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ABSTRACT 
 
Aims: The study aim was to develop the perceived support for innovation scale, and 
compare the students from only child and multiple children families in a Chinese university 
on this scale.  
Study design: This was a cross sectional survey design.  
Place and Duration of Study: School of Psychology, School of Computer and Information 
Science and Software, Southwest University, China, from December 2012 to August 2013. 
Methodology: A total of 813 (males = 279 and females = 534) university students 
selected randomly at the Southwest University, China participated in the study. The mean 
age of participants was 20.15 (SD = 1.034).The participants completed a measure of 
perceived support for innovation.  

Original Research Article 



 
 
 
 

British Journal of Education, Society & Behavioural Science, 4(5): 633-646, 2014 
 
 

634 
 

Results: The means of perceived support for innovation were from low (3.23+/-0.76) to 
high (3.81+/-0.67) for students from only child families and from low (3.14+/-0.65) to high 
(3.71+/-0.62) for students from multiple children families. There were differences in the 
family support (t =3.962, df =811, p＜.001) and team support (t =2.824, df =811, p＜.01) 
between the two groups. Nonparametric tests showed that the median and 1st quartile of 
students from only child and multiple children families were same. The items of cumulative 
percentages of score 4 and 5 less than 60% for students from only child families had 11 
items, and for students from multiple children families had 14 items (11 items were same 
as students from only child families). 
Conclusion: The inclusiveness, family support and teacher encouragement of perceived 
support for innovation in students from only child and multiple children families were 
relatively higher, and team support and resource security were lower. The family support 
and team support perceived by students from only child families were significantly higher 
than students from multiple children families. 
 

  
Keywords:  Perceived support for innovation; only children; multiple children families; 

creativity. 
   
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
In China, teachers in primary and secondary classrooms do not encourage students to be 
innovative. When students answer questions, teachers often verify model answers to 
measure whether students answer correctly or not. Because of this, Chinese students learn 
to obey authority. However, they lack freedom of expression and are less innovative [1]. This 
is because the Chinese educational system places more emphasis on training and less 
emphasis on creativity [2]. As a result of this situation, the self-confidence of Chinese youth 
in creativity is declining compared with youth in other countries [3]. Authors reason that this 
may be because the Chinese students believe that their learning environment is not 
supportive of innovation. Support for innovation is widely studied in the field of organizational 
behavior. For example, a creative work environment is a perception of the work environment 
described by organization members, as well as the actual level of supported creativity and 
innovation in work which is perceived by organization members. A creative work 
environment includes factors which promote or motivate creativity such as autonomy and 
freedom; adequate resources; less pressure; and so on [4]. In one study, eight variables 
affecting organization innovation success are assessed. They include, for example, 
innovation-supportive top management styles, innovation-supportive managerial practices, 
and organizational culture [5,6]. Unfortunately, little attention is devoted to perceived 
innovation support in the school settings and family environment. Also, there is no culturally 
relevant measure of perceived support for innovation to tap this perception among Chinese 
students. Hence there is a gap in knowledge which is not addressed in the literature.  
 
In addition, in China, the creativity of individuals from only child families raises concerns. 
This is because students from these families are not as good as students from multiple 
children families in thinking and exploring new issues [7,8]. Overall, they lack creativity [9]. 
This is surprising because only children grow up without brothers and sisters, enjoy more 
care and love by their parents, have a good family environment and receive a good 
education compared to individuals from multiple children families who have to compete with 
their brothers and sisters [9,10,11]. The authors of this study reason that in building an 
innovative country, China relies too much on special groups (e.g., only child) and her large 
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population to serve as the backbone of innovation. China’s One-Child Policy (OCP) of 1979 
restricts the number of children that urban couples can have to one [12] and is the reason 
why China has the largest population of only children in the world [13]. Nevertheless, 
empirical studies that compare Chinese students from only child and multiple children 
families on perceived support for innovation are scarce. The present study is an attempt to 
fill this knowledge gap.   
 
Innovation is the implementation of views and ideas in an individual, a team or an 
organization [4]. An important concept related to innovation is creativity. The terms 
innovation and creativity are closely linked, and in some cases are used interchangeably. 
Scholars define creativity as the psychological quality of creating a novel, feasible and 
applicable product using certain conditions which are unique to humans [14].Creativity is a 
prerequisite for innovation [15,16]. In this study, we define the perceived support for 
innovation as an individual’s perception of the conditions supporting innovation in the 
environment. For example, one supporting behavior from the teachers would be to allow 
students to question any ideas (including ideas held by the teachers). A related concept is 
perceived organizational support which was identified by the American social psychologist 
Robert Eisenberger in the mid-1980s. Eisenberger posited that when employees feel 
supported and identified by the organization, they are inspired and motivated to perform 
better at their work [17]. In short, perceived organizational support is support from the 
organization which is actually felt by the employees [18]. It is related to the people and their 
organizational environment. This observation provides a reference point for the study of 
perceived support for innovation and suggests that when Chinese students perceive support 
from the significant others in their environment, they are more likely to be innovative. 
 
This study has two aims: (i) to develop a perceived support for innovation scale to bridge the 
knowledge gap; and (ii) to compare the performance of two groups of students from a 
Chinese university: students from only child families; and students from multiple children 
families, when measured by this scale. 
 
Teachers are an important source of support for innovation. Firstly, teachers who have a 
positive influence on students’ innovation should demonstrate creativity themselves. 
Secondly, they should desire knowledge, be tolerant and understanding, create a warm 
classroom climate, and be willing to study together with the students [14]. Some scholars 
focus on the classroom discussion as a factor in the development of innovative thinking. 
Classroom discussion provides an ideal forum for cultivating the students’ creative thinking 
ability and teachers can support the students’ creative thinking by encouraging and 
rewarding new ideas, unique perspectives and originality [19]. Teachers should take active 
measures to create a good classroom environment where students feel safe even if they 
express risky ideas [20]. The classroom characteristics supporting a creative environment 
include a harmonious relationship between teachers and students, the removal of rank 
evaluation, open answers, and colorful classroom activities [21]. Creativity can suffer when 
people are promised rewards for creative work, when learning conditions stress    
competition and social comparisons, and when individuals are highly aware of being 
monitored and evaluated by others [22]. Conversely, creativity generally thrives in 
environments that support personal interest, involvement, enjoyment, and engagement with 
challenging tasks [23]. 
 
Other scholars focus on the relationship between family environment and individual 
creativity. They reported that family cohesion, emotional expression, conflict, independence 
and the creative tendency of university students were significantly related [24]. A survey of 
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students reported a significantly positive correlation among knowledge of the family 
environment, creative self-efficacy and creativity [25]. Another study of middle school 
students found that the social economic status of the family has a significant influence on 
creativity [26]. 
 
In short, these support sources can be called environmental suns. The environmental suns 
are the sun of school, the sun of home, the sun of community and culture, the sun of chance 
and the sun of gender [27]. The sun of school includes motivational mentoring, problem 
solving, individual encouragement and so on. The sun of home includes giving opportunities, 
fostering divergent thinking, responding to affective needs, respecting individual choices and 
so on. These suns provide important sources for the perceived support for innovation. 
 
Based on the review of literature, we hypothesized that the perceived support for innovation 
scale would be a valid measure of support for innovation among Chinese university 
students. We also proposed that students from multiple children families would score higher 
on the perceived support for innovation scale when compared with students from only child 
families.  
                  
2. METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1 Research Design 
 
The study adopted the survey method of using a cross-sectional research design. The 
purpose of using the survey design was to measure the perceived support for innovation, 
and to compare the students from only child and multiple children families in a Chinese 
university on a measure of perceived support for innovation. 
 
2.2 Participants 
 
A total of 813 undergraduates randomly selected from Southwest University, China 
participated in the study.  The mean age of participants was 20.15, and the SD (standard 
deviation) was 1.036. The participants comprised of 279 (34.3%) males and 534 (65.7%) 
females. They were from the first grade 163(20%), the second grade 400(49.2%), the third 
grade 186(22.9%) and the fourth grade 64(7.9%). Their disciplines included Science major 
619(76.1%) and Art major 194(23.9%). Participants from only child families were 264(32.5%) 
and participants from multiple children families were 549(67.5%). 
 
2.3 Measures 
 
Questionnaire items had the following three sources: firstly, we adopted the theoretical ideas 
of perceived support for innovation from Eisenberger’s (1986) work. Then, we distributed an 
open-ended questionnaire to 15 students in Southwest University with the aim of collecting 
sources for perceived support for innovation. Lastly, previous related research provided a 
reference for these sources. 39 items were collected and five experts familiar with the field of 
innovation were invited to evaluate them in a small symposium. 15 items which did not 
belong to the perceived support for innovation were discarded. For example, “I have very 
close family ties”. After several modifications and adjustments, 24 items were selected. They 
were rated by a Likert 5 point self-rating scale. For example, “in class discussion, teachers 
encourage us to express different views”.  These items were arranged randomly, and the 
students were asked to choose only one of five answers ranging from “fully agree”, “mostly 
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agree”, “generally agree”, “less agreement” and “do not agree”. The answers were scored by 
using 5 points for “fully agree” down to 1 point for “do not agree”.  
 
Before the survey, a pilot study was conducted. Questionnaires containing 24 items were 
handed out to 30 students in a class at Southwest University. After the students completed 
the questionnaire, they were asked to answer two questions: did you have difficulty when 
you answered these 24 items; and, did you think that these items all belong to an individual’s 
perception of the stimuli which support innovation in the environment? The students had no 
difficulty in answering these 24 items and thought that they belonged to the category of 
perceived support for innovation. Also another three experts familiar with the field of 
innovation evaluated these 24 items. They also thought that the items could measure 
perceived support for innovation. Hence, the scale had good face and content validity. 
 
2.4 Procedure 
 
Data for the study were collected from December 2012 to August 2013 in classes at the 
School of Psychology and the School of Computer and Information Science and Software, in 
Southwest University, Chongqing, China. Permission was obtained from teachers in these 
classes. After a brief explanation of the study, prospective participants were sought. They 
were given the questionnaire with the assurance of anonymity and confidentiality of 
responses. Participants were informed that they were not under any obligation to participate 
and they had the right to withdraw at any point if they felt inclined to discontinue with the 
investigation. Participants were also informed that there were no right or wrong answers and 
were encouraged to be honest in their responses. A total of 900 questionnaires were 
administered while 813 were retrieved. This amounted to 90.3% response rate. 
 
2.5 Data Analysis 
 
Data was analyzed by the software of SPSS 16.0 and AMOS 17.0.The analysis methods 
included exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, descriptive analysis, 
compare means analysis and nonparametric tests. 
 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
3.1 Results 
 
3.1.1 Exploratory factor analysis 
 
The applicability test of exploratory factor analysis was conducted, and the results      
showed that the KMO value was 0.900 and the value of Bartlett test was 7476.750 (df =300, 
p＜.001). There were common factors in the correlation matrix of groups and suitable for 
factor analysis. 
 
With the extraction method of principal axis factoring, the exploratory factor analysis was 
conducted. Items with cross loadings of greater than 0.40 were deleted. Then 22 items of 5 
factors were retained. 2 items were deleted. These 22 items were renumbered from t1 to 
t22. The five factors explained 60.158％ of the total variance. The structure of five factor was 
clear, and the load of items on every factor was between 0.492 to 0.827. Results of factor 
analysis are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Results of exploratory factor analysis 
 

Items Inclusiveness Family 
support 

Teacher 
encouragement 

Team 
support 

Resource 
security 

t5 0.755     

t3 0.701     

t6 0.677     

t4 0.659     

t7 0.596     

t21  0.798    

t22  0.794    

t13  0.750    

t15  0.749    

t11   0.729   

t12   0.702   

t9   0.693   

t10   0.527   

t8   0.515   

t16   0.492   

t18    0.823  

t19    0.730  

t17    0.638  

t20    0.614  

t1     0.827 

t2     0.660 

t14     0.545 

Characteristic 
value after  
rotation 

3.124 2.723 2.699 2.601 2.087 

Rate of 
interpretation 

14.200% 12.379% 12.269% 11.824% 9.486% 

 
The perceived support for innovation included the following five factors. 
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Factor 1:  the first factor included five items and involved reward for innovation activities 
and tolerance of failure, etc. So we called it inclusiveness. 

 
Factor 2:  the second factor included 4 items, and involved respect between family   

members and family members’ attitudes and support for innovation. So we called 
it family support. 

 
Factor 3: the third factor included 6 items, and involved teachers’ encouragement and 

support for innovation, such as encouraging students to express different 
opinions and letting students questioning any viewpoints, and so on. So we called 
it teacher encouragement. 

 
Factor 4:  the fourth factor included 4 items, and involved the degree of difficulty for team 

building and classmates’ help. So we called it team support. 
 
Factor 5:  the fifth factor included 3 items, and involved support for material, theory and 

technology of innovation. So we called it resource security. 
 
3.1.2 Reliability and validity 
 
After a confirmatory factor analysis, the main fit indicators of the model can be seen in Table 
2. Each fit indicator had reached the recommended standards and the model fitted the data 
well [28]. The questionnaire of the perceived support for innovation had good construct 
validity. 
 

Table 2. Fit indicators of the mode 
 

Fit indicators χ
2 df χ

2/df RMR GFI TLI CFI RMSEA 

Perceived support 
for innovation 

476.852 199 2.396 0.042 0.905 0.894 0.909 0.059 

 
The Cronbach’s alpha for the whole questionnaire was 0.891.The Cronbach’s alpha of 
inclusiveness was 0.757, family support was 0.778, teacher encouragement was 0.790, 
team support was 0.794 and resource security was 0.701.This meant that the questionnaire 
of perceived support for innovation had good reliability. 
 
3.1.3 Results of perceived support for innovation 
 
In Table 3, there are means scores, standard deviation and significant difference of students 
from only child and multiple children families. In all five dimensions of perceived support for 
innovation, the family support of students from only child families was the highest, followed 
by the inclusiveness and teacher encouragement. The three dimensions were almost the 
same level. The last two dimensions were team support and resource security, and their 
means were relatively low. For students from multiple children families, the highest mean of 
perceived support for innovation was the inclusiveness, then the teacher encouragement 
and family support. The last lower dimensions were also team support and resource 
security. 
 
Compared to students from multiple children families, the family support and team support of 
students from only child families were significantly higher (p＜.001, P＜.01). Students from 
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only child families perceived more innovation support from family and team than students 
from multiple children families. There were no significant difference between them in the 
inclusiveness, teacher encouragement and resource security. They were almost in the same 
level in these three dimensions. 
 
Table 3. Means scores and difference of perceived support for innovation of students 

from only child and multiple children families 
 

Perceived support for 
innovation 

Samples Means 
scores 

Standard 
deviation 

Significant 
difference 

Inclusiveness Students from only child 
families (N=264) 

3.79 0.66 p=0.128 

Students from multiple 
children families (N=549) 

3.71 0.62 

Family support Students from only child 
families (N=264) 

3.81 0.67 p=0.000 

Students from multiple 
children families (N=549) 

3.62 0.63 

Teacher encouragement Students from only child 
families (N=264) 

3.67 0.62 p=0.371 

Students from multiple 
children families (N=549) 

3.63 0.60 

Team support Students from only child 
families (N=264) 

3.28 0.69 p=0.005 

Students from multiple 
children families (N=549) 

3.14 0.65 

Resource security Students from only child 
families (N=264) 

3.23 0.76 p=0.250 

Students from multiple 
children families (N=549) 

3.17 0.72 

 
Non-parametric approach (e.g. median, quartiles and percentages) is appropriate from 
applicable point of view [29]. Table 4 lists the means scores, median, quartiles, and 
percentages of 22 items of perceived support for innovation between students from only 
child and multiple children families. In Table 4, the “cum. % of 4 and 5” means for each item, 
a cumulative percentage of score 4 or 5 chosen by students. 
 
For students from only child families, the means of perceived support for innovation were in 
the range of 3.02 to 4.08; at least 50% of students had agreement score as 3 or higher; at 
least 75% of students had agreement score as 2 or higher; the cumulative percentages of 4 
and 5 were in the range of 28.40% to 80.10%. For students from multiple children families, 
the means of perceived support for innovation were in the range of 2.87 to 4.06; At least 
50% of students had an agreement score of 3 or higher; at least 75% of students had an 
agreement score of 2 or higher; and the cumulative percentages of 4 and 5 were in the 
range of 22.40% to 82.70%. 
 
The medians and 1st quartiles of 22 items were the same in the two groups. The cumulative 
percentages of 4 and 5 were different. Items less than 60% were item1, 2, 6, 8, 10, 14, 16, 
17, 18, 19 and 20 for students from only child families. The 11 items respectively belonged 
to the dimension of resource security (item1, 2 and 14), inclusiveness (item6, and 8) and 
teacher encouragement (item10 and 16), team support (item17, 18, 19 and 20).Besides 
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these 11 items, there were another three items (item13, 15 and 22) less than 60% for 
students from multiple children families, the three items all belonged to the dimension of 
family support. 
 

Table 4. The means scores, median, quartiles, and percentages of 22 items of 
perceived support for innovation 

 
Items Students from only child 

families(N=264) 
Students from multiple children 

families(N=549) 
Means 
scores 

Median 1st  
Quartile 

Cum. % 
of 4 & 5 

Means 
scores 

Median 1st  
Quartile 

Cum. % 
of 4 & 5 

t1 3.03 3.00 2.00 33.70 3.05 3.00 2.00 33.90 
t2 3.32 3.00 3.00 42.80 3.20 3.00 3.00 41.50 
t3 3.95 4.00 3.00 73.10 3.74 4.00 3.00 65.00 
t4 3.85 4.00 3.00 67.80 3.77 4.00 3.00 65.60 
t5 3.64 4.00 3.00 60.20 3.67 4.00 3.00 61.20 
t6 3.60 4.00 3.00 57.60 3.60 4.00 3.00 58.90 
t7 3.88 4.00 3.00 70.10 3.79 4.00 3.00 67.60 
t8 3.35 3.00 3.00 40.60 3.29 3.00 3.00 42.10 
t9 3.88 4.00 3.00 70.10 3.85 4.00 3.00 72.70 
t10 3.44 3.00 3.00 45.50 3.37 3.00 3.00 43.40 
t11 4.08 4.00 4.00 80.10 4.06 4.00 4.00 82.70 
t12 3.83 4.00 3.00 68.20 3.79 4.00 3.00 69.60 
t13 3.73 4.00 3.00 63.60 3.54 4.00 3.00 51.00 
t14 3.35 3.00 3.00 42.40 3.26 3.00 3.00 39.10 
t15 3.77 4.00 3.00 63.30 3.59 4.00 3.00 56.70 
t16 3.45 3.00 3.00 47.30 3.42 3.00 3.00 47.20 
t17 3.02 3.00 2.00 28.40 2.87 3.00 2.00 22.40 
t18 3.06 3.00 2.00 33.70 2.91 3.00 2.00 24.00 
t19 3.39 3.00 3.00 44.30 3.29 3.00 3.00 40.80 
t20 3.63 4.00 3.00 58.70 3.48 4.00 3.00 51.20 
t21 3.94 4.00 3.00 73.80 3.76 4.00 3.00 66.10 
t22 3.80 4.00 3.00 64.40 3.58 4.00 3.00 56.10 

 
3.2 Discussion 
 
The first hypothesis stated that the perceived support for innovation scale would be a valid 
measure of support for innovation among Chinese university students. Since the scale had 
good reliability and validity, the hypothesis was confirmed. The scale has five dimensions 
measuring the perceived support for innovation. Substantial evidence shows that the family 
which can promote the development of creativity is a democratic type, has less authoritarian 
restrictions, encourages independence and places more emphasis on rationality in the 
interaction between parents and children [14]. The role of parents is most important, but 
sisters, brothers and grandparents are also mentioned. In the home, the important issues for 
creativity development are mainly: fostering divergent thinking; responding to affective 
needs; and respecting individual choices [27]. 
 
Creativity in schools and classrooms has a contradictory position. The majority of educators 
see the value of creativity, but in view of external pressures and constraints and 
commitments, there is some uncertainty about how to support innovation. This may result in 
a loss of opportunities for nurturing creativity in the school and the classroom [30]. So there 
is a certain amount of teacher hesitation in giving students innovation support. Scholars in 
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Hong Kong, China have developed a set of methods for integrating creativity learning factors 
into daily teaching by referring to western literature on this topic. Implementation of this set 
of methods shows that from the students’ point of view, they can be encouraged to think 
more broadly, appreciate creativity and develop their own curiosity. Self-confidence is 
improved and good habits of learning how to foster initiative are cultivated. But for the 
development of high-level creativity such as innovative thinking, the attitude of challenging 
authority and risk-taking, metacognitive development, and the transfer of learning is weak. 
Of course, this is relevant to the typical features of oriental culture and education systems 
[31]. After the implementation of creative teaching, some teachers experience tension and 
face new dilemmas. The tensions include a lack of resources, poor responses from the 
students, different teaching requirements and changes. The dilemmas include teaching 
arrangements, the role of teachers, the value of education, teaching styles and ethical 
choices [32].  
 
As for team support, some problems exist in team building, asking for help from classmates, 
and time management. In an era of rapid development of information, it will be more and 
more difficult to rely on individual ability to complete creative tasks. Innovation needs team 
support, and the team is the core of organizational innovation. This is a key factor for 
innovation development [33]. Group games can increase children’s creativity scores: that is, 
they can foster the imagination, independence, self-esteem and creativity of students [34]. 
Teamwork will be one of the important future trends in innovation, and teamwork and 
knowledge sharing will have positive effects on innovation. The inclusiveness and resource 
security depend to some extent on social and economic development. With the development 
of society, people will become more tolerant of differences and failures, and necessary 
resources for innovation will be obtained more easily.  
 
The second hypothesis stated that students from multiple children families would score 
higher on the perceived support for innovation scale when compared with students from only 
child families. The hypothesis was not confirmed. Students from only child families and 
students from multiple children families had similar results. Both groups recorded lower 
perceived team support and resource security. Scores on inclusiveness, family support and 
teacher encouragement were higher, the only differences being in descending order. The 
median and 1st quartiles of 22 items for perceived support for innovation and the cumulative 
percentages of 4 and 5 of 11 items less than 60% of the two groups were the same. Both 
groups operated in the same social and educational environment, so it is not surprising that 
they had similar characteristics. 
 
However, students from only child families perceived more family support and team support 
than students from multiple children families. Maybe this is related to their different family 
and developmental environments. Compared to students from multiple children families, 
students from only child families have different relationships with parents and no interaction 
with siblings. These are two reasons why students from only child families may develop 
differently from other peers with siblings [35]. For example, because parents from only child 
families may be more responsive to their needs, only children may have a greater sense of 
security, confidence, and intellectual competence [36]. Parents from only child families give 
more positive responses to children's creative ability in their daily education [13]. Parents of 
only children may also be more able to interact with their children in ways that promote 
desirable development [37]. Only child families are more democratic, and parents are willing 
to listen to and respect children’s opinions [38]. The education level and occupation of 
parents from only child families are significantly better than multiple children families [39]. 
Only children are in better economic conditions and their after-school life is more colorful [7]. 
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However, when one family has many children, parents have greater economic pressure and 
may have more difficulty in making a living. They spend less time with their children and 
communicate less with them [40]. Thus students from multiple families feel that they have 
less family support. 
 
With an increasing number of only children in Chinese society, the environment for 
innovation in China is changing for the better. Chinese students are no longer listening to 
authority. However, many will still experience problems related to teamwork in the workplace 
[41]. Nevertheless, the results of this study give us confidence that students from only child 
families feel more team support. Due to different economic conditions and family concerns, 
students from only child and multiple children families have different behavioral choices. 
Students from only child families are more involved in recreational activities, while students 
from multiple children families are more involved in professional learning [42]. This may be 
one of the reasons for their different perceptions of team support. 
 
There are three implications from this study.  Firstly, the perceived support for innovation 
given by Chinese university students can be measured. Secondly, team support and 
resource security are valued less than inclusiveness, family support and teacher 
encouragement. Lastly, students from only child families perceived more support for 
innovation than we had predicted. So we suggest that families, schools and society should 
give more support for student innovation. More resources should be provided by the 
government and society. Students should also receive teamwork training. Moreover, more 
attention should be given to the developmental environment of students from multiple 
children families. 
 
4. CONCLUSION 
 
The perceived support for innovation scale was a valid measure of support for innovation 
among Chinese university students. It had inclusiveness, family support, teacher 
encouragement, team support, and resource security. The inclusiveness, family support and 
teacher encouragement of perceived support for innovation of students from only child and 
multiple children families were relatively higher, and team support and resource security 
were lower. The family support and team support perceived by students from only child 
families were significantly higher than students from multiple children families. It could be 
clearly seen that the perceived support for innovation of the two groups had some common 
factors. Differences between the two groups were the result of differences in family 
developmental environments and family education. Students from multiple children families 
should receive more attention.   
 
5. FUNDING 
 
The research was supported by Doctor Funds of Southwest University (SWU111006), and 
Teaching Reform Project, Southwest University (2012JY075).  
 
ETHICAL APPROVAL 
 
All ethical considerations for using human participants were observed during the data 
collection.  



 
 
 
 

British Journal of Education, Society & Behavioural Science, 4(5): 633-646, 2014 
 
 

644 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
We acknowledge the efforts of the anonymous reviewers. We also thank those students who 
take part in the study. 
 
COMPETING INTERESTS 
 
Authors have declared that no competing interests exist. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
1. Chen XJ. Innovation quality investigation and reflection on primary and middle school 

students. Teaching and Management, China. 2001;2:28-30. 
2. Yuan Y. Amy Chua: “They like me strict in the future”. China Newsweek, China. 

2011;10. Accessed 17 March 2011. 
Available: http://newsweek.inewsweek.cn/magazine.php?id=953&page=2 

3. Shi BG, Shen JL, Guo JP. The difference of creativity confidence of youth in China 
and Germany. Chinese Journal of Education, China. 2009; 3: 26-28. 

4. Amabile TM, Conti R, Coon H, Lazenby J, Herron M. Assessing the work environment 
for creativity. Academy of Management Journal. 1996;39:1154-84. 

5. Khandwalla PN, Mehta K. Design of corporate creativity. Vikalpa. 2004;29(1):13-28. 
6. Crum DJ. Leadership support for innovation: a survey of U.S. navy senior executives. 

A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Philosophy. Capella University; 2006. 

7. Zhang R. A review on only children’ education for 30 years. Contemporary Youth 
Research, China. 2012;8:54-62. 

8. Xu KY, Song BP. Comparison of personality study between students from one child 
and multiple children families. Contemporary Youth Research, China. 1996;4:13-16. 

9. Xi MY. Differences of sense of social support of college students from only child and 
multiple children families. Journal of Nanyang Normal University (Social Science), 
China. 2012;2:102-04. 

10. Collins WA, Gunnar MR. Social and personality development. Annual Review of 
Psychology.1990;41:387-416. 

11. Li Z. Investigation on personality characteristics of college students from only child 
families coming from city. Youth Research, China. 1998;9:13-16. 

12. Cameron L, Erkal N, Gangadharan L, Meng X. Little emperors: behavioral impacts of 
China’s One-Child Policy. Science. 2013;339:953-57. 

13. Hao KM, Wang M. The only children and education reform: research report of only 
children status in China. Education Research, China. 2009;359(2):42-51.  

14. Zhang QL, Sternberg RJ, Si JW, Xu Z. Creativity research handbook. Chengdu: 
Sichuan Education House, China; 2002. 

15. Amabile TM. The social psychology of creativity: detrimental effects of competition in a 
field setting. Personality and Social Psychology. 1983;45:357-76.  

16. Amabile TM. Stimulate creativity by fueling passion. In E. Locke (Ed.) Handbook of 
Principle of Organizational Behavior. Malden MA: Blackwell; 2000.  

17. Eisenberger R, Huntington R, Hutchison S, Sowa D. Perceived organizational support. 
Journal of Applied Psychology.1986;71:500-07. 

18. Ling WQ, Yang HJ, Fang LL. Perceived organizational support of employees. Acta 
Psychological Sinica, China. 2006;38(2):281-87. 



 
 
 
 

British Journal of Education, Society & Behavioural Science, 4(5): 633-646, 2014 
 
 

645 
 

19. Sternberg RJ, Grigorenko EL. Successful intelligence in the classroom. Theory into 
Practice. 2004;43:274-80． 

20. Tighe E, Picariello ML, Amabile TM. Environmental influences on motivation and 
creativity in the classroom. In Houtz JC. (Ed.). The Educational Psychology of 
Creativity. Cresskill NJ Hampton Press; 2003． 

21. Shen Y, Chen ZH. Classroom environment characteristics to support creativity. 
Modern Education Science, China. 2010;7:34-35. 

22. Beghetto RA, Kaufman JC. Fundamentals of creativity. Educational Leadership. 
2013;70:10-15.  

23. Hennessey BA, Amabile TM. Creativity. Annual Review of Psychology. 2010;61:569-
98. 

24. Shi BG, Xu JJ. Prediction of family environment on college students' creative 
tendency. Journal of Capital Normal University (Social Science Edition), China. 
2009;5:71-77. 

25. Wang XL, Zhang JH, Chu YX, Liu GR. The relationship among family environment, 
self-efficacy and creativity of children in primary school. Psychological Exploration, 
China. 2009;5:46-50.  

26. Shi BG, Shen JL. The relationship among social economic status of the family, 
intelligence and intrinsic motivation and creativity. Psychological Development and 
Education, China. 2007;1:30-34. 

27. Ruokonen I, Kiilu K, Muldma M, Vikat M, Ruismäki H. They have always supported my 
choices. Creative catalysts in university students learning environments. Procedia- 
Social and Behavioral Sciences. 2011;29:412-21. 

28. Bi CZ, Huang XT. Preparation of self-confidence questionnaire on young students. 
Acta Psychological Sinica, China. 2009;41(5):444-53. 

29. Abdullah AR, Lade W, Dwivedi SN. Using deductions from assessment studies 
towards furtherance of the academic program: an empirical appraisal of institutional 
student course evaluation. iBusiness. 2011;3:219-27. 

30. Begheto RA. Creativity in schools and classrooms: an introduction to the special issue. 
International Journal of Creativity and Problem Solving; 2008. 

31. Vivian MY. Cheng. Infusing creativity into eastern classrooms: evaluations from 
student perspectives. Thinking Skills and Creativity. 2011;6(1):67-87. 

32. Vivian MY. Cheng. Tensions and dilemmas of teachers in creativity reform in a 
Chinese context. Thinking Skills and Creativity. 2010;3:120-37. 

33. Taggar S. Individual creativity and group ability to utilize individual creative resources: 
a multilevel model. Academy of Management Journal. 2002;45(2):315-30. 

34. Rizi CE, Yarmohamadiyanb MH, Gholami A. The effect group plays on the 
development of the creativity of six-year children. Procedia Social and Behavioral 
Sciences. 2011;15:2137-41. 

35. Levy-Garboua L, Meidinger C, Rapoport B. In handbook of the economics of giving, 
Altruism and Reciprocity. 2006;1:545-613. 

36. Bowlby J. Attachment and Loss. New York: Basic Books; 1982. 
37. Lewis M, Feiring MC. In families as learning environment for children. New York: 

Plenum Press; 1982. 
38. Luo LY, Feng XT. Comparison of family education between students from only child 

and multiple children families. Youth Exploration, China. 2001;6:12-16. 
39. Wang XT, Feng XT. Differences consumption between urban and rural students: 

comparison of students from only child and multiple children families. South China 
population, China. 2012;6:51-59. 

40. Bai XL. Educational care on only children. The New Campus Theory, China. 
2012;5:196-97. 



 
 
 
 

British Journal of Education, Society & Behavioural Science, 4(5): 633-646, 2014 
 
 

646 
 

41. Anonymous. Social habits hinder Chinese innovation. Reference News, China. 
Accessed 24 October 2006.  

42. Liu YC, Li Y, Sheng GJ. Empirical study about the differences between 
undergraduates from only child and multiple children families—904 samples in a 
college of Shandong province as an example. Science Economic Society, China. 
2009;3:91-94. 

_________________________________________________________________________ 
© 2014 Zhang et al.; This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and 
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited. 
 
 

Peer-review history: 
The peer review history for this paper can be accessed here: 

http://www.sciencedomain.org/review-history.php?iid=409&id=21&aid=3505 
 


