaching for creativity. In R. Breeze and C. S. 
Guinda (Eds.), Essential competencies for English-medium university teaching (pp. 99-
110). The Netherlands: Springer. 

Cremin, T., Barnes, J., & Scoffham, S. (2006). Creative teaching for tomorrow: Fostering a 
creative state of mind. Kent, UK: Future creative.  

Davies, D., Jindal-Snape, D., Digby, R., Howe, A., Collier, C., & Hay, P. (2014). The roles 
and development needs of teachers to promote creativity: A systematic review of 
literature. Teaching and Teacher Education, 41, 34-41. 

Davidov, E., (2008). A cross-country and cross-time comparison of the human values 
measurements with the second round of the European Social Survey. Survey Research 
Methods, 2(1), 33-46. 

Dobbins, K. (2009). Teacher creativity within the current education system: A case study of 
the perceptions of primary teachers. Education 3-13, 37(2), 95-104. 

Downing, D., Jones, M., Lord, P., Martin, K., & Springate, I. (2007). Study of creative 
partnerships’ local sharing of practice and learning. Slough: NFER.   

Educational Department of Shanxi Province (2010). The 2009 report of education in Shanxi. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.sxedu.gov.cn/bsfw_15686/wxzl/jynj/201712/t20171216_358069.html  

Farmer, S. M., Tierney, P., & Kung-McIntyre, K. (2003). Employee creativity in Taiwan: 
An application of role identity theory. The Academy of Management Journal, 46(5), 
618-630. 

Field, A. (2000). Discovering statistics using SPSS for Windows: Advanced techniques for 
the beginner. London: Sage. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior: An introduction to 
theory and research. Reading, MA.: Addison-Wesley. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1981). Attitudes and voting behavior: An application of the 
theory of reasoned action. In G. M. Stephenson & J. M. Davis (Eds.), Progress in 
applied social psychology (Vol. 1, pp. 253-313). London, UK: Wiley. 

Grainger, T., Barnes, J., & Scoffham, S. (2004). A creative cocktail: Creative teaching in 
initial teacher education. Journal of Education for Teaching: International Research 
and Pedagogy, 30(3), 243-253. 

Grube, J. A., & Piliavin, J. A. (2000). Role identity, organizational experiences, and 
volunteer performance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(9), 1108-1119. 

Gu, C. (2005). The systematic view of creativity and its implication for creative education. 
Educational Research and Experiment, 3, 51-55. [in Chinese] 



 

16 

 

Gu, C., Zhou, Z., & Fan, C. (2010). The appropriate application: The teaching model of 
promoting creative learning. Educational Research and Experiment, 6, 65-69. [in 
Chinese] 

Gu, C. H. (2017). On the relationships between creative learning, creative teaching, and 
roles of creative teachers. In C. F. Zhou (Ed.), Handbook of research on creative 
problem-solving skill development in higher education (pp. 494-512). Hershey, 
Pennsylvania, US: IGI Global. 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006). 
Multivariate data analysis (6th Ed). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall. 

Hong, E., Part, R., & Rowell, L. (2017). Children’s and teachers’ conceptions of creativity: 
Contradictions and implications in classroom instruction. In R.A. Beghetto & B. 
Sriraman (Eds.), Creative contradictions in education: Cross disciplinary paradoxes 
and perspectives (pp. 303-331). The Netherlands: Springer. 

Hoy, A. W., & Spero, R. B. (2005). Changes in teacher efficacy during the early years of 
teaching: A comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21(4), 
343-356. 

Hoy, A. W., & Davis, H. A. (2006). Teacher self-efficacy and its influence on the 
achievement of adolescents. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), Self-efficacy of 
adolescents (pp. 117-137). Greenwich, Connecticut: Information Age Publishing. 

Hu, B.Y., & Szente, J. (2009). Exploring the quality of early childhood education in China: 
Implications for early childhood teacher education. Journal of Early Childhood 
Teacher Education, 30(3), 247-262. 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 
6(1), 1-55. 

Jaussi, K. S., Randel, A. E., & Dionne, S. D. (2007). I am, I think I can, and I do: The role 
of personal identity, self-efficacy, and cross-application of experiences in creativity at 
work. Creativity Research Journal, 19(2-3), 247-258. 

Kane, M. T. (2013). Validating the interpretations and uses of test scores. Journal of 
Educational Measurement, 50, 1-73. 

Katz-Buonincontro, J. (2012). Creativity at the crossroads: Pragmatic versus humanist 
claims in education reform speeches. Creativity Research Journal, 24(4), 257-265. 

Karwowski, M., & Lebuda, I. (2016). The big five, the huge two, and creative self-beliefs: 
A meta-analysis. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 10(2), 214. 

Kim, E. S., Cao, C., Wang, Y., & Nguyen, D. T. (2017). Measurement invariance testing 
with many groups: A comparison of five approaches. Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal, 24(4), 524-544. 

Klassen, R. M., Bong, M., Usher, E. L., Chong, W. H., Huan, V. S., Wong, I. Y., & 
Georgiou, T. (2009). Exploring the validity of a teachers’ self-efficacy scale in five 
countries. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 34(1), 67-76. 

Klassen, R. M., Tze, V. M., Betts, S. M., & Gordon, K. A. (2011). Teacher efficacy research 
1998–2009: Signs of progress or unfulfilled promise? Educational Psychology Review, 
23(1), 21-43. 

Knoblauch, D., & Hoy, A. W. (2008). “Maybe I can teach those kids.” The influence of 
contextual factors on student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 24(1), 166-179. 

Labone, E. (2004). Teacher efficacy: Maturing the construct through research in alternative 
paradigms. Teaching and Teacher Education, 20(4), 341-359. 



 

17 

 

Lee. J. C. K. (2000). Teacher receptivity to curriculum change in the implementation stage: 
The case of environmental education in Hong Kong. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 
32(1), 95-115. 

Lin, C. D. (2000a). About creative learning. Beijing Normal University Bulletin, 1, 56-63. 
[in Chinese] 

Lin, C. D. (2000b). Creative talents, creative education, and creative learning. Chinese 
Education Journal, 1(1), 5-8. [in Chinese] 

Lin, Y. S. (2011). Fostering creativity through education: A conceptual framework of 
creative pedagogy. Creative Education, 2(3), 149-155. 

Liu, S. K., Shi, N. Z., & Zhang, Y. Y. (2011). Research on the Distribution Features and Its 
Formation Mechanism of the Regional Primary School Teachers Resources: Based on 
a Survey of a Central Province. Educational Development Research. 

Ma, Y. P., Yin, H. B., Tang, L. F., & Liu, L. Y. (2009). Teacher receptivity to system-wide 
curriculum reform in the initiation stage: A Chinese perspective. Asia Pacific 
Education Review, 10(3), 423-432. 

Madjar, N., Oldham, G. R., & Pratt, M. G. (2002). There’s no place like home? The 
contributions of work and nonwork creativity support to employees’ creative 
performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45(4), 757-767. 

Marsh, H. W., Guo, J., Parker, P. D., Nagengast, B., Asparouhov, T., Muthén, B., & Dicke, 
T. (2017). What to do when scalar invariance fails: The extended alignment method for 
multi-group factor analysis comparison of latent means across many groups. 
Psychological Methods, 23(3), 524-545. 

Martin, N. K., Sass, D. A., & Schmitt, T. A. (2012). Teacher efficacy in student engagement, 
instructional management, student stressors, and burnout: A theoretical model using in-
class variables to predict teachers’ intent-to-leave. Teaching and Teacher Education, 
28(4), 546-559. 

McCracken, J. D., & Barcinas, J. D. T. (1991). High school and student characteristics in 
rural and urban areas of Ohio. Retrieved from: 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED338456.pdf  

McNatt, D. B., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Boundary conditions of the Galatea effect: A field 
experiment and constructive replication. Academy of Management Journal, 47(4), 550-
565. 

Moroz, R., & Waugh, R. F. (2000). Teacher receptivity to system-wide educational 
change. Journal of Educational Administration, 38(2), 159-178. 

Mullet, D. R., Willerson, A., Lamb, K. N., & Kettler, T. (2016). Examining teacher 
perceptions of creativity: A systematic review of the literature. Thinking Skills and 
Creativity, 21, 9-30. 

Parsons, S. A., Vaughn, M., Scales, R. Q., Gallagher, M. A., Parsons, A. W., Davis, S. G., 
Pierczynski, M., & Allen, M. (2018). Teachers’ instructional adaptations: A research 
synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 88(2), 205-242. 

Pajares, F. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Review of Educational 
Research, 66(4), 543-578. 

Quin, D. (2017). Longitudinal and contextual associations between teacher–student 
relationships and student engagement: A systematic review. Review of Educational 
Research, 87(2), 345-387.   

Robson, J., & Janniste, L. (2010). Growing future innovators: A new approach to learning 
programs for young children. Mount Lawley: Edith Cowan University. 

Rockoff, J. E., Jacob, B. A., Kane, T. J., & Staiger, D. O. (2011). Can you recognize an 
effective teacher when you recruit one? Education Finance and Policy, 6(1), 43-74. 



 

18 

 

Siwatu, K. O. (2011). Preservice teachers’ sense of preparedness and self-efficacy to teach 
in America’s urban and suburban schools: Does context matter? Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 27(2), 357-365. 

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A path model of 
individual innovation in the workplace. Academy of Management Journal, 37(3), 580-
607. 

Stryker, S., & Burke, P. J. (2000). The past, present, and future of an identity theory. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 284-297. 

Swann, W. B. (1985). The self as architect of social reality. In B. R. Schlenker (Ed.), The 
Self and Social Reality (pp. 100-126). New York: McGraw-Hill.  

Szkolak, A., & López, A.M. (2013). Creative teacher of early childhood education. 
Pedagogika Przedszkolna i Wczesnoszkolna, 1, 75-83. 

Thomson, P. (2011). Editorial comment: Capacity building: Introduction. In J. Sefton-Green, 
P. Thomson, K. Jones and L. Bresler (Eds.), The Routledge international handbook of 
creative learning (pp. 347-349). London/New York: Routledge. 

Tian, Y. (2001). The preschool educational curriculum development in Macao: The 
development and creativity on theme. Global Education, 5, 36-41. [in Chinese] 

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy: Its potential antecedents and 
relationship to creative performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6), 1137-
1148. 

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2011). Creative self-efficacy development and creative 
performance over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(2), 277-293. 

Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning 
and measure. Review of educational research, 68(2), 202-248. 

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive 
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783-805. 

Vescio, V., Ross, D., & Adams, A. (2008). A review of research on the impact of 
professional learning communities on teaching practice and student learning. Teaching 
and Teacher Education, 24(1), 80-91. 

Wang, C. J., Tsai, H. T., & Tsai, M. T. (2014). Linking transformational leadership and 
employee creativity in the hospitality industry: The influences of creative role identity, 
creative self-efficacy, and job complexity. Tourism Management, 40, 79-89. 

Wang, J. Y., & Li, Y. (2008) Research on the quality of compulsory education teaching in 
western rural schools. Educational Research, 2, 24-31. [in Chinese] 

Wang, S. M., Yuan, L. S., Tian, Z. L., Zhang, X. (2013). The comparative research on the 
level of regional development of education in China. Educational Research, 6, 29-41. 
[in Chinese] 

Waugh, R. F., & Punch, K. F. (1987). Teacher receptivity to system-wide change in the 
implementation stage. Review of Educational Research, 57 (3), 237-254.  

Waugh, R., & Godfrey, J. (1993). Teacher receptivity to system-wide change in the 
implementation stage. British Educational Research Journal, 19(5), 565-578. 

Wong, K. L., Lee, C. K. J., Kennedy, K. J., & Chan, K. S. J. (2015). Hong Kong teachers’ 
receptivity towards moral, civic and national education. Citizenship Learning and 
Teaching, 10(3), 271-292. 

Xue, Z. B. & Liu, X. K. (2011). Sample of primary and middle school teachers’ mobility 
and its rational standard construction. Journal of Shaanxi Normal University (Social 
Science). [in Chinese] 



 

19 

 

Zee, M., Koomen, H. M., Jellesma, F. C., Geerlings, J., & de Jong, P. F. (2016). Inter-and 
intra-individual differences in teachers’ self-efficacy: A multilevel factor exploration. 
Journal of School Psychology, 55, 39-56. 

Zhang, H. M. (2013). The teacher-student ratio and teacher supply in rural schools: An 
empirical study in Haian district of Jiangsu province. Journal of Jiangsu Educational 
College. [in Chinese] 

Zheng, Y. M. (2003). The relationship between play and cultivation of student creativity. 
Studies of Preschool Education, 10, 19-20. [in Chinese] 

Zhou, J., Shen, J., Wang, X., Neber, H., & Johji, I. (2013). A cross-cultural comparison: 
Teachers’ conceptualizations of creativity. Creativity Research Journal, 25(3), 239-247. 

Zhu, J. X., & Zhang, J. (2008). Contemporary trends and developments in early childhood 
education in China. Early Years, 28(2), 173-182. 

 
 
 


