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This study investigated the relationships between parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity, as well as the mechanism underlying these associations. We collected data from 584 Chinese college students via convenience sampling method and used self-report scales to measure their perceived parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, creative self-efficacy, and creativity. We employed structural equation modeling (SEM) to examine the relationships among these variables and the mediation effect. The results revealed that both parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness were positively related to student creativity. Moreover, creative self-efficacy mediated the relationships of parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity. The findings highlight the significance of responsiveness from parents and teachers on student creativity and verify the potential mediating role of creative self-efficacy. These findings suggest that teachers and parents can foster creativity by providing warm and supportive responses to students’ creative needs.
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INTRODUCTION

Creativity is a key concept in human innovation that improves individual competitiveness and drives civilization forward (Hennessey and Amabile, 2010). Scholars have recognized that while creative geniuses have made remarkable and lasting contributions, ordinary people also offer incremental (by comparison) but still essential contributions (Kaufman and Beghetto, 2009).

Researchers have studied creativity for many decades but have reached no consensus on a definition of the term, in part due to its complex nature and diverse expression from different perspectives across multiple disciplines. Many investigations of creativity take one of two directions. One predominant perspective focuses on the premise of a socially valuable product, referring to eminent creativity (also called “Big-C”). Sawyer (2012) defined creativity as “the generation of a product that is judged to be novel and also to be appropriate, useful, or valuable by a suitably knowledgeable social group” (p. 8). This approach posits that only a few people possess creativity, arguing that only “clear-cut, eminent creative contributions” qualify for the classification (Kaufman and Beghetto, 2009), such as the work of Einstein, Beethoven, and other well-known creators. The other predominant perspective focuses on everyday creativity (also called “little-c”), referring to “human originality at work and leisure across the diverse activities of everyday life” (Richards, 2010, p. 190). This category of creativity underscores the vital role of creativity in daily activities among the general population. It implies that creativity can be identified and nurtured in usual settings, such as schools, homes, workplaces, and social venues. Predominantly, everyday creativity can be related to the greater population—laypeople—compared to eminent creators. Moreover, as Richards (2010) argued, “Everyday creativity can be seen as the ground from which (a later and) more publicly celebrated accomplishment can grow” (p. 193). In the present study, we located our interests in everyday creativity and explored the possible daily environment associated with this capability.

In the ecological systems model of creativity development, Yeh (2004) introduced four ecological systems influencing the development of creativity: the microsystem (personal characteristics), the mesosystem (the family and school experiences), the exosystem (organizational environment), and the macrosystem (social milieu). The author contended that creativity is the result of the interaction between individuality (including knowledge, dispositions, skills, and strategies) and environment (including family, school, organization, and social milieu).

Concerning the effect of the environment on creativity, Torrance (1966) noted that the environment’s response to an individual’s curiosity and needs has a significant impact on the development and function of creative capabilities. This notion is consistent with the concept of environmental responsiveness, which emphasizes a sensitive and warm response from the environment to an individual’s needs. In terms of student creativity, the family subsystem and school experience subsystem (i.e., the mesosystem) are the main immediate ecological systems in which they are living in. These two subsystems interact with each other and greatly impact creativity (Yeh, 2004). Due to the significant roles of parents and teachers in family subsystem and school experience subsystem respectively, their supports toward students have a critical effect on students’ creativity. In other words, parents’ and teachers’ responsiveness has a great potential to contribute to a person’s creativity. Notably, environmental responsiveness includes, in addition to parental and teaching responsiveness, responsiveness from other environments such as organizations or the social milieu. In the current study, the term “environmental responsiveness” specifically refers to parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness.

Parental responsiveness, one of the dimensions of parenting style (Maccoby and Martin, 1983), refers to “the extent to which parents intentionally foster individuality, self-regulation, and self-assertion by being attuned, supportive, and acquiescent to children’s special needs and demands” (Baumrind, 1991, p. 66). This type of responsiveness emphasizes that parents attend to and respond to children’s needs. Specifically, the parental responsiveness includes behaviors such as sensitivity, acceptance, approval, affection, comfort, and involvement (Bogenschneider and Pallock, 2008; Campbell et al., 2017). A large body of literature shows that parental responsiveness is positively related to creativity. For example, Lim and Smith (2008) found that parenting styles characterized by higher levels of acceptance were related to high levels of creativity. Other researchers have found that parenting styles with high responsiveness (i.e., both permissive and authoritative parenting styles) were positively correlated with creativity (Miller et al., 2012; Mehrinejad et al., 2015), whereas a parenting style with low responsiveness (i.e., authoritarian parenting style) was negatively correlated with creativity (Miller et al., 2012; Fearon et al., 2013). These results indicate that parental responsiveness, a key dimension of parenting style, may benefit creativity. Moreover, researchers reported that parental involvement support (Liang et al., 2021) and parental warmth (Guo et al., 2021), which were seen as vital characteristics of parental responsiveness, were positively correlated with creativity. From these findings, parental responsiveness conceivably offers a democratic climate that encourages children to be independent and autonomous in exploring new ideas and situations, potentially providing a basic environment to improve creativity.

Several investigations have applied Baumrind’s typologies of parenting styles to teaching styles (Walker, 2008; Baker et al., 2009). Teaching responsiveness, one dimension of teaching style, refers to being sensitive and responsive to students’ needs and exhibiting warmth toward students (Dever and Karabenick, 2011; Ertesvag, 2011). Teaching responsiveness also benefits students’ creativity. According to Amabile (1989), teachers’ behaviors can benefit creativity by making students feel worthy, loved, and respected; serving as resources and instructors; and making students feel that they can openly discuss their problems. In the result of a literature review, Davies et al. (2013) concluded that teachers’ awareness of students’ needs and respectful teacher–student relationships support the development of creativity in students. Richardson and Mishra (2018) added that a teacher-created learning atmosphere that is respectful, caring, and tolerant of differences contributes to student creativity. According to these findings, a respectful, caring, and supportive classroom climate established by teachers is significant for student creativity. Such a climate corresponds to the nature of teaching responsiveness. Furthermore, other researchers directly found that perceived teacher support identified as giving students the opportunity, resources, and encouragement to explore the unknown, was positively associated with creativity (Du et al., 2019; Gao et al., 2020). Thus, in the present study, we hypothesize that teaching responsiveness is positively related to creativity.

The literature discussed to this point suggests that parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness both contribute to creativity. However, how these types of responsiveness facilitate creativity has yet to be investigated. The ecological systems model of creativity development implies that the family subsystem and the school experience subsystem influence creativity through personal characteristics (Yeh, 2004). This model brings new insight into the psychological mechanism of the effect of environmental responsiveness on creativity. In the work domain, in terms of personal characteristics, creative self-efficacy is often tested as an essential mediating variable through which environmental and personal factors build employee creativity (Liu et al., 2016). Similarly, in the area of student creativity, creative self-efficacy is also regarded as a mediating variable in investigating the mechanism between teacher support and creativity (Sun et al., 2021) or the mechanism between supervisory style and creativity (Gu et al., 2017). Both social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997) and the empirical literature (Rosenfeld et al., 2000) indicate that parents and teachers are crucial sources of students’ self-efficacy. Additionally, creative self-efficacy is correlated with creativity (Li and Wu, 2011; Puente-Diaz and Cavazos-Arroyo, 2017; Royston and Reiter-Palmon, 2019). These studies suggest that creative self-efficacy may be a process variable and mediate the associations between parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity.

Creative self-efficacy originates from the general definition of self-efficacy in terms of the targeted perceived ability (Bandura, 1997). This term is defined as a person’s belief in their capability to produce creative outcomes (Tierney and Farmer, 2002). When engaging in creative activities, individuals often face discouragingly slow progress, highly uncertain outcomes, and socially devalued creations, requiring unshakable confidence to persevere in creative endeavors (Bandura, 1997). According to social cognitive theory, strong creative self-efficacy tends to enhance individuals’ perseverance, allowing them to achieve creative outcomes, a proposition first supported by Tierney and Farmer (2002). Extensive studies set in many domains later demonstrated similar positive relationships (Li and Wu, 2011; Jaiswal and Dhar, 2016; Puente-Diaz and Cavazos-Arroyo, 2017; Royston and Reiter-Palmon, 2019; Yang et al., 2020). Moreover, several meta-analyses of creativity have demonstrated that creative self-efficacy exhibited a moderately strong relationship with creativity (Hammond et al., 2011; Ng and Feldman, 2012). Based on the aforementioned studies, creative self-efficacy appears to be essential for creativity.

According to social cognitive theory, the family environment is a primary source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Empirically, Turner et al. (2009) found that authoritative parents tended to encourage their children to be autonomous and communicated effectively with their children, which contributed to higher academic efficacy. Later studies also indicated that an authoritative parenting style was positively related to self-efficacy (Masud et al., 2016; Llorcamestre et al., 2017). Importantly, there was evidence directly showing that perceived parental support was linked with heightened creative self-efficacy (Gralewski and Jankowska, 2020; Chen et al., 2021). Considering the above, it seems reasonable that parental responsiveness, characterized by attentive, warm reactions toward children’s needs to foster individuality, self-regulation, and self-assertion, can facilitate creative self-efficacy. This responsiveness may help children independently handle creative problems more effectively and feel more confident in their creative ability to overcome obstacles.

Some researchers have perceived teachers as another influential source of students’ self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Rosenfeld et al. (2000) investigated the effect of social support from parents, teachers, and friends on self-efficacy. The researchers’ results suggested the centrality of the teacher in social support in promoting self-efficacy. Choi (2004) further showed that the extent to which instructors supported students’ participation and ideas was positively related to students’ creative self-efficacy. In the same vein, researchers found that students’ creative self-efficacy could be enhanced by supportive teacher feedback (Beghetto, 2006), supportive supervisory style (Gu et al., 2017), and teacher support (Sun et al., 2021). These findings imply that teaching responsiveness may benefit the creative self-efficacy of students.

In conclusion, previous studies have provided evidence for a positive relationship between parental responsiveness (Miller et al., 2012; Mehrinejad et al., 2015; Guo et al., 2021; Liang et al., 2021), teaching responsiveness (Amabile, 1989; Davies et al., 2013; Richardson and Mishra, 2018; Du et al., 2019; Gao et al., 2020), and creativity. Moreover, creative self-efficacy may mediate these associations and explain how environmental responsiveness correlates with creativity. The present study was designed to investigate the relationships between parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity, along with the underlying mechanism. Building on theoretical links and empirical studies, we made the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Parental responsiveness (1a) and teaching responsiveness (1b) are positively related to creativity.

Hypothesis 2: Creative self-efficacy mediates the relationships between parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity.



MATERIALS AND METHODS


Participants

We adopted a convenience sampling method and administered self-report questionnaire surveys to the participants. A total of 606 college students participated in this study, 22 of whom were excluded because of errors such as numerous missing values and outliers. The final sample consisted of 584 college students (419 women and 165 men) at two universities in Chengdu (N = 304; 52%) and Beijing (N = 280; 48%) in China. The participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 24 years (M = 19.11 years, SD = 1.21 years).

Before beginning data collection, we explained the purpose of the research to the students and obtained their consent. Next, we gave the students a multi-section questionnaire, which they completed in a quiet classroom environment. The study was anonymous to protect the participants’ private information.



Measures

Because the original version of the questionnaire was written in English, two primary translation steps were adopted to guarantee the validity and accuracy of the translated version. First, two professional researchers in the creativity domain independently translated the original English version of the questionnaire into a Chinese version, generating two versions of the questionnaire. The translators then discussed each item and resolved any discrepancies between the two initial translated versions to generate a single consensus Chinese version. In the second step, a bilingual person who was blind to the original English version translated the items back to English. The previous two researchers compared each back-translated item with the original English version to further identify and amend any inadequate expression in the translation. We also pretested the questionnaire on the target population by inviting several students to complete the questionnaire and point out any words they did not understand. Then we adapted the identified words to conform better to the students’ usual language. The final Chinese version had the same items and structures as the English version.

In the present study, we retested the validity and reliability of the Chinese version of the questionnaire (see details in Supplementary Material). Cronbach’s alpha was used to test the reliability of the scales. The validity of the scales was measured using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The items that did not fulfill the criteria were deleted.


Creativity

The participants’ creativity was measured by the Biographical Inventory of Creative Behaviors, developed by Batey (2007). This inventory contains 34 items, covering the common domains of everyday creativity (e.g., arts, crafts, and creative writing) and social creativity (e.g., leadership, coaching, and mentorship); thus, it represents the most common kinds of everyday creative activities. The students responded to each item with a yes/no, forced-choice answer, indicating any activities they had been actively involved in during the past 12 months. The creativity score was obtained by summing the scores of all the items. This scale does not have subscales. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha was 0.82.



Creative Self-Efficacy

The participants’ creative self-efficacy was measured via a creative confidence questionnaire developed by Phelan and Young (2003). The original questionnaire contains 12 items forming one factor with a 6-point Likert scale ranging from “1” (strongly disagree) to “6” (strongly agree). A sample item is “I feel confident in my ability to solve problems.” The final questionnaire consisted of seven items, and Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.88.



Parental Responsiveness

The present study selected the parental responsiveness subscale from the Parenting Style Inventory II (Darling and Toyokawa, 1997). We translated this English version subscale into the Chinese version scale, which was also used in a previous study (Zhang et al., 2021). The original subscale consists of five items (e.g., “My most influential parent and I do things that are fun together”). The response categories range from “1” (strongly disagree) to “6” (strongly agree). In the present study’s parental responsiveness scale, the participants first indicated their most influential parent (e.g., father, mother, grandfather, and others) when they were between the ages of 15 and 19. They then completed the scale to measure their perceived parental responsiveness. The final parental responsiveness scale consisted of three items. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.65, the acceptable values of 0.7 or 0.6 due to the small number of items (Griethuijsen et al., 2015).



Teaching Responsiveness

For the present study, we selected the Lecture Responsiveness Scale adapted by Zhang et al. (2021) to measure teaching responsiveness. The original scale consists of five items and uses a 6-point Likert scale. A sample item is “My teachers truly care about me.” The final scale consisted of four items, and Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.78.




Data Analysis

We used structural equation modeling (SEM) to examine the mediating effect. First, we tested the measurement model to evaluate whether each latent variable predicted its indicators well. Second, a structural model was tested to estimate the latent relationships of parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, creative self-efficacy, and creativity. In addition, the indirect effect of environmental responsiveness on creativity via creative self-efficacy was evaluated by the bootstrapping method. All these analyses proceeded in the Mplus (version 7.1) program.

The following five fit indices were selected to evaluate the goodness of fit of the models: the chi-square divided by the degrees of freedom (χ2/df), the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The following criteria were used to assess the model fit, as suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999): values of CFI and TLI greater than 0.95, RMSEA close to 0.06 (or lower), and SRMR close to 0.08 (or lower). In addition, the value of χ2/df should be less than 3.0 (Kline, 2005).




RESULTS


Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among All the Variables

Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics and correlations among all the variables in the present study.


TABLE 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all variables.
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Creativity was significantly correlated with parental responsiveness (r = 0.15, p < 0.001) and teaching responsiveness (r = 0.12, p < 0.01). Creative self-efficacy was significantly correlated with creativity (r = 0.28, p < 0.001), parental responsiveness (r = 0.22, p < 0.001), and teaching responsiveness (r = 0.23, p < 0.001). In addition, parental responsiveness was significantly correlated with teaching responsiveness (r = 0.25, p < 0.001).



Model Specification

The correlation analysis revealed that creativity was significantly correlated with environmental responsiveness and creative self-efficacy. In accordance with the theoretical and data analysis, we established a structural model to analyze whether environmental responsiveness indirectly affected creativity through creative self-efficacy.

The measurement model consisted of three latent variables (i.e., parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creative self-efficacy). As can be seen in Table 2, it had a satisfactory fit. All the factor loadings in the model were significant (p < 0.001), suggesting that each latent variable was well represented by its indicators.


TABLE 2. Fit indices of the measurement model and structural model.
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Structural equation modeling was performed to estimate the latent relationships of parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, creative self-efficacy, and creativity. As Table 2 reveals, the structural model revealed a satisfactory fit. Figure 1 shows the SEM results, which indicated that parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness were significant predictors of creative self-efficacy (β = 0.23, p < 0.001; β = 0.19, p < 0.01, respectively). Creative self-efficacy was a significant predictor of creativity (β = 0.26, p < 0.001). As for interrelationship, parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness had significant positive correlation (r = 0.42, p < 0.001).
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FIGURE 1. Results of SEM evaluating the mediating role of creative self-efficacy in the relationships of parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity. CSE, creative self-efficacy; PResp, parental responsiveness; TRsep, teaching responsiveness; PRI-3, parental responsiveness items 1–3. TR1-4, teaching responsiveness items 1–4; C1-7, creative self-efficacy items 1–7. **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.




The Mediating Role of Creative Self-Efficacy

We used the bootstrapping method to test the mediating role of creative self-efficacy. This procedure randomly samples with replacement to construct multiple samples from the original data set, and obtains the estimates of indirect effect and their confidence interval (CI) for the resulting sampling distribution. We generated 1,000 bootstrap samples from the original sample (N = 584) to test the mediating role of creative self-efficacy. Following Preacher and Hayes (2008), if the 95% CI of indirect effect does not include 0, the mediating effect is significant.

Table 3 displays the indirect effects and their related 95% CIs. According to the results, parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness both exerted significant indirect effects on creativity via creative self-efficacy.


TABLE 3. Standardized indirect effects and 95% confidence intervals.
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DISCUSSION

The present study investigated relationships between parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity in college students, along with the potential mechanism underlying these associations. The results demonstrated that parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness were related to student creativity. In addition, creative self-efficacy served as a mediating variable in the relationship between environmental responsiveness and creativity.


The Relationships of Parental Responsiveness, Teaching Responsiveness, and Creativity

In accordance with our hypothesis, parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness were positively correlated with student creativity. That is, warmly supportive parents and teachers who offer students strong support and autonomy to explore new area of interest may improve student creativity. This outcome was reported in previous studies. For instance, various researchers have found that a parenting style with a high level of responsiveness was correlated with a high level of creativity (Miller et al., 2012; Mehrinejad et al., 2015). Other studies have suggested that a positive teacher–student relationship with warm, caring characteristics was positively associated with creativity (Davies et al., 2013; Richardson and Mishra, 2018).

The present study’s findings also revealed that parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness were correlated with each other, which is consistent with Yeh (2004)’s assumption that the family and school experience systems interact with each other. This phenomenon may be due to two reasons. First, parents with a high level of responsiveness tend to choose teachers who exhibit supportive behavior in communicating with students. Second, students growing up in a warm, responsive family climate are more likely to seek help and guidance from their teachers, which may, in turn, increase their perceived teaching responsiveness.



The Mediating Role of Creative Self-Efficacy in the Structural Relationships of Parental Responsiveness, Teaching Responsiveness, and Creativity

The present study further revealed the mediating role of creative self-efficacy in the relationships of parental responsiveness, teaching responsiveness, and creativity. This outcome is consistent with the ecological systems model of creativity development, which states that the family subsystem and school experience subsystem influence an individual’s creativity chiefly through personal characteristics (Yeh, 2004).

The present study’s findings demonstrated a significant indirect effect of parental responsiveness on creativity via creative self-efficacy. In other words, students perceiving more responsiveness and support from parents had higher levels of creative self-efficacy, which enhanced creativity. This outcome is consistent with previous studies. On the one hand, several previous findings revealed a positive influence of parental warmth and supportive involvement on creativity (Gralewski and Jankowska, 2020; Guo et al., 2021; Liang et al., 2021). On the other hand, many studies have demonstrated that creative self-efficacy was positively correlated with creativity (Li and Wu, 2011; Jaiswal and Dhar, 2016; Puente-Diaz and Cavazos-Arroyo, 2017; Royston and Reiter-Palmon, 2019; Yang et al., 2020). This improved creative self-efficacy, in turn, leads to perseverance when engaging in creative activities, even if the activities are time-consuming and effort-intensive.

The current study also revealed a significant positive indirect effect of teaching responsiveness on creativity through creative self-efficacy. Previous studies have revealed that creative self-efficacy mediated the relationship between teacher support (Sun et al., 2021), supervisory style (Gu et al., 2017) and creativity. Teaching responsiveness, which refers to teachers who are sensitive and responsive to students’ needs and provide warm, resourceful, encouraging creative teaching environments, makes students feel more confident in their creative capabilities (Rosenfeld et al., 2000; Beghetto, 2006). Heightened creative self-efficacy is likely to help students tackle creative problems with more endurance (Li and Wu, 2011; Royston and Reiter-Palmon, 2019; Du et al., 2020). Therefore, students who perceive more responsiveness from teachers are likely to have more creative self-efficacy, which may advance creativity.



Implications

The present study was the first to propose and examine the significance of environmental responsiveness for creativity. Our study revealed that environmental responsiveness might influence creativity via creative self-efficacy, providing further insight into the mechanism of the associations among these factors. All these results provide empirical evidence for developing creativity from the perspective of environmental factors.

From a practical viewpoint, one method of fostering student creativity is to immerse students in a social environment that improves creativity (Soh, 2017). Home and school are two primary developmental contexts (Walker and Hoover-Dempsey, 2006); thus, parents and teachers play a central role in fostering creativity. According to the present study’s findings, teachers and parents should seek to provide a warm response to the creative needs of students, which will help students establish a high level of confidence and attain creative achievement. Teachers might achieve this end by offering students opportunities to work with tasks creatively, instructing them to deal with frustration and failure while in trouble, encouraging and reinforcing their creative behavior whiling solving tough tasks. The students also need a warm response from their parents. Lim and Smith (2008) emphasized that “tolerance and encouragement from parents represents an initial and continually influential environment in which the development and maintenance of creativity is dependent upon” (p. 413). In other words, parents’ tolerance of novelty, encouragement of independence, and support of creative needs are essential for student creativity. Moreover, the significant relationship between parental responsiveness and teaching responsiveness underscores the importance of the home–school community. Policymakers could pay attention to environmental responsiveness and enhance the interaction of family and school to foster student creativity when making policies. For example, school leaders can create formal training programs focusing on environmental responsiveness for parents and teachers together. These programs will not only promote their skills in supporting students but also strengthen the cooperation between teachers and parents.



Limitations and Future Research

Although the present study identified the significance of environmental responsiveness for creativity, a few limitations should be mentioned. First, this study was the first to investigate the relationship between environmental responsiveness and creativity; hence, more studies should be conducted to verify or compare the present results. For instance, results may vary across cultures. According to Bronfenbenner (1979), “Within any culture or subculture, settings of a given kind—such as homes, streets, or offices—tend to be very much alike, whereas between cultures they are distinctly different” (p. 4). Nonetheless, previous studies across different cultures have implied similar results. In Eastern counties, creative self-efficacy was found to mediate the relationship between perceived teacher support and students’ creativity (Sun et al., 2021). In Western countries, evidence was also reported indicating a positive relationship between supportive leadership, creative self-efficacy, and creativity (Choi, 2004). Due to the contradiction between theoretical predictions and empirical results, more studies among cultures should be conducted to obtain reliable and solid findings.

Additionally, it should be noted that the participants were college students. Any generalization of the current results to other age groups should be made with caution. Research has shown that the ecological system of the family and school system might have a great direct effect on the creativity of children and teens (Yeh, 2004). As they grow up, the effect becomes more indirect. Our findings verified that, compared to children and teens, environmental responsiveness shaped people’s creativity through personal factors such as creative self-efficacy. According to this view, the mechanisms for how environmental responsiveness shapes individuals’ creativity might conceivably differ for people in different age groups. Therefore, future research should examine the relationships between environmental responsiveness, creative self-efficacy, and creativity in cross-sectional studies with a wide range of ages, even in longitudinal studies, to obtain more nuanced results.




CONCLUSION

The present study found a positive relationship between environmental responsiveness and creativity. Moreover, creative self-efficacy mediated the relationship. These findings show the significance of environmental responsiveness for creativity, implying that parents and teachers can foster student creativity by caring for and responding to students’ creative needs. According to this view, parents, teachers, and policymakers should attach importance to environmental responsiveness and promote creativity by providing warm and supportive responses to students.
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