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Abstract

This study explores realities relating to creativity in the Australian educational system.
Increasingly, creativity is seen to play a significant role in the development of technology,
within the economy, our societies, and to individuals alike. National governments, such as
that of Australia, have therefore begun to identify it as a vital element within educational
policy documents (Melbourne Declaration). This study examines why, if at all, creativity in
education is important to key stakeholders, where spaces that give rise to creative acts might

be, and how creativity may lead to developmental transformation and change.

Through the use of observations and narrative interviews, this study utilises a constructionist
conceptualisation of creativity. The framework that is applied is based upon the work of
Lassig and the National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education to provide a
unique comparative case study between two Australian secondary schools (one private and
one public), and amongst key educational stakeholders (2009; 1999). Participants included
policy makers, school administrators, teachers, and students to further contextualise each

case.

The findings suggest that while the creativity agenda and its development is seen as critical to
the economy, the development of society and technology, and to individuals in discovering
and realising their own inherent potentials, evidence of exactly how to best develop it, both at
an institutional and personal level, was difficult to uncover. The absence of a shared discourse
meant creativity was understood differently, not just at the schools, but between different
stakeholders. Furthermore, due to the current emphasis placed on standardisation and testing,

prioritisation of the creativity agenda was left largely ignored.

In order to move forward, the creativity agenda must be a responsibility shared by all.
Fundamental re-evaluations regarding what education seeks to achieve and how it goes about
it is the first step. This involves developing a shared discourse, a recognition of the influence
of politics, and a greater consideration for the impact that assessment has upon the ability of
teachers to nurture creative learning environments. The next step is to implement a framework

to support this.
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1 Introduction

Around the world, change is transforming work patterns, challenging societies, and
influencing the personal lives of even the most remote communities. We need only to look
around in order to see how our modern world has transformed from its industrialised
beginning, to the knowledge-based society we have today that is increasingly seeking to find
value in the meaning of what we are doing (Airley, 2013; Kozma, 2011). Consequently, it has
become increasingly difficult to predict exactly how we must prepare and plan for the future

in terms of our personal and public lives.

Change can solve problems, yet simultaneously it presents other concerns; and increasingly,
the problems we are faced with often call for dynamic and creative solutions. Something
governments, companies, and individuals alike will need to address is that the new
information economy and knowledge society paradigm is challenging a naive perception still
held by many regarding labour and work (Airley, 2013; Pink, 2008). It involves the notion
that people are somehow like ‘rats in a maze’ in that they are directed and motivated
principally by way of monetary rewards (ibid). While the importance of money is undeniable,
to achieve economic growth, social progress, and widespread prosperity, policy makers,
organisations, and many within the field of education, are recognising that ‘our global
community is changing to increasingly value creativity and innovation as a driving force in
our lives’ (Airley, 2013; Kozma, 2011; Lassig, 1999, p.l; Robinson, 2010;). Yet,
understanding the value of and nurturing ones creativity is something that reflects many

issues within the educational system.

Many have tried, and continue, to demonstrate that the education should involve much more
than simply the moulding of future workers or citizens that can be quantifiably measured in
the economy (Dewey, 1938; Freire, 1993; Harlem Children’s Zone, 2011; Leadbeater, 2010;
Robinson, 2010). However, sometimes oversimplified notions and beliefs that schools are
places where all children are entitled to have their ways of thinking developed, and their best
forms of intelligence nurtured, seem unrealistic. This is especially true when contrasted by
the realities of dominant educational policies that are increasingly standardized, measured,
and often fosters a competitive environment amongst students, schools, and systems alike
(Robinson, 2009).



Australia, like many nations, has long been influenced by a model (the screening model) that
sorts students out and places the most able in the most difficult and best renumerated jobs
(Quiggin, 1999). Under this model, exams serve to rank students by determining their
correlation to perform high status jobs. Yet due to the rapid changes in society, individuals
that simply perform well on standardised tests are increasingly not correlating with the needs
of these ‘high status jobs’ (Robinson, 2011). Therefore, as the rate of change intensifies,
narrowly defined educational success determinants, such as Australian Tertiary Admissions
Ranking (ATAR), have become progressively questioned. Brown suggests, ‘to apply a one
size fits all ATAR’ that ‘disenfranchises’ students and results in a low score may actually
reflect ‘social background or where they went to school, rather than their [students]

capabilities and potential’ (Brown, 2013).

Education that rarely adheres to people’s reality anymore due to changing environments and
jobs in today’s growing global society is no longer a viable argument to continue using it
(Mitra, 2000; Robinson, 2009; Quiggin, 1999). As Lassig highlights, ‘In a system [such as
Australia and elsewhere] where the curriculum is already overcrowded and standardised
testing is influential in policy and practice, introducing creativity as a priority requires
significant changes in curricula, teaching and learning’ (2009, p. 1).

Creativity is no longer a word simply synonymous with the arts. For an increasing number of
people, creativity is slowly being understood in a much more relevant way that infuses
meaning into one’s life (Burnard, 2006; Robinson, 2011). Not as a ‘thing’ you either have or
do not but as a vital element of a person’s being in relation to any capacity. The question then

is, not whether you are creative or not but how well your creativity is being developed.

Creativity clearly has increasing economic, personal, and societal value in a world where
individuals that are succeeding are ones that are embracing change, innovation, and an ability
to think and see things differently (Robinson, 2010). It is almost imperative due to a world
that seeks specialised knowledge and quickly transforms it into routinized work (Pink, 2008).
Previously, creativity may have been seen as ‘a luxury for the few...but now it is a necessity
for all’ (Csikszentmihalyi, cited in Lassig, 2009, p. 1). Hence, it is vital to understand how to
further nurture and develop it. Education is not a thing or a concept, just as creativity is not a
subject within the curriculum. They are processes that exist within equally unjustified
dogmas. Therefore, trying to understand the environment within which it flourishes is of

central importance in order to explore the general functions of education in the 21% century.



1.1 Rationale

There are four rationales that underline this study — Creativity (section 1.1.1), Realities
(section 1.1.2), Secondary Schools (section 1.1.3), and Australia (section 1.1.4), all of which
are all presented below.

1.1.1 Creativity

There is a timely need to address the growing concern about the direction education is taking
in Australia, as creativity is a word that is increasingly used by governments around the world
not ‘as a transient fad, but as having an explicit role in the economy’ (Burnard, 2006, p. 313).
The culture of work has shifted dramatically due to a complex new global climate and is
recognised in the Melbourne Declaration, where a need to ‘approach problem-solving in new
and creative ways’ is highlighted (MCEECD, 2008). It therefore constitutes a fundamentally
political imperative (ibid). The creativity agenda is more than just economics and national
prosperity though. There is considerable debate around falling standards and tension about
pressures and principles regarding assessment (Blake, 2013; Donnelly, 2012). However, what
is really valued and important is signalled in the assessments we are given (Beghetto, 2010).
Unless creativity, regardless of what is often speciously stated, is accommodated, valued and
rewarded in the assessment process, the message to students will remain quite clear:

Creativity does not really matter.

There has been a tendency to believe that it has been due to a shift from core concerns
regarding numeracy and literacy, which requires more standardisation and control
(NACCCE, 1999). However, whilst this may have seemed like a logical approach in the past,
educating students for the future is proving a lot more complicated. Authors, such as Becker
discuss the growing return to investment in human capital, describing education as a
mechanical system (2002). Yet, he fails to mention that education is a human system not a
mechanised one; hence, not everyone is motivated to become educated simply because of the

potential monetary ‘return on investment’.

People also seek simply to be happy. Happiness, while dependent on how we interpret it,
does depend on the ability each person has to achieve it on the basis of his/her own individual
efforts and creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). People who drop out of school do so for
reasons that are embedded in their own biographies (Robinson, 2013). This alone is a strong



case for the need to cater to individuality and to value their creativity more seriously.
Undoubtedly, there is little chance of being happy within an educational system where you

feel you are unable to truly express and discover yourself.

For many, the capacities and traits that the education system would like to nurture are
currently absent or accidental; the desire to be self-motivated, better-informed, have greater
thinking and problem-solving abilities, have a larger capacity for cooperative interaction, to
possess more varied and more specialised skills, and to be more resourceful and adaptable
than ever before (Department of Education and the Arts, 2005). For many, due to the
systemic constraints currently embedded at various levels, the educational aim is to simply
finish and get a degree in order to get a job, rather than utilising its powerful potential for

self-discovery, growth, and intrinsic happiness (Pink, 2008; Robinson, 2010).

Another growing concern is that a bachelor degree no longer guarantees you employment as
it once did (Robinson, 2011). Therefore, for an increasing amount of people, education must
seek to provide something more if it is to continue to have some validity in our lives. Becker
argues that college graduates earn on average fifty percent more than high school graduates
(2002). However, again, he doesn’t discuss how many college graduates still end up
unemployed, are happy with their lives, and are over qualified for the positions they hold, or
never end up utilising their degrees in the area they were intended for. While nurturing ones
creativity may not necessarily guarantee monetary reward, having the opportunity to develop
your own unique personal skill sets and discovering what you love to do does generally lead
to greater validation, self-worth, and engagement (Csikszentmihalyi, 2004; Dewey, 1938;
Robinson, 2013).

As population swells and competition for jobs intensify, for many of us, education and the
difficulty endured to reach it must have more than simply the possibility of a job we have yet
to actually try. This is particularly true as patterns of work are changing so rapidly. Since
1956, 30% of people surveyed in the United States say that their life is happy
(Csikszentmihalyi M. , Flow, the secret to happiness, 2004). According to Csikszentmihalyi,
This hasn’t changed at all. Whereas the personal income, on a scale that has been held
constant to accommodate for inflation, has more than doubled, almost tripled, in that period.
But you find essentially the same results, namely, that after a certain basic point -- which

corresponds more or less to just a few 1,000 dollars above the minimum poverty level --
increases in material well-being don't seem to affect how happy people are. (2004).



Therefore, as higher education becomes the norm of more and more developing countries,
credential inflation may devalue the core principle that motivates a majority of the population
to obtain a degree (Lauder, Brown, Dillabough, & Halsey, 2006, p. 6). While Lauder et al,
stop short of advocating a particular kind of education, their message ‘that dominant policy
agendas seem wholly inadequate to meet the challenges that we now confront’ are clear
(2006). What are the implications for the future students who might view them as worthless?
What will motivate them to continue their educations other than monetary/material reward

and the promise of a prosperous career wane?

Creativity is more than merely a word or a ‘thing’; it has become an agenda (Burnard, 2006).
As an agenda, it is now of concern to various stakeholders each with individual interests. It is
clear companies wish to utilise creativity within the economy. Therefore, governments see
creativity as a political imperative. However, at a more intrinsic level, the context and desired
outcomes that recognise creativity as a ‘valued human capacity’ are still to be properly
identified (ibid). A recent report of Australian and New Zealand educators highlighted that
the top barrier to creativity was a system that was too reliant on testing and assessment
(Adobe, 2013, p. 6). Furthermore, a 2002 study found that 80% of students based their self-
worth on academic performance (Crocker, 2002). Hence, at a systemic level, education is
argued to increasingly constrict and constrain due to political and policy fixation on
mechanisation, standardisation, and measurement (Robinson, cited in Goodman, 2009). One
may repudiate that this does not limit your future entirely or that these are merely intended as
(or should be) diagnostic tools. Yet, it has become difficult to deny that formative
assessment, and the grade given, has serious significance on one’s future acceptance into

study programmes and in the workforce.

Whether creativity is best nurtured in a cultural climate that is supportive and nurturing, harsh
and competitive or a mixture of all is yet to be agreed. Understanding the culture that exists
within 21st century schools is of immeasurable value for everyone if we are to realise
people’s potentials. The common impression that creativity is only associated with the arts,
leaves many believing they are not creative or that creativity is something that only a few
talented people possess (Claxton, 2006; Robinson, 2009). Mere knowledge acquisition and
meeting the increased pressures and requirements of the national curriculum, inspections and
monitoring (both national and international) has led to some feeling that a ‘creative society’ is
unachievable under current policies and practices (Davies, 2002; Grainger, Barnes, &
Scoffham, 2004) This is since it is difficult to know what is desirable in the future and a

5



simple metric alone speaks nothing of the journey travelled, the person we actually are, want

to be, or can possibly be in the future.

Creativity, and an investigation surrounding it, provides a lens into many of these core issues.
People seek education to express themselves more clearly in many diverse, even
undiscovered capacities. In doing so, we are all hopefully rewarded personally, socially, and
economically. Therefore, in order to do that, creativity can mean many things and indeed
should if we are to explore new possibilities. If the process suggests there is only one answer,
then you will only find one (Scottish Consultative Council on the Curriculum, Teaching for
Effective Learning, cited in NACCCE, 1999, p. 30). It is, therefore, evident that a study about
creativity is especially important in these modernising times to enure an equally prospourous

and meaningful future for people in both their public and personal lives.

1.1.2 Realities

Due to the dominance of structural and policy led studies in the area of creativity, providing
an alternative pedagogic comparative research that looked at common discourse and practice
has been something that has been lacking, particularly within a singular education system
such as Australia (Jeffrey, 2006). By performing a study of this kind where key stakeholders,
from the top (policy-makers) to bottom (students) are accounted will therefore be quite rare.
The rationale is to simply provide a unified picture of the phenomena within a single study.
People see and interpret the world in different ways. An important consideration according to
Craft is that, ‘A challenge to any discussion of creativity... is the difficulty of terminology’
(Craft, 2003, p. 118). This is further corroborated by other studies where creativity is
commonly presented and defined in various ways in order to explore it (Burnard, 2006; Craft
2006; Davies, 2002; Robinson, 2006; Shaheen, 2010). Even more than 30 years ago, Morgan
culled 25 definitions of creativity from psychological literature alone (cited in Walberg,
1988). Hence, only by reviewing the realities of the participants at various levels of the
educational system does it become possible to understanding the nature in which the
creativity agenda currently exists. By exploring the various realities of participants at various
levels, it becomes possible to see where realities regarding the same topics diverge and

converge.

While one must accept that in social science research a researcher cannot provide the ‘mirror

reflection’ the social world that might be hoped, it does provide access to the meanings

6



people attribute to their experiences and social worlds (Miller & Glassner, 2011, p. 133). In
this way, what is desired is actually to simply grant the subject’s point of view ‘the culturally
honoured status of reality’ (Ibid). Hence, the realities sought here are to provide insights to
the meanings the individuals attribute and offer a way to experience the participant’s
subjective view in regards to creativity. This affords not only a means in which to describe it
with depth and detail, but also to compare various views of others around the same

phenomena based on each person’s reality of it.

1.1.3 Secondary Schools

There has always been a strong debate regarding private alternatives to mainstream public
schools (Mahuteau & Mavromaras, 2014). Hence, it is critical to include them due to their
representation in society and in Australia. It is also suggested that creativity needs to be
nurtured as early as possible and that elementary and secondary education may in fact be
more important than university for national prosperity and welfare (Walberg, 1988).
However, more than this they are particularly significant because they provide access to a
very interesting group of students that is receiving attention through curriculum reform and
research (Barber, 1999). This group is commonly identified as the ‘middle years’ or ‘middle
school’, generally, aged between 9-10 and 14 (Years 5-9).

The primary factor for focusing on ‘middle years’ students and their environments in
secondary schools relates to, both international and local (Australian), research that suggests
that student engagement often decreases during this period. This is particularly concerning
considering the above statement regarding their importance to national prosperity and
welfare. Students at this age often become more critical of the teaching and this becomes
evident in how they ‘switch off” through increases in truancy levels, stand-down, suspension,
and expulsion rates (Chadbourne, 2001; Gibbs & Poskitt, 2010). This provides a unique set of
challenges where the realities relating to creativity could shed possible light, particularly as
this period is marked by a ‘readiness’ in preparing students for life outside of school. Studies
that have focused on this issue poignantly identified these students as going through an
‘important stage in their development’, and the further iterates that ‘[s]tudents in the Middle
Years are experiencing a profound transition from childhood to adolescence. They are
undergoing significant intellectual, social, physical, emotional, ethical and moral

development...moving from concrete to abstract thinking’ (Department of Education and the



Arts, 2005; New South Wales Department of Education and Training, 2006, p. 1). Therefore,
by including students towards the end of the middle years spectrum they are able to think in
more abstract ways and contribute to more robust discussions surrounding the realities

relating to creativity in education.

The need for change is well documented and emphasises how ‘curriculum, pedagogy and
organisation of the Middle Years are inadequate’ (Barber, cited in Government of New South
Wales, 2005). Therefore, this is a critical moment where informed planning at all stages can
establish structures to ensure the creativity agenda is factored in and discussed at all levels of
implementation. This group is essentially at the heart of the ‘modern life’ identified in the
introduction. Therefore, their relationship and association to the educational system is of

significant interest due to the fact that,

These students use of mobile phones, MP3 players, video games and the Internet are not just
tools, but a way of life...The role and importance of technology in learning will be a major
factor in the way Middle Years’ students learn and define themselves (ibid).

They are the next generation that will have to shape the world in which they live.
Consequently, it only seems just to uncover what their realities are in order to better

understand how they may best be met.

1.1.4 Australia

Australia is a unique society dramatically influenced by change, multiculturalism, and
diversity. It is a country that provides many interesting nuances that are particularly
fascinating. As late as 2011, still one in four Australians were born overseas (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2012). Hence, a great deal of discrepancy remains in perspectives,
ideologies, and expectations that must be catered for within the educational system. Utilising
Australia as a lens, precisely because of this incredibly divergent group of people, provides
enormous value to communities both locally and globally due to their own broadening
populations. How we best deal with difference in all its forms is of paramount importance
(Olson & Mittler, 1996). Furthermore, Australia is unmistakably positioning itself as
knowledge based economy. With growth in the service sector due to decline in trades,
manufacturing and rural sector employment Australia is transforming quickly and provides
an interesting lens in which to investigate how creativity is understood in both theory and
practice.



While many governments increasingly recognise the influence creativity is seen as having
within the economy, not all have made it explicit within educational policy documents.
However, under goal 2 of the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young
Australians, Australia has (2008). The declaration states that the ‘Australian governments
commit to working in collaboration with all school sectors to support all young Australians to
become...confident and creative individuals...are enterprising, show initiative and use their
creative abilities’ (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth
Affairs, 2008, p.8-9). However, besides this document there is little else to suggest how and
why they have adopted such an approach or how it is translated into reality for young
Australians. Therefore, this made Australia an interesting candidate for this investigation to

further explore how it is implementing this mandated responsibility.

1.2 Aims and Research Questions

Broader Aims Relating to the Study is to provide an insight within the education system to
further understand the conditions in which people thrive, and conditions in which they don’t.
A further aim of this paper is to explore fundamental questions concerning the purpose of

education in a knowledge economy using the lens of creativity.

Specific Conceptual Aims Relating to Creativity looks at why creativity in education is
important, where those spaces might be that give rise to creative acts, and lastly, how

creativity leads to developmental transformation and change?
Hence, there were 3 research questions that guided this study and they are as follows:

e What are the outcomes or goals that drive key stakeholders at various levels in the
Australian secondary school system, and in particular, how do those concepts relate to
the current creativity agenda?

e How are the creative needs of students being met, if at all, and what are the main
differences and similarities in the approach of a private school compared to a public

school?

e What are the factors that promote or limit creativity in these settings?



1.3 Methodology

This qualitative study looks vertically to present the realities relating to creativity of various
stakeholders within the Australian educational system. The study also incorporates a
horizontally comparative aspect in the form of two case studies across two metropolitan
schools in Melbourne (1 public and 1 private) to compare how these realities are translated, if

at all.

Involved in this study are two policy makers (a senior political figure in Victoria, and the
other a senior administrator from within the Department of Education), three school
administrators (two from the public and one from the private), five teachers (all from the

relevant year level investigated), and 4 students (again, all from the same year).

1.4 Conceptualising Creativity

Although the theoretical framework for this study will be give more attention in the next
chapter, since the term creativity has been used so vastly, it is essential to conceptualise the

way creativity will be used in this thesis.

While no category is ‘fixed’, and the value of more scientific approaches to the study of
creativity is not to be understated, these theories are often seen through psychometric
philosophies. One such theory that has had a profound impact on the field of creativity is that
of Guilford during the 70’s (1968). Significantly, it was later incorporated into Torrance Test
of Creative Thinking (1968). However, a key distinction is that these theories have had a
more ‘underlying goal of mapping the empirical reality of creative phenomena’ and have
aspired to ‘develop formal or computational models, along the lines of the harder sciences’
(Kozbelt, Beghetto, & Runco, 2010, p. 22). The risk here is that, just like 1Q tests, it can and
has in some cases led to a simplified, often polarised classification of people into ‘those who
are’ and ‘those who are not’ creative due to the objective nature of this type of perception.
This perception is deeply embedded and often unnoticed. For example, a simple Google
search of ‘define creative’ produced this result that suggested it was ‘relating to or involving
the imagination or original ideas, esp. in the production of an artistic work: “creative
writing”” (emphasis added) (Google, 2013). Therefore, it can be of little surprise that people
rarely define themselves as creative unless they are associated to the arts.
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To clarify my conceptualisation | have embraced two distinct premises regarding creativity.
Firstly, it is embedded within a more metaphorically orientated theory. It focuses more on
hypothetical modes of thinking that according to Smythe, ‘provide entry into imaginative
possibilities both for theorising and for self-understanding in everyday life’ (in Kozbelt,
Beghetto, & Runco, 2010 p. 24). Secondly, my conceptualisation of creativity is a more
adaptive and open-ended. It incorporates a more organic, holistic, humanistic, and democratic
understanding of creativity underlined by Robinson and highlighted within the NACCCE’s
All Our Futures report, which will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter (1999).
Briefly, it devised the term ‘democratic creativity’. This type of conceptualisation provides an
understanding of creativity as something we all possess. As Gabora and Kaufman importantly
note in regards to the evolutionary approaches to creativity, ‘there is no a priori limit to how a
creative idea might unfold over time’ (2010). Indeed to explore new possibilities we need to

be able to admit there may be one first.

By adopting the term ‘democratic creativity’, it enables one to recognise creativity is not
vague or inconceivable, nor is it reserved for a special few. Within this stimulative position, it
is possible through ‘imaginative activity, fashioned so as to produce outcomes that are
original and of value” (NACCCE, 2009, p. 30). Everyone is capable of displaying creativity,
just in various capacities. Hence, it is the role of those working in the educational field, as
stated earlier, to provide the optimal conditions under which this can happen. Perhaps, in
exceptional circumstances, exceptional things do happen. Yet if the conditions are right, and
people have the relevant skills and knowledge, then we are all capable of reaching our

creative capabilities within a system that encourages us to do so.

Accordingly, creativity ‘is obviously to do with producing something original. But there are
different views of what is involved in this process’ (NACCCE, 1999, p. 28). The key task
here is to understand it is a process that ‘help[s] people break free from overly restrictive and
hegemonic beliefs about creativity, [that] in some cases — carry more ontological traction and
deliver more practical significance than more scientifically orientated frameworks’ (Kozbelt,
Beghetto, & Runco, 2010, p. 22). This means that just like humans, the process must be
organic, because it can never assume all our similarities or our differences. It can however
accommodate for them. Therefore, it cannot be systematised to the point where it cannot

adapt to the people it was intended for.
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1.5 Australia and its Educational System

Australia’s unique multicultural blend provides both unparalleled challenges and
opportunities. Immigrants from more than 200 countries call Australia home with more than a
quarter of Australians born overseas (Australian Government, 2012). While the ‘character’ of
Australian education on the whole can be seen as homogenous, the ‘peculiarity’ of Australian
education, noted by Monroe, was the absolute centralized control by the State of each public
education system (Monroe, 1915, p. 301). Each state government manages the school system
within their state'. School is compulsory for children between the ages of 6 to 15, and all
states utilise the three-tier model consisting of primary (ages 6 to 12), secondary (ages 13 to
18) and tertiary (including universities and technical and further education; TAFE). However,
the national government provides the funding for universities. Each is independent in its

governance, setting their courses and course content.

The Education Act, 1872, formed the basis for a central public school system based on the
principles of free, secular and compulsory education (Parliment of Victoria, 1872). However,
this was not the case with public secondary schools. Students of ability paid less than private,
which were essentially transplanted English inspired ‘grammar schools’. Thus, as highlighted
by Burke and Spaull, ‘competition was created between the public and private sectors’
(Burke & Spaull, 2001). Even though public secondary education is now free, many remain
today and are still characterized by gender differentiation, high cost and/or engagement of
select entry by way of centralized examination. Often, they receive a greater degree of public
funding for that student than if they were to attend a non-selective public school (ibid). While
schools in Victoria are generally considered to be relatively high-performing and receive
adequate funding, a core educational debate continually revolves around what some refer to

as the public-private divide (Donovan, 2013). According to Zyngier,

Ever since federal and state governments began to syphon funds from the public purse to top
up poor Catholic parish schools, we have over four decades seen an exponential growth of
government funding go to middle class and wealthy private schools at the expense of
increasingly impoverished and disadvantaged public schools (2013).

As education once again became a priority under the Gillard government in 2010, the desire

for a review of school funding and greater transparency within education grew. This was to

! As of 2014, Australia has since implemented a national curriculum. However, the term “creativity’ has still
remained on policy documents and within the Melbourne declaration (The Australian Curriculum Assessment
and Reporting Authority , 2014).
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address the fact that over the past decade Australian students had ‘decline at all levels of
achievement, notably at the top end’ (Australian Government, 2011). This resulted in the
commissioning of the ‘Review of Funding for Schooling’, or Gonski as it is more commonly
known (after the chairman of the committee David Gonski), and the release of the My School
website. Essentially, it was the biggest review of funding to Australian schools in over 30
years. Its aim was ‘to develop a funding system for Australian schooling which is transparent,
fair, financially sustainable and effective in promoting excellent outcomes for all Australian

students.

The My School website provides statistical and contextual information about schools in a
community so people can compare them with statistically similar schools across the country.
When first released however, the website principally compared schools (both public and
private) through a national assessment program (NAPLAN). Naturally, this sparked uproar.
Not surprisingly, they were utilised by various groups far beyond their intended use as a
point-in-time measurement (Barnard, 2010; National Assessment Program, 2011). What is
did prove however, once financial figures were released in an updated version of the site in

2011, was that educating a child was far more complex than statistics alone could measure.

This thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter two will provide a literature review regarding the
topic of creativity and then presents the theoretical framework to support and inform the
findings. Chapter three will then detail the methodological aspects of the study; while chapter
four will feature an account of the findings. Chapter five then discusses the major findings

before the final chapter, six, concludes the study.
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2 Literature Review and Theoretical
Framework

This chapter begins by exploring the study of creativity itself (section 2.1). How creativity
research has been perceived, organised, presented, and developed will be discussed through
relevant literature. The framework utilises Lassig’s 3 building blocks of creativity model,
however, it also incorporates elements from the All Our Futures Report published by the
National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education. These issues, and the
theoretical framework for understanding them, are presented in the second half of this chapter
(section 2.2.1 & 2.2.2). Presented under the themes of economic, technological, social, and
personal challenges for education (sub sections 2.3.1-2.3.4), these themes constitute an
integral part of the framework. However, they are further supplemented through four
concepts titled creative potential (2.4), freedom and control (2.5), cultural understanding
(2.6), and systemic approach. When these elements are combined it becomes apparent that a
culmination of concepts must be brought together to shed light on the infinite realities that

study and the process of creativity might encounter instead of a singular fixed framework.

2.1 Background Literature

Runco and Albert suggest that to understand creativity and its research the ‘when’ determines
‘what’ will become important (2010, p. 4). Hence, examining literature and the discourse
within it provides a way to explore the limitations so we may move beyond them. The ‘when’
and ‘what’ in creativity research therefore provides insights to the ‘how’ and ‘why’ being

explored in this paper.

Much of the initial work surrounding creativity revolved around the separations of the idea of
‘creativity’ from ‘genius’ and understanding differences between talent and ‘original genius’
(Runco & Albert, 2010, p. 8). The significance is embedded in the notion regarding what can
be taught and what comes biologically. Are some people exceptional? Regardless of what
happens will they be great or is everyone capable of greatness? This can be chartered all the
way back to Aristotle, Kant, and others including Guilford and Gardner, whose work later
helped develop the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (TTCT) and multiple intelligence
model that are still widely used today (Runco & Albert, 2010).
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Understanding the classic nature vs. nurture debate was a vital step in creativity research
history. A particularly interesting study involved Galton, whose interest in individual
differences led him to choose eminent individuals as examples of hereditary ability through
selective breeding (Galton, 1868). While this study may be old the interest in genes and their
connection to talent and 1Q is not. Shenk argues that modern research shows that genes do
not act alone, but are instead reactive to their environments (2010). According to Runco and
Albert, what Galton gave us evidence for was that ‘genius was divorced of the supernatural’
and that ‘genius although exceptional, was a potential in every individual’ (2010, p. 12). This

finding became invaluable because it validated the need for more than quantification alone.

Metrics however are powerful tools for organising. Therefore, understanding the importance
of metrics is paramount towards understanding creativity research design and its influence on
educational planning in general. According to Serafini, the Factory Model of Education
(FMoE) and standardised testing programs were intended to bring ‘hard science’ to reduce
uncertainty, standardise products, and create more efficient schools (2002, p. 67). They were
aligned with modernist philosophical assumptions based on ‘the point of view that all nature
(including human nature) is governed by invariable laws and that these laws can be
discovered and unerringly applied by means of science’ (Hanson, cited in Serafini, 2002, p.
68). Once the ‘standards’ were in place and means of testing was developed, a form of
‘quality control’ could then be regulated to address inefficiencies in the system (Robinson,

2010; Serafini, 2002).

Research, even within the field of more ‘scientific’ fields has increasingly acknowledged the
need for balance. Kozbelt, Beghetto, and Runco themselves note that ‘variation...which
encompasses the subjective experience of the moment of a private, minor insight by an
extraordinary individual as well as the greatest achievements of human genius’ demonstrates
just how difficult creative categorisation is (2010, p. 21). Hence, a shift in the last 50 years
has found an increasing respect for the ‘unambiguously creative, as well as everyday
creativity’ that is seen to be increasing stifled by mass education (Burnard, 2006; Lassig,
2009; Runco & Albert, 2010; Robinson, 2011). This has led to a more cooperative approach
amongst fields such as in the Philosophical Psychology journal that develops links. Fields
must realise their relative strengths and weaknesses and not defend them but embrace them

openly to inform accurately and responsibly.
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Rule based knowledge helps us to understand the fundamentals of a topic, as is being done
here and will be discussed further in the methodology chapter. However, social science has
long tried to be recognised amongst the traditional sciences in a search for validity, which
raises a poignant point raised by Flyvberg (2004). He suggests that, ‘there does not and
probably cannot exist predictive theory in social science’ (ibid, p. 422). Hence, the shift in
focus from merely the creative person, to the process, product, and environment, to include
more contexts to creativity research based upon Rhodes’ 4Ps. Here studies are categorised
based on how many of the four foci they include. Some creativity studies involve a focus on
the product produced, that is, the object of creative thought or acts, but also the place where it
occurs. Other studies include and explore more of the 4Ps, such as the processes undergone,
and last but not least the persons’ own inclination is sometimes considered (Rhodes, 1961).
This has now become the foundations to research that discusses the why regarding creativity
and not just the what (is creativity) (Rhodes, 1961). These have also been extended now to
incorporate 2 more categories, persuasion and potential. Further demonstrating how the field
IS moving towards a greater understanding of context. These categories provide a more
applied way in which to categorise and understand creativity in parts alone, or how one
influences another rather than focusing on more person-centred views. As Kozbelt, Beghetto
and Runco appropriately go on to highlight, groups are ‘not monolithic, in some cases there is
as much within category variation in the type of theories as there is difference between the
categories’ (2010, p. 20). This is not the biggest and most pressing concern however.

It is true that all theories have, and will provide useful insights. An over reliance on any
theory, tool, or methodology can always run the risk of being counterproductive. Studies with
a distinctly clinical focus often ignore many of the sociological, economic, and philosophical
reasons creativity is so important, not just to the individual but the wider community (ibid).
This influential approach has its roots in Adam Smith’s (1723-1790) rational argument and is
often manifested today within the field of psychology in regards to creativity research. It
attempts to measure creativity and understand the human mind but has poorly understood the
‘unintended and unanticipated consequences’ of this data and how it is often used both
socially and politically to measure and infer things it was never intended or designed for
(Runco & Albert, 2010, p. 10). Their objectivity means that they lean towards more

traditionally scientific approaches and are unable to explain the crucial element of context.

Conversely, one category of creativity studies raised by Kozbelt, Beghetto and Runco that is
particularly interesting for this study relates to systems theories (2010). They include studies
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that are broad and they focus less on understanding the particulars of a single act and more at
how the particulars fit into the creator’s overall goal. This is seen in Csikszentmihalyi’s
reframing of the basic question of ‘what is creativity?’ to ‘where is creativity?’ (1988).
Another area worth noting relate to developmental theories. This area has its basis in
psychology, yet has a more contemporary emphasis on persistence, intrinsic motivation, and
autonomy. These studies have primarily asserted that ‘creativity develops over time,
medicated by an interaction of person and environment’ and are invaluable because they
explain ‘the roots of creativity, as suggested by the background of unambiguously creative
persons’ (Kozbelt, Beghetto, & Runco, 2010, p. 26). The remaining studies that fall outside
of these categories are often narrow and marred by the use of metrics to quantify individuals.
This perhaps reflects their inability to successfully evaluate an individual’s creativity in the
present, let alone in the future. This is why the last two categories, persuasion and potential,

have been suggested.

While intelligence and creativity are not the same, the study of these two areas has sometimes
mirrored one another. However, an attempt to measure creativity as intelligence was and still
IS increasingly demonstrated to be neither ‘accurate nor responsible’ ways to judge an
individual’s abilities (NACCCE, 1999, p. 39). Therefore, if creativity is to be used merely as
another metric, you may have situations where an individual could create something but
because we have yet to understand its significance, we discard it and that person in the
process. This means that the growing importance placed on creativity, and the increasing
desire to measure it, may well end up producing the same kinds of competitive environments

as seen in regards to the intelligence quotient (1Q).

One significant development in the field of psychology that follows this point is seen in the
work of Dr Scott Barry Kaufman (2013). Kaufman’s assertions in his book Ungifted
challenge many pre-existing beliefs regarding 1Q and intelligence, including those made
famous by Gardener (2011; 2013). Gardener’s multiple intelligence model is widely used in
schools and has done a lot to broaden our conceptualisation of 1Q beyond a mere 1Q test. It
has helped to recognise the variation in learning styles and changed the way teachers teach.
But more importantly the questions raised by Kaufman relate to educational paradigms that
simply come up with more ways to measure those abilities by comparing people to each other

rather than concentrating on what motivates us to discover and succeed in all kinds of ways.
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According to Kaufman,

There are an infinite amount of intelligences. We should be open to that possibility, and
constantly open to every person’s unique brand of intelligence... There’s not going to be any
use for the word intelligence anymore... So that whole framework in which we can capture
potential at one slice of time, place an enduring label on that person, and then that will
remain. That is, | think, an outdated notion (Kaufman, 2013).

Further evidence in recent study by Runco, Millar, Acar, and Cramond has even suggested
that IQ wasn’t correlated with any form of creative achievement (public or personal) (2010).
This is quite significant because it follows Torrance’s own later admissions that a
consistently better predictor of creative achievement was not scholastic achievement,
including school grades and IQ test scores. He suggested that, ‘One of the most powerful
wellsprings of creative energy, outstanding accomplishment and self-fulfilment seems to be
falling in love with something—your dream, your image of the future” (Torrence, 1983). This
thinking is supplemented by people such as Pink, Goleman and Sternberg that have revealed
several weaknesses to our ‘test-happy’ systems that increasingly demonstrate how little 1Q
accounts for future career success (2006; 2008; 2012). In fact, it accounts for a meagre 4-10
percent (Goleman, 2012). 1Q influences the profession you enter due to the current way it is
used as a means to ranks individuals, but once in the profession it seems to matter very little
over the high concepts and high touch abilities such as imagination, joyfulness, social

dexterity and creativity.

This is quite significant in the sense that it challenges much of the standardised foundations
on which education in most countries, including Australia, is built and measured on. This
idea forces us to recognise that perhaps the way in which we organize, structure classes, entry
to them, and what learning characteristics are central to academic success and beyond. These
are the ‘unintended and unanticipated consequences’ that are mirrored within studies
regarding creativity, and is the reason it has become increasingly multifaceted and dynamic.
Therefore, it is not sufficient to simply mention it. In order to see where we may wish the

discourse to proceed, we must reflect upon where it has come from.

Today, the greatest distinction is one that is also reflected in many other fields by authors that
have growingly contributed, perhaps even unintentionally in regards to any social science
phenomena (Flyvberg, 2004). We are not simply studying ‘subjects’ or ‘participants’, they
are people who have needs, either perceived or real, that are as multifaceted and dynamic as
the concept of creativity itself (ibid). In other words, there is a hierarchy of needs, and what

motivates a person at any given time will depend where they are located on that hierarchy
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(McQuarrie, 2013). McClelland further proposes that these needs are not instinctive, but are
instead acquired or learned through experience, which is particularly important because it is
our education system and all those in it that provide this experience and must be aware of
their changing needs at any one time (Penn State University, 2014). According to Victor
Vroom’s expectancy theory, we must remember however that all of this creative motivation
is useless if what is needed to perform it is absent; such as a desire to value various forms of

creativity within the education system in the first place (cited in House, 1971).

This absence is heavily discussed in literature and often is embedded within testing and
evaluation debates (Barnard, 2010; Firestein, 2012; Robinson, 2009). Firestein notes that we
‘currently have an educational system which is very efficient but is very efficient at a rather
bad thing’. Others, such as Hoppman, have coined the term the age of accountability in order
to explain the increasing influence standardised testing, such as PISA, is having on
educational decisions (2008). While this trend seems to be increasing in Australia too, it has
been met with its criticisms regarding tensions and contradictions between competition,
choice and the democratic, public purposes of schooling as to what really is its purpose
(National standardised testing) and how effectively has it fulfilled the Federal Government’s
own commitment to education as a public good? (The Australian Education Union, 2010). A
common remark among geneticist is that you get what you screen for, and according to
Firestein, that is meant as a warning for education. He points out,
What we screen for is in our testing methods...we have to think carefully when we're testing
whether we're evaluating or whether we're weeding, whether we're weeding people out,
whether we're making some cut. Evaluation is one thing. You hear a lot about evaluation in
the literature these days...but evaluation really amounts to feedback and it amounts to an
opportunity for trial and error. It amounts to a chance to work over a longer period of time
with this kind of feedback. That's different than weeding, and usually, | have to tell you, when
people talk about evaluation, evaluating students, evaluating teachers, evaluating schools,

evaluating programs, that they're really talking about weeding. And that's a bad thing, because
then you will get what you select for, which is what we've gotten so far. (2012)

In order to explore what ‘we’ve gotten so far’, Gabora and Kaufman suggest the words
‘Lamarckian’ and ‘autopoietic’ as ways of understanding what propels creative processes
within these current conditions (2010, p. 290). This, simply put, is to propose that the
evolution of creative ideas must be understood within a ‘unique tapestry of culture’, woven
through interactions, where ‘the whole emerges through interactions amongst the parts’
(ibid). Recognising this, the study therefore looks at the process to develop creativity that
incorporates persons, not just a person, to explore the environments as a whole, rather than

trying to specifically define or measure it as is commonly done.
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2.2 Theoretical Framework and Supporting
Literature

In this section, the theoretical framework will be provided to interpret the data presented
later. Firstly, Lassig’s 3 building blocks is presented and explained (section 2.2.1). A diagram
is presented to provide a clearer visual representation of how elements of the second
framework will be tied together (figure 1). Lastly, the final framework, drawn from the All
Our Futures Report, is discussed (sections 2.2 to 2.7) with relevant literature. While links can
seem superfluous initially, they are raised in order to explain how things came to be, the way
they are, and what factors currently drive them. Therefore, it is necessary to be
comprehensive about each in the beginning in order to be explicit later on during the analysis.

2.2.1 Three Building Blocks of Creativity in Education

The first framework, developed by Lassig, is called the three building blocks of creativity in
education (2009). Each block provides a concrete way in which to connect various elements
to be explored in this paper by forming a solid foundation for development of creativity in
schools. Building block 1 is about establishing a shared language about creativity that is
understood by, and relevant to, all stakeholders. Building block 2 is about recognising and
discussing creativity to develop informed policy to reflect block 1. Block 3 is about the
development of the practices that block 1 and 2 established. However, the components are all
designed to inform and support each other and they do not always follow a sequential

process.

CP: Creative Potential

FC: Freedom and Control
CU: Cultural Understanding
SA: Systemic Approach

Informed Policy

Shared Effective

Educational
Practices (goal)

Creativity
Discourse

Challenges to Education
Economic, Social, Technological, and Personal

Figure 1 Three building blocks of creativity in education (with challenges incorporated from NACCCE Report)
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According to Lassig, ‘it is not enough to know that creativity is important and have the desire
to promote it” (2006, p.8). There must be a common discourse amongst all stakeholders at
various levels so that a language in which to talk about it is created (ibid). This is developed
in Building block 1, which is necessary because various people have such varied conceptions
about creativity. Often it is used as synonym for many other things, such as being artistic.
Building block 2 is simply about developing more informed policy through discourse and
dialogue and its importance for individuals and society (ibid). For policy to turn to action it
must be filtered into political agendas by various groups of society to raise its profile.
Building block 3 is about moving beyond discourse and policy and turning it into effective
educational practice. This involves more than the often decontextualized ‘thinking outside the
box’ activities and providing information, strategies, and mechanisms, which enables
student’s creativity to be developed within all areas of the curriculum and in varied ways

(ibid, p8). This framework provides the foundation (found in the middle).

The building blocks are best understood through analysis of policy documents, such as the
Melbourne Declaration. These documents are published, but often lack any clarity and
consistency for translating into reality. Much of the current focus on creativity, particularly in
Australia, has been on the intrinsic value of creativity and has provided valuable insights.
Yet, as articulated here ‘the focus on creativity is often at the policy level rather than in
practice’, let alone the intersection of both (Lassig, 2009, p.1). This is an example of block 2

being laid before block 1.

An explanation why this happens is offered by Myer and Rowan, who also adopt theory put
forth by Illich, to suggest that this is due to the ‘growth of corporate schooling’ and is
increasingly standardised and controlled (Illich, 1971; Meyer & Rowan, 2008, p. 219). While,
in theory, education is often desired to nurture the creative agenda stated in the declaration,
progressively, ‘modern schools produce education for society, not for individuals’ (Meyer &
Rowan, 2008, p. 219). Educational systems in this context can therefore be seen to be serving
needs that are growingly political or corporate in orientation. Consequently, this makes it
very difficult to move away from an educational system that creates and reinforces ‘standard
types of graduates from standard categories of pupils using standard types of teachers and
topics’ that we see often see in schools today. Educational theory suggests that ‘microcosms
of capitalism’ have little place in our classrooms (Kindfield, 2004). Yet, the hierarchical
structures that pervade classrooms are dominant and prevalent throughout the system
compartmentalising, standardising and controlling the system in its image (1bid).
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2.2.2 The All Our Futures Report

The second framework will be outlined and broken down in the remainder of this chapter. It
further contextualises links between each of the building blocks and provides a background to
the circle surrounding the entire creativity agenda (figure 1). Hence, the framework can be
seen as both the environment and the influence upon which to understand the creativity
agenda and how it is sustained. It consists of four challenges to education that are integrated
and at times competing elements that influence creativity. They are developed from the All
Our Futures Report (NACCCE, 1999). Each challenge is significant on their own (and will
be discussed in detail below) and cannot be separated from the other. They include economic,
social, technological and personal elements that are deeply dependent upon one another.

However firstly, the significance of the All Our Futures report will be outlined.

Due to the multidimensional nature of the topic, and the lack of similar in depth studies
within Australia, the second framework chosen is largely based upon a report carried out in
the United Kingdom. This was chosen because Australia’s educational system is originally
based on the English grammar system and much of it still remains. Secondly, the framework,
which is drawn from the All Our Futures report, was largely seen as a report that brought the
creativity agenda back into mainstream discussions surrounding education due to one of its
authors, Sir Ken Robinson (Craft, 2003; NACCCE, 1999).

It is seen as a perfect addition to Lassig’s three building blocks framework, as it extends it
much further and deeper. The report looks at the current provision by assessing the
‘opportunities and obstacles’ (NACCCE, 1999, p. 5). This is important because it provides
not only a framework for comparison but the reasoning for doing so. Hence, it provides an in

depth way to unravel the tapestry to discover the interactions amongst the various parts.

Towards the end of the 1990s, interest in creativity has particularly grown within education
and the wider community. In February 1998, The National Advisory Committee on Creative
and Cultural Education (NACCCE) was established in the United Kingdom to address the
‘unprecedented resurgence of activity in the field of creativity in education’ and as an
‘official agenda in relation to efforts to improve our schools’ (Burnard, 2006, p. 313). The
report, titled All our Futures: Creativity, Culture and Education, was not significant because
it comprehensively addressed creativity, but because it was commissioned by the British
authorities and was to influence the wider national strategy, which included recommendations

on the National Curriculum (NACCCE, 1999). In many ways, the report can be seen as
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recognition, not only in the U.K but globally, of the growing importance for the provision of
creativity in the formal and informal education of young people (Burnard, 2006; Craft, The
Limits To Creativity In Education: Dilemmmas For The Educator , 2003). Furthermore, the
report can be seen as a direct continuation of the literature that has been presented so far that

has increased the importance of the topic.

The focus on creativity by the British government as a market driven approach is one that is
also mirrored in Australia (Craft, 2006; Lassig, 2009). The concern here is that it could create
‘blind spots’ if the focus on performative education continued and some form of
‘universalisation’ of creativity is implemented with no reference to various macro or sub
cultures. This is epitomised in the FMOE, where a teacher’s role becomes influenced by
performance indicators (grades) to a point where they are often seen to be reduced to that of a
technicist (Craft, 2006). Another important concern is that the emphasis on creativity in
schools is simply related to the selling of ideas and products (ibid). While these concerns are
completely valid, they do not detract from the significance, or the value of the findings. It

simply validates the need for more context-dependent research of this kind.

Investigation of Australian studies regarding research returns very little to confirm that
creativity is much more than policy rhetoric. As seen in the Melbourne Declaration,
creativity objectives are stated but never clearly defined, or operationalized for practice
(2008). Australian studies have highlighted the value of creativity economically,
technologically, socially, and personally (Graham, 2012; Lassig, 2009; O'Rourke, 2005). Yet,
creativity discussions are still commonly framed in relation to the arts or at a theoretical level.
Lassig’s work however is an example of where a bridge between policy and practice is
attempted that looks beyond this traditional mould (2009). She provides a useful framework,
the three building blocks. Unfortunately, she does not provide empirical data to support it,

nor was any found to date. This is what this study aims to provide.

2.3 The Challenge for Education

The challenges for education are unparalleled by any time in our history. To appreciate this,
Robinson says, ‘imagine the past 3000 years as the face of a clock with each of the 60
minutes representing a period of 50 years. Until three minutes ago, the history of transport
was dominated by the horse’ (2011, p. 40). If you take in writing systems to this equation, the
World Wide Web was only made 25 seconds ago. This rapid change has influenced the way
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education is organised and able to respond to the needs of the 21% century. Furthermore, the
challenges that will be outlined (economic, technological, social, and personal) have resulted
in a dramatic shift that has placed new priorities on education that emphasis a new balance to
teaching and in the curriculum that both governments and corporations recognise (Hallissy,
Butler, Hurley, & Marshall, 2013). Some point to the fact that while disciplines remain
essential for the organisation of academic pursuit, real world problems are not contained to a
single discipline (Graham, 2012). Others add that wisdom, and outcomes that characterise
creativity as a valued human capacity are also needed. (Burnard, 2006; Craft, 2006). What is

clear is that 21% century challenges will require 21* century solutions.

2.3.1 Economic Challenge

The economic challenge is understood in terms of the individual and as a system. For the
individual, concerns centre on expectations that people become educated to get a job when
they finish school. There has been a clear shift in the workplace. Changing job markets
evolve and develop. Demanding people are flexible and able to adapt. As education attains an
unprecedented importance as a source of technological innovation, so it is predicted that the
number of unskilled jobs will decline while jobs that require expert knowledge will increase
(Craft, 2006). The view that creative abilities are seen of value in all forms of business is one
that is well supported (Burnard, 2006; Craft, 2006; Csikszentmihalyi, 2004; NACCCE,
1999). Apple and Cheung, remind us that education is not static (as cited in Kubow &
Fossum, 2007, p.83). So what constitutes valid knowledge is perpetual. Literacy and
numeracy are essential. But in the global markets of today, the skills and knowledge needed
mean more than just getting back the ‘basics’.

In terms of economic challenges as a system, all the issues above must be addressed along
with national ones. As raised earlier, the FMoE was a market driven response that made sense
in an industrial economy where 80% were manual workers (NACCCE, 1999). However,
more than 60 years on, the context has changed completely. In some cases the ratio is being
reversed (ibid). The shift from theoretical to applied knowledge production means that the
FMOoE currently utilised in many countries will find it increasingly difficult to produce the
creative, trans-disciplinary thinking more frequently required by employers (Hallissy, Butler,
Hurley, & Marshall, 2013). Employers often find that graduates simply don’t have the

skillsets that their companies need because their degrees are simply too narrow.
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Degrees are a way to acknowledge skills. But more broadly, a degree is often used by various
institutions to sort, rank, and label individuals at a very basic level. Degrees are also a status
symbol for the individual, their families, and for the state where they also serve as goal in
itself. A concern raised in literature surrounds issues regarding academic inflation and the
decline of traditional forms of work (NACCCE, 1999). Due to rapid developments in various
markets academic qualifications alone are no longer enough. According to Boretz, ‘indeed
many students and instructors of all ranks appear to subscribe to the myth that grades and
success are tightly bonded, particularly in the area of their future career potential’. It is a hard
point to argue against, especially when so many educational programs and workplaces

require minimum standards just to apply to them (2004, p. 42).

The argument being made here is not to deny the inherent benefits of a qualification or
investment in training. However, whether the misunderstanding of grades is a result of
building students’ self-esteem, poor grading standards, or a rise in overall student
performance, they are interesting questions that require deeper reflection (Boretz, 2004). The
greatest issue is that grades are often analysed without considering how they relate to student
learning (Ng, 2008). Does a single number or letter accurately reflect an entire person’s
achievements or do we need to look more broadly? Even amongst doctors, over a 20 year
period, some studies state that ‘intelligence does not predict careers’ and even A levels, used
to assess achievement ‘should not be the sole basis for selection’ according to McManus,
Smithers, Partridge, Keeling, and Fleming (2003, p. 142). Regardless, the reality for now is
that grades matter. Where a first degree once guaranteed you a job, the requirement is now a
masters or even a PhD (NACCCE, 1999). Therefore, like any currency they inflate when
there are too many people in relation to the job opportunities available (ibid). It was argued
earlier that qualifications increase earning potential and this is true. However, even Becker
acknowledges that ‘basic methods’ have hardly altered in two and a half thousand years.
(2002) What is increasingly clear is that a degree is only a part of the picture for economic

Success.

2.3.2 Technological Challenge

The technological challenge for education highlights three parts. According to the All Our
Futures report we ‘need to enable young people to make their way with confidence in a world
shaped by technology’, understand its effects, while realizing its consequences (NACCCE,
1999, p.22).
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The ways in which creativity impacts technological advancement is clear. Developments in
technology mean markets that previously never existed are booming. To highlight this,
simply think about how smartphones and apps in mobile devices have changed the world.
The iPhone came to market in 2007, just 5 years ago, and introduced apps to the world. Now,
in Q1 of 2013 alone, the four app stores (Apple, Google, Microsoft, Blackberry) combined
still grew by 11% and produced a revenue of US$2.2 billion (Canalys, 2013). This is a
market that not even Apple themselves knew would develop into what is has because it was
mutated by people that created new uses for it. Just like the internet, as is quite often the case
with creative solutions, their potentials are never quite known until they are built. This is why
the creative agenda is pivotal to both governments around the world and to the individuals
allowed to explore within it. A report by KEA argues that currently an inability to ‘harness
this huge potential to the full in order to better serve the economy and society as a whole’ is
influenced by a culture that is not effectively promoting, encouraging and supporting a
‘creative ecology’ within schools (2009, p. 6). Therefore we must recognise that it is not a
case of simply talking about technology in the public domain (such as consumer electronics)
but in medicine, agriculture, logistics, and even areas such as sport that furthers ‘human-

centred innovation’ to involve every domain from math, science, English, to the arts (ibid).

Technology offers unlimited potential both in teaching and learning that must be harnessed.
The reality is that young people are often more alert to the possibility of new technologies
than their teachers (NACCCE, 1999). New technologies in all their varieties are a playground
like any other where people can broaden their horizons to create things only limited by their
imaginations. However the risks must be equally managed to ensure that like the physical

world, harm does not befall students before they understand the consequences.

2.3.3 Social Challenge

Like the technological challenge to education, the social challenge is dominated by a
backdrop of global change and development. Authors around the world are predicating the
need for education to enable people to ‘engage positively and confidently with far reaching
processes of social and cultural change’ (Freire, 1993; NACCCE, 1999, p.23; Robinson,
2010). The breakdowns in patterns of work, detailed above, highlight how social and

community life have shifted dramatically. Every country around the world, and particularly in
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Australia, governments are dealing with a widening cultural profile that presents challenges

and opportunities where creativity in all aspects of life is required.

The changing perceptions of gender roles and identity reflect the increasing links across
various continents. Embracing and utilising the various perspectives, experiences and skills
of various cultural backgrounds builds markets where they never existed. From the food we
eat, to how we speak and dress. The way we continue to coexist in an increasingly ‘complex
web of interacting cultures and sub-cultures: of families, gender, peer groups, ideological
convictions, political communities, and of ethnic and local traditions’ is in constant flux
(NACCCE, 1999, p.23). A focus on creativity provides a consciousness to the increasing
diversity in our societies. Macpherson documents the consequences of the breakdown in
intercultural relations, pointing to a need for schools and others to go beyond a general policy
of multicultural education (cited in NACCCE, 1999). Studies highlight that in order to
combat intolerance and diversity, the education sector as a whole must aim to humanise and
value both culture and an individual’s difference wherever and however it occurs (Kozulin,
Gindis, Ageyev, & Miller, 2003). It is often far more productive to recognise difference in
order to discuss things thoughtfully and with weighted reflection, rather than pushing people

and their issues further into the periphery.

2.3.4 Personal Challenge

The personal challenge to education again embraces elements of all the above mentioned.
This is clear because each of them is of concern to everyone. The challenge to education to be
more personal and appeal to our intrinsic motivations is made clear by Csikszentmihalyi,
Golman, Kaufman, Pink, Robinson, Sternberg, and earlier (2004; 2012; 2013; 2008; 2009;
2006). It is further supported by Abbott here, ‘life is more than work...[and] the issue is not
technology, but what it means to be human.’ (cited in NACCCE, 1999, p.24). Hence, the
need to be more specific is paramount in order to inform discourse regarding the need to
develop the unique capacities, aptitudes, and biographies of all people (NACCCE, 1999).
Education is more than just the academic elements. According to the All Our Futures report,
education must enable people to express emotions and feelings in positive and constructive
ways (Ibid). This notion is supported by Freire in his ‘banking education’ model (Freire,

1993). For Freire, much of education fails to acknowledge men and women as historical
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beings. As a result, people often find that education does not help them find meaning and

make sense of their lives.

Education has to remain relevant. Disaffection and disengagement is a problem that must be
addressed to ensure that people are not excluded from the educational system. The greatest
disincentives to achievement are low self-esteem and lack of motivation (NACCCE, 1999).
Although, in Australia, exclusion is relatively uncommon, there is growing evidence that
suggests ‘that students do want to learn, but that the way in which they are currently learning
is not meeting their needs’ (Department of Education and Early Childhood Development,
2009, p. 9). Nurturing an individual’s creativity that encourages personal fulfilment and a
sense of accomplishment is not only required but seemingly demanded by people who are
unfulfilled within the current paradigm. Education of this kind often views creativity as
important, but separate from the mainstream academic curriculum (Beghetto, 2010).
Consequently, few attribute creativity to areas such as maths or science due to the prescribed
nature of the lessons. Creativity, while perhaps not suppressed by current educational
systems, is not nurtured in a way where students learn to value their unique individual

abilities and are encouraged to do so.

2.4 Creative Potential

While it may seem romantic to conceive creativity in this way, as some may doubt it can be
taught at all, the proposition here is that it can (NACCCE, 1999). Therefore, the primary
obstacle to understanding creativity is its perception due to surrounding discourse. This can
be at a societal, institutional, and even personal level. If one chooses to perceive creativity
through an elitist discourse for example, only very rare people are creative and creativity
involves rare talents (ibid). Then educators of any area are finished before they have begun.
Indeed creation is not elitist, it is actually quite common (Kaufman, 2013; Lassig, 2009;
NACCCE, 1999). Creativity is utilised to make better solutions to complicated problems
every day, in all areas of life. However, what is often really being assessed is the value of that

creation.

The pinnacle of any area reveals similarities. We marvel at football player that performs an
exceptionally creative passage of play on a field. Yet, while hoped it is not demonstrated
every time. Hence, the talent is there but the feat is unique due in part to the factors that lead

to it (Gladwell, 2008). A scientist can create something astonishing and is labelled a genius.
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However, even as Nobel Prize winning chemist Sir Harold Kroto attests, ‘nine out of ten of
my experiments fail, and that is considered a pretty good record’ (cited in NACCCE, 1999,
p.34). The point is that exceptional is exactly that, exceptional, and a combination time,
space, skill, knowledge, and even luck must combine for it to happen (Gladwell, 2008). A
foundation of skill or talent must generally be built in any area for something extraordinary to
happen. The aim is hence to develop the particular techniques, skills, knowledge that are
specific to different disciplines and forms of work that can provide the potential for more
people to do exceptional things.

While words and numbers help us formulate some ideas, others are often less valued within
conventional education. Gardener’s work has done a lot to shed light on the multiple ways of
thinking (2011). However, the list is not fixed. In fact, thinking has been proven to be as
diverse as people themselves (Kaufman, 2013). All people have abilities to varying degrees
and the ways in which they are classified is less important than the need to nurture it within
the system as a whole. Some children who perform poorly in conventional academic tests
may have strong abilities in areas that were not designed to be measured. Standardised tests
can measure cognitive ability well enough, and divergent thinking tests can even be used to
measure aspects of creative cognition, but both fail to account for other crucial leaning
characteristics that are integral to academic success (e.g., active learning strategies, interests,
self-control, persistence) (Finn, et al., 2014; Murayama, Pekrun, Lichtenfeld, & Vom Hofe,

2012). Yet, for individuals, it can be a severely inhibiting factor.

According to the All Our Futures report ‘creativity is best construed not as a single power,
which you either have or do not have, but as multidimensional” (1999). What this implies is
that discovering, and having your creative potential developed can enormously develop
confidence and achievement as a whole. Discovering ones skills of creative thought and
production is highly rewarding and personally fulfilling. In a way, it is a validation of who
you are and what you can do. Perhaps, for this exact reason, some, even many have felt
‘disaffected by education’ and suffered a sense of failure precisely because they have not
discovered where their own abilities lie (NACCCE, 1999, p.42).

2.5 Freedom and Control

The concept of freedom and control is developed to highlight that like most things, they
require balance. Beghetto notes that popular slogans like ‘thinking outside the box’ and
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‘eliminate all constraints’ sound liberating, but are ‘unrealistic and inaccurate’ because in
reality we need to think creatively inside many boxes (2013, p. 7). Therefore, in the case of
creative education, this does not mean simply letting go, but an equal dependency on
knowledge, control of materials, and command of ideas (NACCCE, 1999, p. 6). Perhaps an
idea even more supported involves the notion that people understand the processes and to
gain control of them in order to transfer these forms of knowledge and skills to all areas of
their lives (Alonoaimi, Hinostonza, Issacs, Kozma, & Wong, 2011). In this way these
processes of freedom and control are transferred into the power ‘to pursue one’s own research
agenda’ in all capacities and areas of life (Marginson, 2009, p. 100). While it is possible to
have an impact in an area with a limited knowledge, increasing your understanding of the
field in question by not disregarding the teaching of skills and understanding, one can
recognise the ‘mutual dependence’ freedom and control has on the heart of the creative

process (NACCCE, 1999, p. 43).

2.6 Cultural Understanding

Cultural understanding here is separate to definitions relating to the word culture itself. The
principle concern here is to merely recognise that various cultures exist due to our differing
language, values and beliefs. Furthermore, it is also to recognise that the engine for cultural
change is the human capacity for creative thought and action (NACCCE, 1999). While many,
most notably Bourdieu, have discussed and debated the important significance and influence
of terms such as ‘cultural capital’, ‘habitus’ and ‘cultural arbitrary’, the ‘messiness’ and
‘vagueness’ of these terms means they have been acknowledged yet largely avoided because
they have become so ‘ambiguous and overloaded’ (Sullivan, 2002, p. 150; Nash, 1990, p.
446). While the terms provide great validity to possible discussions and ideas, none are
circumvented nor ignored by the framework of this paper. Culture can and does constrain,
however simultaneously it provides freedom. It is within this framework that creativity is best
explored. Hence, cultural understanding in the context of this paper is dynamic and diverse.
This allows one to engage with and respect cultural perspectives other than our own and to
provide an awareness of that balance between teaching knowledge and skills, and

encouraging innovation in a particular context and individual (NACCCE, 1999).
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2.7 A Systemic Approach

Public education, was, and still can be seen as response to a whole set of social, cultural, and
economic, and personal challenges. Some argue, as Durkheim did (Filloux, 1993, p. 303), by
suggesting that education provides for the ‘greater good’, or a more critical approach might
be to argue that society uses education as a way to reproduce, thus maintaining dominant
groups, as Bourdieu (Nash R. , 1990) has proposed. If we choose to accept these arguments,
then one could even suggest that not much has actually changed. In truth it has always done
both. It is the degree that one has been prioritized over the other that is of central importance,
because the same is true regarding the prioritization of the creativity agenda.

In order for education to prioritise creativity the system must work together. Yet, often as a
system develops it compartmentalises to increase efficiency. While many governments,
including Australia, seek to have graduates who can predict and have the skills to work in the
future, educational compartmentalisation has meant that realistically very little is actually
known about real directions to enable this outcome to come into fruition (Fleer, 2002).
Hence, issues of creativity are clearly a concern for the whole of education as they influence
much more than simply the shape and content of the formal curriculum (NACCCE, 1999).

While some suggest that educational compartmentalisation is due to a lack of ‘synergies’
among actors (Fleer, 2002, p. 139). Others, such as Hobsbawm, go further to suggest that ‘we
could be entering a period which is defined by our inability to control the forces we have
unleashed’ (in Lauder, Brown, Dillabough, & Halsey, 2006, p. 7). Here Hobsbawm, is
alluding to the role of decentralization and how lack of continuity and coordination,
particularly due to the abstractions of our increasingly complicating world, must be
underpinned by a type of ‘social cooperation’. According to Abbott, ‘Good schools will never
be enough’ (1997, p. 8). Hence, a systematic approach should not only be dependent upon the
‘geographical location nor the personal enthusiasms of individual teachers’ (NACCCE, 1999,
p. 138). Education requires synergy, cooperation, and communication to be developed to
support creativity through an extensive network of partners, in a wide range of capacities.
The notion that schools must go it alone is a fallacy. Partnerships are not additional luxuries.
They should include individuals, professionals, community groups, businesses, industry, and
cultural organisations to provide greater opportunity for development (ibid). These notions

are not subjects in the curriculum but general functions of education (1999).
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3 Methodology

In this chapter, decisions regarding methodology and choices concerning procedures will be
presented and justified. It will begin by discussing general philosophical assumptions (3.1)

and move on to the more practical decisions adopted during the study (3.2 — 3.8).

3.1 Philosophical Assumptions and Research Paradigm

Social science is a field that has the ability to influence society. Many social science
researchers have endeavoured to adopt a strategy as close as possible to that of the natural
sciences in an attempt to produce what they feel will constitute as quantifiable, objective, and
legitimate knowledge. However, this is not a study over the semantics of a definition with the
purpose of providing a single objective truth. A philosophical assumption employed in this
study is based upon pragmatic knowledge claims made by Tashakkori, Teddlie, and Patton
that convey the importance of focusing attention on the research problem in social science
research, then using pluralistic approaches derive knowledge about the problem (cited in
Cresswell, 2003). Therefore, because we are looking at the social world, learning to see
through another’s eye and listening to their stories is not a sufficient condition for effective
and successful development, but it is a necessary one in really understanding the texture of
their lives (Olivier de Sarian, 2005, p. 26). This epistemological view therefore adopts
assumptions that knowledge and ‘truth’ is relative and only true from the view of the
individual (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). This reflects ontological discussions that place this
research within a constructivist strand. Due to the fact this study is interested in social change
by realising the creativity of individuals within education, it further clarifies it within the
radical humanist paradigm. Here, radical change, combined with constructivism is used to
challenge the status quo, and defines the use of an inductive approach to discover how

realities regarding creativity binds people in order to break through and reach emancipation.

3.2 Research Design

Following the philosophical assumptions outlined above, a comparative case study which
aims to compare educational environments (horizontal comparison) for the purpose of
gaining better understandings of educational realities (i.e. creativity) is well suited (Bray,

Adamson, & Mason, 2007). However, in this study, the crucial comparison will also be made
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across key stakeholders (vertical comparison) to further contextualise variation and
commonalities amongst them in approaches, attitudes, ideologies, and values towards
creativity and the education system. By utilizing a combination of cross-sectional research,
structured observations, and interviews of participants, a study that enables the use of
description and exploration rather than the manipulation of variables to produce richer
context-dependent understandings and insights will attain an even more holistic, rich and
descriptive understanding to explain the realities of creativity in each environment (Bryman,
2008).

3.3 Sampling

This section will describe the sampling related to this study. Broken into four subheadings,
the country (3.3.1), city (3.3.2), schools (3.3.3), and participants (3.3.4) will be elaborated
and justified.

3.3.1 Country

The research was purposefully carried out in Australia for a number of reasons. Firstly,
Australia has notably identified the creativity agenda within the education system (The
Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority , 2014). This provides a means
in which to address exactly what is meant by the inclusion of such terminology and how it
has been implemented. Australia furthermore is a well-established, industrialised economy
that is looking to firmly establish its future in new industries and jobs to lessen its reliance
upon primary industries such as mining, and agriculture (Australian Labor, 2013). This
requires the development of new knowledge-based economies that investment in creativity is
seen to provide. While all countries have had to deal with immigration, as mentioned earlier
in the introductory chapter, Australia is already home to immigrants from more than 200
countries, with more than a quarter of Australians born overseas (Australian Government,
2012). Being such a multicultural society, it provides a unique lens in which to explore the
way education deals with difference (along with all the cultural and personal peculiarities this
entails) and caters to the creativity of such a varied group of people. Difference, after all, is
something all people growingly have to contend with in our globalising world which makes

the choice of Australia particularly appropriate in this case.
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3.3.2 City

All of the above-mentioned are represented in this study through the city of Greater
Melbourne. A city on the South East coast of Australia, it is home to an estimated 4.35
million people (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2014). It is the largest growing city in
Australia and perhaps the world’s most social (The Economist Intelligence Unit, 2013).
Melbourne’s diverse population and perspectives drive continual revision of educational
policies to cater to its rapidly changing industries. Melbourne has a thriving food, music, and
sports culture, with an abundance of galleries and a good corporate reputation. According to
recruitment specialist Tim James, ‘the creative industry here is really well-paying’, however
employers ‘are focused on recruiting people with very specific skills and are not as flexible as
they once were’, particularly within ‘IT, finance, engineering specialists, and...in the health

and energy sectors (Carrington, 2013).

While it is highly debated and pragmatically immeasurable, Melbourne unofficially lays
claim to the reputation as Australia’s creative capital (Carrington, 2013). Therefore making it
a perfect candidate to explore how creativity is nurtured (if at all) in this highly diversified

and competitive environment.

3.3.3 Schools

Ten schools were approached (both from the private and public sector). Then a selection of
two (one private and one public) was established on the basis of convenience, by virtue of
accessibility, and purposefully to ensure that both fulfilled criteria in relation to the studies
aim. As the study aimed to reflect the broader population, criteria were quite fundamental in
that they (i) only needed to value creativity? in order to reflect the Melbourne Declaration
mandate: (ii) they also needed to respect anonymity in order to allow free speech; and lastly,
(iii) they needed to be a coeducational institutions to ensure all students could be represented.
Some schools, only private interestingly, insisted on pre-selecting participants. Despite being
told that it would compromise people’s ability to speak freely and most likely produce
unreliable data about their institution, they insisted. They were therefore deemed illegible to
participate.

2 At this stage the term ‘creativity’ was used arbitrarily as a criterion to later assess exactly what was meant by
the schools in each context. This valuing of creativity was expressed explicitly on websites, documents or
verbally by administrators.
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The private school, with an enrolment of over 1200 students (approx.70% male), was spread
across several hectares and has a contemporary learning environment with state of the art
facilities and learning technologies. Students have access to fully equipped Sports and
Function Centre, IT Centre, Aquatics Complex and hi-tech Science and Environmental
Studies Centre. Here, parents contribute as much as $18,000 a year for their child to attend,
with 77 percent of their students going to university in 2012. Most Year 12 students are in the
top 20 percent of the state. The campus is broken into three sections based on age (junior,
middle, and senior).

The public school, with an enrolment of just over 600 (approx. 55% male), was much smaller
logistically due to its location. It provided an alternative to its traditional educational stream
in the form of a Steiner programme, and also provided facilities for most areas including
Arts, Physical Education, Science, Environment, and Technology. While contributions within
the public sector are not obligatory, parents may be required to pay for programs deemed
outside the ‘standard curriculum’ (arts, English, health and physical education, languages
other than English, mathematics, science, studies of society and environment and technology)
(Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 2013). They also may include
essential items including books, stationary, and finished articles such as ceramics. Here, only
37 percent of students went on to university, but triple the number of students from the
private went on to vocational studies and double into the workplace compared with the
private school.

3.3.4 Participants

Great consideration was given as to how the realities of creativity could be explored. Since an
overall aim was to better understand the environment in which creativity currently exists in
Australian schools, simply investigating the realities of a single group (such as students,
teachers, or even schools) in isolation seemed insufficient. Therefore, in order to provide a
broader context to each reality a vertical comparison amongst key stakeholders was also
needed. This was achieved by a four layer investigation at the policy level, administrative
level (of a school), teacher level, and of course the student level. With policy implemented
from the top to the two streams (public and private) the figure below illustrates the
relationship between each participant level and how realities relating to creativity will be

compared. Each is subsequently discussed below.
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SIS 5 pARTICIPANTS
Level

2 PARTICIPANTS Public School RIS 1 PARTICIPANT
Administrators Administrators

3 PARTICIPANTS 3 PARTICIPANTS

2 PARTICIPANTS Students Students 2 PARTICIPANTS

Figure 2 Vertical and horizontal participant relationships for comparison

Policy level:

At this level, purposeful sampling was employed to request interviews of high profile and
relevant politicians, and educational employees. Eventually, two highly influential
educational figures, one in politics and one within the Department of Education in Victoria
were secured. Both figures have a critical role in educational policy development and
implementation. Therefore, their realities have a central role in dictating how the creativity
agenda is developed, and in which way. It also allows for greater understanding of current
directions by uncovering how their realities in regards to creativity reflect their own personal

philosophies, ideologies, and actions.
Administrative level:

The next logical step was to include how administrators at the selected schools therefore
interpreted the current creativity agenda at the policy level, have (or have not) implemented
this into their relative schools, and why. This is why it was of particular interest to include
two schools with such different approaches, philosophies, ideologies, and demographics.
Sampling was again purposeful, with most relevant individuals sought. In total, three
administrators participated (2 from the public and 1 from the private) to provide realities

regarding creativity from a school administrators perspective.
Teacher level:

Teachers are at the forefront of education and its delivery. Without their insight a vital link in

understanding the creativity agenda would be missing. Three teachers from each school
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participated in this study (six in total). This enabled data to be obtained from various fields to
explore realities in general and not narrowly as is sometimes done within a particular domain
(Robinson, cited in Goodman, 2009). It also adds a vital voice for teachers to elaborate on
their realities in realising students creative potentials.

Student level:

Students provide the final voice in realising the creativity agenda in education. While middle
school was purposely chosen to align with the aim of the study, Year 9 students were initially
preferred due to reasons associated with age, maturity and the ability to communicate more
complex ideas. However, Year 8 students were ultimately chosen because of accessibility
issues between, administrators, teachers, and the two different schools that participated. Year
7 students were also considered but it seemed more appropriate to include a cohort of
students that had already been at the school for a year. This would also allow them to provide
a more reflected impression of their school and its environment. Two students from each
school were represented (four in total; 3 girls and 1 boy). They were obtained through a blend
of random and convenience sampling where all students were given the opportunity to

participate but only four returned the appropriate consent forms in time.

3.4 Materials and Development of Interview Guides

A voice recorder was used for recording interviews. A electronic pad for note taking, and
images; a personal computer and printer; interview guides (appendix 1-4); letters of request,

(appendix 5); note book.

Following a narrative semi-structured approach to interviews, questions were carefully
developed against the chosen frameworks. However, the interview guides had to also
acknowledge and interpret their own understandings of creativity to understand motivations
and realities. It was integral to the study to understand how various forces regarding
creativity impacted participant’s lives. A mindfulness to maintain a reflexive analytical
approach meant recognising that there are two active participants in each interview, the
interviewer and the informant (Aunger, 1995). This negotiation led to interview guides that
adopted very similar characteristics to a conversation where the informant was directed onto
the topic of interest, then allowed to provide the information that he or she felt important

(Bernard, 2006; Bryman, 2008). Questions were tailored to each participant in language use
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and relevancy. However, they preserved a thread regarding the topics under investigation.
This was maintained by performing a constant comparative analysis. Data was analysed as
soon as possible in order to incorporate interesting findings into the next interviews as follow

up questions following the main structure of the interview.

Questions were created with a specific order so they flowed well but also cross referenced
participant’s histories, opinions, meanings, and realities. This was done by using
comprehensible and relevant language to address broader questions first and slowly
narrowing the focus through probing questions, if participants had not done so already
(Clifford, 2012). In this way, once comfort and rapport had been built, participants could feel
encouraged to open up about their realities regarding creativity and provide rich narratives
about their understandings. Finally, participants were asked more reflective questions to
summarise their ideas to initiate a sense of closure. Overall, interviews were designed to last
for approximately 45 minutes. Pilot studies were carried out with each interview guide

before-hand in order to make adjustments, particularly in sequencing and language.

3.5 Procedure

This study was carried out utilising a three stage process illustrated below:

Preparations Data Collection Analysis

eContact Schools eQObservations e Coding

eGain Access eConduct Interviews e Conceptualising
*Develop Interview Guides eTranscribing e Categorisation
ePilot Study

Figure 3 Research procedure

Once ethics approval was granted interview guides were adjusted, schools were contacted
and possible participants sourced from Norway for arrival in September, 2012. With only two
months for the study, and a two week school holiday in between, it was easy for prospective
schools to say no from abroad. It proved much more fruitful to speak to schools face to face
in Australia. This took two weeks of negotiation to balance schedules then pilot studies were
then carried out in preparation of interviews. Australian public schools required government
approval and it was granted in early September, so | began with the private school to
maximise time while waiting. Policy makers were also contacted during this period (appendix
5), and interview guides sent in advance (appendix 1) and carried out prior to school visits.
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3.5.1 Data Collection

All participation was voluntary and permission was sought to enter classrooms and speak to
any individual. The formal interviews were often longer in duration than planned due to the
engagement of participants. This meant transcription took twice as long as first anticipated.
The research had to be carried out during September-October 2012, due to university
scheduling. As term 3-4 holidays in Australia fall during this period careful time management
and planning needed to be negotiated, allowing little room for flexibility. This meant
participants and schools had to be organised during September and the field work
commenced in October (term 4). Policy makers were interviewed before entering schools to

better inform questions, observations, and interviews to be conducted.

Data was recorded primarily through interviews. However, equally fruitful data was gathered
through impromptu discussions with individuals during a week of initial observations at each
of the schools. During the observations various aspects of the settings were examined. Mainly
used to triangulate comments made during the interview process, they were also used to
either support or deny various elements within the settings themselves. Timetables for
example can indicate what subjects are offered and how much time is allocated to various
types, perhaps reflecting some significance in the curriculum. How the school, classroom and
environment is set up and positioned was also taken into account. Resources available can
also be used to draw possible conclusions. Other elements included teaching and learning
practices, for example, student participation, student-teacher interaction, interactions among
students, pacing, sequencing, chalkboard use, handling of student questions, summarizing
discussion, group work, questioning techniques, command of content, explanation of
concepts, and appropriateness of teaching methods. Great efforts were made to simply sit in
and observe a wide range of classes and situations where at times participation was required.
Anything that helped paint a more complete picture was observed. Sites included drama
performances, libraries, sports events; recess in the yard, even an art exhibition was attended.
Written descriptions, images (or sketches, if images were not allowed) of environments were
gathered, as was curriculum documents, samples of worksheets, assignments, and tests (see

appendices 7-9).

Two weeks in total was spent at each location. Interviews were only conducted during the
second week. This approach, observing first and interviewing later, increases the validity and

trustworthiness of the study by allowing me to triangulate both what is said to what is done
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amongst the different schools and the people within them (Bryman, 2008). This will be raised
further in the section related to the studies trustworthiness (3.8). Nevertheless, by allowing
for a greater explanation of the concept of creativity through various examples, and by
numerous people and circumstances, the data collected is much richer and the explanations

more clear.

3.5.2 Analysis

An inductive approach was first favoured where the research questions would selectively
guide data perceived to be relevant and transcribed. However, due to the large volume of data
collected the analysis of this study was based on an adapted version of grounded theory (due
to time restraints) and content analysis to utilise all the rich information gathered. A full
transcript over partial tape analysis of participants was performed resulting in 231 pages of
rich data®. Tone and inflection were noted to accommodate feelings and meanings and detect
positive/negative continuum, certainty/uncertainty, enthusiasm and reluctance (Hancock,
1998). The aim was to develop patterns to reach an adjusted principle of saturation within the
data and attempt to identify core consistencies and meanings (Patton, 2002). Utilising a
process of coding, conceptualising, and categorising, a schedule was developed guided by the

analytical framework, but driven by the participants and their responses (Bryman, 2008).

3.6 Ethical Issues

During a qualitative research, such as this, a researcher has a significant responsibility to
ensure that participant’s feels comfortable and safe to tell stories, share meaningful
experiences, and be at liberty to divulge their personal values or realities in this case (Kvale
& Brinkmann, 2009). Therefore, throughout this paper, ethical issues remained at the
forefront of my concerns. In order for the study to yield any valuable insights people had to
be certain they could feel free to be as open an honest as they possibly could. Trust was a

major factor.

Firstly, gaining their trust and abating any scepticism involved discourse of the studies

intentions. | was deliberately vague to begin, as clearly stating | was looking at creativity

® This includes formal interviews only. One of the interviews (a teacher) was cut short as a participant had to
leave and another (a teacher) was partially lost due to a recording error. Notes were taken directly after to
reconstruct as much as possible. This number however does not include impromptu discussions with various
participants during observations.
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would have potentially influenced participant’s responses. This is also why observations were
carried out prior to interviews in schools. This ensured what was being observed was not
influenced by me or the studies objectives. In order to maintain an honest dialogue with
participants, | stated | was looking at the broader topic of ‘curriculum restraints in modern
times’, which catering for creativity in current classrooms is a part of. This was disclosed to
policy makers and administrators of schools. School administrators agreed that simply
discussing curriculum restraints would be sufficient as to maintain the studies integrity and its
findings. However, it was an ethical consideration that needed to be carefully deliberated to

ensure people did not feel deceived at any stage.

Secondly, participants were all given documents outlining the study’s approval by the
Norwegian Social Science Data Services and their role in it, including national legal
obligations regarding data protection, anonymity, and consent (appendices 5 & 6). All
participants were given pseudonyms with printed, recorded, and transcribed materials stored
securely in accordance to guidelines. They were also free to withdraw at any time. It was
critical that participants felt that they could feel free to say things they otherwise would not in
a formal setting for fear of persecution. This was why some schools were deemed illegible.
During interviews participants responses were considered to be honest in relation to their own
realities. Being aware and attentive of context in which things were said or done during
interviews and observations, and later during the analysis, also assisted to minimise
fragmentation, loss of context, and loss of original meaning. Any questions or situations that

seemed to raise any apprehension were either reworded or abandoned.

Finally, it is imperative to acknowledge personal factors that can influence any qualitative
study. These factors relate to sex, age, ethnicity, social status, etc., and all have an inevitable
effect on various stages of the research process. It was possible that some found it quite
intimidating to discuss things openly with me due to my position as a researcher and were
worried about my sincerity in regard to the information they would divulge. | had numerous
requests from participants to know what others had said and who had participated. It was also
apparent that some were intimidated by my sex as a male, particularly students. However,
this did allow me to create bonds with others and enter circles that perhaps may have been
more difficult otherwise. My ethnicity also came into play when individuals of the same

background began to associate cultural traits when explaining actions and realities.
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3.7 Delimitations

The delimitations to a study of this kind are clearly bound by the questions it asks, the
participants it includes, and the time available to carry it out. Therefore investigations are in a
sense pre-determined to some extent by these choices and realities. Naturally, the literature
reviewed, data collected, and the way it is analysed are largely centred on these priorities.
Having an opportunity to return to the field to further build upon the adjusted model of
grounded theory to reach proper saturation is one example. Another example is regarding the
fact that parents were also to be included initially but were excluded due to these time
restrictions. There is little doubt this influences the studies ability to be generalised to a larger
context (Bryman, 2008). Other delimitations include the fact that only one country is looked
at, two schools, and a handful of participants. These delimitations are again dictated by time
and manpower. Additionally important was my ability to gain access to the participants | did
versus the ones | might have had consent forms been completed in time. This delimitation
should in no way discount the quality of the participants included but simply reflects a reality

relating to how willing some were to participate for whatever reason.

3.8 Issues related to trustworthiness

Due to some of the delimitations just outlined, many discussions have been raised in regards
to how the ‘trustworthiness’ of qualitative studies should be determined (Patton, 2002;
Bryman, 2008). While concepts commonly associated with more objective studies, such as
the terms ‘reliability and validity’ have been used, here the most relevant criteria utilised for

the subjective nature of this study are presented instead (Patton, 2002).

The first involves triangulation and entails an approach that uses multiple sources of data to
verify what is being gathered (Bryman, 2008, p. 379). In the case of this study this criterion is
being fulfilled by not simply words, but through observations within the schools. Further
triangulation is achieved by referencing questions amongst participants to verify information

from one source or another.

The second criterion commonly related to qualitative research involves replication and refers
to ‘the degree to which a study can be replicated (ibid, p.376). This criterion is one that is
difficult to meet due to the impossibility in replicating social settings. A way to minimise
these doubts however is by accounting for as much of the decisions as possible in order for
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other researchers to adopt a similar role as possible. This is why it has been so imperative to

be explicit in all areas of decision making during this study.

The final term, credibility, refers to how a researcher has managed to convey a trustworthy
account of the findings (Bryman, 2008). Here, it directly refers to how accurately
participants’ perceptions have been depicted. One approach which sought to achieve this
(along with triangulation) was to employ ‘respondent validation’ as a way to corroborate
interpretations and impressions (ibid, p.379). By seeking conformation from the respondent
this method helps ensure that participants were fairly represented and their realities remained

genuine.
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4 Presentation of Findings

This chapter consists of three sections framed by the three research questions. Thus, the first
section (4.1) The Creativity Agenda, covers interests of the various stakeholders in order to
understand why differing realities exist in schools (RQ1). The second section (4.2)
Educational Experiences, explores how and in what environments (RQ2) creativity is being
currently fostered (if at all). In the final section (4.3) Transformation and Change, the effort
to further develop strategies for improvement is presented in order to understand how this
might happen (RQ3). Whilst following the research questions encourages a top down
approach, the emergent themes that appeared during the course of the analysis are identified

integrated into each of these sections.

4.1 The Creativity Agenda

The sequencing of the findings will be presented based upon the interview guide. This helps
identify firstly, what was most prominent in their responses when asked, and secondly, how
that information emerged and may have changed depending upon the questions asked later
during the interview and upon further reflection. Pseudonyms have been used to protect

participant’s identities (see page VIII).

4.1.1 Exploring the Purpose of Education

Early during the interviews an absent component was regarding any real difference between
the public and private school, and between levels. Responses were quite universal. There was
also no mention of the term creativity by any participants during early discussions regarding
educations purpose, despite being a prominent component of the Melbourne Declaration at
policy level, and even being utilised on advertising for an open day at the public school®.
However, after being encouraged to reflect further upon the personal purposes of education,
participants began to characterise many of the holistic educational notions that are indeed
reflected within the current creativity agenda. PvT3, for example, believed that ‘it’s about

allowing them [student] to reach their potential and finding their interests and giving them a

* The public school had flyers with a sub line stating ‘Experience one of Victoria’s most creative learning
environments’. See Appendix 7; Image 1&2
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purpose or reason’. This statement however also highlighted another important finding, the

future.

The future, or preparing for it, was a key notion that was repeated on more than one occasion
by students, teachers, administrators, and policy makers alike. Participants were very
concerned with what students would become and who they wanted be. Yet, only one
participant actually verbalised a concern for the present. The PVA underlined how important
it was to understand ‘how they [educators] can develop the skills they’ve [students] got’. She
also emphasised the importance of finding out ‘what are they interested in, what are their
strengths’ currently (PvA). This process of ‘becoming’, looking towards the future, was
reflected by all participants. In terms of what students were to become, what they were
desired to become (for themselves and for society), and what students at both schools
themselves felt they should become.

Many responses, particularly at the policy level, reflected the many social, economic,
technological, and personal challenges outlined within the AIl Our Futures Report
(NACCCE, 1999). PsAl highlighted this very distinctly by stating, ‘There is not a
comprehensive answer that sums it all up. I think there is a multiplicity of purposes and |
think that some of those are public and a matter of functions, society, and the economy you
belong to’. Although most began by relating the purpose of education to the personal
challenges education must seek to meet, PM1 began by highlighting that ‘ultimately,
education is about providing for young people to reach their full potential’. At the same time
education was linked in terms of the social challenge, often seen to be preparing people so
‘they can engage in a meaningful society, culture, environment...that leads them to a
fulfilling and productive life’ (PM1). Teachers discussed encouraging their (students) ability
‘to think and make good decisions’, ‘feel capable of having some control over their lives’
(PsT3; PsT2). This wasn’t just explained in an academic sense. According to PvT3, it was
‘emotional’ elements t00, ‘it is a bigger picture than learning Maths, English, and Science’.
PvT2 went further to emphasis skills that they would need when they left (school) and to
understand what their role is in society. The PvA said there is a need to address, ‘what a 21%

century individual needs to have to be a functioning person in society’.

Another key point was further clarified in terms of the societal functions education should
have for the nation. PM1 explained how he saw education as a means to ‘developing well-

rounded citizens for our nation’. A point well supported by the all the other participants,
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except for students. Students strongly associated its purpose quite simplistically through
broad notions such as ‘pathways’, ‘choices’, ‘sense of right and wrong’, ‘ideals’, ‘money’,
and ‘work’. Only PM1 narrowly linked criteria such as income generation and tertiary
completion to the ideals of ‘opportunity’, ‘influence on a person’s life directions’, and

“fulfilling your dreams’.

Ben Levin and the graph that shows it starkly you know... you finish tertiary you’re going to
have this income. So, it is both in terms of your economic circumstances but also pursuing
your dreams and happiness.

While PM1 linked income generation to tertiary completion and to the pursuit of dreams and
happiness, PsALl reflected on a very different challenge in education. PsAl focused upon
systemic issues, arguing that in order to understand the purpose of education, ‘you have to
distinguish an educational philosophy from what is actually happening’. Hence, he focused
upon how people formulated their ideas into words and how those words influenced
educational realities. So nuances reflected in participant’s responses had a lot to say about
how they saw themselves within the educational system. At this early stage only two
responses addressed the kind of nexus that currently exists within education and it is a key
feature highlighted within Lassig’s Building Blocks. While other participants did
acknowledge this notion later, this concern was only conveyed by one participant (PsA2) at

this stage to recognise this as a shared responsibility. PSA2 expressed that,

Through the various developmental journeys they [children] have through education, it’s
about making sure that every child has the opportunity to develop as an individual. I think
providing we know that we have responsibility across the whole learning spectrum, then
that’s what’s important’.

Conversely, PM2 chose to distinguish himself from educators. At the very beginning of the
interview he clarified that ‘I am not an educator’. While he did clearly convey his ‘deep, deep
passionate interest in education’, this clarification was to ensure that I understood he was
‘going to give [me] a slant’ from a politician, rather than an educator within the department

of education or an academic. The clarification simply made him appear less adept.

4.1.2 Educational Tensions

It became apparent that all participants to some degree acknowledged the influence politics
has upon the education system. It was both significant and most notable between the policy

and institutional level (between the policy makers and schools), but predominantly this
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tension was felt by teachers. Policy makers were the first to admit that these tensions are real.
PM2, as a senior politician believed that ‘we are not particularly improving but we are in a
good space internationally speaking’. PM2 elaborated by saying, ‘my biggest concern about
education in this nation is that it is treated as a political football...an area of public policy that
is used from election to election’. The policy maker within the department also reflected
internationally and noted how Singapore had reduced its curriculum by 30 percent allowing
‘more time for deeper learning’. Currently, he felt schools ‘do too much too thinly’,
describing the curriculum as ‘a mile wide and inch thick’. However, he still believed that we
have ‘reasonable settlements about what schooling is and isn’t [in Victoria]’. PM1 did voice
concern regarding the intractable ‘one size fits all’ solution attributed by the ‘duty of care’
that is placed upon educators. He identified this as a feature that is reoccurring worldwide.
According to PM1, ‘this inevitably means that there’s a physical arrangement and you order

them into classes (laughs)’. He felt ‘it’s a pretty intractable issue’.

At a policy level a specific philosophy was not discussed by either participant, after being
asked to be more explicit about the topic, PM1 identified ‘getting a year 12 completion’ as a
goal. However, PM1 stressed it was ‘a proxy for a whole range of issues around education
standards, preparation for work, and further education and training’. PM1 noted, ‘I do not
think it is a simple to say this is ‘the’ goal’ (PM1). PM2 also supported this view, but related
the discussion to the political and public sphere by discussing the need to address general
‘disadvantage and inequality’ within the educational system. PM2 noted the current funding
framework, identified by the recent Review of Funding for Schooling, as major concern and
obstacle to equality, regardless of the system (independent, catholic, public) (Australian
Government, 2011). PM2 also noted the lack of recognition that the teaching profession
received in Australia compared to areas such as Northern Europe.

Creativity, while being broadly addressed through other proxies was again not a feature of
participant’s early responses to these topics regarding tensions. PM2 began by discussing
creativity through a child in terms of schools that focus on ‘creative pursuits’, such as art,
versus a school that has ‘a strong focus on maths and science’®. PM1, however, encompassed
a broader view, demonstrating more progressive concerns regarding the creativity agenda,
‘All our schools think that creativity is something you do across over in art...I would never

think that is what creativity is’. PM1 was able to be far more specific than PM2 about his

® While he did come to recognise creativity more broadly later on in the interview, it is important to note how
his initial responses were to associate creativity quite narrowly to the arts in the beginning.
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responses and about the challenges that he saw for the educational system as a whole. A key

concern was that,

Would our school be creative? We have got too much of...‘we have to get this work
done’...where a teacher still goes and talks for 85 percent of the time. Then we want to know
if the kids have learnt anything they have said. These are fundamental issues around education
that exists. I’d like to think we have got more islands of good practices than most systems

(PML).
While these tensions were all noted by other participants they were best underlined by a
comment made by the PVA, ‘I don’t know that we are having the right discussions yet’. One
teacher admitted, ‘I have found it heartbreaking at times, really, really heartbreaking. In a
way we are teaching them more than what is just on the paper’ (PsT3). Despite the
recognition that the purpose of education was ‘a bigger picture than learning maths, English,
science’, students were observed at both schools to often be given the same comprehension
styled activities (PvT3). This was described as ‘narrowing of aims and goals that became
dictated by government requirements to meet certain standards in respect to particular
subjects’ (PsA1). While both schools vigorously pursued new measures to address this, there

were concerns the problems would be simply moved rather than solved®.

These discussions raised a lot of significant, personal and professional factors for many of the
participants. Many expressed a desire to do things differently but felt bound by the current
status quo that was now reflected by the broader public. This was particularly due to political
and policy influences that related to narrow performance measures of both the students they
were teaching and as educators seemingly solely responsible for that performance. This was
stressed by the PVA,

They [government] always talk about league table and they talk about teacher performance
pay...how do you measure someone’s capacity to connect with a student? How do you
measure that student being passionate about an area because the teacher has given them the
incentive to go after it? It’s grey; it is not a black and white thing! The relationship is
vital...and could be between them failing to get a mid-grade mark and they [student] could be
ecstatic about it. If | was talking to a politician they would say that mid-grade is useless...oh
no it’s not! To that student it is a huge achievement.

And also at the public school by PsT3,

® The private school was in the process of building a new facility specifically for year 9 students whom already
participated in a special ‘engagement’ term. They also carried out extensive questioning of students in
preparation of this. However, one teacher expressed concerns that ‘there is a real risk that year 8 will become the
new year 9°. The public school, is one campus and has two separate streams (main/traditional and Steiner). One
administrator said it was ‘crippling’ initially due to divisions in personalities. Another noted the ‘obligation to
them to make sure that they were not left behind in the system [they had put in place]’ (PSA2).

48



Some goals are achievable, some goals are really hard. You don’t succeed with absolutely
every student you know and you have to be able to walk away sometimes and say, I’ve done
my best.

These passages underscored a key finding that is reflected in studies that also highlighted the
desire for increasing standards through a focusing on accountability measures such as
standardised testing (Hopmann, 2008). Commonly referred to as ‘the basics’ (reading,
writing, and arithmetic), and as underlined by the PvT3 in her comment above, ‘the basics’
were essential as building blocks but were increasingly questioned by participants to
simplistically address more significant issues that education confronted. The issue is further
complicated according to one teacher,

In this class, | have one [student] that is operating at a grade three level. | have got three that
are just very advanced. Then I have some stragglers on top of that...I do a lot of modifying,
you just have to. You can try and teach to the midrange but you want to cater to everyone’s
ability and stretch those who need stretching (PsT3).

The difficulty of diversity, measurement, and teaching was confirmed at the private school as
well,

I think you have to take into account the personal circumstances of each of the kids you are
dealing with on a daily basis. If someone has had a bad day or something has happened at
home, it can potentially impact on what they going to be doing at school...You have to be
able to deliver the same message in numerous ways (PvST1).

While students expressed their approval of the faculty at a personal level, the gravitation
towards these principles surrounding examinations and particular subject matter was felt by
all student participants during interviews and observations’. However, the complex and
difficult task of catering to difference while pushing for increased performance is best
understood by how participants at all levels have attempted to marry accountability measures

within the growing creativity agenda.

4.1.3 Measurement and Creativity

Voicing concerns as to what was preventing ideals from being realised, creativity began to
feature more in discussions. Yet, it was often contrasted against rather than integrated with
forms of measurement (as will be shown in this section). Passionate discussions ensued

regarding challenges, priorities, interests, goals, even lessons of which they were proud. A

" Students at both schools identified English, maths, and science as priorities of the school. At the private
school, one entire class was observed to be purely dedicated to delivering of grades after an assignment.
Students came to the front, were given their paper and feedback in front of the class and it quickly became
competitive. One student after being pushed to reveal his mark clearly felt belittled by others when he was
taunted for his poor grade.
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finding that became increasingly clear was the various ways in which students, teachers,
schools and the system itself are being measured and the pressure that it was placing on

participants at all levels.

Measuring up

While different terms, such as assessment, test, or instrument, were used and preferred by
participants, they were all synonyms for the measurement of the system, a school, or a
student. Policy makers suggested that, ‘transparency’, and ‘understanding why a particular
community or school might be delivering these results’ was an aim of measurement. At a
political level, PM2 wished to address ‘the level of inequality in outcomes both between
schools and within schools’. He felt that in order to do so, both in terms of developing public
policy and as a parent, ‘there has to be a level of standardised testing and evaluation’ that
provides a ‘snapshot’ to know where to improve. However, he also acknowledged that he felt
it was a ‘blunt instrument’ and didn’t think its aim is to be in the realm either way of
creativity. It was simply to ‘measure how well they read’ and ‘how well they can do

arithmetic’ (PM2).

While PM2 touched upon educational ideals more broadly, again PM1 presented a more
specific, inclusive understanding of measurement in the educational system. PM1 described
how the measures are used to inform at all levels. He explained that ‘we tend to think of
vertical accountability. Accountability is horizontal’. PM1 also contrasted PM2’s view by
suggesting that ‘if we get the right assessment items’, NAPLAN (The National Assessment
Program — Literacy and Numeracy) is capable of testing for creativity. PM1 stressed the
importance of ‘good items in NAPLAN’ as a way of providing support to teachers. This was
a ‘side benefit’ he felt ‘nobody talks about’. This, he believed, would allow NAPLAN to be
utilised against a continuum that would also assist with curriculum planning. PM1 also
encouraged the use of PISA for assessing creativity because he felt its ‘fundamental nature is

about application’.

PM1 stressed the importance was in the sort of assessment. He recognised that currently ‘a lot
of teachers do it [measure] in a very formative way...and that happens in university. But it’s
a bit, flimsy’ (PM1). The differentiation PM1 made in regards to ‘good assessment’ and other
forms of measurement was that he felt it was fundamental to student improvement because it
‘provides feedback’, was more ‘dynamic’, and ‘demands kids work in different ways’. For

PMI1 it came down to simply assessing the ‘right things’. However, in his view, ‘we tend to
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lose our way on it’ and believed this was mainly due to the fact that ‘we haven’t given the
right support to those teachers’. He did acknowledge that NAPLAN still needed to grow and
still had a way to go in order to assess 21* century skills in schools. A major concern for him
was that currently, NAPLAN only ‘tells us a lot about the middle’ and also simply about ‘one
point in time’ (PM1). This he suggested was principally due of time restraints of the test
(40min). However, he suggested that ‘if we get to on online environment, I think we’ll learn a
lot more’ (PM1).

Understanding measurement and creativity in the two schools

At the administrative level, both observations and interviews yielded fascinating findings
about how various measures impacted the schools and presented distinctive sets of challenges
at each. Consequently, these challenges had a strong impact on each schools ability to focus
on creativity. PSA2 explained how ‘overnight our foetus base was removed, and it put our
school on its knees’ when ‘government policy declared that families would no longer be
placed in high-rise residential housing’®. Observations of the school clearly demonstrated its
unique solutions to this problem. Principally, it offered two streams (traditional and Steiner)
of education in the one institution. This was observed to complicate things both amongst the
students and faculty but it was also found to enrich the school by offering an alternative. The
challenges had forced a significant shift in approach and methodology and despite the meagre
resources, the school was observed to provide quite an extraordinary array of programs for its
students through partnerships with other institutions that have received wider attention®.
Administrators described these programs as instrumental in providing a new approach, one
describing it as ‘refreshing’, but conceded that it still required parents whom wished for a

more traditional approach to be convinced (PsAl). PsA2 further elaborated,

We are a school that at times has been quite leader, that has stepped outside the norm. It has
argued the case sometimes for opportunities for schools within the system even though we
haven’t participated in the outcomes.

The public school had numerous programs that were unique and geared towards catering to
the creative mantra the school propagates. Yet, as apparent by the last sentence by the PsA,
providing the sufficient measures to justify these programs has been the schools major

& Families living in old high rise governmental housing estates were responsible for a large part of the schools
population. An end to the policy meant and end to children being sent to their school.

® The school offers the International Baccalaureate, works with principles from Raymond Lewis of Latrobe
University, has partnerships with other local and international schools (China) to expand courses and language
(Melbourne University, RMIT), courses with Distance Education, or the council of Adult Education (CAE),
Kitchen Garden that was founded at the school.
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concern. This was confirmed by another of the schools administrators: ‘the school has been
grabbed by the scruff of the neck because it has not been very successful in various
standardised test so we are emphasising numeracy and literacy’ (PsA1). He further explained

that ‘it wasn’t growing naturally so we are teaching it explicitly’.

The school had distinct features compared to the private. No uniforms, students referred to
teachers by their first name, and it also offered two approaches (main and Steiner) that were
at each end of the corridor (appearing as if it were two schools in one). Hence, while
administrators acknowledged the need to ‘open up’ to the use of standardised tests as a means
of defending its distinct approach, what remained unclear from participants was exactly how
NAPLAN would assist them when most felt it measured and assisted them so little in
practice. The school had resisted participating in NAPLAN for a long time according to
PsA2'°. A greater concern that was expressed by many at the school was that exposing
themselves to NAPLANSs narrow measures would undermine many of the schools distinct
features, both in terms of academic performance and in catering to the creativity of their
students as a whole'’. However, despite these concerns it appeared that adhering to these
measures clearly had become a priority because slowly the public school had raised its
NAPLAN participation from 30 percent to 90+ percent in three years according to PsA2.
Another administrator pointed out that ‘government will always want to put a figure on
something’ (PsAl). Hence, during interviews it became clear that the school had felt
increasingly obliged to participate because of both what was required of them by above and
what it would be perceived as if it continued to resist. Therefore, NAPLAN performance as a

priority was elevated within the school.

Creativity, while so important to everyone during interviews, was largely elusive during
observations in classes and the schools as a whole. However, a statement by PsA1 resonated
and greatly assisted to reconcile many of the observations and interviews at both schools.

When asked about the prioritisation of goals, PsAL revealed that,

I am not so sure as there is ever something as orderly as that, prioritisation. | think it is more
that things are just dropped off or not even attempted. It’s a bit like unemployment figures
you know, they disguise the fact that some people have given up looking for a job and that’s
what happens in schools. Things are simply not addressed...but it has disappeared from sight.

191t was clear from the interviews and impromptu discussions, even with a parent, that most found NAPLAN to
be counterproductive.

! Administrators raised concerns about NAPLAN as a ‘measure of success’, suggesting that ‘on a crude basis it
differentiates between people...it demonstrates difference in the areas being tested’. The fact that they utilise
Steiner that did not teach literacy until later is one example where the school was forced to change.
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Hence for PsA1, the creativity agenda, like unemployment in the quote above, ultimately

seemed to be ‘dropped’ or ‘not even attempted’ in practice (See section 4.2).

Creativity requires a balance between control and freedom (Robinson, 2006). Yet, the degree
of control verses the freedoms that the current measures were providing at both schools were
undeniable and continually highlighted by every participant. The curriculum, according to
policy makers themselves, was too broad and did not go deep enough (PM1). National
testing, which was in the politicians own words ‘a snapshot’, measured very little about a
majority of students true aptitudes and their improvement potentials (PM2). Interviews
revealed that teachers and administrators had results that were returned so slowly that they
had very little real impact on the students that participated™?. Furthermore, as one participant
noted, simply releasing numeracy and literacy figures in the form of a website (MySchool)
had not made the system more transparent or accountable; it has merely complicated and
distorted it (PVA).

If you hop on and look at the results, what does MySchool website tell you about a
school?...Because it doesn’t tell you about the kids that love coming here. It doesn’t tell you
about our programs; it doesn’t tell you about the level of pastoral care we have. There is a lot
of information missing and how one chooses to pick a school (PVA).

While current measurements were clearly well intentioned and deemed necessary in some
form as a means of improvement by all participants, they were ultimately found to place a
heavy burden that filtered through the entire educational system. Hence, like the
unemployment figures in the PsAls statement, measurement was a significant factor in
disguising the pursuit of creativity. Creativity was simply disappearing from sight or not
attempted when such ‘blunt’ instruments continue to be used. This was found to be the case
at both schools where the creativity agenda noticeably suffered'®. This was even truer when
the school placed even more forms of measurement on top of ones already in place as a

means to micro manage the progress of its own students.

12 The PvA was very dubious about NAPLAN. She felt that feedback was paramount to improvement and said
that from a school point of view it was a waste of time if results were given back six months later and there was
no way to use that information to inform teaching of those students.

3 While the public school used the mantra ‘Experience one of Victoria’s most creative learning environments’,
one administrator when asked to use some key terms to describe the school never mentioned the term ‘creative’.
In fact, he used ‘academic’ and noted that he was not sure if he would claim that the school was more creative
than any other. The private school had wonderful display cabinets that could have been used to display student
work, but were left empty and sterile. A student claimed the cabinets did have things last year and another
labelled their rooms as ‘not interesting’ and ‘depressing’ (PvS2). See appendix images 3,4,5
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Measurement was always underlying most conversations during interviews and observations.
The amount of time spent discussing tests, particularly at the private school was substantial.
The private school conducted end of term exams at the year 8 level, the public did not. This
difference had a significant impact on student responses as a result. One student at the private
school responded, ‘you don’t need the extra stress or anything in year 8. We are probably one
of the only schools that do it. All my friends don’t. We don’t need them’ (PvS1). In fact,
testing (or examinations) was mentioned at some point by a teacher in every class that was
observed at the private school. While concerns of students at the private school were twofold,
in terms of testing at both school and national level, public school student’s largely avoided
this anxiety. Their concerns shifted more towards NAPLAN rather than tests they had to sit
after each topic they covered.

| barely feel any stress in that (topic tests) because | know | am in a good environment and my
teachers aren’t going to be judging me...but with NAPLAN, | feel it just puts a lot of anxiety
on me (PsS1).

When everyone mentions that NAPLAN is coming, [ will just go, ‘shhh ahhh shut up’ (PsS2).

Interestingly, students confirmed a need for NAPLAN, even though one suggested that it was
the same questions every year'*. Another student had a similar explanation to the politician, ‘I
guess the government wants to know how things are going and where improvements need to
be made’ (PsS2). None however explained where those improvements derived from testing
like NAPLAN might be. Students at both schools agreed that they felt more relaxed and
tended to ‘joke around’ with teachers more in between tests but leading up they felt teachers

expected them to be more ‘serious’ or ‘get into the test’*”,

The findings also revealed that students generally expressed feelings that often mirrored their
teachers in regards to measurement. This was particularly the case in classes such as maths
that they found to be less ‘exciting’ and prescribed’®. All the students conveyed the feeling
that creativity was not something they could easily express on most current forms of
measurement. One student emphasised that it depended on the sort of measure but reaffirmed
that ‘a lot of them are not particularly creative because it is about getting the right answer not
about thinking, exploring and being creative really’ (PsS2). The same student went on to

elaborate that through work she felt she was able to demonstrate her creativity, but not as

“If you went to any textbook you would see the same questions (PsS1)
1> Confirmed by both PvSland PsS1.
18 “Maths tests are more just for the teachers’ (PsS2)
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much through testing. She identified balance a key to her creativity further developing but
suggested she was currently satisfied with the situation in her (public) school’. This therefore

highlighted the differing sentiments felt by the students at both of the schools.

Within the private school, the impacts measurement had over creativity were found to be
equally significant. Its greatest advantage, being a private institution, was also found to be the
source of its biggest burden. This meant that while the facilities and school were much more
modern allowing for more dynamic classes and a far greater variety of activities to be offered
to its students, it simultaneously placed a whole new set of pressures upon the institution, the
faculty, and the students themselves to justify the high fees it commanded. One teacher felt
that perhaps it was justified due to the financial investments that were being made®®. As a
result, the delivery of the curriculum was observed to be clearly more prescriptive'®. While
there appeared to be genuine concerns for individual students’ creativity within the school,
what was also apparent was that creativity was again a priority that often simply became lost
due to the overwhelming need to prove performance through various forms of measurements.
During many of the interviews | often received such contrasting opinions and contradicting
approaches from each participant that it became clear that the faculty found it difficult to
balance the need to allow students freedom to be creative while being measured so stringently
and so often. One example was when a teacher described science as ‘fun and abstract’ but
maths as ‘you know [participant groans]’, but then highlighted how ‘everyone is different and
thinks differently because sometimes they see it that way and other times in a different way’
then later commented ‘you need to have standardised testing where things are a level playing
field’ comparing it to a 100m race where everyone needs to be measured from the same place
(PvST3).

While most believed the school (private) was doing ‘fine’ to nurture creativity while meeting
the various pressures of measurements, none of the private school participants truly felt that

the relationship between creativity and the attainment of more traditionally academic subject

17 It is all about right and wrong and doing well and not so well, which I don’t really like...so I think it is about
balance really...At the moment we don’t have a lot and I think that is good’ (PsS2)

'8 During an impromptu discussion about if there would be added pressure because of a new facility that was
being built a teacher responded, ‘perhaps, but there should be due to the investment’.

19 Forty minutes of one science class taken up by a teacher lecturing and another maths class entirely composed
of completing a worksheet. Two students were even required to sit exams they had missed during their
lunchtimes.
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matter was something that was currently being done cohesively®®. Additionally, being a non-
select entry private school only made things more difficult for the institution according to the
PsA, primarily due to the broader diversity of students they had compared to select entry
schools that means-tested a lot of their students. Therefore, allowing for creativity was
something that was very much a case of ‘only at times’, such as during creative writing in

English or during subjects such as art or music?.

The PvA noted that ‘we’ve had quite a focus on numeracy and literacy’ and English and
maths subjects ‘would have the largest amount of time given...in the cycle of teaching that
we have’. The PvVA added that it wasn’t because they particularly value those subjects more
but proposed that ‘certainly when you are looking at NAPLAN testing and things like that,
they are a focus of those sorts of areas. So yeah, you are looking at are we able to deliver the
kind of results we need from the students’. This was a sentiment that was clearly felt by
students too. PvS1 felt that,

At this school it is a lot about their image and, | guess their academic side. The reports and the
marks that all the students get is very looked upon strongly because of the reputation outside
of the school and for other schools to think ‘oh we have to compete with this school because
they are getting these marks’. Does that make sense?

Despite their attention, Maths and English were found to be least favoured not just at the
private school but also the public. However, one student suggested that it was not particularly
because of the content but because during testing for those subjects, such as art, they found
them ‘more personal...they [the teachers] like talking to us and seeing what we really knew
other than like studying for it’ (PvS1). Validation through a broader demonstration and
discussion of skills and abilities versus measurement through a summative based written test
was valued most by students. Furthermore, the reliance and influence that summative, paper
based forms of measurement had on student’s evaluation into higher education and during the
later stages of secondary school was of equally great concern to students and the school’s

faculty alike. This was not simply because of how narrow most current forms of summative

 The administrator suggested that this was because ‘they [government] was forcing their requirements on us,
and ATAR is it...you work towards getting an ATAR score where as if you didn’t have to do that you might
deliver it [curriculum] completely differently’.

2! One example is made by PvST3, “then [if you do teach for creativity] the parents and everyone still wants to
see results just to make sure that if you do the creative ways that you’re still embedding the explicit learning so
they actually do still get the results’.
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measures were perceived to be but also the implications it was felt to have on funding even in

the case of the private school?.

The impacts of ATAR (Australian Tertiary Admission Rank)

An important discovery of the study also relates to how narrow measures for university
entrance influenced educational practices and teaching. As was apparent at every level of the
interviews, a narrowing of priorities was becoming self-evident. The introduction of
creativity as an agenda within the education system clearly had complications that
participants said were difficult to align with current academic subject matter. When the
politician was asked about how he perceived the current relationship between students
developing their creative potentials and the attainment of the academic subject matter, he was
unable to offer a response?. PM1 however proposed that he found it a bit dichotomous
claiming ‘why is academic subject matter not creative’? He suggested that it is not happening
at the moment because there is pedagogy around it (creativity). The first part is giving
students time to think and currently that is not happening (PM1). For him the curriculum was
far too crowded and not explicit enough, which he said meant that ‘they [students] often do
too much too thinly’. Furthermore he also suggested that ‘we talk about it more in a

pedagogical sense but not using the word creativity. We would talk about innovation’.

ATAR was never directly addressed by participants. However, the challenges created by it
were at times inadvertently acknowledged and highlighted. One important example was
during the later stages of the interview with PM1 when he became more candid and discussed
the prominence of ATAR scores for mature age applicants versus direct school leavers to
university. This offered an interesting insight into how even policy makers viewed university
entrance. PM1 momentarily suggested that it (entering as a mature age student) was ‘often a

*24 Asked to clarify further, PM1 diverted the conversation rather than

better way to do it too
expanding further on his suggestion. PM1 discussed how ATARS importance to university
entrance is significantly dropping anyway because they are looking at a broader range of
measures than ATAR alone now. This was a significant admission because while PM1

seemed to quickly dismiss it, it was an inference that validated a lot of participant’s responses

% The administrator at the private school had said that they were bound by standardized tests as a method of
how they can impose what they want on the school due to a process of qualification to ensure they have all the
‘right” sorts of things required. While the government had not been as blatant as to say that, it was a concern
they could by saying if you don’t do what we want you to do then we will cut funding.

23 After a long pause he said “that is a good question” and I would perhaps get a better answer form an academic.
2 Apply for university as a mature age student.
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regarding how difficult it was to develop and nurture the creativity agenda within the current
conditions at their schools while ATAR remained such a central focus of the educational

agenda.

Administrators at both schools were quick to reinforce the influence that ATAR had on
convergent teaching practices. At the public school one administrator was quick to reflect
PM1’s view that creativity was not something that was systematic. When asked if they teach
for creativity, he felt that within subjects like art and music they had a tendency to ‘invite’
creativity. He did suggest that of the two streams the Steiner is bolder as to attempt more
creative tasks, such as performing a Shakespeare play, but because they weren’t really
inherently planning for creativity their success would be difficult to define (PsAl). He further
highlighted that an impediment towards creativity was when teachers ‘simply looked for
closed answers to questions and only exercised factual knowledge’ of their students.
Currently, he felt that because the curriculum was ‘pretty tight’, the emphasis was probably
towards ‘fundamental facts’ rather than problem solving that he felt requires a creative frame
of mind. The biggest issue with current measures were that while it did differentiate between
people on a very ‘crude’ basis it only looked at areas being tested and ‘are narrowly focused
on skills’. These were agendas that policy makers set and schools are obliged to follow. The
feeling that the final two years that make up a student’s Victorian Certificate of Education
(VCE) was prescriptive was also cohobated by another administrator at the public school®. In

fact PsA2 went as far as to question how ‘sterile’ VCE has become.

Some people argue we have to abolish the VCE system. Why have a two year system that is
grooming Kkids for university? Why not have a six year secondary school that actually prepares
kids for life? Why not throw another year onto university and let them do some of the VCE
work...there is a good argument for that. Yes we are tailored to every kid almost going to
university and they don’t always go to Uni (PsA2).

ATARs influence was found to be quite broad but narrowed quite significantly as a student
progressed through their stages of schooling. This reflected much of what was said by PM1
earlier in that most felt that as individuals progressed through their stages of schooling they
had less time to focus on people as whole, as younger years did, and instead were often
simply ensuring the attainment of specific knowledge within subjects?®. It therefore was more

accurately suggested not that ‘secondary teachers loved their subjects’, but that the

% \/CE is made up of year 11 and year 12. It is those two years that count towards the attainment of a student’s
ATAR. The PsA2 commented that “VCE is a very prescriptive course’ during the interview.

% This was commonly referred to by participants as an inability to perform ‘higher order thinking tasks. Two of
the students also agreed that classes were definitely driven by teachers rather than by their interests.
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correlation between creativity and the attainment of more formal academic subject matter
‘don’t marry up’ (PvT3). This was a strong sentiment felt by teachers at both schools®’. One
commented that she tried ‘to give a lot of creative work in year 7 and 8 because I know that
by the time they are in 11 and 12 that gets knocked out of them a little bit’ (PsT3). An
administrator went further and added that the current VCE process was contributing to
students that were ‘poor problem solvers, [had] poor communication skills and poor levels of
understand of cultural issues. They were very one dimensional, very sterile’ (PsA2). This,
according to him, was why universities such as Melbourne University had changed their
educational models upside-down. However, despite the acknowledgement that many of these
abilities rarely ‘showed up in formal testing’ utilised to calculate ATAR (or NAPLAN for
that matter), preparation for such testing was seen as a life skill that was essential to student’s
progression and preparation at both schools®.

It was quite evident from responses and observations that the attainment of high ATAR
scores was more of a priority at the private school. The fact that preparation for exams and
formal testing had begun earlier (at a year 8 level) and were much more prevalent during
class discussions was a clear indication of their importance and significance. This did not
however mean that students at the public school did not express opinions about it. One
student at the public school, while unable to verbalise a solution, also felt concerned that his
own ‘learning process’ would not be recognised in year 12 (PsS1)*. This was a significant
theme throughout the study, participants expressed dissatisfaction with the status quo yet due
to the significant shifts required at a systematic level most found change almost impossible.
PM1 suggested that if was a case of ‘the tail wags the dog’. He felt that if creativity, through
enquiry learning, was embedded more into VCE it would ‘push down into 7-10%°. A teacher,
whom when asked to describe the current relationship between creativity and the academic
subject matter, had a more profound conclusion, ‘I suppose you need a whole paradigm shift
in terms of how it is all done...married up a little more would be good. Giving the kids more

reins of choices to find their niche or their little interest’ (PvT3).

2T pyT1 also viewed certain subjects as more able to be creative and said he was ‘lucky’ he had that flexibility
over other subjects. PsT1 also reaffirmed that having the ability to ‘play’ in class was essential otherwise
‘someone else is solving the problems for you’.

%8 Importance of leaning test preparation skills was highlighted by both PsA2 and PvA1l

 This was seemed particularly true due to the Steiner educational background that he came from.

% He said that it was something the department was trialing (an enquiry semester).
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4.2 Educational Experiences

In this section views and opinions to the approaches that nurture creativity in practice will be
compared and analysed. Section 4.2.1, will address how various interpretations of creativity
were translated into classrooms and what effects they had on practice at the two schools. In
section 4.2.2, issues regarding challenges in catering to difference will be addressed. Lastly,
section 4.2.3 will elaborate on the various experiences relating to creativity both explained

and observed during the course of the study.

4.2.1 Challenging Convention in the Classroom

The educational experiences discovered during the study provided fascinating insights that
illuminated and informed a lot of the feelings and opinions uncovered in the previous section.
The schools’ approach towards creativity was twofold. Firstly, it was dictated by how they
interpreted creativity, and secondly, how it was implemented. Because creativity was only
used as a broad term within the Melbourne Declaration, the study found that policy makers
had no conformity in their understanding and largely discussed creativity through personal
interpretations®. This lack of coherence reflected the discovery of no cohesive understanding
regarding creativity in schools, by teachers and amongst students. Therefore, how creativity
was supposed to be produced within the education system was also a feature that was
comparatively absent from discussions until it was raised specifically during interviews.
Consistency in the use of the term creativity both amongst and within participant’s responses
was another key discovery of the study. Often, answers directly conflicted with other in
regards to creativity when participants explained narrower topics, such as educational aims
and goals. Highlighted by PsALl during the interview, creativity was ‘broad’ and educational

aims and goals had a ‘much narrower focus’.

Administrators, teachers, and students all had very different interpretations of creativity.
References were made about whether it meant ‘problem solving’, displaying and developing
‘things’ outside of formal structures, to what ‘allows us to get to an iPad’. Policy makers,
administrators and teachers all displayed great affection for what is best described as an

‘openness’ towards various creative principles®”. However, a more prominent finding relates

%1 As was described in section 4.1.1.
%2 Taken from PsT2’s response about not just being open to different ways of doing things but also initiating
some of the different ways of thinking or approaching something.
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not merely to the interpretation or ‘openness’ towards creativity, but to the general capacity
of those working within education to be open enough to accept that creativity may mean and
appear very different to someone else.*. One private school student revealed that during a
creative writing session a story had resulted in a counselling session over the content: ‘she
(the teacher) thought it was too dark...I just wrote it because we got the choice of writing
whatever we wanted and so | just wrote it’. Hence, a further finding indicated that while all
participants’ view of creativity embodied notions of difference, diversity, and discovery, it
was in fact a lot harder to be open to various forms of creativity in practice. This was true at
both schools. When one of the private school students was asked, what value do you feel is

placed on creativity at this school, he replied, ‘[it is] not one of the top values’ (PvS1).

The Steiner philosophy at the public school also had difficulty in accommodating certain
creative capacities and interests of students, particularly if they were translated through
multimedia or electronic technologies. An administrator suggested that creativity was about
encouraging his students to ‘invent things’ and ‘find things out’ because not being creative
was ‘dull’ (PsT1). However, when we discussed if this extended to areas that involved newer
forms of technology and | asked if a student displayed a creative capability with technology
and wanted to express themselves creatively through those forms; would you support that?
He simply replied that they did not, even suggesting that ‘multimedia was the worst culprit’
for dulling creativity. Another teacher added that they do introduce it (electronic technology)
later on (year 9) and if they wished to explore technology they were free to but at home
(PsT2). A third added that compared to other Steiner schools they were ‘grounded more in
reality’ and tended to integrate technology earlier®®. This was a contrast to the traditional
stream of year 8s that not only had a one on one laptop program, they advertised its success
as a tool to ‘enhance skills’ and ‘maximise opportunities for learning’ (see appendix 8).
While one student in the Steiner stream said that she preferred ‘the old fashioned way’, she
did confirm that Steiner would ‘probably not’ encourage her capacity if she did happen to

have a creative inclination towards technology (PsS2).

% These ideas here were derived at from interviews with the two policy makers but representative of the many
holistic answers that were reflected by all participants. Here the distinction is more about how participants
identified these points quite unanimously, such as being ‘open in mind and heart...to explore different
pathways...that aren’t accepted as being the norm’ (PsA2); Yet, were found to be contradicted in many cases
when triangulated with observations and during interviews with students.

* This comment was made during a general conversation with a teacher in the staffroom was asked, how would
you say Steiner is different here compared to other schools?
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The main stream at the public school also revealed some significant findings in regards to
convention. A teacher explained how she had abandoned a PBL (Project Based Learning)
approach and chosen to return to a more traditional classroom environment that incorporated

common assessment tasks (PsT3)*. PsT3 explained that,

I didn’t know anything about PBL so I asked...She [colleague] said ‘they can do projects research
and it’s like enquiry methods’. So | asked the kids, what did you do for PBL last year? One of
them said, ‘T spent the whole year on Egypt’. Another one said, ‘I spent the whole year on Justin
Bieber’. I said, ‘well I am cancelling PBL. I am calling this humanities...First semester we’ll be
looking at history. We will be looking at ancient societies. Second half we will be looking at
geography. We will be looking at mapping deserts and rainforests’. Ok, and they loved it.

The classes that were observed reflected this approach. The main stream was reminiscent of
the private school and largely prescriptive with the greatest amount of time allocated towards
comprehension activities. In the most extreme instance it took only six minutes for a class to
be seated and told to continue with a comprehension activity that they did for the entire
length of the class. Consequently, students did not reflect PsT3’s proposal of love for the
current curriculum. In fact, one student whom was spoken to during one of these lessons
suggested that he found classes to be ‘pretty tedious’. The student believed that maths and
science were the worse culprits. He felt English also involved a fair share of comprehension
activities. Yet, he felt they got to ‘do work where we have a little more choice’. He pointed to
a poster and said ‘we get to express a bit more creativity because we get to design them and
it’s a bit more fun’, further noting that he liked to draw. Again, the term creativity was
reduced merely to reflect superficial design elements rather than the actual substance of the
curriculum that encouraged students to seek answers to their own questions that surrounded

their own interests, which curiously the abandoned PBL did.

4.2.2 Catering to Difference

The holistic claims made by participants in regards to creativity, and the various conditional
circumstances where this was found not to be the case was a significant revelation from the
data. At both schools, administrators and the teachers were observed to go to great lengths to
inform practices and cater to difference. However during classes this was rarely apparent.

During interviews teachers often gave examples of where students were ‘encouraged to

% Project Based Learning is a teaching method that encourages components that investigates and responds to a
complex question, problem, or challenge through critical, in-depth enquiry that is largely driven by students
(Lee, Blackwell, Drake, & Moran, 2014). Common Assessment Tasks are essentially a set of predetermined
achievement standards that is believed to indicate the quality of learning students should typically demonstrate
by a particular point (Poliah, 2003).

62



explore deeper thinking’ through the ‘tweaking’ of assignments to personalise them to the
students individuality (PvT2). Such examples of classes included utilising film to act out and
explore medieval torture, students making leaflets, cartoon strips, and talks to investigate
reproduction in science.*® One teacher used the word ‘student directed’ when describing an
exemplar lesson he was proud of (PvT1). While it appeared teachers wished to encourage
students to create their own assignments in consultation with teachers, particularly in the area

of humanities, one teacher contextualised the situation with this statement,

We are still a very academic school so I can’t be open ended, fuzzy, and warm. I still have to
get through the curriculum. So, I am trying to marry both things and they have exams. It is a
traditional school. It is academic. Their parents want them to be exposed to a traditional
academic environment so we do have to deliver that...So there is a responsibility to be
consistent with what everyone else in year 8 is delivering.

Hence, of the examples towards creativity that were conveyed during interviews,
observations and discussion with other participants (students) actually found them to be
infrequent and inconsistent. Students affirmed that in the cases where creativity actually was
a focus, it was only teachers that ‘really knew them’ who were able to incorporate and
explore their difference effectively (PvS1). PvS1 said that ‘our mentor lets us try new things’,
PvS2 agreed, ‘yeah she [mentor] is really good with that’. Another student during a candid
discussion also affirmed that he felt while subjects such as English presented different topics,
he said ‘English is essays, essays, essays’. A further point he mentioned was that he had an
interest in IT and when asked if he was able to utilise this interest he believed there was not
much ‘flexibility to express creativity’ through IT because ‘teachers were afraid you will use

the PC to cheat yourself’.

The private school had invested heavily in elaborate facilities and sophisticated
measurements to assist in identifying and to teaching students various learning styles®’.
However, when a group of three students were asked if teachers generally utilised the
technology at their disposal, the three expressed that generally the equipment was only used
for the most basic of tasks, such as playback of video content®®. This was found to be the case

during observations also where technology was only used to play a film during English

% These were examples teachers gave of classes were students presented a topic in a manner of their choosing.
%" The school had electronic whiteboards, new science buildings, PCs and Macs, and students had pads with
educational software installed. They also underwent an evaluation to diagnose their learning styles according to
a multiple intelligence chart, which students are given and place in a folio along with work they are proud of to
show their parents.

% This was in all classes other than those classes specifically orientated around technology, such as a music
technology class that was observed.
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classes. A student that was using an iPad was asked if he felt using an iPad was creative, he
laughed and said ‘they are used just like textbooks’. This feeling that bookwork dominated
their education was a strong one amongst students. While all students felt that they were able
to express their creativity at certain times, it was seen as an exception rather than the norm in

most classes™®.

Intelligence testing, which was intended to help identify and inform difference, was also felt
by students to have little value upon their individual creativity. Teachers and administrators
perceived it as a significant tool but students interviewed felt that while their differences were
being identified through intelligence mapping teachers were ‘really laid back’ about looking
at the results with the students. Hence, the value of such testing was diminished in the eyes of
students as they felt it had little to no impact upon how they were being taught as a result.
Three students said ‘no one ever looks at them’. One of the three boys when asked do you
feel they teach you according to these types [intelligences] plainly stated ‘no, they just teach
the same thing’. A forth student during an interview, said that ‘they like flick through them
[results]. They don’t really sit down with you’ (PvS1). PvS2 concluded that the testing was ‘a
pretty dumb idea’ because she felt it was simply something to show parents during student

lead conferences™.

The trend of instances that demonstrated certain paradoxes when catering to creativity also
persisted at the public school. A key example arose when both teachers and students in the
Steiner stream attempted to illustrate creativity in reference to what was called ‘main lesson
books’. A teacher explained that these were ‘a little bit like they [students] were creating their
own textbooks’ (PsT2). These books were used to ‘get students to be more creative’” (PST2).
A student also affirmed that he felt that these ‘main lesson books’ were a way for everyone to
‘express their own creativity in their own work’ (PsS1). During an impromptu conversation
with four students, one of the girls described how Steiner was more ‘creative and
personalised’. When asked to describe how, she said ‘we can decorate our English book’.
Hence, the level of creativity these books encouraged was in fact very narrowly defined. The
girls then revealed how they were interested in music and writing short stories. After they

were asked do you get time to do that much? ‘Not so much’, one replied. The ‘main lesson

¥ This question was asked to numerous students candidly and all responded affirming that creativity in a class
was an exception with art, science and English being subjects where creativity was most likely to occur.
However, they felt bookwork dominated a majority of their time.

“0 In reference to the portfolios PvS1 said, ‘everything that is put in this book my parents already know. PvS2
also said ‘we did it last year and my mum was like ‘I know all this’.
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books’ simply allowed students to display the information they were taught differently. The
content itself was found to be the same**. PsS1 elaborated on the concept when he explained,
‘instead of sitting down using a computer...normally what | would do with like Shakespeare
is 1 would do like these pillars with vines wrapping around it with petals. And | would do like
Shakespeare kind of leaning against a pillar reading a book’*?. Therefore, despite the fact that
it was suggested that school ‘generally isn’t textbook focused’ and the Steiner philosophy
was less so, the books they created became textbooks but with pictures and boarders drawn
by students themselves. According to a teacher, this was done as a way of getting the students

to be ‘more active in what they are doing’ (PsT2).

The main stream of the public school was much the same and had similar difficulties catering
to creativity within its standardised curriculum. While a degree of choice was available, as
explained by a student earlier in regards to the presentation of content, no examples were
directly witnessed during the observation period of the study at either school. Topics and
content were always predetermined and students only really had choice in terms of
presentation®®, This was a significant point, it contrasted many of the rich examples given by
administrators and teachers at both schools about creative classes they had given and were
proud of versus the overall lack of regularity where this actually occurred. This was a factor
recognised by everyone involved in the study**. Policy makers, administrators and teachers in
particular were very open about their disappointment that creativity was often an absent
element in the classroom. A common theme was that most felt that there was nothing they
could do about it as traditional elements, such as reading, writing and arithmetic, was
something that simply needed to be done. This is not to say that participants felt that these
elements lacked creativity if taught accordingly, however according to one administrator, due
to ‘a pretty tight curriculum where there is fundamental facts and processes to be learnt, |
don’t think there is a lot of room’ (PsAl).

*! Numerous main lesson books were looked at and students would write things such as a poem or passage but
simply decorate it differently.

%2 Again through the students comment it was again apparent that the use of computers as a medium of
expression was not encouraged.

*® Teachers often said they attempted to cater for students various creative capacities by allowing presentation
through the use of various mediums and through consultation to determine appropriateness.

“ At some point every participant made a note or comment about what they would like to be done or had done
in the past in classes but were unable due regularly due to various factors relating principally to time and money
(money was a more significant factor in the public school).

65



4.2.3 Classroom Experiences

The feeling within each class that either promoted an environment that encouraged and
invited creativity or overlooked it was a significant theme that arose at both sites. This was in
terms of the physical environments and personal feelings towards them. The creation of these
environments was a conscious decision. However, the instances where creativity was absent
appeared more unconsciously. In fact, it often appeared to be simply forgotten as suggested
earlier. The conscious decisions were evident in areas such as the planning of the physical
(the buildings, the classrooms) by administrators and teachers whom built and set up classes
in a particular way they felt best services the outcomes they were trying to obtain, and the
personal, such as in the delivery of the curriculum and its impacts upon the students it was
delivered to. The unconscious were more apparent in the periphery, such as within dialogue
and nuances between students and teachers and in the overall ability of each school to
actively cater to the individual creativity of each student. This was often referred to during
interviews and discussions as a situation about ‘what | wished | could do versus what | have

to do’®.

In many ways, the environments observed within each class were where the culmination of
ideas regarding policies and practice from all levels about creativity were either demonstrated
or absent. Careful observations of the schools revealed that early impressions regarding both
school environments were quite misleading. Firstly, upon entering the private school the level
of attention attributed to the schools impressive buildings and facilities was clear. However,
what was more significant was generally in regards to details that weren’t seen. This was a
point raised briefly earlier in regards to classroom appearances that led to two participants
describing the classes as ‘depressing’ and ‘not interesting’. A students remarked that they
wanted to ‘decorate the classroom last year’, but were not allowed to put up anything on the
walls (PvS2). Hence, the appearance of the classes, the furniture and fittings within them felt
cold. This feeling was also put forth by others that were asked during impromptu
discussions*. This was contrasted against the primary classes at the private school that were
full of colour, warmth and examples of student’s work that lined the walls. Conversely, while

the initial impression of the worn and weathered exterior of the public school was

*® participants regularly spoke dichotomously about what they would do if they had the time, were able to
change the curriculum, could reduce the amount of reporting they had to do, or in the case of students, they all
felt like their direction was driven more by ‘them’ than themselves (PvS1 & 2).

*® Four students were asked about the appearance of classes and supported the view of the two students that
were interviewed.
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deteriorated and dull, the climate within the classes, particularly in the Steiner classes, was
inviting. The only exceptions were the science class rooms. Dated in appearance, they felt as
though they had not been upgraded for quite some time. However, it was the ability of each
of the schools to encapsulate a certain feeling within the walls of the buildings that was most

significant.

Overall, the public school was covered with colourful work of various kinds and abundant
with progressive posters regarding tolerance and acceptance (see images 6 & 7, appendix 7).
The private school was modern but quite bare by comparison*’. Furthermore, the classes that
were least personalised in appearance was also generally found to be least personalised
towards individuals. This was particularly the case with classes such as maths and humanities
at the private school and maths and science in the public*®. Furthermore, these classes were
observed to be more relaxed and were less disruptive as a whole. The Steiner classrooms
were by far the most cohesive of all classes. There was an apparent sense of comradery and
students rarely heckled each other in the same way as was observed in both the main stream

of the public and private school.

There was also little notable difference in both schools’ approach towards creativity in the
classroom. While a policy maker himself noted and defined creativity as something that was
‘developed and displayed outside of formal structures’, it was observed and explained by
participants within the schools that the formal structures themselves were often the very thing
that was prohibiting creativity within the classrooms (PM2). Another policymaker affirmed
that currently the educational system was ‘not good’ at embedding creativity within
classrooms (PM1). Furthermore, PM1 felt that ‘we have got too much pedagogy where a
teacher goes on and talks for 85% of the time. Then we want to know if the kids have learnt
everything they have said’ (PM1). This assessment by PM1 strongly corresponded to the
findings observed at both sites. Neither school was able to demonstrate any significant
difference in approach that contradicted this point. Additionally, students also believed this to

be the case, despite one student even using the word creative to describe the school (PsS1).

The students’ contradiction towards their interpretation of creativity was a key to

understanding both their affection for certain teachers and their understanding of realities

*" This is specifically referring to where a majority of the year 8 classes were held.

*8 While these subjects were highlighted, there was a variation due to teachers. This was particularly true in the
public due to the two streams. English, for example, was also far more prescriptive in the main stream. In these
classes teacher lead discussions and comprehension activities were observed to dominate classes.
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relating to creativity within their classes. The private and main stream students were both
generally quite critical of their teachers and schools. Some felt that some teachers were
against them expressing their creativity or trying new things (PvS1 & 2). They said it was
often a case of ‘you have to do it. You have to sit down and go through it quietly’ (PvSl).
However, the two Steiner students interviewed were both strong in their defence of their
teachers and the Steiner philosophy. The private students interviewed felt that the separation
of genders was based upon ‘a very stereotypical view of boys’ and girls’ and was ‘changing
the way you would learn’ (PvS1). The administrator suggested it ‘was a choice to enable the
students to learn at their [own] pace’ (PvA). Yet according to PvS2, that stereotypical
perception extended to individuals also. There was a strong prioritisation on sport, English
and maths, suggested students, and while PvS1 defined creativity as the ‘freedom to
individuality’, PvS1 characterised the school as having a ‘more mainstream perception of
things**°. Hence, the private school students felt that creativity was ‘not one of the top values’
(PvS1 & 2).

The Steiner students however were far more positive and felt creativity was a ‘very high’
priority of their school (PsS1 & 2). This was despite an administrator earlier suggesting it
would not be a word he would use to describe the school. In fact, another Steiner student
suggested the word the administrator used, ‘academic’, was ‘not so much’ a word he would
use (PsS1). However, the teachers in reality provided little differences in what they were
teaching and how much choice they had over it (over the main or private) but made
significant efforts in how they communicated and related that information to their students in
classes that made it appear so. Students spoke enthusiastically about their relationships with
teachers but often made distinctions between teachers and the kind of education they were
receiving. One student commented, ‘the education is good, the teachers are awesome’ (PsS1).
This was further emphasised when asked to speak more specifically about the challenges to
achieving what he wanted through education. PsS1 highlighted that ‘at the moment it is like
[name] she is giving me knowledge but it is not as...it’s a lot but it is not in the way that |
would like’. For PsS1, ‘using your own expression in your work’ was creative and he referred
to his tutor as someone who did that rather than his teachers. While he felt some teachers did
do this, he did say that he was excited because ‘the maths teacher we are getting next year, he
sounds amazing. He incorporates history, creativity, um maths phycology and | think he

sounds awesome’.

* pySA confirmed English and maths as having most amount of time in a teaching cycle.
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A central finding within the classrooms that ties the aforementioned discoveries, and
particularly highlights various explanations made by participants, was emphasised by the
difference between creatively designed or run classes and actually catering to individual
creativity. Catering to creativity, as pointed out within the framework, is a situation where
you give individuals challenges, you set them tasks, and you give them freedom to speculate
and hypothesis scenarios based on their own skill sets and capabilities (NACCCE, 1999).
This underlined the inconsistencies of those, such as policy makers, administrators, and
teachers whose broad purposes of education and holistic definitions of creativity were not
substantiated by evidence at either study site. While the ‘one size fits all” educational model
was not how participants believed or envisioned their schools to be, as suggested by PM1

during his interview, they ‘inevitably’ and ‘intractably’ were.

Throughout interviews, creativity was defined by administrators through such terms as ‘doing
something different than normal’, ‘finding various ways to allow a student to learn’ or by
teachers as ‘finding something that hasn’t been found’, ‘finding a solution that isn’t obvious’,
and ‘thinking outside of the square’ (PvA, PsA2, PsT1, PvT3). When teachers were asked
about classes they were most proud of, the major themes orientated around flexibility and
personalisation. Yet, many of the examples when detailed were in fact classes that simply
used personal anecdotes to engage students rather than a textbook (PsT3). Students also had
the opportunity to be more hands on. There were some examples of these types of classes at
both sites but were confined to English (at the public school where they prepared for a play),
science, art, and music tech at the private school. However, students often labelled them
creative simply because they were encouraged to do more than merely reading and writing™.
Interestingly, the classes students often highlighted did not even fulfil their own definitions of
creativity; such as ‘using your own expression...in the topics that I choose’ or ‘freedom to
individuality and choice’ (PsS1 & PvS1). When asked to describe how those notions of
creativity are being incorporated into the education here?; students described classes where
they got to ‘play’ in science by pushing a wheel to demonstrate friction or ‘draw’ in English

to produce a boarder around the same piece of writing (PsS1 & PsS2).

Two teachers (private) and one student (private) offered examples that emphasised the
distinction between a creatively taught class and teaching that catered to creativity. The

teachers described challenges they had set about a topic where they had encouraged students

%0 Students often referred to creative classes as ones that they had the opportunity to ‘do things’ in (PsS2).
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to ‘tweak’ tasks and ‘come up with something that still fits the criteria’ (PvT2). One
highlighted the point ‘not just PowerPoints or just posters but giving them the freedom to
choose’ (PvS3). Another said this required her to be ‘receptive’ and ‘encouraging’, and often
meant students did ‘even more work’ but were ‘happy to do that’ because it caters to students
various ‘creative elements’. PvS1 validated this view by expressing the desire to ‘learn by
himself and in his own ways’ (PvS1). He also wanted help and encouragement to nurture his
‘ways’ even if ‘teachers don’t really get into it but I think, help me’>'. Despite these
conversations, no examples were observed at schools where students were made to encourage
or explore this definition of creativity, one that other administrators and teachers had also
proposed2. When discussing classes they were most proud of, other teachers commonly
referred to learning types, but through the presentation of information by them not the
student. They encouraged conversation by being innovative through the use of anecdotes,
technology, and various mediums. Furthermore, all participants agreed that these
circumstances were exceptions to the norm. Therefore, neither school was found to regularly
cater to creativity of its students. Nor were any classes observed to apply their own
definitions of creativity, let alone the ones defined within the theoretical framework.

4.3 Transformation and Change

A feeling that transformation and change was required was a significant theme that arose
early on in the study. This finding was also quite dichotomous at times and participants often
contradicted on another, particularly at the policy level. Raised earlier and elaborated here, at
the policy level, there was a desire to both ‘provide for young people to reach their potential’
and a ‘need to have a snapshot of where our system and schools are at’. These ‘challenges’
were often expressed as ‘getting the balance right” (PM2). In regards to the relationship
between creativity and the attainment of academic subject matter PM2 felt, ‘I think we do
pretty well’. He also suggested that ‘my observations... visiting schools is that we get the
balance pretty right’. While PM1 also felt there was ‘quite a good balance’ in regards to

accountability measures compared to other systems, PM1 was less optimistic than PM2.

PMI1 believed the current system was ‘not good’ at embedding creativity. He felt there was

only ‘islands of it’ (creativity) and certain schools were outstanding. PM1 identified the lack

%! This was the student that felt despondent after writing a creative writing piece in an English class and was
sent to a councillor because it was deemed ‘dark’.
%2 psA2 and PvSA also gave examples but related them to other year levels.
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of depth in the current curriculum as a significant factor. He believed it was not encouraging
‘deeper learning’, which he felt existed but simply was not systematic. He further suggested
that the word ‘innovation’ was often being used rather than ‘creativity’. PM1 believed there
was a pedagogy around creativity. However, he did not feel ‘the links to the sort of
pedagogical issues are clearly made. It’s almost like we say let’s teach creativity art (laughs),
and that’s fallacious’ (PM1).

When asked to identify factors that promote or impede creativity in schools, PM2 was able to
offer very little in the way of strategies for improvements in regards to the current creativity
agenda®®. Yet, PM2 believed that the role others have (including himself) in developing
creativity in the educational system was quite similar. Principally, he felt it came down to
participation and how individuals applied themselves in each of their roles. Policy makers
were to developed the public policy (whether it was curriculum or design of the physical
environment), which administrators and teachers were to deliver in an environment that
fostered creativity. Parents were to be aware and encourage students. Lastly, according to
PM2, students had the responsibly to ‘not be passengers’, they had to be heard for creativity
to be fostered.

PM1 emphasised both philosophical and more practical solutions to what he felt was largely
impeding creativity in education. However, his responses were at times unclear. Ironically, he
initially suggested that if he ‘were able to play god’ he would ‘unclutter’ and ‘redo the
curriculum’ to ‘really concentrate on the essentials’ (PM1). Yet more important than the
strategy they adopted was the need to address the deeply embedded culture that develops over
time. PM1 felt that ‘culture eats strategy for breakfast’, therefore change that embraced the
creativity agenda was difficult to achieve (PM1). He highlighted what he said was ‘even the
simple things’, ‘why do we have double periods? It’s obvious, because one bloody period is
too short (laughs). So we have made those sorts of decisions over time’ (PM1). He
acknowledged how to date, while the Melbourne declaration had emphasised ‘all young
Australians become...creative individuals’, he pointed out that currently ‘there has been a
much heavier focus on literacy, numeracy and standards’ (PM1). For PM1, a shift involved
‘getting teachers to have a practice that makes this a natural development activity’. For PM1

teachers were the key, suggesting ‘fundamentally, its teachers that have to provide the

%3 When asked if he had any examples to improve testing he replied ‘not off the top of my head” (PM2).
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environment’. They were 80 percent of the quality and 80 percent of the reason students

improved®>*.

However, later in the interview, when asked do you feel the framework is there at the moment
to allow teachers to promote the creativity agenda? His response was that ‘a majority of
teachers are doing that...absolutely’. This seemingly contradicted his initial response about
the need to ‘play god’ if he indeed did feel that a majority of teachers already had the
necessary framework in place. When asked why he felt certain teachers were not promoting
the creativity agenda, he suggested that it was because ‘we had not given the right support to
those teachers’ (PM1). PM1 also suggested at one point that he ‘wouldn’t want to say
teachers don’t have enough time (for creativity)’ but later suggested ‘un-cluttering it
dramatically (the curriculum)’ to ‘allow sufficient time’ for what he himself called ‘deeper
thinking’ in order to ‘give students time to think”>>. When PM1 was asked to further elaborate
on what he perhaps felt they should be doing to support those teachers, he replied, ‘how long
is a piece of string’, emphasising that PM1 did in fact feel a substantial need for

transformation or change®®.

Administrators at both schools felt that their respective schools were making significant
strides towards nurturing creativity®’. Within the private school, the PvA strongly felt that the
key to them continuing to do so was because they had made creativity ‘part of their core’ by
embracing a ‘flexible’ approach to an area of study, to a method used to study the area, to the
curriculum, and even to the ‘way they (students) are assessed’*®. Yet, the PVA also expressed
that ‘schools are going to change dramatically in the next few years because we have been
conscious of talking about creativity’. PvA felt that ‘building a curriculum around the arts’
was one way. However, at a systemic level PvA was more pessimistic. This negativistic view
of the educational system’s ability to nurture creativity was interesting seeing she felt that her
school was already doing so. PvAs nihilism was squarely placed at the fact that ‘all of the
assessment at the end of the year is test based” and ‘schools would be significantly different if
they didn’t have that’. Yet, ‘at the moment they (governments) are forcing their requirements
on us and the ATAR is it’. PvA, felt that at the moment ‘VCE is about being able to

> The other 20 percent for him ‘the role of families, the role of society in general. The school community’.

*® In response to the question, how do you feel you could improve the situation in order to nurture creativity?
*® pM1 did g0 on to say that millions had been spent through the Bastow Institute to provide ‘hundreds of units
of work’. It was all currently available to teachers through a website and he felt that these lessons exemplify
good practice and would support creativity in our young people.

> PyvA said ‘we have been doing quite well’ and PsA2 said he felt his school ‘is a very creative school’.

%8 Creativity was further highlighted as ‘an aim’ in order to allow them to be as ‘creative as they want to be’.
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regurgitate’ and this was pushing down into ‘the middle school and even younger...so we are
stuck with this at the moment’. Improving the situation was ‘the 99 dollar question’ because
there was a concern that the government could cut funding ‘if you do not do what they

59
want’~”.

The PvA felt that a significant change in discourse by policy makers would drive a change
within schools. The PvA explained that ‘a discourse around developing skills rather than
results on a test would change the focus completely’. This in turn would change the
conversation and ‘schools would change what they do’. Academic inflation was also another
justification PvA used for change as ‘students won’t allow what was allowed fifty years ago.
They want participation’60. PVA felt that teachers had to enable students to ‘facilitate those
ideas’ about creativity to say ‘why can’t you do that’, and then assist by thinking of way to
make it happen. The PvA made it clear that it was an effort that involved communication and
involvement from parents to policy makers and even emphasised instances where private and
public ‘work together to produce the best results for students®’. Yet, when asked if the school
actually did work with other local educational institutions she said ‘we could do that...but I

think parents from here wouldn’t want to see us collaborating’ (PvA).

The administrators at the public school spent a lot of time explaining how the school had
changed and transformed. The PsA2 gave many examples to highlight that the school was
‘quite complex’ and ‘very different’ from other schools, which after observation it indeed
was®. Yet during a discussion regarding standardised tests, PsA2 expressed that despite the
complexity and difference of his school, he still felt it was sometimes useful to know ‘just
how your school is travelling and how it compares to other schools’. PsAl in discussing
creativity even suggested that while some of the courses may have ‘invited’ creativity and
some would say ‘it is very important’, he clarified, ‘I am not saying we do teach for
creativity’. PsAl felt reluctant to speak on behalf of others but suggested if it were to be
nurtured at the school ‘it would [need to] be more explicit. You would probably be setting it

aside as something you would really want to talk through’. This, like the PVA, he felt was

% While the PvA said the government had not been as ‘blatant as that. ..they could be’.

% The PvA also suggested students will no longer justify paying $30000 for a ‘piece of paper that no longer gets
them what they want’.

¢! Gave an example about private and public sector teachers getting together to learn how to asses exams better.
82 PsA2 repeatedly suggested and explained how ‘we consider our own thinking to be a little bit creative’, ‘we
are a school that at times has been quite a leader’, and ‘stepped outside the norm’.
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best served through ‘an intelligent’, ‘more sophisticated’ discourse, particularly at the policy

level.

Public school administrators felt that policy makers were the ones ‘setting the agenda that
you are really obliged to follow’ (PsA1). Therefore, in order for change and transformation to
occur, the role of policy makers was to help ‘set an agenda’ surrounding creativity (PSA1).
PsAl also affirmed that he felt the ‘study design’ for VCE was very powerful, ‘It really
determines a lot of what happens’. PsAl found this positive to a degree because it ‘helps
guide to the sorts of things we should be teaching’. While PsA2 felt strongly about greater
responsibility within the entire educational system, he was concerned more autonomy was
often a way for blame to be shifted when ‘things went pear shaped’. PsA1l suggested that he
was not so sure there currently even was an agenda ‘it’s a kind of organised mess if you like’.
PsA1 concluded,

You want it (education) very well structured, very well organised, but you want it to come
down and be stretched and pulled so it is reorganised so then something can happen at the real
level where it is exciting. That is the way | think it needs to be, but if at the top they were
rigidly enforcing it all the way down to the bottom; that would be terrible. It wouldn’t even
matter how brilliant what was created was...if it was ridged, set in stone and that is what
comes down...it would be anything but creative. It would actually be quite destructive I think.

Teachers were quite unanimous about their feelings towards the need for transformation and
change regarding creativity. Frequently, teachers felt they bore many of the misgivings
embedded within the current educational system. To emphasise the point, a teacher suggested
‘it’s our fault if they can’t ride a bike, brush their teeth...I don’t know, everything’ (PvT3). A
common theme that arose at both schools was that a greater responsibility needed to be taken
by all participants within education to support creativity®®. Teachers highlighted ‘cutbacks’,
specifically within the public schools, ‘time restraints’, inadequate training or passion in a
particular area or subject, pressure to get through ‘exam driven’ curricula, as other significant
issues that also needed to be addressed (PvT3, PsT1l, PvT2, PsT3). However, the most
significant theme that was central to all the factors just listed was related to ‘how you allow
students to explore’ (PVT2).

At a more practical level, PsT2 felt creativity and the academic subject matter needed to go

‘hand in hand’, so ‘if they are showing creativity they are actually showing academic

% |deas relating to increased responsibility by all participants were raised by all teachers at some stage when
asked to discuss what role you feel policy makers, school administrators, students, parents have in developing
creativity within the education system?
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understanding...it depends on how you define creativity’ (PsT2). This was manifested within
assessment that often polarised a success or failure mentality that was more evident at the

private school®

. The use of rubrics was found at both schools but the private school had a
much stronger emphasis on the use of letter gratings because they felt it was what parents
wanted to see®. The Steiner emphasised a double rubric, one to highlight ‘this is where you
are at and this is the things you have done’, and another to tell them what Victorian
Educational Learning Standard (VELS) they are at. PsT2 said she focused on the first, to say
‘look at what you have done’, and so do the students. She said she did not give them a grade

at the end of it®. The VELS rubrics was simply,

To explain (to the student) that there is always another level. If you are at the top there is
always something else on top. You are always trying to progress...that is the one thing I want
them to understand...there is always something to learn, more to do’.

Teachers often felt that ‘every kid is different and you have to hone in on what their needs
are’, but found it simply impossible to do ‘because you need to get through different things’
(PsT3). Largely, it came to policy makers, because ‘it is the national curriculum that dictates
how it happens’ (PvT2). Additionally, others were concerned that ‘everyone still wants to see
results’, which lead to some teachers feeling as though at times ‘students may not have
enjoyed the subject as much as possible and they may put them off looking at that subject in
the future’ (PvT2). Addressing this, according to PvT3, meant ‘a whole paradigm shift in
terms of how it is all done’. Supporting the system in its entirety was therefore seen as key to
transformation and change. Teachers were aware that ‘the pressure to get through all of this
(curriculum) can stiffer creativity (PvT2). Another finally added, ‘I know we play a massive
role in it (nurturing creativity) and I am happy to do that but I don’t think it should just be

where the onus is on us’.

Students’ approach to the kinds of transformation and change that they believed would foster
creativity more successfully was plainspoken and direct. The private school students wanted
a more ‘open way of being” (PvS1). This involved ‘just letting people look at things the way
they want’, which they felt was ‘not really’ being done within the current educational system

(PvS1). Students at the private school found ‘being so strict’ on issues, such as uniforms,

% Improvement was measured by yes / no (success or failure) checklists at the private school (see appendix 9)
8 Parents want to see reports as an A, B, or C* (PvT3).

8 PST2 said the grade is ‘just another layer on top’ that could be added. She didn’t because she felt it often
instilled a sense of either success or failure, rather than highlighting effort.
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rudimentary and excessive®’. Two of the students felt that uniforms camouflaged their
personalities, preventing others from seeing whom they felt they really were. They wanted a
greater emphasis on issues such as ‘stereotyping’ of boys and girls. They also felt that
‘grouping subjects’ together in one semester became “a little bit too much’®. Students felt
they understood that they had to learn certain things but resented being taught in one
standardised way rather than ‘going about it (learning) in a way you want’. This was
something they wished policy makers and administrators specifically would address. Students
at the public school made it clear that they felt it was better when decisions about them were
made as close to them as possible®®. PsS2 commented that policymakers ‘control everything’
but I think it (the curriculum) is left up to the school to an extent, to teach that as they will,

which I think is good’.

While some felt the school was creative in some aspects already, most felt that primary was
more creative than secondary’®. Appearance at both schools was raised but in different
contexts. Public students felt that some of their school needed ‘fixing” and ‘painting’.
Comparatively, private students wanted classrooms less ‘cold’ and ‘depressing’. Most
notably however, students wanted control over their own education. They wanted to be
included in decisions and they wanted to be acknowledged as different. Both PvS1 and PvS2
noted that their school did ‘not really’ prioritise the subjects they were interested in, such as
systems tech or science. One of the public students also affirmed that ‘if everything was
dictated to us I definitely would not like that” (PsS2). All the students believed that both in
policy and practice, policy makers should ‘broaden the education instead of focusing on one
small thing’. This also involved the delivery of content and in the presentation of it by
students. For example, PsS1 believed that in order to develop creativity ‘having a better

understanding of maths, of how it adapted, how it evolved, and how it was used’ would be

87 pyS1 said girls were told to kneel in front of a teacher to ensure the dresses touched the ground. ‘Why can’t
they (the school) let you have your hair out? It is not going to affect your learning...it is more annoying having
to keep putting it up cos it keeps falling out and things like that’.

% pyS1 and PvS2 felt they should break up subjects. PvS1 said, ‘last semester we did dance and textiles, which
are two arty subjects...now food tech and system tech’. Additionally they both felt the school ‘majorly’
prioritised sport. This was despite PvS2 highlighting a love for it. For two hours PvS1 sat there and said ‘I don’t
do anything at all’.

% This was raised in regards to roles stakeholders have in developing creativity. PsS2 felt the school, and
specifically her teacher, knew how best to nurture her creativity.

" This was conveyed by 3 out of 4 students during interviews.
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more beneficial towards nurturing his creativity than simply learning equations’. However,

as PvS1 poignantly highlighted,

I think it is entirely up to them as to what they want and how creative they want us to be, if
they want us to be creative at all...or anything like that. It is up to them...you know...and
they can say ‘choose what you want to do’ rather than ‘you have to do this’. So it is really
their choice. Even if the school says ‘teach however you want’, they could still teach from the
textbook because they are just a boring person or they could be creative and let you be
creative as well.

Thus, while students saw themselves as active participants in the development of their own
creativity, a significant and final finding was to recognise that throughout the study students
never forgot how much they felt their creativity, or the transformation and change required to

develop it, resided in the hands of others.

Comparatively, it was quite unanticipated to discover how much effort had gone towards the
promotion of the term creativity by the public school, only to learn that there was a great
disparity between participants within the school about the schools philosophy and direction’.
While the same issues were prevalent at the private school, they were more transparent due to
the focus on exams and the numerous measures they implemented compared to the public.
Accordingly, there was a certain level of expectation surrounding academic performance that
enhanced their prioritisation of it over the public school and filtered down to the students”. It
was therefore less surprising to discover that creativity agenda was discussed less and not as
commonly understood by colleagues at the private school as it was at the public. Yet, at both
schools there was an overall recognition that creativity and its agenda was a feature that
required greater cooperation, collaboration, and assistance at a systemic level, along with a

radical rethinking of education in order to be properly supported at either.

™ He also said it was the same in English with Shakespeare, ‘I would just make sure you get the background to
what you are doing’. He did say this was happening but only in certain contexts.

"2 particularly as they highlighted creativity on flyers, yet administrators and teachers identified the schools
through words like ‘academic’.

" Students at the private school were prepared earlier and more often for exams. It impacted on their feelings
about the school reflected by PsS2 view how public schools were ‘not on you as much’ and how private was
better for students that needed that.
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5 Discussion and Conclusions

This chapter begins with a brief summary of the research questions. A discussion of the
findings and main themes will then be presented (5.1). Finally, some important limitations
(section 5.2) that influenced the study will be reviewed before some recommendations for

future research and policy development are presented in the conclusion (section 5.3).
Research Question 1. Outcomes or goals

The initial research question sought to understand what are the outcomes or goals that drive
key stakeholders at various levels in the Australian secondary school system, and in

particular, how do those concepts relate to the current creativity agenda?

The outcomes or goals that were found to drive participants were twofold. Firstly,
participants universally valued the creativity agenda enshrined within the Melbourne
Declaration that encouraged the emergence of individual creativity to occur. Essentially, the
idea that creativity was a desirable attribute in educational, professional and personal settings
was recognised and well supported by participants. However, the realities they were actually
a part of, and were often unintentionally contributing to, were essentially preventing this from
happening. The outcomes or goals that participants believed fostered creativity were often
accidental or an exception within the current educational system, rather than a planned goal.
This is important in relation to the second factor driving participants. Measurement, in some
form was seen as beneficial to individual development by most participants. Yet, the desired
outcomes or goals of the measures that would further support the creativity agenda were
largely seen as impossible within the current climate of standardisation and control that were
exacerbated further by existing measures such as NAPLAN, PISA and ATAR. Despite the
overall perception of such measures as an inaccurate and a narrowly focused measure of
progress and performance (both now and in the future), the measures currently used have
transformed from mere indicators to become significant educational goals in themselves. The
measures have increasingly come to define success throughout the Australian educational
system and largely dictate how creativity is developed (if at all). While these measures
remain the principal ways in which the success of education is defined, the creativity agenda
will continue to remain in the periphery as a perceived and central outcome of education yet

an unrealised one.
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Research Question 2: Creativity in the schools

The second question was directed towards uncovering how the creative needs of students are
being met, if at all? It also sought to understand what are the main differences and

similarities in the approach of a private school compared to a public school?

While there was a perception amongst some participants that the creative needs of students
were being met, it was also clear that no uniform understanding of creativity existed. In the
few instances where creativity was said to be fostered, what was often referenced were
situations where content was delivered creatively rather than the actual development of
individual creative capacities. Essentially, students were shown different ways to learn but
rarely able to demonstrate what they had learnt in ways that best utilised and explored their

own creative skill sets and individual talents within each domain.

In this way, the experiences at both schools were largely prescribed and rigid. Opportunity to
explore individuality was often predefined at either school due to externally imposed
mandates and specifically measurable educational goals that had become institutionalised
because of their significant and changing perceptions in the public forum. This was found to
make them difficult to ignore at all levels. The mandates were therefore seen as both
necessary but prohibitive towards future development of individual creativity at each school.
The public school, which had initially resisted mandates in order to nurture creativity, now
needed to justify its position amid growing pressure to produce quantifiable results. This
resulted in a Steiner program that in practice resembled its more traditional stream, which had
also repealed its own creatively focused elements due to the emphasis now placed on
measures relating to traditional academic performance. The private school, however, was in a
very different circumstance, yet it was bound by identical burdens. While it became clear that
private school wished it could move away from the hold that externally imposed mandates
had placed upon the school, its nature as a private institution with high fees ensured that it
placed measurable performance achievement as a principal priority. Therefore, a
commonality across both schools was the acknowledgement and the significance placed upon
supporting the creativity of their students. However, neither school felt they were able to
prioritise it long enough because the measures currently used to highlight their performance,
such as NAPLAN, PISA, and ATAR saw little value in it.
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Research Question 3: Promoting and limiting creativity

The final question wished to reveal what are the factors that promote or limit creativity in

these settings?

The absence both within but particularly between levels regarding any real provisions to
actually support the creativity agenda beyond the current mandate outlined within policy
documents meant its development was largely ignored or forgotten. This was principally due
to a lack of any specific discourse surrounding the creativity agenda amongst the individuals
concerned to raise its profile and significance both in the private and public arena. Hence
participants had wide, varying, and often contradicting opinions of what creativity could and
should mean both at a personal and practical level.

While the creative agenda was universally admired and spoken about as a means for
individuals in realising their potentials, the ways in which it was encouraged to grow in
practice was far from apparent. While this could, in some cases, be attributed to individual
inclination, the culture currently surrounding measurement and standardisation was
consistently highlighted. It was often found to disguise many of the realities educators and
students currently face because of the culture that has been built around them. It was
discovered that when you measure so little and place so much value on it, so much else of
what is done at the schools often becomes overlooked, underappreciated, and not even
attempted in some cases. While many of the current measures used were intended merely as
indicators that could not provide explanations nor were used as reliable determinants of
future success in any field, they were able to dictate significant amounts of what is done
within the two schools because of the perceived value prescribed to them. This was
particularly true at the policy level, as often it set the agenda that other levels felt they were

obliged to follow.

Many personal, practical and systemic factors were clearly found to influence the creativity
agenda. But, developing and providing support and assistance at all levels that addresses the
imbalance regarding the use of standardised measurement and promotes an environment
throughout the entire education system that values and encourages individuals to be the best
they can be, not the best someone else can, was found to be the most crucial factor to further

promote creativity in each of the educational settings.
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5.1 Discussion

In this section the main themes will be drawn out of each of the summaries and discussed in

relation to both previously presented literature and relevant new literature.

5.1.1 Confronting the ‘Certainties’ in Education

Within large human systems such as education, as was the case during this study, wide
sweeping directives and intentions driven from above to challenge the status quo rarely
maintain their original structure (Quinn & Sonenshein, 2008). Authors, such as Friere,
suggest that this is often owed to ‘instilled certainties’ that embed and persist throughout the
educational system (cited in Shor, 2002, p.29). Furthermore, the personalisation required to
implement certain policies and the effect they would have in each of the very different
schools, let alone on the diversity of students in them demands significant cooperation and
collaboration. In this study, challenging many of the ‘instilled certainties’ indeed reflected
this view, as many felt that there was no agenda at all. Policy was often said to be developed
based on what was quantifiable, rather than qualified through an agreed framework or based
upon a shared discourse. Therefore a central theme that materialised from the study was
participants’ desire to support the creativity agenda, despite the lack of an agreed framework,
and their inability to do so. This was emphasised by the variance in responses regarding
creativity and the use of the term ‘islands’, which highlighted how many of the certainties
still deeply embedded within the FMoE made participants pessimistic about developing the

creativity agenda within the existing culture.

Creativity is a term that was highlighted through the literature review as perplexing not just
educationists, but psychologists, philosophers and society itself due to the myriad of
connotations that are currently embedded in its use. Hence the emphasis by Lassig and her
framework to establish ‘building blocks’ on which to build a platform in order to nurture the
creativity mandates outlined in the Melbourne Declaration and participants themselves
(2008; 2009). Evidence throughout the study further supported Lassig’s concept surrounding
poorly established ‘building blocks’ and indeed affirmed the emergence of ‘blind spots’ in
relation to creativity, as Craft suggested in the literature review, which were evident due to
existing beliefs and practices of participants (2006). However what the findings did highlight,
which has yet to be adequately addressed in any literature, is the extent to which participant’s

perceived creativity was being catered for when in fact, based upon both my
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conceptualisation and the elements outlined within the framework, it was not. This was
particularly evident at the public school, as they had explicitly identified it in advertising

material compared to the private.

Participants provided glimpses of challenging the status quo to further ascertain an effective
and successful creative agenda. However, within the prevailing educational environment, the
dramatically varied responses, where participants often contradicted ideas they had earlier
confirmed, only underlined how difficult even introducing the term was at this point.
Participants argued creativity was relevant across the curriculum and not subject specific.
Yet, certain participants would later suggest that certain subjects ‘offered more opportunities
to ‘explore’ creativity, or ‘be’ creative in than others (PM2; PvT3; PvT1)"*. This difficulty,
pointed out by Craft, is often manifested by a difference of how ‘creativity is conceived’ and
the ‘limitations in curriculum organisation’ (2010). This last point was reflected by PM1,
whom confirms a further remark by Craft to illustrate that ‘the way in which the curriculum is
presented and organised within the time available in a school day may offer greater or fewer

opportunities for fostering learner and teacher creativity’ (2003, p. 119)".

As a result, many of these issues surrounding control of the curriculum and pedagogy, as well
as other aspects of management and financing of schools, for some, formed a paradox (Craft,
2003). Within the study it was clear that some priorities were simply ‘forgotten’ and it is for
this reason the All Our Futures report, and other authors such as Robinson in his book Out of
our Minds: Learning to be Creative, argue that now more than ever it has become essential to
educate the ‘whole being” and move beyond polarising definitions that personify individuals
and domains, as ‘are’ and ‘are nots’ regarding creativity to ensure that the social, economic,
technological, and personal challenges of the future are met (2011; 1999). Yet, the greatest
challenge that arose in the study to many of the certainties that participants had regarding
education were observed when the topic of measurement was raised, and how the creativity

agenda related to it.

A significant certainty that emerged from the data and repeated during the study regarding
measurement was within the use of summative assessments, such as NAPLAN, as a

‘snapshot’ that was seen as necessity in order to ‘gauge where you are at’ (PM2; PM1,;

™ Another teacher suggested that their subject ‘lends itself’ more towards being creative with students.

> PM1 highlighted this point about further creativity development when he said, ‘we don’t necessarily teach as
well as we should and part of our arrangement of utilising things and chopping up the day into 50 minutes and
all those sorts of things tend to actually tell against’.
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PvT3). Equally significant, however, was how a majority of participants defended their use
despite being unable to offer other value to these measures beyond merely ‘numeracy and
literacy’ indicators. Therefore, what emerged from the data was a paradox that was
preventing further development and recognition in other areas, such as the creativity agenda,
due to the significance placed on at all levels. Hence, the value placed on individual creativity
and difference was seemingly compromised by the certainty participants had established on
such narrow measures. This was best represented earlier by the anxiety student felt in regards
to such measures and the reflection students had about the responses they received when they
did do things differently’®. A teacher also identified how she felt word limits had

compromised students, despite the quality of the content (PsT3).

Authors such as Hee Kim, and other educators in Australia have questioned the premise of
such measures and the accuracy of such ‘snapshots’ to achieve even their stated aims (2006;
Epping Hights Public School, 2013). Hee Kim further states that even Torrance strongly
emphasised how his now widely used TTCT was actually intended as a ‘basis of
individualizing instruction for different students’, not simply the procurement of a creativity

Index (CI) as means of determining creativity to ‘gauge where you are at’ (2006, p. 4)"".

This theme reflected concerns by other participants regarding the use of such data collected
by measures such as NAPLAN to create profiles that were narrow and limited in scope
(PvA). Wormeli supports this finding and goes further, highlighting that ‘teachers tend to
spend a majority of their time on summative assessments’ (2010). This was a trend observed
at both schools and by participants, particularly students, during interviews and discussions.
Critically, Wormeli stresses that ‘can kids learn without grades, yes, can they learn without
formative assessment and the feedback that comes from it, not at all’ (ibid). Thus, many of
the measurements highlighted in the study did not reflect Torrance’s thinking or participants
own admissions (including students) that where they gained most insight from was areas they
felt were least valued by the educational system’®. Overall, the current measures were

perceived as ‘narrow’, ‘emphasised convergent teaching practices’, produced an atmosphere

"® Highlighted by PvS1 story being perceived as ‘too dark’ and PsS1 feeling that ‘the government is going to be
really critical of me and going to, I don’t know, come in here and take me away. You’re not doing it right!’.

" Ellis Paul Torrance developed the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (TTCT). A test that involved tasks
surrounding divergent thinking and problem solving that used four scales; Fluency, Flexibility, Originality and
Elaboration.

8 PsT2 highlighted how NAPLAN was ‘overused’. PsT 2 used ‘positive value statements’ based on rubrics but
did not give grades unless required because of formalities. PvS1 & 2 also said they appreciated the value of
formative assessment, discussions and interactions over summative exams to known where and how
improvement was required.
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of anxiety in students, and said very little about them or why they got the score they did
(PsT2; PVA; PvS2; PM1).

The stratifying of individuals through standardised measures and turning the term creativity
into merely another quotient measurement, such has been done with 1Q, has been an
imperative theme that has been maintained throughout the literature and the study.
Participants were regularly juxtaposed between measurement as a means of self-development
to understand and nurture a person’s creativity and measurement that was increasingly used
to produce a static measure of person’s ability through a composite score. Teachers
highlighted that personally they would use more formative assessment to inform and develop
students but often static measures were emphasised because of their simplicity (PsT2; PvT3).
It was a trend that echoed throughout the study where participants saw more value in
formative assessments, yet summative assessments were still given greater priority because of
their use and emphasis in reporting and by higher education institutions for entry. Hence, a
rethinking regarding measurement that adopts a creative agenda must challenge many of the
certainties regarding measurement that are currently imbedded and continue to persist despite

participant’s universal acknowledgment of their deficiencies.

While both frameworks of the study emphasised that the challenges would require a ‘shared
discourse, informed policy, and effective teaching and learning practices’ as a means to align
all stakeholders to continually improve and expand upon the creativity agenda as new
evidence emerges, little of this was observed”. An explanation is suggested both within the
study by PM2, who noted that ‘my biggest concern about education in this nation is that it is
treated as a political football’, and by Chin and Benne’s ‘power-coercive’ strategy for
effecting changes in human systems (Quinn & Sonenshein, 2008). Participants often
suggested they were subjugated to policy implemented from above. The power-coercive
strategy explains how more powerful persons impose his or her will as it delivers supposed
effective results rapidly (ibid). This explains why participants felt ‘obliged’ to follow the
agenda they felt governments had set out for them (PvA). However, as was the case within
the study, the pressure that the externally mandated measures often applied ‘come at the
expense of damaging relationships, destroying trust, and forfeiting voluntary commitment’

(ibid, p.70). Thus, participants at all levels often attempted to give the perception of

™ This was evident in situations where PM2 failed to provide any solutions for improvement to the current
measurement context, PvA suggested that they did not collaborate with neighbouring schools, and teachers
often believed that creativity and academic subject matter ‘probably doesn’t correlate’ (PvT3).
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cooperation and collaboration but in reality were always in competition with one another for
funding, status, or grades®. This strategy therefore prevented actual support and development
of the creativity agenda at a fundamental level and instead promoted a competitive nature
from policy (at a political level) through to practice (at a school and student level).

The use of the framework within the All Our Futures report has to that end been instrumental.
It attempts to redefine ‘standards’ and ‘measures’ by building on the holistic work of classic
writers such as Dewy and Freire, and utilises the contemporary writings of Robinson, Pink,
Craft, Burnard and others, that have attempted to move beyond simply using a static word or
number as way of describing or measuring someone’s educational journey, to a process of
development that all participants spoke of in theory but found difficult to achieve in reality
(Burnard, 2006; Craft, 2006; Dewy, 1938; Freire, 1993; Pink, 2008; Robinson, 2011). This
process encourages one to see the individual as they are and cultivate whatever capacity, trait,
or skill one exhibits and seeks to make you better at it. The move from labelling, defining and
the concentration surrounding semantics regarding creativity to a discussion that simply says
‘we are all creative in some way, let’s encourage that creativity whatever it may be’ is a

challenging one however.

Due to its holistic principles, Robinson notes that ‘creativity is now as important in education
as literacy, and we should treat it with the same status’ (2006). This was an important point
that emerged from data by participants whom wanted more support for creativity but felt the
emphasis towards these areas through the curriculum and further felt it reaffirmed by the
types of testing used and the use of it®:. This trend reflects international pressures, such as
PISA that focus heavily in such areas, that was also recognised in the study by participants to
add stress on these areas despite widely differing goals regarding education. Yet none of the
participants suggested that they had collectively collaborated to discuss creativity as an
agenda to establish a framework to develop it beyond its current form despite its important
recognition. In fact, PM1 suggested that currently when they did discuss creativity ‘we’d talk

about innovation’®?

. Additionally, to further highlight the recognition of the current creativity
agenda, yet divide amongst participants themselves, PM1 noted that ‘it’s almost like we say
let’s teach creativity art...and that’s fallacious’. This assessment by PM1 was representative

of both Robinson’s and Lassig’s framework. Firstly, because of failure to produce a clear

& Highlighted by teachers and students views that maths and English had more weight than other subjects. This
was also felt to be due to the use of literacy and numeracy reporting on the My School website.
82 He suggested that he felt they ‘talk about it in a pedagogical sense but not using the word creativity’.
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understanding of what the creativity agenda in Australia is seeking to achieve when
compared to the various challenges outlined by Robinsons framework, and secondly through
a fundamental failure to establish the ‘building blocks’ to support it from policy to practice
(1999; 2006).

Due to the absence of any framework in order to establish the ‘building blocks’ of a creativity
agenda it was hardly surprising to see fundamental misconceptions of what creativity meant
during interviews and in practice. The most significant of these misconceptions relates to the
aforementioned point by PM2 regarding creativity being domain specific, such as in art or
within certain parameters. It is also a distinction made in the All Our Futures report regarding
certainties between ‘teaching for creativity’ and ‘creative teaching’ (1999). These are
certainties individuals hold that often relate to the culture regarding an educational system, a
school, a subject, a topic or even an idea. They manifested when participants that by simply
showing students things in different ways or using ICT, felt they were catering to creativity.
Therefore, rather than students being challenged to explore their own ways and develop their
own individual creativity to demonstrate or produce something, in reality, others were often
defining the ways they could be creative for them. Craft identifies this ‘dilemma for the
educator’ by suggesting ‘teaching of some concepts as if they were universal’ (2003, p. 122;
2014). But for Craft and others such as Couros, like any concept, creativity does not have to
be taught this way. This means that by its very nature, alternatives and possibilities that
challenge assumptions regarding perceived norms may be considered, evaluated, and adopted
to express ourselves in new and diverse ways. A feature that was predominant at the
beginning of each of the interviews but gradually dissipated as participants delved deeper into

the realities and certainties each felt they currently faced.

5.1.2 Challenges Regarding Creativity in Schools

The allure of creativity due to both a fear of obsolescence in business and the notion that a
creative individual is a fulfilled one has made it a feature that make it difficult to perceive it
as anything other than ‘a good thing’ (Maslow, 1970)*. However a significant challenge
regarding creativity in schools, put forth in the All Our Futures report and drawn from the
findings, was that development of creativity and other educational goals, such as the

attainment of academic subject matter, were often conflicting in both policy and practice

8 Apparent at the policy level by declarations such as The Melbourne Declaration and at the school level by the
use of flyers to promote their institutions as ‘one of Victoria’s most creative learning environments’.
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(1999; Craft, 2003). Discussed in depth in the findings chapter, participants when asked
specifically about each (creativity and the attainment of academic material) felt both were
significant goals that they desired to achieve. The first, predominantly due to personal
principles surrounding the creativity agenda that were reflected in the Melbourne declaration
that encouraged Australians to be ‘motivated to reach their full potential’; and second, due to
the practical necessity that dictated that students ‘know’ the academic content because of the
various exams and measures to ensure ‘students are prepared for that” (Ministerial Council

for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs, 2008, p. 8; PvT2).

The relationship between this educational certainty regarding academic achievement and the
further development of the creativity agenda was therefore revealed as a major theme in the
study. Zhao highlights a term taken from Orwell to label this phenomena ‘doublethink’
(2012a). This, Zhao points out, is ‘to hold simultaneously two opinions which cancelled out,
knowing them to be contradictory and believing in both of them’ (ibid). In this case, the
question that was highlighted was how do we nurture an individual’s creativity, encourage
them to seek new diverse ways of thinking and yet continue to measure everyone the same
way? In some cases ‘doublethink’ was due to how participants used the word creativity
interchangeably to refer to it as a thing that was ‘had’ by some or something and not others. It
was not reflected as it was through the All Our Futures framework and others as ‘lifewide’; a
process that described the application of creativity to the breadth of contexts in everyday life
(Craft, 2002). ‘Doublethink’ also presented itself by participants in classrooms through
references to themselves and their ‘creative teaching’ rather than the creativity inherent in
their students®. However, ‘doublethink’ was most notable when PM2 was asked to reflect
about the creativity agenda and academic subject matter. Deflecting, PM2 replied that ‘you’ll
get better answers from an academic’. He did affirm that he felt that ‘we get the balance
pretty right’. However, he was unable to explain how the ‘balance’ was ‘pretty right’. PM2
went on only to suggest that ‘I think we do it pretty well in Australia, but I don’t have any

evidence to give you on hand on that...that’s a good question’®.

Some of the participants felt that creativity and academic subject matter ‘go hand in hand in a
lot of ways> (PsT2). A view also supported by PM1%. Nonetheless, this only presents part of

8 A teacher suggested she wanted to ‘make it (material) interesting for them and with creativity as well’ (PsT3).
8 pM2 valued individual creativity reflecting upon his own daughter on numerous occasions but also defended
the measures as ‘essential’. However, his ‘doubletalk’ was clear by difficulty answering the question and his
inability to offer any solutions for further development to improve the relationship currently.

8 PM1 felt that ‘why is academic subject matter not creative?”
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the picture and was reflected by PM1’s own view that only ‘islands’ of creativity were
evident in schools (Zhao, 2012b). The larger picture regarding many of the certainties
currently embedded in schools can therefore be described as a continuation of the once held
belief that was explored in the literature review, one that developed a culture that perceived
creativity is an innate, unteachable ability (Galton, 1868). It is why there has been such a
dichotomy between eminent and ‘lifewide’ perceptions regarding creativity that persist in
people’s minds to see themselves often as either creative or not. Due to the social, economic,
technological, and personal challenges outlined in the framework, these perceptions have
now manifested to a point where the arguments in favour of ‘lifewide’ creativity have
become increasingly apparent to the health of all areas of human life (NACCCE, 1999;
Runco & Richards, 1997). This underlined why teachers found themselves contradicting their
own views about many of the established certainties, and policy makers found it problematic
to align both agendas amid the current culture of measurement and standardisation. PvT2

poignantly highlights this.

It goes from the top down and our final product here, (pause) at many schools is to do year 12.
It is exam driven and SACs [School Assessed Coursework] regulated. What we have to do is
make sure that students are prepared for that. That may be in the type of format leading up to
it. But then there is the types of subjects that are chosen as well. Someone who want to do
studio art...there is a lot of creativity in that. The teacher can still, (pause) most of the time
(pause) not so much hmmm. I’m sort of contradicting myself. [After reflection] In year 11 and
12 the pressure to get through all of this can stiffer creativity...there is still creativity available
in things to done. It is probably not a daily thing. You know, we can’t be creative daily.

Through the difficulty PvT2 has in even explaining, she finds herself in constant ‘doubletalk’.
PvT2, like all other participants in the study, is clearly trying to balance the certainties that
the current culture has developed over the holistic challenges presented by addressing
creativity agenda. It is the central theme not only here but supported by many papers from
Maslow to Robinson (1970; 2011). However, PvT2 demonstrates that due to a lack of any
support to develop a framework through the formation of Lassig’s ‘building blocks’, the
challenges laid down by the All Our Futures report will continue to be ‘not a daily thing’ that
will be realised within either school.

Both schools were able to provide the provision to develop creativity, however each
demonstrated unique sets of circumstances that was preventing this from happening. At the
public school, this orientated primarily around meeting the requirements for accountability to
the state. As in the private school, it was primarily about accountability to parents. A focus on

creativity at both schools was often seen as deviation from a focus on academic material.
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While both were not recognised as ‘mutually exclusive’, as PM1 suggested, both schools felt
‘obliged’ to focus on academic material over developing creativity due to its emphasis by
current measures and easily justifiable outcomes through exams and metrics. Hence, the
public school focused on these items to satisfy the state it was ‘improving’ and the private
school did so to quantifiably justify its high fees and tuition that it felt ensured its survival
(PsA2; PvA). This reflects not only the amount of time teachers spent talking in class, but
Firesteins warning relating to testing methods and evaluation that suggests you will get what
you select for (2012). Hence, participants at the private school appeared more influenced by
the pressures that the current evaluations had placed on them. This meant they were less
likely to spend time developing creativity but more likely to perform well on the various

measures they undertook.

5.1.3 The Challenges Towards Transformation

As maintained thus far, addressing the economic, technological, social and personal
challenges highlighted by the All Our Futures report regarding the creativity agenda may
appear quite diverse and overwhelming. Data that emerged from the study signalled an
increase in cooperation, collaboration, to a complete reimagining of how education is
delivered in order to further develop creativity. Principally however, the occurrence of
conflict that arose regarding deeply embedded beliefs about performance, in terms of rewards
for achievement at all levels and in terms of performance simply as a means of measuring
progress, made developing creativity with any continuity or clarity extremely difficult.
Therefore, the most significant finding that arose was poignantly highlighted by PM1 when
he suggested that ‘culture eats strategy for breakfast’. Hence, throughout the study it became
increasingly apparent that addressing any form of transformation became impossible without

recognising the embedded culture that was currently preventing this from happening.

The various themes that emerged were not frequently unified across the participants because
each often expressed context specific rationalisations as to why they perceived or felt their
situation was the way it was. While this offered deep and rich understandings of their
situations, it also emphasised why it was so difficult for participants to provide overall
solutions for improvement. As discussed, in some circumstances partnerships had been
established to expand, share and cater to individuals. Yet largely, each of the levels and

schools were quite isolated from one another. This meant that rather than collaborating or
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cooperating to establish a common discourse to nurture the creative agenda further at a
theoretical and practical level, each of the individual findings collectively demonstrated that
the isolation (both in terms of theory and practice) reaffirmed a culture that manifested to
emphasise the competitive nature found within the educational system, between policies,
schools, and ultimately students. The competitive culture, observed internationally but
reflected locally here, highlights why participants had so much difficulty embedding their
ideas surrounding creativity with any certainty or continuity (Marginson, 1997).

Australia is far from unique regarding the international and national pressures orientating
around performance and competition at all levels. However, the competitive pressures on
education in Australia have not improved efficiency or innovation. It has strengthened the
dominance of leading institutions and forced a greater conformity to the established model
(Marginson, 1997). According to Kohn and Pink, rewards, which are commonly used to
motivate greater performance, are no more helpful at enhancing achievement than they are at
fostering good values (Kohn, 1994; Pink, 2008). However, at an international level, rather
than asking more critical questions, performance, used in rankings of universities, to literacy
and numeracy testing such as PISA, as a means of argumentation for improvement or concern
based on relativist terms, is a commonality (Pyne, 2015). Paradoxically, in Australia (as
elsewhere), they are often hailed if they increase or deplored if they decrease (Nature, 2010).
From the data gathered, the findings affirmed that education in Australia still largely
orientates itself around pre-determined measures as a means of evaluating whether someone
is accepted into a school, course, or vocation through some form of entrance requirement.
Therefore, as participants of the study were about to move into their final years of secondary
school, the significance of these requirements, particularly for university, was underlined on

nuUMerous occasions.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), have suggested that
education in Australia is a ‘high quality/low equity’ system (Argy, 2007; 2004). This reflects
the high quality of educators observed during the study and emphasises their inability for
transformation due to the lack of support towards the creative agenda. While this lack of
esteem was a point that increasingly emerged from all participants in the study, the students’
voices were most poignant, as it was them that were the recipients of the current education.
At both schools, students demanded a more active role in their learning and emphasised a

‘broadening’ of their education to recognise their difference rather than feeling like ‘you have
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to do it like this’ (PvS1). Furthermore, it became apparent that students wished for teaching
to adapt to their ‘learning curve or learning process’ in order to ‘understand the student a lot
more’ (PsS1). Overall, the feeling from students was that education was preparing them for
the future. While they felt that it was sometimes, the narrow focus was a repeating theme they
emphasised. Students had a sensible approach and logical understanding of the role of testing.
They valued the ability to ‘test’ their skills, knowledge, and understanding, but they also
desired the ability to ask questions in order to receive feedback that was less stressful and
orientated around their own differences. Essentially, students valued learning the fundamental
academic tools to enable them to express their creativity, yet unanimously believed that
creativity and difference was not a feature that was catered for with any frequency. This was
highlighted consistently by their feelings towards the current measures and the anxiety they
felt in the school and amongst their fellow students.

This theme was underscored by the continued absence of a systemic strategy that addresses
the ‘balance of the school curriculum, teaching methods and assessment, [and] how schools
connect with one another’ (NACCCE, 1999, p.6)®". Hence many of the transformations they
felt they would like to see to develop creativity, such as ‘the way we are expected to assess
students’ because of the difference in schools and individuals, was felt to be improbable due
to the ‘crowding of the curriculum’ that many said lead to significant ‘time restraints’ due to
the conflicts in policy and practice highlighted by Craft earlier (PM1; PvT3; PsT3; 2003)%.
Within the All Our Futures report, a system that is rigid and predetermines the speed in
which something must be learnt, often leaves the majority who have not learnt within that
time to be seen as not as intelligent or capable as those that have (1999). This was a theme
that was echoed within the study by some students whom felt devalued when their creativity

was neither nurtured nor accommodated (PvS2)®°.

Measurement, in the context of transformation, constrained self-development and
improvement amongst educators at a systemic level, between schools and individuals alike.
This is because measurement that provides no context, nor explanation, offers very little
(Wormeli, 2001). Therefore, for participants, the way in which education is measured and

how those measures are used is of great concern because the pressure created by these

8 This includes how people, resources, training, and development of teachers and others is prioritised and
managed.

8 The time restraints ‘bigger projects’

8 Some students also suggested that despite the use of ICT and the like they were often simply substitutes rather
than variations in actual approaches that catered to their creativity.
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measures is now heavily reflected and exacerbated in the wider community (see image 8 in
appendix 7). This emphasised the illusion of static measures as a reflection of broader
educational progress, rather than as narrowly defined indicators of features within education
itself as argued within the framework (NACCCE, 1999). This challenged transformation
because it often overshadowed attempts at more ‘deeper learning’ because they were not
measurable on NAPLAN or by a TER (PM1). Therefore, the continued stress on static
measures, often used to suggest we are incapable or improbable of more in the future cripples
millions from opportunities to educate themselves when they do discover what they perhaps
want to do, want to become, and are more motivated or capable of achieving it due to the
myriad of personal, economic, or social reasons that may have existed at that time (Wormeli,
2001).

The challenges teachers faced suggested that ‘marring up’ the relationship between academic
elements and assisting students realise their creative potentials was an ongoing one (PvT3). In
fact, schools felt they could develop creativity, but setting up an agenda which the ‘society
endorses’ by ‘developing a discourse around skills rather than results on a test’ was for many
the first step towards transformation by changing the focus completely (PsAl; PvA). Even
though some felt they had catered to creativity in some circumstances, and indeed they had,
the underlying feeling was that the challenges regarding the creativity agenda were currently

too great to address.

Addressing imbalances will involve a review of ‘styles, purposes and ethos of education at
many levels’ (NACCCE, 1999, p. 190). Yet the existing attention on university entry and
measures has meant that both schools remained very much orientated around consumption,
compliance, finding out prescribed information, and generally adhered to a schedule that was
sequential in nature. Therefore, the challenges to promote an agenda that is divergent, centres
on creating, promotes learning about your passions and interests, is personal and non-liner,
still requires significant work (Couros, 2014). It requires a focus on people rather than
numbers. However, while 12 years of study, across domains, experiences, and ideas, are then
reduced into a single number, the difference between what educators want to do and students

want to see, versus what they were doing and what students were experiencing, will remain.

% The image highlights how the marketing of these NAPLAN books in department stores only increases the
significance, role and pressure associated with these kinds of measures.
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5.2 Limitations

While efforts were made to address shortcomings, sometimes it is simply impossible. The
greatest limitation was access to individuals and managing a short time frame to actually
include the necessary people that would provide greater validity to the study. This was
evident in the difficulty experienced to secure schools and participants in Australia from
Norway. In the end, this had to be done face to face. Also, time, combined with difficulty in
coordinating permission slips through students whom would often forget to pass them on or
return them, resulted in the exclusion of parents. Another limitation is also the sheer volume
of data gathered. While the study benefited greatly from the depth of information the study
gathered not all data could be presented due to the requirements of this paper. This influenced

themes that would have otherwise been explored to provide even more depth and context.

5.3 Conclusion

The broader aims of the study was to provide a better understanding within the education
system in order to further understand the conditions in which people thrive, and
conditions in which they don’t by taking into account the abundance of research regarding
theoretical and practical elements of the creativity agenda and using it as a lens to view
fundamental questions concerning the purpose of education. By doing so the paper
provided both personal and practical information about an area that had little continuity
before through its inclusion of various levels and the schools it compared. The theoretical
framework of the study therefore had to be dynamic enough to support the possibility of
various perceptions regarding creativity, yet concrete enough to provide a suitable
understanding of how various perceptions can indeed contribute towards the creativity

agenda. Hence, the socio-cultural framework that was adopted was adopted from two studies.

The first, NACCCE’s All Our Futures Report, drew attention to the difficulty in defining the
term creativity (1999). Instead, supported by others, the term ‘lifewide’ creativity was
highlighted to underscore the challenges education currently faces (Craft, 2003). These were
categorised as technological, economic, social, and personal. The theories accounted for the
difficulties and discrepancies participants encountered with aligning their beliefs regarding
creativity with their practices surrounding measurement and standardisation. This was further
supported by Zhao’s notion of ‘doublethink’ that accounted for many cultural influences that

have embedded themselves in Australian education. The second study in the framework then
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further explained and accounted for, through the use of Lassig’s ‘three building blocks’ the
lack of informed policy, shared creativity discourse and effective educational practices
observed in the study (2009). Furthermore, the responsibility of the impact of these systemic
and structural factors, and the significant role they play in all students’ creative development

were also discussed.

Dewey once stated that ‘old ideas give way slowly; for they are more than abstract logical
forms and categories. They are habits, predispositions, deeply ingrained attitudes of aversion
and preference’ (1910). While this statement highlights many of the complexities uncovered
during the course of this study. The paper also explored many of these ‘habits,
predispositions and deeply ingrained attitudes’ to recognise that it is only through interested
persons, the relevance of those ideas, by a group deeply concerned with the same question,
problem, or set of possibilities that people have appreciated aspects of creativity within
history. Runco and Albert, whom were quoted earlier in the paper, asserted that the ‘when’
determines ‘what’ will become important, and throughout the study it was clear that
participants believed that the time for the creativity agenda was now (2010, p. 4). In fact, the
overwhelming support and belief that emerged regarding the creativity agenda and the
challenges education now faces made it easy to see why participants felt increasingly
frustrated that it had not happened earlier. Yet ‘how’ this change was supposed to happen
while so many continued to invest and defend the very standardised and measured approach
that was preventing creativity from occurring on anything more than islands is a question that

the education system, as a whole, will now have to address.

From the onset, the study presented the views of key individuals in the creation, through to
the delivery, of the creativity agenda in Australia to demonstrate just how significant it has
become. Not just locally but globally. The increasing mortality rate among companies
demonstrates just how vital the development of creativity is in order to think differently and
adapt in today’s rapidly changing economic landscape. This unpredictability also underscores
the strains on our political, financial, social, cultural, and of course our educational
institutions. Yet, the personal and intrinsic benefits that further development of the creativity
agenda has attempted to rationalise during the course of this study are perhaps the most
significant due to the influence it clearly had on students whom felt engaged, interested, and
motivated when they felt their creativity was nurtured. Without purpose, even the most

capable and creative of individuals lie dormant, unrealised and uninspired to produce
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anything. Hence, an increased recognition of the need for change both within government,
through mandates such as the Melbourne Declaration, and in society reflected by growing
discontent about education catering to the few and not the many. The rationale to explore the
imperatives that the creativity agenda provides by challenging many of the perceived
certainties and realities regarding education in Australia are therefore seen as more essential

than ever.

The findings strongly indicated that participants reflected many, if not all, of the theoretical
frameworks theories regarding the creativity agenda. Participants recognised how the various
challenges to education were influencing the system they were a part of. However, each felt
to some degree that a platform from which to build lasting change, such as that reflected by
Lassig, did not currently exist. The fact the politician in this study identified he had a ‘deep,
deep passionate interest in education’ is of great importance, yet the fact he himself identifies
a politician and not educator is perhaps where the beginning of where the problem lies.
Generally speaking, a doctor is not in charge of a building site, nor is a dentist in charge of
church. Therefore, it cannot be surprising to a politician, nor was it to the findings of the
study, that education was used as a political football when it was politicians whom are in
charge of it. Hence, a significant recommendation regarding this discovery involves a greater
convergence between politicians and their experience to the field of education, along with an
evidence based approach to educational policy development through a committee of diverse
educational representatives from existing organisations such Australian Curriculum,
Assessment and Reporting Authority, Australian Institute for Teaching and School
Leadership, Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency, and the Australian Research
Council. This could further remove the politics out of education to provide diverse, expert
representative knowledge regarding educational directions that ministers oversee rather than

dictate to.

This reflected central themes in the study that at a philosophical level recognised people as
different but at a practical level maintained the premise that ‘we should test them the same’,
since politics and politicians required quickly digestible metrics that often gave the
appearance of improvement rather than actual development that addressed the burgeoning
challenges (NACCCE, 1999). Furthermore, political pressure to measure and standardise was
found to deter cooperation and collaboration and rather promote separation and competition

both between schools and amongst all stakeholders at every level. This premise explains why
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aligning the creativity agenda within the current educational system was so difficult despite

its recognition and importance both locally and globally.

The reality at both schools was that the often strict, tightly structured curriculum often left
zero input and few opportunities for students to choose their own learning paths. Policy
documents touted the importance of creativity and participants clearly understood its
significance. Yet in an environment where everything, including syllabi, assignments, tests,
and grading procedures were predetermined, engagement was difficult to maintain for
teachers besides the few times they were afforded the time to do so. This is where a
recommendation on improvement based upon individually identified elements, rather than
merely performance, would both serve the individual and the system preferably towards
creative development and realisation. A further recommendation concluded from the study is
that while we may accept the truth that not all will be served best within a school, as was the
case here in the study, it is primarily because participants still saw schools how they are (or
were), versus how they could or participants wanted them to be in order to best cater to the
uncertain future. Therefore, a fundamental focus on creativity development that at its core
embraces a more holistic approach to education, supported by the building blocks, to offer the
new cooperative paradigm so many participants sought in order to cater to rapidly changing

circumstances, technologies, cultures, and environments.

The recognition of difference is therefore imperative. It, as argued, allows us to appreciate the
capability of that difference within all forms of creativity. Exploring options is at the heart of
lateral thinking, and as a system, a further recommendation is to embrace and coordinate
more effectively with more partners rather than competing against them to provide more
choice and options to the individuals it attempts to cater for (NACCCE, 1999). This would
help circumvent scheduling difficulties and allow people to do what they really want rather
than what a single institution alone can offer. Students, teachers, schools and policymakers
wanted to be identified for their difference. Hence, assessment that perpetuates and focuses
on singularity was perceived as artificial and meaningless. It defeats the very purpose of
having schools do things differently if they are forced and measured the same way. People
that endure hardship in the most challenging of environments create products or ideas born of
that experience and the same is true of any individual. It is why we cannot ensure that any

one person will ever follow the same path of accomplishment of another. The most we can do
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is support it however and whenever we can so that it grows and possibly inspires others who

witness it to do the same in whatever capacity they have.

During the study, curiosity was identified, and is the starting point of any creative endeavour
and rather than restricting it through further standardisation where answers are largely
predetermined, we must find ways to reassure individuals that knowledge is just as much
about what we don’t know about something as much as it is about what we do. Hence,
confirming a perpetual drive for further creative discovery in all capacities and areas of life.
An approach that could foster creativity could include elements that invite students to answer
questions around a given field by firstly finding out what it is they know about it, what they
find interesting about it, and what issues the field raises and what impact it has on each of
their lives. By doing so, it encourages a more proactive approach rather than reactionary one
where students are simply a recipient of information they may or may not find relevant to
their lives. Creativity requires time and it was raised as a continual theme. While policy
makers were reluctant to suggest that teachers ‘did not have enough time’, the reality in
schools were that placing more restrictions due to over-scheduling only reduced the ability

for students to express and explore their capacities properly.

This study built itself upon and drew from the foundations of many studies before it. Yet
none provided the comparative scope of two schools by including so many from such a wide
base. Hence, the ability to extend the study further through refinement based upon the
findings here would provide even more valuable data to field of comparative education to
answer the elusive ‘how’ question regarding the development of the creativity agenda.
Extending the study to include lower and higher classes, and parents would also yield more
data that would add even more context to an area that is need of investigation. As would more

specific research into some of the systemic factors identified.

The study has maintained and uncovered the significance of the creativity agenda in
Australian education. It has argued that we must move beyond the need to simply avoid
failure or achievements based upon summative performance on standardised examinations
within education. Students need to see the value of possibility as a means to self-
improvement in all areas in life. By pointing out what someone cannot do or hasn’t done,
particularly through comparisons with others, we think it will inspire them to work harder.
This however often leads to further disillusion and withdrawal. The value of possibility

focuses our attention forward so we harness our ambitions to drive us towards the aim and the
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goal of our labours with increased vigour. It provides a purpose for learning something, one
that is valued because it is internalised and unique to our own lives, not predefined and
standardised to the point of sterilisation. It is happening in small instances already, but as
mentioned, it is often in spite of rather than due to the current system, and this must be
addressed at all levels in order to create realities that conform to our beliefs about what
education can do for the many and not the few. Appropriately then, this paper concludes with
the same question | was left with by a student during an interview— not, ‘Do you want us to

be creative?’ but ‘How creative do you want us to be?’
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Policy Maker Interview Guide

UiO0 @ Faculty of Educational Sciences

Narrative Research Guide:

Note: These questions are intended as a_guide for the topics | wish to discuss during my
interview.

>

*,

*

1.1 What do you believe is the purpose of education?

L)

A X4

1.2 How would you describe the most important aims/goals of education in
Victoria?

% 1.3 What would you say are the most distinguishing features of Australian
(Victorian) schools?

» Why?
% 1.4 How would you define creativity?

% 1.5 Can you tell me about what value/purpose is currently placed on creativity in
education?

% 1.6 Can you clarify how creativity is being nurtured in Victorian schools?

%+ 1.7 Could you please describe particular strategies, interventions and tools that
have been implemented support student’s creative potential?

% 1.8 Could you discuss some of the factors that promote and impede children
demonstrating their creative abilities in school?

% 1.9 How do you see the role of standardised testing?

% 1.10 How do you feel it (standardised testing) influences on the development of
creativity?

% 1.10 What effects do you feel externally imposed accountability mandates have?

K/
L X4

1.11 How would you describe the relationship between students’ creative potential
and their attainment of academic subject matter?

X/
L X4

1.12 Could you discuss what role you feel school administrators, teachers,
students, parents have in developing creativity within the education system?
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¢ 1.13 Thank you for all that valuable information, is there anything else you’d like
to add before we end?
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Appendix 2: Administrator Interview Guide

UiO0 @ Faculty of Educational Sciences

Narrative Guide for School Administrators

+« 2.0 What do you believe is the purpose of education?

¢+ 2.1 Could you please talk about the educational philosophy of this school?
» Are there specific aims and goals?
» Who is responsible for its development? Why?

s 2.2 What would you say are the biggest challenges to achieving your schools
educational goals?

» Do you prioritize some over others? Why and which ones?
% 2.3 What would you say distinguishes this school from others?

» What role do you feel this plays in people’s choice regarding this school?
< 2.4 How would you define creativity?

» Do you think this view is supported in the wider community? Why?

» In what ways does this school nurture students’ creative capacities?

» Are people trained specifically for these duties?

X/
L X4

2.5 Can you tell me about what value /purpose is placed on creativity in your school?

X/
L X4

2.6 Can you clarify how creativity is being nurtured in this school?

%+ 2.7 Could you please describe particular strategies, interventions and tools that have
been implemented to support/or recognise student’s creative potential?

» How would you define their success?

%+ 2.8 Could you discuss some of the factors that promote and impede children
demonstrating their creative abilities in school?

» Could you give me an example?
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A X4

X/
°e

X/
°e

S

2.9 How do you see the role of testing?

» Do you use standardised testing here?

» For what purposes?
2.10 What effects do you think the testing you administer has on your students?
2.11 How do you think it influences on the development of creativity?

» Do you feel students are able to demonstrate their differences? How?

2.12 What effects do you feel externally imposed accountability mandates, (Such as
PISA or NAPLAN) have on teaching practices?

» On teachers or students? Why and how?

» Do you feel it has the potential to reinforce or exacerbate convergent teaching
practices?

2.13 How would you describe the relationship between students’ creative potential
and their attainment of academic subject matter?

» How would you like to see the relationship developed?

2.14. What influence do you think policymakers and government have on education
and how do or have their policies affect you?

2.15. Could you discuss what role you feel school administrators, teachers, students,
parents have in developing creativity within the education system?

» Can you give me an example?
» Do you have any expectations of each of the groups? If so, what are they?
» Do any of these groups need to do things differently and if so what?

2.16. Thank you for all that valuable information, is there anything else you’d like to
add before we end?



Appendix 3: Teacher Interview Guide

UiO0 @ Faculty of Educational Sciences

Narrative Guide for Teachers

% 3.0 What do you believe is the purpose of education?

%+ 3.1 Could you discuss your educational goals and what you see as the biggest
challenges to you achieving them?

» Do you prioritize some over others? Why and which ones?
% 3.2 How would you describe your classroom?

» Could you describe your teaching style?

» Could you describe a lesson you are proud of? Why?

» Would you describe this as the norm or an exception? Why?

>

How do you think your pupils would describe your teaching methodology?
Why?

‘0

3.3 What would you say distinguishes this school from others?

L)

» Why did you choose to work here (at this school)?

» What role do you feel this plays in people’s choice regarding this school?

X4

3.4 How would you define creativity?

L)

X4

3.5 Can you tell me about what value /purpose you place on creativity?

L)

°0

3.6 Could you please describe particular strategies, interventions and tools you have
been implemented to support/or recognise student’s creative potential?

» How would you define their success?

K/
°e

3.7 Could you discuss some of the factors that you feel promote and impede children
demonstrating their creative abilities in your class?

» Would you give me an example please?
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A X4

A X4

X/
°e

X/
°e

3.8 How do you see the role of testing?
» Can you tell me your opinion on the use of standardised testing?
3.9 What effects do you think the testing you administer has on your students?

3.10 How do you think (standardised testing) it influences on the development of
creativity?

» How do you feel students are able to demonstrate their differences?

3.11 Do you feel externally imposed accountability mandates, (Such as PISA or
NAPLAN) have an effect on your teaching practices?

» Why and how?

> Do you feel it has the potential to reinforce or exacerbate convergent teaching
practices?

3.12 How would you describe the relationship between students’ creative potential
and their attainment of academic subject matter?

» How would you like to see the relationship developed?

3.13 What influence do you think policymakers and government have on education
and how do or have their policies affect you?

3.14 Could you discuss what role you feel policy makers, school administrators,
students, parents have in developing creativity within the education system?

» Can you give me an example?
> Do you have any expectations of each of the groups? If so, what are they?
» Do any of these groups need to do things differently and if so what?

3.15 Thank you for all that valuable information, is there anything else you’d like to
add before we end?



Appendix 4: Student Interview Guide

UiO0 @ Faculty of Educational Sciences

Narrative Guide for Students:

A X4

K/
°e

4.0 What do you believe is the purpose of education?
» Is that what you think a school is for?

4.1 What do you think of this school?
» What do you like and dislike? Why?

4.2 What would you say are the biggest challenges to you achieving your educational
goals?

» Do you feel the school prioritises some over others? What are they? Why do
you think they do?

> Are they things that you are interested in? What are you interested in?
4.3 How would you define creativity?

> Do you see yourself as creative? Why or why not?
4.4 What value do you feel is placed on creativity in this school?
4.5 How is your creativity being nurtured in this school?

» How would you measure their success?

4.6 What are some factors that you feel promote and impede students demonstrating
their creative abilities in your school?

» Would you give me an example?

4.7 How do you see the role of testing?
» Why do you think the school uses the types of tests they do?
» How would you like your school to test you?

4.8 What effects do you think the testing has on you?
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A X4

A X4

4.9 How do you think it influences on the development of your creativity?
> Do you feel students are able to demonstrate their differences? How?

4.10 How would you describe the way you are taught leading up to a test and in
between them?

» Is there a difference? How? Why?

> Do you feel it has the potential to reinforce or exacerbate a more narrow way
of teaching?

4.11 How would you describe the relationship between demonstrating your creative
potential and the attainment of academic subject matter?

» How would you like to see the relationship developed?

4.12 What influence do you think policymakers and government have on education
and how do or have their policies affect you?

> What about the school? And teachers?

4.13 Could you discuss what role you feel policymakers, school administrators,
teachers and parents have in developing creativity within the education system?

» Can you give me an example?
» Do you have any expectations of each of the groups? If so, what are they?
» Do any of these groups need to do things differently and if so what?

4.14 Thank you for all that valuable information, is there anything else you’d like to
add before we end?



Appendix 5: Request for Interview Letter

Ui0 @ Faculty of Educational Sciences

Re: Application to conduct research study.

Title of research: The culture of creativity in Australian schools.

To I

| am currently a student under the supervision of Professor || Il at the University of
Oslo in Norway. Presently, | am conducting research on curriculum restraints in modern
times and its effect on creativity within the classroom. I intend to focus on Australian schools
due to the recent changes that have occurred in the national curriculum.

Victorian schools have been identified because of their exceptional performance and the
unique educational environment. This is fascinating to me due to the diverse choice of
educational approaches. | am also a Victorian and would deeply like for my own state to
benefit from the findings of this study. Therefore, | would very much appreciate the
opportunity to discuss these changes in order to further understand why they have been
implemented.

The study will focus on middle school aged students because of the depth of research that
currently identifies the difficulty experienced with retaining student’s attention at this age
level. The study will also consist of classroom observations and interviews of administrators,
teachers, students and parents. Only a representative sample is needed, consisting of three (3)
people in each category. This study is unique because, presently, no Australian studies have
attempted to present a comprehensive understanding at the various levels and to explain
findings in a larger context.

The aim of the study is to better understand challenges within Australian schools by
exploring the relationship between curriculum restraints and improved educational outcomes.
Therefore, your participation in this unique study is invaluable not only because of your
invaluable feedback, but also for your state to better understand how the layers within it
perceive the challenges towards further development of your own educational practices.

The primary purpose is to enrich our understanding. All the information I collect will be
treated as confidential. You will not be directly identified and names will not be used in the
reports of the research to allow you to speak as freely as possible. At the completion of the
research | will be more than happy to supply results of the study and talk with you about what
| have found.

This study has been cleared in accordance with the University of Oslo’s research guidelines
and the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (project no 31229). However, you are of
course free to discuss your participation in this study with myself or project staff (Prof.

on +H ). Alternatively, feel free to contact me either by email

) or telephone () to discuss any concerns.
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Should you agree to participate | believe you will find the insights from this study highly
rewarding and extremely interesting. The studies greatest value is based on a realization that
cuts to the heart of what education is all about, helping people realize their potentials.
Therefore, understanding how we can continue to improve is in the interest of us all.

Finally, I just wanted to note that while this may seem a large task your participation is small
yet critically vital to me. | am a student, perhaps with an idealistic mentality but | do have
faith in the system to support those who wish to improve it, no matter how insignificant.
Many have said to me not to bother because you would not respond. However, | believe you
will, could and would like to spare whatever time you could to be a part of this. | would be
deeply grateful if you could.

Thank you very much for your time,

Yours faithfully,

Peter Nicolacopoulos (MPhil. Comparative and International Education)
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Appendix 6: Combined Invitation and Consent Form

Ui0 ¢ Faculty of Educational Sciences

| want to thank you for taking the time to read this invitation. My name is Peter
Nicolacopoulos and | am currently a student under the supervision of Professor ||| Gz
at the University of Oslo in Norway.

I would like to talk to you about your experiences regarding curriculum restraints and the
challenges within your school. The interview will consist of questions regarding educational
perceptions and feelings in order to understand the challenges that the curriculum is seen to
have on the participants school.

The research aims to better understand challenges within Australian schools by exploring the
relationship between curriculum restraints and improved educational outcomes. Therefore,
participating in this unique study will provide not only invaluable feedback for you school
but also greater understanding of how the layers within it perceive the challenges towards
further development of educational practices.

The interview should take less than an hour. | will be taping the session because I don’t want
to miss any of your comments. Although I will be taking some notes during the session, |
can’t possibly write fast enough to get it all down. Because we’re on tape, please be sure to
speak up so that we don’t miss your comments.

The study will commence on the 9th of September until the 30th of October, 2012. All
responses will be kept entirely confidential. This means that your interview responses will
only be shared with me and | will ensure that any information I include in the study does not
identify you or your school as the respondent. Once the paper is finalized at the end of June,
2013, all information will be destroyed. A copy of the study will also be made available to
you if you so wish. Remember, you don’t have to talk about anything you don’t want to and
you may end the interview at any time.

The research has been cleared with the Faculty of Educational Sciences at the University of
Oslo. The Norwegian Data Protection Official has recommended the study and has also been
approved by the Department of Education. If you would like to discuss any of the above
mentioned with my supervisor, she is available either by phone (+|| || | | ) or email

).

Are there any questions about what I have just explained? Are you willing to participate in
this interview?

Interviewee Witness Date

Legal guardian (if interviewee is under 18)
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Appendix 7: Images
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Image 1 Image 1

Image 3

Flyers from the public school

Hallway of the private school

at the end of a day. Empty
cabinets to the right

Image 5

Classrooms at the private sc
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No worries, | thought you were going

_to tell me you barrack for North!

Image 6

Image 7

A progressive flyer regarding homosexuality at
the public school

A classroom at the public school
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Image 8

NAPLAN preparation books in a
large department store.
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Appendix 8: One on One Laptop Flyer
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One to One Laptop Program

One to One
Laptop Program

Netbooks provide access to information and learning anywhere, anytime.

With a netbook, students’ classroom learning is enhanced through the use of a wide

range of software, tools and digital resources.

Due to the success of the one to one Netbook program introduced

in 2011 (Main Program Years 7&3), | NGGcGccNGEG s

extending the program to include all secondary students.

A Netbook is a small laptop computer that will be used by
students to maximize opportunities for learning," while
promoting communication and collaboration between

themselves, staff and parents.

For the vast majority of students, digital technologies are
embedded into their day to day lives. These technologies can be
used effectively as a tool to support learning.

The Netbooks come with software that will allow the student to
learn independently, collaborate with peers and communicate

their understandings using rich media.

Features of the Netbook
Program:

« Great opportunity at no cost
to the family.

«Netbooks will have the ‘Edustar’
learning suite with programs designed
to enhance skills in Literacy, Maths,
Language, Science and Thinking.

« Students will have internet
access and will complete Online
learning tasks.




Appendix 9: Improvement checklist




