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Abstract:

Creativity is widely regarded as a core graduate attribute in art and design
education, yet its teaching and assessment within studio-based learning remain
complex and contested. This study conducts a systematic literature review of
empirical research published between 2000 and 2025 to examine how
creativity is conceptualized, taught, and evaluated in art and design studio
contexts. Using structured search strategies and defined inclusion criteria, the
review identifies four dominant pedagogical approaches: interdisciplinary
collaboration to broaden perspectives, scaffolded learning to nurture creative
autonomy, design thinking and problem-based learning to stimulate divergent
and convergent thinking, and critique sessions to foster reflective practice.
Findings highlight the persistent tension between structured guidance and
open-ended exploration, underscoring the need for balanced pedagogical
strategies that support both innovation and institutional accountability.
Significant gaps remain in cross-institutional studies and in understanding
online or hybrid studio models. The review offers evidence-based insights for
educators, curriculum designers, and policymakers seeking to enhance
creativity in studio pedagogy while preserving its distinctive culture.
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Introduction

Many people believe that creativity is a fundamental skill in the twenty first century, necessary
for both individual expression and problem solving and innovation in work settings (Runco &
Jaeger, 2012; OECD, 2019). The development of creativity is essential to curricular objectives
and graduate qualities in higher education, especially in art and design fields (Sawyer, 2017).
In these domains, the studio model which emphasizes mentorship, reflective critique, and
iterative making continues to be the most popular instructional framework (Schon, 1983;
Hetland et al., 2013). This methodology encourages both conceptual risk taking and technical
competence by immersing students in real world, project-based learning settings that mimic
professional practice (Shreeve, 2012).

Though it is a commonly acknowledged consequence, teaching and evaluating creativity in
studio settings may be challenging and contentious. Researchers have observed conflicts
between encouraging unrestricted inquiry and fulfilling accreditation or institutional criteria
(Hall & Thomson, 2017). Additionally, the literature shows a variety of approaches, each
informed by a different understanding of what creativity means, from collaborative,
interdisciplinary initiatives to scaffolded skill development (Garcia & James, 2020). Existing
research on teaching creativity in art and design studios is dispersed across disciplines,
geographical locations, and theoretical viewpoints, despite its educational significance
(Sawyer, 2017).

A chance to synthesize these various studies, find recurring themes, and draw attention to
knowledge gaps is provided by a systematic literature review (SLR). This review attempts to
improve knowledge of how creativity is conceived, taught, and evaluated in art and design
studio programs by combining empirical data from various contexts. Teachers, curriculum
developers, and legislators looking to foster creativity in higher education while maintaining
the unique culture of studio-based learning will find value in the findings.

Literature Review

There are four points will be discussed in Literature Review which is Creativity in Higher
Education, The Studio Model as a Pedagogical Framework, Approaches to Teaching Creativity
in Studios, Challenges in Teaching and Assessing Creativity

Creativity in Higher Education

It is well accepted that creativity is a crucial graduate quality and a necessary ability for
negotiating challenging, quickly evolving work situations (OECD, 2019; Runco & Jaeger,
2012). Creativity is recognized in higher education not just for its inventive and economic
potential but also for its role in social transformation, cultural advancement, and personal
development (Jackson, 2006). Art and design programs prioritize creativity in their pedagogical
and curriculum frameworks, although many other fields seek to foster creative thinking
(Sawyer, 2017).

The Studio Model as a Pedagogical Framework

For more than a century, the studio model has dominated art and design education (Schon,
1983; Hetland et al., 2013). It entails iterative cycles of creation, criticism, and revision,
frequently in a practice-based and collaborative setting. With the help of one on one or small
group mentoring, students work on real world projects that mimic professional practice
(Shreeve, 2012). According to Hall and Thomson (2017), the studio encourages
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experimentation and views failure and risk-taking as essential components of the creative
process. But its learner-centred, open-ended approach can also make formal assessment and
standards difficult (Garcia & James, 2020).

Approaches to Teaching Creativity in Studios

A variety of methods for encouraging creativity in studio settings are described in the literature
currently in publication. One popular strategy is the use of design thinking techniques and
problem-based learning (PBL), which promote both divergent and convergent thinking during
the creative process (Goldschmidt, 2014). Another is cross disciplinary collaborative learning,
which gives students access to a range of viewpoints and creative processes that enhance
problem solving and idea development (Loyens & Rikers, 2011). Another popular approach is
scaffolded learning, which provides detailed instructions that progressively transfer
accountability from the teacher to the student, encouraging self-reliance and self-directed
learning (Hmelo-Silver et al., 2007). Furthermore, critique sessions continue to be a key
component of studio pedagogy, offering organised chances for tutor and peer criticism that
foster introspection, critical thinking, and the development of original ideas (Blair, 2006).

There is still no standard framework for teaching creativity in art and design studios, despite
these tactics. Methods frequently differ based on the ideologies of educators, the resources that
are accessible, and the institutional culture (Sawyer, 2017).

Challenges in Teaching and Assessing Creativity

Evaluation of creativity is one of the most contentious topics in literature. Higher education
increasingly requires quantifiable results for accountability and quality assurance, despite the
fact that creativity is frequently characterized as subjective and context dependent (Jackson,
2006; Hall & Thomson, 2017). When grading rubrics stress technical proficiency above
conceptual creativity, this tension might lead to a reduction in creative possibilities (Garcia &
James, 2020). Furthermore, the COVID-19 epidemic has expedited the transition towards
online and blended learning, which has created additional difficulties in simulating the
immersive and interactive qualities of real studio environments (Xiao Fei et al., 2025).

Gaps in Literature

Even though there is a lot of research on creativity and studio pedagogy, it is frequently
dispersed across several academic fields, concentrates on a single institution, or lacks
theoretical foundations (Sawyer, 2017). There aren’t many systematic assessments that
synthesize empirical data and pinpoint broad themes in the way creativity is taught in art and
design studios. Closing this gap is essential to creating research-based teaching methods that
meet the needs of modern education while maintaining the unique studio learning culture.

Methodology

To find, assess, and synthesize the body of empirical research on the teaching of creativity in
art and design studio classes, this study uses a systematic literature review (SLR) methodology.
In order to minimize bias and improve replicability, the SLR technique was chosen to guarantee

a thorough and open procedure for gathering and evaluating literature (Tranfield et al., 2003;
Siddaway et al., 2019).
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Research Question

Three main research questions serve as the review’s compass. It first aims to investigate the
conceptualization of creativity in the pedagogy of art and design studios. Second, it examines
the teaching strategies employed to foster creativity in studio contexts. Lastly, it explores the
difficulties and limitations in the literature around teaching creativity in studio settings.

Search Strategy

To find both education focused and design focused work, a thorough search was done across a
number of scholarly databases, including Scopus, Web of Science, ERIC, and Google Scholar.
Boolean operators like “creativity” or “creative thinking” and “art and design” or “studio
teaching” or “studio pedagogy” and “higher education” or “university” were coupled with
keywords in the search queries. To represent current teaching approaches, the search was
restricted to peer-reviewed journal publications published between 2000 and 2025. Included
were only English-language studies.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Studies that studied the teaching of creativity explicitly in studio-based courses, presented
empirical findings using qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methodologies approaches, and
concentrated on higher education contexts within art and design disciplines were included in
the review. On the other hand, research that focused only on K—12 education or informal
learning environments, examined creativity in non-studio settings like lecture-based classes, or
was merely theoretical without empirical support was disqualified. The literature chosen was
guaranteed to be closely related to the research topic thanks to this inclusion and exclusion
procedure (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006).

Screening Process

The search yielded an initial set of studies which were imported into EndNote for reference
management. Duplicates were removed, and a two-stage screening process was applied is first
on title and abstract screening to remove irrelevant studies. Second is full text review to assess
eligibility against the inclusion criteria. Two independent reviewers participated in the
screening process, with disagreements resolved through discussion to reduce selection bias
(Kitchenham & Charters, 2007).

Data Extraction and Analysis

To gather data on study parameters (authors, year, country, and context), creativity definitions,
teaching methodologies, evaluation techniques, and reported difficulties, a structured data
extraction form was created. To synthesise findings and detect recurrent themes in the
literature, thematic analysis was used (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In accordance with the research
questions, the extracted themes were further categorised into conceptual groups, including
instructional techniques, learning outcomes, and assessment procedures.

Finding and Discussion

The results of the systematic review showed that a combination of open-ended experiential
learning opportunities and structured pedagogical tactics facilitates the teaching of creativity
in art and design studio programs. Design thinking and problem-based learning (PBL) have
become prominent paradigms in the literature, fostering both convergent problem-solving and
divergent idea production (Goldschmidt, 2014; Dorst, 2011). These approaches foster the
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critical evaluation abilities required for honing design concepts in addition to encouraging
students to pursue a variety of creative avenues.

The significance of interdisciplinary and collaborative learning was another important
discovery. Research has shown that introducing students to classmates with varying
specialisations encourages idea sharing, which produces more creative results (Loyens &
Rikers, 2011; Adams et al., 2016). These cooperative settings are similar to those seen in
professional creative sectors, where the ability to work as a team and negotiate is crucial.

Additionally, it was discovered that scaffolded learning was successful in fostering the growth
of creative autonomy. Students gain confidence in using creative solutions on their own when
instructional help is gradually reduced (Hmelo-Silver et al., 2007; McLellan & Nicholl, 2011).
Constructivist ideas, which contend that creativity thrives when students are stretched just a bit
above their existing capacities, are consistent with this gradual release of responsibility.

The review also emphasised how important critique sessions are as a fundamental teaching tool
in studio-based learning. Peer and instructor feedback has been demonstrated to promote
resilience in the face of creative setbacks, enhance reflective thinking, and support iterative
development (Blair, 2006; Grey, 2013). A constructive feedback culture is necessary, as several
studies have warned that badly handled criticism can deter taking risks (Blythman et al., 2007).

The conflict between structure and freedom in the education of creativity was a recurring issue
in the literature. Open-ended projects encourage experimentation, but inadequate direction
might result in uninspired work or flimsy results. On the other hand, excessively inflexible
systems could restrict creativity (Sawyer, 2012; Hetland et al., 2013). The best strategies struck
a balance between these factors and gave students a framework for taking innovative chances.
Overall, the results show that an integrated approach combining experience learning, structured
supervision, collaborative participation, and reflective critique is the most effective way to
foster creativity in art and design studio instruction. This supports the idea that creativity is a
dynamic interaction of cognitive, social, and emotional processes rather than a single skill
(Amabile, 1996; Glaveanu, 2013).

Conclusion

This comprehensive assessment of the literature looked at the teaching of creativity in college
art and design studio courses. The results show that a balance between opportunities for
unstructured inquiry and structured pedagogical frameworks is a hallmark of successful
creativity instruction in studios. Important tactics include using design thinking and problem-
based learning to encourage divergent and convergent thinking, multidisciplinary and
collaborative learning to broaden creative perspectives, scaffolded instruction to build
autonomy, and criticism sessions to encourage reflective practice. A recurrent issue was the
interaction between structure and freedom; the most effective methods gave students the
latitude to take innovative chances while yet offering a supportive framework.

The article emphasises how creativity in art and design is a multifaceted process influenced by
social connection, emotional fortitude, and critical thinking rather than only being a cognitive
ability. To ensure that students are prepared to handle the opportunities and uncertainties that
come with creative work, studio pedagogy should be purposefully created to foster all of these
characteristics.
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