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Abstract 
Due to globalization, developing countries’ companies have a growing need for creative thinking. Consequently, education systems should adjust to societal requirements and improve learning outcomes by incorporating teaching approaches that encourage creative thinking. A study involving eighteen public elementary school teachers (ESTs) aimed to identify their viewpoints regarding creative thinkers, enhancing creative thinking and the roles played by home and school environments in developing students’ potential for creativity. The study in Mulig, Toril, Davao City uncovered seven themes, including the importance of creative thinking, the roles of teachers and the curriculum, teaching methods, challenges faced in implementation, the school environment, and the role of education department in promoting creative thinking. While acknowledging the importance of creative thinking, teachers lacked the essential skills to promote it efficiently. Additionally, creative thinking promotion in schools and the curriculum was inadequate. To address this issue, it is essential to train teachers, equip schools with appropriate resources, and enhance the curriculum to foster creative thinking in students. 
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I. Introduction
Most educational systems prioritize the accumulation of knowledge, with teachers following rigid curricula and delivering information while students are tested on their retention of that knowledge. While knowledge and expertise are beneficial to creativity (Puccio et al., 2019), this approach leaves little room for exploratory and inquisitive thinking, and skills related to knowledge production may be suppressed. Moreover, students may not have opportunities to fail and learn from their failures (Hays, Kornell, & Bjork, 2019). Thus, creativity is deemed an essential life skill to prepare individuals for an uncertain future, and creative thinking should be considered a fundamental goal of the current education system (Gurak, 2019).

Education systems must be adaptable and flexible to face various challenges that may arise from social, personal, economic, and technological changes (Radovic-Markovic & Lecturer, 2019). Researchers emphasize the need for a high degree of creativity in learning within the education system (Radovic-Markovic & Lecturer, 2019). However, teachers may have their own ideas about what creative thinking means, which can affect their approach to teaching and assessment activities aimed at developing creative thinking (Odena, 2019). Understanding teachers’ perspectives on creative thinking is essential to improving professional preparation and instruction (Diakidoy & Kanari, 2019). Teachers suggest that creativity training prepares children to meet challenges (Fischman et al., 2019), and current understandings of creative thinking are still evolving (Forrester & Hui, 2019).

The exposure to diverse cultures and perspectives through globalization has inspired the researcher to approach problem-solving in innovative ways. Furthermore, the use of new communication technologies and platforms has enabled global collaboration, leading to the creation of innovative products, services, and experiences. Social media platforms have also provided a global showcase for creative work. Ultimately, globalization has broadened the scope of creative thinking, resulting in innovative ideas and solutions that can contribute to the betterment of society (De Beule & Nauwelaerts, 2019).

The researcher would like to gain insight into how teachers perceive creative thinking, how they incorporate it into their teaching practices, identify obstacles and facilitators that affect its development, and explore possibilities for improvement and evaluation from their standpoint. The researcher teaches at Mulig Elementary School, a Toril public school within the Toril district of the Division of Davao City. 

The purpose of this study is to examine the state of creative skills in an elementary public school through interviews to assess the effect of creative skills on elementary school learners. The study population comprises teachers teaching at the elementary level in Mulig Elementary School, a public school located in the Toril, Davao City area. 
The study is guided by the following questions:

1) What are the experiences of teachers about creative thinking of leaners?

2) What are instructional approaches of teachers to motivate students to be creative?  

3) What factors promote or prohibit creative skills of the learners in public schools?

The ability to approach things from innovative and unconventional perspectives, use acquired knowledge in new situations, think in exceptional ways, and employ creative methods for unique creations and overcoming obstacles, is what creative thinking entails (Duffy, 2020). One of the central cognitive components of creativity is divergent thinking, which refers to an individual’s ability to generate various novel and unconventional solutions to a problem (Guilford, 1999). Additionally, creative thinking involves problem understanding, evaluative skills, inventiveness, exploring ability, and intellectual flexibility for reshuffling (Guilford, 1999).
Kampylis and Berki (2021) define creative thinking as the kind of thinking that allows students to utilize their imagination to generate ideas, hypotheses, and questions, experiment with alternatives, and evaluate their own and their peers’ ideas, final products, and processes. Idea production is a significant aspect of creative thinking and consists of several components, including innovation, identification capacity, concern to complexities, initiative fluency, organizational fluency, phrasing fluency, remarking fluency, numbering fluency, and flexibility (Carroll, 2020). The ability to produce unique and useful ideas is assessed by requiring students to generate a sequence of responses quickly rather than relying on traditional beliefs (Anwar & Khizar, 2020; Barbot et al., 2021).
Amabile (2019, 2021) asserted that various classroom factors, including teacher characteristics and behavior, can significantly influence the development of a person’s creative thinking. Bateson et al. (2019) also noted the importance of everyday creative thinking in teaching, as it fosters innovation and new construction, which are essential for learning and grow.

In addition, Rahman and Manaf (2019) suggested a significant relationship between creative thinking and educational achievement. Cropley (2020) emphasized that creativity in the classroom can promote interesting learning approaches and facilitate personal growth, stating that conventional teaching practices such as transmission-models, punishment, reward, competition, and evaluation can stifle students’ innate creative ability (Sinaga & Feranie, 2019). On the other hand, student-centered, self-directed learning and autonomy in the classroom seem to encourage innovative or novel thinking tendencies (Soh, 2019). 

Furthermore, Lilly & Bramwell-Rejskind (2021) suggested that teachers can cultivate a positive learning climate, foster curiosity, and model flexibility. They also believed that fostering their own creative thinking is a precursor to fostering it in their students (Lilly & Bramwell-Rejskind, 2021).
Rashid and Qaisar (2019) emphasize the role of teachers in the educational system is crucial, as their personal and professional development directly impacts student achievement. To meet the changing needs of society, teachers must be aware and trained accordingly, as they play an instrumental role in preparing students for their future (Rashid & Qaisar, 2019). Effective teaching requires an understanding of the intellectual processes involved, which are influenced by an individual’s environment, including their formal education. However, research has shown that many teachers feel unprepared to teach certain subjects, such as English literature (Yunus & Suliman, 2019). Humor has been found to have a positive impact on creative thinking, increasing the quantity and quality of ideas generated in groups (Shade & Shade, 2019). However, the emphasis on class
room management and completing the curriculum often leads to a serious learning environment, with homework focused on consolidating lessons rather than developing thinking skills (Senel & Bağçeci, 2019).

Guilford (1990) was among the first researchers to discuss the importance of creativity in children’s intellectual, educational, and talent development, which, as a behavior, could be expressed as ingenuity, composition, and design. According to Torrance (2019), creativity is a thinking process that helps individuals deal methodically with the various problems and difficulties that they encounter and achieve original solutions. Therefore, creative thinking contributes to social as well as personal progress. Studies on creativity in the 1960s and 1970s focused mainly on divergent thinking, which as Plucker et al. (2019) point out, contributes but is not synonymous to creativity. Creativity has also been studied in relation to imagination. Robinson (2021) considers creativity a form of applied imagination and a process of developing new ideas and putting them into practice to achieve innovation. However, creative production requires purposeful planning and focused work, fueled by knowledge, control and skill.

Recent consideration of creativity emphasizes the dialectical relationship of the individual with the environment for the development of this phenomenon. Plucker et al. (2019) consider creativity to be the interaction between ability, process, and environment with which the individual or a group produces a perceived product that is socially defined as new and useful. According to Csikszentmihalyi (2020), Creativity, with a capital C, is “a process by which a symbolic domain in a culture is changed.” The Creative person has strong knowledge of a domain and has connections with the field. However, it is impossible for children to learn a domain and know the field to the point that they could produce something that will change the culture and as Csikszentmihalyi (2020) continues, it is also impossible to tell whether a child will be Creative or not by basing one’s judgment on his or her early talents. The author assumes that each person has, potentially, all the psychic energy he/she needs to lead a creative life. In education, creativity, as a group of personal qualities, an interpersonal and intrapersonal process, and an original product with high quality and intrinsic importance, should be examined in relation with the individual experiences of the creator, the social context, and the product.

The role of teachers in the development of children’s creativity is decisive. As Saracho (2022) points out, teachers can promote young children’s creative thinking skills and encourage them to endure their creativity by providing a learning context that contributes to the prospect of developing related skills. Educational programs and curriculums emphasize stimulating problem-solving, imagination, reflection, and curiosity to promote children’s creativity. The Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (2019), for example, states specifically that creative thinking involves students learning to generate and apply new ideas in specific contexts, seeing existing situations in a new way, identifying alternative explanations, and seeing or making new links that generate a positive outcome. Beghetto (2019) emphasizes that if we want our students to take risks and respond creatively to every challenge, we must show them the way. Pllana (2019) who studied and elaborated on several facts about creativity in 21st-century educational reforms in six countries (United States, India, Chile, Mexico, China, Singapore), found out that creativity is significant to every educational system, despite the dissimilarities in implementing creativity. However, countries that include creativity in their curriculum, may not use it in the classrooms at all. Developing creativity does not require adding extra time for that in the curriculum, instead it requires from teachers to utilize time differently. Despite the clarity of any skill or behavior mentioned in national curriculums, applications of programs for developing creativity depends on teachers’ own understandings and interests in this area. 

Eddles-Hirsch et al. (2020) provide examples on how to develop creativity by using models and strategies that have been found in the research to be effective evidence based frameworks that foster creativity in an inclusive classroom context. Dominey (2021) conducted research both inside and outside the classroom to explore the relationship between imaginative play and creativity in education and more specifically, to examine the structures, approaches, benefits, and obstacles related to imaginative play and creativity. One of the conclusions from her study was that an individual’s creativity is intertwined with the environment and the challenges deriving from it (Dominey, 2021). Teachers have an integral role in setting or transforming the environment as educational context, therefore, they play a key role in cultivating students’ creativity. Makris et al. (2021) stressed the important role of teachers in the development of creativity as a conclusion from a research study conducted through a survey that was distributed among primary school music teachers in Cyprus to define their perceptions regarding creativity. 

Based on the general acknowledgement of the important role of teachers in developing children’s creativity, the authors of this article and instructors in an early childhood education program of a Department of Education at a private Eastern European university, considered important to find out what were their students’ thoughts and beliefs about creativity and creative teaching. Before adopting a teaching approach for our courses to promote creativity during a specific semester, we decided to investigate specific students’ views on creativity without attempting to generalize our conclusions to the general population of the university student-teachers. This article is a report of a study aiming to describe the perceptions of a group of 15 university early childhood student-teachers regarding creativity and creative teaching and what follows is a summarized description of the research process, results, and conclusions.
Life in the 21st century is marked by great uncertainty, due in part to unprecedented social, economic, and global changes (Beghetto, 2019; Cropley, 2020; Kampylis, 2020; Robinson, 2021). The world is changing more rapidly than ever before (Cropley, 2020). In the last several decades, many of the world’s most developed countries have shifted from an industrial economy to a knowledge economy (Sawyer, 2020).

The social demand for creativity has been steadily increasing, since the turn of the century, in almost every field of human activity (Kampylis, 2020). Creativity is at a historical premium - today, creativity is considered to be an essential life skill, which needs to be fostered and promoted by the education system (Craft, 2019) because it has the potential to solve a range of social, political, and economic problems (Burnard & White, 2008; Kampylis, 2020).
Scholars of our “knowledge age” have argued that creativity, innovation, and ingenuity are more important today than ever before (Sawyer, 2020). In our global and wired society, creativity is in demand, cultivated, and rewarded (Gardner, 2020). Creative industries are part of a leading economic sector that is developing at a pace greater than other economic sectors (Florida, 2002); and, include art, design, fashion, architecture, cinema, music, the performing arts, publishing, computer science, mass media, and education (Florida, 2022; Kampylis, 2020). Some claim that we have entered a revolutionary new age, and that this future belongs to a very different kind of mind than the past, including that of synthesizers, creators, and meaning-makers (Gardner, 2020; Robinson, 2019).

Consequently, creative thinking is regarded today as a commodity and a key “employability” skill, as well as a key factor of human capital (Florida, 2022; Gardner, 2020; Kampylis, 2020; Robinson, 2019). However, the conceptualization of human creativity as a commodity—and an accompanying globalized market approach to creativity in education (Beghetto, 2019)—raises many concerns—among researchers, including this one— about its use in simply meeting the needs of the modern capitalist economy (Craft, 2019) rather than the common good (Banaji & Burn, 2019; Craft, 2019). This motivation for the cultivation of creativity can have …“potentially destructive and ethically questionable ecological and cultural consequences” (Beghetto, 2019). A wise creativity in education is needed—one that takes into account multiple needs and perspectives (Craft, 2019). Outside capitalistic drives, a broader understanding of human creativity reveals that it has many marked benefits for people’s personal lives as well as for society as a whole. Personality theorist Rogers (1961) defined creativity as no less than a vital life force (Feldman & Benjamin, 2019), and Maslow included creativity as part of self-actualization in his theory of motivation (Richards, 2020). Creativity appears to be an important component of healthy social and emotional well-being (Plucker et al., 2019), and the use of creative abilities to solve relevant problems in one’s life can contribute to one’s overall success, both personal and financial (Sternberg & Lubart, 2019). In any case, although it is clear that modern creative industries require creative employees, 21st century education systems are still based on the needs of 19th-century industries (Darling-Hammond, 2020; Robinson, 2021; Sawyer, 2021), in which “there was little room for originality on a production line” (Kampylis, 2020).
The rapidly changing global marketplace and requirements of the 21st century have put a special emphasis on the need for creative thinking. This has brought increased international attention to the ineffectiveness of traditional pedagogies in preparing students for the demands of the next century (Darling-Hammond, 2020; Hartley, 2019; Kampylis, 2020). Based on these new socioeconomic demands, and on learning theories like those of Dewey, Bruner, Piaget, and Vygotsky, the fostering of students’ creative thinking is held as a key education goal, by a number of education systems, including Australia, China, Finland, Greece, Hong Kong, and the United Kingdom (Kampylis, 2020) and has had an increased emphasis in Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Japan, Macau, The Netherlands, Northern Ireland, New Zealand, Qatar, Scotland, Serbia, Singapore, Turkey, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Wales, USA (Craft, 2019).

The most influential theoretical model that is used to account for differences, including differences in interpretations, remains Csikszentmihalyi’s systems model (2019). The systems model of creativity proposes that creativity is a “process that can be observed only at the intersection where individuals, domains, and fields interact,” offering recognition to elements overlooked by purely psychological approaches to creativity, which tend to focus on the individual. With this model, the ‘domain’ refers to the discipline’s “existing objects, rules, representations, or notations.” Csikszentmihalyi explains that creativity occurs when a relatively permanent change is made to the domain by an ‘individual’. Not all changes are accepted, however, and thus, the ‘field’ refers to the actors or groups who act as gatekeepers to determine which changes are sustained over time. Though the systems model of creativity represented a considerable development in creativity theory in that it acknowledged factors beyond the individual mind, the domain and the field elements of the system remain undertheorized, and their connection to the individual thus remains fragile. Glăveanu (2019), for instance, explains that “we are missing . . . a theory that relates . . . individual-level outcomes to the social and cultural contexts that help them come into being”. 

It is within this context that we undertake the current qualitative study. To make sense of the data, we draw on sociological theory, here, Legitimation Code Theory (LCT), to conceptualize the nature of creativity as viewed through different disciplinary perspectives. That is, we use LCT to provide a way to characterize knowledge, or Csikszentmihalyi’s ‘domain’. In this research, the domains of interest include the academic disciplines of physics, history, and poetry. In this research, we consider the academic fields of physics, history, and poetry because they represent the considerable variation in knowledge and inquiry practices identified in scientific and social sciences fields (MacDonald, 2020). Such a comparative approach has proven useful in studies of literacy and sociology, where studying an object in relation to others provides insight beyond study of the one object in isolation (McLean, Georgiou, Matruglio, Turney, Gardiner, Jones, Edwards-Groves, 2021; Christie, Maton, 2021). In studying creativity through the lens of these three disciplines, we also hope to understand the nature of creativity within and across disciplines in a more detailed way.

II. Methodology

The study utilized a qualitative methodology to investigate the views and methods employed by elementary school teachers to foster creative thinking among their learners. The approach used was qualitative through interviews and group discussions. 

The objective was to gain insight into how teachers perceive creative thinking, how they incorporate it into their teaching practices, identify obstacles and facilitators that affect its development, and explore possibilities for improvement and evaluation from their standpoint.

The school was chosen using purposive sampling, and interviews were conducted with teachers teaching in public schools for this research. The study involved a total of eighteen (18) teachers who narrated their sentiments about creative learners. 

The standardized open-ended interview is extremely structured in terms of the wording of the questions. Participants are always asked identical questions, but the questions are worded so that responses are open-ended (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2019). This open-endedness allows the participants to contribute as much detailed information as they desire and it also allows the researcher to ask probing questions as a means of follow-up.

Standardized open-ended interviews are likely the most popular form of interviewing utilized in research studies because of the nature of the open-ended questions, allowing the participants to fully express their viewpoints and experiences. If one were to identify weaknesses with open-ended interviewing, they would likely identify the difficulty with coding the data (Creswell, 2013). Since open-ended interviews in composition call for participants to fully express their responses in as much detail as desired, it can be quite difficult for researchers to extract similar themes or codes from the interview transcripts as they would with less open-ended responses. Although the data provided by participants are rich and thick with qualitative data, it can be a more cumbersome process for the researcher to sift through the narrative responses in order to fully and accurately reflect an overall perspective of all interview responses through the coding process.

As with other sections of interview design, McNamara (2019) makes some excellent recommendations for the implementation stage of the interview process. He includes the following tips for interview implementation: (a) occasionally verify the tape recorder (if used) is working; (b) ask one question at a time; (c) attempt to remain as neutral as possible (that is, don't show strong emotional reactions to their responses; (d) encourage responses with occasional nods of the head, "uh huh"s, etc.; (e) be careful about the appearance when note taking (that is, if you jump to take a note, it may appear as if you're surprised or very pleased about an answer, which may influence answers to future questions); (f) provide transition between major topics, e.g., "we've been talking about.(some topic) and now I'd like to move on to (another topic);" (g) don't lose control of the interview (this can occur when respondents stray to another topic, take so long to answer a question that times begins to run out, or even begin asking questions to the interviewer). However, according to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2019), this reduces researcher biases within the study, particularly when the interviewing process involves many participants.

The data obtained from the interviews was analyzed using the thematic analysis method, which involves identifying patterns or themes within qualitative data (Braun & Clarke, 2021). Thematic analysis is considered a foundational method for qualitative analysis due to the diverse, complex, and challenging nature of qualitative approaches (Holloway & Todres, 2019). 

The data was analyzed according to the main themes identified in the semi-structured interview protocol, and open coding was used to ensure that all relevant information was incorporated into the study and analyzed through thematic analysis. As a result, seven main themes were identified from the interview questions.
Thematic analyses were used to analyze the recorded and transcribed responses of the participants. It requires more involvement and interpretation from the researcher. Thematic analyses move beyond counting explicit words or phrases and focus on identifying and describing both implicit and explicit ideas within the data, that is, themes. Codes are then typically developed to represent the identified themes and applied or linked to raw data as summary markers for later analysis. Such analyses may or may not include the following: comparing code frequencies, identifying code co-occurrence, and graphically displaying relationships between codes within the data set. 

Generally speaking, reliability is of greater concern with thematic analysis than with word-based analyses because more interpretation goes into defining the data items (i.e., codes) as well as applying the codes to chunks of text. This issue is even more pronounced when working in teams with multiple analysts. To maintain rigor, strategies for monitoring and improving inter-coder agreement, and therefore reliability, should be implemented in the analytic process. Despite these few issues related to reliability, we feel that a thematic analysis is still the most useful in capturing the complexities of meaning within a textual data set. It is also the most commonly used method of analysis in qualitative research. 
Thematic analysis focuses on identifiable themes and patterns of living and/or behavior.  The first step is to collect the data. Audiotapes should be collected to study the talk of a session interview (Spradley, 2019). From the transcribed conversations, patterns of experiences can be listed. These can come from direct quotes or paraphrasing common ideas. 

Just as in quantitative research, the academic rigor of the research namely its ‘‘validity and reliability’’ is extremely important to the qualitative researcher and, therefore, demands much attention. Depending on the type of qualitative research, there are differing perspectives on how to address the quality or rigor or the trustworthiness of the study. However, all agree that the research has to demonstrate ‘truth value’ and this should be consistent in the terms and methods used to demonstrate this. The trustworthiness of the study is supported by providing examples of raw data (often interview quotes) and an analysis process that exemplifies the results. 

III. Result

Experiences of teachers about creative thinking of leaners

The study’s primary discoveries concerning this interview inquiry demonstrated that the teachers who participated defined creative thinking in a broad and contextual manner. While they incorporated universal definitions of creative thinking, they also provided context-specific definitions that were specific to teachers and their classrooms. This encompassed a focus on student-centered creative teaching, an acknowledgment that creative thinking is within everyone’s reach, and a continuous cultivation of a creative thinking mindset within their classrooms.

Instructional approaches of teachers to motivate students to be creative

Approach 1. Appropriate Curriculum. On the other hand, approximately 88% participants were against the curriculum structure, they described that the curriculum focuses more on the cramming rather than creative thinking. Some have the opinions about the syllabus should be short enough to give time and space to the students to think in a creative way. On asking about the role of curriculum in promoting creative thinking among the students, teachers showed a mixed response, some (55%) were in the favor of the curriculum, and some (45%) were not.
Approach 2. Reading Biographies and Autobiographies. One approach to fostering students’ creativity is through reading biographies and autobiographies of individuals who have demonstrated creative breakthroughs in various fields. By examining their development, the discovery of their own talent, and the process they used to make a contribution, students gain deeper insights into what it means to be creative in a specific domain.
Approach 3. Strong Emotional Support of Students. The satisfaction and success of the teacher-student relationship can be attributed to the dual perspective of meeting both the needs of students, which is achieved through the provision of a strong emotional support base and the demonstration of high-level functioning in a field by teachers.

Approach 4. Training and Seminars on Creative Thinking. Thus, there is a pressing need for more teacher training programs to equip teachers with the necessary methods to develop creative thinking skills during their lectures.
Factors that promote or prohibit creative skills of the learners in public schools

The major obstacles the teacher face is resources, time, space, incompetency, and no attention on teacher’s training program about creative thinking. Almost all the participants agreed on a point that due to the shortage of time, lack of materials, academic counseling, parental involvement, and change in pedagogy.  it is nearly impossible for them to conduct any activity which could promote creative thinking among the students. 

Analysis

On asking about the word “Creative Thinking”, all the participants in the current study advocated the importance of creative thinking in teaching and learning process, but many of them have no idea how to promote creativity practically among the students. Just few of the teachers had know-how in recognizing a creative child. In general, creativity and creative thinking can be considered synonymous terms. To delve further into this concept, it can be argued that creative thinking is a cognitive process, while creativity is the outcome of that process. The idea of creative thinking has been around for a long time, dating back to antiquity and the early Greeks (Starko, 2020).
Most of the teachers agree on a point that the creative children are those who can write something by themselves, if any topic is provided to them. They have the ability to create or generate different ideas and have the capacity to imagine things and reasoning thinking in a good way. 

Some teachers believe that the creative child has a very active and sharp mind, which help them to think rationally and logically. Moreover, the creative children are the happier ones because they found pleasure in thinking creatively.
Breaking from routine and trying new approaches is key to fostering creative thinking in daily life. Teachers must act as dedicated coaches to inspire students to develop creative thinking skills.

Like other teachers, a teacher did suggest being creative is an innate disposition. When asked if some people are more creative than others from birth, his response was, “Yes, definitely.” Such beliefs are not unusual as, even, academics are divided as to such dispositions; more important is the faith it can be improved (Amabile, 2019). As his practice around the activity unfolds, this teacher may be cognizant of students’ potential for being creative regardless of background. 

Bearing in mind the advice from researchers for teachers to examine and understand their creativity to build a classroom of creative thinkers (Piirto, 2019; Sternberg, 2019), this teacher was asked if he saw himself as creative. He saw himself as, “not too bad.” This view is thought-provoking in light of his belief that some people are born more creative than others. It indicates he feels he was born reasonably creative, yet he could be suggesting with, “I love teaching maths,” that loving his subject and, possibly practicing or consolidating his craft has allowed him to be more creative and therefore “survive.” Seeing creativity as a process reflects the importance placed on practicing capabilities to improve (Haslam et al., 2019).

There are some internal and external hurdles which involved in the creative thinking. The students’ intelligence, personality and psychoticism play an important role in promoting creative thinking. Moreover, teachers are unexperienced, uneducated and unaware of the modern teaching methodologies. External Factors include environment (school, home, classroom), syllabus and resources. Many creative thinking methods work best when they’re done in a group and discussion without any materialistic aid. Developing new ideas together can strengthen bonds and help to combine ideas to create something truly innovative. Creative thinking allows trying on perspectives that may not have considered before. For example, they might think an empty cardboard box is ready for the recycling bin, but to a child that box can become a doll house, a submarine, a spaceship, or any number of fascinating places. It is essential that children are able and assisted to choose from a variety of materials to learn what media work best to express their ideas.

Schools have several options to promote creativity in their students, including fostering a culture of discipline, freedom, and collaboration among students. Research on talent development indicates that schools should adopt a more facilitative approach to learning rather than a directive one, as suggested by Schinke et al. (2019). Additionally, academic counseling is a vital technique that schools should employ to assist students in identifying their interests and strengths.
Although not a new concept, parental involvement in schools and communities remains essential to improving the quality of education that their children receive. According to Stelmack (2019), such involvement can positively impact student learning across all grade levels. However, the impact of social support, including any potentially useful information, can have either positive or negative effects. Grolnick and Slowiaczek (2019) proposed a combined approach to parental involvement in children’s education, integrating both constructive development and education, with a common definition and specific dimensions. Parental involvement involves the allocation of resources by parents to support their children’s education.
The data revealed that teachers are inefficient in encouraging students to use creative thinking skills in the classroom. The findings indicated that teachers require training to improve skills that are constructive to combat with modern era requirements. Therefore, there is a need of introducing teacher training program and workshops to support creative thinking among the students. The education department should also focus on the curriculum development and manage more funds in order to have all the resources which is required for the activities and creative projects of a particular schools. 

As the importance of creativity in the classroom began to emerge so did tools for the classroom. The most well-known is mind-mapping - invented by the psychologist Tony Buzan (2019) - who saw these as a break from linear thinking to using the whole brain; and the use of what if? questions. Piirto (2019) argued that many of the published strategies, for example, de Bono’s thinking hats, were originally designed for industry; they were not necessarily used by those widely recognized as creative and fall short in most areas of the curriculum. To teach for creativity, one must have been through the creative process itself and it is suggested that teachers who believe they are not creative will struggle in nurturing creativity in their students (Piirto, 2019). It has been noted that in a creative teacher’s classroom students are more engaged and cooperative (Kiely, 2019; Lilly & Bramwell-Rejskind, 2021) and such teachers allow students to be creative. Alongside brainstorming, what if? questioning, the use of thinking hats and lateral thinking, other strategies are now gaining favor. In Harris and de Bruin’s (2019) Australian and Singaporean study aiming to inform trainee teachers of creative ecologies, responses of teachers noted the efficacy of questioning, empathy, and trust-building through providing a safe environment to encourage creative pursuits. In a systematic review of conditions that promote creativity in the classroom, the list included flexibility concerning pedagogy and physical space as well as using play and games for learning (Davies et al., 2019).

Teaching creatively does not ensure creativity in the classroom. Some teachers may succeed in creatively fostering creativity with “talk and chalk” far more than a teacher employing any number of suggested approaches. However, there is some evidence to suggest that “we teach who we are” and that through modelling of creativity the teacher will encourage and inspire students to emulate risk-taking and be curious (Henriksen & Mishra, 2019). A deep subject knowledge; knowledge of students and how they learn; an environment where students feel able to share ideas, challenge others and have a unique voice all provide the backbone for students’ creativity to flourish (Saebø, McCammon, & O'Farrell, 2019).

Ideally, teachers should be moving towards what McWilliam called “Meddler in the Middle” a co-constructor of knowledge, which encourages self-management in learners. Taking this role allows students to be more comfortable taking intellectual risks (McWilliam, 2019). Davies Newton, and Newton (2019) in their systematic review of pedagogies, highlighted the flexibility of pedagogical choices stressing that teachers find a balance between student autonomy and boundary setting. Certain creative pedagogies have been highlighted in connection to certain strategies such as dialogical practice, experimentation, the use of play, giving space and encouraging uncertainties.

It has been suggested that, to cultivate students’ thinking, there must be more change in pedagogy, that change must be embedded in the school (Sawyer, 2019) and visible (Ritchhart & Perkins, 2019). Change is challenging and, in most large organizations, is usually (practicably) slow. In the 1980s there was a call for schools to make their culture visible and embedded within their community, as fundamental to success (Deal & Kennedy, 2019). Collaboration was highlighted as a crucial constituent in school improvement (Hopkins, Harris, & Jackson, 2019; Reynolds, 2019) suggesting any new ideas/proposals (such as a new curriculum) were likely to be successfully implemented in a community of collaboration. As von Oech (2019) argued, “There are precious few Einsteins among us. Most brilliance arises from ordinary people working together in extraordinary ways.” Despite such callings, collaborative learning is still being called for in the 21st century (Le et al., 2019; Slater, 2019) and especially connected to creativity. Creativity is no longer seen as only belonging to the individual but can be a shared asset (Fautley & Savage, 2020; Sawyer, 2019).

The reality is that the creativity required to fulfil the demands of the workplace, often, will be in group situations: think tanks, working parties’ advocacy groups are where new recommendations are often formulated (Slater, 2019). Using cooperative and collaborative learning in the classroom allows for social interactions which will serve students well in the real world as well as allowing for what Vygotsky (2014) advocated as essential: processing on two levels (social then personal). 

The benefits of group collaboration can be beneficial as such work can raise performance (Le et al., 2019), share strengths and weaknesses (Huckman & Pisano, 2019) and allow for a range of viewpoints (Baguley, Kerby, MacDonald, & Cruickshank, 2020) which may result in more efficient outcomes (Sawyer, 2020). Cooperative learning was an approach used in a study of secondary school students where the invention process was the theme. Plucker and Gorman (2019) found that not only did students value the diversity of group work but, when interviewed a year later, maintained those beliefs. If a school is to embrace creativity in its classrooms, a collaborative environment can help to externalise concepts and encourage metacognition. Collaborative pedagogies do not come without complications (Baguley et al., 2020), one being the importance of building group trust for students to willingly participate (Burnard & White, 2019; Piirto, 2019). Another complication is that if a group is to create successfully, a shared set of understandings and values is vital (Cullen & Johnston, 2020). If assessment is required, there are complexities around individual/group grades but if the collaboration is formative assessment, it becomes what Sawyer (2021) called “distributed creativity,” as group members share a creative product collectively. Glaveanu (2019) called collaborative pedagogy, the “We-paradigm of creativity/” 

IV. Discussion

The following are instructional approaches use by teacher in promoting creativity in the classroom:

No strategy can produce a creative student or teacher; what follows are approaches which have been highlighted as particular possibilities for creativity in the classroom. Students require the necessary information in their domain area in order to have competence for making judgements and to be flexible with their ideas (Gregory, Hardiman, Yarmolinskaya, Rinne, & Limb, 2019). More important, is how these approaches may be used and whether these “strategies” make learning more meaningful.

Metacognition. The term “metacognition,” usually attributed to Flavell (2019), refers to what we know about our cognitive processes and how we can use that knowledge to check, regulate and coordinate these processes towards a specific goal (Puryear, 2019).
Considering this research sees creativity as socially, culturally and historically constructed, the theoretical issue of where metacognition resides is ambiguous (Papleontiou-Louca, 2019). Thinking about thinking supposes a conscious awareness of one’s thinking (Yilmaz-Tuzun & Topcu, 2020). Sociocultural theory, relying on Vygotsky's assertions, claims socially formed and mediated activity is the provider of our understanding of consciousness. Although Vygotsky did not know the term “metacognition”, he intimated its understanding (Karpov & Haywood, 2019). Metacognition associated with sociocultural theory contends that higher levels of thinking are facilitated, translated, and grouped in a socially, culturally, and historically positioned activity, which is then mediated (Cross, 2020). Harris, Graham and Brindel (2021) suggested that Vygotsky’s theories of cognitive development are “integral” to a current, academic understanding of metacognition.

Although the importance of metacognition is now widely acknowledged, we still lack an adequate theoretical model for explaining the mechanisms of self-monitoring and self-regulation and understand too little about how metacognition and other aspects of thinking mathematically cohere to give individuals their mathematical “point of view.” (Goos, Galbraith, & Renshaw, 2022). 

For this study, metacognition cannot be ignored. Teachers are responding to the curriculum where the term appears at every level of learning development and, therefore, it is imperative to consider its implications. Van de Kamp, Admiraal, van Drie and Rijlaarsdam (2021) found that use of metacognition employing instruction had a positive effect on student outcome. 

Empathy. Perhaps the ultimate metaphor for creativity is empathy. Empathy is often seen as a mainstay of the English/drama classroom. In understanding the thinking of another character, one may more fully understand motive and develop an understanding of the world in question. Empathy is a useful thinking tool for all classrooms as well as moving students to be more compassionate citizens (Yaniv, 2021). It may be as straightforward as asking a student to take the perspective of another gender or culture. Students are extremely capable of seeing the world from a variety of perspectives (Dolby, 2020) and by encouraging empathic thinking students will not only exercise creative imagination but allow an opportunity to see things through new eyes (Sawyer, 2020). Thinking empathically (caring thinking) gives all other thinking some moral worth as we strive to experience what others do by placing ourselves in their situation with the aim of shared experience. It involves imagination and does not mean we have to share the other’s views - simply understand them (Lipman, 2020). 

Play/experimenting. Play is commonly ascribed to children, especially in the classroom: the messy classroom, students out of seats experimenting - and walls covered in artwork maybe music playing,
However, playing with ideas, intellectual playfulness whether structured or not, both engage students and help them create (Brown & Vaughan, 2020; Fisher, Hirsch-Pasek, Golinkoff, Singer, & Berk, 2021). These experiences could include students choosing their activities, tactile experiences, building models, science through inquiry and particularly playing with ideas: the what if? questions.

We accept that adolescents need to play outside of the classroom, in extra-curricular activities, for well-being and roundedness (drama, sport, music etc.). 

Teachers indicate they would like to spend more time on intellectually playful activities but there is no time in the current climate (Harris & de Bruin, 2018; Lawless & Pellegrino, 2019; Ponticell, 2020). Even if there was time, some teachers feel uneasy about how to manage activities both in their production and behavioural expectations (Dadds &Hawes, 2020) or they do not see the value (Eberle, 2019). Fine (2019), in her essay exploring how secondary classrooms can become rigorous and engaging at the same time, stated: “Nowhere is this more apparent than in the way that high schools tend to treat play, which, far from being leveraged into deep learning, is seen at best as peripheral and at worst as deviant.” 

Asking Questions. Fostering creativity does not boil down to a list of techniques. Simply asking what if? questions without further investigation, will not, necessarily, promote creativity. Indeed, students will eventually realize there is little investment in responding to questions which are not valued or explored. Such questions need greater inquiry and conversation for deep learning to be transferable to new challenges (Gregory et al., 2019; Wilhelm, 2020). However, Craft (2019) described this as “possibility thinking” in the sense it moves the learner to consider “what might be” rather than “what is.” Moreover, Craft maintained that as students become more used to possibility thinking, collaborative thinking takes on greater import as older students are progressively fascinated by what if? questions and seek others’ answers (Craft, 2019). If teachers accept that such learning is acquired through cultural assimilation, and also made emphatic (Bakhtin, Emerson, & Holquist, 2020), it can become inwardly effectual.

Fautley and Savage (2007) argued that teachers could demonstrate/model answers they would like to emphasize by providing a more specific example of Sternberg’s proposal of teachers modelling creativity (Sternberg, 2020).  Sternberg stressed teachers can model creativity by questioning assumptions. In doing so the teacher is demonstrating to students their lack of knowledge and allows students to remodel their thinking (Sternberg 2020). Wilhelm (2020) insisted the questions be genuine, open to a variety of views, probing and inferential. He further emphasized the importance of listening, both by teachers and students, going so far as to suggest teachers should teach with their “mouths shut” which will enable students to hear their own and others’ voices. 

Overall, the present study offers both theoretical and practical insights into the development of children’s creativity. Theoretically speaking, our findings highlight the need for going beyond the impact of parenting style. Nevertheless, researcher recommend to incorporate other parental dimensions such as socioeconomic status and work–life balance in their research to identify the unique impact of each dimension in contributing to children’s creativity. 

On the other hand, our results reveal the strategies commonly used by parents to boost creativity among public school students. The findings not only can serve as a reference for young parents who lack ideas on how to cultivate creativity but also offer suggestions to policy makers on the role they can play in encouraging students’ creativity. For example, flexible working hours may be considered for working parents to allocate time for their children.      

Despite the strengths indicated above, the present study contains some limitations that ought to be addressed. First, although the researchers had recruited a similar number of fathers and mothers, it is noteworthy that only the mother or the father of a family was interviewed. Some of the participants indicated that their spouse plays a complementary role in encouraging their children to unleash creativity. For instance, when a child is going to explore new things, the mother would provide emotional support while the father would walk the child through the process. It is believed that both mother and father may hold different perspectives on creativity and its development. 

Future studies, therefore, may replicate the present study and interview both parents to understand if there is any interaction between mother and father. Second, the sample only comprised the three major ethnic groups. The findings are premature to generalize to other racial groups. Furthermore, the sociodemographic background was not taken into consideration in the present study. As revealed by our participants, financial pressure is one of the barriers for the parents to nurture the creativity of their children. Hence, it is intriguing and meaningful to explore and understand the differences between families with high and low socioeconomic status, as well as between families in urban and rural areas in the efforts of enhancing overall children’s creativity.  
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