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Abstract

The present study examined the hypothesized predictive role of creative self-efficacy in the use of creative
cognition by taking a perspective rooted in social cognitive theory. A sample of 614 undergraduate students (51.6%
female) in Hong Kong was surveyed using the Creative Self-efficacy Scale and the Use of Creative Cognition
Scale. The results of multiple regression analyses indicated that creative self-efficacy significantly accounted for
11% of the variance in the tendency to deploy creative cognition. The results of Pearson correlation analysis
suggested that the strength of the association between creative self-efficacy and the tendency to deploy creative
cognition was of medium size (» = .45). These findings lend empirical support to social cognitive theory and the
creative behavior as agentic action (CBAA) model. The findings also suggest the practical implication that creative
intention can be facilitated through the promotion of a stronger sense of creative self-belief.

Keywords: creativity, creative self-efficacy, creative self-belief, use of creative cognition, social cognitive theory,
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1. Introduction

The field of creativity studies has witnessed intensifying research focus on creative self-efficacy in recent years
(Karwowski, Lebuda, & Beghetto, 2019; Li, Yang, Lin, & Xu, 2021), which is understood as the belief that one has
the ability to produce creative outcomes (Tierney & Farmer, 2002). A research question of interest is whether
people genuinely become more creative when they hold a stronger sense of creative self-efficacy (Pretz &
McCollum, 2014). Previous research has supported the link between creative self-efficacy and several aspects of
creativity (e.g., creative person, creative process, and creative product; see Haase, Hoff, Hanel, & Innes-Ker, 2018;
He & Wong, 2021). The present study aims to extend this line of research to an alternative creativity construct (i.e.,
the use of creative cognition), which refers to the tendency to deploy creative ability (Miller, 2014; Rogaten &
Moneta, 2015a, 2015b, 2016). Specifically, we aim to examine the hypothesized predictive role of creative
self-efficacy in the use of creative cognition by taking a perspective rooted in social cognitive theory (Bandura,
1997, 2001).

1.1 Theoretical Perspective

The concept of creative self-efficacy has its theoretical roots in Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy (i.e., social
cognitive theory; Bandura, 1997, 2001), which refers to an individual’s belief in his or her ability to produce
designated levels of performance in specific situations or on particular tasks. Creative self-efficacy represents a
particular type of self-efficacy that focuses on personal belief in relation to creative functioning (e.g., Tierney &
Farmer, 2002). Some researchers have highlighted creative self-efficacy as an individual’s self-confidence in his or
her creative ability (e.g., imaginative ability, self-perception in the competence of generating new and useful ideas,
behaviors, and solutions to problems; Beghetto, Kaufman, Baxter, 2011). Other researchers have emphasized
creative self-efficacy as one’s belief in his or her ability to solve creative problems and function creatively
(Karwowski & Barbot, 2016).

According to social cognitive theory, a good level of self-efficacy is a necessary (though not sufficient) condition
for creative productivity (Bandura, 1997, 2001). In Bandura’s words, “innovativeness largely involves
restructuring and synthesizing knowledge into new ways of thinking and of doing things... an unshakable sense of
efficacy (is required) to persist in creative endeavors” (1997; p. 239). Bandura (2001) noted that people do not put
time, resources, and effort into creative activities unless they believe that they can produce creative outcomes.
Extending Bandura’s (1997, 2001) idea to creative self-efficacy, Tierney and Farmer (2002) contended that
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creative self-efficacy facilitates creative outcomes through a series of actions such as (1) attempting a creative task,
(2) affording effort in the creative process, and (3) maintaining persistence in the face of difficulties (see also Du,
Li, & Zhang, 2018). Similarly, Karwowski and colleagues (Karwowski & Beghetto, 2019; Karwowski et al., 2019)
recently proposed a theoretical model, namely, the creative behavior as agentic action (CBAA) model, to contend
that an individual’s intentional actions are largely influenced by his or her belief system, which subsequently
influences the occurrence of creative behaviors. Similar to social cognitive theory, the CBAA model also stresses
that an individual may not demonstrate a particular creative behavior despite his or her capability of performing
that behavior unless the person holds the belief that he or she is able to do so.

1.2 Empirical Findings

In the past decade, growing research attention has been given to the role of creative self-efficacy in creativity (Li et
al., 2021). Most empirical studies have documented a positive link between creative self-efficacy beliefs and
various aspects of creativity, such as a creative person (Seo, Chae, & Lee, 2015), creative process (Li et al., 2021),
and innovative product (Puente-Diaz, 2016). A positive link has been found in studies using different types of
creativity measures, such as standardized creativity tests (Puente-Diaz & Cavazos-Arroyo, 2016), teacher
evaluations (Beghetto et al., 2011), supervisor evaluations (Tierney & Farmer, 2011), and self-rated creativity
(Pretz & McCollum, 2014). A positive link has also been found in studies involving both employee (Tierney &
Farmer, 2011) and student samples (Puozzo & Audrin, 2021). In summary, accumulating research evidence has
supported the positive role of creative self-efficacy in creativity (although mixed findings exist, e.g., Simmons,
Payne, & Pariyothorn, 2014). Furthermore, a meta-analysis based on 41 empirical studies regarding the link
between creative self-efficacy and creativity found that the overall mean of the strength of associations was of
medium size (r = .39; Haase et al., 2018).

1.3 The Present Study

While researchers have studied the link between creative self-efficacy and creativity with regard to various aspects,
such as a creative person, creative process, and creative product (Haase et al., 2018; He & Wong, 2021), the current
study aims to extend this line of research to an alternative creativity construct (i.e., the use of creative cognition),
which is an underresearched area in studies of the efficacy-creativity link (Rogaten & Moneta, 2016). The concept
of the use of creative cognition originates from the creative cognition approach (Finke, Ward, & Smith, 1992;
Ward, Smith, & Finke, 1999), which holds that creativity is a multifaceted construct that emerges from multiple
cognitive processes (Ward, 2007; see also Miller, 2014). Bandura (1997) held the similar view that “creativity
requires a good deal of cognitive facility to override established ways of thinking that impede exploration of novel
ideas and search for new knowledge” (p. 239). Based on the creative cognition approach, researchers have
identified a range of cognitive processes that are likely related to creativity, including divergent and convergent
thinking, analogical and metaphorical thinking, perspective-taking, imagery, and incubation, which are
collectively labeled creative cognition (Davis, 2004; Miller, 2014; Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a, 2016).

Notably, the creative cognition approach focuses on understanding individuals’ tendency or willingness to deploy
their creative ability (or the use of creative cognition; Miller, 2014; Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a, 2015b, 2016) but
not their creative ability per se. It is emphasized that a person’s tendency to use creative ability is not equivalent to
his or her actual creative ability (Miller, 2014). These two concepts are related but distinct from each other
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a). While a certain level of creative ability is needed to deploy
creative ability, some people who have high creative ability do not typically use this ability, whereas other people
with low creative ability do so (Rogaten & Moneta, 2016). In this aspect, the perspective based on social cognitive
theory (Bandura, 1997; Karwowski & Beghetto, 2019; Karwowski et al., 2019) offers an insightful account with
respect to the predictive role of creative self-efficacy in the tendency to deploy creative cognition. Individuals with
high creative self-efficacy likely tend to deploy creative cognition and vice versa. While many studies have
established a link between creative self-efficacy and creative ability (see Haase et al., 2018; He & Wong, 2021),
limited empirical research has been conducted regarding the role of creative self- efficacy in the use of creative
ability. In the present investigation, we empirically examine the hypothesized link between creative self-efficacy
and the use of creative cognition.

2. Method
2.1 Participants and Procedure

A total of 614 (48.4% male) undergraduate students from three universities in Hong Kong were invited to take part
in the study. All participants provided written informed consent, and the participation in the study was entirely
voluntary. All participants were ethnic Chinese. The age range of the sample was 18-25 years (Mean age = 21.6;
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SD =1.78). Standard instructions were given to the participants to complete the measures on creative self-efficacy
and the use of creative cognition. The study was conducted in a group setting with approximately 20-25
participants being tested at a time. See Table 1 for a summary of the means and SDs of the demographic variables
and the scores of creative self-efficacy and the use of creative cognition.

2.2 Instruments
2.2.1 Creative Self-Efficacy

The Chinese version of the Creative Self-Efficacy scale (the CSE scale; He & Wong, 2021; Karwowski, 2012,
2014; 2016) was employed to assess participants’ self-belief regarding their creativity. The test consists of six
items. Participants response on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (definitely not) to 5 (definitely yes) to
indicate the extent to which they are agree or disagree with the statements. Sample test items include “I trust my
creative abilities” and “I am sure I can deal with problems requiring creative thinking”. Since its introduction, the
CSE scale has attracted intensive research attention, and empirical evidence has supported its reliability and
validity (e.g., Karwowski, 2012, 2014, 2016; Royston & Reiter-Palmon, 2019; Yang, Xu, Liu, & Pang, 2020). The
applicability of the Chinese version of the test has been supported in a student sample in Hong Kong, with
construct validity supported by the results of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and reliability supported by high
internal consistency (a = .83; He & Wong, 2021). A Cronbach’s o = .85 was obtained in the present study,
supporting good internal consistency of the scale.

2.2.2 Use of Creative Cognition

The Use of Creative Cognition Scale (UCCS; Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a) was adapted and translated into a
Chinese version using a back-translation procedure to assess the tendency to deploy creative cognition. Table 2
presents the English and Chinese versions of the test, which consisted of five items. The response to each statement
was rated with a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (always). The scale has been shown to have good
construct validity based on the results of CFA (Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a). Its concurrent validity has also been
supported by the results of positive correlations with cognitive processes and personality traits that are important to
creativity (Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a, 2015b). Past studies support the reliability of the scale by showing high
internal consistency ranging from a= .82 (Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a) to o= .89 (Rogaten & Moneta, 2015b).
Good internal consistency (a= .84) was also obtained in the present study.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of the study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Gender* 1.00

2. Age 027 1.00

3. Education .008 6417 1.00

4. GPA 011 026 014 1.00

5. CSE 189 018 .008 1757 1.00

6. UCCS 184 013 011 162" 448" 1.00
Mean - 21.6 16.9 3.02 3.07 3.64
SD - 1.78 1.83 0.48 0.96 0.71

Note. *1=M, 0 = F; CSE = Creative self-efficacy; UCCS = The use of creative cognition scale; ~p < .01; *"p < .001.

3. Results
3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

As this is the first study to apply the UCCS in a Chinese sample, it is essential to examine the construct validity of
the scale prior to hypothesis testing. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed with five indicators
loading on one factor. The results of the resulting model (CFI = .96, TLI = .97, SRMR = .038, RMSEA = .58)
suggest that the model fit was acceptable despite the chi-square value was statistically significant (x> = 96.51, df =
5, p <.001). The standardized factor loadings are presented in Table 2 and range between .608 and .781. These
results are similar to those reported in Rogaten and Moneta (2015a, 2015b), which support a unidimensional factor
structure of the scale.
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Table 2. Chinese translation of the UCCS items and the standardized factor loadings of the indicators

Item Factor load
1. Ifind effective solutions by combining multiple ideas. 702
e Has & 2 ML 7 2 LE kA U R E R 7 %
2. While working on something, I try to generate as many as ideas as possible. 781

FE—F RIS, REERETRANRZ ZE,

3. Itry to act out potential solutions to explore their effectiveness. .696
RE B TR MR T AT RS, DR A M.

4. If1 get stuck on a problem, I try to take a different perspective of the situation. 743
W RS E ER AR, SoErE SR F AR R B

5. Incorporating previous solutions in new ways leads to good ideas. .608

LB 7 U & 8 A B Ay S e E A I I B

3.2 The Relationship between Creative Self-Efficacy and the Use of Creative Cognition

To test the hypothesized predictive role of creative self-efficacy in the use of creative cognition, multiple
regression analyses were performed following Pearson correlation analysis. The Pearson correlation coefficient
statistics shown in Table 1 indicate that the use of creative cognition was significantly correlated with gender, GPA
and creative self-efficacy (» = .16—.45, ps <.01). Concerning the predictive role of creative self-efficacy in the use
of creative cognition, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed using creative cognition as the
criterion and creative self-efficacy as the predictor. The demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, education, GPA)
were entered in Block 1 to control for their possible covariate effects. The predicting variable (i.e., creative
self-efficacy) was then entered in Block 2 to test its predictive power for the use of creative cognition. The results
show that the demographic variables explained approximately 5% of the variance in the use of creative cognition
(R2=.05, F(4,609)=9.77, p <.001). Creative self-efficacy accounted for an additional 11% of the variance in the
use of creative cognition (AR2 = .11, AF(1, 608) = 76.82, p <.001). As shown in Table 3, participants who showed
firmer creative self-efficacy beliefs demonstrated a higher tendency to deploy creative cognition (B = 0.62, SE
=.05, B =.43, p <.001). These results support the hypothesis regarding the predictive role of creative self-efficacy
in the use of creative cognition.

Table 3. Results of hierarchical regression analyses predicting the use of creative cognition

Predicting the use of creative cognition

B SE B
Step 1

Gender® 0.38 0.08 19™
Age 0.03 0.03 .04
Education 0.02 0.05 .02
GPA 0.79 0.19 16
Step 2

Creative self-efficacy 0.62 0.05 43"

Note. *1= Male, 0 = Female; ~p <.01; "p <.001.

4. Discussion

The relationship between creative self-efficacy and creativity has gained momentum in the last decade (Haase et
al., 2018). While creative self-efficacy refers to a person’s beliefs in his or her creative functioning (Karwowski,
2011), it is essential to explore whether people truly become more creative when they hold a stronger sense of
creative self-efficacy (Pretz & McCollum, 2014). Adding to many past studies that have established a link between
creative self-efficacy and several aspects of creativity (e.g., creative person, creative process, and creative product;
see Haase et al., 2018; He & Wong, 2021), the present study found that creative self-efficacy significantly
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predicted the tendency to deploy one’s creative ability in a positive way. Specifically, our data suggest that creative
self-efficacy accounted for 11% of the variance in the tendency to use creative ability after controlling for the effect
of demographic variables.

The findings of a positive predictive role of creative self-efficacy in the tendency to deploy creative ability enrich
scientific understanding of the efficacy-creativity link in light of the multifaced construct of creativity (Sternberg
& Lubart, 1999). Previous studies have focused primarily on the role of creative self-efficacy in creative ability
and outcomes (see Haase et al., 2018; He & Wong, 2021). Our findings enrich this line of research by illustrating
the positive role of creative self-efficacy in the intention to deploy creative ability. As highlighted in the
introductory section, creative ability and the intention to deploy creative ability are related but distinct constructs
(Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a, 2015b, 2016). Our findings corroborate many past studies (e.g., Li et al., 2021;
Puente-Diaz, 2016) and lend support to social cognitive theory, which contends that a good level of self-efficacy is
necessary for creative productivity (Bandura, 1997, 2001). Our findings specifically lend empirical support to the
CBAA model (Karwowski & Beghetto, 2019; Karwowski et al., 2019), which focuses on the influence of a
person’s belief system on his or her intention to act. It emphasizes that an individual’s intention to act is largely
influenced by the expectancy effect. Expectations of creative outcomes translate into willingness to use creative
ability, which in turn may lead to actual creative results.

Our data demonstrated that the strength of the association between creative self-efficacy and the tendency to
deploy creative ability (» = .45) was of medium size. This finding is interesting when referring to the results of
Haase et al.’s (2018) meta-analysis, which revealed that the strengths of associations were related to the
measurement used to assess creativity. Specifically, studies that have measured creativity with self-rated
questionnaires/scales showed a stronger association (r = .43) than those that used objective measures, such as
creative thinking tests or creative performance tests (» = .19—.27). With regard to the aspects of creativity (i.c.,
person, process, product) that were assessed, creativity measurements involving the creative person show a higher
statistical relation to creative self-efficacy (r = .47) than those that measure creative products (r =.32) or creative
processes ( = .27). In this study, the UCCS was used to assess the participants’ willingness to deploy creative
ability, which is a self-reported creativity measure. In previous studies, the UCCS was shown to correlate
positively with several self-reported measures that aim to assess personal characteristics such as trait intrinsic
motivation, positive affect, and adaptive metacognitive traits (see Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a). These findings may
imply that the UCCS is more similar to creativity measures that aim to assess the characteristics of a creative
person than those that aim to assess the characteristics of the creative process or creative outcomes.

Despite the data collected in the current study tend to our hypothesis, several issues related to the limitations of the
study should be discussed, and future research directions should be considered. The first limitation concerns the
relational design of the study, which may limit the direction of causality. Intervention studies can be used in future
studies that aim to verify the cause-effect relationship between creative self-efficacy and the tendency to use
creative ability (see Puozzo & Audrin, 2021). Notably, the relationship between creative self-efficacy and
creativity can be bidirectional but is not just a one-way prediction. As it was highlighted by the social cognitive
theory that personal experience can influence self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997, 2001). As such, outcomes of creative
behaviors can be regarded as a type of personal experience that may influence one’s creative self-efficacy. Indeed,
a recent longitudinal study (Karwowski & Beghetto, 2019) revealed that creative self-beliefs predicted creative
achievement and were also influenced by subsequent creative achievement. Hence, future research using a
longitudinal design can be considered to verify the bidirectional relationship between creative self-efficacy and the
tendency to use creative ability.

The second concern involves the measurement issue. We only used students’ self-reports by using the CSE scale
and the UCCS to measure creative self-efficacy and the tendency to use creative ability. Self-report measures could
potentially lead to common method bias and response motive bias in relation to subjective indicators (Puente-Diaz,
2016). Future studies should collect data from multiples sources (e.g., objective indicators, behavioural indicators,
performance indicators) to measure participants’ creative ability and their tendency to deploy creative ability. The
final issue concerns the study sample. This study consisted of only a student sample from Hong Kong universities.
The participants had a limited age range of 18-25 years and homogeneous characteristics with regard to
educational background and ethnicity. The data obtained in this study showed that Chinese students reported a
lower CSE score (i.e., 3.09) than those reported in Western studies (e.g., 4.09 in a college student sample in the US,
Puente-Diaz & Cavazos-Arroyo, 2016; 3.51 in a high school student sample in Poland, Karwowski, 2012).
Chinese students also reported a lower UCCS score (i.e., 3.07) than those reported in Western studies (e.g., 3.70-
3.76 in university student samples in the UK, Rogaten & Moneta, 2015a, 2015b). It would be interesting to further
explore whether present study's findings can be generalized to participants of different age groups and with

14



gjhs.ccsenet.org Global Journal of Health Science Vol. 14, No. 5; 2022

diversified ethnic and educational backgrounds.

Despite the aforementioned limitations, this study enriches the research on the relationship between creative
self-efficacy and creativity. Our results support a positive predictive role of creative self-efficacy in the tendency to
deploy creative ability, and the strength of the association between the two constructs is of medium size (» = .48).
These findings suggest that an individual’s intention to perform creative actions can be facilitated by the
expectancy effect with regard to positive creative outcomes. While the expectation of creative outcomes is a
dynamic concept that can be influenced by both personal and environmental factors (Bandura, 1997, 2001;
Karwowski & Barbot, 2016), the findings of the present study have important implications for creativity
enhancement and suggest the possibility of facilitating creative outcomes by promoting the development of a
stronger self-belief in creativity.

Acknowledgements

The work described in this paper was partially supported by a grant from the Education University of Hong Kong
(Project No: RG57/2019-2020R).

Competing Interests Statement

The authors declare that there are no competing or potential conflicts of interest.
References

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York: Freeman.

Bandura, A. (2001). Social Cognitive Theory: An Agentic Perspective. Annual Review Psychology, 52, 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1

Beghetto, R. A., Kaufman, J. C., & Baxter, J. (2011). Answering the unexpected questions: Exploring the
relationship between students’ creative self-efficacy and teacher ratings of creativity. Psychology of
Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 5, 342-349. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0022834

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Creativity: Flow and the psychology of discovery and invention. New York: Harper
Perennial.

Davis, G. (2004). Creativity is forever (5th ed.). Dubuque, IA: Kendall-Hunt.

Du, Y, Li, P,, & Zhang, L. (2018). Linking job control to employee creativity: The roles of creative self-efficacy
and regulatory focus. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 21, 187-197. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12219

Finke, R. A., Ward, T. B., & Smith, S. M. (1992). Creative cognition: Theory, research, and applications.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Haase J., Hoff, E. V., Hanel, P. H. P. & Innes-Ker, A. (2018). A meta-analysis of the relation between creative
self-efficacy and different creativity measurements. Creativity Research Journal, 30, 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2018.1411436

He, W. J., & Wong, W. C. (2021). Gender differences in creative self-efficacy: Findings of mean and variability
analyses. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 42, 100955. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100955

Karwowski, M. (2012). Did curiosity kill the cat? Relationship between trait curiosity, creative self-efficacy and
creative personal identity. Europe s Journal of Psychology, 8, 547-558. https://doi.org/10.5964/cjop.v8i4.513

Karwowski, M. (2014). Creative mindsets: Measurement, correlates, consequences. Psychology of Aesthetics,
Creativity, and the Arts, 8, 62-70. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034898

Karwowski, M. (2016). The dynamics of creative self-concept: Changes and reciprocal relations between creative
self-efficacy and creative personal identity. Creativity —Research Journal, 28, 99-104.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2016.1125254

Karwowski, M., & Barbot, B. (2016). Creative self-beliefs: Their nature, development, and correlates. In J. C.
Kaufman & J. Baer (Eds.), The Cambridge companion to creativity and reason in cognitive development (pp.
302-326). New York: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139941969.016

Karwowski, M., & Beghetto, R.A. (2019). Creative behavior as agentic action. Psychology of Aesthetics,
Creativity, and the Arts, 13, 402-415. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/aca0000190

Karwowski, M., Lebuda, 1., & Beghetto, R. A. (2019). Creative self-beliefs: From individual differences in
creativity. In J. C. Kaufman & R. J. Sternberg (Eds.) The Cambridge handbook of creativity (pp. 396-417).
New York: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316979839.021

15



gjhs.ccsenet.org Global Journal of Health Science Vol. 14, No. 5; 2022

Li, C.-R., Yang, Y., Lin, C.-J., & Xu, Y. (2021). Within-person relationship between creative self-efficacy and
individual creativity: The mediator of creative process engagement and the moderator of regulatory focus.
Journal of Creative Behavior, 55, 63-78. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.435

Miller, A. L. (2014). A self-report measure of cognitive processes associated with creativity. Creativity Research
Journal, 26,203-218. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.901088

Pretz, J. E., & McCollum, V. A. (2014). Self-perceptions of creativity do not always reflect actual creative
performance. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 8, 227-236.

Puente-Diaz, R. (2016). Creative Self-Efficacy: An Exploration of Its Antecedents, Consequences, and Applied
Implications. The Journal of Psychology, 150, 175-195. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0035597

Puente-Diaz, R., & Cavazos-Arroyo, J. (2016). An exploration of some antecedents and consequences of creative
self-efficacy among college students. Journal of Creative  Behavior, 52, 256-266.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.149

Puozzo, I. C., & Audrin, C. (2021). Improving self-efficacy and creative self-efficacy to foster creativity and
learning in schools. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 42, 100966. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100966

Rogaten, J., & Moneta, G. B. (2015a). Development and validation of the short use of creative cognition scale in
studying. Educational Psychology, 35, 294-314. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.857011

Rogaten, J., & Moneta, G. B. (2015b). Use of creative cognition and positive affect in studying: Evidence of a
reciprocal relationship. Creativity Research Journal, 27, 225-231.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2015.1030312

Rogaten, J., & Moneta, G. B. (2016). Creativity in higher education: The use of creative cognition in studying. In G.
B. Moneta & J. Rogaten (Eds.). Psychology of Creativity: Cognitive, Emotional, and Social Processes (pp.
3-20). Haupauge, New York: Nova Science Pub Inc.

Royston, R., & Reiter-Palmon, R. (2019). Creative self-efficacy as mediator between creative mindsets and
creative problem-solving. Journal of Creative Behavior, 53, 472-481. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.226

Seo, Y. W., Chae, S. W., & Lee, K. C. (2015). The impact of absorptive capacity, exploration, and exploitation on
individual creativity: Moderating effect of subjective well-being. Computers in Human Behavior, 42, 68-82.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.031

Simmons, A. L., Payne, S. C., & Pariyothorn, M. M. (2014). The role of means efficacy when predicting creative
performance. Creativity Research Journal, 26, 53-61. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.873667

Sternberg, R. J., & Lubart, T. I. (1999). The concept of creativity: prospects and paradigms. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.),
Handbook  of  creativity  (pp. 3-15). New  York:  Cambridge  University = Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511807916.003

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2002). Creative self-efficacy: Its potential antecedents and relationship to creative
performance. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 1137-1148. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069429

Tierney, P., & Farmer, S. M. (2011). Creative self-efficacy development and creative performance over time.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 277-293. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0020952

Ward, T. B. (2007). Creative cognition as a window on creativity. Methods, 42, 28-37.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ymeth.2006.12.002

Ward, T. B., Smith, S. M., & Finke, R. A. (1999). Creative cognition. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.). Handbook of
creativity (pp- 189-212). New York: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511807916.012

Yang, Xu, Liu, & Pang (2020). Hope and creative self-efficacy as sequential mediators in the relationship between
family  socioeconomic  status and  creativity.  Fromtiers in  Psychology, 11, 438.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00438

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



